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

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, 1990. 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; 

2. Staff implementation of a Phase I 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. 

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

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

5. 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). 

6. 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. 

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

8. 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. 

9. 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, 

Attachments
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SUBJECT: MATTERS RELATED TO STAFF REVIEW, ANALYSIS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE 
SOLID WASTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S PHASE I 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 Council 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 
title of "Matters Related to Staff Review, Anaiysis, and Recommendations on the Solid Waste Advisory 
Committee's Phase I 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 I 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 auto-lift" 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 SWAG 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 

The recommendation for this report is located on page 234. 

Design Ordinance — Attachment E 

SWAC Exhibit/Resolution E recommended that City staff develop procedures whereby future 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 SWAG 
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 also 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 recycling methods at all City facilities. City 
Attachment F contains a City staff (General Services/Solid 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 reasons. 
Recycling at City facilities, other than offices, 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 also recommended that the City should extend a 10% preference to recycled products. The Purchasing 
Division 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 Legislation 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 I 

SWAC Resolution I 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 will 
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 Varietiof 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 concerns 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.

4-
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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. 

MBEMBE 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, 

RECOMMEND TION.APPROVED:
	

APPROVED: 

Contact Person:
	

March 13, 1990 
Reginald Young, Deputy Director of Public Works
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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 939 (Sher) and dictated by the 
mandates of City Council Resolution #89-685. This resolution launches a major effort to change the way our 
citizens handle their waste in order to reduce the quantities that must ultimately 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, retail 
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.



March 13, 1990 
Budget and Finance/Transportation 
and Community Development Committees 
Page 2 

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 framework 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 (RFO) 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 report, 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 mulching; 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 recyclables. 

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. 

Recyclino 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 turning 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.

ci
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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.

Respectfully submitted, 

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED: 	 APPROVED: 

Ve\(\ sa4,"" 
on Wisham, Jr.

Assistant City Manager 

Contact Person: 
Reginald Young, Deputy Director of Public Works 
449-5283

Melvin H. Johnson 
Director of Public 

March 13, 1990 
All Districts
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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 collection of commingled 
recyciables 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 titled 'Program Alternatives 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 (SWAG) 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



Transportation and Community Development/ 
Budget and Finance Committees 
March 13, 1990 
Page 2 

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 recydables 
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 Seattle 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 learned 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 is 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. Although 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 result 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 multifamily 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 (AB939), (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.
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Assistant City Manager
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Director of Public 
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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, 

DAVID A. PELSER 
Solid Waste Division Manager 

Recommendation Approved: 	 Approved: 

Contact Person to	 March 13, 1990 
Answer Questions:	 All Districts 

DAVID A. PELSER, SOUD WASTE DIVISION MANAGER 
449-2043
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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 document transmits the Program Alternatives and Proposed Implementation Plan for Residential Curbside 
Recycling in response to Resolution No. 89-685 adopted by the Council on August 29, 1989. 

BACKGROUND  

See attached report. 

FINANCIAL DATA 

The implementation of a curbside recycling program will have significant fiscal impact 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 89-685, (2) the type of residential 
curbside recycling program to implement, (3) the cost of implementation of such a program, and (4) the 
implementation schedule. 

MBE/WBE 

Not applicable. 

RECOMMENDATION  

It is recommended that the Joint Committees direct City staff to transmit this report to the CitYs Solid Waste 
Advisory Committee and .other interested pubfic agencies for a review and comment period along with other) 
recycling reports presented this day.,



SOLON WISHAM. JR. 
Assistant Cay Manager

MELVIN H. JOHNSC 
Director of Public Wcrica 
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Respectfully submitted. 

- 

DAVID A. PELSER 
Solid Waste Division Manager 

Recommendation Approved:	 Approved: 

Corruscr. Parson to
	 November 14, 1989 

Answer Cuestons:
	 All Districz 

DAVID A. PELSE.R, SOLID WASTE DIVISION MANAGER 
449-2044
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Recommendation Approved: 

SOLON WISHAM, JR. 
Assistant CIty Manager
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MELVIN H. JOHNS° 
Director of Public 

Transportation and Community Development/ 
Budget and Finance Committees 
November 14, 1989 
Page 2

Respectfully submitted.
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Solid Waste Division Manager 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In response to State legislation and City Council action, staff has designed a curbside recycling program 

to serve 25% of the City's households. Following a review of the operational principles guiding the 

program design, the report describes the types of recyclable materials which might be collected and 

discusses the markets for each. The report then analyzes four alternatives fcr curbside collection, ranging 

from source separation by the householder to fully automated collection of commingled recyclables. A 

cost analysis of the various alternatives is included. This report recommends 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 auto-lifr container. The implementation of automatic lift 

recycling is recommended for the City of Sacramento's pilot curbside collection program. 

Participation in the program, as proposed, will be voluntary. Opportunity to participate will be equally 

available to all households within the program area. regardless of demogra phic factors. The addition of 

3.50 FTE will be required for program implementation. Total program costs are estimated at $2.2 million. 

This wiil require a Solid Waste rate increase for all residential customers. It is recommended that the cost 

of the curbside recycling program be shared by all City households. even :hough nct all are receiving 

the service. This is customary procedure for City services such as recycling, which have a 'universe 

benefit. 

If the 24.000 households served may be considered a *pilot program" for the purposes of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CECA), curbside program implementation could begin approximately 12 

months after City Council approval. Full implementation, with containers delivered to all participating 

households. would require a total of 22 months. If, however, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is 

required. initial implementation could not begin until after December of 1990. This schedule is dictated 

by procurement and personnel selection procedures. The time line can be accelerated if exceptions are 

made to the competitive bidding process; however, any such changes may result in significant increases 

in cost.

1
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IL INTRODUCTION 

Purpose and Background: AB 1462. which passed on September 18, 1987, established State Government 

Code Section 66790.5. subdivision (1), requiring that the County of Sacramento's Solid Waste Management 

Plan, as revised during or after 1988, include both a goal of recycling 20% of the entire County's waste 

stream and the specific actions the County will take to meet that goal. In 1987, Governor Deukmejian 

signed into law AB 1462. which required that all County Solid Waste Management Plans include a goal 

of recycling 20% of the total waste stream. The legislation, now codified in Government Code Section 

66790.5. also mandated specific actions to be taken toward meeting that goal. By approval of Resolution 

No. 88-646. the City Council ratified the 1988 Sacramento County revision of its Solid Waste Management. 

Plan, which incorporated the requirements of the new law. In further support 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 resolution 

also instructed the City/County Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) to work with staff and the 

County Resource Recovery Task Force in the development of a report to meet the statutory 20% 

recycling goal. and to submit that report to the City Council no later than June 1, 1989. 

Cn November 9. 1988. the Sacramento City Council adopted Resolution No. 88-973 establishing the 

Sacramento City Recycling Subcommittee to assist SWAC in the development of a recycling action plan. 

On June 1. 1989. SWAC submitted a report to the City Council recommending the adoption of specific 

recycling goals. Based upon that report. the City Council adopted Resolution No. 89-685 on August 29. 

1989. This resolution established a 70% landfill avoidance and recycling goal by 1999 and directed staff 

to prepare an implementation plan for a curbside recycling program. including the costs of alternative 

programs. This Sacramento City Curbside Proposed Recycling Report is intended to provide the Council 

with an implementation plan. including an analysis of costs associated with various recycling options. 

Appendix A includes copies of the City Council resolutions referenced above. 
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III. OPERATIONAL PRINCIPLES 

CRITERIA 

The design and implementation of the curbside recycling program, required by City Council Resolution 

88-665. is predicated upon the following criteria: 

1. The program shall serve at least 25% of the City's residential households 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 shall provide an equal opportunity to participate for the households it 

serves. 

4. The program shall be flexible. 

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

5.	 No disabled exemptic,s shall be granted for the curbside recycling program. 

The City currently collects solid waste from 93.000 households, i.e. fourplexes, triplexes. duplexes. and 

single-family dwellings. It is projected that the number of households served will increase to 95,000 by 

the time curbside recycling is implemented. Hence, the curbside recycling program must, at a minimum, 

serve 24.000 households to comply with its 25% requirement. 

The Cry's goals are to recycle 30% of our waste stream by January 1, 1992. and to achieve 70% landfill 

avoidance by 1999. The curbside collection of household recyclables must contribute significantly to 

these ambitious goals. The curbside program must focus on materials for which there are proven 

markets to ensure that recycling indeed means reuse. However, it will be necessary to recover large 

quantities of the selected materials in order to approach our goals. Thus, the recycling program must 

be designed to accommodate the collection of the largest, practicable amount of materials. 

The Cry currently grants disabled exemptions for regular garbage collection to those residents physically 

incapable of bringing their garbage containers to the curb. We do not propose a similar disabled 

exemption for the curbside recycling program. State law requires the weekly collection of regular refuse, 

3
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but recyclables are normally set out between two and four times per month, depending upon the 

collection alternative selected. If disabled exemptions were to be allowed, the drivers of the recycling 

vehicles 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 recyclables. 

When the curbside recycling program is in place, neighborhood block 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 

recyclabies. Larger multi-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 neighborhood, the major program elements will be uniform for all targeted 

households. 

The program must also be designed to allow for changing conditions. It must be able to accommodate 

the introduction and collection of new materials as markets for these materials are established. Vehicle 

design, processing systems, processing facilities, and event contracts should have built-in flexibility to 

allow for the inevitable system changes. 

There are many existing recycling facilities within the City. The various facilities consist of buy-back and 

drop-off centers and charity groups. The purpose of a curbside recycling program shall not be to 

displace or replace the legitimate 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 principles that will be utilized as guides in the design of a curbside 

recycling program. Included among these are positions on: 

1.	 Non-privatization of collection. 

The use of non-profit agencies.

4



3. Joint City/County curbside recycling. 

4. Joint City/County marketing. 

5. Scavenging. 

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

1. The curbside recycling program collection function will be implemented by employees of the City's 

Solid Waste Division. The City Council has previously rejected the concept of privatizing its 

household waste collection services. The privatization of governmental services is a philosophical 

policy issue, as opposed to an issue that can be analyzed by using established verifiable criteria. 

2. The storage and processing of recyciabies may be done by either private or public operations. 

Based on City Council approval of Resolution 89-582. which authorized staff to solicit Request-

for-Qualifications (RFC's) from private interest groups willing to provide an alternative disposal to 

direct haul, either a private or public operation is deemed appropriate. 

3. The City will operate an independent recycling collection system under the aegis of its Solid 

Waste Division. As a result of the. City's current separate coilection of garden refuse, the 

difference in City and County waste characteristics, and current recycling methods, the two 

agencies should continue to operate separate collection systems. However, joint processing 

and/or marketing of recyclables could be beneficial to both entities. 

4. A materials recovery facility (MRF) can be designed. constructed, and operated by the City. 

private enterprise, a joint powers (City/County) authority, and/or self-reliance groups. For 

purposes of the cost analysis in this report, a contract with an outside entity to provide MRF 

services has been assumed. 

5. City-sponsored pilot curbside recycling programs have experienced the theft of recyclables set 

cut for curbside collection. Scavenging undermines the program's economics and the morale 

of participants. For this reason, a strong anti-scavenging ordinance must be developed and 

enforced. The ordinance should be designed to apply only to theft from curbs on the designated 

collection day. A vigorous public education effort must be combined with enforcement. The 

C'cry's current anti-scavenging ordinance is included in Attachment 3, along with examples of 

ordinances from other jurisdictions.

5
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6.	 The City will provide the citizens with containers for the collection of recyclable materials. 

ANALYSIS OF WASTE CHARACTERISTICS 

The City of Sacramento has conducted waste characterization studies every year since 1974 (except 1984 

arid 1986). In April of 1989, R. W. Beck and Associates conducted a comprehensive 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, self-haul and residential — were randomly 

selected. The City's separate collection of 64,763.9 tons of yard and garden refuse for calendar year 

1988 was factored into both the table reflecting the waste sorted at the City Landfill and the aggregate 

table of waste generated throughout the County. Results of the R. W. Beck Waste Composition Study 

are included in Appendix C. 

Comparison of Beck Study 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 validates the other. This 

level of agreement between the studies is important in assessing general trends over the long term. Such 

trends include an increase in plastics in our waste stream, 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 results obtained by the City 

of Sacramento's Waste Characterization Studies. The composition of the City's residential waste stream 

is summarized in Figure 3.1 on page 7. 

FEASIBLE. WASTE DIVERSION  

The Beck report estimates the current recyoling 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 limits. While we may use 

this rate for certain planning purposes, it is important to recognize that a sec.arate comprehensive study 

would be required in order to project a reliable estimate of the current recycling rate in the City. Such 

a study would be a major undertaking; 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.
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The Beck report is helpful in excioring rrany zuesticns regarding the Ca./ waste =earn. For exampl 

how mucn material is recoverable beycnc P...e current level of recyding? How much of the mat 

remaining in our residential waste stream ccuic e targeted for coilecton in a residential o • side 

recyc:ing program? These ouesdons are examined in detail in the table below. 

TABLE 3.2 

RECOVERABLE MATERIAL 

% cif Resiciential % of Total 
Waste Stream Tons Waste Stream 

Old Newsprint 5.71 12. 4.87 

PET Bottles .19 347 . •	 ..10 

(=lass I 

Refillable Beverage Containers 0.00 
CA Retemotion 1.60 •2. 9.6 1.16 
CA Non-Aedemption 2.2 4, 1 82 1.56 

Metal

Aluminum Cans *	 .	 ... 548 .25 
Tin Cans .. 2.:32 .es 
El-Metal Cans

- vIP-
0 

ld (...-drh.:gated Cardboard (OCC) 	 , 

Total (of Residential Waste Stream) 	 :6.00' 
i

6.10 2.74 

11.57 

Total (of Residential Waste Strea	 ot 12.20 8.93 
Inc-....uding OCC) 

NOTE: The percentage of 	 rais recoverable from our total waste stream is 11.67% inciuding °CC% 
8.92% not inciudin- •CC.

The atie ex:modal the amount of material rect:verable by multiplying Cle percentage of each waste 
stream cbmpone (i.e. newspaper. aiurnir.um. etc.) by the disposed tor:rage in the residential waste 

stream fcr the	 calencar.year. Several details should be noted for dardidation: 

1.	 se tortrage figures and the percentages rec:...-verable apply onfy to the residential wave 
earn, not the total wave =earn. Only the last two lines in the table quantity the amount of 

waste recoverable in terh^s of the ZcJ wave stream. 
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The Beck report is helpful in exploring many questions regarding the City waste stream. For example, 

how much material is recoverable beyond the current level of recycling? How much of the material 

remaining in our residential waste stream could be targeted for collecton in a residential curbside 

recycling program? These questions are examined in detail in the table below. 

TABLE 3.2 

RECOVERABLE MATERIAL 

% of Residential % of Total 
Waste Stream Tons Waste Stream 

Old Newsprint 6.71 12,257 4.87 

PET Bottles .19 347 .10 

Class

Refillable Beverage Containers 0.00 
CA Redemption 1.60 2.948 1.16 
CA Non-Redemption 2.20 4,182 1.66 

Metal

Aluminum Cans .30 548 .25 
Tin Cans 1.20 2,132 .85 
Ei-Metal Cans 0.00 0 

Cld Cc.:rrugated Cardboard (CCC) 3.78 6,910 2.74 

Total 16.00 11.57 

Total (Not Including OCC) 12_20 8.93 

,

The table extrapolates the amount of material recoverable by multiplying the percentage of each waste 

stream component (i.e. newspaper, aluminum, etc.) by the disposed tonnage in the residential waste 

stream fcr the 15€8 calendar year. Several details should be noted fcr clarification: 

1. These tonnage figures and the percentages recoverable apply only to the residential waste 
stream, not the total waste stream_ Only the last two lines in the table quantify the amount of 

waste recoverable in terms of the total waste stream. 

8
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2. Some curbside programs include OCC. Total percentages of recoverable materials for the 

residential and the total waste streams are provided, both including OCC, and excluding it. from 

curbside collection. 

3. The table does not project the amount or percentage of materials that will be recycled by a 

program. It only identifies what could be recovered if 100% of the materials identified in the table 

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

below. 

Predicting the amount of materials which will be recovered in a residential curbside collection program 

is very difficult. After studying recovery rates and waste composition from other communities, we have 

estimated that a residential curbside program in Sacramento might collect 31% of the materials available. 

That is. approximately 9,075 tons/year of recyclables might be collected City-wide if OCC 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 total waste stream without cardboard. Other communities have reduced their total waste streams 

by 4% to 5%. Since Sacramento has a disproportionately high percentage of yard waste compared to 

other communities. these comparisons are reasonable. Materials already being recycled are not reflected 

in the waste characterization studies. 

FF.ECUENCY OF COLLECTION 

Coileo:ion of recyciables is normally done on a weekly, biweekly, or monthly basis. The timing of the 

curbside collection may coincide with the regular garbage pickup day cr .1 may be scheduled for a 

separate day. Same day collection, with the regular garbage pickup, is the ;referred alternative in order 

to maximize participation. It is easiest for residents to remember when to put out their recyclables if that 

day coincides with regular refuse pick-up. Residents are likely to recycle a higher volume of materials 

if they do not have to store them for longer than a week. According to 1987 research conducted for the 

Cty of Los Angeles, participation levels for weekly programs are an average of 35% higher than for 

biweekly programs: 151% higher than for monthly programs. According to the Los Angeles Recycling 

Implementation Plan. recovery levels for weekly programs are 20% to 40% higher than biweekly programs. 

Thus. mcst curbside recycling programs opt for weekly collection in order to maximize participation and 

the volume of materials recovered. However, the added cost of week!), collection, versus biweekly or 

monthly collection, could outweigh the benefit of the greater diversion of materials. It is conceivable 

that education and promotion strategies could be used to minimize the decrease in recyclables collected, 

which mignt occur as a result of reduced collection frequency. Finally, there is little experience with 

the use of large containers for fully automated collection. The materials recovery rate may be different 

9



when these containers are used in conjunction with less freouent service. 

SWAC recommended that "Recycling solid waste should be as convenient as throwing solid waste away.' 

(See Finding I.(c) of Exnibit C of the Recycling Subcommittee Report.) Setting the same collection day 

for garage and recyclables is an important factor in establishing this convenience. 

Collecting recyclables on the same day as regular 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 advantage of a familiar habit. 

REDESIGN OF COLLECTION SERVICE AREAS  

Collecting recyciables on the same day as regular garbage collection could require the redesign of 

garbage collection service areas throughout the City. Garbage collection service areas are currently set 

up so that same day routes are noncontiguous. A recycling truck would have to drive a certain distance 

(see Appendix 0, Table 1) from one service area to another in order to pick up recyclables on the same 

day as garbage collection. In croer to maximize efficiency, it would be necessary to set up garbage 

collection so that contiguous sections of the Ciry are collected on the same cay (see Appendix D, Table 

2). Recycling trucks could reduce their driving time and distance between areas served. This would 

require a certain start-up expense associated with rescheduling regular refuse routes. 

VOLU NTARY VS. MANDATORY PARTICIPATION  

Mandatory participation occurs when a municipality 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 people are motivated to recycle their cans or loonies with 

charitable organizations or to return their recyclables to buy back centers for the economic incentive. 

Mandatory participation in a curbside program does not affect these activities. Only the disposal of 

recyclable materials with one's regular garbage is made illegal. 

The City of Los Angeles' Recycling Plan advocates a mandatory recycling ordinance which would require . 

source separation of recyclabies. According to the Los Angeles Recycling Implementation 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 public 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 residential 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 motivate a public to recycle with 

positive reinforcement, many communities opt for voluntary programs to be initiated at first. Monies which 

might be expended through an expensive enforcement program could better be devoted to education and 

public relations. 

According to the Minneapolis Solid 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 mandatory participation is used to reach those residents who have not 

responded to a positive approach. 

In the spirit of the Minneapolis Study, the Cry of Sacramento may want to consider a voluntary program 

and defer consideration Of an ordinance requiring participation until a majority of the population is 

participating in the program. 

DEMCGRAPHIC ANALYSiS AND EQUAL CPPORTUNITY TO RECYCLE 

The City of Sacramento is a multi-cultural. multi-ethnic, and multi-racial community. The socioeconomics 

of our City are varied. 

Several aspects of housing and population are important to recycling program design, implementation, 

and success. For a recycling collection service, a high percentage of owner-occupied single-family 

housing is associated with high tcnnages recovered and a need for more collection vehicles, fewer passes 

by, and particular routing strategies. Factors such as number of people per household, income level, and 

language barriers can affect planning, strategy, and results. Cultural 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 Seattle recycling program-is that a low income level has correlated with lower 

participation rates. In the general population, low income usually accompanies lower education levels 

and lower home ownership rates, which also have been indicators of lower recycling participation. 

It must be recognized that people with lower incomes may be more interested in recycling programs 

that offer financial rewards and jobs, while others may be more interested in the convenience of the 

recycling services.
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While we acknowledge the impact of demographic factors on recycling 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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IV. RESIDENTIAL CURBSIDE COLLECTION OF RECYCLABLES 

PROGRAM 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 discussed, along with a brief 

summary of the current market for each. Second. the different types of containers for recyclables and 

advantages and disadvantages of each are reviewed. A similar discussion cf collection vehicles follows. 

A survey of the options for materials processing facilities concludes this section of the report. 

MATERIALS COLLECTED 

Newspaper: Markets for old newsprint are currently poor, 'dirty print sells at the door for about SE/ton. 

The large amount of material recoverable, however, outweighs this market consideration. According to 

the April 1989 Waste Characterization study performed by R. W. Beck and Associates at the City Landfill. 

6.71% of the City's residential waste stream consists of newspaper print. Multiplying this percentage. by 

the aty's yeariy residential tonnage. yields over 12.000 tons per year of newsprint within the residential 

waste stream available for recyciing. 

Market analysis by R. W. Beck and Associates concluded that local markets for newsprint will remain 

stable for the next three years, even with increased collection of newsprint. The current market will 

accommodate a City-wide collection program. R. W. Beck also concluded that the prospects are good 

for future recycling of waste newspaper generated in Sacramento County, both for existing and increased 

vclumes potentially generated by new recovery facilities. 

Beck found that buyers are willing to guarantee the increased volume from municipal collection, despite 

the increasing number of municipalities launching curbside programs. This market could be further 

stabilized with the announcement of plans to construct a mill for recycling newsprint and OCC at the Port 

of Stockton. A joint venture by Trans-aim Enterprises Ltd. and Daishowa America Co. Ltd. is expected 

to bring about the development of a 5200 million paper mill for the production of 350.000 tons of 

container board for domestic and export markets. 

A caveat to the above market analysis concerns the high quality standards for Sacramento's newsprint 

market. Newspaper must be dry, and not sunburned (yellowed). Newsprint must be free of paper other 

than n ewsprint, except for inserts normally found in a newspaper. Materials such as plastic bags, tape. 

metal. giass, etc., will result in the 'contamination' of a shipment which, in today's market, could make 

13



the product unsalable. At the least. 'dirty print sells for Considerably less. Thus. it would be 

advantageous to 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 newsprint 

Glass: Local markets for beverage containers are excellent. Owens-Illinois has a glass manufacturing 

plant in Tracy. Glass prices are also high as a result of AS 2020. With the passage of SB 1221, which 

will increase redemption values, glass prices could rise as high as S320/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. Our system will also have to minimize breakage, which detracts from our ability to 

segregate by color. Mixed cutlet from broken glass will become more difficult to market and will sell for 

considerably less than cleanly segregated glass. According to an industry representative, many buyers 

in the Bay Area will not purchase cullet with more than 10% breakage. 

Polyethylene Terephthalate (P.F.7 Plastic: PET plastic currently sells for about S0.24/1b. from a certified 

recycler. Markets, for mixed piastics do not exist in Sacramento, nor does a viable market for high 

density polyethylene (HOPE). However, with mixed plastics and HOPE piaszic making up almost 5% of 

the residential waste stream, efforts to locate a stable market for these materials is warranted. 

Aluminum: The high value of aluminum, and the energy savings from recyciing aluminum, will continue 

to guarantee a good market for this material. Aluminum is one commodity wnich more than pays its way 

in curbside collection programs. 

Old Corrugated Cardboard fOCC): According to the R. W. Beck Waste Characterization Study, OCC 

constitutes 3.78% of our residential waste stream, which translates into 6.910 tons/year. However, the 

separate collection of OCC at the curb could greatly increase collection casts. The separate collection 

of cardboard would take longer at the curb, requiring separate handling by the driver/operator. The need 

to develop an efficient curbside service may outweigh the opportunity to conveniently recycle cardboard 

at the curb. The exception would involve the use of a 60 or 90 gallon container in conjunction with a 

compactor truck_ The automated collection would preclude any concern regarding increased collection 

costs associated with the curbside collection of old OCC. While the possibility 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 curbside programs, such as Seattle. 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 $48/ton avoided disposal fee, in 

conjunction with .a_geographical position favoring sale of mixed paper to the Pacific Rim; Sacramento 

does not share these advantages. Even with almost 5% of our residential waste stream consisting of 

mixed recyclable paper, a municipal collection program in Sacramento could find itself without any market 

fcr a material which currently sells for between $2 and 510/ton. 

Motor Oil: Used motor oil is included in the curbside programs of only a few communities. A small 

amount of oil spilled during collection can contaminate an entire load. A program which includes motor 

oil collection at curbside also raises potential liability questions. It is commonly held by operators that 

the potential for litigation outweighs the benefits of including motor oil in curbside service. 

The collection of used motor oil does not produce revenue for a program. The only value to collecting 

used motor oil is in diverting it from possible illegal disposal by "do-it-yourselfers." The City currently 

operates a household hazardous waste collection program, which allows residents to dispose of motor 

oil at no cost. There are over 40 drop-off locations for used motor oil within the incorporated City limits, 

and a public education program could be used to discourage the illegal disposal of motor oil. 

SUMMARY CF MATERIALS 

The materials which would likely be collected in a curbside recycling program are PET plastic, glass 

containers, aluminum, tin cans, steel cans, bi-metal cans, and newspaper print. OCC could be collected 

under cne or two of the collection systems examined in this report. but not without concern regarding 

both increased collection costs and the marketability of a product which could become contaminated 

through compaction with glass. The decision about which materials to collect at curbside is inherently 

linked to the choice of a collection vehicle. 

CONTAINES 

Containers used in curbside recycling programs have a broad range of design and purpose. This range 

of options includes 60 or 90 gallon containers, which collect completely commingled recyciables, single 

'blue box- containers of commingled materials, and multiple plastic buckets and bags or bin systems. 

Container types are compared in detail in Appendix E.. 
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VEHICLES 

This report examines several alternatives which involve 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 curb. Appendix 

F 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 should have a minimum capacity of about 30 cubic yards. Except for the use 

of a packer, which compacts the material collected, weight is not a problem with most recycling collection 

vehicles. In general, the larger the capacity of the collection vehicle, the more cost efficient the operation. 

A vehicle 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 result 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 vehicle should have a low entry level cab. Third, collection 

vehicles which require the driver/operator to lift recyclables overhead for loading, or which require lifting 

of materials above waist height, will decrease production and increase the risk of worker injury. 

Fourth. capacity is related 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 top-loacied. 

Most operators also cite the need for flexibility. Trucks which have multiple bins are viewed as less 

flexible. If it was desirable to collect an additional material such as HDPE in a source separated program 

with little back-end processing, a truck which lacked sufficient bins would not allow this material to be 

added. However, flexibility is not the only variable to be considered in the choice of an alternative. 

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. Larger programs are more conducive to 

commingling of recyciabies 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 FACIUTTES 

The success of a curbside recycling program depends not only on efficient collection but also on the 

location and operation of processing facilities to receive, process, and snip recyciables to available 

markets. The specific requirements of a collection program and the demands and specifications of the 

market will determine the characteristics of the MRF. Factors which influence the operating characteristics 

of processing centers include: 

1. The type of materials accepted. 

2. The method of delivery of the materials. 

3. Acceptance of materials from various generators. 

The ability to separate and process materials to satisfy the market. 

5.	 Marketing strategies and approaches. 

Processing centers are important components in successful recycling programs and take advantage of 

economies of scale through the assembly of large quantities of recyciables from various sources. The 

facilities often make use of increased processing to consistently produce large volumes of higher quality 

and higher value materials. Through consistent supply and quality, the processor is able to develop 

strong ties with the most secure. stable, and long-term markets. Such facilities complete the secondary 

materials recycling loop by providing high quality products in large volume to markets for reuse. 

In early 1988. there were only four operating material recovery facilities in the country, according to a 

survey conducted by `ElioCycle.' In May 1989, another survey by 'SicCycle s identified additional 37 

MRFs in the offing. This trend to process materials at the back side of a recycling program is 
commonly interpreted as an attempt to take advantage of the economy of scale from large municipal 
programs. The larger the program, the greater the collection savings and overall efficiency when source 

separation is reduced at the curb in favor of increased processing at a material recovery facility. 

Some processing is required no matter which alternative is chosen for implementation. Even programs 

that involve stackab4e bins require a facility to pick out contaminants, perform some separation of 

materials, weigh the materials, and bale or package them for shipment to market The basic principle, 

common to all material recovery faaities, is to accept commingled recye..ables, separate and clean them 

to meet market specifications. Material recovery facilities 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 bottles 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 MRFs 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 alternative 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 recyclable materials are highly interdependent functions. 

The availability of reliable markets is a key factor in deciding which materials should be included in a 

curbside recycling program. This, in turn, influences the design of the collection and material processing 

systems. 

Certain factors, crucial to the success of the curbside program, have been evaluated in detail to 

determine the sensitivity of program costs as well as the impact of various alternatives on the waste 

stream. These include separated or mixed collection modes, frequency of collection, container type, 

vehicle type, existence of markets, etc. 

- This report examines four alternatives for curbside recycling program design: 

Alternative A: Source Separation by the Resident 

Alternative El: 'Blue Box Single Container With Newspaper Separate 

Alternative C: Semi-Automated Collection of Commingled Recyciables 

Alternative D: Fully Automated Collection of Commingled Recyclables 

Each alternative is described in detail and ev-aluated on the basis of flexibility, 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 

Deschotiorr. This alternative 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 regular garbage collection; this 

collection method typically provides residents with a set of three stackable bins. Residents place 

their newsprint in one container, glass and PET plastic in another, and metal containers such as 

aluminum, tin, steel. or bi-metal containers in the third bin. Collection of OCC would be optional. 

If it was decided to include OCC. residents would have to break the cardboard down or flatten 

it and place it next to the smokable containers at curbside. 

The collection vehicles used under Alternative A would be equipped with a minimum of three bins 

to correspond to the separations described for the households' stackable bins. The truck would 

be low entry and recyclables would be loaded manually. A low chassis would be required to aid 

in the loading of recyciables and avoid having the driver/operator load recyclables by lifting them 

above the head. One driver/operator would be assigned to eadh ruck. 

Processing, at a materials processing facility, would involve magnetic separation for metal 

containers, a method for separating glass and PET plastic, a baler for newsprint. OCC (if included) 

and PET. 

Alternative A is probably the most common curbside collection method in California. Communities 

which have implemented this approach include San Mateo; San Jose: Seattle (on the North side); 

San Diego; Mississauga. Canada; Austin; Berkeley; Davis; and Mecklenberg County, North 

Carolina. 

Design Consideration The 'source separation method of collection requires the resident or 

homeowner to do more source separation than any other alternative 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 valuable because of the lower 

risk of contamination. 

Alternative A would require a minimum of processing before shipment to market The obvious 

caveat to this alternative is the significantly higher collection costs, which would increase in direct 

proportion to the growth of the program. This is not the case with any of the other alternatives 

where a MRF would process materials at the back end. 
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Collection costs under this program would be high due to the relatively small 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 to make more than one trip back to the processing center each 

day. The collection vehicles utilized under the other alternatives would likely be able to remain 

on the route all day, even with high participation rates. Collection personnel would also spend 

considerably more time and labor sorting material from smokable boxes into bins on the•truck 

under Alternative A. 

One obvious advantage to this system is the savings in initial capital costs associated with 

processing equipment and facilities. Secondly, the material would be cleaner and better 

segregated, resulting in increased revenue for the material collected. 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 render this alternative infeasible 

over the long term. 

The 'source separation" method of collection is commonly held to be the most cost-effective 

alternative for smaller communities wishing to avoid the initial cost of expensive material recovery 

facilities for the processing of commingled materials. This alternative also allows for the inclusion 

of cardboard, which comprises 3.8% of the residential waste stream in Sacramento. (The 

inclusion of cardboard is not an option in Alternative B.) 

Even with the high degree of source separation at the curb, Alternative A requires a facility to 

perform some intermediate processing of materials prior to shipment of materials to market It 

also involves a much larger expense for containers, the stackable bins being more expensive than 

the single 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 alternatives, which involve the processing of commingled 
recyclables. Industry representatives maintain that larger municipal programs will derive a net 

benefit from decreased labor and costs if a MRF is used to sort the recyclables. According to 

Adam Marks, Operations Engineer for Rhode Island Solid Waste Management Corporation, a MRE 

is more cost-effective than separating materials at curbside when a recycling program serves 

more than 50.000 households.' (*Recycling Today,' July 1989.) A final evaluation report by the 

Brookhaven Town Council also contends that more greatly automated plants provide for additional 

savings. According to Adam Marks. sophisticated MRPs are capable of recycling 15% to 20% 

of the waste stream, collection permitting. Alternative A. therefore, is best suited to smaller 
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communities. The scale of economics works for this method of collection when the possibility 

of expansion to a much larger program is not an issue: and the potential number of residences 

involved remains low. 

Compatibility with Multiole Residential and Commercial RecYclino Procrams: Stackable containers 

or multiple bins do not lend themselves to recycling at apartment complexes or office buildings. 

Alternative A lacks compatibility with recycling programs for multiple residences and commercial 

establishments. Alternative A is dearly at a disadvantage, in this respect, when compared to 

Alternatives C and D. 

Flexibility: Alternative A lacks flexibility in relation to all other alternatives analyzed by this report. 

When materials are source separated at the curb into different bins, and the commingling of 

materials is kept to a minimum, it becomes more difficult to respond to changes in waste 

characteristics and market developments. For example. a system involving only intermediate 

processing of materials, with a high degree of source separation at the curb, cannot add materials 

such as HOPE plastic as easily as any of the other alternative programs. One day the City may 

be recycling mixed paper. mixed plastics. or even tires. Alternative A does not have the flexibility 

or level of processing required to respond to these changes. 

Feasibility of Expansion: E.xpansicn is possible under any system. Almost all costs associated 

with the "source separation' alternative are related to collection. Under this alternative. the costs 

go up in direct proportion to the increase in residences served. Since collection is the most 

expensive part of any program. Alternative A is more expensive to expand than the other 

alternatives considered in this report. 

Convenience to Usgr It is commcniy argued, by program operators, that Alternative A is the 

least convenient to the user. This argument is based on the degree of source separation required 

of the resident. The other alternatives analyzed by this report allow the commingling of 

recyclables, which is more convenient to the resident since less time and effort is required. 

Need for Promotion and Education: It follows that the greater the degree of source separation 

required of the resident, the greater the need for promotion and education. Assuming this is true, 

Alternative A will require a larger budget for promotion and education than the other alternatives. 

Marketability of the Product Alternative A will produce a product which is likely to yield greater 

revenue than will any of the other alternatives. Source separation at the curb, involving the least 

commingling of materials, will likely produce the cleanest materials for market. Contamination 
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of materials is less likely under this alternative than any other. 

Cost: See Section VII of this report for details. Alternative A has the highest collection cost and 

the lowest processing cost. 

Alternative B: 'Blue Box' Simile 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. Collection occurs weekly on the same day as regular garbage collection. Residents are 

asked to place their glass containers, PET 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 relatively convenient to the resident since it allows 

commingling of most recyclables. 

The collection vehicle must have two bins, one for the commingled containers and the other for 

the newsprint. The truck would be low entry with a low chassis; it would be self-dumping with 

loading no higher than waist height to decrease worker injury and shorten collection time. The 

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

each vehicle. 

Processing under Alternative B involves the separation and sorting of glass by color. Aluminum 

is magnetically sorted from ferrous metals and PET 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 collection is now the preferred method of curbside collection for representatives 

of the San Jose and San Mateo programs. Some communities which practice this Alternative 

B method of collecting recyclables at curbside are Champagne. Illinois; Toronto. Canada: 

Concord, California: and Newark, New Jersey. 

Desion Consideration: A comprehensive study on the effect of different containers on 

participation and volume collected was conducted in Santa Barbara_ Four different container 

types were tested in four different neighborhoods of like demographics (*Resource Recycling,' 
January/February 1989). The Containers tested were sacks, buckets, stacking containers, and 
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single blue boxes. The study concluded that the highest pounds per set-out on a weekly basis. 

and the highest average pounds per household. was achieved with the single blue box. 

Alternative B makes use of this type of container. It should also be noted 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 Oak Lawn, Illinois. The decision was based primarily on 

the avoided cost 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. typical of Alternative 

A. have recently expressed a preference for the 'blue box* collection method. Given the 

opportunity to redesign these systems. representatives of these two privately operated recycling 

programs would choose Alternative B over Alternative A. This preference is based on a number 

of factors. 

Reduced collection costs is one design consideration. The strength of this alternative, compared 

to Alternative A, is that a vehicle with oniy two compartments is more efficient This type of truck 

can remain on the route longer before returning to a processing facility. There are also 

considerable labor savings involved with less source separation at tne curb. 

Cne disadvantage of this collection method is the exclusion of CCC. Due to the balkiness of 

OCC. it would not be feasible to include it for collection since this would increase the collection 

labor, in addition to sharply reducing the capacity of the trucks for increased passes-by. 

Alternative B may reduce program liability due to a reduction in the risk of worker injuries. A 

number of semi-automated collection vehicles compatible with this alternative are available. This 

type of collection would reduce the need for the worker to stoop cr lift materials, as compared 

to Alternative A. 

Another important design consideration driving this alternative is the separation of fiber or 

newsprint from glass containers. A common problem, associated with some programs offering 

commingled collection, is that once news print is compacted with glass, the newsprint can become 

contaminated with glass shards. making it unmarketable. This alternative avoids that problem. 

Combatibilitv with Multiole and Commercial Recyclina_Proorams: Alternative B is incompatible 

with recycling at businesses and multiple residences such as apartment complexes. Both 

Alternatives A and B lack compatibdity with commercial recycling opportunities. 
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Flexibility: Alternative 9 is much more flexible than Alternative A. Under Alternative B, materials 

may be added to a collection program with little trouble since recyclables are commingled 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 composition of the waste 

stream. 

Feasibility of Expansion: Materials may be added to a program using a commingled method of 

collection with lithe or no redesign of the system, assuming. of course, that processing facilities 

are constructed to accommodate expansion and additions. While over-building a processing 

facility 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 would Alternative A. Since the unit cost of collection is less, the cost of collection 

would not rise as quickly under this alternative. Thus, expansion of the program would not 

greatly increase the cost of the portion of the program which is most expensive to 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 User. 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 B is more convenient than 

Alternative A since residents will be allowed to commingle their recyclables. Since newspaper 

is normally 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 pudic to 'source separate' their recyciables under Alternative A of this analysis. 

•	 Cost: See Section VII of this report. Collection costs are less than Alternative A. Processing 

costs are greater than Alternative A 

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

a common complaint with respect to the contamination of fiber by shards of glass. Compared 

to Alternative A, this alternative may involve greater breakage of glass. which could lead to less 
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revenue and a higher percentage of rejected materials. Alternative 3 does retain the advantage 

of attempting to reduce contamination with two waste streams, one fiber and one consisting of 

containers, while reducing collection expenses and increasing consumer convenience. 

Alternative C: Semi-Automated Collection cf Commingled Recvciables 

Description: This alternative would provide residents with a 50 or 90 gallon container for the 

collection of completely mixed recyc.lables. Collection would be weekly on the same day as 

regular garbage collection. Newsprint. OCC. metal (consisting of bi-metal, steel and aluminum 

containers), PET plastic and glass containers would all be commingled in the one container. 

The collection vehicle used for Alternative C would be a rear loader packer with a can tipper. 

The collection vehicle is operated by one driver/operator. This option, along with Alternative 0, 

involves the highest degree of processing since the recyciabies. including fiber, are totally 

commingled. 

Design Considerations: The use of a can tipoer. with a semi-automated system. will reduce the 

risk of worker injury over Alternatives A and B. Driver/operators wiil not have to lift recyclables 

for deposit in the collection vehicle. The collection vehicle will also t e able to remain on a route 

longer than with the first two alternatives. This alternative may significantly reduce collection 

costs. while affording the driver an opportunity to screen for contaminants. which cannot be done 

with a fully automated system. Another consideration is the belief that :ommingiing is a deterrent 

to scavenging. 

Alternative C also allows for the collection of OCC as a commingled item in the container. 

Alternative B does not allow for this option: Alternative A involves the labor intensive separation 

of cardboard at curbside. 

Comoatibilitv with Multiple Residential and Commercial Proorams: This method of collection is 

compatible with recycling at many apartment complexes and businesses. Businesses and multiple 

units could be provided 50 or 90 gallon cans or bins for the commingled collection of recyclables. 

This is not an option under Alternatives A or B. 

Fexibilitv: Alternative C is more flexible than either Alternatives A or B. Materials may be added 

without change to the collection method or vehicle. With materials processed at a recovery 

facility. a commingled wave stream could accommodate additional sorting without change in the 

collection method.
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Feasibility of Exoansion: Alternative C could be expanded with Me addition of venicies and 

personnel on the collection side- Unit cost would rise more slowly with expansion than under 

Alternative A. The cost of expansion of the program under Alternative C is likely to be 

comparable to that of Alternative B. 

Convenience to User: Alternatives C and 0 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 completely commingled container for recycling is the most 

convenient to the resident Residents need not separate recyclabies from one another. They 

would be placed in one can, which could be wheeled to the curt. 

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 involve less long-term public education costs than both 

Alternatives A and B since residents will not be required to sort their recyclables. 

Cost: See Section VII of this report. Collection costs are lower than Alternatives A and B. 

Processing costs are slightly higher than Alternative B because the fiber materials are combined 

with the recyclable containers. 

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

a compaction venicie. The first involves the degree of glass breakage. Glass markets are 

becoming tighter and broken glass may soon be unmarketable. C.z iass, with greater than 10% 

breakage. is approaching unmarketability in the Bay Area. Second, glass which is broken cannot 

be color sorted. Our market for glass currently requires a two-color 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 return over Alternatives A and B. and lower recovery due to higher percentage of rejected 

material. Attempts to quantify the amount of breakage, from collection systems that use 

compactor trucks is difficult 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 concern is shared by a number of industry 

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

Again, proprietary information makes it difficult to research specific information regarding this 
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caveat. It may be possible to mitigate contamination from the compaction of commingled 

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

Alternatives C and 0 may also mitigate the degree of glass breakage by employing an age-old 

method of collection that may be utilized for any of the alternatives. Driver/operators could be 

instructed to line the bottom 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 wood floors underneath picking stations and where loads are 

tipped. 

It is likely that Alternatives C and 0 will produce a material for market which will gamer less 

revenue than under Alternatives A and B. Due to the commingling of all recyclabies, it is likely 

that the percentage of rejected material for Alternatives C and D will be higher than Alternatives 

A and B. However, the decreased collection expenses must be balanced against market revenue 

and diversion rates. 

Alternative 0: Fuilv-Automated Collection of Cc. ,,mmincied Recvdables 

Oescriction: This alternative would involve the collection of totally commingled recyclables in a 

60 or 90 gallon can. which would be provided to residents. Cne driver/operator would be 

assigned to each vehicle. Collection could occur on the same day as weekly refuse collection, 

in conformity with the other alternatives being analyzed by this report.. A variation of this 

collection frequency would be to cut back to monthly, or less frequent. collection. Less frequent 

collection could prove justified on the basis of sporadic set-outs by participating households. With 

a capacity of 60-90 gallons, residents may be inclined to set their containers out only once each 

month. Monthly collection could occur on a Saturday so that side loaded packer trucks in our 

existing fleet could be utilized. 

Residents would be able to conveniently commingle their PET plastic. glass containers, metal 

containers (consisting cf aluminum. bi-metal. steel, and tin), newsprint. and CCC. Processing 

under this alternative would be the same as under Alternative C. Since this alternative involves 

totally commingled recydables. the level of processing is much more involved than either 

Alternatives A or B. A material processing facility is required to separate all of the above 

materials. Adequate storage cf materials would be provided pricr to transfer of materials to 

market
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This method of collection is not commonly practiced. However, it is clearly most compatible with 
our current refuse collection systems. Examples of municipalities, which employ this alternative 
for their curbside programs. are Islip. New York; Phoenix. Arizona: and Seattle. Washington. on 
the South Side (Rabanco). 

Desion Considerations: Three variations 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 Alternatives A and B. collection expenses would be greatly 
reduced due to higher productivity, outweighing the added expense of a more costly 90 gallon 
container. This variation of Alternative D is wholly compatible with our current refuse collection 
methods. 

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

Residents, provided with a 90 gallon container for recyclables witn weekly collection service, 
would have the convenience of putting out their recyciables on any regular refuse collection day. 

However, with a container capacity of 90 gallons. they would be less likely to put it out every 
week. This would further reduce collection expenses since the recycling truck would be able to 
make many more passes by in a single day. 

The third variation of Alternative D is monthly collection on the same day as regular garbage 

collection (D-3). An example would be regular garbage collection taking place on Monday and 

recyciables. collected on the first Monday of each month. This variation reduces the number of 

collection vehicles required when compared with weekly collection. By scheduling monthly 
collection on the same day as regular garbage 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. 

Another design consideration with the use of a 60 or 90 gallon container is that recyciables are 
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kept dry in inclement weather: the opportunity to place garbage Cr litter in containers is reduced. 

Residents do not have to strain their backs to take out the recyclables. And, as with Alternative 

C. commingling of recyclables serves as a deterrent to scavenging. Scavengers will be reluctant 

to dig through commingled containers to pick out the most valuabie commodities. 

Automated collection, under all variations of this alternative, 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: collection costs would be 

greatly reduced; and fewer collection vehicles with fewer drivers could cover the same number 

of residences as under the other alternatives analyzed in this report. 

Compatibility with Mu'title Residential and Commercial Proarams: Alternatives C and D are wholly 

compatible with multiple residential and commercial programs. Ninety gallon containers could 

be provided to many apartment complexes and businesses and recycled with the same vehicle 

fleet. 

The first variation of Alternative 0 (0-1) involves no purchase of additional collection vehicles. 

With monthly Saturday collection. vehicles in our current fleet of refuse vehicles would be used. 

Under the second variation (0-2), new side loader garbage trucks would have to be purchased 

to accommodate weekly collection on the same day as regular cartage collection. Because both 

of the containers and trucks are wholly compatible with regular garbage collection, there is little 

financial risk to the City. If it is determined that another alternative is preferred following initial 

implementation of Alternative D. both containers and garbage trucks purchased under this 

alternative may be folded into the regular garbage collection system with no financial loss to the 

City. 

Under the third variation of Alternative 0 (0-3), monthly collection on the same day as regular 

garbage service, the vehicle requirement will be less than weekly collection on the same day as 

regular garbage service, but more than monthly collection on Saturday. 

Fexibility: Alternative 0 is probably the most flexible of all options. Since all recyclable materials 

are sorted and separated at a MRF, materials 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 collection which allows for 

this flexibility.
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Need for Promotion and Education: Alternatives C and D may involve the least expense related 

to education and promotion. Since residents are conveniently offered the opportunity to 

commingle all recyciables in a single 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 VII of this report. Alternative D provides by far the least costly collection. 

Processing costs are comparable to Alternative C and are somewhat more than Alternatives A 

and B. 

Marketability of the Product The only difference between Alternatives C and D is that Alternative 

C involves the use of a semi-automated rear loading garbage truck; Alternative 0 involves the use 

of a fully automated side loader. Therefore, the same considerations regarding the marketability 

of a product under Alternative D apply to Alternative C. 
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V. EDUCATION AND PROMOTION 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES  

As indicated earlier in this report there are many variations in the curbside recycling programs operated 

by different communities. Similarly, the focus and approach of the accompanying education and outreach 

programs differ depending upon community needs and resource constraints. There is widespread 

agreement. however, that an ongoing, extensive public education effort is essential to the success of any 

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

1. The program should develop a recycling ethic and increase environmental awareness (the impact 

of this will extend beyond participation in curbside recycling) to changing consumer habits, and 

ultimately reduce waste. 

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

efforts. 

3. The education program must not only convey why recycling is important but aiso let residents 

know what is expected of them — how to separate and prepare recyclables for collection, how 

often to place containers at curbside, how to purchase wisely to reduce waste. 

EXPERIENCES OF OTHER COMMUN= 

The experiences of other communities o perating curbside recycling programs have provided a variety of 

ideas for the City of Sacramento to consider in developing an education program. Six cities, in particular, 

were surveyed about their public information efforts: Charlotte, North Carolina: Seattle, Washington; Los 

Angeles. San Jose. Modesto, and Fresno. The tools and techniques recommended by the recycling 

program staff members in these communities include: 

Son:id Visits and Curricula 

Speaker's Bureaus 

Media Briefing Kits for Community Le.aders 

Utility BM Inserts 

Utility BM Messages 

Special Events 

Newspaper Coverage

31



Radio Public Service Announcements 

Paid Advertising 

Newsletters 

Celebrity Spokesperson 

Production of Video for Service Groups 

Billboards 

Giveaways and Merchandise, Including: 

Refrigerator Magnets 

Utter Bags 

Note Pads 

Book Covers 

Coloring Books 

Pencils 

Bumper Stickers 

Frisbees (made from recycled plastic) 

Bookmarks 

Life-Size Costumed Mascots Such as 'Clark Can, Nancy News. Wizard of Waste' 

EDUCATION AND PROMOTION PROGRAM ASSUMPTIONS 

The success stones and hard lessons learned by these communities provide us with a wealth of 

experience and material from which to design a Sacramento program. The following assumptions guided 

the approach: 

The pilot curbside recycling program will consist of 24,000 housenolds. 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 

initiated. In order to achieve and sustain high levels of participation, residents should receive a 

continuous 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 logo should symbolize the program and augment the theme. Samples of logos used by various cities 

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

significantly.) 

PROPOSED PROGRAM 

The proposed public education program for curbside recycling focuses on two key areas: school 

involvement and neighborhood participation. 

School Involvement: The development of a recycling ethic and increased environmental awareness 

among the children in the affected neighborhoods is perhaps the most important element of the education 

program. Children are our future consumer recycling base, and we need to instill attitudes and habits 

7.ney will carry with them into adulthood. Specffically, children in the third and fourth grades will be 

targeted as they are old enough to understand the recycling message. they are influenced by what they 

see and hear, and they greatly influence their family members and friends. 

The school program will begin with a 'kick-off' during Public Works Month in May. Program staff will 

conduct' a "mini-assembly with second and third grade students. Children will learn the 'Recycle Rap" 

from a costumed mascot along the lines of the "Clark Can" character developed by the Sate Department 

of Conservation. Using visual aids. the program staff wiil explain why recycling is important and how 

easy it is to participate in the curbside program. At the close of the assembly, students will be given a 

fun reminder of the days recycling lesson: one idea is "neon' sunglasses. similar to those recently 

distributed by a fast food chain, imprinted with a slogan such as "Fleduce•Reuse-Recycie.' 

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

curriculum and materials for recycling education in the classroom. Several curricula have been designed. 
arc are available from the Solid Waste Management Board, featuring such characters as the 'Trash 

Monster' and the 'Wizard of Waste. The recommended approach is one lesson each month. perhaps 

as a part of the science lesson. A second assembly will be conducted. and students will be given book 

covers and neon pencas imprinted with the recycling slogan. The giveaways are important as they serve 

as an ongoing reminder to the chadren of the recycling message. 
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Neighborhood Particioation: The aim of neighborhood education is to have participation in curbside 

recycling and viewed as something good for the neighborhood — one of the cc 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 to 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 block leaders. These volunteers will 

give the program a one-on-one approach and help convey the message that recycling is a neighborhood 

responsibility. Block leaders can be used to distribute materials such as literature and door hangers to 

their neighbors and answer their questions and concerns 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 introductory brochure wdl be direct 

mailed to all affected residences, explaining the recycling program and outlining the participant's 

responsibilities. When the containers for recyclables are delivered, a second flyer will be provided with 

reminders about the program start date, scnedule, etc. As an ongoing program, block leaders will 

distribute refrigerator magnets. note pads (made of recycled plastic), door hangers, and so on, all printed 

with the recycling slogan and logo and serving as daily reminders to "reduce-reuse-recycle." 

If participation rates dip after the program start-up, block leaders may be asked to visit their neighbors 

to find out the reasons for the decline and to persuade residents to recycle. Block leaders can also be 

an excellent source of information regarding any problems or opportunities for improving the curbside 

program. 

Each time an event of any type is held in one of the participating neighborhoods, a representative of the 

recycling program should attend to distribute information and 'freebies, such as coloring books, 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 carnival. 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. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

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

of the education effort. However, there are many relatively inexpensive ways we can remind people daily 

about recycling.
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0:ty Vehicle Sit:mace: 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 

will help demonstrate that recycling is a part of the overall waste management picture. 

Local Newsoapers/Newsletters: Local. neighborhood publications can be an excellent way of providing 

program information at no cost. Articles, photographs, and even adverti7 -hents may be included in 

publications, depending upon participating neighborhoods. 

Other possibilities include bus bench/shelter signage: exhibits in bank lobbies or neighborhood library 

branches: posters displayed in the windows of local businesses: and a speakers 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 curbside program. It must be an ongoing, positive effort, which will 

motivate residents and keep participation levels high. A central theme and !ego should be developed to 

create a program identity and tie together the various elements of the carnt..•aign. 

Prccram Staffing: An ongoing, effective public information campaign requires adequate staffing and 

resources. While the City's Public Infcrmation Officer and the Waste Reducten Coordinator can perform 

many of the planning and design tasks, the addition of a Recycling Public Education Coordinator, within 

the Sciid Waste Division, is recommended. This position will be charged with managing the overall public 

information program, including coordinaticn with the schools. supervision of the Block Leader Program. 

development of marketing techniques and strategies, and response to public inquiries. questions, and 

concerns. 

In addition to the Public Education Cocrdinator, it is suggested that four to six part-time, temporary 

clerical positions be added when the curbside program is initially implemented (approximately 1.5 FTE). 

These positions will field inquiries and distribute information to residents regarding the program. As the 
program gains acceptance and residents become familiar with the curbside collection of recyclables, this 

customer service staff can be reduced. Similarly, if the program is expanded in the future, additional staff 

will be needed. 

Program Budget: The cost of the public education and promotion campaigns are included in Section 

VII of this report In addition to the staffing discussed above (2.5 FIE), a budget of $3 per household 

($75.000) is recommended for materials such as school curricula., book covers, refrigerator magnets, 

door hangers, posters, etc.
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VI. PROGRAM REVENUES AND COST AVOIDANCE 

Sum mary: Revenues from curbside recycling, and avoided landfill costs. can be expected to be minimal. 

regardless of the recycling alternative chosen or the level of household participation. Within the target 

area, the revenue and avoided costs would fail between $24,573 and 5270.808 per year_ The best 

estimate of the total is the midpoint of 5133.907. 

Revenues: The sale of recycled materials to local markets will produce some revenue. However, the 

dollar recovery is expected to be small. Revenues from sales may range from $10.522 to $157,753 per 

year. depending on the market price received from the sale of the materials, and on the expected material 

recovery rates. Based on the best information available. sales revenue will be about $76.220. The market 

prices for recycled materials fluctuate and are difficult to predict As a general rule. relatively conservative 

price per ton estimates were used, as shown in the table below. 

TABLE 6.1 

PRICE RANGE FOR RECYCLABLES AND SELECTED RATE FCR PROJECTIONS 

Item Pica Rance/7'0n Selected Rate 

Newspaper 5	 5-15 $	 10 
Glass 80-60 120 
Aluminum , 400-1, 500 1,400 
Scrap Metal 40-80 50 
Plastic 4Z0-960 480 - ii50 
Cardboard 15-20 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 materials that is expected to be recovered our of the total available 

recyclable materials in the target area This differs from participation rates, which are based on the 

number of households participating in the recycling program. Participation rates do not provide any 

indication cf the impact of recycling on the waste stream. if 100% of the households participated, but 

each put cut only one aluminum can, the impact on the waste stream would be very small. Therefore. 

a measurement based on household participation levels would not be meaningful. 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 Sac.-amento can collecl 31% of the materials available in a 

weekiy collection program. This percentage is a oombination of varying rates for the different materials 

collected. For example, newspaper will likely have the highest recovery rate (52%), whde lesser rates are 
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expected for aluminum and scrap metals (9% each). 

At a combined 31% recovery rate and an average annual tonnage of 2.024 tons, revenue of 576.220 is 

projected. In Appendix I. Table I provides details of the expected revenue under various recovery 

scenarios. 

Avoided Landfill Costs: Whenever materials are collected for recycling, the cost of hauling those materials 

to the landfill and paying the tipping fee can be avoided. Assuming average hauling costs of S18 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 I, Table 1 presents varying tonnage collection amounts and the impact on the 

avoided landfill costs. The avoided costs range between $12,051 and 5113.055. This revenue is-not 

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

time. 

PROGRAM COSTS AND RATE IMPACTS 

Summary: Recycling is an expensive process. There are costs involved for containers, trucks, and labor 

for collection of recyclabies, sorting/processing of materials, and promotion and education, to name a 

few. Six recyciing alternatives are being listed in this report as each alternative will have a different 

impact on garbage rates. As a refresher, the different alternatives are identified below: 

Alternative A: Source Separation by the Resident 

Alternative B: "Blue Box Single Container With Newspaper Separate 

Alternative C: Semi-Automated Collection of Commingled Recyclables 

Alternative 0-1: Fully-Automated, Monthly Collection of Commingled Recyclables on Saturday 

Alternative 0-2: Fully-Automated, Weekly, Same Day Collection of Commingled Recyciables 

Alternative D-3: Fully-Automated, Monthly, Same Day Collection of Commingled Recyciables 

The ongoing costs associated with the six alternatives range from 5420.000 (Alternatives 0-1 and D-2) 

to 3829.000 (Alternative A). Capital expenditures for the alternatives range from $781,000 (Alternative B) 

to S2.2 million (Alternative C). 

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

functions of the program. If the City had to build its own facility, the construction and operation costs 

could add an additional $1.25 million to the recycling program. 
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For discussion purposes, Alternative 0-3 (fully automated, monthly same day collection) will be used to 

illustrate 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 alternatives will be compared 

in Table 6.3. 

Collection Costs: Alternative 0-3 (fully automated, monthly same day collection). 

Collection costs refer to the labor, bins and vehicles necessary to containerize and pick up recyclable 

materials from households and deliver the materials to the processing plant First year collection costs 

will be about 32.2 million, comprised of $1.8 million in start-up costs and $420,000 in ongoing costs. 

Capital: Capital costs for collection are primarily for trucks to collect the materials from the curb and 

for the purchase of the 60 gallon containers. Assuming that there will be monthly pick-up of recyclables 

with 1,000 passes-by per day, one side-loading, fully-automated truck will be required at a cost of 

3115.000. The purchase of 25.200 sixty gallon containers (5% replacement rate) will cost 31.5 million. 

If the capital costs were debt financed over a seven year period, the annual debt service would be 

approximately 3338.000. 

Oceratinq: Operating costs for collection will be $420,000 per year. This assumes that one Sanitation 

Worker will be required to drive the collection vehicle. Operating supplies, maintenance, vehicle 

maintenance, and overhead will also be required. 

Sortino and Procassind Costs: Sorting and processing costs include labor to sort the recyclable material: 

equipment to move, bale and weigh materials: storage: and transportation of materials to market 

Annually, the cost of the materials recovery function will be approximately 3125.000. This estimate 

assumes that the City will contract out for sorting and processing services and is based on the Los 

Angeles report 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 cost 

estimate was used. 

If the Clty needed to construct its own facility because outside contracting proved not to be a desirable 

alternative. the City would likely want to build a high capacity plant to allow for future expansion and 

possible sharing with the County. Using a 100 ton-per-day facility as an estimate, the site and plant (debt 

financed) and its operation could cost approximately 31.25 million per year. 

Education /Promotion: Other jurisdictions surveyed all agreed that educational and promotional activities 

are vital for the success of a curbside recycling program. The City program will concentrate on two key 
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areas: school involvement and neighborhood participation. Educational activities must be ongoing to 

instill a recycling ethic in the public mind and to ensure continual participation in the recycling program. 

The details of the ed ucation/promotion plan are discussed elsewhere in this report. Requirements for 

the program include S82.000 for 2.5 FTE for coordination and $75,000 per year for promotional materials. 

brochures. outreach, and other su pplies and materials. 

Contingency: A small contingency of $80,000 or 4% of total program costs was included 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% and 80.78%, dependent on two factors: the method of financing and 

the method of cost a/location (see Table 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 portion of program costs. 

Cash financing will result 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 over 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 all years. 

iowever. higher overall 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 should 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 household will be 20.41% or 51.87 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 all households for recycling, even though the service is not 

available at all 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 households in the target area receNing 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 burden for a service of City-wide benefit. Under the debt financing method, the rate increase 

would be 28.52% or 52.60 per month. 

it could be argued that since recycling is of City-wide benefit, commercial accounts should also share 

in the cost However, in recent solid waste budgets. particular emphasis has been given to correcting 
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existing inequities in the current billing arrangement because commercial accounts have been subsidizing 

residential. Therefore, charging cmmercials an additional fee would tend to reduce the effect of previous 

efforts. or informational purposes, if commercial accounts did share in recying costs, the rate increase 

for both residential and commercial accounts would be 11.19% under the cash financing method or 3.95% 

under the debt financing method. 

It should be noted that if the C".-ty were to cons=uct its own materials processing facility, the impact on 

rates would be substantial. Additional increases over those projec:ed atove would be approximately 

10%. spread to all residential households.

TABLE 6.2 
RATE IMPACTS UNDER THREE REVENUE BASE CPTIONS 

Rate Increase 

Cctions ,... sn e-!nanc:ng	 Debt F.nancing 

..	 Fesidential Customers 

Cngcing C,-.,•sts 3.30% 3.20% 
C.ne-Time Capital Casts 17.11% 3.91% 

TOTAL 20.41% 7.21% 

2.	 Target Area Customers Cnly 

C ngcing CC.:513 13.08% 13.06% 
Cre-me Capital Cc.= 67.72% 15.-i6% 

TOTAL 80.73% 23.52% 

3.	 ill( Residential and Ccrnmercial 
Customers 

Cr:going 1.81% 1.81% 
Cne-Time Capital Cc= 9.38% 9.14% 

TCTAL 11.19% 2.95%
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.	 TABLE 5.3 

RECYCLING COSTS AND REVENUE BY ALTERNATIVE 

0-2	 C-3 

FTF.:	 8.50 

ALTERNATIVE COMPARISO

A

Program Revenues 

	

S 73.722	 S 73.732	 S 75.220	 S 76.220	 5 76.	 5 76.220 • 

Ongoing Expenditures 

	

825.079	 795.754	 59-5.4E5	 420,001	 143	 420.0C1 

Cost Per Participating Househoid Per Month 

ISE	 277	 2.41	 232	 1.46 

One Time Capital Expenditures 

	

986.900	 7E1070	 2.•.62.500	 2,:27.500	 1,7E2.500 

Cc's: Per Participating Household Per Month 

3.43	 2.71	 a	 5.79	 7.29	 6.19 

TOTAL - PENCITURES 

	

1,814,879	 1.577,824	 2.087.601	 2.795,748	 2,202.501 

Net Program Expenditures 

	

1.741.248	 1.504.092	 2.011,381	 2.719.528	 2.126.381 

7.50	 3.50	 6.50	 3.50 

The net expenditures rate imp.acts, described previously, relate to only one alternative. Alternative C'.-

3. The results wou be different for each cf the five remaining alternatives. Table 6.4 below is a 

summary table of e revenues and exoer.dftures that couid be expected uncer each alternative. Table 

6.5 identifies th e impacts and tonnage recoveries under each scenario. The differences under each 

alternative at discussed below. (The rate increases shown are predicated on the assumption that the 

increases e spread to all residental a=ourrts..)
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TABU 6.3

RECYCLING COSTS AND REVENUE BY ALTERNATIVE 

A B C D-1 D-2 0-3 

Program Revenues 

$	 73,732 $	 73,732 $	 76,220 $	 76,220 $	 76,220 $	 76,220 

Ongoing Expenditures 

828,079 796,754 695,485 420,001 668,148 420,001 

Cost Per Participating Household Per Month 

	

2.88	 277	 241	 1.46	 2.32	 1.46 

One Time Capital Expenditures 

986,900	 781,070	 2,152,600	 1,667,600	 2,127,600	 1,782,600 

Cost Per Participating Household Per Month 

	

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	 8.50	 7.50	 3.50	 6.50	 3.50 

, 
ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS  

The net expenditures and rate impacts, described previously, relate to only one alternative, Alternative C-

3. The results would be different for each of the five remaining alternatives. Table 6.4 below is a 

summary table of the revenues and expenditures that could be expected under each alternative. Table 

6.5 identifies the rate impacts and tonnage recoveries under each scenario. The differences under each 

alternative are discussed below. (The rate increases shown are predicated on the assumption that the 

increases are spread to all residential accounts.)
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A nz=r-.21":tio altemetve is the mcs: 
exe-3r.srva :=cause cf -nicn	 and 

eduatint :::a raze Inerease ef 

er.sr.reeaciian: cr.:era:err: rnus: 

	  nurneer cf 	

Na: ex.eer.ceures wcuit e 

-ests are nien eecause :he :en:einem are 

:ne tcacz as :ney are	 curneed. in:: ?..ne 

reculrernen- e- as 

1:7S-47--17iv? 

is a reiatrvely ine.x==onsrve 

slce-;cacer 

ir.:erease (casn

car.r.e=v: Alternattve 
..aniy	 :ne :::::lectens are rnen.-....iy ar.c existn; 

s.x.eanetures WC	 5C.	 iC.	 a firs: year
 re,-u:re-•	 :nis ait.rna:tv=. 

A ir =rna&-le	 Scuree Se:am-ter •-•/ 	 A.::Arra:rv5 A wcuid :es: a ne: f S1.7 rr.iiiicn in the 5 
year (casn tzsis). resurenc iti ar	 m:e increase cf :::171%. This 21:9.f7Z:Ne is cr.a:-aceenzed 
.nignes: clegr.ee Cr rrar.ual eperazicns resuitn; 	 r:SKz wcrkers. and hign iaecr and vehicle er...s- cri an 

cngcing teass. The ccile:::icn	 unter	 s aJterrarrve is nc:re-.cr-srnmer.cer...	 wouid 
s:ignty reduce the revenue reccver!, 2L wc	 se: 	 -ne scrtng anc ;recessing - -s. 

AlZ garatrv c, = :Slue	 Snce -cnzsiner	 N=voseee.... 5 .3 ,7narSt°: /24.rrratie	 ccs: a net cf 
rniilicn in Lne firs: year (casn eas:3;. 	 in a nate increase Cr	 ems:ens:las Cr this 

atternatrve inc:uce relatively inexcersrie	 -a= cr.),iicrccil ucn ces:s. Celled:len • 
:est; are nicn tecause	 wcrxers. rnus: rnanuany emery :he 	 ners.	 ir fewer 
ne:.:sehcids eing served in cne ca'.'. A Large nurneer 	 s--aff (E.5 7.7c: is r- :red unter isalternauve. 
Cardtcart wcuid tic:	 ceiiec:ed uncer	 2i:erne:eve. wnicn wcuid slig yr-z•e" , -  the revenue. be: 'zhis
wcuid de cf.fset ty decreased erccessing 

f-eilecter 	 ,=,.Iternathe 

-2-2 is zesty cue tc t.-.e cx:er C zentair.ers SeC eacn) ant tecause eic-x-u=s are made weekly. The 
net excend:Tures are 	 r n.:.-.e eduivaier.: ef a ZS. C% rate increase in the firs: year (cash basis). 
Staffing recuirernerrs are
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TABLE 6.4 
PROJECTED RATES/INCREASES AND TONNAGE BY ALTERNATIVE 

A	 B	 C 0-1 0-2 0-3 

Pate Increase (%) for Ongoing Expenditures 

7.24%	 6.94%	 5.94% 

pate Increase (%) for One-rime Capttal Costs 

0.47%	 7_60%	 20.66%

3.30% 

16.00%

5.68% 

20.42%

3.30% 

17.11% 

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

sate Increase (5/Month) for Ongoing Expenditures 

.6.6=- ........,	 .54 .30 .52 .30 

:=.ate Increase (5/Month) for Cne-Time Capital Costs 

.37	 1.29 . .as 1.46 1.37 1.66 

TOTAL	 1.53	 1.32 ,	 2.4.3 1.76 2.39 1.87 
S/MONTri 

cns

1.653	 1.353	 2-024 2.024 2.024 2.024 

Tcn

5.937	 5309	 51,3E9 5994 51,344 51,050 

% Diversion from Landfill 

1.02%	 1.02%	 1.11% 1.11% 1.11% 1.11%

REVISED 11-13-89. 
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VII. CURBSIDE RECYCLING IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

INTRODUCTION 

It is the intent of this chapter to provide the City Council with an understanding of the implementation 

framework for the recommended residential curbside recycling program. As stated in City Council 

Resolution #89-685. the implementation of a household curbside recycling program is dependent upon 

the requirements of CE0A. If the program to serve 25% of City households can be considered a *pilot 

program" for purposes of CE0A. the implementation schedule outlined below 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 of 1990; the implementation 

activities would be delayed approximately 12 months. 

In addition to CECI.-',A compliance. two major scheduling elements are identified: the first element is the 

time needed to put in place the staff, support services, and equipment essential to collection start-up; and 

the second, a key element, is the time needed to establish marketing and processing capability. The time 

lines developed reflect our normal -business-as-usuar approach. If this aporoach is inconsistent with the 

City Council's desires, staff could explore an expedited collection implementation program. Expedited 

implementation would require an increased commitment of resources and some policy modifications. 

Staff does not recommend an expedited program. 

If the household curbside recycling program recommended in this report is accepted, 25% of the City's 

households could receive curbside recycling service within 22 months. The proposed recycling program 

could be phased in to serve all City households in five years. These dates represent a balance between 

the desire to establish curbside recycling quickly and the pragmatic realities cf setting up an accountable 

and logistically complex program. 

PERSONNEL SELECTION 

The personnel needed to staff the curbside recycling program must be recruited, tested, and selected 

in accordance with the CNil Service process. The classifications tentatively proposed for program 

implementation are:
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Collection/Public Education: 

Sanitation worker II 

Typist Clerk I (Relief) 

Public Information Coordinator 

Based upon the schedule for delivery of the collection vehicles, the Public 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 schools, and prepare the education program for 

implementation within the first phase of the curbside collection program. If the Personnel Department 

approves the use of this classification, a person could be hired from the existing eligible list approximately 

July 1, 1990. 

Eligible lists also exist for the Sanitation Worker II and Typist Clerk I (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. 

Materials Recovery Facility (MRFr. 

MRF Supervisor (New Classification) 

Equipment Operator I 

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 Department workload. Recruitments and examinations would have to be 

conducted for the existing classifications of Equipment Operator I, Maintenance Worker. and General 

Helper. 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 recycling program requires following a specific 

series of steps. These steps include: (1) the preparation of bid specifications: (2) the preparation and 

45

1Le



solicitation of bids: (3) the evaluation of bids: (4) selection of a responsible bidder; (5) awarding of 

contracts; and. finally (6) accepting delivery of the items. These activities will require a minimum of nine 

and one-half months. Our experience with solid waste collection indicates that the delivery of 'blue box' 

or 60 gallon containers would require an additional eight months. 

The equipment needed to support household recycling consists of collection trucks and recycling 

containers. 

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

processing alternative most desirable to the City is one in which household recyclables can be hauled 

directly from the routes to a nearby processing facility. The pursuit of private sector materials processing 

contractors, through response to our RFQ, provides an excellent potential for private sector construction 

and operation of such a facility. However, if, following review and evaluation of the bidders proposals 

the City selects to build its own processing facility under this scenario, staff would need to procure 

equipment for materials recovery. 

Staff would then have a need to purchase such items as balers, conveyor belts, storage bins, scales. 

etc. To obtain the necessary materials recovery equipment could require s months. 

To summarize, if the project can be deemed a pilot program, lead tme for recycling program 

implementation will be determined by the following: 

1. Time required to hire and train new staff. 

2. The length of time necessary for the City's bid process to select providers of collection vehicles 

and household recycling containers and to identify contractor(s) cf materials processing and 

marketing services. 

3. Time required for delivery of collecbon vehicles and household containers after vendors have been 

chosen. 

4. Time required for the City's newly hired staff to create and produce promotional materials. 

5. Time required for private sector materials processors to obtain permits for site modifications, make 

improvements, and install additional processing equipment if needed. 
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The implementation schedule for household recycling (Table 7.1) summarizes the time-specific recycling 
subtasks.
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'FAME 7.1
IMPIE1E241W11011 ErilL111fE FOR 113(11)1311111) awnsrm RECYMING 

Schedule in Months 

Action/lasks
	 10 11 12 13 14 15 

GENERAL 
CE0A Compliance (If Required 12-15-90) 
Council Approval of Curbside Recycling Plan 
Approval of Curbside Recycling Budget 
Approval of Curbside Recycling Organization 

•Ealic112ft 
Select Phase I Location(a) 
Design Collection Routes 
Prepare Specs and Issue Truck Olds 
Prepare Specs and issue Container Bids 	 AMON. 

Evaluate Bids and Select Vendors 
Order Trucks

••••••I 

Order Containers 
Provide for Truck Dispatch, Parking	 flaint. 
Take Delivery of Trucks 
lake Delivery of Containers 
Distribute Containers 
Start Collection Service 
Complete Collection Phase 
Mire and Train Operating Staff 
Start Promotional Campaign 
Distribute Promotional Mat. 
Implement Monitoring and Evaluation Systems 

MICE$11N4 AND FORAGE  

Review and Evaluate Alt. to Direct Haul 
Select final Vendors 
Negotiate Contract with Vendor 
Obtain Approval and Sign Contract	 ,1••••nnnn 

Public Monitoring of Vendor Performance 
Develop Recycling Markets 
Issue Recycling Bids 
Negotiate Contracts With Mat. Purchasers 
Obtain Approval and Sign Contract 
pubitc: 
Locate a Met. Recovery facility (HRE) Site 
Obtain MRf Sit. Approvals 
Buy Mitf or Construct a Mfif 
Purchase/Install Mitf Equipment 
Start Mat. Processing 
Evaluate Public Performance



VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 

When first assigned the task of preparing a residential curbside recycling program, the Public Works 

Dec ..:ment staff expected to be working with a source separation program as described in Alternative 

A of this report. This is probably the most common of the early curbside programs. However, in 

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

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

The information developed for this report was obtained using several different approaches. Department 

staff attended state-wide, national, and international conferences, equipment shows, symposia, etc. Many 

hours were spent researching journal and magazine articles and consultant reports about existing and 

planned recycling programs. Numerous telephone conversations were held with the operators of 

recycling programs all over the country. As a result. City staff is well educated in the state of the art of 

municipal recycling programs in this country. 

Many reports and planning documents on curbside recycling address the reasons for curbside collection 

and how to increase participation. They do not, however, specificaily compare the available methods of 

curbside collection and material processing. This report has analyzed six alternatives for a curbside 

program. Of particular interest are: (1) the effectiveness of diverting waste from disposal to recycling; 

(2) various operational issues: (3) program cost: (4) acceptance by residents: and (5) risk associated with 

initial investment of resources in a pilot program to serve 24,000 households. 

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 alternatives. 

Alternative A, the source separation method, is no longer regarded as the wave of the future by 

experienced program operators. On September 14, 1989. the State Department of Conservation and the 

Plastics Recycling Corporation cf California sponsored a workshop on curbside recycling. At this 

workshop, City staff were surprised to hear representatives of the San Mateo curbside recycling program 

express a dear preference for the 'blue box method of collection (Alternative 3 in this report). Although 

San Mateo currently uses smokable containers in a source separation program, the 'blue box' alternative 

is the one used in the curbside collection programs implemented by the same operator in communities 
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in the eastern part 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 Alternative A), was also heard to say, at the workshop. that the 'blue box' 

method would be used if they had the opportunity to redesign the program in San Jose. Alternative A 

is the least flexible in responding to changes and quantities of materials to be collected. Further. 

Alternative A involves the greatest degree of manual labor resulting in high risk to workers. high exposure 

to injury claims, and high labor costs. If Alternative A were implemented for the 24,000 home pilot 

program and later determined to be unsatisfactory, it might be difficult to recover any salvage value 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, Alternative 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 materials 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 Alternatives C and D since 

newsprint is bundled and collected separately from other materials. For manual collection of recyciables, 

Alternative B is the preferred choice. 

Alternative C involves semi-automated collection of totally commingled recyciables from 60 gallon or 90 

gallon 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 recyclables from 60 or 90 gallon 

containers by a side loading packer truck. Since Alternative D is fully automated, there is no manual 

labor involved. It is identical 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 may 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 material processing. A special advantage of automated collection in large 

containers is that cardboard can easily be added to the materials collected, thereby increasing the impact 

on the total waste stream. In addition, the large containers make less frequent collection possible. In 

a similar way, Alternative 0 allows for addition of other materials (e.g. HOPE) as local markets become 
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available. There is little experience nation-wide with using fully automated collection for recyclables, 

although it is well established for garbage collection. Alternative 0 is particularly attractive for a pilot 

program since it involves so little risk. In the worst case of abandoning this method for collecting 

recyclables were abandoned, all the containers, vehicles, and staff could be absorbed back into the 

existing garbage collection function of the City. The investment in a processing facility would still be 

worthwhile since the 'blue box system also requires materials processing. 

The preferred way to implement Alternative 0 is to start with monthly collection on the same day as 

regular garbage collection (Alternative 0-3) using the existing vehicle fleet and a modest staff increase. 

This method combines the advantages of greater waste diversion and a relatively low cost per ton. If 

the participation rates and community acceptance are not satisfactory, the program could be expanded 

to provide collection weekly on the same day as garbage pickup. If the program were still determined 

unsatisfactory, the equipment and staff could be absorbed back into the existing garbage collection 

system. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Either Alternative B ("blue box') or Alternative 0 (fully automated collection of commingled recyciables) 

is recommended as the best choice for a residential curbside recyciing program in the City of 

Sacramento. It is recommended that Alternative 0-3 be chosen for a 24.cco household pilot program. 

primarily due to the low risk of initial investment and the greatest potential impact on the waste stream. 

After experience is obtained with Alternative 0, it is recommended that a comparison be made with 

Alternative B prior to any long-term commitment or expansion of the residential curbside collection of 

recyclables. Based on this study, it is anticipated that Alternative B may *ce best for a small program 

serving only 24.000 households, but Alternative 0 is best for a city-wide program. 
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APPENDIX	 A:	 City	 of	 Sacramento	 Resolutions 

• 88-646 

• 88-673 

• 88-973 

• 89-685



RESOLUTION NO. 85-646 
•CCPTS.D Y 71-lE SAC7-1AMENTO C:7Y COUNC:L. C1 AE C 

A RESCLUTION APPROVING THE 19€8 RE/IS;CN 70 THE 
SACRAMENTO COUNTY SCUD WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

WHEREAS. the Nejedly-rberg-Cills Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery Act of 1972 
(hereafter referred as the Act) required each county, in cooperation with affected local 
jurisdictions, to prepare a comprehensive, coordinated solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Sacramento and the four cities therein did prepare and adopt a solid waste 
management plan in 1977; and 

WHEREAS, the Act. requires that the County Sad Waste Management an be reviewed periodically to 
determine if a revision to that plan is required: and 

WHEREAS, the Act also requires that any revision to the County Solid Waste Management Plan shall 
te subject to the approval by a maiority of the cities within the county which contain a majority of 
the poo.uiation of the incorporated area cf the county: and 

WHEREAS. the County of Sacramento has prepared a Revision to the Sciid Waste Management Plan in 
conformance with the Act and on April 22, 19E8. submitted said revision to this council for approval: 

BE IT RESCLVED BY. THE CCUNC:L OF THE C:TY OF SACRAMENTO: 

ir,zt the C*;ty Council approves said Revision and concurs in the rcilowing: (a) the objectives set 
forth in the revision; (b) the method and organization for implementation of the programs contained 
in the revision, (c) the procedures for financing the recommended scud waste management programs. 
and (d) the role identified in the revision fcr the City in impierner.ting this cooperative effort for 
management of solid waste in an economical and environmentally acceptable manner.

ANNE RUDIN 
MAYOR 

AT7E.ST: 

LORRAINE MAGANA 
CITY CLERK

A - 1
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RESOLUTION No. SS-C;73 
Adoi7tecl by The Sacramento City Council on date of 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A GOAL OF RECYCLING A
MINIMUM OF 20% OF THE CITY'S WASTE STREAM 

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

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 66780.5, subdivision (f), 
requires that the County of Sacramento's Solid Waste Management 
Plan, as revised during or after 1988, 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 prepared 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% recycling and specific actions to meet that goal, 
and- which further requires the cooperation of the four 
incorporated cities in developing an action plan to achieve 
that goal; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Sacramento thus has an affirmative 
obligation to establish a goal of reducing its own waste 
stream by 20%, and eventually to specify actions to meet 
that goal; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT PRSOLVED 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) that, in order to 
be able eventually to specify actions needed to meet that 
goal, the City/County Solid Waste 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, in the development 
of a proposed action plan for the City of Sacramento to meet 
the statutory 20% recycling goal, which proposed . 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 than June 1, 1989.

ANNE RUE:MN 
MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

ANNE J. MASON 

AtirisumtCITY CLERK	 A-2
	 010



RESOLUTION NO. S5-973 
ACCPTED EY rpiE EAC;AMENTO C;771 C1.:NC:L C.N DATE 2; 

j 

A RESOLUTIOff APPROVIKIE THE ESTABL/SMIEHT 
OF A CITY RECYCLING sumcomarrEE 

WHEREAS. the incorporation of practical recycling processes are essential to an 
integrated solid waste management system: and 

WHEREAS the City Council. by approving Resolution No. 88-646, adopted the 1988 
revision of the Sacramento County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP) which 

establishes a goal of recycling 20 percent of the solid waste generated in the 
County. including its cities: and 

WHEREAS. the City Council, by approving Resolution Na. 88-873. adopted a City 
specc goal of recycling at least 20 percent of the solid waste generated 
within the City of Sacramento and directed the Solid Waste Advisory Committee 

(SWAC) to cooperate with various local agencies in the development of a proposed 
action plan to net the 20 percent recycling goal: and 

WHEREAS the SWAC is to advise the County of Sacramento and the cities of 
Sacramento. Folsom. Isleton and Galt of the following subjects: 

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

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

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

WHEREAS the SWAC'. at the request of the City Council. has evaluated methods of 
providing public input into the development of a City recycling program and 
recommended that the City Council establish a subcommittee of the SWAC to provide 
the necessary public input: and 

WHEREAS. the City Council's joint Transportation and Community Development and 
Budget and Finance Committees approved the SWAC recommendation. 

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED BY TEE CITY COUNCIL OF TEE CITY OF SACRAMENTO: 

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

8-3'73 61 
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The responsibilities. Structure and operation of the subcomxit:ee shall be as 
delineated in attached Exhibit A.

MAYOR 

ATTEST:. 

88-973 
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SAC2A.11EN= CITY RECYCLING SCBCONNITTEE 

1.	 Established. 

The Sacramento City Recycling Subcommittee to the City Solid Waste Advisory 
Committee (SWAC) is hereby established. 

2.	 Definitions. 

As used in this exhibit, the following definitions apply: 

(a) Board. The Board of Supervisors of Sacramento County. 

(b) City. The City of Sacramento. 

(c) Council. The City Council of the City of Sacramento. 

(d) County. The County of Sacramento. 

(e) Mayor. The Mayor of the City of Sacramento. 

(f) Member.	 A person appointed as a member of the recycling 
subcommittee. 

(g) Subcommittee. The Sacramento City Recycling Subcommittee. 

3.	 Responsibilities. 

(a) The subcommittee shall analyze and evaluate materials reclamation 
processes and techholugies co recommend methods and programs for 
enhancing the recovery. collection, reuse and sale of discarded 
substances/materials. 

(b) The subcommittee shall work with the SWAC to develop a recycling 
program for the City of Sacramento that will lead to a 20 percent 
reduction in the City's waste stream. 

(c) The subcommittee shall coordinate with the City/County SWAC. the City 
and County staff. the County Resource Recovery Task Force. the 
Council. and the Board of Supervisors. in the development of a 
proposed action plan for the City of Sacramento to meet the statutory 
20 percent recycling goal, which proposed 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 
than June 1, 1989.

A-5 
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4.	 Appointment of members. 

(a) The subcommittee shall consist of five (5) representatives of 

citizens residing within the City of Sacramento. 

(b) The subcommittee members shall be apnointed by the Mayor from persons 
recommended by the SWAC. 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of this exhibit. any member appointed 

to the subcommittee shall serve at the pleasure of the appointing 
authority. 

(d) Subcommittee members shall serve for a term of two (2) years. 

	

5.	 Organization. meetings. officers. 

(a)	 Members of the subcommittee shall serve without compensation. 

(-b)	 All City appointed members to the SAC shall be ex-officio members 

of the subcommittee. 

(c) The Chairperson of the SWAC shall organize the subcommittee and 

appoint its officers.	 The appointed subcommittee officers shall 

serve at the pleasure of the SWAC Chairperson. 

(d) The subcommittee shall hold regular meetings at least once each month 

at a time and place selected by a majority vote of the entire 

subcommittee. 

(e) A majority vote of the entire subcommittee is necessary in order for 

the subcommittee to take action on any matter. 

	

6.	 Vacancies, absences from meetings. 

(a) The Mayor shall fill any vacancy occurring among the members. 

(b) The position of any subcommittee member who fails to attend three 

or more consecutive regular meetings without the approval of the 

majority of the members of the subcommittee shall automatically 

become vacant. 

Staff support for the committee. 

(a) The Public Works Department'.s Solid Waste Division will provide staff 
• support for the subcommittee at reasonable levels consistent with 
the total workload of the division. 

(b) Assigned staff will be expected to: 
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(1) Keep minutes of the meetings. 
(2) Act as a resource person(s) to the subcommittee. 
(3) Perform liaison functions between the subcommittee and City 

officials. 

8.	 Termination. 

The City Council may dissolve the subcommittee at such time as it sees fit. 
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RESOLUTION NO. S9-685 
ADOPTED EX rriE SACRAMENTO CrTY COUNCL 

ON DATE OF
	 AUG 2 9 1989 

RESOLUTION ESTABUSHING RECYCUNG 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: 

(a) by January 1, 1992. the City shall endeavor to recycle or reduce all solid waste disposed 
of in the City by 30%. by weight: 

(b) by January 1, 1995. the City shall endeavor to recycle or reduce all solid waste disposed 
of in the City by 40%, by Weight; 

(c) by January 1, 1999. the City shall endeavor to recycle or reduce all solid waste disposed 
of in the City by 70%. by weight: and 

(d) the City shall compost or utilize alternative disposal to landfilling of the maximum amount 
of yard and garden waste that is feasible. 

) 2. A pilot curbside recycling program, serving at least one-quarter of the households in the City, will 
be implemented subject to CEOA compliance by August 1, 1990. Staff is hereby directed to 
develop an implementation plan, inciuding an analysis of costs associated with various curbside 
recyciing options. The staff recommendations shall be returned to the Joint Transportation and 
Community Develo pment/Buoget and Finance Committees no later than November 14, 1989. 

3. The recommendations contained in the Solid Waste Advisory Committee Recycling Action Plan, 
titled 'Subcommittee's Phase I Repot:" 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 returned to the Joint Transportation and Community 
Development/Budget arid Finance Committees no later than November 14, 1989. 

4. 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 RUDINt 
MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

VALERIE SURPOWES 

CITY CLERK

FOR crry CLERK USE ONLY

-S P:SOLLMON NO.: s9 ES 
DATE .ADOPTED: 	 AUG 2 9 19gq  
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APPENDIX B:	 Anti-scavenging Ordinances 

• City of Sacramento 

• State of California 

• County of Sacramento 

• City of San Bruno 

• City of San Jose 

• City of Albany



SACRAMM4TO CITY CODE 

GARBAGE, RUBBISH, WEELS AND WASTE MATTER 

together with the charges for any other utility service rendered 
to the property 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 
presently in effect for city water and sewer services. When 
garbage service is stopped at the request of an occupant or owner 
upon the vacation of the premises, the closing bill rendered shall 
be due and payable by the occupant or owner when billed. If all 
or part of the bill is not paid, the utility services sutervisor 
shall order the discontinuance of any and all utility services for 
which the bill is rendered, including but not limited to the water 
se,-vice. Before any service is discOntinued, the utility services 
sutervisor shall follow the procedures for notice and opportunity 
for hearing contained in Division 5 of Article I of Chatter 64 of 
the Sacramento City Code. (Cr•. No. 3683, 51; Ord. No. 84-
031, §12) 

§ 19 112 Removal of Recyclables and Salvageable MateriAll 
placed for City-Sponsored Recycling Program Prohibited. 

It shall be unlawful and an infraction for any persons, other than 
the City or the City's designee, to collect or remove recyclable 
cr salvageable materials placed by any person in a bag or 
container labeled for use in connection with a recycling program 
sponsored by the City of Sacramento. (Ord. 88-022, 51) 

§ 19.113 Unauthorized Collection and Hauling. 

Except as otherwise provided in Article III of this Chapter it 
shall be unlawful for any person to collect garbage, rubbish or 
waste paper refuse 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 by contract or otherwise by the city 
Manager on the recommendation of the Superintendent of the 
Division of Waste Removal of the Engineering Derartment. Nothing 
herein shall be construed to prohibit any person from hauling 
garbage, rubbish or waste paper refuse which has been produced on 
the premises actually occupied by the persons in his own vehicle, 
by himself or an employee. Nothing herein shall be construed to 
prohibit any person from hauling cr disposing of waste matter as 
defined in section 19.101. (Ord. No. 3354, §l) 

19.114 Delinqueat Fees-COnstitute Lien. 

If the charges for -garbage service remain unpaid for a period of 
30 days following presentation, such charge q?.A11 become a lien 
and a tax cn the real property to which the garbage service was 
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Assembly Hill Ni. 3711 

1175 

An act to add Sections 66710.5, 16713.5, 'salt! 6/i701.5 to, and to ittld 
Article 7 (commencing with Section 66761) to Chapter 1 of Title 7.3 
of, the Government (:ode, relating to recyclable materials. 

jA1i1irover1 by Governor September 21.19112. Files, wills 
Secretary of State September 29, 1902 

LEGISLATIVE cotaNsEt.'s 
All 3717, Lehman. Recyclable materlals: theft. 
Existing law does not specifically prohibit the removal 1,1 

I ecyclable materials hotts a designated collection location. 
This bill svould, except for an p otbellied recyclittg agent, as 

defined, ! p rohibit A person from knowingly, AS specified, lemovIng 
recyclable material which Itits been segmented from other waste 
material, as defined, for the purposes of recycliug null placed at the 
designated collection locution, as defined Iii the hill. 

The bill would nuthosize a court to nwald tactile damages to an 
notion lied recycling agent lit specified civil actions. 

The people of the State of Crdiforoin do enact nr follows: 

SECtION I. Section 66110.5 is added to the Goventnent Code, to 
read:	 .	 . 

66710.5. "Atithollzed recycling agent" means II !WI WI' !hut a 
local governing botly or private contuse, dial entity authorizes oo 
CO1111003 with to collect its recyclable waste material. An 111101011Zed 
recycling agency may be a municipal collection set vice, Ovate 
refuse battler, private recycling cult:tin he, or pi ivate 110111)1 suit 
cot poration or association. 

SEG. 2. Section 66713.5 Is added to the Government Code, to 
rend: 

(m11/13.5. "I)esignoted collection location" oncosts Ilm place svItete 
an Dutton lied recycling agent has contracted with either the local 
governing Itiotly or a private cattily to plc tip segt eget ed, recyclable 
material. This locution will customarily be the clubsitle of a 
residential neighbooltood or the service alley of a commeicial 
enterprise. 

SEC. 3. Section 611110.5 is added to the Government Code, to 
read: 

66718.5. "Segregated bons other waste material" means any of 
the following: 

(a) The placement of recyclable materials in separate con• 
(b) The binding of recyclable material separately It om 0 
isle material.

Ch. 1 .175	 —.2-- 

(c) The physical separation of lecyclable material from other 
waste mat ere& 

SEG. 1. Article 7 (commencing %Wilt Section 667(11) Is lidded to 
Chapter 1 of Title 7.3 of the Covet mitent Code, to tend: 

At ticle 7. thsatitholized Collection of Recyclable Materials 

16161. No person,:allier than the authorized recycling agent, 
shall I emove I taper, glass, cal dboard, plastic, used motor oil, fertotts 
metal, nInusintins, or . other recyclable materials which have beets 
sec, ' egated la 0111 other waste materials and placed at a designated 
collection locution for the pm poses of collection and recycling. No 
pet soil shall be 'subject to 1111 action for a violation of this section 
111111 .33 the 111!1S011 'm lOWS. of reasonably should know, !hot Ow 
matelials would oases wise be collected by the audios lied recycling 
agent for the purpose of recycling the metes lois. 

661112. Unless other wise pa ovided by contract, paper, glass, 
cat aboard, plastles, used 01101 or oil, ferrous metal, almni1111111, amid 
other waste matesials, which flue segregated for the purposes of 
recycling, and placed at Ilse desIgnated collection location, may not 
be semoved by anyone Oilier !boll the 111111101lied Colled1011 agent of 
the local governing bmly or In 'vale commercial entity. 

li6161. Nothing in this article shall limit the right of the Individual 
pet sou to donate, sell, or otherwise dispose of hits or her recyclable 
motes lusts. 

66164. 1st any civil action by an niillsorlzed recycling agent 
against n person alleged to have violated Section 66761, the com I Islay 
allow to elite damages against the unauthorized person removing the 
secyclable mates liii as measured by *the value of the mated:it 
emove51. 
66765. Nothing in this article shall limit the 81'1110111y of a local 

agency to enact or enrolee regulations or oadinances on the sante 
mat t P15. 

ni Nil



7.3 Ccv't Code - cclid Waste Management and Resource Recovery 

.	 (a) Aspects of solid waste handling which are of lccal concern 
including, but not limited to, frequency of collection, means of 
oollection and transportation, level cf services, charges and fees, 
.nature, location, and extent of prcviding solid waste handling 
services. 

(b) Whether such services are to be provided by means ofnonexclusive 
franchise, contract, license, permit, or otherwise, either with or 
withcut competitive bidding, or, if in the opinion of its governing 
bcdy, the public health, safety and well-being so require, by 
partially exclusive or wholly exclusive franchise, contract, license, 
permit, or otherwise, either with or without competitive bidding. 
Such authority to provide solid waste handling services may be granted 
under such terms and conditions as are prescribed by the governing 
bcdy cf the local governmental agency by resolution or ordinance. 

(c) Nothing is this chapter shall mcdify or abrogate in any manner any 
franchise heretofcre granted or extended by any county or other local 
governmental agency. 

The provisicns of this article do nct require any lccal agency to 
p.rcvide for services, or for any level of service, but, instead, 
specify the means by which services, if provided, may be performed. 
nctwithstanding any ccher provisicns of law to the contrary, no local 
agency snail in any way be liable for its failure to provide service 
or for any action or failure to act by a solid waste enterprise. 
Added Stars 1950 ch 504 Sec. 1.1 

Chapter One

Article 7 

Unauthorized Collection cf Recyclable Material
(Added by Stats 1922 ch 1475 sec. 4.] 

Prchibiticn against removal of materials except by 
authorized recycling agent 
Prohibiticn against removal of materials except by 
authorized collection agent 
Right of individual to dispose cf recyclable materials 
unaffected 
Treble damages 
Local agency's authority to enact or enforce ordinances 
unaffected 

Prohibition against removal of materials except by 
authorized recycling agent. 

peison, other than the authorized recycling agent, shall remove 
vaper, glass, cardboard, plastic, used motor oil, ferrous metal, 
aluminum, or other recyclable materials which have been segregated 
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Sec. 66761. 

Sec. 66762. 

Sec. 6E762. 

Sec. 66764. 
Sec. 66765. 

Sec. 66761.
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1.' ; t 1	 7.3 Gov't Code - Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery 

from other waste materials and placed at a designated collection 
location for the purposes of collection and recycling. No person 
shall be subject to an action for a violation of this section unless 
the person knows, or reasonably should know, that the materials would 
otherwise be collected by the authorized recycling agent for the 
purpose of recycling the materials. 
[Added Stats 1982 oh 1475 Sec. 4.1 

Sec. 66762. Prohibition against removal of materials except by 
authorized collection agent 

Unless otherwise provided by contract, paper, glass, cardboard, 
plastics, used motor oil, ferrous metal, aluminum, and other waste 
materials, which are segregated for the purposes of recycling, and 
placed at the designated collection location, may nct be removed by 
anyone other that the authorized collection agent of the local 
governing body or private commercial entity. 
[Added Stats 1982 ch 1475 Sec. 4.1 

Sec. 66762. Right of individual to dispose of recyclable materials 
unaffected 

Nothing in this article shall limit the right of the individual person 
to donate, sell, or otherwise dispose cf his or her recyclable 
materials. 
[Added Stats 1982 ch 1475 Sec. •.1 

Sec. 66764. Treble damages 

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 unauthorized person removing the recyclable 
_material as measured by the value of the material removed. 
[Added Stats 1982 ch 1475 Sec. 4.1 

Sec. EE7EE. Local agency's authority to enact or enforce ordinances 
unaffected 

Nothing in this article shall limit the authority of a local agency to 
enact or enforce regulations or ordinances on the same matters. 
(Added Stats 1982 ch 1475 Sec. 4.) 
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or tne 
Boa. of Supervisors 

E C - 

Sia2MY On a motion by Supervisor	 	 , seconded by 

COLL 21 'iuuervisor 	 , the foregoing ordinance was passed 

and adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Sacramento, State of California, at a regular meeting thereof, 

21st - day of 	
January	

, 1986, by the following vote, 

to wit: 

ATES:	 Supervisors, JM1NSON, mmy ,	 COLL/N 

NOES:	 Supervisors, NONE 

ABSENT: Supervisors, BRYAN 

• 

Ch42-5. erscn or tnela Boar a or .iupervisors
of Sacramento County, California 

(SEAL)

eaatalterehe wIlh Seettaa 211O3 is the Coaetheleatelt 
Cale at the State et Caelleowta. • tiny 111 

Ilecurneni hea taro* dative...a la the Chan... Cl area 
&awl aliatormams. Gene/a Sattemeaat, 

JAN 2 1 1986 

FILED 
JAN 21 1986 

‘e24.... Pt, " 0 Str ?..w....1.14L„....) or . 
!En OF THE BOARD 

-2-

EY 
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-----.----, 

SECTION 1. Sezz'or. 6. 1 0. 1 60 of the Sacra=enzo Counzy Code is 

amended to read: 

6.20.160 OWNERSHIP OF REFUSE AND SALVAGEABLE MATERIALS. It 

shall be unlawful for any person within the unincorporated area, 

other than the County or the authorized permittee'under this 

chapter, to collect or remove refuse or salvageable material 

placed by any person at a curb or in a container for collection 

by the Coun-t	  or the 

SECTION 2. This ordinance was introduced and the title 

thereof read at the regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors 

on	 Januar-7 14	 1986, and on J anuarv 14 

resdine was valved b y unani=ous 'Soca of the Sunervisors present

1986, further 

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

after thirty (30) days from the date of its passage hereof, and 

before the expiration of fifteen (15) days from the date of its 

passage it shall be published once with the names of the members 

of the Board of Supervisors voting for and against the same, said 

publication to be made in a newspaper of general circulation 

published in the County of Sacramento. 
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NIX

ORDNANCE NO. 1987- 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SAN BRUNO ADDING CHAPTER 10.14 
TO TITLE 10 OF THE SAN BRUNO MUNICIPAL CODE, ESTABLISHING A 
PROGRAM FOR THE SEPARATE COLLECTION OF RECYCLABLES FROM THE 

R'.'SIDENCES, BUSINESSES AND INSTITUTIONS OF THE CITY OF SAN BRUNO 

• 
WHEREAS, reduction of the amount of solid waste and the 

conservation of recyclable materials is an important public 
concern by reason of the growing problem of solid waste disposal 
and its impact upon the environment; and 

WHEREAS, recycling conserves valuable material resources and 
energy, promotes greater efficiency in the local economy, and 
provides employment; and 

'WHEREAS, recycling will reduce the overall amount of solid 
waste presently requiring disposal, and thus reduce storage, 
c 4 on, transportation, and disposal costs; and 

WHEREAS, the current Solid Waste Management Plan for the 
County of San Mateo, Chapter X-(B) designates the local public 
entities as responsible for implementing programs for initiating 
and regulating curbside recycling programs; and 

WHEREAS, the Solid Waste Management Policy for the State of 
California of 1979 provides as an objective the creation of local 
recycling programs throughout the State; and 

WHEREAS, Title 7.3 of the California Government Code, "The 
Solid Waste Management and Resource Recovery Act of 1972" 
authorizes the establishment of local programs for recovery of 
recyclable materials; and 

WHEREAS, California Assembly 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: 

SECTION 1: That Title 10, Chapter 10.14, including Sections 
10.14.010 through 10.14.140, is added to the San Bruno Municipal 
Cede to read as follows:
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CHAPTER 10.14

RECYC 7 k m7 E Y;TI-R-AIS  

Purpose 
Definitions 
Recyclable Materials Disposal--General 

.Requirements 
Collection Service--Establishment 
Collection Contract 
Authorized Recycling Agent--Duties 
Provisions Declared Minimum Standards 
Separation of Recyclables and Placement for 

Removal 
Receptacle--Specifications 
Authorized Recycling Agent-Insurance Required 
Authorized Recycling Agent--Rights Under Contract 
Authorized Recycling Agent--Receipt of Charges 
Private Disposal of Recyclable Materials 
Collection by Unauthorized Persons Prohibited-- 

Penalty 

Sections: 
10.14.010 
10.14.020 
10.14.030 

10.14.040 
10.14.050 
10.14.060 
10.14.070 
10.14.080 

10.14.090 
10.14.100 
10.14.110 
10.14.120 
10.14.130 
10.14.140

10.14.010 Purpose 

The City Council finds and determines that a municipal 
program for the collection and recycling of newspapers, metal 
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 program 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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additional purpose of this ordinance to define clear ownership of 
recyclable materials and to provide for the p---.,--i-n of those 
ownership rights. 

7 0. 1 4.020 Definitions. 

For the purposes of this chapter the following words and 
mhrases shall have the meanings as set forth hereinafter unless 
the context appears otherwise: 

(a) "Authorized recycling agent" means that person, 
partnership, joint venture or corporation authorized by contract 
with the City of San Bruno to collect recyclable materials 
pursuant to this chapter. 

(b) "CharitabZe entity" means any organization or other 
entity maintained for community service, education or the public 
good, including service clubs, scouting organizations, religious 
and educational organizations and recognized charities. 

(c) "Collect" means to take physical possession of 
materials at any commercial location, institutional location, 
multi-residential complex or residential unit cf another. 

(d) "Commercial entity" means any business, retail, office, 
professional or industrial premises or site'including but not 
lim i ted to motels, hotels and automobile courts. Such definition 
includes non-profit activities such as churches, synagogues, 
charitable organizations, fraternal, service and social clubs. 

(e) "Commercial location" means the premises or site of a 
commercial entity. 

(f) "Designated collection location" means the place where 
an authorized recycling agent is to pick up segregated, 
recyclable materials. The location is identified by contract 
between the authorized recycling agent and the City of San Bruno 
and will customarily be the curbside of a residential 
neichborhood or the .service alley of a commercial or 
institutional entity. 

(g) "Institutional entity" means any location operated by a 
governmental entity, including city, county, state and/or federal 
buildings, public schools, Colleges, and public recreational 
sites. 

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

(i) "Multi-residential complex" means any residential 
building, boardinghouse, apartment building, condominium complex,
stock cooperative complex, or flats consisting of more than three 
(3) independent dwelling units. "Multi-residential complex" does 
not include motel, hotel or automobile court. 

(j) "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 more of the • 
following categories of materials collected and recycled or 
salvaged from within the City of San Bruno: 

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

3 
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(3) glass 
(4) old corrugated cartons 
(5) graded or sorted waste paper 
(6) waste motor oil (residential) 
(7) ?ET plastic beverage containers 

(1) "Rec ycling" means the process of sorting, cleansing, 
treating, and reconstituting waste or other discarded materials 
for the purpose of using the altered form. "Recycling" does no: 
include merely sorting, shredding, stripping, compressing, 
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-dwelling units or less, or 
condominium complex.of 3-dwelling units or less. For the 
purposes of this chapter, each a partment, 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 s 
dwelling.

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

(1) by the person from whom they are being collected; 
(2) from refuse; and 
(3) from all other recyclable materials to form one 

readily identifiable category or materials as set forth in 
Section 10.14.020(j that is saleable without further sorting. 

10.14.030 Recyclable Material Disposal -- General Reauirements 

It is unlawful for any person to keep, deposit, bury or 
dispose of 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 program is 
established and shall be available to all persons, residences, 
businesses and institutions in the City of San Bruno 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 
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agent, may not be stored or transferred by use of the recycling 
receptacles described in this chapter, or any other containers 
used for recycling provided by the authorized recycling agent. 
Storage of recyclable materials at the designated collection 
location other than for pickup by the authorized recycling agent 
as defined herein, is prohibited. 

10.14.050 Collection Contract 

A. The City Council may, with or without having invited 
bids therefor, enter into an exclusive contract with any 
responsible individual, association, firm, organization or other 
business entity, whether or not said entity is operated 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 hereafter been entered into between the City of 
San Bruno and a contractor for the collection of any or all 
recyclable materials as herein provided, said contractor shall be 
the authorized recycling agent for the City of San Bruno. 

B. If in the determination of the City Council said 
contractor shall have satisfactorily performed such contract, the 
City Council, without inviting bids or proposals therefor and 
without giving notice of its intention to do so, may, either 
prior to or after the expiration of such contract, extend or 
renew the same for such a period and on such terms and conditions 
as the City Council shall deem necessary and appropriate. 

1 0:1 4.060 Authorized Recycling Agent -- Duties 

The City of San Bruno's official authorized recycling agent 
must offer recyclable materials collection service to all 
persons, 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 criminal remedies available for enforcing this 
chapter. 

10.14.070 Provisions Declared Minimum Standards 

The provisions of this chapter shall be the minimum 
requirements for the protection of the public health, safety, 
convenience and general welfare. 

10.14.080 Separation of Recyclables and Placement for Removal. 

A. Persons desiring to participate in the San Bruno 
Recycling Program shall prepare and separate those recyclable 
materials that the City has contracted for pickup by the 
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authcrized recycling agent from cmher gar:=a;e and refuse as 
required by the col lc, ct i on contr-t, and thereafter have the 
segregated recyclable materia l s placed within receptacles as 
required by this chapter, or w i th i n the designated collectich 
location, which shall be collected by the authorized recycling 
agent.

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 at 
curbside earlier than 12 hours prior to the date and time for 
scheduled collection, nor left remaining at curbside longer than 
12 hours following the date and time for scheduled collection. 

C. Receptacles containing recyclable materials for multi-
-residential complex, commercial and/or institutional locations 
shall be of a size and serviceability agreed to by the authorized 
recycling agent and thereafter placed at the designated 
collection location. 

10.14.090 Receptacle -- Specifications 

A. Pursuant to the terms and conditions of any exclusive 
contract 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 
recyclable materials to be made available for curbside pick-up. 
The color, style and markings of such receptacles shall be 
mutually agreed upon between the City of San Bruno and the 
authorized recycling agent. 

B. Initial provision of residential receptacles shall be 
made 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 
curbside 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 Bruno's official authorized recycling agent 
contracted with, in accordance with this chapter, shall be 
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cons i dered as and shall be an independent contractor and shall 
act under its own directions as to the manner of performing its 
work; and it shall keep itse'f and all of its employees insured 
against all liability under California Workers' and Employees 
i nsurance, compensation and safety laws and against public 
liability and property damage, including all such liability for 
use or operation of motor vehicles used in the performance of 
work hereunder. Such public liability insurance shall be to the 
extent of one million 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 Bruno upon request. 

10.14.110 Authorized Recycling Agent -- Rights Under Contract 

An award of such contract shall confer upon the entity to 
whom 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 collect, transport, sell and dispose 
of all recyclable materials collected within the City of San 
Bruno as provided herein, and all provisions of this chapter • 
applicable to the authorized recycling agent shall constitute and 
be part of any contract awarded hereunder. 

1 0.14.120 Authorized Recycling Agent -- Receipt of Charges 

A charge shall be collected by the City of San Bruno's 
official authorized recycling agent from the tenant, lessee, 
owner or occupant of each residential unit, as well as for each 
multi-residential, commercial and/or institutional entity 
situated within the City limits, at rates to be established by 
contract between the City of San Bruno and the official 
authorized recycling agent, said rates to be subject to change 
upon approval of an agreement between the City of San Bruno and 
said official collector. 

10.14.130 Private Disposal of Recyclable Materials 

A. Nothing contained in this chapter shall preclude any 
person, business or other entity from disposing of segregated 
recyclable materials without utilizing the City of San Bruno's 
official authorized recycling agent, provided that the recyclable 
materials are disposed of by such persons individually or by his 
or her employee or employees to an authorized recyclable 
materials collection site or station that has been duly approved 
and authorized as such by an appropriate governmental authority 
or other appropriate authority. 

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

7 
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C. The use of receotaci o s or other containers provided by 
the authorized recycling acent or the Dick-up of such recyclable 
materials from any designated collection l ocation is prohibited 
by anyone other than the authorized rec ycling agent. 

D. Nothing herein contained shall inhibit, regulate or 
restrict any recycling center, nonprofit dropcff program or 
recycling processor as permitted by "The Solid Waste Management 
Resource and Recovery Act of 1972" or the "California Beverage 
Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act" of 1986. 

10.14.140 Collection by Unauthorized Persons Prohibited -- 
Penalty 

A. It is unlawful for any person, business or other entity, 
not otherwise excepted by the provisions of this chapter, or by 
state 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 consideration by the collector in 
addition to the materials collected creates the presumption that 
the collection of such materials is not for the purpose of 
recycling. 

B. From the time of placement of recyclable materials at 
curbside, or other appropriate designated collection locations or 
in any container used for recycling provided by the authorized 
recycling agent, said recyclable materials shall be and become 
the property of the authorized recycling agent. 

C. Any person engaged in the unauthorized collection of 
recyclable materials is guilty of an infraction. Any such 
unauthorized collections from one or more locations within the 
City of San Bruno shall constitute a separate and distinct 
offense.

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 them, 
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 
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1 972" provides in general, and Government Code Section 66757(b) 
brovides in particular that local governments have the discretion 

• ta enter into non-exclusive or exclusive franchises, contracts, 
licenses or permits for solid waste handling, including the 
handling of recyclable materials, according to the needs of the 
'coal entity. 

B. It is the intent and purpose of the City of San Bruno to 
enter into an exclusive franchise, contract, license or permit 
for the collection and hauling of recyclable materials from all 
participating residences, multi-residences, businesses and 
institutions in the City of San Bruno pursuant to this Ordinance. 

C. It is recognized that implementation of a city-wide 
exclusive franchise, contract, license or permit for the recovery 
of recyclables may involve gradual phasing in order to be 
implemented, particularly in an economically feasible manner 
consistent with the City's economic objectives in establishing 
this Program for City-wide Collection of Recyclables. 

D. Consequently, the individual, partnership, corporation 
or other entity securing the exclusive franchise, contract, 
license or permit is permitted one-year from the date of granting 
the franchise, license or permit, or one-year from entering into 
a contract with the City of San Bruno, whichever is later, in 
order to accomplish city-wide recyclable co1,4.,..-'on from all 
residences, businesses and institutions in the City of San Bruno. 

SECTION 3: If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, 
phrase, or portion of this ordinance is for any reason held to be 
invalid or unconstitutional by the decision of any court of 
competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the 
validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. The City 
Council of the City of San Bruno hereby declares that it would 
have adopted this ordinance and each section, subsection, 
sentence, clause, phrase or portion thereof, irrespective of the 
fact that any one or more sections, subsections, sentences, 
Clauses, phrases or portions be declared invalid or 
unconstitutional. 

SECTION 4: The City Council finds, pursuant to Title 14 of 
the California Administrative Code, Section 15378, that this 
ordinance is exempt from the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CIQA) in that: 

A. It is not a Project as provided by the Act, in that it 
does not have a potential for resulting in a detrimental physical 
change in the environment, directly or ultimately as provided in 
Title 14, Section 15378(a); 

B. In that it is further exempt under the definition of 
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Project in Section 15373(b)(3) in that it concerns general is.s1i=y 
and procedure making: 

C. In that is can be seen with certainty that there is no 
possibility that the activity may have a significant effect upcn 
the environment pursuant to Title 14, Section 13061(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 5: The City Clerk shall publish this Ordinance 
according to law.

Mayor 
ATTEST:

City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

City Attorney 
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ORDINANCE NO. 22054 

ORDINkNCE OF-THE—COUNCIL 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 programs; 

NOW, THEREFORE,. BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN 

JOSE: 

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 follows:
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Ord. 22054 

9.08.015. Authorized recycling contractor  

"Authorized recycling contractor", as used in this chapter, 

means a person, firm, partnership, corporation or other entity 

authorized under and by virtue of a contract with the city co 

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 this 

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 

refuse for the purpose of recycling. 

- B. "Recycling", as used in this chapter, means the process 

of collecting and turning used products into new products by 

reprocessing or remanufacturing them. .	 _ 
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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:

Part 10 

COLLECTION OF RECYCLABLE MATERIALS 

9.08.1700. Ownership of recyclable waste material  

Upon the placement of recyclable waste material 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 prohibited - 

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 designated 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  

material  

Nothing in this part shall limit the 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. 

7576a 
3086a 19



RJL : SD: ldw
	

Ord 22054 

• 8/5/85
	 _ 

• D-3

9.08.1730. Enforcement - Authority  

The director of the Department of Neighborhood Preservation 

shall have the authority to enforce the provsions of this part. - - ,
_	 .	 . 

This authority shall be in addition to the authority granted 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

) es— "--1PA  

ATTEST: Andrea M. Payone
	 THOMAS McENERY
	 yor 

ff4P'I'7 Acting City	 erk

- 
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ORDINANCE NO. 89 - 08 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE ALBANY CITY COUNCIL ESTABLISHING ANTI-
SCAVENGER PROVISIONS -RELATING TO OWNERSHIP OF RECYCLABLE 
MATERIAL, UNAUTHORIZED COLLECTION OF RECYCLABLE MATERIAL, 
OWNERSHIP AND UNAUTHORIZED REMOVAL OF APPROVED RECYCLING 
CONTAINERS, THE RIGHT OF INDIVIDUALS TO DISPOSE OF 
RECYCLABLE MATMCAL, THE RIGHT OF AUTHOR/ZED CONTRACTOR TO 
BRING FORTH CIVIL ACTION, AND PROVIDING FOR VIOLATIONS AND 
PENALTIES. 

WHEREAS, the City of Albany (the "Cit y ") wishes to 

discourage the stealing ("scavengering") of recycling 

buckets and recyclable materials; and 

WHEREAS, the Oakland Scavenger Compan y has recommended 

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

pursuit and prosecution of those caught stealing recycling 

buckets and recyclable materials; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed 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 Ordinance. 

Section 2. That Sections 15-3.1 through 15-3.8 be 

added to read: 

15-3.1	 Definitions. As used in this section: 

8-21
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Anoroved 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 Recycling Contractor-- shall mean a person, 

firm, partnership, corporation or other ehtity authorized 

under and by virtue of a contract with the City to collect 

recyclable materials within the City limits. 

Recyclable Material-- shall mean material such as, but 

not limited to, newspapers, glass, metal and aluminum cans, 

plastic bottles, corrugated cardboard . and used motor oil 

which are separated from other garbage or refuse for the 

purpose of recycling. 

Recycling-- shall mean the process of collecting and 

turning used products into new products by reprocessing or 

remanufacturing them. 

	

15-3.2	 Ownership of Recyclable Material. Recyclable 

material placed at the curbside 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 
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remove recyclable material which has been =laced at the 

curbside. Any and each violation hereof from one or more 

recycling collection locations shall constitute a separate 

and distinct offense punishable as provided in this 

Ordinance. 

	

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. It shall be unlawful for any person to burn, 

break, destroy , scatter, scavenge, collect or take any 

recyclable materials without the consent of the resident of 

the premises or the authorized recycling contractor. 

	

15-3.5	 Approved Recycling Containers- Ownership and 

Unauthorized Removal. It shall be unlawful for a person 

other than the (1) the resident of the premises or his/her 

designee; or (2) the City, or (3) an authorized agent of the 

City, or (4) the authorized recycling contractor, to remove 

any approved recycling container from the curbside. 

	

15-3.6	 Right of Individual to Dispose of Recyclable 

Material. Nothing in this Ordinance shall limit the right 

' of an individual person, organization, or other entity to 

donate, sell or otherwise dispose of recyclable material, 

provided that any such disposal is in accordance with the 

provisions of this chapter. 

27 
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15-3.7	 Civil Action by Authorized Recycling 

Contractor. Nothing in this part shall be deemed to limit 

' the right of the authorized recycling contractor to bring a 

civil action against any person who violates the above 

described sections of this chapter, nor shall a conviction 

for such violation exempt any person from a civil action 

brought by an authorized recycling contractor. 

	

15 -3.8	 Violations and Penalties. Violation of any 

part of this section shall be an infraction or misdemeaner 

pursuant to Section 1-9 of the Albany City Code. 

Section 3. Severability Clause. If any section, 

subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this 

Ordinance for 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 
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ward J. McManus, Mayor 

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.
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edit 411,aut 
1000 SAN PABLO AVE. • ALBANY, CALIF. 94706 • TELEPHONE 66310116Z.1( 528-5720 

JACQUELINE L. BUCHOLZ 
CITY CLCIIIK 

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 Albagx IA five; that the 
foregoing Ordinance, being Ordinance No. °' -u°  , was passed 
and adopted 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 	 20th  
day of  Marrh 	, l9 8a . A.D., and that the same was so 
passed and adopted by the following 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 	, 19 89  -



5,293 
(397) 

	

4,896	 4,951 

	

4,070	 4,581 

	

8,966	 9,532 

	

5,425	 9,162 

5,427	 10,720 
(476)	 (873) 

9,847 
8,651 

18,498 

14,587 

OAKLAND SCAVENGER COMPANY 
ALBANY RECYCLING OPERATION 
STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS 

YEAR TO DATE 1989 

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 

10,208	 10,790	 20,998 

	

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 

13,749	 11,160	 24,909 

REVENUE: 

NEWSPAPER 
GLASS 
ALUMINUM 

TOTAL REVENUE 

EXPENSES: 

WAGES Et SALARIES 
OTHER PAYROLL COST 
TRUCK EXPENSES 
OFFICE EXPENSES 
OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE 
ADVERTISING 
GENERAL Ea ADMINISTRATIVE 

TOTAL EXPENSES

PROFIT/(LOSS) BEFORE RECYCLING SUBSIDIES (3,541) (370)	 (3,911) 

RECYCLING SUBSIDIES: 
ESTIMATED RATE INCREASE 
FRANCHISE FEES 

ESTIMATED PROCEEDS FROM RATE INCREASE 
AVOIDED COST • 

TOTAL RECYCLING SUBSIDIES 

ESTIMATED PROFIT/(LOSS)
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APPENDIX C:	 Waste Composition Data 

• City Conducted Waste Characterization Studies 

• R. W. Beck Waste Composition Study
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SACRANEMIO CI1V UAS1E COMPOSIFION PAIS 

Uosie Comaosit ion 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979

X	 - 

1980

(by weight) 

1981	 1982 1983 

COWSLIBLES 

Paper 

Miscellaneous 26.4 26.6 26.7 26.9 26.6 26.9 26.3 26.7 26.5 28.8 

Mew 9.1 9.3 10.1 10.0 7.9 7.0 7.1 6.8 6.2 0.0 

Corrugated 2.8 2.3 0.9 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Plastics 1.3 1.0 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.8 1.1 1.2 3.7 3.7 

Rubber &leather 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.7 0.3 0.3	 . 

Textiles 1.1 1.0 0.8 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 

Wood 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 18.4 

Yard Waste 26.5 29.7 27.0 31.8 34.6 31.8 35.7 36.1 35.9 30.6 

InN-mmtusTialEs 

Glass 9.8 6.9 7.6 7.2 7.5 6.8 6.5 7.1 7.3 12.7 

Metal	 (Ferrous) 6.4 6.5 7.4 7.2 6.1 6.5 6.1 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 Metals 0.4 0.4 1.6 1.8 1.1 1.3 1.1 1.1 0.9 0.0 

Hazardous Uastes

• Used 01, (urn. polish, 
batteries, raid cans, 

partially full house paint cans 

MolEs	 Garden refuse nos Included In the ,41 . d waste 
percenloged on this pogo. 



Hole: Thin page wan reviaed LO 
Ineinde garden reface 
J2/5/011 

1984 1985 1986 1987 

SACRAMENIO WAS 1E COMP0SIIION DAIA 

Waste Composition 

X -	 (by weight) 

1908 

COMBUSIIIILES 

Paper 

Miscellaneous tzI 
0 18.6 tl 16.6 15.3 

Newspaper 10.8 9.5 7.8 
0 

Corrugated 1.0 111 2.2 2.3 

Plastics 8.4 9.3 8.4 

Rubber It Leather 0.4 1.0 

lest Iles 1.4 0.8 3.7 

Wood 0.3 0.9 0.6 

rood 5.0 7.1 7.8 

Yard Waste 43.2 41.8 43.2 

Other 

poN-comeuslint8

1.6 

Class 5.6 4.9 3.0 

Metal	 (Ferrous) 2.4 2.4 3.7 

Aiumlnum 0.7 0.9 0.6 

Concrete/Rock 0.5 2.4 0.0 

Other Metals 1.6 0.0 

Hazardous Wnstss 0.5 0.0 1.06 

' Used oil.	 turn. polish.

holt 1'0' 1 eS, rold CIMS, 
tlally lull house paint couS 



TABLE 19 
SAcaAmENTO CITY ANO COUNTY 

C:TY LANOFILL - CCMMERCIAL WASTE STREAM COMPOSITION 
APRIL 1989

Sample Size • 6 loads 
Total Weignt Sorted • 2,147 lbs. 
Average Weight Sorted per Sample • 358 (be. 

WASTE 
CATEGORIES
	

mean Percentage

Precision Interval 
90% Confidence 

(4/. percent)

Precision Interval 
90% Confidence 
(•/- tons) Tons 

PAPER	 41.9:	 28,342 
mewscacer	 6.1%	 12.3%	 4,144	 8,329 
Corrugated Pacer 	 11.3%	 22.7%	 7,645	 15,366 
Computer Pacer	 0.2%	 0.4%	 132	 266 
Office Pacer	 1.5%	 3.3%	 1,001	 2,012 
Mixed Recyc. Pacer	 7.3%	 14.2:	 4,973	 9,996 
Nal-feeye. Paper	 13.3%	 77.7:	 9,338	 18,768 
Oisoosaole Oiapers	 1.5%	 3.0%	 1,012	 2,035 
Supermix Paper	 0.1%	 0.3%	 97	 195 

PLASTIC	 8.1%	 5,517	 . 
PET 3otttes	 0.2:	 0.4%	 129	 260 
milk/Juice Containers	 0.2z	 0.47.	 134	 269 
Polystyrene	 0.5%	 0.9:	 306	 615 
Film Plastics	 4.8%	 9.6%	 3,224	 6,481 
Hart Plastic Packaging 	 1.3%	 3.5%	 1,192	 2,396 
Plastic Procucts 	 0.7%	 1.5%	 495	 995 
Si=ermix Plastic	 0.1%	 0.1%	 36	 72 

GLASS	 6.6%	 4,433 
Refillable 3ev. Containers 	 0.0z	 0.0%	 0	 0 
cat. Recemption	 2.6%	 5.3%	 1,771	 3,559 
Cal mon-reconotion 	 3.4%	 6.3%	 2,274	 4,570 
Plate Glass	 0.0%	 0.0%	 0	 0 
mon-recyctacile GLass	 0.4%	 0.8%	 262	 526 
SLzermix Glass	 0.3%	 0.3%	 177	 355 

mETAL	 3.4%	 2,269 
Aluminun Cans	 0.5%	 0.9%	 307	 618 
Tin Cans	 1.4%	 2.3%	 948	 1,905 
31-meta( Cans	 0.2:	 0.4%	 140	 282 
Ferrous metals	 0.4%	 0.7:	 244	 491 
1 Won-ferrous metals	 0.3%	 0.6%	 199	 399 
I	 Insulated Wire	 0.0%	 0.3%	 0	 0 

white Goods	 0.0%	 0.0%	 0	 0 
mixeci Metals i Materials	 0.6%	 1.2:	 407	 818 
Su.nermix metals	 0.0z	 0.17.	 24	 48 

RU32ER	 0.3%	 3 
r Procucts	 0.0%	 0.=	 3	 6 

Tires	 0.3%	 0.0%	 0	 0 

ORGANICS
Food 
Tara Waste 
Leaves and Grass 
Other Organics 
Suoeroix Orlanics

31.9:	 21,584 

	

23.0%	 44.2:	 15,575	 31,305 

	

2.5%	 5.1%	 1,708	 3,433 

	

6.1%	 12.2%	 4,100	 8,240 

	

0.0%	 0.1%	 19	 38 

	

0.3%	 0.5%	 183	 368 

%.CCO
	

1.1%	 737 

OTHER	 7.3%	 4,712 
Textiles	 2.0%	 4.=	 1,334	 2,681 
Leatner	 0.1%	 0.2%	 69	 139 
Asn	 0.1%	 0.2%	 57	 114 
Ceramics/Porceiain/China	 0.2%	 0.4%	 129	 260 
Rocr/C6ncrete/Elriets 	 0.0z	 0.0%	 a	 o 
sanc/Soil/Oirt/Fines	 3.1%	 6.3%	 2,124	 4,258 
Gvesum aryuall	 0.=	 0.0% o 	 0 
Fiberglass Inslulation	 0.0z	 0.0%	 o	 o 
Corstruction Maoris	 0.9%	 1.=	 621	 1,249 
3uilty Waste	 0.=	 0.=	 0	 0 
Supermix, Kan-distinct Fines	 0.6Z	 1.2:	 397	 799 

KAZA2=6.3 MATERIALS I =WAIVERS
	

a 

A42.42CCUS =STAINERS-EMPTY
	

0.= 

7.7.7ALS
	

100.=
	

67,667

l=t1-7/11/89-14-jdecia 

(L7272C)
	

1I-30
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TABLE 18 
SACRAMENTO CITY AND =NTT 

CITY LANDFILL • RESIDENTIAL WASTE STREAM CCMPCSITION 
APRIL 1989 

Mean Percentage 

Samp le Size • 11 loads 
Total Weignt Sorted 2 3,316 lbs. 
Average Weignt Sorted per Sammie * 301 lbs. 

WASTE 
CA TE=R1ES

Adjustment for city loads: 
Total weight sorted * 3,316 lbs. 
Adjust 35% as yard waste * 1,785 lbs-

Precision Interval 
i 90% Confidence 

( 4/. percent)	 Tons

Precision Interval 
2 90% Conficence 

( Aq - tons) 

PAPER	 24.9%	 45,467 
Newspaper	 6.7%	 8.7%	 12,263	 15,930 
Corrugated Paper	 3.3:	 3.6:	 6,902	 6,550 
Comcutir Pacer	 0.0%	 O.=	 o	 0 
Office Paper	 0.3:	 0.8%	 330	 1,393 
Mixed Recyc. Pacer	 5.9%	 5.8%	 10,715	 10,649 
Won-recyc. Paper	 5.1:	 5.3:	 9,353	 9,519 
Discosap le Diapers	 3.0%	 7.1:	 5,429	 12,963 
Supermix Paper	 0.3%	 0.7%	 473	 1,326 

PLASTIC	 5.0%	 9,073 
PET Bottles	 0.1%	 0.3%	 240	 502 
Milk/Juice Containers	 0.3%	 0.6:	 514	 1,146 
Potysryrene	 0.4%	 0.6%	 668	 1,077 
Film Plastics	 2.0%	 1.6%	 3,584	 2,835 
warp Plastic Packaging	 1.2%	 1.1%	 2,158	 2,041 
Plastic Products	 1.0%	 1.5%	 1,803	 2,808 
Suoermix Plastic	 0.1%	 0.2%	 106	 371 

GLASS	 4.1%	 7,491 
Refillable Elev. Containers 	 0.0:	 0.0%	 0	 0 
Cal. Redemption	 1.6%	 2.7%	 2,914	 4,911 
Cal Won-redemp tion	 2.3%	 2.8%	 4,182	 5,186 
Plate Glass	 0.0:	 0.0:	 0	 0 
Won-recyclable Glass	 0.0:	 0.0%	 4	 29 
Supermix Glass	 0.2%	 0.7%	 391	 1,325 

METAL	 3.2%	 5,789 
Aluminum Cant	 0.3%	 0.6:	 640	 1,058 
Tin Cans	 1.2%	 1.5%	 2,132	 2,654 
31-metal Cans	 0.0%	 0.0%	 o	 0 
Ferrous metals	 0.4%	 2.6:	 676	 4,717 
Won-ferrous metals	 0.2%	 0.4%	 400	 754 
Insulated Wire	 0.0:	 0.0:	 4	 48 
white Gooris	 0.07.	 0.0%	 o	 o 
Mixed Metals L materials	 LC%	 4.6%	 1,831	 8,443 
Supermix Netats	 0.1%	 0.2%	 106	 359 

RUBBER	 0.5%	 975 
Ruccer Products	 0.5%	 3.3%	 975	 5,956 
Tires	 0.0%	 O.=	 o	 o 

Si=
	

1.3:	 2,372 

ORGANICS	 50.9%	 73,139 
Food	 4.2%	 7.6%	 7,751	 13,930 
Tarn waste	 37.6%	 9.2%	 68,673	 16,841 
Leaves and Grass	 8.5%	 29.6%	 15,490	 54,042 
Other Organics	 0.1%	 0.5%	 194	 924 
Supermix Organics	 0.6:	 3.9%	 1,232	 7,066 

OTHER	 9.6%	 17,551 
Textiles	 4.7%	 11.3:	 8,625	 20,564 
Leather	 0.0%	 0.2%	 54	 343 
Ash	 0.1%	 0.8%	 190	 1,468 
Ceramics/Porcelain/China	 0.0%	 0.3%	 66	 458 
Roct/Concrete/Bricks	 0.0%	 0.0%	 o	 o 
Sand/Soil/Dirt/Fines	 0.0%	 0.2%	 53	 437 
Gypsum Drywall 	 0.3%	 2.1%	 459	 3,765 
Ft perglass Inslutation	 0.0%	 0.0% o	 o 
Construction Deoris	 0.5%	 2.3%	 853	 4,178 
Bulky Waste	 0.0%	 0.0%	 0	 o 
Supermix, kon-distinct Fines	 4.0%	 14.7%	 7,252	 26,893 

HAM= KA1ER1ALS i COUTAINERS	 . 0.4%	 674 

liA7JACCUS cariA I an- WIT
	

0.=	 235 

MIA/
	

100%	 182,815

L=Lf2-7/11/89-jd-jdecia • 

(.7272C)
C-4
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

HYPOTHETICAL CURBSIDE 

RECYCLING PROGRAM 

POCKET AREA 

AREA/FEATURE 

— CITY 

— DAILY ROUTES 

Monday Route 

f Tuesday Route 

Wednesday Route 

Thursday Route 

Friday Route UZIA 

0	 01.71 miles

!:1 1: 111 1 :1



N.)

CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

POCKET AREA 

REGULAR ROUTE AREAS 

AREA/FEATURE 

— DAILY ROUTES 

— CITY 

0 1.78 miles
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APPENDIX 

POTENTIAL ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF VARIOUS 
CONTAINER TYPES 

Alterna-
tive

Potential 
Advantages

Potential 
Disadvan- 
tages

Conditions 
Which Favor 
Alternative 

Burlap	 or lowest	 capital shor	 t Minimized 
polymer cost	 (about $ lifespan; start	 up 
bags .50/ea. higher 

collection 
C osts	 ; 
difficult 
for 
collectors 
to ID 
contaminants

costs ;	 low 
visual 
impact	 if 
desired

Less visible 
to 
collectors 
lower 
participa-
tion 

No	 no capital cost	 high	 unacceptable 
container	 collection	 alternative 

costs;	 low
participatio 

aesthetic 
problem 

Plastic	 Low	 capital	 sm. capacity	 Can	 recoup 
bucket	 cost	 may be	 expense with 
( 1 i k e	 <$2/ea. ;	 good	 diverted to	 advertising; 
Mann)	 surface	 for	 other	 uses	 suitable for 

graphics ;	 >	 unless holes	 sm. 
efficiency than	 are drilled	 generators 
bags; available	 in	 bottom; 
in colors hard for 

collector to 
see 
contaminants 

E-1 



Alterna-	 Potential	 Potential	 Conditions 
tive	 Advantages	 Disadvan-	 Which Favor 

tages	 Alternative 

Stackable	 larger set-outs	 Expensive	 Visual 
bins (San	 than buckets or	 (app.	 appearance 
Jose)	 or	 bags; lifespan	 $15/set	 of	 important to 
multiple	 of 5-10 yrs.;	 3)	 neighborhood 
bins	 loose	 N P	 slow	 less 

storage;	 collection	 processing 
aesthetic	 increasing	 required 
appearance	 coll, costs; 
compatible w/	 loose coll. 
neighborhoods	 of NP req. 
a	 n	 d	 tarped 
reinforcement	 trucks 
of recycling 
less processing 
w/ cleaner 
prod. due to 
greater source 
separation 

6 0 - 9 0	 least	 Greatest	 Necessity of 
g a 1 1 o n	 collection	 expense	 using	 reg. 
containers	 costs; greatest	 ( $ 5 0 + ) ;	 refuse coll. 
(Rabanco	 compatibility	 greatest	 f 1 e e t ; 
in	 with	 reg. 	 likelihood	 minimized 
Seattle)	 refuse	 coll.;	 of	 coll, costs 

greater	 contamina-
convenience to	 tion & glass 
res. than bags,	 breakage; 
or	 stackable	 reduced 
bins;	 longest	 revenue 
lifespan	 (10+	 associated 
yrs.) ;	 very	 w/ above 
convenient to 
resident

E-2



Alterna-
tive

Potential 
Advantages

Potential 
Disadvan- 
tages

Conditions 
Which Favor 
Alternative 

"Blue Box" Favored by BFI Greater Convenience 
method Recycle processing to	 resident 
(one America	 (Waste than	 source w/	 reduced 
container Man.)	 who	 also separated capital 
of	 14-20 operate (multiple outlay 
gallons multiple	 bin bins);	 more 
commingled programs;	 less expensive 
containers collection than bags
& NP	 costs	 than 
bundled or	 stackable	 or 
bagged on	 bags;	 easier 
side)

	

	 for operator to
see 
contaminants 
than • bags or 
stackibles; 
very convenient 
to	 resident; 
high	 set-out 
1 b s ;	 Sm. 
expense	 (app.
$ 4 / e a . ) 
flexible-can 
become	 a
stackable 
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APPENDIX	 F: Program Alternatives 

• B	 -- Blue	 Box 

• C	 -- Semi	 Automated 

• D	 -- Fully	 Automated

t A9 



Alternative B 

Blue Box 
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Automated Curbside Collection Vehicle



Recycle	
-nrmKing	 Automated Curbside . 
	  Recyding Collection Vehicle

FEATURES BENEFITS HYDRAUUC SYSTEM 
. 31 cu. yd. body 

•	 35 Cu. ft. trouch •	 15 second cycle time •	 Ground level partition 
release

111 Reduced trips to recovery 
facility •	 More stops per cycle •	 Fast loading •	 Reduced exposure to 
accidental injury

Pump 
Tilt Cylinder 
Trough/Roof Cylinders 
Operating Pressure 
Trough Cycle Time 
System Oil Capacity

Tyrone P16 17 gpm @ 1000 rpm 
163" stroke 
4" bore x 22-1/2" stroke 
2000 psi 
15 seconds 
20 gallons 

BODY SPECIFICATIONS MATERIAL SPECIFICATIONS
AUTOMATED MANUAL 

AUTOMATED MANUAL
Total Volume	 31 Cu. yd. 31 cu. yd. 

Troucn 12 Gauge N/A
Trough Volume	 35 cu. ft. N/A 

Floor 3/16" 10 Gauge
Body Weight	 10.560 tbs. 7.900 lbs. 

11 Gauge Sides 11 Gauge
12 Gauge Loading Height 48" 

with 42" Chassis Rail
60" Roof 11 Gauge 

Partitions 11 Gauge 11 Gauce Overall Height 	 135" 118" 

CHASSIS REQUIREMENTS 
Front Axle	 12.000 lb. 

Rear Axle	 23.000 lb. 

Cab to Axle (Clear) 	 190" 157" 

Minimum AF	 52" 50" 

r 

• 31 Cu. yd. body 
• _Four large body access 

openings 
• Aluminum sliding panels 

• Ground level partition 
release 

▪ Larce rear door

• On the route longer 
• Less contamination 

I Quick and easy
adjustments 

• Easy on the operator 

• No material hang up

FEATURES
	

BENEFITS 

Aid. screcsIcaicro awl ccercoromea Lama ee Merge of tie etwadectsrers &mem 
a WVTi utt0.111011CIL	 tatOostuci holm srecemmoral flames =I snail ea be OM. 

=ad la InaTirt sussabity al the une tx any panne, wpm' as Werner= MN wsty wall fie 
confloone EFCCUIWINS. 
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THE D SIGN* RABILITY 
POWER PLAY 

HYDRAULIC OVER TOP LOADING RECYCLER (patent pending) 

For the collection of recyclable materials. you 
need the new LABRIE Over Top Loadina 
vehicle. Proven to be 75% more prod-
uctive than any other recycling truck. 
it saves 2 to 3 hours per day. De-
signed to keep operator fatigue 
to minimum, the LAB RIE Recy-
cler can average more than 125 
collection stops per hour or 
about 2200 households per 

day in normal conditions.

The LABRIE Recycler is engineered with 
safety. ease of operation and minimum 

maintenance in mind. It can be fully 
loaded with 5 to 6 tons of 2 to 
6 different materials in up to 6 

adjustable compartments. 

L"EIRIE 
TASK FORCE 

LABRIE EQC1IPMENT LTD.
302. rue du Fleuve. Beaumont. Quebec. CANADA GOR 1C0 

Tel.: (418) 837-3606 FAX: (418) 837-7698



FEATURES 

• Standard 20 ft 7 inches x 81 inches x 
inside dimensions. 102 inches cut_side 
31 cu. yds.: 

• Hydraulic over top loading device capable zf 
dumping permanent recessed buo:ets: 

• One-man operation: 
• Maximum loading height 46'; 
• Curbside loading: 
• Dump unloading: 
• Fully opening rear doors: 
• 1 to 5 movable swing-type compe.-_-ne 

adjustable to 12" centers, for up 
products: 

• Overhead traddor partition suppc7.*•n• 
• Walk through insulated cab	 sicc 
NI Right hand side. stand up drive. 16." 
• Lett hand side, sit down drive.

AVAILABLE OPTIONS 

loadinc cn left side; 
3 . ..:.-,..achment system that allows dumping of 3-90 

:ais rcil carts at a time. 
Eecause of our commitment to constant product 
:7-:pr-...verneni all designs, specifications and 

poner.ts are subject to change at the 
77.anufac:Lirer.s sole discretion at any time without 
7.friCe. 

CHASSIS SPECIFICATIONS (FLAT BACK 
COWL STYLE) 

a	 tr ntematonal 1754 "S" series: 
DT-360 Diesel. 170 H.P. at 2 600 RPM.: 

3 .77.7S vehicie weight 28 000 lbs: 
a issicn Allison MT-643; 
• Front.: 9 000 lbs Fr: 19 000 lbs.



Usine-. 175. rue du Pont. St-Nicolas (Quebec) Carucla COS 22/3 
TE1 • OR R11	 Fav• 410Rh42Cc F - 6

LABRIE 

TOP SELECT 2000  

STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS 

- Length 20 ft 8 in. (6.29 m) 
- Outside width of body not 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 ca-yd- (22 cn-m) approximately 
- Cycle time 15 seconds 

Floor, 3116 steel 
Front, 13 ga steel 
Sides, 12 ga steel 
Doors, 13 ga steel, barn type 
Roof. 16 ga. steel arched 

- Loading device hydraulic over top' permanent recessed buckets 
• - 1 to 5 movable steel partitions adjustable to I2'(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. 

Righthand side, stand up drive, 1r(46 cm) step in height 
Left hand aide, sit down drive 

CHASSIS SPECIFICATIONS  

- Navistar International 4900 Flat back cowl chassis 
- G.V.W. 32,900 lbs (14,923 kg) 
- 12,000 lbs (5,443 kg) front axle 
- 22,000 lbs (9,979 kg) rear axle 
- DT-466, 185 ELP. Diesel 
- Allison MT-643 automatic 

OPTIONS 

- Ford F-300 Flat back cowl chassis, GVW 32,000 lbs (14,515 kg) 
- International 4900 Full cab with modified right hand side for stand up drive 
- HydranLic loading device on left hand side 
- Air operated partitions 
- Plastic crasher 
- Left hand side, stand up drive, 18 in. (46 cm) step in height 

Administration: 332.. rue du Sainte. Beaumont. (Chiebe'd CAPAcLa COR ICO
TEL: 418. 837.3606 Watt (Quebec): 1.80). 463. 5173 Will (Canada): 1. 800. 463. 6638 Fax 4:18. 637. 7698 



Alternative C 

Semi Automated 
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•At312:0188
EL 
irxi.estries 
Inc. 

2 North LaSalle Street 
Crucacc iiitnofs 60602 
(312123E-C728 

BOOT DIMENSIONS 20 Cu. Yd. 25 Cu. Yd. 31 Cu. Yd. .....	 i 4_4 9 -	 -	 24re '-.. 
AF	 After Frame 20" 20- 20' .	 . 

8	 Overall Length 249' 270' 316" lligCL-mm '-i... 4.f. kzaseMill41= 
CA	 To Centerline of Rear Axle 154' 175 221" 12t,vti : t-'i44-4-5mr.S613.17TTI 

CT	 To Centerline of Trunion (SO" Beam) 124' 160' 196" Matfmrn IC i',7-taT	 497Brron'' - 
0	 Height Above Chassis Frame (with 3" sill) 100' 100' 100' :401Orren ,---m-

I	 Body —Outsioe Width 96' 96- 96"
.	 ,	 ..,

4.4	 ......4.2... • -439niri!". . 

.1	 Boay Inside Wicttri 90' 90' 90'
 

•	 - •	 '''''''• :r-i-- '	 --:-.-ttrio...:.	 - 

K	 Hooper Dep th 17' 17 17
i ±.. . . 4irlik 	 . 

N	 Interference Point Above Chassis Frame 4' 4- 4" -...:-... — - .	 ' 	
- 

100...i.	 - 

P	 Too of Ste p Below Chassis Frame 19- t9 19-
. 

-z.:. 	 '.'	 ,...: • :.Ar. ti... ,-	 J.. 

i,--..•7 7.*X4-  
.-	 --;  

0	 H000er Bottom Eietow Chassis Frame 23' '23- 23- 
R	 Hooper Opening Width 80' 80- so- 

5	 Hopper Opening Height 56' .. __ ___ I	 '.-1-4.23.rniii 490	 4..Mrorn 
7	 Hooper Inside Width 80' 80" 80" ...i-032;brn  

U	 Rear of Booy to Rear of Tailgate Closeo 74" 74' 74- 1	 -:18:80rnm • k-vall	 . • 

•	 Height Above Chassis Frame (Tailgate Raised) 194• 194" 194" ";.482Srrrn triAl/76928,11174454928errii7;.:. 
•	 Loading Lip Below Chassis Frame 5" 5- 5- 43827rnin IVICE-lifaiital027rnrh• , 
•	 Center ca Gravity Measured From Front of Body 

—Body Only 117' 131" 151" 

—Pay Loa(' 94- 103' 120' .!2388,111/1.	 617rrrni;1110.11.g.1048erra z.; 
•	 Hooper Caoacrty 2.7 Cu. Yd. 2.7 Cu. Yd. 2.7 Cu. Y. .	 20 frW-E10 rr:J.al.xii.;-_..V.2_0 rtt84:-Zii ' 
•	 A pprox. Booy Weight 14.495 los 15.020 lbs 16.125 Its et 65754qtzz...*--681344".S.61-7*.k731 444; , ; • 
•	 min Truck OVWP Reouiremeni 46.00010s 52.000 atts 60.000 IDs i	 210173 ico 5; :. 'i =24000 kc 3/4-2,3000 So '
NOTES: 'Truck seIecteci must oe capaole of carrying net weight of body plus weight of refuse to oe collectec. 

'A full variable speed governor is preferred on truck eauipped with diesel engine. 
'CA Must be usable with no obstructions protruding aoove frame. 
• Soecifications subject to change without notice. 

Features 
1. Stiles. front anti rear reinforce° with etectri-

catly weloed box sections 
2. Contents of Poly wale(' off from outside 

Cunng comoaction Period. 
3. Steps and grao handles Dom sioes of tailgate. 
4. Buzzer System provided corn sioes at rear to 

enaote loaders to signal Oliver. 
5. Load is ousneo Out Dy sum*. easily main-

tained. oDucie-acting cytinoer. 
6. Singie lever (sacker contra at rear of n000er 

..curosioe 
7. Sing* lever etecuon control at from Of body 

...street side. 
8. Single lever talogate hh control at front oi cocy 

...street sloe. 
9. Leach exctusive Dakeo-on enamel linisn. 

White standard. Oilier cpiors optional. 
(Other coats may affect visibility) 

10. meets all ANSI Safety Statscaros.

Hydraulic System 
• Cylinders 

(2) 6' double-acting packer date cyfincers' 
(2)6- double-acting carnal skate cy1inoets -
(1) 6' dexsaie-acting etection cylinder 
(1)6' serve-acting cramping cylinder 
(2)4- singie-acang tailgate Irtt cyanoers 
-Packer anci darner :sate crinoers are fully 
intercnangeaoie ... an exclusive with the 
LEACH 2-R II. 

• Pump 
Leech — sae' gear type 
C.apecity —42 GPM @ 1 400 RPM 
Maximum operating pressure-1650 PSI 

• Hydraulic Tank 
CapeCtty — 70 gallons 
Location—Rapt nand horn on boor inside body 
Fitters-141 fracron in-tank suction strainer 

—20 matron return line filter 
— 8rdass valve 

• Sight gauge—located on tans at eye level

Body Construction 
• Slows—i Gauge H.-Tensile, Ex-TEN 5C. 

80.000 PSI 
• Too—It cauda H.-Tensile 
• Floor—fl gauge ?-n ,-Tenst ne 
• Floor trougn—o - EX-TEN Sc 
Tailgate Construction 
• HOddef	 EX-TEN 5C 
• Hower bonorn— 103.000 PSI 
• POCIAW and camer put tes — 1. ." EX TN 50. 

Packer Face 1/4" Bernstar 80 
• Top Sheet — Secured with cruicx release tasteners 

...easin removed tOr maintenanCe 

Optional Equipment 
• Chain container attacnmeni 
• Hyorauuc =enamel' anacnment 
• 8.000 It. ovemeao 
• 12.000 Overreed itrIna1 
▪ 12.000 lb. container !Ming csoncer 

Pacesetter in Sanitation 
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Alternative D 

Fully Automated 
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FORMULA 
7000 

AUTOMATED
SIDE LOADER

SPECIFICATIONS

,•n•nn•• 

HOPPER 
CAP ACTY 
YeSs)

OVERAU. 
LENGTH (a) 
In.	 mm

BODY SPECIFICATIONS 

3.0 2.3 228 5791 

3.0 2.3 285 1219

OVERALL LENGTH 
TAILGATE RAISED 

mm 

307	 7798 
247	 5274 

MOO EL

BODY 
CAPACITY 
"ca r t m-1 

7CCO-241. 2 4 2 18.5 1 
7000-33	 33 25.3

OVERALL
WIDTH

OVERALL HEIGHT ABOVE FRAME 
TAILGATE LOWERED TAILGATE RAISED 

mm 

4293

OVERALL WEIGHT (b) 
Approximate
Lbs. kg 

11.000	 4989 
In. mm In. men In. 

96 2438 I	 9511 2425 I 169 
I	 96 2438 95V, 2426 169 4293	 12.200 5533 

41 designs. sceolottens We CAM-
Dances are sucked to mane at the 
manufacturer's sok discretion a any 

urne InG101:1 nous. OGG pulliGhed 
'ten 6 4110M12343112141 GAM Me • 

snag not be oarearted to warrant 
suavely al ess unit tor any parts:sr 
tar popese as performance may 
wary knat the comforts enamor. 
tend. The my warranty apoicalTe 
a au' Panama mita% watranry tor 
tha 

(a)Not inducing lift. 
(b) Not inottcling lift but inducfing 

mounting hardware. 

CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATIONS 
liGH TENSILE STEEL Thickness mm 
Body sees 11 pa. 3.038 
Spay root 1494. 1.897 

Spay Moor lig& 3.038 
.Elogy longnuctinal 8 ga. 4 176 

Floor su000n mernoers II pa. 3.038 
Tailgate rear panel 12 pa. 2.657 

Tailgate sees 11 ga. 3.038 
H000er floor 7 ga. 4.554 
H000er sides 8 pa. 4 176 

Packing ram face i,„ ,fi• 6.350 
Spud vile.° 11 ga. 3.038

HYDRAULIC SPECIFICATIONS 
PUMP 

Type: Front mount, engine anyen.	 Single aluminum. sleeve bearing. 
PTO criven	 Sing* cast iron. roUef Peanng 

Maximum operating pressure.	 2.500 cat 117.237 kPal 
Working RPM	 1.200 RPM aporoximate. Stationary. 
GPM at Working RPM	 23 GPM 1 87 Liters/min.) approximate 

OIL RESERVOIR • Chassis frame mounrea 
Tank caoacrty	 44"T gadOnS (168 Liters) 
Oil system gross caoacsty	 60 gallons :227 Liters) 
Filters	 Return tine 25 mcron reolaceaote element. 

VALVES 
Shut-ort	 Sucnon kne. Ootionai 
Packing control	 Eiec:no solenoid operated single spool. 
Hoist and tailgate 	 In-ca0. game cow-alert.	 . • 

CHASSIS REQUIREMENTS CYUNDERS 

ROWEL
mN. 

GVWR
box GAWR 

Prawn	 Row
USABLE CA 

Rome	 Recotn.
USAZILE CT 

Rome	 Rocca
N. 

AF
2 TAILGATE RAJSE	

1	 1 PACKING BLADE - 
Carobs Acing 2 BOOY HOIST 

7000-24 
7000-33

39.000 
52.000

16.000	 23.000 
18.000	 34.000

165-180	 174 
N/A	 N/A

N/A	 N/A 
203-205	 200

"36 
53

BORE 
In.	 mm

STROKE	 I BORE 
In.	 mm	 I	 In.	 trim

STROKE 
In.	 mm

BORE 
In.	 nyn

STROKE 
In.	 mm 

3	 762 1	 2514 641.4	 ) 5.5	 139.7 54	 1371.6 4	 101.6 56 1422.4 
" SG'	 mireni.en Deming row epos of roar mann; rwircar.

LIFT SPECIFICATIONS 
Let ioacre capacry 2.000 tbs. (907 kg.) 

Cycle *me 8 seopnes. dooroimmate 
Frame 80.000 lb. pla reed 

Roan 48 In. (12192 ram) trout sex ot body to ciernerkre of 90 pal consurar. 

1:3 In (330.2 nen) &not% Ground ckeararre 
Overan unart Wham 94 IA. (243E14 men) legal Wm *An ING in swage 003001 

Wecret 1.000 ell. (454 kg) aCOrCssmate 

Mourtang lensitn 18 tn. (457 mm) 

Canvas in-cab. three lever wet re athenrq caps:Say. 

Myer-awes Three. 1 In_ (76.2 mtn) **meter cyttivers eras narceneo WC atrome prated rocs 

cusrucneo at both enas cf stroke. ODerileS 81 2.003 ps maxtrrum pressure. 

Ceskred to kocbon in -25 F to 110F (-17C to 43C) amesent temperature.

THE HEIL CO. 
Solid Waste Systems Division
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List of Operating
Material Recovery Facilities 

Location/Sponsor/(Owner -	 Throughput/
	

'Type of Input 
Operator)
	

Capital Cost/ 
Status	 Residue 

California 

San Francisco
	 Paper/Bottles & 

(West Coast Salvage)
	

Cans 
Status:	 Design)
	

Paper: 
ONP/OCC/Mixed 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: PET 

Connecticut 

Bridgeport 
Greater Bridgeport 
Regional Recycling Board 
Status:	 Procurement

T o t a 1 
Commingled 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
Possibly later 

58,000 TPY (D) 

10% (D) 

Bristol	 Connecticut
	

100 TPD (D)
	

Paper/Bottles & 
Resource
	 Cans 

Recovery Authority 	 20%
	

Paper:	 ONP 
(Ogden	 Martin--	 Metal:	 AC/TC 
Operational 1990)
	 Glass:	 All 

Status:	 Procurement
	 Plastic: 

HDPE/PET 
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Bottles & Cans 
Only 
Paper:	 None 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 

Groton	 15 TPD (A) 
SE CT Regional
	

40 TPD (D) 
Resource	 Recovery 
Authority	 (Owned	 by	 20 A-% (D) 
SECRRRA and Town of 
Groton; Oper. by Resource 
Recovery Systems) 
Operational since 1982; 
upgraded in 1989

Bottles & Cans 
Only 
Paper:	 none 

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

Hartford Area 
REI Distributors, Inc. 
(Owned and oper. by REI 
since 7/89) 
Status:	 Construction. 

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

Florida 

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

50 TPD CD) 

< 2% (D) 

80 TPD (D) 
$2.3-3 million 

500 TPD (D) 
$6 million (D)

Bottles & Cans 
Only 
Pacer:	 None 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: None 

Paper/Bottles & 
Cans 
Paper: 0 N P 
(possibly OCC & 
Mixed) 
Metal:	 AC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 

200 TPD (D) $2	 N/A 
million (D)	 Paper: 

ONP/OCC/High 
Grade 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 

G-2
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Illinois 

Dupage County	 150 TPD (D) 
Dupage County (oper. by	 $3-3.5 million 
11/90)	 15% (D) 
Status:	 Procurement

Paper/Bottles & 
Cans 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 

Massachusetts 

Boston 
Commonwealth of Mass. 
Status:	 Design 

Cambridge 
Commonwealth of Mass. 
Status:	 Design 

Merrimac Valley 
Ogden Martin Systems 
(owned & oper. by Ogden 
Martin Systems--oper. in 
1990) 
Status:	 Design

200 TPD (D) 

200 TPD (D) 

WM. 

150 TPD (D)

N/A 
Paper: 
Metal: 
Glass: 
Plastic: 

N/A 
Paper: 
Metal:	 •=0. 

Glass:	 ow. 

Plastic: 

N/A 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC/Mixed 
(possible) 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 

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

N/A 
Paper: 
Metal: 
Glass: 
Plastic:	 •••• 
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N/A 
Paper: 
Metal: 
Glass: 
Plastic:

Milbury 
Wheelabrato or 
Environmental	 Systems 
(oper. by Wheelabrator) 
Status:	 Design

100 TPD (D) 

10% (D) 

240 TPD (D) 
$4.1	 million 
(D) 
10% (D) 

150-160 TPD (D) 

Rochester 
Materials Recovery and 
Recycling Corp. (owned by 
MRRC; oper. by Energy 
Answers Corp.); oper. in 
1990 
Status:	 Design 

Springfield 
Commonwealth of Mass. 
(owned by Commonwealth; 
oper.	 by	 Resource 
Recovery	 Systems) ;
operational by 1989 
Status:	 Construction 

New Jersey 

Atlantic County 
Atlantic County Utilities 
Authority (owned and 
oper. by ACUA) 
Status:	 Design

Total 
Commingled 
Paper:	 ON? 
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:	 ON? 
Metal:	 AC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: none 

Camden County	 6065 TPD (A)	 Bottles & Cans 
Camden County Utilities 	 $ 4 0 0 , 0 0 0	 only 
Authority	 (owned	 by	 (equip. only)	 Paper:	 none 
Camden County; oper. by	 20% (A)	 Metal:	 AC/TC 
Resource	 Recovery	 Glass:	 All 
Systems);	 oper	 since	 Plastic: 
April ;1986	 HDPE/PET	 (for 
Status:	 Operational	 pilot program)



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

50-80 TPD (D) 
$2.5	 million 
(D) 
<10% 

38,000-40,000 
TPY (D) 

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 
1990 
Status:	 Procurement 

Glouchester 
Glouchester County; RFQ 
issued in March 1989; 
ccnstruction to begin in 
1990 
Status:	 Procurement 

Mercer County 

Mercer County Improvement 
Authority (owned & oper. 
by	 MCIA);	 oper.	 by 
12/1989 
Status:	 Design

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 
Paper:	 ONP 
Metal:	 AC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: none 

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

300	 TPD (D) 

<10% 

Monmouth County
	 2025 TPD (A)
	

Bottles & Cans 
Monmouth	 Processing
	 80 TPD (D)
	 only 

(owned	 oper.	 by
	

$1 million (A)
	

Paper:	 none 
Monmouth	 Processing):	 10% (A)
	

Metal:	 AC/TC . 
oper. since 1/89
	

Glass:	 All 
Status:	 operational
	

Plastic: none 
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Newark 
REI (owned & oper. by 
REI); oper since 2/88 
Status:	 operational

20 TPH (A) 
25 TPH (D) 
- 
<2%

Bottles & Cans 
only 
Paper:	 none 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 

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

300 TPD	 (D) 
$5 million (D)

Summer 1989 

T	 o	 t	 a	 I 
Commingled 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC/Mixed 
Metal: AC/TC 
Glass: All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 

Ocean	 County	 (owned	 & 
oper.	 by Rosetto Bros.);

32 TPD (A) Bottles 
only

&	 Cans 

oper. since 10/88 251	 (A) Paper: none 
Status:	 operational Metal: AC/TC 

Glass: 
Plastic:

All 
none 

Somerset	 County	 (owned 
and	 oper.	 by	 Somerset

10-150 TPD (A) 
-(D)

Paper, 
& Cans

Bottles 

County);	 oper.	 in	 late - (A) ;	 $3.8 Paper: 0 N P 
1990 million	 (D) (A); ON? (D) 
Status:	 Design 2-3%	 (A);	 -(D) Metal: A	 C

(A); AC/TC (D) 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET (D) 

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

140 TPD (D) 
$1.5	 million 
(D)

Paper/Bottles & 
Cans 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC/high 
grade 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 
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Brookhaven 
cper.	 by 
Brookhaven); 

1/90 
Status:

(owned and 
Town	 of 
cper.	 by 

• 
procurement 

Warren County 
Oper. by Fall 1990 
Status:	 Design 

West Patterson (awned & 
oper. by WPAR); oper. 
since April 1988 
Status:	 operational 

New York 

Babylon 
cper. since 1991 
Status:	 Design

Bottles & Cans 
only 
Paper:	 none 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HOPE/PET 

Bottles & Cans 
only 
Paper:	 none 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
]Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HOPE/PET 

N/A 
Paper: 
Metal: 
Glass: 
Plastic: 

Huntington (owned by Town 
of Huntington and oper. 
by Combustion 
Engineering) 
Status: procurement

300 TPD (D) 
$6-7	 million 
(D) 
10-% .(3) 

130 TPD (D) 
$6 million

T o t a 1 
Commingled 
Paper: 
ONP/Mixed/High 
Grade 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 
(possible) 

Paper/Bottle 
Cans 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC/Mixed 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 

G-7
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Islip (owned and oper. by 
Town of Islip); oper.. 
since 1980; upgraded 
facility oper. in Fall 
1990 
Status:	 operational 

New York City (E. Harlem) 
(owned by NYC; oper. by 
Resource	 Recovery 
Systems);	 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

600 T/W	 (A);
1500 T/W (D) 
- ( A ) ;	 $ 6
million (D) 
12% (A); -(D) 

40 TPD (A) 
$3.6	 million
(upgrade) 

200 TPD (D) 

160 TPD (D) 
IMMO

T o t a 1 
Commingled 
Paper: 
ONP/OC.mixed 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PT (w/ 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: 
HDPE/PET 

W.	 Finger Lakes	 (SW?'!
	

75 TPD (D)
	

To t a I 
Authority)	 n•n•

	 Commingled 
Status:	 Design	 Paper: 

ONP/OC 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 
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Westbury (owned & oper. 
by OMNI Recycling of 
Westbury); oper. since 
9/88 
Status:	 operational 

Westchester County (owned 
and oper. by Wheelabrator 
Environmental Systems) 
Status:	 Design 

North Carolina 

Mecklenberg County (Oper. 
in 9/89) 
Status:	 Procurement 

Ohio 

Akron (owned & oper. by 
WT); oper. by Aril 1989 
Status:	 Procurement

50 TPD (A) 
$ 4 0 0 , 0 0 0 
(equip. only) 
2-3% (A) 

100,000 TPY (D) 

200 TPD (D) 
$2.5	 million 
(D) 

9,000 TPY (D)

Bottles & Cans 
only 
Paper:	 none 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: none 

Paper/Bottles & 
Cans 
Paper:	 ON? 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: none 

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

Paper.Bottles & 
Cans 
Paper:	 ON? 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 

Pennsylvania	 •n••
	 Paper/Bottle & 

•MIO
	 Cans 

Berks	 County Paper: ON? 
(construction to begin in Metal: AC/TC 
1990) Glass: All 
Status:	 Design Plastic: none 

Bristol	 (owned and oper. 40-50	 TPD	 (A); Bottles &	 Cans 
by	 Otter)--oper.	 since 60+ TPD (D) only 
9/88 $1 million (A) Paper: none 

1-2%	 (A) Metal: AC/TC 
Glass: 
Plastic:

All 
none 
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Bucks County (oper. by . 
summer 1990) 
Status: procurement 

Centre County (owned and 
oper. by Centre County 
Solid Waste Authority); 
oper. by 9/89 

Lackawana County (owned 
by Lackawana Co. SWM 
Authority; oper. by 1/90) 

Monroe County ( owned by 
Monroe Co.  Gen. 
Authority--construction 
to begin in 1990)

145 TPD(D) 

10-15% (D) 

80-100 TPD (D) 
$.8-1	 million 
(D) 

100 TPD (D) 
$2 million (D) 

40 TPD (D) 

••••

T o t a 1 
Commingled 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC/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 

Philadelphia	 (owned &
oper. by Nat'l Temple 
Recycling--oper.	 by
summer 1989)

10 TPD (A); 100 
TPD (D) 
$1-1.7 million 
(D)

Paper/Bottles & 
Cans 
Paper:	 ONP 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 
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York County (Owned and	 Paper/Bottles & 
o p e r .	 by	 Recycle	 Cans 
America);	 oper.	 since	 Paper:	 ON? 
1/89
	

Glass:	 All 
Plastic: none 

140 TPD (D) 
$4.15	 million 
(D) 
<10% 

100 TPD (A)	 • 
$ 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 
(equip. only) 
<1% (A) 

80 TPD (A); 200 
TPD (D) 
<$4 million (A) 

Rhode Island 

Rhode Island (Owned by 
RISWMC; oper. by 
NECRINC); oper. by April 
1989 

Washington 

Seattle (owned & oper. by 
Recycle America); cper. 
since 10/88 

Seattle (owned and oper. 
by Rabanco); oper. since 
April 1988

Paper/Bottles & 
Cans 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC-60 TPD 
(D) 
Metal: 
AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: 
HDPE/PET 

• Paper/Bottle & 
Cans 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC/Mixed 
Metal:	 AC/TC 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: some 
(pilot) 

T o t a I 
Commingled 
Paper: 
ONP/OCC/Mixed 
Metal: 
Ac/Tc 
Glass:	 All 
Plastic: none 

A - Actual 
TPD - Tons per day 
OCC - Old Corru-
gated cardboard 
Total commingled - 
waste stream)

D - Design	 TPH - Tans per hour 
TPY - Tons per year ON? - Old Newsprint 
AC - Aluminum cans TC - Tin/Bi-metal cans 

mixed recyclables (not a totally commingled 

Note:	 This list of Matieral Recovery Facilities was compiled 
from BicCvgle. Journal of Waste Recycling, May. 1989. . 
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TABLE 1 

IMPACT OF RECOVERY RATES ON PROGRAM REVENUE AND LANDFILL AVOIDANCE 

REVENUES 

SALES/CURBSIDE 

ITEM	 UNIT	 PRICE ANNUAL REVENUE/ RECOVERY RAIE/ ANNUAL TONNAGE 

NEWSPAPER	 TON	 $10.001	 3,533	 6,477	 9,421	 12,365	 15,309	 18,253	 21,197	 24,141	 27,085	 30,029 

	

1	 12.00%	 22.00%	 32.00%	 42.00%	 52.00%	 62.00%	 72.00%	 82.00%	 92.00%	 102.00% 

	

1	 353	 648	 942	 1,237	 1,531	 1,825	 2,120	 2,414	 2,709	 3,003

I 

GLASS	 TON	 1120.001	 4,107	 12,320	 20,534	 28,747	 36,961	 45,174	 53,388	 61,602	 69,815	 78,029 

	

I	 2.00%	 6.00%	 10.00%	 14.00%	 18.00%	 22.00%	 26.00%	 30.00%	 34.00%	 38.00% 

	

I	 34	 103	 171	 240 '	 308	 376	 445	 513	 582	 650

I 

ALUMINUM	 TON	 11,400.001	 1,843	 5,528	 9,214	 12,899	 16,585	 20,271	 23,956	 27,642	 31,327	 35,013 

	

I	 1.00%	 3.00%	 5.00%	 7.00%	 9.00%	 11.00%	 13.00%	 15.00%	 17.00%	 19.00% 

	

I	 1	 4	 7	 9	 12	 14	 17	 20	 22	 25

I 

....	 PLASTIC	 TON	 8650.001	 542	 1,626	 2,709	 3,793	 4,877	 5,961	 7,044	 8,128	 9,212	 10,295 

	

I	 1.00%	 3.00%	 5.00%	 7.00%	 9.00%	 11.00%	 13.00%	 15.00%	 17.00%	 19.00% 

	

1	 1	 3	 4	 6	 8	 9	 11	 13	 14	 16

I 

CARDBOARD •.	 TON	 815.001	 498	 995	 1,493	 1,990	 2,488	 2,985	 3,483	 3,980	 4,478	 4,976 

	

I	 2.00%	 4.00%	 6.00%	 8.00%	 10.00%	 12.00%	 14.00%	 16.00%	 18.00%	 20.00% 

	

I	 33	 66	 100	 133	 166	 199	 232	 265	 299	 332 

SUBTOTAL	 ANNUAL REVENUE	 10,522	 26,946	 43,371	 59,795	 76,220	 92,644	 109,069	 125,493	 141,917	 158,342 

TONS	 423	 823	 1,223	 1,624	 2,024	 2,424	 2,825	 3,225	 3,625	 4,026 

TONS/DAY	 1.62	 3.15	 4.69	 6.22	 7.76	 9.29	 10.82	 12.36	 13.89	 15.42 

RECYCLING RATES AS PERCENT OF RESIDENTIAL WASTE STREAM 

CITY-WIDE	 % OF ALL WASTE	 .23%	 .45%	 .67%	 .89%	 1.11%	 1.33%	 1.55%	 1.76%	 1.98%	 2.20% 

4. 

% OF RECYCLABLES	 1.55%	 3.03%	 4.50%	 5.97%	 7.44%	 8.91%	 10.38%	 11.86%	 13.33%	 14.80% 

TARGET AREA % OF ALL WASTE 	 .96%	 1.88%	 2.79%	 3.70%	 4.61%	 5.53%	 6.44%	 7.35%	 3.26%	 9.18% 

% OF RECYCLABLES	 6.48%	 12.61%	 18.14%	 24.87%	 31.00%	 37.14%	 43.27%	 49.40%	 55.53%	 61.66%



TABLE 2 

LANDFILL AVOIDANCE REVENUE 

	

$10.50	 $4,440	 $8,643	 $12,846	 $17,050	 $21,253	 $25,457	 $29,660	 $33,863	 $38,067	 $42,270 

	

$18.00	 7,611	 14,817	 22,023	 29,228	 36,434	 43,640	 50,846	 58,052	 65,257	 12,463 

12,051	 23,460	 34,869	 46,218	 57,687	 69,097	 80,506	 91,915	 103,324	 114,733 

TIPPING FEES/TON 

HAULING COSTS/TON 

SUBTOTAL

TOTAL	 22,573	 50,406	 78,240	 106,073	 133,907	 161,741	 189,574	 217,408	 245,242	 273,075



ABLE 3
P ROGRAM EXPENDITURES 

CAP:7AL EXPENOITURES 

COLLECT:ON

17EM	 CUANTITY	 JN:T	 ":7AL 

TRUCKS (ROUNOED)	 I	 115,000	 :15.00C 

- PUCKS ( F RAC7:CN)	 1.0 

ANNUAL PICKUPS	 12 

4RKOAY5	 ,g! 

PASSOYS	 1500 
SPARE RA7:0  

BINS	 25.200	 50	 1,312.:00 

IONCOMPETIVE 3IDOING 	 3.00%	 75.600 

	

SUBTOTAL	 1,702,500 

ANNUAL DEBT COLLECTICN 	 1.702,500

TERM (YEARS) 

INTEREST	 .00% 

SMRF/100 7ONS P ER OAY 

:APPENDIX )/LA PLAN) 
SITE ACWISITION	 3 ACRES	 730,000 

250,000 

PLANT CONSTRUCTION 	 S10/SF-30K	 1,200,000 

	

SUBTOTAL	 1,850,000 

ANNUAL DEBT FACILITY	 :98.512 

TERM (YEARS)	 20 

8.00% 

P LANT EQUIPMENT 

P APER	 422,300

CONTAINER 
PECISVING	 119,500 

FERROUS	 114,400 

GLASS	 30.0E0 

ALUMINUM	 45,890 

PLASTIC	 11,600 

CSC	 130,880 

ROLLING STOCK	 50.300 

	

SUBTOTAL	 1,014,820 

ANNUAL DEBT EOUIPMENT	 201.635 

TERM (YEARS)	 7 

INTEREST	 3.00% 

TO7AL CAPITAL
	

4,657.120 

7O7AL FINANCING
	

2.102,847 
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TABLE 3 

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 

(CONT:NUEC: 

ANNUAL EXPENDITURES 

OPERATIONS/COLLECTIONS

EMPLOYEE SERVICES 

=- ES (1.2 2 : TRUCKS) 1.30 

C	 38.90D	 EA 36,900 

SERVICES AND supoL:E5 

OPERATIONS/mAIN T 2D.CDO 

CCNSULTING 3 

-INGIRECT CHARGES C 25% 9.725 

ECUIPMENT REN TAL 49.296 

DEBT SERVICE 1,702,600 

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 0 

SUBTOTAL 1,820,521 

OPERATIONS/RECOVERY 

EMPLOYE : SERV:CES 471,d34 

MRF SUPERV:SOR 44,054 

EQUIPMENT OPERATOR 68.639 

mAiNT WORKER 223.114 

OEN HELPER 135.517 

SERVICES AND SUPPLIES 

OPERATIONS/MAINT '50,000 

TRANSPORTATION TO MARKE T 100,000 

CONSULTING 3 

INDIRECT CHARGES @25% 117,874 

EQUIPMENT REN T AL 0.000. 

DE57 SERVICE 400.247 

CAPI TAL EOUiPmENT 

SUBTOTAL 1,249,515 

5:5707AL CITY PARTIC 10.00% 124,961 

DUBUC INFORMA7:0h 

EMPLOYEE SERVICES 31,695 

PIC 43,426 
-c 38.268 

SERVIOES AND SUPPLIE 

ADVERTISING 75.000 

INDIRECT CHARGES 1 25% 20,424 

SUBTOTAL 177,118 

TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS 2,122.60 

CDNTINGINCY 80,000 

GRAND TOTAL 2,202.601

I - 4 



TABLE 4 

PROGRAM COSTS AND RA1E INCREASE REQUIREMENTS 

PROJECTED 	 	 NEE PROGRAM EXPENDITURES UNDER VARIOUS PARTICIPATION RATES AND MARKET CONDITIONS 

TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS 2,202,601	 I	 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% 43.27% 49.40% 55.53% 61.66% 

PROJECTED REVENUES 76,220	 10,522 26,946 43,371 59,795 76,220 92,644 109,069 125,493 141,917 158,342 

PROGRAM NET EXPENDITURES 2,126,381	 2,192,079 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	 j	 2,181,557 2,148,708 2,115,859 2,083,010 2,050,161 2,017,313 1,984,464 1,951,615 1,918,766 1,885,917 

NET EXPENDITURES WITH 50% 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 

COST PER TON

COLLECTIONS 899	 4,306 2,212 1,488 1,121 899 751 644 564 502 452 

RECOVERY 62	 296 152 102 77 62 52 44 39 34 31 

EDUCATION 
. 

1	 CONTINGENCY

881	 419 

401	 189

215 

97

145 

65

109 

49

88 

40

73 

33

63 

28

55 

25

49 

22

44 

20 

cri	
REVENUE OFFSET (38)1	 (25) (33) (35) (31) (38) (38) (39) (39) (39) (39) 

1 
TOTAL 1,051	 I.	 5,184 2,643 1,765 1,320 1,051 810 141 644 568 508



TABLE 4

(CONTINUED) 

FEE INCREASES	 PROJECTED 	 RATE INCREASES UNDER VARIOUS PARTICIPATION RATES AND MARKET CONDITIONS 	  

RECOVERY RATES	 6.48%	 12.61%	 18.74%	 24.87%	 31.00%	 37.14%	 43.27%	 49.40%	 55.53%	 61.661,

ALL RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS 

CURRENT FEES	 10,419,600 I 10,419,600	 10,419.600	 10,419,600	 10,419,600	 10.419,600	 10,419,600	 10,419,600	 10.419,600	 10,419,600	 10,419,600 

FEE INCREASE REQUIRED	 20.41%I	 21.04%	 20.88%	 20.72%	 20.57%	 20.41%	 20.25%	 20.09%	 19.93%	 19.78%	 19.62% 

RATE INCREASE WITH 100% INCREASE IN MARKET 	 I	 20.94%	 20.62%	 20.31%	 19.99%	 19.68%	 19.36%	 19.05%	 18.73%	 18.41%	 18.10% 

RATE INCREASE WITH 50% DECREASE IN MARKET 	 I	 21.09%	 21.01%	 20.93%	 20.85%	 20.77%	 20.69%	 20.62%	 20.54%	 20.46%	 20.38% 

EXISTING RATE	 IPROJECIED	 CHANGE 

RESIDENTIAL 90 GALLON	 9.141	 11.01	 1.87	 20.41% 

TARGET AREA CUSTOMERS ONLY 

,-.	 CURRENT FEES	 2,632,320 I	 2,632,320	 2,632,320	 2,632,320	 2,632,320	 2.632,320	 2,632,320	 2,632,320	 2,632,320	 2.632,320	 2,632,320 

cn

FEE INCREASE REQUIRED	 80.18%I	 83.28%	 82.65%	 82.03%	 81.40%	 80.78%	 80.16%	 79.53%	 78.91%	 78.28%	 77.66% 

RATE INCREASE WITH 100% INCREASE IN MARKET 	 I	 82.88%	 81.63%	 80.38%	 79.13%	 77.88%	 16.64%	 75.39%	 74.14%	 72.89%	 71.64% 

RATE INCREASE WITH 50% DECREASE IN MARKET	 I	 83.48%	 83.16%	 82.85%	 82.54%	 82.23%	 81.92%	 81.60%	 81.29%	 80.98%	 80.67% 

EXISTING RATE	 PROJECTED	 CHANGE 

RESIDENTIAL 90 GALLON
	

9.141	 16.52	 7.38	 80.78% 

ALL RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL CUSTOMERS 

CURRENT FEES	 19,006,000 I 19,006,000	 19,006,000	 19,006,000	 19,006,000 	 19,006,000	 19,006,000	 19,006,000
	 19,0bo,000	 19,006,000	 19,006,000 

FEE INCREASE REQUIRED	 11.19%I	 11.53%	 11.45%	 11.36%	 11.27%	 11.19%	 11.10%	 11.02%	 10.93%	 10.84%	 10.76% 

RATE INCREASE WITH 100% INCREASE IN MARKET 	 I	 11.48%	 11.31%	 11.13%	 10.96%	 10.79%	 10.61%	 10.44%	 10.27%	 10.10%	 9.92% 

RATE INCREASE WITH 50% DECREASE IN MARKET 	 I	 11.56%	 11.52%	 11.47%	 11.43%	 11.39%	 11.35%	 11.30%	 11.26%	 11.22%	 11.11% 

EXISTING RATE	 'PROJECTED	 CHANGE 

RESIDENTIAL 90 GALLON
	

9•141	 10.16	 1.02	 11.19%
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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 regular refuse 
collection. 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. In 

• the north half of the City, residents receive three stackable 
containers 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. Both programs have a Material Recovery 
Facility to further process the material. 

The source separation 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 addition 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 Seattle's difficulty in 
siting a new landfill. 

Mississauga, Ontario, 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 is weekly. Materials are lightly processed at an 
intermediate facility. Participation is reported to be 75 to 85% 
monthly 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. 
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Each household receives one blue box to store commingled glass, 
metal and PET. Newspaper and corrugated cardboard 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. 

Mann County: Residents who wish to participate in Mann'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 rose 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 curbsidecollection for its 
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residents on a weekly basis. 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 total waste stream. 

San Diego: The City of San Diego currently operates 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. Collection is once each 
week and glass is color sorted by hand at a processing facility 
operated by Waste Management. 

Brammton. Ontario, Canada: 45,000 homes receive weekly curbside 
collection. Residents are provided one plastic box to place mixed 
recyclables in. Participation is rated at 50-60%/mo. for those 
residents with containers and 30-40%/mo. for residents without 
containers. About 3% of the residential waste is diverted from the 
landfill. 

Camden, New Jersey: The curbside program in Camden County provides 
service to 25,000 residences. This program diverts 7% of the 
residential, waste from the landfill. Residents are not provided 
containers for this source separation program. They are provided 
decals to place on their own containers to use at curbside. 
Monthly participation in this program is 60-70%. 

Kieve, 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 
method of collection involving a single container for commingled 
materials. The stackable containers used in San Mateo's program 
are manufactured from 25% recycled plastic. 

J-3



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. Regular 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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\ESTABLE/STACKABLE 
RECYCLE BIN 

Capacity: 11.2 callons 

4aio LAST MITIM St • LOS &AGMS. CALIF. 90023/ 211 • 162 • 2143 

QUALITY P R ODUCTS FOR INDUSTRY SINCE 1913
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QUALITY PRODUCTS FOR INDUSTRY SINCE 1913
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NESTED B I NS 

400 !AST 26TM ST. • LOS ANC2L23. CALM 90023/213 • 202 • 3143 

QUALITY PRODUCTS FOR INDUSTRY SINCE 1913 
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INSIDE HEIGHT= 11.535 

HANDLE TO HANDLE= 20.306 
STACKING LEGS= .750 

Capacity: 11.5 gallons 

CURBS I DE CONTAINER FOR PAPER OR CANS



CURBSIDE CON TA INER FOR GLASS
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Recycling idea—frnin our cover! 

Officials of the newly formed Advanced Itecycling Systems 
(Waterloo, Iowa) say they began brainstorming that led to their 
Ilesidenbal flecycling Kit (above) when they saw the July, 1907, 
Waslu Aju cover--of a little girl with various recyclablas 
Oilmen! containers. Ihe hit, consisting of 5//10 pki5iiC containers 
on a whoe/ad hiwue. is said to make curbside recycling easier.
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MASTER CART VaroZ444:0

PRODUCTS WITH TECHNICAL. EXCELLENCE 
DESIGNED BY SOLID WASTE PROFESSIONALS 

PRODUCED BY EXP.ii S.' IN PLASTIC. TECHNOLOGY' 

MASTER CARTm 

MASTER CART is a technically oriented company that is staffed with professionals 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 plastic 

--material.
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MASTER. CART

MASTER CARTi 
Automated Refuse Carts 

MASTER CART is engineered for toughness by experts in the Solid Waste 
Industr . MASTER CART embodies the most superior design features 
that makes this the state of the art container for solid waste collection. 

100 Gallon Automated 
Enoineering balanced for easy handling 

APPROX. WEIGHT: 40 lbs.
DIMENSIONS: Height 477 Width 317 Depth 357

95 Gallon Combo Automated 
Works with existi.ng semi-automatic lifts. 

Converts to full automation. 
APPROX. WEIGHT: 40 lbs.

DIMENSIONS: Height 477 Width 317 Depth 357 

MC-60

60 Gallon Automated 
The alternate size for special needs. 

APPROX. WEIGHT 23 lbs.
DIMENSIONS: Height 397 Width 317 Depth 357

Specifications: 

E Rotational Molding Process. 
E 100% Cross-Linked Polyethylene Including Wheels. 
E Wheels: 10" Diameter. Load Factor 400 lbs. 
o Axle: 5/8" Solid Steel Zinc Coated. 
O Hinge 518" Coated Steel Tube. 
O 4 Pal Nuts—Zinc Plated. 
O Lid Designed With 2700 Opening. 
O Molded-in Date of Manufacture Code. 

MASTER CART INTERNATICNAL INCCRPCRATE0 
P.O. BCX 12543. FRESNO. CALI FORNIA 93779 
(29) M-3270	 FAX (209) V-3•38AA 
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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 

n
L, .1.1; Cse% r, 

December 12, 1989 

City of Sacramento 
Department of Public Works 
City Hall, Room 207 
915 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2673 

Attn: David Pelser, Solid Waste Division Manager 

Dear David: 

Thank you and City Staff for the Recycling Educational 
Program you conducted on December 7th. The Program was an 
excellent opportunity for representatives of industry, the 
various committees, the environmental community, government 
agencies 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 
coming led collection method for its proposed curbside 
program. While watching the tape of the Pheonix program, 
one fellow, later identified as a vendor of 90 gallon 
containers, commented that Pheonix program had contamination 
in paper down to 4% "which was neglible." This statement is 
not true. As you can see Cr pages four and five of the 

-attached copy of Circular PS-86, "Paper Stock Standards and 
Practices", published by the Paper Stock Institute of 
America, allowable contamination varies from a high of 10% 
in Mixed Paper to a low of .25% in Special DeInk News. As 
well, the type of contamination may render the product 
unsaleable should it be a "Prohibitive Material" and exceed 
allowable levels. The point is that quality 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 additional newspaper generated by implementation of 
A8939 in California will exceed market demand. We base this 
belief on the following factors:



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 collected newspaper. 

When we have experienced oversupplied markets in the 
past, it has been our experience that end user Mills become 
highly selective in what materials they will purchase. As 
result, the higher the quality--the better the saleability. 
Hence, whatever system the City decides to implement, in our 
opinion, should consider quality an imperative. 

After the City's workshop, I called the brokers that 
handle the material collected in Seattle. As you are aware, 
half of Seattle is serviced by Rabanco using an automated 
collection system for curbside and the other half is 
serviced by Waste Management using a source sorted method. 
The broker for the Waste Management portion told me that he 
is selling to mills that have high standards. The broker of 
the Rabanco material told me they were changing their 
system. I have since learned that the Rabanco material is 
unacceptable at Smurfit Newsprint Corp. (see "Beck", pg. 
4-5) and has experienced rejections of corru g ated at Sonoco 
Corp.'s Mill close to Seattle. The main complaint from the 
mills is the presence of glass. Glass, in any quantity, is 
a "Prohibitive Material". 

Throughout this letter I have been using the example of 
newspaper. I have done this since it is a material with 
which I have been dealing for the past 10 years and it 
constitutes roughly 1/6 of the Sacramento waste stream and, 
as such, is significant. It is reasonable, based on reports 
in the media and trade journals, that the concerns expressed 
here apply for other materials as well. I 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.

D\ip
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TELEPHONE 916/381-3340 

C. Population 1989	 28,662,249 
Persons/Household	 2.7 
Households	 10,615,648 

(Source, Ca. Statistical Abstract, 1989) 

Based on R. W. Beck's estimate of 11 pounds of newspaper 
per household per week for Sacramento County and that 
Sacramei-ito County is probably representative of California 
as a whole, this extends to 3,036,075 tons of newspaper 
available for recycling in the state. Assuming that we 
achieve statewide the recycling level at which we are 
currently operating in Sacramento County C42.8%, (R. W. 
Beck)]. The material looking for a market becomes 1,299,440 
tons. When we include Washington and Oregon with a combined 
population of 6,753,916 (1980 Census) and extend this to 
newspaper, assumming the same demographics and a low 
estimate of a 50% recycling rate, an additional 357,707 tons 
is available for a total figure of 1,657,147 tons of 
newspaper annually. 

In the Beck Study the following 1988 markets (actual 
usage) were identified: 

California	 314,000 Tons 
Oregon	 300,000 
Washington	 30,000 
Ca. Export	 470,000 
Est. Northwest Export	 110.750 
(Based on ratio of Ca. 
to Wa./Ore. Pop.) 

Total	 1,224.750 Tons 

The only major project, 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 350,000 tons of newspaper annually. Including 
this, total identified market is 1,574,750 tons per year. 

Should the above situation (which we believe is 
reasonable to expect) come to pass, the.supply•..of.inewspaper 
on the West-CoaSt'will have exceeded the demand bY.8 .2 1 397 - 
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.
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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, 

Har y E. Miller 
Account Manager 

HEM/mm 

Enc. 

cc: George Lynch, County of Sacramento 
Carl Hauge, SWAC
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95814-2715 

February 6, 1990 

Mr. Harry E. Miller, Account Manager 
Independent Paper Stock Co. 
Reclamation Division 
4800 Florin-Perkins Road 
Sacramento, CA 95826 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

916-449-5757 

DAVID A. PELSER 
SOLID WASTE 
DIVISION MANAGER 

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. 

Niue Print rri nn Rer-veled P313er_
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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 ON?. In fact, more glass breakage occurs in the handling
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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 

favan.
	 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 is 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 processing 
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 joint committees on February 27, 1990. 
In fact, Gary Van Dorst and I (along with Denny Kerton of the
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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, 

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



2125 12th Ave., Apt. 71 
Sacramento, CA 95818 
February 27, 1990 

Carl J. Hauge, Chairman SWAC and 
City Recycling Subcommittee 
2600 Marshall Way 
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 Committee 
as you make yout recommendation decision on a recycling system. 

While it . is compelling to coordinate sytems with the County 
decision, there are other considerations that I believe carry 
considerable weight. 

First, I believe . the City Staff produced a very com prehensive 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 order 
to make the best possible choice. Systems that do not have built—
in possibilities of change or development are often found inade-
ouate in a short time. A system that is 'tried and true' : may be 
that much closer to obsolescence. 

The City Staff Report on p. 49 states that "the source separation 
method is no longer regarded as the wave of the future by exper-
ienced program operators." 

In regard to contamination of materials, a major drawback of com-
mingled recyclables, the re port also states on p. 49 that "revenue 
from materials is insignificant compared to the cost of collection 
and processing." As Michael Rock reminded us, recycling must not 
be thought of chiefly as a revenue—producing activity, btt a nec-
essary service for the sustained health of our ecology. 

I am writing in support of Alternative D, the fully automated and 
commingled recyclables from 15, 30, 60 or 90—gallon containers. 
My reasons are listed below: 

1. It is a strong City Staff recommendation. 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 already compatible. If unsuitable in the 
pilot program, the equipment is easily integrated into the 
present system.
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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 from 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 recyclables. 

8. Householders still have to se parate recyclables from other 
garbage. "Raising consciousness" is not a sufficient reason 
for selecting stackable containers. 

9. The Subcommittee's own recommendations (Phase I report, 
p. 39, I, (c), state that "Recycling solid waste should be 
as convenient as throwing solid waste away," and include 
o ptions for multi-family dwellings. For apartment dwellers 
who live in smaller s paces, maintaining separate containers 
is virtually impossible for ladk of indoor or outside space. 
Having one central recyclable 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. 

Finally, could the Sacramento Bee be asked to conduct a telephone 
poll of public opinion as the S.F. Chronicle has done in the past?' 
'ne week an article is printed p:iving 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 re ply. 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 comp etent help you can call on. I wish you 
a clear crystal ball when the time comes for the big decision. 
Best of luck.

incerely 
v-. cc. All Committee members 

0 Tactics for reducing	 •Patricia A. Lic.1

• P-V4 

resistance to innovation



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 is doing now. 

#2 Compatibility: the better the new idea is perceived to fit with what 
Is already being done, the more likely it is that it will be accepted. 

#3 Simplicity: Keep the supporting activity needed for successful use 
of the innovation as simple as possible. This doesn't mean the 
mechanism should not be complex. It merely means the user's 
perception of the innovation should be simple. 

#4 Divisibility: the more the innovation can be tried one piece at a 
time. the easier it will be to accept. 

#5 Communicability: if you use old vocabulary to describe the 
new idea, you make it easier to accept. 

#6 Reversibility: it must be easy for the user to withdrav.. from the 
use of the innovation. 

#7 Relative Costliness: the degree to which the innovation abserbs 
the user's resources—including time, money, personpower. 
emotional commitment. etc.-- should be less than what. it. is 
replacing. 

48 Failure Consequences: the user must understand the 
consequences of failure of the innovation and, obviously. thc less 
potential injury from failure, the more interested the user will be.. 

Remember, the key is how the user perceives the impact 
of the innovation, not how you, the innovator perceives it. 

*Originally based on research on the diffusion of innovations by Dr. 
Everett Rogers and modified and expanded by Professor James R. 
Bright.



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.

"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.

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: 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.

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 allows 
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.

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.



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; 

1 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.



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 life) 

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%)

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%)

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-$60/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
	

% Initial Diversion from	 % Initial Diversion from 
Landfill = 1.02% for pilot
	

Landfill =1.02%
	

Landfill=1.11%



ATTACHMENT D 

916-449-5283 

March 13, 1990
ADMINISTRATION 
916-449-8747 

DEPARTMENT OF	 CITY OF SACRAMENTO	 CITY HALL 
PUBLIC WORKS
	

CALIFORNIA
	

ROOM 207 
915 I STREET 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
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Budget and Finance/Transportation 
and Community Development Committee 
Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: RECYCLING EDUCATION PROGRAM 

SUMMARY 

The Phase I 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 environmental 
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 involvement 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 "reduce•reuse•recycle message. Among the approaches to be considered: 

• Establishment of a Speaker's 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 clubs, 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 

FiNANCIAL DATA 

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. 

POUCY 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. 

MBEAVBE 

No impact.
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APPROVED FOR RECOMMENDATION: 

Ion Wisham, Jr 
Assistant City Manager

Dep	 Director of Publi Works 

APPROVED: 

Melvin H. Johnson 
Director of Public 
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Page 4 

RECOMMENDATION  

It is recommended that the Joint Committee endorse the recycling education strategy outlined in this report. 

Respectfully submitted, 

March 13, 1990 
All Districts 

Contact Person: 
Roberta Larson 
Administrative Services Officer 449-5877
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BUILDING INSPECTIONS 
916-449-5716 

PLANNING 
916-449-5604 

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 of 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.



The proposed Section 34 is composed of two sections- (1) Section 34- Recycling and Solid 
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 including: 

A. Purpose- includes the purpose of the ordinance and specifies to whom the 
ordinance applies. 

B. Recycling Program- a program is required including a recyclable 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 design requirements in special 
circumstances. 

Existing Development Requirements- specifies requirements and period of 
compliance for existing development. 

A Variance and appeal process is specified in Section 34 for property owners to vary the 
requirements if complying with the requirements results in a hardship. 

Proposed Section 34.1 is a modification of  Section 2.1 and includes the zoning and 
site regulations and permit process for Reverse Vending Machines, Small Collection 
Facilities. Large Collection Facilities, Recycling Material Recovery Facilities, and 
Composting Facilities. 

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 
declaration. The proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment will be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission at their March 8, 1990 meeting. 

FINANCIAL DATA  

Planning and building staff will 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 implement new policies previously adopted by the City 
Council for recycling and solid waste collection enclosures and containers.



ichael M. Davis 
Director of 
Planning and Development 

Recommenda ion	 oved:	 Approved: 

olon Wisham. Jr. 
Assistant City Manager

MBEMBE  

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. 

R pectfully submitted, 

arty Van Duy 
Planning Dir	 or 
Planning and Development 
Department 

Contact Person: 

Carol Shearly, Junior Planner
	

March 13, 1990 
449-5604	 ALL DISTRICTS
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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. 2550, 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: 

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 

D18c. 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 
Ordinance: 

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.
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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. 2550, Fourth Series, as amended, to read as follows: 

See Section 34 attached.
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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.	 PURPOSE: The purpose of these regulations is to do the following: 

1. Regulate the location, height, size, and design features of recycling and 
trash enclosures and containers in order to provide adeguate, convenient 
space for the collection, storage, and loading of recycled material at each 
proposed and existing multi-family residential, commercial, office, 
industrial, public/cruasi-public development; 

2. • Ensure the provision of adequate locations, which are compatible with 
surrounding land uses, for the storage, processing, marketing, and shipping 
of recycled material; 

3. Provide educational material to each development user about the importance 
of recycling and how to recycle; 

4. Increase the recycling of reusable materials; and 

5. Reduce litter. 

These regulations are necessary in order to: 

1. Lengthen the lifes pan of the City of Sacramento landfill and decrease the 
cost of hauling to the County of Sacramento landfill, 

2. Encourage the reuse of recyclable 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 FArnily and 4 unit or less Multi-Family Residential Uses- No design 
guidelines apply to these developments. Curbside Recycling will be utilized 
by the City of Sacramento or its agent to collect recyclable materials from 
these residences. Developers are encouraged to include innovative designs 
both inside and outside to make recycling more convenient and accessible 
to the resident.



2. 5 or more unit Multi-Family Residential Uses- New and existing developments 
of this type are required to submit a Recycling Program and meet the Volume 
Requirements, Materials to Be Recycled, and Design Guidelines for 
Enclosures and Containers. 

3. Commercial, Office, Industrial, and Public/ Quasi-Public Uses- New and 
existing developments of these types are required to submit a Recycling 
Program and meet the Volume Requirements, Materials to Be Recycled, and 
Design Guidelines for Enclosures and Containers. 

B.	 RECYCLING PROGRAM REQUIREMENT: A Recycling Program is required for each 
commercial, office, industrial, public/ quasi-public, and 5 units or more, multi-
family residential development prior to issuance of a building ' permit. A Recycling 
Program shall include: 

1. Diagram to chart the flow of recyclable material from each portion of the 
development to the recycling and trash enclosure(s). Include container 
sites and who is responsible for collecting recyclable materials. 

2. Site Plan to include the location and design s pecifications of the recycling 
and trash enclosure(s) and container(s) that shall meet the Volume and 
Material Requirements (Section 34-C) and the Design Guidelines (Sections 34- 
D and 34-E). 

3. Construction Plan to specify any recycled 'material to be used in the 
construction of the proposed development. (For example, recycled brick, tile, 
or insulation made from recycled plastics) 

4. Demolition Plan to specify any proposed recycling of reusable or recyclable 
building 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 benefits of recycling and how to recycle. 

A Recycling Program for new development that requires a planning entitlement 
shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning staff as Dart of the Application 
and Environmental Questionnaire. A Recycling Program for new develo pment that 
does not require a planning entitlement shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Building staff as part of the Building Permit process. A Recycling Program for 
existing development shall be reviewed by the Recycling Coordinator 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 outlines the Variance procedure.
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C.	 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 which the property 
is devoted and shall meet the Design Guidelines (Sections 34-D and 34-E). 

To determine the volume required for recycling and the materials to be recycled - 
for a specific land use: 

1. Find the Proposed use or uses in the first column. 

2. Read across the chart under "Recycling Volume". That volume is the minimum 
volume of container capacity that must be provided to separate, store, and 
recycle at least the materials listed in the column labelled "Materials to be 
Recycled". 

3. if there is more than one use, add the "Recycling Volume" requirement for 
each use to find the total volume for the develo pment. Each material in the 
"Materials to be Recycled" list for each use must have a container(s) ter(s) 
provided for it. 

4. For new developments, if compliance with the volume recuirement or the 
materials to be recycled results in an unnecessary hardshi p to the owner, 
a Variance may be requested. 

5. For existing development, if compliance with the volume requirement, the 
materials to be recycled, or the time period (Section 34-F) results in a 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship to the owner, the owner shall 
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 shall 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.

?1/4



TABLE C  

LAND USE
	

RECYCLING VOLUME	 MATERIALS TO BE RECYCLED 

1. RESIDENTIAL 
aL Single Family - Curbside recycling to be provided by City or its agent. 
b. multi-Family 

(4 or fewer units)- Curbside recycling to be provided by City or its agent.. 
c. MUM-Fondly 

(5 or more units)	 1 cy/ 16 units/ wk
	

aluminum, glass, plastic, newspaper 

2. COMMERCIAL 
a. Orrice 
b. Restaurant/Bar 
C. Retail- Food 
d. Retail- Non-Food 
e. Motel/Hotel/Inn/B-03 
r. ServiceStation/AutoRepair 
g. Sport/Entertainment Halls 

3. INDUSTRIAL 
a. Building 
b. Manufacturing 
c. Food Processing 
d. Wholesale/Warehouse

1 cy/ 40,000 sq.ft./wk office paper, computer paper 
1 cy/ $4,000 sales	 aluminum, glass, plastic, 
1 cy/ 3,500 sq.ft./wk	 cardboard 
1 cy/ $8,000 sales	 cardboard, office paper, computer paper 
1 cy/ 20 rooms/wk	 aluminum, glass, plastic, newspaper 
1 cy/ $1,000 sales	 tires, motor oil, scrap metal 
1 cy/ $4,000 sales	 aluminum, glass, plastic 

VA
	

wood, concrete, plastic, metal 

VA
	

VA 
VA
	

VA 
VA
	

VA 

4. CHURCHES, SCHOOLS, AND 
LIBRARIES 

5. HOSPITAL/MEDICAL CLINIC 

6. MUER

S- 1 cy/ 10 rms/ day 
C,L- calculate volume 
- using office sq.ft. 

No recycling except 
cafeteria, vending 

To be determined by the 
Commission 

S- paper, cardboard, beverage containers 
C, L- office paper, computer paper 

aluminum, glass, plastic 

Planning 

VA- varies with activity. Submit recycling volume and materials to be recycled with Recycling Program. 
cy= cubic yard



D.	 RECYCLING AND TRASH ENCLOSURE DESIGN GUIDELINES: 

1.	 Types of Development: 

a)	 Recycling and Trash Enclosures with containers shall be required for 
the following types of developments: 

1) Multiple FA/n-7 1y Residential with 5 or more units 

2) Any commercial, office, Dublic/ quasi-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 dummster is not used. 

2.	 Materials, Construction, and Design: The following regulations shall apply 
for Recycling and Trash Enclosure materials, construction, and design: 

a) The walls of each recycling and trash enclosure shall be constructed 
of solid masonry material with decorative exterior surface finish 
compatible to the main structure(s). S plit face concrete block finish 
is recommended. 

b) Each recycling and trash enclosure shall have decorative solid heavy 
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 enclosure gates. 

d) The walls of each recycling and trash enclosure shall be a minimum of 
six feet in height. 

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-u p by the recycling collection or waste 
removal vehicle. The minimum dimensions of the concrete apron for an 
enclosure shall be: 

• width-10 feet 
• length- 20 feet 

Larger recycling and trash enclosure facilities shall require a larger 
concrete apron, subject to the approval of the City Building 
nspet...iions Di %Jilt on i3u.satki TezikA,Z clan (Plan Ch ec.k.crs). Pau 
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material shall consist of five inch aggregate base rock and six inch 
portland cement paving. 

f) The enclosures shall be adequate in capacity, number, and distribution - 
to serve the development and shall meet the above requirements for 
recycling and trash enclosure volume and materials to be recycled. 
Multi-family residential develo pment shall meet the unit to enclosure 
distance requirement in Section 34.D.7. 

g) The property owner shall supply and maintain adequate bins and 
containers for recycling and waste disposal. Location, type, and 
Placement of bins and containers shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Recycling Coordinator and the Solid 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 
collection area shall be adjacent to one another in one enclosure. 

j) The Droperty owner is responsible for contracting with the recycling 
broker(s) and the trash collection company(ies) for regular pick-un of 
recycled material and trash. 

3. Educational Signs: Signs shall be posted on each container listing which 
material shall be disposed of in that container. General instructions about 
the benefits of recycling and how to recycle shall be posted within the 
recycling and trash enclosure or near the container area and shall be 
visible to the enclosure/ container users. The name and phone number of the 
person responsible for maintenance of the enclosure or containers shall be 
posted. Any sign visible from outside the enclosure must be no larger than 
4 square feet. 

4. Landscaninq: The perimeter of the recycling and trash enclosure shall be 
planted with landscaping, including a combination of shrubs and/or climbing 
evergreen vines. ** Add discretionary language for enclosures further away 
from irrigating sources. ** 

5. Setbacks: No recycling or trash enclosure or container shall be located in 
any required setback area. 

6. 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. 

7. Distance of Recycling and Trash Enclosure from Multi-Family Units: Each 
recycling and trash enclosure within a multi-family residential development 
shall be no greater than 250 feet from the nearest point of each unit.

L-0
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E.	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS: 

1. All vending machine companies shall provide and service recycling 
containers for the recycled beverage containers collected wherever vending 
machines are provided. 

2. The recycling and trash enclosure shall be designed to allow 18 feet of 
overhead clearance whenever crane-lifted dome recycling containers will be 
used The concrete apron shall be increased to 15' wide and 20' long 
whenever a crane-lifted dome recycling container will be used. 

3. Residential developers and Dromerty owners are encouraged to include 
recycling space or systems within the residence; such as roll-out drawers 
below the sink for recycling containers; fire-Proof, cleanable, secure 
chutes from the living s pace to the garage containers, etc. 

4. Restaurants, bars, and food establishments are encouraged to use reusable 
soda cannisters whenever possible instead of individually packaged glass 
bottles and cans. 

F. EXISTING DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS: The following regulations shall apply to all 
existing development that is multi-family residential with 5 units or more, 
commerical, office, industrial, or public/ quasi-public uses. 

1. Existing Trash Enclosure: If the existing develo pment has an existing trash 
enclosure, the required recycling containers shall be located inside the 
trash enclosure. The required recycling containers are those listed in the 
use -chart in Section 34-C. 

a) If it is not possible to locate the required recycling containers in 
the trash enclosure, the recycling containers shall be located 
adjacent to the trash enclosure. 

2. No Existing Trash Enclosure: If the existing development does not have an 
existing trash enclosure, the reauired recycling containers shall be located 
adjacent to the existing dumpster or other trash container. 

3. Landscaping: The perimeter of the recycling and trash enclosure shall be 
planted with landscaping, including a combination of shrubs and/or climbing 
evergreen s vines. ** Add discretionary language for projects where 
enclosure is a long way from irrigating sources. *** 

4. Waiver of Parking Recruirement: In order to meet the required recycling and 
trash enclosure or container volume requirement, an existing development 
may use one parking space for the location of the recycling containers, 
provided the enclosure or containers meet the design specifications in 
Section 34.D. 

a)	 A parking space that has been converted to recycling container area 
must be marked for recycling and must be adequately barricaded to 

ccAre-A-t"	 a	 a. Farig-iAt
gi g
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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 benefits of recycling and how to recycle shall be posted in a visible 
location for the container users. The name and phone number of the person 
responsible for maintaining the containers must be posted. Any sign visible 
from outside the enclosure shall be no larger than 4 square feet. 

6. Setbacks: No recycling or trash enclosure or container shall be located in 
any required setback area. 

7. Distance of Recycling Containers from Multi-Familv Units: Each recycling 
and trash enclosure within a multi-family residential development 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 shall 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. 

G. VARIANCE, APPEALS, AND ENFORCEMENT: If compliance to the Recycling Program, the 
Volume Requirement, the Materials to Be Recycled, and the Design Guidelines 
results 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 
compliance of new develo pment. The Neighborhood Services Division enforces the 
continued compliance of new and existing develo pment. 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. Recycling facilities may be permitted as 
set forth in the following table. 

Type of Facility 
	

Zones Permitted	 Permit Required  

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

SC, C-1, C-2, 
C-3,C-4, M-1, 
M-2, M-1(S), 
M-2(S) 

SC. C-1, C-2 
C-3, C-4, M-1, 
M-2, M-1(S), 
M-2(S)

Administrative 
(must comply to Sec. 
34.1.D.1) 

Administrative 
(must comply with Sec. 
34.1.D.2) 

C-4	 Planning Director's 
Collection Facility	 Special Permit 

Large Recyclable
	

M-1, M-2,	 Administrative 
Collection Facility or
	

M-1(S), M-2(S)
	

(must comply with Sec. 
Recycled Material
	

34.1.D.3) 
Recovery Facility 
(except a Composting 
Facility) 

Composting Facility
	

A
	

Planning 
Director's 
Special Permit 

Composting Facility M-1, M-2, M-1(S), 
M-2(S)

Planning 
Commission 
Special Permit

9-50
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C.	 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 same; 

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. 

D.	 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: 

1.	 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;

9-St



f. 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; 

g. Shall have a sign area of a maximum of four square feet per machine, 
exclusive of operating instructions; 

h. Shall be maintained in a fully functioning, litter-free, dust-free 
condition on a daily basis; 

i. 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 

k.	 Shall be illuminated to ensure comfortable and safe operation if 
operating hours are between dusk and dawn. 

2.	 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; 

b. 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; 

c. 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; 

d. Shall accept only glass bottles, metals, plastic containers and papers; 

e. Except for bulk reverse vending machines, shall use no power-driven 
processing equipment; 

f. 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; 

h. 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; 

i. 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.; 

k. 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; 

1. 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; 

m.	 Materials shall be removed from the facility on a routine basis. 

n.	 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. 

o.	 The facility shall not impair the landscaping required for any 
concurrent use by this Title or any permit issued pursuant thereto; 

pes3
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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. 

3.	 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, otherwise shall not 
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 50' 
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)
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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: 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 I 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.



Recommendation Approved: 

LON WISHAM, JR. 
Assistant City Manager

Approved: 
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MELVIN H. JOHN 
Director of Public 

Transportation and Community Development/ 
Budget and Finance Committees 
March 13, 1990 
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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 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, 

DAVID A. PELSER 
Solid Waste Division Manager 

Contact Person to	 March 13, 1990 
Answer Questions: 	 All Districts 

DAVID A. PELSER, SOUD WASTE DIVISION MANAGER 
449-2043
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916-4.49-575T 

November 14, 1989 

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

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: Recycling at City Facilities 

SUMMARY. 

The City/County Solid Waste Advisory Committee recommended the implementation of recycling at all City 
facilities. The attached report, prepared jointly by Staff of the Departments of Public Works and General' 

47n)s, Services, concludes that recycling can be implemented at most City facilities to augment the recycling currently. 
being done at several City complexes.' 

'BACKGROUND - 

Resolution 89-685, approved by the City Council on August 29, 1989 referred Exhibit F of the City/County Solid 
Waste Advisory Committee Phase I Recycling Report to staff 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 I 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/WHE 

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.
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RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Joint Committees accept the attached report and direct staff to: 

Transmit the report to the City/County Solid Waste Advisory Committee and other interested public 
agencies for review and comment in conjunction with other related recycling reports presented on 
this day.

Respectfully submitted, 

DAVID A. PELSER 
Solid Waste Division Manager 

1.

DAVID A. PF.LSER, Solid Waste Division Manager 	 All Districts 
449-2043 
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PROJECT STAFF 

Gary Van Dorst - Waste Reduction Coordinator 
Dennis Kerhulas - Senior Buyer

John Grupe - Administrative Assistant 
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I. Introduction 

Existina 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 Sacramento alread y conducts 

recycling at selected City facilities. 

The City has in place a white office pa per recycling program 

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 recycles newsprint and beverage containers at City Hall 

in an arrangement with the Sacramento Local Conservation Corps 

(SLCC). There are also many informal recycling arrangements in 

offices throughout the City. All of the above programs can be 

expanded. 

Overview  

The initial task of expanding a City facility recycling program.. 

would be a waste audit of all facilities where waste is generated 

or stored. The second task is 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. 

quantities 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 non-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.

Approaches to Collecting Recyclables at City Facilities 

• 
Mode' Annroach A: Collection by Nonnrofit Orcanization:  

Exhibit 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 non profits to recycle City 

facilities. City Hall is currently using the SLCC to recycle 

beverage containers and newsprint. Sponsored by the City of 

Sacramento and the State Denartment of Conservation, the SLCC 

collects beverage containers and newsprint on a weekly basis. 

Containers are sunnlied and located throughout the facility by the 

Solid Waste Division. SLCC labor is funded by the State Department 

of Conservation under.' a grant. 

The above arrangement for recycling, at City facilities can be 

evaluated to determine whether it should be exnended. Staff can 

also evaluate other local self reliance organizations to provide 

acceptable recycling services for the facility in question. The 

waste audit will identify the type and quantity of containers 

reauired. Containers designed to minimize loss of materials 

through scavenging will be supplied by the City. 

3



Aporoach 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 

recycling 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 beverage containers in 
the issuance of new custodial service contracts. It may also be 

possible to amend existing contracts. Although there would be 

some added cost attached to contracts that include recycling more 

materials, existing custodial staff ma y 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: Municimal 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. Even where it is 

possible to use custodial services to collect recyclables from 

. offices for placement in larger exterior bins, the larger bins will 

have to be collected for processing and transportation to market. 

Under a phased plan, municipal collection personnel may be used at 

those facilities where it has been impossible to make use of 
Amproaches 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 

4



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) 

Containers, printing, site improvements 

TOTAL

$35,000 

$15,000.00 

$70,000.00 

Phase II costs cannot be estimated until after Phase I has been 

planned for implementation. Budgeting 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 III will consist of municipal collection. It may be possible 

to budget for this third and final phase for Fiscal Year 1991/1992 

if all facilities to be recycled by nonprofit organizations and 

existing custodial services have been identified prior to Staff 

submittal of 91/92 budgets. 

TV. Recommendations 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 

5



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 reauired 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.

6
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Attachmwnt G 

DEPARTMENT OF	 CITY OF SACRAMENTO 
GENERAL SERVICES

	
CALIFORNIA 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

5730 - 24TH STREET 
BUILDING FOUR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 
95822-3699 

PS:Admin:90018:RDR:rr 

March 13, 1990

916-449-5548 

DIVISIONS: 

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 1: 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.

21.6"
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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. 

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 I, 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. 



Procurement of Recycled Goods 
March 13, 1990 
Page 3 

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 be attached to all 
formal bids. This document would detail the Council's goals 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.

2-70
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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. 

FINANCIAL 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.

•2-11
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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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irector of G ra1rvices 

Res ect g1initted, 
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Recommendation Approved: 

iepLON WISHAM JR. 
ssistant City Manager 

Contact Person to 
Answer Questions:

March 13, 1990 

ROBBIN RANDOLPH, PROCUREMENT SERVICES MANAGER-
449-5551
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• ATTACHMENT A 

ANNE J. MASON 
ASSISTANT CITY CLERK October 24, 1989

A W1INISTRATION 
')I(;-. .').S99 

JANICE M. IICANIAN 
DEPUTY CITY CLERK

ovER ..TiON SERVICES 
9tc,--,49-5426 

SPECIALIZED SERVICES 

TO:	 Reggie Youn g, Deput y Direltor - Office of Field Services 

i	 1 FROM:	 Valerie Burrowes, City Clefa 

SUBJECI: Archival Standards Relating to Paper and Ink 

OFFICE OF nil: 
CITY CLERK 

VALERIE A. IILIRROwEs 
CITY CLERK

CITY OF SAC RA M ENT(.) 
n .ALIFtIRNIA

,)15 I STREET 
:,A(*..NA:.1ENTO. CA 

95si-,2(1-1 

MEMORANDUM 

The City Clerk's Office requests that rec-ycled paper, copy machine toner and inked ribbons 
not be purchased and used in the City of Sacramento because p roven archival standards 
have not been established_ Archival records ma y be defined as "the non-current records of 
an organiz2tion which have endurin g value". The y arc records worthy of permanent 
preservation because of the importance of their information for continuing administrative, 
legal, or fiscal purposes, or for historical or other research. As this office does not as yet 
have a program to transfer an image onto disk or Film, all current and non-current records 
have an enduring value. The Federal Government is currently working on laws which will 
specify standards for aper, toner and ink to be used in the creation of permanent records. 

This office has checked with the California State Archives and was informed that a study, 
which is available through the Archives' Information Center, concluded that standards for 
paper permanence included "a pH of 7.5 to 10.3, at least a 2 percent calcium carbonate 
reserve in the paper, and the absence of li g nin 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 
concern, 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 edition, 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-material when preparing 
Council items, agreements or contracts. 

cc: Robin Randolph 
Dennis Kerhulas 
Walt Slipe 

CCO: S9031
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OFFICE OF THE
	

CITY OF SACRAMENTO	 921 TENTH STREET 
CITY ATTORNEY
	

CALIFORN IA
	

7TH FLOOR 
SACRAMENTO. CA 

JAMES P. JACKSON
	

95814-2694 
CITY ATTORNEY

THEODORE H. K.OBEY. 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 

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 
SABRINA M. THOMPSON 

RE: Proposed Resolution Directing City Lobbyist 
to Convey City's Support for State Legislation 
which Promotes Recycling 

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUMMARY 

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 proposed legislative policy is expressed as follows: 

II. Legislative Policy 

The City Council shall express to the 
Legislature, the Governor, the Congress, or 
the President, as appropriate, the Council's 
support of proposed statutes that 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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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 recommend 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 Environmental 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 land 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:

.	 P'7
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(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 
development 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 economically 
justified efficiency and utilization 
standards. These standards should recognize 
the fiscal impact of compliance with the 
proposed standards. 

It is the recommendation of the City Attorney's office that 
the appropriate place for instituting a policy such as that 
outlined by the SWAC would be to amend the procedures manual to 
reflect the desired language. It is possible to construe the 
already stated policies as outlined above to include support for 
recycling measures. If, however, the City Council wishes to be 
more specific as outlined in the proposed resolution, the City 
Council should either modify or amend those already existing 
policies in the procedures manual, keeping the established 
procedure of circulating the pertinent bills through the affected 
City departments and having the Committee vote on those bills for 
recommendation to the City Council. In 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 City Legislative 
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 outlined above. 

MBE/ABE 

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 

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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DEPARTMENT OF 

PLANNING AND D EVEL 0 PME.NT 
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 
CALIFORNIA

1231 I STREET 
ROOM 200 
SACRAMENTO, CA 
95814-2998 

BUILDING INSPECTIONS 
916-449-5716 

PLANNING 
916-449-5604 

Budget and Finance Committee 
Transportation and Community 
Development Committee 

Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

. SUBJECT: Environmental Coordination for Recycling and Solid Waste 
Reduction 

SUMMARY 

The Environmental Services Division has analyzed the environmental 
review process for Solid Waste reduction mitigation measures that 
can be incorporated into the process. Those measures include 
recuiring 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 programs, 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 
reduce 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 does not provide such a 
plan, the project will not receive clearance until a plan is 
submitted and approved.



110 

SOLON WISHAM, JR. 
ASSISTANT CITY P. 

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.

MMD: LP

Respectfully submitted, 

Michael M. Davis, 
Director of Planning() 
and Development 

City-wide 
March 13, 1990 

Contact Person: 
9, 14g Jeffery,- Associate Planner 
449-2037
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March 13, 1990 COMMUNICATIONS 
FACILITY MANAGEMENT 
FLEET MANAGEMENT 
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DEPARTMENT OF 
GENERAL SERVICES 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

CITY OF SACRAMENTO 
CALIFORNIA

5730 - 24TH STREET 
BUILDING FOUR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 
95822-3699 

916-449-5548 

DIVISIONS: 

Joint Budget and Finance/Transportation and Community Development 
Committees 

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. 

BACKGROUND 

In considering cooperative purchasing of garbage containers 
several concerns arise: 

1)	 10,000 garbage containers were recently purchased by the



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 IMPACT 

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 Solid Waste's next



F1 K MU 
irector o erv ices 

OLON WISHAM JR. 
Assistant City Manager 

requirement for garbage containers comes about, staff will 
explore the possibility of cooperative purchasing with the 
State or another local agency.

Respect	 bmitted, 

Recommendation Approved: 

Contact Person to 
Answer Questions: 

ROBBIN RANDOLPH, PROCUREMENT SERVICES MANAGER 
449-5551 

ADM9.248

av4



ATLACHMENT K 

DEPARTMENT OF	 CITY OF SACRAMENTO 
FINANCE
	

CALIFORNIA 

REVENUE DIVISION	
March 5, 1990 
RA90044:LM:ldm

CITY HALL 
ROOM 104 
915 1 STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 
95814-2696 

916-449-5454 

Joint Budget and Finance/Transportation 
and Community Development Committee 
Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: RECYCLING SERVICES AS A CONDITION OF COMMERCIAL SOLID WASTE 
COLLECTION PERMIT RENEWAL 

SUMMARY 

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 submitted 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, and interested agencies, of the 
rationale for staff's recommendations. 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 an 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 considered before proposing the conditions outlined 
in the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) Phase I Report, Exhibit K. 

First, the City should inventory all the comnercial vaste haulers operating 
in the City. Several commercial waste haulers operate in the City without 
permits. 

Second, 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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City/County lines? If so, reporting an the City recycling program may be 
difficult. 

Third, can the City require companies to publicly release data concerning 
tonnage hauled and recycled? Wruld the public disclosure of tonnage picked up 
and 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 comercial vaste recycling. 

FINANCIAL DATA 

The financial impact of regulating commercial waste haulers cannot be 
determined at this time. 

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

If a determination is made to regulate the recycling activities of 
commercial waste haulers, it 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 and recommend the City 
Council allow the Revenue Division and Public Works Department staff 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. 

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED: 

CONTACT PERSON: Louis Myles, Acting Revenue Manager, 449-5724

March 13, 1990 
All Districts

,f-61



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.



PAGES 19 THROUGH 214 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.


