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FLENO. 101225 RESOLUTION NO.

[-Landﬁll'Disposal.'and Facilitation Agreemerits — Recology San Francisco] |

Resolutlon approving a ten-year Landﬁll Dlsposal Agreement and Faclhtatlon

Agreement W|th Recology San Francisco under Charter Sectron 8. 1 18.

WHEREAS The Callforma Department of Resources Recycllng and Recovery requnres

. that the, Clty have a plan for 15 years of landfill dlsposal capaCIty and

WHEREAS “The Department of the Enwronment estimates that the City will exhaust lts

" Jandfi ll disposal capacxty under the current agreement WIth Waste Management of Alameda :

‘County Inc. , by 2014 or2015 and

WHEREAS The Department of the Environment issued a Requ‘est for Propo'sals for
Landfil) Disposal CapaCIty on February g, 2009, and subsequently selected Recology San
Franmsco as the highest quallt' ed scorer under the Request for Proposals and’

WHEREAS; A copy of the proposed Landfill Disposal Agreement and FaCIlltatlon

.Agreement aré onfi le with the Clerk of the Board of Supervxsors in Flle No. 101225. and are .

hereby declared to be a part of this Resolution as lf set forth fully hereln and _
WHEREAS Under the Landﬂll Dlsposal Agreement, Recology San Francnsco h

("Recology") would grant the City, upon explratron of the current agreement the right to

' deposnt at Recology's landfill all solid waste collected in the City untit December 31, 2025, or

| untll 5 million tons have beer deposited; and

WHEREAS The City would in turn deslgnate Recologys landﬂll as the exclusive site |

for disposal of sohd waste collected i the City; and

WHEREAS The City would not be required to pay for the nght fo deposrt sohd waste at

- the landfill, but would authonze Recology to charge waste haulers "tlppmg fees" specrr" ed in

the Agreement and

~ Department of the Environment _ S : - :
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WHEREAS Under the Facrlrtatlon Agreement Recology would agree to specn" c llmrts

on transportatron costs i |n connectlon W|th rarl transportatlon of solid waste collected in the

Crty, and . _ . _
| WHEREAS The Clty would in turn provrde Recology wrth assurances regardrng |

3 relmbursement of Recologys costs to develop the contemplated rall transport system through |-
“the fees Recology is allowed to charge waste haulers and the rates that waste haulers are

'permrtted to charge customers

WHEREAS San FranC|sco Charter Sectron 9.118 requrres the Board of Supervrsors to

‘approve contracts havmg a tenn of more than 10 years now, therefore be it

RESOLVED That the Board of Supervrsors under Charter Section 9.118 approves the

' Landt" I Dlsposal Agreement and Famlrtatron Agreement for terms exceedlng 10 years and,

be rt : L . :
FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors authorizes the Director of the-

_ Department of the En\nronment to execute agreements in substantrally the form of the Landt" I

Drsposal Agreement and Facmtatlon Agreement onfile wrth the Clerk of the Board of

'Supervrsors and, be it

| FURTHER RESOLVED That the Board of Supervrsors authonzes the Director of the b

| Department of the- Envrronment to enter lnto any addrtlons amendments or other '.

.modifi catr_ons to- the Lan_df il D.rsposal Agreement and Facrlltatron Agreement (lncludlng,_

without limitat"ion' preparation and attachment of, or changes to, any or all. of the'—exhiblts

- appendrces or ancillary agreements) that the Director; in consultation wrth the City Attorney,

i determlnes to be in the best lnterest of the Crty do not matenally increase the obl|gatlons or.

lrabrlrtres of the City or matenally decrease the publlc benefits accrurng o the Clty and are -

necessary or advisable to complete the transactrons contemplated and to eﬁectuate the _

Department of the Environment -
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purpose and mtent of this Resolutlon such determrnatlon to be concluswely ewdenced by the

- .executlon and dehvery by the Drrector of any stch documents and be it

- F URTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Superwsors approves and ratlt' ies alI pnor

| actlons taken by the off cials, employees and agents of the Department of the EnVIronment

-and the Clty with respect to the Landfi II Dlsposal Agreement and Facmtatlon Agreement

Department of the Environment Lo : S :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ; . o - R Page 3.




BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING ‘ ' . JuLy 20,2011

item 9 Department(s): :

File 10-1225 Department of the Environment (DOE)
| (continued from April 20, 2011) Port

XECUTIVE SUMMARY

Legislative Objectives

e The proposed resolution would authorize the Department of the Environment (DOE) to execute a new
Landfill Disposal Agreement with Recology San Francisco (Recology) which, beginning in 2015 and
extending for a term of up to ten years, would (a) designate Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba
County, California, as the City’s exclusive landfill site, and (b) allow for the deposit of up to 5,000,000
tons of solid waste collected in San Francisco into that landfill. ‘

e The proposed resolution would also approve an amendment to an existing Facilitation Agreement (the
Amended Facilitation Agreement) between DOE and Recology which governs the consolidation of refuse
collected in the City and transportation of that refuse to the City’s designated landfill site. The proposed
amendment would require Recology to (a) transport refuse to the City’s new designated landfill site in
Yuba County (instead of the current designated landfill site in Livermore, California), and (b) transport
such refuse primarily by rail, instead of through the current exclusive trucking method. :

Key Points

e Refuse collection in the City is governed by the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932,
as previously approved by the voters of San Francisco, which requires that only permitted refuse haulers
collect and transport refuse “through the streets of the City and County of San Francisco.” The ordinance
created 97 permanent permits, which, due to a number of acquisitions since the ordinance was approved,

~ are currently all owned by Recology. Therefore, the Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932
has resulted in Recology becoming the exclusive and permanent refuse collector without Recology ever
having gone through the City’s normal competitive bidding process. ‘

- | o The only portion of the refuse collection and disposal process subject to competitive bidding has been the
award of the landfill site where the City’s refuse is finally disposed. Under an existing Landfill Disposal
Agreement with Waste Management of Alameda County (Waste Management), Waste Management’s
Altamont Landfill site in Livermore, California is the City’s current designated landfill site, which allows
for the deposit of up to 15,000,000 tons of refuse in that landfill site.

e The Department of the Environment (DOE) anticipates that the 15,000,000 ton capacity of the City’s
current landfill site in Livermore, California will be exhausted by 2015, at which time the existing
Landfill Disposal Agreement with Waste Management would expire. The DOE is now requesting, after
having conducted a competitive bid process, that a new Landfill Disposal Agreement between the DOE
and Recology be awarded to Recology in order to permit the deposit of up to 5,000,000 tons of solid

waste collected in San Francisco into Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill site in Yuba County, California,
over a term of up to ten years beginning in 2015. :

e According to Mr. David Assmann, Deputy Director of the Department of the Environment, in order to
control the transport and handling of refuse in San Francisco by Recology, DOE previously entered into
an existing Facilitation Agreement, without a competitive bidding process, which required Recology to
consolidate collected refuse at its transfer station in San Francisco, then transport such refuse to Waste

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINAN‘CE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING JUuLY 20,2011

~ Management’s Altamont Landfill site in Livermore, California, the City’s present designated landfill site.
The term of the existing Facilitation Agreement with Recology will expire simultaneously when the
~ existing Landfill Disposal Agreement with Waste Management is anticipated to expire in 2015.

* In order to provide continued control over the transport and handling of City’s refuse by Recology, the
- proposed resolution would approve an amendment to the existing Facilitation Agreement (the Amended
Facilitation Agreement) with Recology, to begin upon the expiration of the existing Facilitation
Agreement which is currently anticipated to occur in 2015, to require Recology to (a) continue
consolidating collected refuse at its transfer station in San F rancisco, and (b) transport the consolidated
refuse from Recology’s transfer station to Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill site (the City’s proposed new
designated landfill site) by a combination of truck and rail. '

* Mr. Assmann noted that neither the existing Facilitation Agreement nor the proposed Amended

~ Facilitation Agreement were competitively bid because under the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal

Ordinance of 1932, Recology is the City’s only permitted waste hauler, and, as such, Recology is the only

firm authorized to (a) transport refuse “through the streets of the City and County of San Francisco,” and

(b) transport refuse from Recology’s transfer station in San Francisco, “through the streets of the City and
County of San Francisco.” Recology’s transfer station is located near Candlestick Park. ‘

Fiscal Impacts

o The proposed two Agreements, the Amended Facilitation Agreement and the new Landfill Disposal
Agreement, include two fees which would be payable to Recology (a) a tipping fee for the deposit of
waste into Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill, and (b) a rail transport fee to cover the cost of transporting
waste over rail rather than by truck. Under the proposed two Agreements, these fees (and the inflationary
adjustments to such fees which are included in the existing Facilitation Agreement and Landfill Disposal
‘Agreement) would be incorporated into the rate setting process which is used to determine the rates for
-refuse collection paid by San Francisco residents and businesses which receive refuse collection services
from Recology. The proposed two Agreements are anticipated to increase refuse collection rates by 3.0
percent for the first year of the Agreements, such that the monthly rates paid by a single family residence
with a 32-gallon waste container would increase by $0.82 from $27.55 to $28.37, a 3.0 percent increase,
and the monthly rates paid by a business for the collection of two cubic yards of waste would increase by
$14.82, from $494.01 to $508.83, a 3.0 percent increase.

e The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that unlike water rates charged by the Public Utilities
Commission, which are subject to disapproval of the Board of Supervisors, neither residential nor
commercial refuse collection rates are subject to Board of Supervisors approval. Under the City’s Refuse
Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, residential refuse collection rates are subject to approval by
the Director of Public Works, but if such rates are appealed, then such rates are subject to approval by the
City’s Rate Board which is composed of the City Administrator, the Controller, and the Director of the
‘Public Utilities Commission. Collection rates, paid by San Francisco businesses, are not subject to
approval by the Director of Public Works, the City’s Rate Board, or by the Board of Supervisors.

| Regarding refuse collection services provided by Recology to City-owned facilities, the City’s waste
collection costs are anticipated to increase by 3.0 percent, or, $186,500 for the first year, from the City’s
current annual refuse collection cost of, $6,216,900 to $6,403,400.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Policy Alternatives

As discussed above, the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932 has resulted in
Recology becoming the City’s permanent and exclusive refuse collection firm, without Recology ever
having undergone the City’s normal competitive bidding process. The Budget and Legislative Analyst
notes that it may be advantageous for a City to have the collection of refuse provided exclusively by a
single firm. However, the Budget and Legislative Analyst believes that such a firm should be selected
through the City’s normal competitive bidding process. Therefore, a policy alternative for consideration
by the Board of Supervisors includes submitting a proposition to the voters to (a) repeal the City’s existing
" Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, such that future refuse collection and transportation
services would be required to be awarded by the City under the City’s normal competitive process, and (b)
require that refuse collection rates for both residential and commercial services be subject to Board of
Supervisors approval. '

As also discussed above, the existing Facilitation Agreement and proposéd Amended Facilitation
Agreement were not subject to the City’s normal competitive bidding process because, according to Mr.
" Assmann, (a) under the Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, only Recology can transport
refuse “through the streets of the City and County of San Francisco,” and (b) transport of refuse from
Recology’s transfer station, which is located in San Francisco near Candlestick Park, requires travelling
“through the streets of the City and County of San Francisco.” However, the Budget and Legislative |
Analyst was unable to identify any portion of the Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932
which governs the transport of refuse which does not occur “through the streets of the City and County of
San Francisco.” Therefore, it may be possible for a second firm, other than Recology, to transport refuse.
after it has been collected by Recology, if that second firm’s transfer station was either outside the City -
limits or was located near marine or rail facilities, such that refuse from the transfer station to the City’s
designated landfill could avoid being transported “through the streets of the City and County of San
Francisco.” Therefore, the Budget and Legislative Analyst advised that the DOE should analyze the
potential costs and benefits of using Recology to continue collecting refuse, but using-a second separate
firm to provide refuse transportation services which avoids transporting refuse “through the streets of the
City and County of San Francisco.” ' ‘

Recommendations

Although the proposed Landfill Disposal Agreement -was subject to the City’s normal competitive bidding
process, the transportation and the collection of the City’s refuse have never been subject to'the City’s
normal competitive bidding process. Therefore, approval of the proposed resolution is a policy matter for
the Board of Supervisors. ‘ : '

The Budget and Legislative Analyst recommends that the Board of Supervisors consider submitting a
proposition to the voters to (a) repeal the City’s existing Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of -
1932, such that future refuse collection and transportation services would be required to be awarded by the

City under the City’s normal competitive bidding process, and (b) require that refuse collection rates for
both residential and commercial services be subject to Board of Supervisors approval. -

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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MANDATE STATEMENT AND BACKGROUND

Mandate Statement

According to California Public Resources Code Section 41260, all California cities must

‘maintain a “plan” for 15 years of landfill disposal capacity. According to Mr. David Assmann,
Deputy Director of the Department of the Environment, a “plan” can include landfill disposal
capacity from both (a) executed agreements, and (b) anticipated agreements.

According to the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, codified in San
Francisco Administrative Code Appendix 1, (a) only permitted collectors may transport refuse
“through the streets of the City and County of San Francisco”, with one permit issued for each
of the 97 refuse collection routes in the City, and (b) the residential refuse collection rates’-
charged to residents must be approved by the Director of Public Works, or if such approved
rates are appealed by a member of the public, approval must be granted by the City’s Rate
Board composed of the Director of the Department of Public Works, the Controller, and the
Director of the Public Utilities Commission. Prior to the authorization of any residential rate
increase, the Director of DPW and (if such a rate increase is appealed by a member of the
public) the City’s Rate Board must first find that all residential rate increases requested by the
authorized permitted collector (Recology) are “just and reasonable.” Residential Refuse and.
Collection rates are not subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors. Further, the City’s
Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932 is not subject to amendment or repeal by the
Board of Supervisors. Only a voter proposition can amend or repeal the City’s Refuse
Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932. '

Notably, commercial refuse collection rates, paid by San Francisco businesses, are not subject to
approval by the Director of Public Works, the City’s Rate Board or by the Board of Supervisors.
Such commercial rates are established directly by the presently authorized collector (Recology)
without any approval processes by the City. Mr. Assmann noted that under Section 11 of the
City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, any disputes regarding commercial
refuse collection services, such as the frequency of collection service or the volume collected,
are decided by the Director of Public Health. However, the Budget and Legislative Analyst
- notes that such dispute resolution by the Director of Public Health does not include any
authority to approve commercial refuse collection rates. \

Section 9.118 of the San Francisco Charter requires any agreement with a term of more than ten
years be approved by the Board of Supervisors. The proposed resolution would approve two
Agreements, a Landfill Disposal Agreement and an Amended F acilitation Agreement, each with
terms beginning in 2015 and extending up to ten years. :

* ! For the purposes of this report, the term “rates” refers to the charges payable to Recology for refuse collection
services by residents and. businesses which are not established in the subject agreements. The term “fees” refers to
charges payable to Recology. which are established in the subject agreements, including (a) a “Rail Transportation -
- Fee” which would be incorporated as a just and reasonable cost into the refuse collection rate setting process and
ultimately paid by refuse collection customers in San Francisco, and (b) “tipping fees” which are payable by
permitted haulers or self-haulers (persons disposing of their own waste, which is permitted under the City’s Refuse
Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932) depositing waste into Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Backg round

Current refuse collection, transportation, and disposal practices in the City of San Francisco can
be divided into three main areas: (1) 97 permits issued by the City which permit the collection
and transport of refuse, (2) an existing Facilitation Agreement between the City and Recology
which governs the consolidation of refuse collected in the City and transportation of that refuse
~ to the City’s designated landfill, and (3) an existing Landfill Disposal Agreement which
designates Waste Management’s Altamont Landfill site in Livermore, California as the City’s
exclusive landfill site, and allows for the deposit of up to 15,000,000 tons of solid waste
collected in San Francisco into that landfill.

For the purposes of this report, the term “refuse” refers to all types of disposables, including (a)
recyclables, (b) compostables, and (c) “solid waste”, which is neither recyclable nor
compostable, and therefore is deposited into the landfill. ' '

(1) Permits to Collect Refuse

Under the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, the City of San Francisco
was divided into 97 distinct refuse collection routes, and one permit for each route was issued.
According to Mr. Assmann, due to a number of business acquisitions since the Refuse
Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932 was approved, Recology San Francisco (Recology)2
currently now owns all 97 permits. Such refuse collection permits would not be affected by the
proposed resolution. ' L

According to the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, such permits are.
permanent and not subject to the City’s normal competitive bidding process, and can only be

revoked if 20 percent or more of the “householders, business men, apartment house owners,

hotel keepers, institutions or.residents” within a particular route file a petition that they are not
adequately served. Therefore, the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932 has

resulted in Recology becoming the exclusive and permanent refuse collector without Recology

ever having gone through the City’s normal competitive bidding process.

The Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932 also.requires all permitted haulers who
collect refuse to deposit such refuse as directed by the City. The Facilitation Agreement
discussed below requires the permitted refuse haulers (i.e., Recology) to deposit the refuse in
Recology’s transfer station, which is currently located within the City on Tunnel Road near
Candlestick Park. ©= ' o

(2) Facilitation Agreement

According to Mr. Assmann, in order to control the consolidation and transport of City refuse by
Recology, DOE previously entered into an existing Facilitation Agreement with Recology,
‘without conducting a competitive bidding process, which became effective on January 2, 1987.
The existing Facilitation Agreement requires Recology to consolidate collected refuse at a

2 For the purposes of this report,.“Recology” refers to Recology San Francisco. Recology was previously known as . .
() NorCal Waste Systems,(b) Sunset Scavenger, and (c) Golden Gate Disposal. : ‘

o SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE-ANALYST
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transfer station, then transport the refuse to Waste Management’s Altamont Landfill in
Livermore, California, the City’s current designated landfill site, as discussed below.

7

The term of the existing Facilitation Agreement with Recology will expire simultaneously with
the existing Landfill Disposal Agreement with Waste Management, which, as discussed below,
is anticipated to expire in 2015. . :

The costs incurred® by Recology under the existing Facilitation Agreement for the consolidation
and transportation of refuse are incorporated into the rate setting process which is used to
determine the rates for refuse collection services paid by San Francisco residents as described in
the Background Section above. Notably, the Facilitation Agreement states that the Director of
~ Public Works (if such a rate increase is appealed by a member of the public) and the City’s Rate
Board must find that all costs incurred by Recology due to the terms of the Facilitation
Agreement be considered as “just and reasonable” during any request by Recology to increase
residential refuse collection rates. As discussed above, commercial refuse collection rates are
established directly by the authorized collector (Recology) without any City approval processes.

The existing Facilitation Agreement also established a Reserve Fund, to be funded by a 1.3
percent surcharge on refuse collection rates. Under the terms of the existing Facilitation
Agreement, Recology may withdraw funds from the Reserve Fund, subject to approval by the
Director of Public Works, if the revenues from refuse collection rates charged to residents and
- businesses do not cover Recology’s costs of refuse collection and transportation services.
According to Mr. Assmann, the Reserve Fund, which has a current balance of approximately
-$28,500,000 is intended to be drawn down upon in order to temporarily cover increased
operating costs which occur (a) after an unforeseen event which causes an increase in collection
and transportation costs (for example, the collection and recycling of electronics which was not
previously included in the rate setting process), but (b) before the City’s rate setting process for
residential collection services has approved such new rate increases which incorporate the

previously unforeseen costs. : :

" Mr. Assmann noted that the existing Facilitation Agreement was not competitively bid because
(a) under the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, as the only permitted
waste hauler, only Recology can transport refuse “through the streets of the City and County of
San Francisco,” and (b) transport of refuse from Recology’s transfer station, which is in the City
near Candlestick Park, requires travelling “through the streets of the City and County of San
Francisco.” : S ' : :

(3) Landfill Disposal_Agfeement

~ Subsequent to a competitive negotiation process, the City executed a Landfill Disposal
Agreement with Waste Management of Alameda County, Inc. (Waste Management) effective
on January 2, 1987 which designates Waste Management’s Altamont Landfill in Livermore,

* In contrast to the proposed Amended Facilitation Agreement discussed below, the existing Facilitation Agreement
with Recology does not expressly include any specific fees payable to Recology. However, the existing Facilitation
Agreement does require the Director of Public Works to recommend to the City’s Rate Board, that all costs to be
incurred by Recology in order for Recology to perform their obligations in the Facilitation Agreement shall be
considered “just and reasonable” and therefore should be included in the approved residential refuse collection rates.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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California as the City’s designated landfill site, and allows for the deposit of up to 15,000,000
tons of the City’s refuse in that landfill. -

The fees charged to Recology by Waste Management for depositing waste in Waste
Management’s Altamont Landfill site in Livermore, under the existing Landfill Disposal
Agreement, known as “tipping fees,” are ultimately paid by San Francisco residents and
businesses which receive refuse collection services, directly to Recology. The “tipping fees” as
of July 1, 2010, was set at $20.05 per ton* of solid waste deposited in the landfill, and are paid
to Waste Management by Recology, who is responsible for transporting the City’s solid waste to
Waste Management’s Altamont landfill site under the Facilitation Agreement. According to Mr.
Assmann, such tipping fees are one of many factors which determine-the overall cost of
collecting and disposing refuse in the City, such that tipping fees impact the residential and
commercial refuse collection rate setting process described above.

The term of the existing Landfill Disposal Agreement between the City and Waste Management
is the earlier of (a) 65 years, or (b) when 15,000,000 tons of solid waste is deposited into the
Altamont Landfill site’. . As of May 31, 2011, approximately 13,271,900 tons of solid waste
had been deposited at the landfill, such that 1,728,100 tons of capacity remains. Mr. Assmann
estimates that such remaining capacity will be exhausted by 2015.

According to Mr. Assmann, in order to comply with California Public Resources Code Section
41260 which states that all California cities must maintain a “plan” for 15 years of landfill
disposal capacity, the Department of the Environment is now requesting approval for a new .
Landfill Disposal Agreement to replace the existing Landfill Disposal Agreement when the term
of the existing Agreement is anticipated to expire in 2015. ‘However, as discussed above, a

“plan” for landfill capacity can include both (a) executed agreements, and (b) anticipated
' agreements. ‘

'DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

- The proposed resolution would authorize the Department of the Environment to execute (a) an
amendment without conducting a competitive bidding process, to the City’s existing Facilitation
Agreement with Recology which governs the consolidation of refuse collected in the City and
the transportation of that refuse to the City’s designated landfill site, and (b) the award, based on '
a competitive bidding process, of a new Landfill Disposal Agreement with Recology San
Francisco (Recology) which would designate Recology’s Ostrom Road' Landfill in Yuba
County, California, as the City’s exclusive landfill site and allow for the deposit of up to
5,000,000 tons of solid waste into that landfill. '

* Tipping fees are paid to Waste Management by Recology based on the number of tons of solid waste disposed at
the landfill site and include all governmental fees. As of July 1, 2010, the tipping and governmental fees was $20.05
per ton, however that rate has changed according to cost of living adjustments annually since the inception of the
Agreement.

5 According to Mr. Assmann, the 65 year term of the existing Landfill Agreement was not intended to provide
landfill capacity for 65 years, rather, the term was selected to ensure there would be sufficient time for the City to
make full use of the 15,000,000 ton landfill capacity.

- SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Amended Facilitation Agreement

The existing Facilitation Agreement with Recology requires Recology to (a) operate a transfer
station, which is located in San Francisco, and which serves as a temporary holding area for
refuse collected within the City and County of San Francisco, and (b) transport the consolidated
refuse from the transfer station to Waste Management of Alameéda County Inc. (Waste
Management’s) Altamont Landfill site in Livermore, the City’s current designated landfill site.

The proposed Amended Facilitation Agreement would also require Recology to- (a) operate a
transfer station, which is located in San Francisco, and which serves as a temporary holding area
for refuse collected within the City and County of San Francisco, and (b) then transport the
consolidated refuse from the transfer station to Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill site in Yuba
County, the proposed new designated landfill site (instead of Waste Management’s Altamont
Landfill), antlclpated to be effective as of 2015.

Under the existing Facilitation Agreement, Recology transports the City’s solid waste
approximately 55 miles to Waste Management’s Altamont Landfill by truck. Because
Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba County is approximately 130 miles from Recology’s
transfer station, which is located near Candlestick Park, or 75 miles further than Waste
Management’s Altamont Landfill site, the proposed Amended Facilitation Agreement requires
Recology to transport the City’s solid waste to the Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba County using
a combination of truck and rail®.

The Amended Facilitation Agreement would allow Recology to include an additional rail
transport fee in future residential rate increase applications to the City’s Rate Board”. This rail
transport fee would be $563 per rail container, which would be adjusted in the future based on
-(a) an inflation adjustment according to the All-Inclusive Index Less Fuel, (b) adjustments for
changes in governmental fees, and (c) adjustments for increases in fuel costs. Mr. Assmann
noted that all rail transport would occur through a third party rail hauler over existing rail
infrastructure®, -

According to Mr. Assmann, the DOE estimated the environmental impact which would result
from transporting refuse an additional 75 miles to Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba
County instead of Waste Management’s Altamont Landfill in Livermore. According to Mr. |
Assmann, this analysis included the impact of transporting the refuse by (a) biodiesel and
liquefied natural gas fueled trucks to Waste Management’s Altamont Landfill, and (b) liquefied
natural gas powered trucks and diesel powered rail to Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill. As
~shown in Table 1 below, transportation to Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill site in Yuba

® According to Mr. Assmann, solid waste would be transported from the transfer station to Oakland by truck, a
distance of approximately 15 miles, then by rail from Oakland into the Ostrom Road Landfill, a distance of
approximately 115 miles.

7 According to Mr. Assmann, the rail fee would also impact commercial refuse collection rates. However, as
discussed above, such rates are not subject to approval by the Director of Public Works or the Rate Board.

¥ According to Mr. Assmann, a small rail spur would be constructed by Recology from the existing rail line into the
Ostrom Road Landfill. Mr. Assmann noted that the construction cost of such a rail spur is included in the estimated
transportation cost of $30.41 shown in Table 3 (column B) below, and because such construction is not a project of
the City and County of San Francisco, the project would not be subject to envuonmental review under the California
Environmental Quahty Act (CEQA).

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST



BUDGET AND FINANCE SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING

JuLy 20,2011

County is estimated to generate 1.15 less tons of carbon dioxide than transportation to Waste

Management’s Altamont Landfill in Livermore.

Table 1: Comparison of Carbon Dioxide Emissions

’ Landfill Miles Transportzition Tons of Carbon Dioxide
: . Transported Method Emitted per Ton of Waste
Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba County 130 Truck, Rail - 94
Waste Management’s Altamont Landfill in Livermore 55 Truck Only 10.55
Difference 75 ' -1.15

The proposed new Amended Facilitation Agreement would continue to provide for a Reserve
Fund, which, as discussed above, can be drawn down by Recology if the revenues from refuse
collection rates charged to residents and businesses do not fully cover Recology’s cost of refuse
collection and transportation services. ‘

A Competitivé Bidding Process Has Not Been\ Conducted by the City for the Proposed
Amended Facilitation_ Agreement With Recology '

The DOE did not conduct a competitive bidding process prior to requesting award of 'the
proposed Amended Facilitation Agreement with Recology. According to Mr. Assmann, the
Amended Facilitation Agreement was not competitively bid because Recology’s transfer station

" is located in San Francisco, near Candlestick Park, and transportation of the refuse from the
Recology transfer station to the new Ostrom Road Landfill would require the transport of refuse
“through the “streets of the City and County of San Francisco.” Under the City’s Refuse
Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, only permitted haulers can transport refuse
“through the streets of the City and County of San Francisco”. Since Recology is the only such
firm permitted to. collect and transport refuse within the City, only Recology has been
authorized to provide such services required in the Facilitation Agreement.

Landfill Disposal Agreement

The proposed resolution would also authorize the Department of the Environment to execute a
new Landfill Disposal Agreement with Recology which permits the deposit of solid waste
collected in San Francisco into Recology’s Ostrom Road Landfill site in Yuba County. The
term of this Agreement would begin upon the expiration of the existing Altamont Landfill .
Disposal Agreement with Waste Management, which Mt.- Assmann anticipates will expire in
2015. The term of the proposed Landfill Disposal Agreement would terminate the earlier of (a)
ten years from the commencement date, or (b) when 5,000,000 tons of solid waste had been
deposited into the Ostrom Road Landfill.
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Based on the analysis conducted by the City in 2009, the proposed Landfill Disposal Agreement
with Recology would increase the tipping fees (including related government fees)’ charged to
permitted haulers'® or self-haulers (persons disposing of their own waste, which is permitted
under the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932), from $18.66 per ton to
- $28.53, an increase of $9.87 or 52.9 percent (see the Fiscal Analysis Section below for a
discussion on how the proposed tipping fees will impact refuse collection rates for customers).

The City Conducted A Competitive Bidding Process For Award of the Proposed New
Landfill Disposal Agreement with Recology ‘

Following a series of public hearings in 2007, the Department of the Environment issued a
Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to firms providing landfill disposal capacity: According to Mr.
Assmann, the RFQ was sent to all landfill companies in California, and responses were due on
August 29, 2008. Three firms responded to the RFQ, and subsequent to evaluation of the three
submissions, all three firms were determined to be qualified under the terms of the RFQ.

A Request for Proposals (RFP) to provide for landfill disposal capacity was issued on F ebruary
9, 2009, and sent out to all three firms that qualified through the Request for Qualifications
process discussed above. Three firms submitted responses. However, one firm was disqualified
for failing to attend a mandatory pre-bidding conference. The two qualified responses were from
Recology and Waste Management. An evaluation panel of three members included (a) Mr. Ed
Lee, former City Administrator/current Mayor, (b) Ms. Susan Katchee, Environmental Services
Director, City of Oakland, and (c¢) Mr. David Assmann, Deputy Director, Department of the

“Environment. The evaluation panel reviewed and scored both proposals and conducted oral
interviews using standardized criteria. As shown in Table 2 below, the evaluation panel
recommended award of the subject Agreement to Recology, based on receiving 254 points, as
compared to 240 points received by Waste Management, out of a total of 300 points.

Table 2: Proposals Scoring Results

Maximum .
Evaluation Category Points Waste Management Recology
Environmental and Labor Practices 75 58 56
Landfill Capacity _ , 75 ' 57 57
Experience and References 30 30 30
Cost (including Tipping Fees and Transportation Costs) 75 54 74
Oral Interview , L 45 41 37

Total o 300 . 240 254

® As discussed above, “tipping fees” are fees charged by the landfill owner for the deposit of waste into that landfill.
Government fees are those fees which are also imposed for landfill deposits by various governmental entities such as
the county in which the landfill is located. :

' Recology is divided into various different subsidiaries, such that the tipping fees imposed on permitted haulers by
the proposed Landfill Disposal Agreement would result in Recology’s collection subsidiaries paying tipping fees to
Recology’s landfill subsidiary. ' '
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The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that the largest difference in the RFP scoring between
the two firms was cost, such that Recology’s proposal was determined to result in significantly
lower costs than Waste Management’s proposal. According to Mr. Assmann, the increased 75
mile transportation distance between Recology’s transfer station in San Francisco to Recology’s
proposed new Ostrom Road Landfill site in Yuba County, which is 130 miles from Recology’s
transfer station, instead of the current Waste Management Altamont Landfill, which is 55 miles
from Recology’s Transfer Station, as well as the proposed use of rail transportation by Recology,
were included in the evaluation of proposals received, and are reflected in the scores shown in
Table 2 above. Notably, the Evaluation Panel still found that Recology’s annual costs were lower
than Waste Management’s COSts. :

A notice of intent to award the subject Landfill Disposal Agreement was sent to Recology on
September 10, 2009. Waste Management subsequently submitted two formal protests covering a.
total of ten separate topics of protest, all of which the DOE evaluated and rejected. '

The Attachment to this report, provided by the DOE, details Waste Management’s objections
and the related analysis by the Department of Environment, and provides (a) a summary of each o
of Waste Management protests, (b) Recology’s responses, and (c) DOE’s responses. M.
Assmann noted that Recology’s responses were included in the protest response according to
advice received from the City Attorney’s Office. ‘

'FISCAL ANALYSIS

| Agreement Fees and Costs v
As shown in Table 3 below, the proposed two Agreements with Recology, including the
Landfill Disposal Agreement and the Amended Facilitation Agreement, was calculated to result
in the cost per ton of solid waste disposal increasing by $21.95 per ton, from $36.99 per ton to
$58.94 per ton. According to Mr. Assmann, this increase is the result of solid waste disposal
costs of $36.99 per ton being significantly below market rates because the existing rates were
originally set in 1987, then adjusted by an inflation factor averaging approximately 1.17 percent.
" As also shown in Table 3 below; the rejected proposal from Waste Management would have
increased costs by $48.13 per ton, from $36.99 per ton to $85.12 per ton. ‘

Table 3: Fees and Costs of the Proposed Agreements

Proposed Rejected Waste
’ 2009 Recology | Increase Management Increase

1 :

Fee or Cost Category Rate Rate Rate
A B C=B-A D E=D-A
Tipping Fees and Government Fees Per Ton $18.66 £28.53 $9.87 $66.79 $48.13.
Transportation Cost Per Ton (under the )

Proposed Amended Facilitation Agreement) 18.33 » 3041 12.08 18.33 0.00
Total Cost Per Ton ‘ $36.99 | - $58.94 $21.95 $85.12 $48.13

Mr. Assmann advises that under the terms of the proposed agreements, the Director of Public
Works must recommend to the City’s Rate Board that all the proposed fees and costs shown in

1 Table 3 compares the actual rates in 2009 to the two bids that were received and evaluated in 2009. As of July i,
2010, the Tipping Fees and Government Fees Per Ton were $20.05 and the Transportation Cost Per Ton was

unchanged at $18.33 for a Total Cost Per Ton of $38.38.
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Table 3 above are “just and reasonable” as it relates to in any requested rate increase application
submitted by Recology to the Rate Board. As shown in Table 4 below, based on data provided
by Mr. Assmann, the increased costs shown in Table 3 above are estimated to increase
residential refuse collection rates charged to residential customers, subject to approval by the
Rate Board, by 3.0 percent. ' '

If the proposed Agreements are approved, the average single family residence cost is estimated
to increase from $27.55 per month to $28.37 per month, an increase of $.82 per month, or 3.0
percent. As also shown in Table 4 below, the proposal from Waste Management would have

increased rates by approximately 6.5 percent, from $27.55 to $29.33, an increase of $1.78 per

month.

Table 4: Impact on Refuse Collection Rates Pdid‘By San Francisco Single Family Home Owners

for 32-Gallon Waste Containers

Proposed Recolo Rejected Waste
Row Cost Calculation P . gy Management
. Agreement .
. ) Agreement

AP Increased Cost Per Ton $21.95 $48.13
B Estimated Total Tons of Solid Waste Disposed 277,000. 277,000
C=AxB | Total Increased Cost C $6,080,150 + $13,332,010
D’ Current Total Refuse System Cost " $206,000,000 $206,000,000
E=C+D | PercentIncrease 3.0% 6.5%
F Current Single Family Refuse Collection Monthly Cost $27.55 $27.55
G=ExF Cost Increase ' o ‘ $0.82 $1.78
H=F+G | Estimated Increased Monthly Cost $28.37 $29.33

As reflected in Table 4 above, the annual cost for San Francisco’s refuse collection,
transportation and disposal is approximately $206,000,000. If the proposed Agreements are
approved, all refuse collection, transportation and disposal would be the responsibility of
Recology. All of these costs are paid by residential and commercial ratepayers. '

Under the proposed Landfill' Agreement, the term would terminate the earlier of (a) ten years
from the commencement date, or (b) when 5,000,000 tons of solid waste had been deposited
into the Ostrom Road Landfill. Mr. Assmann estimates the valie of the proposed Landfill
Agreement is approximately $112,000,000 over the ten-year period. The proposed Facilitation
Agreement has the same term as the proposed Landfill Agreement, but there is not a specific
- value tied to the Facilitation Agreement.

City Costs

All of the costs included in the proposed new Landfill Agreement and the Amended F acilitation
. Agreement would be incorporated into the rates paid by the City’s residential and commercial

waste collection customers. Regarding City-owned facilities, the City, as a commercial
customer, contracts with Recology to dispose of solid waste generated by City-owned buildings

™ Increased cost per ton is from Table 3 rows C and E above. -
B The Current Total Refuse System Cost of $206,000,000 represents the total cost of refuse collection,
transportation, and disposal, and is the basis for determining collection rates charged to residential customers.
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and facilities. In FY 2010-2011, the City paid Recology approximately $6,216,900™ to dispose
of solid waste from City-owned facilities. ‘ . ” ‘

Mr. Assmann notes that increases approved by the Rate Board for residential refuse collection
rates have historically also resulted in equivalent increases to commercial refuse collection rates.
Therefore, the anticipated one-time 3.0 percent increase in residential refuse collection rates will
likely also result in a 3.0 percent increase in commercial refuse collection rates. As a customer
of commercial refuse collection services from Recology, the City’s waste collection costs are
anticipated to increase by 3.0 percent, or, $186,500, from their current annual cost of $6,216,900
to $6,403,400. ,

‘Department of the Environment Operating Funds

In addition to the fees and costs under the proposed new Landfill Agreement and the proposed
Amended Facilitation Agreement discussed above, a portion of DOE’s operating expenditures15
are also incorporated into the rates paid by the residents and businesses for refuse collection
services. Such expenditures are subject to annual appropriation approval to DOE by the Board
of Supervisors. According to Mr. Assmann, the annual average amount appropriated by the
Board of Supervisors to the Department of the Environment for such operating costs is
approximately $7,000,000 per year. Mr. Assmann stated that the proposed Agreements would
not increase or decrease the amount available to cover DOE’s operating costs.

'POLICY ALTERNATIVES

Submit a proposition to the voters to repeal the Refuse Collection and Disposal
Ordinance of 1932, such that the collection and transport of refuse would be
subject to the City’s competitive bidding process. '

According to the Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, codified in San Francisco
Administrative Code Appendix 1, there are 97 permits to collect and transport refuse within the
City of San Francisco, and only authorized refuse collectors which have permits from the City
may transport refuse “through the streets of the City and County of San Francisco.” Due to a
number of acquisitions since the Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932 was
approved, Recology now owns all 97 permits and therefore is the City’s designated permanent
exclusive refuse collection and transportation firm for the refuse collected in San Francisco.

The Budget and Legislative Analyst notes that, in order to avoid having multiple refuse
collection firms operating throughout the City, it may be in the City’s best interests to have only
one exclusive provider of refuse collection and transportation services. However, such

14 Based on the FY 2009-2010 payment of approximately $5,750,000, increased by a cost of living adjustment of
8.12 percent on July 1, 2010. According to Mr. Mark Westlund of the DOE, this payment already assumes a
discount provided by Recology to the City of approximately $1,500,000. :

15 According to Mr. Assmann, such operating costs include DOE programs for recycling, green building,
environmental justice, and long term planning for waste disposal. .
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exclusive collection and transportation services should be (a) provided by a firm selected
through the City’s normal competitive bidding process, and (b) provided for only a finite term
after which a new competitive bidding process should occur.

The Budget and Leglslatlve Analyst also notes that it is possible that competitive bidding could

potentially result in reduced refuse collection rates for residents and businesses in San
Francisco. For example, Table 5 below shows that while rates paid by residential refuse
collection customers are comparable, commercial refuse collection customer rates in Oakland
are significantly lower than the base rates paid by San Francisco businesses. However,
according to Mr.- Assmann, San Francisco’s refuse costs are higher because (a) San Francisco
currently diverts 77 percent of refuse from the landfill as compared to Oakland which currently
diverts 67 percent from their landfill, partially because San Francisco mandates the collection of
organic materials, and (b) San Francisco has higher density and narrower streets which require
more-labor intensive practices than Oakland.

Table 5: Comparison of Residential and Published Commercial Refuse Collectlon
Rates (for One Collection Per Week) ‘

Current Rate Type for Once Per Week * San Difference
Oaldand . Percent
Collection Service Francisco in Cost,
Residential Rates for 32-35 Gallon 0
Containers s | $27.68 $27.55 ($0.13) | (0.5%)
Commercial Rate for 2 Cubic Yards $237.75 $494.01 $256.26 107.8%

Therefore, a policy alternative for consideration by the Board of Supervisors includes submitting
a proposition to the voters to (a) repeal the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of
1932, such that refuse collection and transportation services would be required to be awarded
under the City’s normal competitive bidding process, and (b) require that refuse collection rates
for both residential and commercial services be subject to Board of Supervisors approval.

Notably, the voters of San Francisco have previously rejected two propositions which would
have amended the City’s Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance.of 1932 and allowed for
competitive bidding for refuse collection and transportation, including (a) Proposition Z in
November of 1993, which was rejected by 76.3 percent of the voters, and (b) Proposmon K in
November of 1994, which was rejected by 64.5 percent of the voters.

Request that the Department of the Environment analyze the potential costs and
benefits of using a firm other than Recology for the transportation of refuse
which does not occur “through the streets of the City and County of San
Francisco.”

The existing Facilitation Agreement with Recology and the proposed Amended Facilitation
Agreement with Recology were not subject to a competitive bidding process because, according
- to Mr. Assmann, (a) under the Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, only
Recology can be authorized to transport refuse “through the streets of the City and County of.

16 Residential collection rates in San Francisco are based on 32-gallon containers while residential collection rates in
Oakland are based on 35-gallon containers. Because most of the costs of collection result from labor and vehicle
expenses to pick up individual containers, the rates in Oakland and San Francisco are comparable.
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San Francisco,” and (b) transport of refuse from Recology’s transfer station, which is located in
San Francisco near Candlestick Park, requires travelling “through the streets of the City and
County of San Francisco.” However, the Budget and Legislative Analyst was unable to identify
any portion of the Refuse Collection and Disposal Ordinance of 1932 which governs the
transport of refuse which does not occur “through the streets of the City and County of San
Francisco.”

Therefore, it may be possible for a second firm, other than Recology, to transport refuse after it
has been collected by Recology, if that second firm’s transfer station was located either outside
the City limits or was located near marine or rail facilities, such that refuse from the transfer
station to the City’s designated landfill could avoid being transported “through the streets of the
City and County of San Francisco.” Therefore, the Budget and Legislative Analyst advised that
the DOE should analyze the potential costs and benefits of using Recology to continue
COllectmg refuse, but using a second separate firm to provide refuse transportation services if
such a firm could avoid transporting refuse “through the streets of the City and County of San
Francisco.”

The Budget and Finance Committee Continued the Proposed Resolution,
Requesting that the Department of the Environment work with the Port to
Address Specific Issues

On February 9, 2011, the Budget and Finance Committee continued the proposed resolution to
the Call of the Chair and requested that the Department of the Environment work with the Port

.to examine three potential partnership options: (1) relocatmg the entire Recology refuse
infrastructure for waste, recycling and compostmg to the Port!”, (2) using the Port as a transfer
facility for refuse, without constructing major new facilities at the Port, and (3) barging refuse
from Pier 96 to the Port of Oakland. Mr. Brad Benson of the Port advises that Recology
currently leases the Port’s Pier 96 at an annual cost to Recology of approximately $1,486,000
for recycling activities. As noted above, Recology’s waste and compost transfer facility is
currently located on Tunnel Avenue adjacent to Candlestick Park.

According to Mr. Assmann, as a result of the various discussions with the Port, DOE retained a
consultant, HDR, Inc. at a cost of $30,000, funded with Impound Account revenues, to further
“evaluate the long-term potential of the first option of consolidating and relocating the entire
refuse infrastructure facility to the Port of San Francisco. In addition, Mr. Assmann advises that
DOE requested HDR, Inc. to evaluate the economic feasibility of barging recyclables and refuse
through the Port of San Francisco. Mr. Assmann advises that HDR, Inc. was retained to conduct
both of these studies because this firm had been previously selected through a competitive
process conducted by DOE in 2008, and is currently contracted as DOE’s ongoing Zero Waste
consultant. Mr. Assmann advises that the consultant report on the economic feasibility of
barging recyclables and refuse through the Port of San Francisco was completed on April 15,
2011 and transmitted to the Board of Supervisors. This report concluded that due to the (a)
existing infrastructure that already exists at the Recology transfer station, and (b) additional

17 Consistent with City policy, a new Recology Zero Waste Facility for all recyclables, compostableé and residual
waste materials is planned to open in or before 2020, which is the Department of the Environment’s and the Board
of Supervisors adopted target date for the City to be at zero waste.
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handling costs required for changing between modes of transportation, the costs of using the
existing Recology Tunnel Avenue transfer station and combined truck and rail transportation are
lower than using the Port of San Francisco to barge recyclables and refuse.

Mr. Mark Westlund of DOE advises that the consultant report on the long-term potential of
consolidating and relocating the entire refuse infrastructure to the Port of San Francisco has
been significantly expanded and is not yet completed

In order to enable the City to keep open the option of changlng transportation methods should
alternative means of transportation, such as barging through the Port of San Francisco, prove to
be viable in the future, DOE is submitting amendments to the proposed Amended Facilitation
Agreement. These amendments would provide that the City will continue to investigate the
financial, operational and environmental aspects of (a) modes of transportation other than or in
addition to rail -as contemplated in the Agreement, and (b) development by Recology of new
facilities at the Port to handle waste, recyclable and other refuse. In accordance with the
proposed amendments, no later than the fifth anniversary of this Amended Facilitation
Agreement, the City and Recology would meet to consider such transportation alternatives and
potential development of new Port facilities and engage in good faith negotiations whether to
amend the Agreement to incorporate such transportation alternatives and Port facilities.

Recology Responds to Budget Analyst’s Prior Report

On April 11, 2011, Mr. John Legnitto, Vice President and San Francisco Group Manager for
Recology sent a letter to all members of the Board of Supervisors on the Budget Analyst’s
February 9, 2011 Report on Landfill Disposal and Facilitation Agreements with Recology San -
Francisco. On page 1 of this letter, Mr. Legnitto advises.that Recology “would like to correct
certain statements contained in the Report regarding Recology’s commercial rates in San
Francisco” specifically identifying the Budget and Legislative Analyst statement that
“commercial refuse collection customer rates in Oakland are significantly lower than those rates
paid by San Francisco businesses” because Recology offers discounts to all commercial
customers that separate their recyclables, food and other organic waste. However, the Budget
and Legislative Analyst notes that (a) Recology’s stated base commercial rates are as reported
and San Francisco commercial customers who do not recycle pays these rates, (b) there is a cost
to San Francisco businesses to separate and recycle their refuse, (c) Recology does not provide
any data on commercial customers rates to DOE to evaluate the amount of discounts provided
and the actual commercial rates paid, and (d) even if San Francisco commercial customers all
received a 50 percent discount on their commercial base rates, San Francisco’s commercial rate
would be $247.00 per month, which is still higher than Oakland’s stated base rate of $237.75 .
per month. '

In addition, on page 2 Recology states that “competitive bidding does not necessarily result in
lower rates.” By this statement, Recology acknowledges that it is possible that competitive
bidding could result in lower rates. In fact, the Budget and Legislative Analyst acknowledged
that “competltlve bidding could potentially result in reduced refuse collection rates for residents
and businesses in San Francisco”, such that the results could only be deﬁmtlvely determined
through the utilization of a competitive bidding procedure.
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On page 2 Recology also states that “as a matter of historic practice, Recology adjusts
commercial rates by the same percentage allowed by (the) City for residential rates”, as
justification for why Recology believes commercial rates are part of the City’s Rate Review
Process. However, the Budget and Legislative Analyst correctly notes that there is no
requirement that Recology adjust commercial rates by the same percentage allowed by the City
for residential rates. Therefore, the Budget and Legislative Analyst reiterates the fact that
commercial refuse collection rates, paid by San Francisco businesses, are not subject to approval
by the City’s Director of Public Works, the City’s Rate Board or by the Board of Supervisors.

And finally, on page 3, Recology seems to imply that the Budget and Legislative Analyst is not
recommending approval of the proposed Landfill Disposal and Facilitation Agreements with
Recology. As shown below, as well as in our earlier February 9, 2011 Budget and Legislative
Analyst  report, the Budget and Legislative Analyst considers approval of the proposed

~ resolution to be a policy decision for the Board of Supervisors. -

The Budget and Finance Committee Continued the Proposed Resolution,
Requesting the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) Review

On February 9, 2011, the Budget and Finance: Committee also requested that LAFCO review the
City’s current policies and - procedures. for selecting refuse collection, transfer, recycling and
disposal service providers in comparison with other jurisdictions. In response to this request by
the Budget and Finance Committee, Ms. Nancy Miller, Interim Executive Director of LAFCO
advises LAFCO issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) and received three proposals from (1) R3
Consulting Group, (2) Rosenow Spevacek Group, Inc, and (3) HDR, Inc. on March 14, 2011.
Based on evaluation of the three proposals, LAFCO selected R3 Consulting Group, at a cost not
to exceed $27,500. '

The R3 Consulting Group initial report was presented to LAFCO at their meeting on April 18,
7011 and forwarded to. the Board of Supervisors. This initial report found that of the 71
. jurisdictions surveyed, San Francisco is. the only jurisdiction that did not have a formal
agreement with its service provider and San Francisco is the only jurisdiction that has never
conducted a competitive procurement process for collection services, due to the City’s 1932
Ordinance. However, the R3 Consulting Group initial report also found that Recology provides
one of the most comprehensive services to San Francisco residents and businesses, at similar
rates'®, while having the highest calculated rates of waste diversion. Based on these findings,
LAFCO requested that R3 Consulting Group expand the scope of their analyses to provide a
comparison of fees and free and/or discounted solid waste services received by San Francisco as
compared to other jurisdictions, and other issues. '

On June 3, 2011, thi: R3 Consulting Groups Phase II report was presented to LAFCO and
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors. The LAFCO R3 Consulting Groups Phase II study
compared 13 jurisdictions, including San Francisco, regarding the fees paid directly to cities and |

18The R3 Consulting Group found that San Francisco’s residential rates were similar to the average of jurisdictions
surveyed. However, because Recology advised. that most commercial customers receive a discount from the
published rates, R3 Consulting Groups assumed a 50 percent discount on San’ Francisco’s commercial rates to
determine that commercial rates were similar to other jurisdictions.
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the free services received by cities. As shown in Attachment II, San Francisco receives
$12,465,689 in Impound Account, Vehicle License and Permit fees and $18,755,087 in free
and/or discounted services, for a total value of $31,220,776. This total value of $3 1,220,776 was
then compared to Recology’s $219,515,497 annual gross revenues from collection operations to
calculate a 14.22 percent of fees and services relative to gross revenues. As shown in
Attachment II, while the City of Oakland receives more direct revenues primarily from
franchise fees and direct City administrative fees, San Francisco receives significantly more free
services, and both Oakland and San Francisco receive considerably higher fees and services
than any of the other surveyed jurisdictions. '

Based on the results of the R3 Consulting Groups Phase II report, when comparing the

- $31,220,776 total value of the fee revenues and free services that San Francisco receives relative

to the total $219,515,497 annual gross revenues that Recology receives, San Francisco’s 14.22

percent is significantly lower proportionately than the majority of the jurisdictions surveyed. As

shown in Attachment II, all of the surveyed jurisdictions, except Foster City and the City of San

Jose, receive higher proportional fee revenues and free services. For example, as shown in

Attachment II, the City of Emeryville receives a proportional 34.34 percent and the City of
Oakland receives an adjusted 30.75 percent from their refuse collectors, which is
- proportionately more than twice as much as the 14.22 percent that San Francisco currently

receives from Recology. ' '

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.Althoug h the proposed Landfill Disposal Agreement was subject to the City’s normal
competitive bidding process, because the Landfill Disposal Agreement is the sole
portion of the refuse collection, transportation, and disposal process which is subject to
the City’s normal competitive bidding process, and because the transfer and the
collection of the City’s refuse through existing permits and the Facilitation Agreement
have never been subject to the City’s normal competitive bidding process, approval of
the proposed resolution is a policy matter for the Board of Supervisors.

2.The Budget and Legislative Analyst recommends that the Board of Supervisors consider
submitting a proposition to the voters to (a) repeal the City’s existing Refuse Collection
and Disposal Ordinance of 1932, such that future refuse collection and transportation
~services would be required to be awarded by the City under the City’s normal
competitive bidding process, and (b) require that refuse collection rates for both

- residential and commercial services be subject to Board of Supervisors approval.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS i BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST



. . 3 U : L ' Attachment T
' ' ' ~ - " Page 1 of

' SF Environment |
"+ Our homs. Our city. Our planet. _
GAVIN NEWSOM
Mayor :
JARED BLUMENFELb '

Director

Department"of the Environment Response to Protest Filed by Waste ,Manﬁ_gement

. November 12, 2009 |
Waste Management Objection

1) The RFP specified that a proposed per ton tip fee be valid through December 30, 2025, which
must represent an all-inclusive rate, including all additional regulatory and other fees. (Ses.

=+ Section IITC 5 of the RFP). To the extént the contractor tentatively selected for the disposal
capacity award does not yet have a fully permitted landfill sufficient to accommodate San /-
Francisco's solid waste, or its proposed landfill is at or exceeds current-capacity if it were to _ .
include San Francisco’s waste, it is unlikely if not impossible that any proposed rate could

© aceurately reflect all costs associated with developing or permitting of a new landfill or landfiil

- expansion, including regulatory or host fees imposed by the Host community, which typically

occur as part of a permitting process. Thus, to the extent the tentative award was influenced -
based on proposed pricing, it lacks factual support, and was therefore arbitrary and capricious, . .
and violates the criteria set forth in the RFP, o L E

- 7. Recology Reésponse

Permitted Landfill Capacity: In satisfaction of the City’s “Request for Qualifications Landfill Disposal
Capacity,” SF Recycling & Disposal’s proposal is based on regional landfill capacity that is immediately
available and fully permitted, with sufficient capacity to meet the City’s disposal needs through the year2025 or
a maximum of 5,000,000 tons, whichever comes first. Therefoie, Waste Management’s suggestion that our
proposal does not “accurately reflect all costs associated with developing or permitting of a new landfill or

“landfill expansion” is simply incorrect. The permitting process is already comtplete, and the analysis of.
operations, costs, and community impacts that is an ongoing part of that process has been incorporated into our
propo_sal., . . L. . . .

' Department of the Environment Analysis

Given that Re.cology.has' completed the permit'ting-.proces,s for the proposed laﬁdﬁll, and has submitted an all . -
inclusive per ton tip fee rate, we find that this objection does not have merit. S B

= - “Department of the Environment, City and County of San Francisco
11 Grove Street, San Francisco, CA 94102
Telephone: (415) 355-3700 « Fax: (415) 554-6393
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Waste Management Objectlon ‘

2). The selecmm criteria specified in  the RFP include, amon‘g, other thmgs {a) pcrrmtted and

cugrently planned capacity; (b) pefmitted annual tonnage:.(¢) current limiits or permit restrictions -
‘on use (d) current environmental status of the landfifl, and (¢) environmental impact on the host
. community. (See RFP Section IV A 1 and 2). WMAC has a fully permitted landfill with

sufficient capacity and approved expansion capacity to-accominodate San. Francisco's antzc:pated
. flow of solid waste. Further, all permits are current, environmental impacts have been fully
* reviewed and all impacts on the host communities have been evaluated angd addressed through
 mitigation measures or otherwise. To the extent that the tentative awird was based on a

proposed landfilt that is not yet fully permitted, or a landfill that would be. at capacity or without
- sufficient capacity were it to include San Francisco’s solid waste, the review and scoring '
procedures cowld not have proper ly found or evatuated the existence of (1) permitied capacity,:
(2) current limits or permit restrictions on usé; {3) current environmental status of the landfill, or
(4) environmental impacis on the host community. Indeed, to the extent that any points were .
awarded based on compliance with these requirements it would be speculanon at best. To.that -
end, WMAC protests the tentative award based on the fact that the scoring did not defineate or
indicate in auyway the pomts associated thh compliance of those. specxt:c criteria listed in RFP

Sections IV A 1 and 2, but zmteaci awarded gww points onty without an expianatwn or the

transparency necessary to fully evaluate the award, As such, the dacision to wontatively award -

thie contract was based on speculation, Iacks credibility and factual suppoit beeause it fails to

. specify how each identified criteria were evahuated, and as such the evaluation process and its
' mnclusamm were aibitrary and capticious aud vaelau.s the crivetia sof t‘eﬂh in the RFP '

Recology Response

Permitted Landfill Capamty In sailsfactlon of the City’s “Request for Quahficatlons Landfill Dlsposal
Capacity,” SF Recycling & Disposal’s proposal is based on regional landfill capacity that is immediately
- available and fully permitted, with sufficient capacity-to meet the City’s disposal needs through the year 2025 or
a maximum of 5,000,000 tons, whichever comes first. Therefore, Waste Management’s suggestion that our
. ‘proposal does not “accurately reflect all costs associated with developmg or permitting of a new landfill or -
-landfill expansion” is simply incorrect. The permitting process is already complete, and the analysis of -
operations, costs, and commumty unpacts that is an ongomg part of ﬂ:at process has been incorporated into our

proposal
" Department of the Envnronment Analysxs

: Recology has completed the permxttmg process for the proposed landﬁll which has th. capacity to meet San

.-, - Francisco’s needs. Scoring was consistent with the speclﬁcatlons outlined in the’ Request for Proposa! which stated

+ < that proposals would be scored oni eachof the five categorl
ek Therefore, we ﬁnd that th1s  objection does not have merit,

ﬁjout by 1nd1v1dual cnterla
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o . - Waste Management Objection } .
). The sclection criteria specified in the RFP roquiring an evaluation of the proposer's abilityto -
rninimiize and mitigate climate frapacts. WMAC's proposed Alfamont Landfill and Resource
Recovery Facitity i3 the closest tandfill to the City and Coutty of San Francisco and would '
- - theretore reduce cirbon emissions due to wavel time and distance a8 compared 1o a much more
distant landfill, Indeed, to the extent the tentative sward was based on & rail-haul proposal, o+
“rucking to a much mone distant bocation, it is doubtful that such a long-distance disposal option
swould in effect "minimize and mitigate climete impacts™ as specified in Section A 1 & of the
RFP. Fusther, the scoring provess used by the City did ot assign any value to this particutar
requirement, but provided only gross numbers as. part of the evalustion. Consequently, there is
s support for the City's assessment that & rail-haul or 1ong weck-haul option reduces carbon
amissions over a closer-in option. As such, the City's. evaluation and its conclusion lacks
 credibility or factial support and is therefore arbitrary and capriciows and violates the cveria of
the REP. y - o P . : T
: : Recology Response "

: Transportatiqn of Materials to Site As you know, SF Recyclihg & Disposal proposes to transpott the City’s wlas'té , | o

to landfill by rail. Waste Management’s letter suggests that the environmental and cost impacts of rail transport have | '
not been adequately studied. However, our proposal includes a detailed analysis of these issues and demonstrates the *
many benefits the.City would enjoy from rail transport, including. greater fuel efficiency, reduced emissions, reduced
carbon footprint, reduced traffic congestion, and improved public safety. Although we have the ability to haul by
truck; taking trucks off the road is a far more sustainable approach. Our proposal demonstrates that rail transport is a
syperior solution: ' ' ' a co

There is much third-party affirmation of the benefits of rail haul over truck haul, According to'the Association of
American Railroads, rail transport offers three of more times greater fuel efficienicy than truck transpott on a ton- -
mile-basis. By rail, one gallon of fuel transports one ton of material over 400 miles. Union Pacific.confirms these =
" statistics and has achieved even greater hauling efficiencies with its more advanced locomotives, Waste Management
also recognizes the benefits of rail hauling over truck hauling, Its website reports that hauling of waste by tailin
Seattle “provides a cost-effective and éfficient means of disposing waste.” In describing its New York City
operations, Waste Management’s website calls “rail transportation of solid waste the wave of the future” and notes
. “with rail there is less traffic and less fumes.” The website- inchides numerous other-testimonials to the benefits of .

waste rail hauling in other communities. .
B - Department of the Environment Analysis

Responsé: The City did not conclude that a rail-haul. or long truck-haul option would reduce carbon emissions

mote than a closer-in option, and the scoring of the proposals was not based on such a conclusion. Nor did the -
* . terms of the RFP require the evaluators to assign a separate value to "minimizing and mitigating climate.

_ impacts." . (See RFP, Part IV.A.1.) Rather, "minimizing and mitigating climate impacts" was one factortobe

- gonsidered in ‘scoting "approach and adherence to overarching considerations,” and the evaluatorsproperly -

nsidered environmental impacts as part of th scoritig of the proposals. There
does not have metit, . . - '

yre, we finid that this objection.

ﬂi_epz nt of the E.mﬁronment, City and County of San Francisco
17 Grove Street, San Francisco, CA 94102

Telephone: (415) 355-3700 « Fax: (415) 5°




: . .. Attachmeat I
. ' Page 4 of 7
SF Environment '

" - Ourhome. Our city. Our planet,
. GAVIN NEWSOM
Mayor
JARED BLUMENFELD

o .Director .
.Waste Management Obje,ctioh

4) The selection critedda, and references in the RFP, indigate that the City and County have a
strong interest fn an environmentally superior disposal option that includes, referenced, »
commitment to minivize climate impacts. To the extent the tentative award of the contract was
based on & reil-taut option, the evaluation fails fa consider the envivonmentsl impacts snd in .
- particular the incredsed carbon footprint assoctated with (1) stockpiling of solid waste within Saa - .
- Frawiseo until accumulated aniounts can be feasibly rail-hauled to'a distant Iocation, including
the release of green house gases assoclated with such storas + £2) the truck trips and assoriated
- carbon impact involved with both Ioading and unloading waste st the rall destination; (3) the
envirormental impacts associated with the necessary construction of an intermodal vail facility o -
frcititata rail-havl to distang locations end the associsted environmental impacts on the host '
© commuuity for the fail spur; (4) or the effect of San Franciseo’s commitment to 2 zero waste
position on both the environmsental and cost efficiencies associated with rail or' distant truck hauil,
. Te the extent thét there is no decumeitted review or evaluation of these issues, the City's )
tentative award vioktes the critria established in the RFP, and %o the extont the award was made
without consideration of these issues, it tacks factual support and is thus arbiteary and cepricious.

Recology ‘Resp_bi;se

Transgorfaﬁ()n of Materials to Site As you know, SF Recycling. & Disposal proposes to transport thie. City’s waste
to landfill by rail. Waste Management’s letter suggests that the environmental and cost impacts of rail transport have

not been adequately studied, However, our proposal includes a detailed analysis of these issues and demonstrates the -

many benefits the City would enjoy from rail transport, including greater fuel efficiency, reduced emissions, reduced
carbon footprint, reduced traffic congestion, and imptoved public safety. Although we have the ability to haul by
truck, taking trucks off the road is g far more sustainable approach. Our proposal demonstrates that rail transport is a
superior solution. S , S o -
h There is much third-patty affitmation of the benefits of rail haul over truck haul. According to the -
Association of American Railroads, rail transport offers three or more times greater fuel efficiency than truck
transport on a ton-mile basis. By rail, one gallon of fuel transports one ton'of material over 400-iiles. Union Pacific -
confirms these statistics and has achieved even greater hauling efficiencies with its more advanced locomotives,
Waste Management also recognizes the benefits of rajl hauling over truck hauling, Its website reports that hauling of
- waste by rail in Seattle “provides a cost-effective and efficient means of disposing waste.” In describing its New
York City operations, Waste Management’s website calls “rail transportation of solid waste the wave of the future”
and notes “with rail there is less traffic and less fumies.” The website includes numerous other testimonials to the
benefits of waste rail hauling in other-communitiss. : e ' S

- Départment of the Environment Analysis

“Response: The tertns of the RFP did not require the evaluatots.to separately review and evaluate the factors

: . identified by Waste Management in their protest.. Rather, "minimizing and mitigating climate-impacts” was one

TRy

o .factor to be considered in scoring "approach- and-adherénce to, overarehing considerations;" and the evaluators

o ptoperly considered environmental impacts as part of the scoring of the proposals. {(See RFP, Part IVA.LY ~
" Therefore, we find that this objection does not havemerit. , .. . - . o -
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Waste Management Objection

5% Te the extont thit the tentative awawd involves a distant londfill as & current eption and an
out-of-state landfill as a back-up or ultimate optaont the evaluation does not indicate any review

or consideration of impacts on host vommunitics. Indeed, long-haul trucking or pail-haul options *
that invelve San Franclsco waste being disposed of out of state would nwchﬂﬂi}' involve and
vequire input from host ¢ormmirunities or at the very loast evidence that the positions of host
conimunities were considered and evalyated in the selection process. To-the extent that o such

svaluation occurred, the City’s tentative awaid lacks factusl support and s thus arbitrary and
capricious and vmiates the criteria set foﬂh in the RFP,

Department of the Envu'onment Analysxs

Rcsponse The evaluators properly con51dered "env1ronmental and other nnpacts on host commumtles" as one
" factor in sgoring "approach and adherence to overarching considerations,” as required by the terms of the RFP;
(See RFP, Part IV.A.1.) The suggestion that Recology's proposal mcluded out-of-state landﬁll sites is mcorrect
‘Therefore, we find that thls objection does not have merit. - e :
Waste Management Obji ectlon '

* 6} For a rail-haul {)ptltm 1o tac oW r::ir.sumhw cest eﬁfmtwe, it must be bayed on s;gmficant
. waste volumes. To the extent that the evaluation provess did not consider San Francisco's goal
of “zero waste' on the economics of m tail-haul option, it lacks fuctual support and is thus ’

' arburary snd eapricious and viotates the criteria of the RFP. Indeed, 1o the extent that the
economics of a yail-haul option are based on waste collections in otfier cemmunitics in the Bay
&ren that will then be railed out of state to a distant landfill, the City would nieed to examine and
evalyuate the cumulative envivenmental impacts of such & proposal both in terms of i impacts to the

.. City, surrounding Bﬂy Arca citivs and to the host commumnities out of state. To the extent that the

~ evaluation process failed to consider fully the ramifications of hauling San Francisco’s waste out

of state, the tentative avward lacks Factual suppork zmd is thus arb:trary, t:apucaoas aud wohtes tht:' :
criteria of the RFP. : . _ _

Department of the Enwronment Analysns

- Response: The terms of the RFP did not require the evaluators to review and evaluate the economics. ofa raJl-
haul option. Rather, the proposer is responsible for consideririg those issues i calculating its proposed rates.
- The evaluators properly considered environmental and other impacts, including Jocal impacts and impacts on
- -host communities, in scoring “approgch and adherence to overarching considefations," as required by the terms
' of the RFP (See RFP, Part TV.A.1 ) The suggestton that Recologys pxoposa.l mcluded out-of state landﬁll

- D'epartment of the Environment, City and County of San Francisco

1 Grove Street, San Francisco, CA 94102
'5I'eleprh,dne: (415) 355-3700 ¢ Fax: (415) 5546393
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Waste Managemeﬁt Objection

7) The tentative award and evaluation process failed 10 adequately ponsider the envitonmental . -
- supetiority of WMAC's proposal, and jn particular, the fact that it represents & shorter distance

traveled (50 miles compared to 130 miles as Ostrom roud wd considevably moré o

Winnemuca), dees not involve the development of new transportation faciities, will not invalve

at any juncture an out-of-state option As such, the evaluation and award was arbitrary and

capriciaus snd vielates the criteria set forth in the RFP, . :

Depa'rtmeht of the. Environment Analysis

- Résponée: The evaluators properly cbnsideted énviror;mental impacts in scoriﬂg "approach and adherence to ‘
‘overarching considerations," as required by the terms of the RFP. -(See RFP, Part IV.A.1.) The suggestion that

Recology's proposal included out-of-state landfill sites is incorrect. Therefore, we find that this objection does -
not have merit. . o - T P .

Waste Mﬁnagement Obj cction

) The tentative award and evaluation process failed to adequately and properly consider and

. value the pricing proposed by WMAL, and a5 such was sxbiteary and capricious and violates thé ',

“criteria set forth in the RFP m that pricing remaing consistent s proposed, is not subject to
entiflement and developraent costs associated with the tentative avward i that sward involves
developing new or ndditional capacity at distant landfills.. As such, the evaluation precess and

- the tentative award was arbitrary and capricious and violates the criteria set forth in the RFP.

.~ Department of the Environment Analysis

| R’espo‘nsé: The evaluators properly conéidefed'-"prdposed rates, including adherence to tiered rates and any’ '

escalator," a3 required by the terms of the RFP. (See RFP, Part IV.A.4.) The suggestion that Recology's

~* proposal involves developing new or additional capacity is incorrect. Therefore, we find that this objection
~.does not have metit. ' , . : o - _ "

Waste Management Obj q;:fiou

%) The fentative award and evalnation process failed to pﬂ)p&rly cousider ;;nd_ value WMAC:s

- ability o accommodate the City's waste stréam in .ﬂm..i;;sgiﬁgiengﬁ_pbii‘z’t"s;igété.am'rm-i;é;l based on
o WMACs sléeadyy permirted capacity of 11,500 tons ‘perdayds seighed against Ostrom Roads
3,000 tons per day, with Ostrom Road apparertly having insufficient caphcity to scconminodats

the City"s full waste stream on a long-term basis. As such the evaliation process and the -
- tentative aveard was arbitrary-and capriaiﬂus and violates the criteris set forth-in the RFP
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Department of the Etivironment_ An’alyéis :

'Response: The suggestion that Recology's p:oposed landfill does not have sufficient capacity to accommodate "
- the City's waste stream is incorrect. Therefore, we find that this objection does'not have. merit. -
. Waste Management Objection '

10) The tentative award and evaluation process failed to property consider and value the
extvironmental superiority 6f WMAC s proposal in that it failed to properly recogaize thai the
 Altamont Landfill coently generates 8.5 megawatts of power from landfill gas and has
- permitted landfil] gas to LNG facility, compated fo the sclected contractor’s very Huited energy
~ production. As sich the-evalustion process and tentative sward was arbitrary and capricions and
 violates the criteria set forth in the RFP. - a . o
' Department of the Environment Analysis

.Responsé'; The evaluators properly considered environmental impacts, and ';nﬁﬁimiziné energy use and highest
and best procedurés", in scoring "approach and adherénce to overarching considerations," as required by the.
terms of the RFP. (Se¢ RFP, Part IV.A.1)) Therefore, we find that this objection does not have merit.

Additional Objection Filed in 2™ Letter - |
However, WMAC would also note that the selection criteria established in the RFP, and a5 noted
in numeral (2) of WMAC's earlier protest, specified bids for "disposal”, However, it appesrs as
- though the City and County of San Francisco modified those RFP criteria without notice to all
bidders 1o include wansportation and processing options, with only one company having solid
" waste processing ability in San Francisco, financed by rate payers, and to the exclusion of all
other competitors. To the extent another bidder referenced and/or the City considered processing
. and transportation infrastructure, this was outside the scope of the RFP and, as such, wholly
fmproper. : ' . .

_ Department of the Enviljonrrient Ana‘lysis | R
Response: The City did not modify the evaluation and selection critetia set forth in the RFP, and did not
consider processing and transportation infrastructure outside the scope of the RFP. Therefore, we find that this
objection does not have merit, - o : : : ] .

Départ'ment 6f the Environment, City and County of San Francisco

11 Grove Street, San Francisco, CA 94102
Telephone: (415) 355-3700 « Fax: (415) 554-6393

a o) O r aaWal




APPENDIX C
Comparison of Fees and Services

Comparison of Fees and Setvices

Fees Paid Directly to City

Franchise_Fee

Franchise Extension Fee

Impound Account/Balancing Account
Cily Fees/Administrative Fees

Recycling Fees/Program Fees

Vehicle License Fees

Vehicle Impact Fees

Disposal Facilify Tax

R~ License/Permit Fees

f  .ance and Billing Review

Administrative Enforcement Contribution
Street Swesping ]

Public Education

Measure D Fees

Rate Stabilization Fee

Landfill Closure Fees

Total Fees Paid Directly to City

AR s A Eﬁ

LA

s

TR

H 70 4 L 7 Ty
mwm 412 mmm m.: mmw 848 ég m 3,723,975 1,068, mﬁ m 4,779, m._m a 2, o.a mmm é

35,000

il

Rfe
518,126 | § 388, 072 « 4,884,992

$ \_._,: 13918% uo,ﬁmnﬁ_ e »._q.\.&m $

2ls 813444

,193,621 | § 2,553,963

774,576 | §

786,384

Base

5

h £ 3 : i

y ! ; ..?v.

30.75%)

Free Services Received by City L IHIRRE AR R A R [k AR T IR Hla R L L I SURH
[City Litter Can and Recycling Collscti el 2B 65,739 | § 3420 % 85000 |[$ - 7421 |%  200,000(% 40,119 15t s 48,717 [ § 2187(% _ 405,060 | $ 40,683
City Sponsored and Non-Profit Events $ 20383 9,0181% 47911% 20,000 | $ 2751 ($ 50,000 | § 3,826 | § 50,000 | $ 7324 $ 2,591 (RSN il $ 13,070
City Collection Senices $ 1,506,133 (% 67,624 | % 45007 [ 119,919($ 15,000 | § 38,776 Bl y $ 17662 [ $ 580,000 | § 6261918 41,465 $ 214,908
DPW Collection & Dispasal $ 8,670,253 I i ] B L e ; EHisH R Eh i B Siol
Holiday Tree Collection $ 313,971 B f il $ 15,000 RRSIREGEIGE & 11,154 $ 89,231 i57 R ‘@m
Clean Team Event/Neighborhood Cleanup |$ 176,491 [ § 43 588 s LT T L : B $ 10,636 iy
Free Disposal 3 119,768 | 5 27,984 | $ 4,000} 5 40,388 { 80,000 { § 164,516 [§ 800000 |% - 206,380 | § 51,412 | i $ 152,616 |
IBattery Collection $ 297449 Rl TR § 52,500 [Nt 5 5,000 [ g s 5,000 [ e B G
Compos! Give-a-Ways 3 47,471 FrAtEl 8 600 iE © 2,000 FA | $ 2,000 ik i sl A
CFL Collection T i $ 10,000 (R ; T : A ; :

Sharps Program. $ 233,033 (B0 T : i

Eree Collection for Public Schoals R % Tl $ 2,000 e 1 : &

[Total Free Services Received by City |$ 18,755,087 [$ 414,150 |3 230622 |8 156114 |$  174100[$ 9,336 |$ 438154 |$  226,123|3% 1,326,231 |$  323,040{% 97,655 |3 415696 |§ 421,275
[To*~' Value of Payments & Services $ 31220776 |3 1,579442|% 1,323,894 (5 94249835 1,092,226 (§ 475408 |$ 5323146{% 1,397,262 |$ 31674442|$ 2,500,356 | § 869,231 $ 9,609,317 | $ 2,975,238
c levenue From Collection ;

Op-.qtions $219,515497 |$  5304155]% 9,685,950 | $ 4,639,960 % 3,981,000|$ &548,318 |$ 27,521,000 {$ 9,630,852 | § 20,586,000 | $ 15,961,066 | $ 6,333,212 | § 99,887,184 | § 16,506,640
Foe and Service % 14.22% 29.28% 15.24% 20.31% 34.34% 8.57% 19,34% 14.51% 30.16% ~ 45.68% 13.72% 9.62% 18.02%
Fes and Service % Using Tolal Value, S AR 7 R e ; TR AR DA R e
Net of Recycling Contractor Feesas  [5i% ! v fallie it gy 7 J i




Recology. o
WASTE ZERC e
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April 11,2011 ™ :Sg ;é’m :
Members of the Budget and Finance Committee NP ,;:;,91 '
of the Board of Supervisors . - - ' P‘U o
City and County of San Francisco - | 2Fm
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place. : 8;0
_ oz

City Hall, Room 244 o o , .
San_Francisco,'C_A A,94'1(_)2-4689 _. L ) - {
Re: Budget Anaiysf’s Repbrt on Landf"ﬂ] D-iSpdsal and Facilitation Agreements o

. with Recology San Francisco = ' , o
Honorable Members of the 'B’ud'get and Finance Committee: .
o At the Budget and Financ eting, or_ll February 9, 2011, the
Budget and Legislative Analyst presented his report (Report) on the proposed Landfill Disposal
‘and Facilitation Agreements with Recology San Francisco. In anticipation. of the forthcoming
der those agreements, We would like to correct certain

meeting of the Committee to consi

statements contained in the Report regarding Recology’s commercial rates in San Francisco and
their inclusion in the rate review process, and draw yout attention to certain statements contained
in the Report regarding Recology’s landfill proposal. ' T :

ce Commi—tteé (Committee) me

e The Report Overstates Recology’s Commercz’al'Rates -

“commercial refuse collection custom
d by San Francisco businesses” (p. 14). That claim is
that the monthly commercial rate for a 2 cubic yard

garbage contaiher in San Franciscois $494.01, ‘compared to $237.75 in Oakland. However, the:
$494.01 rate cited by the Budget Analyst does not take into account the recycling discount
Recology makes available to all commercial customers in the City. A San Francisco business .
that separates its recyclables, food and other organi¢ waste from its garbage, as required by the
‘City’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, can obtain a discount:of up-to 75
percent, which, after accounting for a fixed price component, would reduce the $494.01 rate to

; centage of the customer’s total container

iscount will depend on the per '
For example, a commercial customer that

$142.03. The actual di ,
volume devoted to recycling and qrganics._containers.
with a 1 cubic yard recycling container, a 96-gallon

* replaces its 2 cubic yard garbage container
garbage container and a 96_-ga110n_organics container” will pay. only $152.36 for all three
containers. Commercial customers can determine the level of discount they are eligible to
receive by using an online caleulator at sfcollectionrates.com. . San Francisco’s discounted
commercial pricing system, which Recology developed jointly with City officials in 2006,
rewards. customers for complying with the City’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting
~ Ordinance and helps push the City toward its goal of zero waste. - - _

The Report states” that er rates in Oakland are
significantly lower than those rates pai
based on Table 5 of the Report, which states

1 Califoria Street, 24th Floor | San Francisco, CA 94111-9796 1 T- 415,875.1000 L www.recology.com



‘The Budget Analyst speculates that “competitive bidding could potentially result in .
reduced refuse collection rates for residents and businesses in San Francisco” (p. 14). However,
~ comparing San Francisco’s rates to those in other Bay Area cities demonstrates that competitive

bidding does not necessarily result in lower rates. As shown above, San Francisco’s commercial -
“-rates are lower than Oakland’s, depending on the service provrded' As for residential rates, the -
Report correctly nofes that San Francisco’s rate ($27.55) is comparable to that of Oakland
($27.68). It could have gone further to note that San Francisco residential rates are virtually the
same as the other two large Bay Area cities, San Jose ($27.50) and Berkeley ($27. 56), and are
competitive with those in many other local jurisdictions. These numbers confirm that the City’s
tight regulatory control over rates ensures that City residents and businesses pay rates that -
compare favorably with those of other Bay Area commumtres 1nclud1ng many m which the
waste contracts are competitively bid. - ‘ - :

II. Commercial Ral‘es Are Part of the Rate Review PfocéSs :

The Report states that, under the 1932 Ordinance, commercial rates are “subject to
agreement between the producer and a duly licensed refuse collector.” From this the Report
~ concludes that “commercial rates are established directly by [Recology] without any approval .
* processes by the City” (p. 4). The mlphcatron is that commercial rates are unregulated and that
the collection companies can charge businesses whatever they want. These claims are untrue
- and inaccurate for the following reasons: : -

. Resrdentlal rates under the existing system are set by the City, not. Recology, and
as a matter of historic practrce Recology adjusts commercial rates by the same
percentage allowed by C1ty for res1dent1al rates

o When applymg for res1dent1al rate adjustments, Recology presents historic and
projectéd financial data that includes revenue and expenses for both residential
and commercial -operations. Commercial rate-setting is an mtegral part-of the
resrdentlal rate-making process because projected net revenue from commercial
operatlons serves to reduce overall company expenses and, therefore, residential .

. rates. The City’s long-standing policy, implemented through the rate-making -
process, has been that commercial revenues should subsidize residential rates.

e The DPW Director and the Rate Board have also historically used the rate
hearings to promote both residential and commercial recycling programs. Most
‘recently; DPW and the Department of the Environment have focused on utilizing -

. the rate-setting process to further policy goals enacted by the Board of
- Supervisors that apply o both residential and commercial customers — in
L 'partrcular zero waste by 2020 and mandatory recychng and cornpostmg

.. The 1932 Ordmance does not foreclose the Board of Superv1sors from
establishing standards for “agreement[s] between the [commercial] producer and’
a duly licensed refuse collector.” The Mandatory Recycling and Composting
‘Ordinance, enacted in 2009, is an example of such additional regulation.
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Il Recology’s Landfill Proposal Is -The'_Superior Opﬁon. o

The issue before the Committee is approval of the Landfill Disposal- and Facilitation
. Agréements with Recology San Francisco, not the 1932 Ordinance. Because the Report focuses
primarily on issues relating to ‘the 1932 Ordinsnce, it is-easy to overlook that the Budget Analyst
- seems to agree that Recology’s lan fill proposal 'is a better deal for the City than “Waste
Management”s competing proposal. Table 3 of the Report calculates that the all-in cost per ton
disposed is $58.94 under Recology’s proposal versus $85.12 under Waste' Management’s, a
differential that translates mto savings in excess of $125 million over the life of the contract.
Table 4 states that Waste Management’s proposal would result in twice the increase in residential
rates when compared to Recology’s proposal (6.5% versus 3.0%). Table 1. cites without
comment the Department of the Environment’s_ﬁnding that Recology’s ‘green rail transport
proposal ‘is environmentally superior to Waste Management’s green truck transport proposal,
producing 1.15 fewer toris of CO; per ton of waste. ‘The Report also correctly notes that the

proposed Landfill Disposal ‘Agreement was subject to 2 competitive bidding process (p. 10).
.Nothing in the Report provides any basis for the City not to approve the Landfill Disposal
Agreerment. : o ' :
We look forward te the opportunity to discuss our proposal further at the next Budget and -
‘Finance Committee meeting, and would be happy to answer at any time any additional questions .
you may have about these matters. : ‘ - o -

LACH
. John A. }gnitto. .

V_ice Presigént and San Fy 1cisco Group Manager

~ ce: |~ Members of the Board of Supervisors . * c :
Amy L. Brown, Acting Chair, Refuse Collection and Disposal Rate Board

"Ben Rosenfeld, Member, Refuse Collection and Disposal Rate Board, . .
Edward M. Harrington, Member, Refuse Collection and Disposal Rate Board
Hope Schmeltzer, Public Member, Local Agency Formation Commission .
Ieah Pimentel, Alternate Public Member, Local Agency Formation Commission
Nancy Miller, Interim Executive Officer, Local Agency Formation Commission
Harvey Rose, Budget & Legislative Analyst R :

Melanie Nutter, Director, Department of the Environment
David Assmann, Deputy Director, Department of the Environment
Thomas Ower, ‘Deputy City Attorney S



City and County of San Francisco
Department of the Environment

"~ 11 Grove Street o
San Francisco, California 94102

~ Landfill Disposal Agreement between
The City and County of San Francisco and
" Recology San Francisco -

This Landfill Dispoéal Agreement (tﬁis “Agreement”) is made' this

day of ~
2010, in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California (“San Francisco”), by and between:

Recology San Francisco, a California corporation, hereinafter referred to as ©

: _ ‘Contractor,” and the City .
and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as “City,” acting by and
through its Department of the Environment. ' - " :

Rec,itals . _
WHEREAS, .the City, Contractor (f/k/a Sanitary Fill Coxﬁpany) and Waste Manag,ément of
‘Alameda County, Inc. (“WMAC") (f/k/a Oakland Scavenger Company)
Di.sposal_Agree’ment dated as.of January 2, 1987 (the “Prior Agreement”); =

WHEREAS, the Prior Agreemént provides the City with landfill disposal capacity of up to 15
million tons at WMAC’s Altamont landfill, approximately 12.9 million of which had been utilized as of
May 31, 2010; : o : o .

E WHEREAS, the City estimated in February 2009 that the.remaining'lindﬁli disposal capacity under
the Prior Agreement would be exhausted by 2014 or 2015, depending

. _ on the rate. at which residual solid .
waste is disposed of in San Francisco in the coming years; : '

_ WHEREAS, the California Department of Resources Recjrcling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
requires that the City have a plan for 15 years of landfill disposal capacity; -

"WHEREAS, to meet the CalRecycle requirement, and ensure sufficient landfill disposal capacity
following exhaustion of capacity under the Prior Agreement, the City issued a Request for Proposals for. -
Landfill Disposal Capacity (“REE”) on February 9, 2009, and subsequently selected Contractor as the '
highest qualified scorerpursuant to the REP; ' SR

WHEREAS, Con

_ tractor represents and warrants that it, together with its affiliates, is qualified to.
perform the sérvices required by City as set forth under this Contract; ' - : '
"~ Now, TH_EREFO'.REQ the parties agree as follows:

Definitions. B

Definitions contained in this section shall govern the construction of this Agreement.
11

«“Applicable Laws” means all laws, ordinances, orders, judgments; rules, regulations and. '

interpretations of any federal, state or local governmental entity applicable to operation of

the Landfill or Back-Up Landfill. e
o ' “*%Complete copy of document
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o 1.2

. “Beneficial Use Material” nleans any material, including contaminated soils, that is used -
~; for alternative daily cover (as defmed in Section 20164 of the California Code of

Regulations), landfill construction, erosion control, pad or road building, slope

¢ - stabilization, other beneficial reuse (as defined in Section 20686 of the California Code of

Regulations), or any other use that is not deemed to be *disposal” for purposes of the

¢ California Integrated Waste Management Act and the rules and regulations thereunder,

13
14

15
16 -

1.7

provided, however, that “Beneficial Use Material” shali not include Source-Separated

. Recyclable Matenal or Source-Separated Orgamc Mater1al

“Back-Up Landfill” means the Hay Road Landfill, located at 6426 Hay Road, Vacavxlle
Cahforma 1n unmcorporated Solano County.

“Change in Law means any change in Applicable Law or Permits occurring after the date
hereof that is not the result of Contractor’s wﬂlful or negligent action or omission or
violation of. Apphcable Law or Permits.

“City Waste” means Solid Waste and/or Beneficial Use Material that is (i) collécted in San

Francisco by or on behalf of Permitted Haulets or City, (ii) generated in San Franmsco and

 delivered to the Transfer Station by self-haulers, or (iii) residue from the processmg of

Recyclable Material or Organic Mater1a1 generated in San Francisco.

“Commencement Date” means the date, as de31gr1ated by the City, when all or substannally

- all the City’s Solid Waste is first accepted at the Landflll or Back- Up Landfill, which date
may not be later than January 1, 2019.

. “Designated Waste” means any. of the followmg (i) Hazardous Waste that has been granted :

a variance from hazardous waste management requirements, (ii) nonhazardous waste that,
under ambient environmental conditions at a waste management unit, could be released in

* concentrations exceeding applicable water quality objectives or that could reasonably be

- expected to affect beneficial uses of the waters of the state, (iii) “universal wastes,” as

~defined in Section 66261.9 of Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, or (iv) as to

the Landfill or Back-Up Landfill, any material that is not petmitted to be disposed of or
accepted at such landfill under its Permits or Applicable ] Laws asin effect from time to

~ time.

18 ..
1.9

110

1.11

1.12

P-500-(5-09)
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_ “Director” means the Dire_ctor of the Department of Public Works of the City.’

“Disposal Term” is deﬁned in Section 2.2 hereof.

“Facilitation Agreement” means that certain Amended and Restated Facilitation Agreement
dated as of the date hereof between City and Contractor ‘ . :

“Bees” means the following collectively: the Solid Waste Fee, the Orgamcs-Free Waste
Fee, and the Beneficial Use Material Fee, each as defined in Appendix A, as well as the _
Excess Disposal Fee and the Carbon Mitigation Fee,.each as defined in-Section 3.8.

*Force Majeure” means any (a) act of God, earthquake, fire, flood, storm, epidemic, :
landslide, lightning, explosion or similar occurrence; (b) act of public enemy, war,
terrorism, riot, civil disturbance or disobedience, sabotage or similar occurrence; (c) labor:
action, strike, picketing, work stoppage, work slowdown, sickout or similar occurrence; (d)
order, Judgment injunction, condemnatlon or other act of any federal, state, county or local

20f34 . ~ [agreement date]
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City and County of San Fraricisco
Department of the Environment
, - 11 Grove Street
* San Francisco, California 94102

'Amended and Restated Fa(.:ilitation Agpeémént between
: The City and County of San Francisco and
Recology San Francisco

~ This Amended and Restated Facilitation Agreement (this “Agreement”) is made this__ day of
. ,2010,in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California (“San Francisco”), by
and between: Recology San Francisco (f/k/a Sanitary Fill Company), a California corporation, hereinafter
referred to as “Contractor,” and the City and County of San Francisco, 2 municipal corporation,
hereinafter referred to as “City,” acting by and through its Department of the Environment.

Recitalé-

: . WHEREAS, City and Contractor are parties to that certain Agreement in Facilitation of Waste
Disposal Agreement dated January 2, 1987 (the “Prior Facilitation Agreement”), which sets forth certain

agreements between the parties regarding use of Contractor’s transfer station, Contractor’s transport of

pravide the desired disposal capacity at the Landfill;.

WHEREAS concurrently hercwith, City and Contractor are énter_irig ‘into a Landfill Disposal
" Agreement regarding disposal of solid waste collected within San Francisco at the Landfill (such .
 agreement, the “Landfill Agreement”); : - o K .

WHEREAS, consistent with its environmental goals and the terms of the RFP, City favors the
* development of a rail transport option for solid waste collected in San Francisco as a low-cost and
‘environmentally friendly alternative to truck transport; ' :

o WHEREAS, Contractor is willing to incur the substantial financial commitments to third parties
and capital investment costs necessary to develop such a transport option, provided that Contractor . -
~ obtains assurances regarding reimbursement of such costs through the fees Contractor is permitted to

charge Permitted Haulers for transport services, and the rates Permitted Haulers are permitted to charge
customers; : ' N : -

- such assurances regarding reimbursement, provided that Contractor makes certain commitments
regarding such transport fees; - ' : R :

WT]EREAS, to induce Contractor to develop such a transport option, City is willihg to provide

: WHEREAS, City and Contractor wish to amend and restate the Prior Facilitation Agreement to
set forth the aforementioned assurancés and commitments and the parties’ other agreements regarding use
of Contractor’s transfer station, transport of solid waste to the Landfill, extraordinary expenses atising
between rate proceedings, funding of diversion activities, and other matters relating to the Landfill

Agreement;

“1of30
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N OW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

"1.  Definitions.

Capltahzed terms used but not defined herein shall have the meanings given to them in the
Landfill Agreement

1.1

‘12

13

14

1.5.

16
17

18

1.9

- 1.10

111

W03 046250541/1616877/v15 -

“Applicable Landﬁll” means s the Landfill Back -Up Landflll or other landfill, as designated
pursuant to- the Landfill Agreement .

“Applicable Transfer/T ransport Laws” means all laws, ordinances, orders, judgments,

rules, regulations and interpretations of any federal, state or local governmental entity with
which Centractor or its affiliates are requu'ed to comply in operatmg the Transfer Statlon or
prov1d1ng Transport Services. o

“Collected Waste” means Solid Waste and/or Beneficial Use Matenal collected in San
Francisco by or on behalf of Perrmtted Haulers or C1ty

“Transfer/l‘ransnort Force Maleure” means any (a) act of God, earthquake, fire, flood,

‘storm, epidemic, landslide; lightning, explosion or similar occurrence; (b) act of public

enemy, war, terrorism, riot, civil disturbance or disobedience, sabotage or similar
occurtence; (c) labor action, strike, picketing, work stoppage, work slowdown, sickout or
similar occurrence; (d) order, judgment, injunction, condemnatlon or other act of any

federal, state, county or local court, administrative agency or governmental office.or body,

not the result of Contractor’s willful or negligent action or omission; or-(e) act, event or
condition affecting Contractor, the Transfer Station or the Applicable Landfill which is
beyond the reasonable control of Contractor and is not the result of Contractor s willful or.
neghgent action or omission. -

. “Transfer/T ransnort Permits” means all licenses, permits, approvals and authorizations

necessary for Contractor or its affiliates to obtain or maintajn-in order to operate the
Transfer Station or provrde Transport Services, and mcludes all pérmit conditions and
obhganons under the same.

“Raxl Hauler’ ” is defi ned in Sectron 2 hereof

“R_ail Transport Fee” is defined in Section 4 hereof:

“Rait Transport Serviees” is defined in' Section 4'.hereof. .

~ “Reserve Fund” is defined in Section 6 hereof.

“Transfer Station” means a facility or facilities operated by Contractor in San Francisco

that receives and temporarily stores City Waste, that processes Recyclable Material and/or

Organic Material the residue of which constitutes City Waste, and/or that transfers City

~ Waste from smaller to larger vehicles for transport to a landfill or other final disposal. The

Transfer Station currently consists of the facilities located at 501 Tunnel Avenue and Pier
96, both of whlch include processmg operations that produce re31due that is C1ty Waste.

“Transport Servrces is defined n Section 4 hereof

20f 30



. D " File No._-
- FORM SFEC-126: - ' '
"NOTIFICATION OF CONTRACT APPROVAL
. (S.F. Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code § 1.126)
City Elective Officer Information (Please print clearly.) : ' o
Name of City elective officer(s); - - o . - | City elective office(s) held: _ .
Members, San Francisco Board of Supervisors ' Meémbers, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Contractor Information (Please print clearly.)

Re,cology San Francisco

)

e

" 501 “Tunnel Road, San Francsico

The contract is for 5 million tons disposal or ten years. There is no sét dollar amount; however,'if maximum 5 million
- fons is reached, the contract would be in excess of $120 million. _Fees are paid by refuse rate payers, not city funds.

This contract was approved by (chér;k applicable):
O the City elective ofﬁcér(s) identified on this form . .
'O 2 board on which the City elective officer(s) serves . San Fiancisco Board of Supervisors .
o } C ' Print Name of Board _ T
O the-board of a state agency (Health Authority, Housing Authority Commission, Industrial Development Authority
Board, Parking Authority, Redevelopment Agency Commission, Relocation Appeals Board, Treasure Island
Development Authority) on which an appointee of the City elective officer(s) identified on this form sits

Print Name of Board

Filer Information (Please print clearly,) .

Name of filer: : . : ' ’ Contact telephone number:
Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors S ’ '(415) 554-5184 ’
Address: - . _ . L E-mail:- o

1 C,ity Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl., San Francisco, CA 94102 bos.{egislation@sfgov:org

- Signature of City Elective Officer (if submitted by City elective officer) o - _ . Date Signed

Signature of Board Secretaty or Clerk (if submitted by Board Secretary or Clerk) - - Date Signed

.




FORM SFEC-126: , '
NOTIFICATION OF CONTRACT APPROVAL -
(S.F. Campalgn and Governmental Conduct Code§ 1. 126) .

Addlhonal information -
-Please lz.s't the names of (1) members of the contractor’s boazd of directors; (2) the contractor’s chzef executive
officer, chief financial officer and chief operating officer; (3) any person who has an ownership of 20 percent or
 more in the contractor; (4) any subcontractor listed in the bid or contract; and (5) any polztzcal committee
sponsored or controlled by the contractor. . :

() Members of the Contractor’s Board of Directors:

’ Miéhael 1. Sangiacomo
Mark R. Lomele

(2) the contractor’s chief executive officer, chief financial officer and chief operating officer:

CEO - Michael J. Sangiacomo : v _—

CFO -Mark R, Lomele -~ D . J
COO .- fione C ' ' '

_ '(3)' any person who has an ownership of 20 percent or more in the contractor:

Contractor is Jomtly owned by Sunset Scavenger Corpany and Golden Gate stposal & Recycling Compa.ny, who =
are in turn wholly owned by Recology Ine. :

' (4) any subcontractor listed in the bid or contract:
Union Pacific Railroad
(5) any political committee spc_msofed or éontro.lled by the contractor:

None






