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SUBJECT: MATTERS RELATED TO STAFF REVIEW, ANALYSIS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON
THE SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE’S PHASE | REPORT ON RECYCLING --
REPORT BACK

Honorable Members in Session:

SUMMARY

This report, a series of ten individual reports. was prepared by City staff on various recycling matters and
was presented to the Joint Budget and Finance/Transportation and Community Development Committees
on March 13, 1980. The Joint Committee approved the recommendations of the attached individual reports
and recommended that the City Council meet with the Board of Supervisors to discuss curbside recycling
methods. This report is now submitted for City Council consideration.

BACKGROUND

See the attached Budget and Finance/Transportation and Community Development Committees report.

FINANCIAL DATA

See the attached Budget and Finance/Transportation and Community Development Committees report.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

See the attached Budget and Finance/Transportation and Community Development Committees report.

MBE/WBE EFFORTS

See the attached Budget and Finance/Transportation and Community Development Committees report.
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RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that:

A

The City Council approve:

1.

Staff implementation of a City-wide Residential Curbside Recycling Program to be phased
in over a maximum of four years;

Staff implementation of a Phase | Residential Curbside Recycling Pilot Program serving
approximately one-quarter of City residents with monthly automated collection of
commingled recyclables in a 60-gallon container with the option of adjusting the container
size and collection frequency as experience dictates. It is also recommended that this
method of residential recycling be discussed between the City Council and Board of
Supervisors.

Staff implementation of the recycling education strategy outlined in the Attachment D report
(Recycling Education Program).

Inclusion in future proposed budget considerations of initiating waste audits and waste
reduction/recycling activities at City facilities.

Staff implementation of a City procurement policy favoring recycled goods and that the
policy established provide for the same 5% preference established by the state. The policy
guidelines shall be in consonance with those in the Attachment G report (Resolution
Favoring the Procurement of Recycled Goods).

The City Attorney's recommendation that the City Council not adopt the SWAC's proposed
resolution as formulated, but instead, should the Council choose to do so, direct the City
Attorney to amend the *Organization and Procedures Manual on Legislative Matters
Affecting the City of Sacramento"” to reflect the policy suggested by SWAC.

The submittal of Attachment | report (Environmental Coordination for Recycling and Solid
Waste Reduction) for information only.

Staff recommendation not to pursue implementation of a cooperative purchasing agreement
for garbage containers at this time as the City has no current needs in this area. When
Solid Waste's next requirement for garbage containers comes around, staff will explore the
possibility of cooperative purchasing with the state or another local agency.

The allowance to the Revenue Division and Public Works Department staff of 180 days to
meet with legal staff and commercial waste haulers to develop a procedure for verifying that
commercial waste haulers meet the recycling goals established by City Council Resolution
No. 89-685.
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B. The City Council not act on Attachment E report (Recycling Design Guidelines for the Zoning
Ordinance). Although, this item was approved by the Joint Committee on March 13, 1990, it is
necessary that the item be heard by the Planning Commission prior to City Council action; the
Planning Commission has not heard the item. The item was scheduled to go before the Planning
Commission on March 8, 1990; however, the Commission continued the item to April 12, 1990.
Thus, this item would be brought back to Council after Planning Commission review.

Respectfully submitted,

Ve er J. Slipe
% — City Manager
Contact Person: March 20, 1990

Reginald Young, Deputy Director of Public Works All Districts
449-5283

Attachments
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Budget and Finance/Transportation
and Community Development Committees
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: MATTERS RELATED TO STAFF REVIEW, ANALYSIS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE
SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE’S PHASE | REPORT ON RECYCLING —~ REPORT
BACK

SUMMARY

This report again transmits to the Joint Committees the series of ten individual reports prepared by City staff
on various recycling matters and was first sent to the Joint Committees on November 14, 1989. The individual
reports originally documented the results of staff's review analysis and recommendations of the recycling
issues requested by City Councii Resolution #89-685. The attached reports contain staff's recommendations
after their participation in two Recycling Educational Programs (workshops). The public input from the
workshops has been incorporated into staff's recommendations.. This report also provides an executive
summary of the ten recycling reports.

BACKGROUND

On November 14, 1989, staff submitted a series of reports to the Joint Committees under the encompassing
titte of "Matters Related to Staff Review, Anaiysis, and Recommendations on the Soiid Waste Advisory
Committee’'s Phase | Report on Recycling.” At the November 14, 1989, meeting staff recommended that a
series of recycling response reports be transmitted to the City's Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) for
review and later comment at a public hearing. At that time, staff also recommended conducting a public
educational workshop to inform the public, and interested agencies, of the rationale for staff’s
recommendations. The workshops were to be an opportunity to exchange ideas and receive recycling input
from the aforementioned parties. Two Recycling Educational Programs were held, one on the afternoon of
December 7, 1989; the second workshop in the evening of February 1, 1990. The general public and
approximately 60 agencies and parties were notified of these workshops. The input received is provided in
the several attached reports.
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On August 29, 1989, the City Council passed Resolution #89-685 which required City staff to:

1. Review, analyze, and make recommendations on the recycling activities contained in the City’s Solid
Waste Advisory Committee's (SWAC) Recycling Action Plan titled, “Subcommittee Phase ! Report.”

2. Develop a pilot Curbside Recycling Program, which will serve at least one-quarter of the households
in the City. The pilot Curbside Recycling Program is to be implemented subject to compliance by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by August 1, 1990.

The various staff reports, as submitted herewith, are consistent with the SWAC report format, i.e. the staff
report designated as Attachment B responds to SWAC Exhibit/Resolution B; and staff report designated as
Attachment C responds to SWAC Exhibit/Resolution C, and so on.

Recycling Goals -- Attachment B

SWAC Exhibit/Resolution B recommended specific City recycling goals. The November 14, 1989, staff report,
Attachment B, identified the actions and policies that staff deemed essential to accomplishing the mandated
goals. In addition to household recycling, the actions include continuous recycling education, recycling of
commercial and industrial waste, large-scale and household composting, as well as enhancing the City's
capability to market recyclable materials.

In addition to the above, staff now recommends that the 25% Residential Curbside Recycling Program be
considered the first phase of a City-wide Residential Curbside Recycling Program. Thus, the City-wide
program would be implemented as soon as fiscally and logistically practicable, but on a time line not to
exceed four years.

The recommendation for this report is located on page 10.
Pilot Household Curbside Recycling - Attachment C

SWAC Exhibit/Resolution C recommended the implementation of a pilot Curbside Recycling Program for a
minimum of 25% of the City’s households. City report, Attachment C, contains a detailed staff analysis of all
aspects of household curbside recycling. In this report, the Public Works Department’s Solid Waste Division
concludes that either the once-per-week collection of commingled recyclables from a "blue box" container or
the once-per-month collection of commingled recyclables from a "60-gallon autodift* container would be most
effective for the City of Sacramento’s pilot curbside collection program.

After receiving abundant input from the public and private agencies and the evaluation of same, the Solid
Waste Division recommends the implementation of automatic lift recycling containers for phased City-wide
Residential Curbside Recycling Program.

The recommendation for this report is located on page 14.
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Recycling Education -- Attachment D

SWAC Exhibit/Resolution D recommended the implementation of a Recycling Educational Program. City
staff’s analysis and review concurs with the SWAC position that recycling education is relevant to the success
of a recycling program. This report provides an overview of approaches which might train our citizens in a
variety of waste reduction and recycling techniques. This training is oriented towards schools and
neighborhood participation. The report also intimates that the Recycling Educational Program be the

responsibility of the City's Solid Waste Division and; thus, that required personnel would be placed in that
division.

The recommendation for this report is located on page 234.
Design Ordinance ~ Attachment E

SWAC Exhibit/Resoiution E recommended that City staff develop procedures whereby futyre commercial
industrial or residential buildings, containing five or more living units, have their building permits mandate the
availability of recycling space as a part of the development. The Planning Division has reviewed the SWAC
exhibit and concurs with its premise. This report now contains draft recycling design guidelines that could
be required of each new residential and commercial development prior to securing a building permit. This
report alsa transmits a work plan for completion of the recycling design standards and a sample of a proposed
recycling regulation section of the zoning ordinance.

The recommendation for this report is located on page 237.

Recycling at City Facilities -- Attachment F

SWAC Exhibit/Resolution F recommended the implementation of recyciing methods at all City facilides. City
Attachment F contains a City staff (General Services/Soiid Waste) conclusion that recycling can be
implemented at all but a few City facilities, as some recycling is currently being done.

The limitations on recycling are related to security facilities, e.g. police substations. While it may be possible
to recycle from such facilities, unique recycling methods may be required because of security reasaons.
Recycling at City facilities, other than cffices, i.e. corporation yards and parks, will require added analysis, but
will be accomplished in a phased manner.

The recommendation for this report is located on page 259.

Establish a City Procurement Policy Favoring Recycled Goods — Attachment G

SWAC Exhibit/Resolution G recommended that the City adopt a procurement policy favoring recycled goods.
it ailso recommended that the City should extend a 10% preference o recycled products. The Purchasing
Civision recommends that the City adopt a 5% preference as established by the State of California and that
the 5% preference for vendors, using recycled goods and materials, be based on meeting performance
standards for each item bid.

The recommendation for this report is located on page 272.
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City Support for State Leqislation which Promotes Recycling — Attachment H

SWAC Exhibit/Resolution H recommended that the City support State legislation which promotes recycling.
The City Attorney’s report, which responds to the SWAC's request, informs the Joint Committees that the
City’s policy on support of pending State legislation is outlined in the *“Organization and Procedures Manual
on Legislative Matters Affecting the City of Sacramento.” The City Attorney recommends no change in the
current procedures. However, the City Attorney’s Office recommends that should the Council choose to
support SWAC's position, the City Attorney should be directed to amend the aforementioned ‘Organization
and Procedures Manual on Legislative Matters.®

The recommendation for this report is located on page 279.
The Generation of Solid Waste -- Attachment |

SWAC Resolution | recommends that the City’s environmental review procedures be examined to identify
methods of improving the reduction of solid waste in the environmental assessment process. The
Environmental Services Division of the Planning and Development Department has concluded that it wil
require, in the EIR Scope of Work, a detailed plan indicating measures that all projects will incorporate in their
design to both reduce the waste stream and implement the recycling of materials.

The recommendation for this report is located on page 281.

Explore the Feasibility of Pooling Resources to Purchase a Variety of Garbage Can Sizes -- Attachment J

SWAC Exhibit/Resolution J recommended that the City contact San Jose and other jurisdictions to explore
the feasibility of pooling resources to purchase a variety of garbage can sizes. City Attachment J reveals that
the City cannot trade its existing 90-gallon containers without going to additional expense, as the City’s name
would have to be removed from container lids. The City of San Jose is not interested in purchasing waste
containers of any size. However, there is a potential for the collaborative purchase of waste containers with
the County of Sacramento.

The recommendation for this report is located on pages 283-284.
Recycling as a Condition of Franchise Renewal — Attachment K

SWAC Exhibit/Resolution K recommended that prior to issuing or renewing a franchise for nonresidential solid
waste collection and disposal services, the City shall require that such a franchise provide separate collection
services for recyclable materials. The Revenue Division concurs with the SWAC request. However, the
Division has concems on several practical issues that need resolving before implementing the SWAC proposal.
Therefore, this report identifies the dialogue that should proceed before any code/ordinance changes.
Information obtained from licensed private haulers at the two educational workshops indicated their willingness
to cooperate with the City on recycling as a requisite of permit renewal. Several haulers did express concerns
regarding the City’s ability to refuse disclosure of proprietary collection information they might provide.

The recommendation for this report is located on page 287.
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FINANCIAL DATA

The implementation of some of the recycling issues in this series of reports can have considerable budgetary
impact. Thus, staff is requesting additional time to identify the curbside residential recycling costs and report
back in context of the Solid Waste budget hearings.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The policy considerations shown in the individual reports should be approved by the Joint Committees and
recommended to the City Council. Included among these policies are:

1. The approval of a full City-wide phased Curbside Recycling Program.

2. The approval of a 5% preference on the procurement of recycled goods.
MBE/WBE EFFORTS

Where applicable, MBE/WBE efforts are contained in the individual reports.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Joint Committees approve the recommendations of the individual reports attached
hereto and forward them to the City Council with the Committees recommendation that they be approved by
the Council.

Respectfully submitted,

RECOMMENDjTION_ APPROVED: APPROVED:
Rzeolon Wisham, Jr. Melvin H. Johnso

Assistant City Manager Director of Public ks
Contact Person: ‘ March 13, 1990
Reginald Young, Deputy Director of Public Works All Districts

449-5283
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Budget and Finance/Transportation
and Community Development Committees
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: ISSUES RELATED TO ACCOMPLISHING RECYCLING GOALS

SUMMARY

The November 14, 1990, version of this report identified those additional City Council actions which are essential
to the accomplishment of its recycling goals. Subsequently, information from the educational programs and other
sources indicate that the City should commit to a full City-wide Residential Recycling Program.

BACKGROUND

The evolution of recycling in Sacramento will be strongly influenced by AB 938 (Sher) and dictated by the
mandates of City Council Resolution #89-685. This resolution launches a major effort to change the way our
citizens handie their waste in order to reduce the quantities that must uitimately be disposed of as refuse. Our
attention is shifting from systems that dispose of waste to systems that capture resources from waste. But, it is
imperative that we remain cognizant of the fact that the City's recycling goals, and those of AB 939, have never
been achieved in the western hemisphere. Toronto, Canada, reports the greatest western world waste reduction
at 21% of the total waste stream.

While the recycling programs described in the following reports represent a significant City-wide effort, they do not
represent the limits to waste reduction and recycling in Sacramento; nor are these efforts alone likely to ensure
that we fulfill our recycling goals. This report introduces the minimum additional steps that are essential to full
recycling success.

Commercial and Industrial Waste -- Commercial and industrial solid waste, generated by multi-family housing,
businesses, institutions, construction, demolition projects, and other industrial establishments, account for an
unknown portion of the City’s waste stream. The sources of commercial waste in Sacramento include large
apartment complexes, hotels, motels, restaurants, fast food facilities, hospitals, schools, office buildings,. retalil
outlets, shopping centers, supermarkets, warehouses, and construction demolition sites. Since much of this waste
is collected and disposed of by the private sector at the Sacramento County and Yolo County landfills, City staff
has no real knowledge of the amount of commercial waste being generated, collected and/or recycled. Yet, in
order for the City to realize its goal for municipal waste reduction, commercial waste recycling is essential.

i
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Unlike a municipal program for recycling household waste, commercial waste recycling is highly dependent on the
active support and participation of the private sector. This includes businesses, institutions, and other commercial
establishments that generate this waste, as well as haulers and other enterprises currently engaged in refuse
handling and materials recovery. The challenge in establishing a program to promote the recycling of commercial
waste is to achieve the goal of municipal waste reduction within a framewaork that is acceptable to private enterprise
and yet enhances market competition.

The City will be entering an area where considerable recycling activity is probably already taking place. This is
not to say, however, that more recycling could not take place. An integrated waste management strategy must
pull more material from the waste stream, and the City must enter this arena with some understanding of what is
already underway, who the players are, and what the driving market and other economic forces are.

The City’s future role in commercial waste recycling, as recommended in this report, is less direct and hands-on
than with curbside recycling. In addition, it is critically important that the City take care not to simply displace
existing recycling operations in the name of expanding recycling activity. New programs in commercial recycling
are highly advised, but they must be undertaken cautiously.

In sum, there are numerous approaches that might be employed by the City in order to increase its involvement
in commercial waste recovery. Many of these approaches can exist within a context that is mutually beneficial to
the City and the many private businesses involved in commercial waste disposal issues. Should the City Council
resolve to initiate such an effort, these strategies will benefit from a much more thorough assessment along the
guidelines delineated in Exhibit 1 (attached).

Yard Waste Source Reduction/Home Composting —~ Forty percent of all solid waste landfilled within the City of
Sacramento is yard waste -- 25% of that amount is collected separately from other waste. Yard waste is the largest
component of our municipal waste stream. Unless another viable alternative is identified by our Request-for-
Qualification (RFQ) procedure, yard waste reduction and composting can be our single most effective recycling
activity.

However, large-scale composting is not without its risks. If the products from large-scale yard waste processing
cannot be continuously used in a beneficial manner to minimize land disposal, the expense of large-scale
composting of yard waste will be difficult to justify.

Awareness of these risks necessitates that source reduction be the first priority of a yard waste project. A source
reduction component of the proposed yard waste program should concentrate on education and promotional
activities to encourage and maintain a yard waste reduction effort.

A separate repont, to be presented today but not in this recycling series entitled "Composting Yard and Garden
Waste," intimates that only 2% of the public will participate in a home composting program. Thus, source reduction
activities, as projected, are not likely to significantly reduce the amount of yard waste generated. However, if we
can increase the yard waste reduction from a projected 0.4% to 5% by weight within the next five years, it will be
an outstanding accomplishment. Our efforts must focus on such yard waste reduction activities as: (1) landscape
alteration; (2) home muiching; and (3) home composting. .

Landscape alteration would require that we convert some of our lush lawns to xeriscapes. Potential xeriscaping

activities include the use of drip irrigation, recirculating water systems, and plants that survive with only natural
rainfall. :
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Home mulching would entail leaving grass clippings on the lawns as the grass is cut. More frequent mowings may
be necessary to avoid problems, which may be caused leaving clumps of grass on the lawns.

Home composting of leaves, grass clippings, and chipped tree prunings can easily be done by homeowners and
gardeners. The City might even sponsor the establishment of neighborhood yard waste compost programs or
provide materials to individuals for constructing backyard composting facilities.

To accomplish our recycling goals, we must target residents and gardeners with educational aids to encourage
yard waste source reduction.

Expansion of Household Recycling - The Residential Curbside Recycling Program, designed to the requirements
of City Council Resolution 88-685, accommodates 25% of the City's households. Information obtained from the
Selection Committee, proponents of alternatives to direct haul proposal, indicate that full City-wide Residential
Curbside Recycling is necessary to meet the City's goals without engaging technical and somewhat speculative
waste recovery processing systems. Thus, it is recommended that we have a City-wide Residential Curbside
Recycling Program.

Recycling Via Buy-Back -- It must be recognized that because of economic deprivation, some households will not
give away that which has real or perceived value. Thus, it is realistic to anticipate that an enhanced recycling
program requires that staff design mobil and/or stationary programs to purchase some recyciables.

Continuous Education/Promotion -- The success of our greatly needed recycling program will require that the City
continuously promote recycling leadership and behavior among all of its residents and businesses. In simple
terms, meaningful recycling cannot be successful without continuously, adequately funded outreach, education,
and motivation efforts on the part of our City.

Marketing -- The City is proposing to commit a considerable expenditure of funds to the development of recycling
and composting as viable methods of avoiding landfilling a large portion of the City's waste stream. The success
of these approaches will depend upon the existence of continuous markets to receive the collected materials and
use the compost. Therefore, the maintenance of reliable markets is essential to the success of our recycling
activities. While the City has extensive experience in refuse collection and purchasing, it has no direct experience
in processing and marketing recyclables. Because of the complexity and scope of our marketing needs, the City
must seek a qualified marketing specialist to perform those activities necessary to selling recovered materials and
compost.

Recycling Cost -- Segments of our community have postulated that recycling Sacramento's waste will be cost-
effective and ultimately reduce the cost of solid waste disposal. City staff research and analysis does not conclude
any purported recycling related "garbage fee" rate reductions. The recycling system costs, presented elsewhere
in this series of reports and contacts with active and successful recycling programs throughout the country, reveal
that recycling is more costly than traditional land disposal. Personnel from very effective recycling programs in
Austin, Texas; San Jose, California; and Charlotte, North Carolina, have stated that their programs are not cost
effective and is not anticipated to be cost effective in the next ten years.

Rather than approaching recycling from a revenue producing angle, we must get our citizens to participate in
recycling because it is the right thing! Our community should recognize the essential unity of the environment and
our economy - for example, by investing in tumning garbage into a reusable resource, we are adding to our overall

resource base. Recycling can enhance the quality of life and, most important, it has become an environmental
necessity.
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FINANCIAL DATA

There are no financial impacts associated with this. report.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

None.
MBE/WBE EFFORTS

None.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Joint Committees concur with and recommend to the City Council City-wide curbside

residential recycling phased in over a minimum of four years.

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED:

M./Q/L oS
on Wisham, Jr.

Assistant City Manager

Contact Person:

‘Reginald Young, Deputy Director of Public Works

4438-5283

Respectfully submitted,

Deputy Director of Public Works
APPROVED:

Melvin H. Johnson
Director of Public

March 13, 1990
All Districts

/O
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DAVID A. PELSER

March 13, 1990 SOLID WASTE
DIVISION MANAGER

Transportation and Community Development/

Budget and Finance Committees

Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: Residential Curbside Recycling
SUMMARY

On November 14, 1990, staff submitted a report on residential curbside recycling and recommended the report
be transmitted to the Solid Waste Advisory Committee and other interested agencies for review and comment.
Since then, comments have been received in written form, verbally, and at two public educational workshops
on recycling. This report presents the comments received, and provides updated staff conclusions and
recommendations concerning the implementation of a residential curbside recycling program. Because of the
low risk of initial investment and the greatest potential impact on the waste stream, staff recommends a pilot
program serving approximately one quarter of City residents with monthly automated callection of commingled
recyclables in a 60 gallon container with the option of adjusting the container size and collection frequency as
experience dictates.

BACKGROUND

On November 14, 1990, staff submitted a report to these joint committees titted "Program Altematives and
Proposed Implementation Plan for Residential Curbside Recycling” in response to Council Resolution No. 89-
685 adopted on August 29, 1989. In that report, staff recommended the report be transmitted to the Solid Waste
Advisory Committee (SWAC) and other interested agencies for a review and comment period along with other
recycling reports. In addition, staff recommended conducting a public educational workshop to explain the
recycling reports and to solicit comments and the exchange of ideas. Two such public workshops were
conducted on December 7, 1989 and February 1, 1989.

Public Comments Received

Comments (mostly verbal) were received from Greg Popejoy, Mark Murray, Lester Pogue, Michael Rock, John
Mayor, Burns McColman, Daniel Gorfain, Harry Miller, Kelly Smith, Bill Shireman, Betty Gwaizdon, and Frank
Hughes. Attached is a copy of a letter from Harry Miller and our response. Most of the comments received
surrounded the potential problem of glass contamination in newspaper that would be collected in Alternative
D, the fully automated collection of commingled recyclables. This subject is addressed in detail in the response
to Mr. Miller’s letter. Although there has been much speculation about newspaper contamination with glass in
a commingled collection system, none of those commented had operated such a program, or seen one, or even
talked to the operators of a program. Betty Gwaizdon of the Apartment Owners Association, expressed interest
in the use of 90 gallon containers for collection of recyclables at apartment complexes. These containers could

-
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be placed near recreational facilities, club houses, and other common areas in these complexes. Also, Frank
Hughes of Local 39 stated the union is reluctant to have its members involved in manual collection now that
automated collection vehicles are in common use. Also attached is a copy of a letter from Patricia McHugh to
the Recycling Subcommittee regarding her recommendations for a curbside recycling program.

Recent Staff Research
Attached is a matrix evaluation of three curbside recycling systems which summarizes current staff research.

Since the November 14, 1989 staff report was prepared, additional research has been done on alternative
collection and processing methods, partly to follow up on comments received. Numerous telephone calls have
been made to program operators around the country, both to city officials and private companies. Visits were
made to the Phoenix and Seattle programs which include both automated collection of commingled recyclables
and manual collection of partially separated materials. The San Jose program was visited several months ago.
Also, staff has attended an international recycling conference in Seattle during the week of February 12, 1990.

One observation is that intense competition exists among the private companies who operate recycling
programs. They tend to exaggerate the success of their own programs as well as exaggerating the faults of their
competitors. In an attempt to get a more objective analysis of a program, we have had to interview
representatives of competing companies and local officials in the appropriate jurisdiction. Even then, much
conflicting "data” exists along with many professional opinions.

The issue of glass contamination in commingled systems has still not been totally resolved. However, it appears
to not be as big a problem as first imagined. The Phoenix pilot program and the Seattie Rabanco program have
been able to sell their paper at the same quality grade as many “source separation” manual collection programs.
There are some manual collection programs that are able to sell old newspaper at a higher quality grade, but
usually following additional cleaning and processing after collection at the curb.

Since the completion of the November 14, 1989 staff report, we have leared that several other western cities
besides Seattle and Phoenix are planning to implement a residential curbside recycling program using automated
collection of commingled materials. Since this is a new development, staff has not yet contacted these cities
to determine the reasons for their decision. These cities include:

Visalia (the CAW "model city” for developing recycling programs)
Brea

Santa Maria

Beverly Hills

Anaheim

Pamona

Clairmont

Lompoc

Potential revenue generation is another consideration in evaluating alternative curbside recycling programs. It
is clear that marketing recyclable materials will be increasingly difficult in the immediate future. Generally, as
the collection of recyclable materials increases, supplies will exceed demand, the revenues from material sales
will drop, and material specifications will be tighter. It has been argued by some that the collection programs
which involve greater sorting of materials by residents will enjoy a short term market advantage over those with
less source separation. However, our research does not confirm this. Past problems with contaminated
materials are solvable. Further, systems with greater separation of materials are less flexible to change as market
conditions change, and they have limited capacity for adding materials. On the other hand, collection systems

\ &
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with commingled materials in large containers are more flexible in responding to new market conditions by
adding materials. As recycling increases nation wide, new markets will develop for large volumes of recyclables
with slightly higher contamination rates. Having a consistently high volume of material for sale might be as
valuable in the market place as smaller quantities of high grade materials. Since the City has adopted aggressive
recycling goals, aggressive collection and marketing strategies must be employed. In the long term, the program
that moves high volumes of consistent material will have a greater chance of meeting those goals.

Although staff has prepared this report on program alternatives and implementation in response to Council
direction, staff is concerned about the cost effectiveness and timeliness a residential curbside recycling program.
All the programs currently operating which staff has seen are encountering significant problems. There is no
doubt that new methods and equipment will be available in the next couple of years that will make any current
system obsolete. It s very difficult to change the equipment and trained employees after the investment in a
program is made. We do not believe that improvements will be continuous as with some technologies, but
rather a major change in recycling methods is imminent. Further, the results of the City’s current process to
evaluate private sector proposals for alternatives to direct haul could impact which curbside programs, if any,
are most appropriate. Implementing a curbside program now might result in unnecessary expense and
inconvenience to our residents if other alternatives can meet the stated recycling goals.

Based on the comments received and the additional research, staff has reconsidered the conclusions and
recommendations presented in the November 14, 1989 report. Aithough our knowledge of the alternative
curbside recycling programs has increased, we have confirmed our original conclusions and recommendations.
That is, among the manual collection systems the "Blue Box" (Alternative B) is preferred by system operators,
and fully automated collection of commingled recyclables has enough promise to be recommended for a pilot
program. The attractiveness of the automated system is primarily due to its potential to resuit in the greatest
diversion of material from the landfill, its flexibility to respond to changing market conditions by adding materials,
the feasibility of expansion to muitifamily housing and small commercial recycling, and its low risk as a pilot
program.

FINANCIAL DATA

Preliminary estimates for cost comparisons were presented in the November, 1989 staff report titled “Program
Alternatives and Proposed Implementation Plan for Residential Curbside Recycling. In that report, very
conservative assumptions were used and program elements recommended by other cities were incorporated.
This resulted in projected costs that are high compared with costs reported by other jurisdictions. Also, many
programs do not report the total program costs, but only direct operational costs after start-up. After further
policy direction is given to staff, more detailed work will be required to present specific budget estimates during
the upcoming budget hearings.

POLICY MATTERS
Policy issues include (1) recycling goals adopted in Council Resolution 89-685 and the new requirements of the

California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (ABS39), (2) whether to implement a residential curbside

recycling program and what type, (3) the cost of implementation of such a program, (4) the implementation
schedule. )

MBE/WBE
Not applicable.

%



Transportation and Community Development/
Budget and Finance Committees

March 13, 1990

Page 4

RECOMMENDATION

If curbside recycling is to be done in Sacramento, it should be City-wide. If the "blue box™ system is chosen,
City-wide implementation should begin without the need for a pilot program, with staff making any necessary
improvements in equipment and methods as the program is phased in. However, because of the low risk of
initial investment and the greatest potential impact on the waste stream, staff recommends a pilot program
serving approximately one quarter of City residents with monthly automated collection of commingled recyclables
in a 60 gallon container with the option of adjusting the container size and collection frequency as experience
dictates. If the pilot program is unsuccessful, the one side loader packer truck could be used as a replacement
vehicle in the garbage truck fleet and the 60 gallon containers could be sold or provided to residents who require
less garbage capacity than the standard 90 gallon containers.

Respectfully submitted,

S i) G

DAVID A. PELSER
Solid Waste Division Manager

Recommendation ARproved: Approved:

- 1 o

SOLON WISHAM, JR. MELVIN H. JOHN
Assistant City Manager Director of Public
Coniact Person to March 13, 1990
Answer Questions: All Districts

DAVID A. PELSER, SOLID WASTE DIVISION MANAGER
449-2043
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ATTACHMENT C

DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 1231 1 STREET

PUBLIC WORKS CALIFORNIA SUITE 103
SACRAMENTO. CA

SOLID \WASTE DIVISION 95814-2933
916-+i9-5757

November 14, 1989

Transportation and Community Development/

Budget and Finance Committees

Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: Sacramento City Residential Curbside Recycling

SUMMARY '

This decument transmits the Program Altematives and Proposad Implementation Plan for Residential Curbside

Recyciing in response to Resclution No. 83-685 adcpted by the Council on August 28, 1989.

BACKGROUND

See attached report.

FINANCIAL DATA

The implementation of a curbside recycling program will have significant fiscal impac? on garbage service rates.
That impact is examined in detail in the attached report.

POLICY MATTERS

Policy issues include (1) recycling goals adopted in Council Resolution 83-685, (2) the type of residential
curbside recycling program to implement. (3) the cos: of implementation of such a pregram, anc (4} the
imclementation schedule.

MBE/WBE

Not applicabie.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Joint Committees direct City staff to transmit this report to the City’s Solid Waste :
Adviscry Committee and other interested public agencies for a review and comment pericd along with other :

recycling reports. presented this day..,



Transportanon and

Community Development/

Sudget and Finance Committees

Ncvember 14, 1989
Page 2

Respectfully submitted,

Sy &-Ze..

Recommendaticn Approved:

S Dk

SCLON WISHAM, JR.
Assistant City Manager

Ccntacet Person to
Answer Questons:

DAVID A. PELSER
445-2043

, SOUD WASTE CIVISION MANAGZR

DAVID A. PELSER
Sclid Waste Division Manager

Approved:
WA 2rin Y N i S

MELVIN H. JOHNSC
Director ¢f Public ks

Ncvamber 14, 1889
All Cistricts
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Page 2

Recommendation Approved:

QAT

SOLON WISHAM, JR.
Assistant City Manager

Contact Person to
Answer Questions:

DAVID A. PELSER, SOUD WASTE CIVISION MANAGER
448-2043

Respectfully submitted,

DAVID A, PELSER

Solid Waste Division Manager
Approved:
WA 2len

MELVIN H. JOHNSO
Director of Public

November 14, 1989
All Districts
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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In respense to State legisiation and City Council action, staff has designec a curbside recycting program
to serve 25% of the City's households. Fcilowing a review of the cperaticnal principles guiding the
prcgram design, the report describes the types of recyclabie materiais wiich might be collected and
discusses the markets for each. The report then analyzes four aitematives fcr curbside collection, ranging
from scurce separation by the householder to fuily automated collection cf ccmmingled recyclables. A
cast analysis of the various altermatives is inciuded. This report reccmmencs either the ance-per-week
collection of commingled recyciables from a "blue box® container or the cnce-per-month coilection of
commingied recyclables from a "60 gailen autedift® container. The imgciementation ¢f automatic lift
recyciing is recommended for the City of Sacramento’s pilot curbside ccilection program.

Participation in the program, as propcsed, will be voiuntary. Opportunity :o participate will be equally
available to ail househcids within the pregram area. regardless of demograchic factors. The addition of
3.30 7 will be required for prcgram imgtementation. Total program cosis are estimated at 32.2 million.
This wiil require a Solid Waste rate increase icr ail resicential customers. It is recommended that the cost
cf the curbside recycling program be sharec by all City households. aven :hough nct ail are receiving
the sarvice. This is customary procedure fcr City services such as recyciing, which have a “universai®
tenefit.

if the 24.000 housenolds served may be ccnsicered a “pilot program” for :he purposes of the California
Savircnmental Quality Act (CE2A), curbsice grcgram implementaticn ccuid begin acproximately 12
mentns after City Councii approvai. Fuil imgiementation, with containers Celivered te all particigating
housencids. would require a tctal of 22 menths. If, however, an Envircnmental Impact Report (EIR) is
required, initial implementation could not tegin until after December of 19S0. This schedule is dictated
by procurement and personnel selection procedures. The time line can te accelerated if exceptions are

mace (o the competitive bidding process; hcwever, any such changes may resuit in significant increases
in cost

25



Il. INTRODUCTION

Purpose and Background: AB 1482, which cassed on September 18, 1987, established State Government
Code Section §6780.5. subdivision (f), reguiring that the County of Sacramento's Salid Waste Management
Plan, as revised during or aiter 1988, inciude both a gcal of recycling 20% cof the entire County's waste
stream and the specific actions the County will take to meet that goal. In 1$87, Governor Deukmejian
signed into law AB 1462. which required that ail County Solid Waste Management Plans inctude a goal
cf recycling 20% of the total waste stream. The legislation, now codified in Government Code Section

66790.3. also mandated specific actions to te taken toward meeting that gcai. 8y approval of Resolution

No. 88648, the City Council ratified the 1588 Sacramento County revision of its Sclid Waste Management.

Flan. which incorporated the requirements of the new law. In further supcort of the County’'s goal to
reduce its waste stream by 20%, the City of Sacramento established a minimum goal of recycling at least
20% of the City's waste stream by passage of Resolution No. 88-673 on July 25, 1988. This resoiution
also instructed the City/County Sclid ‘Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) :c work with staff and the
County Rescurce Recovery Tasik Force in the deveiopment of a report 10 meet the statutory 20%
recycling geal. and to submit that report 10 the City Council no later than June 1, 1988.

Cn Novembper 9. 1988, the Sacramento City Csuncil adopted Resclution No. 88-973 establishing the
Sacramento City Recycling Subcommittee to assist SWAC in the development of a recycling acticn pian.
Cn June 1. 1989. SWAC submitted a report to the City Council recommenaing the adoption of specific
recycling gcals. Based upon that repert, the City Council adcpted Resciuticn No. 89-685 on August 29,
i€89. This resclution established a 70% lancfill aveidance and recycling gcai by 1999 and directed staft
1o grepare an implementation pian for a curtside recycling program, inciucing the costs of aitermnative
arcgrams. This Sacramento City Curbside Prcposed Recycling Report is intended o provide the Council
with an implementation plan, including an anaiysis of costs associated with various recycling options.

Acpendix A includes copies of the City Council resolutions referenced above.

~



ill. OPERATIONAL PRINCIPLES

CARITESIA

The design and implementation of the curtside recyclting program, required by City Council Resolution
88-58S. is predicated upon the following criteria:

1. The program shail serve at least 25% of the City's residential housenolds where households are
defined as four dwelling units or less.

2. The program shall be designed to attain maximum feasible waste diversion.

3. The system designed shail provide an Aequal opportunity to particicate fér the househcids it
serves.

4, The program shall be flexible.

3. The program shall be compatible with City-integrated waste management.

o

No disabled exemptic..s shail be granted for the curbside recycling program.

The City currently coilects soiid waste from 93.200 housenolds, i.e. fourciexes. triplexes, duplexes, and
single-family dwellings. It is projected that the number of housencids served will increase to 95,000 by
the time curtside recycling is imgiemented. Hence, the curbside recycling grogram must, at a minimum,
serve 24,000 households to comply with its 25% requirement. '

The City's goais are to recycle 30% of our waste stream by January 1, 1992, and to achieve 70% landfill
aveidance by 1999. The curbside collecicn of household recyclables must contribute significanty to
these amtitious goals. The curbside program must focus on materials fer which there are proven
markets to ensure that recycling indeed means reuse. However, it will be necessary to recover large
guantities of the selected materials in order to approach our geals. Thus. the recycling program must
be designed to accommodate the collection of the largest, practicable amcunt of materials.

The City currenty grants disabled exempticns for regular garbage ccllection to those residents physicaily
incacatie of bringing their gartage containers to the curb. We do not propcse a simiar disabled
exemption for the curbside recycling program. State law requires the weekly collection of regular refuse,



but recyclables are normally set out between two and four times per month, depending upon the
caollection altemnative selected. If disabled exemptions were t0 be allowed, the drivers of the recycling
vehicies would be entering backyards. where more often than not there would be no recyclables to
collect. Health reasons do not require the weekly collection of recyctables.

When the curbside recycling program is in place, neighborhood biock leaders will be encouraged to work
with disabled residents to determine ways to encourage their participation.

Under the proposed program, all residents in the service area will have curbside collection of household
recyclables. Larger muiti-family housing (five or more units) will not be served by the program at this
time. '

Recycling should be an opportunity available equally to all and a responsibility equally shared by all.
Therefore, an equivalent level of service should be provided with the same level of convenience
throughout the service area. While logistical considerations may prompt minor variations in program
design from neighborhood to neighbornood, the major program elements will be uniform for all targeted
houseahoids.

The program must aiso be designed to allow for changing conditions. It must be able to accommodate
the introduction and collection of new materials as markets for these materiais are esiablished. Vehicle
design, processing systems, processing facilities, and event contracts shouid have built-in flexibilty to
allow for the inevitable system changes.

There are many existing recycling facilties within the City. The various facilities consist of buy-back and
drop-off centers and chanty groups. The purpose of a curbside recyciing program shall not be to
displace or replace the iegitimate recyclers, but rather to build on and augment them.

ASSUMPTIONS

In order to comply with a City Council established scheduled, staff has utilized some prior City Council
decisions to establish a series of principies that will be utilized as guides in the design of a curbside
recycling program. Inciluded among these are positions on:

1. Non-privatization of collection.

2 The use of non-profit agencies.

\R
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Joint City/County curbside recyciing.
Joint City/County marketing.

Scavenging.

For the purpose of designing a Sacramento City curbside recycling program. it is assumed that:

The curbside recycling pregram ccllection function wiil be implemented by employees of the City's
Solid Waste Division. The City Councii has previously rejected the concept of privatizing its
househcid waste coilection services. The privatization of governmentai services is a philosophical
policy issue. as opposed to an issue that can be anaiyzed by using 2stablished verifiable criteria.

The storage and processing of recyciables may be done by either grivate or public operations.
Based on City Council approval of Resoluticn 89-582. which authcrized staff to solicit Request-
for-Quaiifications (RFQ's) from private interest groups willing to provice an aiternative disposal to
direct haul, either a private or pubiic ogeration is deemed appropriate.

The City will operate an independent recyciing coilection system under the aegis of its Solid
Waste Oivision. As a resuit of the City's current separate ccilec:ich of garden refuse, the
difference in City and County waste characteristics. and current racycling methods. the two
agencies should continue to operate separate coilection systems. However, joint processing
and/cr marketing of recyclables cculd be beneficiai to both entities.

A materials recovery faciiity (MRF) can be designed. constructed. and operated by the City.
private enterprise, a joint powers (City/County) authority, and/or seif-reliance groups. For
purposes of the cost analysis in this report, a contract with an outside entity to provide MRF
services has been assumed.

City-sponscred pilot curtside recycling programs have experienced the theft of recyclables set

cut for curbside callecticn. Scavenging undermines the program’s econcmics and the morale -

cf participants. For this reascn, a strong anti-scavenging ordinance must be developed and
enfcrced. The ordinance should be designed to apply only to theft from curbs on the designated
cllecdon day. A vigorous public ecucation effert must be combined with enforcement. The
Ciy’s current anti-scavenging ordinance is included in Attachment 8, along with examples of
ordinances from other juriscictions. '

w



8. The City will provide the citizens with containers for the coilection of recyclabie materials.

ANALYSIS OF WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

The City of Sacramento has conducted waste characterization studies every year since 1974 (except 1984
and 1986). In April of 1989, R. W. Beck and Asscciates conducted a comprenensive waste composition
study for all of Sacramento County. This study involved taking random samples from the County
operated Landfill on Keifer Boulevard. the County's North and South Area Transfer Stations, and the City
Landfill. Vehicles from each waste stream - commercial, seif-haul and residential - were randomly
selected. The City's separate coliection of 64,763.9 tons of yard and garcen refuse for calendar year
1988 was faciored into both the table reflecting the waste sorted at the City Landfill and the aggregate
table of waste generated throughout the County. Resuits of the R. W. Beck Waste Composition Study
are included in Appendix C.

Comparison of Beck Studv and City Waste Characterization Studies: The waste composition data from
the Beck Waste Composition Study and the City's previous waste characterization studies are remarkably
similar. This was an encouraging development, as to a great extent, each study vaiidates the other. This
level of agreement between the studies is important in assessing general trencs over the long term. Such
trends include an increase in piastics in our waste siream, a slight decrease in rubber and leather
throughout the years, a steady increase in yard waste, and a steady decline in glass.

In general, the results obtained by the Beck composition study mirror the resuits obtained by the City

cf Sacramento’s Waste Characterization Stucies. The composition of the City's residential waste stream
is summarized in Figure 3.1 on zage 7.

£ZASIBLE WASTE DIVESSION

The Beck report estimates the current recydiing rate for Sacramento County at 14.9%. Because the City
differs from the County in many ways ~ demographics, land use, commercial and industrial activity, etc. -
- one must be cautious in assuming the same rate of recycling within the City iimits. While we may use
this rate for cenain planning purposes, it is important to recognize that a secarate comprehensive study
would be required in order to project a reliable estimate of the current recyciing rate in the City. Such
a study would be a major underntaking; conducting it would not be possible without the voluntary
cooperation of the private sector. In the absence of this type of analysis, the Beck study offers the best
data available to us.

5
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The 3eck reccrt is helcfu in exzionng many suesticns regarding the City ‘wasie sream. Faor examgl

hcw mucnh matenal is recoveracie teyenc te currert level of recyciing? How much of the mart
remaining in our resicdential waste sweam ccuic Se targeted for ccilecZen in a residendal oy
recyciing sregram? These quesdcns are axamires in getail in the tacie Seicw.

TABLE 3.2
REZOVESRABLE MATERIAL
3% &f Sesidential % of Total
I ‘Vaste Stream Tens Waste Stream
Cld Newsprint 5.71 4.87
SET Scties .16 347 10
Giass Y 4
Sefiillacie 3everage Corziners 2.C0 6
CA Fecemction 1.50 -2.842 1.16
ZA Ncn-Aedemgticn ! 2.2 4,182 1.538
i
Mezzi ! Q
~luminum Cans ‘ 348 28
Tin Cans | 2.:32 g5
Si-Metai Cans c
Zl¢ Cerrugated Carcbeard (CCJ) g.210 274
Tcia (cf Sesicental ‘Waste Stream) 11.57
Tcwi (cf Fesicential Waste Str ot 12.29 8.83
Incivging CCQ) L
- r 4
NCTZ: The percentage of rais reccveranie from cur igtal waste steam is 11.67% including OCZ;
8.53% nct inciudin

Tne tie axvarcclatgf the amount cf maieral reccveratle Dy multipiying the percertage of each waste
stream comgpcenecdf(Le. newsgcaper, aiuminum. 212.) by the dispcsed tcnrage in the residentiai wasts

stream fcr the calencar year. Severai cetais shcuid te noted for clarification:

cearn, not the toctal wasie srearn. Criy the last two lines in the table quantify the amount of
wasia recoverable in terms ¢f the cal wasie sTsam



The Beck report is helpful in exploring many questicns regarding the City waste stream. For example,
how much matenal is recoverable beyond the current levei of recycling? How much of the material
remaining in our residential waste stream could be targeted for collecticn in a residential curbside
recycling program? These questions are examined in detail in the table below.

TABLE 3.2
RECOVESRABLE MATERIAL

% of Residential % of Total
Waste Stream Tons Waste Stream
Cld Newsprint 8.71 12,267 ' 4.87
PET Bcules .19 347 .10
Giass
Eefillatle Beverage Containers 0.00
CA Redempticn 1.80 2,243 1.16
CA Nan-Redempticn 2.30 4,182 1.68
Metai
Aluminum Cans .20 s .25
Tin Cans 120 2,132 .85
2i-Metal Cans 0.00 a
Cle Ccrrugated Carcboard (CCC) 3.78 6.910 2.74
Tctal 16.00 11.57
Total (Net Inciuding CCQ) 12.20 8.93

The tacle extrapclates the amcunt of material recoveratle by multiplying the percentage of each waste
susam ccmeenent (.e. newspaper, aluminum, etc.) by the dispcsed tcnrage in the residentiai waste
swream fer the 1588 calendar year. Several details shculd be noted fcr clarification:

1. These tcnnage figures and the percentages recoveratle apply only to the residential waste
stream, nct the total waste stream. Only the last two lines in the takie quantify the amount of
waste recoverable in terms of the total waste stream.



2. Some curbside programs include OCC. Total percentages cf recoverable materials for the
residential and the total waste streams are provided. both including CCC, and excluding it. from
curbside ccllection.

3. The table dces not project the amount or percentage of materiais that will be recycled by a
program. It only identifies what could be recovered it 100% of the materials identified in the table

were recycled through various programs. Expected recovery rates and figures are explored
beiow.

Predicting the amount of materials which will be recovered in a residential curbside collection program
is very difficuit. After studying recovery rates and waste composition from cther communities, we have
estimated that a residential curbside program in Sacramento might coilect 31% of the materiais available.
That is. approximately 9,075 tons/year of recyciacles might be collected City-wide it CCC is included, or
6.935 tons/year without OCC. This represents 3.6% of the total waste stream with cardboard and 2.76%
of the ictai waste stream without cardbcargd. Cther communities have reducead their total waste streams
Dy 4% (0 5%. Since Sacramento has a cispregortionately high percentage of yard waste compared 0
other ccmmunities. these comparisons are reascnatie. Materiais aiready teing recycied are not reflected
in the waste charactenzation studies.

FEEJUENCY OF COLLECTION

Cailecticn of recyclables is ncrmaily done cn a weekly, biweekly, or monthiv basis. The timing of the
curGside coilection may coincide with the reguiar garbage pickup day or 1 may be scheduled for a
secarate day. Same day collecticn, with the regular garbage pickup, is the creferred aiternative in arder
to maximize participation. It is easiest for resicents to remember when to put out their recyclables if that
cay coincides with regular refuse pick-up. Residents are likely to recycie a higher volume of materials
if they do nct have to store them for longer than a week. According to 1587 research conducted for the
Ciy of Los Angeles, participation levels for weekly programs are an average of 35% higher than for
Siweekly programs; 151% highér than for menthly programs. According to the Los Angeles Recydling
Imgiementation Plan, recovery levels for weekly programs are 20% to 40% higner than biweekly programs.
Thus. mcst curtside recycling pregrams opt for weeldy collection in order 1o maximize participation and
the volume of materials recovered. However, the acded cost of weeldy coilection, versus biweeidy or
monthly collecticn, could outweigh the benefit of the greater diversicn of materials. It is conceivable
that ecucaticn and promotion strategies could be used to minimize the decrease in recyciables coilected,
which might cccur as a result of reduced collecticn frequency. Finally, there is litde experience with
the use cf large ccmainers for fully automated ccllecticn. The materials recovery rate may be different



when these containers are used in conjuncicn with less frequent service.

SWAC recommended that "Recycling solid waste should be as convenient as throwing solid waste away.*
(See Finding I.(c) of Exhibit C of the Recyciing Subcommittee Report.) Sening the same collection day
for garcage and recyclables is an imponant factor in establishing this convenience.

Collecting recyclables on the same day as reguiar refuse collection helps to counter the perception that
recycling is an activity separate from the regular garbage collection program. The two programs are
perceived as integrated waste management. This perception could decrease the need for maintaining
expensive education and promotion campaigns over the long term by taking acvantage of a familiar habit.

REDESIGN OF COQLLECT]

N SZRVICE ARZAS

Collecting recyclables on the same day as regular garbage collection couid require the redesign of
Ggarbage collection service areas throughout the City. Garbage collection service areas are currendy set
up so that same day routes are noncontigucus. A recycling truck would have to drive a cenain distance
{see Appendix D, Table i) from one service area to another in order to pick up recyciabies on the same
day as gardage collection. In crager to maximize efficiency, it wouid be necessary to set up garpage
collecticn so that contiguous secticns of the City are c¢ollected on the same cay (see Appendix D, Table
2). Recyciing trucks could reduce their driving time and disiance between areas served. This would
require a cenain stan-up expense associated with rescheduiing reguiar refuse routes.

VOLUNTARY VS MANDATORY PARTICIPATION

Mancatory garticipation occurs when a municipaiity makes illegal the disposal of recyciables collected
in a curbside collection program. Mandatory participation does not mean that the resident must
participate in the curbside collection. Many pecpie are motivated to recycie their cans or botties with
charitable organizations or to retum their recyciables to buy back centers for the economic incentive.
Mandatory participation in a curbside program does not affect these activities. Only the disposal of
recyciable materials with one’s regular garbage is made illegal.

The City of Los Angeles’ Recycling Plan advocates a mandatory recycling orcinance which would require
source separation of recyclables. According to the Los Angeles Recyciing Impiementation Plan, a 1987
survey of 34 programs indicated that, on the average, mandatory programs have 48% higher participation
than voluntary programs. The Los Angeles report attributes this finding to the elevated pubiic profile that
mandatory programs receive rather than the enforcement of the measures.
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Even communities which have opted for mandatory enforcement of resicential source separation focus
their efforts on education and public relations. Few communities are inclined to be “heavy-handed" in
enforcing recycling ordinances. With the necessity to educate and mctivate a public to recycle with
gositive reinforcement, many communities 0ot for voluntary programs to be initiated at first. Monies which

might te expended through an expensive enforcement program could better te devoted to education and
public relations.

According to the Minneapolis Sciid ‘Waste Management Study, "carrots would be more effective than
sticks.” Residents are provided with incentives to participate. Once a high level of participation is
reached., enforcement of manacatory particigation is used to reach those residents who have not
responded to a positive approach.

in the spirit of the Minneapaiis Study, the City of Sacramento may want to consider a voiuntary program
and defer consideration of an ordinance requiring participatiocn until a majority of the population is
garticicating in the program.

CEMCGRAPHIC ANALYSIS AND _ZQUAL CPPORTUNITY 7O RESYCLE

The City of Sacramento is a muiti-cuitural. muiti-athnic, and muiti-raciai community. The sociceconomics
cf cur City are varied.

Several aspects of housing ancd populaticn are important to recycling gregram design, impiementation,
and success. For a recycling collection service. a high percentage of cwner-occupied single-family
nousing is asscciated with hign tcnnages reccvered and a need for more ccilection vehicles, fewer passes
oy, and particular routing strategies. Factors such as number of people per househcld, income levei, and
language tarriers can affect planning, strategy, and resuits. Cuitural and language differences in various
neighborhoods demand not only the translation of messages into the preferred language, but also the
use of preferred and appropriate media images and concepts.

The initial experience of the Seate recycling program-is that a low inccme level has correlated with lower
caricigation rates. In the general populaticn, lew income usuaily accomganies lower education levels
and lower home cownership rates, which also have been indicators of lower recycling participation.

it must te recognized that pecple with lcwer incomes may be more interested in recycling programs

that offer financial rewards and jobs, while cthers may be more interested in the convenience of the
recyciing sarvices. -
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While we acknowiedge the impact of demographic factors on recyciing rates, staff is not recommending
differing levels of service within the City as a result. As stated earlier, an equivalent level of service
should be provided with the same level-of convenience throughout the recycling service area.
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V. RESIDENTIAL CURBSIDE COLLECTION OF RECYCLABLES

PACGRAM ELEMENTS

Introduction: This section of the report addresses three main program elements involved in any curbside
recycling program. First, the variety of materials which may be collected is ciscussed. along with a brief
summary of the current market for each. Second. the different types of ccntainers for recyclabies and
advantages and disadvantages cf each are reviewed. A similar discussicn cf collection vehicles follows.
A survey of the options for materials processing facilities concludes this section of the report.

MATESIALS COLLECTED

Newspaper: Markets for old newsprint are currenty pocr; “dirty” print seils at the door for about $5/ton.
The large amount of material recoveracle, hcwever, ocutweighs this market ccnsideration.  According to
:he April 1989 Waste Characterization study cerformed by R. W. Beck and Associates at the City Landfill,
6.71% cf the City's residential waste stream ccnsists of newsgaper print.  Muitipiying this percentage. by
the City's yeany residential tonnage. yields over 12.000 tons per year of newsprint within the residential
‘waste stream availabie for recyciing.

Market anaiysis by R. W. Beck and Associates concluded that lecal markets for newsprint will remain
siatie fcr the next three years, even with increased coilection of newscrint. The current market will
acccmmoedate a City-wide collection pregram. R. W. Beck also conciucdec that the prespects are goed
for future recycling of waste newscaper generated in Sacramento County, tcth for existing and increased
vclumes potentiaily generated by new reccvery facilities.

Seck found that buyers are willing to guarantee the increased volume from municipal coilection, despite
the increasing number of municipalities launching curtside programs. This market could be further
stabilized with the announcement of pians to censtruct a mill for recycling newsprint and OCC at the Port
of Stockton. A joint venture by Trans-Rim Enterprises Ltd. and Daishcwa America Co. Ltd. is expected
10 tring abcut the develcpment of a S2C0 millicn gager mill for the production cf 350.000 tons cf
container board for domestic and expert markets.

A caveat 10 the above market analysis ccncems the high quality standards for Sacramento’s newsprint
market. Newspaper must be dry, and not sunbumed (yellowed). Newsprint must be free of paper other
than newsprint. except for inserts normally fcund in a newsgaper. Materials such as piastic bags, tape,
metal, giass, etc.. will result in the ‘contamination® cf a shipment which, in today’s market, could make
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the product unsalable. At the least. “dirty" print sells for ¢onsiderably less. Thus. it would be
advantageous !0 design either a collection system and/or a MRF which will remove common

contaminants such as string-bundled print, glass, other papers, and brown paper bags or plastic from
the newsprnnt ’

Giass: Local markets for beverage containers are excellent. Owens-lilincis has a gfass manufacturing
plant in Tracy. Glass prices are also high as a result of AB 2020. With the passage of SB 1221, which
will increase redemption values. glass prices could rise as high as $320/ton by 1993. depending upon
the recycling rate.  However, it will be necessary to provide as clean and separated a product as
possible to obtain the best door price. Markets for glass in California are expected to grow tighter in
terms of quality standards. Future markets for glass may demand clean segregation by color in order
to market the material at all. This will require a collection system or material recovery system capable
of color separation. Qur system will also have to minimize breakage, which detracts from our ability t0
segregate by color. Mixed cullet from broken glass will become more difficuit to market and will sell for
considerably less than cieanly segregated glass. According 10 an industry representative, many buyers
in the Bay Area will not purchase cullet with more than 10% breakage.

Sclvethviene Terephthalate (PST) Plastic: PET plastic currently seils for about $0.24/Ib. from a centified
recycier. Markets. for mixed piastics do not exist in Sacramento, nor dces a viable market for hign
density poiyethylene (HDPZ). However, with mixed piastics and HDPE piastic making up almost 5% of
the residential waste stream, efforts to locate a stable market for these matenials is warranted.

Aluminum: The high vaiue of aluminum, and the energy savings from recyciing aluminum, will continue
10 guarantee a good market for this material. Aluminum is one commodity wnich more than pays its way
in curpbside collection programs.

Qld_Corrugated Cardboard (OCQ): According to the R. W. Beck Waste Characterization Study, OCC
constitutes 3.78% of our residential waste stream, which transiates into 6,910 tons/year. However, the
separate collection of OCC at the curb couid greatly increase collection costs. The separate collection
of cardboard would take longer at the curb, requiring separate handling by the driver/operator. The need
1o deveiop an efficient curbside service may outweigh the opportunity to ccnveniently recycle cardboard
at the curd. The exception would involve the use of a 60 or 90 galion comtainer in conjunction with a
compactor truck. The automated collection would preclude any concem regarding increased collection
costs associated with the curbside collection of oid OCC.  While the pessibility of cardboard being
contaminated by the compaction of a packer truck may increase, collection costs for this method remain
the same with the inclusion of OCC.
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Mixed Paper: A couple of municipal curtbside programs. such as Seatde, have attempted to recycle
mixed paper. but markets for mixed recyclable paper are very poor. The available supply of mixed waste
far exceeds the industrial capacity. Seattle’s program enjoys a S4¢8/ton avoided dispcsal fee, in
conjunction with a_geographicai position favoring sale of mixed paper to the Pacific Rim; Sacramento
dces not share these advantages. Even with almost 5% of our residential waste stream consisting of
mixed recyciable paper, a municigal callection program in Sacramento couid find itself without any market
fcr a material which currently seils for between S2 and $10/ton.

Motor Qil: Used motor oil is included in the curbside programs of only a few communities. A smail
amcunt of oil spilled during ccilection can contaminate an entire Icad. A grcgram which includes motor
oil collection at curbside aiso raises potential liability questions. It is commonly held by operators that
the potential for litigation cutweighs the benefits of including motor oil in curbside service.

The ccilection of used motor oil does not produce revenue for a program. The only vaiue to collecting
used motor cil is in diverting it from possible illegal disposal by “do-it-yourseifers.” The City currentdy
cperates a houszshold hazardous ‘waste colleciion program, which ailows residents to dispcse of motor
cil at no cost. There are over 40 crep-off ccations for used motor oil within the incorporated City limits,
and a gublic education program could be used to discourage the illegal ciscesal of motor oil.

SUMMARY CF MATESIALS

The materials which would likely be ccilected in a curbside recycling prcgram are PST plastic, glass
containers, ailuminum, tin cans, steel cans, bi-metal cans, and newspager print. OCC could be ccilected
under cne or two of the collection systems examined in this report. but nct without concem regarding
tcth increased ccllection costs and the marketability of a product which cculd become contaminated
through compaction with glass. The decisicn about which materials to ccilec: at curbside is inherently
linked to the choice of a collection vehicle.

CINTAINESS

Ccrtairers used in curbside recycling programs have a bread range of design and purpose. This range
cf ccticns inciudes 60 cr 90 gallen cenmtainers, which collect comepletely commingled recyclables, single
“tlue box® comainers of éomming!ed materials, and muitiple plastic buckets and bags or bin systems.
Container types are compared in detad in Appencdix £



VEHICLES

This report examines several alternatives which invcive the consideration of a variety of recycling
collection vehicles. Vehicle types range from fully-automated or semi-automated packer trucks to source
separation vehicles with five or more bins for sorting and separation of materials at the curd. Appendix
+ of this report provides informational materials from various vendors regarding different types of
collection vehicles. Specific advantages and disadvantages will be discussed further in the Subsection
"Program Altematives.” Most operators would advance the following general criteria for selecting a
collection vehicle.

First, the collection vehicle shouid have a minimum capacity of about 30 cubic yards. Except for the use
of a packer, which compacts the matenal collected, weight is not a problem with most recycling collection
vehicles. In general, the larger the capacity of the coilection vehicle, the more cost efficient the operation.
A veﬁicle which cannot remain on a route for an entire shift must spend a significant amount of
unproductive time transporting materials back to the processing facility. A collection vehicle which can
stay out on a route for an entire shift due to its capacity will resuit in a much larger number of
households served per day. This, in turn, results in less labor expense and a smaller sized vehicle fleet
for one’s overall operation.

Second. to save time and avoid injuries, the venicie shouid have a low entry level cab. Third, collection
vehicles which require the driver/operator 1o lift recyciables overhead for Icading, or which require lifting
of materials above waist height, will decrease production and increase the risk of worker injury.

Fourth, capacity is reiated to whether or not it is possible to top-load the vehicle. When assessing the
capacity of a vehicle, one must consider the space which is actually usable. Some vehicles have
capacity which cannot be taken advantage of since they cannot be topHoaded.

Most operators aiso cite the need for fiexibility. Trucks which have muitipie bins are viewed as less
flexible. If it was desirable to collect an additional material such as HDPE in a source separated program
with litle back-end processing, a truck which lacked sufficient bins would not allow this material to be
added. However, flexibiity is not the oniy variable to be considered in the choice of an altemative.
Smaller programs tend toward source separation at the curb to cut the cost of processing, which can
have a high unit cost for a small quantity of material. Llarger programs are more conducive 10
commingling of recyclables with a higher level of processing at a MRF, while small programs are more
compatible with source separation and a reduced degree of processing.
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PROCESSING FACILITIES

The success of a curbside recycling program depends not only on efficient collection but also on the
location and operation of processing faciiities to receive. grocess, and ship recyclables to available
markets. The specific requirements of a ccllection program and the demands and specifications of the
market will determine the characteristics of the MAF. Factors which influence the operating characteristics
of processing centers include: '

1. The type of materials accepted.

2. The method of delivery of the materiais.
3. Acceptance of matenals from various generators.
4, The abiiity to separate and process materials to satisfy the market.

n

Marketing strategies and apprcaches.

Processing centers are important compenents in successful recycling pregrams and take advantage of
economies of scale through the assemoly of large quantities of recyclatcies irom various scurces. The
facilities often make use of increased prccessing to consistenty produce large volumes of higher quality
and higher value materiais. Through consistent supply and quality, the processor is able to develop
sirong ties with the most secure. stable. and leng-term markets. Such facilities compiete the secondary
materiais recycling lcop by providing high guality products in large vciume to markets for reuse.

In early 1988, there were oniy four operating material recovery facilities in the country, according to a
survey canducted by ‘SioCycle.” In May 1S89, ancther survey by ‘S8icCycle’ identified additional 37
MRF's in the offing. This trend to process materials at the back side of a recycling program is
ccmmaoniy interpreted as an attempt to take advantage of the economy cf scale from large municipal
programs. Tne larger the program, the greater the collection savings and cverall efficiency when source
saparation is reduced at the curd in faver of increased processing at a material recovery facility.

Some processing is required no matter which altemative is chosen for implementation. Even programs
that invoive stackable bins require a facdity to pick out comaminants. perform some separation of
maternals, weigh the materals, and tale or package them for shipment to market. The basic principle,
ccmmen te all material recovery faciities, is to accept commingled recyciables, separate and clean them
to meet market specifications. Matenial recovery faclities normally fall into one of three categories with
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respect to processing.

The first type of MRF accepts a commingled waste stream consisting of paper mixed with botiles and
cans. The second kind of MRF is designed to accept two streams of material, a paper stream. and
mixed bottles and cans. The third category of MRF in this context accepts mixed bottles and cans only.

The kind or level of processing one chooses is inextricably tied to a collection system and the market
conditions peculiar to that location. For example, many MRF's accept only bottles and cans where
wastepaper processing capability is well developed or prices are too volatile for developers to risk.
Developers of systems designed to process completely commingled recyclables are probably motivated
to adopt this altemative in order to take advantage of existing collection systems such as Sacramento’s
automated refuse collection methods. Appendix G of this report provides a detailed list of operating
Materials Recovery Facilities, including notations about the level of processing for each. Materials

processing facilities must be sized to handle peak loads and accommodate storage before shipment to
market.

PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES

The collection, processing, and marketing of recyciable materials are highly interdependent functions.
The avaiiability of reliable markets is a key factor in deciding which materiais should be included in a

curbside recycling program. This. in tumn, influences the design of the collecion and material processing
systems.

Centain factors, crucial to the success of the curbside program, have been evaiuated in detail to
determine the sensitivity of program costs as well as the impact of vanous altermatives on the waste
stream. These include separated or mixed collection modes, frequency of coliection, container type,
vehicle type, existence of markets, etc.

This report examines four alternatives for curbside recycling pregram design:
Alternative A: Source Separation by the Resident
Altemative B: ‘Blue Box® Single Container With Newspaper Separate
Altemnative C: Semi-Automated Collecticn of Commingied Recyclables

Altemative D: Fully Automated Collection of Commingled Recyciables

Each altemative is described in detaid and evaluated on the basis of flexdibiity, feasibility of expansion,
convenience to the user, need for promotion and education, marketability, and cost.
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Alternative A: Source Separation by the Resident

Descrigtiom:  This aiternative is distinguished from all other alternatives by the highest degree of
source separation at the curb and the least amount of processing at a materials processing
facility. Recyclables are collected weekly on the same day as reguiar garbage collection; this
collection method typically provides residents with a set of three stackable bins. Residents placs
their newsprint in one comainer, glass and PET plastic in another, ard metal containers such as
aluminum, tin, steel, or bi-metal containers in the third bin. Collecticn of OCC would be optional.
If it was decided to include OCC, residents would have to break the cardboard down or flattan
it and place it next to the stackabie containers at curbside.

The collection vehicles used under Alternative A would be equipped with a minimum of three bins
to carrespond to the secarations described for the households' stackabie bins. The truck would
te low entry and recyclaties would be lcaded manually. A low chassis would be required to aid
in the loading of recyciaties and avaid having the driver/operator Icac recyciables by lifting them
above the head. QOne driver/operator would be assigned to éadh ruck.

Procassing, at a materials processing facility, would involve magnetic separaticn for metal
containers. a method for separating giass and PEST piastic, a baler for newsprint, OCC (if includeq)
and PET.

Alternative A is probably the most commen curbside coilection methed in California. Communities
which have implemented this apprcach include San Mateo; San Jose: Seattle (on the North side);
San Diego; Mississauga. Canada; Austin; Berkeley; Davis; and Meckienberg County, North
Carclina. N

Cesign Consideratigns: The °"source separation® method of ccilection requires the resident or
homecwner to do more source separation than any other aitermnative analyzed by this report.
It follows that if the resident cleanly segregates the recyciables, processing will be kept to a
minimum. The product for market tends to be cleaner and more valuatie because of the lower
risk of contamination.

Alternative A would require a minimum cf prccessing before shipment to market. The obvious
caveat to this aitemative is the significanty higher collection costs, which would increase in direct
proportion to the growth of the program. This is nct the cass with any of the cther altematives
where a MRF would process materials at the back end. )
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Coliection costs under this program would be high due to the relatively smail number of
residences one truck would be able to serve. Such a vehicle, with separate bins for each item
collected at the curb, would have 10 make more than one trip back to the processing center each
day. The collection vehicles utilized under the other altematives would likely be able to remain
on the route all cay, even with high parnicipation rates. Coilection personnel would also spend
considerably more time and labor sorting material from stackabie boxes into bins on the truck
under Alternative A, )

One obvious advantage tc this system is the savings in initial capital costs associated with
processing equipment and facilities. Secondly, the material would be cleaner and better
segregated, resultin'g in increased revenue for the material collectec. This method of collection
is probably best suited for smaller programs due to the investment required to build material
processing facilities. However, the economics of collection could rencer this alternative infeasibie
over the long term.

The "source separation” method of collection is commonly heid to be the most cost-effective
aiternative for smaller communities wishing to avoid the initial cost of expensive material recovery
facilities for the processing of commingied materials. This alternative aiso allows for the inclusion
of cardboard, which comprises 2.8% of the residential waste stream in Sacramento. (The
inclusion of cardboard is not an option in Alternative B.)

Zven with the high degree of source separation at the curb, Altemative A requires a facility to
cerform some intermediate processing of materials prior to shipment of matenais to market. it
also invoives a much larger expense for containers, the stackable dins being more expensive than
the singie container used in Alternative B.

It is difficult to identify the number of residences which would constitute the upper limit for
preferring Alternative A over other altematives, which involve the processing of commingied
recyclables. Industry representatives maimain that larger municipal programs will derive a net
benefit from decreased labor and costs f a MRF is used to sort the recyclables. According to
Adam Marks, Operations Engineer for Rhode Island Solid Waste Management Corporation, a MRF
is ‘more cost-effective than separating materiais at curbside when a recycling program serves
mcre than 50,000 househoids.” (‘Recycling Today,’ July 1989.) A final evaluation report by the
Brookhaven Town Counci also contends that more greatly automated plants provide for additional
savings. According to Adam Marks, sophisticated MRF's are capable of recycling 15% to 20%
of the waste stream, collection permitting. Alternative A, therefore, is best suited to smailer
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cmmunities. The scale of economics works for this method of ccilection when the possibility

of expansion to a much larger grogram is not an issue: and the pctential number of residences
invelved remains low.

Compatibility with Multiple Residential and Commercial Recycling Prcgrams: Stackable containers
or muitipie bins do not lend themseives to recycling at apartment ccmplexes or office buildings.
Alternative A lacks compatibility with recycling programs for muitiple residences and commercial
establishments. Alternative A is clearly at a disadvantage. in this respect, when compared to
Alternatives C and D.

Fiexipility: Alternative A lacks flexibility in relation to all other aitermatives anaiyzed by this report.
When materials are source separated at the curb into different tins. and the commingling of
materials is kept to a minimum, it becomes more difficuit to rescond to changes in waste
characteristics and market deveicoments. .For example. a system involving only intermediate
processing of materials. with a high degree of source separation at ihe curb, cannot add materiais
such as HDPE plastic as easily as any of the other altemative srcgrams. One day the City may
be recycling mixed paper. mixed glastics. or even tires. Alternative ~ does not have the flexibility
or level of processing reguired 0 respond 0 these changes.

Feoasibility of Expansion: =xpansicn is possible under any system. Almost ail costs associated
with the "source secaraticn” alternative are related to cailection. Uncer this alternative. the costs
GC up in direct proporticn to the increase in residences served. Since ccilection is the most
axgensive part of any pregram. Altemative A is more expensive 10 expand than the other
alternatives considered in this regort

Convenience to User: It is commenly argued, by program operatcrs, that Altemative A is the
least convenient to the user. This argument is based on the degree cf source separation required
of the resident The other aitematives analyzed by this repcrt ailow the commingling of
recyciables, which is more ccnvenient to the resident since less ime and effort is required.

Need for Promotion and Sducation: It follcws that the greater the cegree of source separation
reguired of the resident, the greater the need for premction and education. Assuming this is true,
Alternative A will require a larger budget for promotion and educaticn than the cther aitematives.

Marketability of the Product: Altemative A will produce a product which is likely to yield greater
revenue than will any of the cther aitematives. Scource separation at the curb, involving the least
ccmmingiing of materials, will likety produce the cleanest materials for market Ccentamination
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of matenals is less likely under this aitemative than any other.

Cost: See Section Vil of this report for details. Alternative A has the highest collection cost and
the lowest processing c2st

Alternative 8: ‘Slue Box® Single Container With Newspaper Separate

Description: The "blue box* alternative involves the commingled collection of recyciables except
that newsprint is collected separately, primarily to avoid possible contamination with shards of
glass. Callection occurs weekly on the same day as regular garbage collection. Residents are
asked to place their glass containers, PE7 plastic. and metal containers such as aluminum, tin,
bi-metal, or steel in the single 14-20 gallon container provided to them. Newsprint would be
bundled or placed in paper bags and then stacked either next to the box at curbside or on top
of it. This method of collection is regarded as refatively convenient to the resident since it allows
commingiing of most recyclables.

The collection vehicle must have two bins, one for the commingied containers and the other for
the newsprint. The truck would be low entry with a low chassis; it would be self-dumping with
lcading no higher than waist height to decrease worker injury and shiorten collection time. The

truck would be top loading to maximize capacity. One driver/operator would be assigned to
each vehicle.

Processing under Alternative B invoives the separation and sorting of giass by color. Aluminum
is magnetically sorted from ferrous metals and PET7 plastic may be sorted by one of several
different processing options. Newspaper is handled separately as a distinct waste stream. A
baler would be needed for PET plastic, metals, and newsprint. An adequate storage area would
be provided.

This method of coliection is now the preferred method of curbside coilection for representatives
of the San Jose and San Mateo programs. Some communities which practice this Alternative
8 method of collecting recyclables at curbside are Champagne, Illinois; Tcronto, Canada:
Concord, Califomnia; and Newark, New Jersey.

Qesign Considerations: A comprehensive study on the effect of different containers on
participation and volume collected was conducted in Samta Barbara. Four different container
types were tested in four different neighborhoods of like demographics (‘Resource Recycling,’
January/February 1989). The comtainers tested were sacks, buckets, stacking containers, and
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single blue boxes. The study conciuded that the highest pounds per set-out on a weekly basis,
and the highest average pounds per househcid. was achieved with the single biue box.
Alternative B makes use of this type of container. it should alsc be ncted that a company, whose
use of stackable containers in San Jose made that option famous. has elected to use the single
container in another of its operations in Qak Lawn, lllingis. The decision was based primarily on
the avoided cest for the containers, when compared to a stackable system which is about two
to three times more expensive.

Representatives of the operators of programs in San Mateo and San Jose, typicai of Alternative

A. have recently expressed a preference for the "blue box® ccllection method. Given the
opportunity to redesign these systems. representatives of these two privately operated recycling
programs would choose Altermative 8 over Altermative A. This preference is based on a number
of factors.

Reduced collection costs is one design consideration. The strength cf this alternative, compared
to Alternative A, is that a vehicle with oniy two ccmpartments is mcre 2fficient. This type of truck
can remain on the route longer befcre returning to a processing facility. There are also
cconsiderable labor savings invciveag with less source separation at e curb.

Cne disadvantage of this collectiecn methed is the exclusion of CCC. Due to the balkiness of
CCC. it would not be feasible to inctude it for cacilection since this ‘wculd increase the coltection
fabar, in addition to sharply reducing the capacity of the trucks for increased passes-by.

Alternative 8 may reduce gprogram liakility due to a reduction in the sk of waorker injuries. A
number cf semi-automated coilection vehicies compatibie with this aitermnative are available. This
type of coilection would reduce the need for the worker to stoop cr lift materials, as compared
to Aliternative A.

Another imporiant design consideration driving this altemnative is the separation of fiber or
newsprint from glass containers. A ccmmoen protlem, associated with some programs cffering
commingied ccllection, is that once newsgrint is compacted with glass. the newsgrint can tecome
contaminated with glass shards, making it unmarketable. This aitermative aveids that problem.

Comeatibility with Muitiple and Commercial Recycling Programs: Altemative 8 is incompatible
with recycling at businesses and multicle residences such as apartment compiexes. Both
Altermnatives A and B fack comgatibiity with commercial recycling ceportunities.
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Flexibilitv: Alternative 8 is much more fiexible than Alternative A. Under Alternative 3, materials
may be added to a collection program with little trouble since recyciables are commingied in a
single container. The system is designed to sort the waste stream at a processing facility. This

alternative is in a better position to market variations and changes in the compaosition of the waste
stream.

Ceasibility of Expansion: Materials may be added to a program using a commingled method of
collection with little or no redesign of the system, assuming, of course, that processing facilities
are constructed 1o accommodate expansion and additions. While over-building a processing
faciiity may cost more initially, it is standard practice in the resource recovery industry.

The expansion of a curbside collection program under this alternative should involve a lower unit
cost than wouid Alternative A. Since the unit cost of collection is less, the cost of collection
wouid not rise as quickly under this altemative. Thus, expansion of the program would not
greatly increase the cost of the portion of the program which is most expensive 1o begin with.
Processing costs would rise somewhat, but overall increases should be less due to the less
intensive labor on the collection side. Again, this presumes the processing facility is designed
for easy expansion.

Convenience to the Userr According to the Phase One Report_and Proposed Action Plan
prepared by the Sacramento City Recycling Subcommittee. the "city should provide all residents
with the opportunity to recycle used products as conveniently as they can presently dispose of

those used products.” It follows from this premise that Alternative 3 is more convenient than
Alternative A since residents will be allowed to commingie their recvclables. Since newspaper
is ncrmally stacked, this separation poses no inconvenience to the resident.

Need for Promotion _and Education: Education and promotion is arguably one of the most
important aspects of a successful curbside recycling program. However, this alternative allows
residents to commingle containers, which may reduce the long-term expense associated with
educating the public 10 “source separate” their recyciables under Altemative A of this analysis.

Cost: See Section VIl of this report. Collection costs are less than Alternative A. Processing
costs are greater than Altemnative Al

Marketability of the Product: The coilection of newsprint separate from containers serves to avoid

a common compiaint with respect to the contamination of fiber by shards of glass. Compared
1o Altermnative A, this altemative may involve greater breakage of glass, which couid lead to less
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revenue and a higher percentage of "ejected materials. Alternative 2 does retain the advantage
of attermnpting !0 reduca contamination with twn waste streams, one iber and one consisting of
containers, while reducing collecticn expenses and increasing cansumer convenience.

Alternative C: Semi-Autcmated Calilection of Commingled Recvyciables

Cescrption: This aiternative would provide residents with a 60 or 20 gailon container for the
collection of completely mixed recyclables. Coilection would be weekly on the same day as
reguiar garbage collection. Newsprint, OCC. metal (consisting of ti-metal, steel and aluminum
containers), PET plastic and glass containers would ail be commingied in the one container.

The coilection vehicle usad for Altemative C would be a rear lcader gcacker with a can tipper.
The collection vehicle is operated by cne driver/operator. This cpticn, along with Altemative D,
involves the highest degree of prccessing since the recyclables. including fiber, are totaily
commingled.

Cesign Considerations: The use of a can tipper, with a semi-automatad system, wiil reduce the
risk of worker injury over Alternatives A and B. Driver/cperaters wiil not have to lift recyclables
fcr depostt in the coilection venicie. The ccilection vehicte will aisc e able to remain on a route
longer than with the first two aiternatives. This alternative may significandy recuce coilection
ccsts. while affording the driver an coeortunity to screen for contaminants, which cannot be done
with a fuily automated system. Ancther ccnsideration is the belief that commingling is a deterrent
10 scavenging.

Alternative C also allows fcr the ccilection of CCT as a ccmmingied item in the container.
Alternative 8 does not ailow for this option; Altemative A invoives the labor intensive separation
of carcbecard at curbside.

Compatibility with Multiple Residential and Commercial Prggrams: This method of cailection is
ccmgatible with recycling at many agartment complexes and businesses. Businesses and multiple
units ccuid be provided 60 or 20 gallen cans cr bins for the commingted cailection of recyclables.
This is not an option under Alternatives A or 8.

Flexibility: Altermative C is more flexible than either Altematives A ¢r 3. Materials may be added
withcut change to the collecticn methed or vehicle. With materiais processed at a recovery
facility, a ccmmingled waste stream could accommoedats additicnal scrting without change in the
collection method.
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Feasibility of Sxpansion: Alternative C could be expanded with the addition of vehicles and
personnel on the collection side. Unit cost would rise more siowly with expansion than under
Alternative A.  The cost of expansicn of the program under Altemative C is likely to be
comgarable to that of Alternative 8.

gnvenience to User: Altematives C and D may be the most convenient alternatives under this
analysis. Guided by the premise that a curbside collection system should be as convenient to
the user as regular refuse disposal. a compietely commingled container for recycling is the most
convenient to the resident. Residents need not separate recyciabies from one another. They
would be placed in one can, which could be wheeied to the curb.

Need for Promotion and Education: Since Alternative C involves the total commingling of

recyclables, there is less behavior modification required in persuading the public to recycle at the
curb. Alternatives C and D may invoive less long-terrn public education costs than both
Alternatives A and 8 since residents will not be required to sort their recyclables.

Cost: See Section VII of this report. Collection costs are lower ihan Alternatives A and B.
Processing costs are siighty higher than Alternative B because the fiber materials are combined

with the recyclabie containers.

Marketabilitv of the Product: There are two caveats to curbside collection of recyclables using

a compaction venicle. The first invoives the degree of giass breakage. Glass markets are
becoming tighter and broken giass may soon be unmarketable. Giass. with greater than 10%
breakage, is appreaching unmarketability in the S8ay Area. Second, giass which is broken cannot
be color sorted. QOur market for glass currently requires a two-colar sort for premium price.
Glass will probably have to be three-color sorted within two years. Therefore, a collection method
with significantly higher glass breakage could lead to the collection of material with decreased
revenue retum over Alternatives A and B. and lower recovery due to higher percentage of rejected
material. Attempts to guantify the amount of breakage. from coilection systems that use

compactor trucks is difficuit due to the proprietary nature of much of the information.
The second caveat to Alternative C is that the compaction of fiber with glass containers can lead
to contamination of the newsprint and OCC. This concemn is shared by a number of industry

representatives due to the unmarketability of fiber that has shards of glass pressed into it

Again, proprietary information makes it difficuit to research specific information regarding this
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caveat. It may be possibie to mitigate contamination from the ccmpaction of commingled

materials in a collection vehicle by adjusting the hydraulic pressure under which compaction
occurs.

Alternatives C and D may also mitigate the degree of glass breakage by employing an age-old
method of collection that may be utilized for any of the aiternatives. Oriver/operators could be
instructed to line the bettom of their trucks with PET plastic at the beginning of the day to
minimize breakage. A further measure. to reduce breakage at the processing stage. is to
construct a processing facility with weod floers underneath picking stations and where loads are
tipped.

It is likely that Altemmatives C and D will produce a material for market which will garner less
revenue than under Altemnatives A and 8. Due to the commingiing cf ail recyclables, it is likely
that the percentage of rejected materiai for Alternatives C and D wiil be higher than Altemnatives
A and B. However, the decreased ccilection expenses must be balancad against market revenue
and diversion rates.

Altarnative O:  Fullv-Automated Ccilection of Commingied Recvciables

Descrigtion: This aiternative weuld invclve the collecticn cf totaily ccmmingled recyclables in a
&0 or S0 gallon can. whnich would be provided to residents. Cne driver/operator would be
assigned to each vehicte. Cailection could occur on the same day as weekly refuse coilection,
in ccniormity with the cther aiternatives being analyzed by this repori.- A variation of this
ccilection frequency wouic be to cut tack to monthly, or less frequent ccilection. Less frequent
ccilection could prove justified on the tasis cf sporadic set-outs by participating households. With
a capaciy of 60-90 gallens, residents may be inclined to set their ccmainers out only once each
month. Monthly collection could cccur on a Saturday so that side lcaded packer trucks in our
existing fleet could be utilized.

Aesidents would be atle (o0 ccnveniendy commingle their PET piastc, glass containers, metai
ccnuainers (consisting of aluminum, bi-metal. steel, and tin), newsgrint, and CCC. Processing
uncer this aitemative would be the same as under Altemnative C. Since this aiternative involves
icually commingled recyclables, the level of processing is much more involved than either
Alternatives A or B. A material processing faciity is required to separate all of the above
materials. Adequate stcrage cf materials would te provided pricr to transfer of materiais to
market
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This method of collection is not commoniy practiced. However, it is clearly mest compatible with
our currem refuse collection systems. Sxamples of municipalities, which employ this altemnative
for their curbside programs. are Islip, New York: Phoenix, Arizona: and Seattle. Washingten, on
the South Side (Rabanco).

Design Considerations: Three varations of this collection method are offered. Under the first
variation, the frequency of collection would be monthly on a Saturday. This variation (D-1) allows
the use of existing packer trucks and avoids the expense of purchasing new vehicles to
accommodate a curbside recycling program. Although the expense of purchasing containers is
significantly greater than under Ajtematives A and B, collection expenses would be greaty
reduced due to higher productivity, outweighing the added expense of a more costly 90 galion
container. This variation of Alternative D is wholly compatible with our current refuse coliection
methods.

The second variation of Alternative D is the weekly coilection of recyclables on the same day as
reqular garbage collection (D-2). Under this variation of Alternative D, residents wouid be
provided a 60 gallon can for reguiar weekly refuse collection.. The 90 gallon can currently used
would become the recycling centainer. In this manner, residents wouid be encouraged to recuce
their regular refuse disposal, while being provided a container.allowing for the commingling of
recyclables over a period time, inciuding cardboard.

Residents, provided with a S0 gallon container for recyclables with weekly coliection service,
would have the convenience of putting out their recyclables on any regular refuse callection day.
However, with a continer capacity of S0 gailons. they would be less likely to put it out every
week. This would further reduce collection expenses since the recyciing truck would be able to
make many more passes by in a singie day.

The third variation of Alternative D is monthly collection on the same day as regular garbage
collection (D-3). An example would be reguiar garbage collection taking place on Monday and
recyclables collected on the first Manday of each month. This varation reduces the number of
ccllection thicles required when comgared with weekly collection. By scheduling monthly
collection on the same day as regular garcage collection, there may be less likelihood of
residents forgetting to place their can at the curb. Collection is viewed as more convenient as
the residents will not be required to place their can at the curb Friday night or early Saturday
morning, as required with monthly collection on a Saturday.

Ancther design consideration with the use ¢f a 60 or 90 galion container is that recyc!ablesvare
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kept dry in inclement weather; the opporunity to place garbage cr litter in containers is reduced.
Residents do not have to strain their tacks to take out the recyciacles. And. as with Altemnative
C. commingling of recyc!ables serves as a deterrent to scavenging. Scavengers will be reluctant
to dig through commingled containers to pick out the most valuacie commodities.

Automated collection, under ajl variaticns of this aiternative, would reduce the risk of worker injury.
Employee morale is improved; workers need not strain their backs to recycle our refuse; workers
would not need to exit and reenter their vehicle cabs at every pick-up; ccllection costs would be
greany reduced; and fewer ccilecticn vehicles with fewer drivers cculd cover the same number
of residences as under the other alternatives analyzed in this repcre

Compatibility with Multiple Residential and Commercial Programs: Altemnatives C and D are wholly
compatible with muitiple residential and commercial programs. Ninety gallon containers could
be provided to many apartment comglexes and businesses and recycled with the same vehicle
fleet.

The first variation of Alternative O (D-1) involves no purchase cf acditional collection vehicles.
with monthiy Saturday csilection. vehicies in our current fleet ¢f refuse venicles would be used.
Under the secaond variaticn (D-2), new side lcacer garbage trucks 'w~ould have to be purchased
to accommodate weekly coilection on the same day as regular garcage ceilection. Because both
cf the containers and trucks are wneily comgatible with reguiar garcage collection. there is litile
financial risk to the City. If it is cetermined that another aitemative is preferred following initial
implementation of Alternative D, both containers and garbage twucks purchased under this
aiternative may be fcided intc the regular gartage colilection sysiem with no financial loss to the
City.

Under the third variation of Altemative D (D-3), monthly collecticn on the same day as regular
garbage service, the vehicla requirement will be less than weekly coilection on the same day as
regular garbage service, but more than monthly ccllection on Saturcay.

Sexibility: Alternative D is prciacly the mest flexitie of ail opticns. Since ail recyclable materials
are sorted and separated at a MRF, materiais can be added without any change to the collection
method. Since we may recycle many additional materials ten years from now (such as tires,
mixed paper, or mixed plastic), it is important to have a method of ceilection which allows for
this flexibility.



Need for Promotion ang Education: Alternatives C and D may invoive the least experse related
10 education and promotion. Since residents are conveniently offered the opportunity to
commingle all recyclables in a singie container, Alternatives C and D involve the least behavior
modification. Some education will be required at program start-up, if one of the variations
involving monthly collection is implemented, to be sure that residents are familiar with the
collection schedule.

Cost: See Section VIl of this report. Alternative D provides by far the least costly coilection.
Processing costs are comparable to Altemnative C and are somewhat more than Altematives A
and B.

Marketability of the Product: The only difference between Alternatives C and D is that Altemative
C involves the use of a semi-automated rear loading garbage truck; Aliternative D involves the use
of a fully automated side ioader. Therefore, the same considerations regarding.the marketability
of a product under Alternative D apply to Altemative C.
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V. EDUCATION AND PROMOQTICN

FROGRAM QBJECTIVES

As indicated earlier in this report. there are many variations in the curbside recyciing programs operated
by different communities. Similarty, the focus and appreach of the accompanying education and autreach
programs differ depending upon community needs and resource constraints. There is widespread
agreement, hcwever, that an ongoing, extensive public education effort is essential to the success of any

recycling pragram. The public sducation component of a recycling program has several key objectives:

1. The program shouid develop a recyciing ethic and increase environmental awareness (the impact
of this will extend beyond participation in curbside recyciing) to changing consumer habits, and
yitimateiy reduce waste. i

2. The program should ensure that recycling will be viewed as one cf the City's most important
efforts.

[

The education program must not anly convey why recycling is imporant. but also let residents
kncw what is expected of them -~ how 10 separate and prepare recyclatles for cailection, how
cften to place containers at curbside, how to purchase wisely to recuce waste.

EXFESIENCES OF QTHES COMMUNITIES

The experiences of other communities ¢perating curbside recycling programs have provided a variety of
ideas for the City of Sacramenta 1o ¢onsider in developing an education program. Six cities. in particutar,
were surveyed abouwt their public information efforts: Charlotte, North Carciina; Seattte, Washington; Los
Angeles. San Jose, Modesto, and Fresno. The tocls and techniques recommended by the recycling
program staif members in thesa communities include:

School Vists and Curricuia

Speaker's Bureaus

Media Briefing Kits for Community Leaders
Utility Bit Insarts

Utility 8ill Messages

Special Events

Newspaper Coverage
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Radio Public Service Announcements
Paid Advertising
Newslerters
Celebrity Spokesperson
Production of Video for Service Groups
Billboards
Giveaways and Merchandise, Including:
Refrigerator Magnets
Litter Bags
Note Pads
Book Covers
Coloring Books
Pencils
Bumper Stickers
Frisbees (made from recycied plastic)
Bookmarks
Life-Size Costumed Mascots Such as “Clark Can, Nancy News, Wizard of Waste®

SDUCATION AND PROMOTION P30GRAM ASSUMPTIONS

The success stories and hard lessons learned by these communities provide us with a wealth of
experience and materiai from which to design a Sacramento program. The foilowing assumptions guided
the approach: '

1. The pilot curbside recyciing program will consist of 24,000 housencids. Therefore, the public
education campaign will be targeted to the neighborhoods served. Use of City-wide publicity
techniques such as radio PSA's, utility bill inserts, newspaper advertising, billboards, etc., are not
recommended. Should the City elect to implement a City-wide curbside program, these elements
will be evaluated for inclusion in the education and promotion strategy.

2. The public education campaign must be continuous rather than a “blitz" as the program is
intiated. In order to achieve and sustain high levels of participation, resigdents shouid receive a

continucus stream of outreach, education, and promotion information.

3. The program must be tied together using a common theme and logo. The theme should be
positive, motivating, and appealing. Examples include:
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‘Recycling is the Way for San Jose*
“‘Reclaiming the Past for the Future (Modesto)”
"Recycle. Once is Not Enough®

A lcgo should symbolize the program and augment the theme. Samples of lages used by various cities

are included in Appendix H. (It should be noted that the use of color ennances the appeal of the logo
significanty.)

£RCPCOSED PROGRAM

The prcposed public educaticn program for curbside recycling focuses on two key areas: school
inveclvement and neighborhcod participation.

Scheol_Invoivement: The deveiopment ¢f a recycling ethic and increased environmental awareness
among the children in the affected neightorhocds is perhaps the most impertant element of the education
crcgram. Chiidren are our future consumer recycling base, and we need (o instill attitudes and habits
iney will carry with them into aduithood. Spectically, children in the thiré and fourth grades will be
:argeted as they are oid encugh to undersiand the recyciing message. they are influenced by what they
see and hear, and they gready influence their family membters and friends.

The school pregram will begin with a “kick-off* during Public Werks Month in May. Program staif will
ccnduct a "mini-assembly” with second and third grace students. Children will learn the "Recycle Rap”
fram a costumed mascot along the lines of the "Clark Can" character deveicced by the Sate Deparntment
of Conservation. Using visual aids. the prcgram siaff wiill explain why recvcling is important and how
2asy 1t is to participate in the curbside prcgram. At the close of the assemtly, students will be given a
fun reminder of the day's recycling lesson; one idea is "necn’ sunglasses. similar to those recendy
distributed by a fast food chain, imprinted with a siogan such as "Recduce-reuse-Recycle.”

In the fall. third and fourth grade teachers, at the schocis in the target areas, will be provided with the

urricuium and materials for recycling education in the classrcom. Several curricula have been designed,
arg are available from the Sciid Waste Maragement 2card, featuring such characters as the Trash
Menster' and the “Wizard of Waste.” The recommended approach is one lesson each month, perhaps
as a parn of the science lesson. A second assembly will be concucted. anc students will be given book
covers and necn pencis imprinted with the recycling siogan. The giveaways are impaortant as they serve
as an cngoing reminder to the children of the recycling message.



Neighborhood Panicipation: Tﬁe aim of neighborhood educatibn is to have participation in curbside
recycling and viewed as something good for the neighborhood — one of the civic responsibilities of
residents. To achieve this. the education program must educate the residents, not only about the need
for recycling, but how to participate in the program. how to prepare materials for recycling, what
separation (if any) is required. wnen 10 put the container out to the curb. etc. The thrust of this effort
must be that recycling is both necessary and easy.

A key element of the neighborhood program is the designation of biock leaders. These volunteers will
give the program a one-on-one approach and heip convey the message that recycling is a neighborhood
responsibility. Slock leaders can be used to distribute materials such as literature and door hangers to
their neighbors and answer their guestions and concems about the program.

The curbside program will be introduced through several mechanisms. Community meetings may be held
with the appropriate Councilmember and recycling program staff. An introduc:ory brochure will be direct
mailed to all affected residences, explaining the recycling program and outlining the participant's
responsibilities. When the containers for recyciables are delivered, a second flyer will be provided with
reminders about the program siart date, schedule, etc. As an ongoing program, bicck leaders will
distribute refrigerator magnets. note pads (made of recycled plastic}, door hangers, and so on, all printed
with the recyding slogan and logo and serving as daily reminders to ‘reduce-reusesrecycle.”

If participation rates dip after the program stén-up. block leaders may be asked to visit their neighbors
te find out the reasons for the decline and to persuade residents to recycle. 3iock leaders can aiso be
an exceilent source of information regarding any problems or opportunities for improving the curbside
program.

Each time an event of any type is held in cne of the participating neighborhoods, a representative of the
recycling program should attend to distribute inforrmation and “freebies,” such as colonng bocoks, magnets,
litter bags, etc. The function itself may have nothing to do with recycling — it may be a Fourth of July
picnic, a parade, or a school camival. Again, the point is to integrate a recycling ethic within the
community and covey the message that recycling is an ongoing part of our lives.

MISCELLANEQUS
The bulk of the program budget will be earmarked for the school and neighborhood involvemnent aspects

of the education effort. However, there are many relatively inexpensive ways we can remind people daily
about recydling.
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Cty Yehicle Signage: City garbage. garden refuse. and recycling vehicles shculd be equipped with decals
conveying the recycling slogan and logo. These vehicles are seen regularly in the neighborhoods and
wiil help demonstrate that recycling is a part of the overail waste management picture.

Local Newspapers/Newsietters: Local. neightornood publications can be an excellent way of providing
pregram information at no cost.  Articles, photographs, and even adverti- ments may be included in
publications, depending upon participating neighborhoods.

Cther possibilities include bus bench/sheiter signage: exhibits in bank leties or neighborhoed library
branches: posters displayed in the windows cf local businesses: and a sgeaker's bureau for neighborhood
associations, homeowners's groups. etc.

In summary, the proposed public education program focuses on the schocis and the households in the
neighborhoods participating in the curtside program. It must be an cngeing, positive effort, which will
motivate residents and keep participation levels high. A central theme and icgo should be developed to
create a gregram identity and tie together the various eiements of the camcaign.

frcgram_Staffing:  An ongoing, effective putiic information campaign recuires adeguate staffing and
rescurces. Whiie the City’s Putlic Infcrmation Cfficer and the ‘Waste Reducticn Cosrdinater can perform
many cf the pianning and design tasks. the adcition of a Recycling Public =<ucation Cgordinator, within
the Sciid Waste Division, is recommended. This gosition will be charged with managing the overalil public
infermaticn program, inciuding ccordinaticn with the schools. supervisicn cf the Block Leader Program,
develccment of marketing techniques and strategies. and response to putiic inquiries. questions, and
coneerms.

In addition to the Public Education Cocrcinator, it is suggested that four o six part-time. temparary
cierical positions be added when the curbsice program is initiaily implemented (approximately 1.5 FTE).
These positions will field inquiries and distribute information to residents regarding the pregram. As the
grogram gains acceptance and residents become familiar with the curbside coilection of recyclabies, this
custcmer service staff can be recuced. Similarly, i the program is expandeg in the future, additional staff
will be needed.

Pregram Budget: The cost of the putiic edumtic‘an and promotion camgaigns are included in Section
Vil cf this report. In addition to the staifing discussed above (2.5 FTE). a tudget of $3 per household
(875.CC0O) is recommended for materials such as school curricula, book covers, refrigerator magnets,
cocr hangers, pesters, etc.



V. PROGRAM REVENUES AND CQST AVCOIDANCE

Summarv: Revenues from curbside recycling, and avoided landfill costs, can be expec!ed’ 10 be minimal.
regardless of the recycling aiternative chosen or the level of household participation. Within the target
area, the revenue and avoided costs would fall between $24.573 and $270.808 per year. The hest
estimate of the totai is the midpoint of $133.907.

Revenues: The sale of recycied materals to local markets will produce scme revenue. However, the
dctlar recovery is expected to be smail. Revenues from sales may range from $10.522 o $157.753 per
year, depending on the market price received frem the sale of the materials, and on the expected material
recovery rates. Based on the best information available, sales ravenue will be about $76.229. The market
prices for recycled materials Auctuate and are difficult to predict. As a generat rule, relatively conservative
crice per ton estimates were used, as shown in the table below.

TABLE 8.1
PRICE RANGE FOR RECYCLABLES AND SELECTED RATE FCR PROJECZTIONS

Item Zrice Range/Ten Selectad Rate
Newspaper 3 5-15 3 10
Giass 80-5Q 120
Aluminum - 1,400-1,600 1,400
Sc¢rap Metal 40-80 30
Flastic 480-260 430-850
Cargbearg 18-20 15

The expected recovery rate of materials is also a factor in the revenue projection. The recovery rate is
defined as the percent of recyclable materiais that is expected o be recovered out of the total availabie
recyciatble materiais in the target area. This differs from participaticn rates, which are based on the
numter cf househclds participating in the recyciing program. Paricipaticn rates do not provide any
indication cf the imgact of recycling on the waste stream. If 100% of the househoids participated, but
each put cut oniy one aluminum can, the impac: con the waste stream would be very smail. Therefore,
a measurement based on househoid particication levels would not be mea.ningh.ﬂ.l Instead, a statistic that
measures the expected recovery of recyclable materials is used. After studying recovery rates in other
communities, it has been estimated that Sacramento can collect 31% of the materials avaiable in a
weekly ccilection program, This percentage is a ¢ombination of varying rates for the different materials
ccllected. For example, newsgaper will fikaly have the highest recovery rate (52%), while lesser rates ara
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expected for aluminum and scrap metais (9% each).

At a combined 31% recovery rate and an average annual tonnage of 2.024 tons, revenue of $76.220 is

projected. In Appendix |, Table 1 provides details of the expected revenue under various recovery
scenarics.

Avoided Landfill Costs: Whenever materials are coliected for recycling, the cost of haufing those materials
to the landfill and paying the tipping fee can be avoided. Assuming average hauling costs of $18 per
ton and tipping fees of $10.50 per ton, the avoided landfill costs are projected at $57,687. As with
recycling revenues, the amount of avoided costs will vary depending on the recovery rates (the tonnage
collected). In Appendix [, Table 1 presents varying tonnage coilection amounts and the impact on the
avoided landfill costs. The avoided costs range between $12,051 and $113.055. This.revenue is-nct

included in the rate projections as the City does not incur landfill tipping fees or hauling costs at this
time.

PREOGRAM COSTS AND RATE IMPACTS

Summary: Recycling is an expensive process. There are costs involved for‘ containers, trucks, and labor
for collection of recyclables, sorting/processing of materials, and promotion and education, to name a
few. Six recycling alternatives are being listed in this report as each aitemative will have a different
~ impac: on garbage rates. As a refresher, the different alternatives are identified below:

Alternative A:  Source Separation by the Resident

Alternative 8: "Blue Box" Single Container With Newspaper Separate

Alternative C: Semi-Automated Collection of Commingied Recyclatles

Alternative C-1: Fully-Automated, Monthly Collection of Commingled Recyclables on Saturday
Alternative D-2: Fully-Automated, Weekly, Same Day Coilection of Commingled Recyclabiles
Alternative D-3: Fully-Automated, Monthly, Same Day Collection of Commingled Recyclables

The ongoing costs associated with the six aiternatives range from $420,000 (Altematives C-1 and D-2)

to $828.000 (Alteméﬁve A). Capital expenditures for the altematives range from $781,000 (Altemative B)
to S2.2 million (Altemative C).

It should be noted that each alternative assumes that the City contracts out the sorting/processing

functions of the program. If the City had to buid its own faciity, the construction and operation Costs
could add an additional $1.25 million to the recycling program.
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For discussion purposes, Aitemative 0-3 (fully automated. monthly same day coilection) will be used to
ilustrate the variables associated with expenditures in a recycling program. After a thorough discussion

of the cost elements for this alternative, the cost differences for the other aiternatives will be ccmpared
in Table 6.3. .

Collection Costs: Alternative 0-3 (fully automated. monthiy same day cailection).

Coilection costs refer to the laber, bins and vehicles necessary to containerize and pick up recyctable
materiais from households and deliver the materiais to the processing plant. First year collection costs
will be about 32.2 miliion, comprised of $1.8 millien in start-up costs and $420.000 in ongoing costs.

Capitai: Capital costs for collection are primarily for trucks to collect the materials from the curb and
for the purc’nése of the 60 gallen containers. Assuming that there will be monthly pick-up of recyclables
with 1,000 passes-by per day, one side-icading, fully-automated truck will be required at a cost of
$115.000. The purchase of 25.200 sixty gallon ccntainers (5% replacement rate) will cost $1.5 million.
If the capitai costs were debt financed aver a seven year period. the annual debt service would be
approximately 3338.000.

Ocerating: Cperating casts for coilection will be 3420,000 per year. This assumes that one Sanitaticn
‘Waorker wiill be reguired to drive the ccilection vehicle. Operating succlies. maintenance, vehicle
maintanance, and overhead will also te required.

Soning and Processing Costs: Sorting and processing costs inciude labcr 10 sort the recyclable material;
ecuipment to move. baie and weigh materials; storage: and transportaticn of materials 1o market.
Annually, the cost of the materials recavery function will be approximateiv $125.000. This estimate
assumes that the City will contract out for sorting and processing services and is tased on the Los
Angeles regort cost for a 100 ton-per-day facility reduced to suit Sacramento's needs. Assuming a

maximum tonnage per day in Sacramento’s target area of ten tons, a rough 10% of the Los Angeles cast
estimate was used.

if the City neeced to construct its own facility because outside contracting proved not to be a desiratle
altemative, the City would likely want to build a high cagacity plant o allew for future expansion and
possitle sharing with the County. Using a 100 ton-per-day faciity as an estimate. the site and piant (debt
financed) and its operation could cost approximately $1.25 milllon per year.

EZycation/Promaticn: Cther jurisdictions surveyed all agreed that educaticnal and promotional activities
are vital for the success of a curtside recycling program. The City program will concentrate on two key



areas: school involvernent and neighborhood participation. Educational activities must be ongoing
instill a recycling ethic in the public mind and to ensure continual participation in the recyciing program.
The details of the education/promotion pian are discussed eisewhere in this report. Requirements for
the program include $82.000 for 2.5 FTE for coordination and $75.000 per year for promotional matenals,
brochures. outreach, and other supplies and rmaterials. V

Contingency: A small contingency of $80,000 or 4% of total program cosis was inciuded in the cost
model.

RATE IMPACTS

Utility rate increases will be required to implement the curbside recycling program. The percentage
increase will range between 3.95% ang 80.78%, dependent on two factors: the method of financing and
the method of cost allocation {see Tabie 6.2 for details). The methods of financing are: (a) paying cash
for all operating and capital program costs: or (b) debt financing the capital partion of program costs.
Cash financing will resuft in large rate increases in the first year of the program because the truck and
bins would be paid for up front, Rates, after the first year, drop substantially. The cash financing could
be phased in gver a two-year period, if desired. Under a debt financing ootion, the capital costs are
spread over a period of seven years, thereby providing a more moderate and level rate for ait vears.
However, higher overail costs will result in this method due to the costs of financing.

The second factor affecting the rate increase is the method of cost allocation. That is. who shouid pay
for the recycling program? All residents, only residents in the target area. or all accounts, whether
commercial or residential? If the net program costs of $2.1 million are spread to all 100,000 households
in the City, the immediate rate increase required per househoid will be 20.41% or $1.87 per month. This
rate will drop after the first year due to the one-time capital costs. Under the debt financing method, the

rate increase would be 7.21%. Charging ail househcids for recycling, even though the service is not.

available at afl homes, is a customary procedure for City services because recycling benefits the City as
a whole and not just those who participate in the program.

if only those househoids in the target area receiving curbside recycling services were charged, the rate
impact on those 24,000 homes under the cash financing method would be an immediate 80.78% or $7.38;
a heavy purden for a service of City-wide benefit. Under the debt financing method. the rate increase
wauld be 28.52% or $2.60 per month,

It could be argued that since recycling is of City-wide benefit, commercial accounts should aiso share
in the cost However, in recent solid waste budgets, panicular emphasis has been given to cormrecting
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existng irecuities in the current billing arangement Secause commercial aczszunts have Been subsidizing
resicential. Therefore, charging ccmmercials an accitional fee wauld tend o reduce the effect of previous
effcrts. Fzrinfcrmaticnal purpeses. if ccmmercial acccunts cdid share in recyciing costs. the rate increass
for scth residential and ccmmercial acccunts weuld te 11.19% under the cash financing methed or 3.85%
uncer he dett financing methed.

It shculd be noted that i the City were to censzuce its own materials precassing faclity, the impact on
rates wcuid be substantial. Additicnal incrzasas over those projected atcve would be approximately

10%. scread 0 all residentat households.

TABLE 6.2

RATE IMPACTS UNDER THREZ REVENUE BASE CPTIONS

Rate Incre=se

Ccricns Cash Fnancing Cett Sinancing

1. Fesicential Cusicmers

Crgeing Casis 3.20% 3.20%

Cre-Time Cacital Costs 1T.31% 3.819%

TOTAL 20.41% 7.21%
2. Targer Area Cusiomers Caoly

Crgsing Cosis 13.C6% 13.06%

Cae-Time Capitai Cssts 87.72% 15.45%

TOTAL 80.73% 23.32%
3. All Residemtial and Cemmercial

Cusiwcmers

Cnrgcing 1.81% 1.81%

Cne-Time Cagital Costs 38% 2.14%

TOTAL 11.19% 3.95%
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TABLE §.3

RECYCUNG COSTS AND REVENUE 5Y ALTERNATIVE

A

5.1 D-2 / 0-3

O

Program Revenues

$ 73732 s 73.7C S

~
[0}]

)
3
w0
o
)
g
(7]

S 78.220

Cngoing Zxpenditures

828,078 798,734 S5 4E3 220,001 429.0C1
Cost Per Participating Household Per Month
288 277 2.4% 232 1.48
Cne Time Capital Sxpencitures ,
$8E.500 T81.07C 2.122.5C0 s 2,:27,800 1,782.300
Cest Per Panticizaining Househoic Ser Mcnan #
23.43 2 &.-‘-T 4 Q .73 7.28 g.18
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
1,814,579 1.577.824 %—8 2.087.801 2.788,748 2,202.501
Net Frogram Zx2endiures 0@
1.,747.248 ‘..504.092t/ 2 2.011.381 2.719.528 2.125.381
Fr= 8.30 7.20 3.30 €.30 3.30

The net expenditures rate impacss, described creviousiy, reiate to only cne altemative, Alternative C-

2. The resuits wouif be differert for each ¢i the five remaining altematives. Table 6.4 below is a

discussed beiow. (The rate increases shown are predicated on the assumption that the
e spread to all residental acsourts.) '
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TABLE 6.3
RECYCLING COSTS AND REVENUE BY ALTERNATIVE

A B C D-1 D-2 D-3

Program Revenues
$ 73,732 $ 73,732 $ 76,220 3 76,220 $ 76,220 $ 76,220
Ongeing Expenditures
828,079 796,754 695,485 420,001 683,148 420,001
Cost Per Participating Household Per Month
2.88 277 2.41 1.46 2.32 1.46
One Time Capital Expenditures
286,200 781,070 2,152,600 1,667,600 2,127,600 1,782,600
Cost Per Participating Household Per Menth
3.43 2.71 7.47 5.79 7.39 6.19
TOTAL EXPENDITURES
1,314,979 1,577,824 2,848,085 2,087,601 2,795,748 2,202,601
Net Program Expenditures
1,741,248 1,504,092 2,771,865 2,011,381 2,719,528 2,126,381

FTE 8.50 8.30 7.50 3.50 6.50 3.50

ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS

The net expenditures and rate impacts, described previously, relate to only one aiternative, Alternative C-
3. The resuits would be different for each cf the five remaining altematives. Table 6.4 below is a
summary table of the revenues and expenditures that could be expected uncer each aiternative. Table
6.5 identifies the rate impacts and tonnage recoveries under each scenario. The differences under each
altermative are discussed below. (The rate increases shown are predicated on the assumption that the
increases are spread to all residential accounts.)

41



Altarmaztive A

Sgurze Sezarsrinn =v Sasizann Allamaive A woui€ 2o2st 2 na: of ST omiilica in te &

vear (c2sn tasis), resurting it an inmal =

fignest cegree of manual coerziicns feSUILNG N ASK 1S woerkers. and Rign l2ocr and venicie sast

Dt @ e W

123
({4}

incrzase of 15.71%. This anlamatve i anzrasiested Syfine

Cngsing Sasis. Tne coilecticn ©f smroIcatT uncar nis atamanve is nSt sseommencec. s wouid

[RI* T — 4

siighnTy recuca e revenue racsvery, SUI WCUIC LSS (2CUS2 e SCring anc srocassing ooffis.

Altarmarve -

S s

id cost a ner of

S1.2 miillicn in (he {irst vear (S=sa T&sisi, FESLINNG iN 2 )iz ingrease of 429,

altamarve ingiuca resdtively inextansive sonEinar 22513

23s8is

-~y
LT

Carcdzcars weuic nct Se cciieciac uncer s 2iamanve, wrich weuid siig

wCuiC De cffsar Dv gesrzasaec Sroc2esing SIS

se

ara nic

rgics Being sarvec in cne Zzv. A lar

Tasiansuss o this

o 4 ~ -
szns ot S szcn), Zut nign ccilgficn cosis. Collezden

D Secause saniziicn werxers, must Tanuallv emgty e sanfne

in fewer

n Y.A8rgz Aumzer ciseEd E3 T is wirad ungcaer (nis gtarmanve.

r=Cuce e ravenue, DUt this

Sami.diamater Tojigestian

This aitamalve is e most

axsensive Teczuse <f nign coilezizn sts. Nai zx=znchuras woui€ be 2.3
Tilicn ecusiing g raiz increass o0 s 4220 nign Usg g cIniziners ars
3xZTansive [3&0 23Cn) ENT CCTEFEIINS Seing cumsed inic ne
TUNSK. A fzoussT onumzer of sEssss-dy

sits—=thya T Sasvmzsss on Sanvrozvi Allamaive
- . H - emiamea, 1 - . - ‘e s memil - - B 3
-+ I§ 2 [rsiaivalvy nexTan oY e ccilecicrs zre monmttiv o 2nc existng
Qima lmamap emimm A - ES eat RtadebisTIR Vot ~a AN Soanime ta o Seas yosp.
SiSz=CaC0s3r TTooKs Z&n 22 SXTELONUTEE wlllC 22 Sa.o SCLUSUNG 18 2 Arst veas
H - <t~ >r- - o - > swmy - -

T2iz incrsszss {czsh tasim S S.ET ST wouiZ B oreglirzc D imIiemanl s ansmarive.

. - s e o~y ;- S - e L .
atzmative 2.2 Toilvedizamatas Sze T3v Coilactizn oF Commingise Secvciztiesi: Altarnative

-2 is costy cue i the axzensga coniners (S&C =24nm) and Dec3usa siTxuss are mace weekly. The

nar a

=, =

xzenc

Stzffing recuirement

'-.y-'as ar

‘oot

f

. ; -
o, Uhe gunalert st a g

(1]

.10% r3te incrzase in e first vear (cash basis).

b
n
-
n

h
"



TABLE 6.4
PRCJECTED RATES/INCREASES AND TONNAGE BY ALTERNATIVE

. A 3 c 0-1 D-2 03

Fate Increase (%) for Ongoing Expenditures

7.24% 6.54%

a®
n
R
2
©
©
o
R
»
8
)

w
L
o
N

Rate Increase (%) for Cne-Time Cacital Costs
8.47% 7.20% 20.68% 16.00% 20.42% 17.11%

TOTAL 16.71% 14.44% 25.50% 19.30% 26.10% 20.41%
(¢6 Inc.)

Rate Increase ($/Manth) for Cngeing Expencitures

.68 ES 34 .30 22 .30

Zzat2 Increase (S/Montn) ior Cne-Time Cagial Casts

g7 £S5 1.28 1.48 1.37 1.26
TOTAL 1.53 1..:2 243 1.786 239 1.87
S/MONTH
Tens
1.883 1,283 2.024 2.024 2024 2.024
3/Ten
$337 S308 $3,383 $254 S1,344 $1,080
% Diversion from Lancfil
1.02% 1.02% 1.11% 1.11% 1.11% 1.11%




VIl. CURBSIDE RECYCUNG IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

INTRCOUCTION

It is the intent of this chapter to provide the City Council with an understanding of the impiementation
framework for the recommended residential curbside recycling program. As stated in City Council
Qesolution #89-685. the implementation of a household curbside recycling crogram is dependent upon
the requirements of CEQA. If the program to serve 25% of City househcids can be considered a “pilot
prcgram” for purposes of CECA. the implementation schedule outlined teiow could begin with City
Council approval of the program. If, however, an EIR must be prepared. curbside program
implementation could not receive Council authorization until after December cf 1990; the implementation
activities would be delayed apprcximately 12 months.

In acdition to CEQA compliance. two major scheduling elements are identified: the first eiement is the
time needed to put in place the staff. support services. and equicment essantial to colilection start-up; and
ihe secand. a key element, is the {ime needed o establish marketing and prccassing capabiiity. The time
lines developed reflect our normal “business-as-usual® approach. If this apcrcach is inconéistent with the
City Council's desires. staff couid expiore an expecited collection implementation program. ' Expedited
imglementation would require an increased commitment of resources anc some palicy modifications.
Staif dces not recommend an expedited program.

if the hcusehold curtside recyciing program recommended in this report is accepted, 25% of the City's
Ncusanclds could receive curbsice recycling sarvice within 22 months. The zroposed recycling program
czuld be phased in to serve ail City households in five years. These dates raoresent a balance between
the desire to establish curbside recycling quickly and the pragmatic realities cf setting up an accountable
and logistically complex program.

CEISONNEL SELECTION
The personnel needed to staif the curtside recycling program must te recruited, tested, and selected

in accercance with the Civil Service process. The classifications tentatively propcsed for program
impiementation are:



Collection/Public Education:

Sanitation Worker |
Typist Cierk | (Relief)
rPublic Information Coordinator

Based upon the schedule for delivery of the collection vehicies, the Pubilic Information Coordinator should
be hired six to nine months after City Council’'s approval of the program. This will allow time to design
the program materials, develop liaison with the schoois, and prepare the education program for
impiementation within the first phase of the curbside collection program. If the Personnel Depanment
approves the use of tnis classification, a person could be hired from the existing eligible list approximately
July 1, 1290.

Eligible lists also exist for the Sanitation Worker Il and Typist Clerk | (relief) classifications. The first
Sanitation Workers will be needed some nine months from program approval, as will the temporary Typist
Clerks to respond to public inquiries. Appointments for these positions can be made from the existing
lists.

Matenrals Recoverv Facilitv (MRF:

MRF Supervisor (New Classification)
Zquipment Operator |

Maintenance Worker

General Helper

Should the City decide to construct and operate a MRF, additional examination and classification work
would be required. A new classification of MRF Supervisor (working title) would need to be developed,
a salary established, and a recruitment conducted. This process would require approximately six months,
depending upon Personnel Departrment workload. Recruitments and examinations would have to be
conducted for the existing classifications of Equipment Operator |, Maintenance Worker, and General
Heiper. Depending upon the relative priority assigned to each of these examinations, eligible lists could
be established between 12 and 18 months from program approval.

EQUIPMENT PROCUREMENT

Procurement of the equipment to support a curbside recyding program requires following a specific
series of steps. These steps include: (1) the preparation of bid specifications: (2) the preparation and
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sclicitation of bids: (3) the evaluation of bids: (4) selection of a responsitie bidder: (8) awarding of

centracts; and. finally (6) accepting delivery of the items. These activities wiil require a minimum of nine
and one-half months. Cur experience with sclid waste collection indicates that the delivery of "blue box®
cr 60 gallon containers would require an additional eight months.

The equipment needed to support household recycling consists of coilection trucks and recycling
containers.

Under one scenario. the City could also be required to purchase the equicment needed in a MRF. The

processing altermative most desirable to the City is one in which housencld recyclables can be hauled

directly from the routes to a nearby processing facility. The pursuit of private sector materials processing
centractors, through respense to our RFQ, provides an exceilent potential fcr private sector construction
and operation of such a facility. However, i, following review and evaiuaticn of the bidders' proposals
the City selects to build its own processing facility under this scenario, saff would need to procure
equipment for materials recovery.

Staff would then have a need to purchase such items as baiers. conveycr teits, storage bins, scales.
stc. To obtain the necessary materiais recovery equipment could reguire six months.

To summarize, if the project can be deemed a pilct program, leac ime for recycling program
imglementation will be determined by the foilowing:

1. Time required to hire and train new staff.
2. The length of time necessary for the City's bid process to select prcviders of collecticn vehicles

and housencid recycling containers and to identify contractcr(s) cf materials processing and
marketing services.

3. Time required for delivery of collection vehicies and household containers after vendors have been
chosen.
4. Time reqguired for the City’s newly hired staff to create and produce gremctional materials.

yl

Time required for private sector materials processors 1o obtain permits for site modifications, make
improvements, and install additional processing equipment if needed.



The implementation schedule for household recyciing (Table 7.1) summarizes the time-specific recycling
subtasks.
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TABIE 7.1

TMPTEMENTATTON SCHEDULE FOR IDUSEINID CURRSTDE RECYCLING

Action/Vasks

Schedute in Months

10

12

13

14

15

16

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

A.

CEQA Conpliance (If Required 12-15-90)
Concil Approval of Curbside Recycling Plan
Approval of Curbside Recycling Budget
Approval of Curbside Recycling Organization

COLLECT]ON

Solect Phave | Location(s)

Design Collection Routes

Preparo Spoce and lssue Truck 8lds
Prepare Spece and lssue Container Bids
Evoluate 8ids end Select Vendors
Order Trucks

Order Contsiners

Provide for Yruck Dispatch, Parking & Maint.

Toke Dolivery of Trucks
Toke Delivery of Containers
pistribute Containers

Start Collection Service

- Complote Collection Phuse

Hire and Train Operating Staff

Start Promotional Caapalign

Dlstribute Promotional Mat.

laplement Monitoring and Evaluation Systems

PROCESSING AND SIORAGE

Privatgs

Roviow and Evaluate AltL. to Direct Heul
Solect Final Vundors

Negotiate Contract with Vendor

obtaln Approval and Sign Contract

Public Monitoring of vendor Performance
Davelep Recycling Markets

fésue Recycling Bids

Negotlate Contracts With Mat. Purchasers
Obtaln Approval and Sign Contract
publics

Locate a Mat., Recovery Fucility (MRF) Site
Obtain HRF Site Approvats

Buy MRF or Construct a MRF
Purchase/Install MRF Equipment

Start Mat. Processing

Evaluate Pubitic Pertarmance

T
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VIIl. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

‘When first assigned the task of preparing a residential curbside recycling program, the- Pubiic Works
Cec..:ment staif expected to be warking with a source separation program as described in Aitemnative
A of this report. This is protably the most common of the early curbside programs. However, in

researching this report, staff discovered that the feasible options for curbsice programs are quite varied

and competitive. The conclusions reached in this report are very different frcm initial expectations.

The information developed for this report was cobtained using severai different apprcaches. Department
siaff antended state-wide, national, and intemational conferences, equipment snows, symposia, etc. Many
hours were spent researching journal and magazine articies and consuitant reports about existing and
planned recycling programs. Numerous telephone conversations were heid with the operators of
recycling programs all aver the country. As a resuit. City starf is well educated in the state of the art of
municical recycling programs in this country.

Many regorts and planning documents on curtside recyciing acdress the reasons for curbside coilection
and how to increase participation. They do not, however, specificaily ccmcare the available methods of
curtsice collection and materiai processing. This report has analyzed six aitemnatives for a curbside
sregram. Cf particular interest are: (1) the effectiveness of diverting waste irom disposal to recycling;
(2) various operaticnal issues: (3) program cast; (4) acceptance by residents: and (5) risk associated with
initial investment of resources in a pilot pregram to serve 24,000 housencics.

A sensitivity analysis was perfcrmed on the revenue from materials collected for different market prices
and recovery rates. It was concluded that the revenue from materials is insignificant compared to the
cost of collection and processing. That is, no matter how optimistic we may be in projecting the revenue
stream, it will not drive the economic evaluation of program aitematives.

Alternative A, the source segaration method, is no longer regarded as the wave of the future by
experienced program ogeratcrs. On September 14, 1989, the State Cegartment of Conservation and the
Flastics Recycling Corporation cf Califonia sponsored a workshop on curbside recycling. At this
werkshop, City staff were surprised to hear representatives of the San Mateo curbside recydling program
express a clear preference for the *blue bex® methed of collection (Altemative 3 in this report). Although
San Mateo currenty uses stackable containers in a source segaration program, the “blue box® altemnative
is the cne usad in the curbside coilection programs implemented by the same operatcr in communities
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in the eastern pan of the country. The reason provided for this preference is the lower cost of containers
and decreased collection costs. A representative of the San Jose program (which currently is a source
separation program like Altermative A), was also heard to say, at the workshop. that the “blye box®
method would be used if they had the opportunity to redesign the program in San Jose. Alternative A
is the least fiexible in responding to changes and quantities of materials to be collected. Further,
Alternative A involves the greatest degree of manual labor resuiting in high risk to workers. high exposure
to injury claims, and high labor costs. If Altemative A were impiemented for the 24,000 home pilot
program and later determined to be unsatisfactory, it might be difficult to recover any salvage vaiue for
the equipment since so many other programs are favoring the “blue box® method. Also, Alternative A
is not compatible with collection of recyclables from apartment complexes and commercial establishments.
For these reasons, Altemnative A is not being recommended.

Alternative B, the "blue box* system, is now being recommended over source separation by many
experienced operators as mentioned above. Our cost estimates show Alternative B to have the lowest
cost per ton of materiais collected for weekly service. The containers are less expensive than containers
for Alternative A. Collection costs are less because of reduced labor and greater truck capacities,
although substantial manual labor is still required. Convenience to residents is enhanced since less
source separation is required. Processing costs are expected to be less than Altematives C and D since
newsoprint is bundled and collected separately from other matenials. For manual collection of recyclables,
Altermative B is the preferred choice.

Alternative C involves semi-automated collection of totally commingied recvciables from 60 gallon or 90
gailon containers by a rear loader packer truck. Because Alternative C has all of the disadvantages of
Alternative D, and not as many advantages. it is not competitive and will not be recommended.

Alternative D is the fully automated collection of totally commingled recyciabies from 60 or 90 gailon
containers by a side loading packer truck. Since Alternative D is fully automated, there is no manual
labor involved. It is idemtical to the basic residential garbage service which has been very well received
by residents. However, there are some drawbacks to this system. Considerable debate exists about the
potential problem of glass breakage and glass contamination in the newsprint and cardboard. Such
contamination mayA hurt the marketability of the materials and could increase the amount of rejected
material. On the other hand, the presence of paper and cardboard actually cushion the glass and help
prevent breakage during handling. Also, the pressure used in compaction could be reduced to minimize
glass breakage and aid in materiaj processing. A special advantage of automated collection in large
containers is that cardboard can easily be added to the materiais collected, thereby increasing the impact
on the total waste stream. In addition, the large containers make less frequent collection possibie. in
a similar way, Aiternative D allows for addition of other matenials (e.g. HDPE) as local markets become
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availacle. There is little experience nation-wide with using fully automatec collection for recyclables,
aithough it is well established for garbage ccllection. Alternative O is particularly artractive for a pilot
program since it involves so litte risk. In the worst case of abandoning this method for ccllecting
recyclables were abandoned, all the containers, vehicles, and staff could be absorbed back into the
existing garpage collection functdon of the City. The investment in a processing facility wouid still be
waorthwhile since the “blue box® system also requires materials processing.

The preferred way to implement Alternative D is to start with monthiy ccilection on the same day as
regular garbage ccilection (Alternative D-3) using the existing vehicle fleet and a modest staff increase.
This method combines the advantages of greater waste diversion and a reiatively low cost per ton. if
the participation rates and community acceptance are not satisfactory, the crogram could be expanded
to provide collection weekly oan the same day as garbage pickup. If the prcgram were still determined
unsatisfactory, the equipment and staff could be absorbed back into the existing garbage collection
system.

ZECSMMENDATION

Zxher Alternative B ("blue box®) cr Alternative D (fuily automated coilection ¢f commingled recyclables)
is recommended as the best choice for a residential curbside recyciing program in the City of
Sacramentc. It is recommended that Alternative D-3 be chosen for a 24.CCO household piict program,
crimarily due to the low risk of initial investment and the greatest potentiai impac: on the waste stream.
After experience is obtained with Altermative 0O, it is recommended that a comparison be made with
Alternative B prior to any leng-term commitment or exgansion of the resicential curbside collection of
recyciacies. Based on this study, it is anticicated that Alternative B may te best for a smail program
serving only 24.000 househelds, tut Alternative D is best for a city-wide program.
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RESQOLUTION NO. 85-535

ACCPTED 2V THE SACRAMENTO CiTY CCUNCIL SN DATECF

NepG RS

Iy

A RESCLUTICN AFPRQVING THE 1988 REVISICN 7O THE
SACRAMENTQO CTUNTY SCUID WASTE MANAGEZMENT FLAN

WHESEAS, the Nejedly-Z'berg-Cills Sclid Wasta Management and FRescurce Recsvery Ac: of 1872
{hereaiter referred as the Acl) recuired each ccunty, in  cccoeraticn  with  affected

local
juriscictions. to pregare a comprenensive, ccarginated soiid waste management plan; ard

WHESEAS, the County of Sacramento anc the four cities therein cdid gragare and adopt a solid waste
management plan in 1977, and

WHESEAS, the Ac: recuires that the County Sciic Wasie Management F'an te reviewed periodically to
cetermine if a revisicn to that glan is reguirec:; and .

WHESEAS, the Act also requires that any ravisicn to the Ccunty Sciic Waste Management Plan shail
e suCject to the agpreval By a maiorty cf the ¢ities within the ccunty which c2onuin 2 majenty cf
the scguiaticn ¢f the incorporated area cf the ccunty; and

WHEREAS, the County of Sacramentc has precarad a Revision to the Sciid Waste Management Flan in
cenfermanca with the Act and on Acrii 22, 1628, sutmittad said revision t¢ this councd fcr acpreval:

EE IT AESCLVED BY. THE CCUNCIL OF THE CTY OF SACRAMENTQC:

Trat the Ciy Counci acproves said Revisicn and ccnecurs in the icilcwing:  (a) the objecives set
fcrtn in the revisicn; (b) the method and crganizsticn for imglementaticn cof the pregrams contained
in the revision, (¢} the procedures for financing the reccmmended sciié waste management programs.
anc (6) the rcle identfied in the revisicn fer the City in imclementing this ccogerative effort for
management cf sclid waste in an ecanomical and envircnmentally acceptatie manner.

ANNE RUDIN
MAYGR

ATTZST:

LORRAINE MAGANA
CiY CEAK




R.ESOLUTION No. 8§5-573
.Adopted by The Sacamento City Council oa date of

S AN -

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A GOAL OF RECYCLING A
MINIMOK OF 20% OF TER CITY'S WASTE STREAK

BE IT REISOLVID 2Y THI COUNCIL OF T=I CITY Or SaCRAMEINTO:

WHEREAS, Goverameat Code Section 68780.3, subdivision (f),
requires that the County oI Sacramento's Solid Waste Management
Plan, as revised during or after 1288, include both a goal
of recycling 20% of the entire County's waste stream and
specific actions the County will take to meet <that goal;
and

WHEREAS, the County of Sacramento has pregzarasd and submitted
to the City for approval a 1988 Revision to the Sacramento
County Solid ¥Waste Management Plan, which includes a countywide
goal of 20% recvcling and specific actiomns to meet that goal,
and - which further requires the cooperation of <the <four
incorporated cities 1in developing an actiomn plan tTO achieve
tiat goal,; and

WEEREAS, <the City of Sacramento <tThus has an affirmative
obligation <to establish a goal of reducing its own wasze
stream by 20%, and eventuzlly <t0 specify actions to meex
that gcal;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by <the Council of <the City
of Sacramento: (1) <that the City Council hereby adopts a
goal of recycling at least 20% of the solid waste generated
within the City of Sacramento; and (2) <hat, imn order to
be able eventually to specify actions needed to meet that
goal, <the City/County Solid VWaste Advisory Committee is
directed to cooperate with the City and County staff, the
Resource Recovery Task Force, this City Council, and the
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors, iz the development
of a proposed action plan for the City of Sacramento to meet
the statutory 20% recycling goal, which propcsed action plan
will be as consistent as practicable with County Plans, and
which will be described in a report to the City Council to
be submitted no later tham June 1, 1S989.

ANNE RUDIN

MAYOR
ATTEST:

ANNE J. MASON

Assistane CITY CLERK

Q0



RESOLUTION No, 887973

ACCFTZD 2Y THE SACAAMENTO CiTY CCUNCIL CN CATE 2=

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ESTABLISINENT
OF A CITY RECTCLING SUBCOMNITTES

WEEREAS. the incorporation of practical recycling processes are essential tao an
integrated solid waste management systaa: and

WHEREAS. the City Council. by approving Resclution No. 88-546, adopted the 1988

evision of the Sacramento County Sclid Waste Manage=ment Plan (CoSWMP) which
establisnes a goal aof recvciiag 29 gercent of the solid waste generated in the
Councy, including its cities: and

WHEREAS, the City Council., by approving Resclution Na. 88-573.‘adopted a Ciwy
fic goal of recycling at least 20 perceat of the solid waste generated
n the City of Sacramento and directed the Solid wWaste Advisory Committee
0 cooperate with various local agencies in the deveiopment of a proposed
lan to meet the 20 percent recycling goal:; and

WHEREAS, the SWAC is to advise the County of Sacrazento and the cities of
Sacramento. folsom, Isletan and Galt of the following subjects:

(a) On all matters relating to the County of Sacramento Solid Waste
Managemea: Plan.

(b) On all matters relating to solid waste transfer and disposal.

(c) On all matterss relating to resource recovery and conservation of
natural resources.

WEEREAS. the SWAC, at the request of the City Council, has evaluated methods of
sroviding public input into the develcpment of a City recycling prograz and
recommended that the City Council establish a subcommittee of the SWAC to provide
the necessary public input: and

WEEREAS. the City Council’'s joint Traasportation and Cozaunity Developmeat and
Judget and Flinance Coamittees approved the SWAC reccamezdation.

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF TEZ CITY OF SACRAMENTO:

That the City Council authorizes the establishment of a Sacrazento City Recycling
Subcczaittee to the existing Sacramento SWAC.

- -3 RESOLUTION Mo.22=<

§8-373

A\



Page 2
The responsibilities, structure aﬂd oae:at*on of the subcozzitzee shall he as

dellneated ln act3Ched Exhibit A.
/‘/ -
M

MAYQR

ATTEST:

Assiscant WLE

88-973

RESOLUTION No.



EXHIBIT A

SACRANENTO CITY RECTCILING SUBCOMNITI=Z

£scablished.

The Sacramento City Recycling Subcom=mittee to the City Solid Waste Advisory
Conmittee (SWAC) is hereby established.

Definitions.

As used in this exhibit, the following definitions azply:

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

Board. The B8ocard of Supervisors of Sacrameata Couaty.
City. The City of Sacramento.

Council. The City Council of the City of Sacrz2aento.
County. The Ccunty of Sacramento.

Mayor. The Mayor of the City of Sacramenrta.

(£) Menper. A person agpointed as a member of the recycling
subcommittee

() Subcommitiee. The Sacramenta City Recycling Sudcommittee.

Responsibilities.

(2) The subcoammitiee shall analyze and evaivate maztarials reclamation

(2)

(c)

srocessas and Tachnoiugies Lo recommend mecthods and programs for
enhancing the recovery. collecZion., reuse and saie of discarded
substances/materials.

The subcommittee spnall wark with the SWAC to dewvelop a recyeling
program for the City of Sacramento that will lead to a 20 percent
reduction in the City's waste streaa.

The supbcoamittee shall coordinate with the City/Counly SWAC, the City
and Caounty staff, the County Resource Recovery Taskx Fforce, the
Council, and the Board of Supervisors, in the developmeat of a
proposed action plan for the City of Sacramento to =2eet the statutory
20 percent recycling goal, which proposed aczion plan will be as
consistent as practicable with County Plans., and wzich will be
described in a report to the City Council to be supaitted no later
than June 1, 1989.

5 =973
A5 QESOLUTION No.2S
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Exhibit A

4.

~1

Appointment of me=bers.

(2)

(b)

(c)

(d)

The subcom=zittee shall consist of five (S5) representatives of
citizens residing within the City of Sacramencto.

The subcomazittee mezbers shall be aprointed by the Mayor from persons
recoamended by the SWAC.

Notwithstanding the provisions of this exnibit. any member appointed
to the subcommittee shall serve at the pleasure of the appointin

authorizty.

Subcommitiee members shall serve for a tera of wwo (2) years.

Organization, meetings. officers.

{a)
8}

(<)

(d)

{e)

Members of the subcommittee shall serve without compensation.

All City appointed members to the SWAC shall be ex~0fficio members
of the supcommitlee.

The Chairperson of the SWAC shall organize the subcommittee and
appoint its officers. The appointed supcommittee officers shall
serve at the pleasure of the SWAC Chairperson.

The subcommittee shall hold regulas meetings at least once each month
at a time and place selected by 2 majority vote of the weatire
subcommicztee,

A majority vote of the entire subcommittee is neﬁessary in orger for
the subcommittee to take action on any matter.

Vacancies, absences from meetings.

(a)

(b)

Staff

(a)

The Mayor shall fill any vacancy oczurring among the members.

The position of any subcommittee member who fails to attend three
or more consecutive regular meetings without the approval of the
majority of the meambers of the subcommittee shall automatically
become vacant.

support for the committee.

The Public Works Department'’'s Solid Waste Division will provide staff

- support for the subcommittee at reasonable levels consistent with

(b)

the total worklioad of the division.

Assigned staff will be expected to:

A-s  BESCLUTION No88-973

ok
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Sxhibit A
(1) Keepliinutes of the meetings.
(2) Act as a resource person(s) to the subcoammiltee.
(3) Perfora liaison functions between the subcommittee and City
officials.
3. Teraination.

The City Council may dissolve the subcommittee at such time as it sees fit.

~£SOLUTION No 3822502 a5



RESOLUTION NO. 59-885

ADOFTZD 2Y THE SACRAMENTO CY COUNCIL

1 85
ON DATZ OF AU 2918

RESOLUTION ESTABUSHING RECYCLING AND
WASTE REDUCTION GOALS AND
DIRECTING STAFF TO DEVELOP RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF A CURBSIDE RECYCLING PROGRAM

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO THAT:

The following recycling and waste reduction goals be established:

(@) by January 1, 1292, the City shall endeavor to recycle or reduce all solid waste disposed
of in the City by 30%. by weight;

(b) by January 1, 1925, the City shall endeavor 1o recycle or reduce all solid waste disposed
of in the City by 40%, by weight;

{c) by January 1, 1922, the City shall engeavor to recycle or reduce all solid waste disposed
of in the City by 70%. by weight; and

((o})] the City shall compost or utilize alternative disposal to landfiiling of the maximum amount
of yard and garden waste that is feasible.

A pilot curbside recycling program. serving at least one-quarter of the households in the City, will
be impiemented subject to CZEQA ccmpliance by August 1, 1920. Siaff is hereby directed 10
deveiop an implementation pian, inciuding an analysis of costs associated with various curbside
recyciing options. The siaff recommencations shall be retumed to the Joint Transpornation and
Community Develcoment/Sucget and Finance Committees nc later than November 14, 1989.-

The recommencations contained in the Solid Waste Advisory Committee Recycling Action Plan,
titled ‘Subcommittee’s Phase | Reporr be referred to the City Manager for staff review, analysis,
and recommendation in the context of the entire Solid Waste Management Program. The staff
recommendations shall be retumed to the Joint Transporation and CTommunity
Development/Budget and Finance Committees no later than November 14, 1989.

The Recycling Subcommittee of the Solid Waste Advisory Committee is hereby authorized to
return to the City Council by February 6. 1990, with further recommendations on its proposed
Recycling Action Plan.

ANNE RUDIN
MAYOR
ATTEST:
VALERIZ 8URROWES
CITY CL=RK

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
. ‘\ —A ‘~
R=soLUTION No., I ~BES
DATE ADOPTED: ___ ayg 2 g 1988
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APPENDIX 8B: Anti-scavenging Ordinances

° City of Sacramento

. State of California
° County of Sacramento
. City of San Bruno

. City of San Jose

° City of Albany



SACRAMENTO CITY CODE

GARBAGZ, RUBBISd, WEELS AND WASTE MATTER

together with the charges for any other utili%y service rendered
to the prcrerty by the City as cne item. The fees shall be
payable at the same time and place and in the same manner and
shall be subject to the same penalty for delinquency as is
prasently in effsct for city water and sewer services. When
gartage service is storred at the reguest c¢f an occurant or cwner
upon the vacaticn of the premises, the closing zill rendered shall
be due and pavable by the cccurant or cwner wihen billed. If all
or part of the bill is not paid, the utility services surervisor
shall order the discontinuarca of any and all utility services for
which the bill is rendered, including but nct lizmitaed to the water
servica. Befora any servics is discontinued, the utility services
suzervisor shall follcw the procedures for nctica and orcortunity
for hearing ccntained in Divisicn 3 of Axticls I of Chapter 64 of
the Sacramenta Cits Ccde. (Crd. No. 3633, 81l Or2. No. 84-
031, §12)

§ 19.112 Remcval of Recyclables and Salvageable Materials
placed for City-Stcnsored Recvcling Program Pronibited.

It shall ke unlawful and an infracticn for any terscns, other than
the City or the City's desicnee, ts csllect cr rsmcove recyclable
cr salvageable mataerials cglaced by any rerscn in a Ekag or
ontainer lareled for use in connection with a racycling procram
sconsored by the City of Sacraments. (Crd. 83-222, §1)

§ 19.113 Unauthorized Collecticn and Hauling.

Except as ctherwise provided in Article III cf this Chaptar it
shall ke unlawful for any rerson %o collect rsage, rakbisn or
waste paper rafuse within the city cr transport the same through
the streets, alleys and public ways in the city unless such person
has been licensed to do so tv contract or cthexwise by the City
Manager cn the recommendaticn cf the Superintandent of the
Division of Wastz Remcval cf the Engineering Cerzartment. Nothing
herein shall ke ccnstrued +t2 prcohibit any persen f£rcm hauling
gartage, rubtbish or waste paper refuse which has keen produced on
the premises actually cccupied by the persons in his cwn vehicle,
by himself or an emplcyee. Nothing herein shall be construed to
crohibit any perscn frem hauling cr dispesing ¢f waste matter as
defined in section 19.101. (Ord. Ne. 3354, §1)

§ 15.114 Delincuent Fees-Cocnstitute Lien.

If the charges for garbage service remain urpaid for a pericd of
30 days follcwing presentaticn, such charge skhall beccme a lien
and a tax cn the real prrperty to which the gartage service was

15-7
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Asscbly Dill No, 0111

CHAPTLEN 1475

An acl to add Sections 66T10.5, 667135, and G6TIBS Lo, and to ndd
Asticle T (convmencing with Section 66761) to Chapter 1 of Title 7.9
of, the Covernment Code, reluting to recyclable materials.

[Approved by Covernor Septeinber 27, 1902, Filed with
Secectury of State Scptembes 20, 1902 )

LECISIATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB INT, Leluan,  ecyclnble malesials: thelt,

LExisting law does not specilically prohibit the seimoval of
recycluble muntesials rom a designated collection location,

This bill would, except for an authorized secycling ngent, ns
delined, prohibit a pesson from knowingly, as specificd, removing
recyclable matesial which has been segregated from other waste
maletial, as delined, for the purposes of recycling and placed at the
designated collection location, us defined In the hill.

The bill would authorize a courl to award teeble damages to an
authorized recycling agent in specilied civil actions.

The people of the State of Californin do enact as follows:

SECTION L. Sectlon 66710.5 Is added to the Govenment (f'odc, lo
read: o
667105, “Authorlzed recycling agent’” means a pesson that o

local governing bady or private commercinl entity nuthorizes or
contracts with to collect s recyclublo waste material, An authorlzed
recycling agency nay be a manicipal collectlon sesvice, private
tcfuse bauler, private seeycling cnlcnpulsc, or pivale nonprofit
corporution or associution.

$15C. 2. Scction 667135 Is added lu the Covernment Code,
scod:

G6T10.5. “Designuted collection lucntlon™ means the place where
an suthovized vecycling ogent bas contvacted with either the Joeul
governing budy or a private entity to pick up segregated, recycluble
muterial. This lacution will customarily be the cwbside of

“residentinl neighborthoud or the service alley of a commercial

enlerprise.

SIEC. 3. Seclion 6GTIBS is mhlcd 1o the Covermment

Code, o
rend:

667185. “Segregnted from other waste m: !|(.‘llﬂ| means iy of
the following:
(n) The placement of recyclable matesials in separnte con’ -,

(b) The binding of recycluble matertal separmtely frow )

aste malerial,
(13 ] Ul

Ch. 175 —2—

(¢) ‘The physical separation of 1ecyclable wmaterial from other
waste malerinl.

SEC. 4. Anticle T (commencing with Sectlon 6G761) Is added 1o
Chnpter 1 of Title 7.9 of the Covenmment Code, 1o remd:

Adticle 7. Unauthorlzed Collection of Necyclable Materials

66761, No person, ‘other than the authorlzed recycling agent,
shall temove paper, glass, cardboard, plastic, used motor oll, ferrous
metal, alumibmum, or other recyclable materlals which have been
segregated liom other waste matesials and placed at u destgnnted
collection loeation for the purpaoses of collection and secycling. No
person shall be subject to an nction for a violatlon of this sectlon
unless the peison knows, or reasonubly should know, that the
mnterlnls would otherwise be collected by the authotized recycling
agent for the pupose of recycling the mnteilals,

66762, Unless otheswise provided by continct, paper, glasy,
cardbonrd, plustics, used motor oil, ferrous metal, alumlnum, and
other waste mnterlals, which are segregated for the purposes of
recycling, and placed atl the designnted collection loeatlon, may not
be removed by anyone other than the nutharlzed collection agent of
the loeal governlung body or private commerclal entity.

66763.  Nolhing In this article shalt Hinit the right of the Individual
person to donate, scll, or otherwise dispose of his or her recyclable
mateadals, .

GOT64. 1o any clvil actlon by an authorized recycling agent
agalnst a person alleged to have violaled Sectlon 66761, the courtinay
allow tieble damages against the nanthosized person removing the
recyclable muteslal as mensured by the vn’uo of the mateslal
'cll\“vc".

(G765, Nothing In this agticle shall it the autheilty of a local

ngency to enanct or enforce wgnlntluns or ordinances on the same
mnttess,




Ticie 7.3 Gev't Ccde - sclid Waste2 Management and Rascurce Reczvery

(a) Ascects of sclid waste handling which are of lccal csncsrn
including, but ncc limited ts, freguency of calleczicn, means cf
=slleczion and transgortation, level cf services, charges and feas,
‘nature, location, and extent cf prcviding sclid wasce handling
servicas.

(b) Whether such services are to be prcvided by means of nonexclusive
franchise, ccntract, license, perait, or otherwise, either with or
withcut comgetitive bidding, cr, i{f in the opinion cf its governing
bedv, the public health, safety and well-being sc raguire, by
partially exclusive or wholly exclusive franchise, contract, licanse,
permit, ar otherwise, either with or without comgetitive bidding.
Such authority to provide sclid waste handling services may be granted
under such terms and csnditions as are prescribed bv the governing
bedy c¢f the lccal governmental agency by resclutizn or ordinanca.

(c) Neoching is this chapter shall mcdlfy or abrogate in any manner any
franchisa heretcfcre granted cr ex:t2nded by any csuncy or other local
gcverznmental agency.

The prcvisicns of this article dc nct reguire any lccal agency to
previcde f£or services, cr for anvy level cf sarvics, zut, instead,
sgecify the means by which services, if providad, may be perfzsrmed.
nctwithstanding any ccier prcvisicns cf law to the ccsacrary, ne local
agency snall in any way be liable fzsr it3 fallure ts provide gerzvics
cr f£cr any action cr faillure ts ac: by a scild waste entarcrisae,
"Accded Stacs 1280 ch S04 Sec. 1l.] :

Chagtar One
Article 7

Unauthorized Collection cf Recyclable Matearial
[Added by Stats 13982 ch 1475 sec. 4.]

Sec. 68761. Prchibiticn against remcval of materials except by
authorized recycling acent

Sec. 667682. Przchibiticn against removal cf materials except by
authorized csllecticn acent

Sec. 6&7683. Right of individual tc dispecse cf recyclable materials
unaffected

Sec. 837684. Treble damages

Sec. 88783. Lccal agency's authority to enact or enfsrce ordinancas
unaffected

Sec. 65761. Prohibition against removal of materials except by
authorized recycling agent.

. pefscn, cther than the authorized recycling agent, shall remove
paper, glass, cardboard, plastic, used motor oil, ferrgus metal,
aluminum, or cther recyclable materials which have be=n segregated

3-3  1p3
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ttla2 7.3 Geov't Coce - Sclid Waste Management andé Rescurce Reccvery

from cther waste materials and placed at a designated collection
location for the purposes of collectiion and recycling. No person
shall be subject to an action for a viclatiocn cf this seczion unless
the person knows, oOr reascnably shculd know, that the materials would
othervwise be collected by the authorized recycling agent for the
purpcse of recycling the materials,

[Added Stats 1982 ch 1475 Sec. 4.]

Sec. 68762. Prohiblition against removal of materials except by’
authorized collecticn agent

Unless otherwise provided by contract, paper, glass, cardbcard,
plastics, used motor cil, ferrcus metal, aluminum, and cther waste
materials, which are segregated fcr the purposes c¢f recycling, and
placed at the designated collection locatisn, may nct be remcved by
anycne other that the authorized ccllecticn agent cf the local
governing body or private commercial entity.

[Adcded Stats 15982 ch 1475 Sec. 4.]

Sec. 68763. Richt of incdividual ts dispocse of recvclatle materials
unaffecseqg

Ncthing in this article shall limit the right cf the individual percsen
tc donate, sell, or otherwise dispese cf his or her recyclable
materials. :

[Added Stats 1982 ch 1475 Sec. 4.]

Sec. 66764. Treble camages

In any civil action by an authorized recycling agent against a person
alleged to have violated Section 66761, the court may allow treble
damages against the unauthcrized pezson removing the recyclable
.material as measured by the value of the material removed.

[Added Stats 1982 ch 1475 Sec. 4.]

Sec. ££€74£%., Lezal agency's authority t2 enact or enforce crdinances
unaffected
Nothing in this article shall limit the authority of a local agency to

enact or enforce regulations or ordinances on the same matters.
(Acdded Stats 1982 ch 1475 Sec. 4.]

B-4 L
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On a motion by Supervisor  Si—-2¢ , seconded by

COLLIN

Supervisor

by

, the foregoing ordinance was passed

and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of

Sacramento, State of California, at a regular meeting tHe*eof

this 2lsc day of January , 1986, by the following vote,
to wi e . " scxordarce o1t Jaciion 13103 of INe Covermmene

Come ot the State of Calllesnis, 3 cowy o7 thia

GOTUMBAL NEE Doan doiiversg Wb tRe CASHIman of the
ATES: Supervisors, JOHNSON, SHEZIZDY, SHOLIY, COLLIN board o0 Jusmian, Couny o Uimim, -
NOES:: Supervisors, NONZ JAN 21 1986
ABSENT: Supervisors, BRIAN ) . =

By _'VA,J/LUW _,"f/_&w

. / < Oesuey Clasa, Boare ot Zusermseny
L .

Cagxfperscn ol tide Boarg ¢r sSuperviscrs
of Sacramento County, Czliformi

-~
n
R
>
~‘
N

L
}

R
2}
(Il

e et FILED
Boa‘ééz§\5upe:vlsors
: JAN 21 1986
\ﬁ‘n’ﬂﬁog CEDCWICQEE '
ﬁuu 07 THC 30ARO

B-5

65



- - - —— = = % = e m

PRI
sl

S

04

amended to read:

6.20.160 OWNERSHI? OF RETFUSE AND SALVAGEZABLEI MATERIALS.

It
shall be unlawful for any perscn within the uninccrporated area,
other than the County or the authorized permittee under this

Chapter, to collect or remove refuse or salvageable material

f
placed by any person at a curb or in a container Isr colleztion

by the Geunt= or the perm<eseaq.
SECTION 2.

L

thereof read at the regular meeting of the Board ¢f Supervisors

This ordinance was introduced and the title

January 14 , 1986, and on  Januarv 14 further

on , 1986,

reading was waived bv unani=ous wcte of the Suvervisors preseat .

This ordinance shall take effect and be in full fecrce on and

gfter thi

Ty (30) days from the cdate o0f its passage hereof, and

o
®

befora t

Hh

expiration of fifzeen (15) cdays from the date of its

re

o
m

ssage 1t shall be published once with the names cf the members
cf the Board of Superviscrs voting fcr and against the same, said
publication to be made in a newspaper cof general zirculation

published in the County of Sacramento.



ORDINANCZ NO. 1987-

AN CRDINANCZ OF THE CITY OF SAN BRUNO ADDING C¥APTER 10.14

TO TITLZ 10 OF THZI SAN BRUNO MUNICIPAL CODE, ISTABLISHING A

PRCGRAM FCR THE SIZIZARATI COLLZCTION OF RECYCIABLES FROM THE
RISTOENCES, 3USINESSZS AND INSTITUTIONS OF THZT CITY OF SAN BRUNO

WHEREAS, reduction of the amcunt of solid waste and the
ccnservation of recyclable materials is an impor=ant public
concern by reason of the growing problem of sclid waste disposal

and its impact upon the environment:; and

WEIRZIAS, recycling conserves valuable material rescurces and
nerzy, prcmotes greater efficiency in the leoccal econcmy, and
rcvides employment; and

o

WHIRZAS, recycling will raduce the cverall amcunt ¢f solid
waste presently recuiring disgesal, and thus reduce storage,
collecticn, transgortaticn, and dispcsal costs: and

WHIRZAS, the current Sclid Waste Management Plan for the
{ County of San Mateo, Chapter X-(B) designates the local public
- entities as respensitble for inplementing progra=s for initiating
and regulating curkside recycling programs: and
WHIRZAS, the Solid Waste Management Policy for the State of
Califcrnia of 1979 provides as an cbjective the creation of local
recycling programs throughout the State; and

WHZIREAS, Title 7.3 of the California Government Code, "The
Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery Act of 1972"
| authorizes the establishment 0f loccal programs for recovery of
recyclable materials; and

i WHEIREAS, Califormia Assenmbly Bill 2020, known as the
"California Beverage Container Recycling and Litter Reduction
Act" encourages the local creation of curbside recycling
programs;

The City Council of the City of San Bruno does ordain as
follows:

SZCTION 1: That Title 10, Chapter 10.14, including Sections
10.14.010 through 10.14.140, is added to the San Brunc Municipal
Ccde to read as follows: :

'..‘
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Sections:

10.14.010 Purpese

10.14.020 Definiticens

10.14.030 Recyclable Materials Disposal--General
-Requirements

10.14.040 Collection Service--Establishment

10.14.050 Collection Contract

10.14.060 Authorized Recycling Agent--Duties

10.14.070 Provisions Declared Minimum Standards

10.14.080 Separation of Recyclables and Placement {or
Remcval

10.14.090 Receptacle--Specifications

10.14.100 Authorized Recvycling Agent--Insurance Reguired

10.14.110 Authorized Recycling Agent--Rights Under Ccntrac:

10.14.120 Authorized Recycling Agent--Receipt of Charges

10.14.130 Private Disposal of Recyclable Materials

10.14.140 Collection by Unauthorized Perscns Prohibited--
Penalty

10.14.010 Purpcse

The City Council f£inds and determines that a municipal
prograxn for the collection and recycling of newszapers, meztal
food and beverage containers, glass, old corrugated cartons,
graded or sorted waste paper, waste motor oil (residential), and
PET plastic beverage containers, within the City of San Bruno,
and the licensing of persons engaged herein, is in the public
interest and serves to promote the general welfare of the City of
San Bruno.

This ordinance is hereby enacted to increase participation
rates, improve recyclable material recovery rates, reduce
landfill dependency, and ultimately maintain a cost effective
overall garbage, rubbish, refuse or recyclable program for the
citizens, businesses and institutions of the City of San Bruno.

It is also recognized that the recycling progranm hereby
established may be victimized by unauthorized scavengers; and
that the theft of recyclable materials before they can be picked
up by the authorized collector would be destructive to the '
economic viability of the program, as well as detrimental to the
economic interests of the City of San Bruno at large, and the
citizens, businesses and institutions in particular. It is the

2
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addizional purpcese cof t
recyclable materials anc
cwnership rights.

D.14.020 Cefinitizns.

}-4

For the purposes ¢f this chapter the follcwing words and
phrases shall have the meanings as set forth hereinafter unless
the context appears otherwvise:

(a) "Authorized recvcling agent'" means that person,
pa::nershin, joint venture cr corpcration auth A:Lzed by contrac:
with the City of San Bruno to collect recyclakie materials
pursuant to this chapter

(b) "Charitakle entity" means any organization or other
entity maintained for comnunity service, education or the public
gcod, including service clubs, scouting organizations, religicus
and educational orcanizaticns and recognized charities.

(c) "Collect'" means to take physica1 ccs;ession of
materials at any ccmmercial location, inst itutional leocation,
multi-residential ccmplex or residential unit ¢f aacther.

() "Commercial entity" means any business, retail, office,

crcfessiocnal or lndust*'a’ premises or site’ including but not
lizmiced to mctels, hetels and automecbile cocurts. Such definiticen
includes ncn-profitc activities such as churches, synagogues,
charitable corganizazions, fraternal, service a“d social clubs.
(e) "Comme***a’ leccaticn" means the pramises or site cf a
ccmmercial entity
(%) "Designated ccllection leccaticn" means the place where

n autherized recycling agent is to pick up secregated,
Tecyclakble materials. The locaticn is identified by csntracs
tetween the authorized recvcling agen: and the City of San Bruno
and will customarily ke the curbside of a residential
neightorheod or the service alley of a commercial or
institutional entit

(g) "Institutional entity" means any loca<tion operated by a
governmental entity, including city, county, state and/or federal
bu;-d-ngs, public schools, colleges, and public recreatiocnal

sites.

(h) "Institutional location" means the premises or site of
an institutional entity.

(i) "™Multi-residential complex" means any residential
tuilding, boardinghouse, apartment building, ccndominium complex,
stccXk cocoperative complex, or flats consisting of more than three
(3) independent dwelling units. "Multi-residential complex" does
not include motel, hotel or automcbile court.

(3) "Person" means any tenant, lessee, business, occupant
or owner of real property within the City of San Bruno.

(k) "Recyclable materials" means any one or morae of the
following categories of materials collected and recycled or
salvaged from within the City of San Bruno:

(1) newspapers
(2) metal fccd and beverage containers

3
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(3) class
(4) ©ld cerrugazed cartcens
(5) graded or sorted waste tacer
(6) waste motoar oil (residential)
(7) PIT gplastic beverage ccontaliners
(L) "Recycling" means the process of sorting, cleansing,

tr :;ng, and reconstituting waste cr other discarded materials
‘o* the purpose of using the altered form. "Recycling" does no:
include merely sorting, shredding, stripping, ccmpressing,
storing, land £filling with, or otherwise disposing of waste or
other discarded materials.

(m) "Residential unit" means any single-family dwelling,
duplex, triplex, apartment house of 3-dwe11ing tnits or less, or
condominiunm complex.cf 3=-cdwelling units or less. For the
purpcses of this chapter, each apartment, £flat, or dwelling unit
of a duplex, triplex, 3-unit or less apartment hcuse, or 3=-unit
or less condominium complex shall ‘be considered as a separate _
dwelling.

(n) "Segregated recyclable materials" means those
recyclable materials which have been separated:

(1) by the perscn from whom they are being collected:;

(2) frem refuse; and

(3) £rom all other recwclatle materials %to form one
readily identifiable category or materials as set forth in
Section 10.14.C20(j) that is saleable without further sorting.

-

10.14.030 Recyclable Material Dispesal -- General Requirements

It is unlawful f£or any perscn to keep, deposit, bury or
dispose 0f any recyclable materials, except as in this chapter
provided, in or upon any private or public property, street,
alley, sidewalk, gutter, park or upon the banks of any stream or
creek in the City of San Bruno, or in or upon any of the waters
thereof; and every person in the City of San Bruno who disposes
of recyclable materials shall dispose of same only in the manner
provided in this chapter.

10.14.040 Collection Service =-- Establishment

A. A recyclable materials collection service progranm is
established and sball be available to all persons, residences,
businesses and institutions in the City of San Brunc for the
purpose of providing for the orderly and regular collection of
recyclable materials within the City of San Bruno under this
program. Creation and operation of a collection program does not
preclude the operation of certified recycling centers created
pursuant to Division 12.1 of the California Public Resources Code
and/or charitable entity recycling programs. :

B. Recyclable materials for donation, sale, or collection
by or to any person or entity other than the authorized recycling



agent, may net be stored cr transferrad by use of the recycling
receztacles described in this chastar, or any cther containers

used for recycling provided by the autieorized racycling agent.

Storage cf recyclarle materials at the designatad collectioen

o g

a
locaticn other than for pickur by the authorized recycling agenst
as defined herein, is prchibited

10.14.050 Collection Ccntracet

A. The City Council =ay, with or witheut having invited
bids therefor, enter into> an exclusive contract with any
respcensible lndividual, asscciation, firm, organization or other
business entity, whether or nct said entity is cperated for
profit, for the collection of any or all recyclable materials
within the City of San Bruno. Where such a contract provided for
has heretofore or hereaftaer been entered into ktetween the City of
San Bruno and a contracter for the collection ¢f any or all
recvclable materials as herein provided, said ceccntractor shall be
the authcrized recycling agent for the City of San Bruno.

8. If in the determinaticn of the City Ccuncil said
csniractor shall have satisfac=torily oerformed such contract, the
City Czuncil, withouz inviting bids or propcsals therefor and
witheut giving notice of its intenticn to do sc, may, either
Ericr tc cr after the exwiraticn of such contract, extend or
ra2new the same for such a gericd and cn such teras and conditiens
as the City Council shall deem necessary and agcrogpriate.

10.104.060 Authorized Recycling Agent =-=- Duties

The City of San 3runc's ofiicial autherized recycling agent
Sust offer recyclable materials collection sexvice to all
perscns, residences, businesses and institutions within the City
limits pursuant to the terms and conditions of any exclusive
contract for such service. The City Council may establish
standard regulations for the methods of collection of recyclable
materials, collection service charges, frequency of pickup, and
the civil and/or crizinal remedies available for enforcing this
chapter.

10.14.070 Provisions Declared Minimum Standards
The pfovisions of this chapter shall be the minimum
requirements for the protecticn of the public health, safety,
ccnvenience and general welfare.
10.14.080 Separation of Recyclables and Placement for Removal
A. Persons desi lng to participate in the San Bruno
Recycling Progranm shall prepare and separate thcse recyclable
materials that the city has contracted for pickup by the

S
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uthcrized recycling agent frcn cther garzage and refuse as
reguired by the collection c2ntracst, and thereafter have the
segregated recyclable materials placed within receptacles as
reguired by this chapter, or within the designated ccllecticn
location, which shall be collected by zhe auzhecrized recycling

acens.

B. Receptacles containing recyclable materials for
residential units shall be placed at curbside for collection by
the authorized recycling agent; but shall not be placed a%
curbside earlier than 12 hours trior to the date and time for
scheduled collection, nor left remaining at curbside longer than
12 hours following the date and %*ime for scheduled collection.

c. Receptacles containing recyclable materials for multi-
‘residential complex, ccmmercial and/or institutional locations
shall be of a size and serviceability agreed to by the authorized
*ecvc--ng agent and thereafter placed at the designated
collection location. '

10.14.090 Recegtacle =-- Specificaticns

A. Pursuant teo the terms and conditions of any exclusive
cntract between the City of San Bruno and the authorized

recycling agent, each residential unit shall be provided with
suitable and sufficient receptacles to store segregated
recyclakble materials to be made available fcr curbside pick-up.
The color, style and markings of such receptacles shall be
nutually agreed upon between the City of San Bruno and the
authorized recycling agent.

B. 1Initial provision cf residential receptacles shall be
zade at no charge to persons participating in the San Bruno
Recycling Program. All such residential receptacles shall be and
remain the property of the authorized recycling agent, and shall
not be used for any purpose other than the segregation and

urbside placement of recyclable materials. Participating
persons relocating out of the City of San Bruno shall leave all
residential receptacles at the premises.

C. It is the duty of every person participating in the.San
Bruno Recycling Program to maintain receptacles in a reasonably
safe and secure manner; and all such receptacles shall be so
placed and kept at the designated collection location so as to be
readily accessible for removal and collection therefrom and
placed such that they will not be a public nuisance or in any
degree offensive.

10.14.100 Authorized Recycling Agent -- Insurance Required

The City of San B*uno s ot‘icial authorized recycling agent
contracted with, in accordance with this chapter, shall be

6
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ceonsidered as ané shall ce an incdependent contractor and shall
act under its own directicons as T2 the manner c: per‘ormi? its
wcrk: and it shall keep itself and all cf its exployees insured
against all liakility under Califcrnia Workers' and Enployees

iasurance, comrensation ané safety laws and acainst oubl*c
liazility and proverty damage, includi ng all such liability for
use or oreration of moter vehicles used in the cerfcrmance of
work hereunder Such public liability insurance shall be to the
extent of one m’ll*cn dollars for each incident of death or
injury to persons and/or property. Evidence of such insurance
shall be filed with the City of San Brunc upon request.

10.14.110 Authorized Recycling Agent =-- Rights Under Contrac:

An award of such ccntract shall confer upcnh the entity to
wheoxn the contract is awarded the exclusive right as the City of
San Bruno's official authorized recycling agent hereunder, during
the term of the contract, to cgllect ransper=, sell and dispose
of all recyclakle materials collec:ed within the City of San
3runo as prcvided herein, and all provisions of this chapter
apriicarcle to the autherized recycling agent shall censtitute and
e part cof any contract awarded hereunder.

10.14.120 Authcrized Recvcling Agent =-- Receizt of Charges.
s g

A charge sha‘l “e ccllected by the City ¢£ sSan Brunc's
cfficial aL'“o ized recycling agent frem the ta=n nt, lessee,
cwner cr occsupant cf each residential unit, as well as for each
aulci-residential, ccommercial and/or instictuticnal entity
situated within the City l’:;ts, T rates tc be established by
cantract between the City of San Bruno and the official
autherized racycling agent, said rates to be subkject to change

Ton appreval of an agreexent between the City c¢f San Bruno and
said official collector.

10.14.130 Private Disposal of Recyclable Materials

A. VNothing contained in this chaptar shall preclude any
Ferson, business or other entity from disposing of segregated
recyclable materials withcut utilizing the City of San Bruno's

£ficial autherized racycling agent, provided that the recyclable
naterials are dispcsed of by such perscns individually or by his
or her employee or exmployees to an authorized recyclable
materials collection site or station that has been duly approved
and authorized as such by an appropriate govermmental authority
or other appropriate authority.

B. Nothing herein contained shall prevent any person,
business or other entity from allowing recyclable materials to be
p‘cked up, dropped off, or cotherwise donated to any charitable

byty
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C. 7The use 0f recectaclies c2r cther contaliners provided vy
the authorized recycling agent cr the pick-ur cf such recyclaZtle
materials from any designated ccllection locaticn is pronibited
by anyone cther than the autihcrized recveling agent.

D. Nothing herein contained shall irnhiki%, regulate or
restrict any recycling center, nonprofit d-opc‘f program or
recycling processor as permitted by "The Solid Waste Managenmens
Resource and Recovery Act of 1972" or the "California Beverage
Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act" of 198§.

10.14.140 Collection by Unauthorized Persons: Prchibited --
Penalty

A. It is unlawful for any person, business or other enti:ty,

not otherwise excepted by the provisions of this chapter, or by
tate or federal law, to collect recyclable materials in the City
of San Bruno; provided however, the collection of segregated
recyclable materials with the intent to recycle all such
materials collected by one who has an arrangement to and does
recycle all such materials collected shall not be prohibited.
The receipt of money or other ccnsicderation by the collecter in
addition to the materials collected creates the presumption thaz
the collection of such materials is not for the purpose of
recycling.

3. From the time of placemen* cf recyclakble materials at
urkside, or other appropriate designated collection locations cr
in any centainer used for recycling :-ov'ded by the authcrized
recycling agent, said recyclable materials shall be and become
the property of the uthorized recycling agent.

C. Any perscn engaged in the unauthorized collection of
recyclable materials is guilty of an infraction. Any such
unauthorized collections from one or more locations within the

ity of San Bruno shall constitute a separate and distinct
cffense.

D. As an alternative to criminal enforcement, both the City
of San Bruno and the authorized recycling agent have the
independent authority to civilly enforce any provisions of this
chapter, to and including the authority to seek treble damages
pursuant to California Government Code Section 66764. The San
Bruno City Manager may invoke these remedies, or any of then,
whenever he or she deems it appropriate.

°

SECTION 2: Exclusive Franchise, Contract, License or
Permit.

A. The "Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery Act of

8
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1672" provides in general, and Government Czde Section 66757 (k)
crovides in particular that local covernments have the discretion
.to enter 1nts non-exclusivs or exclusive franchises, contracs:s,
licenses or permits f£or sclid waste handling, including the
handling of recyclakble materials, according t©c the needs of the
lccal entity.

3. t is the intent and purpose of the City of San Brunoc to
enter into an exclusive franchise, contract, 1‘:ense or permit
for the collection and hauling of recyclable materials from all
participating res*dences, multi-residences, businesses and
institutions in the City of San Bruno pursuant T2 this Crdinance.

c. t is recognized that implementaticn o a city-wide
exclusive franchise, ccntract, license or perait for the recovery

cf recyclables may involve g:adual phasing in order to be
implemented, particularly in an economically feasible manner
consistent with the City's econcmic cbjectives in establishing
this Program for City-wide Collection of Recyclalbles.

D. Consequently, the individual, partnersilp, corporation
r other entity secu:;ng the ex,lu51ve franchise, contract,
icense cr pe*m*t is permitted ocne-year from the date of grantinc
ne franchise, license or germit, or one-year frIm entering into
a centract with the City of San Bruno, whichever is later, in
crder tc acccmplish c;ty-w“e recyclable collec:;on frcm all
ra2sidences, businesses and in »stitutions in the C: <y of San Bruno.

(i~ 0

SICTION 3: 1If any secticn, subsecticn, sentence, clause,
thrase, or portion of this ordinance is for any reason held to ke
invalid or uncenstitutional by the decision of any court of
ccxoretent jurisdicticn, such decision shall nct affect the
val;d-~v cf the remaining portions cf this ordinance. The City
Council of the City of San Bruno hereby declares that it would
have adocgted this ordinance and each section, subsection,
sentence, clause, phrase or portion thereof, irrespective of the
fact that any one or more sections, subsections, senternces,
clauses, phrases or portions be declared invalid or
unconstitutional.

SEZCTION 4: The City Council finds, pursuant to Title 14 of
the California Administrative Code, Section 15378, that this
crdinance is exempt from the requirements of the California
Znvironmental Quality Act (CZQA) in that:

A. It is not a Project as provided by the Act, in that it
dces not have a potential for resulting in a detrimental physical
change in the environment, directly or ultimately as provided in

itle 14, Section 15378(a): '

8. In that it is further exeapt under the definition of

S
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Prcject in Section 13375(D)(3) in that it ccncerns general policy
and procedure making: '

C. In that is can be seen with certainty that there 1is ro

pessibility that the activity mayv have a significant effect upcn
the environmentT pursuant to Title 14, Section 15061(b) (3): and

D. In that the action taken is an action by a regulatory
agency that will both enhance and protect the environment and
thereafter categorically exempt pursuant to Title 14, Section
15308.

SECTION S5: The City Clerk shall publish this Ordinance
according to law. .

Mayor
ATTEST:

city Cle:k
APPROVED AS TO FCRM:

City ATtorney

10

e



ORDINANCE NO. 22054

"~ AN- ORDINANCE -OF- THE--€GUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN- JOSE . -- .-
AMENDING CHAPTER 9.08 OF TITLE 9 OF THE SAN JOSE MUNI-
CIPAL CODE BY ADDING NEW SECTIONS 9.08.015, 9.08.065,
9.08.185, AND A NEW PART 10 INCLUDING SECTIONS
9.08.1700, 9.08.1710, 9.08.1720, 9.08.1730 AND
9.08.1740 TO PROHIBIT UNAUTHORIZED COLLECTION OF RE- -

CYCLABLE WASTE MATERIALS FROM DESIGNATED LOCATIONS.

WHEREAS, the Council of the City of San Jose has determined it is
in the best interests of the City to promote recycling of discarded
waste materials; and

WHEREAS, the City has entered into that certain Agreement Between
the City of San Jose and Empire Waste Management for Curbside
Recycling Pilot Project; and ’

WHEREAS, the success of said Pilot Project and of future recycling
programs is in part dependent upon the ability of the contractor to
collect recyclable materials without intereference; and

WHEREAS, it has been determined that recyclable materials set out-
by the citizens of San Jose for collection by the contractor are being
collected by unauthorized persons and such unauthorized collection may
have serious adverse effects on the success of recycling prograams;

NOW, THEREFORE,_§$ IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN
JOSE: s | |

SECTION 1. There is hereby added to Chapter 9.08 of Title 9 of the
San Jose Municipal Code a new Section 9.08.015 to be entitled and to

read as fqllows:

SRS |
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9.08.015. Authorized recycling contractor

"Authorized recycling contractor', as used in this chapcter,

- = '.;-—'.-

- " ’- - ..'A""“

_means_a person,.flrm, partnershlp. corporac1on ot other enc1cy
auchOtlzed under and by v1rcue of a contract with the c1ty to
collect recyclable waste material in the City.

SECTION 2. There is hereby added to Chapter 9.08 of Title 9 of the

San Jose Municipal Code a new section 9.08.065 to be entitled and to

read as follows:

9.08.065. Designated recycling collection location

"Designated recycling collection location", as used in chis
chapter, means the place designated in the contract between the
city and an authorized recycling contractor from which the
authorized recycling contractor has contracted to collect
recyclable waste material.

SECTION 3. There is hereby added to Chapter 9.08 of Title 9 of the
San Jose Municipal Code a new Section 9.08.185 to be entitled and to
read as follows:

9.08.185. Recyclable waste material; Recycling

A. '"Recyclable waste material', as used in this chapter,
means discarded materials such as, but not limited to, newspapers,
glass and metal cans, which are separated from other garbage or
refusg‘EOt the purpose of recycling.

o h; Vﬁkecycling", as u;ed in'chis chapter, means the process
of'colleéting and.tutning used products into new products by

reprocessing or remanufacturing them.

-2- g-18
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SECTION 4. There is hereby added to Chapter 9.08 of Title 9 of the
San Jose Municipal Code a new Part 10 to be numbered and entitled and
to read as follows:

P — [ -

Part lb

COLLECTION OF RECYCLABLE MATERIALS

9.08.1700. Ownership of recvyclable waste material

Upon the placement of recyclable waste matarial at a des-
ignated recycling collection location for collection by an
authorized recycling contractor, the recyclable waste material
shall become the property of the authorized recycling contractor.

9.08.1710. Unauthorized collection prohibitded -

During the twenty-four hour period commencing at 6:00 p.m. on
any day preceeding a day designated for collection of recyclable
waste material, no person, other than an authorized recycling
contractor, shall remove recyclable waste material which has been
placed at a désignaced recycling collection location. Any .and
each such collection in violation hereof from one or more
designated recycling collection locations during said twenty-four
hour period shall constitute a separate and distinct offense
punishable as provided in this code.

9.08.1720. Right of individual to dispose of recyclable waste

materigl
Nothing in this part shall limic che right of an individual
person, organization or other entity to donate, sell or otherwise
dispose of recyclable waste material, provided that any. such

disposal is in accordance with the provisions of this chapter.

7576 “3°8-19
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9.08.1730. Enforcement - Authoricy

The director of the bepartment of Neighborhood Preservation

shall have the auchorlcy to enforce the prov1sxons of this gat o e

-.s & .‘m .—..- __-—-:‘_

Thls authoricty shall be in add1t10n co che authorlcy granCed to
police officers pursuant to this code.

9.08.1740. Civil action by authorized recycling contractor

Nothing in this part shall be deemed to limit the right of an
authorized recycling contractor to bring a civil action against
any person who violates section 9.08.1710 of this chapter, nor
shall a conviction for such violation exempt any person from a
civil action brought by an authorized recycling contractor.

PASSED FOR PUBLICATION OF TITLE this 6th day of August )

1985, by the following vote:
AYES: ALVARADO, BEALL, HAMMER, IANNI, LEWIS, PUTNAM, SAUSEDO,
' STABILE, WILLIAMS AND McENERY
NOES: RYDEN

ABSENT: NONE

| THOMAS McENERY f3>'°r
ATTEST: Andrea M. Pavone
Acting City Céerk : oD
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CRDINANCE NO. 89-08

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ALBANY CITY COUNCIL ESTABLISHING ANTI-
SCAVENGER PROVISIONS RELATING TO OWNERSHIP OF RECYCLABLE
MATERIAL, UNAUTHCORIZED COLLECTION OF RECYCLABLE MATERIAL,
OWNERSEIP AND UNAUTHORIZED REMOVAL OF APPROVED RECYCLING
CONTAINERS, THE RIGET OF INDIVIDUALS TO DIS2O0SE OF
RECYCLABLE MATERIAL, THE RIGZT OF AUTHORIZZD CONTRACTOR TO
BRING FORTE CIVIL ACTION, AND PROVIDING FOR VIOLATIONS AND
PENALTIES. :

WHEEREAS, the City of Albany (the "Citv") wishes to
discourage the stealing ("scavengering™) oI recycling
buckets and recvclable materials; and

WHEREAS, the Qakland Scavenger Company has reccommended

.£that an anti-scavenger ordinance be enacted to assist in the

pursuit and prosecuticn ¢of those caught stealing recycling
buckests and recyclable materials; and
WHEIREAS, the City Ccuncil has reviewecd this matter on
March 12, 1989;

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ALBANY DOES ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. That Albany City Code Chapter 15-3 be
entitled to read Anti-Scavenger Ordinanca.

Saction 2. That Sactions 15-3.1 through 15-3.8 be

added to zead:

15;3.1 Definitions. As used in this section:

w
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Avoroved Recycling Container-- shall mean the bucket,

bag, box or other container supplied by and/or identified by
the City or the Authorized Recycling Contractor or the donor
of such recyclable materials as the container into which
recyclable materials shall be placed and which shall be

located at the curbside.

Authorized Recvcling Contractor-- shall mean a person,

fi:m) partnership, corporation or other entity authorized
under and by virtue of a contract with the City to collect
recyclakle materials within the City limits.

Recyclzble Material-- shall mean material such as, but

nct limited to, newspapers, glass, metal and aluminum cans,
plastic bottles, corrugated carcdboard.and used motor oil

wh

.
ca

v

re seperated from other garbage or refuse for the

(Bl

‘g

urpecse of recycling.

Recveling-- shall mean the process of collecting and
turning used products into new products by reprocessing or
remanufactg:ing them.

15-3.2 Ownership of Recyclable Material. Recyclablei
material placed at the cprbside for collection by an
authorized recycling contractor becomes the property of the
authorized recycling contractor.

15-3.3 Unauthorized Collection Prohibited. No

person other than an authorized recycling contractor shall

| 2o
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remove recyclable material which has been placed at the
curbside. Any and each violation hereof fzcm cne or more
recycling collection leocations shall constitute a separate
and distinct offense punishable as provided in this
QOrdinance. |

15-3.4 Destroying, Scattering or Collecting
Recyclable Material Without the Consent of the Resident of
the Premises or the Authorized Recycling Contractor is
Prohibited. I&f shall be unlawful for any rzerson to burn,
Eraak, destroy, scatter, scavenge, collect or take any
reéﬁclable matarials withcout the consent ¢Z the resident of
the #:emises or the authorized recycling é:ntractcr.

15-3.5 Arproved Racycling Containexs- Qwnership and
Unauthorized Remowal. It shall be unlawful for a person
other than the (1) the resident of the premises or his/her
designee; or (2) the Ci;y, or (3} an authcrized agent of the
City, or (4) the authorized recycling cecntractor, to remove
any appreved recycling container from the curhside.

15-3.6 Right of Individual to Dispose of Racyclable

Material, Nething in this Qrdinance shall limit the right

of an individual perscn, organization, or other entity to

. donate, sell or otherwise dispose of recyclable material,

provided that any such disposal is in accordance with the

.provisicns of this chapter.
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15-3.7 Civil Action by Authorized Recycling

Contractor. Nothing in this part shall be cdeemed to limit

‘the richt of the authorized recycling contractor to bring a

civil action against any person who violates the above’
described sections of this chapter, ﬁor shall a cénviction
for such violation exempt any person from a civil action
brought by an authorized recycling contractor.

15-3.8 Vioclations and Penalties. Violation of any
part of this section shall be an infraction or misdemeaner
pursuant to Section 1-8 of the Albany City Code.

Section 3. Severabiliéy Clause. If.any section,
subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this
O-dinance f£cr any reason shall be held to be invalid or
unconstitutional, the decision shall not affect the
remaining portions of this Ordinance. The Council of the
City of Albany hereby declares that it would have passed
this Ordinance and each article, section, subsection,
paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase which is a part
thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more

articles, sections, subsections, paragraphs, sentences,

clauses or phrases are declared to be invalid or

unconstitutional.
Section 4. Publication. This Ordinance shall be

published in a newspaper of general circulation within the

Lol
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City of Albany, which said newspaper is designated for that
purpose, or shall be posted in three public places and shall

become effective on or after its final_passage,'adoption and

publication.

/“__f

ward J. McManus, Mayor

B-25
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ity of Allan

1000 SAN PABLO AVE. » ALBANY. CALIF.34706 -« TELEPHONE $a¥xx 528-5720

JACQUELINE L BUCHOLZ
CITY CLEAK :

STATE OF CALIFORNIA)
COUNTY OF ALAMEDA ) SS
CITY OF ALBANY )

I, JACQUELINE BUCHOLZ, City Clerk of the City of Albany, Cali-
fornia, do hereby certify that the whole number of members of
the City Council of the said City of A]bagg ag five; that the
foregoing Ordinance, being Ordinance No. °77Y° | was passed

and adooted by the said City Council, approved and signed by the
Mayor of said City, and attested by the City Clerk of said City,
all at a regular meeting of the said Council on the  20+h

day of March , 1980 A.D., and that the same was sO
passed and adopted by the foliowing votes:

AYES:  Council Members Kruse, Lewis, Nichols, Rubin & Mayor McManus

NOES: None

ABSENT: None

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the
official seal of the City of Albany, this _ 21st day of

March » 1989 . .




OAKLAND SCAVENGER COMPANY
ALBANY RECYCLING OPERATION
STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS

YEAR TO DATE 1989

REVENUE:

NEWSPAPER
GLASS
ALUMINUM

" TOTAL REVENUE

EXPENSES:

WAGES & SALARIES

OTHER PAYROLL COST
TRUCK EX2ENSES

OFFICEZ EXPENSES

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE
ADVERTISING

GENERAL & ADMINISTRATIVE

TOTAL EXPENSES

PROFIT/(LCSS) BEFORE RECYCLING SUBSIDIES

RECYCLING SUBSIDIES:
ESTIMATED RATE INCREASE
FRANCHISE FEES

ESTIMATED PROCEEDS FRCM RATE INCREASE
AVOIDED COST .

TOTAL RECYCLING SUBSIDIES

ESTIMATED PROFIT/(LOSS)

w
[}

27

FIRST SECOND YEAR TO

QUARTER QUARTER DATE
2,559 2,212 4,771
3,703 4,578 8,281
3,946 4,000 7,946

6,155 7,919 14,074
1,053 . 1,335 2,388
1,762 1,120 2,882
282 0 282
4,297 {2,654) 1,643
0 640 640

200 2,800 3,000

(3,541) (370) (3,911)
5,293 5,427 10,720

(397) (476) (873)
4,896 4,951 9,847
4,070 4,581 8,651
8,966 9,532 18,498
S, 42S 9,162 14,587

L 27
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APPENDIX C: Waste Composition Data

. City Conducted Waste Characterization Studies

° R. W. Beck Waste Composition Study
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Y UASTE COMPOSITION PATA
ompos|tjon
y uelght)

SACRAHENIO

TIm

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 198}

COHBUSTIBLES
Paper
Hiscellaneous 26.4 26.6 26.7 26.9 26.6 26.9 246.3 26.7 26.5 28.8
New 9.1 9.3 10.1 10.0 7.9 7.0 7.1 4.8 6.2 0.0
Corrugated 2.8 2.3 0.9 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1t 0.0 0.0
Plastics . 1.3 1.0 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.8 (I | 1.2 3.7 3.7
Rubber & Leather . 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.} 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.3.
Textiles 1.1 i.0 0.8 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0
Vood 0.8 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.4
food 13.4 14,2 15.1 14.9 14,6 14.9 14.7 15.0 15.2  16.4
Yard Vaste 26.5 29.7 27.0 31.8 34.46 33.8 35.7 36.%V 35.9 30.6
NON-COMBUSTIBLES
Glass 9.8 6.9 7.8 7.2 1.5 6.8 6.5 7.1 1.3 12.7
Hotal (ferrous) 6.4 6.5 7.4 7.2 6.7 6.5 6.3 5.98 5.9 3.8
Aluminum 0.9 0.8 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.3 0.5
Other Hotaly 0.4 0.4 1.6 1.8 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.0

Hazardous Wastos

* Used oll, furn. pollsh,
batter{es, rald cans,
partially full house paint cans

NOVE: Garden refuso wns Included In the ,4rd uaste
percentaged on this page.



he I
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Hole:  Thin pnge wan revised Lo

taclude garden refuse

12/5/700

1904
COMBUS I IBLES
Paper
=t
Hiscellaneous 5
)
Reuspoper h
of
m

Corrugested
Plestics
Rubber & Leother
Textiles
Vood
food
Yard Vaste
Other

NON-CONBUSTROLES

Gless

Hetal (Ferrous)
Atuminum

Concretc/Rock

Other Hetals

Noxnrdous Wnstas

* Used oil, furn. pollish,

botteries, rold cans,
tintly full house palnt cons

1985

1986

SACRANENTO CLIY UASIE CONPOSETION DAITA

1987

1908

Maste Composition
X - (by welght)




TABLE 19
SACRAMENTQ CITY AND COUNTY
CITY LAKOFILL - COMMERCIAL WASTE STREAM COMPQSITICN

APRIL 1989

Samole Size = 6§ loads

Total Weignt Sortea = 2,147 lbs.

Average Weight Sorted per Sample = 358 (bs.

Precision [nterval Precision [nterval

WASTE s 902 Canficence 8 50X Confidence
CATESSRIES Mean Percentaqn (+/+- parcent) Tons (+/~ tons)

PAPER 41.9% 28,342
Newscaver 6.1% 12.32 4,144 8,329
Carrugated Paper 11.22 2.7 7,645 157366
Caroutar Paper 0.2 0.4% 132 2
Cffica Paper 1.5% 3.0% 1,001 2,012
Mizxed Recyc. Pscer 7.32 16.3% 4,973 9,996
Non-recye. Paper 13.82 .75 9,338 18,743
Qisposaole Diapers 1.52 3.0% 1,232 2,035
Swernix Paper 0.1% 0.32 97 195

PLASTIC 8.1% 5,517 .
PET 3ottles . 0.2% 0.42 129 250
Milk/Juice Cantainers .22 0.4% 134 269
Polystyrene 0.52 0.9% 306 615
Film Plastics . 4.3% 9.8 3,226 6,431
Kard Plastic Packaging 1.22 3.52 1,192 2,358
Plastic Procucss 9.7% 1.5% 495
Soeraix Plastic 0.13 0.12 38

GLASS . 5.5% 4,233
Refillaple 3ev. Containers 0.0% 0.0% 9
Cal. ezerotion 2.53 5.1% 1.7 3,559
Cal Non-recemotion 3.s3 6.8% 2, 274 4,570
Plate Glass 0.0= 0.9% 1]
Won-recyctaole Glass 0.43 0.3 262 524
Suoermix Glass Q.32 Q.52 177 355

METAL 3.4% 2,259
Alumirum Cans 0.52 Q9.9% 307 413
Tin Cans 1.4% 2.32 943 1,905
Ji-metat Cans 9.2 0.-% 140 2
fer-sus Metals g.43 0.7% 264 491
NVcn-ferrous Metals g.32 0.5 199 399
insulateq Wire 0.0% 0.8% g 0
whiza Goocs 0.0% .92 Q "]
Mizea Metaits & Materials 0.5 1.2 4Q7 318
Sioermix Metals Q.92 g.1= 26

RU3BER 0.32 3
Ruscer Products 9.0% 0.0% 3 8
Tires 0.0% g.0= 0 0

CRGANICS 31.9% 21,5%
Fooa 23.0% 4.2 15,573 31,305
Yard Waste 2.5 .12 1,708 3,633
Leaves ang Grass 4.1% 12.2% 4,100 8,240

ther Jr3anics 0.0% 0.1% 19 33

Suoernix Qrganics 8.3x% 0.5% 183 348

wocn 1.1 . 37

CTHER _ 7.2 4,732
Textiles 2.2 £.0% 1,3% 2,581
Lestner 0.1% .= 49 139
Asn 0.12 0.2% 57 114
Ceramics/Porcatain/China 0.2X Q.42 129 250
Rocx/Cancrete/Bricks g.cx 0.0=% 0
Sarc/Sail/Birt/Fines 3.1 6.32 2,126 4,258
Gvesum Jrywstl - 0.0% 0.0% 0
Fiberglass [nslulation 0.0% 0.c% Q Q
Camstruction Oecris 0.92 1.2 421 1,249
dulky Waste 0.0% g.c= Q ]
Sweraix, Nom-distinct Fines 0.83 .= 397 9

RAZAROCUS MATERIALS & CONTAIMNERS 0.&x

HAZAZCCUS CONTAINERS-EMPTY 0.0

TSTALS 100.0C2 : 87,567

- locsl$-7/11/89- jd- jcec/a

(L72720) II-3 R. W. BECK AND ASSCCIATES

c-3
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TABLE 13

SACRAMENTO CITY AND CIUNTY
CITY LANDFILL - RES{%EMII:%;;AS-E STREAM COMPCSITICN

Sarole Sfze = 11 loads
Total Weignt Sorted = 3,316 Lbs.
Average Weignt Sorted per Sarple = 301 lbs.

Adjustment for city loads
Total wei t sorzed = 3, 316 tbs.
Adjust 35% as yard waste = 1,785 Ibs.

Precision Interval Precision {rterval

WASTE @ 502 Confidence @ 90X Configence
CATEGORIES Mean Percentage (0/- parcent) Tens (+/~- tons)
PAPER 26.92 45,488
Newspaper 6.7% 8.7= 12,263 18,930
Corrugated Paper L4 3.4% 6,502 6,550
Camuter Paper 0.0% 0.C% 1] 0
0tfice Pacer 0. 0.82 230 1,393
Mixea Recyc. Paper 5.9% £.8% 10,715 10,449
Non-recyc. Paper 5.12 $.22 ,353 9,519
Dispesanle Diapers 3.02 7.12 5,429 12,943
Supermix Paper 0.32 0.7% 73 1,326
PLASTIC .02 9,073
PET Botzles .12 0.3% 240 502
®ilk/Juice Containers 0.32 0.83 514 1,146
Polystyrene 0.4 0.6 668 1,077
Film Plastics 2.0% 1.8 3,584 2,835
Hare Plastic Packaging 1.2 1.1% 2,158 2,041
Plastic Procucss 1.0% 1.5% 1,803 2,808
Scpermix Plastic 8.12 .= 106 N
GLASS 4.1% 7,491
Refillable Bev. Containers 0.0% 0.0% 0 0
Cal. Regerotion 1.6% 2.7% 2,914 4,911
Cal Non-regemption 2.3% r. 4 4,182 5,186
Plate Glass 0.0 0.0% 0 0
Non-recyclable Glass 0.0% 0.0% 13 29
Sweraix Giass .= 0.7% 191 1,325
METAL 3.z 5,789
Alumirum Cans . 0.32 0.82 640 1,058
Tin Cans 1.2% C1.5% 2,132 2,854
Bi-metal Cans 0.0%X 0.0% 0 Q
ferrous Metats Q.42 2.483 676 &, 717
Non-ferrous Metals 0.2% Q.42 400 754
Insutatec Wire 0.0% 0.0% 4 &3
White Gooas 0.0% 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Metais & Materiais 1.0% 4,62 1,831 8,443
Supermix Mezals 0.:2 .= 104 ‘359
RUBBER 0.5% 975
RLooer Products 0.5% 3.3= 975 5,956
Tires .02 0.c.x 0 0
wOCD 1.32 2,372
CRGANICS 50.92 93,139
food 4. 7.6% 7,751 13,930
Yarg vaste 37.6X 9.2X 48,873 16,841
Leaves anc Grass 8.5% 29.62 15,490 54,042
Cther Organics 0.12 0.5% 1 9246
Swernix Organics 0.8% 3.9 1,932 7,086
OTHER 9.6% 17,551
Textiles 472 1. 8,425 20,564
Leatner 0.0% .= 56 343
Ash 0.1% 0.2 190 1,668
Ceramics/Porcelain/China 0.0% 0.3x 64 458
Rock/Concrete/Bricks 0.02 0.0% 0 0
Sarx/Soil/Dirt/Fines 0.0% 0. 53 837
un Orysall 0.3% 2.1% 459 3,765
Fibergiass Instulation 0.0% 0.02 [*] Q
Construction Dedris 0.5% 2.3 853 4,178
Bulky waste 0.0z 0.0z 0 0
Suoermix, Mon-distinct Fines 4.0 *“.7x 7,282 25,893
HAZARDQOUS MATERIALS & CONTAINERS . 0.4% 674
HAZARSCUS CONTAINERS-DPTY .= i+
TCTAL 1002 182,818
loc=lf2-7/11/89- jd- jcec/a
(L72720) 4II-29 R. W. BECX AND ASSOCIATES
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
HYPOTHETICAL CURBSIDE

RECYCLING PROGRAM
POCKET AREA

AREA/FEATURE
— CITY

— DAILY ROUTES

0.71 miles

Monday Route

——— Tuesday Route

llednesday Route \\\C\\}

Thursday Route

Friday Route Z&C/




CITY OF SACRAMENTO
POCKET AREA
REGULAR ROUTE AREAS

AREA/FEATURE

T DAILY ROUTES

— CITY

0.78 miles

ﬁ' 0]
S E =



APPENDIX E

14\



POTENTIAL ADVANTA

APPENDIX E

GES AND DISADVANTAGES OF VARIOUS
CONTAINER TYPES

Alterna-
tive

Potential
Advantages

Potential
Disadvan-
tages

Conditions
Which Favor
Alternative

Burlap or
polymer
bags

No
container

lowest capital
cost (about $
.50/ea.

no capital cost

Low capital
cost :
<$2/ea.; good
surface for
graphics; >
efficiency than
bags; available
in colors

s h o r t
lifespan:;
higher
collection
c os t s ;
difficult
for
collectors
to ID
contaminants
Less visible
to
collectors

l o W e r
participa-
tion

h i g h
collection

costs; low
participatio
n
aesthetic
problem

sm. capacity
may be
diverted to
other uses

unless holes
are drilled
in bottom;
hard for
collector to
see

contaminants

Minimized
start up
costs; low
v isual
impact if
desired

unacceptable
alternative

Can recoup
expense with
advertising;
suitable for
sm.
generators

L2



Alterna-

Potential
Advantages’

Potential
Disadvan-
tages

Conditions
Which Favor
Alternative

tive

Stackable
bins (San
Jose) or
multiple
bins

6 0 - 90
gallon
containers

(Rabanco
in
Seattle)

larger set-outs
than buckets or

bags; lifespan
of 5-10 vyrs.:
loose N P

storage;
aesthetic
appearance
compatible w/
neighborhoods
a n d
reinforcement
of recycling
less processing
v/ cleaner
prod. due to
greater source
separation

l e a s =t
collection
costs; greatest

compatibility
with reg.
refuse coll.;

greater
convenience to
res. than bags,
or stackable
bins; longest
lifespan (10+
Yrs.): very
convenient to
resident

Expensive
(app.

$15/set of
3)

slow
collection
increasing

coll. costs;
loose coll.
of NP req.

t arpe3d
trucks

eate
pe
5

e

+ 3

s
s
)

Q—~0 0
Hupxh
ot~ Ot

0
ates
likelihoo
of
contamina-
tion & glass
breakage;
reduced
revenue
associated
w/ above

Vismual
appearance
important to
neighborhood
less
processing
required

Necessity of
using reg.
refuse coll.
f 1l e e t ;
minimized
coll. costs



Alterna-
tive

e T — W ——

"Blue Box"
methoaod
(one

container
of 14=-20
gallons
commingled
containers
& NP

bundled or
bagged on
side)

Potential
Advantages

. Potential

Disadvan-
tages

Favered by BFI
& Recycle
America (Waste
Man.) who also
operate
multiple bin
programs; less
collection

costs than
~stackable or
- bags:; easier

for coperator to
see

contaminants
than - bags or
stackibles:
very convenient

to raesident;
high set-cut
1lbs; ST .

expense (app.
$4/ ea. ) :
flexible~can
become a
stackable

Conditions
Which Favor
Alternative

Greater
pProcessing
than source
separated
(multiple
bins); more
expensive
than bags

Convenience’
te resident
w/ reduced
capital
outlay
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APPENDIX F: Program Alternatives

. B -- Blue Box
° C -- Semi Automated
. D -~ Fully Automated



Alternative B

Blue Bax
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 Automated Curbside Collection

w ntegrated itiruof aperaion
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-4 M Automated Curbside
RecycleKing 11 recyiing Caltection verice
FEATURES BENEHTS HYDRAULIC SYSTEM 1.

4 vg - i i P P1
« 31 cu. yd. body | r;iﬁit:;:ec irips to recovery TlLllln(]Zpylinder | Tg'?p;rokg 17 gpm @ 1000 rpm
® 35 cu. f. trough W More stops per cycle Trough/Roof Cylinders 4" bore x 22-1/2” stroke
W 15 second cy&le time @l Fast Ioaé‘ing Qperallng Pressure 2000 psi
m Ground level partition 8 Reduced exposure 10 rrough Cycle Time 15 seconds
release accidental injury System Qil Capacity 20 gallons
o MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
AUTOMATED MANUAL AUTOMATED MANUAL
Trougn 12 Gaugéw i “N”/_A——— Total Volume 31 cu. yd. 31 cu. yd.
Floor 371—6" 16‘&;@;— Trough Volume 35 cu. h,' N/A
Sides 11 Gauge 11 Gauge Body Weight 10.560 fbs.  7.900 Ibs.
CiGase  eGme  atedn o e W
Partitions 11 Gauge S Gauge Overall Height 135~ 118"
CHASSIS REQUIREMENTS
Front Axie 12.000 ib.
Rear Axle 23.000 Ib.
Cab to Axle (Ciear) 160~ 187"

Minimum AF 527 50"

| ;»'-RecydeKing B

. Manual Cnrbs:deRecycﬁngCollecnm Vehicle

" FEATURES ~~ BENEHTS

B 31 cu. yd. bocy B On the route longer
B Four large body access B Less contamination
ocenings

W Aluminum sliding panels 8 Quick ang easy
adjustments

B Grcund level partiticn B Easy cn the operator
release
B Larce rear docr B/ No material hang up

All Gesiy. 108CACEIONS S'd COTOONSNE &' 1L.OMCT D Change a the mardecnrers ducrweon
& 2y ome whoust roece. Dats QUCRENE heren ¢ NHOMTEIoNE N relre 33 $al nal be con-

sTsd D STt AB0HY of 1ie U Y 3y CETOAY DUPoe 33 DEINTIINCS May vary wah he
CoNONS encoursered.

ERAPSTER SYSTEMS

UG intemanonai Campzny , f 552
Ommoster Systwens Esst Oemoeter Systems west SemOmer $yrrgrns MOrth -
302 Mot Saoe St 12927 VarmLarel 16 ~em To P 'CONTACT CEMPSTER SYSTEMS for acChonal Cetails ang other apphcatons. .
Tocooa OA X047 Sania Fe 30mngs TA 670 om0 Criano ICLEAR PLATFCAM (CT) is e Camenion rOm any tem (mutfler, ransmission shifter
Pone 404/886-6556 Pone 113i924.4652 Caraca uav 268 F-3 nOULING, el | extencing DeAnC the Ca0 NG ADOve the L0 of the frame which will
Far «04/885-4318 Fan 213092°-34C5 >-,~. 18 ,243: b so

nterere with 30CY MEuURTAG T *=2 Tenter re o Ine tryrign of *na r2rtam asle



THE DESIGN-DURABILITY
POWER PLAY

HYDRAULIC OVER TOP LOADING RECYCLER (patent pending)

For the collection of recyclable materials. vou The LABRIE Recycler is engineered with
need the new LABRIE Over Top Loading safety. ease of operation and minimum
vehicle. Proven to be 75% more proc- maintenance in mind. It can be fully
uctive than any other recycling truck. loaded with 5 to 6 tons of 2 to
it saves 2 to 3 hours per day. De- 6 different materials in up to 6

signed to keep operator fatigue adjustable compantments.
to minimum, the LABRIE Recy-

clercan average more than 125 i

collection stops per hour or AN

about 2,200 households per
day in normal conditions.

TASK FORCE

LABRIE ZQUIPMENT LTD. N
302, rue du rieuve. Beaumont Quebec. CANADA GOR 1C0

Tel: (418) €37-3008 FAX: (418) 837-7698

T-og
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FEATURES

Standard 20 ft 7 inches x 81 inches x 7 incnas
inside dimensions, 102 inches cutsice »id.

31 cu.

ds.;
HydrauY;c over top loading cevice cacatiz !
dumping permanent recessed cucke:s:

One-man operation:
Maximum loading height 4€7;
Curbside loading;:

Dump unloading:

Fully opening rear doors:

1 to 5 movable swing-type ccrmpa™™

adjustable to 127 centers, for up =
roducts;

erhead track for partition suzcca

Walk through insulated cab wiih s

A

P B

HERS

5 ~2-g

=
-
.

IR

-~ =~ -

s e -
et . -

Right hand side, stand up drive. 127 st2z nnz.znx
Left hand side, sit down drive.

0

AVAILABLE OPTIONS

Manuel loacding cn left side;

~rachment systemn that allows dumping of 3-90
cza2is il carts at a dme.

=czuse of our ccmmitment to constant product
morevement all designs, specifications and
lzmponents are su'rggct to change at the

menufaciurers sole discretion at any time without

(RE}

CHASSIS SPECIFICATIONS (FLAT BACK
COWL STYLE)

Nausar intenadonal 1754 ST series;

Z-cine DT7-3€0 Diesel, 170 HP at 2 600 RPM;
venicie weight 28 000 lbs;

issicn Allison MT-643; -

Fi 2 000 Ibs

12 000 lbs

V85T

v Canada

Printe



LABRIE

TOP SELECT 2

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS

- Length 20 ft 8 in. (6.29 m)

- Outside width of body nat to exceed 102 in.(259 cm)

- Inside width of body, 59 in(150 cm) at bottom, 89 in.(226 cm) at top
- Loading height 46 in.(117 cm)

- Maximum height in loading position 13 ft 8 in.(4.16 m)

Volume 29 cu.yd. (22 cu.m) approximately .

- Cyde time 15 seconds

Floor, 3/16° steel

Front, 13 ga steel

Sides, 12 ga steel

Doors, 13 ga steel, barn type
Roof, 16 ga. steel arched

- Loading device hydranlic “over top” permanent recessed buckets
1 to 5 movabie steel partitions adjustable to 12°(31 cm) centers, for up to 6 different
products
- Attachment system that allows dumping of 3-90 gals roll carts at a time
- Walk through insulated cab with sliding doors.
Right hand side, stand up drive, 18°(46 cm) step in height
Left hand side, sit down drive

CHASSIS SPECIFICATIONS

Navistar International 4900 Flat back cowl chassis
G.V.W. 32,900 |bs (14,923 kg)

12,000 lbs (5,443 kg) front axie

22,000 lbs (9,979 kg) rear axle

DT-466, 185 H.P. Dicsel

- Allison MT-643 auatomatic

OPTIONS

- Ford F-300 Flat back cowl chassis, GYVW 32,000 lbs (14,515 kg)

- International 4900 Full cab with modified right hand side for stand up drive
- Hydraalic loading device on left hand side

- Air operated partitions

- Plastic crusher

- Left hand side, stand up drive, 18 in. (46 cm) step ia height

Adminisgraton: 302. rue du Fleuve, Baumz.(Québe;:)C.mada COR 1C0
TéL: 418.837. 3606  Wart (Québeck: 1. 800. 463. 5178 Watt (Canada): 1. 800. 463. 6638 Fax: 418, 837. 7698

Usine: 175, rue du Pont. St-Nicolas (Québec) Canada COS 220 F-6
TH-41R R RN Fau- 418 RV €268 r

| Do,



Alternative C

Semi Automated



= Availabie in 20, 25, And 31 Cubic

® Leach Built... Leach Refiability
= Meets All ANSI Safety Standards

= Strong = Greatest compaction in
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BODY DIMENSIONS 20 Cu. Yd. 25 Cu. Yd. 31 Cu. Yd.
AF Afer Frame 20° 20 207
8 Overali Length 249 2707 316
CA_ ToCentertine of Rear Axie 1547 175 221
CT To Centertine of Trunion (50" Beam) 129 150° 196~
D Height Above Chassis Frame (with 3" sill) 100" 1007 100°
| Boay—Outside Wigth 967 967 96
J Boay insige wiath 90° 90” 90°
K Hopper Deotn 17 17 i7
N Interterence Point Above Chassis Frame 4" 4" 2
P Top ot Step Betow Chassis Frame 197 1€° 16”
Q Hoooer Bottom Bewow Chassis Frame 23" 23 237 T
R Hooper Opening Width 80 8c” 80"
S Hopper Qpening Hegnt 56~ 5¢° 567
T Hooper Insioe Width 80~ 8G” 80"
U Rear of Booy 10 Rear of Tailgate Closeq 74" 74" 74"
8 Height Above Chassis Frame (Taiigate Raised) 1947 1547 1947
® LlLoading Lip Below Chassis Frame 5 E3 S
8 Center of Gravity Measured From Front ot Body
—8oay Only 13 %as 1217 1517
—Pay Load 94" 103 120" | -} 2388mm. mgmm
®  Hooper Capacity 2.7 Cu. Y. 2.7Cu. Ya. 2.7 Cu. Y2 M EFE R OM AL 20migs
8 Approx. Bogy Weight 14,495 Ibs 15.020 ios 1€.12510s < 85TSg o, 6813k i S ETINNG -1
8 Min Truck GVWR Reguirement 46.000 Ibs 52.000 lbs 60.000 195 21000 kg ¥ 77 24000 kg -+~ #28000 kg

NOTES: "Truck seiecied must be capable of carrying net weight of body plus weight of reiuse to de collectec.
A full variable speec govemor is preferred on truck equipped with diesel engine.

*CA Must be usable with no obstructions protruding above frame.
*Soecifications subject to change without notice.

Features

1.

2.

Siges, tront ang rear reintorcea with ewectn-
catly weiged box sections.

Contents ot body seated off trom outsioe
cunng COMEaclion deroc.

. Steps anc grat nancies doth sices of tatigate.
. Buzzer system provioec botn sioes 3l rear 1o

enabie 0agoers 10 signat anver.

. Load s cushea oul Dy simpse. easity main-

lamec, Joudie-acung cynnoer.

. S:ngie iever pacxer Controi at rear of hoooer

..curpsce.

. Singie lever erecuon Conirol at froc of DOy

..Sireet sice.

. Single lever tangate hft control at trant of body

.. street sKye.

. Leach exclusive Daxeo-on enamel inisn.

White stancard. Other coiors ootional.
(Other colors may aftect visioibity)

. Meets all ANS! Satety Stancargs.

Hydraulic System

* Cylincers
(2) 6° souble-acting pacxer plate cytingers’
(2) € couble-acung carmer plate cyinoers’
(1) 6 counie-acang erecthion cytinger
(1) 6" single-acung clamong Cyimaes
(2) 4" uingle-acung lailgate i cylincers
“Packer and camer plaie cynnoers are fulty
HITErChAN0eae . .. AN 8XCIuSVE with (he
LEACH 2-A Ii.

* Pump
Laach — spur gear
C-noodw—-lz GPM @ 1400 RPM
Maximum opersting pressure— 1650 PS!
» HMydraulic Tank
-—70

Capacity 0 galions .
Location — Rignt nand tront on #100r inside body

Fitera— 141 mucron in-tank sSuCbon strainer
=20 micron retun ine fiter
— By-pass vaive
* Sight gauge—locaiad on lank at eye level

-10

!

Boday Construction

e Siges— 11 cauge Fr-Tensie. SX-TEN 58,
80.000 PSi

* Top—11 gauge Hi-Tensiie

* Floor—11 gauge H-Tensne

* Fioor trough — " EX-TTN

Tailgate Construction

* Hopoer sices — /" EX-TEN SC

& Hoooer bottom — '.” 100.000 2SI

e Pacxer ana carmer piates — >:¢" EX-TEN 50.

Pacxer Face '." Bemstar B0

o Top Shewt— Securec with QuiCx rewease tasteners

.. sasny removed lor maintenance

Optionaf Equipment
o Cham container attacnment

s Hygraut¢ comamer anacnment
® 8,000 Ib. ovemeac wincn
[ ]
L]

50

12.000 gverneac mncn
12.000 . container IMing syuncer

?nEL

2 Norin LaSate Sireet
Thicage Hunors 606C2
(312123€-C728

rousties
nc.

Mematonal Tasinounon

: INOUs nes InteMmabonal

2 N0 LaSave Street 8 Tcage lihnors 50602
Cacre TUINCINT JOC ¢ Tewr 254145

S

[l O



Alternative D

Fully Automated

F-11
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All you need is an operator.
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CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATIONS HYDRAULIC SPECIFICATIONS
4IGH TENSILE STEZL Thickness mm PUMP
Boay saes 11qa. 3.038 Type: Froft mount. engine anven. _ Single aiuminum. sleeve bearnng.
Boay root 14 qa. 1.897 PTO criven Singte cast ron. raller peanng
B8o0v oot 11ga. 3.ca8 Maximum operaling pressure. 2.500 cs: 117,237 %Pa)
Boay longnuainal 8qa. 4176 ‘Wonang RPM 1.200 AP\ anproximate. Stationary.
" Floor support memoers 11ga. 3.038 GPM a1 Warking RPM 22 GP* 187 Liters/min.) acproximate
Tangate rear panel 12 ga. 2.657 OIL RESERVOIR - Chassis irame mountea
Tailgate ses 11ga. 3.038 Tank cagacty 141 gailons (168 Lters)
Hopoer foor 7qa. 4,554 Qi system gross capacity 60 gatlons (227 Liters)
Hopper swes 8qa. 4176 Fillers Return line 25 micron repiaceante element.
Pacxing ram face Yaun, 6.350 VALVES
Soiil shiexa 11ga. 3.038 Shut-ott Sucnon kne, Optional
Pacxing control Slecinc soenoid aperated single spool.
Hoist ana tailqate In-cao. capee coerated.

FORMULA
7000

AUTOMATED
SIDE LOADER

SPECIFICATIONS

\
1'é iy

=/

) B0O0Y SPECIFICATIONS
' 300y HOPPER - | OVERALL QOVERALL LENGTH OVERALL OVERALL HEIGHT ABQOVE FRAME OVERALL WEIGHT (b)
CAPACITY | CAPACITY | LENGTH(a) TAILGATE RAISED WIOTH TAILGATE LOWEAED TAILGATE RAISED Agproximate
MQOBEL | vgs.? m3 | Yags? md In. mm mn. mm In.  mm In. mm In. mm s. kg
7000-24 | 242 18.5 30 23 229 5791 247 5274 96 2438 95t 2425 169 4293 11.000 4989
700033 33 2531 3.0 23 ]a28s 39 307 7798 9% 248 8w 2426 169 4233 12200 $533
CHASSIS REQUIREMENTS CYLINDERS
L LN MIN. GAWR USABLE CA USABLE CT [ -8
1 PACKING BLADE -
MOOEL GYWR Froet Res Rengs Recom.| Range Recom AF
L 2 TAILGATE RAISE OCoudie Acing 2 BOOY HOIST
7000-24{ 39.00Q | 16,000 23.000 165180 174 N/A N/A *3e BORE STROKE 8CRE STROKE BORE STROKE
52.000 | 18.000 34.000 | N/ NIA os 200 s In. mm In.  mm in. mm In. mm In. mm In. _mm
‘ J 762 25" 641.4 | S5 1397 | 54 376 | 4 1016 | 56 1422.4
|

** 367 ar 5T Mewnum DeYONd rear SOgE Of AN SOMNG NENQEY.

LIFT SPECIFICATIONS

Lt lcacing capac:ty 2.000 1. (907 Xg.)

Al cesxgns, spechcations ang com-

cusruoned at both encs cf stroxe. Operates 3t 2.000 2 MAnMuM pressure,
Cesgned to funcdon m - 25 F 1o 110°F (- 32°C 10 43°C) amorert temoerature.

ponents are sucwect 10 change 3t the
: manutactures 's sole discretion at any
Cycre ame 8 seconas. aporoomate time wehout notce. Data putlished
Frame 80.000 b. o3 yweid Neren & NIOMAONa n nature and 7
X ot 10 cemernne ot 90 gal. conzasner. shal ot be construed D waTat
Reacn 48 in. (1219.2 mm) from sude of body Lo sunanity g1 e une for any parbcu-
Ground Clearance 13 In. (330.2 mm) Emory. lar purposs 25 performance may
Cwerass wnctn Witten 96 In. {2438.4 mm) legal imt with §R N SKTIQE DOSON viry wah (e concitions encoun-
adud tered. The onty wartanty poacalie
Wexnt 1.000 3. (454 kg) apprexmate S 0L SANCHT witien warmanly for
Mourntng length 181in. (457 mm) s proguct
Corarots In-cap. three igver with teamenng Capatuty. . " .
(a) Netinctucing liRt.
Hycrauscs Three. 3 In. (76.2 mm) Crameter Cytnoers with NIrOenNes and Crome Dlated OCs

{b) Not inctuding lit but including
mounting hardware.

121y THE HEIL CO.

>y e
]

Sclid Waste Systems Division
P.O. Box 8676 - Chantanooga. TN 37411
Tetecncne (6§15) 899-3100

.o
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List of operating
Material Recovery Facilities

Location/Sponsor/ (Owner -
Overator)
tatus

Throughput/
Capital Cost/
Residue

" Type of Input

California

San Francisco
(West Coast Salvage)
Status: Design)

Cannecticut

Bridgeport
Greater Bridgeport
Regional Recycling Board

Status: Procurement
Bristol Connecticut
Resource

Recovery Authority
{Ogden Martin--
Crerational 1990)

Status: Procurement

58,000 TPY (D)

IO% (D)

100 TPD (D)

20%

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper:
ONP/QCC/Mixed
Glass: All

BPlastic: PET

T ¢ t a 1
Commingled
Paper:

ONP/OCC

Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
Possibly later

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper: ONP
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET



Groton

SE CT Regional
Resource Recovery
Authority (Owned by
SECRRRA and Town of
Groton:; Oper. by Resource
Recovery Systems)
Operational since 1982;
upgraded in 1989

Hartford Area

REI Distributors, Inc.
(Cwned and oper. by REI
since 7/89)

Status: Construction

South Central CT .
South Central Reg. COG
(Oper. by 1989)
Status: Design

Plorida

Palm Beach County

Palm Beach County Solid
Waste Authority (oper. in
1991)

Status: Design
Pinellas County (owned
and oper. by Recycle

America-oper. by 12/89)
Status: Construction

15 TPD (A)
40 TPD (D)

20 +% (D)

50 TPD (D)

< 2% (D)

80 TPD (D)
$2.32-3 million

500 TPD (D)
$6 million (D)

200 TPD (D) $2
million (D)

Bottles & Cans

Oonly

Paper: None
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: all
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Bottles & Cans

only"

Paper: none
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Bottles & Cans

Cnly

Paper: None
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All

Plastic: None

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper: ONP
(possibly OCC &
Mixed)

Metal: AC
Glass: All
Plastic:
EDPE/PET

N/A

Paper:
ONP/OCC/High
Grade

Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

i L



Illinois

Dupage County

Dupage <County (coper. by
11/90)

Status: Procurement
Massachusetts

Boston

Commonwealth of Mass.
Status: Design

Cambridge
Commonwealth of Mass.
Status: Design

Merrimac Valley

Ogden Martin Systems
(cwned & oper. by Cgden
Martin Systems--oper. in

1990)

Status: Design
Milberry :
Wheelabrator
Environmental Systems
(cwned & oper. by
Wheelabrator)

Status: Design

150 T®PD (D)
$3-3.5 million
15% (D)

200 TPD (D)

200 TPD (D)

150 TPD (D)

Paper/Bottles &

Cans
Paper:
ONP/OCC
Metal:
Glass:
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

N/A
Paper:
Metal:
Glass:
Plastic:

N/A
Paper:
Metal:
Glass:
Plastic:

N/A
Paper:

AC/TC
All

ONP/QOCC/Mixed

(possible)

Metal:
Glass:
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

N/A
Paper:
Metal:
Glass:
Plastic:

AcC/TC
All

[ 1.9



Milbury

Wheelabrator-

Environmental Systems
(oper. by Wheelabrator)
Status: Design

Rochester

Materials Recovery and
Recycling Corp. (owned by
MRRC; oper. by Enerqgy
Answers Corp.):; oper. in
19390

Status: Design

Springfield

Commonwealth of Mass.
(owned by Commonwealth:;
oper. by Resource
Recovery Systens) ;
overaticnal by 1989
Status: Construction

New Jersey

tlantic County
tlantic County Utilities

Authority (owned and
over. by ACUA)
Status: Design

Camden County

Camden County Utilities
Authority (owned by
Camden County; oper. by
Resocurce Recovery

Systems) ; oper since
April ;1986
Status: Operational

100 TPD (D)

10% (D)

240 TPD (D)
$4.1 million
(D)

10% (D)

150-160 TPD (D)

6065 TPD (A)
$400, 000
(equip. only)
20% (A)

N/A

Paper: -
Metal: -
Glass: -

Plastic: -

T o] t a 1

Commingled
Paper: ONP
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper:
ONP/OCC/Mixed
(145 TPD)

- Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All

Plastic: none

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper: ONP
Metal: AC
Glass: All

Plastic: none

Bottles & Cans

only

Paper: none
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:

EDPE/PET (for
pilot program)



Cape May County

Cape May County Municipal
Utilities Authority
(owned by CMCMUA; oper.
by Empire Returns); oper.
by 11/89

Cumberland County

Cumberland County
Improvement Authority
(owned and oper. by
CCIA); oper. by early
1890

Status: Procurement

Glouchester

Glouchester County; RFQ
issued in March 1589:
cznstruction to begin in
1ss0

Status: Procurement

Mercer County

Mercer Ccunty Improvement
Authority (owned & ocer.

ey MCIA)? oper. by
12/1989
Status: Design

Mconmouth County
Monmouth Processing
(cwned & oper. by
Monmouth Processing);
crer. since 1/89

Status: overational

225 TPD (D)
$5 million (D)
<5% (D)

50-80 TPD (D)
$2.5 million
(D)

<10%

38,000-40,000
TPY (D)

300 + TPD (D)

<10%

2025 TPD (A)
80 TPD (D)

$1 million (A)
10% (A)

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper:
ONP/OCC/Mixed
Metal:

AC/TC/AL

Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper: ONP
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All

Plastic: none

N/A

Parer: ONP
Metal: AC
Glass: All

Plastic: none

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper:
ONP/Magazines
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Bottles & Cans

cnly

Parer: none
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All

Plastic: ncne



Newark

RETI (owned & oper. by

REI):; oper since 2/88
Status: operatiocnal

Ocean County (owned by
Ocean County): oper. in
late 1990

Status: operational

Ocean County (owned &
oper. by Rosetto Bros.):
oper. since 10/88

Status: operational
Scmerset County (owned
and oper. by Scmerset
County):; oper. in late
1890

Status: Design

Sussex County

Sussex County Municipal
Utilities Authority:;
oper. in late 1990
Status: Design

20 TPH (A)
25 TPH (D)

<2%

300 TPD (D)
$5 million (D)

32 TPD (A)

25% (A)

10-150 TPD (A&)

-(A) $3.8
million (D)
2=-3% (A):; -(D)

140 TPD (D)
$1.5 million
(D)

G-6

Bottles & Cans

only

Paper: none
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:

Summexr 1988

T o ¢t a 1
Commingled
Paper:
ONP/OCC/Mixed
Metal:
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Bottles & Cans

only

Paper: none
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All

Plastic: none

Paper, Bottles
& Cans

Paper: ONP
(A); ONP (D)
Metal: A C
(aA): AC/TC (D)
Glass: All
Plastic:

HDPE/PET (D)

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper:
ONP/OCC/high
grade

Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

AC/TC

.\ q‘g



Warxren County
Oper. by Fall 13590
Status: Design

West Patterson (owned &
orer. by WPAR); oper.
since April 19838

Status: operational

New York

Bakvleon
crer. since 1991
Status: Design

Brcckhaven (cwned and
oger. by Town of
Brccekhaven) ; oper. by
1/%0

tatus: prccurement

Huntingtzen (cwned by Town:
cf Huntington and oper.
by Combustion
Engineering)

Status: procurenent

300 TPD (D)
$6-7 million
(D)

10% (D)

130 TPD (D)
$6 million

Bottles & Cans

only

Paper: none
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Bottles & Cans
only

Paper: none
Metal: AC/TC
jGlass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

N/A

Paper: -
Metal: -
Glass: -
Plastic: -

T o t a 1
Commingled
Paper:
ONP/Mixed/High
Grade

Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
EHDPE/PET
(possible)

Paper/Bottle &
Cans

Paper:
ONP/OCC/Mixed
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
EDPE/PET

|13



Islip (owned and oper. by

Town of Islip):; oper..
since 1980; upgraded
facility oper. in Fall
1590

Status: operational

New York City (E. Harlem)
(owned by NYC; oper. by
Resource Recovery

Systens) ; oper. since
6/88
Status: operational

New York City (Staten

Island--owned by NYC):
oper. by end of 1991
Status: Design
Syracuse

(owned and oper. by
Empire Returns Corp.):
oper. by May 1989

Status: Construction

W. Finger Lakes (SWM
Authority)

Status: Design

600 T/W (A)
1500 T/W (D)

- (A) ;- $ 6
million (D)

12% (A):; -(D)

40 TPD (A)
$3.6 millien
(upgrade)

200 TPD (D)

160 TPD (D)
75 TPD (D)
G-8

T o t a 1
Commingled
Paper:
ONP/OC.mixed
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PT (wW/ new
facility)

Bottles & Cans

only

Paper: none
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic: Will
upgrade

Paper/Bottle &
Cans

Paper:
ONP/OC/Magazine
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PT

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper:
ONP/OCC/Mixed
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HEDPE/PET

T o t a 1
Commingled
Paper:

ONP/OC

Metal: AC/TC
Glass: aAll
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

M



Westbury (owned & oper.

by OMNI Recycling of
Westbury):  oper. since
9/88

Status: operational

Westchester County (owned
and cper. by Wheelabrator
Environmental Systems)
Status: Design

North Carolina

Mecklenberg County (Oper.
in 9/89)

Status: Procurement

Qhio

Axron (cwned & oper. by
WTE) ; oper. by April 1989
tatus: Procurement

Pennsylvania

Berks County
(construction to begin in
1890)

Status: Design

Bristol (owned and oper.
by Otter)--oper. since
9/88

50 TPD (A)
$400,000 +

(equip. only)
2-3% (A)

100,000 TPY (D)

200 TPD (D)
$2.5 million
(D)

8,000 TPY (D)

40-30 TPD (A):
60+ TPD (D)

$1 million (A)
1-2% (A)

Bottles & Cans

only

Paper: ncne
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: - All

Plastic: none

Paper/Bottles &
Cans :

Paper: ONP
Metal: AC/TC
Glass:. All.

Plastic: none

T o t a 1

Commingled
Papexr:

ONP/0CC

Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All

Plastic: PET

Paper.Bottles &
Cans

Paper: ONP
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Paper/Bottle &
Cans

Paper: ONP
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All

Plastic: none

Bottles & Cans

only
Paper: none.
Metal: AC/TC

Glass: All
Plastic: none

{1715



Bucks County (oper. by .

summer 19950)
Status: procurement

Centre County (owned and
oper. by Centre County
Solid Waste Authority):
cper. by 9/89

Lackawana County (owned
by Lackawana Ce. SWM
Authority; oper. by 1/90)

Monroe County (owned by
Monroe Co. Gen.
Authority--construction
to begin in 1990)

Philadelphia (owned &
oper. by Nat'l Temple
Recycling--oper. by
summer 1989)

145 TPD(D)

10-15% (D)

80~-100 TPD (D)
$.8-1 million
(D)

100 TPD (D)
$2 million (D)

40 TPD (D)

10 TPD (A):; 100
TPD (D)

$1-1.7 million
(D)

G0

T o t a 1
Commingled
Paper:
ONP/0OCC/Mixed
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

N/A

Paper:
ONP/OCC/high
grade

Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper:

ONP/OCC/
Magazines
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Bottle & Cans

only

Paper: none
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Paper/Bottles &
Cans

Paper: ONP
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET



York Ccunty (Owned and

oper. by Recycle
America): oper. since
1/89

Rhode Island

Rhede Island (Owned by
RISWMC; oper. by
NECRINC); oper. by April
1s8s

washington

Seattle (owned & oper. by
Recvcle America); cper.
since 10/38

Seattle (owned and oper.
by Rabanco):; oper. since
April 1988

A = Actual

D - Design

140 TPD (D)
$4.15 million
(D)

<10%

100 TPD (&)

$ 500, 000
(equip. only)
<1% (A)

80 TPD (A):; 200
TPD (D)
<$4 million (A)

Paper/Bottles &

Cans
Paper: ONP
Glass: All

Plastic: none

Paper/Bottles &

cans

Paper: :
ONP/OCC~60 TPD
(D)

Metal:

AC/TC

Glass: All
Plastic:
HDPE/PET

Paper/Bottle &

Cans

Paper:
ONP/QCC/Mixed
Metal: AC/TC
Glass: All
Plastic: some
(pilet)

T o &t a 1
Commingled
Paper:
ONP/0CC/Mixed
Metal:

Ac/TC

Glass: All
Plastic: none

TPH - Tons per hour

TPD - Tons per day TPY - Tons per year ONP - 0ld Newsprint

oCC - 0ld Corru-
gated cardboard

AC - Aluminum cans TC - Tin/Bi-metal cans

Total commingled - mixed recyclables (not a totally commingled

waste stream)

Nota: This list of Matieral Recovery Facilities was compiled

from BicCvecle

al of Waste Recveclin

Gl

May. 1989. ..
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REVENUES
SALES/CURBS I DE
ITEM UNIT
NEWSPAPER TON
GLASS TON
ALUMINUN TON
—  PLASTIC TON
o
CARDBOARD - TON
SUBTOTAL

TABLE ]

9,421
32.00%
942

20,534
10.00%
M

9,214
5.00%

IMNPACT OF RECOVERY RATES ON PROGRAM REVENUE AND LANDFILL AVOIDANCE

12,365
42.00%
1,237

28,1747

14.00%

240

12,899
1.00%

15,309
52.00%
1,531

36,961
18.00%
308

16,585
9.00%
12

4,8M
9.00%
8

2,488
10.00%
166

18,253
62.00%
1,825

5,114
22.00%
316

20,211
11.003%
14

5,961
11.00%
9

2,985
12.00%
199

1,044
13.00%
1

3,483
14.00%
232

24,14)
82.00%
2,414

. 61,602

30.00%
$13

27,642
15.00%
20

8,128
15.00%
13

3,980
16.00%
265

27,085
92.00%
2,109

69,815
34.00%
582

33N
17.00%
2

9,212
17.00%
1]

4,418
18.00%
299

30,029
102.00%
3,003

78,029
38.00%
650

35,013
19.00%
25

10,295
19.00%
16

4,976
20.00%
N

141,917

$10.00] 3,573
| 12.00\
| 353
|
$120.00] 4,101
| 2.00%
| u
|
$1,400.00) 1,843
| 1.00y
| )
|
$650.00} 542
| 1.00%
| 1
!
$15.00] 198
| 2.00%
| 33
ANNUAL REVENUE 10,522
12
TONS/DAY /.62

RECYCLING RATES AS PERCENT OF RESIDENTIAL WASTE STREAM

CITY-WIDE X OF ALL WASIE 2%
A OF RECYCLABLES 1.55%

TARGET AREA % OF ALL WASTE .96%

S8\

% OF RECYCLABLES 6.48%

A45%

3.03%

1.88%

12,614

67%

4.50%

2.19%

18.74%

.89%

5.97%

3.70%

24818

16,220
2,02
1.76

1114

7.44%

4614

31.00%

92,644
2,42
9.29

1.33%

8.914

5.53%

37.14%

109,069
2,829
10.82

1.55%

10.38%

6.44%

03.214

125,493
3,22
12.36

1.76%

11.86%

1.35%

49.40%

@

3,625
13.89

1.98%

1333

8.26%

55.53%

158,342
4,026
15.42

.08

14.80%

9.18%

61.66%
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TABLE 2

LANDFILL AVOIDANCE REVENUE

TIPPING FEES/TON $10.50 $4,440 $8,643 $12,846 $17,050 $21,253 $25,4517 $29,660 $33,863 $38,067 $42,270
HAULING COSTS/TON $18.00 1,61 14,811 22,023 29,228 36,434 43,640 50,846 58,052 65,257 12,463
SUBTOIAL 12,051 23,460 34,869 46,218 51,687 69,097 80,506 91,915 103,324 114,133
TOTAL : 22,513 50,406 18,240 106,073 133,907 161,10 189,574 217,408 245,42 213,075



CALC

TAELI 3

SROGRAM ZXPENDITURES

TAL ZXPENGITURES

SCLLECTICN
ITEN

TRUCKS (ROUNDED)
TUCKS {FIACTION
ANNUAL PITKUPS
AQRKDAYS
PAS3EYS
SP4RE RATIO

2INS

YCNCOMPETIVE 3iIDING

SMRF/100 TONS 023 DAY
JAPPENGIX D/LA PLAN)
SiTE ACTUISITION

PLANT CONSTRUCTION

SLANT EQUIPMENT
JAPER
CONTAINER

RETIZVING
FI3ROUS
3LASS
ALUMINUN
AASTIC
Mi5C
30LLING STOCK

CUANTITY

T23M (YEARS)

INTEREST

3

$43/SF-30K

gNDT

115,000

.....

ACRES

2 230,900

SUBTOTAL

ANNUAL OEST FACILITY

Tesw

YCAQC\

= (
assas
TEREST

‘u

E?

ANNUAL DE3T ECQUE

TEZXM (YEARS)

INTEREST

TCTAL CAPITAL
TCTAL FINANCING

sl

20
8.00%

SUBTOTAL

PMENT

7
3.00%

aan

|2 P

7S.ou0

1,702,500

:,702,500

~a
wn
<
<2
L)
<>

1,200,000
,950,006

198.3i2

422,349

119,500
114,400
33,099
43,356
11,500
136,88%
59,300

1,004,820

201,635

4,557,420
L102,347

1§



ANNUAL £XPENQITURZS

CPZRATIONS/COLLICTIONS

szRvidss
(127 ITALKS)
¢ 3€.30C =4
SIRVICIS AND SUA0LIZ3
QPZRATIONS/MAINT
ZINSULTING
~iINGIRECT CHARGES § 23%
SCUIPMENT REINTAL

CAPITAL zQUIPMENT

- SUETOTAL
QPZRAT:IONS/REITVERY

TMPLQYED SERVICES
MR SUPZRVISOR
TOUTPMENT 0PTRATOR
MAINT WORKER
SZIViICES AND SUPELiZS
OPZRATIONS/MAINT

TRANSPORTATION 7O MARKZ™

CONSULTING

INCIRECT CHARGEZS & 5%
SOUIPMENT RENTAL
D237 SZRVIC:

SAPITAL Z0UidwENT

SUBTOTAL
SUBTOTAL JITY ARRTIC

PUBL:IC INFORMATION

216

SUBTOTAL
TUTAL PROGRAM COSTS
CONTINGINCY

GRAND TGTAL

TASLE 3

{CONTINGES:

.....

an ama
dv.weiw

h]

§.723
46,258
1,702,600

v

1,820,52¢

4,

-~
S ¢ O
U ) D

117,878

10,000

400, 247

v

1,249,588

o

10.00% 124,963

31,6335
43,426
38,268

15,000
20,428

177,118
2,122,50:
80,000

2,202,501

I-4

¥ B
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TABLE 4
PROGRAM COSTS AND RATE INCREASE REQUIREMENTS

PROJECTED ----=------ NET PROGRAM EXPENDITURES UMDER VARIOUS PARTICIPATION RATES AND MARKET CONDITJONS----------=-====2=v-o-
TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS 2,202,601 | 2,202,601 2,202,601 2,202,601 2,202,601 2,202,601 2,202,601 2,202,601 2,202,601 2,202,601 2,202,601
{PARTICIPATION/RECOVERY RATE) | 6.48% 12.61% 18.74% 24.87% 31.00% 37.14% 43.21% 49.40% 55.53% 61.66%
PROJECTED REVENUES 16,220 | 10,522 26,946 43,31 59,1795 16,220 92,644 109,069 125,492 141,911 158,342

I
PROGRAM NET EXPENODITURES 2,126,381 | 2,192,019 2,175,654 2,159,230 2,142,806 2,126,381 2,109,957 2,093,532 2,077,108 2,060,683 2,044,259

|
NET EXPENDITURES WITH 100% INCREASE IN MARKET | 2,181,557 2,148,708 2,115,859 2,083,000 2,050,161 2,017,313 1,984,464 1,951,615 1,918,766 1,885,9i7

NET EXPENDITURES WITH S0% DECREASE IN MARKET 2,197,340 2,189,128 2,180,915 2,172,703 2,164,491 2,156,279 2,148,066 2,139,854 2,131,642 2,123,430

I
I
COST PER TON |
|

COLLECTIONS 899 | 4,306 2,212 1,488 1,121 899 151 644 564 502 452

RECOVERY 62 | 296 152 102 1 62 52 44 K} 3 3

EOUCATION 88 | s 215 145 109 88 1 63 55 43 4

CONTINGENCY 40 | 189 97 6§ 4 40 3 .8 25 22 20

o REVENUE OFFSET (38)] (25) (33) (35) (31) (38) (38) (39) -(39) (39) (39)
l .

TOTAL 1,051 |, 5,184 2,643 1,765 1,320 1,051 870 M b44 568 508
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TABLE 4

(CONTINUED)

FEE INCREASES PROJECTED -----~~=----- RATE INCREASES UNOER VARIQUS PARTICIPAT[ON RATES AND MARKET CONDITIONS---w=-v-e==msommonmomemmmnomnocooon o
RECOVERY RATES 6.48% 12.61% 18.74% 24814 31.00% 37.14% 3.21% 49.40% 55.53% 61.66%
ALL RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS | v
CURRENT FEES 10,419,600 | 10,419,600 10,419,600 10,419,600 10,419,600 10,419,600 10,419,600 10,419,600 0,419,600 10,419,600 10,419,600

|

fFEE INCREASE REQUIRED 20.41% 21.04% 20.88% 20.72% 20.57% 20.41% 20.25% 20.09% 19.93% 19.76% 19.62%
o

RATE IKCREASE WITH 100% INCREASE IN MARKET | 20.94% 20.62% 20.31% 19.99% 19.68% 19.36% 19.05% 18.73% 18.41% 18.10%
: I

RATE INCREASE WITH 50% DECREASE IN MARKET | 21.09% 21.01% 20.93% 20.85% 20.77% 20.69% 20.62% 20.54% 20.46% 20.38%
I

EXISTING RATE  |PROJECTED  CHANGE
RESTOENTIAL 90 GALLON 9.14) 1.0 1.87 20.41%

I
I

TARGET AREA CUSTOMERS ONLY |
CURRENT FEES 2,632,320 | 2,632,320 2,632,320

FEE INCREASE REQUIRED 80.78%] 83.20% 82.65%

RATE INCREASE WITH 100% INCREASE IN MARKET 82.88% 81.63%

I
. !
RATE INCREASE WITH 50% DECREASE IN MARKET | B3.48% 83.16%
I
I

EXISTING RATE  |PROJECTED  CHANGE
RESIDENTIAL 90 GALLON 9.14] 16.52 1.38
[
ALL RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL CUSTOMERS ]
CURRENT FEES 19,006,000 | 19,006,000 19,006,000
|
FEE INCREASE REQUIRED 11.19%] 11.53% 11.45%

EXISTING RATE  |PROJECTED  CHANGE
RESIDENTIAL 90 GALLON 9. 14 10.16 1.02

RATE INCREASE WITH 100% INCREASE IN MARKET 11.48% 11.31%

RATE INCREASE WITH 50% DECREASE IN MARKET 11.56% 11.52%

2,632,320
82.03%
80.38%

82.85%

80.78%

2,632,320 2,632,320 2,632,320 2,632,320 2,632,320 2,632,320 2,632,320
81.40% 80.78% 80.16% 19.53% 78.91% 18.28% 17.66%
19.13% 11.88% 16.64% 15.39% T4 148 12.89% 11.64%

82.54% 82.23% 81.92% 81.60% 81.29% 80.98% 80.67%

19,006,000 I9,006,000. 19,006,000 19,006,000 19,006,000 i9,uvo,000 19,006,000 19,006,000

11.36%

11.13%

1147

1198

1.21% 1.19% 11.10% 11.02% 10.93% 10.84% 10.76%
10.96% 10.79% 10.61% 10.44% 10.27% 10.10% 3.9%

11.43% 11.39% i1.35% 11.30% 11.26% 11.22% Pt
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Other Curbside Recycling Programs

A Summary

San Jose: Starting in May 1985, San Jose contracted with a private
company to test a pilot, residential, curbside recycling program.
That program has since been expanded city-wide to serve 180,000
residences as of November 1987. Each residence is provided a set
of stackable bins (3) for set-out on the same day as regqular refuse
collecticn. Recyclables are collected weekly. The program
recovers newspaper, cans, bottles and plastic soft drink bottles.
Participation is voluntary with an average of 420 lbs. collected
per residence per year. No incentives are offered as the City of
San Jose offers unlimited garbage collection at a flat fee.

The program is contracted to Recycling America, a subsidiary of
Waste Management, Inc. This curbside program currently diverts
4.9% of the total waste stream for San Jose.

Seattle: The City of Seattle began its curbside recycling program
in February of 1988. The program serves 153,000 residences. 1In
the north half of the City, residents receive three stackable
ccntainers for use in a weekly collection program. On the south
side, residents are provided a 60 or 90 gallon containers to place
commingled recyclables in. Both programs collect newspaper, mixed
paper, glass, and cans. Beth precgrams have a Material Recovery
Facility to further process the material.

The scurce separaticn program on the north side of the City has a
70% monthly participation rate while the south side has a 45%
participation rate. However, there are several variables which
could account for this difference. In additicn to a different
frequency of collection, it has been suggested that the south side
may be taking more recyclables in for sale. Seattle residents are
further motivated to recycle by a variable can rate which rewards
residents who reduce the size of the refuse can they set out. This
variable can rate is reinforced by extremely high tipping fees and
an environmental awareness reified by Seattie's difficulty in
siting a new landfill. -

Mississauga, Ontarjo, Canada: The City of Mississauga provides all
residences (both multiple family residences .and single family
residences) with a single two-foot by two-foot box. Recyclables
are commingled in the box and hand sorted by drivers at the curb.
Collection 1is weekly. Materials are lightly processed at an
intermediate facility. Participation is reported to be 75 to 85%
mcnthly with a 15% reduction in the waste stream.

Toronto, Ontario, Canada: The City of Toronto provides curbside
recycling collection services to 120,000 single family residences.

J=1



Each household receives one blue box to store commingled glass,
metal and PET. Newspaper and corrugated cardbocard are separately
collected. One packer collects the commingled recyclables and

another rear loader «collects the corrugated cardboard and
newsprint.

Minneapolis: Minneapolis provides curbside recycling services to
124,000 single family residences. Monthly participation is
reported to be between 25 to 35% with a 6% diversion of the waste
stream. Residents are asked to separate cans, newspaper,
cardboard, mixed paper and different colors of glass. Residents
have recently been provided containers. One group was provided a
single container with residents asked to separate their recyclables
in paper bags within this one large container. The other group was
provided two stackable containers. The areas provided containers

report a 50% increase in participation level and a 30% increase in

the volume of material collected.

Marin County: Residents who wish to participate in Marin's
curbside recycling program are provided two 5-6 gallon buckets.
One bucket is for metal containers and the other is for plastic and
glass containers. Newspapers are bundled or placed in bags next

to the buckets at curbside. These materials then go to an
intermediate processing facility. Prior to providing residents
with containers, the monthly participation was at 20%. This

participation rate rcse to 60% after containers were provided.
This program is subsidized by a $1 per month charge to all
residences.

Next to this facility is a MRF/Transfer Station for handling mixed
waste from both commercial and residential routes. MRRC was
constructed at a cost of $9.5 million. It accepts mixed waste from
the commercial and the public sector.

San _Francisco: Beginning in April 1989, San Francisco entered Phase
one of its plan to implement a citywide curbside recycling program.
Plans call for all residents (including apartment dwellers) to be
provided a single 14 gallon container with fiber such as newsprint
being bundled separately. Newsprint is then placed at the curb
next to the 14 gallon bin on the same day as weekly refuse
collection.

Berkeley: The City of Berkeley provides bins for the source
separation of materials by its residents. This .includes apartment
residents. With a participation rate of 20-25%, the City of
Berkeley is diverting 15% of its total waste stream including
recycling at its buy-back centers and transfer station. Berkeley
also sorts out wine bottles for a washing program and color sorts
its glass from the curbside collection with processing at the
"backside".

Concord: The City of Concord provides curbside collection for its

J=2
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residents on a weekly Lkasis. About 90% of the City is
containerized. Residents who have containers are provided two
boxes. One box is for commingled recyclables (i.e., aluminum and
glass). The other container is for newsprint.

Davis: The City of Davis contracts the operation of a program
which serves 10,800 residences. Residents are not provided
containers but they are asked to separate, glass, aluminum,
cardboard and newsprint at the curb for weekly collection. Glass
is sold mixed and materials receive little processing before going
to market. This program diverts 8% from the tctal waste stream.

San Diego: The City of San Diego currently cperates a curbside
program serving 11,200 residences with plans for expansion.
Residents are provided 3 stackable Rehrig containers for separating
aluminum and tin, glass and newsprint. Colleczion is once each
week and glass is color scorted by hand at a processing facility
operated by Waste Management.

Brampton, Ontario, Canada: 45,000 homes receive weekly curbside
collection. Residents are provided one plastic box to place mixed
recyclables in. Participation is rated at 50-50%/mo. for those
residents with containers and 30-40%/mo. for residents without
cntainers. 2about 3% of the residential wasta is diverted from the
landfill.

Camden, New Jersev: The curbside prcgram in Camden County provides
service to 25,000 residences, This pregram diverts 7% of the
rasidential waste from the landfill. Residents are not provided
containers for this source separaticn program. They are provided
decals to place on their ocwn containers to use at curbside.
Monthly participation in this program is 60-70%.

Xieve, West Germany: This curbside recycling program |is
typically described as some modification of the "green bin" system.
Collection is every other week including all plastics, newsprint,
corrugated cardboard, glass and metal. The collection vehicle is

an automated packer with a high degree of sorting at a processing
facility.

San Mateo: The City of San Mateo contracts out the delivery of
a curbside recycling program to BFI. This program serves

single family residences. According to representatives of BFI,
San Mateo averages a weekly set-out rate of 41% diverting about 5%
of the total waste stream. Under BFI's current agreement with the
City of Mateo, BFI is paid $80/mo per residence plus the revenue
from the recyclables. This program involves the use of 3 stackable
containers. It is a source separate program unlike BFI's preferred
methecd of collection inveolving a single container for commingled
materials. The stackable containers used in San Mateo's program
are manufactured from 25% recycled plastic.

J-3
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BFI's trucks have a 36 cubic yard capacity with mechanized top
loading. Drivers load recyclables into a bin at waist height to
increase collection efficiency and to reduce injuries. The trucks
are self-dumping.

. Recyclables are processed at a MRF with a 72/ton/day capacity. It
has picking lines for color sorting of glass. PET, glass, cans,
aluminum and newsprint are collected as a part of this program.

Phoenix, Arizona: The City of Phoenix operates a pilot program
serving 4,000 residences. One (1) fully automated side-loader
packer picks up 1000 residences in a day. Each residence is
provided a blue 90 gallon container. Regqular garbage service uses
a green 90 gallon container. Materials are processed at a
recycling center operated by St. Vincent dePaul, a charitable
organization. The material is dumped on a concrete pad and pushed
onto four conveyors where all materials are hand sorted. Materials
collected in this operation include newspaper, cardboard, plastic,
metal/aluminum and glass.
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Refirig Pacific Company

NESTABLE/STACKABLE
RECYCLE BIN

Capacity: 11.2 callons

4010 CAST 24TR 3T, . 1O IL2S. CALIP. 90023/213.2682.- 8148

3 ANG . (S N 237213 .282- %14
QUALITY PRODUCTS FOR INDUSTRY SINCE 1913



Refrig Pacific Company




Refrig Pacific Company

NESTED BINS

Py
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INSIDE HEIGHT= 11.535
HANDLE TO HANDLE= 20.306
STACKING LEGS:= .750

Capacity: 11.5 gallons

" CURBSIDE CONTAINER FOR PAPER OR CANS

PRINTED ON PECYZLED PAPER
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CURBSIDE CONTAINER FOR GLASS
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Lot

-

OUTSIDE DIMENSIONS:
21.750 X 15.961 X 13.000

ALL CORTENS ROOED POR SINEHGIN AND SAPETY
CAPACITY:
APPROX. 14 GALLONS . T BTN (N1S Poult Com AR Il S
Q. LARGE STURODY HANDLES TO EASE
TRANSPORI OF

N RECYZLED PAPER o

TED O
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RECYQLES

BOTTOM RECESSEDN TO CONTAIN rwm—/

NESTABLE /STACKABLE \/ LH
SITNGLE/ZMUL T 1
RECYCLE BIN SYSTEM e

TACXED 0l

CROSS -S NS
FOFM MULTI SYSIEM
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OUTSIDE DIMENSIONS:

25.250 X 17.600 X 13.500

CAPACITY:
APPROX. 18 GALLONS

BOTTOM RECESSED TO CONTAIN FLUID

NESTA
S

BLE/STACKABLE
NGLE /MULT I

RECYC

L E B ' SYSTEM -
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Recycling idea—from our cover!
AR LEL e stk ‘

.<'
P

SR
AT Y

Otficials of the newly formed Advanced Rucycling Systems
(Waluiluo, lowa) say they began brainstorming that lod (o their
Nasidenbal Necycling Kit (above) when they saw the July, 1987,
Wasle Aqjo cover—ol a litle girl with vatious recyclablos in
diltorent contuiners. The ki, consisting of small plustic containues
on a wheeled frame, is said (o make curbside recycling easivr.
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There's only one container touch enough
to be called the Brute™ container ~ .

Mo. Zaschcucn Caier Z
10 Gal 8rute™ Contairer &
t72810 Conwmner, Gray [
‘Ggal White
‘Siax 17N
=2302 FlatLia T, Grav 3
‘S m;ax i white

Juftmade Polytiner™ Sag 20
o, 3063

FNEFsiea: 3t 2 Sie. XY
Mc.  Zescmcucn Cower Pacx
20 Gal. Brute™ Cantainer- & Lid
‘232 Conuiner. Gray. 5
20 za. ‘wnie,
Q23 x2279°0. Yellew
T28i¢ FlatLia Grav, 3
*Si3Tumax ™. Whie,

Vallow
'u'um_'naao Palyiiner™ Sag 360

N, Zasencuen Caet P
34 Gal. Grute™ Cantairers, Tog & Lid
-"23¢3 Coantainer, Grav. 4
i 33l ‘Nhue,
23" 2axdtiz™h Yeiuow.
“Zeg
.ummc. Poiyliner™ 8ag pine)
hH%
234 Moo-lo Grav )
Canzainer
Lo an
I*23 2 JERN .
Tuttmade Patyiiner ™ Sag pists]
ve. 30C8
=23i% FAatlia Grav, 4
gemtZaxi™ Whie.
Yalcw
“eq
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PRODUCTS WITH TECHNICAL EXCELLENCE

DESIGNED BY SOLID WASTE PROFESSIONALS
PRODUCED BY EXPERTS IN PLASTIC. TECHNOLOGY

MG

MASTER CART n&asoiares

MASTER CART™

MASTER CARTis a techmcally onented company that is staffed with professuonals from
the Solid Waste Industry.-The company is totally dedicated to the refuse industry; and its -
expertise in plastic technology is coupled with sound field testing for superior products.

—-———MASTER CART is computer designed and engineered by refuse department professionals
from several major municipalities and private haulers.
The-technical excellence of the rotational molding process produces superior carts with - ——
the greatest strength possible to. meet the exacting demands of residential refuse systems.
''''' —The longest field service life is assured by the 15 year proven-record in actual household ——-
usage of Cross-linked Polyethylene. This performance is unmatched by any other plasttc
" material. T~ -

o . _ X-14 e )
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MASTER CART™
Automated Refuse Caris

MASTER CART is engineered for toughness by experts in the Solid Waste
Industry--MASTER CART embodies the most superior design features
that makes this the state of the art container for solid waste collection.

MC-100 % MC-95

100 Gallon Automated 95 Gallon Combo Automated
Engineering balanced fcr easy handling Works with existing semi-automatic lifts.
AFPSROX. WEIGHT: 40 Ibs. , Cenvens o {ull automation.

DIMENSIONS: Heignt 47 Wicth 31 Depth 357 APFRQX. WEICGHT: 40 Ibs.

DIMENSIONS: Heignt 477 Width 317 Depth 387

Specitications:

C Rotational Molding Process.

C 100% Cross-Linked Pclyethylene Including Wheels.
C Wheels: 10" Diameter. Load Factor 400 Ibs.

C Axle: 5/8” Solid Steel Zinc Coated.

C Hinge 5/8” Coated Steel Tube.

C 4 Pal Nuts—Zinc Plated.

O Lid Designed With 270° QOpening.

C Molded-in Date of Manufacture Code.

MASTER CAAT INTESNATIONAL INCCRPCRATED
P.C. BCX 12543, FRESNO, CALIFORNIA 778
(209) 2233270 FAX (209) 223-3844

60 Gallon Automated
Thne altarnate size for special needs.
APPROX. WEIGHT 28 Ibs. .
DIMENSIONS: Height 387 Width 317 Depth 35”7 <-15 Master Cart is a registered tracemark of MCil
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INDEPENDENT PAPER STOCK CO.

A Wholly Owned Subsidiary of Smurfit Newsprint Corporation Reclamation Division
An Affiliate of Jefferson Smurtit Corporation . 4800 FLORIN-PERKINS ROAD
' SACRAMENTO (EAST), CA 95826
e TELEPHONE: 916/381-3340
~— i :D
|~ . -
~cl L5 Tnn

December 1&, 1982 S

City of Sacramento
Department of Public Waorks
City Hall, Room 2@7

315 I Street

Sacramento, CA 25814-2£73

Attn: David Pelser, Solid Waste Division Manager
D=ar David:

Tharnk youw and City Staff for the Recycling Educaticonal
Program you conducted on December 7th. The Program was an
excellent ocpportunity fior representatives of industry, the
various committees, the envirommental community, goverrment
agercies and the public to learn of existing programs and
exchange ideas.

One aspect of the program is of great concern, however.
It appears that the City is leaning toward an automated
camingled collection methnd for its proposed curbside
program. While watching the tape of the Pheonix program,
one fellow, later identified as a vendor of 3Q gallon
containers, commented that Ph2onix program had contaminatiom
in paper down to 4% "which was neglible." This statement is
not true. As yout can see on pages four and five of the

‘attached copy of Circular PS-86, "Paper Stock Standards and

Practices", published by the Paper Stuock Institute of
America, allowable contamination varies from a high of 1@%
in Mixed Paper to a low of (23% in Special Delrik News. As
well, the type of contaminaticn may render the product
unsaleable should it be a "Prohibitive Material" and exce=d
allowable levels. The point is that gquality of saleable
recycleable material was not addressed with regard to its
inportance.

Since our goal in curbside and other recycling programs
is to divert material from landfill to a market in which the
materials may be used, perhaps an overview of what we in the
industry see happening may be useful to you. We believe
that the additicnal newspaper generated by implementation of
AEB339 in California will exceed market demand. We base this
belief on the following factors: :

MNS




INDEPENDENT PAPER STOCK CO.

A Wholly Owned Subsidiary of Smurfit Newsprint Corporation Reclamation Division
An Affiliate of Jefferson Smurfit Corporation - 4800 FLORIN-PERKINS ROAD

SACRAMENTO (EAST), CA 95826
TELEPHONE: 916/381-3340

Now., I am not saying (and I stress "not") that the
City will be unable to sell czllected riewspaper.

When we have experiernced aversuppli=sd markets in the
past, it has been our experiernce that end user Mills become
highly selective in what materials they will purchase. As
result, the nigher the guality——the better the saleability.
Herce, whatever system the City decides to implement, in our
xpinicn, should consider guality an imperative.

After the City’s workshop, I called the brokers that
harndle the material collected in Seattle. As you are aware,
hal{ of Seattle is serwviced by Rabarco using an automatad
cxllection system for curbside and the other half is
sa2rviced by Waste Marnagement using a source sorted method.
The broker for the Waste Management porticon told me that he
is selling to mills that have high standards. The braoker of
the Rabanco material told me they were changing their
systen. I have since learned that the Rabancz material is
nunacceptable at Smurtit Newsprint Corp. (s=2e "EBeck", pg.
4-3) and has experienced rejections of corrugated at Sonceo
Corp.?s 1Miill close Tt Seattle, The main complaint from the
mills is the preserce of glass. Glass, in any quantity, is
& "Prohibitive Material"”.

Throughout this letter I have been using the example of
riewspaper. I have done this sirnce it is 2 material with
which I have been dealing for the past 12 years and it
constitutes roughly 1/6 of the Sacramernto waste stream and,
as such, is significant. It is reascnable, based on reports
in the media and trade Jjournals, that the concerns expressed
here apply for other materials as well. [ should note also
that selling materials is not Just a matter of selling as a
lower, less stringent grade. We have had Mixed Waste
rejected by local mills for too high of a Newspaper content.

e




INDEPENDENT PAPER STOCK CO.

A Wholly Owned Subsidiary of Smurtit Newsprint Corporation Reclamation Division

An Affiliate of Jefferson Smurfit Corporation . 4800 FLORIN-PERKINS ROAD
SACRAMENTO (EAST), CA 95826
TELEPHONE: 916/381-3340

Ca. Population 13873 28, 662,243
Persons/Household 2.7
Aouseholds 12,615, £48

(Source, Ca. Statistical Abstract, 1383)

Based wn R.W. Beck's estimate of 11 pounds of newspaper
per household per week for Sacraments County and that
Sacramento County is probably representative of California
as a whole, this extends to 3,836,275 tons of rnewspaper
available for recycling in the state. Assuming that we
achieve statewide the recycling level at which we are
currently ocperating in Sacramento County 042.8%, (R.W.
EBeck)l. The material looking for a markst becomes 1,223, 440
tons. When we include Washington and Oregon with a combirned
population of £€,733, 215 (138@ Census) and extand this to
rnewspaper, assumming the same demographics and a low
gstimate of a SQ% r=zcycling rate, an &additiocnal 357,707 tons
tagid is available for a total figure of 1,637,147 tons of
e riewspager annually.

Irn the Beck Study the following 1388 markets (actual
nsage) were identified:

California 214,00Q@ Taons
Oregon SQa, v ¢
Washington 3,0 "
Ca. Export 479,20 "
Est. Northwest Export i1@.7%2 ¢

(Based on ratio of Ca.
to Wa./0Ore. Pop.)
Total 1,

24,730 Tons

P

The conly major projgect, of which I am aware, that is
scheduled to come on line in the next three years is at the
Weyerhaeuser, Longview, Wa.; Mill which will use an
estimated 358,008 tons of newspaper annually. Including
this, total identified market is 1,574,752 tons per year.

Should the above situation (which we believe is
reasonable to expect) come to pass, the supply- . of.:newspaper
on the West Coast 'will have exceeded the demand by 82,337
tons. Based on what has happened in other areas of the
- country as supported by enclosed articles, we consider this
( scenario to be the probability rather than the possibility.

2\




INDEPENDENT PAPER STOCK CO.

A Wholly Owned Subsidiary of Smurfit Newsprint Corporation Reclamation Division

An Affiliate of Jefferson Smurfit Corporation 4800 FLORIN-PERKINS ROAD
SACRAMENTO (EAST), CA 95826
TELEPHONE: 916/381-3340

We sincerely hope that this information may be of some
use in the City’s decision making process. If I may be of
any service feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,
”~

Y

Hapfy E. Miiler
Account Manager

HEM/rmam

Erc.

cec: George Lynch, County of Sacramento
Carl Hauge, SWAC

()
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 921 TENTH STREET

PUBLIC WORKS CALIFORNIA SUITE 500
SACRAMENTO, CA

SOLID WASTE DIVISION 95814-2715
916-449-5757

%

‘ DAVID A. PELSER
February 6, 1990 SOLID WASTE
DIVISION MANAGER

Mr. Harry E. Miller, Account Manager
Independent Paper Stock Co. :
Reclamation Division

4800 Florin-Perkins Road

Sacramento, CA 95826

Dear Mr. Miller:

Thank you for your letter of December 12, 1989 concerning the
alterative methods for residential recycling curbside collection.
You raised some important questions that needed to be addressed.
We have conducted some additional research in order to respond to
your. letter and similar comments from others. That research is
partly responsible for our late response to your letter.

In our staff reports to the City Council's committees on November
14, 1990, and in our public education workshops on the same issues,
we presented an analysis of different methods of collecting and
processing residential recyclable materials. One of the methods
discussed was the collection by automated methods of commingled
recyclables. This is the one that caused you concern because of
the combining of paper products in the same container as other
recyclable materials, especially glass.

First, let me clarify the staff recommendation in the November 14,
1990 report. At that time, we stated that the "Blue Box" method
(Alternative B in the report) was the staff recommended method of
manual collection for a residential curbside program. We also
stated that automated collection of commingled recyclables was
being tried in several communities and had some promise, although
it was not well tested. Because information was lacking on the
automated collection system, the possibilities for a greater impact
on the waste stream, and the low financial risk in trying a pilot
program with automated collection, we recommended such a pilot
program with the ability to revert to manual collection if it
didn't work.

U Deimemard A~y Rerveled Pamer
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~ Harry Miller

February 6, 1990
Page 2

Since our report was written and we received your letter, we have
contacted a number of people around the country and visited the
Seattle and Phoenix recycling programs. Based on these contacts,
we have a good understanding of the current thinking about the
alternative systems. Using this information, I will respond to
each of the major points of your letter.

1. You referred to the video tape we have of the Phoenix program
where the operator was interviewed and mentioned a 4% contamination
rate. Actually, the 4% is the amount of material collected which
is not recyclable and is discarded from the program. It does not
mean that paper being marketed has 4% contaminants as you had
thought.

2. You mentioned that the supply of old newspaper (ONP) will
exceed the demand on the west coast in the near future. I agree,
as it relates to the demand for high quality ONP to be used in
newspaper mills for making new newspaper. Absent from your
discussion was the other markets for ONP including overseas sales,
and processing into other paper fiber products and building
materials (insulation), etc. It is obvious that as additional
recycling programs come on line and the markets are saturated, even
the highest quality ONP may not be used to make new newspaper.
Thus, we must be looking to develop additional markets for the
material to keep it out of landfills.

3. You have experienced that in oversupplied markets, end user
mills are highly selective of the material they purchase. Again,
I agree. This is also the case with other recyclable materials,
not just ONP. Therefor, the same logic applies to other materials
as well; in order to maximize the quantities recycled, all
opportunities for recycling must be pursued. For example,
recycling of certain plastic beverage and food containers may
result in the production of wood substitutes instead of new food
containers. Similarly, some mixed cullet from broken glass may be
used as aggregate in construction instead of producing new bottles.

Basically, recyclables need to be considered as a raw material .

which could be directed to any number of uses depending on the
market opportunities and restrictions at a given time. This is why
we believe that any curbside recycling program should be as
flexible as possible to respond to changing conditions.

4. The specific concern you had about the fully commingled,

automated <collection system was the possibility of glass
contamination in paper with the resulting problem of marketing the
contaminated paper. This is the major concern expressed by most
people when first hearing about the fully commingled systems. The
Phoenix pilot program has experienced no real problem with glass
in the ONP. 1In fact, more glass breakage occurs in the handling

520 |
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Harry Miller
February 6, 1990
Page 3

of the materials at the processing center than in the automated
collection and compaction in the trucks. Suprisingly, the mixing
of recyclables in one container tends to reduce breakage in the
Phoenix program because the paper materials and PET bottles cussion
the glass during handling. In Seattle, the Rabanco program is
selling their ONP at Grade 6, the same grade your company has
assigned to ONP from the County of Sacramento source separation
program and the same as the Waste Management Inc. Recycle America
source separation programs. When conducting our interviews of
various program operators, we noticed a tendency for the private
companies to exaggerate the success rate of their programs and
downgrade their competitors. It has been necessary to ask the same
questions of several different people in each City in order to have
some confidence in our conclusions. So far, glass contamination
in paper is still a major concern about commingled recyclables
collection. But the few programs now operating this way are in
fact selling their ONP at reasonable rates. Another consideration
is the future of glass in residential recycling programs. Although
a "long shot" now, it is conceivable that the trend in California
to increase the redemption value on glass containers may eventually
result in little glass appearing in a municipal collection system.
In that case, the best overall strategy might be to exclude glass
from the collection system and concentrate on mixed papers, old
corrugated cardboard, plastics, and metals.

5. In your letter, you drew the logical conclusion that if glass
is a problem for newspaper, then other commingled materials may

have contamination problems also. Our review of existing programs

shows this 1is not the case. The only contamination issue
encountered by fully commingled systems is the glass and newspaper
potential problem addressed above. Ironically, there are some
contamination problems with other collection systems which require
material separation by residents. One operator told us that
separately bundled ONP often contains plastic and other
incompatible paper products that are difficult to clean up in a
"source separation" program which is not designed for higher levels
of processing before shipping to market. Further, even in "source
separation" programs, we have found that many operators must do
additional sorting and upgrading before marketing their materials.
No matter what kind of program is used, some sorting and proce551ng
of materials must take place.

In summary, the information you provided, and the questions you-

raised were very useful in continuing our analysis of alternative
methods of providing curbside collection of recyclables to City
residents. You helped us to focus our research efforts which will
influence our conclusions. At the time of writing this letter, we
have not yet finalized our recommendations which we expect to
present to the Council's Jjoint committees on February 27, 1990.
In fact, Gary Van Dorst and I (along with Denny Kerton of the



Harry Miller
February 6, 1990
Page 4

County staff) are attending an international recycling conference
in Seattle next week. We will be visiting the Rabanco and Waste
Management Inc. programs and we are scheduled to meet with
representatives of the City of Seattle. This experience should
help us reach well informed conclusions about the direction the
City and County should take.

Sincerely,

T W
David A. Pelser
Solid Waste Division Manager

cc: SWAC and recycling subcommittees
Reginald Young, Deputy Director of Public Works
Gary Van Dorst, Waste Reduction Coordinator
File: RR-1.1
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2125 12th Ave., Apt. T
Sacramento, CA 95818
February 27, 1990

Carl J. Hauge, Chairman SWAC and
City Recycling Subcommittee
2600 Marshall Vay

Sacramento, CA 95818

Dear Carl and Committee Members:

As I will be out of town the first three weeks of March, there
are some comments I'd like to pass on to you and the Commlttee
as you make yout recommendation decision on a vrecycling system.

ffhile it is compelling to coordinate systems with the County
decision, there are other considerations that I believe carry
considerable weight,

First, I believe the City Staff produced a very comprehensive a
and responsible study of the alternatives. Their immersion in
the various alternatives opened up a range of possibilities. It

is important for the City Subcommittee to be equally open to so-
lutions other than the familiar or pre-conceived ones in ovrder

to make the best possible choice. Systems that do not have built-
in possibilities of change or development are often found inade-
quate in a short time. A system that is 'tried and true® may be
that much closer 1o obsolescence.

The City Staff Report on p. 49 states that "the source separation
nmethod is no longer vregarded as the wave of the future by exper-
lenced program overators."”

In regard to contamination of materials, a major drawback of com-
mingled recyclables, the report also states on p. 49 that "revenue
from materials is insignificant compared to the cost of collection
.and processing." As HMichael Rock reminded us, recycling must not
be thought of chiefly as a revenue-producing activity, bat a nec-
essary service for the sustained health of our ecology.

I am writing in support of Alternative B, the fully automated and
commingled recyclables from 15, 30, 60 or 90-gallon containers.
by reasons are listed below:

l. It is a strong City Staff recommendatlon. Their experience
is crucial to this process.

2. Other materials like cardboard and plastics can be added as
markets develop. It offers easy expansion and increase in
recycling.

3. Less frequent collection saves labor and fuel costs. Vehicles
and equipment are alvready compatible. If unsuitable in the
pilot program, the equipmeit is easily 1ntegrated into the
present system.

A
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4. If there was a good reason for the shift to automated
collection of garbage, there is an equally good argument .
for the automated collection of recyclables.

a. Lifting injuries and stress are reduced for personnel.

b. Lifting injuries are avoided for householders. (Remember
the convenience factor.) The ease of moving a wheeled
container far surpasses that of carrying heavily loaded
stackers to the curb. The population is aging. Many
women live alone. They would be unable to carry a
stacker loaded with newsprint or glass to the curb.

5. Stackers offer no protection from rain which completely
ruins newspaper. The drought won't last forever (I hope).

6. Automatic containers also offer protection fram scavenging,
be design, and the fact that beverage containers are mingled.

7. There are many measures that can be taken to reduce breakage
and contamination in the mingling of vecyclables.

8. Householders still have to separate recyclables from other
garbage. "Raising consciousness" is not a sufficient reason
for selecting stackable containers.

9. The Subcommittee's own vrecommendations (Phase I report,
p. 39, I, (c¢), state that "Recycling solid waste should be
as convenient as throwing solid waste away," and include
options for multi-family dwellings. PFor apartment dwellers
who live in smaller spaces, maintaining separate containers
is virtually impossible for lack of indoor or outside space.
Having one central vecyclable container on the premises is
their only convenient possibility.

10, Please read over the eight steps to successful innovation
listed on the enclosure. Every one of them affects the
establishment of this new program. They ought not to be
ignored, o

Finally, could the Sacramento Bee be asked to conduct a telephone
8011 of public opinion as the S.F. Chronicle has done in the past?
ne week an article is printed giving the pros and cons of two
alternative choices. Two telephone numbers are printed, one for
the yeas, another for the nays, with a deadline for reply. Real
public input here would seem to be a very important need. Public
hearings at City Hall don't attract notice from the average citizen.

Your City Subcommittee is a truly dedicated and conscientious
group of citizens. I am most impressed with your abilities and
responsibility. You have difficult .choices to make, but there are
also many sources of competent help you can ca2ll on. I wish you
2 clear crystal ball when the time comes for the big decision.

Best of luck. .
. C’X incerely, el
cc. All Committee members i A ngé;;;D /
Znec.: G Tacties for reducing Patricia A. licTitg
resistance to innovation / ' ;L;ﬂ4



Eight Tactics for Reducing Resistance to Innovation*

#1

Perceived advantage: The user should be able to see, easily, an
advantage of the innovation over what he i{s doing now.

Compatibility: the better the new idea {s perceived to fit with what
is already being done, the more likely it is that it will be accepted.

Simplicity: Keep the supporting activity needed for successful use
of the innovation as simple as possible. This doesn't mean thc
mechanism should not be complex. It merely means the usci's
perception of the innovation should be simple.

Divisibility: the more the innovation can be tried one picce at a

_time, the ecasier it will be to accept.

Communicability: if you use old vocabulary to describe the
necw idea, you make it easier to accept.

Reversibllity: it must be easy for the user to withdraw from the
usc of the innovation.

Relative Costliness: the degree to which the innovation abscrbs
the user's resources--including time. money, personpo\wer,
emotional commitment, ctc.-- should be lgss than what it is
replacing.

Failure Consequences: the user must understand the
consecquences of failure of the fnnovation and, obviously, the less
potential injury from failure. the morc interested the uscrwill be.

Remember, the key is how the user perceives the impact
of the innovation, not how you, the innovator perceivces it.

*Originally based on research on the diffusion of innovations by Dr.
Everctt Rogers and modified and expanded by Professor James R.
Bright. :
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MATRIX COMPARISON OF THREE SYSTEMS

Three Stackable Bin System

Description:  Residents provided
minimum of 3 bins for source
separation of bottles, cans, and
newsprint; collection of old
corrugated cardboard (OCC) an
option under this collection method;
weekly collection same day as
regular garbage collection.

Design Considerations: Least
processing of materials requiring
less capitalization for construction
of material recovery facility (MRF);
life span of containers estimated to
be 5-10 years with minimum 5%
annual replacement cost; requires
truck with minimum of 3 bins or
even multiple bins; problem for
expanded program when materials
are added; manual loading of
typical truck does not allow for use
of cull capacity of bins requiring
more frequent returns to processing
center; greatest number of vehicles
and drivers associated with this
alternative.

"Blue Box" Single Container

Description: Residents commingle
all boxes in single boxes (14-20
gallon size) with newsprint stacked
separately on top of or at side of
containers; weekly collection same
day as regular garbage collection;
OCC not an option for collection
under this collection method;
vehicle with two bins as opposed to
multiple bins under A.

Design Considerations:  Greater
pounds per residence according to
industry representatives operating
both stackable bin systems and
blue box systems; containers
inexpensive at $4.50/each
compared to other alternatives;
preferred design by current
operators of 3 stackable bin
systems in San Mateo and San
Jose; least capital outlay of three
systems analyzed; life of container
estimated to be 5-10 years with
some possibly less annual
replacement cost than Alternative A,
greater passes by per vehicle than
A but less than fully automated
system; two bins on truck ailows
truck to stay on route longer than
Alternative A with top loading from
semi-automated top loading
allowing for use of full capacity of
vehicle.

Fully Automated Collection of
Commingled Recyclables

Description: Monthly same day
collection as regular refuse using
fully automated side-loader; use of
60-90 gallon can, fully automated
with commingling of all recyclables
including OCC.

Design Considerations: Residents
provided 60 or 90-gallon can for
recyclables; larger can provides
residents capacity for more
materials and to put can out less
frequently increasing efficiency of
collection with greatest passes-by;
commingling of fiber with glass
could cause contamination of fiber;
research has shown that this is not
a problem based on few fully
automated, fully commingled
systems surveyed relative to the
many 3 bins systems and the blue
box systems; container protects
newsprint and OCC from
contamination by inclement
weather; life span of container 10+
years.
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Processing of Materials: Least
processing of alternatives but still
requires intermediate processing to
upgrade materials and to remove
contaminants (e.g. removal of
brown kraft, waxed cardboard, and
plastic from newsprint, color sorting
of glass, etc.); materials collected
would be aluminum beverage
containers, glass containers, tin
cans, old newspapers, OCC, and
polyethylene terephthalate (PET).

Worker Injury: Collection likely to
be associated with greatest injury
rate of 3 systems; worker must pick
up and sort three bins into truck
with many truck designs under this
alternative requiring worker to lift
bin above waist for loading in truck.

Compatibility With Commercial
(small) and Multiple Residential
Collection:  Least compatible of
alternatives.

Flexibility: - Least flexible of all
alternatives with addition of further
materials more difficult. Less ability
to respond to fluctuating markets
with possible need to redesign
collection system to accommodate
expanded list of materials collected.

Economy of Scale: Best for small

sized programs.

Convenience to User: Least
convenient to use of alternatives
analyzed due to requirement for
source separation and carrying of
containers to curbside involving
greater risk of injury to resident.

Processing of Materials: Somewhat
higher level of processing of
materials; greater ability to add
materials without any redesign of
the collection system due to
capacity of container; same
materials collected as three
stackable bin system.

Worker Injury: Rate of worker injury
may be less than Alternative A but
greater than commingled system
due to semi-automated system
design; worker only makes two
separations and loads into waist
high receptacle on side of truck.

Compatibility with Commercial
(small) Recycling: May or may not
be compatible depending on
selection of truck; may be able to
purchase truck with semi-automated
lift for this system to accommodate
60-90 gallon containers.

Flexibility: More flexible than A;
materials can be added due to
commingling of all containers.

Economy of Scale: Best for

medium sized programs.

Convenience to User: High degree
of convenience to user due to
commingling of containers and fact
that ONP is normally stacked for
collection by residents; container
may become heavy and difficult to
carry resulting in risk of injury.

Processing of Materials: Highest
level of processing of materials with
greatest ability to add materials
without any redesign of the
collection system due to capacity of
container.

Worker Injury: Least injury rate due
to full automation.

Compatibility with  Commercial
(small) Recycling: Entirely
compatible with commercial and
multiple residential since 60-90
gallon cans could be provided
multiple residences and many
businesses for collection.

Flexibility: Most flexible of 3
systems analyzed providing ability
to add materials with sorting and
separation done at a MRF;
minimization of financial risk to City
since vehicles and containers under
this alternative could be taken back
into existing refuse collection fleet in
the event a pilot program is not
successful.

Economy of Scale: Best for large
programs due to capital investment
in processing facility.

Convenience to User: Greatest
convenience is to fully commingle
materials, wheel on containers, and
capacity allows for OCC without
cutting into small sizes; associated
with least risk of injury to resident.

> 7%



Promotion and Education: May
require a larger budget for
promotion and education of
residents due to greater degree of
behavior modification required
although bins are aesthetic and
highly visible which further
promotes program.

Marketability of Product: Of
alternatives analyzed, may produce
cleanest product with least
contamination and greatest revenue
for materials diverted.

Scavenging: Open container and
separation of materials will lend
itself to easy scavenging.

Inclement Weather: Will lend itself
to litter problems associated with
wind and contamination of fiber
materials from rain.

Costs:

Cost of Container Set=$15 {(5-10.

year Iife_)

Rate Increase/Month for Ongoing
Expenses=$0.66 (7.24% Increase)

Rate Increase/Month for One Time
Capital Cost=$0.87 (9.47%)

Total of above=$1.53 (16.71%)

% Initial Diversion from
Landfill = 1.02% for pilot

Promotion and Education: Less
behavior modification required than
3 bin system.

Marketability of Product: May
involve less glass breakage due to
commingling with other containers
and avoids problem of fiber
contamination  associated with
commingling of all recyclables.

Scavenging: Open container will
lend itself to scavenging.

Inclement Weather: Will lend itself
to litter problems associated with
wind and contamination of fiber
materials from rain.

Costs:

Cost of Container=$4.50 (5-10 year
life)

Rate Increase for Ongoing
Expenditures=$0.63 (6.94%)

Rate Increase for One Time Capital
Costs =$0.69 (7.5%)

Total of above=$1.32 (14.44%)

% Initial Diversion from
Landfill=1.02%

Promotion and Education: Least
behavior modification required.

Marketability of Product: May
produce secondary quality products
due to cross contamination in
commingled materials, but may
result in greater volume of
recyclable collected and directed
from waste stream.

Scavenging: Will  discourage
scavenging due to lid on container,
size of container and commingling
of all materials.

Inclement Weather: Litter problems
associated with wind and
contamination of fiber materials
from rain will be precluded by use
of 60 or 90-gallon container.

Costs:

Cost of Container=$55-360/Each
(10+ year life)

Rate Increase for Ongoing
Expenditures =$0.52 (5.68%)

Rate Increase for One Time Capital
Costs=$1.87 (20.42%)

Total of Above=%$2.39 (26.1%)

% Initial Diversion from
Landfill=1.11%
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ATTACHMENT D

DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO CITY HALL
PUBLIC WORKS CALIFORNIA ROOM 207
915 [ STREET
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR SACRAMENTO, CA
95814-2673

916-449-5283

ADMINISTRATION

March 13, 1990 916-949-8747

Budget and Finance/Transportation
and Community Development Committee
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: RECYCLING EDUCATION PROGRAM
SUMMARY

The Phase | Report of the City Recycling Subcommittee recommended the design and implementation of a
recycling public education campaign. This report provides an overview of approaches, tools and techniques
which might be used to increase public understanding of a variety of waste reduction and recycling programs.

Two Recycling Educational Programs were held on December 7, 1989 and February 1, 1990, to receive public
input regarding the proposed City recycling program. Several workshop participants contributed ideas and
suggestions for public information strategies, and expressed agreement with the high priority assigned to public
education.

BACKGROUND

As the Subcommittee report noted, the achievement of the City's recycling goals requires participation and
commitment on the part of the public. Operators of recycling programs throughout the country stress the
importance of an on-going, positive public education program if recycling and waste reduction efforts are to be
effective. Public education will assist in the development of a “recycling ethic® and increased envircnmental
awareness. The program will also convey practical information, such as how and where to recycle; how to
prepare recyclables for collection or redemption, and how to purchase wisely to reduce waste.

The tools and techniques which can be used effectively in a recycling education program are limited only by
the creativity of the staff (and the resources allocated to the program, of course.) The education program in
the City of Sacramento should be organized into four key results areas: school involvement, neighborhood
participation, City-wide promotion and community leadership. Each of these is discussed below:

School Involvement: As discussed in the separate report on implementation of a curbside recycling program,
the development of increased recycling awareness among school children is perhaps the single most important
element of the education program. We must install habits and values that children, as our future consumer
base, will carry with them into adulthood. The school campaigns may include:

. School assemblies, featuring recycling mascots such as Clark Can, Nancy News, the Wizard
of Waste
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. Give-away reminders printed with recycling logos and slogans, such as bookcovers, pencils,
coloring books, etc. -
. Essay and poster contests
. Radio Public Service Announcement writing contests (Jr. high level)
. Recycling curricula to be included in the science lesson on a regular, ongoing basis
. Classroom recycling and waste reduction “"experiments®

Neighborhood Participation: This element is especially important to the success of a curbside recycling or yard
waste reduction program. The success of City's waste reduction efforts will be aided greatly if residents can
be persuaded to view recycling as one of their civic responsibilities. Neighborhood invoivement efforts should
include:

. A Block Leader Program. These volunteers distribute program materials, answer questions
about recycling opportunities, and encourage neighborhood involvement

. Attendance by program representatives at neighborhood events such as school carnivals,
picnics, community meetings, etc., to convey the message that recycling is an ongoing part
of our lives

. Articles in local newsletters and community publications

. Surveys of residents to determine satisfaction levels with various recycling programs and

identify areas for improvement

. Cooperative efforts with non-profit groups such as the Boy Scouts to insure City programs
do not displace their revenue producing recycling programs

City-wide Promotion: While the education and promotion campaign for the curbside program targeted
participating neighborhoods, the overall program should take advantage of the many avenues available for
reaching residents and business people throughout the City. This program will inform people of the many ways
they can help to reduce waste—drop off recycling centers, contribution of recyclables to non-profit groups, home
composting and mulching, smarter buying habits, etc. Some techniques include:

. Utility bill inserts
. Utility bill messages
. Radio Public Service Announcements

. . City Billboard

. City vehicle signage
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Displays and information at major events, such as parades, jazz festival, water festival, Kings
games, State Capitol events, etc. '

Giveaways such as bumper stickers, refrigerator magnets, frisbees, note-pads, litter bags,
and other merchandise printed with recycling logos and slogans, to keep the recycling
message uppermost in people’s minds

Bus bench signage

Press conferences and events to attract media attention for recycling programs

Community Leadership: A key element in integrating waste reduction and recycling into the daily lives of City
residents is the education of community leaders. These influential representatives can be very effective at
conveying the “reducesreuse-recycle” message. Among the approaches to be considered:

FINANCIAL DATA

Establishment of a Speakers Bureau to speak to service clubs, community groups,
neighborhood associations, high schools and non-profits

Meetings with editorial boards and news media executives to convey the importance of and
potential interest in recycling coverage

Development of a briefing kit for the press and community leaders

Production of a recycling video to be shown to service ciubs, schools, neighborhood groups,
etc.

Use of celebrity spokespersons to do PSA's, keynote events, featured on posters and
brochures, etc.

Involvement by the Solid Waste Advisory Committee in an advisory capacity

If the City Council approves the addition of the Waste Reduction Coordinator position requested in conjunction
with the proposed Residential Curbside Recycling Program, many of the education strategies included in this
report can be accomplished without additional staff.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The development of a recycling public education and promotion campaign will assist in achieving the City
Council’s adopted recycling and landfill avoidance goals.

| MBE /WBE

No impact.

9
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RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Joint Committee endorse the recycling education strategy outlined in this report.

APPROVED FOR RECOMMENDATION:
lon Wisham, Jr
Assistant City Manager

Contact Person:
Roberta Larson
Administrative Services Officer 449-5877

Respectfully submitted,

n
Deputyf Director of Publi

APPROVED:

WAl W

Melvin H. Johnson
Director of Public

March 13, 1930
All Districts
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ATTACHMENT E

DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 1231 | STREET
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT CALIFORNIA ROOM 200
SACRAMENTO, CA
95814-2998
o : BUILDING INSPECTIONS
March- 13, 1990 916-449-5716

Joint Transportation and Community Development/ SILG*N\;MGJM
Budget and Finance Committee AT
Sacramento, California '

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: RECYCLING DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR THE ZONING ORDINANCE
(Attachment E)

SUMMARY

The Planning and Development Department has drafted a Zoning Ordinance amendment to
regulate the recycling and solid waste disposal requirements and design guidelines for new
and existing development. New development will be required to meet the design guidelines
for recycling enclosures and containers prior to obtaining a building permit. Property
owners of existing developments will be required to meet a mandatory deadline to retrofit
existing development with recycling enclosures and containers. The Zoning Ordinance
amendment.-is attached. A one year period cf compliance after notification through the
utility bills is suggested for existing development. A Developer's Handbook for Recycling
is planned for completion by June 1990 to assist the property owner in complying with the
regulations and provide examples of excellent recycling programs upon which to model
programs for new and existing developments.

BACKGROUND

On August 29. 1989, the City Council approved a resolution establishing Recycling and
Waste Reduction Goals and directing staff to develop recommendations for implementation
of a Curbside Recycling Program. In Exhibit E of that resolution the Planning and
Development Department was directed to draft a Recycling Design Ordinance. This ordinance
would ensure that each residential, commercial, and industrial establishment and
development has the allocated space necessary to separate and store recycled material in
a convenient and accessible manner so that the City can meet its waste reduction goals and
maximize the amount of solid waste that is recycled.

The proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment includes a new section, Section 34 on Recycling
and Solid Waste Disposal Regulations; a modification of the land use matrix in Section 2
for recycling facilities; addition of new definitions in Section 22; and a relocation of
current Section 2.1 on Reverse Vending Machines into the new Recycling Section.

AR
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The proposed Section 34 is composed of two sections- (1) Section 34- Recycling and Soiid
Waste Disposal Regulations for New and Existing Development, and (2} Section 34.1- Site/
Zone Regulations for Recycling Facilities.

Proposed Section 34 is organized by subsections inciuding:

A. Purpose- includes the purpose of the ordinance and specifies to whom the
ordinance applies.

B. Recycling Program- a program is required inciluding a recyciable materials
flow chart, a site plan, construction and demolition plans, and an
education/PR plan.

C. Chart of Recycling Volume and Materials to be Recycled- specifies volume and
materials to be recycled for each land use.

D. Design Guidelines for Enclosures and Containers- specifies design
requirements for enclosures and containers.

E. Special Design Guidelines- specifies dqesign requirements in special
circumstances.
T. Existing Development Requirements- specifies requiremenis and period of

compiiance for existing cevelopment.

A Variance and appeal process is specified in Section 34 for property owners to vary the
requirements if compiying with the requirements results in a hardship.

Proposed Section 34.1 is a modification of current Section 2.1 and inciudes the zoning and
site regulations and permit process for Reverse Vending Machines, Small Collection
Facilities. Large Collection Facilities, Recycling Material Recovery Facilities, and
Composting Faciiities.

The Environmental Coordinator has determined that the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment
will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment and has filed a negative
deciaration. The proposed Zoning Crdinance amendment will be reviewed by the Planning
Commission at their March 8, 1990 meeting.

FINANCIAL DATA

Planning and buiiding staff wiil review the Recycling Program and check compliance of
Volume, Materials to Be Recycled, and Enclosure and Container Design Guidelines for each
project. Also, the Recycling Coordinator will be required to review proposed recycling
programs for existing development. No estimate of the additional staff needed to complete
these tasks has been made at this time.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This ordinance is proposed to help impiement new policies previously adopted by the City
Council for recycling and solid waste coliection enciosures and containers.



MBE/WBE

Not applicable.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning staff requests the Joint Committee review the attached Zoning Ordinance amendment
and provide comment and direction for the next phase of work.

. RecommendWoved:
éz %o

lon Wisham, Jr.
Assistant City Manager

Contact Person:

Carol Shearly, Junior Planner
449-5604

Regspectfully submitted,

Planning Dir

Planning and Development
Department

Approved:

Mlichael M. Davis

Director of
Planning and Development

March 13, 1990
ALL DISTRICTS



ORDINANCE NO.

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

An Ordinance amending Section 2.C.35, 2.D.18, 2.E.41, 2.1, 22.A.55, 22.A.56, 22.A.98,
22.A.99, 22.A.100, 22.A.101, 34, and 34.1 of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance of the
City of Sacramento, Ordinance No. 25350, Fourth Series, as amended, relating to recycling
and solid waste disposal requirements for new and existing development (M90-003).

Be it enacted by the Council of the City of Sacramento:

Section 1 Land Use Matrix

Section 2.C.35, 2.D.18 and 2.E.41 of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Sacramento.
Ordinance 2550, Fourth Series, as amended, is hereby amended to read as follows:

i C35. REPEALED- ORDINANCE NO.
| C-4 M-1 M-2 A

M-1S M-2S
D18. Large Recycling Collection Facility 41 41 41
D18b. Recycling Material Recovery Facility 41 41
Di8c. Composting Facility 41 41 41

E41. Permitted subject to the provisions of Section 34.1 of this ordinance. (M90-003)
Section 2 Repeal Current Section 2.1

Section 2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Sacramento, Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth
Series, as amended, is hereby amended to read as follows:

Section 2.1- REPEALED- ORDINANCE NO.

Section 3 Definitions

Section 22.A.55, 22.A.56, 22.A.98, 22.A.99, 22.A.100, 22.A.101 of the Zoning Ordinance of
the City of Sacramento, Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as amended, is hereby amended
to read as follows: .

Section 22.A.55~ REPEALED- ORDINANCE NO.

Section 22.A.56- REPEALED- ORDINANCE NO.

Section 22.A.98- REPEALED- ORDINANCE NO.

Section 22.A.99- REPEALED- ORDINANCE NO.

Section 22.A.100- The following definitions shall apply to Section 34 and 34.1 of this
Oordinance: A

a. Recyclable Material: Recyclable Material is reusable material, including,
but not limited to metals, glass, plastic, and paper, which are intended for
reuse, remanufacture, or reconstitution for the purpose of using the altered

form. Recyclable material does not include refuse or hazardous material.

- | | A%



b. Reverse Vending Machine: A Reverse Vending Machine is an automated
mechanical device which accepts one or more empty beverage containers,
including, but not limited to aluminum cans, glass and plastic bottles, and
issues a cash refund or redeemable credit slip with a value not less than the
container's redemption value, as determined by the State. A reverse vending
machine may sort or process containers mechanically provided that the entire
process is enclosed within the machine.

c. Mobile Recycling Center: A Mobile Recycling Center means an automobile,
truck, trailer, or van licensed by the State Department of Motor Vehicles,
which is used for the collection of recyclable material. A mobile Recycling
Center also means the bins, boxes, or containers transported by trucks, vans,
or trailers and used for the collection of recyclable materials.

d. Small Recyclable Material Collection Facility: A Small Collection Facility
is a facility for the acceptance {(donation, redemption, or sale) of
recyclable materials from the public which occupies an area of not more than
500 square feet. Such a facility does not use power-driven processing
equipment except as indicated in the Criteria and Standards in Section
34.1.D.1 and 2. Small Collection Facilities are:

- (a) Reverse Vending Machine(s);
(b) Mobile Recycling Center(s);
(c) Kiosk type units and bulk vending machines; or
(d) Unattended containers placed for the donation of recyclable materials.
e. Large Recyclable Material Collection Facility: A Large Collection Facility
is a facility for the acceptance of recyclable materials from the public
which-occupies an area larger than 500 square feet. Such-a facility may use

power-driven processing equipment as indicated in the Criteria and STandards
in Section 34.1.D.3.

f. Recyclable Material Recovery Facility: A Recyclable Material Recovery
Facility is a processing facility that acccepts recyclable materials from
collection facilities and the public, processes the materials into a
resaleable condition, and markets the materials to companies to reuse. Such
a facility must meet the Criteria and Standards listed in Section 34.1.D.3.

g. Composting Facility: A Composting Facility is a facility that accepts garden
and wood waste to reprocess into compost, wood chips, or other wood products.
Such a facility must meet the Criteria and Standards listed in Section
34.1.D.5.

Section 22.A.101- REPEALED- ORDINANCE NO.

Section 4

" Section 34 is hereby added to the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Sacramento, Ordinance
No. 2559, Fourth Series, as amended, to read as follows:

See Section 34 attached.

J40



Section 5§

Section 34.1 is hereby added to the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Sacramento, Ordinance
No. 2550, Fourth Series, as amended, to read as follows:

See Section 34.1 attached.
Passed for Publication:

Enacted:
Effective:

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK



SECTION 34: RECYCLING AND SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL REGULATIONS

A. PURPCSE: The purpose of these regulations is to do the foliowing:

1. Regulate the location, neight, size, and design features of recycling and
trash enclosures and containers in order to provide adeguate, convenient
space for the coliection, storage, and loading of recycled material at each
proposeé and existing multi-family residentiali, commercial, office,

indust>iai, pubiic/quasi-public development;

2. Ensure the provision of adequate locations, which are compatible with
surrounding land uses, for the storage, processing, marketing, and snipping
of recycled materiai;

3. Provide educational material to each development user avout the importance
of recycling and how to recycle; '

5. Reduce litter.

\
4. Increase the recycling of reusabie materials; and
These regulations are necessary in order to:

1. Lengthen the lifespan of the City of Sacramento landfill and decrease the
cost of hauling to the County of Sacramento iandfiii,

2. Encourage the reuse of recycianvle material in order to reduce our reliance
on and use of virgin materials,

3. Encourage each citizen's choice to dispose of solid waste responsibly, and

4. Decrease the impact of the citizens' consumption of renewable and non-
renewable materials on the environment.

These regulations apply to:

1. Single Family and 4 unit or less Muiti-Family Residential Uses~ No design
guidelines apply to these developments. Curbside Recycling wiil be utilized
by the City of Sacramento or its agent to collect recyclable materials from
these residences. Developers are encouraged to inciude innovative designs
both inside and outside to make recycling more convenient and accessible
to the resident.
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2. 5 or more unit Multi-Family Residentiai Uses- New and existing deveiopments
of this type are required to submit a Recyciing Program and meet the Voiume
Requirements, Materials to Be Recycled, and Design Guidelines for
Znclosures and Containers.

3. Commercial, Office, Industrial and Public/ Quasi-Pubiic Uses- New and
existing developments of these types are requirec to submit a Recycling
Program and meet the Voliume Reguirements, Materials to Be Recycled, and

Design Guidelines for Enciosures and Containers.

RECYCLING PROGRAM REQUIREMENT: A Recvciing Program is required for each

commercial, office, incdustrial, public/ quasi-public, and 5 units or more, multi-
family resicential deveiopment prior to issuance of a building permit. A Recycling
Progran shail inciude:

i. Diagram to chart the fiow of recyciable material from each portion of the
development to the recycling and trash enclosure(s). Inciude container
sites and who is responsible for coliecting recvciable materiais.

2. Site Plan to include the locatior and design specifications of the recycliing
and trasn enclosure(s) and container(s)} that shail meet the Voiume and

Material Requirements (Section 34-C) and the Design Guideliines {Sections 34-
D and 34-E).

3. Construction Plan to specify any recycled material to be used in the
construction of the propnosed development. (For example, recycled brick, tiie,
or insulation made from recycled plastics)

4. Demoiition Plan to specify any proposed recycling of reusable or recyclable
puilding material in the demolition of any structure on the subject site.
Each demolition permit request shall be reviewed by the Recycling
Coordinator.

5. Education/ Public Relations Program to instruct users of the development
about the venefits of recycling and how to recyc:ie.

A Recycliing Program for new development that reguires a planning entitlement
shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning staff as part of the Application
and Environmental Questionnaire. A Recycling Program for new development that
does not require a planning entitiement shall be reviewed and approved by the
Buiiding staff as part of the Building Permit process. A Recycliing Program for
existing development shall be reviewed by the Recycling Cooréinator of the Public
Works Department, Solid Waste Division. If a Recycling Program is not approved,
a Planning Director's Variance may be requested by the property owner. Section
14 outiines the Variance procedure.
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RECYCLING AND TRASH ENCLOSURE VOLUME REQUIREMENT: Recycling and Trash

Enclosure Volumes shall be provided as specified in Table C Recycling and Trash
Enclosure Volume/Material Requirements for the use or uses to wnich the property
is devoted and shall meet the Design Guidelines (Sections 34-D and 34-E).

To determine the volume reguired for recycling and the materiais to be recyclied
for a specific land use: '

v
ra

ind the »roposed use or uses in the first coiumn.

2. Read across the chart under "Recycling Volume". That volume is the minimum
voiume of container capacity that must be provided to separate, store, and
recycle at least the materials listed in the column lapelled "Materials to be
rRecycied".

3. If there is more than one use, add the "Recycling Volume" regquirement for
each use to finc the total volunme for the development. Zach material in the
"Materiais to pe Recyclea" iist for each use must have a container(s)
provided for it.

4. For new developments, If compiiance with the volume reguirement or the
materials to be recycled results in an unnecessary harcship to the owner,
a Variance may be requested.

5. For existing development, if compiiance with the volume requirement, the
materials to be recycled, or the time period (Section 34-F) results in a
practical difficuity or unnecessary hardsnip to the owner, the owner shail
contact the Recycling Coordinator of the City of Sacramento Public Works
Department and negotiate a compromise that meets the intent of the
Recycling Regulations. Said compromise shail be signed by the owner and the
Director of Public Works. If no compromise can be reached, a Variance may
be requested from the Planning Department.

A Y
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TABLE C

- LAND USE , RECYCLING VOLUME - MATERIALS TO BE RECYCLED

1. RESIDENTIAL
' a. Single Pamily - Curbside recycling to be provided by City or its agent.
b. Multi-Family
(4 or fewer unite)- Curbside recycling to be provided by City or its agent..
c. Multi-FPamily
(8 or more units) 1 cy/ 16 units/ wk aluminum, glass, plastic, newspaper

2. COMMERCIAL

a. Office 1 cy/ 40,000 sq.ft./wk office paper, computer paper
b. Restaurant/Bar 1 cy/ $4,000 sales aluminum, glass, plastic,
c. Retail- Food 1 cy/ 3,500 sq.ft./wk cardboard
4. Retail- Non-Food 1 cy/ $8,000 sales cardboard, office paper, computer paper
e. Motel/Hotel/Inn/B+B 1 cy/ 20 rooms/wk aluminum, glass, plastic, newspaper
f. ServiceStation/AutoRepair 1 cy/ $1,000 sales tires, motor 0il, scrap metal
g. Sport/Entertainment Halls 1 cy/ $4,000 sales aluminum, glass, plastic
3. INDUSTRIAL
a. Building VA wood, concrete, plastic, metal
b. Manufacturing VA VA
c. Food Processing VA VA
d. Wholesale/Warehouse VA VA
4. CHURCHRS, SCHOOLS, AND S- 1 cy/ 10 rms/ day S- paper, cardboard, beverage containers
LIBRARIES C,L- calculate volume C, L- office paper, computer paper
- using office sq.ft.
8. HOSPITAL/MEDICAL CLINIC No recycling except aluminum, glass, plastic
cafeteria, vending
6. PTHER To be determined by the Planning
Commission

VA- varies with activity. Submit recycling volume and materials to be recycled with Récycling Program.
cy= cubic yard
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D. RECYCLING AND TRASH ENCLOSURE DESIGN GUIDELINES:
1. Types of Develiopment:
a) Recycling and Trasn Enclosures with containers shall be required for

the following types of develiopments:
1) Mulitiple Famiiy Residential with 5 or more units

2) Any commerciai, office, public/ guasi-public project where
dumpsters are being used.

3) Any industrial project where dumpsters are not screened by
landscaping, fencing or a structure.

b) Recycling and Trash Containers of sufficient volume and number to
meet the requirements in Table C above shall be required for every
other commercial, office, industrial, or public/ quasi-public project
when a dumpster is not used.

2. Materials, Construction, and Design: The foliowing regulations shall appiy
for Recycling and Trash Enciosure materiails, construction, and design:

a) The walls of each recycling and trash enclosure shall be constructed
of solid masonry material with decorative exterior surface finisn
compatible to the main structure(s). Split face concrete plock finish
is recommended.

D) Each recycling and trash enclosure shall have decorative solid neavy
gauge metal gates and be designed with cane bolts to secure the gates
when in the open position.

c) Each recycling and trash enclosure shall be designed to allow walk-in
access by tenants without having to open the main encliosure gates.

d) The walls of each recycling and trash enclosure shall pe a minimum of
six feet in neight.

e) A concrete apron shall be constructed either in front of each
recycling and trash enclosure facility or at the point of
container/dumpster pick-up by the recycling collection or waste
removal venicle. The minimum dimensions of the concrete apron for an
enciosure shail be:

* width- 10 feet
* length- 20 feet

Larger recycling and trash enclosure faciiities shail require a larger
concrete apron, subject to the approval of the City Building
Inspections Divigion Bullding Technictans (Plan Checkers), Pavi "

T
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material snhall consist of five inch aggregate base rock and six inch
portland cement paving.

£} The enclosures shail de adequate in capacity, number, and distribution-
to serve the development and snhall meet the above requirements for
recycling and trash enclosure volume and materials to be recycled.
Multi-family residential development snall meet the unit to enclosure
distance requirement in Section 34.D.7.

g) The property owner shall supply and maintain adequate bins andé
containers for recycling and waste disposai. Location, type, and
placement of bins and containers shall be reviewed and approved by
the Recycling Coordinator and the Soiid Waste Division.

h) Maintenance of each recycling and trash enclosure and the bins and
containers shall be the responsibility of the property owner.

i) Whenever feasible, the recycling collection area and the trash
coilection area shail be adjacent to one another in one enclosure.

J) Tne property owner is responsible for contracting with the recycling
broker(s) and the trasn coliection company(ies) for reguliar pick-up of
recycled material and trash.

Educational Signs: Signs shail be posted on each container iisting which
material snall be disposed of in that container. General instructions about
the benefits of recycling ancd how to recycle shail be posted within the
recycling and trasn enclosure or near the container area and shali be
visiple to the enclosure/ container users. The name and phone number of the
person responsiblie for maintenance of the enciosure or containers shall be
posted. Any sign visiblie from outside the enciosure must be no iarger than
4 square feet.

Landscaving: The perimeter of the recycling and trash enclosure shall be
pianted with landscaping, including a cemdinaticn cf shruss and/or ciimbing
evergreenvines. ** Add discretionary language for encleosures further away
from irrigating sources. **

Setbacks: No recycling or trash enclosure or container shall be located in
any required setback area.

Parking: With the exception of Section 34.F.4 for existing development, no
recycling or trash enclosure or container shall be located in any required
parking space.

Distance of Recyciing and Trash Enciosure from Muliti-Family Units: Zach

recycling and trash enciosure within amuiti-famiiy residential development
shall be no greater than 250 feet from the nearest point of each unit.

aul
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SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS:

1.

All vending machine companies shall provide and service recycling
containers for the recycled beverage containers coilectedwherever vending
macnines are provided.

The recycling and trasn encilosure snall be designed to allow 18 feet of
overhead clearance whenever crane-liifted dome recycling containers will be
used. The concrete apron shall be increased to 15' wide andé 20' long
whenever a crane-lifted dome recycling container will be usec.

Residential developers and property owners are encouraged to inciude
recycling space or systems within the residence; such as roli-out drawers
peiow the sink for recyciing containers; fire-proof, cieanable, secure
chutes from the living space to the garage containers, etc.

Restaurants, bars, and food establisnments are encouraged to use reusable
soda cannisters whenever possible instead of individually packaged glass

botties and cans.

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS: The following reguiations shail appiy to ail

existing development that is multi-family residentiai with 5 units or more,
commerical, office, industrial, or public/ quasi-public uses.

Existing Trasn Enciosure: If the existingdevelopmentnas an existing trash
enclosure, the required recvycling containers shaili be locatead inside the
trash enclosure. The required recycling containers are those listed in the
use chart in Section 34-C.

a) If it is not possibie to locate the required recycling containers in
the trash enclosure, the recycling containers shall be located
adjacent to the trash enclosure.

No Existing Trash Enclosure: If the existing development does not have an
existing trasnenclosure, the required recycling containers shall be located
adjacent to the existing dumpster or other trash container.

Landscaping: The perimeter of the recycling and trash enclosure snall be
pianted with landscaping, inciuding a combination of shrups and/or climbing
evergreen vines. ** Add discretionary language for projects where
enciosure is a long way from irrigating sources. **

Waiver of Parking Requirement: In order to meet the required recycling and

trash enciosure or container volume requirement, an existing development
may use one parking space for the location of the recyciing containers,
provided the enclosure or containers meet the design specifications in
Section 34.D.

a) A parking space that has bpeen converted to recycling container area

must be marked for recycling and must be adequately barricaded to
?‘r‘cu&nl’ wie as a f’a"‘""‘ﬁ Space.,

U
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5. Educational Signs: Signs shall be posted on each container listing which
material shall be disposed of in that container. General instructions about
the penefits of recyciing and how to recycle shall be posted in a visiblie
location for the container users. The name and prone number of the person
responsible for maintaining the containers mus<t be posted. Any sign visibie
Zrom outside the enclosure shall be no larger than 4 square feet.

6. Setpacks: No recycling or trash enclosure or container shall be located in
any recuired setback area.

1. Distance of Recyciing Containers from Muiti-Family Units: Each recvciing

and trash enclosure within a muiti-family residential deveiopment shall be
no greater than 250 feet from the nearest corner of each unit.

8. Time Period for Compliance: The property owner of each existing
development snail have one year from notification by the City of Sacramento
to implement the addition of the required recycling containers and the
required modification of the trash enclosure and screening.

VARIANCE, APPEALS, AND ENFORCEMZNT: If compliance to tnhe Recycling Program, the
Volume Requirement, the Materials to Be Recyclied, anéd the Design Guidelines
resuits in an unnecessary hardship to the property owner of a new or existing
development, a Planning Director's Variance may be requested. Section 14
specifies the Variance procedure. The Building Division staff enforces the
compiiance of new development. The Neighbornood Services Division enforces the
continued compliiance of new and existing development. Section 19 outlines the
Enforcement authority. Section 18 outlines the Appeal procedure.
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SECTION 34.1: REVERSE VENDING MACHINES, MOBILE RECYCLING UNITS, AND SMALL COLLECTION

FACILITIES
A. PURPOSE
This section is designed to provide for the redemption and recycling of reusable
materials at locations which are compatible with surrounding land uses. In
addition, this section is designed to reduce litter and increase the recycling of

reusable materials.

B. PERMITS REQUIRED

No person shall place, construct or operate or permit the placement, construction
or operation of any recycling facility without first obtaining a permit pursuant to

the provisions set forth in this Section.

set forth in the following table.

Type of Facility

Reverse Vending

Machines (meeting

the standards of
paragraph D.1.)

Small Recyclable
Collection Facility
(other than Reverse
Vending Machines meeting
the standards of
paragraph D.1)

Large Recyclable
Collection Facility

Large Recyclable
Collection Facility or
Recycled Material
Recovery Facility
(except a Composting
Facility)

Composting Facility

Composting Facility

Zones Permitted

sc, c-1, c-2,
c-3,C-4, M-1,
M-2, M-1(S).
M-2(S)

M-2, M-1(S),
M-2(S)

C-4

M-1, M-2,

M-1(S), M-2(S)

M-1, M-2, M-1(S),.

M-2(S)

Permit Required

Administrative
(must comply to Sec.
34.1.D.1)

Administrative

{(must comply with Sec.

34.1.D.2)

Planning Director's
Special Permit

Administrative

(must comply with Sec.

34.1.D.3)

Planning
Director's
Special Permit

Planning
Commission
Special Permit

Recycling facilities may be permitted as
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PERMITS FOR MULTIPLE SITES

A single Administrative or Special Permit may be granted to allow more than one
reverse vending machine installation or small collection facility located on
different sites under the following conditions:

1. The operator of each of the proposed facilities is the sanme;

2. The proposed facilities are determined by the Planning Director to be similar
in nature, size and intensity of activity; and

3. All of the applicable criteria and standards set forth in D. below are met
for each such proposed facility.

CRITERIA AND STANDARDS

Those recycling facilities permitted with an Administrative Permit shall meet all
of the criteria and standards listed below. Those recycling facilities permitted
with a Planning Director's Special Permit shall meet the criteria and standards,
provided the Planning Director may modify these standards as an exercise of
discretion upon a finding that such modifications are reasonably necessary in order
to implement the general intent of this Section. Those recycling facilities
permitted with a Planning Commission Special Permit shall meet the criteria and
standards, provided the Planning Commission may approve additional conditions as are
reasonably necessary in order to implement the general intent of this Section.

The criteria and standards for recycling facilities are as follows:

i. Reverse Vending Machines
Reverse Vending Machines meeting the following standards do not require
"discretionary permits. Reverse Vending Machines shall not require additional

parking spaces for recycling customers and may be permitted in all Commercial
and Industrial zones provided that they comply with the following standards:

a. Shall be established in conjunction with a Commercial use which is in
compliance with the Zoning, Building and Fire Codes of the City of
Sacramento;

b. Shall be located within 30 feet of the entrance to the Commercial

structure and shall not obstruct pedestrian or vehicular circulation;

C. Shall not occupy parking spaces required by the primary use and shall
be placed on the apron of the host facility when possible;

d. Shall occupy no more than 50 square feet of floor space per
installation, including any protective enclosure, shall be no more than
eight feet in height, and shall consist of no more than one set of
machines per host facility;

e. Shall be constructed of durable waterproof and rust proof material;

a5l



Shall be clearly marked to identify the type of material to be
deposited; operating instructions and the identity and phone number of
the operator or responsible person to call if the machine is
inoperative;

Shall have a sign area of a maximum of four square feet per machine,
exclusive of operating instructions;

Shall be maintained in a fully functioning, litter-free, dust-free
condition on a daily basis;

Shall not have a noise level that exceeds California Occupational
Safety and Health Association standards and City/County Noise
Ordinance;

Operating hours shall be at least the operating hours of the host use;
and

Shall be illuminated to ensure comfortable and safe operation if
operating hours are between dusk and dawn.

Small Collection Facilities

Small Collection Facilities may be sited in Commercial and Industrial zones
with Administrative approval provided they comply with the following
conditions:

a.

Shall be established in conjunction with an existing Commercial use or
Community Service Facility which is in compliance with the Zoning,
Building and Fire Codes of the City of Sacramento;

Shall be no larger than 500 square feet, and occupy no more than five
parking spaces not including spaces that will be periodically needed
for removal of materials or exchange of containers. No parking spaces
required for the primary host use may be occupied by the facility;

Shall be set back at least ten (10) feet from any street or building or
shall not be located in any required setback and shall not obstruct
pedestrian or vehicular circulation;

Shall accept only glass bottles, metals, plastic containers and papers;

Except for bulk reverse vending machines, shall use no power-driven
processing equipment;

Shall use containers that are constructed and maintained with durable
waterproof and rust proof material, covered when site is not attended,
secure from unauthorized entry or removal of material and shall be of
a capacity sufficient to accommodate materials collected and collection
schedule;
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Shall store all recyclable material in containers or in themobile
center vehicle and shall not leave materials outside of containers when
attendant is not present;

Shall be maintained free of litter and any other undesirable materials,
and mobile facilities, at which truck or containers are removed at the
end of each collection day, shall be swept at the end of each
collection day;

Shall not exceed noise levels of 55 dBA as measured at the property
line of Residentially zoned or occupied property, otherwise shall not
exceed 70 dBA:

Attended facilities located at community service sites shall be in
operation only during the hours between dawn and dusk; and facilities
located within 100 feet of a property zoned or occupied for Residential
use shall operate only during the hours between 9:00 a.m. and 7:00
p.m.;

Containers for the 24-hour donation of materials shall be at least 50
feet from any property zoned or occupied for Residential uses unless
there is a recognized service corridor and acoustical shielding between
the containers and the Residential use;

Containers shall be clearly marked to identify the type of material
which may be deposited: the facility shall be clearly marked to
identify the name and telephone number of the facility operator and the
hours of operation and display a notice stating that no material shall
be left outside the recycling enclosure or containers;

Materials shall be removed from the facility on a routine basis.
Signs may be provided as follows:
1) Recycling centers may have identification signs with a maximum of

20 percent per side or sixteen (16) square feet, whichever is
smaller, in addition to information signs required in Section

D.2.1.:
2) Signs must be consistent with the character of the location;
3) Directional signs, bearing no advertising message, may be

installed which are consistent with Sign Ordinance regulations if
necessary to facilitate traffic circulation, or if the facility
is not visible from the public right-of-way; and

4) The Planning Director may authorize increases in the number and
size of signs upon findings that it is compatible with adjacent
businesses. :

The facility shall not impair the landscaping required for any
concurrent use by this Title or any permit issued pursuant thereto;
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p. No additional parking spaces will be required for customers of a small
collection facility located at the established parking lot of a host
use. One space will be provided for the attendant, if needed:

q. Mobile recycling centers shall have an area clearly marked to prohibit
other vehicular parking during hours when mobile center is scheduled to
be present; and

r. Occupation of parking spaces by the facility and by the attendant shall
not reduce available parking spaces below the minimum number required
for the primary host.

Large Collection Facility or Material Recovery Facility

Large collection facilities or material recovery facilities may be sited in
Industrial zones with Administrative approval or in the Heavy Commercial
zone with a Planning Director's Special Permit provided they comply with the

following conditions:

a. Shall not be located in any setback area and shall meet parking
requirements as set forth for warehouse uses in Section 6-A-14.

b. Shall not accept material to be composted.

c. Shall store all recyclable material in containers, within an on-site
building, or behind a screened area.

d. Shall be screened from the front of the property with fencing and
landscaping.
e. Shall not exceed noise levels of 55 dBA as measured at the property

line of Residentially zoned- or occupied property, ctherwise shall nrot
exceed 70 dBA.

f. Operating hours shall not exceed 8 A.M. to 7 P.M. when located within
200 feet of a Residentially zoned or occupied property.

g. The facility shall not impair any required landscaping.

h. Signs may be provided as follows:
1) Signs must meet the requirements in the Sign Ordinance for the

zone in which the facility is located;
2) Signs must be consistent with the character of the location;

3) Directional signs, bearing no advertising message, may be
installed which are consistent with Sign Ordinance regulations if
necessary to facilitate traffic circulation, or if the facility
is not visible from the public right-of-way; and

4) The Planning Director may authorize increases in the number and
size of signs upon findings that it is compatible with adjacent
businesses.
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4. Composting Facility

Composting facilities may be sited in Industrial zones with a Planning
Commission's Special Permit or in an Agriculture zone with a Planning
Director's Special Permit provided they comply with the following conditions:

a. Composting facilities located in the Agriculture zone must have a S0O'
front setback from the public right-of-way.

b. Composting facilities located in the Agriculture zone may provide the
following signs:

1) One monument sign not to exceed 12' high and not to exceed the
overall size of one square foot for every one linear frontage
foot or 200 square feet, whichever is smaller.

c. Composting facilities in the Industrial zones must meet the same
requirements as the Large Collection and Material Recovery Facilities
(Section 34.1-D-3), except:

1) condition b in Section 34.1-D-3 does not apply, and

2) the composting facility cannot be closer than 500 feet to an
adjacent Residentially zoned or occupied property.

E. DENIAL OF PERMIT

In order to deny a permit, the Planning Director or Planning Commission shall make
the following finding:

That the individual facility would be detrimental to the public health,
safety and -welfare.

{(Ordinance No. ***, date)



ATTACHMENT F

DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 921 TENTH STREET

PUBLIC WORKS CALIFORNIA SUITE 500
SACRAMENTO, CA

SOLID WASTE DIVISION 95814-2715
916-449-5757

DAVID A. PELSER
March 13, 18380 SOLID WASTE

DIVISION MANAGER
Transportation and Community Development/
Budget and Finance Committees
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: Recycling at City Facilities
SUMMARY

The Solid Waste Advisory Committee recommended the implementation of recycling at all City facilities. This
report considers how to implement such a program and recommends staff be directed to include consideration
of such a program in future proposed budget submittals.

BACKGROUND

On November 14, 1990, staff submitted a report on recycling at City facilities (copy attached) and recommended
the report be transmitted to the Solid Waste Advisory Committee and other interested agencies for review and
comment. Since then, two public educational workshops on recycling have been conducted. This report did
not generate much interest at the workshops, and no written comments were received. The few verbal
comments made at the workshops generally indicated a positive response to the concept of conducting waste
audits of City facilities as the first step in developing waste reduction and recycling strategies at City facilities.

FINANCIAL DATA

The attached report originally submitted on November 14, 1989 provides a proposed budget of $70,000 for fiscal
year 1990-91 for Phase | of an implementation plan to provide for recycling at City facilities.

POLICY MATTERS

The basic policy issue is the provision of various recycling programs at all city owned facilities and the funding
of such programs. Providing such programs will contribute to meeting the City’s waste reduction and recycling
goals, will provide a positive example to other businesses in the City, and will add to the experience and
knowledge of City staff in waste reduction and recycling strategies which could be shared with others.



Transportation and Community Development/
Budget and Finance Committees

March 13, 1990
Page 2
MBE E

One of the collection methods analyzed for recycling at City facilities is the modification of either existing
janitorial contracts or the issuance of new janitorial contracts to include recycling. The standard MBE/WBE
preferences would be applied to the evaluation of bids for these services.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Joint Committees direct staff to include in future proposed budgets consideration of

initiating waste audits and waste reduction/recycling activities at City facilities.

Respectfully submitted,

‘ il G- Lol

DAVID A. PELSER
Solid Waste Division Manager

Recommendation Approved: Approved:
/'

LON WISHAM, JR. MELVIN H. JOHN
Assistant City Manager Director of Public

Contact Person to March 13, 1990
Answer Questions: All Districts

DAVID A. PELSER, SOLID WASTE DIVISION MANAGER
449-2043
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 12311 STREZT
PUBLIC WORKS CALIFORNIA SUITE 103
SACRAMENTO. CaA
SOLID WASTE DIVISION 95814-2935
916—+i9-5757

November 14, 1289

Transportation and Community Development/
Budget and Finance Committees
Sacramento, Califormnia

Honorable Mempbers in Session:

SUBJECT: Recycling at City Facilities
SUMMARY:

The City/County Sciid Waste Advisory Committee recommended the implementation of recycling at ail City

facilities. The anrached report, prepared joindy by Staff of the Departments of Public Works and General:
Services, concludes that recycling can be implemented at most City facilities to augment the recycimg currenty:

being done at several City complexes.

‘BACKGROUND -

Resolution 89-885, approved by the City Council on August 29, 1989 referred Exhibit F of the City/County Solid
Waste Advisory Committee Phase | Recycling Report to staif for review, analysis and recommendation. The
attached report outlines the staff recommendations for recycling at City facilities.

FINANCIAL DATA

The attached report provides a proposed budget for fiscal year 1990-1991 for Phase | of an implementation plan
to provide for recycling at City Facilities. Please see page 5 of the attached report

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The basic policy issue is the provision of various recycling programs at all City owned facilities and the funding
of such programs.

MBE/WBE

One of the collection methods analyzed for recycling at city facilities is the modification of either existing
janitorial contracts or the issuance of new janitorial contracts to inciude recycling. The standard MBE/WBE
preferences would be applied to the evaluation of bids for these services.



nransportanon and Community Development/
Budget and Finance Caommittees

November 14, 1389

Page 2

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Joint Committees accept the attached report and direct staff to:

1. Transmit the report to the Ctty/Coumy Solid Waste Advisory Committee and other interested public
agencies for review and comment in conjunction with other related recydling reports presented on
this day.

Respectfully submitted,

el @

DAVID A. PELSER
Solid Waste Division Manager

§Erfan Apprcved Approved:
|
| - 8
. RS -Qw-«:..h.

| SOLON w:SHM JR. MELVIN H. JOHNS
Assistant City Manager Director of Public Works
Comact Person to Answer Questions: November 14, 1989
DAVID A. PEZLSER, Sclid Waste Division Manager All Districts
449-2043
Rl:cj
RL1-CC8.8
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Gary Van Dorst - Waste Reduction Coordinator
Dennis Kerhulas - Senior Buyer
John Grupe - Administrative Assistant



I. Introduction

Existing Conditions:

Exhibit F of the City/County Solid Waste Advisory Committee Phase
I Recycling Report pertaining to recycling at City facilities
suggests that City government should set the example by recycling
its own waste stream. The City of Sacramentc already conducts

recvcling at selected City facilities.

The City has in place a white office paper racycling progran
occurring at all City facilities where it is feasible. The program
excludes secured facilities such as jails and police stations as
well as those facilities where a limited paper usage makes the
program infeasible. This program reaches approximately 90% of all

office workers.

The City recvcles newsprint and beverage containers at City Hall

in an arrangement with the Sacramento Local Ccnservation Corps

(SLCC) . There are also many informal recyvcling arrangements in .
offices throughout the City. All of the above programs can be
expanded.

Overview

The initial task of expanding a City facility recvcling program -

would be a waste audit of all facilities where waste is generated

or stored. The second task 1is to identify methodologies for-

collection of recycling materials. The third task is to implement,

the recycling at City facilities, in phases if necessary. Finally,

continued technical support, monitoring, and reporting of.

guantities of materials recycled will be required..
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This report analyzes three approaches to recycling at all City
facilities. They are: 1) collection by nen-profit organizations,
2) collection through custodial service contract, and 3) collection
by municipal workers. This report describes each approach and its
relationship to the other approaches in a prioritized hierarchy of
tasks.. '

II. Approaches to Collecting Recyclables at City Facilities

Model Apovroach A: Collection bv Nonprorit Orcanization:

EZxhibit F of the Recycling Implementation Plan suggests the use of
nonprofit groups for the recycling of City facilities whenever
possible. There is precedence for using nonprofits to recycle City
facilities. City Hall 1is currently using the SLCC to recycle
beverace containers and newsprint. Sponsored Dby the City of
Sacramento and the State Department of Conservation, the SLCC
cocllects beverage containers and newsprint on a weekly basis.
Containers are supplied and locatad throughout the facility by the
Solid Waste Division. SLCC labor is funded by the State Departmént

of Conservation undeX a grant.

The above arrangement for recvcling. at City facilities can be
evaluated ﬁo determine whether it should be expended. Staff can
also evaluate other local self reliance organizations to provide
acceptable recycling services for the facility in cuestion. The
waste audit will identify the type and quantity of containers
required. Containers designed <to minimize lcss of materials
through scavenging wilil be supprlied by the City.

~el
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Approach B: Collection Throuch Janitorial Contract

The City of Sacramento contracts out janitorial services for a
large number of its offices. Using our successful program of
recvcling white office paper as a model for recycling the office
waste stream, it may be possible to include the recycling of
materials such as cardboard, newsprint and beverace containers in
the issuance of new custodial service contracts. It may also be
possible to amend existing contracts. Althouch there would be
some added cost attached to contracts that include recycling more

materials, existing custodial staff may be best suited for the

purpose of transporting materials from smaller containers inside

individual offices to larger collection bins either outside .or more

centrally located within office complexes.

Approach C: Municipal Collection

It may not be feasible to recycle all City facilities using either
nonprofit organizations or custodial services. Custodial services
do not operate at many facilities such as parks. Zven where it is

possible to use custodial services to collect racyclables from

-offices for placement in larger exterior bins, the larger bins will

have to be collected for processing and transpor<ation to market.

Under a phased plan, municipal collection personnel may be used at
those facilities where it has been impossible to make use of

Approaches A and B.

III. Phased Implementation

This report provides a proposed budget for the first year of

operation only. It includes another Waste Reduction Coordinator -

position and expenses associated with the purchase of containers




for office complexes. Under Phase I of this plan for
implementation of a City Facility Recycling Program, the Waste
Reduction Coordinator will conduct waste audits of all City

Facilities. Second, the Coordinator will evaluate contracting with

nonprofit organizations and local self-reliance groups wherever .

possible.
BUDGET
Waste Reduction Coordinator (1 FTE)

(includes all benefits, office space,

travel, supplies and expenses) $535,000
Containers, printing, site improvements $15,000.00
TOTAL $70,000.00

Phase II costs cannot be estimated until after Phase I has been
planned <fcor implementation. Bucdgeting for <the expansion or
modification of current custodial contracts will not be possible
until those facilities recycled by nonprofit organizations and
local self-reliance groups have been identified. It is predicted
that funds for Phase II could be budgeted in Fiscal Year 1991/1992.

Phase ITII will consist of municipal collection. It may be possible
to budget for this third and £inal phase for Fiscal Year 1991/1992
1f all facilities to be recycled bv nonprofit organizations and
existing custodial services have been identified prior to Staff
submittal of 91/92 budgets.

IV. Recocmmendations and Conclusions

The phased approach for this program of recycling City facilities
is one which is designed to recognize the priority recommendation
of the Recycling Subcommittee's report to use nonprofit labor
wherever possible in conjunction with minimizing the expense of the

City for the implementation of a program. First year
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implementation is held to the expense of one Waste Reduction
Coordinator and containers. Succeeding years' budgets cannot be
predicted without knowing to what extent nonprofit labor or
custodial contracts will be utilized.

Once a program is in place, it may be possible to cut back on the
amount of Staff time reguired to maintain it. Possibly by the end
of the second. or third year, the staff time allocated could be
reduced to 0.5 FTE (Full Time Equivalent) Waste Reduction
Coordinator.
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Attachmant G

DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 53}3%12451; S'II'JI;EET
CALIFORNIA BUILDIN
GENERAL SERVICES BUILDING FOUR
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 95822-3699
916-449-5548
PS:Admin:90018:RDR:rr DIVISIONS:
March 13, 1990 COMMUNICATIONS

FACILITY MANAGEMENT
FLEET MANAGEMENT
PROCUREMENT SERVICES

Joint Budget and Finance/Transportation and Community Development
Committees

Honorable Members in Session

SUBJECT: Response to Resolution 89-685, Exhibit G, Resolution
Favoring the Procurement of Recycled Goods

SUMMARY

The Dept. of General Services has been asked to review, analyze and
provide recommendations for Resolution 89-685, Exhibit G,
"Establishing a City Procurement Policy Favoring Recycled Goods".

BACKGROUND

- This report examines the components of the proposed procurement
policy, by section.

Section i: Ten Percent Preference

Because of the uncertainties in the recycled market, the Procurement
Services Division feels it may be more expedient and cost effective
for the City to align with existing standards legislated by the State
of California. Currently, the State offers a five percent (5%)
preference for vendors using recycled paper products. In light of the
fact that the City offers a one and one-half percent (1.5%) local
business tax preference and will soon offer a five percent (5%) small
business preference, it is recommended that the Resolution's
preference be modified to five percent (5%) for vendors using
recycled products. In addition, if the City were to utilize the

State's contract for recycled paper, having similar preferences would
be advantageous. :

ZE%



Procurement of Recycled Goods
March 13, 1990
Page 2

Section 2: Review of Specifications and Bidding Process

Rather than conduct a study of the magnitude outlined in Section 2 (b)
the following is recommended:

I. Performance standards will be identified for the items
solicited in each bid. Quotations for both new and recycled
goods will be solicited whenever possible.

II. The bid quotations will be analyzed for performance and cost

factors (including bid preferences) and selection of the
recycled or non-recycled goods will be made accordingly.

Section 3: Target Procurement for Paper Products

The resolution's proposed percentages for recycled paper procurement
exceed the State's requirements. Given the currently limited
resources for recycled paper it may be prudent on the City's part to
not exceed the State's stated capability. Listed below are the

' proposed City percentages and the State's Department of General
Services legislated percentages for future recycled paper
procurement:

City State
January 1, 1991 - 40% January 1, 1990 - 35%
January 1, 1993 - 50% January 1, 1994 - 40%
January 1, 1995 - 60% January 1, 1996 - 50%

The following goals are recommended for the City:

January 1, 1991 - 35%
January 1, 1993 - 40%
January 1, 1995 - 50%

(State Reference: Calif. Public Contract Code, Section 12162 <F>).

While it appears that meeting the above goals is feasible, the
following problems have been identified:

A) It has not been demonstrated that recycled paper can meet the
archival requirements established by the City Clerk's Office
(see " Attachment A"). The State is currently conducting
research in this area and has yet to establish any
conclusions. If the recycled paper is not found to meet
archival requirements, all official Council Agendas will have
to be prepared on non-recycled stock.

B) In the past, the City's Data Management Department has found
that using recycled computer paper has caused difficulties in
the processing of their documents. Computer paper represents
a significant percentage of the City's paper usage. If
recycled paper cannot be used it will affect the City's
ability to reach the stated goals.
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C) The Central Services Section, which handles the City's
printing needs, has not been able to find a brand of recycled
paper which can effectively be run through the City's high
speed copier. While recycled paper has not presented a
problem when run on the offset presses, the intense heat of
the high speed copiers causes the paper to crease. Additional
problems have been identified with recycled paper products
that include post-consumer waste:

Section 4: Certification

As written, the certification section applies to all bids.
Implementing this would seriously inhibit the informal buying process
and effectively end all "telephone" buying. If, however, this
requirement were initially limited to formal bids (purchases over
$25,000), the procurement process could continue to meet its present
turnaround time for all informal and discretionary purchases. The
formal bid process lends itself to the certification process
described. Another consideration is that vendors may be more likely
to comply with certification requirements for the large dollar

. contracts. The sentence regarding certification could be amended to
read:

In formal contracting for goods, materials and products in
which the vendor states that the item(s) in question have
recycled content, the City shall require that the vendor or
contractor certify the percentage of recycled material in each
good or product.

As the program progressed, staff could evaluate and report on the
feasibility of extending the certification process to informal bids.

Section 5: Attachment of Resolution to Solicitations for Bids

It is recommended that initially, instead of attaching the Recycling
Resolution to all bid solicitations, an affidavit ke attached tc all
formal bids. This document would detail the Council's goais and
preferences and state the requirements for qualifying as a vendor of
recycled goods. A similar document, the South Africa Divestment
Affidavit, is currently being attached to all formal bids.

As stated above, as the program progressed, staff could evaluate and
report on the feasibility of extending the certifications and
preferences to informal bids.
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Section 6: Reporting

In order to assess the financial impact of the recycling preference
and progress towards the recycling goals, Procurement Services will
prepare reports using the FOCUS reports of the City's Local
Government Financial System (LGFS) at least twice a year. Staff will
also, in conjunction with Finance Department, assist the Solid Waste
Division in developing a City-wide reporting format.

FINANCIAIL DATA

It is difficult to measure the potential direct and indirect costs of
a policy that favors the procurement of recycled goods. With the
institution of preferences, the City will possibly pay as much as
five percent (5%)--or ten percent (10%) if the original proposal is
maintained-- more in some instances to procure recycled goods.

Based on initial research, it may be necessary in many instances to
purchase from vendors outside the Sacramento area to obtain recycled
goods and materials (Reference: Recycled Products Guide, American
Recycling Market Inc. This is the only guide of this nature known to
the City's Procurement Services Division.) Doing so may well remove
City dollars from the Sacramento area and counter the Council's
stated interest in contracting with local businesses.

Indirect costs would be incurred in additional Procurement staff time
required to add recycled requirements to bid specifications and
bidding processes for goods, materials, and supplies. In order to
address the additional staff time which will be required to address
the elements identified in the procurement policy favoring recycled
goods, the Procurement Services Division is requesting that a Buyer
Trainee be added to the Purchasing Section in the FY 1990-91 budget
process. The Buyer Trainee will be used to handle routine purchasing
functions, thereby allowing the more experienced buyers to address
the elements required by the City's special procurement initiatives
(e.g. recycled goods; minority, women and small business programs).
Buyers will need to develop expertise in developing recycled product
specifications and in researching, locating and certifying recycled
goods and vendors. '

POLICY MATTERS

The issue of balancing preferences must also be considered. The City
has an existing preference for businesses located within the City
limits of one and one half percent (1.5%) and a five percent (5%) bid
preference has been approved for the Small Business Economic
Opportunity Program. If the ten percent (10%) preference for vendors
using recycled products is adopted a sixteen and one half percent
(16.5%) preference is possible. If the recommended five percent (5%)
preference is adopted the the maximum preference would be eleven and
one half percent (11.5%). As stated above, the five percent-
preference also allows the City to be consistent with the State's
preference for recycled paper.
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MBE/WBE

If vendors outside the Sacramento area have to be used extensively to
procure recycled goods, local M/WBE businesses could be negatively
impacted.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the following changes be made to the proposed
City Procurement Policy Favoring Recycled Goods:

1. That the City adopt the five percent (5%) preference
established by the State in lieu of the ten percent (10%)
preference proposed in the Council's Resolution;

2. That the five percent (5%) preference for vendors using
recycled goods and materials be based on meeting performance
standards for each bid:;

3. That the target procurement goals for paper products be
revised to be more consistent with the State's goals;

4. That the certification section apply to formal written bids
only and that the text be amended to read "In formal
contracting for goods, materials and products in which the
vendor states that the item(s) in question have recycled
content, the City shall require that the vendor or contractor
certify the percentage of recycled material in each good or
product.";

5. That an affidavit detailing the recycling program requirements
be attached to all formal bid solicitations.

6. That reporting mechanisms be set up by General Services and
Finance in cooperation with Solid Waste to track City-wide
procurement of recycled goods and materials as well as vendors
who use recycled materials; and

7. That an additional staff position, Buyer Trainee, be
considered in the FY 1990-91 budget process. This position
will handle routine purchasing functions, thereby allowing the
more experienced buyers time to address the elements of the
recycled procurement policy and other special procurement
policies (minority, women and small business programs).
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mitted,

irector of G ral rvices

Recommendation Approved:

&%OLON WISHAM JR.
ssistant City Manager

Contact Person to March 13, 1990
Answer Questions:

ROBBIN RANDOLPH, PROCUREMENT SERVICES MANAGER -
449-5551
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ATTACHMENT A

QUFFICE OQF THLE
CITY CLERK

VALERIE A. BURROWES
CITY CLERK

ANNE J. MASON
ASSISTANT CITY CLERK

TANICE M. BEAMAN
DEPUTY CITY CLERK

* SACRAMENTO

Ociober 24, 1989

(RS UREEY
KOO M
D13 STHNE

NACKAX

NTO. Ca
938142071

ADMINISTRATION
D164 <3799

GUPERSTION STRVICES
U4 39-3420

SPECIALIZED SERVICES

D104 22R200

MEMORANDUM
TO: Reggie Young, Depuiv Dire,710r- - Office of Field Services
FROM: Valerie Burrowes, City C'CZ} e

SUBJECT: Archival Standards Relating 0 Paper and Ink

by

The City Clerk’s Office requests that recvcled paper, copy machine toner anc inked ribbons
not be purcnased and used in the City of Sacramento because proven archival siandards
have not been established. Archivai records may be defined as "the non-current records of
an organizauon which have enduring v*h.c They arc records worihv of permanent
preservation because of the imporiance of their information for conuiauing administrative,
legal, or fiscal purposes, or for historicai or other research. As this office does not as yet
have a program to transfer an image onto disk or film, all current 2nd non-current records
have an cndurmg value. The Federal Government is currently working on laws which will
specify standards for paper, toner and ink (0 be used in the creation of permanent records.

This office has checked with the Caiifornia State Archives and was informed that a3 study,
which is available through the Archives’ Iniormation Center, concluded that standards for
paper permanence included "a pH of 7.5 10 10.3, at least 2 2 percent calcium carbonate
reserve in the paper, and the absence of lignin or groundwood pulp”. Specifications for
papers meeting these standards have been published by the American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) and the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM).

As for inked ribbons, several inks are considered to have long-term stability when used in
combination with permanent papers, including inks with a carbon black base. Of equal
concermn, however, are the inks and toners used in typewriter ribbons, copy machines and
all computer printers. A useful reference for the selection of archival quality inks, toners,
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and the reprographic process is the Printing Ink Manual, 3rd ediuon, 1979, London:
Northwood Books.

This office has a legal opinion from the City Attorney stating that, Resolutions, Ordinances,
minutes, agreements and contracts will always be permanent records (hard copy) regardless
what type of record retention medium is used. Therefore, it will not be feasible for the
City to use recycled materials when dealing with Council items or the above permanent
records. Further, if it is purchased, employees will, not knowingly, use whatever is in the

machine and not change the recycled material to permanent record- matcnal when preparing
C0unc11 items, agreements Or contracts.

cc: Robin Randolph
Denns Kerhulas
Walt Slipe

CCO: 89031



ATTACHMENT H

OFFICE OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO

CITY ATTORNEY CALIFORNIA

JAMES P. JACKSON
CITY ATTORNEY

THEODORE H. KOBEY. JR. March 13, 1990
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY

SR. DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEYS:
SAMUEL L. JACKSON
WILLIAM P. CARNAZZO
GARLAND E. BURRELL. JR.

Budget and Finance/Transportation
and Community Development Committees
Council Chambers

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Proposed Resolution Directing City Lobbyist
to Convey City's Support for State Legislation

which Promotes Recycling
Honorable Members in Session:

STMMARY

921 TENTH STREET
“TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO. Ca
95814-2694

916-449-5346

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEYS:
LAWRENCE M. LUNARDINI
DIANE B. BALTER
RICHARD F. ANTOINE
TAMARA MILLIGAN-HARMON
RICHARD E. ARCHIBALD
KATHLEEN L. McCORMICK
TIMOTHY N. WASHBURN
SABRI{NA M. THOMPSON

The City Attorney's office has been directed to review and
comment on the Solid Waste Advisory Committee's (SWAC) proposed
resolution "Directing City Lobbyist to Convey City's Support for

State Legislation which Promotes Recycling.”

BACXGROUND

SWAC's prcposed legislative policy is expressed as follows:

II. Legislative Policy

The City Council shall express
Legislature, the Governor, the Congress,

the
or

the President, as appropriate, the Council's

support of proposed statutes

would

facilitate implementation of the policies and
plans recommended by the City recycling sub-
committee and adopted by the City Council, in

order to reduce the waste .stream, to reuse .

materials, and to recycle renewable and non-
renewable resources.
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and Community Development Committees
Page 2

Currently, the City's policy on support of pending county,
state and federal legislation is outlined in the "Organization and
Procedures Manual on Legislative Matters Affecting the City of
Sacramento”. This document is dated March, 1977 and was adopted
by resolution. The procedures manual directs the City legislative
representative (LR) to review bills that directly or indirectly
affect the City of Sacramento. The LR then prepares a notice and
brief description of the measure and circulates this among the
affected City departments. Those departments then have 15 working
days to prepare a brief factual report on the significant features
of the bill and the possible effects upon the department. Those
reports are submitted to the LR who then brings the matter before
the Council Committee on Law and Legislation with a recommendation
as to whether or not to support the bill. The Committee then votes
on whether or not to reccmmend that the Council express its support
for the bill.

The LR, the Committee, and the City Council, when making the
recommendations and decisions on whether to support the various
bills, are guided by the policy guidelines outlined in the
procedures manual. Currently those guidelines state the following
regarding Solid Waste management:

7.3

8]

nvironmental Protection.

It shall be the policy of- the City : of
Sacramento to support legislation which will:

(d) Establish practical environmental
standards in the areas of 1land use, air
quality, water quality and solid waste
management. Such standards should be based on
detailed technical data not requiring improve-
ments beyond the state of current technology
and recognizing the fiscal impact of
compliance with these standards.

Additionally, there is a policy regarding energy conservation
and development. This policy is stated as follows:

7.4 Energy Conservation and Development.

It shall be the policy of the City of
Sacramento to support legislation which will:
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Budget and Finance/Transportation
and Community Development Committees
Page 3

(a) Conserve our dwindling energy sources and
develop alternate sources. The State should
provide funding for programs to develop
feasible methods of utilizing solar and other
nonfossil energy sources. This effort should
include incentives for private sector
develcopment as well as grants from federal and
state government for public sector development
efforts.

(b) Conserve existing energy sources by the

establishment by the state of econcmically

justified efficiency and utilization

standards. These standards should recognize

the fiscal impact of compliance with the
; : proposed standards.

It is the reccmmendation of the City Attormey's office that
the appropriate place for instituting a policy such as that
ocutlined by the SWAC would be to amend the prccedures manual to
reflect the desired language. It is possible to construe the

/ already stated policies as outlined above to include support for

: recvcling measurses. If, however, the City Council wishes to be
more specific as outlined in the proposed resolution, the City
Council should either modify or amend these already existing
pclicies in the procedures manual, keeping the established
prccedure of c1rcula»1ng the pertinent bills thrcugh the affected
City departments and having the Committee vote on those bills for
recommendation to the City Council. 1In that manner, we can insure
that no bill will inadvertently be supported which may have severe
negative effects on any of the City departments.

FINANCIAL DATA
None.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

Established City policy mandates that proposed legislation be
reviewed by affected City departments, the CcCity Leglslatlve
Representative, and a Council Committee prior to the expression of
City support. Guidelines exist which can be modified to reflect

the proposed SWAC legislative policy. This change to City policy
is ocutlined above.

MBE/WBE

s None.
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RECOMMENDATION

The City Attorney's office recommends that the City Council
not adopt the SWAC's proposed resolution as formulated, but
instead, should the Council choose to do so, direct this office to
amend the Organization and Procedures Manual on Legislative Matters
Affecting the City of Sacramento to reflect the policy suggested
by SWAC.

Respectfully submitted,
JAMES P. JACKSON, City Attorney

4/4§Z;£>Wu4\cx ’47"7L‘UY“f330Y\

SABRINA M. THOMPSON
Deputy City Attorney

CONTACT PERSON:

Sabrina M. Thompson, Deputy
City Attorney - 449-5346

March 13, 1990
All Districts
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ATTACHMENT 1

DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 1231 [ STREET

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT CALIFORNIA ROOM 200
SACRAMENTO., CA
95814-2998

March 13, 1990 -
BUILDING INSPECTIONS

Budget and Finance Committee 916-449-3716
Transportation and Community PLANNING
Develcpment Committee 916~449-3604

Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Sessicn:

SUBJECT: Environmental Coordination for Recycling and Solid Waste
Reducticn

SUMMARY

The Environmental Services Division has analyzed the environmental
raview process for Sclid Waste reduction mitigation measures that
can be incorporated into the process. Those measures include
raquiring a plan for waste reduction and recycling and a review of
the plan through the EIR or Negative Declaration. .

BACXGROUND INFORMATION

Currently, all Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) contain a section
regarding impacts to Public Services, which includes solid waste.
To bring our environmental review in line with the proposed solid
waste review prcgrams, the Environmental Services Division will now
require in the EIR Scope of Work a detailed plan indicating
measures that all projects will incorporate in their design to both
recduce the waste stream and to recycle material in accordance with
City policy. Those projects which are not subject to an EIR but
reviewed through the Negative Declaration process will contain, as
part of the project, the means to reduce the waste stream and
recycle materials, in accordance with design guidelines and zoning
ordinance requirements. If the project doces not provide such a
plan, the project will not receive clearance until a plan is
submitted and approved.

~. ,9@



FINANCIAL DATA

If there is an identifiable increase in review cost, the added cost
will be borne by the project proponent.

POLICY MATTER

This action is consistent with policies regarding the reduction of
the waste stream and promotion of recycling.

MBE/WBE

Not applicable.

RECOMMENDATION

This item is for information only. No action is required at this
time.

Respectfully submitted,

Michael M. Davis, 72771'2
Director of Planning
and Development

Sl Diho 21

SOLON WISHAM, JR.
ASSISTANT CITY ER

MMD:LP
City-wide
March 13, 1990

Contact Persoﬁ:

Sue Jeffery,: Associate Planner
449-2037



EXHIBIT J

DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 5730 - 24TH STREET
GENERAL SERVICES CALIFORNIA BUILDING FOUR
SACRAMENTO, CA
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 95822-3699
916-449-5548
DIVISIONS:
March 13, 1990 ' COMMUNICATIONS

FACILITY MANAGEMENT
FLEET MANAGEMENT
PROCUREMENT SERVICES

Joint Budget and Finance/Transportation and Community Development
Comnmittees

Honorable Members in Session

SUBJECT: Response to Resolution 89-685, Exhibit J, Exploring
Cooperative Purchasing Of Various Size Garbage Cans With
Other Governmental Agencies including the City of San
Jose

SUMMARY

The Dept. of General Services has been asked to review,
analyze and provide recommendations for Resolution 89-685,
Exhibit J, regarding possible cooperative purchasing
agreements with other governmental agencies, including the

City of San Jose, for the acquisition of various size garbage
containers.

At the Joint Committee's direction, two recycling education
program workshops were held on the evenings of December 7,
1989 and February 1, 1990, to provide a forum for interested
citizens/agencies to receive additional information from staff
regarding relevant recycling issues and to provide their input
to staff and subsequently to the Joint Committee on the

proposed Recycling "package". Staff received no comments on
Exhibit J.

BACKGRQUND

In considering cooperatlve purcha51ng of garbage containers
several concerns arise:

1) 10,000 garbage containers were recently purchased by the
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City, completing the City's current automated waste
collection system container requirements.

2) Due to their customized features (our specifications &
the City's name on the containers), City of Sacramento
garbage containers do not easily lend themselves to being
"traded" with another governmental agency without
incurring significant cost for refurbishment
(cleaning/sanitizing) and re-identification of the
containers. Such a trade would entail sending the
containers back to the City's vendor for refurbishment
and re-identification.

As requested, the City of San Jose was contacted about a
possible cooperative purchasing arrangement. However, since
their waste removal is contracted out to a private company
(Waste Management, Inc.). Consequently, the City of San Jose
does not have a need for garbage containers utilized by the
City of Sacramento at this time.

The County of Sacramento was also contacted. They indicated
that at present they are not interested in a cooperative
purchasing agreement with the City for containers. However,
they did express an interest in the possibility of a future
agreement of this nature.

FINANCIAL TMPACT

Cooperative purchase of garbage containers required by the
City with another governmental agency might result in some
savings on future requirements. The advantage, if any, could
only be determined when the quantity of the next City "buy"
is known.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
When available purchasing staff will utilize cooperative

purchasing procedures authorized by Section 57,402 of the City
Code.

MBE/WBE
In the event of a future cooperative purchasing agreement full

consideration will be given to M/WBE firms.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is staff's recommendation to the Joint Committee not to
pursue implementation of a cooperative purchasing agreement
for garbage containers at this time, as the City has no
current need in this area. When the So0lid Waste's next



requirement for garbage containers comes about, staff will
explore the possibility of cooperative purchasing with the
State or another local agency.

Recommendation Approved:

OLON WISHAM JR.
Assistant City Manager

Contact Person to
Answer Questions:

ROBBIN RANDOLPH, PROCUREMENT SERVICES MANAGER
449-5551 ’
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ATTACHMENT K

DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO CITY HALL
FINANCE CALIFORNIA ROOM 104

915 I STREET
REVENUE DIVISION SACRAMENTO, CA

March 5, 1990 95814-2696
RAS0044 :IM: 1dm

916-449-5454

Joint Budget and Finance/Transportation
and Cammunity Development Committee
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: RECYCLING SERVICES AS A CONDITION OF COMMERCIAL SOLID WASTE
COLLECTION PERMIT RENEWAL

SWMMARY

It is requested that the Joint Committee concur and recommend the City
Council allow staff 180 days to develop a procedure to verify that commercial
waste haulers meet recycling goals established by the City Council.

BACKGROUND

On November 14, 1989, staff sulmitted a report on recycling services as
a condition of commercial solid waste collection permit renewal. At the
November 14, 1989 meeting staff recommended that the report be transmitted to
the City's Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) for review and later comment
at a public hearing. At that time, staff also recommended conducting a public
educational workshop to inform the public, ard interested agencies, of the
rationale for staff's recomrendations. Two recycling educational programs were
held, one on the afternoon of December 7, 1989; the second workshop in the
evening of February 1, 1990. Workshop participants did not object to recycling
as a condition to obtaining a commercial refuse collector's permit as long as
their reports on tonnage be kept confidential.

Prior to enactment of City ordinances to mandate commercial permittee
recycling, City staff requires additional information. Additionally, several
practical issues should be cansidered before proposing the conditions ocutlined
in the Solid Waste Advisory Cammittee (SWAC) Phase I Report, Exhibit X.

First, the City should inventory all the commercial waste haulers operating
in the City. Several commercial waste haulers operate in the City without
permits. : ‘

Secand, the City should survey the commercial waste haulers to obtain

information about what data is available. For example, can the commercial
haulers readily identify City accounts? Do the commercial haulers' routes cross
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Joint Budget and Finance/ Transportation
and Canmmnity Development Canmittee
March 5, 1990

Page 2

City/County lines? If so, reporting on the City recycling program may be
difficult.

Third, can the City require companies to publicly release data concerning
tonnage hauled ard recycled? Would the public disclosure of tonnage picked up
ard recycled also provide competitors with proprietary information?

Meetings should be held between the licensed commercial waste haulers, the
City's legal staff, Revenue Division staff, and Public Works Department staff
to determine the most effective method(s) of ensuring commercial waste recycling.

FINANCIAL DATA

The financial impact of regulating commercial waste haulers cammot be
determined at this time.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

If a determination is made  to reguiate -the recycling activities of
comnercial waste haulers, 1t may be necessary to enact a funding mechanism to
finance commercial recycling implementation.

MBE/WBE EFFORTS

Not applicable.

RECOMMENDATION

It is requested that the Joint Committee concur ard recommend the City
Council allow the Reverme Division arnd Public Works Department staff 180 days
to meet with legal staff and comnercial waste haulers to develop a procedure for
verifying that comrercial waste haulers meet the recycling goals established by
City Council Resolutiocn No. 89-685.

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED:

LON WISHAM, JR.
ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER

CONTACT PERSON: Iouls Myles, Acting Revermie Mamager, 449-5724

March 13, 1990
All Districts
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PAGES 238 THROUGH 257 HAVE INTENTIONALLY BEEN EXCLUDED FROM
THIS DOCUMENT. THESE PAGES WERE INCLUDED IN THE JOINT
COMMITTEE REPORT ON MARCH 13, ITEM #2. THIS REPORT, IN ITS
ENTIRETY, IS AVAILABLE FOR YOUR REVIEW IN THE OFFICE OF THE CITY
CLERK, ROOM 304, CITY HALL, 915 I STREET, SACRAMENTO.
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