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November 20, 2009

Mr. Mark Gagliardi

Senior Recycling Specialist

City of Oakland, Public Works Agency
Environmental Services Division :
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 5301 -
Oakland, CA 9461

Subject: Zero Waste System Design —‘Sy‘ste.m Design Outline

Dear Mr. Gagliardi:

Introductlon

The City of Oakland’s Franchise Agreement for Soli
Disposal Services (Franchise Agreement) with Wast
expires on December 31, 2012, as does the Agreef
California Waste Solutions (CWS). These two agh

waste management system, and their ‘pending
develop and implement new programs and se

Zero Waste Strategic Plan (Plang
from the current 400,000 ton
states: “Developmengand g

thew waste management system deSIQn in preparatlon for
| contract is key to the goal of reducing waste.”

e significant progress in diverting waste from the single-family residential
, additional potential diversion that can be achieved from single-family

"make significant progress toward its goal of reducing waste disposal by 90%,
Beeds to shift |ts focus to the commermal multl-famlly residential and self—haul

Figure 1 shows the major sources of Oakland’s solid waste landfilled for 2008, divided into sectors
(e.g., single-family residential, multi-family residential, commercial, self-haul). It includes all waste
from Oakland that is disposed in landfills, including waste collected by WMAC under the Franchise
Agreement, and waste disposed in landfills that is self-hauled by contractors, businesses and
residents directly to local transfer stations, including Waste Management's Davis Street Transfer
Station in San Leandro, the City of Berkeley Transfer Station, and to area landfills. As shown in
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Figure 1
Oakland Solid Waste to Landfill
All Sectors 2008

Self Haul: To
Local Transfer
Stations, 12%

City-Hauled, 2%

grams and
fill disposall

services.

00 - 2008. Please note that when
\incorrectly indicate a significant
e disposal tonnage of 405,500
004 and 2008 excluded for this

Table 1 below provides a summary of the disposal tre
reviewing Table 1, 2004 and 2008 appear to be angp
downward trend in disposal where in fact the 2000 —2
tons'is only 3,000 tons lower than the average di '
same time period. The anomalles in 2004 an

£i5%

o off

Franch / 'Non Franchlsed i ;
Tons % | Tons [ % Tons 1 %
2000 ¢, @ '@0%72 72% | 119,623 | 28% 423,195 100%
| 73% | 114,757 | 27% | 418,269 | 100%
69% | 125385 | 31% | 404,978 | 100%
286,663 | 70% | 122,846 | 30% | 409,509 | 100%
| 260,290 | 56% | 202,602 | 44% | 462,892 | 100%
238,406 | 57% | 178417 | 43% | 416,823 | 100%
235,925 | 60% | 159,442 | 40% | 395,367 | 100%
227,765 | 58% | 163,384 | 42% | 391,149 | 100%
| 228,448 | ,'70%; 98,918 | 30% | 327,366 | 100%
Total 2000-2008 2,364,174 1,285,374 3649548 |
Average ' » _ _ ’
2000 - 2008 262,686 | 65% | 142,819 35% | 405,505
Average ; S : '
2000 - 2003 & 2005 - 2007 | 267,919 | 66% | 140,551 | 34% | 408,470
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* In 2004, the City experienced a peak in construction projects and had strong growth in
business activities. This resulted in above average disposal because diversion programs for
commercial and construction sectors were underserved and did not keep pace with the
increased economic activity. '

I

*  In2008, the City was in the first full year of the current economic recession W,tlé,
decline in construction projects, and decline in business activities. This %
significant drop in disposal not attributed to diversion programs. This dlsposa
to be reversed as the economy rebounds from the recession.

Table 1 illustrates under the current waste management system even if 1 00"5}

franchised tonnage is diverted from landfill by 2020, the City will falls Qg ofif ',?,goa 451"40 000 tons
disposed. Accordmgly, if the 40,000 ton dlsposal goal by 2020 isde be achit Y ?}contlnulng with the
} ‘1&  significa k}ﬁanges to how the

s to bg undertaken,
apprommate 90 percent

05l goal by 2020. In doing so, the
A i on ba§%d on their ability to address the
following issues as identified in the March’ 10,% ty Council resolution adopting “Evaluative
Criteria for Assessing Solid Waste Map; (
Waste By 2020 Goal.”

Scenano Outllnes

The number, type, and content of contractmg tools, including municipal code, to provide for
collection, processing, transfer and disposal will help determine the City’s specific Zero Waste
system components required to support the Zero Waste Goals. The following five Scenarios
Outlines have been prepared for to act as the “vessels” that will contain the structure and program
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features subject to modeling and testing to determine the System Design that best meets the City’s
Zero Waste Goals:

Scenario 1:  Status Quo;

Scenario 2 'Unbundle Transfer / Disposal from Collection and Procéssing (applies to
Scenarios 3 - 5); _

Scenario 3: . One Zone with One Exclusive Collection and Processing for g
All Service Types; *

Scenario 4: © Two or More Zones with Exclusive Collection and Processm
: and All Service Types in Each Zone; and

Scenario 5 Separate Contra_cts by Sectors, Service Types and/og pZones.

The City's current franchise Agreement with WMAC provides for b} ¢ ( processing,
transfer, and disposal services. 'Scenario 2 provides for separgtiig the cejlectipn and processing
contract from the transfer and disposal contract, which is anep tould be pursued for
Scenarios 3 through 5. Separating the recyclables and organics g contracts from the

be considered.

In addition, as the Scenarios are modeled ap

”rq%r\ito, %i‘qe City would continue to operate as it currently does with no
major changes to th ﬁ%.: /'S xis{ing franchise agreements/contracts or the City's municipal code.
Under this scenahli egmajosystem components would continue to be as follows:

= Sin & jll@ére‘%’ dential, multi-family residential and commercial solid waste would
‘ be provided by a single franchised hauler;

Slr{gle-famlly recycling collection and processmg services would continue to be
:?“ provrg,ed by two haulers operating in two distinct geographic areas, with one of the
single-family recycling services providers the same hauler as the company that provides
exclusive single-family, multi-family and commercial solid waste collection, transfer and
- disposal services;

L] City—wide single-family organics services would continue to be provided by the same
hauler as the company that provides exclusive single-family, multi-family and commercial
solid waste collection, transfer and disposal services;
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»  City-wide permanent roll-off services would continue to be provided by the same hauler
as the company that provides exclusive single-family, multi-family and commercial solid
waste collection, transfer and disposal services; :

=  Commercial recycling services would remain unregulated with open competition;
= - Temporary roll-off services would remain unregulated with open competition;

. .Street sweeping would continue to be proVided by City crews;

] Illegal waste clean-up would continue to be provided by City cfeWS'

: \" _».‘: &‘"‘"}_2
* The City would contmue to collect enough revenue to covg Pits its ;ost}o provide
lean. ZS‘E‘iandf & Cost for the

EIirﬁ1inate Providing reasing Meeting the Influencing
landfilling as universal Stment in local | City's revenue the self-
the defagult ~access to > and regional requirements . haul

otion recycling processing capacity _ - sectors
P services : : :
No No Yes | No
Scenario 2: Upk nsfer / Disposal from Collection and Processing
Under Scenari ould “unbundled” collection from transfer/disposal by entering into a
separate tral Sal contract(s) and not be linked to collection1. The City would direct its

y utilize the transfer/disposal facility(ies) it has under contract. Collection
ol prowded by one or more service providers, by geographlc areas, by sectors or

the City'sjfranchised hauler(s) to |nd|rectly improve diversion performance from the commercial
and multi-family sectors. This could be done by the use of disposal fees that significantly increase
the cost of disposal in comparison to processing. This would also support the policy goal of
discontinuing landfilling as the defaulf option.

Under Scenario 2 the major system elements would include:

1 For the purposes of Scenarios 2 - 5, collection also inéludes processing.
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= Seta cap on the maximum allowable tonnage disposal by the franchised hauler(s) that
- would be eligible for “reimbursement” through customer rates;

*  “Tier’ the disposal fees paid by the‘franchised hauler(s) based on pre-set disposal
tonnage allowances; and

» Charge the franchised hauler(s) a higher disposal fee and use the difference between
the City’s fee and what is charged to the franchised hauler(s) as a rebate amgunt to help
offset the cost of recycling and organics programs

Unbundling dlsposal from collectlon would also prowde financial mcentlves to suppo
Goals by:

»  Limiting landfill as the default option for all sectors through strong pcentives
to dissuade the use of disposal as the first/primary option;

processing capacity in-anticipation of receiving mcrea
waste to processes; and

" Prowd ing limited lncentlves to the self-haul sec§rto ado re aggresswe diversion
programs by requiring the contracted transfer/dispg
to Oakland originated disposal tons that is higher than the open market” disposal rates.

O

However, the effectiveness of this woul ge ongiiaccurate and honest reporting of
tonnages by Oakland’s self-haul sector he contractor transfer/disposal facility, 2)
adopting a City ordinance that wouldjreqi aklandig self-haul sector to only use the
contracted transfer/disposal facilities gressive enforcement by Oakland for the

and/or contract. &

Unbundling coIIect|on from dlSpOS d,- alsé provide a more competltlve environment for
- procuring any new collection seg |~ve§ '

transfer / djspo&al andith

" Potentlé?‘ colié'w'-on %NI providers that do not own/operate landfill / transfer stations

would bg@’* , thegsame competitive footing Wlth those companles that are able to

s All potential collgi Qn, servig providers would-know with 100% certalnty the cost for

3 %‘J ard%o =COr tracts to provide collection services would be based on the quahflcatlons
te"’-?h,_! ical and financial merits of a company that provides only collection services.

% na| jo 2 wo‘uld provide the City with limited options for making the changes necessary to meet
| "'OOO tons disposal goal. Scenario 2 addresses one of the six system redes:gn issues,
w:th fhe\potentlal to address the five other redes:gn issues.
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L Table3 EASL SRR el e
_ Scenar|o~2'j Ab|||ty to Address Major Redes:gn Issues PR
1 2 3 4 5 6
- Providing " Improving Increasing Meeting the Influencing
Eliminate R : . ) o
landfiling as universal performance | investmentinlocal | City's revenue the self-
access to in the low- and regional requirements 2
the default . . ) e . o :
» recycling diversion processing capacity
option .
A services - sectors
Potential Potential Potential Potential

Under Scenario 3 a Smgle Service Prov:der would prowde exc *

" Mandatory provision of
waste collection and p)

\ Ilectlon transfer processing, and disposal, including -
0|t|on materials. (Note: this could be included in the

Frari§hised Diversion Performance Requirements:
o Provide recycling and organics collection services to all sectors;
o Process all solid waste prior to disposal,

o - Provide “minimum diversion/maximum disposal’ capacity to all sectors where
diversion capacity is equal to __ % (i.e., 300%) of solid waste capacity; and

o Tie to disposal incentives from Scenarlo 2

» Adopt rate structures for all sectors that provide financial mcentlves to. both the
franchised hauler and customers to aggressively participate in diversion programs:
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o ‘“Utility” rate structures that include a base rate for all basic required services and
a base volume level, PLUS a volume rate for the amount of material set out for
collection over the base level. This could be done for all material types; :

o Rebate/Credit structures that establishes solid waste at a high fee, and provides
rebates, or credits back to customers based on the volume of recycling and
volume of organic service they subscribe to; and

o Tiered rate structures that sets the cost for solid waste at a per &nt € higher
than recycling and organics. ' )

» Regulatory Requirements: o
o Regulate “no customer fee” commercial recycling ,collect
o Regulate “no customer fee” organic collection;
o Prohibit or ban self-haul of solid waste from
o Require mandatory participation in recyclmg pragrams

.o Require mandatory participation in organl S prog

* Provide universal access to recyclin
provide the service and that businegs

bate iN*recycling;
and multl-famlly sectors through the

s@aced on the commercial and multi-family sectors,
ncial mcentlves to both the franchlsed hauler and the

* Ie for all franchised diversion programs;
3

2gou
. Provndez\3|gmf|&%f\|§%mal incentives to the franchised hauler to aggressively
brecVeling?

implemer € L?(}{gyd organics collection and processing programs for all sectors;
. Provfg}e % n' kc%%% tfinancial lncentlves to all customers to actlvely participate in diversion
progrg : >

g Qﬁkgduc%égw management oversight/cost by’ only dealing with one collection service
rovider;. and , :
Attract competitive pricing strategies from haullng companles that would be interested in

receiving a singe contract for all sectors and service types City-wide.

Under genario 3, the City would have significant options for making the changes necessary to
meet the 40,000 tons disposal goal (assumes Scenarios 3 and 2 are coupled). Scenario 3
addresses five of the s:x system redesign issues, with the potential to address the remaining
redesign issue,

However, Scenario 3 is a significant 'departure from the status quo beeause it effectively vests all
collection activities with one franchised hauler. This may be perceived as risky in the event the
single franchised hauler defaults on its service requirements. In addition, many of solid waste
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companies, non-solid waste recycling companies, C&D haulers, and self-haul companies operating
in the Bay Area may try to influence any decision to close the system down to a singe serwce
prowder

. 1 , Providing Improving Increasing Meeting the
Eliminate . : . . o
landfilling as universal performance | investmentinlocal | City's revenue

: access to - in the low- and regional i
the default R T ; .

; recycling diversion processing capacity

~ option . \

' services sectors

Yes ~_ Yes Yes Potential

Scenarlo 4: Two or More Zones W|th Exclusive Collecti T
Sectors and All SerVIce Types in Eac gone

‘eontracts for each geographic zone
Tde\continued innovation in services

may increase Competition, and may provide amea
through “competition” between the franchise zo
zone would be serviced under a separate fra /X

Jing a single service provider covering all sectors
vzone, the City would:

= ' Provide unjverss

datory requirements placed on the commercial and multi-family sectors,
[Gtures that provide financial incentives to both the franchised hauler and the

J Holtha single entity accountable for all franchised diversion programs in a defined
" geographic zone; v

Provide significant financial incentives to the franchised haulers to aggressively
implement recycling and organics collection and processing programs for all sectors;

»  Provide significant financial incentives to all customers to actively partimpate in diversion
programs; and

»  Attract competitive pricing strategies from hauling companies that would be interested in
receiving a relatively large contract for all sectors and service types.

In comparison to Scenario 3, Scenario 4 may, however, provide the City with several challenges:
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»  City management oversight/cost may be increased do to management of multiple
franchised haulers;

= The haulers’ pricing for the same services may be different between the separate
geographic zones. This may require the City to “levelize” customer rates between
geographic zones and may trigger Prop 218 issues, or the City may face questions from
customers as to why their rate is higher for the same service; and

=  Some geographic zones of the City' may prove to be more difficult to

address the remammg redesign issue.

While Sc,enario 4 is also a major departure from the status quo, j

rvices. Accordingly,
wide service provider

,5. 6

1 - - -] -
- Providing { p Meeting the influencing
Eliminate ) & o : o
- universal Rvestment.in local | City's revenue the self-
landfilling as : 4 ) .
. access to and regional requirements haul
the default ) s ; .
. recycling processing capacity sectors
option .
: services
"~ Yes Potential Yes Yes

@% tr4cts by Sectors, Service Types and/or Geographic Zones
&'mo

Scenar|05 may; ‘ radical of all scenarios. Under this scenario, the City would be divided
ty s and. potentially geographic zones. Under Scenario 5, most of the

by sectors ?e
dis n’«"é@g Scehayjo" 3 and 4 would apply. Transfer and dlsposal would be prowded under a

: / Frane ise- Agreements covering services by Sector

o Commercial solid waste, recycling, organlcs bulky waste collection and processing;
o Multr-famlly solid waste, recycling, organics, bulky waste collection and processing;
o Slngle-famny solid waste, recycling and organics collection and processing; -

o Temporary roll-off boxes collection, transfer, processmg, and disposal, including
constructlon and demolition materials; '

o . Street sweeplng services -- assigned to a specific sector; and
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o lllegal dumping collection services -- assighed to a specific sector.
. Franehise Agreements covering 'serviCes'by Service Type: |
o Solid waste collection -- commercial, single-family, and multi-familyi
o Recycling collection and processing -- commercial, single-family, and multi-family;

o Organics collection and processing -- commercial, single-family, and

o Bulky waste collection and processing ~single-family and multi-fami §
o Street SWeeping services; and

‘ o lllegal dumpmg collection services.

_ g‘.@‘

*  Franchise Agreements covering services by Geographlc Zong
G

S

scenario. However Scenano 5 would allow the Clty to:

= Cleary elrmmate disposal as the default optlon

. Provrde unlversal access to recyclmg and im, oveerformance in the commermal and

»  Establish payment provision
diversion performance{@part'
and

niche service.

In comparlson to Sc@narl

srgnlfantly weaken receiving competltlve pricing strategies from companies that would
be more interested in receiving a larger contract for all sectors and service type;

The hauler’s. pricing for the same services may be different between the separate
sectors, service types and geographic zones. Similar to Scenario 4, this may require the
City to “levelize” customer rates but is more complex due to potentially different service
providers for each sector, service type or geographic zones and may trigger Prop 218
issues, or the City may face questions from customers as to why their rate is higher for
the same service; and
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= Some sectors, service types and geographic zones of the City may prove to be' more
difficult to implement the required changes and diversion results may Iag or customer
rates will be higher.

Similar to Scenarios 3 and 4, Under Scenario 5, the City would have significant options for making
the changes necessary to meet the 40,000 tons disposal goal (assumes Scenarios 5 and 2 are
coupled). Scenario 5 addresses five of the six system redesign issues, with the potential to
address the remaining other redesign issue.

customers due to the potential of having 20+ service providers, and would gre
hauler performance accountab|llty Accordingly, Scenario 5 may be perce

‘\ f Table 6
1 2 3 ] 6
- Providing Improving Wiéeting the Influencing
Eliminate - s
landfilling as universal performance City's revenue | . the self-
access to in the low- requirements haul
the default : . - S
. recycling diversion sectors
option .
services sectors
Yes Yes Yes Yes




