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SUPPLEMENTAL BOARD AGENDA LETTER
9/17/2007,  Item 6B (Reproduced for November 19, 2007 Board meeting)
TO:

Board of Directors

FROM:
Steven Lederer, Agency Manager

Subject:
Public Hearing: 2007-2008 UVDS Rates/Review of C&D Study/Fourth Amendment to UVDS Franchise


The purpose of this memorandum is to supplement the staff report provided in the Board packet for September 17, 2007, Item 6B (Mixed C&D Recycling). Attached to that agenda item was a list of questions from UVA staff to the Company. Subsequent to completion of the Board packet, UVDS provided responses to those questions (the responses are attached to this memorandum). 

Based on the responses received, UVA staff believes that all the significant technical and financial issues have been largely resolved. While many details remain, we believe that sufficient information exists with which to make the policy determination as to whether to move forward with the mixed C&D recycling program. 

In summarizing some of the key issues discussed in the attachment, staff agrees that:

· A 75% (UVDS)/25% (CFL) split of the costs of the new facility is reasonable based on the expected relative volumes of waste the “pick line” will handle (See Table 3.9 of the attachment). 

· UVDS’s share of the capital costs will be paid for out of a segregated fund which would be funded by the Board’s decision not to decrease rates for this year and next (the $964K already gathered from this rate adjustment plus one additional year should cover the capital costs needed to purchase the equipment). Future operating costs (UVDS’s 75% share) would be funded through the normal rate process in future years. Staff estimates that the impact of this program to the UVDS rate payer would be approximately $1.46 per 35 gallon toter added to the monthly bill above what the bill would have been if this program was not adopted. 

· CFL’s 25% share would be funded through the existing gate fee (adjusted for CPI), and would be potentially supplemented by a request from the company to import a total of about 4000 tons per year (10% of the annual disposal volume) of out-of-county waste to help make up these new expenses (5% is currently authorized under the existing franchise agreement).  The expected diversion of 15,000 tons per year of mixed C&D materials would still result in significantly extending the life of the landfill to perhaps 2047 (see Table 9.2 of the attachment) even with the extra imported waste.  

· The processing cost of each diverted ton of waste would be approximately $120/ton (i.e. $61/ton gate fee plus approximately $60/ton C&D processing costs). This is expensive compared to landfill disposal of the waste, but not out of line with costs at other facilities. Though operating costs would decrease, the per ton cost would be even higher if the volume of waste predicted to cross the line does not materialize, since most fixed and capital costs will not decrease even if the waste flow does. 

This decision largely comes down to a simple determination: 
Is it in the best interest of all parties to embark upon a program which will clearly result in significantly increased diversion from the landfill, but which also results in significant costs to the ratepayers and the agency?

In the public interest of maximizing diversion, extending the life of the landfill, and maintaining leadership in the field of recycling, the Agency Manager is supportive of the new program proposal for C&D recycling and believes that over time it will achieve its objectives of significantly increased diversion, though only time will tell if the total estimated volumes will be fully achieved. However, the Agency Manager request the Board also carefully consider the costs involved in the proposal and resultant impacts on rate payers bills, as well as the total cost of each ton processed, prior to formally acting on the proposal. 
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UVDS Response to UVA Staff Questions

(Provided by Evan Edgar e-mail of 9/13/07, 9:33 PM)
The Upper Valley Waste Management Agency (UVWMA or Agency) has shown the leadership to increase recycling by pursuing new programs. The C&D Study, and this supplemental information requested by UVWMA staff and consultants, provides the Agency with options to process mixed construction and demolition debris (C&D), some C&D materials from self-haul waste, as well as select loads of dry commercial wastes from the Upper Valley. Upper Valley Disposal Service (UVDS) is the service provider for the Agency that has assisted in their efforts to obtain a 59% landfill diversion rate in 2004, where this new mixed C&D recycling program plans to add 15,500 tons per year of additional recycling tonnage with 75% of the tons to be processed coming from UVDS vehicles, and the remaining 25% coming from CFL self-haul vehicles. The AB 939 landfill diversion rate could have increased from 59% to 73% following the current California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) formulas had this program been in place during 2004.

[image: image2.jpg]


Looking beyond AB 939 compliance and into greenhouse gas reduction strategies and increasing green energy production from diverted wood wastes from C&D wastes, there was an unsuccessful legislation attempt this year to move the recycling mandates towards 60% by 2012, and 75% by 2020, as the CIWMB and many jurisdictions are adopting polices to make “zero waste” happen. SB 1020 (Padilla) failed this year, but will be back next session as the CIWMB will be looking at capping the landfill disposal amount at 2006 levels in their policy discussions and next year’s legislative proposals. Regardless of new mandates, increasing recycling with new programs will have substantial greenhouse gas reduction benefits, where preliminary CO2 emission reduction numbers will be provided on September 24.
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The Clover Flat Landfill will keep the gate rate at $61/ton with CPI increases per the existing Agreement. CFL will have new expenses of approximately $250,000 per year for 5 years as part of their 25% contribution to the new program. For CFL to be whole, an amount of approximately 4,000 tons per year would need to be accepted from other service areas. Whereas CFL may accept up to 5% of the maximum annual volume without prior approval by UVWMA, acceptance above 5%, or in this case about 10% of the current disposal tonnage, would need to be considered by UVWMA.
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UVDS is confident that 15,500 tons per year of previously disposed material can be recycled. The timing is right and the location is ideal and the permitting path is highly responsive to add a new program of significant volume within the existing rate structure with proven technology and strong case studies to support the concept.
Agency Manager Process to respond to UVWMA/County comments:

UVDS respond in letter format to the comments and questions above by September 14, 2007 (electronic submittal would be appreciated) by the end of the day. Where the answer to the question is included in the original report a reference to the appropriate page is all that is needed. I will forward responses to all parties so they have the weekend to look at the information. 

The consolidated comments from UVA are below where UVDS response follows in bold and indented following each comment by UVA.
Agency Manager Comment No. 1:
The report indicates that CFL would be impacted financially by the reduction of waste going to the landfill, requiring the allowance for bringing in additional MSW from out of county to make up the difference. This doesn’t appear to be true since the mixed C&D is identified after the full landfill price has already been paid for at the gate. Thus, diversion of the C&D from the landfill results in more space in the hole, but not a decrease in revenue. 

Section 9 states that CFL will be impacted with a decrease in disposal tonnage amounts with the mixed C&D diversion – but did not run a financial model.  The ‘Clover Flat Landfill Market Rate Study” of 2005 did determine that the tip fee was “fair and reasonable” for a smaller Subtitle D Landfill that would have to spread out fixed capital costs over a smaller tonnage amount.

UVWMA Second Amendment to Agreement #95-06 allows CFL to reserve the right to accept solid waste from areas other than the service area while maintaining the permitted landfill capacity for the approved Agency’s estimated waste disposal needs at CFL over the term of the Agreement, which is until July 2025. CFL may accept up to 5% of the maximum annual volume without prior approval by UVWMA. Acceptance of solid waste greater then 5% can be requested by CFL and considered by UVWMA.

As shown in Table 9.2 on the next page, the current Solid Waste Facility Permit closure date is 2021, but has already been extended by recent AB 939 programs to 2030, and could be further extended to 2053 with the mixed C&D diversion program. Theoretically speaking, with proper notification by CFL, and with consideration by UVWMA, if all of the mixed C&D that is being diverted is replaced ton-per-ton by MSW from other service areas, CFL would still have permitted capacity until 2036.
The UVWMA and CFL Agreement requires permitted landfill capacity until July 2025, which will occur, even under the largest conceivable import scenario where the mixed C&D tonnages that have been diverted are replaced ton-per-ton.
The Clover Flat Landfill will keep the gate rate at $61/ton with CPI increases per the existing Agreement. CFL will have new expenses of approximately $250,000 per year for 5 years as part of their 25% contribution to the new program. For CFL to be whole, an amount of approximately 4,000 tons per year would need to be accepted from other service areas. Whereas CFL may accept up to 5% of the maximum annual volume without prior approval by UVWMA, acceptance above 5%, or in this case about 10% of the current disposal tonnage, would need to be considered by UVWMA.
Table 9.2 was revised below to include a fourth scenario, where the permitted landfill life would last until 2047 with the importation of 4,000 TPY to generate revenue to fund the 25% contribution to the new program.
Table 9.2 revised – Landfill Life Scenarios

	Scenario
	Tonnage per Year

(TPY)
	Compaction

(lbs/cy)
	Closure Date

	Baseline –

SWFP/RDSI
	54,750 TPY average
	1030
	2021

	No. 1 – 

No C&D recycling


	41,500 TPY flatline

With AB 939 compliance
	970
	2030

	No. 2 – C&D recycling – no importation


	26,000 TPY flatline
	1200
	2053

	No. 3 – C&D recycling

With MSW importation
	41,500 TPY flatline
	1200
	2036

	No. 4 – C&D recycling

With 4,000 tons per year MSW importation
	30,000 TPD flatline
	1200
	2047


Agency Manager Comment No. 2:
The cost sharing between CFL and UVDS is proposed to be 25% for CFL and 75% for UVDS based on the waste volumes that are currently received at the site (25% of all waste is self hauled to CFL and the rest is trucked in by UVDS). However, a good deal of the tonnage received from UVDS is curbside MSW, which is not part of the C&D waste stream.  It would seem more appropriate to compare the percentages of UVDS roll-offs and CFL self haul, with MSW from curbside pick-ups eliminated from the equation. 

The original supposition in the Study was taking the “facility approach” at the landfill gate where all mixed C&D for processing, and MSW for landfilling, would be charged a $61/ton gate rate following the industry practice as noted in on page 6-4, first paragraph of the Study, and on page 10-1, and as surveyed for Table 8.3. Plus, the “facility approach” accommodated the financial impacts to CFL is listed in Table 10.1 ,where CFL would need to incur new and additional expenses of approximately $250,000 per year for five years. The 25% share undertaken by CFL will not be underwritten by the rates.
Also mentioned in Section 7, the C&D operation was poised to accept dry commercial waste at a later date. The processing line could accept bulkier dry commercial waste from modified selected routes of up to 6 loads per week to increase the UVDS processing tons by 2,500 tons per year.
The C&D Study had originally focused on mixed C&D from debris boxes and roll-off boxes, and the aggressive processing of self-haul wastes which has C&D-like attributes, and did not propose to pursue commercial waste single-stream bulky materials until a later date. Based upon the recent successes of the commingled commercial waste recycling programs in Fresno and Southern California, using similar proposed processing equipment on the outdoor pad, the C&D Study may be revised to propose processing commingled commercial waste from selected commercial routes promoting single- stream recycling amounting to 6 loads per week. Additionally, the amount of self-haul waste being proposed to be processed was aggressive and can be decreased. 

Table 3.9 revised on the next page, provides a summary of the amount of material to be processed from UVDS sources and CFL sources. About 20,830 tons per year is proposed to be processed on the processing line with 75% allocated from UVDS sources and 25% from CFL self-haul sources. Debris boxes and roll-off account for 14,174 tons per year where 90% of the loads are proposed to be processed with a recovery rate of 75%. Selected loads of dry commingled bulky commercial single-stream, amounting to 2,500 tons per year, or 6 loads per week, would be directed to the processing line with a recycling rate of 60% base on recent studies in Southern California. The amount of self-haul material is being reduced to 50% of all loads with a 65% recovery rate. A total of 20,380 tons per year is proposed to be processed, with 15,250 tons from UVDS sources, or 75%, and 5,130 tons from self-haul sources, or 25%. The aggregated recycling rate is proposed to be 70%, where up to 14,395 tons are proposed to be recovered.

Table 3.9 revised – Waste Types and Vehicle Types 

to be directed to the C&D Processing Line with Recovery Rate
	Waste 
Type
	Vehicle 
Type
	Tons
In 2006
	Percent

Recovered
in 2006
	Amount to Processed on mixed C&D Line
	UVDS/CFL

Percentage processed
	Proposed Recovery Rate

(Tons Rounded)

	Source-separated materials
	Roll-off and Self-Haul
	20,083 tons
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100% at current drop-off

	UVDS

MSW from residential
	Automated side loaders
	7,098 tons
	0%
	0%


	0%
	0%



	UVDS

MSW from commercial
	Packer Trucks
	10,000

tons
	0%
	6 loads per week

2,500 TPY


	15,250 tons from UVDS

75% from UVDS
	60% recycling rate

1,500 TPY



	UVDS Roll-Off
	Debris Boxes/Roll-off
	14,174 tons
	0%
	90% processed

12,750 tons


	
	75% recycling rate

9,560 tons

	Self-Haul


	Dump Truck, Large Trailers, vehicles
	10,263 tons
	0%
	50% processed

5,130 tons
	5,130 tons from CFL

25% from CFL


	65% recycling rate

3,335 tons

	Mixed C&D and dry commercial
	Roll-off, Debris Boxes and Self Haul, and dry commercial packer trucks
	All landfilled
	0%
	20,380 tons

processed
	14,395 tons

recovered

	Recycling Rate
	On Processing Line


	
	70%


Agency Manager Comment No. 3:
Please state clearly how CFL will pay for their share (whatever that percentage turns out to be) of the costs. Will CFL ultimately request a gate fee change to address this, or do you agree that the costs are already imbedded in the current gate rate (which will be adjusted essentially by CPI under the current formula)?

UVWMA Second Amendment to Agreement #95-06 allows CFL to reserve the right to accept solid waste from areas other than the service area while maintaining the permitted landfill capacity for the approved Agency’s estimated waste disposal needs at CFL over the term of the Agreement. Some revenue will be generated by accepting solid waste from areas other than the service areas while maintaining permitted capacity beyond July 2025.

The Clover Flat Landfill will keep the gate rate at $61/ton with CPI increases per the existing Agreement. CFL will have new expenses of approximately $250,000 per year for 5 years as part of their 25% contribution to the new program. For CFL to be whole, an amount of approximately 4,000 tons per year would need to be accepted from other service areas. Whereas CFL may accept up to 5% of the maximum annual volume without prior approval by UVWMA, acceptance above 5%, or in this case about 10% of the current disposal tonnage, would need to be considered by UVWMA.
Agency Manager Comment No. 4:
The C&D facility will use additional water for dust control and other processing.  Does CFL have the water capacity on site to support this, or will water trucking be required?  If so, traffic and cost factors for this need to be considered.
The Solid Waste Facility Permit issued by the County and concurred with by the California Integrated Waste Management Board requires that adequate water supply exist for dust control. The Report of Disposal Site Information (RDSI) provides the on-site details.  A RDSI Amendment will need to be filed to locate the processing line in a 2.5 acre operations area as mentioned on page 8-1. The RDSI Amendment will provide the additional details on the use of the current water supply and water truck to be utilized to provide dust control. The incremental costs are negligible to the processing line taking the “facility approach” that the infrastructure is already in place to handle much of the proposed processing operations.

Dust control from the current water truck using on-site source water is being proposed where the costs are incremental, but not significant, and there will be no additional traffic.
Agency Manager Comment No. 5:
Is this money more efficiently better spent on a range of smaller programs such as incentives and equipment for increased commercial recycling, increased incentives to force more presorted C&D loads, and other similar lower cost programs?
Section 4 and Section 5 detailed a series of options other than mixed C&D processing, which were presented in an earlier report by BVA.  Table 3.8 provides a summary of the current source-separated activity underway in 2006 that amounted to 20,083 tons. Those programs will continue and are not proposed to be curtailed or impacted by creating a new program for the underserved mixed C&D wastes that are currently being landfilled, or exported out of county for recycling.

Commercial recycling for dry commingled materials of up to 2,500 tons per year is now being proposed as part of this project at the same tipping rate which is below the regional median price as shown in Table 8.3.

The incentives for source-separated materials already exists, where up to 20,083 tons are currently being dropped-off at CFL, and will continue to be dropped-off with the incentive program of discounting the tipping fee.

A series of non-facility options were presented in Chapter 5 from deconstruction to generator recycling requirements, hauler requirements, and C&D bans at landfills. Some or all could be implemented by a type of C&D Ordinance. A survey of C&D Ordnances in the Bay Area still have a mixed C&D processing component, even with best efforts to deconstruct and source-separate. A draconian C&D Ordinance that would prohibit commingling of mixed C&D, and only requires source-separated materials in a series of bins to be dropped off at CFL was discussed in Section 4. With limited space at construction sites, and with expedient project schedules, many contractors will not source- separate even with the best of awareness and incentives.

Mixed C&D processing is serving the next phase of C&D recovery beyond source separation, which is already occurring quite successfully and will continue to be promoted with incentives.

Even in the most progressice area, such as the Alameda County Waste Management Agency (ACWMA or Stopwaste.org), that has landfill surcharges to provide funding incentives for source separation, the mixed C&D facility at Davis Street is extremely busy at $110/ton. The Bay Area pricing for these types of facilities are $117.51/ton in San Francisco, $110/ton in San Leandro, and $75/ton in San Mateo, where those facilities actually process volumes far exceeding this proposal, where the economies of scale are in place for better unit pricing.

Auditor/Controller’s Comment No. 1:

The Auditor-Controller's initial take on the OR is that the costs of the initial set up and on-going operations should be passed through (Recoverable Only), thus no OR should be earned.  Also, does anyone see any impact to the current methodology for this operation that might require clarification to prevent future misunderstandings on the treatment of the costs passed to UVDS rate payers?

Incoming sorted picking line will be operated by UVDS, and UVDS would expect to have an OR. UVR would not receive an OR.

Auditor/Controller’s Comment No. 2:
Upper Valley Recycling (UVR) is a related company with the same ownership as UVDS. If the costs (charges) passed from UVR to UVDS are allowed profit (OR), then the owners receive profit twice off the same service.  Disallowing the second profit to UVDS would be a philosophy similar to the philosophy applied to the charges for Landfill Fees from Clover Flat Landfill (CFL).
Incoming sorted picking line will be operated by UVDS, and UVDS would expect to have an OR. UVR would not receive an OR.

Auditor/Controller’s Comment No. 3:
Methodology (Initial Start Up) - In accordance with the methodology, the amount already accumulated, $901,886, would go into a trust until costs are incurred.  The company would request draw down on the third party trust in accordance with the existing methodology.  I do not foresee any changes needed for this process.
UVDS agrees that over-collections from 2006 and 2007 should be held in a third party trust and drawn down to pay for capital equipment.

Auditor/Controller’s Comment No. 4:
Methodology (On going expenses) - Questions arise in my mind on how the on going costs (charges) should be handled.  It is recommended that written clarification, whether through the methodology or some other legal and binding document, be drafted to address the following questions if they are not already clearly addressed in the existing methodology:
Incoming sorted picking line will be operated by UVDS, and UVDS would expect to have an OR. UVR would not receive an OR.

Auditor/Controller’s Comment No. 5:
Should UVDS receive an Operating Ratio on the costs, charges, from UVR?  

Should the charges be included with the Landfill costs and subject to the cap?
Amy Garden Comment No. 1:

p. 2-2   CIWMB’s 59% diversion rated is calculated through the adjustment methodology (which compares current disposal with reported 1990 base year generation and disposal).  It is not actual identified diversion occurring in UVA service area. According to UVDS/UVR/CFL monthly reports UVDS/UVR 2006 diversion were 56% and CFL diversion was 54% (including batteries, tires, and electronics).  
Correct;  on page 2-2, the 73% landfill diversion rate is explicitly following the CIWMB AB 939 formulas. As stated, had the mixed C&D recycling program been in place for the entire year of 2004, diverting 15,500 tons per year, the AB 939 landfill diversion rate would be 73%. The CIWMB formula and AB 939 compliance review by the CIWMB goes beyond just the recycling activity at the landfill, but looks at the entire community and at all programs within the jurisdiction.

Amy Garden Comment No. 2:

It is assumed that UVA could increase its diversion by identifying other existing diversion as the County and City of Napa have done in the past (e.g. grasscycling, business recycling, grocery store recycling, on-site composting, etc.)
Instead of relying on the 1990 base year and CIWMB formula adjustments, and biennial program review by the CIWMB, the UVWMA could also prepare a waste generation study, and present a new base year, to account for the programs listed above. It is unknown what effect the waste generation study and new base year could have upon the current 59% diversion rate. A more accurate base year is always beneficial to reflect current activity instead of using on old base year from 1990 and extrapolating with formulas.

The CIWMB is moving beyond waste generation studies in the future, and have presented policies and proposed legislation to track disposal only as an indicator of compliance with program review. The CIWMB would like to flatline disposal from the 2006 base year, and reduce the actual disposal tonnage from there, as opposed to preparing waste generation studies and formula compliance methods.

As shown on Table 9.1, CFL has already decreased from the peak tonnage year in 2004 at 49,206 tons down to 41,535 tons in 2006. Decreasing an additional 15,500 tons per year would decrease the local tonnage down to 26,000 tons per year. Disposal based accounting is the future of compliance measurement, with the CFL ahead of the statewide policy curve.
Amy Garden Comment No. 3:

p 2-3   Using the CIWMB estimates of C&D percent of the waste stream currently being disposed (22%) this equals 9,138 tons for CFL in 2006 (22% of 41,535 tons)
The CIWMB Waste Characterization Study of 2003 was presented in Section 2 to provide an overview of statewide C&D issues and emerging perspectives. Regional and local variations in tonnages are expected from statewide averages.

The UVDS Roll-Off would be considered C&D, and at 14,174 tons in 2006, of the 41,535 tons disposed, it would represent 34.1%, above the statewide average, noting that a mixed C&D programs could be needed. Some self-haul could be considered C&D as well.

At 10,263 tons disposed of by self-haul in 2006, of the 41,535 tons, 24.7% of the disposal tons is self-haul where the statewide average is around 21%. 

The disposal tonnages at CFL used in the study in Table 3.9 are based on actual records and not statewide or regional averages.
Amy Garden Comment No. 4:

p 3-5  States source separated programs would continue at CFL.  How would these materials be handled and marketed relative to the same materials that are recovered from the mixed C&D program?
Section 7, starting on page 7-10, has a very detailed Material Management Overview with a Marketing Plan. As shown on Table 7.5, the processing and marketing of each commodity from the C&D programs is listed, as well as presented in the following 8 pages of text.

The source-separated material at CFL includes concrete, metals, wood and green waste, and will continue to be marketed as they are now, with the recovered commodity from the mixed C&D processing parlaying off the existing marketing program for each commodity that can now be expanded with additional volumes of materials. Concrete will be processed into base rock for construction projects. Wood will be chipped with the additional tonnage for biomass hog fuel, or for erosion control product for landscaping. Green waste will be hauled to either UVR composting or Lake County for Quackenbush Mountain composting. Metals will be baled on site and hauled to markets.
Amy Garden Comment No. 5:

p 3-6 (general) Of UVDS total roll-off business, how much is currently source separated materials proposed (wood waste, green waste, scrap metals, concrete, asphalt, cardboard)? How much could this existing service increase with promotion and more substantial financial incentives (discounts) instead of developing the mixed C&D program?  (see p 4-1 “When contractors source separate and store, recycle and reuse C&D materials on site, this represents one of the most efficient methods of recycling..”).
Table 3.8 provides the breakdown between UVR/UVDS drop-off and CFL drop-off by commodity type.

The current tipping fee schedule provides a discount for source- separated materials as an incentive. The question of increasing source-separated tonnage with additional financial incentives trends towards some type of C&D Ordinance to require the contractor to source-separate and have UVWMA subsidize further incentives. Source-separation is the most efficient method of recycling as supplemental sorting is not required, and additional incremental amounts of source–separated materials may be realized.

However, most jurisdictions in the Bay Area have a form of a C&D Ordinance that recognizes the need for mixed C&D processing and the need to provide convenience to the contractors, and directs the mixed C&D loads to a “certified” recycling facility to guarantee a minimum recycling rate of at least 50%, an in some cases 60%. The expansion of source-separation programs alone will not deliver the amount of additional tonnages that a mixed C&D facility would deliver, without some sort of draconian C&D Ordinance that prohibits the mixing of C&D materials or some sort of landfill ban.
Amy Garden Comment No. 6:

p 3-8  The amount of mixed C&D materials currently being exported out of the County is discussed several times in the proposal.

p 3-8 estimates 20 tons per day (using 260 weekdays annually that would be 5,200 tons)  - 20 TPD is mentioned as occurring, but not continuously. The Study did not extrapolate out to 5,200 tons per year
p 6-2 says 4 debris boxes per weekday (“due to the lack of recycling facilities in the immediate area”) = 1,040 boxes annually – 4 boxes per day could amount to 20 TPD at 5 tons per box – an industry average
p 10-2 indicates 20 TPD or a few thousand tons per year – Up to 20 TPD
p 10-6 mixed C&D leaving the county in the name of recycling is approximately 2,000 tons – or a few thousand
How was this estimated?
The amount of mixed C&D leaving the County to recycling facilities out of county is antidotal based on seeing other boxes in the Upper Valley. The amount is unknown, but a few thousand and up to 20 TPD, or 4 boxes per day, during peak construction season is a rough estimate.
Is the assumption that previously this material was staying in the County and going to CFL? Do historic CFL disposal numbers support this assumption?
It could. As shown on Table 9.1, CFL has decreased from the peak tonnage year in 2004 at 49,206 tons down to 41,535 tons in 2006. Some of that missing tonnage could be attributed to mixed C&D recycling being offered in Sonoma County – where a few thousand tons being exported per year since 2004 can be supported by CFL disposal data.
Also see comment p 7-10 regarding increased enforcement of the franchise as another way of preventing “mixed loads leaving the County in the name of recycling.”  

I did not find that comment on page 7-10. However, franchise enforcement without offering mixed C&D recycling in the community has not been sought. With a mixed C&D processing line in the Upper Valley, franchise enforcement could retain those tons.

Amy Garden Comment No. 7:

p 3-10 Table 3.10  - CFL 2006 source separated numbers do not agree with CFL monthly reports. Monthly reports indicate:


Green/Wood waste – 767 tons

  
Asphalt/dirt/Concrete – 10,011 tons


Metals (white metals) – 257 tons



Total 11,450

Oil, batteries, tires, electronics = 578 tons

All other recyclable materials collected at CFL drop off/buyback (~ 833) are included in UVR recycling totals. This table is also found on p.6-2
The Report used the CFL 2006 Summary – not the monthly reports – A copy is attached – where 20,083 tons are totaled. 
Amy Garden Comment No. 8:

p 5-2  “BVA study analyzed three options for development of a mixed C&D processing facility at DRTS. The first option was a low-cost, low-tech approach using floor sorting, a tub grinder and trans-loading of a portion of the materials……..[this option] could be built initially to let the Agency get a better understanding of the materials flow into the facility, both in quantity and composition. Then after gaining experience with the waste stream, the Agency could develop either Option 2 or 3 discussed below.”   This option is described in further detail on pages 3-7 and 3-8 of the BVA study (Appendix A). Was there any analysis done on this option? Do CFL management and staff have suggestions regarding this type of alternative? 
Page 5-6 states that the Floor Sort at NVWMA was unsuccessful with a lower recycling rate. Mixed C&D processing requires a processing line to obtain a higher recycling rate, where many C&D Ordinances require a guarantee of 60%. In those communities, floor sorting of mixed C&D is not performed. In order to obtain a higher recycling rate, a processing line is required.

On page 6-6, in the selection criteria for each option, a recycling rate of 70% to 75% was proposed, where a processing line would be needed, wherein it is noted that floor sorting gets less than 50%.

A processing line will deliver a higher recycling rate, and will produce MRF fines from screening that could be used for ADC at the landfill in the range of 15% to 20% of the processing material, where a floor sort does not produce fines for ADC.

Amy Garden Comment No. 9:

p 5-6 It is important to note that the lack of success (2nd paragraph) with NVWMA’s (Allied Waste’s) attempt at the floor sort option was heavily influenced by the fact that there was NO financial incentive to be successful.  Would it be possible to discuss some financial incentives for CFL operations to increase their diversion as an option?
Mixed C&D for processing, and MSW for landfilling, would be charged a $61/ton rate following the industry practice as noted on page 6-4, first paragraph of the Study, and on page 10-1, and as surveyed for Table 8.3. There are no incentives for mixed C&D processing at almost all facilities. The tipping fee is the same for landfilling, transferring, or processing. However, there are incentives for source-separated materials.

A processing line will deliver a higher recycling rate, and will produce MRF fines from screening that could be used for ADC at the landfill in the range of 15% to 20% of the processing materials, where a floor sort does not produce any fines for ADC.

Floor sorting is a starter program from the last decade before the new technologies for processing were designed and developed.

Amy Garden Comment No. 10:

p 7-16 Dry wall goes to Napa composting instead of UVDS?

Yes. UVDS is OMRI certified where dry wall is not allowed. However, virgin gypsum is brought into UVR Composting for blending.
Amy Garden Comment No. 11:

p 9-7  Are there particular jurisdictions from which UVDS anticipates importing processed MSW?  These locations could become important in evaluating traffic impacts.
The SWFP for CFL is permitted for 600 TPD and 275 vehicles per day (VPD). The current tonnage is less than 135 TPD. The traffic impacts for 600 TPD with 275 VPD have already been evaluated from both directions on the Silverado Trail.
Amy Garden Comment No. 12:

p 10-4 If 80% of Processed materials are hauled off site what is the anticipated traffic impact? How will a substantial increase in transportation costs affect the economic considerations? If you use the high end of the estimates $25 /ton, would the program still be feasible? (estimated range on p. 10-4 is $10-$ 25/ton)

The SWFP for CFL is permitted for 600 TPD and 275 vehicles per day. The current tonnage is less than 135 TPD. The traffic impacts for 600 TPD and 275 VPD have already been evaluated from both directions on the Silverado Trail. The commodores that are bringing hauled off would be included in the 275 VPD. In many cases, the UVDS debris box dumping off a load will return a full box for of commodities to markets or for further processing, as in the case of metals, cardboard and dry wall.

BVA had provided that range of transportation costs in past studies. The Proforma in Appendix E, page 2, used $17/ton.
Amy Garden Comment No. 13:

General 

· If 65% of the material is expected to be recovered from UVDS drop boxes, are there other options for increased source separation and or just concentrating on this and not the self-haul loads for now?
Source-separation will continue, and the focus is on debris boxes, and 50% of the self haul, and the recently proposed 2,500 tons per year of dry commercial wastes – or 6 loads per week.

· There is no mention of reuse of any C&D materials (except mattresses and furniture in Phase 2). What does the data regarding the amount of reusable materials in the C&D waste stream (doors, windows, dimensional lumber, etc) indicate? 
There is a small drop-off reuse operation at the gate of CFL for some types of C&D materials. The contractor must want to deconstruct and donate the architectural salvage at CFL to have a successful program. Larger communities with a larger waste stream and the space to support the program ( i.e. Sonoma County Central Landfill – Urban Ore) have proven programs.

· Should the costs just be divided between the roll-off and self haul loads instead of including UVDS curbside customers? (Steve mentioned this earlier)  
Table 3.9 revised provides a summary of the amount of material to be processed from UVDS sources and CFL sources. About 20,830 tons per year are proposed to be processed on the processing line with 75% allocated form UVDS sources and 25% from CFL self-haul sources. Debris boxes and roll-offs account for 14,174 tons per year where 90% of the loads are proposed to be processed with a recovery rate of 75%. Selected loads of dry commingled bulky commercial single-stream, amounting to 2,500 tons per year, or 6 loads per week, would be directed to the processing line with a recycling rate of 60% based on recent studies in Southern California. The amount of self-haul material is being reduced to 50% of all loads with a 65% recovery rate. 

A total of 20,380 tons per year are proposed to be processed, with 15,250 tons from UVDS sources, or 75%, and 5,130 tons from self-haul sources, or 25%. The aggregated recycling rate is proposed to be 70%, where up to 14,395 tons are proposed to be recovered.

· Based on current growth trends and zoning requirements I don’t think much population growth is expected in the Up Valley so we probably shouldn’t rely on growth for lots of extra tonnage.
The Study is conservative; at no point does the Study rely on growth over the next five years in the processing tons of cost estimates.
HDR/BVA Comments:

HDR/BVA has performed a preliminary review of the Edgar & Associates report exploring the feasibility of processing C&D materials at the Clover Flats landfill (CFL).
This memorandum is limited in scope and is intended to identify big picture issues and does not address in detail a review of site layout, equipment selection, capital and operating costs, permitting requirements, schedule, projected tonnage, recovery rate, financing approach etc. 

As a result of our review we have the following comments:

HDR/BVA Comments No.1

References to dates throughout the report should reflect proper time period. For example in section 2-2 paragraph entitled “UVWMA at 59% Diversion Rate” references 2005 as occurring in the future.
Correct;  on page 2-2, the 73% landfill diversion rate is explicitly following the CIWMB AB 939 formulas. As stated, had the mixed C&D recycling program been in place for the entire year of 2004, diverting 15,500 tons per year, the AB 939 landfill diversion rate would be 73%. The CIWMB formula and AB 939 compliance review by the CIWMB goes beyond just the recycling activity at the landfill, but looks at the entire community and at all programs within the jurisdiction.

As the new CIWMB formulas factors come out for 2005 and 2006, the projection of diverting 15,500 TPY could be recalculated. The year 2004 was used as the last year the CIWMB approved the UVWMA diversion rate, and if the program had been in place at that time.

HDR/BVA Comments No.2
For purposes of this analysis we believe assuming 75% recovery rate for both roll offs and self-haul is a bit aggressive. There are C&D facilities achieving 75 % or better recovery on roll offs but the performance relates to the targeted feedstock from construction activities as well as the level of sophistication of the equipment, number sorters and throughput rate. HDR/BVA used a more conservative figure of approximately 60% recovery in the Napa-Vallejo Waste Management Authority feasibility study with a similar layout. Self-haul from businesses and residents are much less predictable than roll offs and therefore, we believe for purposes of this analysis the study should assume a lower recovery rate than roll offs.  We recommend assuming 60% recovery for C&D and 50% recovery for roll offs. Reducing the recovery assumptions produces a slight reduction in projected UVDS rates. 
We recognize that the report was aggressive in nature, as many proposals by independent haulers and processors have been, in which they obtained the results.

Table 3.9 was amended, with further discussion with the landfill operator, to decrease the processing tons from self from 50% of the load with a 65% recovery rate. Dry commercial waste of 2,500 tons per year, or 6 loads per week has been added.

The 60% recycling rate is conservative and is typical of many C&D ordinances that need to guarantee at least 60% recovery. Many case studies using this equipment as noted on page 3-4 and 3-5 were recognized as successful case studies of achieving 75% since the MRF screens are added to produce fines that can be used for ADC at CFL.

In table 10.5, a Contingency Plan tonnage amount was including by only processing 80% of the roll-offs with a 75% recovery rate.

HDR/BVA Comments No.3
The study assumes a prorata share of costs for UVDS/CFL to be 75%/25% based on total tonnage received at CFL per table 3.5. This assumption however includes UVDS MSW tonnage, which doesn’t appear reasonable since only, costs for C&D processing would be incurred. We therefore recommend a more reasonable split of 58%/42% based on information in table 3.9. As an example, the total potential C&D tonnage reported in table 3.9 is 14,174 UVDS roll off and 10,263 self-haul for a total of 24,437 tons. On this basis the prorata share for UVDS is 58% not 75%. Reducing the assumption of prorate share for UVDS to 58% produces a modest reduction in projected UVDS rates. 
The original supposition in the Study was taking the “facility approach” at the landfill gate where all mixed C&D for processing, and MSW for landfilling, would be charged a $61/ton rate following the industry practice as noted in on page 6-4, first paragraph of the Study, and on page 10-1, and as surveyed for Table 8.3.

Table 3.9 as revised provides a summary of the amount of material to be processed from UVDS sources and CFL sources. About 20,830 tons per year are proposed to be processed on the processing line with 75% allocated form UVDS sources and 25% from CFL self-haul sources. Debris boxes and roll-offs account for 14,174 tons per year where 90% of the loads are proposed to be processed with a recovery rate of 75%. Selected loads of dry commingled bulky commercial single-stream, amounting to 2,500 tons per year, or 6 loads per week, would be directed to the processing line with a recycling rate of 60% from recent studies in Southern California. The amount of self-haul material is being reduced to 50% of all loads with a 65% recovery rate. 

A total of 20,380 tons per years is proposed to be processed, with 15,250 tons from UVDS sources, or 75%, and 5,130 tons from self-haul sources, or 25%. The aggregated recycling rate is proposed to be 70%, where up to 14,395 tons are proposed to be recovered.

HDR/BVA Comments No.4
HDR/BVA agrees with the recommended two-phase approach to C&D processing implementation. However, we recommend UVR assess the need for an enclosed building after gaining operating experience with the open facility.
Agreed.

HDR/BVA Comments No.5
We agree with the recommendation to locate the C&D processing facility at CFL.
Noted.
HDR/BVA Comments No.6
The report implies that some existing UVR equipment will be shared with the new C&D facility. It’s not clear however how costs will be allocated for the baler or forklift /roll off truck since costs are not included. 
Table 10.2 on page 10-3 provides a list of equipment exclusive to the operations. The wood waste grinder would be split 50%/50%.
HDR/BVA Comments No.7
Ptarmigan is an experienced provider of C&D processing systems and can be expected to perform.
Many case studies in California support that.
HDR/BVA Comments No.8
Due to the limited scope and time constraints, HDR/BVA has no comment on permitting or project schedule or impacts to CFL.
Noted. See LEA comments below.
HDR/BVA Comments No.9
Due to limited scope and time constraints, HDR/BVA has no comment on the capital and operating costs except for the following:

· Capital cost contingency of 2% for a study of this type is low, 15% is more reasonable
Noted. UVDS has firm bids on equipment. Since there is no building involved, and the engineering is only a concrete pad. However, a detailed pro-forma can be prepared to accommodate this insight.

· What is rational of $300,000 for 50% of existing wood grinder
50% of the wood is form CFL drop-off, and 50% of the wood from UVDS processing line.

· As discussed earlier no costs for fork lift or roll off truck to move bins on pad are included
Noted. A detailed pro-forma can be prepared to accommodate these costs.

· No costs for site work including drainage
Noted. CFL operations will leave the wet weather pad this April 2008 with a firm intermediate cover pad and positive drainage. The proposed Site Plan does propose a series of perimeter waddles as erosion control around the 2.5 acres pad.

· No costs for engineering, permitting, financing and other soft costs.
Table 10.4 has line items of Operating Expenses totaling $164,581 per year with permitting and other soft costs.

Appendix E – page 1 has financing expenses starting at $157,000 in Year 1 to $71,472 in Year 5.

· Please confirm hourly labor costs as they appear low
A detailed pro-forma can be prepared to accommodate these costs.

· Did not see costs for rolling stock, baler or wood grinder operators
Noted. A detailed pro-forma can be prepared to accommodate these costs.

· What about costs of moving residue from pad to landfill face?
Noted. A detailed pro-forma can be prepared to accommodate these costs.

HDR/BVA Comments No.10
The five-year projection shows an operating ratio (OR) of 88.5% applied to allowable expenses. 
Noted.
HDR/BVA Comments No.11
No impact on UVDS rates as a result of implementation of the C&D facility was presented in the study. Using a UVDS rate model provided by Karen, HDR/BVA estimated the rate increase to UVDS under the scenario put forth in the study to be approximately 8% above the proposed residential unit rates under the new approved methodology; an increase from $18.30 to $19.76. The estimated rate resulting from changing the prorata share and lowering the recovery rates as discussed above is $19.41 or only a 6% increase over proposed rates.
Noted.
LEA Comments No. 1:

Permit Requirements– Report of Facility Information (RFI) Amendment could be the permit option to implement the C/D processing.  An application to the LEA amending the Report of Facility Information Report (specific to Clover Flat Landfill, the facility document is called a Joint Technical Document) and supply any proposed changes and supporting documents as identified in the permit.  Any proposed changes must be consistent with the facility permit, CEQA, CUP, and operating standards as outlined in Title 27, CCR.  Operating standards or State Minimum Standards include dust, noise, litter etc.   Note - there were complaints from neighbors on noise a few years back (something to consider).  If all documents and operations would not be in conflict or cause a significant change, more that likely an amendment would be appropriate.  If not consistent, the proposed change may require a revision of the permit.  But, I can not make that determination until every aspect of a proposal is presented as a final proposal to the LEA.
Phase 2 – no comments, too many variables at this time.  My comments would be too premature.

Phase 1 – RFI:  Agreed that a RFI Amendment with a detailed Operations Plan would be needed to operate the proposed C&D processing line at CFL. Should the RFI Amendment process be allowed as conceived, the time frame is 30 days from the time of RFI Application submittal. With a proposed start date of April 22, 2008, there is adequate time for the RFI Amendment process. The RFI Amendment process and schedule are in the C&D Study. 
Phase 2 – SWFP Revision - Phase 2 operations were briefly mentioned as to provide a framework to UVA of the future plans at CFL, five years from now. It may be premature to comment as noted by Greg, but there is an understanding from CFL that a Phase 2 type facility would require new CEQA and a SWFP Revision. Phase 2 concepts and the commitment to the SWFP Revision with new CEQA is in the C&D Study. 
LEA Comments No. 2:

10-1, Reference to importing waste – recommend checking the CUP, there may have been a condition on importing waste from out of county.  Then again, case law may allow it anyway.

Importation of Waste: This would only occur with proper notification to the UVA. UVWMA Second Amendment to Agreement #95-06 allows CFL to reserve the right to accept solid waste from areas other than the service area while maintaining the permitted landfill capacity for the approved Agency’s estimated waste disposal needs at CFL over the term of the Agreement, which is until July 2025.

CFL may accept up to 5% of the maximum annual volume without prior approval by UVWMA. Acceptance of solid waste greater then 5% can be requested by CFL and considered by UVWMA.

As shown in Table 9.2, the current Solid Waste Facility Permit closure date is 2021, but has already been extended by recent AB 939 programs to 2030, and could be further extended to 2053 with the mixed C&D diversion program. Theoretically speaking, with proper notification by CFL, and with consideration by UVWMA, if all of the mixed C&D that is being diverted is replaced ton-per-ton by MSW from other service areas, CFL would still have permitted capacity until 2036.

We have checked the Use Permit for any conditions where a clause was placed there in the days of pre-Carbone decisions. The Second Amendment to the Agreement recognizes that.
LEA Comments No. 3:

3-8, Reference to 90% diversion of the potential waste stream.  In my limited time to review the document, some of the assumptions used in analyzing the tonnage numbers were difficult to follow.  This assumption to make sure I am not missing something.  Is it telling me that of the MSW that would go to the working face, 90% would then be diverted to C/D?  If correct, the C/D feedstock would include many tons of all types of residential drop-off waste.  Would there be a large percent of the total waste stream that would go to the site face, or a large percent of the C/D waste stream?
Appendix 3, Need to review this. (Table of CFL Tonnage Information)  I am not sure of the assumptions.  I think I need more clarification.  If I understand the assumptions correctly, 90% of the tons of roll-off and public would go to C/D to avg 83 tons/day.  Not sure exactly what waste stream (s) the 90% will be available from.  I think this would be much lower.  What this would be saying is that all public and roll-off that was going to the working face would now go to C/D operations.    Under the summary (Summary of Results) the assumption is that would still get 75% recovery of the material.  It is possible the available tonnage may be lower than anticipated.
Design Tons: 

The report was modified to add clarity on the tonnage design.  

0% of Source-separated to be processed – source separated green waste, wood waste, metals and concrete will continue to be directed to the drop-off areas. The current programs diverting over 20,083 tons in 2006 will continue on. Those tons will not be processed on the pick line. 
0% of residential MSW packer trucks to be processed - All MSW packer trucks from residential collection would go to the active face of CFL. None of those tons will be processed on the pick line .

About 6 loads per week of dry commercial waste will be processed or 2,500 tons per year.
90% of Roll-off Boxes, Debris Boxes to be processed– 11,890 tons to be processed, with a 75% recovery rate - : Debris boxes and Roll offs – 90% of those loads will be directed to the mixed C&D processing line. Two separate field surveys at CFL, at Devlin Road, and other case studies demonstrate that debris boxes, roll-offs, and large self-haul are highly recyclable. 10% of loads may be demolition of composition materials (such as stucco with chicken wire) or insulation, which would not be desirable, and will be directed to the active face of CFL. 
Table 3.9 revised provides a summary of the amount of material to be processed from UVDS sources and CFL sources. About 20,830 tons per year are proposed to be processed on the processing line with 75% allocated form UVDS sources and 25% from CFL self-haul sources. Debris boxes and roll-off account for 14,174 tons per year where 90% of the loads are proposed to be processed with a recovery rate of 75%. Selected loads of dry commingled bulky commercial single-stream, amounting to 2,500 tons per year, or 6 loads per week, would be directed to the processing line with a recycling rate of 60% based on recent studies in Southern California. The amount of self-haul material is being reduced to 50% of all loads with a 65% recovery rate. 

A total of 20,380 tons per years is proposed to be processed, with 15,250 tons from UVDS sources, or 75%, and 5,130 tons from self-haul sources, or 25%. The aggregated recycling rate is proposed to be 70%, where up to 14,395 tons are proposed to be recovered.

LEA Comments No. 4:

6-5, reference to Berryessa Transfer operation.  Not applicable, that operation receives a ton a day.  

Berryessa TS reference - This was part of a previous report that was referenced here only to demonstrate the costs of direct hauling to other facilities, should a facility be sited there. 
LEA Comments No. 5:

7-3, discusses operational days of the week etc.  Proposes M-F operation.  Remember Monday is commercial only, with a high percent of UVDS commercial packer trucks.  No self haul contractor material received.
Hours of Operation - The hours of operations will be adjusted to match the SWFP. 
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