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. February 13, 1990 ADMINISTRATION

916-449-8747

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

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: ALTERNATIVES TO DIRECT HAUL PROPONENTS SELECTION

SUMMARY

The Department of Public Works has conducted a contractor selection process to identify the most qualified firms
to site, permit, design, build, own, and operate a waste recovery systems for City-collected, municipal solid waste.
This facility would be an alternative to the direct haul of waste to the Sacramento County landfili. This report
recommends that the Joint Committees approve a Selection Committee recommendation that three firms be invited
to submit cost proposals and continue in the selection process. The firms to be invited to continue in the process
are Browning-Ferris Industries; Norcal Solid Waste Systems, Inc.; and Waste Management of North American, Inc.

BACKGROUND

Solid waste collected by the City of Sacramento is currently disposed of at the City’s landfill located between
Business 1-80 and the American River. When the City landfill reaches capacity in late 1991 or early 1992, the City
proposes direct haul of City-collected solid waste to the County of Sacramento’s Kiefer Boulevard landfill. The City
has engaged the consuiting firm of Black & Veatch to prepare and process a direct haul Environmental impact
Report (EIR) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). A requirement of the EIR
process is that alternatives to a proposed project be evaluated.

Since the City Council and staff have been apprised of several alternatives to the direct haul project, City staff
recommended that the City retain the services of a consultant to solicit, and thereafter evaluate, responses to a
Request-for-Qualification (RFQ) from all proponents of direct haul afternatives. The consuitant would evaluate the
various alternatives for their fiscal and technical soundness and viability. Certain alternatives that were determined
to be viable would be included and analyzed in the EIR that was done for the direct haul proposal. All alternatives
selected for consideration will be discussed and analyzed to some extent in the direct haul EiR.
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On July 25, 1989, the City Council approved Resolution No. 83-582 which authorized the City Manager to execute
‘an agreement with the consulting firm of Brown, Vence & Associates (BVQ) to obtain viable alternatives to the direct
haul of municipal solid waste (MSW) to the County Iandﬂll BVA is California’s leading consultant in providing
procurement services to clients, BVA's: procurement setvices include (1) defmmg proposed projects with respect.
to size; technology, and location; (2) preparing solicitation documents;(3) reviewing and evaluating responses;
(4) interviewing short-list firms; and (5) negotiating memorandums of understandlng (MQU) and contracts, for both -

construction and long-term services. BVA’s list of clients include (1) the City of Berkeley, California; (2) Fresno-
Clovis Metro Solid Waste Commission; (3) the California. Energy Commission; (4) Tri-Cities/Oakiand Scavenger;
and {5) -San Bernardino County. _

The Director of Public Works convened a Selection Committee to approve the Request-for-Qualification (RFQ) and
Technical Information (T1) that was prepared by the consultant and to evaluate and screen responding applicants. .
The Selection Committee consisted of: . ;

Lyia Ferrls. City Coun_c:lmember ‘

Jack Crist, Deputy City Manager S

Carl Hauge, Solid Waste Advisory Committee Member
(Supervising Geologist Department of Water Resources)

‘Dennis Kerton, Chief of County Solid Waste Management !

David Pelser, City Solid Waste Division Manager

After a procedural announcement, 46 firms requested the RFQ-TI.. RFQ-TI responses were received from 15 firms.
The Selection Committee, utilizing the process in attached. Exhibit A, has identified the three most qualified firms
it recommends to continue in the selection process.

POLICY CONSIDEFIATIONS

This report asks that the City Council approve the Selection Commlttees premise thCh placed emphasis on
known and proven technologies with nom:nal initial cost versus advanced high technologies with limited track
records and high initial costs. . .

v

This report also suggests that the City Council concur with the Selectlon Commrttee s recommendatlon that the-
six proposals that met the mmimum established criteria be short-listed ito three firms for final con5|derat|on

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
This report -conta'iris no financial data.

' MBE/WBE
No identifiable MBE /WBE firms responded to the RFQ-TI.
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RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that (1) the Joint Committees approve the Selection Committee’s recommendation that only
three firms — Brown-Ferris Industries; Norcal Solid Waste Systems, Inc.; and Waste Management of North America,
_ Inc. - be continued in the identification of a|viable alternatives to the direct haul process and (2) the Joint
Committees recommend this short-list to the full City Council.

Recommendation Approved:

a0

Solon Wisham, Jr.
Assistant City Manager

Contact Person to Answer Questions:
Reginald Young, Deputy Director of Public Wor
449-5283

" Attachments

Respectfully submitted,

Direttor of Public S

February 13, 1990
All Districts
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RFQ-TI RESPONSE EVALUATIONS

This report-describes the process utilized to identify the initial list of qualified firms responding to the Request-for-
Qualifications and Technical Information (RFQ—TI) and summarizes the evaluation method performed by the-
_Selection Committee on-January 17 and .22, 1990.

The City’s Selection Committee reviewed the draft RFQ-Ti presented by Brown, Vence & Associates (BVA) at a
. meeting convened on October 4, 1989. The dpcument was finalized and formally issued on October 18, 1989.
- The RFQ-TI is attached as item #1. Announcernents of the RFQ-TI were mailed to approximately 160 potentially
interested firms identified by BVA and City staff and notices were placed in three trade journals (Waste Age,
Resource Recycling, and Biocycle) during September Requests for the RFQ-TI document were received from
some 46 individual firms.

. Avendors' conference was held in Sacramento on November 15, 1989, to provide responses to written questions
and.: additional technical and procedural mformatlon relating to the RFQ-TI. Twenty-one individuals attended the
conference, which was: chaired by David Pelser City Solid Waste Division Manger. Written responses to the
numerous questions raised, as well as an adden[dum to the RFQ-TI, were.prepared by BVA, reviewed by City staff,

and mailed to all interested parties on November 20, 1989 (item #2 attached). Because-of the number and nature
of questions raised at the vendors’ conference, the City decided to make two changes to the original RFQ-TI and
notify all parties through the written addendum (|tem #3 attached). The two changes consisted of: extending the
" deadline for submitting responses by two weeks from November 29 to December 13, 1989; and deletlng and
. minimum criterion that specifies reference facilities or processes identified in the response must be located in the

United States (e.g., forelgn technology would be considered in the: evaluation process).

A total of 15 responses to the RFQ-TI were received by the December 13, 1989, deadline. BVA then began

evaluating all responses to determine whether they fulfilled the minimum criteria stated in the RFQ-TI. During the

_ initial review period, Selection Committee members were assigned a minimum of five responses each for their owr:

. evaluations, so that every submitted response would have been reviewed by at least two committee members as-
well as by BVA staff.

Of the- 15 responses submitted, BVA identified six proposals that clearly met ail the minimum criteria, eight- that
clearly did not meet the minimum criteria, and one that was questionabie as to whether it should be further
" considered: The results of this initial review process as well as the individual score sheets, are attached as items

" #4 and #5, respectively.

The results of the initial review, as well as a detarled evaluation summary of the six qualifying responses, were
presented by BVA to the Selection Commlttee and City staff at a workshop held on January 17, 1980. The
- Selection Committee discussed the initial revuews performed by their own members, the review presented by BVA,

and input from City staff and agreed that further evaluations should be limited to the six firms clearly meeting all
~ of the minimum criteria and identified in item #4.) The Selection Committee was then asked to weigh the five major
criteria in order to proceed with the evaluations, The resuits of the, step on weighing of criteria by the Selection
Committee are summarized in the attached itefm #6. A second, more detailed weighing of criteria was: then
performed by the committee in order to more fplly score-and rank the six responses under consideration. The
results of the step two weighing of criteria are attached as item #7. At this point in the workshop, a total of 28
criteria for evaluation had been identified and asmgned a percentile'weigh by the Selection Committee. The next
necessary step was for the Selection Commlttee to score the six firms’ responses to the RFQ-TI, assigning a 1 as
low; 2 as medium; or 3 as high score for each of the criteria idéntified. The committee decided to do their

individual scoring over the next four days and to meet agaln on January 22, 1990.




The committee members then individually evaluate the six qualified firms. At the January 22, 1990, meeting, the

. Selection. Committee, City staff, and BVA met again to discuss which ofithe six firms under consideration should
be short-isted and invited to submit cost proposals to the City. The recommendation made by the Selection
Committes is to short-list the following three firms based on all the evaluations performed:

" Recommended Short-Listed Companies

Browning-Ferris Industries
Norcal Solid Waste Systems, inc. : .
Waste Management of North America, Inc.

The Selection Committee recognized the consnderable effort that went into the responses submitted by the other

three firms under consideration, but concluded they did not meet the- crtteria sufflclently to warrant being shon-
listed: :

Not Recommended for Further Consideration
" American Recovery Corporation

Central Valley Recycling
Riedel Waste Disposal Systems, Inc.
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REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS
AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION

' CITY OF SACRAMENTO
October 18, 1989

CITY OF SACRAMENTO.
Department of Public Works
915" Street, Room 207

Sacramento, CA 95814

oy

‘Prepared by: ! |
BROWN, VENCE & ASSOCIATES _
Energy and Waste Management.Engineers:
120 Montgomery Street, Suite 680
San Francisco, CA 94104. -
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SECTION I
GENERAL INFORMATION

' Introduction

This Request for Qualifications and Technical Information (RFQ-TI) is being issued by the
City of Sacramento (City) in order to identify qualified firms that can site, permit,
design, build, own and operate a waste recovery system for City-collected municipal
solid waste. The City Landfill reacheé capacity in late 1991 or early 1992. The City is
currently studying direct haul of its waste to the County Landfill. The intent of this
RFQ-TI is to identify possible specific waste management systems as alternatives to the
City's proposed action of direct hauling to the County Landfill. The City intends to
establish a short list of qualified vendors based on the responses to this RFQ-TI process,
and issue an RFP for final vendor selection. The City reserves the right to reject any
and all responses to this RFQ-TL. '
: ’ |

The City will consider proven technologies appropriate to landfill diversion, including
recycling, composting, resource recovery, refuse-derived fuel production, and other

waste disposal options. The City will sélect qualified firms based on submittals that best

meet the City's goals of: (1) cost reduction of City's proposed direct haul to the County
|

Landfill; and (2) consistency with the City's and State's recycling and waste reduction

goals.

‘This solicitation process is made under the authority of City Resolution # 89-582.

A vendor conference will be held to review this Request for Qualifications and Technicai
Information and to answer any questions raised by interested proposers. The conference
will be held on November 15, 1989 from 1:30 to 3:30 in City Hall, Council Chambers, 915
"T" Street, Sacramento{Califomia. Questions submitted in writing will also be answered
at the vendor conference, provided theyi reach the City by November 8, 1989.

The deadline for submitting responseé to this RFQ-TI is' 5 p.m., November 29, 1989. Ten
copies of the response should be sent to:



‘Reginald Young, Deputy Director
City of Sacramento '
Department of Public Works

915 "I'" Street, Room 207
Sacramento, CA 95814-2673.
(916) 449-5283

Organization of the RFQ-TI

General information regarding the RFQ-TI purpose,.process and schedule are provided in
this section. Section II describes background information regarding the City's waste
stream, the waste management systém in place and the decision to solicit proposals for
an alternative to the proposed direct haul of City waste to the County Landfill. Section
III addresses the City's goals and objectives regarding the RF Q-TI. Section IV specifies
the minimum standards to be met in order for proposals to be considered. Section V
provides instructions for submitting responses to the RFQ-TI. Section VI describes the -
two step selection procedure and criteria. Section VII contains appendices which provide

additional information. '

Proposal Schedule
The RFQ-TI is the first in a two-phase process for vendor selection. The City intends to

adhere to the following schedule during the-selection process.. However, this schedule
may be changed at the City's discretion: ' '

/  TENTATIVE SCHEDULE

 Phase | ' Date:
Release of RFQ-TI | October 18, 1989
Request for documents due .October 25, 1989
Written questions due November 8, 1989
Vendors conference : ‘November 15, 1989
RFQ-TI submission deadline . November 29, 1989
Clarification/interview. period November to December, 1989
Short list notification January, 1990.

JOB:89049-1 10/10/89. _ 1.-2




Phase II
Release of Request for
Cost Proposals (RFCP)
RF CP submission deadline
Clarification/interview period
Vendor selection/contract
negotiatiori

JOB:89049-1 10/10/89

Date
March, 1990
April, 1990
May, 1990

June, 1990



Location And Population

SECTION I

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Sacramento, the capital of California is located in the northern part of the state
approximately 85 miles northeast of San' Francisco. Sacramento is one of four cities in
Sacramento County (County), and has an estimated population of 339,945, which
represents one-third of the total'County population.

Figure 1 illustrates the City's location within Sacramento County, and the location of
major transfer and disposal facilities within the County. Table 1 shows projected
populations of City of Sacramento and the County. '

Table 1
POPULATION DATA

Area 1988 1990 1995 2000 2010
City of Sacramento 339,995 345,265 373,646 396,812 ~ 501,372
Total County 959,345 1,023,529 1,114,662 1,206,775 1,388,533
JOB:89049-2 10/10/89 2-1




Figure 1

Sacramento County
Transfer and Disposal Facilities

L&D Landfill

/ 142,400 TPY
‘ / Aerojet Landfill

'North Ared |
Transfer Station 2.600 TPY
74,600 TPY Amer. Envir.
Haz. Waste
Transfer Station
Sacramento
City Landfill 146,000 TPY
250,600 TPY
B&C Landfill
535,500 TPY
South Area
Transfer Station
41,900 TPY
West Coast Building
8,{ Wreclung Landﬁll Delta Transfer Sacramento _
535.500 TPY Station County Landfill
2,700 TPY 568.400 TPY
Legend
@) Landfill
A Transfer Station
TPY  Tons Per Year.
] rrocule'mer.t —




City Waste Collection and Disposal

The City Department of Public Works collects all residential and a portion of commercial
waste within the City limits.. Co,liectioﬁ-of the remainihg commercial waste is provided
by 10 private haulers. The City cOlleci:ipn system services 93,000 singl’e family'
residential accounts, 3,215 commercial accounts (utilizing 1 to 4 cubic¢ yard bins), and 45
compactor accounts. An average of 168 loads are disposed of daily. Collection crews
work Monday through Friday full time, and a half-day on Saturday. ' '

City.collected waste is currently disposed of at the City Landfill, which is scheduled to
close in late 1991 or early 1992. :

The. City is now conducting the EIR and permitting tasks necessary so City waste can be
direct hauled to the County Landfill. It is anticipated that through this RFQ-TI process,
the City will identify pos;ible alternatives to the County Landfill disposal option.

The County Landfill currently charges a tipping fee of $10.50 per ton for waste received.
The distance from City Landfill to County Landfill is 18 mles.

Waste Stream Characteristics

Sacramento Cdunty récently performed a solid waste composition study. The results of
the study indicate fairly consistent waste composition data corripil'ed for Sacramento
County and earlier City of Sacramento waste composition' studies. Samples taken at the
Sacramento City Landfill in April 1989 provide composition data for both the residential
and commercial waste streams. Table 2 summarizes the data. derived from samples .
taken at the City Landfill. " Tables from the Solid Waste Composition Study for
Sacramento County (August 1989) are included in Appendix A. '

| JOB:89049-2 10/10/89 2-3



. - Table 2.
CITY LANDFILL -- WASTE COMPOSITION DATA
Residential Commercial
Waste Categories Waste Stream Waste Stream
Paper . 24.9% 41.9%

' Newspaper 6.7% 6.1%
Corrugated paper 3.8% 11.3%
Other paper 14.4% 24.3%

Plastic 5.0% 8.1%
PET bottles 0.1% 0.2%
Milk/juice containers 0.3% 0.2%
Film plastics 2.0% 4.8%
Other plastics 2.6% 2.9%
Glass - 4.1% 6.6%
Containers 3.9% 6.0%
Other glass 0.2% 0.6%
Metal 3.2% 3.4%
Aluminum cans 0.3% 0.5%
Tin cans 1.2% 1.4%
Other metal 1.7% 1.5%
Rubber 0.5% 0.0%
Wood 1.3% 1.1%
Organics 50.9% _ 31.9%
.Food 4.2% 23.0%
Yard waste 37.6% 2.5%
Leaves and grass 8.5% 6.1%
Other organics 5 0.3%
Other 2.6% 7.0%
Hazardous materials
and containers 0.6% 0.0%
TOTAL 100% 100%

JOB:89049-2. 10/10/89
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Waste Quantities.

'The tonnage.of waste disposed during 1988 in the City Landfill is 250,577, Based.on a
five and one-half. day per week collectzon schedule, the -daily dlsposal amount is in the -
800 to 1,000 tons: per day range. ' '

"~ The residential waste category (mcludmg yard waste whxch is, collected separately from
garbage) comprises approximately 73 percent of the total waste ‘entering the  City
Landf111,~ with commercial waste contnbutmg.the remamde:.. - The commercial waste .
cat'egory' .also includes' City-collected 'wastg from sources-v‘:suci'f’as"street cleaning, parks

‘and recreation, tree trimmings, and ‘othgr miscellaneous sources.

Table 3: shows: tonnages delivered to the City Landfill during: 1988, and reflects major
waste sources as well as seasconal variations. of deliveries. ‘

Current. Recycling Activities |

The - City Solid Waste. Division currently operates ‘a composting . progré.m for
approximately 1,200 tons of leaves and yard wastes per year. A pilot curbside recycling.
program servicing approximately 5,000.homes is being operated within the City by the -
Sacramento Local Conservation ‘Corps..  Office paper.recycling prograins are in place in
City offices. '

A wide range of other recycling opportunities are available for residents and busines$ in
the City of Sacr_amento.ﬂ Drop-off containvers for glass and newspapers are located at
‘numerous parking lots throughout the City. Convenience centers (redemption centers for
beverage containers established under Cazlifornia AB2020 legislation, the "Bottle Bill")
~are located at some 36 supermarkets within the City. Approximately 18 buy-back
centers -purchase w}arious' grades of paper and. metal; glass, plastic, wood, and other
recyclables v&ithin the City. . A

JOB:89049-2" 10/10/89 ' 2-5




Table 3

TONNAGE OF WASTE DELIVERED TO CITY LI\NDI‘ILL
- 1988 -

: ) ' - m-(—'}wnr(lén_' Parks & Trée '_ Ci_tyﬂ A s o
Monlh Residentinl Commercial . Reluse Mis¢.* Rec, » Contract - Mise. Total -~ . Vehicles
Jonnary 9,207 4,264 5,638 _-29' . 430 f292:‘. 15},_ . 20,107 - ‘3.37'5' |
February 8,762 4,189 . 5075 7 40 582 229 181 .;-9,058'  '3,293
March 10,151 BRI 6,115, 23 3908, 6 102 21,214 3,114
April 0839 4,373 6,007 192 | 386 5 357 21,150 3,929
May 9,820 4,504 5,488 - 814 201 - 398 ‘2_1',3-15‘ 4,100
June 10,292 4,300 - 4,509 787 324 4 364 | 20,670 4,30'4 ‘
uly B v«))zo 3960 . 4024 . 673.- 355 i e —= 3700 —18.9117 - 3995
August i_o,sao ' 4,536 o 4,562 978 391 -~ 301 .2;,,42,5 4,531
September 9,823. 4,52 4,570 986 329 16 366 320,513: . 4,322°
October 0,512 R 4750 1302 0 310 20 336 20,761 4,226
November AIO_,254 : "'4.58‘0 _‘ G,:!),Z(li - 295 34 50 - | 370 ) 2-‘2.7715 | 4,179
December 10,202 A7 7,006 .~ - 209 7 '3‘84 2 625 4,235
Total 118,052 52,802 | 64,763 6,119 4,436 629 3,776 25 0,577 -. 43,253 "

Faoree Dase =

3,086 Lons/ vr; (( S

ll‘) Lom/\f

1
e .

ok lhiq mlqrmv (nnl.uns waste [rom the following three sources:(a) Meredith Co. Fish proccssmg wastc = 45/L0n/vr. {h) McCIellnn mr :
Lale l‘:m . . v :



WasteMana:ge~men't.'Poli‘cy.*;""_‘ I

Future recychng' and waste reductron act1v1t1es are strongly encouraged by the Clty of _
n Sacramento The Cxty Counc1l adopted Resolution # 89-683 on August 29, 1989
estabhshmg the followmg recychng and waste reductlon goals.
-' '(a,)f g 'By January 1, 1992 the Cxty shall endeavor to recycle or reduce all
sohd waste drsposed of in-the- Cxty by 30 percent by WElght '

(b} By January” i, 1995, the' City’shall endea‘vor to recyc,:le‘ or reduce all -
B solid'- waste dispoeed of in the City by 40 p‘ercen,t', by»weight;.
(e) f ’By January 1 1999 the CltV shall endeavor to recycle or reduce all
~ solid waste dlsposed of in the Clty by 70 percent by werght and

d)- The C1ty shall compost or utilize alternatlve disposal to landixlhng
o _ ’of the maxunurn amount of yard and garden waste that is fea51ble. _

In addition to establishing cro'als, the Resolution calls for developing an. implémientation

plan for curbside recycling for 25% of the City's househol‘ds and studying other options -
.5' for recyclmg and waste’ reduction. See A.ppench.x B for full te\t of the reso lution.

WasteDlsposal Studies. _

b

o , . S , 1r
Since 1979 the C1ty of Sacramento has comrmssmned and conducted numerous stuches to.
1dent1fy optlons for processmg and dlsposmg of 1..s waste A wide range of potential
options recewed eetarled analysis. The optlons mcluded expanding the City Landfill,
siting a new landfill or balefill, constructing a- ‘transfer statlon at the existing landfill or
a mew location within the City, bu1ldmg a baling station at the landfill or some other site,
procuring a waste-to—energy facility for City 'waste, and processmc vegetal waste into a
fuel source ' ‘

[
I
~1
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A blbhography of the Cltys sohd waste disposal studies is prov:ded in Appendxx C These

"reports may be v1ewed by contactmg

Carol Smith, Administrative Assistant -
Solid Waste Division Office, .
"1231 "I'" Street, Suite 103

Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 449-2043

JOB:89049-2 10/10/8¢ : 2-8



- SECTION II
GOALS AND OBJ ECTIVE

By issuing this Request for Qualifications and TechnicallInformation, the City intends to
identify fifms with sufficient management, technical, and fi‘navnciai"capabilities to
| provide a viable alternative to direct hauling of *City:'wa'ste to the County Landfill. The
City's goals are to 1dent1fy an envxronmentally sound prOJect that will: (1) reduce the
City's need to d1rect haul waste to the County Landflll (2) meet recycling and waste
reduction goals recently established by City Council Resolutxon #89-685; (3) reduce costs *
associated with waste dlsposal, and (4) not adversely affect local air quality.

Responses are encouraged that respond to the following City objectives.

- The City is seekin_g vendors for a _“fu_ll-serVice"‘j contract. The proposer will be
required-to desi‘gn,' build, own and operate the fability or system proposed.

"The proposed project should be scaled to accom’modate the entlre Clty-collected
waste stream (described in Sectlon iI). Adchtlonal wastes may be included m the
prOJect if it can be proven that doing so w1ll benef1t the City.

- S o o | |

» . The City intends to contrac; with a single xvendo:r responsible for all térrns of the
contract _ However, it also recognizes the value of joint venture or teaming
arrangements and does not dlscourave such proposals. ,‘.

. The City desires the term of the contract to be for. at least 20 years. .

+ The ‘City desires that proposed facilities o';. processes incorporate proven
technologies and that the vendor be able to' demonstrate that at least one

. comparable project has been operating effecuvely in the. United States for at
least three years. o '
!

.~ The vendor shall have responsibility for obtammg all permits relevant to the

project that are required by feoe"al state, and local regulatory agencies.

v
4
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Te The’ vendor. shail be. remnsibl'e for bprovidiné‘ financing for all aspects of the
. . project mcludmg the development phase.. The City will not provide any form of
' fmancmg or fmancral guarantees beyond provxdmg the waste and paymg a tlppmg
. fee. 4 L _ _ X!}, ' '
e U IF requlred by the vendor the [City will g'.uaraxricee. a minimum volume of waste to~
‘the prOJect. o | o ' |
. ,",The City w111 retam the optlon to pursue future programs that may affect the
o quantlty or compdsition of the waste Stream, lsuch as source reductxon curbside
.recycling and/or yard waste compostmg }1 A Proposals are encouraged - to
mcorporate flexibility 'so the Cltys futurex waste reduction- and recyclmg

- injtiatives can be 'naxumzed ' } ’

| !
+ ~The vendor will be responsible for obtaininé ‘disposal contracts and hauli‘ng"
' arrangements for any residual waste received by the proO _]EC" and not marketed or
otherw15e utllized : “l ’

"« The CltY mtenos to 1dent1fy vendor proposals that resoond to the above

objectives, and to develop a short list of quahfled vendors to receive a Request.
for Cost Proposals (RFCP) S he v o

e R‘esponses to. this request shalll address all techmcal lnformatlon reoulred in thlS

RFQ-TI in sufficient detail tojallow for prellmmary technical, manavenal and

"envi'ronmerital' irripa'ct ';anal’ysis. However, site specx;flc proposals are nor requned ,
"at this time. Short listed firms will be requested to sublmt site specific
proposals during the RFCP step o1c vendor selectlon '

o
{)
X
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| SECTIONIV
RESPONSE REQUIREMENTS - -
I '

. Minimum Standards For Consideration

R_ésponses to this RFQ-TI must meet the. goals and obj;ectives‘ of the City as outlined in
Section III _in'order to. qualify for consideration. In assessing vendor qualifications, the
City requires project specific information that addresses personnel/management,
financial, technical, environmental, and contractual elements of the proposal.

Proposal 'el_emeni:s should be presented in the format;;used in this section so that all
info;mational requests are -addressed systematically and thoroughly. Responses should
address the local conditions of the City of Sacramento. ‘

. The City recognizes there may be a wide range of tcﬁchnc’)logies, facilitieé or systems
capable of providing an alternative to direct hauling of waste to the County Landfill.
Responses should therefore address. thé.following informational requests in sufficient
detail that the cdmpetitiv'e benefits of the proposed project are conveyed.

Personnel/Management Element.

Proposers shall describe their technical experience and management approach as it
relates to successfully implernenting projects comparable to the one proposed for
Sacramentoe. - Describe kyour personnel and'managemént capébilities by providing the
following information: ‘ |
1. Describe the technical and project managément experience of your firm-as
it relates to designing, constructing, and ibperating.projects of cocmparable
complexity and size to the one you propose for Sacramento. . List and
briefly describe similar projects, their ﬁate of ful; impiementation, and
current operating status. Provide- narﬁes and telephone numbers of
‘references for all listed projects.. t
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Financial Element {

JOB: 89049-4 10/10/89 : 4 -l21

!
|

(SN

Identify key personnel \;f_urho would be charged with project planning and

implementation should your firm be selected. Describe their technical

‘experience relevant toi the proposed -project, and. specific areas of

responsibility they would lbe assigned.

|
Describe the overall mariagement structure of your firm, and indicate how
the proﬁosed project woxl;ld be managed within that structure. Provide an
organizational chart for| your proposed project, indicating key posit’io.ns,"
lines of responsibility, and number of employees to be assigned in all job -
categories. } : '

Indicate whether this -{:)roposal involves a joint venture or;’ teaming
arrangement with one or!‘ more other firms. If it' does, clarify the roles of
all firms in terms of spec[ific areas of expertise and responsibilities for this
project. Discuss whether‘, your firm understands and agrees with the City's

requirement to negotiate }.vith one vendor only for the purpose of securing a

‘"full-service" contract. Describe the past working relationships between

[
firms proposing a joint ve1‘|1ture proejct for Sacramentc.

Describe areas of expe;ience or knowledge your firm has regarding local
{e.g.. Sacramento area)lissues relevam:: to waste management. Your
discussion should_ address your familiarity with local markets for
recyclables, compost, fue},, etc. that would be generated by your proposed
project; state and localj regulatory requirements regarding solid waste
facility siting and peri:uitting; local community concerns regarding
environmental impacts of waste management projects; other areas that
would indicate your prop:osal's sensitivity to the local area and issues of
concern. !

1,

|

’

Proposers shall provide information inisufficient detail to allow the City to ascertain
vour firm's financial capabilities, and. tb perform a preliminary cost/benefit and project
feasibility anéi;rsis of your proposal. | More detailed cost commitments and financial
analvsis of proposals will be solicited thfrough a Request for Cost Proposals (RFCP) to be



issued to the short-listed vendors at a later date. .Progosers‘.shali’fumish the following
. information: ' '

1. Satisfactory, evide’nce that the proposer or the 'contractpally ‘responsible senior
partner in a joint venture has been in existence as'a going concern for at least five
years and has financial resources sufficient to undertake the proposed project.

o

The most recent audited financial statement.or other documentation indicating
the proposing firm's net worth, operating capital, encumbrances, and credit rating.

3. Methbd' proposed to finance the project in Sacramento, including "ét-risk" .
‘development funds, equity, and long-term debt..’ Discuss whether and to what |
extent City involvemént is proposed in your profect financial plan. Discuss how.
your financial plan is compatible with the stipulation that the City will not

) provide any form of financing or financial guararitees beyond providing the waste
and paying a tippng fee.

4. Estimated costs relative to'the following major e’lements of the proposed broject,
(indicate one time or annual): '

a Development costs (contracts, site selection, permits, etc.).
b. Design, engineering,.and construction of the facility/ éystern.
c Site lease or purchase. '

d. Permitting, performance testing, other start-up costs.

e. Operations.and maintenance (break-out labor costs).

f. Other major costs not listed above. |

Estimated revenues in relation to:

n

a. Material or product sales (indicate pricé per ton assumptions for each
material type and projected annual sales).

b. Tipping fees to bé paid by City for wasteé delivered (indicate fee per ton
based.on 1,000 TPD deliveries).
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unqualified by the City.

- JOB: 89049-4 10/10/89 4 -4

c. Other revenue sources arllticipated.
' !

. | .
: t
Items 4 and S should be summarized in a table, with fuller discussions of costs and

revenues provided as needed to conveyl your project economics.
) | :

|
Technicai Informéﬁion Ele_meht Z
As stated in Section III, one of the Ciiy's objectives in issuing this RFQ-TI is to identify
proposals that incorporate proven te';chnolbgies. Proposals that apply commercially
demonstrated and environmentally s;ound processes, equipment and techniques are
therefore encouraged. Projects that rely on emerging or new technologies that have no
track record in reference facilities o:if operations in the United States will be deemed

|
I
\

Propo'seré should describe in detail theidesign and operation of the proposed project. As

a minimum, the following technical aspects of the project must be addressed:

. - | : .
1. List all similar operating facilities. Provide operating history including

date of commencementiof operations, design capacity, number of tons
processed each year of operation, amount of product produced -and
- marketed, as well as sigx%ificant problems and their resolution. Provide a
contact point and telepho':ne number for each reference facility. |

2. A general process description of the project which addresses waste
" receiving, storage, andl processing; recovered materials and product
storage, handling, shipme‘nt and/or utilization; and waste residue haridling

and disposal. - Il

|

3. A materials flow chart of ]|Ithe svstem, with energy balance if appropriate.
4. Design capacity of the ‘system in terms of daily and- annual tonnage.

Discuss system capabilities in terms of annual processed tonnage/annual
rated capacity. |



I
]

5. System- flexibility to handle the City's waste flow' (estimated at 800 to

v

1,000 TPD range) with respect to: 1;

a) Dally fluctuatlons in tonnage collected and dehvered
“b): Inherent seasonal variations in waste composition and quantxty, and
c) Waste composition fluctuations dut-;_ to.future recycling activities.

6. Sys_t_:em contihgency capabilities in terms oLf sfandby or back-up equipment,
multiple lines, etc. Discuss how routide ‘maintenance and equipment
downtim_e,are taken into consideration in sYstem design. |

7. Method for receiving, monitoring and weéighing waste delivered by City
vehiéles. Discuss facility capabilities dr‘- restrictions to receive loads
Monday through Friday between the hour§ of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.,.-and
Saturday from 6:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. |

8. Future expansion capabili‘ties. Describe how' and to what extent system
. . | .
could be expanded to receive increased tonhage over a 20-year period.

9. Equipment and personnel capabilities. Discuss. whe‘éher they can assure

| quality control and meet market specificaj{ions for~recox~"ered materials or
products. Discuss system's flexibilit;:v to meet chénging, market
specifications .ovér time.- How is process system reliability
determined/ maintained?

10.. Full description of "thle typé» and quantijties of materials tha't will Be
recycled or otherwise diverted from landfill. Use an example of 1,000 TPD
- waste dehvery and the waste composition data prov1ded in Table 2 (Section
II) to quantlfs system capabilities.
11. Market availability for recovered sécond%ary materials, compost, refuse-
derived fuel, energy, or other preducts generated by the processing
- system. What market commitments have ybti obtained for a Sacramento
project? What marketing strategy or meifhod will be. instituted to obtain
market commitments/contracts. for t'né project? Are back-up or
alternative markets anticipated in your plan? '
JOB: 89049-4 10/10/8¢ 4 -3




. ' , : : f
‘Environmental Element o ‘l
l

i

t

!

- ]
( i
{ . .

|

|

h' !

12. . Pr_oj'ect eompatibil'ity thh the City u and State recyclmg and waste

"reduction goals.. Dnscu‘ss how your proposed project: will contribute to
fattammg the goals estabhshed by AB:939 and other applicable State.
‘regulatmns and City of Sacramento Resolution # 89-683 (Appendlx B)

13. Seh“edule for co;npletio:n, of the ’projiect. Include development phase

(contracts, permits, etc.)f, design, constrdb;idn, and start-up.
o I
]
u

The City requires. that potentlal envxronmental 1mpacts of proposed projects be addressed
in project. descnptmns. Although site spec1f1c descrlptlons are not required at this tune,
information regarding anticipated unpacts on the env1ronment must. be provided.

D~ :;

Proposers should address the followmg points, and. provxde additional m:formatmn as
needed for a preliminary env1ronmental review of proposed projects:

L.

._:,;

O

" JOB:89049-4 10/10/89
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| :
Site requirements of project in terms of acreag,i"e, access roads, and utilities.
. ‘ v
. ¢ \
Site layout sketches showing relative location of buildings, enclosures, outdoor

storage or processing areas,. parhmg, landscapmg, and other major cornponents of
'proposed facmty

k H
5 )
»
}
l

Esumated annual consumpdon of utilities anluamo' electricity, water, auxiliary

b
.
‘1;
If prOJect mvolves on-site combustlon technology, discuss combustion/air -
ennssmn control strategy; prowae emissions esulmates (both abatéd and unabated

fuel, etc.
.

~on a maximum pounds/day and annual ba51s) discuss proposed air emission

control equipment's operating and tne control eff1c1en<:1es achieved.
| r‘
[ i

Procedures antlczpated for identifying and handhnv hazardous waste rmsLakenlv ‘

delivered to facility. b ﬂ
| b
o |
?
|

o



~]

, proposed. project..

. | Describe water runoff, waste water quality and treatment associated with the -

|

Describe other envn'onrnentai impacts and thexr control, mcludmg odor, nmse,
dust, vectors, trafflc czrculatlon, and litter.

Discuss all types of materials coming out of the facxhty/processmg system and
the ultimate destination of those -materiais. Include materials intended for
markets;, facility residue requiring landfill, combustion ash requiring special |
d1sposal arrangements and any other materials generated or bypassed by the
system. ’ ‘ ‘

Contractual Information Element .-

Section III of - this document outlines. the .City's.igoals and objectives for this

procurement. The purpose of this section is_ to-determine vendor's willingness to- meet

them, and to understand other contractual terms which may be required of the City.

o

Indicate your acceptance of the terms and conditions outlined. Discuss fully any
exceptions you would require. Note that significant deviation may be grounds for
deeming your response nohresponsive. i

. Indicate the major contractual terms requn'ed by your firm. Clearly outline any

responsmllltles or risks vou expect of the City. Provide a model.contract if
available. '

Discuss whether any form of waste guarantees,will be required of the City. If
so, describe your expectations for contractually addressing this matter. '
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: _ !SECTION v .
INSTRUCTIONS F OR SUBMITTING QUALIF ICAT’IONS
AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION

A. Step One

Send a letter of interest and $25 filing fee requesting the RFQ-TI packet fo:'
Reginald Young, Deputy Dlrector
City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works (DPW)
915 "I" Street, Room 207

Sacramento, CA -95814- 2673
(916) 449-5283

By submitting the letter of interest,;jrou will be assured of receiving a copy of any

" -addenda or clarifications issued.

B. Step Two

Gather information. Proposers are invited to inspect City decuments and gather other
information helpful to developing their'responses. Access to documents and studies listed

in Appendix B may be obtained by contacting:

Carcl Smith, Administrative Assistant
Solid Waste Division Office” -

1231 "I Street, Suite 103
Sacramento, CA 93814

(916) 449-2043

- To receive specific documents by mail, requests must reach Carol Smith no later than
QOctober 23, 1989. A fee will be required for documents reproduced and mailed.

.C. Step Three

vSubmit written questions or reqﬁests for clarification regarding the RFQ-TI content or
process on or before Novemper 8§, 1989. All questions must be in writing and addressed
‘to Reginalc Young (at address in Step O?e). '
JOB:82049-3 10/10/8% , ! 5-1



Questions regardmg matters of general interest to prorposers w1ll be addressed. at: the:
Vendors Conference on November 15, 1989. '

D. Step Four

Attend the Vendors Conference, durihg which technicai procedural, énd other matters
regarding the RFQ-TI will be addressed. Questions recerved in writing, as well as any
other questions brought up at the conference, will be answered at this time. The meeting
will take place on November 15, 1989 at 1:30 p.m.

" Conference location is:

City Hall

Council Chambers
915 "I" Street
Sacramento, CA

Questlons of consequence will be recorded at the conference, and the questions and .
‘answers will be mailed to all vendors of record.

E. Step Five . | -

Submit ten copies of your responses to this RFQ-TI 'tb. the City on or before 5 p.m.,
November 29, 1989. o

Proposals should be sealed and marked "RFQ-TT" on the e_nvelope.. Address proposals to:

Mr. Reginald Young, Deputy Director
City of Sacramento

Department of Public Works

915 "I'" Street, Room 207
Sacramento, CA ©5814-2673

F. StepSix ' .

If you are notified that you made the initial short list %)f qualified vendors,. you will be
invited to make an oral presentation to the Selection Committee during an interview.

You.will be advised of the-time and place.

JOB:89049-5 10/10/89
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G. Response Content
All responses shall consist of:

1. A cover letter which provides: .
« Name, address and telephone number of fir’rn and key contact person.

- Description of type of organization (e.g., corporation, partnership, etc.)
. submitting proposal. ‘ ‘ ' '

- If joint venture or other teaming arrangement with two or more parties,
describe past working relationships on similar projects.

- Name of entity that would sign a contract if one is negotiated fér this
proj'ect. V :

2. An executive summary (not t6 exceed five pages) which highlights the major
elements of your qualifications and proposal. Include in your summary a
response to the five minimum criteria stated in Section VI under Phase One
Evaluation.. ' '

3. Reponses to all the information requested in Section I'". Organize vour respcnses
into five sections, and address each question consecutively so that all requested
information can be readily found:

! A
Personnel/management element
Financial element
Technical information element

Environmental element

o 0o

Contractual information element

Additiona!l information or data relevant to your qualifications for the proposed project is
.optional and may be included in an appendix.
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SECTION VI -
SELECTION PROCEDURE AND- @:RI‘I‘ERIA
: " .

The City w111 evaluate responses ‘to the RFQ TI to deterrmne whlch vendors can best
provide an alternative to direct hauling of Cxty—couect=d waste to the County Landfiil. -
The crlterra used for: evaluatmg responses reflect the* City's intent to: (1) procure a
commercrally demonstrated, env1ronmentally sound and -cost- effectivesystem ‘and (2)
deal with afirm which possesses the fmancxal strength cnd requlred skills: to successfullv

1

de51gn, construct own, and operate the pro,;ect.

The- Clty wrll develop a short list of quahfled vendors based on responses recewed and cn
_mterwews thh the Selection: Comrmttee The short-hsted vendors will. recerve a

Request for Cost Proposals and flnal ‘vendor selectlefn will be made based on those'

responses. ,

4
]

_The City mll evaluate responses to thls RFQ TI m twclw phases Responses that do not

meet the mlmmum criteria of the flrst phase w1ll¢not be considered for further
evaluatlon D EE |

Step One Evaluation. -
In the first step, responses will be evaluated to determme if tn:v meet. the rmmmum

‘criteria stated below. Any response not satisfying these cr1ter1a w1ll be con51derea not
qualified for further evaluation..

Minimum Criterid - S .

- The responding vendor must provide evidence that 1the firm:
s provrdmg cornpleteness and responsrveness ’to all tnformatlonal requests in

this’ RFQ TI. 4 ' C Jl

) N ) . . ‘ . - w . . o .
+ Is willing to. enter into a "full-service" 'contraci[t with the City. The vendor will
be- responsible for site identification -and a‘c_qu"isition;. design,. construction,‘_

ownership, and operation of the project.

]
]
!
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Has been in operation at. least five years, and has been profxtable for at least,.'

l

three of those years.

i

. Has a net worth equwalent to 20 percent of the est1mated cap1tal costs of -the

proposed pro ject. . . | ,

' Wirll provide non-rei,mbursabl'ei development fgnds sufficient to implement the .

project if selected. Nonreimbursable development costs are those costs asso-

ciated with - obtaining all oontraots, permits,’ site .options, environmental

reviews, and other related costs necessary to obtam permanent financing for
the prolect. The amount of nonrexmbursable deveiopment costs that the vendor

|
must be willing to~guarantee is to be 5 percent of the project capital costs. .

In addition to the above, the‘ technology for; the proposed projeot must have
been successfully employed m ‘a project of sumlar scale for at least three years
in the United States T ‘

'
'
o

Step Two Evaluation = - o

. The second .step of evah.atlon mll e\armne the remammg responses with respect. to

spemf ic criteria.

Evaluation Criteria B

.. The criteria for evaluating the responses will includer -

JOB:89048-6 10/10/89 O

. Environmental impacts )

|

Management capabilities and experience

-Financial strength and program economics

e

Demonstrated technical feasiliaility

-
Contractual terms - ‘.

(o)}
o
r~



. Management Capabilities and Experience

,The followmg considerations are-included in this cntemon- .
|
-« Demonstrated track record in.developing waste "récowiery projects..
. Prior experience in design, construction, and operatlon of similar prOJects.
« - Experience of key personnel ‘ '
- 'Organizational approach to.project. . ' :
. Knowledge of local markets, issues, envzronmental requxrernents, ete.

Financial Strength and Program Economics .
. g $-

]

The following considerations are inciuded in this c:r,itterion:i

».  The business operatin'g history of the firm.

+ Fiscal capability and strength of proposing firm. w

»  Realistic estimation of program costs and revenu‘“es

- The firm's ability to secure project financing. .

- Ability to secure markets for system products. . "
. Cornpetmveness of cost per ton tipping fee estlmate

Demonstrated Technical Feasibility . . :

- The following considerations are included in this'critterion: _

\I
» QOverall soundness of project and integration of project elements such as receiving,

storage, processing, recovered product handling; Fesuiue handling, and disposal.
- Technical feasibility of system and equipment $ased on experience with similar
operating systems. ' " ‘*
. D.e_sig'n ca;ﬁacity of system. _ “
- System flexibility with regard to fluctuations of xjfvaste quantity and composition.
« System reliability and contingency capabilities i(e.g,,, anticipation of down time
~ and'back-up equipment needs)..
. Expansmn capabilities of system. jf‘
. _Qualuv control capabilitiées to produce markatable products..
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- Project compatibility with City's recycling and waste reduction goals.
| '

Environmental Impacts

~ The following considérations are included.in this criterion:

\

- Site requlrements of proposed fac:lhty o ; , ,
» Extent and proposed mltlgatlon of air emlsswns 1f combustion is involved.
+ Other impacts on envxronment from odor, noxse, dust, vecte: s htter and traffic

cn'culatlon. o i

« Identification and control of household hazardous waste lnadvertently entering -
system.

Contractual Terms:

The following considerations are inclluded in this crit“;erion:

. Acceptance of "full—service" i contract w1th vendor resoonsible' for' site
identification and acquisition, deSIgn, consu:uctlon operation -and ownership.

«  Twenty-year minimum term of contract.

- Vendor responsibility for obtammcr all neceSSary permlts. ,

- Vendor responsibility for ootammg disposal contracts for system residue.

» Agreement with City’ s reserved r;ght to initiate f-]pture recycling activities.

b
| |

e
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APPENDIX A

i
Waste Composition Tabl&é‘

(from August 1989 Sacramento Coq‘j‘nty’Study)

i




SACRAMENTO COUNTY
SOUIN IRANSIER STATION

SACRAMENTO COUNTY
HORTH TRANSIER S'“110M

SACRANFNIO COUNTY

LANDIHLL (KEITER ROAD)
Direct Disposal Only

(Docs not inclixie transfer)

CHTY OF SACRAMENTO
LANDFILL

TOTAL........... seeans .o

PERCENT OF TOTAL
WASIE STREAM............

ESTIMATES TOMNAGE DISPOSCD BY GFNERATOR TY
{(tons rounded to ncarest 100)

RESIDENT AL

6,600 Co. éollec(lon
2,000 McClelian (2)

.........

230,200 Co. Collection
2,400 Camarillo (3)
1 McCletlon (2)

232,600

R

118,100 Clty Res. Collect.
0 Garden Refuse

424,300 Residential
Waste o
Disposed

49%

TARLE 6
SACRAMENIO COUNTY

COMMERCIAL

6,000 Weighed Credlit

Credit
8,000 McCleltan (2)

'S McClelton (2
600 Camarillo (3
235,400 Credit

)
)

4,400 Porks and Rec,

52,800 City Com. Collect.

9,900 City Misc.
600 Tree Cont.

329,300 commercial.

Vaste
Disposed

36X

PE (1)

SELF-HAUL

6,400 Weighed Cash
25,900 Unweighed Cash

10,600 Weighed Cash
33,500 Unwcighed Cash

27,200 Weighed Cash
10,600 Unwcighed Cash

4

37800 - - -

SOUTH TRANSFER. STATJON

38,500 TOTAL DISPOSED (&)

" NORTH TRANSFER STATION
72,300 107AL DISPOSED (4)

COUNTY LANDFILL

- 506,400 TOVAL DISIOSED (4)

(dircct disprsal only)

CITY LANDFILL
250,600 TOTAL DISPOSED (5)

847,800 Total Disposed (4)

100x

1).The tonnnge estimations do not [nclixde woste disposed at other facllities within the County (landclearing and demolitlion) or waste exported

from the County

Mnste hauled Iry.ncclellan Is estimated by the Comty to be approximately 80X commercial and 20X residentisl.
to be nk-\)ronlmntcly 20X commerciol and 80X residential.

(

(2) _
{3) unste houled by Comarillo §s estimated by the Cotmt

(4) It docs not toke into account removal of some materlals

This total represents only the materinls disposcd o

to salvage or unaccount

1966 County Solid Waste Management Plen) or waste exported (96
(5) Does mot inclurde tonnnge of waste diverted to composting.

the foci

ties named above,

cd loss. Also does not account for waste disposed at the Lendclearing and Demolition Landfill (142,400 tons,

SOURCES: Sacramento County "Projected Tonnage/Transactions ond Income for 19088-89", the 1987-88 estimates.

“"City of Sacrament

o Tonnage Report 1908",

,600 tons, 1986 County Solid Waste Management Plan) from the County.
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TABLE 18 .
. SACRAMENTO CITY AND COUKTY
CITY LANDFILL. = RESIDENTIAL WASTE _STREA.N CQ‘!PPS_ITIDH

APRIL. 1989 '

Samolc Size = 11 loads ’
Total Weight Sorted = 3,316 Lbs.

) Adjustment for city loads:
Average Weight Sorted per Sample = 301 lbs.

Total weight sorted = 3,31“‘[6 ibs.
, Adjust: 35X as yard waste - 1,785 bs.

Precision [nterval

WASTE ) - 3. 90% Confidence.

CATEGORIES . Mesn Percentage - {+/- percent) k Tons

ceze-mmanaeaee cecemmana ——ia reemestecmaman.  memeesscecsesssscss [ sreceesraranenas

PAPER 24.5% ' L 45,46 :
Newspaper - 6.T%- 8.7X . 12,263
Corrugated Peper 1.8% 3. 6% . 902
Comouter Paper 0.0% 0.0x : I,
office Paper 0.2x 0.3% f 330
Hixed. Recyc, Paper S.9%. 5.8% : 10,715
Kon-recyc. Peper S.1% S.2% ? 9,352
Disposable Ciapers. I.ox 7% i 5,429

. Supermix-Paper Q.32 0.7%. : &
[

PLASTIC" 5.0% ' ' 9,073 .
PET Bottles . 0.1% 0.3% 210
‘Milk/Juice Containers - 0.3% 0.6% : 514
Polystyrene G.eX 0.8% i :
Film Plastics L 2.0% 1.6% ‘ 3,584
Hard Plastic Packaging 1.2% 1% i 2,158
Plastic Products 1.0% 1.5% i 1,803
‘Supermix- Plastic 0.1% 0.2%. i 106

GLASS. X 4.1% : u 7,651
Refillable Bev, Containers 0.0% 0.0%: i . 0
Cal. Redemption 1.5% 2.7Th I 2,914
Cal-Non-regemotion 2.32 2.8% i &,182
Flate Glass : 0.0% Q.05 ‘ 0
Nom-recyclable Glass 0.0% 0.0% i [
Supermix Glass g.2% g.7x. ‘ b

AITA 3.2% 1 .5,780 R
Aluminum Cans . c.3%. 0.6%- § . 650
Tin Cans. 1.2% 1.5%. ‘ 2,132
Ei-metal Cans C.0% 0.9% ' 0
Ferrous Metals 0.4%. 2.6%. I 476
Kon-ferrous Metals 0.2% 0.4% i " 400
fnsulatec Wire 0.CX g.0% i 4
white Goods ) 0.0X%. 0.0% 3 0
Mixed Merals & Materials - 1.0% L.6%. ; 1,831
Soermix- Metals G.i% C.2% ! 106

. A . .

RUZ3ZR 0.3%: : ! 7
AuScer Produsts - 0.5% 3.I% ‘ : 73
Tires - 0.0%.. . 0.Cx. o

w00, 1.3% 4 2,32

ORGANICS S0.%= : 93,137
Food 6. 2% T.6% . 7.75%
Yard Waste . IT.6% 9.2% : &£8,673
Leaves and Grass 8.5%. 29.46%. ¢ 15,490
Cther Crganics c.1%. D:5%. ' 194 -
Swoermix. Organics 06X I.9%. i ) 1,032 -

CTHER. 9.£% : ©AT,551
Textiles & Th 11.2%- 8,625
Leather c.Cx 6.2% . ! © 54,
Ash ) 0.1% 0.8% ! 190
Ceramies/Porcelain/China 0.Cx c.3x ; &4
Rock/Concrete/Bricks - 0.0% £.cx. 0.
Sarc/Scil/Cirt/Fines C.Cx. 0.2%. 33
Gvesun Drywall 0.3x 2.1% ; 459
Fiperglass Inslulation 0.0%. G.0x. ; -
Construction Debris 0.5% 2.3%. ' B5%
Bulky Waste 0.0% 0.0% i - Q.
Supermix, Non-distinct Fines 4.0%. 14.72 ' 7,252

: . . . . t

HAZARSOUS MATERIALS & CONTAINZIRS [ B - '-“ 674

. ﬁAZAi:SUS,CO#TAIHERS-EH?TY 0.2%. f 285
‘ I :
b
JSTAL 102% ¢ 1E2,815

Precision !nterval,
& 90X Cenfidence
-(+/+ tons)

------------ reesew

~
O RW~ S PO —= b~
w 303. CULOOWHO DD

INTNT N
Rty
WOODO —+iA

S m-stn:

Locetf2-7/11/8%-d- jdec/z



i TABLE 19 |
' SACRAMENTQ CITY AND COUNTY
CITY. LANDFILL - COMMERCIAL WYASTE STREAM COMPOSITION

APRIL 1589 )

Sample Size = 6 .loads - . |

Total Weight Sorted = 2,147 lbs. ;

Average Weight Sorted. per Sample = 358 Lbs. . L.

) ) Precision, Interval . Precision [ntervai
UASTE . : 2 90X Contidence : 3 90X Confidenca
CATEGORIES » Mean- Percentage (+/- perceni) © Tons (+/- tonsy

. I
PAPER . 41.9% . 28,342 . :
* Newspaper §6.1% 12.3%. ‘ ) 4,144 ,329
Cerrugated Paper 1133 2.7 7,645 15,344
Comouter Paper }o.»zz 0.4% - 132 264:
" Qttice Paper 1.5% 3.0% 1,001 2,012
Mixed Recyc. Paper 1 T3% 16..8%. 4,973 $,996
Kon-recyc. Paper 13.8% 2T TR, 9,338 18,748"
Disposable Diapers. i 1.5% 3.0%. 1,012 2,015
Supermix Paper 01% 0.3%- 97 195

PLASTIC . 8.1 | . i 5,517
PET Bottles : ) g.2x 0.4% : 29 250
MilkyJuice Containers 0.2% 0.4% 136 269
Polystyrene 0,5% 0.9% 306 618
Film Plastics N> 9.5% 3,224 6,481
Hard Ptastic Packaging t1.8%. 3.5% 1,192 . 2,396
pPlastic Products 10.7% 1.5% 495 S
Supermix Plastic  0.1% 0.1% 35 72

| . o

GLASS . 6.6% ; » 4,483
Refillable Bev. Containers 0.0% - 0.0% o} Q
Cal. Redemption C2.6% 5.3% 1,771 3,559
Cal Non-redesption 3.43 &.8% 2,274 4,570
Plate Glass g.cx. 0.0%. 0 0
Non-recyziable Glass g.4% 0.8% 262 526.
Supermix Glass P 0.3% 0.5% 177 355

HETAL : x| _ 2,269
Aluminum Cans .  0.5% 0:9% 307 518
Tin Cans C1.ex 2.8% L3 1, 9CS
g8i-metal Cang f0.2% g.&x. 140 28
ferrous Metals o Q.4% 0.7% gLl 431
Nori-ferrous Hetals 0.3% 0.6% 199 399
Insulated Wire . 0.C% g.0x 0 0
white Goods : | 0.C% 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Metals & Materials 0.5% 1.2% L07 g18
Supermix Metais - ek 0l1%. % 48

_ RUS3ER : e.ox : - ) 3
Rusoer Products - 0,0% 0.0% . 3 é
Tires ’ : , 0.C%. a.o% o] g

CRGANICS _ 31.6% o ) 21,584,

-+ Fodd ; 123.C% 66,22 15,575 31,305
Yard Waste L 2.5% 5.1% 1,798 3,433
Leaves and Grass | 6.1% 12.2% 4,100 8,240
Other Organics ©o0.0% 0.1% T 19 33
Suoermix Organics 0.33 e.5% 183 343

WO 1.9% 7

|

GTHER . TR “ 4,732
Textiles. | 2.C% &.Lx 1,334, 2,68%
Leather Lt T 4 0.2% 69 139
Ash ’ . . 0.2 s7 114
Ceramics/Porcelsin/China 0.2% 053 129 260

- Roek/Concrete/Sricks | 0.6% 0.5 [} Q
Sanc/Soil/Dirt/Fines ’ | 3.3%. 6.3% 2,126 4,268
Gyrsum Drywall: ) | 0.CX% G.0%. 0
Fiserslass Inslulation i 8.C% - 0.0% . ¢. 0
.Censiruction Debris. . 0.9% 1.8%. 621 1,249
Bulky Waste . 1 0.,C% ©0.0%. 0 o
Supermix, Non-distinet Fires: ; 0.5% 1:2%. 357 . 737

SAZARTOUS MATERTALS & COWTAINER3S | c.ox. .

HAZARZOUS CONTAINZRS-EMPTY e.cx! {

TETALY 185,625 &7, 457

Locel f-7/41/85< jd- jaez,
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'-RESOLUTION No..;m_‘SSSf; s s e

!
' ADOF"‘ZD gY T E SACRAMENTO CE"'Y COUNC’I..

AUG 29 1989

ONDA!FOF

' RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING RECYCUNG ANGEPUTS %’%

 WASTE REDUCTION GOALS IAND - . et
DIRECTING STAFF TO DEVELOP RECOMMENDATIONS y
FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF A CURBSIDE as‘rvcuwe PROGRAM

BEIT RE'SOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF :‘SACRAMENTO."THAT;

1.

.3

ATT

The following recyciing and waste séduction gcals be esiablished:

(a) . by January 1, 1292, the City shall endeaver 1o recycie or reduce ail solid waste disposed
' -af in the: City by 30%,. by weight; H

) by January 1 1828, the City shail: endeavor to recjycie orreduce all solid waste d:spcsed :

=n
[R=t-1

’_\/ALERE SURROWE

- ¢of in the: Cm/ by 40%, by we:ght : *
(c) bv January 1, 1292, the City shall enaeavor to recyc!e or ref*u"e aH solid waste d:sposed
- of in the ery by 0%, by welgnt and-- - ! :

. . i
L |
(d) ‘the C:ty shall CompPQst or Lmhze altematrve disposal 1o} landf ihng of ‘the maximum amount
- .of yard and garden waste that rs feasibie. ‘{

L ' , , S
A pilot curbside recyeling program, serving: at least cne-cuarter ¢t the households in the City, will
be implemented suybject 10 CZQA compliance by Augus. 1, 1820, Suwaff is hereby direcied 10
develop an implemeniation pian, inciuding an analysis of c:sts assceiated with various curbside
recycling ogtions, The swiaff recommendations shall be rezumec 1o the Joint Transponation and
Community Develooment/_ucgef af“d Finance Commmeeﬂs no later than November 14, 1889..
The reccmmendancns caoniined in the- Solid Waste f-\cwsury Commitee ‘Recycling Action Plan,
titled. "Subcommitiee’s Phase | Regort be referred to the C.Tv Manager for swzff review, =nalysxs
and recommendation in the context of the entire Sclid Waste Managerent PFrogram. The siff
recommendations. shall be - retumed to the Jomr Transperaation  and. Commumty
Devel cpmnnt/Euogev: ang Finance Cemmittees no later than Novermber 14, 128¢,

[ .
The. R'ecychng Subcommmee of the Salid. Waste Adviscry Committe= is. hereby authorized 10
retun 1o the City Council by February 6. 1920, with further recommendations on its propasec.
Recydling Action Plan.” :

ANNE RUDIN-
MI‘\YGH }‘

CITY CL=RK

FOR.CITY CLERK USE ONLY
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Bibhography of Sohd Waste Dlsposal Studies

'(from 1988 Amending Document to: Sacramento County
Sohd Waste Management. Plan)
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TABLE 1-1 . 3
BIZLIOGRAPLY OF SOLID VASTE DISPOSAL‘L s*ruon:s
V '

Sacramento Clty Solid Vaste Transfer Station - Site Selectlon by Broun and
- Caldwell, August '1979 ' o - {

. el il e il D o s o W S s

Under contract from the City Sclld Uaste Division, Br0L1 and Caldwell and ltS
subcontractor Carissimi Rohrer Associates establlshedp13 criteria for
determining the location of .a City Transfer Station. ﬂSubsequently. 19

potential sites wvere identified and evaluated. to the- establlshed criteria.
The results of the evaluation and- analysis was that seven sites: for the:

* location of a Transfer Station vere 1dent1£1ed -The, sztes, in order of best
to least: preferred were (1) Portion of the City Landflll (2) Richards
Boulevard Industrial Area - N+¥, (3) Richards Boulevard Area ~ NE, (4) Former
Walker and Donant Landfill Site (N/A), (5) Redding and 4th Avenue, (6) Pover _
Inn. and Southetn PaczFlc Rallroad (Granite’s), and (70 .Portion of Elvas Farms
(N/4). : “

"Solid Waste Trﬂnsfer Statlon ‘Conceptual: De51gn Regort”by Brovn and Caldwell,
February 1980. o o : : : {

The conceptual de51gn descrlbed a- 600 ton-per-day staﬁlonary compactor type
transfer station. located at the southvestern portion uf the City Landfill.

This study resulted in the development and. deflnltloM!of the appropriate
design criteria for a transfer station. = . . }

Solid Waste Transfer Station Lnltlal Stuuv, by J.B. Gllbert Assoc1ates,
February 1980 o v h

e . g e s ek S i T T " o T . !

This study wvas prepared to assist in a Clty determlnatlon as to vhether an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was needed for a pmo;ect that would place a
Transrer Station on a portion - of the City Landfill. ‘Based on an early draft
-of the Initizl Study, the Clty Public Vorks Departmenw netermwned that an EIR
was neaded i

Draft nvvronmental Impact Report on Solid Veste Dlsuosal Alternatwves by
Brown and Caldwell, August 1980 |

_— . )

This study evaluated the llkely environmental impact§ of four solid vaste
disposal alternatives defined by Public Vorks staff. h The alternatives srtudied
vere (1) Direct Haul to Landf£ill, (2) Transfer Statlon at the Cirty Landfill
Site, (2) Baling Station at the City Landfill, and (4) Bailing: Station-and
Balefill at the Granite Site. All of the above dlsposal methods wvere to

- include. resource recovery or the. potent ial for future resource recovery. The
‘report indicated that the only significznt adverse environmental impact of the
varioeus prOJerts was an increase- in air emissions and fuel consumption.

'Vegetal Vaste Proce551ng Agreement by City. Staf " September 1981
__________________ h :
is reportU presented to the Cirty Councll a: Cal fornﬂa Depertment of. General

- from the Clt" of Sacramento Ih Mazch 05 l°82, the. Cxty entered into an

o . . . i



--March 1983 - ’

!

' agreemen; v1th the State to prov1de fuel for heatlng State: offlces. The.

project was not successful for a variety of technlcal reasons, thus the-

prcegram vas terﬂlna ad. p

|

‘Einal Environmentzl Impact Report on Solid Waste Dlsuosal Alternatives by

Brown and Caldwell, January 1982

]
- —— - \;

,Flnal EIR for formerly proposed alternatlves expanded to include the Vegetal-'

Waste Processing Facility on the southvest portion of the City Landfill. The
city Council approved this EIR. _ p '

| v o :
r"ol:ent:lal Land Uses of 43.38 Acre Parcel by George S. Nolte and Associates,

=

This study vas prepared to assxst the City in determlnlng vhether or not to
renew its option to purchase a parcel of land across frcm the City Landfill
then owned.by the State Department of Transportatlon (Caltrans) and now known
as the Lennane property. The study indicated that the property could best be

- used for either of three potential functions: (1) a consolidated City
Corporation yard, (2) a church and community ceater and (3) an

industrial/commercial office PUD. The: City did not renew -its’ c¢otion since a
corporation yard was not approved for the\site.

Site Technical Report and Sunnlemental Draft Environmental Imuac: Repo:t
Landfill Expansion by Brown and Caldwell, lJuly 1983

This report presented the technical findings as to the suitability of the
expansion of tne City Landfill at 28th and B Street and it also documented the .
environmental impacts associated with the landfill’s expansion. This repo:
clso identified measures tq;mitigate potential significant impacts.

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Rebort Landfill Expansion by Brown and
CaLdvell Oc¢tober 1983 S o : ~

Final EIR for a 35 acre etp;n51on of the Clty Landfill. - The City approved
this' EIR with nouwelcatlons ithat reduced tne expan31on to 28 acrns.

Evaluation of Diverting,Citw;waste Through*Sacramento Coun:y s Transfer -
Station by Cooper Engineers,ilnc., Decembe" 1984

AT City Council’s request, a consultant engineerin firm vas hired to evaluate
the feasibilirty of using the County ovned transre: station to expand the
useful life of the City Landk The results of the evaluation indicated
that . the County transier statlons would requz*e physical and permit :
modifications to. acconmoaate‘tne City’s. 7olid wvaste. 1In 2ll cases, the use of
the transfer stations would result in higher unit cost than landfilling at the-
City Landfill for the next th*ee years.. |
I

Recuest for Proposals (RFP)‘Fasee-to-Ene:g§ Facility, City of Sacramento by
Brown, Vence & Associates, Februa:y 1985

Pubelc-iorks hired ‘the con sul ant firm of B ovn, Jence &.Associates and their
sudcontiractors Smith 3arcney, Harrtis Upham & Co., Inc., to prepare a 2FP to '
select z firm to design, build, ovn, and ope"ato a vaste-to-energy facilitx
Tvelve firms responded to the RFP. i

n



if

‘\

Evaluation of VTE Drooosals for Cltv of Sacramento by Brovn, Vence &

Assoc1 tes, March 198“

The- 12 proposals submitted vere analyzed and the lls
as viable competitors (1) Ogden-Martin, (2) American
Vheeler Corp.

ed fi:ms Qé:e recommended
REF~-FUEZL, and (3) Foster

However;, no contract negotiations vere: started pending analysis

of VTE alr quallcy offsets compat;bxllty viith local. alr quallty requ1rements.

Analysis of Pover Purchase tgreement and Transm1551o

h Constraints and The1r

"Effect on the City of Sacramento Waste-to- -Energy Proj

Moseley...,
_— .
In an effort to reasonably evaluat- &
~option. -
potential for local pover purchase agreements.

October 1935 : T

ect by Raymond H.

vacte-uo energy electr1c1ty generatlon
City staff obtained the setvices of a consultant to analyze the

The report 1nd1cated that, 1f the City. wvas 'to con31der a vaste-to-energy
project that generated 2leciricty,’ the City should pursue selling the
electricity to PG&E as. opposed to. the Sacramento Mun1c1pal Utllltles District

(swup). o |

Y
i
'

"Feasibility of Permitting a Hunlcznal Solld Uaste - Flred Resource Reco"egy

Facility by Cooper Englneers, November 1985 . Y

Thls report assessed the abllzty to - obtaln the: necessary air permlts to

operate a waste-to-z2nergy resource recovery facility
- 600 tons or more of municipal solid waste (msv) each
analysis indicated a lack of sufficient air emission
area.
standaras can be met by new facilities.

Site Technlcal Stud;es Florzz-?erk;ns Site (Grsnite

Thus, the VTE facility is being held in abeyahce until air emission

sized to process and burn
day. The results of the
offsets in the Sacramento

Stokes Assbciates,'November.l985

Quarry) by Jones and

This srtudy was conducted: to ascertain 1f the Granlte‘Quar*y met the Ca1lLanla
wvater Resources Control Board’s physical and technlﬁal requirements for a
municipal landfill. The study revealed that a Class;III land£ill was fe331blev
at the Granite site.  However, e?ten51ve site development would be required.
Because of the potentlal hlgh site developmenc costsf other disposal optlons

vere: studled : . i ' ' ‘ '
Solid Waste Disposal Alternative Fe351b1’1ty Stugx by Jcnes and Stokes
Associates, April 1986

Jones. and Stokes Associates Vlth their subcontractog Cooper Englnears :
undertook a three pronged effort to plan for and deﬁelop solid waste disposal
options’ tc replace the City landfill. V : :

The- study group developed'SO criteria to evaludte nine alternatives.
alternatives include- (1) direct haul, (2) several landfills, and (3) transfer
and balefill.. The report indicated. several desizabﬁe-alternatives should

' receive added: study. Both.direct haul and use-qf;tﬁansfer-stationS'seem to
have no, significant liabilities.” The final choice: should be based on project

The.




i
b
i
|
I

d"ec;-;c difference. The report jindicated that & Ealefill would require a

more thorough analysis of its economic 1mp11catuons It was also recommended
thatr a more. deflnltxve study of u51ng the County s 1andf ll be. undertaken.

r

Landflll Slte Analys;s by Jones and Stokes Asso 1ates, June 1986

v . Jones & Stokes Associates and Cooper Ehgineers performed a feasibility study

of five potential landfill sites all of which- were located outside the City

in the eastern area of Sacramentol County. One flte at the southeast corner of

the Sunrise/Kiefer Boulevard intersection, about one mile north of Jackson.

i
"Road, was a bettar EEChHICJlQS te; than the other four.

‘ Clty of Sacramento Closure Plan for 28th Street Sanltary Landflll by - Clty

Sclid Waste D1v151on, June 1986 1 -

| i
_______________ |
This plan vas prepared in compiiance with State Vater Resources Control
Board’s-Title 23, Chapter 3, Subchapter 15 of the California Administrative
Code. The plan covers the 113 acre landfill and contains all requested

elements of,landflll closure including final gredlng and-£inal cover..

: Solid,Vaste~Transfer'§z§tem AnzlySis by Jones & Stokes Associ;ter, Inc.,

Sestember 1986

- — i B : ) H

-

on October 19, 1985, the City Counc1l ‘endorsed the implementation. of a
transfer station to provide for disposal of the City’s solid waste. This
report reflects a second study ofi'the City’s using the County transfer -
stations. It also developed’ transrer station evzluation criteria. This

report rezommended the City landrrll as the best site for a City transfer
statlon. ]

t 1\ .
Solid Waste Transfer Statlon Site- 1nalyses by Jones & Stokes Assoc1ate, Inc.,
Septemper 1987

On. February 17, 1987, the City Codncil passed a resolution which directed the

" -Department of Public Works to conduct a detailed survey of potential sites for

a solid waste transfer station. The report prov1des the' rasults of ‘an
anestigation of ten 710) sites evcludlng the . Crty Landfill. It is
recommended in this report that three of the tenm (10) sites be carried on to

.detailed environmental and economic reviev. The sites proposed are North B
“Street, ?ru1trldge/Florln-Perklns‘and Granlte’SWGravel'Quarry.

bt

JOTE: In 1988, after numerous stud*es attempting to identify a suitable site-
for the City Transfer Station, the City Council dlrecteq City staff to pursue
iong hauling City wastes to the County Landf 1quln place of the City Transfer
Station option.

h
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. CITY OF sACRAM:EN'.ro{;%

VENDORS CONFERENCE
November 15, 1989 - 1:

L N N ;r . ' .
1.  Question:* What is the basis for the: City populatmf} figures in the RFQ-TI?
Response: Figures were supplied by the City‘Revelx‘[me‘ Division..
2. Q Several vendors: had questlons regarding the Cztys recychng and compostmg
' programs and plans. ‘ ’

R: Informatmn on Clty’s recycling- and compostmg programs and plans are
summarized. in two staff reports: "
AL _.Compostmg Yard and Garden. Waste, November 14,1989, and
‘B. Matters Related to Staff Revxew, Analyses and Recommendations on the -
Solid Waste' Advisory Commlttees Phase I Report on Recyclmg, November :
‘14, 15989, : : u,

t
t

J
submitted in support of Agenda [tems 5 and 6 of the Joint Committee of
Transportation and Commumty Devélopment and Budget. and Finance Meetmg
November 14, 1989. Copres are available from the‘} City Clerk.
3. Q: How will the City calcu‘late'- the _weste r'eductlor} and recycling percentages?

R: The State is currently preparing g'uidennies for calculating percentage

reduotion.f and recycling. The City will review these guidelines when available and
then determine whether to adopt the State's methodology or develop its own.

4. Q: Will the City reserve certain portions of the waste Stream for its own
programs? - o

' R This is riegotiabl_e based on the needs of the _sel%—:ctedﬂ vendor..

5. Q@ How w1ll the responses to the RFQ—TI be used in the City's: Enwronmental
Impact Report° L R +r

3;03:39049-QA., 11'_4/_1‘7739.' - U



'R: The City wants to be sure t_l?at the EIR addresses all feasible alternatives in
conformance with California Environmental Quality Act quidelines. .

6. Q:' Will the City negotiate long term landfill contracts?

R: It is the .responsibility of |the selected vendor tb arrangé disposal‘ of all

‘nonrecovered solid wastes. | |

' : _ : S i _
7. Q: Should proposefs base their costs on County Landfill tipping fees? How shall
these costs be calculated? | ‘

R: USe'. the published County Landfill Fee Schedule ($10.50 per ton) uh'less' you can
demonstrate in your response alternate pricing for residual disposal. Do not
include escalation in your economic analyses.

8. Q Several vendors requested information on specific sites.

. R:  Responses to the RFQ-TI do not require 'site specific information. All
avajlable information is continued in previously published reports identified in the
RFQ-TI bibliography (Appendix C). Information on City owned sites is available
from the Sacramento County Assessors office. o

8. Q: Can information be held confidential?-

R: See attached respense by City Attorney.

©10.  Q: Will proposer be able to represent themselves if litigation arises?

~ R: See attached response by City Attorney.
11..  Q: What is the City's annual projected transportation cost of direct haul?

R:" The City does not have this information currently. The City intends to
develop it in the near future. ‘ '

3J.OB:‘8'53049—Q.-'.3L. 11/17/89 - 2




12. . Q Wlll the Clty supply sewage- sludge to the pro ject‘7_

13..

14,

15.

16.

17.

JOB:89049-QA 11/17/89° ' 3

vprlvate act1v1ty bonds for fac111ty fmancmg"

R: Operation of the reglonal sewage treatment fac111ty is under the Junsdlctlon of

~ the County Refer to Sacramento County Department of Publxc Works for further
_ mformatlon. . : o j 1; '

ll
lv

Q: Wlll the C1ty endorse or support efforts by\t the selected vendor to obtam
ll

!
R: Yes, prov1ded it does not effect the City's c1jed1t or bondmg capab1ht1es nor

v1olate any cond1t1on delmeated on the RFQ-TI T

Q: Will the City recconsider its minimum requirem‘g{ent that vendors demonstrate at
least three’ years of operation of a similarly scaledl[plan’t in the United States? .

R: Yes, refer to attached addendum #1. ‘l

Q How are the procurement of’ this: system and the City's. plans for other

recycling and composting programs compatible.. l
- ) : ;F

R: The City is looking for the best way to reach its waste reduction and recycling -

goals. Procurement of this project is c0nsideredlL an important step. Depending

. upon the nature of the proposals recelved the Cxty may or may not implement
- other. prog'rams. This will be nevotlated w1th the selected vendors.. .

Q: Does the reference plant have to be at least 1,&00 tons per day?

o ]
R: The: AClty‘ may eonsldex"'.’reference facllitiesl‘% less than 1,000 tons per. day
provided. that convincing information is' submitted cn how the- scale-up will be
successfully accomplished. ' “‘ '
Q: Would the City adapt collection techniques to f“;acilitate. a.proposed project?



18.

18,

20.

21.

' JOB:89049-QA: 11/17/89- I

* with the City must meet this financial test.

R: The Clty w111 con51der collec)tmn system adaptatzons prov:ded that s:gmfxcant '

changes in equ1pment and/or manpower are not requn-ed

Q Must. the proposer have a net worth equal to at least 20 percent of the net
worth of the facility?

R: Yes, ‘the f1rm or Jomt venture partner ultimately entermg into an Agreement

Q: What are the applicable rates for Sale of powé‘r’? '

R: Vendors are referred to the Sacramento Municipal Utility District and Pacific

Gas and Electric Company for information on power sales rates.

Q: What is the status of air emission offsets in the area?

R: Vendors aré referred to the Sacramento Couhty Air Pollution Control District
for this information.. '

Q: What a.nnual tonnage should be used for purposes of responding to the RFQ-TI?

Use 250 000 tons per year. 'Thls represents. the amount collected by the City
(refer to Table 3 in RFQ TI) A’ddrtronal commercial wastes are collected by the

- private sector and are. not chsposed in the C;ty s landfill. As stated on the RFQ-TI

additional waste streams may be included in the project' if it is advantageous. The -
City collects all residential wasltes including multlfannly within the City limits
and a portion of the commercial wastes. Re51dent1a1 wastes are collected 5-1/2
days per week. No holidays are taken that affect the collectmon schedule..

Q: Is there a firm closure date for City Landfill?
R: No definitive date is set atthis time. The current estimated-closure date is

late 1991 or early 1992.' Final closure depends on landfill capacxty as determined.
by the. grading plan.. | - :1




23.

24,

25..

26.

27.

28.

JOB:89049-QA" 11/17/89 - . . 5

- R Expandable dapacity is not a réquirement. Th

' ‘collected waste stream?

‘Q: Are City Council goals legally binding?

.~ rates. and requ1rements, vendors may contact:

Q Does the City RFQ-TI require proposals that. are: expandable in the sense that:
they accommodate future waste stream growth?

|e City will cons_ider proposals if

they ohly accbmmodate existing waste quantities.

Q Are proposals acceptable. if they respond toa just one ’segment' of the City
‘ ! o
{t .

f;

" R: No. ‘Refer to Goals énd,‘ Objectives in the RFQ-TI (Page 3-1).. The proposed

project should be scaled to accommodate the entire City collected waste stream.

Q:- Will the City cooperate with a: ven‘dor to utillize‘ composted'materials-' that is:

not.marketable? . : D

R: Alternatives to. disposal of  waste are responsive to the RFQ-TL Whether
material is sold.or not is not addressed as a minimum requirement.

R: See Appendix B of the RFQ-TI. The recycling_}and waste reduction goals state .

that "the City shall endeavor to reéycle or reducei. . ' Failure to meet goals, or

" subsequent penalties are not addressed in the City Council Resolution. On the
-other hand, state goals as estabhshed by AB 939 are leo-ally binding on cities and
countles in California.. '

)

Q:. Will the City haul waste to a-proposed site if the site is not more distant than

the County lanafill? - B
A | _ . . _ 1

R: The City will entertain.such proposals. - 2
: 1

I

Q:' Will the City provide water and sewer service to the project site?

'R The City provides such services w1thm 1ts Jurlschctlon - To determine service

—— g

emoecoa.



29.

30.

-31.

32.

0f?

' received: the RFQ-TI. Requestss

~‘Public Works Dep,artmenf..

Water Division or

Flood Control and Sewers Division :

1391 35th Avenue-
Sacramento, CA
(916) 449-5271

Q Are proposals to be conszdered "compet1t1ve" only in relation to the $10.50 perA

ton tipping fee at the County Lan

R: No.
proposals may also be competitiv

Q: What does "knowledge of loca

R The City wants proposals tha

|

dfill.

Although project net costs in reIati‘ori' to the tipping fee is relevant,

[ .
e to the extent they attain City and state goals.

] issues”" refer to?

|
i

t are specific to Sacramento. To the extent your '

proposal is more specific and less general the C1ty will be better able to assess -
the merits of the project.  Refer to RFQ-TI, Section IV, under Personnel/-
Management Element (Page 4-2) for discussion of 'this matter.

Q: Are there any new City fees,

téxes or surchar‘ges that vendors.should be aware -
|

R: For purposes. of submitting a proposal, assume:,exigting' fee and tax structures.

Q: Can we get a copy of the listi

ng of attendees ét today's Vendor Conference? |

- » - |
R: Yes, copies are available upon request. Also é}vaﬂable is'a listing of those who -

Reginald Young :

hould be directed to the office of:

Department of Public Works. “
915 "I" Street, Room 207 T
Sacramento, CA 95814 -

(916) 449-52853

'JOB:89049-QA 11/17/89




33. Q- Why are there two. to three months: betweeril annOunéement-of short listed
vendors and release of the Request for Cost Proposals? .

R: The City is recdnsidering_ the schedule for jshort list notification and will
advise all parties accordingly. o ‘

34. Q: Will the city consider proposals for composting? - '
" R: -Yes, provided th‘é bfbpoéal meets the requirements of the RFQ-TIL
35, Q: Who authorizes or signs'an agréement on behalf‘; of .the City?

- R: Any ag'releﬁlént between a vendor selected thqbﬁgh this process and the City .
~ must be authorized by the City Council.

JOB:89049-QA 11717/89 ° SR &
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B
1

RFQ-TI ADDENDUM NO. 1

AllProposers  ~ DATE: November 20,.1989

.A.

Addendum No. 1.

TO
. . ) 1‘ ‘ ’ '
FROM: . Reginald Young: . " SUBJECT: Addendum No. 1 - Request
~ Deputy Director of Pubhc Works . For Qualifications and
. City of Sacramento . Techmcal Information
: Issued By The City of o
Sacramento on October 18, 1989
In response to numerous questions submitted at the: Vendors Conference on
November 15, the City has determined to extend the deadline for submitting RFQ-
" TI responses by two weeks. The followmg changes to the RFQ- TI should be made'

I.- Change on page 1-1. The first sentence in the last paragraph should now read:

- "The deadline for subm1tt1ng responses to the RFQ—TI is 5 p. m., December 13,
1989." ‘ , _ '

2. Cha-nge on page 1-2, The date listed in the Tentative Schedule for "RFQ-TI

* submission deadline" should now read: "December 13, 1989." -

3. Change on Page 5-2. The first sentence underi' E. Step Five should now read:
"Submit ten copies of your responses to this RFQ -TI to the City on or before 5
p.m., December 13, 1989." |

B. The City of Sacramento has determined to delete the minimum criterion that.®
specifies reference facilities or processes identified m the response must be located
in the-United States. Three specific references to the United States are deleted in.

Sections III, IV and VI: | 3 , :

. ; )

I. Change on page 3-1. The'fifth City objective- should now read: "The City
.desires- that proposed facilities or processes incorporate: proven technologies,
and that the vendor be able to demonstrate ‘,that at least one comparable
prOJect has been operating effectlvely for at. least three years."

2. Change on page 4-4.. The third sentence under. “Techmcal Information Element
should now'read: "Projects that rely on emergmg or new technologies that have
no track record in reference facilities or operatlons will be: deemed unqualified
by the City."

- 3. - Change on page 6-2. The. sentence 1mmed1ately above Step Two Evaluation
‘ should now read: "In addition to the above, the technology for the proposed
project. must have been successfully employed in a pro;ect of similar scale for
at.least three years." o
C.. In your cover letter to the RFQ-TI,. please acknowledge that you received this
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INITIAL REVIEW RESULTS




Initial Review Results

A. Proposals Meeting Minimum Criteria .

1.

2
3
4,
5
6

. American Recovery Corp.

Browning-Ferris Industries
Central Valley Recycling

- Norcal Solid Waste Systems, Inc.

Riedel Waste Disposal Systems, Inc.

. Waste Management of North America, Inc.

B. Proposals Not Meeting Minimum Criteria.

8.

| Comgafnz

Dale Creasey -

International Process Systems, Inc.-

New England CRINC

Pro-Syss Waste Corp.

Recycled Wood Products

.- - Resource Recovery Systems, Inc.

Ventech Energy Corp.

/

WPF/BLI Waste Reduction Corp.

C. Questionable Proposal.

1.

Daneco

1

JOB:89049-AGEN 01/16/89- = 2

Failed Criteria

~ Management
Financial
Technical
Contractual
All categories -
Financial
Environmental
Contractual

Financial
- Technical

All categories.

Financial
Contractual

Financial
Technical

Financial

. Financial strength &

‘operational history in question



ITEM #5

STEP ONE EVALUATION OF RESPONSES




P BRI Y

STEP ONE EVALUATION -] UM CRITERIA
| RESPONDING VENDOR: crt\cqn gcc’u@"r C’.orP
Cri_tf_:,ria - S o . Yes No N'onrcs'pbnsive

Response completeness in regards 10:

Tcn copies received by 12/13/89 |

Cover letter with key contract

Executive summary

Personnel/management element

Financial element

Technical information element

Environmental element

Coniractual element

XXXXX#Y%

" Agree to provide full-service contract;

Site acquisition

" Design/construction

Ownership/operation

Operational history: -

Minimum five years of operation

- Minimum three years as profitable
Net worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.
Will provide development funds (5% of capital costs).

- Proposed technology successfully employed for at least three yea_fs.

. JOB; 89049-MC 12/26/89 .



- o " STEP ONE EVALUATION - MINIMUM CRITERIA

' RESPONDING VENDOR:

Browuing~ Ferris Tudustrias -

Criteria

Yes - . No Nonresponsive

Response completeness inregards to:

Ten copies received by 12/13/89
Cover letter with key contract
Executive summary
Pcrsonncl/managemcn[ element
Financial element

Technical information element
Environmental element

Contractual element
Agree 1o provide full-service contract:

Site acquisition
__Design/construction -~

Ownc_rship/opcration
Operational history:

Minimum five yéars of operation
Minimum three years as profitable

Net worth of 20% of estimated capital costs. _
Will provide development funds (5% of capitaf Costs).

‘Proposed technology successfully employed for at Jeast three years.

JOB: 890 MC 12/26/89




STEP ONE EVALUATION - M UM CRITERIA

RESPONDING VENDOR: Central Valley Weeyaling

Criteria | . | ‘ Yes No Nonresponsive

* Response completeness in regards to: o _ ‘ .

Ten copies receivéd by 12/13/89

Cover letter with key contract

Executive summary

Pcrsonncllmanagemcm element

Financial element

Technical information element

Environmental element

Contractual element

Agree to provide full-service contract:

Site acqulsmon

Design/construction:

Ownershnp/operatton

Operational history:

Minimum five years of operation

Minimum three years as profitable
Net worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.

Will provide development funds (5% of capital costs).

Pmposéd ;gchpology successfully employed for at least three .);cars.

JOB: 89049-MC 12/26/89




STEP ONE EVALUATION MINIMUM CRITERLA

RESPONDING VENDOR: /Uoraa/ Sa/m/ wasfafysz‘ems Lac.

Criteria - “ : Yes®  No Nonresponsive:

Response completeness in regards to:

Ten éopies received by 12/13/89
Cover letter with key contract
Executive summary
Personnel/management element
Financial element

Technical information element
Environmental element

Contractual element

Agree 10 provide full-service contract:

Site acquisition
Design/construction. |
Ownership/operation

Operational history:

Minimum five years of operation
Minimum three years as profitable

~ Net worth of 20% of cstimatcd capital costs.

Will provide dcyelopmc.nt*funds (5% of capital costs).

P,fopo,scd (cchnology successfully employed for at least three years.

JOB: 89  MC 12/26/89



STEP ONE EVALUATION - M" "UM CRITERIA

RESPONDING VENDOR: Kcéd(t/ UJLS*e—D:sPoS@( gyS?‘"MS Zna.

Criteria : ' Yes . No - Nonresponsive -

Response _complcteness in regards to:

Ten copies recewed by 12/13/89
Cover letter with key contract
Executive summary
' Pcrsonncl/managcment element
. Financial element
Technical information element
Environmental element
-Contractual element

XX X XX ‘x’IX:X _

Agree 1o provide full-service contract;

Sité acquisition
Design/construction
Owncrshnp/Operauon

0perdt10nal hlstory

Minimum five years of operation

Minimum three years as profitable

Net worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.

Will provide development funds (5% of capital costs).

Proposed technology succcsSfully employed for at least three years.

JOB: 89049-MC 12/26/89



STEP ONE EVALUATION MINIMUM CRITERIA

RESPONDING VENDOR: a)asfz./f—/uag encanl oP A/w% 4menaq ZLne.

© Criteria. - o 3 Yes

No . Nonresponsive

Response completeness in regards to:

Ten copies received by 12/13/89
Cover letter with key contract
Executive summary
Personnel/management element
Financial element

Technical information element
Environmental element

X % x| x| )]

Contractual element

Agree 1o provide full-service contract: % L 5

Site acqliisi_tion .
Design/construction
Ownership/operation

#
I

Kxx'

Operational history:

Minimum five years of operation
‘Minimum-three years as profitable

Net worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.
AWill provide develdpment funds (5% of capital costs). -

Proposed technology successfully employed for at least thtcc years.

~JOB: 89 MC 12/26/89



STEP ONE EVALUATION - MINI

RESPONDING VENDOR:__ D®eco

M CRITERIA

Criteria

Yes

No Nonresponsive

Response completeness in regards to:

“Ten copies received by 12/13/89
Cover letter with key contract
Executive summary
Personnel/management ¢lement
Financial element ’
Technical information element
Environmental element

- Contractual element

Agree 1o provide full-service contract:

Site acquisition
Design/construction
Ownership/operation

SRRt

Operational history:

Minimum five years of operation
Minimum threé years as profitable

Net worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.
Will provide development funds (5% of capital costs). '

Proposed technology successfully employed for at least three years.

JOB: 89049-MC 12/26/89 -

D Farertt Birw a Thaly qualifies, b is ne?
~Hie Prime on proyects

2) I—rCevP. wa‘y\u' gug./ip'-f’ bt Pv.pc:;_%/,;{,;;
lgo’f VﬂSW“C/ to T ro[g. 1% Piumagnﬁ .



A ' STEP ONE EVALUATION - MINIMUM CRITERIA

'RESPONDING VENDOR:_Dale Creasey PE

Criteria g 3 ' Yes No Nonresponsive

Response completeness in regards to:

Ten copies réceived by 12/13/89
Cover letter with key contract
Executive summary

_ Personnel/management element = . -
Financial element '
Technical information element -
Environmental element

XX

]

X%IRIR| [

Contractual element
Agree to provide full-service contract:
Site acquisition

. Design/construction . o R
‘Ownership/operation

Operational history:

Minimum five years of operation
Minimum three years as profitable

Net worth of 20% of esiim‘a[cd.capilal,c:bsts.

Will provide development funds (5% of ca_pital COSIS).

Proposed technology successfully employed for at least three years.

JOB: 89C  MC 12/26/89



STEP ONE EVALUATION - MI' UM CRITERIA

| RESPONDING VENDOR: Lnternational Process Systems Tue.

-

g

Criteria : : Yes - No Nonresponsive

tesponse completeness in regards fo:

Ten copies received by 12/13/89
- Cover letter with key contract
Executive summary
Personnel/management element
Financial element ,
Technical information element

LR

Environmental element
Contractual element

Agree to provide full-service Cbmracg:

Site acquisition
Design/construction -
Ownership/operation

Operational history:

Minimum five years of operation
_Minimum three years as profitable

Net worgh of 20% of estimated capital costs.
Will pgovide development funds (5% of capital costs).

Proposed technology successfully employed for at least three years. -

JOB: 89049-MC 12/26/89



STEP ONE EVALUATION - MINIMUM CRITERIA

 RESPONDING VENDOR:. CKI ue

Criteria

esponse completeness in regards to:

Ten copies received by 12/13/89

. Cover letter with key contract
Executive summary
Personnel/management element .
Financial element
Technical information element
Environmental element
Contractual element

Agree to provide full-service contract:
Site acquisition .

Design/construction
Ownership/operation

Dper;;tion@l history:

Minimum five years of operation
Minimum three years as profitable

Net worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.
Will proﬁdf: development funds (5% of capital CQs_t's).

Proposed technology successfully employed for at leds; three years. -

JOB: 89C MC 12/26/89

Yes ~ No Nonresponsive:

PRSI




STEP ONE EVALUATION - MIN™ ""]M CRITERIA

RESPONDING VENDOR;_ ¥« -CySs Waste CorP -

Criteria © - - : -~ . Yes ~ No Nonresponsive’

ponse completeness in regards to:

Ten copies received by 12/13/89 .
Cover letter with key contract ' E
Executive summary | :
Personnel/management element

Financial element

Technical information element

Environmental clenﬁen;’

Contractual element

ee to provide full-service contract;

Site acquisition
Design/construction
Ownership/operation

srational ‘history:

Minimum five years of opération

Minimum three years as profitable

-worth of 20% of .estimated capital costs.

Il provide devclqpmcm funds (5% of c._apiml COSIS).

posed technology successfully employed for at least three years. T | A

D ouly Q& érd;f'br:’- Z“_Q/;Q'cslbu'fr‘s not .)D_rc'iag_.
- ecewtractor. 4/‘ . ]Co- - . ..c-{;ry |
' i TL e hisSTor «7 Prepr: T’ .
D Qemsrie et Y LR s

'v.?:.v Lo TPD for Pre-Cycs

OB; 89049-MC 12/26/89



STEP ONE EVALUATION - MINIMUM ‘CR]TERJ'A

- RESPONDING VENDOR:_Keeyeled w@c‘ Produdts

Critenia .~ o L _ '  Yes : No NonréSponsive

lesponse completeness in regards to:

Ten copies received by 12/13/89
Cover letier with key contract
Execntive sunmary
Personnel/management element
Financial element ’
- Technical information element
Environmental element
Contractual element B

\gree 1o provide full-service contract:

Site acquisition
Design/construction
Ownership/operation’

dperational hislo,fy: :

Minimum five years of operation -
Minimum three years as profitable

Vet worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.

Ni,ll'pnovide.devclopmem funds (5% of capital costs).

rroposed technology successfully employed for at least three years.

JOB: 8904” *C 12/26/89



STEP ONE EVALUATION - MI' UM CRITERIA

RESPONDING VENDOR: _KeSowrce ?@eavefy gyf-ff-“'sl -Lue.

‘Criteria'

Yes

Nonresponsive

Response completeness in regards to:

Ten copies re'éeived by 12/13/89
Cover letter with key contract

Executive summary

Personnel/management element

Financial element

Technical information element
Environmental element

Contractual element

Agree to provide full-service contract:

Site acquisition -
Design/construction
Ownership/operation

Operational history:

Minimum five years of operation
Minimum three years as profitable

Net worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.
will provide development funds (5% of capital costs).

Prbposcd technology successfully employed for at l't;ast three years.

JOB: 89049-MC 12/26/89

b




, " STEP ONE EVALUATION - MINIMUM CRITERIA

RESPONDING VENDOR:_Veutect Eneray Corp. .. . .

Criteria ‘ _ ~ ' Yes ‘ No Nonresponsive

Response completeness in.regards to:

Ten copies received by 12/13/89
Cover letter with key contract
,Execu,livc summary
Pcrsonncl/managemenzl element
Financial element

Technical information element
Environmental element

e 3¢ X [ ¢

———Contractual-element
Agree to provide full-service contract:
Site acquisition

Design/construction
- ‘Ownershipfoperation -~ =

Jperational history:

Minimum five years of operation
Minimum three years as profitable

Net worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.

Will provide development funds (5% of capital costs).

“roposed technology successfully employed for at least three years. -

| ' ' ) T‘“ Yure arr eurenl with TJwWP not clear.
JOB: 8904 MC 12/26/89 : | ? ol veuture arrawgel | .
. 2 neric. SySrrus have histevy, bt propriet Sy STeenq

wct estublisbed - S



o L STEP ONE EVALUATION - MINIM™M CRITERIA

RESPONDING VENDOR: &2+ . / BLI (aste Keduction Corb.

Criteia . S . L Yes No Nonresponsive

tesponse completeness in regards to:

Ten copies received by 12/13/89
Cover letter with kcy contract
Executive summary .
Pcrsonncl/mdnagemcnt elcmcnt
Financial element '
“FTechnical information element
Environmental element
Contractual element”

\gree to provide full-service contract:

Site acquisition :
Design/construction
Owncrship/opcrution

)pcmuonal hmory

Minimym_ vﬁvc_ years of operation

Minimum three years as profitable

Yet worth of 20% of estimated capital costs.

Vill provide development funds (5% of capital costs).

’gopds_cd technology successfully employed for at least three years,

JOB: 89049-MC 12/26/89 ) WPF takes exeeption with reguirement of RFR-TI




ITEM #6

WEIGHTING OF CRITERIA
MAJOR CATEGORIES



: . "i
-SELECTION COMMITTEE |

’ ' it
STEP ONE - WEIGHTING OF CRITERIA

Criteria ) . lf © Weight
1. Management capabilities and eXpérier}ce-‘v‘ v o 17%
2. Financial strength and program economics ,: l 31%
3. Demonstrated technical feasibility : - 34%
4. Environmental impacts o : 12%.
5. Confractual terms ‘ : : . 6%
Total - 100%
i
%;
A
: _JOB:89049‘-SC" 01/12/90 . B "
|



ITEM #7

WEIGHTING OF CRITERIA
DETAILED CATEGORIES



» 2.

SELECTION COMMITTEE |

- STEP TWO - WEIGHTING OF CR

|
ITERIA

!
3

i

i

3

Subtotal points

Criteria
Management = |
1... Waste recovery project experience
.Design/construction/ operatibn ‘of similar projects

3. Key personnel experience: o

4. Organizational apﬁroach

5. Knowledge of »local markefs/iséues
'Economics

1. Firm's operating history

2. | Fiscal capability and stréngth

3. Ability to secure project financing

4. Estimates 61‘ costs/reveues

5. Ability to secure markets

6.  Cost pér' ton tipping feé estimate

Techni(.:al Feasibility

I.  Overall soundness of project

2.. Technical f.easibility of system énd equipment
. 3. System design cap,aéity

System flexibility regarding quantity/ conipbsition
of waste '
5. Reliability and backup capabilities

JOB:89049-SC. 01/12/90 L2

Weight

4.4

4.4

2.8
2.4.

17
5.4

6.6
- 3.8

5.2

31

46
5.8

. 3.6

4.2



Contractual Terms.

1.

- JOB:89049-SC 01/12/90

|
|
)

1
| . 4
| ‘
|

|
SE LECTION COMMITTEE

STEP TWO - WIZIGHTING OF ‘CRI‘T ERIA

{Continued)

- Criteria : o

Expansion capability' of system

6.
| 7. Qualty controis for marketable pr?ducts 7 “’

8. Compatibility with rééycling/wasée redﬁction _'goal s.

o i » Subtotal points

E‘n&ironmental Impacts Il

1. Slte requlrements of proposed famhty

2. "An- emissions and proposed m1t1ga:tmn

3. _Other inipacts ffom odor, noise, dt'ast; vectors,

litter and traffic
Identification and control of hazardous waste

Subtotal point

Acceptance of "full-service" for site identification-
- and acquisition, design, construction, operation
and ownership

Twenty-year contract ' i
: : |
Vendor responsibility for all permitting

, |
Vender responsibility for residuedisposal

Agreement with City's reserved rlght to initiate
. future recycling r

. :

_.' Subtotal points

Weight

4.4

- 4.4

34

1.6

3.4

4.2
2.8
12

1.4
0.8
0.8

1.6

1.4



