
CITY OF'WHEATLAND
CIITY COUNCIL MEETING

STAFF REPORT
February 14, 2017

SUBJECT: Solid Waste Collection Services - Contracting Analysis and
Recommendations

PREPARED BY:' Greg Greeson, City Manager

Recommendation

Staff is recommending that Council, pursuant to the recommendation of the Regionall Waste
Management Authority (RWMA):

1. Review and consider the Sloan Vasquez McAfee, LLC (SVM) report and
recommendations for Solid Waste Collection Services, and;

2. Consider RWMA and City staff recommendations for next steps. specifically:
a. Not provide a four year extension to the current provider, Recology Yuba-Sutter

(Recology)

b. Attempt to renegotiate an agreement with the Recology and, if unsuccessful,
initiate a competitive procurement process.

Background/Discussion

Attached is a report entitled "Municipal Solid Waste CoHection Services Contracting Analysis
and Recommendations" (Report) which was prepared by SVM regarding research, analysis and
stakeholder engagement activities that were conducted to inform local policy Boards and
Councils regarding future waste collection service agreements.

The project was undertaken by the RWMA, which includes six member jurisdictions (Yuba
County" Sutter County, Yuba City, Marysville, Wheatl'and and Live Oak). because the initial
seven and three-quarter year term of the existing Col:lection Service Agreements between
member jurisdictions and Recology Yuba-Sutter will expire on September 30,2019. In addition
to the initial term, these agreements will include provisions for three extensions of four years
each to 2023, 2027 and 2031. Extensions are at the sole discretion of each jurisdiction.

The Report was prepared for the RWMA and reviewed and discussed at their December 1S,
2016 meeting. At that meeting, the RWMA concurred with the, recommendations and directed
staff to refer the Report to the member jurisdictions. Specifically, the RWMA members
recommended moving forward with attempting to renegotiate an agreement with the current
provider, Recology Yuba-Sutter, and not offering a four year extension. Another option
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presented, to prepare a Request for Proposals to qualified contractors to provide future
collection services, was not recommended at this time by RWMA Administrators or the RWMA.

DISCUSSION

Each of the six member jurisdictions of the RWMA will have the SVM report brought to them in
January and February 2017 for their consideration and direction. RWMA staff willi then report
back to, their Board at a future, meeting on the results of that process for further discussion and
direction includlnp the potential contracting for consultant services as necessary.

On January 24th;

./ The Yuba County Board of Supervisors unanimously supported the consultant and
staff recommendation to NOT extend the existing Recology Yuba-Sutter collection
service agreement;, to attempt to negotiate a new agreement with Recology; and, if
unsuccessful, to then initiate a competitive procurement process .

./ The Sutter County Board of Supervisors chose to take no action except to ask their
new CAO Scott Mitnick to return with a firm recommendation at their February zs"
meeting .

./ The Yuba City City Council voted 3 - 2' to reject the recommended hybrid concept in
favor of going directly to competitive procurement.

At the time this report was prepared, the remaining presentation schedule along with the
new/second Sutter County meeting is as follows:

• Tuesday, February ih' - Regular Meeting of the Marysville' City Council at 6:00 PM

• Tuesday, February 14th - Regular Meeting of the Wheatland City Council at 6:30 PM

• Wednesday, February ts" - Regular Meeting of the Live Oak City Council at 6:00 PM

• Tuesday, February 2a.t~- Regular Meeting of the Sutter County Board of
Supervisors at 3:00 PM [No Consultant Presentati'on]

Representatives from Sloan Vasquez McAfee, tLC will make a PowerPoint presentation for the
Council at the Council Meeti,ng.

Attachment

1. Sloan Vasquez McAfee, LLC Solid Waste Collection Services Report &
Recommendations
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A. CURRENT' AGREEMENT STATUS AND DECISION! POINTS

Introduction

The Regional Waste Management Authority (RWMA) Board of Directors selected Sloan Vazquez McAfee
(SVM or SVM Team) to conduct research and analysis in preparation for upcoming decisions that must
be made as the initial term of each member jurisdiction's Collection Services Agreement (CSA) is
scheduled to end on September 30, 2019.

The RWMA was established in 1990 by a Joint Powers Agreement between Sutter and Yuba Counties
and the Cities of Live Oak, Marysville, Wheatland and Yuba City for the purpose of providing reliable,
economical, integrated and environmentally sound waste management services to the residents,
businesses and organizations of the, bi-county area. The Board of Directors consists of a Supervisor from
both Sutter and Yuba Counties and a City Council member from each of the four Cities ~-Live, Oak,
Marysville, Wheatland and Yuba City -- who are appointed by their respective Boards of Supervisors and
City Councils'.

SVM is a consulting firm focused exclusively on municipal solid waste planning and management
services, specializing in waste composition and characterization studies, feasibility studies, municipal
contract analysis, residential and commercial collection operations, and management of MRF project
development. Together, the firm's principals have over 60 years of wide-ranging expertise and
experience in municipal waste management and recycling.

The SVM Team conducted research and analysis on behalf of the RWMA member jurisdictions,
including:

• a review of the current model CSA,

• nine public forums to obtain stakeholder input regarding the current and future status of solid
waste and recycling services and contracting,

• the analysis of the reasonableness of RWMA rates in comparison with contracted rates and
services, in comparablejurisdictlons,

• a review of market implications that could impact rates and future contracting opportunities,
• a review of similar agreements to identify opportunities for consideration in the development

of any future agreement, and finally,

• an overview and assessment of next steps available to RWMA member jurisdictions.

Key CSA Milestones

The RWMA member jurisdictions each have an existing CSAwith an initial contract term ending
September 30, 2019. Each CSA includes an opportunity for the jurisdiction to trigger a four-year
extension of the existing agreement. This extension must be triggered on or around July 2017 and would
result in a contract extension period of October 1, 2019 through September 30, 2023.

~Source; http://yubasutterrecycles.com/index.html#about
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Should the RWMA member jurisdictions choose not to trigger an extension of the current agreement, a
number of new contractual provisions could be included in any new agreement. Examples of potential
contract components include the provision of new facilities; alternate approaches to, or modifications
of, the existing system [e.g., new programs or services to ensure compliance with legislative
requirements, etc.); alternative rate setting and/or rate review methodologies; and, new terms for the
length of contract and any potential contract extensions.

Decision Points

The RWMA member jurisdictions have a number of options as they consider next steps. Each option
offers inherent pros and cons and represent different approaches to achieving the best value for
member jurisdictions and their constituents.

• Extend the current CSAs,with no changes to current terms of the agreement, by triggering the
four-year extension by July 2017. This would extend the current contract through September 30,
2023.

• Prior to the end of the current (SAs (September 30" 2019) negotiate new service agreement
with Recol'ogy Yube-Sutter that includes new contract provisions.

• Conduct a competitive procurement process in 2018, with new contract awarded by early 2019
(to allow time for acquisition of equipment) prior to a new contract commencement date of
October 1, 2019.

Conduct a hybrid process: Enter negotiations with current contractor using established set of
performance and rate objectives; if agreement not reached by set date, initiate procurement
process.

This report is intended to serve as a source of information, a compilation and analysis of stakeholder
input, and an overview of relevant data and industry best-practices to equip the member jurisdictions as
they consider the optima] path forward.

Current Model Collection Service Agreement

The model (SA, which is modified by each member jurisdiction to include additional, jurisdiction-specific
requirements, is a well-crafted document that has produced diversion programs and results that meet:
California Department of Resource Recycling and Recovery (CaIRecycle) requirements, consistent levels
of customer satisfaction with service offerings and performance, and a solid value for jurisdiction
residents.

Opportunities to update CSA language and incorporate new or revised components are explored in
Section E, including, the' following: review of the options and implications of addressing existing
infrastructure concerns and associated public/private approaches; a description of an alternate rate
review approach; an overview of the impacts of the current default cart size on contamination rates;
approaches to rate setting; and, sample language for addressing recent legislative requirements.
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B. STAKEHOLDER INPUT
Public Forum Overview

The RWMA Board of Directors prioritized the inclusion of stakeholder input in this process. Public
forums were conducted to provide information regarding the timeline and decision points and to gather
input regarding the current and future state of solid waste and recycling services contracted within the
RWMA member jurisdictions. The following is a description of the key points and overall themes
discussed during the public forums conducted in August 2016. A total of nine forums were held,
including:

• one forum at each of the six RWMA member jurisdictions, with elected officials, jurisdiction
staff and community members in attendance,

• one forum with the business community, and

• one daytime and one evening forum for community members.

The outreach materials used to promote the forums, including the PowerPoint presentation that was
used, are included as Appendix A.

In addition to the elected officials, jurisdiction staff, community members and area business
representatives attending the forums, a local representative of the operating engineers' union and the
owners and/or designated representatives of the following interested solid waste industry businesses
attended some or all the forums:

• Green Solutions and More (GSM)I
• Recycling Industries (RI), and

• Republic Services, Inc. (Republic)

Management, team members from Recology Yuba-Sutter (RYS),also attended each forum, and made
themselves available to answer questions if needed. However, they did not make' presentations or
advocate for a specific course of action regarding the future of the collection service agreements.

Stakeholder Input

Following each of the key points or grouping of points, relevant data, industry best practices, or
technical analysis is provided for informational purposes in an effort to describe the implications
associated with the input offered during the forums. Some comments made by elected officials
regarding rates, rate structure, application of uniform base rates, certain program components,
infrastructure development and public/private partnerships are excluded from this section as they are
fully addressed in the subsequent sections.

1. Desire for transparent public process

The desire for transparency is,a common theme in government contracting. The elected officials and
members of the public who participated in the forums were uniform in the desire to implement an
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open, transparent process. There are several methods, available to ensure the public has all appropriate
information, and that all agreements are entered in the light of day.

It is important to' note that the terms "transparency" and "competitive procurement" are not
synonymous. There are transparent sole-source negotiations, and there can be challenges in
maintaining transparency in a competitive procurement process. The abiHty to achieve transparency is
associated with the communication, information and public involvement achieved during any selected
process.

It is not uncommon for some participants, to call for a competitive procurement during public forums,
with an assumption that "going out to bid" will automatically result in the best possible outcome.
However, this focus on defining the process can overshadow the need to establish the desired results
first. Only after the criteria for success is,first defined should the process best able to achieve those
criteria be selected.

The importance of choosing the process after defining the successful outcome is a unique aspect of
contracting solid waste services. Unlike commodities, where pricing for a uniform product is easily
compared, factors such as the necessary capital investment and access to permitted disposal and
processing facilities represent significant variables that introduce financial and other risks in the
procurement of solid waste contracts. Simply put, we recommend establishing the criteria for success
prior to the ultimate selection of the process by which the RWM'A member jurisdictions achieve those
criteria.

2. Overall satisfaction with RV$ services
2.1. Acknowledgement' that RVSis a good company, provides good service
2.2. Recognition of RV$,community involvement and support
2.3. Concern for impacts to existing employees should there be a change in contractor

The consensus from elected officials, public participants, and even representatives of other interested
parties within the solid waste and recycling industry was the overall satisfaction with the services
provided by RV$. In particula r, the residents appreciate the level of service provided by RY$, which is
perceived by many to exceed expectations (assistance with moving carts, acceptance, of additionall
materials when needed, consistency of service and politeness of employees).

Additionally, there is consensus that RYSsets the bar for community involvement and support of
com munity events. The level of participation by RVSemployees is emulated bv other companies in the
region.

Concern for the displacement of current employees was also expressed, as the RYSemployees, are
residents and neighbors. There is apprehension that if another contractor were to be awarded the
contract, it would result in the unemployment of community members.

3. Presentations from interested parties within the Solid Waste and Recyding industry

One or more representatives from GSM, RI and Republic attended each of the nine public forums and
uniformly expressed concern regarding the tenure of the current contractor without competitive
procurements being conducted as well as the collection service rates and advocated for a new contract
to be awarded through a competitive procurement process.
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3.1. Representatives of RI and Republic made comments regarding the tenure ofthe current
contractor without having been put out for competitive procurement

The tenure of a contractor without competitive procurements being conducted is a rationale often used
by interested parties when seeking an opportunity to acquire new business. Conversely, tile long tenure
of a contractor is also a rationale often used by incumbents to highlight their familiarity with the region,
service record and community support. A long tenure ofthe contractor is not an inherent plus or minus.
There are long-term contracts that provide excellent value and service; there are long-term contracts
that are over-priced and under-perform. The same' applies to new contracts. With a long-term contract,
concerns arise when the following conditions are present:

a) the contract language is out of date (e.g., the agreement is twenty-years old) and does not meet
the current needs of the community

b) the contract is mature (15,20,30 years old) and the rates have not been reviewed or reset. In
this case" if there is an automatic, index -based rate increase methodology" over a long period of
time the rate increase trend can exceed the market rates

c) the contractor under-performs and there is,not a mechanism within the contract language to
address performance, service, diversion and other issues

Throughout California, companies including Burrtec, Recology, Republic, Waste Management and others
operate under contracts that have not been put out to bid. The contracts are often acquired over time.
For example, in Elk Grove, the contract was awarded to BFI, which was then acquired by Allied Waste,
which was then acquired by Republic. There is no inherent issue, either good OF bad, with this type of
contract. What is important is that the contract is updated regularly, the rates are monitored and
controlled, and mechanisms exist to guarantee performance.

3.2. Input regarding rate comparisons and current rate review/rate setting process

These questions are addressed in Sections C and E.

3.3. Questions about the current diversion rate and recycling programs

The industry participants expressed concerns over the current diversion rate, citing a 7% diversion rate
for commercial recycfables. While the exact tonnage of commercial recycfables is not available, as
curbside residential and commercial recyclables are collected together, the following data is available
regarding the overall diversion rate for calendar year 2015:

Table 1:RYSDiversion [or Calendar Year 2015

Total Tons Collected 148,250
Total Tons Diverted 53,143

Diversion Rate 36%

The figures provided in the table above represent only one component of the overall diversion reported
to CalRecycie (there are additional measurements that capture diversion achieved above and beyond
what the hauler reports, such as,commerciall businesses recycling cardboard! or wood pallets through
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programs not managed by the hauler). For 2015, the RWMA reported a 70% diversion rate to
CalRecycle for the Yuba-Sutter region.

A new agreement presents an opportunity to address commerciall recycling and ensure that a II programs
meet or exceed the requirements of AB 939, AS 341 and AS 1826. Additionally, enhanced reporting
requirements should be included in new agreement language such as the outreach, education and
reporting documentation necessary for compliance with AB 341 and AB 1826.

3.4. RI recommendation that service levels be reduced to Every Other Week, Recycling and Green
Waste collection,

Every Other Week (EOW) recycling and green waste collection is a program offered in some jurisdictions,
in California and elsewhere. The rationale behind offering this approach to recycling and green waste
collection is that the program will a) reduce operation costs, and b) reduce wear and tear on roadways.
While some these benefits are realized, there are typically limitations to the overall results.

3.4.1 Impact on Operating Costs

When EOW service was first promoted in the late 198o,'s andl early 1990's, the participation rates in the
recycling and green waste' programs were much lower, both in the volume, of material and the set-out
rates, which made EOW service a viable option. Because carts were typically' less than half-full and often
set-out less than half of the time, EOW collection made sense. However, given the current participation
rates in the RWMA area, there are several factors that limit the overall operational and fiscal benefit
associated with EOW service. For example, while recycling and green waste is collected every other
week, the material is not generated every other week. The volume typically remains the' same.

What does this mean? Consider the following assumptions (please note that these are generalities
intended to illustrate a point--averages are used, and variances in any given week could impact the
amount of green waste collected on any given route, impact the number of households, per load, etc.
While the exact numbers might vary, the general principles still apply):

• I'n 2015, 5.9 routes were used weekly to collect an average of 23.4 pounds of green
waste-per-week from the approximately 39,604 households (88% of all households)
setting out green waste carts.

• Given the number of routes and pounds-per-home, and the typical collection vehicle's
payload, an estimated 1.98 loads of green waste-per-route would be collected from an
estimated 1,342 households-per-route-per-day.

• In practical terms, a collection vehicle would leave the yard (parking area) in the
morning to start a designated route, collect one load of green waste from approximately
671 households, deliver' the load to the tra nsfer station or other designated facil ltv,
return to. the route, collect a second load of green waste from the remaining 671
households on the route" deliver the load to the transfer station or other designated
facility, then park the truck.

In an EOW program, the average pounds per home generated in any given week would not be expected
to change, so the volume would be expected to double to 46.8 pound's. The number of participating
households, would also be expected to remain the same. The hauler would not be able to use the same
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routes as are currently used in the weekly collection program, because the truck's payload would be
reached after approximately 335 households as opposed to the 671 households in a weekly collection
program. Because the payload limit would be reached sooner, additional breakaways from the route
would be required to empty the truck. The additional breakaways would reduce the time on route,
which would ultimately reduce the number of households that could be serviced on that route, thus
increasing the number of routes required. The estimated impact is as follows: 6.8 routes would be
required to service 1,165 households-per-route-per-day, with 3.4 loads-per-route.

However, because only one of the two materials (green waste and recyclables) is collected per week, in
theory the drivers and collection vehicles currently assigned to collecting the other material (recyclable
vehicles on green waste week, and green waste vehicles on recyclables week) would become available.
If the com bined 12.7 routes (5.9 green waste routes and 6.8 recycla bles routes) were used for biweekly
collection of green waste, the estimated impact would be as,follows: 12.7 routes could service 624
households-per-route-per-day, with 1.8 loads-per-route.

Both of the scenarios above -the EOW service with the minimum number of routes, or the, EOW service
utilizing all available drivers and collection vehicles>- would require adjustment in practical application.
The EOW service with the minimum number of routes used in this scenario wouldllikely require at least
one, if not two, additional routes to ensure that all routes could be completed given fluctuations in
tonnage and seasonal factors. The EOW'service using the combined available trucks would exceed the
level of service required and fewer trucks would likely be used. Whether adding routes to the current
5.9 or reducing routes from the combined 12.7, the number of routes would likely end up in the range of
8 to 10.

Ultimately, the EOW service option could result in the reduction of routes (including the associated
collection vehicles, maintenance costs and staffing costs), a minimal reduction in fuel required to
provide service (positive benefit minimized by increased "windshield time" or time on the route), no
impact to the cost of processing, and limited reduction of road impacts, which is described in detail in
3.4.2.
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Tobie 2: Comparison oj Weekly and EOW Green Waste Collection
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S,824 3,118

1,165 624

39,6041
(45,004 households at

88% set-out rate for green
waste)

5.9

6,713
(39,603.52 households
divided by 5.9 routes)

1,343
(6,712.5, households per
route divided by 5 davs)

2.0
(assuming average truck

payload of 8 tons or
16,000 pounds, 683.8
households with 23.4

pounds per house' can be,
collected per load, or

341.9 households wlth
46.8 pounds per house)

1.83.4

N/A 100 minutes N/A

N/A
.98

(5.9 routes X 100 minutes
/route » 9.8 hours,

assuming 101 hour routes)

N/A

Similarly, when the impact to residential recycling routes are calculated using the same approach shown
in the table above, the loads collected from the existing 6.8 routes would increase from an estimated
1.07 loads per route per day to collecting 1.92 loads per route per day. This additional volume, and
associated increase in wlndshleld time, would result in an increase in the number of routes required
from the current 6.8 routes to an estimated 7.4 routes. Allowing for seasonal fluctuations and other
variances, the same estimated 8 to 10 routes as shown for the Green Waste program above would be
needed to accommodate the impact of two weeks' worth of recyclable material.

In summary, while there would be a combined overall reduction in the costs associated with the
eliminated routes, the cost reduction would add up, to approximately 25% of the' collection component
of the services (vehicle, maintenance, staffing). The remaining costs would benefit from little, if any,
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reduction. The solid waste collection and disposal, and the green waste and recycling processing costs
would remain the same. Conservatively, the portion of overall residential service costs associated with
the green waste and recvclables collection could go down between 5% and 7%.

One additional factor to consider when looking at the specific impact of an EOW program for RWMA,
jurisdictions is the predominant use of 32 gallon carts for residential solid waste collection. With the
significant financial incentive associated with the use ofthis smaller cart size, there may be a correlated
high level of contamination in the recycling and green waste carts. Residents who run out of room in the
solid waste cart may be choosing to place trash in the recycling and/or green waste cart(s) instead of
upgrading to the larger, more expensive solid waste cart. Assuming the continued level of customers
choosing the 32-gallon cart service revel for solid waste collection, the level of contamination currently
found in the recycling and green waste carts will more than likely increase.

3.4.2 limited Impact on roadway wear and tear

Much like the limited impact on collection efficiency, an EOW program provides less of a reduction in
roadway wear and tear than might be anticipated. While a full study would have, to be commissioned in
order to precisely measure, the, current and expected impact on roadways, the following diagrams
demonstrate the practical limitations of benefits fOW service would have on roadway usage, The
primary reason for this is the' increase number of loads per route, as described in the 3.4.1 above,
resulting in either the need to split routes previously serviced by a single truck, or requiring the single
truck to break away from the route more frequently to unload the increased volume of materials. The
more times a route truck has to leave the route to unload the collected tonnage, the more roadway
usage is required.

The following diagrams represent the basic flow of a collection vehicle' while servicing a route. Each
rectangle represents a portion of a route serviced while collecting a single load. Please' note that a route
would not be constructed in this rudimentary fashion, however the resulting increase in trips to the
transfer station or other facility can be understood through the scenarios depicted in the diagrams
below .

• ' In the first diagram, a single truck services a route that generates two loads of material on a
weekly basis. Two weeks of this service are shown.

• In the second diagram, a single truck is shown servicing, the same route on an EOW basis. The
doubling of volume requires two additional breakaways for unloading the material from the
truck.

• In the third diagram, two trucks are shown servicing the same route on an EOW basis. Each
truck collects two loads of material.
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Figure 1: Weekly Service, One Truck, One Route
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Figure 2: Every-Other- Week Service: One Truck, One Route
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Figure 3: Every-ather-Week Service: Two Trucks, Two Routes
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The diagrams provide a visual representation demonstrating why EOW service does not cut road
impacts in half. While certain roads within a route may have a one-third reduction in collection vehicles
per week (2 collection vehicles instead of 3), the roadways used for travel to the transfer station or
facility have the same level of usage, whether there is weekly or EOW collection. Ultimately, there may
be a 25% reduction in impact to some roadways, however there is little, if any, reduction in impact to
roads leading to and from the route.
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3.4.3 Additional factors associated with EOW service

One consideration associated with an EOW program is that there can be confusion among residential
customers regarding whether recyclables or green waste is scheduled for collection any given week. This
can result in a decrease in residential diversion program participation, as one of the i'nd'ustry-recognized
factors for successful diversion program implementation is ease-of-participation. For residents with a
longer distance between the home and the curbside, confusion over which cart should be placed at the
curb on any given week could result in a decision not to place the green waste or recycling cart out at all.

While this last factor would be less likely to occur in the RWMA jurisdictions due to the majority of
residential customers using the 32-gallon solid waste carts, there can be a negative impact on diversion
rates due to customers placing green waste or recyclables into the solid waste cart. While two weeks'
worth of recyclables and green waste are generated between collections, the size of cart is not doubled
(unless home owners elect to add additional carts). If space in the green waste or recyclables carts run
out before collection or the odors associated with the increased storage time of green waste cause a
homeowner to choose not to keep the green waste for two weeks" the overages or odorous materials
might be placed in the solid waste container. This would not only potentially reduce diversion rates, but
could also increase the cost ot services as disposall costs increase due to the additional weight of non-
solid waste materials.

3.5. Request that contract be awarded through competitive procurement process, and
3.6. Republic requests "even playing field' by removing existing infrastructure advantages

It is almost a certainty that when a solid waste and recycling agreement nears its end, interested
companies will promote competitive procurement while the incumbent will advocate for an extension
or renegotiation. Any given hauler can be promoting procurement in a competitor's jurisdiction while at
the same time defending their own long-term contracts from competitors. Competitors always want
procurement. Incumbents always want an extension or renegotiation.

This is why it is important that any given jurisdiction determines the best course of action independent
from the advocacy of the hauling industry, and why a decision should address the best interest of the
ratepayers as opposed to the interests of competitors or incumbents.,

Similarly, competitors typicall'y request that procurements be conducted without the benefit of existing
infrastructure and assets, so as to "even the playing field". For example, competitors prefer for a
procurement process to require the purchase of all new collection vehicles while the incumbent will
advocate for the continued use of collection vehicles that are in good condition.

Ultimately, jurisdictions, are left to determine what is in the best interest of the ratepayers. If an
incumbent's existing assets result in a benefit to the ratepayer, and the only beneficiary of removing the
existing assets and infrastructure is to other participants in a procurement process, the good of the
citizen outweighs the benefit to the competitor. And, if the introduction of new assets or infrastructure
benefits the jurisdictions and ratepayers, the good to the citizens outweighs the elimination of a benefit
to the incumbent.

It should be noted that facilities currently used to serve the RWMA member jurisdictions will eventually
need to be' replaced. A discussion regarding the implications of replacing an aging infrastructure is
included in Section D.
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3.7. RI recommends having winning, contractor pay the cost of competitive procurement process
(estimated at $100-$150K)

Often, the cost of a competitive procurement process is paid by the successful contractor. However, it is
important to keep in mind that ultimately" the cost of the procurement is factored into the overall] cost
of the contract and is either directly or indirectly borne by the ratepayers with a mark-up.

This recommendation is typically made to ensure that the costs associated with a procurement process,
are not a barrier to a jurisdiction opting to move forward with the process. While the cost of a
renegotiation is typically half that of a procurement, either a procurement or renegotiation can result in
compliance, service and financial benefits for the jurisdictions and ratepayers. However, the impetus for
entering either process should be the desired outcome for the jurisdiction and ratepayers, not because
there is an opportunity to pass the cost on to the successful proposer in a competitive procurement
process.

3.8. RI recommends an open-market commercial system, where any permitted] hauler could
provide service, offering competitive rates not-to-exceed a set maximum rate

In areas with high density, where numerous hauling companies operate in neighboring jurisdictions, it
can make. sense to implement an open market system. However, even in some of the largest markets,
with the greatest density and number of local, competitive haulers, the trend is to move away from
open market systems to either exclusive or districted franchise systems (exclusive franchise system is a
single hauler, districted franchise system is when a jurisdiction is divided into geographic districts and
individual haulers are awarded the franchise for a designated district). Recently, cities including Los
Angeles, San Diego and Glendale' have either completed or initiated the process to move from open
market commercial programs to franchise commercial contracts.

An open market system is not recommended for RWMA jurisdictions for the following reasons. First,
there is a lack of density and relatively few hauling companies operating in neighboring jurisdictions,
both of which are necessary for a successful open market program. The lack of density and proximity
eliminate the economies of scale associated with open markets in other regions. Additionally, the
reason other municipalities are moving away from an open market approach are factors of importance
to the RWMAjurisdictions. First, open market systems result in increased impacts to roadways, with
multiple operators deploying collection vehicles on the same street. Second, it is difficult to monitor and
enforce safety, diversion and flnancial compliance with open market systems.

3.9. G$M representative states that even a $0.50 per month savings would be' in the best interest
of the community and justify RFP process

While rates are one of the factors important to residents, our experience shows that a cost/benefit
analysis is conducted by all interested ratepayers and decision makers, and a reduction in rates must
achieve a certain threshold in order to justify a change in service providers (assuming that there are not
service or other issues with the service provider that trigger the Change). This,cost/benefit analysis is the
mechanism used to establish what isvalued by stakeholders. For example, 3110% reduction in rates may
or may not be enough of a savings to warrant the risks associated with a transition. However, a 30% or
higher reduction may increase (and likely ensure) the stakeholders willingness to make a change.
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One way that a procurement process addresses the various costs and benefits associated with a
proposed service agreement is to establish weighted criteria for the required proposal com ponents. For
example, the following is the average weightings that have been applied in some of our most recent
procurements:

Table 3: Sample Proposal Evaluation Criteria

" . . .... . . .
Responsiveness to RFP Pass/Fail

Experience and References

Customer Service and Community
Programs

Operating and Diversion Programs

10%

25%

25%

Price Proposal

Program and Service Enhancements
(offered at no additional charge),

Legal and Regulatory' Disclosures

30%

10%

Noted

Financial Information and Requirements

Materiality of Exceptions to Draft
Agreement
Additional Program and Service Options
(offered at additional charge)

Noted

Noted

Noted

The weighting of evaluation criteria is established to create an objective, numerical representation of
what the stakeholders value. For example, a procurement where community involvement is highly
valued may include higher weighting for component #3. Or, a procurement conducted for a community
where participating proposers have established strong reputations for their capabilities, service,
programs and community involvement may weight component #5 higher, as the price may be the most
relevant differentiator.

When the criteria and weighting shown above is applied in a procurement: process, a Price Proposal
differential typically must be at least 10 or 15% in order to impact the outcome, assuming all other
evaluation criteria components are rated within a comparable range. However, a Price Proposal
differential of less than 15% is typically not enough to overcome similar ratings in the other categories.

The scenario described at the Community Forum - a savings of $0.50 per month" the eq uiva lent of a
$6.00 per year rate decrease, represents a 2% reduction for RWMA residents. This amount is simply not
enough for most stakeholders to consider making a change, with all other things being equal.

It is important to note that while a jurisdiction can control the weighting criteria that are established
prior to the release of an RFP, there is no ability to control or guess what the resulting proposal
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submittals will include. Rates could represent a savings of $0.50 per month. They could represent a
savings of $3.00 per month. They could also represent a rate increase. Without the benefit of a highly
competitive regional market, with existing, and proximate infrastructure, economies of scale are difficult
to achieve.

3.10 RI requests subcontract to process recyclables, and
3.11 Request for separate commerciall and residential collection agreements

Currently, RYShas flow control over materials collected, including recyclables. Should the' RWMA
jurisdictions decide to conduct a competitive procurement process, the option, is available to allow
participating companies to propose for all or part of the services covered under the services agreement
Typicall'y, in this scenario, proposers would be required to provide pricing and current infrastructure
capabilities for any or all components of the agreement, with pricing proposed for individual and, if
applica ble, aggregated service components.

This scenario could also be applied to offering the opportunity for proposers to choose to offer
commercial and/or residential service proposals. lhere are jurisdictions in California that choose to
utilize separate services, either because a competitive procurement offering the option of proposing for
one or both services resulted in two different companies emerging as successful proposers, or because
the jurisdiction prefers to split the services. In some cases, a Jurisdiction will provide residential services
conducted by its own employees and using, its own assets, and only franchises the commercial services.

While the examples provided above occur, the predominant approach is to utilize a single contractor for
all franchise services. This is a best practice for the following reasons:

• A single agreement typically results in the best value for rate payers. There are economies of
scale associated with operating a single management team, a single fleet maintenance facility"
the ability to spread fixed costs over a larger set of collection activities, etc.

• A single agreement requires less jurisdiction (or in this case" RWMA staff) management time.
There is a single set of operational, diversion, compliance" financial and other reports, reviews,
points of contacts, etc. This factor is particularly relevant for the RWMA, because each member
jurisdiction enters into its own agreement with the contractor. Should the RWMA jurisdictions
opt to have' separate residential and commercial contracts, instead! of up, to six contract
negotiations there will be up, to twelve, or even eighteen.

3.12 RI requests clarification/disclosure, of fees vs. base service rates (t.e. recycling, green waste,
refuse" fees), and

3.13 Request from landlords for bills to be sent to both the property owner and occupant

A request was, made to include a complete breakdown of rate components and fees within the total rate
paid for services on the invoices. A breakdown of residential service components by commodity (solid
waste, recvclables, and green waste), collection is very uncommon within the industry. Typi'cally, when a
service provider proposes a rate, it is for a two-cart (i.e. solid waste and recyclables) or three-cart (i.e.
solid waste, recyclables and green waste) program and the individuall rates for each service are not
delineated.

Final Report 14 December 2016



S/O(/11VAZQUEZMcAFEE
~~~~ "!I)P.lO!(.J'f" ~OL D.••••lI.'1T1 "('J~ !rOlli..'

Whife there are a number of reasons why pricing for residential services is not commonly itemized, a
frequent concern is that customers who elect not to participate in a component of the service (e.g. a
customer who does not wish to have green waste collection service) may mistakenly assume that the
green waste collection portion of the invoice is not applicable. However, rates are established within the
context of the total cost of program for a population, and in most franchises, a resident's choice to forgo
one or more components of the service offering does not entitle the resident to a rate red uction.
Similarly, if a resident does not choose to utilize a bulky item collection or a free dump pass, there is no
refund offered or available.

Although the itemization of a fee (or fees) is required in some jurisdictions, it is also common for
jurisdictions to contractually prohibit haulers from delineating individual fees. The following is,language
from a current collection services agreement from another jurisdiction in California:

Single-Family Billing
The Collector will bill all Single Family Dwellings directly on a quarterly basts, in advance. All bills
must carry a due date, not "due upon receipt. " Bill must be itemized, but may not designate
that portion of a customer's bill attributable to the franchise fee as a separate item.

The request from landlords for bills to be sent to both the property owner and occupant could be
addressed in any new service agreements, at the direction of the jurisdiction, and with review and
approval of the jurisdictions' attorneys. However, typically if a property owner prefers to rna nage the
status of the bill, the bill is directed to the property owner and the owner includes the charges as part of
the rental payment.

Ultimately, the determination as to how to structure the administration of billing is at the discretion of
the RWMA member jurisdictions.

4. Some residents expressed the belief "competition always brings better pricing and service" while
others expressed the belief "if it isn't broke, don't fix it" and satisfaction with the rates ..

This comment is addressed under 3.1 and 3.6.

5. Comment regarding the need to continue consideration of road conditions and impact of
collection vehicles on infrastructure

This comment is addressed under 3.4.

6. Program and service related comments and requests
6.1 Request for continued free dump pass and neighborhood clean-up,
6.2 Request for rural large, green waste service that doesn't involve renting a dumpster,
6.3 Request for free, green waste drop-off location,
6.4 Desire for recycling of plastic bags, and
6.S Desire for bin enclosures/secured bins

The feedback provided above can be incorporated into any new agreement at the discretion ofthe
RWMA jurisdictions, either as standard program components to be included in the proposed rates, or as
optional programs offered at an additional rate.
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6.6 Request for food waste program for restaurants and residences, and
6.7 Desire for increased multi-family recycling

Food waste programs are a requirement of AB 1826 for commercial businesses that meet specified
criteria. The option of providing a residential food waste program could be considered, however the
associated costs of operating this type of program may exceed the benefit for RWMA, member
jurisdictions. Some municipalities have offered composting workshops and tools to assist residents who
are seeking an alternative to sending food waste to the landfill.

Increased multi-family recycling is a requirement of AB 341 and applies to multi-family residences that
meet specified criteria. Additional rnulti-farnilv recycling programs that exceed the AS 341 requirements
could be included as a component of any new agreement.

The passing of AB 341 and AS 1826 occurred after the drafting of the most recent model Collection
Services Agreement. language to ensure compliance with the required programs and related reporting
will be included in any new agreement.

6,.8 Request for competitive price, for taking sludge

Pricing, could be incorporated into any new agreement at the discretion of the RWMA jurisd ictions and
included as a component of the franchise, or pricing for taking sludge could be left as a private
transaction between the generator and the facility operator.
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C. REGIONAL RATE COMPARISONS

RWM'A Market Population and Density

The following table compares the population, area and population density of neighboring counties. This
information is helpful in understanding differences in rates and services, as the greater the population
density, the lower the cost of service. Greater population density means there are more customers,
creating greater economies of scale, and there is less area to travel, which reduces operating costs.

Tobie 4: Population, Area and Population Density

... •• ...
21,482 1,151 19

98,877 958 100

74,492 632 110

96,463 595 162

170,955, 1,234 130

184,452 1,708 100

213,016 1,015 200

225,411 1,636 130

375,391 1,407 230

],501,335 965 1,400

Sacramento County, while adjacent to Sutter County on the southern border, does not offer a suitable
point of comparison for the RWMA. member jurisdicti'ons. First, the size and population far exceed that
of the RWMA, and more importantly, the population density i;s10 times greater than that of
Yuba/Sutter.

In addition to higher population densities, especially in the urban service areas" Placer County rates
were not used for the purposes of this study because a two-cart system is used, where green waste is
collected in one cart and all other materials are placed in another. The material is then delivered to al
mixed waste processing facility adjacent to the landfill where any non-contaminated recyclables are
extracted and the contaminated materials and refuse is then landfilled. The collection system and
pricing structure for this type of a system adds too many different variables to allow for a meaningful
comparison.

Many haulers operate within Sacramento County, either to service the Cities of Citrus Heights, Rancho
Cordova or Elk Grove or to provide commerciall service as,one of the city's franchised haulers (the City of
Sacramento operates its, own residential municipal solid waste and recycling collection operation). These
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haulers include the industry's largest companies: Waste Management, Republic Services (which
continues to operate under the name Allied Waste in certain jurisdictions)', and Waste Connections, as
well as Recology, California Waste Recovery Systems, Aces Waste Services and several other small
operators.

The number of haulers and their associated infrastructure, along with the population density, creates a
market where competition is high and cost of service is low. Given these factors, a comparison of rates
and services within Sacramento County" and in particular the cities of Citrus Heights, Rancho Cordova or
Elk Grove to those in the RWMA service area is not recommended.

Regionall Rate Comparisons

Although it is possible to normalize service rates to some degree, there are inherent challenges
associated with solid waste and recycling program rate comparisons. For example, during the Public
Forums, a rate comparison handout was distributed by interested parties within the solid waste and
recycling industry that used the 64-gallon cart rate as the point of comparison. This approach created a
perception that RWMA residentiall customers pay significantl'y higher rates than residents in other
jurisdictions. However, the RWMA variable cart rate system was designed to discourage the use of
larger solid waste carts by establishing the 32-gallon cart size as the standard size, and by providing a
significantly lower rate to residents who use the 32-gallon cart instead of switching from the standard
size to a 64 or 96-gallon cart. Thus, 78% of RWMA residential customers use the 32-gallon cart, and as a
result they enjoy the associated lower rate.

Examples of the factors precluding a precise comparison include the following:

1. Differences in rate setting methodology: as described above, some rates are set to incentivize
behavior (i.e. a significantly lower rate for the smallest MSW collection container to reward and
promote recycling program participation), while other jurisdictions set rates based on actual
operational', disposal and other related costs.

2. Differences in services provided: some jurisdictions offer Every Other Week (EOW) recycling and
green waste collection, white others offer it weekly; some offer green waste collection for an
additional charge. Some jurisdictions allow for refuse-only rates, while others require residential
recycling service. levels of Bulky Item collection levels, compost giveaways, community clean-
ups and other services also vary.

3. Differences in jurisdictional requirements: various contracts require differing levels of municipal
and community services such as the inclusion of services for government operations, the
inclusion of community events services, etc.

4. Differences in the market: population density, availability of industry infrastructure" and
proximity of existing collection operations can increase or decrease economies of scale.

Along with the challenges associated with conducting a'direct comparison of base rates, the addition of
unique local franchise, host: and other fees can increase the difference between the total rates at
various jurisdictions, which can add to the perception of rate disparities. Without the normalization of
alii the factors listed above, it is difficult to provide a meaningful comparison. There are simply too many
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variables involved in service delivery for a basic listing, of rates to provide significant insight into the
value they represent to the residents and businesses located within RWMA member jurisdictions.

Residential Rate Comparisons

Despite the inherent challenges, it can be useful to review rates within the context of a sampling of rates
paid in the region. While this is by no means a precise measurement, this exercise provides some useful
insight into the typical rates paid to the hauler,

The jurisdictions shown in this rate comparison were selected due to their proximity to the RWMA
member jurisdictions, their comparable population density, and similar marketplace. The rates paid in
jurisdictions located in other regions throughout the state reflect varying costs for operations, disposa],
processing, etc., and therefore are not appropriate points of comparison. Jurisdictions with greater
population density, such as those located in Sacramento County, are able to reduce the cost of service
per household and benefit from a more competitive marketplace due to a larger number of local
haulers. lihese factors would diminish the value and validity of a comparison. Additional information
regarding these and other factors are referenced earlier in this section.

Two approaches were employed to provide a genera I point of comparison among the rates of the
identified neighboring communities. First, the base rate for each size of solid waste cart service was
compared. The base rate is the amount paid by the resident to the hauler for service and does not
include franchise orother fees designated by the jurisdiction. The rate' paid to the hauler is the industry-
standard method of comparing rates. It is important to keep in mind that varying rate setting
methodologies (i.e. variable cart rate) as well as service variations (i.e. EOW recycling and green waste
services) should be considered when weighing the overall value provided to rate payers ..

An additional element in comparing rates paid to the hauler is understanding the effective rate, which
factors in the participation rates for each service level (cart size). The effective rate represents the
average rate per household paid to the hauler for services. As described above, a surface, level rate
comparison might compare the rates for each of the service levels, but this approach does not consider
pricing that is intended to promote the use of a smaller cart. In some cases, this approach establishes
significant jumps in the rate between each cart size in order tQlincentivize customers to select the
smallest size cart. When this is the case, it is not useful to compare the 64 or 96-gallon cart rate to the
rates in a jurisdiction that utilizes a different rate methodology. Thus, the following table includes the
effective rate paid to the hauler in each jurisdiction based on average participation rates for each cart
size (32, 64 and 90/96 gallon).

As shown on Table 5 on the following page, the rate comparison indicates that RWMA base and
effective residential rates are both within the norm. The value enjoyed by RWMA residential rate payers
is further demonstrated when the base rate amount paid by the greatest. proportion of households. in
each jurisdiction is compared, as shown below::

• RWMA: $24.48

.' City of Chico: $25.53

.' City of Oroville: $26.69
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• Butte County: $30.08

• City of Colusa: $33.64

The oversight of the, RWMA member jurisdictions and the requirements of the current Collection Service
Agreements has resulted in a demonstrably solid value for the residential ratepayers ..In addition to
RWMA member jurisdictions offering weekly recycling and green waste collection services, and because
a large majority of customers pay the standard cart rate for the 32-gallon cart for solid waste services,
over 75% of the RWMA households pay a base rate that is lower tha n the base rate paid by most
residents in the other jurisdictions.

The RWMA rate provides further value when compared to the rates offered in the City of Chico, as the
RWMA rate includes an unlimited number of green waste carts at no additional charge. Chico residents
pay an additional $2.58 - $4.38 per month for green waste service, depending on lot size'. In 2015,
RWMA households participated in green waste collection services at a rate of 99% and had a set-out
rate of 88%. Over 3,000 additional] green waste carts are currently in use.

fable 5: Residential Base and Effective (Weighted) Base Rate Comparisons

'I

.... - %of Base %of Base %01' Base
. ,-

Customers Rate Customers Rate Customers Rate ..

78.4% $24.48 9.0% $36.72 12.6% $48.95 $28.66

13.7% $21.07 32.5% $24.66 53.9% $30.08 $27.11

7.9% $17.42 6.6% $29.05 85.5% $31.16 $29.94

25.7% $30.59 8.9% $32.13 65.5% $33.64 $32.76

15.7% $18.85 27.4% $25.00 56.9% $26.69 $25.00

27.0% $17.98 49.9% $25.53 23.1% $301.83 $24.72

$19.46 $24.51 $34.64

2 The Butte County rates are different ineach of the jurisdiction's designated quadrants. The lowest rate for each
quadrant was used for this comparison. Butte County rates include recycling and]green waste service in higher-
density "recycling zones", and offers,recycling collection at an added cost in lower-density areas outside of
"recycling zones". Recyclingand green waste are collected EOW.
3 The County o~Colusaagreement includes,EOWrecycling collection.
4 The City of Colusa agreement includes EOWrecycling and green waste collection.
S The City of Oroville agreement includes,EOWrecycling and green waste collection.
6 The City of Chico licenses two haulers to provide services. Recycling is collected weekly. Green waste collection is
available for an extra charge ranging from $2.58 - $4.38 per month per cart depending on lot size.
7 The City of Woodland offers weekly coliectton of sclld waste, recycling and green waste. Street sweeping is billed
with the residential rate and has been removed from the listed rates. Average cart participation was not available
for Woodland.
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Commercial Bin Rate Comparisons

The' base rate for commercial bin services in the RWMA member jurisdictions is approximately 33%
higher than the average rates charged in the comparable jurisdictions for one 3-yard bin serviced once
per week, and approximately 23% higher for the 4-yard bin. While some commercial customers benefit
from the complimentary collection of recycling carts, which are collected as part of residential cart
collection routes and/or cardboard bin service, this benefit does not represent a value equivalent to the
rate differential.

Table 6: Commercial Rate Comparisons

• I

$206.60 $248.39

$195.99 $245.46••

$109.43 $142.75

$234.18

$137.62 $183.51

$175.62. .
The rate differential's could exist for a number of reasons" and should be examined within the context of
the entire solid waste and recycling program contract. In addition to addressing any available
opportunity to reduce commercial bin service rates, any new agreement should include additional
commercial recycling programs, such as commingled recycling bin service and organic recycling service.

B The Butte County rates are different in each of the jurisdiction's designated quadrants. A simple average of'the
rates, for each quadrant was used for this comparison.
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D. RWM'A INFRASTRUCTURE AND MARKET ANALYSIS

Franchise Infrastructure Requirements

Critical local infrastructure components, are required to effectively support the administrative,
collection, processing and disposal activities associated with a municipal solid waste operation.
Each component of infrastructure, serves an important role as follows:

• Hauling, (Collection) company yard where collection and support vehicles are parked, serviced
and maintained. This facility also typically houses the administrative offices for employees,
including accounting, and billing, customer service center, supervisorial staff, drivers and helpers
and maintenance staff. This facility can be co-located at a solidi waste facility or may be,a stand-
alone facility centrally located in the service area. These facilities are not complex to build and
do not require the same level of permitting and regulatory oversight as solid waste facilities
(e.g., transfer station, MRF, compost facility, landfill, etc.).

• Transfer station for the receipt of solid waste, yard waste, C&D and other materials from large
collection vehicles (e.g., route trucks), and smaller private vehicles (i.e., self-haul customers).
These facilities are more complex than a corporation yard in terms of their permitting,
construction, and regulatory oversight. Materials offloaded here by various collection vehicles
and self-haul customers are consolidated and reloaded! into transfer trailers for shipment to
another facility either for processing or disposal purposes.

• Material Recovery Facility (MRF) for the processing of recyclables collected from residences and
businesses. These facilities may be stand-alone or co-located! at a solid waste facility, typically a
transfer station but: in some cases at a landfill. A public buy-back and drop-off center for
recyclables is also typically located at a MRF. The permitting and construction of MRFs is similar
to that of a transfer station, though MRFs are usually' more capital intensive with processing
equipment (e.g., conveyors, specialized screening systems, magnets, balers, etc.} installed
onsite. The permitting and regulatory oversight can be complex depending on the types and
quantities of materials processed.

• Composting operation for the processing of yard waste, wood waste and related materials into
mulch and compost products. These' types of facilities historically were more low-tech and less
capital intensive' but increasingly are more capital intensive and subject to extensive permitting
and regulatory oversight.

• Landfill for the receipt and disposal of solid waste delivered by collection vehicles, self-haul
customers and larger vehicles such as transfer trailers and end-dump trailers. These facilities are
very capital intensive, difficult to site and permit and are subject to a high level of regulatory
oversight.

1. Hauling (Collection) company yard

A company yard should be designated as a component of any new agreement. The current facility,
which is owned and operated by RYS,is structurally impacted due, to its location on a closed landfill. The
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company has the option of refurbishing and remodeling, the existing facilities to accommodate the
requirements of a new service agreement, or relocating to a new site. In order to' establish more direct
control and flexibility regarding its contracting options, the RWMA member jurisdictions could consider
the option of developing and owning a new facility and contracting with the' selected franchise hauler to
operate out of that facility, or they could require the construction of a new facility as part of any new
agreement. Whether provided by RYSthrough a new agreement, provided by the selected proposer in a
competitive procurement process, or built as part of a public/private partnership by a selected proposer
in a competitive procurement, a company yard that is in close proximity to the' service area should be
required.

2. Transfer Station/MRF

There are currently two existing transfer station/MRF permits in the Yuba-Sutter region,

• RYScurrently has a solid waste facility permit (#58-AA- 0008) to operate the Recology Yuba~
Sutter Integrated Waste' Recovery Facility in Marysville, which is structurally impacted due to
its location on a closed landfill. The facility is permitted as a Large Volume Transfer/Processing
Facility (MRF) with the ability to receive construction and demolition (C&D), mixed municipal
waste, tires, green materials and wood waste between 5:00 am and 9:00 prn, Monday -Sunday
(16 hours/day, 7 days/week). The permitted maximum throughput is 1,870 tons per day, and
has a design capacity of 1,870 tons per day and a permitted capacity of 1,615 tons on 7.1 acres.
The permitted traffic volume is 975 vehicles per day.

• RI currently has a solid waste facility permit (#51-AA- 0008) to operate a Recycling Industries
Transfer Station in Yuba City. The facility is permitted as a Transfer/Processing Facility (MRF)
with the ability to receive source separated recvclables between 7:00 am and 5:00 pm, Monday
-Saturday (10 hours/day, 6 days/week). The permitted maximum tonnage is 100 tons per day,
and it has a design capacity of 500 tons on 3.0 acres. The permitted traffic volume is 238
vehicles per day. The facility is prohibited from receiving mixed solid waste from collection
vehicles, and may not accept more than 10% putrescible material'. While the permit as described
above is in place, the facility is still under development and construction has.not yet been
started.

While the RWMA member jurisdictions could choose to own a new transfer station facility, the existence
of two permitted facilities eliminates the impetus, to undergo the perm itting and construction of a new
transfer station. The provision of a MRF/transfer station facility" whether owned by the franchisee, or
contracted" with the permitted and technical capacity to accommodate the totall RWMA member
jurisdiction volume' (solid waste, recyclables, organic materials, and C&D materials, including projected
growth during the term of the agreement), should be required in any new agreement.

3. Composting Operation

There are currently two composting, operations in the Yuba-Sutter region.

• RYScurrently has a Solid Waste Facility Permit (58-AA-0015) to operate Feather River Organics
in Marysville, which has increased infrastructure and operating costs due' to its location on a
closed landflll, This facility is a composting facility (mixed) and is allowed to accept food waste
and green materials between 5:00 am and 9:00 prn, Monday -Sunday (16 hours/day, 7

Final Report 23 December 2016



S/oanVAZQUEZMcAFEE

days/week). The maximum throughput is 400 tons per day with a total capacity of 64,000 tons
on 15 acres.

• GSM currently has an Enforcement Agency Notification (58-AA-0022) to operate the Green
Solutions and More composting operation in Olivehurst. The facility is a composting operation
(green waste) and is allowed to accept green materials Monday through Friday between 7:001
am and 5:00 pm, (10 hours/day,S days/week). The maximum throughput is 20Qiton5 per day
with a total capacity of 20,000 tons on 26 acres. Them are limitations associated with a
Notification Permit, as GSM would not be able to accept green waste collected through a
residential curbside collection program because the contamination levels exceed the amount
allowed.

While the RWMA member jurisdictions could choose to own a com posting operation, the existence of
two existing operations, eliminates the impetus to undergo the permitting and construction process
required for a new operation. Guaranteed access to composting capacity (or another method of
processing, organics) is a requirement for any franchise hauler. Demonstrating this access would be
included as part of any new agreement. As the owners and operators of existing facilities, RYSand GSM
would be automatically guaranteed capacity. Any other company would either have to negotiate a per-
ton rate with RYSor GSM (assuming GSM secures the appropriate permit) for composting of RWMA
member jurisdiction tonnage, go through the process of permitting and constructing a composting
operation, or ship the material to another facility, which would add transportation costs.

4. Landfill

Recology currently has a solid waste permit (58-AA-OOll) for Recology Ostrom Road Landfill located
near Wheatland. The landfill is permitted to receive agricultural waste, construction and demolition
debris" contaminated soil, industrial waste, mixed municipal waste, sludge, tires and other designated
materials between 6:00 am and 7:00 pm each day. The landfilll is permitted to receive a maximum of
3,000 tons per day, and an annual average tonnage of 2,700 tons per day (based on, 365 days).

While a landfill is part of the overall system necessary for all solid waste programs, the owning and
operating of a landfill is not a requirement. Guaranteed access to landfill disposal capacity is a
requirement. Demonstrating guaranteed disposal capacity through the entire contract term would be
included as part of any new agreement. As Recology is,the owner and operator of Ostrom Road Landfill,
RYSis anticipated to automatically be guaranteed capacity and is able to benefit from an internal
disposal cost. Any other company would either have to negotiate a per-ton disposal rate with RYSto
dispose of RWMA member jurisdiction tonnage, or ship the material to another landfill, which would
add transportation costs.

local Infrastructure Capacity and Demand

The following tables are provided to show the demand for capacity of each collected material compared
to the, existing infrastructure. In Rate Year 2015, RYSreported the following data regarding the tons of
material collected":

9 Data does not include non-RWMA collection tons.
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Table 7: Rate Year 2015 Materia/ Collected (Projected)

..
115,924

19,998

27,779

446

77

107

Table 8: Reqkmoi tnfrastructure Capacity and Demond

I •. .. ..
• • •

1,870 446 1,870 77

1001 77

4001 107

200 107

It is important to note the following:

• The RYS hauling yard, MRF/transfer station and compost facility all have increased
infrastructure and operating costs due to their location on a closed landfill. In any new
agreement, if RYS is the contractor, the costs of maintaining or relocating facilities would be a
factor impacting rates. However, as described in Section E, any proposer would assume all
ongoing risks and costs associated with proposed facilities under a new rate setting
methodology.

• While the RI Transfer Station's current permitted daily throughput exceeds the 2015 average
dail'y recycling tonnage, any new agreement would require the contractor to demonstrate
capacity for estimated tonnage increases over the term of the contract. Additionally, time to
complete the development and construction ofthe facility would be required .

• ' Under its existing Enforcement Agency Notification, GSMIwould not be able to accept green
waste collected through a residentiall curbside collection program as the contamination levels
exceed what is allowed. GSM would need to j'nitiate and complete the process of obtaining the
necessary permit required to accept this type of green waste.

10 Based on a five-day week, 52 weeks per year (while some collection activity takes place on the weekend, the
bulk of the tonnage is collected Monday-Friday).
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Public/Private' Partnership

Should the RWMA member jurisdictions wish to pursue a public/private partnership for the hauling: yard
or any other facility, two of the approaches the jurisdictions might consider would be as follows:

1. RWMA Member Jurisdictions Permit, Design and Construct New Facilities

In this scenario, RWMA member jurisdictions would self-fund and manage the permitting, design and
construction process. This would require a significant amount of capital for the costs associated with
each phase of construction. Contractors would be hired to identify the location, conduct the permitting
process, manage the architectural and engineering process, and construct the building.

2. Selected Contractor Permits, Designs and Constructs New Facilities

In this scenario, the selected proposer would fund and manage' the permitting, design and! construction
process, then depreciate the costs over a long-term contract term. The facility would then be turned
over to the RWMA member jurisdictions at the end of the contract term. All future contracts would
include the operation of the facility, while the RWMA member jurisdictions would own the facility. The
primary benefit of public ownership ofthe solid waste system infrastructure is that it will provide the
jurisdictions, greater control over all aspects of franchised services including the term of future service
agreement(s).
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E'. tTEMS TO ADDRESS UNDER ANY NEW AGREEMENT

In this section we discuss agreement components that could be considered for inclusion in any future
agreement. They represent either opportunities identified through the review of comparable
agreements in other jurisdictions or industry best-practices. Additionally, new legislation impacting
recycling programs has come into place since the current agreement was drafted. language to address
these requirements is provided.

1. Standard Residential SolidWaste Cart

We recommend reconsidering the standard residential cart size of 32-gallon cart. This could be
accomplished through a new contract that would transfer this decision to the hauler. Reconsidering the
standard cart size is recommended for two primary reasons. First, this could result in reducing the cost
variance between the 32-gallon and larger refuse cart sizes, which is currently structured in this manner
to heavily incentivize use of the smallest cart size.

The second reason to explore changing the standard cart size and incentivized cart size is the level of
contamination that currently occurs in the RWMA recycling and green waste programs. It is important to
note that at the time this program was initiated, a strong financial incentive for selecting the 32-gallon
cart size was considered an industry best practice. The prevailing belief was that customers would
increase their recycling levels in order to reduce the amount of materials they placed in their solid waste
cart, which would allow for a smaller cart and the associated reduced price.

However, the current approach, intended to incentivize residents. to only pay for the amount of MSW
collection they need, has resulted in a significant number of households: choosing to continue with the
standard 32.-gallon refuse cart provided. In the RWMA service area, 78% of the residents choose to
continue with the standard 32-gallon cart option., Instead of increasing cart size and cost to match the
actuaillevel of waste generated in the household, many customers may be placing the waste overflow
into the recycling cart. This could be a significant factor in the greater than 25% contamination rate in
curbside recycling tonnage ..This contamination not only decreases the RWMA's diversion, it also
increases operating costs, as the commingled material (solid waste and recyclabJes) is transported and
processed with recyclables, and then ultimately landfilled.

2. Rate Setting Methodology

The preferred approach for rate setting is,a policy decision for elected officials. The balancing of rates
within multiple jurisdictions that include rural customers can be approached in different ways. Some
jurisdictions elect to designate zones with rates that correspond to the cost of providing service" Other
jurisdictions choose to have a single rate for all customers. Should the RWMA member jurisdictions
choose to renegotiate the existing contract or conduct a competitive procurement process, the rate
setting approach should be defined.

The balancing of rates between commercial and residential customers should reflect actual costs
associated with providing services. It is critical that any rate setting methodology be reviewed by RWMA
member jurisdictions' attorneys to ensure full compliance with Proposition 218 regulations.

lihe selected approach for cost distribution among: residential rate payers, as well as the selected
methodology for all other rate setting would be detailed in the forms specifically prepared for the any
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new RWMA agreement. The completed forms, following the established approach, would be required
for submission with a financial proposal. Proposed rates would include all risk for market fluctuations,
increases in costs, decreases in commodity value, changes in labor rates, etc. The' proposed rate would
be fully vetted to evaluate their reasonableness and competitiveness through the review of a detailed
proforma submitted with the financial proposall forms.

3. Rate Adjustments for Solid Waste and Recyding Collection

There are various approaches to rate adjustment procedures. The current approach utilizes a periodic
detailed rate review, with interim multi-index-based rate adjustments. Because periodic rate reviews
with cost-plus parameters can produce unpredictable costs, and in many cases provide little incentive
for the contractor to reduce expenses, an exclusively indexed-based rate increase is recommended, as
described below.

3.1. Index Based Rate Adjustments for Solid Waste and Recycling Collection

A multi-index rate adjustment method, similar to the approach currently used by the RWMA
jurisdictions for rate increases in between the detailed rate reviews is recommended. With this method,
the cost of operations is separated into several categories (i.e. collection, disposal, fuel, etc.), Each
category is,then weighted based on the relative percentage value of the total cost, Each category is
associated with a specific index and the change in that index is used to calculate the acceptable
adjustment of the cost category. The change in each index is then multiplied by the percentage weight
for each category. The sum of the results will produce a percentage adjustment by which the new
collection rates are to be adjusted.

The multi-index approach uses only indices that affect solid waste and recycling operations which tend
to produce rates that are adjusted in a more efficient and equitable manner.

3.2. Extraordinary Rate I,ncreases

Under a multi-index rate adjustment system, the total contractor compensation is established upon
initiation of the contract and adjustments, to the total compensation are based on the established
indices only. The contractor assumes all risks associated with the cost tc provide services.

Extraordinary rate increase language can be customized to limit the allowable opportunities to trigger
the process, and include provisions for the RWMA member jurisdictions to pursue other options. For'
example, if the transfer station a contractor used for RWMA member jurisdiction tonnage had a
catastrophic fire, the cost of rebuilding the transfer station would be fully borne by the contractor and
its insurer. If, during the time required to rebuild the transfer station, the contractor incurred additional
transportation costs to ship the tonnage to an interim facilitY', agreement language could either prohibit
the contractor from seeking an extraordinary rate increase, or include a provision that would allow the
RWMA member jurisdictions to seek an alternate facility or service provider of its choice to avoid the
increase 1'01 costs.

4. Recommended Agreement language
Additional recommendations for agreement language additions or changes identified during the review
of the model (SA and the identification of best practices in other comparable agreements are provided
below:
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4.1 Add definitions for AB 341 and AB 1826.

"AB 341" means the California Jobs and Recycling Act of 2011 (Chapter 476, Statues of 2011
{Chesbro, AB 341n also commonly referred to as "AB 341 ", as,amended, supplemented,
superseded, and replaced from time to time.

"AB 1826" means Chapter 727, Statues of 2014 (Chesbro, AB 1826J), commonly referred to as
"AB 1826", as amended, supplemented, superseded, and replaced from time to time.

4.2 Add definition for AB 1594 and address elsewhere in Agreement as it relates to use of green
waste. See language below that summarizes key requirements of the law.

"AB 1594" signed into law in September 2014, states that effective January 1, 2020, the use of
green material as alternative daily cover (ADC) does not constitute diversion through recycling
and shall be considered disposal. This same law also requires jurisdictions by August 1, 2018 to
provide an update in their electronic annual report to CalRecycle regarding how they will "divert
green material that is being used as alternative daily cover."

4.3 Add related contract language for AB 939, AS 341, et al compliance as follows:

Sample language from franchise agreement executed in 2015:
AB 939, AB 341" AB 1846, and Local Ordinance Compliance
Contractor shall perform all education, outreach, monitoring, and reporting for all Commercial
and Multi-Family properties as required by AS 939, AB 1826, AB 341, and any applicable
ordinance and as more fully set out in Section X, and in Exhibit X. Contractor has developed, and
shall implement and update as necessary a Diversion Plan as provided in Exhibit X that, among
other things supports and educates Multi-Family and Commercial Customers on both State and
local requirements. Contractor shall provide all necessary reporting relating to the jurisdiction's
compliance requirements, pertaining' to AB 939~AB1826 and AB341, and as,it affects the
County's Integrated Waste Management Plan, as,required by Section X.

Sample language taken from a Solid Waste Franchise Agreement dated June 16, 2015:
Integrated Waste Management Act (AB' 939) Compliance
The Contractor shall provide, upon request, all necessary reporting data requested by the County
relating to the County's compliance requirements pertaining to AB 939~S8 1016, AB 341, or AB
1826 as it affects the jurisdiction's Integrated Waste Management Plan and the jurisdiction's
SRRE.Such report shall be provided to the jurisdiction within thirty (30) days of such a request.
The Contractor shall cooperate in activities requested by the jurisdiction to measure diversion of
Solid Waste from landfills including, but not limited to, providing a location for conducting waste
sorting at the Contractor's facility, re-routing trucks on a temporary basis to facilitate
composition analysis. Such report shall include throughput, recovery rates per material type.
residue, costs, Recyclable Material commodity values, andfinal disposition of Recyclable
Materials. The Contractor shall also supply any other information reasonably requested by the
jurisdiction to meet State or Federal regulatory requirements and the reporting requirements of
the jurisdiction's SRRE,as those requirements may be am endedfrom time to time.
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AB 341 and AB 1826 Compliance
CONTRACTORshall maintain records of all public education, outreach, and monitoring activities

for all commercial accounts as required by AB 341 and AB 1826, and other applicable laws.

Sample language that related to general reporting requirements:
As set forth in this Article, CONTRACTORshall submit reports to the jurisdiction on solid waste
collection and disposal, recyclables collection, and green waste collection to assist the
jurisdiction in meeting the reporting requirements of AB 939, SB 1016, AB 341, AB 1826 and
other applicable laws. The CONTRACTORshall provide, upon request, all necessary reporting
data requested by the jurisdiction relating to the jurisdiction compliance requirements per the
aforementioned laws. Such reports shall' be provided to the jurisdiction within thirty (30) days of
such request.

5. Article 6.07.2 Bulky Item Service

Add language requesting that the Contractor maximize the diversion of bulky items.

6. Public Space and Public Event

Additional requirements, standards and limitations could be considered.
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F. SUMMARYAND RECOMMENDATIONS

The current RWMA model CSA is well-written and the agreement is well-managed, resulting in
demonstrable value for residential rate payers, customer satisfaction and consistent diversion results.
However, opportunities exist to update agreement language to address new diversion requirements,
reduce member Jurisdiction costs and risks associated with infrastructure, review rate structure,
including an evaluation ofthe standard cart size for residential curbside customers.

Decision Points

The RWMA member jurisdictions are approaching key decision points, with options including:

• Triggering a four-year contract extension,
• Entering into sole-source negotiations, with the current contractor,

• Conducting alcompetitive procurement process, or

• Conducting a hybrid process that attempts to achieve pre-established RWMA objectives and
process milestones through sole-source negotiatlon, with a competitive procurement activated
should the objectives not be achieved within the set timeline.

A contract extension ofthe current agreement is not recommended, as changes to the agreement
should be addressed. An extension would only serve to delay this process" Establishing a new agreement
can be achieved through any of the negotiation or procurement options selected by the RWMA.

Both a negotiation and a procurement process offer the potential for enhanced offerings and service
innovations, as well as the opportunity to include new contractual language regarding rate setting and
adjustment methodologies, which will reduce' the, risks of ongoing rate adjustments. However, there are
inherent positives and negatives associated with each approach. The following are some of the factors
to consider:

1. Negotiation Process,
A negotiation typically requires less time and resources than a competitive procurement process, which
can be less,costly to the jurisdictions (tax payers). There is also the benefit of rate certainty, as the
negotiation is not completed until rates are agreed upon, and the RWMA member jurisdictions would
reserve the right to trigger a competitive procurement if the negotiations are unsuccessful. The prospect
of a competitive procurement process serves as an excellent incentive for the current contractor to
successfully complete a negotiation process. Opting for a negotiation process can help to avoid the
rancor that often accompanies competition for large public contracts. However, this process can also be
perceived as favoritism, or as lacking transparency.

2. Competitive Procurement Process
A competitive procurement process can be perceived as more transparent than negotiations" and can
introduce new approaches to service delivery should a new company be the successful proposer. A
competitive procurement also allows the RWMA member jurisdiction to see what impacts a competitive
process can have on rates. However, this opportunity to test the market is not without risk. There is rate
uncertainty in a competitive procurement. Sometimes the proposed rates are lower, and sometimes
they are higher. In the RWMA area" there are a number factors that could impact the ability for
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competitors to offer lower rates. For example, the lack of existing local competitor infrastructure within
the RWMA area serves as a barrier to entry. Any new contractor would incur the costs associated with
developing the necessary infrastructure and providing the necessary permitted capacity to
accommodate RWMA solid waste, recycling and green waste tonnage.

Additionally, up to' this point, interested companies may have considered the potential of an RWMA
competitive procurement process as an opportunity to offer pricing that would be lower than an
effective rate more in line with typical ratios of cart-size subscription. In other words, if the typicall base
rate of an RWMA resident is $36.72 or $45.95 (RWMA 64-gallon and 96-gallon cart base rates), a
competitor would anticipate a promising opportunity to propose better rates, However, as shown in
Section C, over 75% of RWMA residents pay a base rate of $24..48, with weekly recycling and green
waste collection services. Offering similar or lower base rates while maintaining service frequency could
prove difficult.

Next Steps

Should the RWMA. member jurisdictions choose to forgo the option to extend the current agreements
and choose to pursue a new model agreement at the end of the current term, there are several actions,
that should be taken regardless of whether a negotiation or a competitive procurement process is used.
These preliminary steps should be developed and agreed upon by all participating member jurisdictions
in advance of the process. By establishing consensus regarding the desired outcome and establishing the
criteria for success prior to starting either a negotiation or a competitive procurement process, it is
possible to conduct the process in a more efficient and effective manner. Pre-established criteria would
feature, at a minimum, the following components:

• a scope of services, including minimum service requirements and the desired framework for the
new agreement (l.e. contract term, facility requirements. etc.);

• modifications. of agreement language (I.e. updated language regarding AB 341 et.al., revised rate
setting and adjustment methodology, etc.);

• negotiation and/or procurement process milestones including timelines (as an example, three
months to achieve successful negotiations with current contractor prior to triggering a
competitive procurement process, and/or twelve-month competitive procurement process,
etc.); and,

• a definition of success (i.e. evaluation criteria for proposed service offerings, etc.).

In any contracting decision, the dual goals of service quality and competitive cost serve as a guide for
the design of a negotiation or procurement process and the development of new agreement
components. Ultimately, the long-term success of any new agreement is increased by prescribing the
contracting decisions as much as possible, using dear quantitative and qualitative performance
standards, and clearly spelling out the responsibilities and associated risks assumed by the contractor
and the member jurisdictions.
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Potential Timeframe

The current contract term ends September 30,2019. Because the RWMA member jurisdictions. initiated
the process of exploring the available options three years prior to the contract expiration, there is
currently enough time to complete the steps necessary to enter into a new agreement. The process, of
developing new agreement requirements and establishing the criteria for success typically takes nine
months to one year. Should the, RWMA member jurisdictions choose to attempt negotiations. with the
current contractor, the process typically requires, three to four months. If a negotiation process is not
successful, or if the RWMA member jurisdictions choose to proceed directly to a competitive
procurement process, the development and release of a Request for Proposals document" preparation
of proposals by interested companies, evaluation of proposals, and selection of the successful company
requires. six to, nine months. Finally, a transition period of at least six months is required. Combined, the
process. can take anywhere from 24 to 31 months.

Table 9: Estimated Timefrome for Entering New Agreement

...
Developing, new agreement requirements and establishing the' criteria
for success

Option, of negotiating with current contractor

9 -12 months

3 -4 months

Option of conducting competitive procurement process 6 - 9 months

Transition period 6* months

Tota~ Estimated Timeframe 24 - 31+ months

Summary of Analysis and Recommendations

In conclusion, the following is a summary of our analysis and recommendations:

1. An extension of the current agreements is,not recommended.

2. A transparent process for pursuing a new agreement can be achieved through both a
negotiation with the current contractor and through a competitive procurement process. This
decision is at the discretion of RWMA member jurisdictions. State law does not require
competitive procurement for solid waste and recycling collection service. Prior to commencing, a
negotiation or procurement process, a detailed scope of work, definition of success (including
evaluation criteria), and draft agreement should be pre-approved by each member jurisdiction.

3. When there is overalll customer satisfaction with an incumbent hauler, it is our standard practice
to recommend an attempt at renegotiation prior to initiating a procurement process. Typically,
a timeframe is established during which the negotiations. must be completed. Should the
negotiations be unsuccessful, a competitive procurement process would commence.

4. The current agreement has,been successful in supporting the member jurisdictions' diversion
rates, as the RWMA is reporting a 70% diversion rate to CalRecycie for the Yuba-Sutter region.
However, modifications to the language are required to address new legislation, including food
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waste diversion and increased commercial and multi-family recycling, and to reduce the' current
levels of contamination currently occurring in the residential curbside recycling program.

5. The following options are not recommended for the RWMA member jurisdictions:

a. Every Other Week (EOW)I recycling and green waste collection is not recommended, as the
limited operational and roadway impact benefits are outweighed by the associated
challenges.

b. An open-market commerciall system is not recommended, due to the potential roadway
impacts; the, safety, environmental and financial compliance challenges; and, the lack of a
market to support multiple operators.

c. Separate commercial and residential collection agreements are not recommended, as the
economies of scale associated with a single commercial and residential collection service
provider would be eliminated, and there is not the population density nor the existing,
local competitive marketplace necessary to avoid a negative impact on rates. Additionally,
separate collection agreements would double the number of agreements from six to
twelve, which could be challenging.

6. Under the current agreement and RWMA oversight, competitive residential rates for this market
have been achieved and maintained. The majority of RWMA residents pay a base rate, not
including fees, that is less than the base rate paid in comparable markets. However, the
commercial bin rate is higher than that in other markets, and although comingJed recycling cart
and cardboard bin services are offered and included, the effective rate is still higher that the
rates offered in the other identified jurisdictions.

7. Any new agreement should require the provision of a hauling yard as well as guaranteed
capacity at a transfer station/MRF, composting or other organics processing facility, and a
landfill.

a. Because the incumbent hauler owns the only landfill located in the RWMA area, and the
environmental and financial costs associated with transporting RWMA solidi waste to
another landfill out of the area would be high, there is risk associated with the disposal-
cost component of a procurement.

b. There are risks associated with awarding a contract through competitive procurement to a
proposing hauler that does not currently have permitted facilities with adequate capacity
within the RWMA area. While this is typically handled through the requirement of pre-
established contingency plans, there are risks that permitting, could take longer than
planned or that the. costs of transporting materials could exceed anticipated costs.
Additionally, if material was transported out of the RWMA area, the host fees associated
with the facilities located in the RWMA area would be impacted.

c. While' the two factors listed above represent a barrier-to-entry for other interested haulers
in the solid waste and recycling industry, an attempt to remove the barriers would benefit
the haulers, not the RWMA ratepayers. Ultimately, should the RWMA member jurisdictions
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choose to conduct a competitive procurement process" the onus for providing guaranteed
capacity for RWMA tonnage while also offering competitive rates is on the proposer.

8. RWMA ownership of facilities can provide future flexibility and potential cost savings. However,
ownership comes at a price - either through a significant upfront capital outlay, or through
entering into a long-term (20+ year) contract to allow a contractor to depreciate the capital
costs in a manner that does not significantly impact rates charged to member jurisdiction
residents and businesses. As a poliCy decision, the ownership of facilities would require
consensus prior to any negotiations or procurement process, and necessitate extensive
coordination among the member jurisdictions throughout the term of the contract and beyond.

9. RWMA may wish to reconsider the use of the current standard 32-gallon residential waste, cart
size as a reduction in the current rate variance between cart sizes could potentially benefit
residents, and less costly access,tolarger solid waste carts could potentially reduce the
contamination levels currently occurring in the residential recycling; program.

10. A change in rate setting and adjustment methodology is recommendedl, moving from the
current approach which incl'udes periodic detailed rate reviews with index-based rate
adjustments in interim years, to a set rate at the commencement of any new contract and a rate
adjustment methodology using only a multi-index adjustment method. Agreement language
would shift the risks associated with all service delivery costs, including those associated with
the operating facilities, to the contractor and include a more narrowly defined approach to
extraordinary rate increases.
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Appendix A: Public Forum Outreach Materials and Presentation

Final Report 36 December 2016



Final Report

SI00 J1VAZQUEZ McAFEE
M~IHICIPA.\ 5tlI o ""'M.H 1I.()vI.~

Public Input Now Being Sought
Regarding Solid Waste Collection,
Processing and Recycling Services

The Regional Waste Management Authority lRWMA) wil]

conduct a series of workshops during the month of August to get

input from public officials, residents, and business and

community leaders on available options to make sure those

paying for services are getting the best value. These' "best

values" can be accomplished either through new Collection

Service Agreements or by extending the current agreements,

which could include changes in services and agreement

components that make the most of programs, and services,

safety, regulatory compliance and other issues.

The public is invited to attend and participate in any of these

workshops. Workshop participants will have the opportunity tOI

ask questions, offer recommendations and participate in al focus-

group style question and answer session to provide input regard-

ing solid waste collection, processing and recycling services.

For more information, contact:
Keith Martin, RWMA Administrator

(530) 634-6890 or keith_martin@sbcglobal.net

Commu.,1ty Workshops

Evening Community Workshop
Monday, August 1, 2016, 7;00 • 9;00 p.m., Yuba City Council Chambers,
1201 Civic Center Blvd., Yuba City

Dav Time Community Workshop
Wednesday, August 10, 2016, 2:00 - 4:00 p.m., Yuba County Board
Chambers, 915 Eighth Street, Marysville

Busl.,ess Workshop
Chamber of Commerce Government Affairs Committee Hostedl

BusIness-Focus Workshop
Tuesday, August 2, 2016, 7:30 - 9;00 a.m., Sierra Nev~da Room,
Caltrans Building, 703 B Street, Marysville

Local Government Workshops
Sutter County Board of SUpervIsors
Tuesday, August 2, 2016, 6:00 p.m. (Special Board Workshop)

Yub;l County Board of SUpervIsors

Tuesday, August 9, 2016, 1:30 p.rn. (Special Board Workshop)

Yuba Ctty CIty Council

Tuesday, August 9. 2016. 6;00 p.m. (Special Council Workshop)

Live Oak CIty Council

Wednesd~y, August 10, 6:00 p.m, (Special Council Workshop)

Marysville CIty Cou nell

Tuesday, August 16, 2016, 6:00 p.m. (Regular Council Meeting)

Wheatland City Council
Wednesd~y, August 17, 2016, 6:00 p m. (Special Council Workshop),
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Regional Waste Ma n",ernent Auth orlty Seeks Public Input
Regarding Solid Waste Collection, Prot:essing and Recydlng Servlce5

The Regional Waste Management Authority (RWMA) will conduct a

series of workshops during the month of August to Bet inpu1 from

public offilials, residents, and business and community leaders on

available options to make sure those paving fOf services are getting the

best va tue. These "be 51 values" can be <1«0 mplished I'd her t hrough

new Colle(tion Service Agreements or by extending the current

agreerrents, whkh could include changes in selvkes and agreement

components that make the most of programs and services, safety,

regulatory compliance and other issues.

The public is invited to attend and participate ill any of these

workshops. Workshop participants will have the opportunity to ask

questions, offer recommendations and participate in a focUS-BIOUP

style question and answer session to provide input regarding solid

waste col1r>ction, processing, and recycling 51' rvices

For more Information, contiltt: Keith Martln, RWMAAdministrator
(530) 634-t;890 or kelth_martln@sbcglobal.net.

Community Workshops
Evenl", Community Workshop
Monday, August 1, 2016, 7:00 . 9:00 p m., Yuba City (ouncil Chambers,
1201 Civic Center Blvd., YtiJa dty

DayTime Community Workshop
Wedllt'sday, August 10, 2016, 2:00 - 4:00 p.rn., YtiJa County Board
Chambers, 915 Eighth streer, Marywilie

IluslneS$ Workshop
Chamber 01 Com melee GOl/emment Affairs Com mitt ••••Hosted
IluslneS$-Focu5 Workshop
Tuesday, August 2,2016, 7:30 - 9:110am., Sierra Nevada Room,
(alttans Building, 703 B Street, Marywifte

local Goyynment Workshops
SUtter County Board olSUpervlaors
Tue>daV, August 2, 2016, 6:00 p.m, (Special Board Workshop)

Yuba County Board of Supe"" sers
Tuesday, AUllust 9,2016,1:30 pm. (Special Board Workshop)

Yuba Oty Oty Council
TuesdaV,August 9, 2016, 6:00 pm. (Special (ouncil Workshop)

Live Oa k Oty Council
Wednesday, AUIlU'l10, 6:00 p m. {Spl'cial (()unal Workshop)

Marysllllie ety Coundl
Tuesday, August 16,2016,6:00 p.m. (Reglbr (ouncil Meeting)

Wheatla nd ety Council
Wemesday. AUllU'll/, 2016, 6:00 p m, (Spl'cial Council Workshop)
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REGIONAL WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY SEEKSIPUBUC INPUT REGARDING SOLID WASTE
COLLECTION, PROCESSING AND RECYCUNG SERVICES IN THE YUBA-SUTTER AREA

LorDi government, business, nonprofit orgcmizotion, public I;1gencyI;1ndresident wor~hrJPs, scheduled

The Regional Wa~te Mitn~gement Authority will conduct ~I sertes of work~hop~ during the month of August to obta II'> input

from publir officials: business and community leader s: and, residents regarding the future of solid Witste rcllecuon,
processing and recycling services in the Yuba-Sutter area. ihe public is inVited to attend any ot the se workshops to

participate, in this dialogue.

RWMA member [urlsdlrttons, Including live Oak, MarvsvHle, Wheatland, Yuba lit)', Sutter County and Yuba (.ounty, earh
have existing Collecticn 5etvi(e~ A,greements with Recolo&\' Yuba Sutter,whirh ate scheduled to end September 30, 2019

However, there i s on opportunity for RWMA member jurisrlict.ons to trigger it four-vellf contract exteMion in, July 2017, for

the period of October 1,2019 -September 30, lOB

The purpose of the workshops is to gain public input regarding the options ilv~ilableto maximize value to rat epaver s, either

through it new or extended (.ollertion Service A,greement, inrluding changes in services and new, enhanced and increased

agreement components that optimize pr ogr arns and services, safety, regulatory cornpuance and other issues. Workshop

partlcipa nts will have the opportun ltv to ask questions, offer rem mmendations. and p .rtltipate In a foru~·group stvl e
[ju~~tjon and answer session to provide input regarding !.oHdw.ste ccllectron, processing and recvcling servtres

The public feedback a nd reccrnmendatrons from each wcr kshop will' be rom piled into it ccmpr ehens.ve report that willi be

presented to the RWMA SClardas th~ determine neJrt steps in the process of either extending the current Collection
Services Agreements, or entering into new Agreements

Community Workshoe~
[venin/: Community Workshop

Mondav, August 1, 2016, 7~00- 9:00 p.m., Yuba Litv t.cuncu Chambers, 1201 Civic Center Blvd., Yuba (.ity'
Oay Ti tne Comml'nity Worklkop
Wedne~dav, Augu~t 10" 2016, 2:00- 4:00 p rn., Yuba (.ountv Board Chambers, 915 Eighth Street, M~rywille

lO@IG"v..rnmentWork.hop'
Suller County Board of Supe;viwr.
Tuesdav, August 2,2016,6:00 pm (Special Board Workshop)

Yu ba County !Ioard of Superviwr.,
'rues dav, Augu~t 9, 2016, 1:~0 p m. (Special Board Workshop)
Yub ••City City Coun~i1
Tuesday, August 9,2016, 6:00 p m. (Special Council Workshop)
live Oak City Council

Wednesd.v, August 10, 6~OOP m. (Spetlal Counnl Workshop)
MarY5ville City Coun~i1
Tuesdav, Augu~t 16, 2016, 6:00 p.rn. (Regular (.ountil Meeting A,genda ltern]

Wheatland City Coun~il
Wednesday, August 17, 2016, 6~OOp rn (Special Counct! Work~ho p)

BUline •• Work5hop
Chamber of Commerce Gov..rntnenl Affair. Committee Ho.t~ 6u~ine5rfo~u. Work.hop'
Tues dav, August 2, 2016,7:30 -9:00 a.rn., Sierra Nevada Room, Caltr ans Building, 703 B Street, Marvsville
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REGIONAL WASTE MANAGEMENT AUT HORITY SEEKS BUSINESS AND COMMUNITY lEAOER I,NPUT REGARDING
SOLID WASTE CO Ll ECTION, PROCESSING AN 0 RECYCliNG SERVICES IN THE YUBA·S UTT ER AREA

The ReJlion,,1 Waste M eneg ern e nt Authority will conduct" sertes ofworkshccs durin~ the month of August to obtein input

from public offici"I.; business end community lellder~; and, residents regllrding the future of sohd w~ste colle rt icn,
prcce ssing ""d recycling se rvrce 5 In the Yube-Sutt er "rell A wo rkshcp specific to r ornrne rdel services will be hoste d by the

ChatYlbtrof Commerce Government Aff"irs Com mittee on August 2, 2016. Owners, man ag'l! rs lind Ie ade rs of busine sse 5,

non-profit organil~ions and public agencies".,! invited to ette nd the meeting to particip at. in thi$ dialogue.

RWMA membe r jurisdictions, including live Oak, Marysville, Wheatl"nd, Yuba City, Sutter County and Yuba County, e ech
have existing Collection ServicesAgreementswith Recology Yuba Sutter, which are scheduled to end September 30,2019.

However, there is an opportunity for RWMA member jurisdicti ons to triggtr a four-year contract extension In July 2017, for

the penod of October 1" 2019 -se pte mber 3D, 2023_

The purpose of the workshops isto gain public input regarding the options available to maximize value to rat epavers, either

through a new or extended Collection service Agreement, including changes in se rvice s and new, enhanced and rncre ese d

agre e me nt compone nt s that optimir e program s and se rvi, es, safety, regulatory compliance and other issues. Work shop
porti ripants will heve the opportunity to ask que stion s, off. r re com m endlltions, and part icipate in a focus-group style

Que stion and answer se ssion to provide Input regardl ng solid waste colle etion, processing and re cycHnr 50 rvlc es,

The public feedback and re cornm e ndettons from each workshop will be compiled into a comprehensive report that will be
prese nted to, the RWMA Board as they dote nm ine next ste p s in the process of either ext. nding the curre nt Colle etion

service s Agree me nts, or entering Into new Agreements

Business Worhshop
Chambe~ or Commene Government Affairs Commit~ Hosted Business-Focus WorkshDp
Tuesday, August 2~ 2016, 7: 30 - g·OO a. rn., Sierra Nevada Room, Caltr ens Building, 703 B Street, Marysv.lle

Business and community repre sentatives are 81so welcome to attend &fly of the following scheduled community end local
gove m me nt work shops:

Community Workshop'
£Venin, Communit, WOTkJhop
Monday, Au gust 1, 2016, 7:00 - 9:00 p.m, Yuba City Council Chambe rs, 1201 Civic Center Blvd., Yuba City
D~y nme Community, Workshop
Wedn. ,day, August 10,2016,2:00- 4:00 p rn , VubaCounty Board Chambe rs, 915 EiKhth Street, Marysville

Local Government Wofkmop!
Sutter Count, Boa.-d of Sup4!!rv'son
Tuesday. August 2',2016,6.00 p.m (Special BoardWorkshopl
Yuba County Board orSupenti.ou
Tuesday, August 9,2016, 1: 30 p m (Special Board WorkshaPI
Yuba City [lty Council
Tuesday,August 9, 2016,600 p.m (Spec.al Council Workshop)
LiweOak City Coun[iJ
Wednesday, August 10, 6:00 p m (Special CounciJWor~shapl
M&r,!viUe City OlUndl
Tuesday, August 16, 2016,. 6:00 p m. (Regular Council MeetIng Age nda Item)
\I\Ih"",tland aty Coun(ijl
Wednesday, August 17, 2016,6.00 p m (Special Council Worhhopl
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R.egional Waste
M'anagement Authority

Solid Waste and Recycling
Services Workshop

August 2016

Key (SA Milestones,

• The Collection Service Agreements with Recology
Yuba- Sutter are all scheduled to end
September 30, 2019'.

• There is an opportunity for RWMA member
jurisdictions to trigger a four-year extension of
the current CSAs in July 2017 for the periodl of
October 1, 2019 - September 30, 2023.

3

Options for Member Jurisdictions

" Extend the current CSAs,with no ch""lles to current terms of
the "sreement, by Iriggering the four-year extension by July
2017. This would extend the current contract thrcugh September
30,2023.

• Prior to the end of the current (SAs (~ptember 30,2019)
negotiate new service acreement WIth Recology Yuba-Sutter that
includes new cant ract provisions.

• Conduct competiti.re procurement in 2018, with new contract
awarded in early 2019 (to allow lor time for acquisition of
equipment) prior to contract commencement date 01 October 1,
2019.

• Conduct hybrid process: Enter negotiations with current
contractor using established set of performance and rate
objectives; il agreement not reached by set date, initiate
procurement process

5
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Collection Service Agreements,

• Regional Waste Management Authority (RWMAI
Member Jurisdictions Include Live Oak, Marysvil e,
Wheatland" Yuba City, Sutter County and Yuba County.

• Each Member Jurisdiction has an existing Collection
Service Al!reement (CSA)with Recology Yuba-Sutter
which include uniform provisions anda regional service
rate setti ng process.

• The CSAsinclude the following;
• Solid waste collection and disposal
, Recycling collection -d nd processing

• Green waste collection and processing

2

New Collection Service' Agreements

• Should the' RWMA member jurisdictions choose to,NOT
trigger an extension of the current agreement, a
number of new contractual provisions could be
required.

• Examples of potential contract components include:
• Provision of new facilities

• Alternative approaches to, or modifications of, the eKi,ting
system

• Alternative rate setting methodologies

• New terms for the length of the contract and' any potential
contract extensions

4

Direct Negotiation of New Agreement

• State IClW does not require competitive
procurement for MSW service

• Opportunity to negotiate directly with incumbent,
or another qualified service provider

• Avoids the rancor that often accomoanles competition
for large public contracts

• less costly to the jurisdictions (taxpayers} than RFP
process

• Certainty regarding negotiated rates

• Pass ible ap pea ra nee of favorit ism/lack of transparency

6 ::/rt'l(~~!
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Competitive Procurement Process

• Well-defined process for securing municipal services
De.elop Stope 01Work for Req~e't lor Proposal, (RFP)

Develop n~w servtce Agreement as part of RFP package,

Solic.il proposals from all ClLJ~lihed servi re pro v lders

• Posslb Ie Outcomes
Rate- •.mcertaintv: procurement process somet ~mes produces lower
service rates, and sorrenmes proOU(I!:',5 higher sefVice rates

Potential for service innovation

Correction of unfavorable aspects of prior agreement(s)

Competitive procurements are sometimes •.•.messy", providing 031
platform for those with .ested fi nanctat and/or pollt'lcaI interest. to
spread mis.1"to rmation and undermi ne the inlegrily of the p-oe eS'S

r;"f1;f:l<f!!/dM/
7

Hybrid Approach

• Jurisdictions define criteria for "success" in new solid
waste and recycling collection and processing services
agreement

Desired scope of services

Desired service feesJ

• Negotiate with selected qualified service provider to
achieve defined criteria

" proceed to RFP/Competilive Procurement Process if
negotiations are not successful

9

Purpose of Workshop/Next Steps

• The RWMA advisory board Is now seeking public infut
regarding the current CSAs prior to consideration 0 the
next steps.

• The purpose of these workshops is to obtain input
regarding solid waste and recycling programs and!
services.

• The input from the nine' RWMA workshops willi be
compiled and presented to the RWMA aBvisory board
along with other research being conducted, including a
comparative analysis of the terms and services found in
the contracts and agreements used elsewhere, for
referral to the member jurisdictions.

11
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Components of a Procurement Process
- -= -=-----,

Scope- of 1. Tomeet regl.lIotOl)t 2. To fI'\.CC'~wnomer
5eJV~S reql"llremHlQ. demand

It Cu~t-orr.o:r Service PJ!'t)U;lm
~. l(-'~I / S.ilirol'l' Rl!U'rd
(i. F1113:rlclelAbllltv
-,. Se",oKf.! rwtn

Evaluillkm 1. recncncc
Crileria 1 F",ulfti('~, Prctl,til-ft'l!i

Create 1, Stakeholder lrlput

Dowments 2 £1K1.eillnp-L.lt

j:Jrj)(tK.i:I~ 1. Inlr<l'!.!ruclul'(:

COf"l~-idE'l.:Ition~ f1~-aIJIrt'lTIt't1t~

I Termct C-or~tri)(l
1 Ol~por,alGUilrMty

Tlmeline 12·)8 n)G1"I1h5

f1FP~rnlCnt
ComfCICTDocumoen~

s. JOlnl Pow~~ lRWMA) or
IndwldiJilf

~. M3nagcn'lJCnl of n('W
contract

PubIie/Private Partnersh ipi

• Private-sector management of public-sector facilities that
can be achieved through procurement Dr negotiation

• Entails public development and ownership o~ solidi waste
and recycling infrastructure, and may Include;

t couecnen vel1icle parking. fueling and/or maintenance facilities.

Operations ofhc:e

Wa'5.te/Reryt:iing lran-sfer Station

Recycling processlngplant
Organic Meterlats Prccessu-g F"ac:ilitV'

Conslrvct ion & D-2molition Processing Facilitv

Pub!« Drop-Off location and/or Hazardous Waste Service Loc.atlon

10

Project Overview/Update

• Analysis of current agreement

• ReVieW of other service agreements/contracts

• Obtain stakeholder input

• Conduct market analysts
• Develop proposed Scope of Services for review and input
from jurisdiction staff. elected officials and RWMA Board!.

• Describe and recommend options for the processes
available to the RWMA member jurisdictions. to achieve the
new Scope of Services and. d'esl'red outcomes

Prepare a report summarizing available process options for
achieving Scope of Services with recommendations for next
steps,

12
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Discussion Points

• Questions or comments regDrding the timeline and process?

• Questions or comments regarding the process options?

• How do stakeholders define "value"?

• What aspects of the couecuon Service Agreements are
working? Not working?

• What new or enhanced services could odd value?

• Whot mOdified services or other considerotions could add
value?

• Any service, safety or environmental iS5Ues?

• Any Input regarding collection, processing or recycling?

• Household Hazardous Waste services?

13
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Contact Information

To provide additional feedback, email:
CM@sloanvazquez.com

14
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