SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FROM: Executive Office SUBMITTAL DATE:
January 22, 2013

SUBJECT: Solid Waste System Study and Efficiency Analysis

RECOMMENDED MOTION:
That the Board of Supervisors:

1. Receive and file the following reports:
e Solid Waste System Study by HF&H Consultants dated February 12, 2012;
e Landfill Operational Efficiency Analysis by Blue Ridge Services dated March 26, 2012; and

2. Schedule a Workshop for February 26, 2013 to discuss the studies and identify opportunities to
maximize revenue to the General Fund; and invite the private waste haulers to attend; and

3. Authorize the General Manager-Chief Engineer of the Waste Management Department to submit
a proposal to the Los Angeles County Sanitation District for the importation of waste to County-

owned landfills.
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F11 — Solid Waste System Study and Efficiency Analysis
January 22, 2013
Page 2

BACKGROUND: In November 2010, the Board directed the Executive Office to analyze the
landfill system and identify asset maximization options, including the potential sale or lease of
landfills. Through a competitive RFP process, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors
approved a contract with Hilton, Farnkopf and Hobson Consultants (HF&H) to complete a Solid
Waste System Report, which includes a valuation of the County’s landfills and assist in
identifying options available to the County. The executive summary from this report is included
as Attachment A.

In July 2011, the Board directed the Executive Office to hire a consultant to provide an
independent third-party audit and evaluation of the County’s landfill operational efficiencies.
Through a competitive RFP process, consultant services were obtained in September 2011
from Blue Ridge Services, Inc. to perform a Comprehensive Operational Review at the Lamb
Canyon, Badlands and Blythe landfills. The executive summary from the report is included as
Attachment B.

In addition, staff from the Executive Office and the Waste Management Department interviewed
San Diego County Waste Management Department staff in order to better understand the
results of privatizing the San Diego County landfill system in 1997. A summary of the “lessons
learned” is included as Attachment C.

Staff has presented the findings of the reports as informational items to the CVAG Technical
Working Group, WRCOG Solid Waste Technical Committee and the Riverside County Solid
Waste Advisory Council which has submitted a letter to the Board regarding this matter
(Attachment D).

Staff is recommending a Board Workshop be held on February 26, 2013, in order to allow
adequate time to fully discuss the results of the studies and present options for Board
consideration. Some of the available options are summarized below.

Summary of Available Board Options:

1) Sale of Solid Waste Disposal System
The Solid Waste System assets include six active and 32 closed landfills. The county also
owns six transfer stations, which are leased to private operators. The most valuable assets
are represented by two landfills, Badlands and Lamb Canyon.

2) Operations Contract or Lease
The County could consider a landfill operations contract or lease with a private operator.
This option could have revenue enhancements such as out of county waste.

3) Enterprise Fund Loan
The County may be able to meet its short-term funding objectives by continued county
ownership of the landfills and additional loaning of Enterprise Funds to the General Fund.
The Enterprise Funds are set aside for ongoing operation, landfill closure, post closure
maintenance, and corrective action.

4) Importation of Out of County Waste
Los Angeles County plans to close the Puente Hills landfill in October 2013. The Los
Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD) has issued an RFP for waste services,
requesting formal proposals from landfill owners/operators to secure capacity for the waste
currently processed by LACSD transfer stations. The Executive Office recommends that the
Board authorize staff to pursue import opportunities at County landfills, and authorize staff to

Form 11 (Rev 06/2003)



submit a bid by the February 12th deadline, subject to the maximum of 225,000 tons/year
allowed to the County-owned landfills under the El Sobrante Agreement.

5) Securitization
For waste importation scenarios, it is possible to advance Enterprise Funds to the General
Fund without repayment, provided that the revenues generated through importation are
used to securitize the loan.

6) Reimburse County General Fund/Rental Payment for use of County Property
The Board could consider charging the Enterprise Fund for payment of rent for the use of
landfills properties.

7) Renegotiation of the El Sobrante Second Agreement

Valuation Assumptions and Methodology

The results of the valuation indicate that the entire existing system, including all of the active
and inactive landfills, and the other activities performed by the Department, if valued based on
its projected cash flows with an assumed 1.9% annual tonnage growth factor (Scenario 1) is
between negative $10 million and $11 million. The range is based on an assumed discount rate
between 8% and 12%. Under Scenario 2 tonnage assumptions (with disposal quantities
assumed to increase to FY 05/06 levels in the next five years, and increased by 1.9% annually
thereafter) the value would range from $49 million to $127 million, using the same discount rate
range (8%-12%). The System Value Scenarios are summarized in the following table:

System Value Summary
12% Discount 8% Discount
Valuation Scenario Rate Rate
Scenario 1 - (1.9% Tonnage Growth) {$10,000,000) $11,000,000
Scenario 2 - (7.3%/1.9% Tonnage Growth) $49,000,000 $127,000,000

Under current economic conditions, coupled with increasing state regulatory pressure to divert
waste from landfills (Assembly Bill 341 sets a goal of 75% diversion by 2020), Scenario 2
tonnage assumptions do not appear to be realistic in the near future.

The primary value in the County-owned solid waste system assets is represented by the two
regional landfills: Badlands and Lamb Canyon. Based on the operation and valuation
assumptions described in the report, the estimated range of combined values for these two
landfills is $122 million to $214 million, assuming 1.9% annual tonnage growth (Scenario 1), and
$181 million and $330 million with tonnage assumed to increase to FY 05/06 levels in the next
five years, and increased by 1.9% annually thereafter (Scenario 2). As stated above, Scenario
2 tonnage assumptions, which include 7.3% tonnage increases for the next five years, provide a
high-end of the range but are likely not realistic values. In fact, staff believes that, considering
the ongoing regulatory pressure to increase diversion from landfills, it is possible that tonnage
will remain flat (0%). The valuation report includes such a scenario which significantly reduces
the value of the regional landfills to a range of $82 million to $122 million, thus highlighting the
sensitivity of tonnage growth assumptions. The Regional Landfill Value Scenarios are
summarized in the following table:



Regional Landfill Value Summary

12% Discount 8% Discount

Valuation Scenario Rate Rate
Scenario 0 - (0% Tonnage Growth) $82,000,000 $122,000,000
Scenario 1 - (1.9% Tonnage Growth) $122,000,000 $214,000,000
Scenario 2 - (7.3%/1.9% Tonnage Growth) $181,000,000 $330,000,000

It should be noted that the valuation scenarios incorporate both existing permitted
capacity and future projected capacity. Currently, approximately only 13 years of permitted
capacity remain at both regional landfills and the full landfill development of the remaining years
of capacity is not certain. The uncertainty of this unpermitted projected capacity could also
significantly reduce the value to a buyer.

If the County proceeds with a sale of some or all of the active landfills, the County will be
required to (or may desire to) retain certain solid waste system functions which include, but are
not limited to:

performing gate fee, load check, and jurisdictional reporting for the active landfills;
operating the desert landfills;

monitoring and maintenance of the inactive/closed sites;

operating the HHW and ABOP facilities and certain recycling programs;

providing financial support for CVAG, WRCOG, and other County agencies;
monitoring and control of illegal dumping; and

managing and monitoring the El Sobrante contract.

If all of the above activities and related Department overhead were retained by the County, the
annual funding requirements for the above County activities would be $11.3 million. It is
important to point out that the revenue generated from the Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills
currently protects the County General Fund from this annual funding commitment of $11.3
million in addition to an estimated long-term liability (closure, post-closure, and remediation) of
$116 million. Also, further uncertainty attributed to changing environmental regulations and
unforeseen environmental liabilities is difficult to quantify and is not accounted for in these
estimations, although it can be reasonably assumed that they will place additional financial
pressures on the waste system. In the event of a sale, the current restricted funds set aside for
Badlands and Lamb Canyon ($26 million) could be made available to the General Fund.
Assuming that the $116 million estimated long term liability is fully funded, only $12 million
($154 - $26 - $116) would available for the annual funding commitment of $11.3 million. Its
effect on the remaining Enterprise Funds cash reserves is illustrated below:
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As can be seen from the above graph, the remaining cash reserves are depleted in the second
year after a sale, assuming that known estimated liabilities are fully funded ($116 million).
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY SOLID WASTE SYSTEM STUDY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Study Purpose

The purpose of this study is to analyze options available to the County to further enhance General Fund
revenue utilizing the County’s waste management assets. As described in Section IV, four options to
enhance the County’s General Fund revenues using the County’s waste management assets are
evaluated in this report:

1.

2
3.
4

Sale of Solid Waste System;
Lease of Solid Waste System (Landfills);
Operating contract for the operations of the Solid Waste System (Landfills); or

Continue County operations and provide additional revenue to the General Fund through a loan of
reserves and/or importation of out-of-county waste.

Summary of Findings

Based on our findings and analysis in the attached report, we conclude the following:

The County Waste Management Department {(“WMD”) Enterprise Fund supports a variety of
activities, including:

e operation of the active landfills and related activities;

¢ monitoring and maintenance of the inactive/c_losed sites;

e operating the HHW and ABOP facilities and certain recycling programs;

e providing financial support for CVAG, WRCOG, and other County agencies; and

¢ monitoring and cleanup of illegal dumping.

The WMD Enterprise Fund protects the General Fund from incurring costs for these on-going
activities, as well as potential unknown future costs for remediation and corrective action.

The value of the landfill system is highly dependent on the quantity of waste delivered to the
system. The operation and valuation assumptions used in this analysis are described in Section VI of
this report.

The entire existing system, including all of the active and inactive landfills, and the other activities
performed by the department, if valued based on its projected cash flows, assuming 1.9% annual
tonnage growth (Scenario 1), is $(10) million to $11 million. This assumes that all existing activities
and obligations are transferred to a purchaser (except for the transfer station master leases). Under
Scenario 2 tonnage assumptions, with disposal quantities assumed to increase to FY 05/06 levels in
the next five years, and increased by 1.9% annually thereafter (Scenario 2) the value would range
from $49 million to $127 million. However, due to the uncertain nature of costs and liabilities
associated with the inactive landfills, it is reasonably possible that including the inactive landfills in
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the purchase may discourage potential buyers from proposing or significantly reduce the values
proposed.

4, The primary value in the County-owned solid waste system assets is represented by two landfills:
Badlands and Lamb Canyon. The estimated range of combined values for these two landfills is $122
million to $214 million under Scenario 1 and $181 million and $330 million under Scenario 2.

5. Terms of the transfer station waste delivery agreements and the El Sobrante agreement, make it
difficult to structure a sale or lease that will maximize value. If the County’s landfills are sold, the
transfer station operators may terminate the waste delivery agreements with the County and
deliver waste to landfills outside the County, reducing its value to potential buyers. If tonnage
controlled by the waste delivery agreements for the three County transfer stations operated by
Burrtec left the system, total system tonnage could be reduced by approximately 716,000 tons
(41% of total in-County tons for FY2010/11) or approximately $19 million (37% of FY 2010/11 tipping
fee revenue). If the system is leased, the lessee would be limited in its ability to import out-of-
County waste by the 225,000 ton/year restriction on import waste to County-owned landfills under
the El Sobrante agreement (unless El Sobrante reaches its “Practical Maximum” disposal capacity as
described later in this report). For these reasons, it is unciear whether a sale or a lease would
generate more value. If the County decides to proceed with a Request for Qualifications/ Letter of
Interest, we recommend that the County solicit proposals under both structures.

6. If the County proceeds with a sale or lease of some or all of the active landfills, the County may
desire to retain certain functions as described in this report. Potential activities that the County may
desire or be required to retain include, but are not limited to:
¢ performing gate fee, load check, and jurisdictional reporting for the active landfills;

e operating the desert landfills

¢ maintenance of inactive/closed sites;

e HHW, recycling and ABOP programs;

e monitoring and control of illegal dumping; and

e managing and monitoring the El Sobrante contract.

If all of the above activities and related department overhead were retained by the County, the
annual funding requirements for County activities would be $11.3 million annually at current
funding levels. (This excludes the gate fee and load check functions at the Badlands and Lamb
Canyon landfills that totaled $347,000 for FY 2010/11). Funding for these activities currently is
provided through the WMD Enterprise Fund and would require an alternative funding source in the
future if the regional landfills were sold.

7. If the Badlands and Lamb Canyon Landfills are sold and the purchaser assumes the related closure
and post closure liabilities for these sites, the known unfunded liabilities for the remaining sites are
estimated by the WMD as of June 30, 2011 at approximately $18 million, net of existing reserves for
these activities (estimated liability based on the percentage of capacity used of $40 million, less the
total amount in escrow of $22 million).

8. The County may be able to meet its short-term funding objectives by continued County ownership

of the landfills and loaning reserves from the WMD to the General Fund (assuming that the loaning
of WMD restricted reserves complies with applicable statutes regarding the use of funds). The
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10.

11.

WMD sets aside reserves for future obligations for landfill closure, post closure maintenance, and
corrective action, and much of these reserves are not anticipated to be utilized for a very long time.
For example, based on site development plans, Badlands, with potential expansions, may not close
until 2183, and Lamb Canyon, with potential expansions, may not close until 2074. The closure, post
closure and corrective action reserves are estimated at $88.5 million as of June 30, 2011 and are
estimated to increase to $137 million by 2021 (Exhibit 8A). There is an estimated additional $50
million in unrestricted reserves as of June 30, 2011 in excess of the operating target that could be
loaned to the General Fund, and this amount is projected to be $26.6 million by 2021 (Exhibit 1A).

The County may be able to attract out-of-County waste to the County-owned landfills in order to
generate net income that may be able to be used by the General Fund. The likelihood of attracting
out-of-county waste will increase after the closure of the Puente Hills landfill in October of 2013 and
the termination of the Orange County import agreements in 2016 or if San Bernardino County does
not renew its waste delivery agreements. If Riverside County could attract the maximum of 225,000
tons/year allowed to the County-owned landfills under the El Sobrante Agreement, the County may
be able to generate income of between $1,125,000 and $3,375,000 per year, assuming net revenue
ranging between $5 and $15 per ton for the out-of-County waste, after allowance for disposal-
related expenses. The ability to attract this tonnage would likely depend on an increase in regional
tonnage associated with an economic recovery, and the timing of such a recovery is highly
uncertain.

The County could consider a landfill operations contract with a private operator with continued
County-ownership of the landfills. It is possible, but not certain, that such an arrangement may
lower the overall cost of operations and increase the overall cost effectiveness of the system,
allowing the WMD to loan additional reserves to the general fund, and potentially generate higher
net revenues from out-of-County waste if such waste is delivered to the system. A private operator,
if also a regional waste hauler, may be able to deliver out-of-County waste to the system if the
contractual arrangements are structured to provide an incentive to do so. The direct cost of
personnel and equipment at the landfills is approximately $8.5 million per year (Attachment 3). For
example purposes, if these costs were reduced by 10% through an operations contract, the annual
cost savings would be approximately $850,000.

There is value in the transfer station master leases because the County will retain ownership of
these facilities constructed on County-owned land when the leases expire. Since the term of these
leases is very long, we believe the County would receive significantly better value by considering a
sale of the properties or renegotiating lease terms closer to the lease termination dates, which
range from 2029 to 2050, including extensions. The master lease for the Coachella Valley Transfer
Station provides the lessee with an option for an additional 25 years at the end of the initial term of
25 years.
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3 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

All of the landfills present a positive first impression. It is obvious that considerable thought and effort
has gone into the designing and planning of the landfills. Badlands and Lamb Canyon both need to have
more attention dedicated to the scraper haul roads and routes but otherwise were in good condition. At
all landfills, there were examples of excellence.

For example, the deck grading at the Blythe landfill is perhaps as smooth and uniform as any landfill
we've seen. This is only partly due to the dry climate, slow decomposition and associated lack of related
differential settlement — and more a result of the excellent grading and machine operating capabilities
of the manager of that landfill.

Similarly, with the exception of portable fencing at the face, the litter control fence network at Badlands
and Lamb Canyon — as well as the performance of the cleanup crew is very good.

Based on our experience and understanding of the industry standard we’ve determined that the three
Riverside County landfills are operating at a high level of efficiency — especially when compared to other
similar municipal landfills. These findings are based on a comprehensive review of the following:

e Industry comparison o Staffing

¢ Inbound tonnage . e Safety

e Equipment e  Environmental Controls
e  Waste Handling e  Scale Booth Operations
e Planning e  Regulatory Compliance

Our findings — described throughout this report — show three landfills that are efficient, compliant and
well-run. We found many indications that this trend toward lean efficiency has been happening for
some time ...and continues today.

So again: while it is true that every landfill has room for improvement, we found that these three
landfills were already taking steps to make improvement. For example, in our experience we've found —
generally — that the use of tarps as a form of ADC makes sense for most landfills — including these
landfills. We were encouraged to find that Riverside County’s landfill staff was already conducting
various studies on the use of tarps prior to this project — and had in fact ordered several new tarps for
each landfill prior to our beginning the study.

Additionally we found at these landfills — as we have with other landfills during this recessionary time —
that there are too many machines (i.e., scrapers) ...or the machine(s) being used are too large (i.e., the
D10 at Badlands). But these findings are not a result of poor choices today, but are in fact left over from
when inbound tonnage was much higher and more/larger machines were justified. This is affirmed by
the fact that the average machine is approximately 10 }; years old.

The following report presents a detailed discussion of our findings and recommendations.

CORE Assessment — Riverside County Landfills
Final Report
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY LANDFILL SYSTEM SALE — “LESSONS LEARNED”

In July of 1997, San Diego County sold four active landfills, two transfer/recovery stations and
ten “bin sites” to Republic (formerly Allied). The following is a summary of the main issues
surrounding the sale:

Entire system was sold for $160 million
$101 million was set aside for inactive/closed sites
Balance ($59 million) was transferred to the General Fund
Regulatory agencies heavily involved in the inactive/closed sites funding
Major driver of privatization was a $24 million/year General Fund subsidy, largely due to
debt financing for the North County Transfer Station
County receives a $2.35/ton fee (no CPI) for:

o Household Hazardous Waste Collection (HHWC) program ($1.10/ton)

o Franchise Areas ($1.25/ton)

o AB 939 diversion program ($0.10/ton)
Requests for increased services resulted in General Funding of an additional $200-
$300K per year for HHWC
In 2005, the County determined that the Environmental Trust Fund would be depleted by
2016, resulting in a transfer of $9 million in FY 09 and $4 million in FY10 from the
General Fund. No further transfers have occurred to date.
Non-contract tipping fee at the landfills has increased from $34.00/ton to $68.75/ton,
compared to $35.12/ton currently at Riverside County landfills
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April 2, 2012

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
County Administrative Center

4080 Lemon Street, 5" Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

Re: Riverside County Solid Waste System Study

Dear Board Members:

On March 15, 2012, County staff provided the Riverside County Solid Waste Management
Advisory Council (SWMAC) with an overview of the studies commissioned by the Board to analyze
the solid waste system, including the efficiency of the present operations and the potential sale of
County landfills. o

Although this subject was not on the agenda as an action item, the SWMAC considered the
results of the studies and members present discussed the issues at length. Without exception these
knowledgeable volunteers supported retaining the County operations. This course provides the
greatest revenue to balance and protect against the potentially massive long-term liabilities.

As you are aware, the SWMAC is a 22-member body whose diverse membership includes
representatives of supervisorial districts, cities whose population exceeds 100,000, Western Riverside
Council of Governments, Coachella Valley Council of Governments, the waste management industry,
the environmental community, and the agriculture industry. The SWMAC considers a broad scope of
waste management and recycling issues in its efforts to advise the County Waste Management
Department and the Board of Supervisors in ensuring a coordinated, cost-effective, and
environmentally sound solid waste management system in Riverside County.

Consistent with these responsibilities, the SWMAC does not support the divestiture of the two
saleable assets of the system (Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills). Without them the system would
cease to be self-sustaining in the very near future. Most likely it would shift costs of related County
programs to the general fund and increase costs to the rate-payer. There is a high-level of
uncertainty within a dynamic regulatory framework which will probably increase costs to Riverside
County to maintain its 32 closed landfills. This is particularly true when significant oversight is from
CalRecycle and the State Water and Air Boards. There is a potentially massive cleanup expense if
any of the closed landfills are breached or leak. Those future costs cannot be offset by a one-time
cash payment.

The SWMAC is aware that similar divestitures in neighboring counties have negatively
impacted landfill tipping fees and service levels.

The County solid waste system is efficient, stable and provides long-term capacity and
services for Riverside County residents. It is for these reasons that the SWMAC urges the Board to
keep control of the system.

Sincerely,

il T e

Simon Housman

First Vice-Chairman

Riverside County Solid Waste
Management Advisory Council
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HF&H CONSULTANTS, LLC Northern California
Advisory Services to Southern California
Municipal Management

3990 Westerly Place, Suite 195 Robert D. Hilton, CMC
Newport Beach, California 92660 John W. Farmkopf, PE
Telephone: 949/251-8628 Laith B. Ezzet, CMC
Fax: 949/251-9741 Richard J. Simonson, CMC
www.hfh-consultants.com Marva M. Sheehan, CPA

February 22, 2012

Mr. Hans Kernkamp

General Manager — Chief Engineer
Riverside County

Waste Management Department
14310 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, California 92553

Solid Waste System Study Report

Dear Mr. Kernkamp:

We have completed our study of the Riverside County Solid Waste System. Enclosed with this
transmittal letter are the executive summary and study report.

We would like to thank the County staff for their cooperation and support. If you have any questions,
please call Laith Ezzet at (949) 251-8902 or Darrell Bice at (949) 251-0231.

Very truly yours,

i

Laith B. Ezzet, CMC Darrell L. Bice
Senior Vice President Director of Solid Waste and Recycling Audits
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY SOLID WASTE SYSTEM STUDY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Study Purpose

The purpose of this study is to analyze options available to the County to further enhance General Fund
revenue utilizing the County’s waste management assets. As described in Section IV, four options to
enhance the County’s General Fund revenues using the County’s waste management assets are
evaluated in this report:

1. Sale of Solid Waste System;

2. Lease of Solid Waste System (Landfills);

3. Operating contract for the operations of the Solid Waste System (Landfills); or
4

Continue County operations and provide additional revenue to the General Fund through a loan of
reserves and/or importation of out-of-county waste.

Based on our findings and analysis in the attached report, we conclude the following:

1. The County Waste Management Department (“WMD”) Enterprise Fund supports a variety of
activities, including:
e operation of the active landfills and related activities;
e monitoring and maintenance of the inactive/closed sites;
e operating the HHW and ABOP facilities and certain recycling programs;
e providing financial support for CVAG, WRCOG, and other County agencies; and
e monitoring and cleanup of illegal dumping.

The WMD Enterprise Fund protects the General Fund from incurring costs for these on-going
activities, as well as potential unknown future costs for remediation and corrective action.

2. The value of the landfill system is highly dependent on the quantity of waste delivered to the
system. The operation and valuation assumptions used in this analysis are described in Section VI of
this report.

3. The entire existing system, including all of the active and inactive landfills, and the other activities
performed by the department, if valued based on its projected cash flows, assuming 1.9% annual
tonnage growth (Scenario 1), is ${(10) million to $11 million. This assumes that all existing activities
and obligations are transferred to a purchaser (except for the transfer station master leases). Under
Scenario 2 tonnage assumptions, with disposal quantities assumed to increase to FY 05/06 levels in
the next five years, and increased by 1.9% annually thereafter (Scenario 2) the value would range
from $49 million to $127 million. However, due to the uncertain nature of costs and liabilities
associated with the inactive landfills, it is reasonably possible that including the inactive landfills in
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the purchase may discourage potential buyers from proposing or significantly reduce the values
proposed.

4. The primary value in the County-owned solid waste system assets is represented by two landfills:
Badlands and Lamb Canyon. The estimated range of combined values for these two landfills is $122
million to $214 million under Scenario 1 and $181 million and $330 million under Scenario 2.

5. Terms of the transfer station waste delivery agreements and the El Sobrante agreement, make it
difficult to structure a sale or lease that will maximize value. If the County’s landfills are sold, the
transfer station operators may terminate the waste delivery agreements with the County and
deliver waste to landfills outside the County, reducing its value to potential buyers. If tonnage
controlled by the waste delivery agreements for the three County transfer stations operated by
Burrtec left the system, total system tonnage could be reduced by approximately 716,000 tons
(41% of total in-County tons for FY2010/11) or approximately $19 million (37% of FY 2010/11 tipping
fee revenue). If the system is leased, the lessee would be limited in its ability to import out-of-
County waste by the 225,000 ton/year restriction on import waste to County-owned landfills under
the El Sobrante agreement {(unless El Sobrante reaches its “Practical Maximum” disposal capacity as
described later in this report). For these reasons, it is unclear whether a sale or a lease would
generate more value. If the County decides to proceed with a Request for Qualifications/ Letter of
Interest, we recommend that the County solicit proposals under both structures.

6. If the County proceeds with a sale or lease of some or all of the active landfills, the County may
desire to retain certain functions as described in this report. Potential activities that the County may
desire or be required to retain include, but are not limited to:

e performing gate fee, load check, and jurisdictional reporting for the active landfills;
e operating the desert landfills

e maintenance of inactive/closed sites;

e HHW, recycling and ABOP programs;

e monitoring and control of illegal dumping; and

e managing and monitoring the El Sobrante contract.

If all of the above activities and related department overhead were retained by the County, the
annual funding requirements for County activities would be $11.3 million annually at current
funding levels. (This excludes the gate fee and load check functions at the Badlands and Lamb
Canyon landfills that totaled $347,000 for FY 2010/11). Funding for these activities currently is
provided through the WMD Enterprise Fund and would require an alternative funding source in the
future if the regional landfills were sold.

7. If the Badlands and Lamb Canyon Landfills are sold and the purchaser assumes the related closure
and post closure liabilities for these sites, the known unfunded liabilities for the remaining sites are
estimated by the WMD as of June 30, 2011 at approximately $18 million, net of existing reserves for
these activities (estimated liability based on the percentage of capacity used of $40 million, less the
total amount in escrow of $22 million).

8. The County may be able to meet its short-term funding objectives by continued County ownership

of the landfills and loaning reserves from the WMD to the General Fund (assuming that the loaning
of WMD restricted reserves complies with applicable statutes regarding the use of funds). The
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10.

11.

WMD sets aside reserves for future obligations for landfill closure, post closure maintenance, and
corrective action, and much of these reserves are not anticipated to be utilized for a very long time.
For example, based on site development plans, Badlands, with potential expansions, may not close
until 2183, and Lamb Canyon, with potential expansions, may not close until 2074. The closure, post
closure and corrective action reserves are estimated at $88.5 million as of June 30, 2011 and are
estimated to increase to $137 million by 2021 (Exhibit 8A). There is an estimated additional $50
million in unrestricted reserves as of June 30, 2011 in excess of the operating target that could be
loaned to the General Fund, and this amount is projected to be $26.6 million by 2021 (Exhibit 1A).

The County may be able to attract out-of-County waste to the County-owned landfills in order to
generate net income that may be able to be used by the General Fund. The likelihood of attracting
out-of-county waste will increase after the closure of the Puente Hills landfill in October of 2013 and
the termination of the Orange County import agreements in 2016 or if San Bernardino County does
not renew its waste delivery agreements. If Riverside County could attract the maximum of 225,000
tons/year allowed to the County-owned landfills under the El Sobrante Agreement, the County may
be able to generate income of between $1,125,000 and $3,375,000 per year, assuming net revenue
ranging between 55 and $15 per ton for the out-of-County waste, after allowance for disposal-
related expenses. The ability to attract this tonnage would likely depend on an increase in regional
tonnage associated with an economic recovery, and the timing of such a recovery is highly
uncertain.

The County could consider a landfill operations contract with a private operator with continued
County-ownership of the landfills. Itis possible, but not certain, that such an arrangement may
lower the overall cost of operations and increase the overall cost effectiveness of the system,
allowing the WMD to loan additional reserves to the general fund, and potentially generate higher
net revenues from out-of-County waste if such waste is delivered to the system. A private operator,
if also a regional waste hauler, may be able to deliver out-of-County waste to the system if the
contractual arrangements are structured to provide an incentive to do so. The direct cost of
personnel and equipment at the landfills is approximately $8.5 million per year (Attachment 3). For
example purposes, if these costs were reduced by 10% through an operations contract, the annual
cost savings would be approximately $850,000.

There is value in the transfer station master leases because the County will retain ownership of
these facilities constructed on County-owned land when the leases expire. Since the term of these
leases is very long, we believe the County would receive significantly better value by considering a
sale of the properties or renegotiating lease terms closer to the lease termination dates, which
range from 2029 to 2050, including extensions. The master lease for the Coachella Valley Transfer
Station provides the lessee with an option for an additional 25 years at the end of the initial term of
25 years.
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SECTION I: STUDY PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND

New g oln o R N O
Study Purpose

As a result of the current downturn in the economy, State, Federal and local governments are searching
for additional opportunities to enhance general funds to continue operations of the governmental units.
On November 2, 2010, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors directed the Riverside County
Executive Office to procure the services of a consultant specializing in solid waste analytical services to
assist in identifying options to maximize the County’s waste management assets.

The purpose of this study is to analyze options available to the County to further enhance General Fund
revenue utilizing the County’s waste management assets. As described in Section IV, four options to
enhance the County’s General Fund revenues using the County’s waste management assets are
evaluated in this report:

Sale of Solid Waste System;

Lease of Solid Waste System (Landfills);

Operating contract for the operations of the Solid Waste System (Landfills); or

Eal A

Continue County operations and provide additional revenue to the General Fund through a loan of
reserves and/or importation of out-of-county waste.

5
]

R

w

Description of County Solid Waste System

The Riverside County Solid Waste System consists of six (6) active landfills and thirty-two (32)
inactive/closed landfills (Attachment 1). Additionally, the County owns and operates the Agua Mansa
Regional Permanent HHW Collection Facility, adjacent to the Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station in
Riverside and the Murrieta Regional Antifreeze Battery Oil and Paint (ABOP) Collection Facility located in
the County Transportation Yard in Murrieta. The County has operating agreements with the cities of
Palm Springs and Lake Elsinore to operate the Palm Springs Permanent Regional HHW Collection Facility
(owned by the city of Palm Springs) and the Lake Elsinore Permanent Regional HHW Collection Facility
(owned by the city of Lake Elsinore). The County leases to private companies property for five (5)
transfer stations/material recovery facilities. There are thirteen (13) franchise areas in unincorporated
areas of Riverside County.

The County has entered into waste delivery agreements (“WDA”) with franchised haulers in the
unincorporated franchise areas, the five (5) transfer stations/MRFs under master leases and two
privately owned and operated transfer stations/MRFs. The terms of the WDAs with the haulers in the
thirteen (13) unincorporated franchise areas are concurrent with the haulers’ franchise agreements;
when the franchise agreements expire, the WDAs are terminated. The WDAs with three (3) of the
leased transfer stations/collection centers (the Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station, Edom Hill Transfer
Station and the Coachella Valley Transfer Station) and the two (2) privately-owned transfer stations (the
Moreno Valley Transfer Station/MRF and the Perris Transfer Station/MRF) may be terminated at the
option of the contractors if the County relinquishes ownership in a landfill used by the transfer station.
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Financial Challenges

The County solid waste system is facing short-term challenges from a deeper than anticipated economic
downturn that resulted in lower tonnage. The system faces potential long-term financial challenges
from diversion efforts that continue to provide downward pressure on disposal tonnage, both in
Riverside County and in Southern California in general, resulting in a decrease in revenue. Landfill
owners in other counties are aggressively pricing disposal capacity to attract tonnage from other areas
of Southern California. The recent passage of AB 341, establishing a statewide goal of 75% diversion by
2020 and implementing mandatory commercial recycling, will further reduce demand for disposal
capacity (The median diversion rate for the cities in Riverside County was approximately 68% in 2010).
A graph of the disposal tonnage for 1999 through 2010 for Riverside County compared to the disposal
tonnage in the major Southern California counties is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1

Disposal Tons - Riverside County and Southern California
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The El Sobrante, Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills received most of the in-County waste in FY 10/11,
as shown in Figure 2. The four Desert landfills, including Blythe, Oasis, Mecca Il and Desert Center
account for less than one percent of the total disposal tonnage in the same period. The County disposal
system received a total of 3,254,000 tons of waste in FY 10/11.
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Figure 2

Riverside County Disposal System
FY 10/11 Tonnage by Landfill
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Stakeholders
There are a variety of stakeholders in the County’s solid waste system, including:

e Waste haulers;

e Transfer station operators;

e Self haulers;

e Residential, commercial and industrial customers;

¢ The County Board of Supervisors;

e City officials;

e County employees/unions;

e Riverside County Solid Waste Advisory Council and Local Task Force
e Waste Management, Inc. (El Sobrante Landfill);

e The Local Enforcement Agency;

e The State waste board (CalRecycle);

e The State Water Board; and

e Host communities and cities adjacent to the landfills.

A description of stakeholder interests is provided in Attachment 2.

Potential Proposers

There are at least six (6) proposers that may respond to an RFQ/LOI. Those proposers include:
Waste Management, Inc.

Republic Services, Inc./Allied Industries

Waste Connections, Inc.
Burrtec Waste Industries

N
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5. CR&R Incorporated
6. Los Angeles County Sanitation District

There may be other interested solid waste companies outside of the Southern California region. Below
is a brief description of the potential proposers.

Waste Management, Inc. (WM)

WM is the largest solid waste management company in the United States that owns a substantial
number of landfills throughout the country. WM owns and operates the El Sobrante Landfill in Riverside
County and the Moreno Valley Transfer Station. WM has franchise agreements with seven (7) cities in
Riverside County and four (4) franchise agreements in unincorporated Riverside County.

Republic Services/Allied Industries

Republic Services, Inc. is the second largest solid waste company in the USA. Republic owns and
operates the Sunshine Canyon Landfill in Los Angeles County. Republic owns and operates the CRT
Regional MRF and Transfer Station in Anaheim, CA and the Inland Regional MRF and Transfer Station in
Colton, CA.

Waste Connections, Inc.

Waste Connections is an integrated solid waste services company providing solid waste collection,
transfer, disposal and recycling serviced in the Western and Southern regions of the USA. Waste
Connections is a large solid waste company that owns and operates the Chiquita Canyon Landfill in Los
Angeles County.

Burrtec Waste Industries

Burrtec is one of the largest privately held solid waste companies in Southern California. Burrtec
operates three major transfer stations in Riverside County (Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station, Edom Hill
Transfer Station and the Coachella Valley Transfer Station, through the Coachella/Indio Transfer Station
Authority). Burrtec operates the San Bernardino County landfills and transfer stations under contract to
the County of San Bernardino. Burrtec has recently acquired a long-term lease of the Salton City Landfill
in Imperial Valley. Burrtec has franchise agreements with seven (7) cities in Riverside County and three
(3) franchise agreements in unincorporated Riverside County.

CR&R Incorporated

CR&R is a franchise solid waste hauler for six (6) cities in Riverside County and four (4) franchise areas in
unincorporated Riverside County. CR&R owns and operates a transfer station and MRF in Perris, CA in
Riverside County and a transfer station and MRF in Stanton, CA in Orange County. CR&R also provides
solid waste services throughout Orange, Los Angeles, San Bernardino and Imperial County.

Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD)

The LACSD owns and operates the Puente Hills Landfill (closing in 2013) and the Puente Hills Transfer
Station/MRF. The LACSD is developing a waste-by-rail system to replace the Puente Hills Landfill. LACSD
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acquired the Mesquite Landfill in Imperial County and the Eagle Mountain landfill site (currently in

litigation).

Tipping Fees in the Region

The tipping fees for refuse at selected landfills in the Southern California Region are reflected in Table 1.
As shown in Table 1, the Riverside County landfill tipping fee is the lowest for in-County waste.

RCWMD

Table 1: Tipping Fees in the Region

Orange County
Orange County Landfills:

Gate Rate — Direct Haul $54.30
Orange County Contract Rate for Cities (In-County Waste) $30.30
Import Rate (Out-of-County Waste) $22.68 W
San Bernardino County

San Bernardino County Landfills:

Gate Rate — Direct Haul $58.73 @
Waste Disposal Agreement Rate $36.92
Article 19 (In-County Waste — Transfer Station) $26.62
Article 20 (Out-of-County Waste) $27.47
Riverside County:

Riverside County Landfills

Gate Rate — Direct Haul $34.37

Transfer Station Tonnage (approximately 69% of County tons) )

$26.35 - $26.94

Los Angeles:

Los Angeles County Sanitary District (Puente Hills Landfill)

Los Angeles County Sanitary District (Volume Discount Program)
Sunshine Canyon Landfill — Allied Waste (Posted Rate)

Chiquita Canyon Landfill - Waste Connections (Posted Rate)

$38.41
$28.43 - $34.32
$59.88
$59.00

Wmport rate effective January 1, 2012.

@ Includes $12.00 for the Comprehensive Disposal Site Diversion Program.
©) Riverside County’s transfer station rates are set using a rate adjustment formula
described in each agreement limiting the annual rate increase to the CPI for All Urban

Consumers for Los Angeles/Riverside/Orange Counties
“) Lower contract rates are available.
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SECTION II: DESCRIPTION OF SOLID WASTE SYSTEM
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The County of Riverside owns six (6) active landfills and owns and/or operated thirty-two (32)
inactive/closed landfills. See Appendix D for a map of the active County landfills, including the County-
owned landfills and the privately owned El Sobrante Landfill.

Active County-Owned Landfills

e Badlands Sanitary Landfill (“Badlands”)

e Lamb Canyon Landfill (“Lamb Canyon”)

e Blythe Sanitary Landfill (“Blythe”)

e Qasis Sanitary Landfill (“Oasis”)

e Mecca Landfill Il (“Mecca II”)

e Desert Center Landfill (“Desert Center”)

Table 2 identifies tonnage and capacity data for the six (6) active County-owned landfills.

Table 2: Summary the Six Active County-Owned Landfills in Riverside County

Badlands Sanitary Landfill ®! 4,000 307 1,711 | 33,561,000 50.46% 49.54%| 16,626,000 | 2024

Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill @ 5,000 307 1,723 | 33,041,000 46.45% 53.55%| 17,693,000 | 2021

Blythe Sanitary Landfill 400 266 60 6,034,000 33.44% 66.56%| 4,016,000 | 2047

Oasis Sanitary Landfill @ 450 104 13 1,484,000 72.26% 27.74% 412,000 | 2021

Mecca Landfill I 400 2 1 372,000 99.42% 0.58% 2,000 | 2005

Desert Center Landfill 60 2 18 117,000 69.20% 30.80% 36,000 | 2011
Total 10,310 3526 | 74,609,000 48.02% 51.98%| 38,785,000

™ Based on percentage filled from the 2011 Engineering and Environmental Financial Assurance Estimate (cubic yards are
rounded to thousands)

@) six days per week (365 days per year) less six holidays — 307 Days.

) Includes 400 tons per day of non-hazardous solid waste and 50 tons per day of beneficial-use green waste.

A detailed description of the various solid waste facilities owned and operated, or leased by the County
is provided in Appendix A.

A list of the 32 inactive/closed landfills and disposal sites is provided in Table 3:
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Table 3: Inactive/Closed Landfills and Disposal Sites

ANZA SANITARY LANDFILL 52.25 1955 1999

1

2 |IDYLLWILD DISPOSAL SITE 26.05 1967 1986
3 |COACHELLA VALLEY DISPOSAL SITE 642.72 1972 1997
4 |EDOM HILL SANITARY LANDFILL 435.20 1967 2004
5 |CORONA DISPOSAL SITE 76.86 1951 1986
6 |DOUBLE BUTTE DISPOSALSITE 577.94 1973 1994
7 |ELSINORE SANITARY LANDFILL 45.07 1953 1986
8 |HIGHGROVE SANITARY LANDFILL 248.64 1947 1998
9 |MEAD VALLEY DISPOSAL SITE 237.75 1974 1997
10 |MECCA LANDFILL 20.09 1950 1982
11 |WEST RIVERSIDE SANITARY LANDFILL 72.51 1965 1983
12 |BEAUMONT LF 10.68 1962 1970
13 |BELLTOWN | 14.11 1956 1964
14 |BUNDY CANYON 83.88 Unknown 1953
15 |CATHEDRALCITY 67.04 1955 1967
16 |CRESTMORE 5.37 1965 1972
17 |DESERT HOT SPRINGS 191.85 1955 1968
18 |EAST COUNTY LINE 46.21 1956 1965
19 |HEMET 88.66 1958 1972
20 [HOMELAND 8.40 1948 1966
21 |INDIO (DA #18) (INDIO CLOSED LANDFILL) 10.11 1953 1960
22 |LAKEVIEW 7.51 1951 1971
23 |MENIFEE 19.14 1948 1973
24 |MIRALOMA 7.79 1947 1956
25 |OLD COACHELLA {COACHELLA CITY) 17.16 1954 1960
26 |OLD EAGLE MOUNTAIN 32.92 1972 1976
27 |OLD IDYLLWILD BURN SITE 4.04 1950 1967
28 |PEDLEY 19.60 1932 1958
29 |TEMECULA 3.63 1955 1971
30 |THERMAL 29.28 1948 1972
31 |VALLE VISTA 26.06 1956 1957
32 |PINON FLATS COLLECTION STATION 0.53 Unknown 1973

Total Acres 3,129.05

Privat ¢l Landfill — El Sobrante Landfill
The El Sobrante Landfill (“El Sobrante”) is the one active privately owned landfill in the County. On
September 1, 1998 the County entered into the Second El Sobrante Landfill Agreement (“Agreement”)
with USA Waste (Waste Management) for the disposal of in-county and out-of-county waste that
expires January 1, 2075.

The County pays a set tip fee to Waste Management for each ton of in-county waste received at the
landfill. The effective rate at July 1, 2011 is $20.01 per ton and is adjusted annually by ninety percent of
the CPI for all urban consumers in the Los Angeles, Anaheim, Riverside area.

Per Section 5(b)(2) of the Second Amendment to the Agreement, “If there is a contract under which USA
Waste (WM) accepts more than thirty thousand (30,000) tons of non-County waste into the Landfill (El
Sobrante) for disposal into the Landfill in any twelve-month period and renders no other substantial
services except transportation or transfer at a disposal rate lower than that set forth in paragraph
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4.2.1(b)(1), as the rate may be adjusted from time to time, then USA Waste shall provide County with a
credit against any amounts due for acceptance of County waste (the “billing credit”) in an amount equal
to the difference between the contract rate and the rate established under paragraph 4.2.1(b)(1),
multiplied by the tons of waste received under such contract during the applicable twelve-month
period. The billing credit does not apply and shall not be provided in the event that the amount received
under any such contract is not more than thirty thousand (30,000) tons in any twelve-month period.
The billing credit and the thirty thousand (30,000) ton threshold are specific to each such contract for
non-County waste and not to all such contracts cumulatively or in the aggregate.”

The County charges USA Waste an import fee based on the tonnage imported into the El Sobrante
landfill. USA Waste remits a charge to the County for import tonnage in an amount of twelve to
seventeen percent (12%-17%) of the base disposal fee charged by USA Waste for deposit of non-County
waste or $3.00 per ton, whichever is greater. This County revenue for import tonnage goes to the
General Fund and not to the WMD.

El Sobrante disposed of approximately 2,183,000 tons in calendar year (“CY”) 10/11, approximately 67%
of the total landfilled tonnage in the County (3,254,000 tons). As shown in Table 4, El Sobrante
imported two-thirds of its total landfilled tonnage from outside of the County.

Table 4: Summary of El Sobrante Landfilled Tonnage — CY 10/11

Out-of-County ) T I 1,503,000 69%

In-County 680,000 31%
Total Tons 2,183,000 100%

El Sobrante is permitted for 70,000 tons per week (3,640,000 tons per year). The out-of-county tonnage
is limited to 42,000 tons per week or 2,184,000 tons per year. The in-county tons are also limited to a
maximum of 52,320,000 tons or 40% of total lifetime landfill volume. Total lifetime tonnage capacity
per CalRecycle is 184,930,000 tons; 40% of the total lifetime tonnage capacity reserved for in-County
disposal is 73,972,000 tons. The permitted closure date is January 1, 2045.

Per Section 11 of the Second Amendment to the Second El Sobrante Landfill Agreement Waste
Management is required to deliver no less than 9,000 tons per calendar month from its Moreno Valley
Transfer Station to a landfill owned or operated by the County. The monthly minimum requirement of
9,000 tons is increased by two and one-half percent (2 14%) each year.

The County will not accept more than 225,000 tons of non-county waste at the County owned and
operated landfills during any twelve (12) month period. Per Section 12.1.2(b) of the Agreement, the
limit is lifted if WM deposits the equivalent of more than 5,800 (“Practical Maximum Amount”) of non-
County waste. According to Section 12.1.3 of the Agreement, “The COUNTY charge for Non-County
Waste shall not be less than the amount per ton payable by USA Waste in respect of Non-County Waste
under Section 5 above plus the lowest COUNTY contract price between the COUNTY and any City or
hauler for County Waste at the Landfill or COUNTY’s cost per ton at the Landfill.”
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Based on the lowest current in-County contract rate of $26.35 per ton, plus the approximate $3.00 per
ton import charge, the County’s import rate at County-owned landfills is $29.35 per ton or the County’s
cost per ton at the landfill, whichever is less.

es

Transfer Station/Material Recovery Faciliti
There are eight (8) transfer station/MRFs and collection facilities that accounted for 1,203,000 tons of
in-county disposal in FY 10/11. See Appendix E for a map of the transfer station/MRFs. The West Valley
MRF in San Bernardino County delivered 6,093 in-county tons to Riverside County landfills in FY 10/11.
Five (5) of the eight (8) transfer station/MRFs are on properties that are leased by the County. As shown
in Table 5, the facilities are listed below with the operator. Tonnage delivered to County landfills by
transfer stations/MRF in the County accounted for 62.4% of the total tipping fee revenue for FY 10/11.

Table 5: Summary of Transfer Station/MRF Tonnage for FY 10/11

Transfer Station/MRFs Under Lease Owned by County
Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station/MRF Burrtec 344,827 19.7%| S 9,086,692 18.0%
Coachella Valley Transfer Station Burrtec 109,648 6.3% 2,889,384 5.7%
Edom Hill Transfer Station Burrtec 261,626 14.9% 6,894,225 13.6%
Idlywild, Pinyon Flats and Anza Transfer/Collection Stations WM 12,169 0.7% 327,777 0.7%
Total Transfer Station/MRFs Under Lease Owned by County 728,270 41.6% 19,198,078 38.0%

Transfer Stations/MRFs - Privately Owned (In-County)
Perris Transfer Station/MRF CR&R 194,847 11.1% 5,134,501 10.1%
Moreno Valley Transfer Station/MRF WM 274,023 15.6% 7,220,903 14.3%
Total Transfer Stations/MRF - Privately Owned 468,870 26.7% 12,355,404 24.4%
Subtotal Transfer Station Tonnage 1,197,140 68.3% 31,553,482 62.4%
West Valley MRF (In County) @ Burrtec 6,093 0.4% 160,559 0.3%
Non-Transfer Station Tonnage 548,622 31.3% 18,856,440 37.3%
Total FY 10/11 1,751,855 | 100.0%| $ 50,570,481 100.0%

W yaluation Model

@ Facility located in San Bernardino County
Transfer Stations/MRFs under Lease - Owned by the County

The County has master leases with two (2) solid waste companies for the construction and operation of
various transfer station/material recovery facilities in the County. The County leased the land to the
operator with the agreement that the operator would construct and operate a transfer station/material
recovery facility on the property. Upon the termination of the lease, the property, including
improvements, reverts to the County for a nominal fee of $1.00. As lessee of three (3) of these facilities
(Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station/MRF, Edom Hill Transfer Station and Coachella Valley Transfer
Station) Burrtec has the “Right of First Refusal” in the event the County chooses to sell the facilities. The
County also entered into a waste disposal agreement with each facility for disposal of refuse at a County
landfill. The facilities include:

e Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station
e Edom Hill Transfer Station
e Coachella Valley Transfer
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e Idyllwild Transfer Station (Lease) and Pinyon Flats Transfer Station (Operating Agreement)
e Anza Transfer Station

See Appendix B for a description of the above transfer stations and Appendix E for a map of the County
transfer stations.

Agua Mansa Regional HHW Collection Facility

The County owns and operates the Agua Mansa Regional HHW Collection Facility. This facility is located
at 1780 Agua Mansa Road in Riverside, adjacent to the Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station. This facility is
open to the public from 9 AM to 2 PM on Saturdays.

Murrieta Area Regional ABOP Collection Facility

The County owns and operates the Murrieta Area Regional ABOP (Antifreeze, Batteries, Oil and Paint)
collection facility that is located at 25315 Jefferson Avenue in Murrieta. The ABOP facility is located at
the County transportation yard. This facility is open to the public from 9 AM to 2 PM on Saturdays.

L R I Ty (TSNS R Y 1 3 O SN . .
Transfer Stations/MRFs — Privately Owned

o

There are two privately owned transfer stations in the County that are described below:

Moreno Valley Solid Waste R & T Facility
17700 Indian Street, Moreno Valley, CA
Owner/Operator: WM

Activity: Large volume transfer/processing facility
Maximum Permitted Throughput: 2,000 tons per day
Permitted Capacity: 2,600 tons per day

Perris Transfer Station and MRF
1706 Goetz Road, Perris, CA
Owner/Operator: CR&R, Incorporated

Activity: Large volume transfer/processing facility
Maximum Permitted Throughput: 3,000 tons per day
Permitted Capacity: 3,287 tons per day

Waste Delivery Agreements

The County entered into WDAs with the five (5) transfer stations/MRFs under master leases, two (2)
privately owned and operated transfer stations/MRFs, and with the franchised haulers in the thirteen
(13) franchise areas in the unincorporated County.

Transfer Stations/MRF
The transfer station/MRFs with WDAs include:
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County-Owned - Leased

e Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station

e Edom Hill Transfer Station

e Coachella Valley Transfer Station

e Idyllwild Transfer Station (Lease) and Pinion Flats Transfer Station (Operating Agreement)

¢ Anza Transfer Station

Privately Owned
e Moreno Valley Solid Waste Refuse & Transfer Facility

e Perris Transfer Station and MRF

The lessees for each of the transfer stations may terminate the WDA with the County except for the
Idyllwild, Pinyon Flats and Anza transfer stations, in the event the County relinquishes ownership of the
landfills. The Idyllwild, Pinyon Flats and Anza Transfer Station Exclusive WDA'’s are concurrent with the
related franchise agreement and terminate with the expiration of the franchise agreement.

Franchise Area — Exclusive Waste Delivery Agreements

The County has 13 franchise areas with franchise agreements. Each of the franchisees entered into a
WDA with the County requiring the franchisee to deliver all of the waste originating in the franchise area
to a designated County landfill. Table 6 lists the franchise areas and identifies franchisees. The WDAs
run concurrently with the respective franchise agreements, including extensions. The unincorporated
area franchise agreements automatically extend for one year, unless either the franchise hauler or the
County provides notice of non-renewal within 30 days of the renewal date. The total tons from
unincorporated areas of Riverside County totaled approximately 367,000 tons, approximately 21% of
1,752,000 tons for in-county waste disposed in FY 10/11, including El Sobrante Landfill tonnage.

Table 6: Franchise Area Exclusive Waste Delivery Agreements

DESIgnatEd Landfi“f Trans{er .

Franchise Area 1 Waste Management El Sobrante, Lamb Canyon, RAN TS &

Moreno Valley TS

Franchise Area 2 Burrtec Waste Industries
El Sobrante

Badlands, El Sobrante & RAN TS

Badlands, El Sobrante & Perris TS

Lamb Canyon

Franchise Area 3 Waste Management

Franchise Area4 Waste Management
CR&R Incorporated
CR&R Incorporated
CR&R Incorporated

Waste Management

CR&R Incorporated

Franchise Area5
Franchise Area 6
Franchise Area7 Lamb Canyon & Badlands

Lamb Canyon & Moreno Valley TS

Lamb Canyon & Edom Hill TS

Franchise Area 8
Franchise Area9

Franchise Area 10 Desert Valley Disposal Edom Hill TS
Franchise Area 11 Burrtec Waste Industries Edom Hill TS
Franchise Area 12 Burrtec Waste Industries Edom Hill TS
Franchise Area 13 Palo Verde Disposal Blythe

RCWMD
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According to County management, unincorporated Franchise Area 2 is associated with the RAN lease
and related WDA that expire on March 10, 2029. Unincorporated Franchise Areas 11 and 12 were
combined.

Other Contractual

W

rrangements

Operation of Permanent HHW Collection Facilities

The County entered into operating agreements with the cities of Palm Springs and Lake Elsinore to
operate or co-operate the Palm Springs Regional HHW Collection Facility and the Lake Elsinore Regional
HHW Collection Facility. The cities of Palm Springs and Lake Elsinore own their respective HHW
collection facilities.

Under the HHW operating agreements with the cities of Palm Springs and Lake Elsinore, the RCMWD is
obligated to:

e Find and obtain a state-certified, permitted and licensed HHW transportation and disposal company;
e Provide necessary advertising;

e Cleanup any HHW spills;

e Prepare all necessary permit and variance applications;

e Provide the necessary staffing for site security, receiving, classifying, packaging and transportation
of HHW;

e Ensure that the HHW contractor completes the off-site transportation, recycling and disposal of
HHW in accordance with all Federal and State laws and regulations;

e Purchase all necessary equipment to handle HHW; and,

e Act as an independent contractor subject to the direction of the cities.
Landfill Gas-to-Energy

The County entered into landfill gas to energy agreements to collect and process the landfill gas (“LFG”)
at the Badlands Landfill.

Power Purchase Agreement (Southern California Edison):

The County has entered into a Power Purchase Agreement with Southern California Edison in February
2009 for the purchase of electricity generated at the Badlands Landfill for a period of ten (10) years.

Operations and Maintenance Agreement (SCS Energy):

The County has entered into an Operations and Maintenance Agreement with SCS Energy for the
operations and maintenance of the Landfill Gas-to-Energy Facility at the Badlands Landfill. The County
pays SCS Energy for these services.

The existing Landfill Gas-to-Energy Facility at the Badlands Landfill is rated at 1.2 kW. The County

projects an expansion of the Badlands LFG to Energy Facility to 4.0 MWh in FY 14/15 and the
development of a LFG to Energy Facility, also rated at 4.0 MWh, at the Lamb Canyon Landfill in FY 15/16.
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Riverside County Waste Management Department

The Riverside County Waste Management Department (“WMD”) is organized with three divisions:
Administration Division, Engineering/Operations Division and the Environmental Division. The WMD has
just under 200 employees. A recent organizational chart for the WMD is provided in Attachment 4.

Administration Division

The Administration Division provides:

e Administrative services, including transfer station and contract oversight;

e Administrative support, including legislative analysis, training, recruiting, personnel, and document
management;

e Information technology, includes network administration, database administration, web
development and software development;

e Safety;

e Fleet administration, including procurement, warehousing, and equipment and vehicle
maintenance;

e Collection of gate fees; and

e Accounting (general accounting, accounts payable, accounts receivable, purchasing, budget and
financial analysis and payroll.

Engineering/Operations Division

The Engineering/Operations Division designs, permits, constructs, operates and maintains the landfill
sites. These activities include:

e Planning

e Design —includes grading plans, hydrology studies, soil analysis, seismic and stability studies,
hydraulic calculations, traffic plans, and landfill liner systems;

e Permitting — Includes the preparation of the required documents to obtain the necessary permits
and operation of the sites in accordance with state and federal regulations;

e Construction Management, including preparing contract documents and performing construction
oversight on construction contracts;

e Operations, includes the daily receipt and “push, pack and cover” operations to bury the daily waste
stream; and

e Refuse Control, including litter control, control of illegal dumping, the cleanup program and post
closure maintenance.

Environmental Division

The Environmental Division is responsible for environmental monitoring, which includes the following:

¢ The Air/Gas Section designs, permits, operates and maintains landfill gas collection and flare
stations and monitors air quality;

e The Water Section designs, permits, operates and maintains ground water monitoring and surface
water sampling, and leachate management;

e The load check program;

e Traffic direction;

e Recycling at the landfills;

RCWMD 13 February 21, 2012



e The HHW Collection Program (AB 939 compliance, business and residential recycling); and,
e The composting program.

Other WMD Activities

The WMD:

e Provides call-in HHW information assistance and an HHW collection program through permanent
County HHW facilities and frequent HHW collection events operated by the County at no charge to
County residents (19 events were scheduled through June 13, 2011);

e Operates the permanent HHW collection facilities at the:
o Palm Springs Regional HHW Collection Facility (Owner: City of Palm Springs)
o Lake Elsinore Regional Permanent HHW Collection Facility (Owner: City of Lake Elsinore)
o Agua Mansa Regional Permanent HHW Collection Facility (Owner: WMD);

e Provides sharps labels and collects sharps and medication at the HHW collection locations and
events;

e Operates the ABOP facility at the Murrieta Area Regional ABOP Collection Facility (two other
facilities are located at transfer stations and are operated by Burrtec); and

e Operates recycling programs at the County landfills, including appliance servicing, and electronic
waste collection (recycling revenue helps offset the cost of other mandated activities).

The WMD is a state-approved electronic waste collector and recycler and a Certified Appliance Recycler
responsible for removing HHW from appliances received at the landfills (such as Freon, neon, mercury,

etc.).

The WMD is funded through tipping fees at the landfill.
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SECTION III: ANALYSIS OF REGIONAL DISPOSAL CAPACITY

The value of the County solid waste system will be affected by the demand for disposal capacity. This
section describes the regional disposal capacity conditions in Southern California.

Currently, permitted daily capacity at the three major Riverside County landfills (Badlands, Lamb Canyon
and El Sobrante) totals approximately 25,000 tons per day. A map of the active Riverside County
landfills is provided in Appendix D. The daily capacity used for Badlands, Lamb Canyon Landfill and El
Sobrante for CY 2009 totals approximately 9,000 tons per day and 10,000 tons per day for CY 2010
(including import tons received by El Sobrante) with an unused permitted capacity of approximately
16,000 tons per day in CY 2009 and 15,000 tons per day in CY 2010. See Appendices D and E for maps of
the Riverside County solid waste system.

There are twenty-five (25) significant landfills in the Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino and San Diego Counties. See Appendix F for a map of the Southern California Landfills.
Figure 1 reflects total regional capacity and use for 2009, for the Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino and San Diego Counties.

Figure 3 reflects a significant amount of unused daily capacity in the region. There are approximately
124,000 permitted tons per day in the five-county region at the 25 surveyed landfills (including several
insignificant landfills) with unused daily capacity of approximately 70,000 tons.

Figure 3: Five-County Regional Capacity and Use — 2009 "' @ ©
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= Appendix C

@) Active landfills for which disposal tonnage was excluded, include facilities with
throughput less than 50 TPD, military facilities and the four remote landfills in
Riverside County.

The Mesquite Regional Landfill available daily tonnage is reflected in Los Angeles
County assuming that the majority of the disposal tonnage will be delivered to the
facility from the Puente Hills Transfer Station/MRF.

3)
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In 2013, the Colton Sanitary Landfill (3,100 permitted TPD), Puente Hills Landfill (13,200 permitted TPD)
and Landers Sanitary Landfill (1,200 permitted TPD) are anticipated to close and the Mesquite Regional
Landfill (Mesquite) in Imperial County will become available. Permitted for up to 20,000 tons per day,
Mesquite is initially planned for up to 12,000 tons per day (8,000 tons by rail and 4,000 tons by truck)
and is planned as a regional waste-by-rail facility to accept tonnage from the Puente Hills intermodal
facility (truck-haul is also permitted, if the material is processed first). For analysis purposes, this is
shown as capacity in Los Angeles County, because the delivery point would be the Puente Hills
intermodal facility.

Additionally, Imperial County has applied for and received a Conditional Use Permit application to
expand the existing Salton City Municipal Solid Waste landfill, recently acquired by Burrtec Waste
Industries (Burrtec) under a long-term lease, to accept up to 6,000 tons of municipal solid waste per day
and an EIR is currently being prepared for the environmental impact of the proposed expansion.”

In 2016, the Orange County waste import agreements will expire and are highly unlikely to be renewed
based on current waste disposal agreements between the Orange County cities and the County of
Orange. In 2011, approximately 2,600 tons per day were imported into the Orange County landfills,
mostly from Los Angeles County.

In 2017, the West Miramar Sanitary Landfill in San Diego will stop accepting waste, reducing the total
permitted daily capacity of the five-county region by 8,000 tons per day.

Figure 4 reflects the projected five-county regional capacity at the end of 2017 impacted by projected
growth in disposal tonnage, the closure of three landfills in 2013 and one landfill in 2017. By the end of
2017, the five-county region is projected to have approximately 111,000 tons of daily permitted capacity
with a projected unused daily capacity of approximately 56,000 tons.

For purposes of the analysis of Southern California disposal capacity, proposed landfills sites at Gregory
Canyon in north east San Diego County and Eagle Mountain in Riverside County were not considered as
potential disposal options, because the availability of those sites is contingent upon the outcome of
pending litigation, as well as permitting with various Federal and State agencies.

! Travertine Point Revised Draft EIR, Impact Services, Inc., May 2011
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Figure 4: Five-County Regional Capacity and Use — 2017
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SECTION IV ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS

Summary of Options

T

After meeting with County staff to confirm the County’s study goals, we identified four potential options
to enhance general fund revenues using the County’s waste management assets:

1. Sale of Solid Waste System with net proceeds going to the General Fund (assuming County Counsel
approval of the use of funds);

2. Lease of Solid Waste System (Landfills) with net lease payments going to the General Fund
(assuming County Counsel approval of the use of funds);

3. Operating Contract for the operations of the Solid Waste System (Landfills) with the presumed
savings increasing the amount that could be loaned to the General Fund; or

4. Continue County operations and provide additional revenue to the General Fund through a loan of
reserves and/or importation of out-of-county waste.

<1

Description of Options

L

Option #1: Sale of All or Part of the Active and Inactive/Closed Landfills

Under this option the Riverside County Waste Management Department (“County”) would sell all or
part of the Riverside County Solid Waste System landfills that includes the six (6) active landfills (Table
2), thirty-two (32) inactive/closed landfills (Attachment 1) and all related operating equipment. The
buyer would be required to operate the purchased landfills and assume all of the closure and post-
closure obligations for the landfills purchased. The County could contractually guarantee disposal
capacity for the County waste stream as part of the sale conditions.

As previously described there are six active County-owned landfills and 32 inactive/closed landfills, five
transfer stations, an ABOP facility (located at the County Transportation Yard in Murrieta), the Agua
Mansa HHW Collection Facility and related equipment.

The Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills are the primary County-owned disposal sites and provide the
primary value to a buyer of the County’s solid waste system assets. The remaining four landfills (Blythe,
Oasis, Desert Center and Mecca 1l) are small landfills. The County operates the four smaller landfills at a
net loss for the benefit and convenience of County residents and businesses. The Blythe landfill is at the
eastern border of the County and received approximately 15,951 tons during FY 2011. The Oasis, Desert
Center and Mecca Il landfills received a combined total of 1,346 tons of refuse during FY 2011. Oasis is
open two days per week and Desert Center and Mecca Il are open only two days per year. If included in
a sale, the small landfills are likely candidates for closure or to have operations suspended if the solid
waste system is privatized, unless the buyer is contractually obligated to operate them.

While the Mecca Il landfill is substantially full with an estimated closure date of 2005 (per the Solid
Waste Permit), the landfill has expansion potential. The County projects a potential expansion for the
Mecca Il landfill in FY 2020. The expansion of the Mecca Il would be dependent on regional growth and
a related increase in disposal capacity requirements. Any increase in capacity at the Mecca Il landfill to
attract import waste would compete with the disposal capacity at the Mesquite Regional Landfill and
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the Salton City Landfill. The estimated daily volume for Mesquite Regional Landfill is permitted for 4,000
tons per day for the first year of operations, increasing up to 20,000 tons per day after year seven.
Trucks may be used in event of railroad stoppages. According to the LACSD, the Mesquite site is also
permitted to receive up to 1,000 tons per day from Imperial County. Additionally, Imperial County has
requested an increase from 50 TPD to 6,000 TPD for the Salton City Landfill {operated by Burrtec). The
request for the increase tonnage permitted for the Salton City Landfill is still in process.

The 32 inactive/closed landfills have little or negative value in a sale as a result of the on-going
monitoring, maintenance and corrective action required under state and Federal regulations. Due to
the uncertain nature of the liabilities associated with these facilities, including the inactive/closed
landfills in a sale might discourage potential buyers from proposing. According to BAS, it is difficult to
determine the adequacy of the long-term estimate of liabilities related to the closed/inactive sites. The
County is cautioned to remain cognizant of these liabilities if an “active landfill only” sale option is
pursued, since the Enterprise Fund would no longer be able provide the financial protection to the
General Fund as is currently the case. Any option pursued by the County should continue to provide
funds for on-going monitoring, maintenance and corrective action required for these sites.

The buyer would be required to continue the recycling programs, including the receipt of appliances at
the landfills.

Due to lengthy RFP/divestiture process, potential sale proceeds would not be immediately available.
Additionally, the County would need to pre-fund certain transaction costs such as legal and consultant
costs.

Advantages
The advantages of selling all or part of the active and inactive/closed landfills are:

1. County General Fund would receive the net proceeds (assuming County Counsel approval of the use
of funds) for the sale of the landfills and related equipment, after set aside of reserve funds for
future obligations.

2. The County would no longer be responsible for the daily operations, maintenance and corrective
action for the landfill system (although the County could choose to retain the operation of the
landfill gates, collection of gate fees and performance of the load check function).

3. Asale of all or part of the solid waste system could limit the potential environmental liability for the
landfills to the accrued liabilities at the date of the transfer of ownership; the buyer might be
responsible for any environmental cost incurred after the transfer of the property.

4. The 225,000 tons per year limitation on non-County waste at the County-owned landfills, under the
El Sobrante agreement, may no longer apply, increasing the value to a potential buyer.

Disadvantages

The disadvantages of selling all or part of the active and inactive/closed landfills are:

1. The transfer of ownership of the County landfills would activate the lease clause allowing the lessee
to terminate the WDA with the transfer station operators. This may significantly decrease the value

of the solid waste system and reduce any potential ongoing per-ton revenue that may be proposed
for the General Fund.
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2. The County would no longer have direct control of the landfill activities and less control over
customer rates.

3. There would likely be little interest in the inactive/closed landfills, the HHW and ABOP facilities,
unless specifically required as part of the sales agreement. The inclusion of these facilities, along
with the potential liability, would likely significantly lower the value of the potential sale. Excluding
these facilities from a sale would leave the County with significant ongoing costs and potentially
future unfunded liabilities.

4. Many existing employees may lose their employment with the County. The purchaser of the system
may retain some of the existing employees, although wages and benefits may be different.

5. Upfront costs associated with necessary outside consultants (legal, M&A)

6. The increasing costs of stricter environmental regulations on landfills (remaining with the County)
would need to be absorbed by the General Fund.

Significant Considerations Related to the Sale of All or Part of the Solid Waste System
Potential Cancelation of WDA's

In the event that the County relinquishes ownership in a landfill, the WDA with the operators of the
Robert A. Nelson, Edom Hill, Coachella Valley, Moreno Valley and Perris transfer stations/MRFs may be
terminated at the option of the operator. Based on the FY 10/11 budgeted tonnage reflected in Table 7
from the County’s economic model, the tonnage impacted by the WDA accounts for approximately
1,197,000 tons or nearly $32 million. The $32 million represents approximately 63% of total estimated
gross tipping fees of $51 million for FY 10/11.

Table 7: County Transfer Station Tonnage under Waste Disposal Agreements

Waste Disposal Agreements - Transfer Stations
Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station/MRF Burrtec 344,827 28.8%| S 9,086,692 28.8%
Coachella Valley Transfer Station Burrtec 109,648 9.2% 2,889,384 9.2%
Edom Hill Transfer Station Burrtec 261,626 21.8% 6,894,225 21.8%
Subtotal Burrtec Transfer Stations 716,101 59.8% 18,870,301 59.8%
Perris Transfer Station/MRF B CR&R 194,847 16.3% 5,134,501 16.3%
Idlywild, Pinyon Flats and Anza Facilities WM 12,169 1.0% 327,777 1.0%
Moreno Valley Transfer Station/MRF B WM 274,023 22.9% 7,220,903 22.9%
Subtotal WM Transfer Stations 286,192 23.9% 7,548,680 23.9%
Total County Transfer Station Tonnage Under WDA 1,197,140 100.0% 31,553,482 100.0%
Tons Above Delivered to El Sobrante ©! 328,721 27.5% 8,662,275 27.5%
Net Tons Delivered to County-Owned Landfills 868,419 72.5% 22,891,207 72.5%
W Exhibit 6A
@ Exhibit 2A

® Includes 164,647 tons from the Moreno Valley TS/MRF and 164,074 tons from the Perris TS/MRF.

Burrtec is the largest transfer station operator, as measured by facility tonnage. The estimated in-
County tonnage from the Burrtec operated transfer stations (Robert A. Nelson, Edom Hill and Coachella
Valley) totals approximately 716,000 tons for FY 10/11 or approximately 41% of 1,752,000 total in-
County tons disposed and $19 million or 37% of the gross tipping fee revenue of $51 million, net of pass-
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through billings (includes pass-through fees for Habitat & Environmental Mitigation, State Fees,
Household Hazardous Waste and Code Enforcement).

Moreno Valley and Perris TS/MRFs delivered 329,000 tons to the El Sobrante Landfill in addition to
139,000 tons to County-owned landfills.

Potential Exportation of County Tonnage

Landfill cash flows are dependent on the quantity of tonnage received and therefore the value of the
landfill system is highly dependent on the quantity of tonnage. The potential loss of County tonnage to
out-of-county landfills would reduce cash flow and reduce the value of the system to a buyer. Any
tipping fee surcharges that may be assessed to fund future County obligations or General Fund
contributions would also be negatively impacted by tonnage loss.

Burrtec currently operates the San Bernardino County solid waste system under an operations contract.
Burrtec is the franchise hauler for many cities in Riverside County and may be interested in the
opportunity to export Riverside County tonnage to the County of San Bernardino. Under Article 20 of
the San Bernardino operations contract, Burrtec may deliver to the San Bernardino County landfills
imported waste of up to 100,000 tons per year at a reduced rate, currently $27.47 per ton”.
Additionally, Burrtec is paid an additional fee by San Bernardino County as the system operator to
handle the tonnage. Tonnage delivered from the three Riverside County transfer stations leased and
operated by Burrtec account for approximately 716,000 tons annually (2,332 TPD), representing
$18,870,000.

Unused capacity at San Bernardino County landfills has been increasing over the past five years. The
Mid-Valley Landfill had an unused capacity of approximately 1.7 million tons in 2010 (5,566 tons per
day).

Burrtec recently leased the Salton City landfill in Imperial County. Burrtec may be interested in
exporting Riverside County waste through the Coachella Valley Transfer Station to the Salton City
landfill. Imperial County has requested an increase in the permitted tonnage from 50 TPD to 6,000 TPD,
a maximum of approximately 1,872,000 tons per year.

The opportunity to export Riverside County tonnage into the San Bernardino County landfills (primarily
the Mid-Valley Landfill) and into the Salton City Landfill may be attractive to Burrtec and to the counties
of San Bernardino and Imperial.

The Orange County import agreements will terminate on June 30, 2016. Orange County imported
approximately 2,550 tons per day into the Orange County landfills in CY 2010. The landfills in Los
Angeles County, San Bernardino County, Riverside County and Imperial County will compete for the
700,000 to 800,000 annual tons currently being delivered to Orange County landfills beginning July 1,
2016.

As reflected in Figure 1 for 2009, disposal capacity and Figure 2 for projected disposal capacity in 2017,
there is significant unused disposal capacity in the Southern California region.

2 Report/Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors of San Bernardino County and Record of Action, June 15,
2011
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Examples — City and County of San Diego

Examples of two jurisdictions that attempted sales of their landfill systems are provided in Section V.
The County of San Diego sold its landfill system in 1997. The City of San Diego attempted to sell its
landfill in 2010 and was unable to find a buyer.

Potential Sale Options

There are several potential structures for the sale of all or part of the County’s solid waste system:
1A. Sale of all active and inactive/closed landfills;

1B. Sale of the Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills, only;

1C. Sale of the active landfills, only (six active landfills); and

1D. Sale of the transfer station/MRFs {the RAN, Edom Hill and Coachella Valley transfer stations)

Each of these options is discussed below.
1A. Sale of all active and inactive/closed landfills.

This option involves the sale of the entire solid waste system, including the six active landfills and the 32
inactive/closed landfills. Sale of the landfills would result in the County transferring ownership, and may
instigate the clause in the WDA allowing the transfer station operators the option to terminate the WDA
and deliver the waste stream to other disposal facilities (See Section 13B in the Edom Hill Transfer
Station and the Coachella Valley Transfer Station agreements and Section 14B of the Robert A. Nelson
Transfer Station agreement for the disposal of solid waste).

Unless required by contract to remain open, it is possible that a private owner would close or suspend
operations at one or more of the smallest landfills {Blythe, Oasis, Desert Center and Mecca Il); either
permanently or until demand increases sufficiently to provide profitable operation of the facilities. The
County operates the four smallest landfills at a net loss for the benefit and convenience of County
residents and businesses and provides a necessary disposal site for solid waste in areas highly prone to
illegal dumping.

The County could choose to retain operation of the gate, waste inspection, illegal dumping, HHW and
ABOP collection activities for the benefit and convenience of County residents and businesses. The cost
of these activities for FY 10/11 is shown in Table 14 on page 34 of this report. The amount could
increase in the future, as it is difficult to estimate future requirements. The County could also choose to
retain those activities under option 1B and 1C below.

1B. Sale of the Badlands and Lamb Canvon Landfills, only.

This option includes the sale of the Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills, only. Sale of these two landfills
would result in the County transferring ownership, and will instigate the clause in the WDA allowing the
transfer station operators the option to terminate the WDA and deliver the waste stream to other
disposal facilities.
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The County would retain operation of the four smallest landfills (Blythe, Oasis, Desert Center and Mecca
1), the 32 inactive/closed landfills and the HHW and ABOP collection activities for the benefit and
convenience of County residents and businesses. The cost of these activities for FY 10/11 is shown in
Table 14 on page 34 of this report. The amount could increase in the future, as it is difficult to estimate
future remediation requirements for the inactive/closed landfills.

As described in Appendix A, the Oasis, Desert Center and Mecca Il landfills currently are operated at
reduced schedules. The Oasis Landfill is operated two days each week and the Desert Center and Mecca
Il landfills are both operated for two days each year.

1€, Sale of the active landfills, only (six active landfills).

Option 1C would involve the sale of all six of the active County landfills and would activate the potential
termination of the WDA. Under this option, as in Option 1A, it is possible that a private owner would
close one or more of the four smallest landfills (Blythe, Oasis, Desert Center and Mecca ll), either
permanently or until demand increase sufficiently to provide profitable operation of the facilities, unless
required contractually to remain open.

iD. Sale of transfer station/MRFs (the Robert A. Nelson, Edom Hill and Coachella Valley
Transfer Stations)

Under Option 1D, the sale would involve the three large transfer stations currently under lease to
Burrtec. Under the lease of these transfer stations, Burrtec has the first right of refusal for two of the
transfer stations in the event that the County offers the transfer stations for sale. Burrtec would have
the option to purchase the transfer stations for the price offered by a third party. Option 1D could be
added to options 1A, 1B or 1C.

Option #2: Lease of Solid Waste System

Under this option the Riverside County Waste Management Department (“County”) would lease all or
part of the solid waste system with an annual lease payment that would be based on tonnage delivered.
The County could retain the obligation and cost for the planning and engineering of liners, expansions
and closure. Under a lease, the leased parts of the solid waste system would return to the County at the
end of the lease.

A lease could be structured for the system components similar to those described in a sale for options
1A, 1B or 1C, but option 1D would likely not apply because the three transfer stations are already under
master leases with the County.

Advantages

The advantages of leasing all or part of the active and inactive/closed landfills are:

1. Under alease agreement the ownership of the landfills would not change and therefore the
termination option in the WDAs with the transfer station/MRF leases could not be exercised. Asa
result the County’s landfills would continue to receive disposal tonnage as directed by the WDAs.

2. County General Fund would receive an annual net lease payment for the landfills and related
equipment.
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3. County could retain the operation of the landfill gates, collection of gate fees and performance of
the load check function.

4. The County would no longer be responsible for performing the daily operations, maintenance and
corrective action for the landfill system.

5. The County would be able to guarantee disposal capacity for the County waste stream through the
lease agreement.

Disadvantages
The disadvantages of leasing all or part of the active and inactive/closed landfills are:

1. The County would no longer have daily control of the landfill activities and less control over
customer rates.

2. The County might retain the responsibility and cost for the acquisition of required land and the
planning and engineering of new liners, fill sequencing, landfill expansion, closure and post-closure
maintenance, depending on the lease terms.

3. There would likely be little interest in the inactive/closed landfills, the HHW and ABOP facilities,
unless specifically required as part of the lease arrangement. The inclusion of these facilities, along
with the potential liability, would likely significantly affect the amount of the lease payment.

4. Since the landfills and related operating assets will revert to the County at the end of the lease term,
a lessee may minimize investment in on-going maintenance activities.

5. The County would likely retain the environmental liability associated with disposal operations.

6. The 225,000 tons per year limitation on import tons to County-owned landfills, under the El
Sobrante agreement, would still apply.

Structure of the lease — Although the lessee would operate the leased facilities, the County would need
to include sufficient language in the lease to ensure continued operations and maintenance of the solid
waste system under current and future State and Federal regulations.

Option #3: Operation Contract for All or Part of the Solid Waste System

Under this option the Riverside County Waste Management Department (“County”) would enter into an
operating contract with a private party (“Contractor”) for the operation of the County landfills, and
possibly the Agua Mansa Permanent HHW Collection Center and the Murrieta Regional ABOP Collection
Facility. The County landfills include six active landfills (three of which are actively receiving refuse) and
thirty-two inactive/closed landfills and disposal sites {including identified burn sites).

Under an operations contract, the County would retain ownership of all of the system facilities and
assets and a contractor would operate and maintain all of the system landfills (active and inactive) and
transfer stations. The County could continue to operate the gates and perform the load check function.

Advantages

1. Under the operations contract the ownership of the landfills would not change and therefore the
termination option in the WDAs with the transfer station/MRF leases could not be exercised. Asa
result the County’s landfills would continue to receive disposal tonnage as directed by the WDA.

2. The County would no longer be responsible for performing the daily operations, maintenance and
corrective action for the landfill system. The private operator might be able to perform the services
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at a reduced cost compared to the County operations. If able to reduce costs, the solid waste fund
might be able to loan additional funds to the General Fund or provide additional rate stabilization.

3. The County would be able to continue to plan and assure disposal capacity for the County waste
stream.

4. County could retain the operation of the landfill gates, collection of gate fees and performance of
the load check function.

5. County would retain control over customer rates.

Disadvantages

1. The County would no longer have daily control of the landfill activities.

2. The County would retain the responsibility and liability for the acquisition of required land and the
planning and engineering of new liners, fill sequencing, landfill expansion, closure and post-closure
maintenance.

3. The County would retain the environmental liability associated with disposal operations.

Example —San Bernardino County

The solid waste system operations contract between San Bernardino County and Burrtec Waste
Industries (Burrtec) is an example of Option #3. San Bernardino County contracted with Burrtec to
conduct all work necessary for the operations and maintenance of the County’s landfills (active and
inactive) and transfer station operations. The scope of work under the operations contract includes
anticipated facility closures, fill sequencing plans and other normal operational activities.

Burrtec receives compensation in the form of an annual payment (in monthly installments) based on the
Burrtec’s total annual costs of operation of the landfills and transfer stations, including annual fixed
costs and direct operating costs that are based on a standard tonnage for each facility. Burrtec also
receives a tonnage adjustment, over or under the standard tonnage. If the tons received by Burrtec at
the County landfills and transfer stations exceeds (calculated by facility) the standard tonnage, Burrtec’s
compensation is increased. If the tonnage is less than the standard tonnage, Burrtec’s compensation is
decreased.

Table 8 shows the owner/operator relationship for several significant publicly owned landfills in other
local counties.

Table 8: Public Landfill Operations

County of Orange 3 County

County of Riverside 6 County

County of San Bernardino 5 Burrtec Waste
Industries

County of Kern 7 County

Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 2 LACSD

City of San Diego 1 City of San Diego

City of Burbank 1 City of Burbank

City of Glendale 1 LACSD
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Option #4: Continued County Operations
4A: Business as Usual and Loan Funds to the County General Fund from the WMD Reserves

Under this option the Riverside County Waste Management Department would continue to operate the
County Solid Waste System and would loan monies to the General Fund from the solid waste reserves.
The County determined that it is necessary to maintain a cash reserve in its solid waste operations fund
equal to three months of expense, including operating expenses and restricted costs for Closure, Post
Closure and Remediation Funding.

The WMD had approximately $45.3 million in unrestricted cash as of at the beginning of FY 10/11 (CAFR
balance at June 30, 2009). Excess unrestricted cash reserves over the three-month operations target are
shown in Table 9. This is the amount that might be available for a loan in any given year based on
current projections.

According to the Riverside County Counsel in a memorandum dated July 27, 2011, California courts have
held that the general fund of a county may temporarily borrow restricted funds provided that there is a
mechanism to repay the funds and that the borrowed monies are repaid before the funds are to be
expended for the original purpose.

Table 9: Summary of Estimated Excess Operating Cash Reserves
Available for Loan for the Ten Years from FY 11/12 — FY 20/21 (Year End Balances)
Scenario 1: Tonnage Growth — 1.9% per Year

1@

FY 11/12 $ 43,571,000 [ $ 19,607,000 | $ 23,964,000
FY 12/13 45,884,000 14,716,000 31,168,000
FY 13/14 47,780,000 16,744,000 31,036,000
FY 14/15 50,693,000 15,796,000 34,897,000
FY 15/16 57,973,000 15,487,000 42,486,000
FY 16/17 60,836,000 17,527,000 43,309,000
FY 17/18 64,347,000 18,073,000 46,274,000
FY 18/19 68,617,000 18,761,000 49,856,000
FY 19/20 35,247,000 30,094,000 5,153,000
FY 20/21 46,973,000 20,350,000 26,623,000

“ CAFR balance at June 30, 2011 was $52.5 million.

@ Exhibit 2A

The ability to loan funds to the General Fund is discussed in Section 22241 of Title 27 in the California
Code of Regulations.

CalRecycle, under Title 27, Environmental Protection, may limit the ability of the County to loan funds to
the General Fund. In Subchapter 3. Allowable Mechanisms - Section 22241. CIWMB (now CalRecycle) —

Enterprise Fund:

“(a) The enterprise fund shall dedicate its revenue exclusively or with exclusive first priority to financing
closure and/or post closure maintenance and/or corrective action.
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(b) Revenue generated by an enterprise fund shall be deposited into a financial assurance mechanism
that the operator demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the CIWMB, meet the following requirements:

(1) The mechanism will provide equivalent protection to a trust fund in ensuring that the assured
amount of funds shall be available in a timely manner for closure and/or post closure
maintenance and/or corrective action.”

Section 22241(b) also states;

“(5) If the provider of financial assurance has authority to invest revenue deposited into the
mechanism, the provider shall exercise investment discretion similar to a trustee; and

(6) The mechanism meets other requirements that the CIWMB determines are needed to ensure
that the assured amount of funds shall be available in a timely manner for closure and/or post
closure maintenance and/or corrective action.”

There are fourteen allowable financial assurance mechanisms. The County uses two of the financial
assurance mechanism to assure the closure and/or post closure maintenance and/or corrective action of
its landfills:

e 22241- Enterprise Fund; and
e 22245 - Pledge of Revenue.

Under the Enterprise Fund and Pledge of Revenue mechanisms the County has long-term restricted
reserves for closure, post closure and corrective action that might be able to be loaned with interest to
the County. The County contributes to the closure, post closure and corrective action reserves annually
based on the tonnage received at each landfill. Table 10 provides a summary of the estimated closure,
post closure and corrective action fund balances for the ten years from FY 11/12 to FY 20/21.

Table 10: Summary of Estimated Closure, Post Closure and Corrective
Action Reserve Balances at Year End for the Ten Years from FY 11/12 — FY 20/21 1 ®@
Scenario 1: Tonnage Growth — 1.9% per Year

FY 11/12 $ 73,105,000 |$ 17,108,000 $ 90,213,000
FY 12/13 75,823,000 14,975,000 90,798,000
FY 13/14 74,526,000 16,744,000 91,270,000
FY 14/15 79,446,000 17,116,000 96,562,000
FY 15/16 85,029,000 17,577,000 102,606,000
FY 16/17 90,366,000 18,051,000 108,417,000
FY 17/18 96,515,000 18,534,000 115,049,000
FY 18/19 102,979,000 19,029,000 122,008,000
FY 19/20 109,773,000 19,536,000 129,309,000
FY 20/21 116,913,000 20,054,000 136,967,000

" Exhibit 8A

) CAFR balance at June 30, 2010 for restricted reserves was $86.6

million.

Under Section 22245 (Pledge of Revenue), the County entered into twelve Pledge of Revenue
agreements to provide assurance of funds for post closure maintenance. The landfill revenues are
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pledged from future operations to be available for post closure maintenance. The pledged revenues
may be increased or decreased for any adjustment to the cost estimate that is mutually agreed to by the
WMD and CalRecycle.

Example — County of Orange

The Orange County General Fund borrows against reserve funds established by OC Waste &Recycling,
The amount loaned to the General Fund is repaid with interest. The department operates the landfills in
Orange County.

4B: Increase Imported Tonnage with Net Revenue Provided to the General Fund

Under this option the Riverside County Waste Management Department would continue to operate the
County Solid Waste System and seek import tonnage for the County-owned landfills. It would transfer
funds to the General Fund to the extent the tipping fees from the additional imported tons exceeded
the cost of operations, including the contribution to the required closure/post closure reserves.

Under the existing El Sobrante Agreement, importation to the County-owned landfills is limited to
225,000 per year (or higher amount if El Sobrante receives its Practical Maximum Amount). Assuming
the County could generate net incremental revenue ranging from $5 to $15 per ton and maximize the
importation at 225,000 tons per year, the County could generate between $1,125,000 and $3,375,000
per year for the General Fund. This might be possible depending on market conditions after closure of
Puente Hills in 2013, termination of the Orange County import agreements in 2016, and expiration of
the San Bernardino County waste delivery agreements, if not renewed in the next few years.

Example — County of Orange

As an example of the potential to import tonnage, Orange County has import agreements with certain
haulers for the disposal of out-of-county waste in the Orange County landfill system. The current import
rate is $22.68 per ton. The Orange County solid waste department retains its incremental costs to
dispose of the waste, and the balance of approximately $16 per ton is remitted to the General Fund.
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SECTION V: OTHER SIMILAR TRANSACTIONS

- e

County of San Diego — Sale of Solid Waste System
In 1996, the San Diego County Board of Supervisors directed staff to begin the process for divestiture of
the County Solid Waste System. The County Solid Waste System assets included:
e Four landfills
o Sycamore;
o Otay;
o Ramona, ; and
o Borrego
e The North County Recycling and Recovery Facility (NCRRF),
e Ten rural container transfer stations, and

e The Palomar Transfer Station.

The County contracted with J.P. Morgan for consulting services for the County’s Solid Waste Asset
divestiture program.

On August 12, 1997, the Board of Supervisors authorized the sale of the County’s Solid Waste System to
Allied Waste Industries. The County successfully divested itself from the business of owning and
operating landfills and the North County Resource Recovery Facility. However, certain responsibilities
were retained:

1. Management of inactive and closed solid wastes sites (compliance with environmental laws and
regulations);

2. Activities to ensure provision of solid waste collection services, reduction and diversion; and,

3. Countywide planning and reporting as required by law.

The County received approximately $179 million, including $160 million from the proceeds of the sale,
$16 million from the release of excess closure/post-closure reserves and $3 million other, as shown
below. As reflected in Table 11, of the $179 million in sales proceeds, $59 million was available for the
General Fund, with the remainder designated as restricted funds. According to County management, of
the $59 million, $17 million was used for a computer upgrade, courthouse and office repairs and habitat
conservation.
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Table 11: Summary of Proceeds and Proposed Uses of
Proceeds from Sale of Solid Waste System

Proceeds Related to Sale of Solid Waste System

Estimated Sales Proceeds $ 160
Release of Closure/Post-Closure Reserves 16
Other 3

Total Estimated Proceeds from Sale 179

Use of Proceeds - Restricted:

Solid Waste Environmental Trust Fund 101
Various Fund Specific Requirements Associated with the Sale 19
Restricted Proceeds 120
Proceeds in Excess of Identified Uses (General Fund) $ 59

City of San Diego — Miramar Landfill

E

g
s

ua

The City, through issuance of this Request for Qualifications/Non-binding Statement of Interest
(“RFQ/SOLI”), solicited Statements of Qualifications and Non-binding Statements of Interest which
include summaries of specific but non-binding economic proposals (“SOQ/SOIs”), from private entities
for:

e The leasehold acquisition or sublease, expansion, operation, regulatory compliance, and
closure/post-closure maintenance and monitoring of the Miramar Landfill, including all
closed and inactive portions;

e Greenery processing at the Miramar Landfill and marketing and sales of greenery products;

e Recyclables buy-back center operations at the Miramar Landfill, subject to the existing
contract between the City and Allan Company;

e The development of a materials transfer and processing facility at the Miramar Landfill site;

e The development of the Miramar Landfill site for other solid waste management processes
including, but not limited to: construction and demolition debris (“C&D”) processing, other
recyclables processing, waste-to-energy conversion technology operations, and other
sustainable purposes such as the generation of wind or solar energy;

e Household Hazardous Waste Transfer Station operations, subject to the existing contract
between the City and Clean Harbors Environmental Services, Inc.;

e Management, installation, testing, monitoring, and corrective actions related to the Landfill
gas collection system as needed to comply with regulatory requirements and contractual
requirements;

e Management, installation, testing, monitoring, and corrective actions related to the Landfill
leachate collection system as needed to comply with regulatory requirements;

e Collection, accounting, and remittance to the City of fees and taxes imposed on waste or

other materials delivered to the Miramar Landfill and revenues from transfer or processing
activities conducted on the Miramar Landfill Leasehold property;
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e Acceptance of City-collected solid waste (whether collected by City forces or by City
contractors) and solid waste generated by City government activities;

e Acceptance of waste generated by the Department of Navy installations and facilities
located within or near the boundaries of the City of San Diego in accordance with the Lease;

e Reclamation of closed/inactive landfills on the Miramar Landfill Leasehold property; and

e Acceptance of assighment of rights and delegation of duties under the commercial landfill gas lease

agreement for the operation of cogeneration facilities serving the City and other customers.
Results

A number of companies attended the initial meeting regarding the landfill sale. Ultimately, none of the
companies made an acceptable offer to the City, due in part to the limited remaining capacity of the

landfill (estimated at approximately 10 years), uncertainty over responsibility for prior environmental
liability and the complexity of the potential transaction. The Navy owns the land and leases the land to

the City, and would be required to approve a third party transaction. The City is currently going through

a managed competition for operation of the landfill.

County of San Bernardino — Solid Waste System

In 2000, the County of San Bernardino requested proposals for the operation of the County’s Solid
Waste System, including the operation of active landfills, the inspection and maintenance of inactive
and closed landfills and the operation of transfer stations. The proposers were given four proposal
options:

1. Operate all landfills and all transfer stations;
2. Operate all landfills, only;

3. Operated all transfer stations, only; and/or,
4

Operate individual transfer stations.

The San Bernardino County Solid Waste System was comprised of 7 active landfills, 9 inactive plus 23
closed sites, seven regular transfer stations and four limited-volume transfer stations.

Contractor Responsibilities

Landfill Operation and Maintenance

The Contractor for the San Bernardino solid waste system is responsible for the daily operation and
maintenance of all active landfills, including:

e Landfilling waste;

e Operating septic waste facilities;

e Load checking;

e Surveying;

e Litter control;

e Recycling;
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e Excavation of cover material;

e Construction and maintenance of internal water and electrical systems;
e Leachate collection and drainage systems;

¢ Maintenance of access and haul roads; and,

e Coordinating with the County scale operators.

Landfill Recycling Requirements

The existing recycling activities were to continue. Tires, white goods and scrap metal are required to be
collected at all facilities.

Inactive/Closed Landfill Responsibilities

The contractor is responsible for conducting monthly inspections, submitting monthly reports,
conducting post-rainfall inspections and operating and maintaining the leachate collection systems, as
well as general site maintenance.

Transfer Station Recycling Requirements
The contractor is responsible for operating and maintaining the County transfer stations.
County Responsibilities

The County is responsible for managing or separately contracting for:

e Overall system planning and administration;

e Public relations and education programs;

e Scale operations and customer billing;

e Landfill gas system operation and maintenance; and,

e Capital projects, such as engineering, design and construction for site closures and expansions, and
environmental remediation projects.

Results
San Bernardino County entered into a seven-year agreement (plus three one-year extensions) with
Burrtec Waste Industries for the operation of its solid waste system. The County increased control over

the solid waste system by replacing the previous operations contract with a contract with a narrower
operator role.
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SECTION VI: VALUATION ANALYSIS

Summary of Solid Waste System Economics

aﬁ%

The County’s 10-year economic model was updated and extended for 40 years, through FY 50/51, as
shown in the attached valuation model for Scenario 1 and Scenario 2. The County provided a projection
of site-specific costs reflecting land acquisition, landfill expansion, gas-to-energy costs and projected
gas-to-energy revenues (landfill capital costs and capacity estimates were reviewed by Bryan A. Stirrat &
Associates, a Tetra Tech company (“BAS”) as described in Appendix G.). The primary goal was to
calculate the range of values of the system facilities sold. The model considered two scenarios as
follows:

Scenario 1: This scenario was based on the sale of the Badlands and Lamb Canyon Landfills and the
existing tonnage growth is limited to the approximate growth in population — 1.9%.

It is possible with economic recovery that tonnage could increase significantly from current levels.
However, this could be offset over the intermediate term with new recycling programs in response to
recently approved State legislation to increase the statewide diversion goal to 75% by 2020.

Scenario 2: This scenario was based on the sale of the Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills and assumes
disposal quantities increase by 7.3% per year for five years (FY 11/12 through FY 15/16) to increase in-
County disposal to the FY 05/06 level, and a 1.9% annual increase thereafter based on estimated
population growth from FY 16/17 through FY 50/51.

The cash flow for the entire solid waste system was projected under each scenario and the projected
revenues and expenses for operations retained by the County were deducted to reflect the cash flow of
the facilities sold. The operations assumed to be retained by the County for valuation purposes are
identified in Table 13.

The results of the analysis are summarized in Table 12.

Table 12: Estimated Range of Value for the Solid Waste System Facilities Sold

2: Tonnage Growth of 7.3% for Five

. 0,
1: 1.9% per Year Tonnage Growth Years then 1.9% per Year

Sale of Badlands and Lamb Canyon $ 122,000,000 | to | $ 214,000,000 | $ 181,000,000 | to | $ 330,000,000

Sensitivity Analysis

The value of the solid waste system assets sold is highly dependent on the quantity of refuse delivered
to the landfills. For example, if tonnage delivered to the County landfills remained at current levels for
the 40-year period, rather than increasing by 1.9% annually as shown in Scenario 1, the estimated value
of the sale of the Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills would be $82 million to $122 million. If tonnage
increased immediately in year 1 to the maximum daily permitted limit for the Badlands and Lamb
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Canyon landfills, representing a 145% increase in annual system tonnage, the estimated value of the
Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills would be $399 million to $663 million. This is a theoretical
calculation to show the importance of the tonnage on the valuation and it is highly unlikely any potential
buyer could maximize waste flow to the landfills in the near term.

The County may retain certain costs in the sale or lease of the system, depending on which system
assets are sold or leased, and which activities the County desires to continue to perform. Table 13
presents a summary of the activities that could be retained by the County and the annual funding

requirements at current levels.

Table 13: Summary of the Estimated Revenues and Cost of Activities that
May be Retained by the County Assuming Sale of the Badlands and Lamb Canyon Landfills

L

1 Overhead Costs:

2 Attachment 3 Headquarters & Departmental Overhead S - S 1,186,000 | 1,186,000
3 Attachment 3 General Fund Transfers 1,296,000 1,296,000
4 Attachment 3 Environmental, Engineering & Monitoring 401,000 401,000
5 Attachment 3 CVAG, RCOG and Other County Costs 407,000 407,000
6 Sum (L2:L5) Subtotal - Overhead Costs 3,290,000 3,290,000
7 Gate Fee, Load Check and Jurisdictional Reporting @

8 Attachment 3 El Sobrante Landfill 774,000 774,000
9 Attachment 3 Desert Landfills 174,000 174,000
10 Attachment 3 Inactive/Closed Sites 2,000 2,000
11 Attachment 3 Administrative Expenses 515,000 515,000
12 SUM(L8:L11) Subtotal - Gate Fee, Load Check and Jurisdictional Reporting - 1,465,000 1,465,000
13 El Sobrante Operation and Oversight Revenue and Costs:

14 Att 3(L29)-E4A(L159) El Sobrante Costs Oversight Costs 261,000 261,000
15 E1A(L21) E4A(L200)-Att 3{L6)  |El Sobrante In-County Revenue and Expense (17,911,000) 14,748,000 (3,163,000)
16 Sum (L14:L15) Subtotal - El Sobrante Operation and Oversight Revenue and Costs (17,911,000) 15,009,000 (2,902,000)
17 Other Operations and Programs:

18 Attachment 3 Monitoring and Control of lllegal Dumping 561,000 561,000
19 Attachment 3 HHW, Recycling and ABOP 2,640,000 2,640,000
20 Att 3(L29) -Att 3(L6) Maintenance of Cost of Inactive/Closed Landfills 4,115,000 4,115,000
21 E1A(L22) Att 3 Operation of Desert Landfills (499,000) 2,606,000 2,107,000
22 Sum (118:L21) Subtotal - Other Operations and Programs (499,000) 9,922,000 9,423,000
23 L6+L12+116+22 Net (Revenue) Expenses S (18,410,000)| $ 29,686,000 S 11,276,000

%) FY 10/11 costs

@ Excludes the cost of operation for gate fee, load check and jurisdictional reporting for the Badlands and Lamb Canyon
landfills totaling $347,000 for FY 10/11.

As an example, if the County sold only the Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills and retained all of the
other facilities and activities shown in Table 14, it would require funding of approximately $11.3 million

annually, at current funding levels, to support those activities.

The cash flows were estimated for a 40-year period. The valuation does not include cash flows that
would occur after 40 years, as they would be extremely speculative and would have minimal impact on
the discounted net present value. We note that the system may have significant remaining capacity at
the time due to the significant expansion potential of certain landfills.
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The valuation of the Riverside County solid waste system is based on the Income Approach. This
method considers the potential return on investment as defined by the net present value of the net cash
flows over a projected 40-year period.

The income approach consists of a projection of the revenue and costs of the solid waste system. The
projected revenues include:

e Tipping fees,

e The landfill gas to energy revenues; and

e Otherrevenues.
The projected costs of the County solid waste system include:

e The cost of operating the landfills,

e Disposal cost at the El Sobrante Landfill,

e Landfill expansion and improvements

e Closure, post closure and corrective action costs of the active and inactive landfills and disposal
sites;

e Costs to operate the recycling, HHW and ABOP programs; and

e Overhead costs.

The revenues and costs were projected over the 40-year period from FY 11/12 to FY 50/51 and the
resulting projected net cash flows were used to calculate the net present value using a range of
estimated discount rates of eight percent (8%) to twelve percent (12%).

The cash flow from the solid waste system is dependent on the quantity of the tonnage received and
therefore the value of the solid waste system is highly dependent on the quantity of tonnage. The
potential loss of County tonnage to out-of-county landfills would reduce the cash flow and reduce the
value of the solid waste system to a potential buyer. Additionally, the ability to receive tonnage is
dependent on the disposal capacity of the landfills, which is highly dependent upon obtaining permits
for landfill expansion. Although the landfills may have significant potential disposal capacity beyond 40
years, the certainty of obtaining the necessary permits and the changing economic environment is
extremely speculative and may significantly influence the potential cash flows.

In order to project revenues and expenses for the Riverside County solid waste system from fiscal year
11/12 to FY 50/51 for Scenario 1 and Scenario 2, we made certain key assumptions. The key
assumptions are described below.

Projected Capital Costs and Expenditures
County staff provided a projection of capital costs for land acquisition, landfill expansion and gas-to-

energy development costs with a projection of related gas-to-energy revenues for the forty-year period
from FY 10/11 to FY 49/50 for the Badlands, Lamb Canyon, Blythe and Mecca Il landfills and the Edom

RCWMD 35 February 21, 2012



Hill gas-to-energy facility. Landfill expansion costs and related airspace calculations were reviewed and
verified by BAS and used in the valuation model.

The County provided capital cost estimates using two alternative tonnage assumptions: one set of
estimates assumed annual tonnage growth of 1.9% per year; a second set assumed tonnage growth of
7.3% for five years to increase tonnage to FY 05/06 levels with 1.9% tonnage growth per year thereafter.

Operating Expenses and Revenues

Operating expenses and revenues were provided by County staff for FY 10/11 and projected for the
forty-year period. With the assistance of County staff, certain expenses were adjusted by the growth in
tonnage volume and others remained constant through the forty-year period.

County staff allocated expenses between the various activities performed by the WMD, such as
operation of the various active landfills (Badlands, Lamb Canyon and the other active landfills), the
inactive/closed sites, the permanent HHW collection and the ABOP facilities and overhead costs. These
allocated costs were used to estimate the costs that may be retained by the County for certain activities,
as shown in Table 13.

Inflation/Interest Rate

The inflation rate and interest rate projections are summarized Table 14:

Tablel4: Summary of Inflation and Interest Income
Assumptions for the 40-Years from FY 11/12 to FY 50/51

e

N DR & s = R R Dt
FY 11/12 1.5% FY 11/12 1.0%
FY 12/13 2.0% FY 12/13 2.0%
FY 13/14 2.5% FY 13/14 3.0%
FY 13/15 thereafter 3.0% FY 14/15 4.0%
FY 15/16 4.5% Y
there after

g Beginning with FY 15/16 the annual rate for interest income was assumed to be
1.5% above the projected inflation rate of 3%.

Closure/ Post Closure/Remediation Contributions

The Closure/Post Closure/Remediation Contributions per ton of waste disposed was projected by
County staff to be unchanged for the modeling period, as reflected below.
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Closure $1.60

Post Closure 0.15
Remediation 0.05
Total $1.80

Pass-Through Costs (Rate per Ton)
The pass-through costs to cover Habitat and Environmental Mitigation, payments to the Board of
Equalization, the Local Enforcement Agency and the Code Enforcement Department total $3.18 per ton,

as shown below and were projected by County staff to remain constant for the modeling period.

Pass-Through Costs per Ton

Habitat and Environmental Mitigation $1.00
Board of Equalization 1.40
Local Enforcement Agency 0.43
Code Enforcement 0.35

Total $3.18

County Revenues

County staff provided a projection of the tipping fees per ton for FY 10/11, FY 11/12 and FY 12/13;
thereafter the revenues per ton were projected using the assumed inflation rate. County staff also
projected “Other Revenues”, including Bark Beetle Project Revenue, the sale of miscellaneous material
(gas-to-energy revenues) and other miscellaneous revenues.

Tonnage

Actual landfill tonnage for FY 10/11 was used as a starting point for the projection of tonnage.
Mecca Landfill II

Based on discussions with County staff, if the Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills are sold, it is unlikely
that the Mecca Il landfill will be expanded. Existing WDAs with the transfer stations allow the County to
direct waste to County landfills, including Mecca Il. However, if the Badlands and Lamb Canyon landfills
were sold, the transfer stations may cancel the WDA, allowing the transfer stations to use other disposal
options. Other landfill opportunities in the area are either permitted or in the process of being
permitted and would provide substantial competition for the waste that could go to Meccalll.
Accordingly, Mecca Il capital costs for acquisition, expansion and G2E and the related G2E revenue were
excluded from the model. While Mecca Il has over 5 million tons in potential expansion capacity, it is
unlikely that the landfill would be expanded based on current market conditions.

Unrestricted and Restricted Cash

The beginning unrestricted and restricted cash balances for FY 10/11 are based on the balances
provided in the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the year ended June 30, 2010.
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SECTION VII: CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS

5

S

e

Based on our findings and analysis in the previous sections, we conclude the following:

1. The County Waste Management Department (“WMD”) Enterprise Fund supports a variety of
activities, including:
e operation of the active landfills and related activities;
e monitoring and maintenance of the inactive/closed sites;
e operating the HHW and ABOP facilities and certain recycling programs;
e providing financial support for CVAG, WRCOG, and other County agencies; and
e monitoring and cleanup of illegal dumping.

The WMD Enterprise Fund protects the General Fund from incurring costs for these on-going
activities, as well as potential unknown future costs for remediation and corrective action.

2. The value of the landfill system is highly dependent on the quantity of waste delivered to the
system. The operation and valuation assumptions used in this analysis are described in Section VI of
this report.

3. The entire existing system, including all of the active and inactive landfills, and the other activities
performed by the department, if valued based on its projected cash flows, assuming 1.9% annual
tonnage growth (Scenario 1), is ${(10) million to $11 million. This assumes that all existing activities
and obligations are transferred to a purchaser (except for the transfer station master leases). Under
Scenario 2 tonnage assumptions, with disposal quantities assumed to increase to FY 05/06 levels in
the next five years, and increased by 1.9% annually thereafter (Scenario 2) the value would range
from $49 million to $127 million. However, due to the uncertain nature of costs and liabilities
associated with the inactive landfills, it is reasonably possible that including the inactive landfills in
the purchase may discourage potential buyers from proposing or significantly reduce the values
proposed.

4. The primary value in the County-owned solid waste system assets is represented by two landfills:
Badlands and Lamb Canyon. The estimated range of combined values for these two landfills is $122
million to $214 million under Scenario 1 and $181 million and $330 million under Scenario 2.

5. Terms of the transfer station waste delivery agreements and the El Sobrante agreement, make it
difficult to structure a sale or lease that will maximize value. If the County’s landfills are sold, the
transfer station operators may terminate the waste delivery agreements with the County and
deliver waste to landfills outside the County, reducing its value to potential buyers. If tonnage
controlled by the waste delivery agreements for the three County transfer stations operated by
Burrtec left the system, total system tonnage could be reduced by approximately 716,000 tons
(41% of total in-County tons for FY2010/11) or approximately $19 million (37% of FY 2010/11 tipping
fee revenue). If the system is leased, the lessee would be limited in its ability to import out-of-
County waste by the 225,000 ton/year restriction on import waste to County-owned landfills under
the El Sobrante agreement {(unless El Sobrante reaches its “Practical Maximum” disposal capacity as
described later in this report). For these reasons, it is unclear whether a sale or a lease would
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generate more value. If the County decides to proceed with a Request for Qualifications/ Letter of
Interest, we recommend that the County solicit proposals under both structures.

6. If the County proceeds with a sale or lease of some or all of the active landfills, the County may
desire to retain certain functions as described in this report. Potential activities that the County may
desire or be required to retain include, but are not limited to:

e performing gate fee, load check, and jurisdictional reporting for the active landfills;
e operating the desert landfills

e maintenance of inactive/closed sites;

e HHW, recycling and ABOP programs;

e monitoring and control of illegal dumping; and

e managing and monitoring the El Sobrante contract.

If all of the above activities and related department overhead were retained by the County, the
annual funding requirements for County activities would be $11.3 million annually at current
funding levels. (This excludes the gate fee and load check functions at the Badlands and Lamb
Canyon landfills that totaled $347,000 for FY 2010/11). Funding for these activities currently is
provided through the WMD Enterprise Fund and would require an alternative funding source in the
future if the regional landfills were sold.

7. If the Badlands and Lamb Canyon Landfills are sold and the purchaser assumes the related closure
and post closure liabilities for these sites, the known unfunded liabilities for the remaining sites are
estimated by the WMD as of June 30, 2011 at approximately $18 million, net of existing reserves for
these activities (Estimated liability based on the percentage of capacity used of $40 million, less the
total amount in escrow of $22 million).

8. The County may be able to meet its short-term funding objectives by continued County ownership
of the landfills and loaning reserves from the WMD to the General Fund (assuming that the loaning
of WMD restricted reserves complies with applicable statutes regarding the use of funds). The
WMD sets aside reserves for future obligations for landfill closure, post closure maintenance, and
corrective action, and much of these reserves are not anticipated to be utilized for a very long time.
For example, based on site development plans, Badlands, with potential expansions, may not close
until 2183, and Lamb Canyon, with potential expansions, may not close until 2074. The closure, post
closure and corrective action reserves are estimated at $88.5 million as of June 30, 2011 and are
estimated to increase to $137 million by 2021 (Exhibit 8A). There is an estimated additional $50
million in unrestricted reserves as of June 30, 2011 in excess of the operating target that could be
loaned to the General Fund, and this amount is projected to be $26.6 million by 2021 (Exhibit 1A).

9. The County may be able to attract out-of-County waste to the County-owned landfills in order to
generate net income that may be able to be used by the General Fund. The likelihood of attracting
out-of-county waste will increase after the closure of the Puente Hills landfill in October of 2013 and
the termination of the Orange County import agreements in 2016 or if San Bernardino County does
not renew its waste delivery agreements. If Riverside County could attract the maximum of 225,000
tons/year allowed to the County-owned landfills under the El Sobrante Agreement, the County may
be able to generate income of between $1,125,000 and $3,375,000 per year, assuming net revenue
ranging between 55 and $15 per ton for the out-of-County waste, after allowance for disposal-
related expenses. The ability to attract this tonnage would likely depend on an increase in regional
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tonnage associated with an economic recovery, and the timing of such a recovery is highly
uncertain.

10. The County could consider a landfill operations contract with a private operator with continued
County-ownership of the landfills. Itis possible, but not certain, that such an arrangement may
lower the overall cost of operations and increase the overall cost effectiveness of the system,
allowing the WMD to loan additional reserves to the general fund, and potentially generate higher
net revenues from out-of-County waste if such waste is delivered to the system. A private operator,
if also a regional waste hauler, may be able to deliver out-of-County waste to the system if the
contractual arrangements are structured to provide an incentive to do so. The direct cost of
personnel and equipment at the landfills is approximately $8.5 million per year (Attachment 3). For
example purposes, if these costs were reduced by 10% through an operations contract, the annual
cost savings would be approximately $850,000.

11. There is value in the transfer station master leases because the County will retain ownership of
these facilities constructed on County-owned land when the leases expire. Since the term of these
leases is very long, we believe the County would receive significantly better value by considering a
sale of the properties or renegotiating lease terms closer to the lease termination dates, which
range from 2029 to 2050, including extensions. The master lease for the Coachella Valley Transfer
Station provides the lessee with an option for an additional 25 years at the end of the initial term of
25 years.

ATIONS

County Counsel should review applicable legal statutes that may affect the use of the County’s funds
from a sale or lease, such as propositions 218 and 26. We also recommend that County Counsel review
applicable statutes to confirm that the Waste Management Department may provide net revenues from
acceptance of out-of-County waste to the General Fund.

We understand that County Counsel has confirmed in a memorandum dated July 27, 2011 that tipping
fee revenues may be loaned to the General Fund as long as the funds are repaid before they are needed
to be expended for their original purpose.

With respect to the valuation of the landfill system, proposers may propose significantly higher or lower
values than the amounts estimated in this report, based on their own operations and projections which
could be significantly different and unique to each proposer. Further, the valuation is based on
projections over the next 40 years, and different proposers may make significantly different
assumptions regarding the pricing, costs and demand for disposal capacity over that time which would
have a material impact on the valuation. For reasons described above, the value of the master transfer
station leases was not included in the estimates.
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Attachment 2

RIVERSIDE COUNTY SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL SYSTEM
STAKEHOLDERS

There are a number of stakeholders that may be affected by a potential sale, lease or operating
contract. Table 1 lists the stakeholders and their interest in a transaction involving the County solid
waste system.

Table 1: Stakeholders and Interest

Stakeholde u _Interest
1 |Waste Haulers/Transfer Station Operators User/Payer
2 |Self Haulers User/Payer
3 |Residential, Commercial and Industrial Customers Payer
4 |County Board of Supervisors Policy Makers
5 |City Officials Approve Hauler Contract and Local Rates
6 [County Employees/Unions Jobs/Wages/Benefits
7 |Riverside County Solid Waste Advisory Council and Local Task Force Policy Advisors
8 |Waste Management, Inc (El Sobrante) Owner of El Sobrante Landfill
9 |Local Enforcement Agency Regulator - Solid Waste Issues
10 |State Waste Board (CalRecycle) Regulator - Solid Waste Issues
11 |[State Water Board Regulator - Water Quality Issues
12 |Host Communities and Cities Adjacent to the Landfills User/Payer/ Environmental Impact

The specific interest for the stakeholders identified in Table 1 is summarized as follows:

Waste Haulers: The waste haulers’ interest under of each of the options will be based on the potential
impact on the haulers’ operating costs and the potential rate increases to customers.

Transfer Station Operators: The transfer station operator interest under each of the options will be
based on the potential impact on the operators operating cost and the potential changes in the gate
rates charged. Under option 1, the sale of the solid waste system landfills will activate the operators’
option under the WDA to cancel the WDA, eliminating the transfer station operators’ requirement to
deliver disposal tonnage to County-specified landfills. This will significantly impact Burrtec as the
lessee/operator of the County’s three primary transfer stations and give Burrtec an opportunity to
cancel its WDA with the County and export Riverside County waste to landfills in San Bernardino County,
which Burrtec operates, or to a landfill in Imperial County, which Burrtec operates under a long-term
lease.

WM, which operates the Moreno Valley Transfer Station, would likely deliver loads to the El Sobrante
Landfill. CR&R, owner of the Perris Transfer Station does not operate a local landfill, but delivers its
waste stream to the El Sobrante and Badlands landfills.

Residential, Commercial and Industrial Customers: The interests for residential, commercial and
industrial customers for each of the options will center on the impact to services received and service
rates paid. Sale of the system could increase customer rates, depending on terms of the sale
agreement.

County Board of Supervisors: The County Board of Supervisors will be interested on the impact of the

operation of the solid waste system on the financial position of the County and the impacts on interests
of County residential, commercial and industrial customers for each of the options on services received
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Attachment 2

and service rates paid. The County Board of Supervisors is responsible for establishing policy in the
County.

City Officials: City officials will be interested on the impact of services and costs to residential and
businesses and the availability of disposal capacity for the city, residents and business, and the impact
on the local environment.

County Employees/Unions: County employees and related unions will be concerned with the impact in
each of the options for continued employment with competitive wages and the potential impact on
work conditions.

Riverside County Solid Waste Advisory Council and Local Task Force: The Riverside County Solid Waste
Advisory Council and the Local Task Force are responsible for providing advisory services to the County
Supervisors, City Officials and City and County management related to the solid waste system and
services in the County and will be interested in the impact of potential changes in the solid waste
system.

Waste Management, Inc. (El Sobrante Landfill): WM will be interested in any potential impact on the
waste stream received at the El Sobrante Landfill and any future impact on operating costs and gate
fees. WM may oppose any effort by the County to increase import tonnage beyond the current limit of
225,000 tons.

The Local Enforcement Agency (LEA): The LEA’s interest will focus on the impact of potential new
reporting bodies, development of new working relationships and continued regulatory compliance.

The State Waste Board (CalRecycle): The CalRecycle’s interest will be potentially new reporting bodies,
development of new working relationships, adequate reserves for current and future closure/post
closure and remediation costs and continued regulatory compliance.

The State Water Board: The State Water Board will be interested in maintaining the water quality in the
County and will be interested in the impact of potential changes in the solid waste system on the
regional groundwater system, adequate reserves for current and future closure/post closure and
remediation costs and continued regulatory compliance.

Host Communities and Cities Adjacent to the County Landfills: The host communities and cities

adjacent to the County landfills will be interested in the impact on the quality of life for their residents
and business.
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APPENDIX A

Description of Solid Waste Facilities
Owned and Operated or Leased by the County

The following is a brief description of the solid waste facilities owned and operated or leased by the
County (see Attachment 1):

1. The six (6) active County landfills:
e Badlands Sanitary Landfill
e Lamb Canyon Landfill
e Blythe Sanitary Landfill
e Qasis Sanitary Landfill
e Mecca ll Sanitary Landfill
e Desert Center Sanitary Landfill
2. 32 Inactive/Closed Landfills and Disposal Sites
3. Transfer Station/MRFs Under Lease —Owned by the County
e Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station
e Edom Hill Transfer Station
e Coachella Valley Transfer Station
e Idyllwild Transfer Station (Lease) and Pinyon Flats Transfer Station (Operating Agreement)

¢ Anza Transfer Station

Six Active County Landfills

2

Badlands Sanitary Landfill ("Badlands”™)
31125 Ironwood Avenue, Moreno Valley, CA

6 miles East of the City of Moreno Valley; Latitude: 33.95349, Longitude: -117.11758
SWIS: #33-AA-0006

Badlands is an active, Class Il landfill that accepts mixed municipal waste, green materials, industrial
waste, construction/demolition waste, agricultural waste, ash, inert materials, metals, tires, wood waste
and dead animals. Badlands does not accept hazardous waste. The landfill is open six days per week.
Customers are subject to a random inspection of their load under the County’s Load Check Program.
The landfill also accepts appliances and e-waste. Badlands began operations in 1966.

Badlands accepts solid waste from commercial and private haulers. During fiscal year (FY) 10/11,
Badlands received 525,123 tons of solid waste (Exhibit 6A) with a daily average of approximately 1,711
tons. The site is equipped with a gate and scalehouse. Also located on the site are office space and a
recyclable material and white goods collection area.

Badlands is located in an unincorporated area of Riverside County, adjacent to the City of Moreno
Valley, and is bordered by rural, residential and non-irrigated open space.
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APPENDIX A

The County operates a recycling program at Badlands. The County is an approved electronic waste
collector and a Certified Appliance Recycler.

A. Permitted Hours of Operation: Open to the public: 6:00 AM to 4:30 PM, Monday through Saturday,
307 days per year, except the landfill is closed New Years Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day,
Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day.

B. Acreage: 1,168.32 acres (Includes Right-of-Way)

C. Design Capacity: 33,561,000 Cubic Yards

D. Permitted Maximum Elevation: 2,460 feet

E. Maximum Permitted Depth: 275 feet

F. Permitted Acres: Total - 278 acres; Disposal — 150 acres

G. Estimated Permitted Closure Date: 2024

H. Permitted Tons: 4,000 tons per day

I. Permitted Vehicles per Day: 612

J. Estimated Cubic Yards in Place: 16,935,000 cubic yards

K. Estimated Remaining Capacity (Cubic Yards): 16,626,000 cubic yards
L. Estimated Capacity in Tons (6/30/2011): 17,619,521 tons *

M. Estimated Tons in Place (6/30/2011): 8,891,227 tons (50.46%)"
N. Estimated Tons Remaining: 8,728,294 tons

%

Lamb Canyon Sanitary Landfill ("Lamb C
16411 Lamb Canyon Rd, Beaumont, CA 92223

7 miles South of Beaumont; Latitude: 33.88389, Longitude: -116.99722
SWIS: #33-AA-0007

anyon”}

Lamb Canyon is an active, Class Ill landfill that accepts mixed municipal waste, green materials, industrial
waste, construction/demolition waste, agricultural waste, inert materials, metals, tires and dead
animals. Lamb Canyon does not accept hazardous waste. The landfill is open six days per week.
Customers are subject to a random inspection of their load under the County’s Load Check Program.
The landfill also accepts appliances and e-waste. Lamb Canyon began operations in 1970. The landfill is
bordered by rural, residential and non-irrigated open space.

Lamb Canyon accepts solid waste from commercial and private haulers. During FY 10/11, Lamb Canyon
received 528,972 tons of solid waste with a daily average of approximately 1,723 tons. The site is
equipped with a gate and scalehouse. Also located on the site are office space, recyclable material area
and white goods bin.

The County operates recycling programs at Lamb Canyon. The County is an approved electronic waste
collector and a Certified Appliance Recycler.

1 Exhibit 3 - 2011 Engineering and Environmental Financial Assurance Estimates
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APPENDIX A

A. Permitted Hours of Operation: Open to the public: 6:00 AM to 4:30 PM, Monday through
Saturday, 307 days per year, except the landfill is closed New Years Day, Memorial Day,
Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day.

Acreage: 1,189.07 acres

Design Capacity: 33,041,000 cubic yards

Permitted Maximum Elevation: 2,410 feet

Maximum Permitted Depth: 300 feet

Permitted Acres: Total — 580.5 acres; Disposal - 144.6 acres
Estimated Permitted Closure Date: 2021

Permitted Tons: 5,000 tons per day

I omMmmoO®

Permitted Vehicles per Day: 913
Estimated Cubic Yards in Place: 15,351,000 cubic yards
Estimated Remaining Capacity (Cubic Yards): 17,690,000 cubic yards
Capacity in Tons (6/30/2011): 15,646,000 tons”

. Estimated Tonnage in Place (6/30/2011): 7,268,209 tons (46.45%)
Estimated Tons Remaining: 8,87,791 tons

22 r =&~

1000 Midland Road, Blythe, CA 92225
6 miles North of Blythe; Latitude: 33.70478 Longitude: -114.62673
SWIS #: 33-AA-0017

Blythe is an active, Class Il landfill that accepts mixed municipal waste, green materials, industrial waste,
construction/demolition waste, agricultural waste, inert materials, liquid waste, metals, tires and dead
animals. Blythe does not accept hazardous waste. The landfill is open five days per week and the first
Saturday of each month. Customers are subject to a random inspection of their load under the County’s
Load Check Program. The landfill also accepts appliances and e-waste. Blythe began operations in 1958.

Blythe accepts solid waste from commercial and private haulers. During FY 10/11, Blythe received
15,951 tons of solid waste with a daily average of approximately 59 tons. The site is equipped with a
gate and scalehouse. Also located on the site are office space, recyclable material area and white goods
bin.

The County operates recycling programs at Blythe. The County is an approved electronic waste collector
and a Certified Appliance Recycler.

A. Permitted Hours of Operation: Open to the public: 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM, Monday through Friday
and the first Saturday of each month, 272 days per year, except the Site is closed New Years Day,
Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day.

B. Acreage: 334.8 acres (Includes Right-of-Way)
C. Design Capacity: 6,034,148 cubic yards
D. Permitted Maximum Elevation: 525 feet

2 Ibid
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E. Maximum Permitted Depth: 420 feet

F. Permitted Acres: Total — 335 acres; Disposal —78.1 acres

G. Estimated Permitted Closure Date: 2047

H. Permitted Tons: 400 tons per day

I. Permitted Vehicles per Day: 140

J. Estimated Cubic Yards in Place: 2,018,000 cubic yards

K. Estimated Remaining Capacity (Cubic Yards): 4,016,000 cubic yards
L. Capacity in Tons (6/30/2011): 1,942,858 tons’

M. Estimated Tons in Place (6/30/2011): 649,717 tons (33.4%) >

N. Estimated Remaining Tons: 1,293,141 tons

QOasis Sanitary Landfill ("Oasis”™}

84-505 84" Avenue, Oasis, CA 92274

5 miles South of Oasis; Latitude: 33.43923, Longitude: -116.0818
SWIS #: 33-AA-0015

Oasis is an active, Class Il landfill that accepts mixed municipal waste, green materials,
construction/demolition waste, agricultural waste, inert materials, metals and wood waste. Oasis does
not accept hazardous waste. The landfill is open two days per week. Customers are subject to a
random inspection of their load under the County’s Load Check Program. The landfill also accepts
appliances and e-waste. Oasis began operations in 1972. The landfill is bordered by rural, residential
and non-irrigated open space and desert.

Qasis accepts solid waste from commercial and private haulers. During FY 10/11, Oasis received 1,307
tons of solid waste with a daily average of approximately 13 tons. The site is equipped with a gate. Also
located on the site are office space, recyclable material area and white goods bin.

Qasis is located in an unincorporated area of Riverside County, adjacent to the City of Oasis.
The County operates a recycling program at Oasis.

A. Permitted Hours of Operation: Open to the public: 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM, Every Wednesday and
Saturday, 104 days per year, except the Site is closed New Years Day, Memorial Day, Independence
Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day.

Acreage: 156.18 acres

Design Capacity: 1,484,466 cubic yards

Permitted Maximum Elevation: -60 feet

Maximum Permitted Depth: -105 feet

Permitted Acres: Total — 166.6 acres; Disposal — 23.3 acres

Estimated Permitted Closure Date: 2021

Permitted Tons: 400 tons per day, plus 50 tons per day of beneficial use/green waste

IOomMmMDooOw

Permitted Vehicles per Day: 400

3 Ibid
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Estimated Cubic Yards in Place: 1,072,000 cubic yards
Estimated Remaining Capacity (Cubic Yards): 412,000 cubic yards
Capacity in Tons (6/30/2011): 247,411 tons*

. Estimated Tons in Place (6/30/2011): 178,785 tons (72.3%) *

z2 2 r =&~

Estimated Remaining Tons: 68,626 tons

Mecca 11 Sanitary Landfll ("Mecca 117}

95250 66 Avenue, Mecca, CA 92254

4 miles East of Mecca; Latitude: 33.57194, Longitude: -116.00306
SWIS #: 33-AA-0071

Mecca Il is an active, Class Il landfill that accepts mixed municipal waste, green materials,
construction/demolition waste, agricultural waste, inert materials, metals and wood waste. Mecca ll
does not accept hazardous waste. The landfill is open two days per year. Customers are subject to a
random inspection of their load under the County’s Load Check Program. The landfill also accepts
appliances and e-waste. Mecca |l began operations in 1982. The landfill is bordered by agriculture,
irrigated and non-irrigated open space and desert.

Mecca Il accepts solid waste from commercial and private haulers. During FY 10/11, Mecca Il received 2
tons of solid waste with a daily average of approximately 1 ton. The site is equipped with a gate. Also
located on the site are office space, recyclable material and white goods area.

A. Permitted Hours of Operation: Open to the public: 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM, The second Saturday in
April and October, 2 days per year, except the Site is closed New Years Day, Memorial Day,
Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day.

Acreage: 80.13 acres (Includes Right-of-Way)
Design Capacity: 372,480 cubic yards
Permitted Maximum Elevation: 70 feet
Maximum Permitted Depth: -25 feet
Permitted Acres: Total - 80 acres; Disposal — 19 acres
Estimated Permitted Closure Date: 2005
Permitted Tons: 400 tons per day
Permitted Vehicles per Day: 613
Estimated Cubic Yards in Place: 370,000 cubic yards
Estimated Remaining Capacity (Cubic Yards): 2,000 cubic yards
Capacity in Tons (6/30/2011): 229,427 tons”>

. Estimated Tons in Place (6/30/2011): 228,096 tons (99.4%) >
Estimated Remaining Tons: 1,331 tons

ST IOMMOOW®

z22r &~

Desert Center Sanitary Landfill ("Desert Center”)

L

17991 Kaiser Road, Desert Center, CA

* Ibid
> Ibid
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54 miles East of Coachella, 52 miles West of Blythe, North of Interstate 10
Latitude: 33.77754, Longitude: -115.40867
SWIS #: 33-AA-0016

Desert Center is an active, Class Il landfill that accepts mixed municipal waste, green materials,
construction/demolition waste, agricultural waste, inert materials, metals and wood waste. Desert
Center does not accept hazardous waste. The landfill is open two days per year. Customers are subject
to arandom inspection of their load under the County’s Load Check Program. The landfill also accepts
appliances and e-waste. Desert Center began operations in 1972.

Desert Center accepts solid waste from commercial and private haulers. During FY 10/11, Desert Center
received 37 tons of solid waste with a daily average of approximately 18 tons. The site is equipped with
a gate. Also located on the site are office space, recyclable material and white goods area.

A. Permitted Hours of Operation: Open to the public: 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM, The first Thursday in
February and August, 2 days per year, except the Site is closed New Years Day, Memorial Day,
Independence Day, Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day.

Acreage: 161.77 acres

Design Capacity: 117,032 cubic yards

Permitted Maximum Elevation: 740 feet

Maximum Permitted Depth: 689 feet

Permitted Acres: Total - 162 acres; Disposal — 7 acres
Estimated Permitted Closure Date: 2011

Permitted Tons: 60 tons per day

IOomMmMDooOw

Permitted Vehicles per Day: 110
Estimated Cubic Yards in Place: 81,000 cubic yards
Estimated Remaining Capacity (Cubic Yards): 36,000 cubic yards
Capacity in Tons (6/30/2011): 58,516 tons °

. Estimated Tons in Place (6/30/2011): 40,494 tons (69.2%) °
Estimated Remaining Tons: 18,022 tons

22 r=a«-

Closed Landfills and Disposal Sites

The County is responsible for 32 inactive/closed landfills and disposal sites. Information for these
facilities is provided in Attachment 1.

® Ibid
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Transfer Stations/MRFs under Lease — Owned by the County

Robert 8. Nelson Transfer Station/MRF

1830 Agua Mansa Rd., Riverside, CA 92509

3 miles North East of Rubidoux and 2 miles north of the State Route 60
Latitude: 34.02106, Longitude: -117.3853

SWIS #: 33-AA-0258

Operator — Agua Mansa MRF, LLC, a Burrtec company

The Robert A. Nelson Transfer Station/MRF (RAN) is also known as the Agua Mansa Transfer
Station/MRF. The property is owned by County and leased to Agua Mansa MRF, LLC (“Agua Mansa
MRF”) for the development and operation of the transfer station/MRF. Agua Mansa MRF pays the
County one dollar ($1.00) per year for the lease. The improvements transfer to the County on the
termination of the lease for one dollar ($1.00). Agua Mansa MRF has the first right of refusal in the
event the County chooses to sell the lease (land and improvements).

RAN also has a Waste Delivery Agreement (WDA) with the County for the disposal of waste. Waste from
the facility is to be delivered to a desighated County landfill. The designated landfills are the Badlands
Landfill and the El Sobrante Landfill. The facility’s residue shall be delivered to the landfill sites as
directed by the County. The County may direct a maximum of 50% of the waste stream to the El
Sobrante Landfill, providing however for short periods of time to meet the landfills operating needs.

The waste may be directed entirely to the Badlands or El Sobrante Landfills. Agua Mansa MRF may
terminate the WDA, if the County relinquishes ownership of a landfill used by the facility. If the lease
property is sold by the County, then, under the terms of the lease, the lessee has first right of refusal to
purchase the transfer station.

Lease Term: Expires March 10, 2029

Activity: Large volume transfer/processing facility
Maximum Permitted Throughput: 4,000 tons per day
Permitted Capacity: 4,000 tons per day

Total Acreage: 22.03 acres

Edom Hill Transfer Station

70-100 Edom Hill Road, Cathedral City, CA 92234

8 miles North of Cathedral City and 2 miles North of Interstate 10;
Latitude 33.88534, Longitude -116.44027

SWIS #: 33-AA-0296

Operator: Burrtec Recovery and Transfer, LLC (BRT)

The Edom Hill Transfer Station (Edom Hill) is adjacent to the closed Edom Hill Landfill. The property is
owned by County and leased to BRT for the development and operation of the transfer station/MRF.
BRT pays the County one dollar (51.00) per year for the lease. The improvements transfer to the County
on the termination of the lease for one dollar ($1.00).

BRT also has a WDA with the County for the disposal of waste. Waste from the facility is to be delivered
to a designated County landfill. The designated landfills are the Badlands, Lamb Canyon and El Sobrante
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Landfills. BRT may terminate the WDA, if the County relinquishes ownership of a landfill used by the
facility. If the lease property is sold by the County, the lessee (BRT) does not have first right of refusal to
purchase the transfer station.

Lease Term: Expiring thirty (30) years from commencement (November 2032)
Activity: Large volume transfer/processing facility, composting facility (green waste)
Maximum Permitted Throughput: 3,500 tons per day

Permitted Capacity: 3,500 tons per day

Total Acreage: 21.9 acres

Coachella Valley Transfer Station

87011-A Landfill Road, Coachella, CA 92236

3 miles North of Interstate 10 and 6 miles north of the city of Coachellg;
Latitude 33.7279, Longitude -116.14362

SWIS #33-AA-0248

Lessee: Coachella/Indio Waste Transfer Station Authority (“Authority”)
Operator: Burrtec Waste Industries, Inc.

The Coachella Valley Transfer Station is adjacent to the closed Coachella Landfill. The property is owned
by County and leased to the Authority for the development and operation of the transfer station/MRF.
The Authority pays the County one dollar (51.00) per year for the lease. The improvements transfer to
the County on the termination of the lease for one dollar ($1.00). The Authority has the first right of
refusal in the event the County chooses to sell the lease {land and improvements). The Authority has an
option to purchase the premises from the County or renew the lease for a second 25-year term. The
Authority subleases the facility to BWI to develop and operate the transfer station for a term of twenty
(20) years, expiring June 30, 2021, unless extended by mutual agreement of BWI and the Authority. At
the termination of the sublease, the land and equipment will be transferred to the Authority for a
payment of one dollar (5$1.00).

The Authority also has a WDA with the County for the disposal of waste. Waste from the facility is to be
delivered to a designated County landfill. The designated landfills are the Badlands and Lamb Canyon
Landfills. The Authority may terminate the WDA, if the County relinquishes ownership of a landfill used
by the facility. If the lease property is sold by the County, then, under the terms of the lease, the
Authority has first right of refusal to purchase the transfer station.

Lease Term: Expiring twenty-five (25) years from commencement (June 2026)

WDA Term: Twenty (20) years from date document is executed by the Board of Supervisors (June 2021)
Activity: Large volume transfer/processing facility

Maximum Permitted Throughput: 1,100 tons per day

Permitted Capacity: 12,685 Cubic yards per day

Total Acreage: 14.5 acres
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g,

Idyllwild Collection Station & Pinyon Flats Transfer Station
Idyliwild Collection Station:

28100 Saunders Meadow Road, Idyllwild, CA 92549

Latitude: 33.72532, Longitude: -116.71823

SWIS #33-AA-0221

Lessee/Operator: Waste Management (“WM”")

Lease/Operating Agreement Term: Concurrent with the County’s Franchise Agreement for Franchise
Area #8, including extensions

Activity: Medium volume transfer/processing facility
Maximum Permitted Throughput: 99.9 tons per day
Permitted Capacity: 26,074 tons per year

Total Acreage: 5.2 acres

Pinyon Flats Transfer Station:
% mile South Highway 74, Pinyon Pines, CA 92561

Latitude: 33.57923, Longitude -116.45048

SWIS #33-AA-0018
Operator: WM

Terms of Operating Agreement: Concurrent with the County’s Franchise Agreement for Franchise Area
#8, including extensions

Activity: Limited volume transfer operation
Maximum Permitted Throughput: 14.4 tons per day
Permitted Capacity: <1,000 tons per year

Total Acreage: 2.72 acres

The County entered into a master lease for the Idyllwild Transfer Station and an operations agreement
for the Pinyon Flats Transfer Station with WM. WM pays the County $1,500 per year for the
lease/operations agreement. The Exclusive Waste Delivery Agreement for Franchise Area 8 with WM
covers the Idyllwild Collection Station, the Pinyon Flats Transfer Station and the Anza Collection Station
and is also concurrent with the Franchise Agreement for Franchise Area #8. Any new improvements
transfer to the County on termination of the lease/operations agreement for one dollar ($1.00).

Anza Collection Station

40329 TerW|II|ger Road, Anza, CA 92306

24 miles south of Idyllwild, adjacent to the closed Anza Landfill
Latitude: 33.53691, Longitude: -116.62676

SWIS #33-AA-0287

Lessee/Operator: WM

The Anza Collection Center (Anza) is adjacent to the closed Anza Landfill. The property is owned by
County and leased to WM for the development and operation of the transfer station. WM pays the
County $1,500 per year for the lease. Any new improvements transfer to the County on the termination
of the lease for one dollar (51.00).
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Lease Term: Seven (7)

Activity: Medium Volume Transfer/Processing Facility
Maximum Permitted Throughput: 99.9 tons per day
Permitted Capacity: 25,474.5 tons per year

Total Acreage: 10.2 acres

Transfer Stations/MRFs — Not Owned by the County

Moreno Valley Solid Waste R & T Facility
17700 Indian Street, Moreno Valley, CA 92551
Latitude: 33.86278, Longitude: -117.23454

SWIS #33-AA-0234

Lessee/Operator: WM

The Moreno Valley Transfer Station (MVTS) is located on the south side on the City of Moreno Valley,
just east of 1-215. The property is owned and operated by WM. WM has a WDA with the County for the
disposal of waste. Waste from the facility is to be delivered to a system landfill. The designated landfills
are the El Sobrante, Badlands and Lamb Canyon Landfills. The WDA may be terminated at the option of
the operator if the County relinquishes ownership in a landfill used by the transfer station.

Per Section 11 of the Second Amendment to the Second El Sobrante Landfill Agreement WM is required
to deliver no less than 9,000 tons per calendar month from the MVTS to a landfill owned or operated by
the County. The monthly minimum requirement of 9,000 tons is increased by two and one-half percent
(2 2%) each year.

WDA Term: 20 years from date document is executed by the Board of Supervisors (8/29/2020)
Activity: Large volume transfer/processing facility

Maximum Permitted Throughput: 2,000 tons per day

Permitted Capacity: 2,600 tons per day

Total Acreage: 19.9 acres

Perris Transfer Station and MRF
1706 Goetz Road, Perris, CA 92570

Latitude: 33.77019, Longitude: -117.2294
SWIS #33-AA-0239

Lessee/Operator: CR&R Incorporated (CR&R)

The Perris Transfer Station (PTS) is located on the south side on the City of Perris, just west of I-215. The
property is owned and operated by CR&R. CR&R has a WDA with the County for the disposal of waste.
Waste from the facility is to be delivered to a system landfill. The designated landfills are the El
Sobrante, Badlands and Lamb Canyon Landfills. The WDA may be terminated at the option of the
operator if the County relinquishes ownership in a landfill used by the transfer station.

WDA Term: 20 years from date document is executed by the Board of Supervisors (8/20/2016)

Activity: Large volume transfer/processing facility
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Maximum Permitted Throughput: 3,000 tons per day
Permitted Capacity: 3,287 tons per day
Total Acreage: 52.2 acres

RCWMD B-5 February 21, 2012
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WMD

Analysis of Current and Projected Regional Capacity
Assumption: Landfilled tonnage remains at the 2009 levels through 2017.

Los Angeles County

50,000
40,000
30,000
20,000
10,000

2013

2017

Daily used Permitted daily | Permitted daily
capacity available capacity capacity
{tons/day] {tons/day] {tons/day] (1)
2009 22,536 21,154 43,690
2013 22,536 19,954 42,490
2017 22,536 19,954 42,490

(1) Assumes the following landfill closures:

Puente Hills Landfill {2013)

Orange County

Assumes Mesquite Regional Landfill becomes available in 2013 at 12,000 TPD of permitted capacity.

Riverside County
30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
2009 2013 2017
Daily used Permitted daily | Permitted daily
capacity available capacity capacity
(tons/day) (tons/day) (tons/day)
2009 8,065 16,989 25,054
2013 8,065 16,989 25,054
2017 8,065 16,989 25,054
San Diego County
20,000
15,000
10,000 R—
5,000
2013 2017
Daily used Permitted daily | Permitted daily
capacity available capacity capacity
(tons/day) (tons/day) (tons/day)
2009 8,475 9,320 17,795
2013 8,475 9,320 17,795
2017 8,475 1,320 9,795

(3) Assumes the following landfill closures:
West Miramar Sanitary Landfill (2017)

Legend:

Daily available capacity (tons/day)
Daily used capacity (tons/day)

C-2

25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
2009 2013 2017
Daily used Permitted daily | Permitted daily
capacity available capacity capacity
(tons/day) (tons/day) (tons/day) |
2009 11,757 8,743 20,500
2013 11,757 8,743 20,500
2017 11,757 8,743 20,500
San Bernardino County
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
2009 2013 2017
Daily used Permitted daily | Permitted daily
capacity available capacity capacity
(tons/day) (tons/day) (tons/day)
2009 3,797 13,503 17,300
2013 3,797 9,203 13,000
2017 3,797 9,203 13,000
(2) Assumes the following landfill closures:
Landers Sanitary Landfill (2013)
Colton Sanitary Landfill (2013)
Regional Summary
140,000
120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
2009 2013 2017
Daily used Permitted daily | Permitted daily
capacity available capacity capacity
(tons/day) (tons/day) (tons/day)
2009 54,631 69,708 124,339
2013 54,631 64,208 118,839
2017 54,631 56,208 110,839

Assumptions:

Disposal tonnage remains at 2009 levels through 2017.
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1 INTRODUCTION

As a result of the current economic recession, the waste tonnage received at Riverside County’s landfills
has decreased an average of 26% from its high in 2005.

In October, 2011, we, Blue Ridge Services, began an operations review of three landfills in Riverside
County: Blythe, Badlands and Lamb Canyon. In soliciting for this work, the County’s stated goal was to:
“..reduce costs, maximize landfill life, and improve the overall efficiency of the landfill system. “

Our understanding of landfill operations comes from 3 % decades of work in the heavy construction and
landfill industry — and experience of working on hundreds of landfill projects across the Country and
abroad. In California alone, we've provided operational consulting at landfills in at least 34 counties. We
have performed detailed operational studies at more than 50 landfills in the past 5 years alone.

We’ve been hired as landfill operational efficiency experts by scores of municipal and private landfill
owners/operators. Our list of private clients includes: Waste Management, Republic Services, Waste
Connections and, Recology (formerly Norcal Waste Systems) ...as well as many smaller companies.

And based on that history, we’ve found that all landfills have room for improvement — every single one.
And so our approach when evaluating these operations was to look for opportunities to cut costs and
improve efficiency.

During the evaluation, we closely examined key aspects of the operation. Most of the focus was on the
waste handling operation — as that is where the bulk of the resources and money are spent at the
landfills. It should be noted that the focus of the assessment was to look for inefficiencies, and some
were found. The following report identifies areas or specific activities where improvements can be
made. And in doing so, it addresses a wide range of operational issues — many of which are inter-
related. Thus, in order to properly understand individual findings, it is necessary for the reader to see
how each one fits into the whole. So,
we strongly recommend that the
entire report be read before taking a
position based on a single issue.

Finally, despite the areas within the
operation where we identified room
for improvement, — which was in fact
what we were looking for — it should
also be noted that there were many
more things being done correctly and
efficiently. It is with pleasure that we
present this report in that context.
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2 APPROACH

To perform this work, we gathered information and visited all three facilities. We observed and videoed
the operation of each landfill, spoke with various staff, and took hundreds of photographs. We then
conducted numerous efficiency analyses, performed computer modeling, presented preliminary findings
to County staff and finally, prepared this report to present our findings and recommendations.

Various analyses of this data were then conducted including the following:

1. Developed estimated hourly machine “Owning and Operating” costs
Determined equipment utilization for all machines at each landfill
3. Performed various “Process Studies” to measure performance and efficiency
a. Time-Motion Studies to measure basic productivity of various tasks
b. Activity Sampling — to determine overall work efficiency
c. Value Stream Mapping — to identify and communicate core activities and non-value added tasks
4. Compared these operations to other similar landfills in the region
a. Number of machines
b. Types of machines
c. Inbound tonnage
5. Evaluated inbound tonnage to develop basis of daily work load
6. Prepared production analyses for selected activities
a. Comparison based on empirical performance standards (from prior experience)
b. Comparison based on ideal — From Caterpillar performance estimate
c. Comparison to other facilities

As we began work on this project we focused our attention first, on understanding the characteristics —
even the personality — of each individual landfill. We’ve learned that while all landfills are unique, they
share many similarities in regard to efficiency ...and inefficiency. For example, in our experience, all
landfills use too much cover soil ...and all landfills have inherent inefficiencies in regard to machine
utilization.

This was our expectation coming into this project: That we’d find areas within the operations that could
be improved — and we did. But we also found that many of the recommendations we would normally
make for improving the operation — were already being implemented.

The range of things we examine during an operational review may shift, depending on how
sophisticated a given landfill is. In some instances, we'll work hard to communicate even the most basic
concepts of waste compaction or the great value of airspace. However, during this review, we were
able to quickly affirm that foundational issues were being handled efficiently ...and then focus on a more
in-depth level of review. As an example, because the landfill team already recognized the value of
optimizing tarp usage, we were able to focus on fine-tuning that part of the operation — rather than
spending time convincing the landfill team to consider some form of ADC.
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3 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

All of the landfills present a positive first impression. It is obvious that considerable thought and effort
has gone into the designing and planning of the landfills. Badlands and Lamb Canyon both need to have
more attention dedicated to the scraper haul roads and routes but otherwise were in good condition. At

all landfills, there were examples of excellence.

For example, the deck grading at the Blythe landfill is perhaps as smooth and uniform as any landfill
we’ve seen. This is only partly due to the dry climate, slow decomposition and associated lack of related
differential settlement — and more a result of the excellent grading and machine operating capabilities

of the manager of that landfill.

Similarly, with the exception of portable fencing at the face, the litter control fence network at Badlands

and Lamb Canyon — as well as the performance of the cleanup crew is very good.

Based on our experience and understanding of the industry standard we’ve determined that the three
Riverside County landfills are operating at a high level of efficiency — especially when compared to other
similar municipal landfills. These findings are based on a comprehensive review of the following:

e Industry comparison e Staffing

e Inbound tonnage o Safety

e Equipment e  Environmental Controls
¢ Waste Handling e Scale Booth Operations
¢ Planning e Regulatory Compliance

Our findings — described throughout this report — show three landfills that are efficient, compliant and
well-run. We found many indications that this trend toward lean efficiency has been happening for
some time ...and continues today.

So again: while it is true that every landfill has room for improvement, we found that these three
landfills were already taking steps to make improvement. For example, in our experience we've found —
generally — that the use of tarps as a form of ADC makes sense for most landfills — including these
landfills. We were encouraged to find that Riverside County’s landfill staff was already conducting
various studies on the use of tarps prior to this project — and had in fact ordered several new tarps for
each landfill prior to our beginning the study.

Additionally we found at these landfills — as we have with other landfills during this recessionary time —
that there are too many machines (i.e., scrapers) ...or the machine(s) being used are too large (i.e., the
D10 at Badlands). But these findings are not a result of poor choices today, but are in fact left over from
when inbound tonnage was much higher and more/larger machines were justified. This is affirmed by
the fact that the average machine is approximately 10 % years old.

The following report presents a detailed discussion of our findings and recommendations.
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4 FIRST IMPRESSION

All of the landfills present a positive first impression. The entrance areas were very clean and organized.
Customer access roads, drainage facilities, litter control systems and overall site maintenance are typical
of other landfills in the industry and appeared to be well within compliance with regulatory and industry

standard.
At all landfills, there were examples of excellence.

For example, the deck grading at the Blythe landfill is perhaps as smooth and uniform as any landfill
we’ve seen. This is only partly due to the dry climate, slow decomposition and associated lack of related
differential settlement — and more a result of the excellent grading and machine operating capabilities

of the manager of that landfill.

Similarly, with the exception of portable fencing at the face, the litter control fence network at Badlands
and Lamb Canyon — as well as the performance of the cleanup crew appeared to be very good.

Clearly, there has been much thought and effort put into landfill planning and routine maintenance.

In our experience, even the most efficiently operated landfills will have room for improvement; during

our landfill site visits we made the following observations.

The Badlands and Lamb Canyon sites had areas that the surface grading appeared to be rough. In our
opinion the practice of un-delineated scraper travel across the deck is the primary cause of this rough
grading. We also noticed that some of the scraper haul roads are too steep and have inadequate

visibility for safe travel.
Also, there are some areas (i.e., at Blythe) where erosion repair is necessary.

Overall, it is our opinion that the landfills are maintaining a good balance between meeting minimum
operational standards and minimizing operating costs. This is affirmed by the LEA inspection reports

that generally show consistent improvement
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5 INDUSTRY COMPARISON

As part of our review, we compared the existing landfills to other similar landfills we have worked with.
We’ve been hired as landfill operational efficiency experts by scores of municipal and private landfill
owners/operators. Our list of private clients includes: Waste Management, Republic Services, Waste
Connections and, Recology (formerly Norcal Waste Systems) ...as well as many smaller companies.

Our firm has worked on hundreds of landfill projects and conducted operational studies at facilities
ranging in size from 4 to 20,000 tons per day. We've performed detailed operational studies at more
than 50 landfills in the past 5 years alone.

We've also worked for a host of municipal clients across the Country and abroad. In California alone,
we’ve provided operational consulting at landfills in at least 34 counties.

The operations of the active Riverside County Landfills were compared to other similar landfills. These
comparisons included number of machines, size of machines, and other simple, operational
benchmarks. We understand that every landfill is unique, yet there is still much to be learned from this
type of comparison. The results of our comparisons are presented later in this report.

6 LEAINSPECTIONS AND REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

As part of our assessment, we reviewed the periodic inspection reports from the Local Enforcement
Agency (LEA). We found that since 2007, the number of Notices of Violation (NOV) and Areas of
Concern (AOC) related to operational issues are decreasing. At Badlands and Lamb Canyon, landfill gas
appears to be an increasing issue, but we consider this to be more of a landfill gas control system —

rather than one of day-to-day operations.

So, in terms of operational performance, all of the landfills are performing better than they were 5 years
ago. This affirms our findings that the landfill management team is improving performance, despite

decreases in waste tonnage — and waste revenue.

In order to provide an understanding of how each landfill is performing, the inspection results of the

three facilities are presented separately.
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6.1 BLYTHE INSPECTION HISTORY
The inspection history at Blythe is improving.
From a total of 14 NOVs or AOCs in 2007,

Blythe is down to 4 in 2011 (as of 11/9/2011).

Inspection issues have historically ranked in the
following order of frequency:

1. Litter

2. ADC

3. Gas Monitoring and Control
4. Daily Cover

5. RDSI

Blythe should focus on basic operational
compliance issues of litter, ADC, site

maintenance and daily cover.
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VIOLATIONS AND AREAS OF CONCERN BY YEAR

VIOLATIONS & AREAS OF CONCERN

CORE Assessment — Riverside County Landfills
Final Report



6.2 BADLANDS INSPECTION
HISTORY

The inspection history at Badlands shows an
increase in inspection issues, primarily due to
increasing problems with landfill gas.
However, from an operational perspective,
the number of inspection issues is decreasing
— if gas issues are ignored. From a total of 5
NOVs or AOCs in 2007, Badlands is down to 2
in 2011 (as of 10/25/2011).

Inspection issues have historically ranked in
the following order of frequency:

1. Gas Monitoring and Control

2. Litter
3. Daily Cover

Badlands should continue the good work

operationally ...and focus on gas control.
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VIOLATIONS & AREAS OF CONCERN
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6.3 LAmMB CANYON INSPECTION
HISTORY

The inspection history at Lamb Canyon shows
the most dramatic improvement, both in
terms of operational issues and landfill gas
control. From a high of 14 and 12 issues in
2007 and 2008, Lamb Canyon shows only 1
issue in 2011 — related to Site Maintenance
(as of 11/9/2011).

Inspection issues have historically ranked in
the following order of frequency:

1. Litter

2. Gas Monitoring and Control
3. ADC

4. Drainage

5. Vectors/Birds

Lamb Canyon should continue the good

work.
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The most common inspection issues at all three landfills (excluding landfill gas) are litter, ADC, drainage,
and daily cover. Not surprisingly, these are also some of the most common inspections issues at
California landfills — in general. And all of these issues are based on a subjective interpretation of the
regulations — by the LEA inspector.

Further, we believe that these issues can best be addressed by implementing broad, effective change,
rather than dealing with symptoms. For example, instead of focusing on a small area of exposed waste,
work with the LEA inspector to develop more flexibility in the use of tarps — perhaps extending the
duration of tarp placement at all landfills. Or, work to increase the use and effectiveness of portable
litter screens ...and put less emphasis on small quantities of windblown litter that is still within the active
landfill area and contained by perimeter litter fences.

In our experience, many landfills in southern California — mostly those owned/operated by
municipalities — have established an unrealistic performance standard. This was often done in the noble
cause of making the landfills ever more compliant. But often this created an artificial standard that
oftentimes far exceeded the original intent of the regulations.

From the standpoint of maintaining full compliance, and meeting the intent of the regulations to protect
human health and the environment, we recommend the County continue to push back wherever
necessary to maintain compliance and reasonableness.

As a case in point, consider the issue of ponded water. The regulations state:
ﬁﬁ&gﬁ}" @ézwmﬁ m{}g’&@}fﬁgwg ngg ﬁ%‘j?mmm&ﬁwﬁgﬁjﬁ@ﬁﬁww ' tg??»&fg}& . . '

of the o

/b

These regulations appear to be relatively easy to read and understand ...but are they? For example,
what exactly is meant by the word, “ponding”? We have seen a landfill violation issued because the
indentations left by the compactor’s teeth filled with water during a rainstorm. We have also had
discussions where an LEA inspector stated that his personal threshold for ponding was if the ponded
area exceeded the size of a garbage truck. In cases where subjectivity is required, everyone has an
opinion, but who is right ...who is wrong ...and where should the line be drawn?

In the past 10 years, we have taught more than 20 classes for CalRecycle (formerly the California
Integrated Waste Management Board) on landfill regulations and inspection criteria. And the common
theme has been: when there is room for interpretation, look for the underlying intent of the rules.

In summary, we suggest landfill management continue to work closely with the LEA to affirm that the
focus is on the right issues — and that nobody loses sight of the intent of the rules.
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7 INBOUND TONNAGE
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The greatest factor impacting the workload at these landfills is inbound waste tonnage. As shown here,

the annual tonnage at the three sites has declined significantly from a high of 1,427,980 tons in 2005 to

Annual Tonnage

Blythe, Badlands & Lamb Canyon
Year Landfilled Tons
2001 687,815.90
2002 680,162.20
2003 682,7/64.76
2004 803,314.90
2005 | 142797988
2006 1,334,722.73
2007 1,275,198.40
2008 1,125,512.30
2009 999,960.21
2010 1,062,675.25
2011 | 1,060,348 01

1,060,348 tons in 2011. This represents a decrease of
approximately 26%.

It is important to note that in recent years, 2009-2011 there
has been a slight 6% increase in combined annual tonnage at
the Landfills.

Because of the generally downward trend in waste tonnage,
these landfills — like many others today — are faced with a

declining waste stream ...and declining revenue.

On a more detailed level, the workload at EACH landfill is
based almost entirely on inbound tonnage. Therefore, we
began our detailed evaluation by characterizing that waste

stream. For clarity, each landfill is presented separately

7.1 BLYTHE LANDFILL -TONNAGE

711  MONTHLY TONNAGE-BLYTHE

This chart describes the monthly tonnage received during 2010.

On a monthly basis, inbound tonnage varied from a low of 1,099 tons (October) to a high of 1,873 in
March. The average inbound waste flow was 1,355 tons per month.

Seasonal variations in monthly tonnage
are considered normal. With only a
moderate change in tonnage we saw no
obvious opportunity to make any
significant staff or equipment changes.

BLYTHE LANDFILL
Monthly Tennage (2010)

Month {in 2010}
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7.1.2 WINTER TONNAGE-BLYTHE
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This chart for a week in January, 2011 - shows hourly tonnage for each day of the week (excluding

Saturday) from this information we can see several obvious peaks in tonnage. The most consistent peaks

Hourly Tonnage (Winter week)

35.00
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20.00

15040

1004

P

Fam gam Qam 1tam 11am 12pm Ipm 2pm Apm

FA ondlay
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wednesday
soinsoe T T clay

s Friclavy

are at 8:00 a.m. and
2:00 P.M. There are
several inconsistent
peaks between 9:00
a.m.and 12:00 p.m.
The only consistent
slow period appears
to be at 1:00 p.m.
There seems to be
an inconsistent slow
period around 9:30
a.m. Outside of

these times, the flow becomes more random, generally decreasing toward the end of the day. Based on

this information, there does not appear to be an obvious opportunity to reduce the hours of operation

during the week.

7.1.3 SUMMER TONNAGE-BLYTHE

This chart — for a week in July, 2011 - shows hourly tonnage (excluding Saturday) similar to the week in

January presented above.

Hourly Tonnage (Summer week)

This chart shows several 1000

inconsistent peaks. The 2500

most consistent peak is 30.00

between 8:00 and 10:00a.m. | 2590 Manday

There is a less consistent 20.00 Tud:dua

peak between 12:00 and 1500 T'f"l""'“‘

1:00 p.m. Overall this chart a0l o
5.0

presents an inconsistent
Q.00
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3pm 4pm

the days.

Aside from the peak at 1:00 p.m. on Thursday, there may still be an opportunity to shorten the Landfill’s

hours of operation towards the end of the day. Such a change should not be made without a more

detailed evaluation and affirming that such a change would not further reduce the landfill’s inbound

tonnage.

Please note that these comments are based on only a 1-week period. Additional evaluation should be

done before making any decision regarding hours of operation.
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7.2 BADLANDS LANDFILL-TONNAGE

7.21 MONTHLY TONNAGE-BADLANDS

This chart describes the monthly tonnage
received during 2010.

On a monthly basis, inbound tonnage varied from
a low 36,680 tons (February) to a high of 45,743
in October. The average inbound waste flow was
43,056 tons per month.

Seasonal variations in monthly tonnage are
considered normal. With only a moderate change
in tonnage we saw no obvious opportunity to
make any significant staff or equipment changes.

7.2.2 WINTER TONNAGE-BADLANDS

Page |17

BADLANDS LANDFILL

Monthly Tennage (2010)
50,000
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Tons of Waste

Month {in 2010}

This chart for a week in January, 2011 - shows hourly tonnage for each day of the week. From this

information we can clearly see a fairly consistent series of peaks, starting at 6:00 a.m. and repeated at

9:00a.m. There appears to

Hourly Tonnage (Winter week]

00,00

IS0

be a less consistent peak
between 11:00 a.m. and

30400

2:00 p.m. The most

254,00

consistent slow period

s onelay

~gTuesday appears to be at 8:00 a.m.

200.00
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10400
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The flow then becomes

hursday

e friday more random, generally

50.00

.04
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decreasing toward the end
of the day. Based on this

o dpm information we do not see

any obvious opportunities

to reduce the hours of operation during the weekdays.

We do see an opportunity to shorten Saturday’s hours. This chart shows tonnage dropping off slightly

after noon and significantly after 2:00 p.m.

Please note that these comments are based on only a 1-week period. Additional evaluation should be

done before making any decision regarding hours of operation.
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7.2.3 SUMMER TONNAGE- BADLANDS
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This chart —for a week in July, 2011 — shows hourly tonnage for each day of the week. This chart shows

peaks at 6:00 a.m. and 12:00 p.m. There are also less consistent peaks between 8:00 a.m. and 10:00

a.m. The most consistent slow periods appear to be at 7:00 a.m. and 11:00 a.m. and then tapering off

towards the end of the day. Based on this information we do not see any obvious opportunities to

reduce the
hours of Hourly Tonnage {Summer week)
operation 400.00
during the 350,00
weekdays. 200,00
oo il epnelay
We do see an e e Tuesday
A . g W ednesday
opportunity to 24000 Ie( nel h
i Thursdlay
150,00
shorten riday
Saturday’s 1000 - Saturday
hours. This 50.00
chart shows 0.00 i
tonnage Sam Gam Tam Gam Sam 10am  1lam 12pm dIpm 2pm 3pm 4pm

dropping off
significantly after 2:00 p.m.

Please note that these comments are based on only a 1-week period. Additional evaluation should be

done before making any decision regarding ho

urs of operation

7.3 LAMB CANYON LANDFILL-TONNAGE

7.3.1  MONTHLY TONNAGE-LAMB CANYON

This chart describes the monthly tonnage
received during 2010.

On a monthly basis, inbound tonnage varied
from a low 41,212 tons (August) to a high of
48,992 in March. The average inbound waste
flow was 44,145 tons per month.

Seasonal variations in monthly tonnage are
considered normal. With only a moderate
change in tonnage we saw no obvious
opportunity to make any significant staff or
equipment changes.
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7.3.2 WINTER TONNAGE — LAMB CANYON
This chart for a week in January, 2011 - shows hourly tonnage for each day of the week. From this
information we can

clearly see a fairly
Hourly Tonnage {Winter week)

consistent series of

peaks, starting at =
6:00 a.m. and 300.00
repeated at 2-hour 250.00
intervals. There 200,00
then appears to be —

a slower period
100,00

i SEturday

starting at 11 am
until around 1:00

50.00

0.00 . ' S
p'm' Beyond that Sam tam Tam gam Sam Pam  llam  pm ipm Zpm 2pny dgm

time, the flow

becomes more

random, generally decreasing toward the end of the day. Based on this information, it appears there
may be an opportunity to shorten the landfill’s operating hours during the week, by perhaps closing the
gate at 3:00 p.m. Such a change should not be made without a more detailed evaluation of which
haulers are generally bringing waste after 3:00 p.m., and affirming that such a change would not further
reduce the landfill's inbound tonnage.

Similarly, we see an opportunity to shorten Saturday’s hours. This chart shows tonnage dropping off
slightly after noon and significantly after 2:00 p.m.

Please note that these comments are based on only a 1-week period. Additional evaluation should be
done before making any decision regarding hours of operation.

7.3.3 SUMMER TONNAGE — LAMB CANYON
This chart —for a

week in July, 2011 —
Hourly Tonnage {Summer week
actually shows less
350.00
tonnage than the
i 300.00
week in January
250,00 .
presented above. 0 e Monday
- - i iz
And in fact, the 200.00 e
e Wednesday
monthly tonnage £50.00
chart indicated 100,00
L. e Saturday
similar trend. )
50.00
This chart also 0.00 : ) ) ,
Sam Bam Tam Bam Qam i0am  1lam  12pm iom Zpm 3pm domy

shows some peaks,
but overall presents
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a more consistent flow of waste. We see less opportunity for reducing hours of operation during the
week.

Aside from the peak at 2:00 p.m. on Saturday, there may still be an opportunity to shorten Saturday’s
hours. But again, such a change should not be made without a more detailed evaluation of which
haulers are generally bringing waste on Saturday afternoon, and affirming that such a change would not
further reduce the landfill’s inbound tonnage.

Please note that these comments are based on only a 1-week period. Additional evaluation should be
done before making any decision regarding hours of operation.
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8 EQUIPMENT - GENERAL

A vital step of this CORE assessment was to gain an understanding of the equipment fleet. After
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reviewing the number, type and size of machines at the Riverside County landfills, comparisons were

made to other similar facilities.

As part of the review, several other similar landfills in California were surveyed. The Figure below shows

the results of that survey. Please note that Blythe was not included in this review because of its lower

tonnage related to the comparison facilities.

This chart shows landfill fleet size compared to daily tonnage. As would be expected, larger landfills

(i.e., more tons per day) will generally have more machines. However, there is significant variation,

mostly due to landfill operator choices, methods of operation, other ongoing projects (i.e., large

excavations) and recent tonnage history. Regarding the last factor, landfills that had experienced a

significant drop in waste tonnage (due to the recession) often have excess equipment that is not

necessary. Riverside County’s landfills fall into this category.
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With experience working at over 200 landfills — and supported by the survey conducted for this project,
we offer the following findings and recommendations regarding the number of machines at each facility.

8.1 NuMBER OF MACHINES

We recognize Riverside County’s ongoing efforts regarding the continuous monitoring and adjustment
to the size of the Landfill Fleet. The reduction of inbound tonnage over recent years has been a driving
force behind the need for this adjustment. The following recommendations are based on our findings.
We have considered factors such as equipment production rates, backup equipment, specialized
equipment, inbound tonnage, owning and operating cost and a reduction in cover soil usage and
handling.

It should be noted that the fleet downsizing process had already begun well before this analysis was
performed. Over the past year, it appears that Badlands and Lamb Canyon have each eliminated 1
dozer and 2 scrapers. Additional machine reductions are recommended elsewhere in this report.

It is our opinion that the County can reduce the number of machines at these landfills, while still
maintaining a sufficient fleet to efficiently handle the inbound waste and other necessary construction
activities such as site maintenance.

While the following recommendations could lead to an optimum fleet size for the current landfill
condition, a detailed analysis that incorporates equipment resale value, opportunity value, tonnage
trending, system expansion, replacement costs, rental availability and costs, and mobilization costs
should be carefully considered before releasing equipment with no remaining capital costs.

8.1.1  BLYTHE LANDFILL

Currently the Blythe Landfill is operating with 4 pieces of Landfill Equipment and 1 Water Truck. Based
on the previously mentioned factors we feel that the current Blythe Fleet is properly equipped to
perform the required tasks.

Because of the low tonnage at this site, a limited amount of equipment hours are required to complete
the daily tasks. This causes the hourly Owning and Operating costs to be higher than if the equipment
logged more hours. This is simply a function of the fixed costs (i.e., purchase cost) being amortized over
fewer hours), resulting in a higher cost per hour.

However, as a more aggressive approach — one which could result in lower hourly Owning and
Operating costs — we suggest exploring the feasibility of the following alternative fleet. This proposed
fleet would require 1 piece of Landfill Equipment and 1 Water Truck. Obviously the absence of a Landfill
Compactor would affect cell density and would ultimately shorten the landfill’s life-span.

e Eliminate the Compactor and the Bulldozer; replace both of these pieces of equipment with a
suitable Track loader.

e Eliminate the Scraper; utilize strategically placed cover soil stockpiles placed by either a
contractor or a County Scraper brought to the site on a quarterly or as needed basis.

CORE Assessment — Riverside County Landfills
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e Eliminate the Grader; utilize a contractor or a County Grader brought to the site on a quarterly

or as needed basis.

While the previous recommendations could lead to an optimum fleet size for the current landfill
condition, a detailed analysis that incorporates equipment resale value, opportunity value, tonnage
trending, system expansion, replacement costs, rental availability and costs, and mobilization costs
should be carefully considered before releasing equipment with no remaining capital costs.

8.1.2 BADLANDS LANDFILL
Currently the Badlands Landfill is operating with 11 pieces of equipment and 3 water trucks. Based on
the previously mentioned factors we feel that the ideal Badlands Fleet size would be 8 pieces of

equipment and 2 water trucks.
We recommend eliminating the following equipment:

e Either the D8R or the DL Bulldozer.
Based on utilization rates at this site and considering the need for a backup and a smaller
Bulldozer we feel the site could efficiently operate with 1 less Bulldozer.

e 1 Water Truck.
Based on the utilization rates of the Water Trucks we feel that this site could efficiently operate
with 1 less Water Truck.

e 1 ofthe 637 Scrapers and the 623 Scraper.
Based on the utilization rates, and our suggestion that cover soil be reduced we feel that this
site could operate efficiently with 2 less Scrapers.
We understand that the 623 Scraper is currently being utilized in a training capacity. We suggest
the County explore other methods of training the Scraper operators. Options might include:
training the operators on the existing 637 scraper, sending them to Blythe to work with that
scraper, or simply renting a small scraper (i.e., 613 or 615) periodically when training a group of
new operators. The decision regarding the 623 scraper may be one of logistics in regard to
training. We did not evaluate it in that regard. However, we do suggest the 623 not be retained

to serve as a production machine.

While the previous recommendations could lead to an optimum fleet size for the current landfill
condition, a detailed analysis that incorporates equipment resale value, opportunity value, tonnage
trending, system expansion, replacement costs, rental availability and costs, and mobilization costs
should be carefully considered before releasing equipment with no remaining capital costs.

8.1.3 LAmB CANYON LANDFILL
Currently the Lamb Canyon Landfill is operating with 11 pieces of equipment and 4 water trucks. Based
on the previously mentioned factors we feel that the ideal Lamb Canyon Fleet size would be 8 pieces of

equipment and 2 water trucks.

We recommend eliminating the following equipment:
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e 1 D8R Bulldozer.
Based on utilization rates at this site and considering the need for a backup and a smaller
Bulldozer we feel the site could efficiently operate with one less Bulldozer.

e 2 Water Trucks.
Based on the utilization rates of the Water Trucks we feel that this site could efficiently operate
with 2 less Water Trucks.

e 1 of the 637 Scrapers.
Based on the utilization rates, and our suggestion that cover soil be reduced we feel that this
site could operate efficiently with 1 less Scraper.

e 1 of the 140 Motor Graders.
Based on the utilization rates, we feel that this site could operate efficiently with 1 Motor
Grader.

While the previous recommendations could lead to an optimum fleet size for the current landfill
condition, a detailed analysis that incorporates equipment resale value, opportunity value, tonnage
trending, system expansion, replacement costs, rental availability and costs, and mobilization costs
should be carefully considered before releasing equipment with no remaining capital costs.

8.2 SizE OF EQUIPMENT
For the most part the Equipment used within the Riverside County Landfill Fleet is of proper size when
compared to the required tasks. We do offer the following suggestions.

e We do not see the need for a D10 Bulldozer at the Badlands Landfill. When upgrading this
Bulldozer we would recommend replacing with a more suitable sized Bulldozer such as a D9,
assuming that the inbound tonnage continues at the current pace.

e We acknowledge that the 623 Scraper at the Badlands Landfill is currently being utilized in a
training capacity. Due to its limited capacity and the length of the haul road, we do not
recommend using this Scraper as a production machine.

8.3 UTILIZATION OF LANDFILL EQUIPMENT

Equipment utilization is an important measure of both the size and number of pieces of equipment. We
evaluated the utilization of all landfill equipment at all three Riverside County Landfills. It was
determined that some of the Landfill Equipment could be better utilized from the standpoint of
achieving full utilization.

Of course, a utilization factor of 100% would be ideal but we understand that it is not realistic, and a job
efficiency factor needs to be considered. A job efficiency factor of 85% accounts for time when a
machine is not working due to unavoidable servicing, fueling, downtime, shift changes, etc. Thus, any
machine with a utilization factor of 85% or higher, is considered fully utilized.

It should be noted that some machines, such as Motor Graders, Wheel Loaders, Finish Bulldozers,
Backup Equipment and all of the equipment at Blythe will, by the nature of the work they perform, have
low utilization rates. In these cases, it is entirely reasonable to accept a low utilization rate for a single
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machine. However, when multiple machines — of the same type — have low utilization rates, we

carefully scrutinized the need for multiple machines.

Overall, within the current Riverside County Landfill fleet, there are 26 pieces of landfill equipment that
could be working. We have calculated the utilization rates based on available operating days and
available operating hours per day. These two factors determine the total number of available operating
hours. We have compared the actual annual operating hours to the available operating hours and
determined the utilization rates. Excluding water trucks and support equipment the averaged Landfill
Equipment utilization rate for all three Riverside County Landfills is 28%. Please note that this utilization
rate is based on the current operations, which may include some activities that simply are not
necessary. Thus, if the current fleet was limited to performing only those tasks which are necessary,

their utilization rate would be lower.

During our landfill site visits we did notice that numerous pieces of equipment were being prepared to
go to auction. The equipment that was scheduled for auction has not been included in the following
utilization charts. It is our opinion that the practice of monitoring and selling unused or underutilized
equipment should be continued. In general landfill fleet size should be a direct result of inbound
tonnage and maintaining the balance between these two items is a dynamic process. We believe that
the County is aware of this and should continue to eliminate underutilized equipment as needed.

The bottom line is that each machine and group of machines must be evaluated in light of its
contribution and the necessity of the tasks it performs.
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8.3.1

UTILIZATION OF LANDFILL EQUIPMENT (BLYTHE LANDFILL)

Blythe Landfill Equipment Utilization
Average . Actual
9 Available e
. Hours per Annual | Utilization
Equipment Annual
day Hours Hours Rate
(2010/11) (2010/11)
Elevating Scraper 01-957 0.40 2176 109 5%
Bulldozer 99-954 1.01 2176 275 13%
Landfill Compactor 99-957 0.46 2176 125 6%
Motor Grader 95-932 0.55 2176 150 7%

When compared to the other two sites the Blythe Landfill has many unique circumstances that affect

equipment utilization. Obviously, the inbound tonnage at Blythe limits the amount of equipment hours

that are required to process the waste on a daily basis. The distance from other Riverside County

Landfills limits the ability for Blythe to share equipment that is not required on a regular basis, such as

the Motor Grader and Scraper.

We offer the following suggestions regarding Landfill Equipment utilization at Blythe.

An Increase in inbound tonnage. Basically, any added tonnage would require an increase in
equipment hours to process the waste. We understand that the City of Blythe tonnage has
recently been redirected to the Blythe Landfill. This increased tonnage should increase the
utilization rates by a nominal amount.

As previously discussed a more aggressive approach would be to “re-tool” the Blythe equipment
fleet. An example of this would be replacing the Dozer and Compactor with a Track Loader and
eliminating the Grader and Scraper. This approach would increase the utilization rate of the
proposed Track Loader and would eliminate the low utilization rates of the Scraper and Motor
Grader.

The third option would be to simply do nothing. The current fleet that is being used at Blythe is
properly matched for the tasks at hand. The sites low inbound tonnage simply does not support
higher Equipment utilization rates.
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8.3.2  UTILIZATION OF LANDFILL EQUIPMENT (BADLANDS LANDFILL)

Badlands Landfill Equipment Utilization

Average . Actual
Available e
) Hours per Annual | Utilization
Equipment Annual
day Hours Hours Rate
(2010/11) (2010/11)
Bulldozer 00-941 7.68 3244 2,373
Landfill Compactor 00-942 5.34 3244 1,649
Open Bowl Scraper 00-943 2.73 3244 845
Elevating Scraper 00-944 0.03 3244 10
Bulldozer 02-940 3.68 3244 1,137
Wheel Loader 03-946 1.36 3244 419
Bulldozer 03-951 3.70 3244 1,144
Motor Grader 04-958 3.08 3244 953
Bulldozer 06-958 2.40 3244 742
Open Bowl Scraper 06-959 3.59 3244 1,110
Landfill Compactor 98-947 4.49 3244 1,387

We offer the following suggestions or observations, regarding Landfill Equipment utilization at Badlands.

e In our opinion this site does not require 4 Bulldozers. By eliminating 1 of the Bulldozers it would
increase the utilization rates of the remaining 3.

e The required need for a backup Compactor is causing the individual Compactors utilization rates
to be approximately half of what would be considered fully utilized. With this in mind the
current utilization rates of the Compactors are acceptable.

e From a utilization standpoint we feel that 2 of the 3 Scrapers should be eliminated. We
recognize that the 623 Scraper is utilized as a training Scraper.

e The specialized equipment such as the Motor Grader, Wheel Loader, Finish Bulldozer and
backup Equipment are obviously not being utilized on a full time basis. Due to the specialized
nature of the work that they perform it is normal that they will have lower utilization rates.
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8.3.3  UTILIZATION OF LANDFILL EQUIPMENT (LAMB CANYON LANDFILL)

Lamb Canyon Landfill Eq

uipment Utilization

Average . Actual
Available e
. Hours per Annual | Utilization
Equipment Annual
day Hours Hours Rate
(2010/11) (2010/11)
Open Bowl Scraper 02-960 3.67 3223 1,127 35% |
Bulldozer 03-952 497 3223 1,527 47%
Landfill Compactor 05-952 3.68 3223 1,131 35%
Open Bowl Scraper 05-953 4.29 3223 1,316 41%
Wheel Loader 06-948 1.75 3223 538 17%
Bulldozer 06-957 217 3223 667 21%
Landfill Compactor 09-948 5.04 3223 1,547 48%
Motor Grader 94-915 272 3223 836 26%
Motor Grader 97-918 0.72 3223 220 7%
Bulldozer 98-951 3.73 3223 1,145 36%
Bulldozer 99-953 1.50 3223 460 14%

We offer the following suggestions or observations, regarding Landfill Equipment utilization at Lamb

Canyon.

e In our opinion this site does not require 4 Bulldozers. By eliminating 1 of the Bulldozers it would

increase the utilization rates of the remaining 3.

e The required need for a backup Compactor is causing the individual Compactors utilization rates

to be approximately half of what would be considered fully utilized. With this in mind the

current utilization rates of the Compactors are acceptable.

e From utilization standpoint we feel that 1 of the 2 Scrapers should be eliminated.

e Based on the utilization rates we suggest eliminating 1 of the 2 Motor Graders.

e The specialized equipment such as the Motor Grader, Wheel Loader, Finish Bulldozer and

backup Equipment are obviously not being utilized on a full time basis. Due to the specialized

nature of the work that they perform it is normal that they have low utilization rates.
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8.3.4  UTILIZATION OF LANDFILL WATER TRUCKS (ALL SITES)

Water Truck Utilization Rates
Average Available Actual e
: Annual Utilization
Machine Hours per Annual
day (2010/11)] Hours Hours Rate
Y (2010/11)
Blythe
Water Truck 96-425 405

Badlands

Water Truck 01-419 3.73 3244 1,153

Water Truck 97-433 2.94 3244 910

Water Truck 98-448 0.86 3244 267

Lamb Canyon

Water Truck 00-410 2.64 3223 809 25%

Water Truck 02-436 4.06 3223 1,247 39%

Water Truck 07-402 463 3223 1,421 44%

Water Truck 07-403 5.82 3223 1,787 55%
Average 32%

*Water truck units have been converted from miles to hours

We calculated the utilization rates for the Water Trucks separately from the Landfill Equipment. We had
to make some assumptions while converting the provided annual miles to annual hours. Since landfill
water trucks are used primarily at low speeds and accumulate relatively low mileage, it is our opinion
that hourly usage is a much more accurate form of measurement.

The average utilization rate for all of Riverside County’s Water Trucks is 32%. We feel that this rate
shows that the Water Trucks are being underutilized from a standpoint of comparing actual hours used
to available hours. Based on this knowledge we feel that 1 Truck at Badlands and 2 Trucks at Lamb
Canyon could be eliminated.

We suggest installing hour meters in the water trucks to allow for accurate hourly tracking. Once landfill
staff can accurately track the water truck utilization on an hourly basis we suggest that water truck
utilization be closely monitored and any necessary changes regarding the number of water trucks be
made.
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8.4 BACKUP EQUIPMENT

We acknowledge the need for backup equipment for machines such as trash dozers and compactors
that may not be readily available on the open market. In addition, we understand that the County
currently has excess equipment in its fleet due to the following reasons:

e The closure of the Edom Hill landfill resulted in the deployment of the newer
existing equipment at the remaining open sites.

e The 26% reduction in inbound tonnage.

8.41  BLYTHE LANDFILL

We do not t feel that it is necessary to have any backup equipment for the current equipment fleet at
the Blythe Landfill. In the event that the Bulldozer or Compactor break down the landfill can still
temporarily operate with just one of these machines.

8.4.2 BADLANDS LANDFILL
We feel that backup equipment should only be present for the frontline trash handling equipment.

In addition to the frontline Bulldozer there should be a backup Bulldozer that is capable of working in
both dirt and trash. For this particular site either the current D8R or the DIL could be used depending on
how they are configured.

We agree with continuing the practice of having two 836 Compactors on site, one as a primary and one
as a backup.

We do not feel that it is necessary to have any backup Water Trucks onsite. In the event that a backup
Water Truck is needed, one can be sourced at a local rental company.

We do not feel that any backup Scrapers are needed for this site. With a detailed fill sequence plan and
periodic stockpiling of cover soil a backup Scraper is unnecessary.

The support equipment such as the Motor Grader and the Loader do not require backup equipment. In
the event that backup equipment is needed, it can be sourced through a local rental company.

8.4.3 LamB CANYON LANDFILL
We feel that backup equipment should only be present for the frontline trash handling equipment.

In addition to the frontline Bulldozer there should be a backup Bulldozer that is capable of working in
both dirt and trash. For this particular site one of the D8R Bulldozers could be used, assuming that it is
properly configured.

We agree with continuing the practice of having two Compactors on site, one as a primary and one as a
backup.

We do not feel that it is necessary to have any backup Water Trucks onsite. In the event that a backup
Water Truck is needed, one can be sourced at a local rental company.
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We do not feel that any backup Scrapers are needed for this site. With a detailed fill sequence plan and

periodic stockpiling of cover soil a backup Scraper is unnecessary.

The support equipment such as the Motor Grader and the Loader do not require backup equipment. In

the event that backup equipment is needed, it can be sourced through a local rental company.

8.5 FLEET AGE/SERVICE LIFE (ALL SITES)

During our site visits and after reviewing the provided equipment data we took notice of the age of the
County’s Landfill Fleet, Water Trucks included. We were most concerned with anticipating capital
expenditures regarding the Landfill Fleet. Our calculations show that currently the average age within
Riverside County’s Landfill fleet is 10.28 years old. Surprisingly, this is a moderately high number when
compared to other Municipal Landfill Fleets in the region. This number is more in line with that of a
competitive Private Landfill Contractor. Keep in mind, that Equipment age cannot be the sole factor
when analyzing Equipment life. It is also extremely important to consider Equipment hours in relation
to Equipment age. It is our opinion that in a Landfill environment, fully utilized Equipment should
expend its usable service life within 10-15 years.

According to the most recent hour meter

readings and the County’s own service life
estimates the average service life for
Riverside County’s Landfill Fleet is 37%
expended.

Using the previous calculations and
assuming the County is expecting to obtain
100% service life the Fleet would be on
average 27.8 years old. Obviously a fleet of
this age is unrealistic, and would have
numerous limiting factors mainly pertaining
to declining reliability and serviceability.

We feel that a large factor contributing to
this unbalance is the previously discussed,

underutilized Equipment. The intended goal
being that equipment reaches 100% service
life within a reasonable time frame, while still being used in the most efficient manner. To accomplish
this, it is generally better to have fewer machines that receive normal utilization rather than many
machines that receive low utilization. We acknowledge that in cases such as specialized Equipment,
backup Equipment and Equipment acquired from closed sites the intended goal will be difficult to
achieve. We suggest that the County look further into this matter.
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Fleet Ag_]e and Service Life
Estimated Expended
Purchase | Hour Meter | Service Life Years| Service
Unit Make / Model Date 10/17/12011 (Hours) Today's Date Old Life
ﬂthe
01-957 |Caterpillar 623-F Elevator Scraper 12/14/01 3,510 25,000 1/23/2012 10.12 14%
99-954 |Caterpillar D7-R Dozer 1127199 6,837 25,000 1/23/2012 13.00 27%
99-957 |Al-Jon 81 K/R Compactor 12/13/99 1,677 25,000 1/23/2012 1212 7%
95-932 |Caterpillar 140-G Motor Grader 4/25/95 15,250 25,000 1/23/2012 16.76 61%
96-425 |Autocar/Volvo 6X6 Water Truck 6/5/96 10,612 25,000 1/23/2012 15.64 42%
Blythe Average | 1353 30%
Badlands
00-941 |Caterpillar D10-R Dozer 03/14/00 25,901 25,000 1/23/2012 11.87 104%
00-942 |Caterpillar 836 Compactor 03/16/00 20,410 25,000 1/23/2012 11.86 82%
00-943 |Caterpillar 637-E Scraper 04/07/00 12,695 25,000 1/23/2012 11.80 51%
00-944 |Caterpillar 623-F Scraper 04/04/00 5,455 25,000 1/23/2012 11.81 22%
01-419 |Peterbuilt 6X6 Water Tanker 01/12/01 15,217 41,667 1/23/2012 11.04 31%
02-940 |Caterpillar D8-R Dozer 01/22/02 6,405 25,000 1/23/2012 10.01 26%
03-946 |Caterpillar 950-G Loader 03/14/03 4,483 25,000 1/23/2012 8.87 18%
03-951 |Caterpillar D8-R Dozer 05/17103 7,181 25,000 1/23/2012 8.69 29%
04-958 |Caterpillar 143H Grader 04/26/04 6,762 25,000 1/23/2012 175 21%
06-958 |Caterpillar D9-L Dozer 05/01/06 9,796 25,000 1/23/2012 573 39%
06-959 |Caterpillar 637-E Scraper 04/19/06 6,648 25,000 1/23/2012 5717 21%
97-433 |VOLVO 6X6 Water Tanker 11/12/97 13,163 41,667 1/23/2012 14.21 32%
98-448 |VOLVO 6X6 Water Tanker 03/30/98 15,848 41,667 1/23/2012 13.83 38%
98-947 |Caterpillar 836 Compactor 03/30/98 21,986 25,000 1/23/2012 13.83 88%
Badlands Average 10.50 44%
Lamb Cany_on
00-410 |Kenworth 6X6 Water Tanker 08/04/00 22,226 83,333 1/23/2012 11.48 27%
02-436 |International 6X6 Water Tanker 05/28/02 16,998 83,333 1/23/2012 9.66 20%
02-960 |Caterpillar 637G Scraper 01/16/02 10,908 25,000 1/23/2012 10.02 44%
03-952 |Caterpillar D9-R Dozer 05/17/03 14,939 25,000 1/23/2012 8.69 60%
05-952 |AL-JON 600CS Compactor 06/14/05 12,320 25,000 1/23/2012 6.61 49%
05-953 |Caterpillar 637G Scraper 07/28/05 7,232 25,000 1/23/2012 6.49 29%
06-948 |Terex Wheel Loader TXL300-2 08/30/06 3,229 30,000 1/23/2012 5.40 11%
06-957 |John Deere Dozer 850-J 02/03/06 4,785 25,000 1/23/2012 5.97 19%
07-402 |International 6X6 Water Tanker 09/12/07 10,390 83,333 1/23/2012 4.37 12%
07-403 |International 6X6 Water Tanker 09/12/07 9,693 83,333 1/23/2012 4.37 12%
09-948 |Caterpillar 836H Compactor 07/01/09 3,594 28,000 1/23/2012 2.56 13%
94-915 |Caterpillar 140-G Grader 08/06/94 14,103 25,000 1/23/2012 17.48 56%
97-918 |Caterpillar 140-G Grader 01/02/97 9,582 25,000 1/23/2012 15.07 38%
98-951 |Caterpillar D8-R Dozer 07/27/98 15,990 25,000 1/23/2012 13.50 64%
99-953 |Caterpillar D8-R Dozer 01/21/99 10,401 25,000 1/23/2012 13.01 42%
*Water truck units have been converted from miles to hours Lamb Canyon Avera_‘c_]e 8.98 33%
|AII Sites Average 10.28 37%
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8.6 EQUIPMENT SERVICES

It is our understanding that the Fleet Services section functions as part of the County’s Waste
Management Department (WMD). We see this as a positive arrangement. Some of the benefits of this
arrangement should be increased communication, responsiveness and oversight. As a comparison,
other Municipal Landfills commonly rely on Fleet Services that are not under their supervision. This
practice commonly has issues such as excessive downtime, extended response time and a lack of
departmental cohesiveness.

It is our opinion that the Fleet Services
staff appears to be skilled, competent and
well equipped. The most frequent
comments that were heard were regarding
issues in procedure or policy. More
specifically it was noted that the current
processes of ordering parts and contracting
major rebuilds caused excessive
Equipment downtime. We suggest that the
current processes and procedures are
further examined with the intended goal
being limiting Equipment downtime.

8.6.1  FUELING

It is our understanding that the Badlands and Lamb Canyon sites have Fleet Services staff dedicated to
equipment fueling. This is a standard practice throughout the industry and we do not recommend any
changes.

Due to the minimal amount of Equipment at the Blythe Landfill the Equipment Operator performs
equipment fueling. This is an acceptable practice since dedicated fueling staff cannot be justified.

We recommend continuing the current practice of accurate fuel usage tracking and logging at all sites.
This data is vital in calculating Equipment Owning and Operating costs and can also aid in budgeting etc.

8.6.2 SERVICING

Based on our follow up interviews with Landfill staff, it was noted that Equipment servicing has
dramatically improved in recent years. Overall we did not notice any major issues regarding Equipment
Servicing. Due to the age of the Equipment Fleet we strongly suggest that equipment servicing and
preventative maintenance remain a top priority.
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8.6.3 MINOR REPAIRS

While performing individual Equipment inspections during our sites visits we did notice numerous minor
repairs in need of correction. During follow up interviews it was mentioned that the process of ordering
parts was often the reason for minor repairs not being fixed in a timely manner. Some of the issues that
we noticed were oil leaks, cracked hydraulic sight glasses, leaking hydraulic cylinders and excessively
damaged tires. We do not know if in fact the parts ordering process was to blame for these outstanding
repairs. It is our opinion that there seemed to be an above average amount of minor repairs in need of
attention.

8.6.4 MaJoOR REPAIRS

The practice of sending large repairs such as engine/transmission rebuilds etc. out for repairs is
understandable and is a common occurrence throughout the industry. We do question how long this
process takes. During our site visits and follow up staff interviews it was noted that equipment is often
down for an extended period of time awaiting repair. We recognize the need for competitive bidding
for large repair orders performed by a vendor. Landfill operations can be negatively affected by a piece
of Equipment that is out of service for an extended period of time. We suggest considering a more
efficient system that would allow for a quicker repair turnaround and would result in less equipment
down time. It is our understanding that management has recently entered into a parts contract with a
major equipment manufacturer that may accomplish this goal.

8.7 Cosrt

8.7.1  OWNING AND OPERATING COST

As part of our assessment we calculated the Owning and Operating costs for the Landfill Equipment and
Water Trucks at all three Riverside County sites. All of the required background data was provided by
County staff. Caterpillar’s format for determining Owning and Operating was used for these calculations
and is considered the industry standard. Equipment purchase price, ownership term, average annual
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hours, fuel consumption, maintenance, repair reserve and labor costs are a few examples of the many

factors that were included in these calculations. The following charts show the hourly Owning and

Operating cost for all Equipment and Water Trucks within the Riverside County Landfill Fleet.

Blythe Landfill Hourly Owning and Operating Cost

Make/Model Unit Hourly Cost
Caterpillar 623-F Elevator Scraper 01-957 $115.29
Caterpillar D7-R Dozer 99-954 $168.59
Al-Jon 81 K/IR Compactor 99-957 $118.43
Caterpillar 140-G Motor Grader 95-932 $75.46
Autocar/Volvo 6X6 Water Truck 96-425 $65.54

Site Average $108.66

When compared to other Municipal Landfills in California Riverside County’s hourly Owning and

Operating costs are relatively low. We credit the following reasons for the low hourly costs:

e The County’s labor costs are relatively low when compared to other Municipal Landfills in the

region. Labor costs are often a large component of hourly Owning and Operating costs.

e The County’s practice of retaining Equipment for a longer period of time allows for the owning

costs to be amortized over a longer period of hours.

Badlands Landfill Hourly Owning and Operating Cost

Make/Model Unit
Caterpillar D10-R Dozer 00-941
Caterpillar 836 Compactor 00-942
Caterpillar 637-E Scraper 00-943
Caterpillar 623-F Scraper 00-944
Peterbuilt 6X6 Water Tanker 01-419
Caterpillar D6-R Dozer 02-940
Caterpillar 950-G Loader 03-946
Caterpillar D8-R Dozer 03-951
Caterpillar 143H Grader 04-958
Caterpillar D9-L Dozer 06-958
Caterpillar 637-E Scraper 06-959
VOLVO 6X6 Water Tanker 97-433
VOLVO 6X6 Water Tanker 98-448
Caterpillar 836 Compactor 98-947

Site Average

Hourly Cost
$136.80
$122.18
$161.96
$126.77
$42.91
$105.55
$62.89
$122.87
$69.15
$125.57
$159.96
$46.60
$49.11
$124.17

$104.04
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We feel that if any equipment was eliminated from the current fleet, the hourly costs (based on
Caterpillar’'s model) for the remaining equipment should decrease due to increased usage.

We recommend the County conduct a more detailed assessment of Equipment Owning and Operating
cost — taking into consideration Opportunity Costs (i.e., the opportunity being to sell the excess
machines at their current market value as opposed to utilizing these machines because they are

currently available.)

Lamb Canyon Landfill Hourly Owning and Operating Cost |
Make/Model Unit Hourly Cost

Kenworth 6X6 Water Tanker 00-410 $42.06
International 6X6 Water Tanker 02-436 $41.72
Caterpillar 637G Scraper 02-960 $179.40
Caterpillar D9-R Dozer 03-952 $12117
AL-JON 600CS Compactor 05-952 $124.22
Caterpillar 637G Scraper 05-953 $168.49
Terex Wheel Loader TXL300-2 06-948 $68.79
John Deere Dozer 850-J 06-957 $104.00
International 6X6 Water Tanker 07-402 $45.06
International 6X6 Water Tanker 07-403 $43.89
Caterpillar 836H Compactor 09-948 $128.00 |
Caterpillar 140-G Grader 94-915 $102.62
Caterpillar 140-G Grader 97-918 $66.85
Caterpillar D8-R Dozer 98-951 $115.20
Caterpillar D8-R Dozer 99-953 $149.02

Site Average $100.03
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9 LANDFILL

The CORE assessments covered the main
activities performed by the heavy equipment,
including pushing, spreading, compacting and
covering of waste, transport of soil, access
road maintenance, litter control, drainage
systems, and dust control.

Most of the time on-site however, was spent
watching, filming and photographing the

operation. This allowed for a rigorous set of
evaluations. We were able to gain some
understanding of the operation by simply
watching. But in order to look deeper into the
waste handling process — beyond what we
could visually see while on-site — we conducted various time-motion studies. The results of this work
are presented on the following pages.

9.1 TIPPING PAD

The tipping pads at all three landfills appeared to be of adequate size and configuration to match the
inbound waste flow rate. At the time of our site visit, waste was being pushed downhill at Blythe ...and
uphill at Badlands and Lamb Canyon.

We found that the focus of the crew was directed on the waste-handling operation — which is
appropriate. Occasional delays for inbound trucks were typical of other well-run landfills, and the
spotters were doing a good job of keying off the heavy equipment operators regarding placement of the
next truck. This is preferred over what we sometimes see where the garbage trucks tend to run the
operation by demanding to unload immediately.

We also noted that the trucks were required to
clean-out at the edge of the tipping pad, rather
than moving to a separate clean-out area. This also
added a few minutes to vehicle unloading time, but
served to keep the deck cleaner.

There was some spilled trash in the unloading area,
but we believe this is acceptable and preferred —
when compared to the alternative of constant
grading of the deck.

Overall, the operation at the tipping pad appeared

to be organized and safe.
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911 BLYTHE

The tipping pad layout and waste-handling process at Blythe appeared to be clean, simple and efficient.
This is due to two factors. First, the site manager/operator is very competent and coordinates his
actions well. Second, because of his heavy workload at the time of our visit (i.e., manager & operator),

there simply isn’t any time to waste.

9.1.2 BADLANDS & LAMB CANYON
Badlands and Lamb Canyon were using a similar layout at their respective tipping pads. Vehicles
unloaded at the toe of the slope and waste was pushed uphill to the face.

9.2 PUSHING TO FACE

The pushing operation at all three landfills is typical of other well-run facilities. The most positive thing
noted in regard to pushing, was that each site used only one dozer. This is obviously appropriate for
Blythe, with its low tonnage, but for the larger landfills, using one dozer shows a lean, efficiency-minded
approach. Alternatively, we see many other similarly-sized landfills — especially municipal landfills — that
would be using 2 or more dozers for this task.

So, even though we are recommending further reductions in machine numbers, the use of a single dozer
at the face was very positive.

In addition to our visual observation, we’ll present the findings of our time-motion studies here.

10 DETAILED PRODUCTION ANALYSES

Various detailed production (time-motion) studies were also performed during this study. They include:
Activity Sampling; Video Analysis and; Value-Stream Mapping. These techniques — all of which are used
to streamline operations by improving efficiency and eliminating waste — are explained on the following

pages.

10.1 VIDEO ANALYSIS

The second step of productivity measurement was to conduct
Video Analyses. Unlike Activity Sampling — which identifies
what percentage of time is spent on specific tasks — Video
Analyses identifies how much time is spent on those

individual tasks.

To conduct the Video Analyses, we evaluated several days of
video, condensing it into a few major categories of work.
These include:

10.1.1 TiME TO UNLOAD
This refers to the time it takes for a truck to unload once is has backed into place on the edge of the

tipping pad.
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10.1.2 TIME ON THE GROUND

The length of time that individual loads sit on the edge of the tipping pad before to being pushed to the
face was also measured. This data —when combined with the unload time — shows how long an
individual slot (i.e., parking space) is occupied by a vehicle.

10.1.3 TImME TO PUSH

The next step in the process of moving waste from the trucks to the active face is pushing. In this step,
the dozers push waste from the edge of the tipping pad to the face — placing the load in the appropriate
location for the dozer.

10.1.4 TiME TO RETURN
Finally, we also evaluated the second part of the dozer’s cycle — the return trip.

In regard to these tasks, we typically hope to see the data fall into a pattern of Normal Distribution (i.e.,
the classic Bell Curve). When there is no Bell Curve, it often indicates some type of variability. In the
case of unloading time, it often reflects several different types of unloading vehicles, such as: roll-off,
route and transfer trucks. This variation may also be due to other factors, including: condition of truck;
type of material in the load and; slope of truck when dumping.

10.2 ACTIVITY SAMPLING — DOZER AND COMPACTOR

We also conducted Activity Sampling of the primary (trash) dozer and the compactor at each landfill.

The above-listed tasks are discussed for each of the three landfills on the following pages. The results of
our Detailed Production Analyses indicate that these three landfills are operating at a normal rate of
efficiency. In our experience, their performance is above average compared to other municipal landfills,
and typical of similarly-sized private landfills.

The results of these studies should be taken in the context that every operation — at every landfill — has
inherent inefficiencies. This information should provide Riverside County with useful data to enable
them to continue improving their operation.

It should be noted that we have performed these types of analyses at other municipal and private
landfills, and the results from this study indicate a competitive level of performance.
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Truck Unloading Time (seconds)

10.3 VIDEO ANALYSIS AND
ACTIVITY SAMPLING-
BLYTHE

10.3.1 TIME TO UNLOAD - BLYTHE
At Blythe, it took vehicles an average

of 3m: 42s (3 minutes and 42 seconds)

ersant of Samples

to unload. The actual times ranged
from just over 1 minute ...to nearly 10.

Hadutive £

10.3.2 TIME ON GROUND - BLYTHE
Once dumped, loads sat on the

ground an average of 30m: 32s before
being pushed. Initially this may sound
like a long time. But keep in mind that
Trugk Unipading Time {s)

Blythe receives few loads, and it is
actually more efficient to let them

stack up, before starting the dozer

. Load on the Ground {seconds
and pushing them. e 155 ( )

In fact, at most landfills we generally
do not recommend that every load be

pushed immediately, particularly

during slow periods, when truck

arrival is sporadic. At these times, it

ENE !

does not make sense to have a dozer

poised at the tipping pad when it is

Redative Porcont of 5

likely to have more wait time than
push time.

10.3.3 ToOTAL SLOT TIME - BLYTHE
Based on an average “Unloading
Time” of 3m 42s, and an average “On
the Ground” time of 30m 32s, the
average “Occupied” time for each slot

Tives on thie: Segsind (5

is 34m: 14s. Thus, each slot can
handle — on average — 1.75 loads per
hour. At 3.2 tons per load (per JTD
tonnage + load count), that’s 5.6 tons per hour ...per slot.

So, with 6 slots, Blythe can receive approximately 34 tons of waste before it must be pushed ...even
more if the loads are double-stacked. With the relatively low tonnage at Blythe, waiting in line is not an

issue.
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10.3.4 TiME TO PUSH - BLYTHE
It was found that the average push time — from the edge of the tipping pad to the face was 15s.

10.3.5 TIME TO RETURN - BLYTHE
The results of our evaluation indicate an average return time of 13s.

Thus, the average cycle time for the dozer, was 28s. This means that under ideal conditions, the dozer

at Blythe could make approximately 128 pushes per hour. At 3.2 tons per push, that works out to raw

production rate of 410
tons per hour (tph).

If we back this down to
85% efficiency, the
production rate
decreases to 348 tph.

And finally, if we
assume that every 3™
push is a cleanup push,
the dozer’s production
rate is down to 232 tph.

Blythe receives
approximately 60 tons
per day — which the
dozer could handle in
approximately 16
minutes.

Are there other issues
and other tasks? Yes,
of course. We estimate
that another 1 hour per
day is required for:

e  Pre-fill Striping

e Placing Tarps

e Placing Cover Soil
e Other Activities

D7 Total Cycle Time (seconds)

35.0%

30.0%

25.0% -

20.0%

15.0% -

Relative Percent of Samples

10.0% -
5.0% -

5 10 15 20
% Toto! Time
Total Dozer Cycle Time {s)

In fact, based on County records, the dozer at Blythe works approximately 1 hour per day.
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10.3.6 DOZER ACTIVITY SAMPLING - BLYTHE

As part of our evaluation at Blythe, we performed an Activity Sampling study on the dozer. We found
that it did a variety of things during the day, some which would be classified as Value Added (VA) — these
are essential activities ...and some which are classified as Non-Value Added (NVA) — these are non-
essential activities.

VA activities may include pushing a full load, backing up, placing a tarp, etc. NVA activities may include
pushing a light/partial load, traveling, waiting, making unnecessary moves, etc.

It should be noted that backing up, is a vital part of an efficient, full-payload (VA) push. But backing is
also required when the dozer is performing NVA activities. Based on our review, the dozer at Blythe
may be able to increase efficiency by focusing on making full-payload pushes and spending less time
cleaning the deck between customers.

Blythe Dozer - Activity Sampling

[Pushing 2 Partial Load,
! 1.9%

__Pushing aLightLoad,
1.9%

Pushing With Traction
pa— : Loszor (Repush), 0.0%

Pushing AFullLoad, 24% ___

CleaningUpDeckiface, ___
16.0%

Pushing CoverSeil, 0.0% _

. BackingUp, 26.2%
Track Walking,8.3% _

Traveling, 3.8% _

Flacing orRemoving__
Tarps, 40.3%
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10.3.7 COMPACTOR ACTIVITY SAMPLING — BLYTHE

We also performed activity sampling for the compactor. This portion of our study revealed that the
compactor spends 83% of its time on the cell’s slope (where it is least effective), and 15% of its time on
the top (where it would be most effective). The other ~2% is spent traveling.

While compacting on a slope is by far the most common practice at landfills across the U.S. — for both
municipal and private landfills, it is not the most efficient method. Later in this report, we discuss the
benefits of changing to a pancake or “flat-pack” process. This is something we recommend for all three
landfills.

Blythe Compactor - Activity Sampling

Pushingwith Bladeon
Top, 0.0%

—Traveling, 1.7%

Compacting Backwards___
onTop, 11.7%

_—CompactingForwardon
Slope, 25.8%

CompactingForwardon_
Top, 3.3%

Pushing with Blade on_.
Slope, 7.5%

e

Compacting Backwards _———
on Slope, 50.0%
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10.4 VIDEO ANALYSIS AND
ACTIVITY SAMPLING-
BADLANDS

10.4.1 TIME TO UNLOAD - BADLANDS

At Badlands, it took vehicles an average of
12m: 46s to unload. The actual times
ranged from just under 3 minutes ...to nearly
19. These longer times reflect some of the
live floor trucks which take longer to unload

and clean out.

However, it should also be noted that this is
81% longer than the average unloading time

we measured at Lamb Canyon.

Much of the difference is due to the
predominate type of truck (transfer trucks
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Truek Unloading Time {seconds)

take longer than route trucks), but there may also be an issue related to driver culture or environment.

For example, it is our understanding that the drivers who come to Badlands are paid by the hour and

may not have an incentive to quickly clean out their trucks. In contrast, the drivers that come to Lamb

Canyon are paid by the load and clearly have an incentive to be as efficient as possible which results in

less time at the tipping pad.

We also noted that at Lamb Canyon, trucks
had a longer waiting line more often than at
Badlands. We did not perceive this as
problematic, but rather a result of loads
sitting on the ground (prior to pushing) a bit
longer- 6m: 0s (Lamb Canyon) vs. 4m: 13s
(Badlands). The longer waiting line may
induce a bit of pressure on those who are
dumping (at Lamb Canyon), to finish
unloading and make room for the next
vehicle.

10.4.2 TIME ON GROUND - BADLANDS

Once dumped, loads sat on the ground an
average of 4m: 13s before being pushed.
This is much shorter than what we
measured at Blythe — and reflects the fact
that with higher rates of inbound tonnage,

Load on the Ground [seconds)

Tieme o bve Srvaedt o}
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the dozer at Badlands must be available and pushing on more of a continual basis.

It should be noted though, that during the few slow periods, the dozer did occasionally park. This is
shown by the few loads that sat for a longer time ...up to 21 minutes.

10.4.3 ToOTAL SLOT TIME - BADLANDS

Based on an average “Unloading Time” of 12m 46s, and an average “On the Ground” time of 4m: 13s,
the average “Occupied” time for each slot is 16m 59s. Thus, at Badlands each slot can handle — on
average — 3.53 loads per hour. At ~18 tons per load, that’s 64 tons per hour ...per slot.

So, with 6 slots, Badlands
can receive approximately
384 tons of waste before
it must be pushed.

Because of the slower
unloading times at
Badlands, the unloading

] ‘ , o
slots are not as productive w

T
as those at Lamb Canyon.
This results in reduced
efficiency for the dozer,
and even though Badlands
uses a D10 (as opposed to
Lamb Canyon’s D9), the
dozer at Badlands works

2.7 hours more per day.

Generally, during peak
times, the dozer cannot
wait for all of the slots to fill up, but must be diligent to push as waste arrives. And, during those busy
times, prompt pushing helps to minimize the time trucks may have to wait in line.

However, when truck arrival is sporadic, it is more efficient for the dozer to stop — and wait until the
unloading area fills before pushing. This simply ensures that when the dozer is working, it spends a
higher percentage of its time making production pushes ...not waiting.
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10.4.4 TiME TO PUSH - BADLANDS
It was found that the average push time — from the edge of the tipping pad to the face was 35s.

10.4.5 TimMe TO RETURN - BADLANDS
The results of our

evaluation indicate an
average return time of 22s. D10 Dozer Total Cycle Time (seconds)

Thus, the average cycle

16.0%

time for the dozer, was
57s. This means that
under ideal conditions, the
dozer at Badlands could
make approximately 63
pushes per hour. At 18
tons per push, that works

out to a raw production
rate of 1,134 tons per hour

(tph).

Relative Percent of Samples

If we back this down by
85%, and then assume that
every 5 push is a cleanup

, 5 10 15 0 03 40 45 0 55 60 6 0 75 & &% W G5
push, the dozer’s
# Tolol Time

maximum production rate Total Dozer Cycle Time {s)

is approximately 771 tph.

Badlands receives

approximately 1,672 tons

per day — which the dozer could handle in approximately 2.2 hours — under ideal conditions. But of
course the landfill doesn’t receive all of this tonnage in a large block ...but across the entire day.

So, this number should be taken in the context that the waste arrives at a varying, though somewhat
predictable rate. The actual conditions at this landfill — or any landfill — are never ideal. Thus, while a
tentative schedule can be made for the dozer, it must in fact, respond to waste as trucks arrive. And as
a result, there will be some inherent inefficiency due to waiting, re-positioning, etc. So the 2.2 hours
becomes a target toward which we strive, even knowing that the actual machines hours will be higher.

Also, there are other tasks that the dozer performs (i.e., removing/placing tarps), but they could likely
be handled in approximately 1 hour per day.

Overall, our target for the dozer at Badlands is 3.2 hours per day.
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As a point of reference, the D10 dozer at Badlands currently logs an average of 7.7 hours per day. This

simply means that there is some opportunity to reduce dozer hours by eliminating some of the Non-

Value Added activities shown in the following section.

10.4.6 DozER ACTIVITY SAMPLING — BADLANDS
As part of our evaluation at Badlands, we performed an Activity Sampling study on the dozer. We found

that it did a variety of things during the day, some which would be classified as Value Added (VA) — these

are essential activities ...and some which are classified as Non-Value Added (NVA) — these are non-

essential activities.

VA activities may include pushing a full load, backing up, placing a tarp, etc. NVA activities may include

pushing a light/partial load, traveling, waiting, or making other unnecessary moves.

It should be noted that by eliminating some of the NVA activities, the dozer’s daily hours are actually

expected to decrease. This would decrease the machine’s utilization rate. But remember, the goal is to

maximize efficiency —
not necessarily to
achieve the highest
possible utilization
rate.

To increase the
efficiency of the
Badlands dozer, we
suggest it focus on
making full-payload
pushes, spend less
time traveling, and
minimize deck
cleaning, doing only
what’s required to
provide safe vehicle

access.

In addition to the
activities shown here,
the D10 dozer spent
10.6% of its time
parked, and was
outside the frame of
the video 30.4% of the
time.

Badlands Dozer - Activity Sampling

. . , _ Cleaning Up Deckiface,
i
Pushing Cover Seil, 0.0 L, 39%  PushingAFullLosd,

130%

TrackWalking 0.3%

Traveling 138%_____

_Pushing a Partial Load.

Placing or Removing 13.0%

Targs, 1.9%_ ' /

. Pushing aLightLoad, '
‘ §.4%

.. Pushing With Traction |
Loss oriRepush} 0.3% |
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10.4.7 COMPACTOR ACTIVITY SAMPLING — BADLANDS

We also performed activity sampling for the compactor. This portion of our study revealed that the
compactor spends 67% of its time on the cell’s slope (where it is less effective), and 31% of its time on
the top (where it would be more effective). The other ~2% is spent traveling.

While compacting on a slope is by far the most common practice at landfills across the U.S. — for both
municipal and private landfills, it is not the most efficient method. Later in this report, we discuss the
benefits of changing to a pancake or “flat-pack” process. This is something we recommend for all three
landfills.

Badlands Compactor - Activity Sampling

Pushing with Bladeon_ Traveling,2.3%

Top, 3.4%

_Compacting Forward on

Compacting Backwards _ Slope, 25.2%

onTop, 15.6%

Compacting Forwardon_
Top, 11.8%

Pushingwith Blade on_|
Slope, 4.7%

... Compacting Backwards
on Slope, 365.5%
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10.5 VIDEO ANALYSIS AND ACTIVITY
SAmMPLING-LAMB CANYON

10.5.1 TIME TO UNLOAD — LAMB CANYON

At Lamb Canyon, it took vehicles an average of
7m: 4s (7 minutes and 4 seconds) to unload.
The actual times ranged from 6 minutes ...to
more than 20. But on average, the unloading
time is much faster than the Badlands average
of 12m: 46s. This difference was discussed in
greater detail in the previous section (Time to
Unload — Badlands).

In any case, we suggest that the unloading
system at Lamb Canyon is efficient and well-
run.

10.5.2 TiME ON GROUND - LAMB CANYON
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Truck Unloading Time (seconds)

Once dumped, loads sat on the ground an average of 6m: 0s before being pushed. This is a bit longer

than what we found at Badlands — where the average was 4m: 13s. However, we did not perceive this

to be significant — and may simply be based on the difference is dozer size (e.g., D9 at Lamb Canyon v.

D10 at Badlands).

We also believe that the time a load sits on the
ground before being pushed is not directly
related to production. Generally, it is best for
the dozer to push the trash in blocks — when
the tipping area is nearly filled — rather than
pushing each load as quickly as possible.

Accordingly, we do not recommend that every
load be pushed immediately, particularly
during slow periods, when truck arrival is
sporadic. At these times, it does not make
sense to have a dozer poised at the tipping pad
when it is likely to have more wait time than
push time. The dozer’s activity should be
adjusted, based on the flow of inbound waste.

Load on the Ground {seconds)
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10.5.3 ToTAL SLOT TIME - LAMB CANYON
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Based on an average “Unloading Time” of 7m: 4s, and an average “On the Ground” time of 6m 0Os, the

average “Occupied” time for each slot at Lamb Canyon is 13m: 4s. Thus, each slot can handle — on

average — 4.6 loads per hour. At 15 tons per load, that’s 69 tons per hour ...per slot.

So, with 6 slots, Lamb Canyon can receive approximately 414 tons of waste before it must be pushed

...even more if the loads are
double-stacked