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Mayor Laura North
Mayor Pro Tem Vince Palomar
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Council Member Brandon Pursell, Jr.
City Manager Alexander J. Henderson

CITY OF KINGSBURG
FINANCE COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING

AGENDA
March 30, 2021
6:00 p.m.
HELD VIA TELECONFERENCE PURSUANT TO EXECUTIVE ORDER N-29-20 ISSUED BY
GOVERNOR GAVIN NEWSOM THE COUNCIL CHAMBER WILL BE CLOSED TO THE
PUBLIC. PUBLIC WILL HAVE THE OPTION TO CALL 1 (425) 436-6335 PASSCODE 5290024
TO PROVIDE COMMENTS ON AGENDA ITEMS. WRITTEN COMMENTS CAN STILL BE
SUBMITTED BY MAIL OR EMAIL TO MECOLBY@CITYOFKINGSBURG-CA.GOV. THE
CUT OFF FOR WRITTEN COMMENTS IS 03/20/2021 at 4:30pm. THEY WILL NOT BE READ
OUT LOUD.
1.

Call to order – Chairman Brandon Pursell, Jr.

2.

Public Comments - Any person may directly address the Committee at this time on any item not
on the agenda, or on any item that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Committee. A
maximum of five minutes is allowed for each speaker.

3.

Approval of Minutes –Approve minutes from the February 4, 2021 Finance Committee Meeting
as prepared by City Clerk Abigail Palsgaard.

4.

Solid Waste Rate Study Proposal Discussion
Possible Action(s):
a.
Presentation by Public Works Director Daniel Galvez
b.
Committee Discussion
c.
Action as deemed appropriate

5.

Other Business

6.

Adjourn - to the next regular meeting of the City of Kingsburg Finance Committee.

Kingsburg Finance Committee
Regular Meeting Minutes
February 4, 2021
HELD VIA TELECONFERENCE PURSUANT TO EXECUTIVE ORDER N-29-20 ISSUED BY
GOVERNOR GAVIN NEWSOM THE COUNCIL CHAMBER WAS CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC.
PUBLIC WILL HAVE THE OPTION TO CALL 1 (425) 436-6335 PASSCODE 5290024 TO
PROVIDE COMMENTS ON AGENDA ITEMS. WRITTEN COMMENTS COULD BE
SUBMITTED BY MAIL OR EMAIL TO APALSGAARD@CITYOFKINGSBURG-CA.GOV.
THE CUT OFF FOR WRITTEN COMMENTS WAS 02/4/2021 at 4:30pm. THEY WERE NOT
READ OUT LOUD.
Call to order: Chairman Brandon Pursell, Jr. called the meeting to order at 6:05pm.
Members present: Alma Colado, Alexander Henderson, Laura North and Chairman Brandon Pursell, Jr.
Member absent: None.
Staff present: City Clerk Abigail Palsgaard.
Public Comments: None.
Approval of Minutes: Member Henderson motioned, seconded by Member North, to approve the
minutes from the October 27, 2020 Finance Committee Meeting as prepared by City Clerk Abigail
Palsgaard. The motion passed with an unanimous voice vote.
2020-2021 Mid-year Budget Amendments
Finance Director Alma Colado presented that this discussion is a part of the 6 month review of the
budget. There are 20 line items for review. They are mostly COVID related. The proposed budget
amendments are in the general fund, special revenue, enterprise funds, Measure E and community facility
district. Member North asked about aqua aerobics, did we extend it? Member Colado said yes. The
Committee discussed Measure E purchases for the fire truck and HVAC.
Member North motioned, seconded by Chairman Pursell, Jr., to recommend amendments to City Council.
The motion passed with a unanimous voice vote.
Solid Waste and Street Sweeping Proposition 218 Discussion
Public Works Director Daniel Galvez said we began discussing this late 2019, before the pandemic. The
last rate increase was 2009. In 2014 the City entered into agreement with Mid Valley Disposal. After two
years our cost has gone up and to raise the rates, we will need to have a Prop 218. The Committee went
over the Prop 218 process. Chairman Pursell, Jr. asked what would the total cost increase be? Public
Works Director Galvez said it is unknow at this time, we will get numbers once we get approval to move
forward. Chairman Pursell, Jr. asked about the fund. Member Henderson explained the budget, Mid
Valley, plus staff costs. Ending budget is ($385,849). Member Henderson said we did a cost analysis of
front counter time use. In the past we expensed the staff time at 50% water 50% solid waste, which
wasn’t a true representation. It will be now more water, less solid waste and that should help in the future.
Member North said that she knows we have to do this, but it would be difficult to raise rates during a
pandemic when people are already struggling. Member Henderson said it could be a phased process, like
we did with water. Chairman Pursell, Jr. clarified that we haven’t rate increase since 2009. Member
Henderson said yes. Chairman Pursell, Jr. asked about people not paying. Member Henderson said we
usually budget $35,000 in late fees, but we are not charging late fees right now. He spoke about County

grants to help with utility payments. Chairman Pursell Jr. motioned, seconded by Member North to move
forward with researching Solid Waste and Street Sweeping Proposition 218. The motion passed with a
unanimous voice vote.
Public Works Director Daniel Galvez said our current street sweeping company is offering a 5 year lock
rate. The City could go out to RFP to see if we can find a lower rate. Chairman Pursell Jr. said he
wouldn’t want to go away from alley cleaning. He also doesn’t see an issue keeping the company.
Chairman Pursell Jr. motioned, seconded by Member North to recommend to Council to enter a contract
with the 5 year lock rate with the existing street sweeping company.
Other Business: None.
Adjourn: The meeting was adjourned to the next regular meeting at 6:36pm.
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Meeting Date:
Agenda Item:

3/30/2021

FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING STAFF REPORT
REPORT TO:

Chairman and Committee Members

REPORT FROM:

Alexander J. Henderson, City Manager ICMA-CM

AGENDA ITEM:

Solid Waste Rate Study Discussion

REVIEWED BY:

ACTION REQUESTED: ___Ordinance ___Resolution __✓__Motion ____Receive/File
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Staff is returning to the Finance Committee to provide an update on the Prop 218 process for Disposal and Street
Sweeping. At the February 4, 2021 Finance Committee meeting staff provided a general outline for the Prop 218
Process and discussed the need to have the disposal fund evaluated. The city’s enterprise fund acts as a pass-through,
with revenues intended to cover the associated expenditures (employee wages and benefits, contracts with
providers, billing supplies, etc.). The council last approved a rate increase in 2009. Staff also discussed the current
disposal and street sweeping agreements and discussed a previous presentation to the Finance Committee prior to
the pandemic, in late 2019. As part of the Prop 218 process, staff has contacted 3 firms to provide an initial cost
estimate for evaluating our current fund as expenses are outpacing revenues. Expenses will continue to rise as the
current disposal contract allows the disposal contractor to receive rate increase due to a rise in the Consumer Price
Index (CPI) these increases are currently not being passed on.
The current disposal agreement is in its 6th (sixth) year of a 10 (ten) year contact and includes a provision that allows
the City at its option to extend the term of the agreement for two (2) five (5) year extensions, the current contract
expires in 2024. To consider any rate changes the City must follow the Prop 218 process.
The City recently elected to renew the street sweeping agreement with Central Valley Sweeping. The renewal locked
the current rate for the next 5 (five) years and runs through February 2026. Any changes to the current fees are also
subject to the Prop 218 process.
Staff is returning to the Committee to review and discuss initial cost proposals submitted by third party consultants
to evaluate the current fund, provide a summary of CPI increase since 2014, review contract cost increases due to
current disposal legislation such as SB 1383, review cost allocations related the disposal enterprise fund, provide a
rate increase proposal, and guide the City though the Prop 218 process. The City contacted R3 Consulting Group
Inc., Willdan, and Provost and Pritchard due to their experience with the Prop 218 process and asked them to provide
an initial cost estimate.
The City received 2 (two) estimates, 1 written and two (1) verbal. Provost and Pritchard provided a verbal estimate
for providing services for Prop 218. Provost and Pritchard indicated services can range from 5K-15K depending on
the degree involvement and its ability to gather and sort of data. R3 Consulting provided an initial cost estimate of
$46,000 Attached Item 1. Willdan provided a range in our preliminary discussions of 20-35K, but did not provide
an estimate by the staff report due date.

RECOMMENDED ACTION BY CITY COUNCIL
1. Staff recommends that the Finance Committee review the initial cost estimates and recommend that staff select a
consulting firm to continue the Prop 218 process for Disposal and Street Sweeping in conjunction with the 20212022 budget process.
POLICY ALTERNATIVE(S)
1. The Committee could choose not to recommend proceeding with the Prop 218 process.
STRATEGIC GOAL(S) MET:
1. Ensure Financial Stability
FINANCIAL INFORMATION
FISCAL IMPACT:
1. Is There A Fiscal Impact?
2. Is it Currently Budgeted?
3. If Budgeted, Which Line?

Yes
No
319 Enterprise Fund

PRIOR ACTION/REVIEW
A portion of this item had been previously discussed by the Finance Committee in 2019 and most recently at the
February 4, 2021 meeting.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The Prop 218 process can be outlined as follows:

•
•
•
•
•
•

Step 1: Council considers report on current and proposed service fees through a workshop(s) held at a
regular City Council meeting.
Step 2: Council sets a public hearing date (45-day notice)
Step 3: Staff posts public hearing notice and mails copies to all service locations.
Step 4: At the public hearing, service recipients turn in votes opposing rate increase (votes can also be
mailed or dropped off).
Step 5: Staff counts votes after public hearing closes.
Step 6: If the opposition vote is more than 50% plus one of the total number of service locations, the
adjustments fail. Otherwise, the adjustments pass (only one vote per service location).

ATTACHED INFORMATION
1. R3 Consulting Group Inc – Initial Cost Estimate
2. SB1383 Information
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March 26, 2021
Mr. Daniel A. Galvez
Public Works Director
City of Kingsburg
1200 Kern St, Kingsburg, CA 93631
submitted via email: dgalvez@cityofkingsburg-ca.gov

SUBJECT:

Proposal for Proposition 218 Support

Dear Mr. Galvez,
R3 Consulting Group, Inc. (R3) is pleased to submit the attached proposal to provide Proposition 218
Support to the City of Kingsburg (City). We have included a scope of work and cost proposal following
this letter. Below, we have highlighted several distinguishing qualifications below that set R3 apart and
are key to successful procurements.

About R3
Incorporated in 2002, R3 is an “S” Corporation and a California Certified Small Business led by Principals
Richard Tagore-Erwin and Garth Schultz, who each bring decades of solid waste consulting experience
and knowledge.
Our seasoned, professional team members have backgrounds in the public and private sectors,
engineering, resource management, environmental science, and urban planning. We have conducted
hundreds of solid waste management consulting projects for clients throughout California, and we aim to
always complete work in a cost-effective manner while achieving our clients’ goals and objectives.
We do this by streamlining processes, simplifying methodologies, and providing work products that
concisely identify next steps and strategic actions.
With R3, our clients always receive:
》 Unbiased, conflict-free project management and objective, fair treatment:
– We have no entanglements with local districts, no hidden agendas, and no pre-ordained
vendors. This translates to a high repeat customer rate and solid, respectful relationships with
cities and haulers.
–

Extensive experience managing projects with multiple stakeholders, which includes planning
realistic goals, schedules, and budgets, effectively communicating with all key players, working
collaboratively to achieve objectives and stay responsive, and streamlining processes.

》 Data-driven, money-saving solutions and clear deliverables:
– Best-approach, honest recommendations to meet the City’s needs, derived from decades of
solid waste consulting experience and analysis of client data.
–

Focused on improving safety & customer service, increasing productivity, and reducing costs.

》 Comprehensive, up-to-the-minute understanding of industry regulations:
– Principals and key staff have superior knowledge base from over decades of hands-on industry
and legislative compliance experience. This foundational knowledge is supplemented by active,
weekly participation and engagement with industry groups, regulators, and state policymakers.

Additionally – because R3 only provides services to public agencies – we are ideally positioned to provide
unbiased opinions and recommendations in our projects, with no potential conflicts of interest. We strive
to maintain excellent professional working relationships with many regional solid waste operators, which
is extremely valuable in our negotiation projects.
A sampling of the range of services we provide:
》 Negotiation and competitive procurement assistance for collection, processing, and disposal services,
including facilitating Request for Proposal (RFP) processes;
》 Legislative compliance assistance (e.g., SB 1383, AB 901, AB 1826, AB 341, and more);
》 Financial planning and rate analysis (including rate /cost-of-service studies);
》 Performance and operations reviews; and
》 Sustainable materials management and high-diversion planning and implementation.

Specialized Team
Nate Forst, Project Director, will serve as Project Manager and primary point of contact for this
engagement. Richard Tagore-Erwin will serve as Principal-in-Charge and has the authority to contractually
obligate R3 and negotiate contacts on behalf of the organization. Jordan Muratsuchi, Sr. Project Analyst for
R3, will provide key support to Nate and Richard for this engagement.

*

*

*

*

*

*

We appreciate the opportunity to submit our proposal and look forward to building a successful
relationship with the City. Should you have any questions regarding our proposal, or need any additional
information, please don’t hesitate to reach out directly.

Sincerely,

Nate Forst | Project Director, Project Manager
R3 Consulting Group, Inc.
303.960.8275 | nforst@r3cgi.com

1512 Eureka Road, Suite 220, Roseville, CA 95661

Richard Tagore-Erwin | Principal
R3 Consulting Group, Inc.
916.878.7413 | rterwin@r3cgi.com

|

p 916.782.7821

|

f 916.782.7824

|

www.r3cgi.com

1. SCOPE OF WORK
Background & Project Approach
The City of Kingsburg (City) provides residential and commercial refuse, recyclables, and residential
green waste collection to the City’s residential and commercial refuse accounts via a franchise agreement
(Agreement) with Mid Valley Disposal. The City is currently is in the initial stages of conducting a
Proposition 218 notification process, and is evaluating proposed rate changes for its solid waste
(garbage, recycling, green waste) and street sweeping service.
The City sought R3’s assistance to provide third-party verification related to the transparency and
reliability of City account information. Specifically, the City requested an evaluation of:
》

The City’s fund balance (5-year performance);

》

Summary of Consumer Price Index (CPI) increases since 2014 (inception year of
current contract);
Narrative of reasons for rate increases;

》
》
》

Employee cost allocation and;
Rate increase proposal.

The proposed scope of work on the following pages demonstrates our ability to support the City through
the Proposition 218 rate adoption process.
This will include the following key tasks:
》
》

Review expenses for both the City’s solid waste related costs and City’s franchised hauler’s
cost charged to the City;
Project the cost of operations for the coming five years, including consideration of future
changes due to operational and regulatory requirements, inflationary factors, community
growth, and City’s refuse related expenses;

》

Project additional costs to implement State regulations including AB 341, AB 1826, and SB
1383 if not included in the above;
Model the City’s current and projected refuse costs and revenues for fund sustainability;

》

In conjunction with City staff, provide recommendations for new refuse rates;

》

Support the City in its preparation of a Proposition 218 notice for the City to mail to refuse
subscribers; and
Prepare a draft and final report, and attend two (2) City Council meetings.

》

》

Scope of Work
Task 1

Project Kick-Off Meeting and Request for Information

We will begin this engagement with a meeting with key City staff and key Project Team members, via
conference or Zoom, at the discretion of the City. The Kick-Off Meeting will serve to set the expectations
and timeline for the Scope of Work and establish the best means for ongoing communication and
collaboration between R3 and City staff for the duration of this engagement.
The meeting will provide an opportunity to review the project objectives and approach, schedule and
required financial information.

City of Kingsburg | Proposition 218 Support
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Financial information to be collected includes but is not limited to:
》

Current refuse rates and fees, and historical rates and fees;

》

Annual billings, revenues, expenses and starting and ending fund balances for the past 5
fiscal years;

》

Franchise agreement and any amendments, and all prior rate increases approved by the City
as applied to the franchised hauler’s compensation;
Anticipated FY 2020/21 revenues, franchised hauler’s costs (based on franchised rates and
adjustment methodology), and City’s refuse related expenses, including all City allocated
costs to the refuse fund;

》

》

》

Excel file with customer subscription levels detailing customer service level (cart/bin size),
billing rate, service address, day of service, route, and special categories such as onpremise service, key service, etc. (SFD, MFD, Commercial, City), and any historical trends
to these service levels; and
Other financial information determined necessary by R3 and the City as it reasonably
relates to the refuse rate study.

Task 2

Prepare Financial and Rate Projections

The objective of this task is to project the refuse fund cost of operations (franchised hauler’s costs and
City’s costs) for a five-year time frame to develop customer rates. A broad description of R3’s general
approach to conducting this type of analysis is included below – the specific approach for this rate study
will vary from this description based on the form and content of the City’s projected expenses and
revenue needs, which will be the starting basis for this analysis.
Task 2.1
Document Current Financial Baselines
This task involves documenting current financial baselines, including applicable revenue and expenses,
fund reserves, the City’s allocated costs, capital cost estimates as provided by the City and other relevant
data provided at the outset of the project.
It is anticipated that this information will, with appropriate adjustments, form the basis for projections over
the five-year planning period. Available year-to-date information will also be reviewed.
Task 2.2
Prepare Revenue Projections
Revenue projections will be prepared for a five-year planning period. These projections will account for
both rate related revenue and non-rate related revenue as provided by the City (e.g., interest income,
bond proceeds, grants, sale of assets, development fees, etc.), and the impact of growth and other
relevant factors.
Rate revenue projections will be based on current rates, which will then be adjusted as part of the rate
modeling that will be performed in a subsequent task.
Task 2.3
Prepare Expense Projections
The purpose of this task will be to prepare projections of the City’s allocated costs to the refuse fund and
the franchised haulers compensation for the planning period. In developing these projections, we will
coordinate with appropriate City staff, as necessary, to review the historical expenditures and discuss the
assumptions, conditions and trends affecting the projections.
Task 2.4
Prepare Financial Plan Model
The various revenue and expense projections developed in the prior tasks will be used to construct a
simple, easy-to-use, easy-to-modify, and easy-to-update Excel-based five-year rate plan.
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Task 2.5
Prepare Rate Model
Using the five-year financial plan, and in conjunction with City staff, R3 will analyze various rate
adjustment scenarios that are sufficient to fund the City’s annual operating costs over the five-year
planning horizon, and provide necessary funding for City expenses, operating reserves, and other
expense and revenue factors.
The resultant rate model will:
》
》
》

Use best industry practices to determine the ability of the current rates and current rate structure
to meet the City’s ongoing refuse operational needs, and over what time frame;
Use the five-year financial findings and projections to develop refuse rates; and
Provide rates which may be used as the basis of the City’s Proposition 218 rate notice and rate
hearing.

As with prior tasks, R3 will seek to utilize and build upon the financial projections prepared by the City to
ensure that efforts under this task are as cost-effective as possible. R3 will work with the City to establish
how the resultant rate model can provide the flexibility to integrate information from the City’s financial
system into the model and thus compute rates over time.

Task 3

Recommendations and Report

The objectives of this Task are to prepare reports and present rate study findings and recommendations
to City staff. R3’s findings and recommendations will be organized in an electronic draft rate study report.
The draft rate study report will be submitted to City staff for review and comment, and an electronic final
rate study report will be prepared based on incorporation of consolidated written comments received from
the City.
The report will include recommended rate adjustments over the five-year planning period and will
summarize the findings and recommendations resulting from Tasks 1 through 2 above. Task 3 also
includes R3 providing limited amounts of support to the City in the development of its Proposition 218
notice – however, the City will be responsible for the drafting, printing and mailing of the notice.

Task 4

Meetings and Presentations

Our proposed cost estimate for the tasks proposed herein includes two (2) presentations to the City
Council; one seeking Council direction to City staff to issue the Proposition 218 notice, and a second one
for the Proposition 218 rate hearing.
Within our proposed cost estimate, we have included the development of two (2) PowerPoint
presentations summarizing our work based on the contents of our final report, appropriate for the
purposes of the two meetings mentioned above.
We will provide a draft copy of each the presentation to City staff for review and comment prior to the
aforementioned meetings, with the draft being revised into a final presentation.

City of Kingsburg | Proposition 218 Support
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2. SCHEDULE
Project Schedule
R3’s proposed schedule, below, incorporates tentative dates based on our current understanding of
the City’s needs.
This schedule assumes award of an agreement based on this proposal prior to April 5, 2021 – delays
in contract approval beyond this date will affect our ability to meet this timeline.

TASK

START
DATE

COMPLETION
DATE

1.

Kick-Off Meeting and Data Collection

April 6, 2021

April 9, 2021

2.

Prepare Financial and Rate Projections

April 12, 2021

May 28, 2021

3.

Recommendations and Report

May 31, 2021

June 18, 2021

4.

First Council Meeting

Scheduled by City

City Issues Prop 218 Notice

Scheduled by City

Second City Council Meeting

Scheduled by City

New Rates Effective

City of Kingsburg | Proposition 218 Support
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3. COST PROPOSAL
Project Budget
We propose to complete the Project Scope of Work on a time-and-materials basis for a not-to-exceed
budget by task totaling $46,000. Our project budget includes labor expenses for the work and
deliverables as listed in Tasks 1-4.
We would be happy to discuss changes to our scope or budget as may be needed to align with the
City’s needs.

TASK

HOURS

COST

1. Kick-off Meeting and Data Collection

12

$2,200

2. Prepare Financial and Rate Projections

140

$27,400

3. Recommendations and Report

40

$7,800

4. Meetings and Presentations

40

$8,600

Total

City of Kingsburg | Proposition 218 Support
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Billing Rates
In the table below, we have provided our hourly billing rates for the R3 Project Team that may be involved
in providing the City solid waste consultant services. These hourly rates are effective January 1, 2021 and
are subject to periodic adjustments based on CPI.

CLASSIFICATION

HOURLY RATE

Principal

$225 per hour

Project Director

$215 per hour

Senior Project Manager

$190 per hour

Project Manager

$185 per hour

Senior Project Analyst

$165 per hour

Senior Administrative Support

$160 per hour

Project Analyst

$155 per hour

Associate Analyst

$145 per hour

Administrative Support

$125 per hour

REIMBURSABLE COSTS
Consultants/Subcontractors

Cost plus 10%

Lodging and meals

Direct cost

Travel - Private or company car

At Current Federal Rate

Travel - Other

Direct cost

Delivery and other expenses

Direct cost

Payments
Unless otherwise agreed in writing, fees for work completed will be billed monthly at the first of each
month for the preceding month and will be payable within 30 days of the invoice date.

City of Kingsburg | Proposition 218 Support
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Note to presenter: This slide presentation was developed for local jurisdiction staff by CalRecycle
staff to educate city council members city board members, city and county staff, decision-makers, and
other impacted colleagues. The slides include suggested talking points. We have also provided a
handful of slides with artwork, images, and icons that you can use to build new content if needed.
Please view this presentation in slideshow mode before presenting to familiarize yourself with the
animations. If you have any questions, you can contact Christina Files in the CalRecycle Office of
Public Affairs: christina.files@calrecycle.ca.gov.
Presentation Introduction
• SB 1383 (Lara, Chapter 395, Statutes of 2016) is the most significant waste reduction mandate to
be adopted in California in the last 30 years.
• SB 1383 requires the state to reduce organic waste [food waste, green waste, paper products,
etc.] disposal by 75% by 2025. In other words, the state must reduce organic waste disposal by
more than 20 million tons annually by 2025.
• The law also requires the state to increase edible food recovery by 20 percent by 2025.
• This has significant policy and legal implications for the state and local governments.
1. SB 1383 establishes a statewide target and not a jurisdiction organic waste recycling target.
2. Given that it is a statewide target and there are not jurisdiction targets, the regulation requires
a more prescriptive approach (this is different than AB 939).
A. CalRecycle must adopt regulations that impose requirements necessary to achieve the
statewide targets.
B. This makes the regulation more similar to other environmental quality regulations where
regulated entities, i.e., jurisdictions, are required to implement specific actions, rather
than achieve unique targets.
a. For example AB 32 established GHG reduction targets for the state, and the
implementing Cap-and-Trade regulations require businesses to take specific
actions.
i.
The individual businesses are not required to achieve a specific target.
ii.
They are required to take actions prescribed by the date.

Overview of Presentation
• Background and Context of SB 1383: Why California passed this law
• SB 1383 Requirements: A big picture look at the law’s requirements and objectives
• Jurisdiction Responsibilities: What SB 1383 requires of local governments
• Provide organic waste collection to all residents and businesses
• Establish an edible food recovery program that recovers edible food from the
waste stream
• Conduct outreach and education to all affected parties, including generators,
haulers, facilities, edible food recovery organizations, and city/county
departments
• Capacity Planning: Evaluating your jurisdiction’s readiness to implement SB 1383
• Procure recycled organic waste products like compost, mulch, and renewable
natural gas (RNG)
• Inspect and enforce compliance with SB 1383
• Maintain accurate and timely records of SB 1383 compliance
• CalRecycle Oversight Responsibilities
• SB 1383 Key Implementation Dates
• SB 1383 Key Jurisdiction Dates
Additional Resources
• CalRecycle’s Short-Lived Climate Pollutants (SLCP): Organic Waste Methane
Emissions Reductions webpage has more information:
https://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Climate/SLCP/
• CalRecycle’s SB 1383 Rulemaking webpage as more information about the status of
1383 regulations: https://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/laws/rulemaking/slcp

•
•
•

When we are talking about organic waste for the purposes of SB 1383 we are talking about
green waste, wood waste, food waste, but also fibers, such as paper and cardboard.
Organic waste comprises two-thirds of our waste stream.
Food waste alone is the largest waste stream in California.

•

•

•

•

According to CalRecycle’s last waste characterization study in 2014, food waste
comprised 18 percent of what we disposed.
SB 1383 also requires California to recover 20 percent of currently disposed edible food.
• We currently don’t know how much of the food waste stream is edible.
• CalRecycle is conducting a new waste characterization study in 2018/19 that is taking a
closer look at our food waste stream.
• The results of this study will help determine how much edible food waste is landfilled on
average throughout the state.
Here’s what we do know:
• 1 in 5 children go hungry every night in California – redirecting perfectly edible food that
is currently being disposed to feed those in need can help alleviate this.
• For every 2 ½ tons of food rescued, that’s the equivalent of taking 1 car off the road for
a year. (https://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas-equivalencies-calculator)

Landfilling organic waste leads to the anaerobic breakdown of that material, which creates
methane.
• Landfills are responsible for 21% of the state’s methane emissions. Landfills are the third
largest producer of methane.
• Methane is 72 times more potent than Carbon Dioxide (C02) over a 20-year horizon.
• Climate change may seem like a distant problem, but there are other more localized
environmental impacts associated with landfill disposal of organic waste that have immediate
negative impacts on our community now.
• Landfilling organic waste is a significant source of local air quality pollutants (NOX and
PM2.5).
• These pollutants have an immediate negative impact on the air our community and it
can cause respiratory issues and hospitalizations.
• Diverting organic waste to recycling can significantly reduce these local air quality
emissions and the associated negative impacts.
We are starting to see the effects of climate change in cities and counties throughout California.

•

•

•
•

Longer droughts and warmer temperatures are drying our forest and contributing to the
ever increasing number of wildfires in CA (which also impact air quality).
• Cyclical droughts
• Bigger storms
• Coastal erosion due to rising sea levels
We should not underestimate the cost of these climate change impacts.
• The state and communities are spending billions fighting wildfires, removing debris and
rebuilding homes.
• That means we are paying for the effects of climate change today.
• The financial and public health impacts are here and we need to take action to
mitigate climate change now
That is why the state enacted SB 1383, which is designed to reduce the global warming
gasses like methane, which are the most potent and are “short-lived”
Reducing this gas now, through actions like organic waste recycling will significantly reduce
emissions, and will reduce the impacts of climate change in our life time.

Overview of SB 1383:
• SB 1383 establishes aggressive organic waste reduction targets.
• SB 1383 also builds upon Mandatory Commercial Organics Recycling law. Our jurisdiction
has been implementing this law since 2016.
• SB 1383 requires Californians to reduce organic waste disposal by 50% by 2020 and 75% by
2025.
• These targets use the 2014 Waste Characterization Study measurements when 23
million tons of organic waste were disposed.
• These disposal reductions will reduce at least 4 million metric tons of greenhouse gas
emissions annually by 2030.
• Additionally as a part of the disposal reduction targets the Legislature directed CalRecycle to
increase edible food recovery by 20 percent by 2025.
• The food recovery goal is unique.

Highlighted here on the slide are the key dates for SB 1383 implementation and milestones.
1. This law, the targets, and the requirements for CalRecycle to adopt regulations were adopted
in September 2016
2. CalRecycle conducted two years of informal hearings with local governments and stakeholders
to develop regulatory concepts.
Formal Rulemaking
1. CalRecycle started the formal regulation rulemaking January 18, 2019, this is expected to
conclude by the end of 2019.
Regulations Take Effect
1. The regulations will become enforceable in 2022.
a. Jurisdictions must have their programs in place on January 1, 2022.
Jurisdictions Must Initiate Enforcement
1. In 2024 Jurisdictions will be required to take enforcement against noncompliant entities.
2. Finally, in 2025 the state must achieve the 75 percent reduction and 20 food recovery targets.
3. To meet the deadline of January 1, 2022, CalRecycle expects that jurisdictions will be
planning and making programmatic and budgetary decisions regarding the
requirements in advance of the deadline.
4. CalRecycle can begin enforcement actions on jurisdictions and other entities starting on Jan.
1, 2022.
5. The enforcement process on jurisdictions is different than under AB 939:
a. Like many solid waste and recycling regulations, a regulated entity (such as a city or
county) can be issued a violation and be subject to enforcement for failure to comply
with any individual aspect of the regulation. This is different from the unique AB 939
enforcement structure where a jurisdiction’s overall efforts to achieve specific target are
reviewed in arrears
b. Like most regulatory enforcement programs, the enforcing agency (CalRecycle) will
have discretion to determine the level of penalty necessary to remedy any given
violation. E.g. A reporting violation may be considered less severe than a failure to
provide collection services to all generators.

•

c. CalRecycle will consider certain mitigating factors which are specifically enumerated in
the regulation. This is not the same as good faith effort but includes similar
considerations. The specific nuances regarding requirements for state and local
enforcement will be discussed in the later slides.
These timelines mean that we need to start planning now.

1. To meet the deadline of January 1, 2022, CalRecycle expects that jurisdictions will be
planning and making programmatic and budgetary decisions regarding the
requirements in advance of the deadline.
a. CalRecycle can begin enforcement actions on jurisdictions and other entities starting on
Jan. 1, 2022.
2. This slide outlines the major programmatic activities for jurisdictions and the following slides
will cover more details.
3. In 2024 Jurisdictions will be required to take enforcement against noncompliant entities.
a. There are additional details in the draft regulations regarding the enforcement
requirements
4. CalRecycle has some funding through competitive grant programs, as well as a loan program,
for establishing the infrastructure for recycling organic waste and recovering edible food.
However, for the programmatic activities, such as enforcement, inspections, education,
collection we will need to plan for budgetary changes to address these.
a. In early 2020 CalRecycle will have a number of tools that we can begin utilizing, such as
a model enforcement ordinance, franchise agreement models, and education materials.
Using the 2018 and 2020 Statewide Waste Characterization Studies, jurisdictions will
have data needed to conduct some of the capacity planning requirements.
b. Although the regulations are not finalized the major components are not expected to
change.
c. We need to start planning now to have the programmatic and budgetary changes in
place by January 1, 2022.

Jurisdictions will be required to adequately resource these programs:
1. Provide organic waste collection services to all residents and businesses.
A. This means for all organic waste, including green waste, wood waste, food waste,
manure, fibers, etc.
B. Containers have prescribed colors (any shade of grey or black for trash, green for
organic waste and blue containers for traditional recyclables)
C. There are container labeling and contamination monitoring requirements
D. We need to assess our current collection programs and determine what may need to
be, expanded, or changed
2. Establish edible food recovery program for all Tier 1 and 2 commercial edible food
generators
A. This means ensuring that there are edible food recovery organizations that have
enough capacity
B. This may entail providing funding to ensure there is adequate capacity and collection
services
3. Conduct education and outreach to all generators
A. This will require education to be provided to all generators, and when applicable
education may need to be provided in Spanish and other languages.
4. Our jurisdiction will be required to procure certain levels of compost, renewable gas
used for transportation fuels, electricity, heating applications, or pipeline injection, or
electricity from biomass conversion produced from organic waste.
5. Plan and secure access for recycling and edible food recovery capacity.
6. We will be required to monitor compliance and conduct enforcement
A. Monitoring and education must begin in 2022
B. Enforcement actions must start Jan 1, 2024
7. We will need to adopt an ordinance, or similarly enforceable mechanism that is
consistent with these regulatory requirements prior to 2022.
8. Planning in 2019 will be critical to meet the deadline.

1. Jurisdictions should start planning now to get ready for SB 1383 implementation.
2. This law extends beyond directing waste management and recycling operations and
staff.
a. Each department will need to understand how SB 1383 impacts their work.
b. Recordkeeping and reporting requirements extend to all of these departments,
and jurisdiction leaders will play a vital role in ensuring compliance with SB 1383.
• City Councils and Boards of Supervisors will need to pass local enforcement ordinances to
require all residents and businesses to subscribe to these services.
• City Managers and Chief Administrative Officers will be involved in capacity planning,
directing procurement of recycled organic products like compost and renewable natural gas,
and establishing edible food recovery programs.
• Finance and Legal staff will be involved in local enforcement ordinances, new collection fees,
and ensuring programs are adequately resourced.
• Purchasing staff will be central to procuring recycled organic products, including paper.
• Procure does not necessarily mean purchase, but this department is likely aware of
current compost, mulch, RNG, and paper product purchases for the jurisdiction.
• Public Works staff are involved with hauler agreements, local waste management processing
facilities, and organic waste recycling facilities (like compost and anaerobic digestion facilities).
They may also be involved in civil engineering activities where compost may be utilized (as in
erosion control along city streets and embankments).
• Public Parks staff may be involved with assessing the need for local compost application to
parks and city landscaped areas.
• Environmental Health staff may be tasked with enforcement duties, including inspecting
commercial food generators for compliance with edible food recovery requirements.
• Public Transportation and Fleet departments could be involved in procuring renewable
natural gas for city and county owned vehicles.

(Note to presenter: You might customize this slide to reflect the collection system for residential and
commercial recycling programs. Remember this law/regulation is about all organic waste so that
means the fibers, foodwaste, greenwaste, manure, etc.)
• The most basic element of the regulation is that jurisdictions are required to provide an
organic waste collection service to each of their residents and businesses.
• The regulations also require all residents and businesses to use an organic waste
recycling service that meets the regulatory requirements.
• Jurisdictions must have enforceable requirements on its haulers that collect organic waste in
the jurisdiction, and also for commercial and residential generators and self-haulers.
• There is a lot of detail regarding the types of allowable collection programs (several pages of
regulatory text dedicated just to this). These are the high level requirements.
• Each resident and business, must subscribe to an organic waste collection service
that either “source-separates” the waste (e.g. separate bins), or transports all
unsegregated waste to a facility that recovers 75 percent of the organic content
collected from the system.
• The regulations allow for a menu of collection options.
• A one-can system – you’ll be responsible for ensuring that all contents are
transported to a facility that recovers 75% of organic content
• A two-can system – at least one of the containers (whichever includes organic
waste and garbage) must be transported to a facility that recovers 75% of
organic content
• A three-can system – organic waste is required to be source separated (paper in
blue, food and yard in green). No recovery rate
• The three-can option also allows additional separation at the hauler/generators
discretion… For example some jursidictions provided separate containers for
yard (green) and food (brown) waste so they can be managed separately
• The same rules will apply to entities not subject to local control, and CalRecycle will oversee
State Agencies, UCs, CSUs, Community Colleges, K-12 schools and other entities not subject
to local oversight.

(Note to presenter: You may want to customize the speaking points depending on how much your
community is already doing to implement edible food recovery programs)
SB 1383 requires that we strengthen our existing infrastructure for edible food recovery and food
distribution.
Jurisdictions – are responsible to implement Edible Food Recovery Programs in their communities.
Even in communities where existing infrastructure already exists, there are new recordkeeping and
inspection tasks that will need to be implemented.
• Assess Capacity of Existing Food Recovery
• Establish Food Recovery Program (And Expand Existing Infrastructure if necessary)
• Inspect Commercial Generators for Compliance
• Education and Outreach
Jurisdictions should get a head start on 1383 implementation by assessing the infrastructure
that currently exists within your community. Jurisdictions need to assess the following:
• How many commercial generators do you have? How much edible food could they donate?
• How many food recovery organizations exist, and what is their capacity to receive this
available food?
• What gaps do we have in our current infrastructure and what do we need to do to close them?
• How can we fund the expansion of edible food recovery organizations? (Grants, partnerships,
sponsorships, etc.)
• What partnerships currently exist and what new partnerships need to be established?
➢ CalRecycle will be developing some tools to assist jurisdictions with this assessment.

Jurisdictions must conduct education and outreach to:
1. All businesses and residents regarding collection service requirements, contamination
standards, self-haul requirements, and overall compliance with 1383
2. Commercial edible food generators regarding edible food donation requirements, and
available edible food recovery organizations
Educational material must be linguistically accessible to our non-English speaking residents.

•

Each jurisdiction will have a minimum procurement target that is linked to its population.
CalRecycle will notify jurisdictions of their target Prior to January 1, 2022

•

The jurisdiction can decide what mix of compost, mulch, biomass derived electricity, or
renewable gas they want to use to meet their target.
• CalRecycle will provide a calculator with the conversion factors for compost/renewable
gas/electricity from biomass conversion made from organic waste for a jurisdiction to
use to calculate progress towards meeting their target.
• Procurement doesn’t necessarily mean purchase.
• A jurisdiction that produces its own compost, mulch, renewable gas, or electricity from
biomass conversion can use that toward the procurement target. Same goes for the
jurisdiction’s direct service providers (for example, its haulers).
• A jurisdiction can use compost or mulch for erosion control, soil amendment, soil
cover, parks/open spaces, giveaways.
• A jurisdiction can use renewable gas to fuel their fleets, or a jurisdiction’s waste
hauler could use renewable gas to fuel their trucks. Renewable gas can be used
for transportation fuels, electricity, or heating applications.
• SB 1383 also requires that jurisdictions procure recycled-content paper when it is
available at the same price or less then virgin material.
• Finally procured paper products must meet FTC recyclability guidelines (essentially products
we purchase must be recyclable).

(Note to presenter: If your Jurisdiction already enforces CalGreen and MWELO, then you would
address that this would not be a new requirement, or this slide could be eliminated.)
Jurisdictions will have to adopt and ordinance or other enforceable requirement that requires
compliance with CalGreen and Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance requirements (California
Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 11):
• Providing readily accessible areas for recycling containers in commercial and multi-family units
• Recycling organic waste commingled with C&D debris, to meet CalGreen 65% requirement for
C&D recycling in both residential and non-residential projects
• Require new construction and landscaping projects to meet Water Efficient Landscape
requirements for compost and mulch application.

(Note to presenter: You might customize this slide if you have already secured adequate capacity for
your organic recyclables.)
In California today we have about 180 compost facilities with 34 of them accepting food waste.
• We have 14 AD facilities accepting solid waste.
• There is also a significant number of Waste Water Treatment Plants that could be leveraged to
use for co-digestion of food waste.
• It will take a significant number of new facilities to recycle an additional 20-25 million tons of
organic waste annually. CalRecycle estimates we will need 50-100 new or expanded
facilities (depending on the size of each new facility this number could fluctuate).

Key Points:
1. Each jurisdiction must plan for adequate capacity for recycling organic waste and for
edible food recovery
A. For edible food recovery capacity each jurisdiction must plan to recover 20
percent of the edible food for human consumption, must identify Tier 1 and 2
commercial edible food generators, and funding for edible food recovery
infrastructure
2. Each county will lead this effort by coordinating with the cities in the county to estimate
existing, new and/or expanded capacity.
3. Counties and cities must demonstrate that they have access to recycling capacity through
existing contracts, franchise agreements, or other documented arrangements.
4. There are requirements for each jurisdiction to consult with specified entities to determine
organic waste recycling capacity, such as the Local Enforcement Agency, Local Task Force,
owners/operators of facilities, community composting operations, and from citizens, such as
disadvantaged communities, i.e., to discuss the benefits and impacts associated with
expansions/new facilities.
5. For edible food recovery the county and city must contact edible food recovery
organizations that serve the jurisdiction to determine how much existing, new and/or
planned capacity if available.
6. If capacity cannot be guaranteed, then each jurisdiction within the county that lacks
capacity must submit an implementation schedule to CalRecycle that includes specified
timelines and milestones, including funding for the necessary recycling or edible food
recovery facilities.
7. The County must collect data from the cities on a specified schedule and report to
CalRecycle. Cities are required to provide the required data to the County within 120 days.
A. Start year for planning and reporting is 2022 – that report must cover
2022-2025.
B.
Subsequent reports will be due every 5 years, and will plan for a 10-year
horizon

•

By January 1, 2022, Jurisdictions are required to have:
•

•

Between Jan 2022 and Dec 2023, jurisdictions need to:
•

•

An enforcement mechanism or ordinance in place, yet they are not required to enforce
until 2024.

Identify businesses in violation and provide educational material to those generators
•

The focus during the first 2 years is on educating generators.

•

The goal is to make sure every generator has an opportunity to comply
before mandatory jurisdiction enforcement comes into effect in 2024.

•

The regulations allow 2 years for education and compliance.

After January 2024, jurisdictions shall take progressive enforcement against organic waste
generators that are not in compliance.
•

The progressive approach allows for notification to the generator and provides ample
time for the generator to comply before penalties are required to be issued by the
jurisdiction.

•

CalRecycle sets a maximum timeframe that a jurisdiction has to issue a Notice of
Violation and issue penalties to a generator.

•

The jurisdiction has the flexibility to develop its own enforcement process within these
parameters.
•

•

•

When a Jurisdiction determines a violation occurred the jurisdiction is required to,
at a minimum:
•

Issue a Notice of Violation within 60 days of determining a violation.

•

If the generator still has not complied within 150 days from the issuance of
the Notice of Violation, then the jurisdiction is responsible to issue
penalties
•

The 150 days, between the Notice and Violation and the penalty
phase, allows the jurisdiction to use other methods to achieve
compliance prior to being required to issue penalties. Therefore,
only the most recalcitrant violators will need to be fined.

•

The regulations allow a generator to be out of compliance for a total
210 days, before penalties must be issued.

The regulations set a minimum penalty amount of at least $50 for the first offense
within one year and can go up to $500 a day for multiple offenses occurring
within one year.

An early robust education program will minimize the amount of future enforcement
action needed

(Note to Presenter: If needed, customize the next couple of slides to fit the type of collection service
that your City has/will have for residential and commercial. You may have residential on 3-container,
multifamily on single or 2-container and businesses having all three depending on the business.)
•

If a Jurisdiction is using a 3- or 2-bin organic waste collection service they are required to do:
•

Annual compliance review of commercial businesses just as we should be doing
now with AB 1826 Mandatory Commercial Recycling
•

Commercial businesses that generate 2 CY or more per week of solid waste
(trash, recycling, organics),
•

•
•

Note: commercial businesses include multi-family dwellings of five units or
more

This can be a desk audit to review reports from our haulers to verify that service
is provided or that they are complying through self-hauling or backhauling

2- or 3-Collection Service:
•

Route reviews: We are supposed to conduct route reviews of commercial
businesses and residential areas. The route reviews check for:
•

Verifying subscription (validating the desk review)
•

This entails seeing that the business has the appropriate
external containers.

•

If a business does not use the hauler’s service, then
verifying the business is self-hauling would be necessary.
As noted earlier this is same type of action that AB 1826
already requires

•

•

Note: This random inspection of routes does not require
going inside a business to verify that the business has
appropriate containers/labels inside of the business.

Monitoring for contamination on
•

Randomly selected containers, and ensuring all collection routes
are reviewed annually and that contamination is being monitored in
the collection containers and education is provided if there is an
issue
OR

•

•
•

A jurisdiction has the option of conducting waste composition
studies every six months to identify if there are prohibited container
contaminants. If there is more than 25 percent prohibited container
contaminants, then additional education must be provided

The Route Reviews can be done by our hauler(s)

Single Unsegregated Collection Service: Same as the 2- or 3-bin service except:
•

We will need to verify with our hauler(s) that the contents are transported
to a high diversion organic waste processing facility and that the facility is
meeting the requirements of the organic content recovery rate
•

•

Note: The department will be identifying in the future what facilities
are high diversion organic waste processing facilities as the
facilities will be reporting to CalRecycle.

There are no route reviews required

(Note to Presenter: If your jurisdiction is already implementing an edible food recovery program and
conducting inspections, such as through the Health Department you will want to revise the talking
points.)
Edible Food Recovery Program
• These types of inspections will be new for our jurisdiction.
• We will need to plan resources to conduct these inspections.
• We might consider partnering with Health Inspectors that are
already visiting food generators.
• Inspections on Tier One edible food generators in 2022 and Tier Two in 2024
• Verify they have arrangements with a food recovery organization
• Verify that the food generators are not intentionally spoiling food
that can be recovered

•Our jurisdiction will have to maintain all information in an Implementation Record.
• Many sections require a minimum level of recordkeeping such as “ordinances,
contracts, and franchise agreements”.
• This graphic is a snapshot of items to be kept in the Implementation Record.
• CalRecycle staff may review the implementation record as part of an audit of
our program.
• The Implementation Record needs to be stored in one central location
• It can be kept as a physical or electronic record
• It needs to be accessible to CalRecycle staff within ten business days
• It needs to be retained for five years

Enforcement – CalRecycle will authorize low population and rural area waivers. In the case of
entities such as public universities, which may be exempt from local solid waste oversight,
CalRecycle will be directly responsible for ensuring compliance. This will be monitored through
CalRecycle’s existing state agency monitoring process.
CalRecycle will be evaluating a Jurisdiction’s Compliance.
For example:
• Verifying that all organic waste generators have service
• Jurisdictions are providing education
• Issuing Notices of Violation within the correct timeline
SB 1383 is a Statewide target and not a jurisdiction organic waste diversion target. Unlike with
AB 939 where there was a specified target for each jurisdiction, SB 1383 prohibits a jurisdiction
target. Due to this structure:
• The regulations require a more prescriptive approach, and establishes state
minimum standards.
• Jurisdictions will have to demonstrate compliance with each of the prescriptive
standards rather than the determination of a Good Faith Effort, which uses
a suite of indicators to determine if a jurisdiction is actively trying to implement
programs and achieve targets
Under the SB 1383 regulations if CalRecycle determines a jurisdiction is violating one or more of
the requirements,
• A jurisdiction will be noticed and will have 90 days to correct.
• Most violations should be able to be corrected in this timeframe. For cases
where the jurisdiction may need a little additional time, the timeframe can be
expanded to 180 days
• For violations that are due to barriers outside the jurisdictions control
and which may take more time to correct, the regulations allow for the
jurisdiction to be placed on a Corrective Action Plan (CAP), allowing up to 24
months to comply. In these cases, it must be apparent that the jurisdiction has
taken substantial effort to comply but cannot due to extenuating circumstances
(such as a lack of capacity, disaster).

•

An initial corrective action plan issued due to inadequate capacity of organic
waste recovery facilities may be extended for a period of up to 12 months if the
jurisdiction meets the requirements and timelines of its CAP and has
demonstrated substantial effort to CalRecycle.
The Corrective Action Plan [or CAP] is modeled off of the Notice and Order Process that is used for
noncompliance at solid waste facilities, where a number of steps or milestones must be taken by the
solid waste facility operator prior to being able to fully comply.
Regarding eligibility for a CAP failure of a governing body to adopt and ordinance, or adequately
fund/resource a program IS NOT considered substantial effort or an Extenuating Circumstance and
will not allow a violation to be subject to a Corrective Action Plan.

(Note to presenter: If you have been participating in the regulatory workshops you might customize
this slide. If you haven’t been participating, you might consider using this slide to discuss next steps
with your elected officials and executive management.)
Jurisdictions are encouraged to participate in the 1383 regulatory process.

March 30, 2021
Daniel Galvez
Public Works Director
City of Kingsburg
1401 Draper Street
Kingsburg, California 93631
Re:

Proposal to Complete a Solid Waste Rate Study for the City of Kingsburg

Dear Daniel:
Following up on our recent conversation, Willdan Financial Services (“Willdan”) is pleased to
submit the following proposed scope of services and budget to complete a Solid Waste Rate
Study (“Study”) for the City of Kingsburg, California (“City”).

Scope of Services
Willdan understands that the City seeks professional consulting services to complete a solid
waste rate study to ensure that the City is generating sufficient revenue to meet the
operational costs of the Solid Waste Fund (“Fund”). Provided herein is a detailed description of
the project approach anticipated to complete the Study for the City.

Task 1 – Initial Meeting
Willdan will meet with City representatives (via conference call) to discuss the overall goals
and objectives, project schedule, necessary data, City point-of-contact, meetings and
presentations.

Task 2 – Data Collection and Review
Willdan will provide the City with an initial list of data needed to conduct the Study. The data
request may include, but is not limited to, items such as: financial and operating data,
customer account and billing data, reports prepared by others, budgets, audits, capital
improvement programs, fixed asset records, official bond statements, debt service schedules,
ordinances, previous rate studies, City codes and policies. The data will be reviewed for
completeness and to ensure a sufficient understanding of historical operations.

Task 3 – Development of Billing Determinants
Subtask 3.1 – Analysis of Historical Billing Data Analysis
The data request will provide instructions for the development of historical customer billing
information. It is anticipated that the billing information will be provided in a format necessary
to summarize the solid waste accounts by customer class for a recent historical period for
which audited revenues exist. The customer accounts provide the basis on which operating
revenues are derived and are, therefore, the primary factors utilized in reviewing the user rates
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and charges. As such, the historical billing data provides an important basis for analyses that
will be used to develop assumptions for projecting revenues under existing and/or proposed
rates. Given the critical nature of this task, the Willdan team will work closely with the City to
ensure that the customer data provided is as accurate as possible.
Subtask 3.2 – Projection of Billing Data
The number of solid waste customer accounts will be forecasted for a ten-year planning
period. Such projections will be developed through the consideration of historical growth
trends, local economic conditions, and discussion with the City.

Task 4 – Development of Projected Revenue Sufficiency Under Existing Rates
Subtask 4.1 – Projected Rate Revenues Under Existing Rates
Projections of system revenues from refuse, recycling and street sweeping charges, by
customer class, under existing rates for the ten-year planning period will be developed
recognizing projected accounts (as determined in the billing analysis under the previous tasks).
Such revenue projections will assume that the existing user rates and rate structures remain
constant at the current levels.
Subtask 4.2 – Projected Miscellaneous Revenues
Projections of miscellaneous revenues from such sources as penalties, interest income, grants
and transfers will be developed. Such revenues are central for determining the net level of
future revenues needed to be generated from refuse, recycling and street sweeping charges.
Subtask 4.3 – Projected Revenue Requirements
Revenue requirements (i.e. system expenditures) will be developed separately for the
refuse/recycling services and street sweeping services based on an analysis of historical,
currently budgeted, and anticipated operating and capital expenditures. The revenue
requirements will be projected on a fiscal year cash flow basis, taking into account expected
operational changes, changes in staffing or operating expenditures, changes to contractual
arrangements, system growth, anticipated extraordinary expenses, and allowances for
inflation.
The projections will include, but not be limited to, the following:
o

Operation and maintenance expenses;

o

Evaluation of the cost of contractual services;

o

Outlay for capital additions and replacements, if applicable;

o

Debt service on existing and anticipated debt instrument, if applicable;

o

Operating reserve requirements; and

o

Other expenditures and transfers.
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Subtask 4.4 – Projected Operating Results Under Existing Rates
The projected revenues and revenue requirements will be summarized into a ten-year cash
flow statement providing the projected operating results of the system under the existing rates.
The cash flow statement will be used to estimate annual adjustments in revenues necessary to
fund revenue requirements and maintain prudent management practices.

Task 5 – Development of Cost of Service
Subtask 5.1 – Function Cost Allocations
The analysis will allocate the solid waste revenue requirements (i.e. costs of providing service)
for fiscal year 2022 (“Test Year”) to the various rate components that constitute functional
classifications of the types of service provided. The evaluation of allocation factors associated
with applicable costs will be based on existing rate structures applied by the City and
common industry practice and standard rate-making principals.
Subtask 5.2 – Determination of Revenue Adequacy
Comparisons of revenues under the existing rates with the allocated costs of service will be
evaluated to determine the degree of cost recovery by the various cost components, and to
identify areas that may possibly require adjustments to align the revenues from each rate
component with the allocated costs.

Task 6 – Development of Rate Analysis and Design
Subtask 6.1 – Evaluation of Existing Rate Structure
The existing rate structure will be evaluated for its effectiveness in equitably recovering costs of
service from each customer class. The City’s current rate structure will be evaluated, and
recommendations will be made for potential improvements to the current rates. The analysis
will develop and recommend a rate design that best meets the objectives of the City and
meets the requirements of Prop 218. The model developed as part of the Study will be
dynamic allowing the City to compare various alternatives and assess their effectiveness at
achieving recognized goals and objectives.
Subtask 6.2 – Rate Structure Alternatives
The rate model will be developed in a dynamic manner such that Willdan and City staff will be
able to analyze “what-if” scenarios detailing the financial impacts under each scenario
utilizing an iterative dashboard view. Baseline rate structures will be recommended as required
to fund the solid waste system, and consider annual inflationary, indexed adjustments to rates
as needed to maintain the Fund. The recommended rate structure alternatives will be
developed to recover the projected revenues needed to fund total revenue requirements,
recognizing equitable cost recovery by customer class, establishing reasonable recovery of
costs from existing and new customers, and complying with applicable regulations and
policies. Any alternative rate structures will be based on common industry standards and will
be consistent with the City’s goals and objectives regarding the solid waste system.
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Subtask 6.3 – Projected Operating Results Based on Proposed Rates
The proposed user rates and/or rate structures will be applied to the projected customers to
estimate the revenues to be generated from the proposed rates for the Test Year and the
subsequent years of the projection period.

Task 7: Reports and Deliverables
Subtask 7.1 – Preliminary Draft Report
The draft report will be presented to the City for review. Contents will include assumptions
relied upon for the projection of customers, revenue requirements, revenues, operating results,
the cost recovery profile for each class, the results of the fully allocated cost-of-service
analyses and any proposed adjustments to rates. In addition, an electronic PDF copy and MS
Word version of the draft report will be provided to staff for review.
Subtask 7.2 – Final Report
Based on comments received from the City on the Preliminary Draft Report, the Final Report
will be revised to incorporate the agreed upon changes. Upon completion, an electronic PDF
version of the Final Rate Study Report, including relevant workpapers, will be provided to the
City.

Task 8: Meetings and Presentations
Subtask 8.1 – Staff Meetings/Web Conference Calls
Meetings and/or web conference calls will be scheduled with the City during the project to
discuss project requirements, finalize project scheduling/milestones and reporting
requirements, and receive overall project direction.
Subtask 8.2 – Presentation to City Council
Willdan will prepare presentation materials to provide the results of the Study in a clear and
understandable manner. The results of the Study will be presented to the City Council during a
regularly scheduled meeting or public hearing where the solid waste rates are to be
considered for adoption.

City Staff Support
To complete tasks described herein, Willdan will need the cooperation of City staff. We
suggest that the City assign a key individual to represent the City as the project manager who
can function as our primary contact. Willdan will endeavor to minimize the impact on City staff
in the completion of this project. We anticipate that the City’s project manager will:
1) Coordinate responses to requests for information;
2) Coordinate review of work products; and
3) Help resolve policy issues.
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Professional Fee
Based on the general Scope of Services described in this proposal, Willdan’s total labor billings
and all out-of-pocket costs and expenses will not exceed $25,000 unless specifically authorized
in writing by the City. However, this fee may be increased or decreased depending on the
finalization of the scope, availability and quality of data, and the number of meetings.

Additional Services
Additional services may be authorized by the City and will be billed at our then-current hourly
overhead consulting rates. Our current hourly rates are:
Willdan Hourly Rate Schedule
Position
Group Manager
Managing Principal
Principal Consultant
Senior Project Manager
Project Manager
Senior Project Analyst
Analyst
Project Support

Hourly Rate
$250
$240
$210
$185
$165
$135
$115
$75

We appreciate this opportunity to serve the City and look forward to hearing from you. If you
have any questions regarding this proposal, please contact me at (951) 587-3528 or via email
at CFisher@Willdan.com.
Sincerely,
WILLDAN FINANCIAL SERVICES

Chris Fisher
Vice President – Group Manager
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