CONSENT
CALENDAR

Agenda Item 5

DRAFT MINUTES
SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
June 23, 2016 – 2:00 p.m.
San Carlos Library Conference Room A/B
Call To Order: 2:09PM
1. Roll Call
Agency

Present

Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough
2. Public Comment

Absent

X
X
X
X
X
X

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo
West Bay Sanitary District

Present

Absent
X

X
X
X
X
X

Persons wishing to address the Board on matters NOT on the posted agenda may do so.
Each speaker is limited to two minutes. If there are more than five individuals wishing to speak during public comment, the Chairman will draw five speaker cards
from those submitted to speak during this time. The balance of the Public Comment speakers will be called upon at the end of the Board Meeting.
If the item you are speaking on is not listed on the agenda, please be advised that the Board may briefly respond to statements made or questions posed as
allowed under The Brown Act (Government Code Section 54954.2). The Board's general policy is to refer items to staff for attention, or have a matter placed on
a future Board agenda for a more comprehensive action or report and formal public discussion and input at that time.

None
3. Adjourn to Closed Session – Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957: Public Employee
Appointment - Executive Director
The Regular session of the meeting was called to order at 2:27PM
4. Roll Call
Agency
Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough
5.

Present

Absent

X
X
X
X
X
X

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo
West Bay Sanitary District

Present

Absent
X

X
X
X
X
X

Report from Closed Session
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None
6.

Approval of Consent Calendar
Consent Calendar item(s) are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one motion. There will be no separate discussion on these items unless
members of the Board, staff or public request specific items be removed for separate action. Items removed from the Consent Calendar will be moved to the
end of the agenda for separate discussion.

A. Adopt the May 26, 2016 BOD Meeting Minutes
Member Bonilla made a motion to accept the consent calendar
Member Brownrigg seconded the motion
Voice Vote: All in Favor
Agency
Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

7.

Yes
X

No

Abstain

Absent

X
X
X
X
X

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo

Yes

West Bay Sanitary Dist.

X

No

Abstain

Absent

X
X
X
X
X

Administration and Finance
A. Resolution Adopting FY16/17 Operating Budget (Approval item)

Chair Grassilli asked the board if they wanted to see the presentation again, or just discuss the budget.
Member Widmer asked if there were any changes, noting that it has been seen three times.
Staff Fakira answered that there are no changes.
Chair Widmer commented that he didn’t need to see the presentation and charts again. He then commented
that the commodities have come back, and he is concerned about the tip fee and how it is applied. He noted
that he would like to see the public tip fee be higher than the franchise tip fee, because the member agencies are
the largest part of the business, built the facility, are paying for the facility and thus should have favored nation
status. He also added that the self-haul material is mostly construction and demolition which is more expensive
and dirtier to recycle, and so therefore their rate should be higher.
Chair Grassilli asked Member Widmer if he had an amount in mind.
Member Widmer noted that he would like to see the Franchise tip fee at $9 and everyone else at $10.
Chair Grassilli asked how changing the tip fee allocation would affect the budget, and if there would be any
problems with keeping track.
Staff Fakira answered that a one dollar difference would be about $130,000, and that the accounting would be
simple.
Member Brownrigg commented that he likes the idea of subsidizing from outsiders to insiders, but asked what
the impact on the business would be.
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Staff Fakira answered that self-haul is about 18% of revenue so raising that rate will not bring the SBWMA that
much revenue.
Member Widmer commented that raising the rates to make self-haul cost prohibitive might cause savings with
the disposal cost, due to the fact that self-haul material is not as clean as the franchised material, and if it went
away completely it might be beneficial.
Staff Fakira noted that the additional revenue that is gained from self-haul helps to reduce rates overall. If that
revenue is removed all of the burden of the costs would fall on the Member Agencies.
Member Bonilla asked how many trips of self-haul customers come in to the facility.
Staff Fakira stated that he didn’t have the trips but that it was about 18% of total revenue.
Member Bonilla asked where the competitors facilities are, where do self-haul customers go.
Staff Fakira answered that there are 3 or 4 competitors not that far away, and in the past when Shoreway rates
have been raised the self-haul revenue dropped.
Member Bonilla commented that he was concerned about greenhouse gas emissions when customers are
taking longer trips. He added that he would like to make sure raising self-haul tip fees is done reasonably so that
the environment is also taken into account.
Chair Grassilli commented that the reason the $10 tip fee was proposed is because commodity revenue was
going down, and this would make up the difference.
Staff Fakira clarified that yes commodity revenues were going down, but there weren’t any tip fee increases for
two years so there was a structural gap in the cost to revenue structure, so staff recommends closing that gap,
and replenishing the reserves.
Chair Grassilli asked for clarification that a $10 tip fee loss would only be $130,000.
Staff Fakira answered yes, but it goes into the same line item.
Member Dehn commented that she liked the idea of giving some concession to the jurisdictions, but doesn’t
want to burden them in such a way that causes upset but there should be some balance.
Member Brownrigg clarified that a $10 tip fee increase doesn’t lead to only a $130,000 difference. That is the
difference in the $1 franchised fee decrease Member Widmer is suggesting, between a $10 or $9 increase.
Staff Fakira stated yes at $10 increase is about $1.7M in revenue.
Member Brownrigg commented that he heard disparity in assessment in whether the third party tons are a profit
or loss. He noted that Member Widmer was saying that if the self-haul tons went away it wouldn’t make a
difference, but Staff Fakira was saying those tons contribute to overhead costs. He noted that it was very difficult
for him as a board member to come to an opinion because of that.
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Member Widmer noted that the finance committee reviewed the tip fees at varying levels, and discussed building
the reserves for future capital improvements. He also noted that in SBRs latest report commodities have
recovered, so that shouldn’t be as big of a concern.
Member Brownrigg commented that he was asking a distinct question about whether 3rd parties, non-franchised
party’s tons were a profit or a loss center.
Member Widmer noted that some of the 3rd party tons are Recology, and they now pay $14 per ton for the use of
the facility, but further investment was made in developing the MRF canopy. So for him that was a loss because
$14 wouldn’t cover wear and tear on the facility and the building of the canopy. So he discussed it with the
Interim Executive Director, and both thought if the 3rd party tons went away the SBWMA finances would be better
off.
Staff Fakira noted that staff did an analysis of the self-haul tons and it is a breakeven but a larger base of
customers reduces overhead that gets applied to the Agencies. He also added, that it is the same thing with
commodities, they help reduce the rates we charge to the Member Agencies, because it reduces the revenue
requirement.
Member Brownrigg asked to Member Bonilla’s point if tip fees are raised at what point do customers go
somewhere else.
Staff Fakira answered that based on past experience the current projection is that there will be a 15 to 20%
customer loss.
Chair Grassilli asked if the Board approved $10 for the public and $9 for the Member Agencies how much would
that cost.
Staff Fakira noted that at $10 the projection is to break even.
Member Widmer commented that commodity revenue has not been adjusted since the first look at the budget,
and they have recovered.
Staff Fakira commented that they haven’t bounced back as much as you anticipate.
Chair Grassilli asked what percentage is the outside and what percentage is the inside.
Staff Fakira answered that 18% is self-haul.
Member Widmer recommended that the Board ask the Finance Director to adjust the budget such that the
Franchisees are paying at least one dollar less than non-franchisees, and if necessary to balance the budget
raise the non-franchisee fee even higher, and have a policy that the Franchisees are always cheaper.
Member Brownrigg commented that the simple math is if non-franchised is 20% of the business if franchised is
dropped by one dollar non-franchised has to be raised by four dollars, and that if we raise fees an additional four
dollars a lot of customers will be lost. He commented that the reason to raise tip fees is to invest in the plant and
to him the $10 increase makes sense. He suggested a $9 increase to Franchisees and an $11 increase to Non
Franchisees to build up the reserves for investment. He asked how management felt about that concept.
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Staff Fakira commented that staff was hoping the budget would get approved so that half of the tip fee
adjustment could be applied on July 1st to the self-haul customers.
Member Widmer suggested approving the budget with the change of $11 and $9 tip fees.
Member Aguirre commented that she thought more information and graphs and more Board Members were
needed, and asked that the discussion be brought back.
Chair Grassilli noted the options, the Board could approve the budget with the tip fee changes suggested, or the
Board could not approve the budget and have a continuing resolution.
Counsel Savaree added that the Board could also approve the budget with an order that the tip fee discussion
come back, and if necessary do a budget amendment.
Member Aguirre made a motion to approve the budget as is, with an order to bring the tip fee discussion back,
and amend the budget if necessary.
Member Dehn seconded the motion.
Member Brownrigg commented that he was ok with that.
Member Widmer asked to include that 50% of the $10 increase gets applied to the public as planned on July 1.
Member Aguirre agreed.
Roll call vote: 7-0-0-5
Agency
Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

Yes
X

No

Abstain

Absent

X
X
X
X
X

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo

Yes

West Bay Sanitary Dist.

X

No

Abstain

Absent

X
X
X
X
X

Chair Grassilli asked Staff Fakira to return next month with more information on the impact of changing the tip
fee.
B. Update on Joint Effort to Pursue Franchise Agreement Extension Negotiations with Recology San
Mateo County (Staff update)
Member Brownrigg commented that he would like to understand the City of San Mateo’s position, and if it makes
sense to increase the expenses incurred. He noted that San Mateo has asked that in addition to staff, a
professional negotiator be brought in who is supported by a consultant, and he wanted to understand San
Mateo’s rationale for the request.
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Member Bonilla commented that this is a structure request coming from San Mateo City Manager Larry
Patterson based on prior negotiations, and based on certain dynamics he has observed, and what he felt would
be the best procedure. He added that by having an outside negotiator it’s neutral and makes things fair.
Member Widmer commented that there was already money in the budget for consulting, so he thought the only
additional cost would be the professional negotiator.
Member Brownrigg asked how San Mateo’s request is different than what was planned.
Staff Feldman commented that he didn’t foresee a need to change the budget, there is about $100,000 in the
budget that would cover a professional negotiator and consultant, and that could be used for potential legal
support. He added that he didn’t foresee a need for significant legal support.
Member Dehn commented that the letter seemed like it was a preference on the part of the City of San Mateo,
and as negotiations get closer it would be up to the Board to determine what would be applied.
Member Widmer asked for clarification that San Mateo’s City Manager would be on the negotiations committee.
Chair Grassilli answered yes he is on the committee.
Member Widmer commented that with his involvement he will be able to change his mind based on how things
are going.
Member Dehn added that West Bay voted last night to be a part of negotiations.
8. Collection and Recycling Program Support and Compliance
A. Status Report on Implementation of Commercial Recycling Hauler Reporting System Ordinance
(Staff update)
Staff Feldman noted that the quarterly report is a little late due to agenda scheduling conflicts, but that there
aren’t any significant changes in tonnage that is being reported. He also noted that there is a lot of give and take
with the businesses to get the reports in and the tonnage has stayed relatively the same about 20,000 tons per
quarter. He also noted that about half of the businesses registered have not reported, and there are still many
businesses that need to register. He added that it is still a grind to get the businesses to report, and to get noncompliant businesses to register. He also added that he had a list of about 60 businesses, and that staff would
be reaching out to Member Agencies to seek assistance in getting these business to comply with registration and
reporting. He noted that he has been hesitant to take the approach of a letter from the Member Agency on City
letterhead, but after several phone calls and emails it’s been pressed to the point to take the next step.
Chair Grassilli asked if it would be the City Managers who would send these letters.
Staff Feldman answered that staff would work through the TAC.
Member Widmer asked if it would be a joint letter, as discussed.
Staff Feldman answered that it’s structured to go on the City’s letterhead, staff is preparing the template and the
mail merge to make it simple, but it would reference RethinkWaste so it is a joint effort.
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9. Shoreway Operations and Contract Management
No Items
10. Informational Items Only (no action required)
A. 2016 Finance and Rate Setting Calendar
B. May 2016 Check Register Detail
C. Potential Future Board Agenda Items
11. Board Member Comments
Chair Grassilli encouraged Board Members who see their colleagues who couldn’t come to let them know next
month’s Board Meeting is very important, and hopefully all 12 Member Agencies will be present.
Member Aguirre suggested bolding and moving to the top the note to Board Members to RSVP to make a
stronger request to ensure a quorum.
12. Adjourn: 3:01PM
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STAFF REPORT
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

SBWMA Board Members
Cliff Feldman, Recycling Programs Manager
July 28, 2016 Board of Directors Meeting
Consideration of Approval to Reimburse Recology for Expenses Related to the Dual-Compartment
Vehicle Collection Services Pilot Project

Recommendation
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No 2016-26 attached hereto authorizing the
Executive Director to approve payment of $55,422.00 to Recology for expenses related to the Dual-Compartment Vehicle
Collection Services Pilot Project.
Analysis
During the fall of 2015, Recology conducted a Dual-Compartment Vehicle Collection Services Pilot Project to test the efficiency
of using residential sector collection trucks that use a dual-compartment in place of the current single-compartment collection
trucks (the pilot was conducted over eight weeks: September 28-October 23, 2015 in the City of San Mateo; and October 26November 20, 2015 in Menlo Park). The pilot entailed replacing the two trucks used to collect Garbage and Recycle materials
with one truck equipped with a dual-compartment body to collect these two materials in a single pass. Recology’s proposal
which describes the design of the pilot project was previously provided to the Board as Attachment B to the RethinkWaste
Long Range Plan approved by the Board on June 25, 2015 (see Attachment A). The cost of the pilot is primarily associated
with Recology’s expense to rent the four trucks used for the pilot. (The SBWMA incurred the public education expenses and
Recology’s cost are solely related to the cost to rent the trucks and profit outlined in the proposal.)
On April 28, 2016, Recology provided a memorandum on the Pilot Project results (see Attachment B, Results of Single
Family Dwelling (SFD) Split Body Pilot Project) and on June 28, 2016 Recology submitted an invoice to the SBWMA for
$55,422 for the Pilot Project work that was conducted during the fall of 2015.
The project was designed to test an alternative collection system with the intent to demonstrate operational savings by
reducing the number of trucks required to provide collection services. However, based on the results of the pilot, Recology
concluded that using dual-compartment collection trucks for residential collection would be more expensive to operate (it
would require four additional truck routes (52 versus the current 48). Therefore, Recology is not recommending the use of
dual-compartment vehicles.
Background
On June 25, 2015 the Board approved the Long Range Plan which included the Recology Dual-Compartment Vehicle
Collection Services Pilot Project (the Long Range Plan included an expenditure of $55,422.00 to Recology to conduct the
Dual-Compartment Vehicle Collection Services Pilot Project (Agenda item 7A; Resolution Number 2015-17)). The expense
for this pilot project was included in the approved Recology Application for an Adjustment to Contractor’s Compensation for
2016 at the September 24, 2015 Board meeting (Agenda item 6A; Resolution Number 2015-25), however, to address
concerns raised by Board Member Widmer, the expense for the project was moved to the SBWMA Program Budget (January
28, 2016 agenda item 4C, Resolution Number 2016-08) and Recology has included a credit to the Member Agencies for this
amount in the company’s Revenue Reconciliation Report submitted on March 31, 2017.
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Fiscal Impact
The $55,422.00 expense to pay Recology for the Dual-Compartment Vehicle Collection Services Pilot Project will be paid for
with funds included in the SBWMA FY15/16 budget for this project.
Attachments:
Resolution No. 2016-26
Attachment A – RethinkWaste Long Range Plan Attachment B – Dual-Compartment Vehicle Collection Services Pilot
Project
Attachment B – Recology Results of Single Family Dwelling (SFD) Split Body Vehicle Pilot Program

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-26
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO APPROVE A PAYMENT OF $55,422.00 TO
RECOLOGY SAN MATEO COUNTY FOR CONDUCTING THE DUAL-COMPARTMENT VEHICLE
COLLECTION SERVICES PILOT PROJECT
WHEREAS, the Authority is a joint powers agency organized under the Joint Exercise of Powers Act by cities and
other local government agencies in San Mateo County (the “Member Agencies”), each of which oversees the collection of
solid waste, organic materials and recyclable materials within its jurisdiction; and,
WHEREAS, the SBWMA’s adopted mission is to cost effectively design, implement and manage innovative waste
reduction and recycling programs and facility infrastructure that fulfills our fiduciary responsibilities to our Member Agencies
while achieving community environmental and economic goals; and,
WHEREAS, on June 25, 2015, the South Bayside Waste Management Authority Board of Directors approved
Resolution No. 2015-17 approving the final 2015 Long Range Plan, which included the Recology Dual-Compartment
Vehicle Collection Services Pilot Project; and,
WHEREAS, on September 24, 2015 the South Bayside Waste Management Authority Board of Directors approved
Resolution No. 2015-25 approving the Recology 2016 Application for an Adjustment to Contractor’s Compensation which
included an expense of $55,422.00 for the Recology Dual-Compartment Vehicle Collection Services Pilot Project; and,
WHEREAS, on January 28, 2016, the South Bayside Waste Management Authority Board of Directors approved
Resolution No. 2016-08 approving the FY15/16 mid-year budget which included $55,422.00 to fund the Recology DualCompartment Vehicle Collection Services Pilot Project; and,
WHEREAS, on March 31, 2017, Recology has agreed to include in its annual Revenue Reconciliation Report
provided to the SBWMA Member Agencies a credit of $55,422.00 for expenses related to the Recology Dual-Compartment
Vehicle Collection Services Pilot Project which had previously been included in the company’s compensation for 2016.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the South Bayside Waste Management Authority hereby authorizes
the Executive Director to approve payment of $55,422.00 to Recology for expenses related to the Recology DualCompartment Vehicle Collection Services Pilot Project.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority, County of San
Mateo, State of California on the this 28th day of July, 2016, by the following vote:

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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I

Agency
Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

West Bay Sanitary Dist.

HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2016-26 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the South
Bayside Waste Management Authority on July 28, 2016.
ATTEST:

__________________________
Bob Grassilli, Chairperson of SBWMA

_________________________
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary
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ATTACHMENT B
2015 DRAFT LONG RANGE PLAN

197

ATTACHMENT B
RECOLOGY SPLIT-BODY PILOT PROPOSAL

________________________________________________________
_____________________________________
________________________________________________________
SBWMA BOD PACKET 07/28/2016
AGENDA ITEM: 5B ATTACHMENT A - p1

SBWMA DRAFT LONG RANGE PLAN
ATTACHMENT B - p1

Recology San Mateo County
Split‐Body Vehicle Pilot Program Proposal
February 23, 2015
SUMMARY
In June 2014, the SBWMA introduced to Recology San Mateo County (RSMC) the Long Range Plan (LRP).
The concept behind the LRP was to look into new and innovative ideas that could improve diversion
and/or stabilize the cost of services in the SBWMA service area. The concept of using Split‐Body vehicles
to service residential customers for the collection of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) and Recycling was
introduced. In December of 2014, RSMC completed a preliminary case study that we believe warrants a
full scale pilot program to more extensively measure the potential benefits and drawbacks of using Split‐
Body collection vehicles. To that end, an eight week pilot program to test these vehicles is being
presented. Two‐four week tests would be conducted over the eight week pilot program. In each four
week test period, four Single‐Body Single‐Family Dwelling (SFD) routes (two recycle and two MSW) would
be converted to three Split‐Body routes, each route collecting both Recycling and MSW.
Currently, Recology is using Split‐Body vehicles to service residential customers in San Francisco, San
Bruno, Vacaville, Vallejo and Gilroy. The potential benefit of using Split‐Body vehicles is that routes
become more efficient as total time to service each customer is reduced. The use of Split‐Body vehicles
collecting two commodities would reduce the number of vehicles driving down each street on service
days from three vehicles to two vehicles, lessen road impacts, and potentially reduce Greenhouse Gas
Emissions (GGE) and operational costs. Conversely, there are some potential drawbacks that require a
more in depth study. Possible drawbacks include non‐optimal payload capacities requiring additional trips
to the Shoreway Facility, increased dump times as vehicles will be required to weigh in and weigh out
twice per load, and the fact that Split‐Body vehicles may not be suitable for every jurisdiction, which may
result in a net zero effect to the current number of routes. Additionally, the conversion to Split‐Body
vehicles will change the cost allocations to the Member Agencies as MSW collection times and Recycle
collection times will be identical where Split‐Body collection vehicles are used. The cost to perform the
pilot program is estimated to be $71,813. A detail of the costs to complete this pilot program is included
in Attachment A.
New Split‐Body vehicles, both semi‐automated and fully‐automated are not currently available to be
leased from the manufacturer. Therefore the lease costs noted in Attachment A are lease costs associated
with used semi‐automated Split‐Body vehicles currently in use at other Recology collection companies.
ROUTE CONVERSION
From September 14, 2015 through November 6, 2015, RSMC is proposing to use four 60/40 Split‐Body
vehicles (three route vehicles and one spare) to collect both Recycling (60%) and MSW (40%). The three
Split‐Body collection vehicles would replace four total routes; two Single‐Body Recycle and two Single‐
Body MSW vehicles currently being used in the SBWMA service area. The pilot would cover eight weeks
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_____________________________________
________________________________________________________
SBWMA BOD PACKET 07/28/2016
AGENDA ITEM: 5B ATTACHMENT A - p2

SBWMA DRAFT LONG RANGE PLAN
ATTACHMENT B - p2

over two four week periods. The first four week period, four routes (MSW routes 811 and 813 along with
similarly routed recycle routes) servicing the City of Menlo Park would be replaced by three Split‐Body
collection vehicles. Approximately 8,330 residents per week, averaging 555 residents or 1110 lifts per
route per day would be serviced by the Split‐Body collection vehicle configuration.
The second four week period, four routes (MSW routes 801 and 802 along with similarly routed recycle
routes) servicing the City of Burlingame and the County of San Mateo would be replaced by three Split‐
Body collection vehicles. Approximately 7,950 residents per week, averaging 530 residents or 1060 lifts
per route per day would be serviced by the Split‐Body collection vehicle configuration.
RECORD KEEPING
As these new vehicles will not be equipped with Routeware, our on board GPS tracking system, and
because Routeware is not configured to record multiple collections at the same address, three temporary
employees will be hired during the eight week period to ride along in the Split‐Body collection vehicles to
document specified data. The data collected would include the number of customers per route, number
of set outs by commodity (Recycle and/or MSW), on‐route time, dump time and tons delivered per
commodity and by load.
CUSTOMER NOTIFICATION
Customers affected by the route changes described above would need to be notified of the temporary
service vehicle change and potential change in collection times. Therefore, in collaboration with the
SBWMA, Recology is proposing to notify each customer via the following outreach mediums:
o Utility bill insert notifying residents of the upcoming pilot. Cost estimates included in
Attachment A are for a tri‐fold self‐mailer including postage costs, should the mailings to
customers not fall within their billing cycle schedule.
o Design and production of cart hangers/tags, which would be placed on residential MSW
carts of pilot program homes at least one week prior to the start of the pilot program.
o Robocalls to affected residents one week prior to the pilot program launch and again, one
day/evening prior to their service day during the first week of the pilot program.
o Placards on two sides of each pilot program collection vehicle, describing that the vehicle
is picking up recycling and MSW in a co‐collection vehicle and that the collected materials
are not being mixed in the body of the truck.
As a result of the change in the usual collection time of the effected customers, Recology would also
request relief from the Single‐Family Missed Pick‐up Collection Event disincentive included in Attachment
I of the Franchise Agreement in the jurisdictions in which the pilot program is being performed. Recology
is also requesting relief from all Member Agencies for Liquidated Damages associated with the Average
Speed of Answer and 90 Second Hold Time, should call volumes increase significantly due to the Pilot
Program.
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RESULTS
Approximately four weeks after the completion of the eight week pilot program, the results of the
program will be delivered to the SBWMA. The results will include Recology’s analysis and
recommendation on whether to roll‐out Split‐Body vehicles to the entire SBWMA service area or to
continue servicing SFD customers in Single‐Body vehicles. The recommendation will also include the
anticipated route changes if this program were to be rolled out to all SFD customers. As a reference, a
summary of the data collected by the temporary employees during the eight weeks of collection would
also be provided.
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ATTACHMENT A
Recology San Mateo County
Split Body Vehicle Proposal
Cost
21,600

1.) Rental of 4 Split Body Vehicles (60‐40 split) over 8 weeks @ $2,700/month/truck
‐ 3 route vehicles an 1 spare
‐ Weeks 1‐4 service routes
8,330 Homes serviced per week
Each Split Body route will service 555 homes/day (1,110 lifts/day)
‐ Weeks 5‐8 service routes
7,950 Homes serviced per week
Each Split Body route will service 530 homes/day (1,060 lifts/day)
2.) Hire 3 Temporary staff to record data over the 8 week period $25/hr
‐ Data tracked will be # of Homes, Stops by commodity, on route time,
dump time, Tons /load by commodity

27,000

3.) Outreach needed to inform customers of pilot program and possible service time change
‐ Letter designed to inform customers
‐ Letters printed/mailed to 16,280 residential customers (8000 weeks 1‐4 and 8000 weeks 5‐8)
‐ Robocalls to remind customers of possible service time changes (2 per customer)
‐ Cart Hangers delivered to each resident (1 each put on MSW cart)
‐ Placards on side of vehicle (two sides, four vehicles) describing co‐collection vehicle use

400
5,057
1,920
5,954
3,060

4.) Results identifying possible tracked data (from #2 above) as well as anticipated change
in routing to convert entire SBWMA service area
Project Costs
Profit @ 90.5%
Total Cost of Project

64,991
6,822
71,813
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Recology San Mateo County
Memorandum
To:

South Bayside Waste Management Authority (SBWMA) Board of
Directors

From:

Michael Kelly, Senior Administrative Manager

Date:

April 28, 2016

Subject:

Results of Single Family Dwelling (SFD) Split Body Pilot Program

Recology San Mateo County (RSMC) completed a pilot program to measure the
effectiveness of split-body co-collection vehicles to explore any potential benefits
through the collection of two material streams in a split-body collection vehicle. The goal
of the pilot was to determine if route efficiency and other benefits could be achieved in
the residential sector. This pilot was anticipated to support multiple South Bayside Waste
Management Authority (SBWMA) Long Range Plan (LRP) Guiding Principles:
1) Program initiatives are convenient, accessible and appropriate
2) Produce cost effective and efficient programs
Background
In June 2015, the SBWMA approved the LRP. The concept behind the LRP was to look
into new and innovative ideas that could improve diversion and/or reduce the cost of
services in the SBWMA service area. The concept of using split-body vehicles to cocollect recycling and municipal solid waste (MSW) from single-family dwellings (SFD)
was introduced as a potential means to reduce the cost of service. Currently, two singlebody collection vehicles service approximately 800 homes per route per day for recycling
and two single-body collection vehicles service approximately 800 homes per route per
day for MSW. Thus, a total of four routes are required to service 1600 homes per day.
In order to verify if split-body collection vehicles would be feasible in the jurisdictions
serviced by RSMC, four routes servicing 1600 homes were converted to three split-body
routes, servicing approximately 530 homes each for both recycling and MSW.
Overview
Recology conducted an eight week pilot program divided into two, four week programs,
between September 28, 2015 and November 20, 2015. The first pilot program was
conducted in the City of San Mateo from September 28 – October 23, 2015. The second
pilot program was conducted in the City of Menlo Park from October 26 – November 20,
2015.
1
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Two weeks prior to the start of each pilot program, education and outreach material was
delivered to the residential customers identified in the pilot program area. Each customer
received an informational letter in the mail, describing the pilot program. Additionally,
cart hangers with details of the program were distributed the week prior to the start of
each pilot program. Robocalls were also used to notify the customers of the pilot
program. Lastly, truck signs identifying the vehicle as a co-collection vehicle, were
affixed to the route vehicles that were providing service during the pilot programs.
RESULTS
Recology designed the routes utilizing a 60/40 split-body configuration (60% Recycling,
40% MSW) to service an average of 533 homes per route per day in the City of San
Mateo and 528 homes per route per day in the City of Menlo Park.
During the four week pilot program, the average number of homes serviced during a
regular route day was 346 in San Mateo and 336 in Menlo Park. Below is a chart
reflecting the four week average for each pilot program area:

SAN MATEO ROUTES
Split-body Route One
Split-body Route Two
Split-body Route Three

Average #
of
Customers
per Day
317
330
390

Average # of
Recycle Set
Outs per
Day
307
295
348

Average #
of MSW Set
Outs per
Day
317
330
390

Average
On-Route Time
(hours:minutes)
7:12
6:22
6:03

Average
Dump Time
(minutes:seconds)
38:45
41:03
32:33

Average
Recycle
Tons
Delivered
2.88
2.94
3.05

Average
MSW Tons
Delivered
4.79
4.77
4.88

MENLO PARK ROUTES
Split-body Route One
Split-body Route Two
Split-body Route Three

Average
Customers
per Day
357
291
361

Average # of
Recycle Set
Outs per
Day
342
281
354

Average #
of MSW Set
Outs per
Day
357
291
361

Average
On-Route Time
(hours:minutes)
7:40
7:37
7:08

Average
Dump Time
(minutes:seconds)
33:51
33:00
36:48

Average
Recycle
Tons
Delivered
3.86
3.53
3.81

Average
MSW Tons
Delivered
4.19
3.79
3.68

The reduction in the number of homes serviced by each split-body route, compared to the
original projection of approximately 530 homes per route, is due to various obstacles that
were encountered, which include the following:
1.) Limited capacity in split-body collection vehicles resulting in multiple trips to
the Shoreway Facility.
2.) Recycling packed out before MSW.
3.) Large cardboard boxes did not fit in the truck hopper, requiring drivers to
manually force cardboard boxes into the hopper. This action caused an injury
to one driver.
2
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4.) Lifts of 64 and 96 gallon carts often required multiple packing cycles to
accommodate larger volumes of material, thus increasing service times at the
residence.
5.) Dumping times were increased due to the need to weigh in multiple times to
capture tonnages for each commodity, and at times, material getting stuck in a
split-body compartment of the collection vehicle, requiring the manual
removal of commodities.
6.) Routes could not be completed within a normal workday.
To address some of the obstacles faced, beginning in week two of the pilot program in
San Mateo, RSMC secured a 50/50 split body vehicle from another Recology subsidiary.
This vehicle was partially able to alleviate the early pack out issue, however, we still
encountered the issues with large cardboard boxes and limited space in the hopper.
Data collected during weeks three and four of each pilot program is considered the most
representative of expected efficiency, as drivers became even more familiar with the
split-body collection vehicles and addressing the obstacles. Below is a chart reflecting
the averages for weeks three and four:

SAN MATEO ROUTES
Split-body Route One
Split-body Route Two
Split-body Route Three

Average #
of
Customers
per Day
327
340
427

Average # of
Recycle Set
Outs per
Day
321
313
406

Average #
of MSW Set
Outs per
Day
327
340
427

Average
On-Route Time
(hours:minutes)
7:23
6:12
5:55

Average
Dump Time
(minutes:seconds)
37:30
37:36
25:06

Average
Recycle
Tons
Delivered
2.91
3.08
3.37

Average
MSW Tons
Delivered
5.10
5.03
5.08

MENLO PARK ROUTES
Split-body Route One
Split-body Route Two
Split-body Route Three

Average
Customers
per Day
389
339
395

Average # of
Recycle Set
Outs per
Day
371
328
386

Average #
of MSW Set
Outs per
Day
389
339
395

Average
On-Route Time
(hours:minutes)
8:06
8:27
7:27

Average
Dump Time
(minutes:seconds)
39:30
32:48
38:06

Average
Recycle
Tons
Delivered
3.97
4.55
3.99

Average
MSW Tons
Delivered
4.64
4.26
3.94

CONCLUSION
RSMC currently services residential customers using single-body collection vehicles.
Single-body collection vehicles allow for larger routes (more homes serviced per route)
and less trips to the Shoreway Environmental Center to dump. The average number of
customers per route for the recycle and MSW single-body routes is approximately 800
homes. On average, each recycle route collects 6 tons of material per day making one
trip to the Shoreway Facility. The MSW routes collect an average of 8.3 tons of material
per day, also making one trip to the Shoreway Facility.
3
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In San Mateo, the average number of homes serviced during the split-body pilot program
was 346 homes per day averaging 4.8 tons of MSW and 2.9 tons of recycling.
Additionally, these routes routinely needed to make a second trip to the Shoreway
Facility due to the limited capacity of the vehicle body.
In Menlo Park, the average number of homes serviced during the split-body pilot
program was 336 homes per day averaging 3.9 tons of MSW and 3.7 tons of recycling.
As described in San Mateo, these routes also needed to make a second trip to the
Shoreway Facility due to the limited capacity of the vehicle body.
The information gathered during weeks three and four of each pilot program was put
through the Recology Route Smart software system. This is the system currently used to
route the RSMC collection vehicles. The results of this process identified that a splitbody collection system in the residential sector of the SBWMA service area would
require four additional routes, increasing from the current 48 single-body routes (24
recycle and 24 MSW routes) to 52 split-body (co-collection of recycle and MSW) routes.
Split-body collection vehicles do not accommodate the hard-to-service (HTS) and very
hard-to-service (VHTS) areas, which require specialized “pup trucks” to maneuver in
neighborhoods with cul-de-sacs, narrow roads, hilly terrain, etc. In addition, split-body
collection vehicles do not provide the same flexibility as the current single-body
collection vehicles. Single-body collection vehicles have the capability of collecting any
type of commodity, with greater overall capacity.
Based on the results of the pilot program, RSMC does not recommend the use of splitbody collection vehicles to service the Member Agencies of the SBWMA.

4
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STAFF REPORT
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

SBWMA Board Members
Farouk Fakira, Finance Manager
July 28, 2016 Board of Director’s Meeting
Resolution Approving Property Insurance Policy Renewal

Recommendation
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2016-27 attached hereto
authorizing the following action:
Approve the Property Insurance policy renewal with Hanover Insurance at $179,596 annual premium.
Analysis
The property insurance policy was put out for competitive bid by our insurance broker, Cohn-Reid-O’Neil (in
Burlingame) and the proposed policy renewal with Hanover is recommended to be approved. The bid request was
sent to nine insurance carriers but only Hanover responded with the rest declining. The Hanover property
insurance premium amount has not changed from prior year year’s premium amount.
Below is a summary table of all the SBWMA’s insurance policies and premiums compared to last year’s premiums
with the Property Policy highlighted (note that the SBWMA’s insurance policies renew at different dates and only
the Property Insurance policy with Hanover is currently up for renewal).
SBWMA General Business Insurance Policy Summary
Actual Premiums

15 - 16
Renewal

16 - 17
Renewal

16 - 17
% Change

179,596

179,596

-0.4%

final

General Liability (incl EIL)
( 3/1 - 2/28)

14,930

14,930

10.5%

final

Excess Liability
( 3/1 - 2/28)

17,533

17,533

0.0%

final

Property (7/1 - 6/30)

SUBTOTAL (#520710)

$

Directors & Officers
(10/1 - 9/30)
Crime
( 10/1 - 9/30)
SUBTOTAL (#520701)
TOTAL ALL POLICIES

$

212,059 $

212,059

4.1% General Insurance Budget

41,710

52,134

25.0%

prelim.

1,188

1,188

-1.0%

prelim.

42,898

53,322

254,957 $

265,381

12.8% Admin Expense Budget
5.3% Total

Background
The Property Insurance policy is based on the value of the Shoreway property and equipment at $57.3 million. In
the past, the Board decided not to purchase Earthquake insurance because the Agency maintains an Emergency
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Reserve to cover potential limited damage. The cost for Earthquake Insurance coverage with Hannover is
approximately $425,000, has a 10% deductible, and a maximum limit of $15M (approximately 5% of Hanover’s
policy holders have Earthquake Insurance).
Fiscal Impact
The total cost of the property insurance renewal for FY16/17 is $179,596 and is included in the FY16/17 Budget.
The budget amount includes the premiums for General Liability and Excess Liability policies.
Attachments:
Resolution 2016-27
Exhibit A – 2016 Property Insurance Quote
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-27
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
APPROVING PROPERTY INSURANCE POLICY RENEWAL
WHEREAS, the South Bayside Waste Management Authority Board of Directors has considered the
renewal of business insurance policies as detailed in Exhibit A.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the South Bayside Waste Management Authority hereby
approves the renewal of the property insurance policy with Hanover Insurance in the amount of $179,596.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority,
County of San Mateo, State of California on the 28th day of July, 2016, by the following vote:
Agency

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

Agency

Yes

Atherton
Belmont

Menlo Park

Burlingame

San Carlos

East Palo Alto

San Mateo

Foster City

County of San Mateo

Hillsborough

West Bay Sanitary Dist.

No

Abstain

Absent

Redwood City

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2016-27 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the South
Bayside Waste Management Authority on July 28, 2016.

ATTEST:

Bob Grassilli, Chairperson of SBWMA

_________________________________
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary
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STAFF REPORT
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

SBWMA Board Members
Hilary Gans, Interim Executive Director & Facility Operations Contract Manager
July 28, 2016 Board of Directors Meeting
Resolution Approving Payment to SBR for Transfer Station Pump Replacement

Recommendation
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2016-28 attached hereto
authorizing the following action:
Authorize the Interim Executive Director to reimburse SBR for the purchase and replacement of a
pump for the transfer station in the amount of $39,278.88.
Analysis
The abrasive nature of solid waste that falls into the transfer station tunnel during tractor trailer loading caused the
failure of the main sump pump that clears waste contaminated water from the transfer station tunnel. After the
pump failed in April, standing water accumulated in the tunnel and created an odor and health concern and there
was an urgent need to replacement the pump and remove the water. Under direction from SBWMA staff, SBR
immediately replaced the pump and cleared the water from the tunnel without violation or complaint.
SBR hired Simonds Machinery to remove the existing sump pump and install a new above-ground pump
manufactured by Weir with new controls and float system for a total cost of $39,278.88. SBR has submitted a
request to the SBWMA for reimbursement of the cost of the pump and controls. Since the sump pump failure
created an urgent need for replacement, in order to avoid potential health concerns and violations, the pump was
replaced without following the standard public bid process.
Background
Since purchasing the Shoreway facility in 2000 the SBWMA has the responsibility for maintaining the buildings,
site and infrastructure for proper functioning of the transfer station and MRF.
Fiscal Impact
$40,000 in capital was budgeted in the FY16/17 Budget for unanticipated large capital repair projects such as this
transfer station tunnel sump pump replacement project. There are sufficient funds in this budget line to pay for the
repair of the transfer station pump
Attachments:
Resolution 2016-28
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RESOLUTION NO. 2016-28
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
APPROVING A PAYMENT TO SBR FOR TRANSFER STATION PUMP REPLACEMENT
WHEREAS, the SBWMA is responsible for maintaining the Shoreway facilities in good working order and in
compliance with regulations,
WHEREAS, the transfer station tunnel sump pump failed and waste water created an urgent need of replacement,
WHEREAS, SBR acting on direction from the SBWMA, replaced the pump and is requesting reimbursement for
the replacement cost,
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the South Bayside Waste Management Authority hereby approves a
payment to SBR for transfer station sump pump replacement in the amount of $39,278.88.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority, County of San
Mateo, State of California on the 28thday of July, 2016, by the following vote:
Agency
Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

West Bay Sanitary Dist

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2016-28 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the
South Bayside Waste Management Authority on July 28, 2016.
ATTEST:

Bob Grassilli, Chairperson of SBWMA

_________________________________
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary
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