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Title: Long Term Waste Management Plan — Selection Gefieral Mgager/CAO

Of Overall Approach to Diversion and Disposal

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board direct staff to focus on an approach which combines Scenarios A
and B.

BACKGROUND

The Authority has undertaken a comprehensive evaluation and development of a Long Term Waste
Management Plan to determine how to achieve 75% diversion by 2015 and maintain a minimum of
50 years of sustainable waste management and disposal capacity. The Board considered three
different approaches to meeting the diversion targets:

» Scenario A - Intensive Source Reduction, Recycling and Education Programs

» Scenario B - Non-combustion Conversion Technology

* Scenario C - Combustion Based Waste to Energy

The Board also considered three different disposal alternatives for long-term disposal of the
Authority’s residual waste:

= Alternative I - Use of Crazy Horse and Johnson Canyon Landfills

= Alternative II - Use of the Marina Landfill

»  Alternative III - Development of a New Landfill Along Highway 198

The Board developed a criteria and scoring processed designed to evaluate the scenarios and
disposal alternatives based on several weighted non-economic criteria.

Criteria Weights

. Public Acceptance

. Effect on Public Accountability

. Risk of Litigation Exposure

. Obtaining Sites & Permits

. Impact on Public Education Efforts
. Environmental Consequences

. Greenhouse Gas Impact

. Disposal Needs & Obligations

9. Diversion Potential
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10. Economic Benefits &Impacts
11. Operating History
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The Board then scored each scenario and disposal alternative based on a scale of 1 (low) through 5
(high). These scores are presented in Attachment 1.

Based on the scores and the weights, the total score for each scenario and disposal alternative was
calculated. These calculations are presented in Attachment 2 and summarized below.

Scenario Disposal Alternative Total Score

Scenario A: Intensive Recycling f;;gg:‘éaﬁ;f;; Crazy Horse & 245

Residuals: Alt 11, Marina landfill 258

Residuals: Alt 111. 198 landfill 192

Scenario B: Non-combustion Residuals: Alt I. Crazy Horse & 306
conversion technology Johnson Canyon

‘ Residuals: Alt 11. Marina landfili 248

Residuals: Alt 111, 198 landfill 183

Scenario C: Combustion based waste | Residuals: Alt 1. Crazy Horse & 216
to energy Johnson Canyon

Residuals: Alt 11. Marina landfill 191

Residuals: Alt 111, 198 landfill 182

Based on this analysis, the highest scoring scenario is Scenario B Non-Combustion Conversion
Technology with residual disposal at Crazy Horse and Johnson Canyon. The second highest
scoring scenario is Scenario A Intensive Recycling with residual disposal at the Marina Landfill.

The Board previously reviewed the costs of several disposal alternatives and determined that the
most cost-effective disposal alternative was to direct waste to the Johnson Canyon Landfill for a 50-
year term. The Board directed staff to negotiate with the City of Gonzales and other affected parties.

to develop a capacity enhancement cooperative agreement for expanding Johnson Canyon beyond
its currently planned limits.

The Board reviewed the expected diversion rates and costs of each scenario as summarized below.

Diversion Rate

Net Present Value (40 Years)

Scenario 2015 2017 . $Millions
Scenar!o A: Intensive 75.9% 76.1% $3318
Recycling
Scenarlg B: Non-combustion 25 70 77.5% $298.4
conversion technology
Scenario C: Combustion 80.3% 82.9% $614.5
based waste to energy

Based on the cost and diversion analysis, the preferred scenario would be Scenario B Non-
Combustion Conversion Technology.

At the November meeting the Board accepted the cost comparisons for the three scenarios and
directed staff to exclude Scenario C from further consideration.



DISCUSSION & ANALYSIS

Scenario B Non-Combustion Conversion Technology scored the highest in the Board evaluation
process. It is also potentially the most economical choice for the Authority. However, conversion
technologies are somewhat unproven for large-scale processing of municipal solid waste. The
Authority is developing a pilot conversion technology project using the CR3 autoclave, as well as
researching other conversion systems. This technology is promising, but requires testing and
evaluation prior to investment in full-scale development. Scenario A Intensive Recycling scored
second highest in the Board’s evaluation process and is the second most economical of the three
scenarios. Many of the programs and projects included in Scenario A are compatible with Scenario
B, including increasing outreach and technical assistance and rolling out recycling programs to all
generators.

Full implementation of Scenario A will require the member agencies to enact mandatory recycling
ordinances requiring generators to recycle.

If the Authority starts down both a path to scenarios A and B the progress of the pilot project can be
evaluated before fully committing to either the mandatory aspects of Scenario A or the capital
investment required in Scenario B. If conversion technology is proven to be successful through the
pilot plant operation and other conversion technology investigations, the member agencies would
not have to require generators to recycle. If conversion technology is not feasible, the Authority
and member agencies can continue to pursue Scenario A programs including mandatory recycling.

FISCAL IMPACT

Funding for this implementation of any of the scenarios is not included in the current budget. Costs
for funding the programs identified the Long Term Waste Management Plan will be included in the
implementation plan and funding authorization for these programs will be considered in the mid-
year budget or future Authority annual budget cycles, depending on when the Board direction is
given.

ATTACHMENT(S)

1. Attachment 1 - Evaluation of Non-Economic Criteria
2. Attachment 2 - Weighted Analysis of Non-Economic Criteria



llupuel 861 AMH "I IV :sienpisey Is

liypue] eultely il UV :s[enpisey

uokues UosSULOr (FLAN) ABOjou2a] UORSNQWIOD B 'sojueBIO
g asiol Azei) | IV :s[enpisey ‘agn ‘swieaboid “IS Ung i ouRUAdS

1IPUR) 861 AWK 1il HV S[ENpisay

iPUE] BULRR 1| IV ‘S{EnpIsay

uoAue) vosuyor KBojouyda} uojisnquod-uoN g 'sajuebip
9 3810H Azl | WY isjenpisey ‘ago ‘swesbosd ‘IS uNS g opeuadS

nupuey g6} AMH ‘Hil )V :sienpisay

luPUR] BUMEW 1} IV -S/ENpiSay

uoAue) uosuyor soebig 'qg0
g asuo} Aze12) 'V iSienpisay ‘swieifoid 9A|SUAIU| IS UNS 1Y OLRUBIS

L]




8L 9 _m _mm loe n 1z _mw _u 8 2e _o _lUPUE BB1 ‘NI IV SiENpisey

6L Wt _w lsz vz T 8Z _mm —wp _ﬁ ot g liipUR] RULRW 1} 3V :sienpjsay

91z ot 6 52 o bl 8z | I lot 23 7] uoAued ABojouyas] uopsnquio) ¢ ‘sajuebiofs
uosuyor g asiol Azeid '} )y :s|enpjsey ‘aes ‘'swesBoid 1§ ung 19 opBuUads

€81 W o 73 ot 1 ¥4 z 7] 9 2e ﬂ HiLPUE| 861 “Hi UV :slENpisay

8¥e 2 3] oz vz ez _nu _mm 3 i3 oL [ze HupUR| BULRK ‘|| 31V SSiENp|SaY

90¢ | Zi 0z ot 3 53 82 2€ oy 2e oy uoAues  ABojouydal UO[ISNQUICI-UON % 'SIjuEBIO]Y
uosuyop g 8sI0H Azeid °| YV sjenpisey ‘g0 'sweiboid ' uUng g ouBLADG

Z61 51 Gt oc 71 1z e s 1 3 8 HupUe] g6l i MV Sienplsay

862 ~m St vz ¥ 82 e ov [ee 53 vz HupUE] BULRWN 1} 3|V SSiEnpisay 1

SvZ b Jat 1 oe 2 8z e i3 o1 e 8 uohuey sauebio 02|
UOSULOP 9 aSIOH AZRID ‘| NV :SiEnp|SIY ‘suwiesboiy an|sualul 18 UNS 1y ojieuasg)

4 < 3 5 l 2 £ ] e ] ] WBiep epIHD

3

VIHILI™D DINONODI-NON 4O SISATVNY A3 LHOIIM - € juswydeny



