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41300.   
 
   (a) On or before July 1, 1992, each county shall prepare and adopt for the unincorporated area a county 
source reduction and recycling element which includes all of the components specified in this chapter and 
which complies with the requirements specified in Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 41780). 
 
   (b) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), if a county determines that it is unable to comply with the deadline 
established under subdivision (a) and unable to comply with Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000), 
to the extent that division requires the preparation and certification of an environmental impact report for 
the element, the county shall do all of the following: 
 

(1) On or before July 1, 1992, the county shall adopt a resolution stating the reasons it is unable to 
comply with the deadline established under subdivision (a) and to complete and certify the 
environmental impact report for the element. The resolution shall also state a date when the county 
will comply with the deadline established under subdivision (a) and complete and certify the 
environmental impact report for the element.  
 
(2) On or before July 1, 1992, the county shall submit a copy of the resolution adopted pursuant to 
paragraph (1) to the board.  
 
(3) Upon completion and certification of the environmental impact report for the source reduction 
and recycling element, or December 1, 1992, whichever is sooner, the county shall adopt its source 
reduction and recycling element. 
 

41301.  The county source reduction and recycling element shall set forth a program for management of 
solid waste generated with the unincorporated area of the county, consistent with the waste management 
hierarchy provided in Section 40051. 
 
41302.  The county source reduction and recycling element shall place primary emphasis on 
implementation of all feasible source reduction, recycling, and composting programs while identifying the 
amount of landfill and transformation capacity that will be needed for solid waste which cannot be reduced 
at the source, recycled, or composted. 
 
41303.  Each county source reduction and recycling element shall include, but is not limited to, all of the 
following components for solid waste generated in the jurisdiction of the plan: 
 
   (a) A waste characterization component. 
   (b) A source reduction component. 
   (c) A recycling component. 
   (d) A composting component. 
   (e) A solid waste facility capacity component. 
   (f) An education and public information component. 
   (g) A funding component. 
   (h) A special waste component. 
 
41330.   
 
    (a) For the initial source reduction and recycling element of a countywide integrated waste management 
plan which is required to be submitted to the board pursuant to Section 41791, the count  
waste characterization component shall identify the constituent materials which comprise the solid waste 
generated within the unincorporated area of the county. The information shall be representative of the solid 
waste generated and disposed of within that area and shall reflect seasonal variations. The constituent 
materials shall be identified by volume, percentage in weight or its volumetric equivalent, material type, and 
source of generation which includes residential, commercial, industrial, governmental, or other sources. 
Future revisions of waste characterization studies shall identify the constituent materials which comprise 
the solid waste disposed of at permitted disposal facilities. 
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   (b) In adopting or revising regulations implementing subdivision 
(a), the board shall do all of the following: 
 

(1) Permit the use of studies or data developed on a regional basis and adapted to the 
conditions which exist in a county preparing its waste characterization component. 
 

(2) Permit the use of preexisting data or studies, including those data and studies prepared 
by local governments with similar waste characteristics. 

 

 
(3) Require only that amount of seasonal sampling, and waste characterization only of 
those categories of waste, necessary to achieve the diversion requirements of paragraph 
(1) of subdivision (a) of Section 41780. 

 
41331.  Any waste characterization component prepared by a county pursuant to Section 41330, and any 
other information submitted by a county to the board on the quantities of solid waste generated, diverted, 
and disposed of, shall include data which is as accurate as possible, on the quantities of solid waste 
generated, diverted, and disposed of, to enable the board, to the maximum extent possible, to accurately 
measure the diversion requirements established under paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 41780. 
 
41332.  For the first revision, and any subsequent revision, of a source reduction and recycling element of 
a countywide integrated waste management plan which is required to be submitted to the board pursuant 
to Section 41770, the county waste characterization component shall identify the constituent materials 
which comprise the solid waste disposed of within the unincorporated area of the county. The information 
shall be statistically representative of the solid waste disposed of within that area and shall reflect seasonal 
variations. The constituent materials shall, to the extent practicable, be identified by volume, percentage in 
weight, or its volumetric equivalent, material type, and source of generation, which includes residential, 
commercial, industrial, governmental, or other sources. 
 
41333.  Any waste characterization component prepared by a county pursuant to Section 41332, and any 
other information submitted by a county to the board on the quantities of solid waste disposed of, shall 
include data which is as accurate as practicable, on the quantities of solid waste generated, diverted, and 
disposed of, to enable the board, to the maximum extent possible, to accurately measure the diversion 
requirements of paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of Section 41780. 
 
41350.  The county source reduction component shall include a program and implementation schedule 
which shows the methods by which the county will, in combination with the recycling and composting 
components, reduce a sufficient amount of solid waste disposed of within the unincorporated area of the 
county to comply with the diversion requirements of Section 41780. 
 
41351.  The county source reduction component shall describe the types of materials which will be reduced 
under the programs in Section 41350. 
 
41352.  The county source reduction component shall describe the methods that the county will use to 
determine the categories of solid wastes to be diverted from disposal at a disposal facility through source 
reduction. 
 
41353.  The county source reduction component shall describe new facilities, and of expansion of existing 
facilities, which will be needed to implement the source reduction component. 
 
41354.  The county source reduction component shall evaluate and identify rate structures and fees to 
reduce the amount of wastes that generators produce, and other source reduction strategies, including, but 
not limited to, programs and economic incentives to reduce the use of nonrecyclable materials, replace 
disposable materials and products with reusable materials and products, reduce packaging, and increase 
the efficiency of the use of paper, cardboard, glass, metal, and other materials. 
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41370.  The county recycling component shall include a program and implementation schedule which 
shows the methods by which the county will, in combination with the source reduction and composting 
components, reduce a sufficient amount of solid waste disposed of within the unincorporated area of the 
county to comply with the diversion requirements of Section 41780. 
 
41371.  The county recycling component shall describe the types of materials which will be recycled under 
the programs in Section 41370. 
 
41372.  The county recycling component shall describe the methods that the county will use to determine 
the categories of solid wastes to be diverted from disposal at a disposal facility through recycling. 
 
41373.  The county recycling component shall describe new facilities, and expansion of existing facilities, 
which will be needed to implement the recycling component. 
 
41374.  The county recycling component shall describe methods which will be used to increase markets for 
recycled materials, including, but not limited to, an evaluation of the feasibility of procurement preferences 
for the purchase of recycled products. Each county may grant a price preference to encourage the purchase 
of recycled products. The amount of the price preference shall be determined by 
the county. 
 
41375.  The county recycling component shall evaluate industrial, commercial, residential, governmental, 
and other curbside, mobile, dropoff, and buy-back recycling programs, manual and automated material 
recovery facilities, zoning, and building code changes which encourage recycling of materials, and rate 
structures which encourage recycling of materials. 
 
41400.  The county composting component shall include a program and implementation schedule which 
shows the methods by which the county will, in combination with the source reduction and recycling 
components, reduce a sufficient amount of solid waste disposed of within the unincorporated area of the 
county to comply with the diversion requirements of Section 41780. 
 
41401.  The county composting component shall describe the types of materials which will be composted 
under the programs in Section 41400. 
 
41402.  The county composting component shall describe the methods that the county will use to determine 
the categories of solid wastes to be diverted from disposal at a disposal facility through 
composting. 
 
41403.  The county composting component shall describe new facilities, and expansion of existing facilities, 
which will be needed to implement the composting component. 
 
 
41404.  The county composting component shall describe methods which will be used to increase the 
markets for composted materials, including, but not limited to, an evaluation of the feasibility of procurement 
preferences for the purchase of recycled products. Each county may grant a price preference to encourage 
the purchase of composted products. The amount of the price preference shall be determined by the county. 
 
41420.  The county education and public information component shall describe to the board how the county 
will educate and inform its citizens about the source reduction, recycling, and composting 
programs. 

 
41430.  The county funding component shall identify and specifically describe projected costs, revenues, 
and revenue sources the county will use to implement all components of the county source reduction 
and recycling element. 
 
41450.  The county special waste component shall describe existing waste handling and disposal practices 
for special wastes, including, but not limited to, asbestos and sewage sludge which is not hazardous waste. 
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The component shall identify current and proposed programs to ensure the proper handling, reuse, and 
long-term disposal of special wastes. The component shall address the disposition of sewage sludge 
generated in the jurisdiction of the county. 
 
41460.  The county solid waste facility capacity component shall include, but is not limitied to, a projection 
of the amount of disposal capacity which will be needed to accommodate the solid waste generated within 
the unincorporated area of the county preparing the element for a 15-year period, reduced by all of the 
following: 
 

(a) Implementation of source reduction, recycling, and composting programs required by this part 
or through implementation of other waste diversion programs. 

  
(b) Any permitted disposal or transformation capacity which will be available during the 15-year 
planning period. 

  
(c) All disposal or transformation capacity which has been secured through an agreement with 
another city, county, or through an agreement with a solid waste enterprise. 
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Article 6.1. Solid Waste Generation Studies 
 
Section 18722. Solid Waste Generation Studies--General Requirements. 
 
(a) Relation to Waste Characterization Component. For the purposes of this Chapter, a solid waste 
generation study constitutes the waste characterization component of the SRR Element required by 
sections 41003, 41030, 41303 and 41330 of the Public Resources Code. Each jurisdiction shall prepare an 
initial solid waste generation study and all subsequent solid waste generation studies in accordance with 
the requirements of this Article. Additional specific requirements and guidelines for the initial solid waste 
generation study are defined in Section 18724 of this Article. 
 
(b) Regional and Joint Solid Waste Generation Studies. Solid waste generation studies may be conducted 
by an individual jurisdiction for solid waste generated within that jurisdiction, or jointly by two or more 
jurisdictions for solid waste generated within the participating jurisdictions. 
 
(c) Solid Waste Generation Data Projections. All solid waste generation studies shall include a 15-year 
projection of the solid waste to be generated within the jurisdiction, and diverted and disposed by the 
jurisdiction. The projected time period shall commence from the date of the local adoption of a SRR 
Element. The projection is to include the amounts, waste categories and waste types generated, diverted 
from disposal, and disposed, for each year of the 15-year period, under (1) the solid waste management 
system conditions and diversion activities existing at the time that the Solid Waste Generation study is 
prepared, and under (2) the solid waste management system conditions expected to be realized after a 
jurisdiction's implementation of its SRR Element and its attainment of the statutory diversion mandates. 
 

(1) Acceptable information sources which may be used by the jurisdiction to determine and project 
changes in population, or in governmental, residential, industrial, and commercial operations, shall 
be the following: 

(A) documented population data available from the California Department of Finance; 
 
(B) documented employment data available from the California State Employment 
Development Department; 
 
(C) documented industrial and commercial operations data available from the California 
Department of Commerce or from the California State Employment Development 
Department; 
 
(D) documented data available in a local jurisdiction's adopted current General Plan; 
 
(E) documented data available from published reports of local associations of governments 
and chambers of commerce; 
 
(F) documented data available from the U.S. Census Bureau; 
 
(G) documented jurisdiction-specific demographic, economic, and solid waste data 
developed and published by a jurisdiction in the course of the preparation of its Solid Waste 
Generation Study. 

 
(d) Annual Report on Solid Waste Generation. 
 
The annual report on the implementation of the SRR Element, required pursuant to Section 41821 of the 
Public Resources Code, shall contain the jurisdiction's analysis of the need to revise its solid waste 
generation study, including the need to revise its data on the sources of generation, diversion and 
disposal, and its data on categories and types of solid waste generated, diverted and disposed. 
 
(e) Uses of Solid Waste Generation Data. Data obtained from a solid waste generation study shall be used 
to determine the total quantity of solid waste generated within the jurisdiction, and diverted and disposed, 
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for purposes of identifying the quantities and types of materials to be diverted from disposal pursuant to 
Sections 41780 and 41781 of the Public Resources Code. 
 
(f) Measuring Solid Waste Quantity. In determining the aggregate quantity of solid waste generated, each 
jurisdiction shall use the following types of measurements: volume or weight. The conversion factors used 
to convert volume to weight, or weight to volume, shall be provided in the solid waste generation study and 
submitted to the Board in the SRR Element. 
 

(1) Conversion Factors. The conversion factors used for measurement of the quantity of solid waste 
may be those from published sources and/or those derived from test measurements developed by 
a jurisdiction. A solid waste generation study shall cite all published sources of conversion factors 
used by a jurisdiction. For conversion factors derived from test measurements developed by a 
jurisdiction, a jurisdiction shall include in the solid waste generation study, a summary of the test 
measurement methods used. Conversion factors submitted by a jurisdiction are subject to approval 
by the Board at the time of the Board's consideration of approval of a jurisdiction's submitted SRR 
Element. 

 
(A) By January 1, 1992, the Board shall complete a study and compile a list of acceptable 

conversion factors for each specific waste type listed in (j) of this section. 
 

(2) Generation. For solid wastes sampled or estimated to be produced at the sources of generation, 
e.g., residential units and commercial units, or at solid waste transfer stations, the quantity of solid 
wastes generated shall be reported in weight. Data collected in terms of volume shall be converted 
to weight. 

 
(3) Diversion. For solid wastes which are diverted from transformation and disposal facilities, and 
which are sampled by means of a quantitative field analysis at recycling, composting and solid 
waste reduction facilities, the quantities of solid waste which are diverted by means of recycling, 
composting or source reduction shall be reported in weight. Data collected in terms of volume shall 
be converted to weight. For solid wastes which are diverted from transformation and disposal 
facilities, and which are not sampled by means of a quantitative field analysis but which are 
estimated from existing records to be diverted from transformation or disposal facilities, the 
quantities of solid wastes which are diverted by means of recycling, composting or source reduction 
shall be reported in weight. Data collected in terms of volume shall be converted to weight. 
 
(4) Transformation and Disposal. For solid wastes sampled or estimated to be received at solid 
waste transformation facilities and solid waste disposal sites, the quantity of solid wastes disposed 
shall be reported in both volume and weight. For solid wastes disposed in permitted solid waste 
landfills the volume measurement shall be expressed in terms of in-place volume in the landfill, 
after compaction, as measured in a waste cell in the upper lift of a waste management unit 
excluding the volume of cover material in the cell. For the purposes of this section, cell is defined 
in Section 17225.9, of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations. For the purposes of this 
section, waste management unit is defined in Public Resources Code Section 43000(a). 
 

(A) When solid waste volumes are recorded as uncompacted solid wastes or solid wastes 
compacted in refuse vehicles or solid waste transfer trailers, a jurisdiction shall state 
the conversion factors used to convert these volumes to in-place volumes in the landfill. 
A solid waste generation study shall cite all published sources of conversion factors for 
solid waste volumes used by a jurisdiction. 
 

(5) Mixed Loads. If a refuse collection vehicle chosen for sampling has a mixed load of solid waste 
that is collected from more than one source of generation, or from more than one jurisdiction, a 
weight or volume fraction (i.e., the quantity) arising from each source of generation or jurisdiction 
along the collection route shall be estimated. This estimation shall be proportionally based on the 
number of residential, commercial and industrial units from the solid waste collection route 
sampled, and/or on the weight or volume of the contents of each refuse container which is sampled 
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at the source(s) of generation. Where the number of units, or weight or volume of each refuse 
container, are determined by a jurisdiction to be unavailable, a jurisdiction may use population 
estimates to proportionally allocate the origins of solid wastes. 
 
(6) Weight to be Used for Compliance with Diversion Standards. The total weight of solid waste 
generated by a jurisdiction and diverted from disposal shall be the standard by which the Board 
shall measure a jurisdiction's compliance with the statutory diversion requirements of Section 
41780 of the Public Resources Code. 
 

(g) Determination of Solid Waste Generation. The total solid waste generated by a jurisdiction shall be the 
sum of the total solid waste disposed, as quantified in the solid waste disposal characterization, plus the 
total solid waste diverted from permitted solid waste landfills and transformation facilities through any 
combination of existing source reduction, recycling, and composting programs, as quantified in the solid 
waste diversion characterization. 
 

(1) The total quantity of solid waste disposed shall include only solid waste transformed or 
disposed in permitted solid waste transformation or disposal facilities. Solid wastes placed in 
illegal dumps or unpermitted landfills cannot be counted as a part of the total solid waste 
generated, for the purposes of the Solid Waste Generation Study. 
 

(2) Expressed as an equation, the total solid waste generated by the jurisdiction shall be computed 
as follows: 

GEN = DISP + DIVERT 
where: 
GEN = the total quantity of solid waste generated within the jurisdiction. 
DISP = the total quantity of solid waste, generated within the jurisdiction, which is 
transformed or disposed in permitted solid waste facilities. 
DIVERT = the total quantity of solid waste, generated within the jurisdiction, which is 
diverted from permitted solid waste transformation and disposal facilities, through existing 
source reduction, recycling, and composting programs. 

 
(h) Representative Sampling of Solid Waste. The solid waste generation study shall be performed in two 
(2) parts, consisting of: 
 

(1) a representative determination of the composition and quantity of solid waste disposed within 
and by the jurisdiction, i.e., a waste disposal characterization, and, 

 
(2) a representative determination of the composition and quantity of solid waste generated within 
the jurisdiction which is diverted from solid waste landfills and solid waste transformation facilities, 
i.e., a waste diversion characterization. 

 
(A) A solid waste generation study shall be representative of all residential, commercial, 
industrial and other sources of waste generation in the jurisdiction. It shall also be 
representative of all solid waste source reduction, recycling, composting, transformation 
and disposal activities and facilities in the jurisdiction or used by the jurisdiction and its 
residents and businesses. 

 
(i) Identification of Solid Waste Sources, Categories and Types. The solid waste generation study shall 
identify all significant sources of solid waste generated by a jurisdiction, identify all solid waste diversion 
programs and activities in a jurisdiction, all solid waste diversion facilities used by a jurisdiction which are 
either located in that jurisdiction or used by that jurisdiction, and identify all permitted solid waste 
transformation and disposal facilities used by a jurisdiction. The solid waste generation study shall identify 
solid wastes generated, diverted and disposed by volume and/or weight, according to the requirements of 
Section 18722(f) of this Article, and by waste category and waste type from the following sources of 
generation within the jurisdiction: 

(A) Residential 
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(B) Commercial 
(C) Industrial 
(D) Other sources 

 
The source of waste generation listed in (D) above and titled "other sources" may be used by a jurisdiction 
to identify sources of solid waste generation which it determines are not categorized as residential, 
commercial, or industrial sources of waste generation. Some examples of "other sources" of solid waste 
generators are: state and national parks and recreation areas, and self-haul vehicles. 
 

(1) Sampling Period. Solid waste diversion and disposal characterizations shall demonstrate the 
composition and quantity of solid wastes diverted and disposed by the jurisdiction during a 
continuous twelve month period subsequent to 1984, pursuant to the requirements set forth in 
Sections 18722(a) and (b) of this Article. Data collection is not required for each day of the sampling 
period. 

 
(2) Seasonal Variations. A solid waste generation study shall quantify seasonal variations in solid 
waste generation. 

 
(A) For a jurisdiction which uses a quantitative field analysis for the initial solid waste 
generation study prepared for the SRR Element, only one sampling period (e.g., one week) 
is required for each of the seasons identified by a jurisdiction that occur within the six-
month sampling period chosen by a jurisdiction. Only that amount of waste which enables 
a jurisdiction to meet the requirements of Section 41780(a)(1) of the Public Resources 
Code needs to be sampled by a jurisdiction. A jurisdiction may use existing data from its 
own jurisdiction or from a similar jurisdiction, as defined in Section 18724(c) of this Article, 
to determine the seasonal variation in the quantities and composition of solid wastes, and 
to determine the seasonal ratios of solid wastes generated, diverted and disposed, if the 
jurisdiction cannot obtain such data during its six-month sampling period. 

 
(B) In subsequent solid waste generation studies prepared for revisions of SRR Elements, 
the data for a quantitative field analysis shall be collected with a frequency sufficient to 
sample the solid waste gemerated during all seasons identified by the jurisdiction, and in 
the amount needed to satisfy the requirements of Section 41780 of the Public Resources 
Code. 

 
(C) For all solid waste generation studies, data collection is not required for each day of 
the seasons identified. In each season identified by a jurisdiction, the frequency of sampling 
shall be sufficient to provide a representative characterization of solid wastes generated, 
diverted, and disposed in the amounts needed to satisfy the requirements of section 41780 
of the Public Resources Code. In subsequent solid waste generation studies, the frequency 
of sampling shall be statistically representative of the seasons sampled. 

 
(3) Marine Wastes. A jurisdiction shall, in its solid waste generation study, identify all marine wastes 
generated in the jurisdiction and assign them to the waste categories and waste types listed in (j) 
of this section, or shall demonstrate that marine wastes generated within the jurisdiction have been 
accounted for within the commercial sources of solid waste generation. 

 
(j) Solid Waste Categories and Types. A solid waste generation study shall identify solid waste generation, 
within a jurisdiction, by volume and weight, in accordance with the requirements of (f) of this section. A solid 
waste generation study shall identify solid waste generation within a jurisdiction by the following waste 
categories denoted by numerals 1 through 8, and the waste types which are identified by letter within each 
waste category: 
 

(1) Paper: 
(A) corrugated containers and brown paper bags  
(B) mixed paper  
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(C) newspaper  
(D) high grade ledger paper  
(E) other paper 

 
(2) Plastics: 

(A) high-density polyethylene (HDPE) containers  
(B) polyethylene terephthalate (PET) containers  
(C) film plastics  
(D) other plastics 

 
(3) Glass: 

(A) refillable glass beverage containers  
(B) California Redemption Value glass  
(C) other recyclable glass  
(D) other non-recyclable glass 

 
(4) Metals: 

(A) aluminum cans  
(B) bi-metal containers  
(C) ferrous metals and tin cans  
(D) non-ferrous metals including aluminum scrap  
(E) white goods  
(F) other metals 

 
(5) Yard Waste: including leaves, grass, and prunings 

 
(6) Other Organics: 

(A) food waste  
(B) tires and rubber products  
(C) wood wastes  
(D) agricultural crop residues  
(E) manure  
(F) textiles and leather  
(G) other miscellaneous organics 

 
(7) Other Wastes: 

 
(A) inert solids, including rock, concrete, brick, sand, soil, fines, asphalt, sheetrock  
(B) household hazardous waste materials and discarded household hazardous waste 
material containers 

 
(8) Special Wastes: 

(A) ash 
(B) sewage sludge 
(C) industrial sludge 
(D) asbestos 
(E) auto shredder waste 
(F) auto bodies 
(G) other special wastes 

 
A jurisdiction may add additional waste types to this list, but only if the quantities of these additional 
waste types are not duplicates of the reported quantities of the waste types given in the list above. 

 
(k) Composite Solid Wastes. A jurisdiction shall, in the case of a composite solid waste material which is 
readily separable into individual components, estimate in a solid waste generation study the separate 
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percent contribution, by volume or weight, of each identifiable and separable waste category and waste 
type in the composite solid waste material. 
 
(l) Sampling Methodologies. Each jurisdiction shall use one or more of the methodologies listed in (1) 
through (4) of this subsection, to characterize the waste categories, waste types and quantities of the solid 
wastes generated within the jurisdiction and diverted or disposed in solid waste landfills or transformation 
facilities, using the waste categories and waste types given in Sections 18722(I) and (j) of this Article. 
 

(1) Quantitative Field Analysis. The quantitative field analysis methodology shall be conducted 
using data which is collected in the field either from the sources of generation, from refuse collection 
vehicles or solid waste transfer vehicles; solid waste source reduction, recycling, and composting 
programs and facilities; and/or permitted solid waste transformation and disposal facilities. 

 
For the purposes of this section, quantitative field analysis consists of two steps: (1) the physical 
separation and sorting of residential, commercial, industrial or other solid wastes, and/or the visual 
survey of the composition of the solid wastes contained in self-haul vehicles, industrial solid wastes 
contained in debris boxes or other industrial solid waste containers, and (2) the physical 
measurement or accurate estimation and recording of the weight and/or volume of the solid wastes 
observed when performing step (1). 

 
(2) Materials Flow Methodology. A materials flow methodology is one in which a jurisdiction 

estimates, using data on the quantities of specific commodities sold in the jurisdiction's 
marketplace, the quantity of solid wastes generated as a result of sales of those commodities. 
With this methodology, adjustments are to be made for: 
 

(a) import and export of commodities to and from a jurisdiction, 
(b) commodity lifetime, and 
(c) other variables identified by a jurisdiction. 

 
(3) Jurisdiction-Specific Data. This methodology is one in which a jurisdiction uses existing 
published data to estimate the amounts of solid wastes specific to its jurisdiction, e.g., data on 
demolition and construction wastes, sludges, automobile bodies, nonhazardous industrial wastes, 
incinerator residues, and other solid wastes which cannot be easily sampled or estimated by 
another methodology allowed by this section. 

 
(3) Existing Data from Comparable Jurisdictions. The comparable jurisdiction methodology is one 

by  
which the jurisdiction analyzes solid waste generated in the jurisdiction by using existing solid 
waste composition data from another jurisdiction or jurisdictions in California, except as allowed 
in the following paragraphs of this subsection. 

 
The use of out-of-state waste composition data is acceptable, provided that the jurisdiction 
submits with its solid waste generation study a statement of justification which satisfies its 
burden of proof of demonstrating the following: 

 
1. The out-of-state data must be comparable to data available within California, and satisfy 
the requirements of subparagraphs A), B), and C) of this section; 

 
2. The statutory and regulatory framework of the state from which the data is derived must 
be consistent with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, as amended, 
and its attendant regulations, such that it is evident that the framework has not significantly 
impacted the relative composition of the solid wastes disposed and diverted in that state. 

 
3. As a part of demonstrating the data's comparability and legal consistency, a jurisdiction 
shall submit a complete copy of the following, at the time the jurisdiction submits its SRR 
Element for the Board's consideration: 
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(i) The waste characterization study and composition data it is using, and 
(ii) The solid waste statutory and regulatory framework of the state from which the 
study and data originated. 

 
For the purposes of this section, out-of-state data refers only to data obtained from other 
states of the United States. 

 
Except for the initial solid waste generation study, and as allowed by section 18724(c) of 
this Article, data from another jurisdiction may be used to characterize the composition of 
solid waste generated only if all of the following criteria are met: 
 

(A) the jurisdiction's population is within plus or minus 10% of that of the 
jurisdiction conducting the solid waste generation study; and 

 
(B) the jurisdiction's total residential solid waste tonnage disposed is within 
plus or minus 10% of the total residential tonnage disposed by the 
jurisdiction conducting the solid waste generation study, or the 
jurisdiction's number of residential dwelling units is within plus or minus 
10% of the number of residential units of the jurisdiction conducting the 
solid waste generation study; and 

 
(C) the jurisdiction's total commercial solid waste tonnage disposed is 
within plus or minus 10% of the total commercial tonnage disposed by the 
jurisdiction conducting the solid waste generation study, or the 
jurisdiction's number of commercial units is within plus or minus 10% of 
the number of commercial units of the jurisdiction conducting the solid 
waste generation study. 

 
(m) Solid Wastes Countable Towards Diversion. 
For purposes of determining the quantity and types of solid wastes diverted, only those solid wastes 
which are normally disposed of at permitted solid waste landfills or permitted solid waste transformation 
facilities, and which are allowed to be counted toward the statutory diversion mandates pursuant to 
Sections 41781(a) and (b) of the Public Resources Code, as amended shall be included. 
 
(n) Unacceptability of Double and Multiple Counting. A jurisdiction shall not double count or multiple count 
solid wastes that are diverted from disposal by recycling, composting and source reduction programs and 
facilities. 
 
(o) Accuracy of Data. A jurisdiction shall, in compiling necessary data on the quantities and composition of 
solid wastes generated, diverted and disposed, develop a system of reporting procedures which will, as 
accurately as possible, quantify data reported from local governments, special districts, solid waste haulers, 
solid waste facility operators, scrap dealers, recycling facilities, recycling programs, and source reduction 
programs, for the purposes of the preparation of the SRRE, the Household Hazardous Waste Element, and 
the Countywide Siting Element. This system of reporting shall be separately outlined in the Solid Waste 
Generation Study when it is submitted to the Board. 
 
Section 18724. Additional Requirements and Guidelines for the initial Solid Waste Generation Study. 
 
In addition to the general requirements in Section 18722 of this Article, the following requirements pertain 
to a jurisdiction's preparation of the initial solid waste generation study for the initial SRR Element. 
 

(a) Initial Solid Waste Generation Study Submission Dates.  
 
Each city, which is not a city and county, shall submit the initial solid waste generation study, as a 
part of its SRR Element, to the county in which it is located by July 1, 1991, except as provided by 
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Section 41000 (b) of the Public Resources Code. Each county, and city and county, shall complete 
the initial solid waste generation study, as a part of its SRR Element, by July 1, 1991, except as 
provided by section 41000(b) of the Public Resources Code. 
 

(b) Regional and Joint Solid Waste Generation Studies.  
 
In addition to the methodologies given in Section 18722(l) of this Article, for the initial solid waste 
generation study. 

 
A jurisdiction may use data collected on an aggregate basis for a joint or regional study of which a 
jurisdiction is a part. For the purposes of this section, data collected on an aggregate basis are data 
which are collected at solid waste facilities and recycling facilities which may not be readily 
disaggregated to a level in which an individual jurisdiction's solid waste generators, waste 
categories and/or waste types can be identified. 

 
The aggregate data shall be disaggregated on a proportional basis, relative to the applicable 
demographic, economic, and residential, commercial and industrial characteristics of each 
jurisdiction participating in the regional or joint study. The initial solid waste generation study shall 
outline and describe how the proportional allocations of solid waste generated, diverted and 
disposed were determined and applied to the preparation of the solid waste generation study. 

 
(c) Use of Pre-existing Solid Waste Generation Studies and Data. In addition to the methods given 
in section 18722(l) of this Article, for the initial solid waste generation study, a jurisdiction may use 
pre-existing solid waste generation studies or data on solid waste composition that have been 
prepared, subsequent to 1984, by the Board and/or by jurisdictions in California or out-of-state 
which have similar demographic (e.g., dwelling unit size, family size), and economic (e.g., income, 
employment), or solid waste (e.g., waste composition, relative proportions of solid waste 
generators) characteristics.  

 
The use of out-of-state waste composition data is acceptable, provided that the jurisdiction submits 
with its solid waste generation study a statement of justification which satisfies its burden of proof 
by demonstrating the following:  

 
(1) the out-of-state data must be comparable to data available within California, and satisfy 
the requirements of subsection (c) of this section; and 

 
(2) the statutory and regulatory framework of the state from which the data is derived must 
be consistent with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, as amended, 
and its attendant regulations, such that it is evident that the framework has not significantly 
impacted the relative composition of the solid wastes disposed and diverted in that state. 
 
As a part of demonstrating the data's comparability and legal consistency, a jurisdiction 
shall submit a complete copy of the following, at the time the jurisdiction submits its SRR 
Element for the Board's consideration: 

 
(i) the waste characterization study and composition data it is using, and 
(ii) the solid waste statutory and regulatory framework of the state from which the 
study and data originated. 

 
For the purposes of this section, out-of-state data refers only to data obtained from 
other states of the United States. 
 
A jurisdiction using solid waste generation studies or data from the Board and/or 
another jurisdiction with similar demographic, economic, and solid waste 
characteristics shall list and describe in its solid waste generation study all the 
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major characteristics which are similar between the two jurisdictions relative to the 
study. 

 
(d) Measuring Solid Waste Quantity for Diversion Mandates. 
 
If a jurisdiction chooses to count specific waste types towards its statutory diversion mandates, a 

jurisdiction shall identify those waste types in the initial solid waste generation study. 

(e) Sampling Period - Field Study and Data Projection.  
 

If a quantitative field analysis and/or materials flow methodology, as described in Section 18722(l) of this 

Article, are used, data for the initial solid waste generation study shall be collected in the field during a 

continuous six month period subsequent to 1984 and prior to the adoption of the initial SRR Element by a 

jurisdiction. Based on the data collected during the six-month field study, a jurisdiction shall project the 

types and quantities of solid waste generated, diverted and disposed for the following six-month period. 

The field data and the projection, when combined, shall constitute the continuous twelve-month study 

required by section 18722(I)(1) of this Article. 

(f) Sampling by Quantitative Field Analysis.  
 
If a quantitative field analysis for the initial solid waste generation study is selected for use by a jurisdiction, 
the quantitative field analysis may be conducted using the sampling procedures outlined in Appendix 1, 
"General Guidelines for Sampling When Performing a Quantitative Field Analysis for a Solid Waste 
Generation Study" (11/90). 
 
(g) Aggregate Data.  
 
In the preparation of the initial solid waste generation study, jurisdictions jointly developing or collecting 
aggregate data on a county or regional basis shall use only that data related to the quantities of solid waste 
generated within that region, not data on quantities of solid waste generated within other regions. 
 
 
Section 18726. Solid Waste Generation Studies for revised SRR Elements. 
 
In addition to the general requirements in section 18722 of this Article, the following requirements pertain 
to a jurisdiction's preparation of solid waste generation studies. 
 
(a) Individual Jurisdiction Responsibility. 
 
For all revisions of an SRR Element in which solid waste generation studies are conducted jointly by two 
or more jurisdictions, each participating jurisdiction shall be responsible for specifically measuring and 
identifying, in its SRR Element, the estimated quantity of solid waste generated within its jurisdiction 
which is disposed or diverted from disposal by source reduction, recycling or composting activities. 
 
(b) Identification of Solid Waste Sources, categories and types.  
 
Solid Waste generation studies prepared for revisions of the SRR Element shall identify the quantities of 
solid waste generated the jurisdiction, by source, by waste category and waste type as listed in sections 
18722(i) and  
(j) of this Article. Data for each Solid Waste generation study submitted to the Board as a part of a revised 
SRR Element pursuant to revisions required by Article 7 of this Chapter shall have been collected during a 
continuous twelve month period: 
 

(1) commencing no more than three years prior to the next Board submittal date for the SRR 
Element as required by Article 7 of this Chapter. 
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(c) Sampling by Quantitative Field Analysis.  
 
The quantitative field analysis for all Solid Waste generation studies for revised SRR Elements shall be 
conducted using the sampling procedures outlined in Appendix 1, "General Guidelines for Sampling When 
Performing a Quantitative Field Analysis for a Solid Waste Generation Study" (11/90), unless otherwise 
authorized by the Board. 
 
(d) Requirement for Statistical Representation.  
 
Solid Waste generation studies for revised SRR Elements shall be statistically representative of the 
composition and quantity of solid waste generated, diverted and disposed by the jurisdiction. Statistical 
representation shall be established by use of the Guidelines given in Appendix 1 of this Article. 
 
(e) Partial Solid Waste Generation Studies.  
 
If, upon review of the annual report submitted by a jurisdiction in compliance with Section 41821 of the 
Public Resources Code, the Board finds that the lack of accurate and/or sufficient information on solid waste 
quantities and solid waste composition has contributed to the inability of a jurisdiction to meet the goals and 
objectives cited in its adopted SRR Element, and/or to meet the statutory diversion mandates given in 
Section 41780 of the Public Resources Code, the Board may require a jurisdiction to prepare a partial solid 
waste generation study focused on particular sources of generation, and/or particular waste categories and 
waste types. 
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Article 6.2. Source Reduction and Recycling Elements 
 

Section 18730. Scope. 
 
(a) The Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) shall specify the means by which each 
jurisdiction required to prepare and implement a SRRE shall achieve the diversion mandates required by 
Public Resources Code section 41780 and 41780.1. 
 
(b) The SRRE shall include items identified in Chapter 9, Article 6.1, sections 18722 through 18726, and 
sections 18731 through 18748 of this Article, as applicable. 
 
(c) Unless otherwise specified, this Article pertains to initial and subsequent SRREs. 
 
(d) For the purpose of this Article, a jurisdiction is a city, county, city and county or a regional agency. 
 
(e) For the purpose of this Article, programs which may be considered as funded or operated by a 
jurisdiction or local governing body are identified in Public Resources Code section 41781.2(b)(1). 
 
Section 18731. Goals and Objectives. 
 
The SRRE shall include statements which define the goals and objectives for the short-term and medium-
term planning periods. 
 
(a) SRRE goals shall be consistent with the mandates of section 40051 of the Public Resources Code. 
 
(b) SRRE objectives shall identify the amount of solid waste which the jurisdiction plans to divert from 
disposal at facilities to comply with the diversion requirements of Public Resource Code Sections 41780 
and 41780.1 through each of the component programs described in sections 18733 through 18748 of this 
Article. 
 
(c) SRRE objectives shall specify the time frame for achievement of each objective. 
 
Section 18732. Solid Waste Generation Analysis. 
 
Each jurisdiction preparing a SRRE shall prepare a solid waste generation analysis based upon the 
information developed in Article 6.1 of this Chapter. The analysis shall include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 
 
(a) For the initial SRRE, include a list, by specific waste categories, as denoted in section 18722, of Article 
6.1 of this Chapter, of the quantities of materials currently diverted from disposal, and the materials 
identified as being currently disposed according to the Waste Generation Study conducted by the 
jurisdiction. 
 
(b) A list of the waste materials currently disposed in the jurisdiction which could potentially be diverted from 
disposal by use of the diversion programs described in sections 18733 through 18740, of this Article. 
 
(c) A list of the waste materials currently disposed in the jurisdiction which cannot be diverted from disposal 
by diversion programs including, but not limited to, those described in sections 18733 through 18740, of 
this Article and a discussion of why these waste materials cannot be diverted from disposal. 
 
Section 18733. Model Component Format. 
 
(a) The model component format, described in sections 18733.1 through 18733.6 of this Article, shall be 
used in the preparation of each of the following individual components of the SRRE: 

(1) Source Reduction Component 
(2) Recycling Component 
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(3) Composting Component 
(4) Special Waste Component 

 
(b) Additional requirements contained in sections 18734 through 18737.2 of this Article, shall be included 
in the preparation of the components, listed in section 18733(a) of this Article, in accordance with the model 
component format. 
 
 
Section 18733.1. Component Objectives. 
 
(a) Each component shall state the specific objectives to be accomplished during the short-term and 
medium-term planning periods. The initial SRRE component objectives shall be based upon the results of 
the Solid Waste Generation Analysis required by section 18732 of this Article and other local 
considerations which may be necessary to accomplish integrated waste management. 
 
(b) For the initial SRRE, each jurisdiction shall identify specific waste categories or waste types, as found 
in the Solid Waste Generation Study conducted pursuant to section 18722, of Article 6.1 of this Chapter, 
as priorities for waste diversion based on analysis of solid waste generation in terms of criteria which may 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

(1) volume of the solid waste; 
(2) weight of the solid waste; 
(3) hazard of the solid waste; and 
(4) material, products or packages, contributing to the waste category or waste type, that are made 
of non-renewable resources. 

 
Section 18733.2. Existing Conditions Description. 
 
(a) As applicable, each component, listed in section 18733(a) of this Article, shall include a description of 
the existing diversion alternatives for each component program in the jurisdiction. The description shall 
include, but not be limited to, the following: 
 

(1) a brief description of each existing diversion alternative implemented in the jurisdiction; and 
 
(2) the quantity of waste diverted, listed by waste category and waste type where applicable as 
follows: 

 
(A) for the initial SRRE identify the quantity of waste diverted for each existing diversion 
alternative. Waste quantities shall be specified by volume, expressed in cubic yards, or by 
weight, expressed in tons; 

 
(B) for a subsequent SRRE, quantify each existing diversion alternative which involves 
recycling or composting programs that are operated or funded by a jurisdiction. Waste 
quantities shall be specified by, expressed in tons or volume, expressed in cubic yards. 

 
(3) an identification and description of the existing diversion alternatives within the jurisdiction that 
will be decreased in scope, phased out or closed during the short-term and medium-term planning 
periods. The description shall include a discussion of the effects of such closure on existing solid 
waste management activities within the jurisdiction and its impact on the attainment of the solid 
waste diversion mandates specified in sections 41780 and 41780.1, Public Resources Code. 

 
(b) The information provided in this section shall be used to: 
 

(1) account for existing diversion amounts when calculating baseyear solid waste generation rates 
in the initial SRRE. 
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Section 18733.3. Evaluation of Alternatives. 
 
Each component shall include an evaluation of diversion alternatives which have been considered for 
local implementation for the purpose of achieving the objectives required in section 18733.1, of this 
Article. 
 
(a) Each alternative considered shall be evaluated in terms of the following criteria and any other local 
considerations: 
 

(1) effectiveness in reducing either solid waste volume, weight, percentage in weight or its 
volumetric equivalent; 

 
(2) hazard created by the alternative considered; 
 
(3) ability to accommodate changing economic, technological, and social conditions; 

 
(4) consequences of the diversion alternative on the characterized waste, such as shifting solid 
waste generation from one type of solid waste to another; 

 
(5) whether it can be implemented in the short-term and medium-term planning periods; and 

 
(6) the need for expanding existing facilities or building new facilities to support implementation of 
the alternative. 

 
(b) In addition, the evaluation shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

 
(1) a discussion of the consistency of each alternative with applicable local policies, plans, and 
ordinances based upon local conditions; 

 
(2) a discussion of any institutional barriers to local implementation of each alternative; 

 
(3) an estimate of the costs related to the implementation of each alternative being evaluated for 
the short-term and medium-term planning periods; and 

 
(4) a discussion of the availability of local, regional, state, national, and international end-uses for 
the materials which would be diverted through implementation of each alternative being considered. 

 
Section 18733.4. Selection of Program. 
 
(a) Each component shall identify and describe the diversion alternatives selected, including existing 
diversion alternatives, expansions of existing diversion alternatives, and new diversion alternatives, which 
will be implemented to meet the objectives of the component and meet the solid waste diversion 
requirements specified in Public Resources Code, sections 41780 and 41780.1. This selection shall be 
based upon the evaluations conducted pursuant to section 18733.3 of this Article. The program 
description shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 
 

(1) a discussion of each diversion alternative selected for the program identifying why the 
alternative was selected for implementation. For the initial SRRE this discussion shall be based 
upon the data compiled in the solid waste generation study conducted pursuant to Article 6.1, of 
this Chapter, information contained in the solid waste generation analysis required by section 
18732 of this Article; and the evaluation conducted pursuant to section 18733.3 of this Article. 

 
(2) an estimate of the anticipated quantities of solid wastes to be diverted from solid waste disposal, 
by diversion program and waste type, for the short-term and medium-term planning periods. Solid 
waste quantities shall be estimated either by volume, expressed in cubic yards, or by weight, 
expressed in tons. Each component shall state the anticipated percentage of contribution of the 
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selected program towards the diversion mandates required by section 41780 and 41780.1 of the 
Public Resources Code; 

 
(3) as applicable to the component, a listing of the anticipated local, regional, state, national, and/or 
international end-uses for diverted materials based upon the evaluation of the diversion alternative 
required by section 18733.3(b)(4) of this Article; 

 
(4) as applicable to the component, a description of the proposed methods for handling and 
disposal which may be necessary to implement the selected program; and 

 
(5) a description of any facilities to be utilized for the implementation of the program which section 
18733.3 of this Article has shown must be expanded or built to support implementation of the 
selected program. 

 
(b) Each diversion alternative which involves waste type "sludge" shall, in addition to the criteria set forth in 
subsections (a) (1) and (a) (2) of this section, be subject to a finding by the Board as described in Article 
7.0 section 18775.2. 
Section 18733.5. Program Implementation. 
 
Each component shall contain a program implementation description which includes, but is not limited to, 
the following: 
 
(a) identification of government agencies and divisions thereof, organizations, and/or persons responsible 
for implementation of the selected program; 
 
(b) identification of the tasks necessary to implement the selected program; and 
 
(c) identification of a short-term and medium-term planning period implementation schedule addressing 
each task identified in (b) of this section. 
 
Section 18733.6. Monitoring and Evaluation. 
 
(a) Each jurisdiction shall use one or more of the following methods to monitor and evaluate diversion 
programs being implemented: 
 

(1) for the initial SRRE, a Waste Generation Study consistent with the waste generation study 
prepared under section 18722, of Article 6.1 of this Chapter; 

 
(2) targeted solid waste characterization studies involving recycling, composting, transformation, 
and solid waste landfill facilities to measure changes in the volume, or weight of specific materials; 

 
(3) an assessment of any changes in the design, production, distribution, sale, or use of selected 
products and packages which affect solid waste generation; or 

 
(4) another method for which prior written approval has been given by the Board. 

 
(b) Each jurisdiction shall provide the following information based upon the specific monitoring and 
evaluation methods selected for each recycling and composting program that is operated or funded by a 
jurisdiction: 
 

(1) written criteria for evaluating the program's effectiveness; 
 

(2) identification of agencies or divisions thereof, organizations, or persons responsible for the 
program's monitoring, evaluation, and reporting; 
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(3) identification of measures to be implemented if monitoring shows a shortfall in the attainment of 
solid waste diversion objectives of the component or a shortfall in the attainment of the diversion 
mandates specified in Public Resources Code, section 41780 and 41780.1. Such measures may 
include, but are not limited to, provisions for: 

 
(A) increasing the frequency of program monitoring and review, or, 

 
(B) modification of the objectives or diversion alternatives adopted in each component 
program. 

 
(c) Each recycling or composting component program that is operated or funded by a jurisdiction shall 
contain an explanation of how the program is to be monitored and evaluated during its implementation. A 
jurisdiction shall identify the methods to quantify and monitor achievement of the objectives, including but 
not limited to, diversion from solid waste landfills and transformation facilities and reduction of waste 
hazards. Actual solid waste diversion shall be quantified in cubic yards, or in tons, and as a percentage of 
the total solid waste generation of the jurisdiction. 
 
Section 18734. Source Reduction Component Specific Requirements. 
The Source Reduction Component shall include the requirements contained in sections 18733.1 through 
18734.3 of this Article. 
 
 
Section 18734.1. Source Reduction Component Objectives. 
 
(a) Each jurisdiction shall examine and select source reduction program objectives which meet the goal of 
minimizing the quantity of solid waste disposed, including, but not limited to, the following: 
 

(1) reducing the use of non-recyclable materials; 
 
(2) replacing disposable materials and products with reusable materials and products; 

 
(3) reducing packaging; 

 
(4) reducing the amount of yard wastes generated; 

 
(5) purchasing repairable products; and 

 
(6) increasing the efficiency of the use of paper, cardboard, glass, metal, and other materials by 
reducing wastes from non-residential generators' production operations, processes, and equipment 
and considering durability, reusability, and recyclability as product selection criteria. 

 
(b) Each jurisdiction shall identify specific waste types (materials, products, and packaging) to be targeted 
for the source reduction objectives, based upon criteria, which include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 

(1) the potential to extend the useful life of affected materials, products, or packaging; and 
 

(2) whether the waste type has limited recyclability. 
 
Section 18734.2. Source Reduction Component Existing Conditions Description. 
 
(a) The description of existing conditions shall identify the source reduction activities currently being 
performed by public and private entities including, but not limited to governmental, commercial, and 
industrial entities; 
 
(b) For the initial SRRE, quantification of current source reductions achieved through existing programs 
within the jurisdiction shall meet the following criteria: 
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(1) the methodology, assumptions, and results shall be described, documented, and verified; and 

 
(2) the jurisdiction shall use the best readily available and applicable data, which may include direct 
observations and measurements of source reduction and the results of monitoring programs similar 
to those identified in section 18733.6 of this Article. 

 
Section 18734.3. Evaluation of Source Reduction Program Alternatives. 
 
Each jurisdiction shall consider source reduction program alternatives including, but not limited to, the 
following: 
 
(a) Rate structure modifications, which may include, but are not limited to: 
 

(1) local waste disposal fee modifications; 
 

(2) quantity-based local user fees, which may include, but are not limited to, variable can rates for 
garbage collection services, such as fees based on the number of containers set out for collection; 

 
(b) Creation of other economic incentives, which may include, but are not limited to: 
 

(1) loans, grants, and loan guarantees; 
 

(2) deposits, refunds, and rebates; and 
 

(3) reduced business license fees; 
 
(c) Technical assistance or instructional and promotional alternatives, which may include, but are not limited 
to:  
 

(1) waste evaluations; 
 

(2) the establishment of compost programs which assist generators to compost at the site of 
generation; 

 
(3) technical assistance to industry and consumer organizations, and to source reduction 
businesses; 

 
(4) educational efforts, such as consumer awareness programs, school curricula development, 
seminars, and public forums; 

 
(5) awards and other types of public recognition for source reduction activities; and 

 
(6) non-procurement source reduction programs, such as education of employees, office changes 
to increase the use of scrap paper, increased use of electronic mail, and increased double-sided 
copying. 

 
(d) Regulatory programs, which may include, but are not limited to: 
 

(1) local adoption of ordinances that specify that one or more of the following criteria be considered 
in the procurement selection of products and packaging by the jurisdiction: 

 
(A) durability 
(B) recyclability 
(C) reusability 
(D) recycled material content 
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(2) local establishment of incentives and disincentives to land-use development that promote 
source reduction; 

 
(3) locally established requirements of waste reduction planning and reporting by waste generators 
or manufacturers; 

 
(4) local adoption of bans on products and packaging to the extent the following can be 
demonstrated: 

 
(A) the ban will result in reduction in waste at the source, rather than substitution by another 
product or package of equivalent or greater volume; and 

 
(B) the ban will result in a net environmental benefit. 

 
Section 18735. Recycling Component Specific Requirements. 
 
The Recycling Component shall include the requirements contained in sections 18733.1 through 18733.6 
and 18735.1 through 18735.5 of this Article. 
 
Section 18735.1. Recycling Component Objectives. 
 
A statement of market development objectives to be achieved in the short-term and medium-term 
planning periods shall be included in the goals and objectives section of the recycling component, as 
required by sections 41074 and 41374 of the Public Resources Code. 
 
Section 18735.2. Recycling Component Program Existing Conditions Description. 
 
The description of the existing recycling program shall include, but not be limited to, a description of existing 
private and public recycling activities, local market development activities, including any government 
procurement programs, economic development activities, consumer incentives, and education programs 
conducted within the jurisdiction. 
 
 
Section 18735.3. Evaluation of Recycling Program Alternatives. 
 
Each jurisdiction shall analyze the recycling diversion alternatives affecting residential, commercial, and 
industrial wastes. The analysis shall take into account existing recycling programs and their possible 
expansion in addition to the areas of concern specified in section 18733.3 of this Article. 
 
(a) The alternatives shall include, but not be limited to, the following methods for accomplishing separation 
of the recyclable materials from the waste stream: 
 

(1) separation of recyclable materials at the source of generation, including curbside and mobile 
collection systems; 

 
(2) drop-off recycling centers; 

 
(3) buy-back recycling centers; 

 
(4) manual material recovery operations; 

 
(5) mechanized material recovery operations that produce a product which has a market; and 

 
(6) salvage at solid waste facilities. 
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(b) The jurisdiction shall consider changing zoning and building code practices to encourage recycling of 
solid wastes, such as, rezoning to allow siting of a drop-off recycling center in residential neighborhoods or 
revising building codes to require adequate space be allotted in new construction for interim storage of 
source-separated materials. 
 
(c) The jurisdiction shall consider changing existing rate structures to encourage recycling of solid wastes. 
 
(d) The jurisdiction shall consider the methods which it will use to increase the markets for recycled 
materials, including, but not limited to, changing governmental procurement programs to promote market 
development by giving purchase preferences to recycled products or otherwise specifying their use. 
 
(e) The jurisdiction shall encourage handling methods which preserve the integrity of recovered materials 
so that they remain usable raw materials for manufacturers of recycled content products. For this purpose, 
the jurisdiction shall consider the extent to which separation of recyclable materials from waste can be 
performed as close to the point of generation as possible. 
 
Section 18735.4. Selection of Recycling Program. 
 
(a) The Recycling Component shall identify the end markets or end users which will be secured during 
the short-term period, for the materials collected. In the event that such markets cannot be identified, the 
component shall describe the methods by which the jurisdiction will secure the necessary markets. 
 

(1) The identification of markets may be described in general terms. 
 

(2) Planned development of markets at manufacturing facilities in the jurisdiction shall also be 
described. 
 
(b) The Recycling Component shall describe the measures to be taken if un-economical market conditions 
or other unfavorable conditions occur which are beyond the jurisdiction's control and which would prevent 
the jurisdiction from satisfying the requirements of section 41780 and 41780.1 of the Public Resource Code. 
 
Section 18735.5. Recycling Program Implementation. 
 
The recycling program shall denote actions planned to deter unauthorized removal of recyclable materials 
which would adversely affect the recycling program's effectiveness. 
 
 
Section 18736. Composting Component Specific Requirements. 
 
The Composting Component shall include the requirements contained in sections 18733.1 through 
18733.6 and 18736.1 through 18736.4 of this Article. 
 
Section 18736.1 Composting Component Objectives. 
 
A statement of market development objectives to be achieved in the short-term and medium-term planning 
periods shall be provided in the Composting Component, as required by sections 41204 and 41404 of the 
Public Resources Code. 
 
Section 18736.2. Composting Component Program Existing Conditions Description. 
 
The description of the existing composting program shall include, but not be limited to, a description of 
existing local market development activities, including any government procurement programs, economic 
development activities, or consumer incentives conducted within the jurisdiction. 
 
Section 18736.3. Evaluation of Composting Program Alternatives. 
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(a) Composting program alternatives that qualify toward achievement of the diversion mandates specified 
in sections 41780 and 41780.1 of the Public Resources Code shall include only those alternatives whose 
products result from the controlled biological decomposition of organic wastes that are source separated 
from the municipal solid waste stream or separated at a centralized waste processing facility. 
 
(b) Composting alternatives do not include composting of solid waste at the site of generation by the 
generator, since such an alternative constitutes a source reduction method. 
 
Section 18736.4. Selection of Composting Program. 
 
(a) The Composting Component shall identify the end markets or end use which will be secured during the 
short-term period for the materials composted, using the selected program. In the event that such markets 
cannot be firmly identified, the component shall describe the methods by which the jurisdiction will secure 
the necessary markets. The identification of markets may be described in general terms. Planned 
development of markets at manufacturing facilities in the jurisdiction shall also be described. 
 
(b) The Composting Component shall describe the measures to be taken if un-economical market 
conditions occur beyond the jurisdiction's control, which would prevent the jurisdiction from satisfying the 
requirements of section 41780 and 41780.1 of the Public Resource Code. 
 
Section 18737. Special Waste Component. 
 
The Special Waste Component shall include the requirements contained in sections 18733.1 through 
18733.6 and 18737.1 and 18737.2 of this Article. 
 
Section 18737.1. Special Waste Component Objectives. 
 
For the initial SRRE each jurisdiction shall examine and select Special Waste Component objectives based 
upon data generated in the Solid Waste Generation Study, conducted pursuant to section 18722, of Article 
6.1 of this Chapter. The objectives shall include a plan to reduce the hazard potential of special wastes by 
waste type.  
 
Section 18737.2. Special Waste Component Existing Conditions Description. 
 
(a) The description of the existing special waste program shall include, but not be limited to, a description 
of existing solid waste facilities which are permitted to handle or dispose of special wastes. Where 
applicable, the description shall include a discussion of other regulatory agency requirements, permits, or 
other documents associated with the operation of these facilities. 
 

(1) regulatory agencies include, but are not limited to, regional water quality control boards, air 
quality management districts, and the Department of Toxics Substances Control. 

 
(b) For the initial SRRE the jurisdiction shall provide a discussion on those special wastes identified in the 
Waste Generation Study conducted pursuant to section 18722, of Article 6.1 of this Chapter for which there 
is currently no permitted handling or disposal method within the jurisdiction. 
 
Section 18740. Education and Public Information Component. 
 
(a) Component objectives. The Education and Public Information Component shall include a statement of 
educational and informational objectives for the short-term and medium-term planning periods. 
 
(b) Existing program description. The component shall include a description of all existing educational and 
public information programs and activities within the jurisdiction which promote source reduction, recycling, 
composting, and the safe handling and disposal of solid waste. 
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(c) Selection of program alternatives. For the initial SRRE the component shall incorporate data compiled 
in the solid waste generation study conducted pursuant to Article 6.1 and the solid waste generation 
analysis of section 18732 of this Article to identify solid waste generators that will be targeted in educational 
and public information programs. 
 
(d) Program implementation. The component shall include a program implementation discussion which: 
 

(1) identifies those agencies or divisions thereof, organizations, and/or persons responsible for 
implementation; 

 
(2) identifies required implementation tasks; 

 
(3) establishes short-term and medium-term implementation schedules for tasks; 

 
(e) Monitoring and evaluation. For each component program which involves recycling or composting 
programs that are operated or funded by a jurisdiction, the component shall: 
 

(1) identify the methods to be used to measure achievement of the education and public information 
objectives identified pursuant to section (a), above; 

 
(2) establish written criteria by which to evaluate program effectiveness; 

 
(3) identify agencies or divisions thereof, organizations, and/or persons responsible for program 
monitoring, evaluation, and reporting; 

 
(4) identify measures to be implemented if monitoring performed pursuant to section 18733.6 (a) 
of this Article shows a shortfall in the attainment of the solid waste diversion objectives; and 

 
(5) establish a program monitoring and reporting schedule. 

 
Section 18744. Facility Capacity Component. 
 
(a) For the initial SRRE the Solid Waste Facility Capacity Component shall identify and describe all existing 
permitted solid waste landfills and transformation facilities within the jurisdiction. This description shall 
contain the following: 
 

(1) identification of the owner and operator of each permitted solid waste disposal facility; 
 

(2) quantity and waste types of solid waste disposed; 
 

(3) permitted site acreage; 
 

(4) permitted capacity; 
 

(5) current disposal fees; and 
(6) for solid waste landfills, remaining facility capacity in cubic yards and years. 

 
(b) The Solid Waste Facility Capacity Component shall include a solid waste disposal facility needs 
projection which estimates the additional disposal capacity, in cubic yards per year, needed to 
accommodate anticipated solid waste generation within the jurisdiction for a 15-year period commencing in 
1991. 
 

(1) The solid waste disposal facility capacity needs projection for the initial SRRE shall be 
calculated based upon the solid waste generation projection conducted in accordance with section 
18722, of Article 6.1 of this Chapter. 
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(2) The disposal capacity needs projection for the 15 year period shall be calculated using the 
following equation: 
 
ADDITIONAL CAPACITY 
Year n = [(G + I) - (D + TC + LF + E)]Year n 

 
where: 
 
G = The amount of solid waste projected to be generated in the jurisdiction; 
 
I = The amount of solid waste which is expected to be imported to the jurisdiction for disposal in 
permitted solid waste disposal facilities through interjurisdictional agreement(s) with other cities or 
counties, or through agreements with solid waste enterprises, as defined in section 40193 of the 
Public Resources Code. 
 
D = The amount diverted through successful implementation of proposed source reduction, 
recycling, and composting programs. 
 
TC = The amount of volume reduction occurring through available, permitted transformation 
facilities. 
 
LF = The amount of permitted solid waste disposal capacity which is available for disposal in the 
jurisdiction, of solid waste generated in the jurisdiction. 
 
E = The amount of solid waste generated in the jurisdiction which is exported to solid waste disposal 
facilities through interjurisdictional agreement(s) with other cities, counties or states, or through 
agreements with solid waste enterprises, as defined in section 40193 of the Public Resources 
Code. 
 
n = each year of a 15 year period commencing in 1991. [iterative in one year increments] 

 
(c) The Solid Waste Facility Capacity Component shall include discussions of: 
 

(1) The solid waste disposal facilities within the jurisdiction which will be phased out or closed during 
the short-term and medium-term planning periods and the anticipated effect from such phase-out 
or closure on disposal capacity needs of the jurisdiction. 

 
(2) Plans to establish new or expanded facilities for the short-term and medium-term planning 
periods and the projected additional capacity of each new or expanded facility. 

 
(3) Plans to export waste to another jurisdiction for the short-term and medium-term planning 
periods  and the projected additional capacity of proposed export agreements. 

 
Section 18746. Funding Component. 
 
(a) The Funding Component shall demonstrate that there is sufficient funding and allocation of resources 
for: 
 

(1) program planning and development; 
 

(2) implementation of programs in order to comply with the requirements of section 41780 and 
41780.1 of the Public Resources Code. 

 
(b) The Funding Component shall provide cost estimates for component programs scheduled for 
implementation in the short-term planning period. 
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(1) The Funding Component shall identify revenue sources sufficient to support the component 
programs. 

 
(2) The Funding Component shall identify sources of contingency funding for component programs. 

 
Section 18748. Integration Component. 
 
(a) The Integration Component shall explain how the Source Reduction, Recycling, Composting, and 
Special Waste components combine to achieve the 25 and 50 percent mandates specified in Public 
Resources Code sections 41780 and 41780.1. The Integration component shall include, but is not limited 
to, the following: 
 

(1) a description of the solid waste management practices which fulfill the legislative goals of 
promoting integrated solid waste management in the following order of priority: 

 
(A) source reduction; 
 
(B) recycling and composting; and 
 
(C) environmentally safe transformation and environmentally safe land disposal of solid 

wastes; 
 
(2) an explanation of how the jurisdiction has integrated the components to maximize the use of all 
feasible source reduction, recycling and composting options; 
 
(3) an explanation of how the components jointly achieve the diversion mandates in section 41780 
and 41780.1 of the Public Resources Code; and 
 
(4) an explanation of how priorities between components were determined, and 
 
(5) and explanation of whether the jurisdiction has been designated, or plans to apply for 
designation, as a California Integrated Waste Management Board Recycling Market Development 
Zone. 

 
(b) An integrated schedule shall be submitted in the Integration Component which shall include the 
following: 

 
(1) a calendar scheduling all implementation tasks for new and expanded programs, commencing 
after the effective date of the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 through the short-term 
planning period, as identified in the components specified in sections 18733(a) and 18740 of this 
Article. The schedule shall include a short descriptive title for each task, the entity implementing 
the task, the task start date and milestone dates, and a schedule for funding source availability. 

 
(A) implementation tasks are those tasks in each component which satisfy the 
requirements of sections 18733.5(b) and 18740(d) of this Article. 

 
(2) the schedule shall also show the anticipated date of achievement of the solid waste diversion 
mandates specified in sections 41780 and 41780.1, Public Resources Code. 
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Appendix C  
 

1992 Waste Diversion Plan: Implementing a County-Wide 
Strategy 

 
1999 Solid Waste Diversion Status Report 
2000 Solid Waste Diversion Status Report 
2001 Solid Waste Diversion Status Report 
2002 Solid Waste Diversion Status Report 
2004 Solid Waste Diversion Status Report 
2006 Solid Waste Diversion Status Report 
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  Advisory Services to Municipal Management 
 

 

2175 N. California Boulevard, Suite 990 Robert D. Hilton, CMC 
Walnut Creek, California 94596 John W. Farnkopf, PE 
Telephone: 925/977-6950 Laith B. Ezzet, CMC 
Fax: 925/977-6955 Richard J. Simonson, CMC 
www.hfh-consultants.com Marva M. Sheehan, CPA 
 

 

October 6, 2009 
 
Mr. Doug Landon 
Director 
Kern County Waste Management Department 
2700 “M” Street, Suite 500 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 
 
Subject: Recycling and Solid Waste Planning Progress Report 

Dear Mr. Landon: 

HF&H Consultants, LLC (HF&H) is pleased to present you with the attached “Recycling and Solid Waste 
Planning Progress Report” documenting the first phase of Kern County’s (County) Recycling and Solid 
Waste Planning Project.  This report summarizes the efforts of a large number of individuals 
representing twenty organizations, all with a interest in the future of the recycling and solid waste 
system in the County.  Without the involvement of these key stakeholders, neither HF&H nor the County 
would have made the progress that we have.  HF&H would like to thank all of the participants in this 
process for their generous provision of time and expertise. 

HF&H would particularly like to thank: 

 Jacob Panero of Varner Brothers and Metropolitan Recycling Corporation, Paul Benz of Benz 
Sanitation, Larry Moxley of Kern Refuse Disposal, Bob Hampton of Westside Waste Management, 
and Kevin Barnes of the City of Bakersfield all of whom brought their experience with day to day 
operations to inform the working groups of the practical realities of the waste management system 
in the County; 

 Supervisors Don Maben and Jon McQuiston, Bakersfield City Councilman Ken Weir, and SWMAC 
Chair Michael Geyer for their guidance and leadership through this process; 

 The Cities of Arvin, Bakersfield, California City, Delano, McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, 
Tehachapi, and Wasco for providing their perspectives and support for this process, without which 
the County’s goal would be unattainable; and, 

 The staff of the Kern County Waste Management Department who have provided the key data 
which underlies the planning effort and been primarily responsible for coordinating and facilitating 
the planning process among the numerous organizations involved. 
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  Advisory Services to Municipal Management 
 

 

Mr. Doug Landon 
October 6, 2009 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 

 

* * * * * 

We truly appreciate the opportunity to be of assistance to the County on this important project.  If you 
have any questions or concerns regarding this report, please contact Bob Hilton directly at (925) 977-
6952 or Rob Hilton at (925) 977-6959. 

Very truly yours, 
HF&H CONSULTANTS, LLC 
 
Robert D. Hilton, CMC     Robert C. Hilton 
President      Senior Associate 
 
cc: Nancy Ewert, KCWMD 
 
 

Attachment 1 

149



County of Kern Table of Contents 

 
Recycling and Solid Waste Planning – Progress Report  

HF&H Consultants, LLC i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ................................................................................ 1 

Summary of Process ........................................................................................................................................ 1 

Questions and Recommendations .............................................................................................................. 2 

Policy, Program, and Facility Recommendations ................................................................................. 3 

Next Steps ............................................................................................................................................................ 4 

SECTION 2: BASELINE ANALYSIS .................................................................................... 5 

Overview .............................................................................................................................................................. 5 

Key Findings ....................................................................................................................................................... 5 

Demand and Capacity Analysis ................................................................................................................... 6 

Waste Characterization Analysis ................................................................................................................ 9 

SECTION 3: POLICIES, PROGRAMS, AND FACILITIES .......................................... 11 

Options Selected ............................................................................................................................................. 11 

Cost-Benefit Analysis Process ................................................................................................................... 12 

SECTION 4: REGIONAL PORTFOLIO DESIGN ........................................................... 14 

Diversion Goal & Measurement ............................................................................................................... 14 

West Region ..................................................................................................................................................... 15 

Central Region................................................................................................................................................. 16 

North-Central Region ................................................................................................................................... 17 

East Region ....................................................................................................................................................... 18 

Diversion Estimates ...................................................................................................................................... 19 

Evaluation of Options ................................................................................................................................... 22 

SECTION 5: NEXT STEPS ................................................................................................... 23 

Board Input on Questions and Recommendations ........................................................................... 23 

City Council Updates ..................................................................................................................................... 24 

Implementation Planning ........................................................................................................................... 24 
 

TABLE OF FIGURES 
Figure 1 – 2008 System Demand by Material Type ................................................................................. 7 

Figure 2 – Disposal Demand Projection 2008 – 2020 ............................................................................ 8 

Figure 3 – Material Recovery Demand Projection 2008 – 2020 ......................................................... 8 

Figure 4 – Key Overall Waste Characterization Results......................................................................... 9 

Figure 5 – Policy, Program, and Facility Alternatives List ................................................................. 11 

Figure 6 – Additional Tons to Achieve Target Diversion Goal by Jurisdiction and Region ... 14 

Figure 7 – West Region Planning Portfolio .............................................................................................. 15 

Figure 8 – Central Region Planning Portfolio .......................................................................................... 16 

Figure 9 – North Central Region Planning Portfolio ............................................................................. 17 

Figure 10 – East Region Planning Portfolio ............................................................................................. 18 

Figure 11 – Countywide Additional Diversion Estimate .................................................................... 19 

Figure 12 – West Region Additional Diversion Estimates ................................................................. 20 

Figure 13 – Central Region Additional Diversion Estimates ............................................................. 20 

Figure 14 – North Central Region Additional Diversion Estimates ................................................ 21 

Figure 15 – East Region Additional Diversion Estimates ................................................................... 21 

Attachment 1 

150



County of Kern Table of Contents 

 
Recycling and Solid Waste Planning – Progress Report  
 

HF&H Consultants, LLC ii 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 – Preliminary Alternatives and Evaluation Criteria 
Attachment 2 – Program and Facility Alternative Descriptions 
Attachment 3 – Cost-Benefit Analysis Summary 
Attachment 4 – Evaluation Matrix 
 

Attachment 1 

151



County of Kern Section 1: Executive Summary 

 
Recycling and Solid Waste Planning – Progress Report  
 

HF&H Consultants, LLC 1 

SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Kern County Waste Management Department (KCWMD), working with the Kern County Solid Waste 
Management Advisory Committee (SWMAC) and with assistance from HF&H Consultants (HF&H), is in 
the process of developing a Recycling and Solid Waste System Plan (System Plan) that will guide 
KCWMD’s efforts until 2020.  This report describes the progress of the first phase of this planning 
process and presents the resulting key policy issues for consideration by the Kern County Board of 
Supervisors (Board).  A more comprehensive final report will be prepared and presented to the Board 
following the completion of detailed implementation-level planning, described in more detail in Section 
5 of this report. 

Summary of Process 

In 2008, the Board requested that KCWMD work with HF&H and the SWMAC to develop a plan for the 
County’s solid waste management system. This plan has been developed for and by the County as a 
planning tool and makes no commitments regarding implementation of any part of this plan by the 
County or by any incorporated city within the County.  County landfills manage the waste of both the 
unincorporated as well as the incorporated areas of the County; because of this and in order to 
capitalize on opportunities for improved economies of scale, the County has invited the incorporated 
cities and private haulers to participate in this planning process. While many of the cities have been 
involved in the planning process and are interested in coordinating with the County on these efforts to 
varying degrees, none of them have made any commitments towards implementation of this plan. 

Due to the size of the County and the significant variation in population density, climate, and existing 
infrastructure, from one region of the County to another each part of this project was performed for 
separate regions of the County.  These regions are: 

 West – West of Interstate 5 and north of Highway 166. 

 Central – East of Interstate 5, south of 7th Standard Road, and west of the Tehachapi Mountains. 

 North Central – East of Interstate 5, north of 7th Standard Road, and west of Highway 65. 

 East – East of the Tehachapi Mountains including Lake Isabella and Kern River Valley. 

The process for the first phase of developing the System Plan consisted of three major elements:  

1. HF&H conducted a baseline analysis to understand the current flow of materials generated in each 
of the regions in the County into existing recycling programs and facilities and landfills.  This baseline 
analysis identified both the programs in the County that are currently very successful (e.g. self-haul 
recycling at transfer stations, the metro-area’s green cart program, the MRC C&D facility, Tehachapi 
Recycling) as well as the materials that remain in high quantities in the disposal stream (e.g. 
organics, traditional recyclables, construction debris).  This baseline analysis is described in more 
detail in Section 2. 

2. HF&H identified a comprehensive list of more than 60 policy, program, and facility alternatives that 
might be implemented in the County as part of the System Plan. These alternatives were screened 
by HF&H to identify alternatives that best met the community’s needs based on the interviews with 
the Board and industry representatives within the County.  This screening process resulted in 20 
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alternatives that were more thoroughly analyzed by HF&H to understand the range of costs, 
tonnage, and air emissions resulting from each alternative.  HF&H conducted an independent 
evaluation of the alternatives relative to eleven different criteria.  The identification, analysis, and 
evaluation of the policy, program, and facility alternatives is detailed in Section 3 and Attachments 1 
through 4. 

3. KCWMD staff assembled working groups that represented each region of the County to design 
regional planning portfolios which form the foundation of the System Plan.  The working groups 
were comprised of Board members, County staff, haulers, and staff and elected officials from 
incorporated cities.  The working groups reviewed the alternatives, discussed the application of 
programs in light of the local conditions in their region, and determined which alternatives were 
appropriate for the portfolio of policies, programs, and facilities in their region. 

Questions and Recommendations 

Upon completion of the first phase of the planning process, KCWMD, SWMAC, and HF&H (Planning 
Team) identified four key questions to be considered by the Board prior to proceeding in the next phase 
of the planning process.  Each of the questions is listed below and followed by the recommendation of 
the Planning Team. 

1. What should be the goal of the System Plan? 

In compliance with the Board’s guidance for no new landfills, the Planning Team recommends that 
the goal, for planning purposes, of the System Plan should be to achieve a 75% diversion rate by 
2020 by implementing affordable, cost-effective programs and ensuring compliance with the current 
and foreseeable future regulatory requirements related to operating a waste management system.  

2. What basic principles should guide the development of the System Plan? 

In designing the portfolios and developing the specific implementation approach for each program, 
the Planning Team recommends that the following four basic principals be used to guide the process:  

1) Understand and anticipate the legislative and regulatory trends that will impact the 
implementation and execution of the System Plan. 

2) Allow for flexibility over time by using a phased approach to the implementation of programs and 
facilities. 

3) Minimize implementation cost and delays by leveraging existing infrastructure where possible 
and developing facilities which are relatively easy to permit. 

4) Implement programs and facilities which promote the highest value and best use of recyclable 
materials as commodities. 
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3. What collection strategies and facility infrastructure should form the foundation of the System 
Plan? 

The Planning Team recommends that the System Plan be based on collecting source separated 
materials from customers and processing materials to promote the highest value of the resulting 
commodity streams (e.g. Clean Material Recovery Facilities and Compost Sites). 

4. What major policy items should be included in the System Plan? 

The Planning Team has considered a number of new policies (e.g. Landfill Bans, Local Retailer 
Responsibility, Mandatory MRF First, and C&D Ordinance) and recommends that no new formal 
policies or ordinances be adopted by the Board as part of the System Plan.  Instead, the Planning 
Team recommends that the existing Board guidance of “No New Landfills” from the Infrastructure 
Plan be maintained to guide KCWMD. 

Policy, Program, and Facility Recommendations 

As a result of the meetings between KCWMD and the regional working groups, recommendations have 
been developed for the policies, programs, and facilities that form the foundation of the System Plan.  
Detailed recommendations can be found in Section 4, however, the working groups have generally 
recommended that: 

1. The County establish a planning goal of achieving a 75% diversion rate by 2020. 

2. The County’s recycling processing infrastructure include one or more “clean” material recovery 
facilities (MRF). 

3. Universal residential curbside recycling be provided to all single- and multi-family dwellings, at least, 
within existing universal service areas (except in the West Region, where curbside recycling has 
been identified for “later” implementation). 

4. Single-stream and source separated recycling be offered to all businesses within the County, subject 
to the requirements of the AB 32 Scoping Plan regulations for “Mandatory Commercial Recycling”. 

5. A pricing incentive (e.g. surcharge for mixed recyclables) be created at the landfills and transfer 
stations throughout the County to encourage the recycling of construction and demolition debris 
(C&D) through the MRC and the Tehachapi MRF. 

6. The recycling areas at the County’s landfills and transfer stations include expanded recycling 
opportunities (i.e. similar to the McFarland/Delano or Lebec Transfer Stations) to help residents and 
businesses improve recycling of self-haul materials. 

7. The Board adopt no new formal policies (e.g. Landfill Bans, MRF First, C&D Ordinance, Local Retailer 
Responsibility) or ordinances as part of this System Plan, except for those which the Board is likely to 
be required to implement by pending regulatory processes (e.g. AB 32 requiring a Mandatory 
Commercial Recycling Ordinance). 
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Next Steps 

Following the input provided by the Board and any revisions to the plan that result from that input, the 
next steps for this process include updating the city councils throughout the County on this process and 
conducting the detailed implementation-level planning process.  This implementation-level planning will 
include development of County-specific cost estimates for selected facilities and programs and an 
evaluation of the funding mechanisms used to pay for them.  It is anticipated that each jurisdiction will 
be interested in reviewing costs prior to any implementation decisions. 
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SECTION 2: BASELINE ANALYSIS 

Overview 

The first step in the planning process involved gathering information describing the current state of the 
waste management system in the County in order gain a better understanding of the challenges and 
opportunities.  To do this, HF&H:  

 Reviewed existing County strategy documents (i.e. Burn Dump Remediation Strategy, Household 
Hazardous Waste Strategy, Infrastructure Plan, and Waste Diversion Plan) to understand the current 
path of the County’s waste management system; 

 Documented and analyzed recent disposal trends and permitted landfill capacity; 

 Gathered available data about recent material recovery programs, trends, and markets;  

 Projected system demand for both disposal and material recovery, based on projected population 
growth, to the year 2020; and, 

 Conducted a focused waste characterization study throughout the County to understand the 
remaining materials in the waste stream after accounting for the effects of existing diversion 
programs. 

Key Findings 

From the information gathered and the analysis performed as part of the baseline analysis, HF&H found 
the following: 

1. Overall, annual demand for materials management via landfill disposal or material recovery is 
projected to increase by more than 32% by 2020, adding more than 366,000 tons to the system, 
over 246,000 tons (67%) of which is projected to be landfilled (under current conditions). 

2. The County appears to have sufficient system-wide disposal capacity during the planning period 
(through 2020). 

3. If none of the East County landfills receive permit and physical expansions, the East Region area is 
projected to exhaust the current permitted disposal capacity during 2017.  However, KCWMD is 
moving forward to expand the Ridgecrest and Mojave-Rosamond Sanitary Landfills. 

4. While some programs (e.g. Delano Universal Blue-Cart) appear to be more successful than others 
(e.g. Bakersfield Voluntary Blue-Cart) in removing traditional recycling materials, significant 
opportunities remain for removing these materials from the residential sector waste stream through 
expansion of universal programs throughout the County. 

5. Consistently, in each region of the County, nearly half of the commercial sector waste stream, that is 
currently disposed of in landfills, is comprised of traditional recycling materials. Therefore, 
significant diversion opportunities are available in this sector and facility and program development 
targeted at these material types should be a high priority. 
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6. Traditional recycling materials (i.e. paper, cardboard, glass, plastic, and metals) are the most 
prevalent materials in the County’s waste stream that are being disposed.  Programs targeting these 
materials have the potential to divert the greatest amount of material. 

7. As a whole, the organics diversion programs and facilities available in the metro-Bakersfield area 
appear to be the most effective at diverting compostable organics (e.g. leaves, brush, grass, 
branches, etc.) from disposal.  With nearly a quarter of the County waste stream comprised of 
organics, programs targeting these materials, particularly where they are generated in large 
quantities, should be included in the System Plan. 

8. While construction activity has slowed significantly in recent years, C&D materials still represent 
nearly 20% of the remaining waste stream.  Programs and facilities targeting these material types 
would be capable of diverting significant volumes of material currently. 

Demand and Capacity Analysis 

Data Sources 

HF&H obtained recent historical (2001 through 2008) disposal data and permitted capacity for each 
landfill and transfer station in the County from KCWMD.  HF&H also gathered material recovery data 
from KCWMD as well as other cooperative sources (e.g. City of Bakersfield, Community Recycling, 
Metropolitan Recycling Company (MRC), Tehachapi MRF).  This data established a baseline for the 
number of tons of each material type being handled at each facility within the County. 

HF&H obtained (from the State of California, Department of Finance) actual population data for the 
years 2000 through 2008 and projected populations for 2009 through 2020 for each city in the County as 
well as the unincorporated area of the County.  HF&H used this population projection information as the 
basis for projecting growth of demand for each region. 

System Demand 

From the baseline disposal and material recovery data obtained by HF&H during the data gathering 
process described above, HF&H was able to calculate the volume of materials being recovered each year 
by material type.  Figure 1 below presents the current disposal and material recovery activity in the 
County’s system.  The “Recovered” bar demonstrates the actual materials being collected and recycled 
in 2008.  The “Disposed” bar represents the total materials being disposed in the County in 2008 and is 
segmented to demonstrate the estimated amount of each material type remaining in that disposed 
stream based on the waste characterization study.  This figure demonstrates that while the County is 
diverting a significant volume of organics and C&D, these materials are still present in significant 
volumes in the disposed stream.  The figure further demonstrates the significant remaining 
opportunities to collect traditional recycling materials. 
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Figure 1 – 2008 System Demand by Material Type 

 

The data for Figure 1 above is based on information that was made available to HF&H during the data 
gathering process and typically represents materials derived from programs operated or contracted-for 
by the County or one of the cities (municipally sponsored programs). The data that was made available 
from private recyclers (e.g. Golden State Metals, BARC, Smurfit, and Liberty Composting) was material 
delivered from County facilities to the recyclers.  Information from the City of Bakersfield Compost 
Facility, the Community Recycling Compost Facility, the MRC C&D facility, and the Tehachapi MRF were 
also included. 

Significant additional recycling activity is occurring in the private sector and outside of the influence or 
control of municipal programs.  For example, in the C&D waste stream, municipally sponsored programs 
are recovering approximately 76,000 tons and disposing of 155,000 annually. A 2008 review by KCWMD 
and a SWMAC working group identified the C&D generation rate at 600,000 to 700,000 tons per year, 
just for the metropolitan Bakersfield area.  This would indicate that as many as 469,000 tons per year 
are being recovered through the private sector.  For example, Granite Construction routinely recycles 
materials like concrete, asphalt, and rebar.   Similar, although probably less significant, conditions may 
exist in commercial and self-haul recycling. 

Figure 2 below presents the projected system demand on existing disposal facilities in each region while 
Figure 3 presents the demand on material recovery.  These projections assume no change to the system 
(e.g. added/cancelled programs, added/closed facilities, improved education and outreach, etc.) or 
customer behavior.  The increase in demand results solely from projections of population growth over 
the planning period.  Overall, demand for materials management via landfill or material recovery is 
projected to increase more than 32%, adding more than 366,000 tons each year to the system, over 
246,000 tons (67%) of which is projected to be landfilled. 
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Figure 2 – Disposal Demand Projection 2008 – 2020 

 

Figure 3 – Material Recovery Demand Projection 2008 – 2020 

 

While Figure 3 appears to demonstrate no material recovery activity in the West Region, this is a result 
of the scale of the chart.  The West Region currently recovers 2,245 tons per year and this is expected to 
grow to approximately 2,300 tons per year by 2020. 
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Waste Characterization Analysis 

Waste characterization studies are routinely performed as a part of integrated waste management 
planning.  These studies are intended to analyze the materials being sent for disposal to determine what 
types and relative quantities of each material type remains in the waste stream.  This specific waste 
characterization study performed under the supervision of HF&H was designed to look at four specific 
parts of the County that utilize different diversion programs.  This targeted approach was selected in 
order to identify where opportunities exist for additional diversion given existing programs.  Specifically, 
waste characterization data was collected to understand the disposed stream after the effects of: the 
City of Delano’s “Universal Blue-Cart” program; the metro-Bakersfield area’s “Voluntary Blue-Cart” 
program, the City of Tehachapi’s “MRF First” program; and, the City of Ridgecrest’s “CRV Drop-Off” 
program. 

Methodology 

The study methodology, including randomization procedures, generator types, sample sizes, material 
types, and sorting process were established to be consistent with the methodology used by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) during the conduct of their periodic statewide 
waste characterization studies.  The primary difference from the CIWMB methodology was that the 
limited study performed as part of this planning process was not designed to gather sufficient samples 
to be statistically significant in its findings. The material types remaining in Kern County’s overall waste 
stream, as indicated by this study, are very close to the state averages in each of the ten material types 
studied. Where differences exist, they are logically explained by differences in programs or other factors 
unique to the County.  This similarity tends to reinforce the validity of the study’s design, methodology, 
and results. 

Results 

Figure 4 below presents the aggregated results of the waste characterization study for the three largest 
constituent material types of the waste stream at each sampling location and compares them to the 
results of the 2004 statewide waste characterization study performed by the CIWMB. 

Figure 4 – Key Overall Waste Characterization Results 

Material Bena Delano Tehachapi Ridgecrest Kern Co. Statewide 

Traditional Recycling Materials* 45% 38% 46% 45% 43% 41% 

Compostable Organics** 19% 34% 38% 22% 24% 26% 

Construction & Demolition 19% 18% 11% 19% 18% 22% 

*Paper, cardboard, plastic, glass and metal 
**Leaves, grass, brush, and food 
 

 Traditional Recycling Materials: Delano has the lowest percentage of traditional recycling materials 
remaining in the waste stream, and is lower than both the state and County averages. As a whole, 
Delano’s “Universal Blue-Cart” program appears to be highly effective in reducing the presence of 
these materials from the waste stream.  Traditional recycling materials are the most prevalent 
material remaining in the waste stream in the County.  Programs targeting these materials are likely 
to divert the greatest tonnage 
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 Compostable Organics: Bena/Metro-Bakersfield has the lowest percentage of compostable organics 
in the waste stream, outperforming both the County and state averages.  As a whole, the programs 
and facilities available in the metro-Bakersfield area appear to be highly effective at diverting 
compostable organics from disposal.  With nearly a quarter of the remaining County waste stream 
comprised of organics, programs targeting these materials, particularly where they are generated in 
large quantities, should logically be included in the System Plan. 

 Construction & Demolition: Tehachapi has the lowest percentage of C&D materials remaining in the 
waste stream, demonstrating significantly higher diversion of these materials than both the state 
and County averages.  This diversion is likely the result of a majority of material generated in the 
area being processed through the Tehachapi MRF which targets the heavy and highly recoverable 
materials that comprise C&D.  While construction activity has slowed significantly in recent years, 
these materials still represent nearly 20% of the remaining waste stream.  Programs targeting these 
material types are capable of diverting significant volumes of material.  Implementation of these 
programs prior to the next building cycle will allow the programs to mature and be more effective 
when building activity resumes. 
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SECTION 3: POLICIES, PROGRAMS, AND FACILITIES 

Options Selected 

The second step in the planning process was to identify and begin to evaluate potential policies, 
programs, and facilities which would later be combined to develop regional planning portfolios.  HF&H 
drafted a preliminary list of 64 alternatives (included as Attachment 1) that could be used to develop the 
planning portfolios.  The alternatives were narrowed – on the basis of diversion potential, community 
acceptability, and Board priorities (e.g. hazardous waste exclusion, illegal dumping, etc.) – to a list of 20 
for use during the planning process.  Figure 5 below presents the resulting list of alternatives which have 
been considered in developing the regional planning portfolios. 

Figure 5 – Policy, Program, and Facility Alternatives List 

Target Sector Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative 

Policies/Facilities 

MRF First 

Conversion Technologies 

Landfill Bans 

Local Retailer Responsibility 

MSW Composting 

No New Landfills 

Residential 

Single-Family Curbside Three Stream Collection* 

Multi-Family Recycling* 

Curbside e-waste & u-waste 

Commercial 

Voluntary Commercial Recycling* 

Mandatory/Universal Commercial Recycling* 

Large Generator Technical Assistance 

Large Event & Venue Recycling 

Commercial Food Waste 

Commercial Wet/Dry Collection 

Self Haul 
Resource Recovery Park (Convenience) 

Reuse Store 

C&D C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive 

Illegal Dumping 
Commercial Bulky Item Collection 

Multi-Family Bulky Item Collection 

* Requires use of clean material recovery facility(ies). 
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Detailed descriptions of each alternative were provided to the SWMAC prior to its review of the 
alternatives (these descriptions are included in Attachment 2).  No economic policies or strategies have 
been included in this list, as those issues will be separately addressed during the implementation phase 
of the System Planning effort. These alternatives are not mutually exclusive and, in some cases, if a 
policy is implemented, operational and educational programs and infrastructure would be required 

Cost-Benefit Analysis Process 

As part of the planning process, HF&H developed a cost-benefit analysis (Attachment 3).  This analysis 
was intended as a tool to assist the Planning Team in making planning-level decisions regarding the 
selection of appropriate alternatives for the System Plan.  The analysis considers two quantitative 
factors:  

1) Diversion potential (measured by tons per year); and, 

2) Cost effectiveness (measured by the cost per diverted ton).  

The estimates presented are not intended to calculate the precise results of an alternative at the same 
level as is typically done during budgeting or requesting proposals or bids.  Instead, HF&H has estimated 
a reasonable range for each of these measurements on the basis of the performance of these 
alternatives in other communities for which data was available. These planning-level estimates were 
intended to provide enough information for the Planning Team to evaluate the relative merits of each 
alternative in the development of the System Plan. 

Preliminary Cost Estimates 

HF&H estimated the incremental additional system cost incurred per diverted ton resulting from each 
alternative.  All capital expenses were included as a depreciation expense amortized over the asset’s 
normal useful life.  All administrative labor expenses were calculated using County staffing costs as that 
data was readily available. However, actual program administration may be performed by a number of 
parties including a hauler, a non-profit group, or a third-party contractor.  These details will be resolved 
during the implementation planning phase. 

The cost estimates do not account for savings derived from avoiding disposal operations costs. Because 
the County owns the landfills, the cost of operating these facilities will continue to be incurred.  To the 
extent that alternatives are successful in diverting sufficient material from landfill disposal to reduce the 
operational requirements of the landfills, those alternatives may result in greater cost-effectiveness 
than is represented in our estimates.  Such savings may result from reduced operational requirements at 
the landfill or delays in capital expenditures for closure and new cell development.  

Cost estimates are not inclusive of any indirect implementation cost associated with the development of 
implementation plans, general plan amendments, conduct of feasibility studies, or the process of 
procuring and negotiating the contracts associated with the alternative.  These are anticipated to be 
one-time costs incurred by the County and/or an incorporated city. More precise cost estimates will be 
prepared during the implementation planning phase once decisions are made on issues such as facility 
ownership, program operations, and education and outreach. 
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Preliminary Diversion Estimates 

HF&H estimated the incremental additional diversion that may result from the implementation of each 
alternative. These estimates were made by applying the results of the alternative in other communities 
to the waste stream in the County (inclusive of all incorporated cities). In some cases, only portions of 
the County which have economies of scale to support the alternative at a reasonably cost-effective level 
were considered in the analysis (e.g. no resource recovery park was considered for the Boron Landfill).  
The analysis accounted for existing diversion (e.g. deducting the tons diverted through the MRC C&D 
facility) whenever possible.  However, there are a number of diversion programs for which data was not 
available and some double-counting may have resulted (e.g. existing commercial recycling by BARC or 
Smurfit).  Once the planning portfolios were developed, these estimates were revised to reflect 
conditions in the region and thereby improve the precision of the estimates by planning region. 

Attachment 1 

164



County of Kern Section 4: Regional Portfolio Design 

 
Recycling and Solid Waste Planning – Progress Report  
 

HF&H Consultants, LLC 14 

SECTION 4: REGIONAL PORTFOLIO DESIGN 
The last step in the initial phase of developing the System Plan was to design regional planning 
portfolios.  A planning portfolio represents the combination of policies, programs, and facilities which 
will be implemented to achieve the objectives of the planning effort.  Regional portfolios were 
developed separately for each of four regions of the County to reflect the different characteristics and 
existing systems in those regions.  In order to develop portfolios that would be most effective, working 
groups were assembled to represent the varied expertise and interests of each region.  The working 
groups had slightly different compositions from region to region, but generally included the local 
franchised hauler(s), County staff, staff from the incorporated city(ies) in the region, and elected officials 
from the Board and/or a local City Council. 

For each of the regions, programs were assigned to one of three categories: “Early” designates that it 
will be planned during the current process: “Later” designates that the alternative has not been ruled 
out, but will not be planned during the next phase of this planning process; and, “Not” designates that 
the alternative is not recommended for application in the County. 

Diversion Goal & Measurement 

One of the first tasks of the working groups was to determine the specific targets that the portfolios 
would need to achieve.  Various suggestions were made including compliance with regulatory 
requirements, 75% diversion, and “Zero Waste”.  With the County’s goal of having no new landfills as 
well as the recent regulatory and legislative trend for increasing diversion targets, the working groups 
were not satisfied with compliance with current regulations. The working groups also recognized that 
“Zero Waste” may be too ambitious and costly for the current planning horizon.  Consensus was reached 
in all four of the regions that 75% diversion by 2020 should be the target of this planning effort.   

Using the calculation methodology and jurisdictional targets prescribed by the CIWMB, HF&H calculated 
the targeted disposal reduction needed for each region to reach the equivalent of 75% diversion based 
on the most recently available annual reporting cycle (calendar year 2007).  For the County to achieve a 
cumulative 75% diversion rate, disposal would need to be reduced by 384,531 tons (45%) on an annual 
basis. Figure 6 below demonstrates the tonnage reduction needed from each jurisdiction and region. 

Figure 6 – Additional Tons to Achieve Target Diversion Goal by Jurisdiction and Region 

West N. Central Central East 

TOTAL Jurisdiction Tons Jurisdiction Tons Jurisdiction Tons Jurisdiction Tons 

Maricopa 613 Delano 11,268 Arvin 5,750 California City 6,245   

Taft 1,693 McFarland 3,537 Bakersfield 162,507 Tehachapi 5,029   

County 13,681 Shafter* 0 County 95,770 Ridgecrest 5,663   

    Wasco 7,769     County 34,203   

    County 33,063           

                  

 TOTAL 15,988  TOTAL  55,637  TOTAL  264,026  TOTAL  51,139 384,531 

* Note: City of Shafter is currently meeting the 75% diversion equivalent, however, they are anticipated 
to add programs (e.g. Commercial Recycling) that will contribute toward the goal. 

Attachment 1 

165



County of Kern Section 4: Regional Portfolio Design 

 
Recycling and Solid Waste Planning – Progress Report  
 

HF&H Consultants, LLC 15 

West Region 

The “West Region” is the area of the County to the west of Interstate 5 and north of Highway 166.  This 
area includes the cities of Maricopa and Taft and unincorporated areas of Buttonwillow, Derby Acres, 
Ford City, Lost Hills, McKittrick, and Tupman.  The portfolio for the West Region is presented in Figure 7 
below.   

Figure 7 – West Region Planning Portfolio 

Target Sector Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative Existing Early Late Not 

Policies/Facilities 

Clean Materials Recovery Facility     
MRF First     
Conversion Technologies     

Landfill Bans     
Local Retailer Responsibility     
MSW Composting     
No New Landfills     

Residential 

Single-Family Curbside Three Stream Collection     
Multi-Family Recycling     
Curbside Electronic Waste*     
Curbside Universal Waste (e.g. flourescent lights)     

Commercial 

Voluntary Commercial Recycling     
Mandatory/Universal Commercial Recycling     
Large Generator Technical Assistance     

Large Event & Venue Recycling     
Commercial Food Waste     
Commercial Wet/Dry Collection     

Self Haul 
Resource Recovery Park (Convenience)**     
Reuse Store     

C&D C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive     

Illegal Dumping 
Commercial Bulky Item Collection     
Multi-Family Bulky Item Collection     

Note: Detailed descriptions of each alternative can be found in Attachment 2. 
* Curbside e-waste collection currently exists in areas where bulky-waste programs have been established.  Additional 

items (e.g. small electronics) may be added to curbside programs. 
** “Early” assumes enhancements to existing facilities with no capital expenditures.  “Later” assumes capital 

improvements at selected facilities and implementation of separate public self-haul areas to improve safety and 
increase diversion. 

Working Group 

 Bob Hampton, Westside Management 

 Bob Gorson, City of Taft 

 Craig Jones, City of Taft 
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Central Region 

The “Central Region” is the area of the County that is bounded by 7th Standard Road on the North, 
Interstate 5 on the West, and the Tehachapi range on the East.  This area includes the cities of Arvin and 
Bakersfield and unincorporated areas of metro-Bakersfield, Edison, Frazier Park, Greenfield, Lamont, 
Lebec, and Oildale .  The portfolio for the Central Region is presented in Figure 8 below. 

Figure 8 – Central Region Planning Portfolio 

Target Sector Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative Existing Early Late Not 

Policies/Facilities 

Clean Materials Recovery Facility     
MRF First     
Conversion Technologies     

Landfill Bans     
Local Retailer Responsibility     
MSW Composting     
No New Landfills     

Residential 

Single-Family Curbside Three Stream Collection     
Multi-Family Recycling     
Curbside Electronic Waste*     
Curbside Universal Waste (e.g. flourescent lights)     

Commercial 

Voluntary Commercial Recycling     
Mandatory/Universal Commercial Recycling     
Large Generator Technical Assistance     

Large Event & Venue Recycling     
Commercial Food Waste     
Commercial Wet/Dry Collection     

Self Haul 
Resource Recovery Park (Convenience)**     
Reuse Store     

C&D C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive     

Illegal Dumping 
Commercial Bulky Item Collection     
Multi-Family Bulky Item Collection     

Note: Detailed descriptions of each alternative can be found in Attachment 2. 
* Curbside e-waste collection currently exists in areas where bulky-waste programs have been established.  Additional 

items (e.g. small electronics) may be added to curbside recycling program at a later time if determined to be feasible. 
** “Early” assumes enhancements to existing facilities with no capital expenditures.  “Later” assumes capital 

improvements at selected facilities and implementation of separate public “self-haul” areas to improve safety and 
increase diversion. 

Working Group 

 Don Maben, County Supervisor 

 Ken Weir, City of Bakersfield City Council 

 Larry Moxley, Kern Refuse Disposal/MRC 

 Jacob Panero, Varner Brothers, Inc. 

 Kevin Barnes, City of Bakersfield 

 Alan Christainsen, City of Arvin 

 Michael Geyer, SWMAC Chair 

 Ray Scott, Mountainside Disposal 
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North-Central Region 

The “North Central Region” is the area of the County that is bounded by 7th Standard Road on the South, 
Interstate 5 on the West, and the Tehachapi range on the East.  This area includes the cities of Delano, 
McFarland, Shafter, and Wasco and the unincorporated areas surrounding those cities.  The portfolio for 
the North Central Region is presented in Figure 9 below. 

Figure 9 – North Central Region Planning Portfolio 

Target Sector Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative Existing Early Late Not 

Policies/Facilities 

Clean Materials Recovery Facility     
MRF First     
Conversion Technologies     

Landfill Bans     
Local Retailer Responsibility     
MSW Composting     
No New Landfills     

Residential 

Single-Family Curbside Three Stream Collection***     
Multi-Family Recycling     
Curbside Electronic Waste*     
Curbside Universal Waste (e.g. flourescent lights)     

Commercial 

Voluntary Commercial Recycling     
Mandatory/Universal Commercial Recycling     
Large Generator Technical Assistance     

Large Event & Venue Recycling     
Commercial Food Waste     
Commercial Wet/Dry Collection     

Self Haul 
Resource Recovery Park (Convenience)**     
Reuse Store     

C&D C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive     

Illegal Dumping 
Commercial Bulky Item Collection     
Multi-Family Bulky Item Collection     

Note: Detailed descriptions of each alternative can be found in Attachment 2. 
* Curbside electronic waste collection currently exists in areas where bulky-waste programs have been established.  

Additional items (e.g. small electronics) may be added to curbside recycling program at a later time if determined to be 
feasible. 

** “Early” assumes enhancements to existing facilities with no capital expenditures.  “Later” assumes capital 
improvements at selected facilities and implementation of separate public “self-haul” areas to improve safety and 
increase diversion. 

*** Existing programs in Delano and McFarland (mandatory) and recently approved for Wasco (Voluntary). 

Working Group 

 Jeff & John Martin, American Refuse 

 Robert Wilburn, City of McFarland 

 Michael James, City of Shafter 

 Dan Allen, City of Wasco 
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East Region 

The “East Region” is the area of the County that is bounded by Tehachapi range on the West.  This area 
includes the cities of California City, Tehachapi, and Ridgecrest and the unincorporated areas of Boron, 
Glenville, Inyokern, Kern Valley, Lake Isabella, Mojave, North Edwards, Randsburg, and Rosamond.  The 
portfolio for the East Region is presented in Figure 10 below. 

Figure 10 – East Region Planning Portfolio 

Target Sector Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative Existing Early Late Not 

Policies/Facilities 

Clean Materials Recovery Facility     
MRF First*     
Conversion Technologies     

Landfill Bans     
Local Retailer Responsibility     
MSW Composting     
No New Landfills     

Residential 

Single-Family Curbside Three Stream Collection     
Multi-Family Recycling     
Curbside Electronic Waste     
Curbside Universal Waste (e.g. flourescent lights)     

Commercial 

Voluntary Commercial Recycling     
Mandatory/Universal Commercial Recycling     
Large Generator Technical Assistance     

Large Event & Venue Recycling     
Commercial Food Waste     
Commercial Wet/Dry Collection     

Self Haul 
Resource Recovery Park (Convenience)**     
Reuse Store     

C&D C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive     

Illegal Dumping 
Commercial Bulky Item Collection     
Multi-Family Bulky Item Collection     

Note: Detailed descriptions of each alternative can be found in Attachment 2. 
* The existing program is not a “MRF First” policy, as described in the program description, but a program performed by 

the hauler using the Tehachapi MRF. 
** “Early” assumes enhancements to existing facilities with no capital expenditures.  “Later” assumes capital 

improvements at selected facilities and implementation of separate public “self-haul” areas to improve safety and 
increase diversion. 

Working Group 

 Don Maben, County Supervisor 

 Paul Benz, Benz Sanitation 

 Linda Lundsford, City of California City 

 Michael Bevins, City of California City 

 Jim McRae, City of Ridgecrest 

 Greg Garrett, City of Tehachapi 

 Mike Thomas, Thomas Refuse 
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Diversion Estimates 

Once the working groups completed their portfolio designs, the Planning Team met to revise the 
tonnage estimates prepared in the Cost-Benefit Analysis for alternatives selected for “early” 
implementation.  The revision process focused on developing more precise estimates by region, as 
opposed to the wide ranging countywide estimates prepared previously.  Once completed, the revised 
estimates were used to determine whether or not the portfolios would recover a sufficient volume of 
material to achieve the objective of 75% diversion by 2020 established by the working groups. 

Recovery tonnage for each alternative was evaluated on the basis of benchmarks for similar programs in 
other communities.  The revised estimates also present a range of potential tonnage that reflects early 
program results as well as the possible results of programs as they mature and are improved over time.  
This allows the Planning Team to determine whether effort should be expended to improve or mature 
the “early” implementation programs or if new or additional programs from the “late” implementation 
category will be needed to achieve the target.  Figure 11 presents the revised county wide total annual 
tonnage estimate for each of the “early” implementation items and Figures 12 through 15 present the 
estimates for each region. 

Figure 11 – Countywide Additional Diversion Estimate 

Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative Start-Up Mature 
75% 
Goal 

Single-Family Curbside Three Stream Collection: 
  

 

Single-Stream Recycling 42,996 64,920  

Organics Recycling 1,960 7,244  

Single-Family Pub. Ed & Outreach* 4,995 30,927  

Subtotal Single-Family Curbside Three Stream 49,952 103,091  

Multi-Family Recycling Collection 3,288 4,905  

Curbside Electronic Waste 51 127  

Commercial Recycling: 
  

 

Voluntary 5,709 8,929  

Mandatory/Universal 27,995 43,783  

Large Generator Technical Assistance* 3,745 22,591  

Large Event & Venue Recycling 21 58  

Subtotal Commercial Recycling 37,469 75,361  

Resource Recovery Park (Convenience) 13,231 42,325  

Reuse Store 960 1,680  

C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive 4,554 50,321  

Early Implementation Item TOTAL (Countywide) 109,505 277,810 384,531 

Note: Diversion estimates assume participation in all incorporated and unincorporated areas. 
* Reflects additional tons associated with increased public education, outreach, and technical assistance. 
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Figure 12 – West Region Additional Diversion Estimates 

Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative Start-Up Mature 

Curbside Electronic Waste 51 127 

Commercial Recycling: 
  

Mandatory/Universal 1,048 1,638 

Large Generator Technical Assistance * 116 702 

Large Event & Venue Recycling 1 2 

Subtotal Commercial Recycling 1,165 2,343 

Resource Recovery Park (Convenience) 1,468 3,139 

Reuse Store 60 120 

C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive 1,504 2,995 

Early Implementation Item TOTAL (West) 4,248 8,724 

Note: Diversion estimates assume participation in all incorporated and unincorporated areas of this region. 
* Reflects additional tons associated with increased public education, outreach, and technical assistance. 

 

Figure 13 – Central Region Additional Diversion Estimates 

Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative Start-Up Mature 

Single-Family Curbside Three Stream Collection: 
  

Single-Stream Recycling 32,561 48,169 

Organics Recycling 0 0 

Single-Family Pub. Ed & Outreach* 3,618 20,644 

Subtotal Single-Family Curbside Three Stream 36,179 68,813 

Multi-Family Recycling Collection 2,241 3,343 

Commercial Recycling: 
  

Mandatory/Universal 23,114 36,149 

Large Generator Technical Assistance * 2,568 15,493 

Large Event & Venue Recycling 13 38 

Subtotal Commercial Recycling 25,695 51,680 

Resource Recovery Park (Convenience) 7,131 24,691 

Reuse Store 360 600 

C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive 0 27,121 

Early Implementation Item TOTAL (Central) 71,607 176,248 

Note: Diversion estimates assume participation in all incorporated and unincorporated areas of this region. 
* Reflects additional tons associated with increased public education, outreach, and technical assistance. 
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Figure 14 – North Central Region Additional Diversion Estimates 

Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative Start-Up Mature 

Single-Family Curbside Three Stream Collection: 
  

Single-Stream Recycling 4,094 7,810 

Organics Recycling 1,960 7,244 

Single-Family Pub. Ed & Outreach* 673 6,452 

Subtotal Single-Family Curbside Three Stream 6,727 21,506 

Multi-Family Recycling Collection 428 638 

Commercial Recycling: 
  

Voluntary 5,709 8,929 

Large Generator Technical Assistance * 634 3,827 

Large Event & Venue Recycling 4 11 

Subtotal Commercial Recycling 6,347 12,766 

Resource Recovery Park (Convenience) 2,007 9,484 

Reuse Store 420 720 

C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive 0 9,634 

Early Implementation Item TOTAL (North Central) 15,929 54,748 

Note: Diversion estimates assume participation in all incorporated and unincorporated areas of this region. 
* Reflects additional tons associated with increased public education, outreach, and technical assistance. 

 

Figure 15 – East Region Additional Diversion Estimates 

Policy, Program, or Facility Alternative Start-Up Mature 

Single-Family Curbside Three Stream Collection: 
  

Single-Stream Recycling 6,341 8,941 

Single-Family Pub. Ed & Outreach* 705 3,832 

Subtotal Single-Family Curbside Three Stream 7,045 12,772 

Multi-Family Recycling Collection 619 924 

Commercial Recycling: 
  

Mandatory/Universal 3,833 5,995 

Large Generator Technical Assistance * 426 2,569 

Large Event & Venue Recycling 3 7 

Subtotal Commercial Recycling 4,262 8,572 

Resource Recovery Park (Convenience) 2,626 5,001 

Reuse Store 120 240 

C&D Recycling/ Price Incentive 3,049 10,570 

Early Implementation Item TOTAL (East) 17,722 38,089 

Note: Diversion estimates assume participation in all incorporated and unincorporated areas of this region. 
* Reflects additional tons associated with increased public education, outreach, and technical assistance. 
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If programs are implemented early in the planning period (i.e., 2010 through 2013) they may be able to 
mature sufficiently to achieve as much as 277,810 tons of diversion from landfill disposal by 2020. 
However, if these “early” implementation programs are implemented, but not well managed and 
expanded (e.g. little or no education and outreach, monitoring, and modifications), they may result in as 
little as 109,505 tons.  Once programs and facilities are in place, it is far more cost effective to improve 
the performance of those programs than to implement additional programs. 

The “early” implementation items selected for the portfolios will likely result in approximately 107,000 
tons less diversion than would be required to achieve the 75% diversion goal established by the working 
groups.  If this goal is to be achieved by 2020, it will be necessary to begin planning and implementation 
of items selected for “later” implementation by 2015.  Residential and commercial food waste 
programs, targeted wet/dry routing, and improved self-haul diversion facilities have been discussed by 
the working groups as likely next steps for achieving the additional diversion needed. 

These planning estimates assume the participation of all incorporated and unincorporated areas within 
each planning region.  To the extent that the Board decides to geographically limit implementation of 
programs in unincorporated areas or that City Councils fail to implement programs in incorporated 
areas, the resulting tonnage may be reduced. 

Evaluation of Options 

The working groups took the lead role in determining what policies, programs, and facilities would form 
their regional planning portfolios. In order to provide an objective and independent evaluation of the 
options, HF&H developed an evaluation matrix to assess the relative merits of each of the alternatives. 
The evaluation criteria and weighting that were used were developed by HF&H based on interviews with 
individual Board members and other major stakeholders during the scoping phase of this project. In 
general, the results of the independent evaluation tend to confirm the selections made by the working 
groups in each region. For example, the working groups generally selected single-family curbside 
recycling, mandatory commercial recycling, and resource recovery park in the early planning phase with 
these alternatives scoring in the top seven of the twenty alternatives evaluated.  The evaluation matrix 
and a detailed description of the evaluation criteria used in the independent evaluation are included as 
Attachment 4.   
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SECTION 5: NEXT STEPS 
At the conclusion of the first phase of the planning process, the Planning Team has identified three key 
next steps which will conclude the planning effort. 

Board Input on Questions and Recommendations 

The Planning Team presents the following four questions and associated recommendations for the 
consideration of the Board. 

1. What should be the objective of the System Plan? 

In compliance with the Board’s guidance for no new landfills, the Planning Team recommends that 
the goal, for planning purposes, of the System Plan should be to achieve a 75% diversion rate by 
2020 by implementing affordable, cost-effective programs and ensuring compliance with the current 
and foreseeable future regulatory requirements related to operating a waste management system.  

2. What basic principles should guide the development of the System Plan? 

In designing the portfolios and developing the specific implementation approach for each program, 
the Planning Team recommends that the following four basic principals be used to guide the process:  

1) Understand and anticipate the legislative and regulatory trends that will impact the 
implementation and execution of the System Plan. 

2) Allow for flexibility over time by using a phased approach to the implementation of programs and 
facilities. 

3) Minimize implementation cost and delays by leveraging existing infrastructure where possible 
and developing facilities which are relatively easy to permit. 

4) Implement programs and facilities which promote the highest value and best use of recyclable 
materials as commodities. 

3. What collection strategies and facility infrastructure should form the foundation of the System 
Plan? 

The Planning Team recommends that the System Plan be based on collecting source separated 
materials from customers and processing materials to promote the highest value of the resulting 
commodity streams (e.g. Clean Material Recovery Facilities and Compost Sites). 

4. What major policy items should be included in the System Plan? 

The Planning Team has considered a number of policies (e.g. Landfill Bans, Local Retailer 
Responsibility, Mandatory MRF First, and C&D Ordinance) and recommends that no formal policies 
or ordinances be adopted by the Board as part of the System Plan.  Instead, the Planning Team 
recommends that the existing Board guidance of “No New Landfills” from the Infrastructure Plan be 
maintained to guide KCWMD. 
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If the Board concurs with the recommendations of the Planning Team, this process will move into the 
second phase which is intended to include more detailed analysis of the cost of the selected programs, 
the funding mechanisms, and the economic strategies that will be used to implement them.  However, if 
the Board provides additional policy direction, the Planning Team will revise the recommendations of 
this phase of the planning process, as appropriate, to respond to the direction of the Board. 

City Council Updates 

Many of the Cities have been involved in the development of the System Plan through the involvement 
of staff or members of their city councils in the Planning Team.  However, it is generally the case that 
this involvement has been limited to one or two individuals per jurisdiction.  If the System Plan is going 
to be successful, it will require a significant multi-jurisdictional coordination.  That is necessarily the case 
because the City Councils have the ability to control and direct the implementation of programs in their 
jurisdiction.  As such, KCWMD staff will coordinate with senior staff at the cities to arrange for a 
presentation to the city council to update them on the status of the planning effort and will solicit their 
continued involvement in the implementation planning stage. 

Implementation Planning 

The second phase of the development of the System Plan involves a series of detailed implementation 
planning issues including: 

 How much will each program cost? 

 How will programs and facilities be funded? 

 Who will own and who will operate facilities and programs? 

 Who will perform public education and outreach activities? 

 What modifications need to be made to existing franchise agreements? 

 What multi-jurisdictional coordination will be needed? 

 How should implementation be sequenced to maximize cost-effectiveness? 

 How will programs be monitored, reviewed, and modified once implemented to maximize cost-
effectiveness? 

Once the Planning Team has addressed these questions, each jurisdiction will have an opportunity to 
determine their level of involvement.  The Planning Team has found that the active involvement of all of 
the stakeholders was instrumental to the success of this first phase of the planning effort.  Therefore, it 
is critical that the County, the cities, and the haulers all remain engaged in this process as a team.  This 
team approach will ensure that the resulting System Plan is truly the best approach for the County and 
reflects the varied insights and perspectives that will make the System Plan successful. 
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Kern County Organics Diversion Strategy 

 
Background 

It has been over 25 years since the passage of Assembly Bill 939 enacted the Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989.  The most widely known provision of AB 939 was the requirement for 
each jurisdiction to divert 25 percent of its waste stream from disposal by January 1, 1995, and 
to divert 50 percent of its waste stream by January 1, 2000.  To inform the Board of Supervisors 
of the challenge ahead and to lay out a strategy to accomplish this feat, the newly formed Kern 
County Waste Management Department (Department) developed and brought to the Board the 
Waste Diversion Plan, Implementing a County-Wide Strategy on December 15, 1992.  The 
Waste Diversion Plan contained a clearly articulated set of diversion goals necessary to guide 
County waste diversion planning efforts.  These goals are: 

1. Implement those programs first that make the most economic and public service sense. 
2. Implement only those programs that would allow the County to comply with the law in a 

prudent, phased, and cost-effective manner. 
3. Maximize the cost-effective life of our existing facilities. 
4. Implement all programs in a manner that maximizes customer satisfaction. 

Over the years, adherence to these goals lead to the implementation of successful, cost-
effective, yet practical recycling programs.  Practical recycling programs which targeted 
diversion of construction and demolition debris and green waste.  Most jurisdictions outside 
Kern County initially implemented curbside recycling which required separate collection and 
significant investment in blue carts and Material Recovery Facilities, targeting only 7 percent of 
the waste stream at a cost of over $100 per diverted ton.  The Kern County approach targeted 
50 percent of the waste stream at a cost of $14 to $29 per diverted ton.  These program 
decisions were reflective of the unique characteristics of the local waste stream, but were made 
possible due to the level of service and stability of the franchise hauling system, the strength 
and structure of the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund, a foundation of established solid waste 
infrastructure, and collaboration with our City partners.  The original Waste Diversion Plan has 
been repeatedly updated with status reports in 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2004, and 2006, 
informing the Board of legislative, regulatory and operational changes.   Implementation of the 
Waste Diversion Plan has resulted in achieving 63 percent waste diversion countywide in 2013. 

Regulation and Legislation 

While the original impetus for waste diversion mandates was the specter of dwindling landfill 
capacity, climate change and the reduction of greenhouse gases is now the primary focus.  The 
passage of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, 
required the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop a Scoping Plan that describes the 
approach California will take to achieve a sharp reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
to achieve the goal of reducing emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. 

Section II.C.15 of the AB 32 Scoping Plan specifically recommends the following measures: 

(Emphasis added) 

Reduce methane emissions at landfills.  Increase waste diversion, composting and other 
beneficial uses of organic materials, and mandate commercial recycling.   

Additionally, Section II.C.15 indicates that “CIWMB will explore the use of incentives for all 
Recycling and Waste Management measures, including for commercial recycling and for local 

Attachment 1 

223

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ab32/ab32.htm


 

2 

jurisdictions to encourage the collection of residentially and commercially-generated food scraps 
for composting and in-vessel anaerobic digestion.” 

AB 341, Mandatory Commercial Recycling was passed and implemented in 2012.  AB 341 
targeted businesses that generate 4 cy/week of cumulative solid waste including recyclables 
and compostable organics, multi-family residential properties with 5 units or more, and 
established a new state strategic goal where, by the year 2020, 75 percent of solid waste 
generated in the stated would be managed solely by source reduction, recycling and 
composting. 

In August 2013, the Department informed the Board of Supervisors that according to 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) Organic Roadmap IV (2011), 
food waste is the largest fraction of compostable material disposed of statewide, comprising five 
million tons annually.  Also, according to CalRecycle, diverting this amount of food waste to 
technologies such as anaerobic digestion and composting, statewide diversion could reach 75 
percent when coupled with Mandatory Commercial Recycling. 

Subsequently, on September 28, 2014, AB 1826, Mandatory Commercial Organic Recycling 
and AB 1594, Green Waste Alternate Daily Cover (ADC) were passed.  AB 1826, Mandatory 
Commercial Organic Recycling requires businesses to recycle/compost organic waste.  The 
legislation employs staged implementation beginning April 1, 2016 and culminating January 1, 
2019.  AB 1826 initially targets businesses that generate 8 cy/week of compostable organic 
waste and expands to include businesses that generate 4 cy/week of cumulative solid waste.   

AB 1594 defines that green waste used as alternate daily cover (ADC) at landfills does not 
constitute diversion through recycling and would be considered disposal as of January 1, 2020.  
While AB 1594 will not significantly impact Kern County, it will significantly impact landfills in 
southern California, where the practice is fairly common.     

The CalRecycle Organic Roadmap II (2008) projected that approximately 100 new and/or 
expanded composting facilities, a 50 percent increase, will be needed to reduce the amount of 
organics in the waste stream by 2020.  Most of these facilities are expected to be sited in the 
Central Valley near agricultural markets.  The State acknowledged that siting organic 
management facilities of any type would be very difficult given the proposed Air District and 
Water Board regulations. 

The cumulative impact of AB 1826 and AB 1594, together with the increased Air District and 
Water Board regulations will significantly increase competition for existing private composting 
capacity, will increase operational costs and flood existing markets.  

Existing Infrastructure and Programs 

As noted above, in the early 1990’s Kern County and the City of Bakersfield targeted green 
waste and wood waste diversion as a primary and necessary component to cost effectively 
meet the original AB 939 diversion mandates.  The following factors informed this decision: 

 A long growing season and large residential parcels resulted in green waste and 
landscape material comprising over 30 percent of the waste stream countywide. 

 The standard frequency of residential trash service was twice per week due to relatively 
high seasonal temperatures. 

 Distinctive to Kern County, garden/landscape services typically include the removal and 
delivery of landscape trimmings to a solid waste/composting facility. 

 The Kern County agricultural industry affords local markets for compost. 
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The City of Bakersfield took the lead to develop the Mt. Vernon Green Waste Facility.  In 1992, 
the County and City entered into a joint agreement to fund the composting facility.  The Mt. 
Vernon Green Waste Facility was instrumental in creating an economic incentive for “clean 
green” waste by rejecting any contaminated yard waste.  Gardeners/landscapers were 
responsible to keep the yard trimmings clean, free of litter and trash, or their loads would be 
rejected.  Rejected green waste would necessitate a longer haul distance to the landfill.  As a 
result, organic recycling of green waste and wood waste in the Metro area has been occurring 
successfully for over 20 years.  In 2000, the County, the City and the franchise haulers 
implemented automated residential refuse collection and curbside collection of green waste.  To 
accomplish this the frequency of service was modified from twice per week refuse collection to 
once per week refuse and once per week green waste collection for minimal additional cost. 

Wood waste diversion was implemented at most County landfills and transfer stations in 1996.  
Wood waste consists of lumber and tree branches.  The material is separated, stockpiled and 
ground.  The ground wood waste is typically sold for biomass fuel to facilities such as Delano 
Energy, or used on-site for erosion control.  Building on the success of the Metro green waste 
program and the County wood waste program, the County expanded green waste diversion at 
the Shafter-Wasco Recycling and Sanitary Landfill (RSLF) in 2003 and the Bena Sanitary 
Landfill (SLF) in 2004.  A list of County facilities that process and divert green waste and wood 
waste is attached as Appendix A. 

The San Joaquin Valley portion of Kern County has the following permitted private composting 
facilities: 

 Community Recycling and Resource Recovery (CRRR) near Arvin,  

 Synagro South Kern Compost Facility near Mettler, and  

 Liberty Composting near Lost Hills.    

CRRR accepts produce waste from large commercial grocers throughout the state as well as 
curbside green waste from the southern California.  Synagro and Liberty, both biosolids 
composting facilities, primarily accept green waste from southern California.  Both facilities have 
a Conditional Use Permit requirement to retain 10 percent of their permitted capacity to accept 
green waste or wood waste from Kern County jurisdictions. 

Green waste from the Shafter-Wasco RSLF was initially transferred to Liberty Composting at a 
charge.  The Department currently utilizes the Synagro Facility at no charge.  Recently, the 
Department has implemented green waste screening and processing at the Shafter-Wasco 
RSLF to meet the more stringent acceptance criteria of the Synagro Compost Facility.  It should 
be noted that typically, the private facilities do not accept self-haul organic waste nor do they 
accept non-screened or processed green waste collected straight from the curb. 

A map of the network of public and private green waste processing/composting facilities is 
attached in Appendix B. 

Funding and Program Considerations 

In the state of California, the responsibility for providing adequate solid waste disposal capacity 
and services is assigned by the State to the County, while the responsibility for implementing 
recycling programs and achieving diversion mandates is assigned to individual jurisdictions.  In 
most jurisdictions, public and private solid waste facilities charge a gate fee to cover the cost of 
facility operations for landfills, transfer stations, composting facilities, and recycling facilities.  
Residential and commercial customers pay the gate fee either through their collection/hauling 
services or directly at the gate of the facility.  In the early 1990s, concerns over the increased 
cost of recycling and waste management services and the potential unintended consequence of 
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illegal dumping, prompted the Board of Supervisors to adopt a system by which residential 
parcels pay a Land Use Fee (LUF) collected on the tax roll, and commercial customers pay a 
Gate Fee (GF).   The system incentivized businesses to recycle and discouraged illegal 
dumping by residents.  The LUF/GF system was implemented countywide and taken together 
creates the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund.  For the last 25 years, the Solid Waste Enterprise 
Fund has provided stable funding for the construction, operation and eventual closure of the 
landfills, transfer stations, and special waste facilities countywide, as well as the remediation 
and maintenance of the legacy burn dumps.  

As diversion programs were initially developed, the County developed and operated diversion 
programs at landfills and transfer stations that were available to all residents and businesses, 
and cities developed and funded their individual programs.  Therefore, when that City of 
Bakersfield developed the Mt. Vernon Green Waste Facility, the City and County entered into a 
long-standing agreement in which the City operated the facility and paid for city customers and 
the County contributed the pro-rated cost share for County customers.  While this arrangement 
has worked to date because of the economies of scale created by the partnership of the County 
and the City in the Metro Bakersfield area, it has created certain inequities.  Eventually, several 
of the outlying cities asked to utilize the Shafter-Wasco RSLF green waste diversion program for 
their curbside green waste programs.  In an attempt to be consistent with the City of Bakersfield 
agreement, the Department requested the cities pay their pro-rated portion of the program cost.  
The cities initially declined this request which has stymied the development of organic diversion 
programs in the outlying areas.  With pressure mounting from CalRecycle for certain cities to 
seriously tackle curbside residential green waste or face compliance orders, the cities need 
access to centrally located, cost-effective programs.   Similarly, with the passage of AB 1826, 
both city haulers and franchise haulers will eventually need to develop commercial organic 
collection routes and will need access to organic facilities. 

In August 2013, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2013 Kern County Solid Waste 
Infrastructure Plan which identified and designated the necessary facilities to provide the 
organic diversion programs.  As indicated in the Infrastructure Plan, the Mt. Vernon Green 
Waste Facility is currently providing excellent service to Metro Bakersfield.  The Shafter-Wasco 
RSLF and Bena SLF have the ability to expand organic processing and service the valley 
communities, and the Mojave-Rosamond RSLF is ideally suited to provide similar services to 
the desert region. 

Therefore, the Department believes it is in the best interest of the public to develop centrally 
located organic programs with a critical mass of green waste and wood waste to achieve cost 
effective organic processing and diversion for both residential and commercial customers.  The 
Department can best achieve this by working together with the cities and the franchise haulers 
to handle as much of the organic waste stream within the County solid waste system and fee 
structure as possible.  To accomplish this and resolve the inequities created by the existing 
policy of having each jurisdiction pay their pro rata share of curbside green waste processing 
while at the same time paying the Land Use Fee, the Department recommends that curbside 
green waste be accepted at the Mt. Vernon Green Waste Facility and at designated Kern 
County facilities at no charge and that the cost of processing and diversion be paid for by the 
Solid Waste Enterprise Fund.  This will increase the County’s pro rata share for the Mt. Vernon 
Green Waste Facility.   But more importantly, this policy change is consistent with the transition 
from an emphasis on solid waste disposal to a confirmation of integrated waste management. 

In the future, if the existing and proposed programs do not adequately divert sufficient volumes 
of organic waste from disposal, the County may need to consider implementing an economic 
incentive for residents and businesses, by charging for green waste at disposal sites.  
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“Chargeable” green waste could mean charging gardeners/landscaper for green waste disposal 
whether the green waste was generated from residential or commercial parcels.  The 
Department realizes that a “chargeable” green waste policy may have unintended 
consequences that are not currently recognized, such as increased illegal dumping, increased 
contamination, and the need to develop separate commercial green waste collection.  A 
“chargeable” green waste policy is also currently contrary to procedures at the Mt. Vernon 
Green Waste Facility.  However, if the State implements an outright ban on the disposal of 
organic waste, as previously threatened, a “chargeable” green waste policy for disposal may be 
an appropriate tool to effect the needed change.  The Department intends to keep this option 
open, but recognizes that a shift to “chargeable” green waste would be a significant change and 
needs further evaluation. 

Development and Expansion of Green Waste Processing and Composting 

Countywide, 72 percent of households currently have access to curbside green waste collection.  
Additionally, new curbside green waste collection programs are planned for certain Universal 
Collection Areas  Cities are expected to implement curbside green waste programs provided 
they have convenient access to organics processing at no additional charge. 

In the case of green waste, the Department proposes to enhance the capability and capacity to 
handle all residential green waste, including curbside collection programs, through existing 
facilities.  The City of Bakersfield Green Waste Facility at Mt. Vernon is currently capable of 
processing and composting all residential curbside green waste collected in the Metro 
Bakersfield area as well as all residential and commercial green waste self-hauled to the facility.   

The Department proposes to expand green waste processing and screening at the Shafter-
Wasco, Bena and Mojave-Rosamond Landfills.  Screened and consolidated green waste will 
then be transferred to the nearest composting facilities, as long as composting capacity is 
available through other facilities.  It is projected that composting capacity will become 
increasingly scarce as AB 1826 and AB 1594 are phased-in statewide; therefore, the 
Department recommends developing full composting capability in the short term at the Shafter-
Wasco RSLF.  Eventually, composting capability may be warranted at the Mojave-Rosamond 
RSLF.  This would likely be dependent on developing cost effective regional partnerships.  

Green Waste Expansion Program Services 
 

 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 

Shafter-Wasco 
Processing and 

Transfer 
Processing 

and Transfer 
Composting Composting 

Bena 
Processing and 

Transfer 
Processing 

and Transfer 
Processing 

and Transfer 
Processing and 

Transfer 

Mojave-Rosamond   
Processing 

and Transfer 
Processing and 

Transfer 

 
The Department has developed cost projections to implement the proposed organic waste 
program expansion as well as the increase in expenditures for the Mt. Vernon Green Waste 
Facility.  The costs and expenditures have been factored into the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund 
15-year financial forecast.  The following table presents the short-term implementation costs by 
general category and fiscal year. 
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Green Waste Expansion Program Costs 
 

 FY 15/16 FY 16/17 FY 17/18 FY 18/19 Total 

Capital $1,600,000 $6,760,000 $1,050,000 $0 $9,410,000 

Labor $0 $451,120 $631,720 $631,720 Annual/Ongoing 

Maintenance 15,000 $90,000 $120,000 $120,000 Annual/Ongoing 

Transport  $50,000 $150,000 $150,000 Annual/Ongoing 

Mt. Vernon $1,000,000 $1,100,000 $1,200,000 $1,200,000 Annual/Ongoing 

Revenue  $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 Annual/Ongoing 

Total $1,615,000 $8,360,870 $3,151,470 $1,851,720  

 
Incorporating the existing residential curbside green waste programs into the Solid Waste 
Enterprise Fund is estimated to cover the cost of 109,000 tons per year of existing diversion. 
Implementing the expanded green waste diversion program is estimated to incorporate an 
additional 65,500 tons per year of green waste diversion at a total aggregate unit cost of 
$29/ton.  Cost estimates are conservatively high.  The Solid Waste Enterprise Fund 15-year 
financial forecast projects that long-term implementation of the Green Waste Expansion 
Program will necessitate requesting the Board to approve cost of living adjustments estimated at 
3 percent for four consecutive years in FY 23/24 through FY 26/27 to maintain an available fund 
balance of $10 million in any one fiscal year.  No other rate adjustments are projected prior to 
FY 23/24 for the Solid Waste Enterprise System. However, it should be noted that there are 
other legislative and industry dynamics that could additionally impact the Integrated Waste 
Management System. The Department will continue to be watchful and recommend adjustments 
as necessary. 

Organic Recycling Challenges 

With the existing hauling, processing and biomass infrastructure in Kern County, the County is 
well positioned to address the demands of Mandatory Commercial Organic Recycling for wood 
waste, and there is no need for expansion plans.  However, there are indications that current 
wood waste markets may decline as the power purchase agreements of biomass facilities, such 
as Delano Energy, near expiration, and they have to compete with wind and solar projects under 
the Renewable Portfolio Standard.  A decline in the biomass market will shift the diversion of 
urban and agricultural wood waste from biomass, a revenue generator, to composting at 
increased cost. 

Additionally, food waste processing presents new challenges and opportunities.  Food waste 
has a high intrinsic energy value for conversion to biogas coupled with significant odor 
challenges.  While vegetative food waste can be traditionally composted along with green waste 
and wood waste, protein based food waste such as meat, fish, chicken and eggs can create 
odor issues when composted if not carefully managed. 

To accommodate food waste, the City of Bakersfield has been conducting pilot/ demonstration 
composting projects over the last three years to modify the configuration of traditional windrows 
to Aerated Static Piles.  Transitioning windrows to Aerated Static Piles shows great potential to 
conserve operational space, conserve water use, and also appears to allow existing composting 
facilities to meet the Air District and Water Board standards while accommodating more food 
waste.   It is currently uncertain whether new/expanding facilities will be able take advantage of 
the Aerated Static Pile system, or whether new/expanding facilities will be held to a more 
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stringent standard, such as an in-vessel composting system.  For the purposes of projecting the 
costs to expand the green waste program, the Department used the more conservative 
estimates of an in-vessel composting system at the Shafter-Wasco Integrated Waste 
Management Facility. 

It is fairly certain that given the aim of AB 1826, to define compostable organics as food waste, 
green waste, landscape and pruning waste, wood waste and food-soiled paper waste that is 
mixed in with food waste, there will be pressure in the future to utilize existing curbside green 
waste collection to incorporate some food waste and food-soiled paper.  The City of Arvin 
implemented this change in 2003 in an effort to meet the original AB 939 mandates.  The Arvin 
curbside organic waste was initially composted at the Community Recycling and Resource 
Recovery Facility near Arvin, but is currently being composted at the Mt. Vernon Green Waste 
Facility. 

While the existing private facilities of Synagro, Liberty and Community Recycling and Resource 
Recovery Facility are not currently permitted to accept the full range of food waste, it is expected 
that most private facilities are investigating ways to accommodate food waste and will pursue 
permit amendments to handle food waste in the near future.  However, given the increasing 
demand and competition for composting capacity, the County cannot assume and depend on 
private facilities providing cost-effective composting capacity for the entire compostable organic 
waste stream in the County.  Fortunately, existing County solid waste infrastructure is suited to 
meet this demand as needed.  The Department proposes to work with our partners and continue 
to research and analyze options to best meet the food waste diversion challenge. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The Waste Management Department is committed to constantly improving the way in which we 
manage the County’s waste stream and recognizes that organic waste management is the next 
big challenge.  Over the last 25 years, the recycling, composting and disposal infrastructure 
have become truly integrated, and are poised to expand and evolve to meet the legislative 
mandates of AB 1826 and AB 1594.  The Department believes it is in the best interests of the 
public to develop centrally located organic programs with a critical mass of green waste and 
wood waste to achieve cost effective organic processing and diversion for both residential and 
commercial customers.  The Department has developed this plan to address the organic 
processing challenge. 

To accomplish this and resolve inequities created by existing policy, the Department 
recommends that curbside green waste be accepted at the Mt. Vernon Green Waste Facility 
and at designated Kern County facilities at no charge and that the cost of processing and 
diversion be paid for by the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund.  This policy will strengthen the Solid 
Waste Enterprise Fund, promote organic recycling, and is consistent with the transition from an 
emphasis on solid waste disposal to a confirmation of integrated waste management.

 

I:\CLERICAL\Admin_WMD\Reports\2015 OrganicStrategy - BoS.docx  
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APPENDIX A 

 

Kern County Solid Waste Facilities 

Existing Green Waste and Wood Waste Programs  

 

 
 
 

 Green Waste Wood Waste  

Bena Landfill X X 

Boron Landfill   

Kern Valley TS  X 

Lebec TS X X 

McFarland/Delano TS X X 

Mojave-Rosamond  X 

Ridgecrest Landfill  X 

Shafter-Wasco Landfill X X 

Taft Landfill X X 

Tehachapi Landfill  X 
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2013 Kern County Solid Waste Infrastructure Plan 
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2013 KERN COUNTY 
SOLID WASTE INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN 

 
Background 

The Kern County Waste Management Department (Department) recognizes that solid waste 
facility siting, operations and closure are significant commitments of County resources.  The 
Department is committed to constantly improving the way in which we manage the County’s 
waste stream.  In 1992, the Department developed the original Solid Waste Infrastructure 
Plan in which regulatory trends from the previous 30 years were evaluated and related to the 
County’s experience in owning and operating landfills.  The purpose of the Infrastructure Plan 
is to thoughtfully develop a comprehensive facility plan to handle the current and future solid 
waste needs of Kern County while attempting to anticipate and minimize future liabilities.  The 
Department concluded that the economies of scale resulting from fewer, but larger, disposal 
sites would result in more cost effective disposal operations and limit future liability. 
 
In 1995, the Department proposed consolidating 14 disposal sites down to five (5) regional 
disposal sites as a bold, yet prudent, move.  In 2005, the Department further refined its 
strategy to limit risk and minimize future liabilities by committing to the following: 

1. Site no new sanitary landfills; instead, expand existing disposal facilities only; 

2. Further consolidate disposal sites down to three regional disposal sites; and 

3. Protect landfill from encroachment of incompatible land uses by acquiring buffer 
zones around disposal sites. 

Historically, Kern County has viewed disposal operations as a system, even though facilities 
are operated independently of one another.  The original Infrastructure Plan networked the 
overall system of transfer stations and regional disposal sites to realize the efficiency, stability 
and security of an integrated waste management system.  The Solid Waste Infrastructure 
Plan (1995 Infrastructure Plan) was first adopted by the Board of Supervisors on August 1, 
1995 and provided a blueprint for the Countywide Siting Element.  The 2005 Solid Waste 
Infrastructure Plan (2005 Infrastructure Plan) updated the 1995 Infrastructure Plan.  This 
document updates assumptions as well as the objectives of the 2005 Infrastructure Plan, 
provides a status update for each objective, outlines emerging issues and system impacts, 
and updates the implementation schedule.  Lastly, the 2013 Kern County Solid Waste 
Infrastructure Plan (2013 Infrastructure Plan) outlines a series of recommendations for the 
Board of Supervisors' consideration. 
 

Planning Periods 

The 1995 and 2005 Infrastructure Plans set forth goals for the short-, medium-, and long-term 
planning periods and scheduled the phasing of implementation.  The 1995 and 2005 
Infrastructure Plan’s planning periods were as follows: 

 Short Term…………Year 1990 to 2000 (complete) 

 Medium Term………Year 2001 to 2020 

 Long Term………….Year 2021 to 2040 
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The 2013 Infrastructure Plan will amend these planning periods to provide for future 
amendments. 

Period I…………….Year 1990 to 2000 (complete) 

Period II……………Year 2000 to 2010 (complete) 

Period III……………Year 2010 to 2020 (in progress) 

Period IV……………Year 2020 to 2030 

Period V…………….Year 2030 to 2040 

Assumptions 

The previous Kern County Solid Waste Infrastructure Plans were based on the following 
major assumptions: 

A1 The level of County solid waste services will be balanced/equalized. 

A2 Existing permitted landfill capacity will be fully utilized. 

A3 The respective Annual Capacity Report provides the basis for growth 
projections and capacity utilization. 

A4 The combination of Land Use Fee, Gate Fee and Certificates of Participation 
(COP) will allow the Department to fund the capital projects proposed by the 
Infrastructure Plan, while keeping fees to a minimum. 

The 2013 Infrastructure Plan proposes to amend assumption A4 and eliminate the financing 
of capital projects through the issuance of COP. 

As discussed above, the Department recognizes that solid waste facility siting, operations 
and closure are significant commitments of County resources.  Solid waste landfills require 
decades to site and permit, sizable financial reserves to construct and a substantial financial 
assurance mechanism to maintain in perpetuity.  While many jurisdictions are responsible for 
one or two solid waste facilities, Kern County is responsible for seven active landfills, 
eight closed landfills, seven transfer stations, three special waste facilities and 43 burn 
dumps. 

Scheduling and financing the myriad of capital projects, as well as ongoing solid waste 
operations, is a daunting and complicated task but it is necessary to assure adequate funding 
and stable rates.  The Department invests significant staff resources in developing and 
maintaining a minimum 10-year financial forecast and modeling various scenarios to optimize 
capital investment and operational efficiency.  As a result of this extensive financial forecast 
and modeling tool, the Department was able to demonstrate to the Board of Supervisors in 
2011 that significant savings could be realized by avoiding debt financing of future capital 
projects.  The Board of Supervisors approved fee increases over two fiscal years to provide 
the additional revenue necessary to fully fund future capital projects.  The Department has 
committed to eliminate the issuance of COPs as a future funding mechanism.  Therefore, the 
Department recommends amending Assumption 4 as follows: 

A4 The combination of Land Use Fee and Gate Fee will allow the Department to 
fund the capital projects proposed by the Infrastructure Plan, while keeping fees 
to a minimum. 
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Goals and Objectives 

The primary goal of the Kern County Solid Waste Infrastructure Plan is to project the future 
solid waste facility needs of Kern County.  Kern County must accomplish this while 
responsibly addressing environmental, social, political and economic issues associated with 
developing, operating, and maintaining solid waste facilities.  Specific objectives updated and 
addressed in the 2013 Infrastructure Plan include: 

O1 Provide disposal capacity for at least 15 years for municipal solid waste; 

O2 Respond to growth and waste generation spatial distribution; 

O3 Assess facility options to achieve and maintain mandated source reduction and 
recycling goals; 

O4 Assess facility options to provide adequate Household Hazardous Waste 
(HHW) collection and processing countywide; 

O5 Balance level of service with economic and environmental constraints; and 

O6 Develop a facility implementation schedule. 

A status update for each objective is discussed below. 
 
O1 PROVIDE DISPOSAL CAPACITY FOR AT LEAST 15 YEARS FOR MUNICIPAL 

SOLID WASTE 

Annually, the Department updates and calculates municipal landfill capacity to assess the 
permitted disposal capacity in Kern County.  Since 1990, the Department, together with the 
cities, landfill operators and haulers, have taken a number of steps to extend the capacity at 
Kern County landfills.  As a result, many landfills have been able to operate up to 15 years 
longer than originally anticipated, maximizing the investment in existing facilities and 
postponing the need for replacement facilities.  The primary reasons for extended life at 
Kern County landfills are as follows: 

 Improved air space density as a result of better waste compaction and operations; 

 Implementation of Alternate Daily Cover programs, using tarps in lieu of soil cover; 

 Approval to vertically expand the Ridgecrest, Shafter-Wasco, Taft and Tehachapi 
landfills; 

 Approval to expand the Mojave-Rosamond Landfill; and 

 Effective waste diversion and recycling programs. 
 
The 2013 Infrastructure Plan builds on data from the 2013 Capacity Study to project what 
facilities will be required in the future to ensure that Kern County residents and businesses 
have sufficient long-term disposal capacity (see Appendix A, "Kern County Disposal 
Capacity").  Utilizing the 2013 Capacity Study, current countywide permitted capacity is 
estimated to provide Kern County with approximately 37 years of disposal capacity.  The full 
countywide master-planned capacity approved in California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) documents is estimated to provide Kern County approximately 127 years of disposal 
capacity. 
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O2 RESPOND TO GROWTH AND WASTE SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION 

Solid waste facility growth projections were developed in the 1990s and are tracked on an 
annual basis.  From 2000 through 2005, receipt of waste at certain facilities increased faster 
than projections and faster than population growth.  Starting in 2006, coincident with the 
economic recession, receipt of waste sharply declined 17% over four consecutive years, 
slowing in 2010.  The Department develops trend analysis on a site-specific basis, considers 
new and/or pending legislation, and tracks several chief indicators to forecast disposal 
capacity utilization. 
 
Despite the recent economic recession, the Department continues to forecast that four areas 
of the County have the greatest potential for significant growth.  These areas include 
Rosamond, Tehachapi, Metro Bakersfield and the Interstate 5 corridor from Highway 99 
through Tejon Ranch.  The Department has worked diligently to optimize the disposal 
capacity and amend the operating permits at key facilities to provide for future growth. 
 
However, the Interstate 5 corridor from Highway 99 through Tejon Ranch and southwest 
Bakersfield are not ideally serviced by any existing waste management facility.  If growth and 
development continues, the Department projects that a new transfer station will be needed to 
service this area sometime after 2020.  The Department also anticipates there will likely be a 
need to expand the Lebec Transfer Station to address the projected development of Tejon 
Mountain Village and other growth in the area. 
 
The Department’s approach to growth and development will continue to include: 

 Active involvement in the planning process for all new development for both 
incorporated and unincorporated areas; 

 Recommend mitigation measures for all large projects/developments; 

 Require Universal Collection for all large new developments in the unincorporated 
area, depending on feasibility; and 

 Incorporate curbside recycling and/or greenwaste services into Universal Collection 
Areas, as applicable. 

 
O3 ASSESS FACILITY OPTIONS TO MAINTAIN AND ACHIEVE MANDATED 

DIVERSION GOALS 

The passage of the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) mandating waste 
diversion resulted in the early development of diversion infrastructure, including the following: 

 Diversion programs at County landfills and transfer stations; 

 Tehachapi Recycling - Material Recovery Facility; 

 Composting at the City of Bakersfield’s Mt. Vernon Facility; and 

 Construction and Demolition recycling by Granite Construction and Metropolitan 
Recycling Corporation (MRC). 

The Non-Disposal Facility Element of the County Integrated Waste Management Plan 
identifies the public and private facilities located in Kern County supporting recycling and 
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diversion programs.  Recycling and waste diversion facilities located within Kern County and 
identified in the Kern County Non-Disposal Facility Element are listed in Appendix B. 

While a variety of facilities are located in Kern County, several cities contract for refuse 
collection and recycling services with private haulers which utilize recycling facilities that are 
located in other counties (i.e., Fresno County and Los Angeles County).  Recycling and 
waste diversion facilities not located in Kern County, but utilized by Kern County jurisdictions, 
are also listed in Appendix B. 

With the passage of AB 341 (Chesbro) in 2011, a new state goal was established where, by 
the year 2020, 75% of solid waste generated in the state would be managed solely by source 
reduction, recycling and composting.  CalRecycle is currently developing a plan for achieving 
this new statewide goal to be submitted to the Legislature by January 2014.  For calendar 
year 2011, the most current year of approved diversion reporting, the County unincorporated 
area had achieved 62.5% waste diversion, and the County and cities combined had achieved 
62.8% waste diversion. 

AB 341 also required that Mandatory Commercial Recycling (MCR) and Mandatory Multi-
Family Residential Recycling be implemented by July 1, 2012.  In response to AB 341, the 
County approved an MCR ordinance in 2012 to encourage compliance and facilitate 
monitoring of MCR.  The County also approved implementation of mandatory residential 
curbside recycling in the Metro Bakersfield area and implementation of voluntary residential 
curbside recycling in the remainder of the unincorporated County.  In anticipation of the 
passage of AB 341, several additional source separated recycling/processing facilities have 
been developed or expanded.  In the metropolitan Bakersfield area, MRC, Inc., BARC and 
RockTenn, Inc., all provide recyclable and processing services.  American Refuse, operating 
the Carousel Recycling facility in Wasco, provides service to northwest Kern County. 

Currently, convenient solid waste collection services (including recycling and greenwaste 
collection and processing) have expanded throughout the County.  Appendix C, "Residential 
Solid Waste Collection Services", indicates the availability of curbside solid waste collection 
services countywide.  As of July 2013, mandatory or voluntary curbside recycling is available 
to 98% of the countywide population.  Similarly, mandatory or voluntary curbside greenwaste 
collection is available to 72% of the countywide residential population. 

The existing and recently expanded recycling infrastructure is projected to fully support the 
new MCR and Mandatory Multi-Family Residential Recycling, as well as the expanded 
mandatory and voluntary residential curbside programs.  The Department recommends 
evaluating the effects of the full implementation of the above new programs prior to 
identifying new infrastructure to meet the 75% statewide goal.  That said, the Department 
continues to track legislative and industry trends.  According to Department of Resources 
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) Organic Roadmap IV (2011), food waste is the largest 
fraction of compostable material disposed of statewide, comprising five million tons annually.  
Also, according to CalRecycle, diverting this amount of food waste to technologies such as 
anaerobic digestion and composting, statewide diversion could reach 75% when coupled with 
MCR.  Draft legislation currently proposes to require mandatory organic (greenwaste and 
food waste) composting as early as 2018, and require existing solid waste facilities to provide 
organics programs. 
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The Metro Bakersfield area is currently served by the City of Bakersfield composting facility 
co-located with the Mt. Vernon Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The Mt. Vernon greenwaste 
facility is ideally suited to implement anaerobic digestion for food waste.  Similarly, the 

Department has been operating a valley-wide greenwaste diversion program included at the 
Shafter-Wasco Recycling and Sanitary Landfill for many years.  The program transports 
greenwaste, collected from individual customer loads, to composting facilities elsewhere in 
Kern County.  The Shafter-Wasco facility has the space and centralized location to expand 
the program, if warranted, including composting on site. 

In addition to recycling and composting, there are existing and emerging technologies that 
can significantly reduce waste disposal by converting the waste to energy.  Some of these 
technologies involve incineration of the waste and others limit oxygen to avoid combustion.  
Technologies that make the conversion without combustion are generally referred to as 
conversion technologies.  In some cases, the preparation takes place in one location and the 
actual energy conversion takes place at another.  The Department, for purposes of this Plan, 
will refer to the full range of these technologies as advanced/conversion technologies.  These 
technologies have the potential to reduce waste disposal by as much as 80%. 

Some of the key issues affecting the application of the advanced/conversion technologies are 
cost, environmental impact, reliability and whether CalRecycle will recognize the process as 
diversion or disposal.  Despite these issues, the Department believes there is a lot of 
potential for one or more of these technologies to warrant application in the County system at 
some point.  To this end, the Department has reserved sufficient space at the Bena, Mojave-
Rosamond and Shafter-Wasco Recycling and Sanitary Landfills to accommodate 
advanced/conversion technology projects. 

It is the Department’s intention to rename these three facilities as Integrated Waste 
Management Facilities (IWMF) in recognition of the full range of service they can provide:  
recycling, household hazardous waste, composting, advanced/conversion technology and 
disposal.  These three facilities are ideally located for regional support in the valley and 
desert. 
 
O4 ASSESS FACILITY OPTIONS TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE HOUSEHOLD 

HAZARDOUS WASTE (HHW) COLLECTION AND PROCESSING COUNTYWIDE 

In 1991, the Department prepared the Household Hazardous Waste Element (HHWE) of the 
Integrated Waste Management Plan.  At the same time, the incorporated cities developed 
individual HHWEs designating the Department as the lead agency to design and implement 
HHW programs throughout the County, with funding provided by the Solid Waste Enterprise 
Fund.  From 1990 through 1995, the Department conducted periodic one-day collection 
events throughout the County.  A One-day collection event was held in Metro Bakersfield 
every "odd" year and small one-day collection events were held in the outlying areas every 
"even" year. 

In 1995, the Department sited and permitted the Metro Bakersfield Special Waste Facility 
(SWF).  Subsequently, the Department permitted permanent satellite facilities at the Mojave 
Airport (2005) and the Ridgecrest Landfill (2009).  While the Metro Bakersfield SWF is 
opened four days per week to residents and businesses, the Mojave and Ridgecrest facilities 
are scaled down facilities that operate one day per month for residents and one day per 
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month for businesses.  Satellite facilities allow the Department to provide frequent, periodic 
collection events on a set schedule, for which residents and businesses can anticipate and 
plan.  A satellite facility provides equipment storage, eliminating the need to mobilize and de-
mobilize for each collection event, saving staff resources.  Most importantly, the satellite 
facility provides a safe, controlled environment for the collection of hazardous waste.  
Hazardous waste collected is categorized and transported to the Metro Bakersfield SWF for 
processing, consolidation and distribution/shipping. 

Currently, in addition to the permanent SWFs, the Department continues to conduct eight 
one-day collection events annually:  Kern Valley TS (2), Lebec TS (2), and the 
Tehachapi SLF (6).  As these facilities are replaced or upgraded, the Department will assess 
the need to provide small satellite SWFs at each location.  Similarly, the Department will 
assess the need and efficiency of relocating the Mojave SWF from the Mojave Airport to the 
Mojave-Rosamond IWMF once the regional facility is constructed. 

The Department continues to provide full special waste collection services countywide.  The 
programs have been expanded to include sharps, pharmaceuticals, e-waste and universal 
waste (fluorescent tubes and batteries).  The Department continues to leverage the existing 
infrastructure to provide full integrated waste management services. 
 
O5 BALANCE LEVEL OF SERVICE WITH ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSTRAINTS 

The 2005 Infrastructure Plan recognized as an objective to "balance the level of service with 
economic and environmental constraints."  The Infrastructure Plan recognized that one 
standard of service applied to all County solid waste facilities was not realistic.  For example, 
keeping all facilities open 10 hours per day, 360 days per year when some facilities received 
as much as 1,000 tons and 373 vehicles per day while others received only 11 tons and 
47 vehicles per day, was not prudent or practical.  In 2001, the Department conducted an 
evaluation and held a series of public meetings to discuss facility usage and operational 
efficiency.  As a result, the operating days and hours of each facility were tailored to 
community demand and customer usage; for example, the Bena Landfill is operated 
56 hours/seven days per week, with an additional 11 hours reserved for franchise haulers.  
By contrast, the Keene Transfer Station is open 20 hours/three days per week. 

Additionally, the Department evaluated service area, facility location and customer travel time 
on a system-wide basis.  While most facilities were intentionally sited in the early 1970s to 
provide reasonable access for self-haulers from each service area, the closure of the China 
Grade Landfill and the siting of the Bena Landfill, the growth in Metro Bakersfield and the 
implementation of Universal Refuse Collection significantly changed waste-shed dynamics.  
For example, the City of Arvin and community of Lamont, originally serviced by the 
Arvin Landfill, are geographically closer than downtown Bakersfield to the Bena Landfill and 
are covered by mandatory refuse collection.  Similarly, transfer stations such as Caliente and 
Buttonwillow were less than ten miles from regional facilities, but with no mandatory refuse 
collection.  The data indicated that 98% of the Kern County population could be serviced by a 
facility with no more than a "30-minute" drive.  With 80% of the Kern County population 
required to have mandatory refuse collection, at a cost of approximately $200 per parcel per 
year, it was concluded that sustaining the operation of small facilities to provide convenient 
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service to residents that could subscribe to refuse collection services or had reasonably close 
alternative facilities (less than 30-minute drive) was not warranted. 

As a result, the Department recommended no replacement of the Arvin Landfill when the 
facility reached capacity in 2003.  Additionally, when Universal Refuse Collection was 
implemented in Lost Hills, the Department recommended closure of the Lost Hills Transfer 
Station.  In 2010, as part of a number of cost cutting measures, the Department 
recommended closure of the Buttonwillow, Caliente, Keene and Randsburg Transfer 
Stations.  Following a series of public meetings, Universal Refuse Collection was 
implemented in the Buttonwillow community and the transfer station was closed.  The 
Caliente Transfer Station was also closed with residents utilizing the Loraine-Twin Oaks 
Transfer Station, Keene Transfer Station or Bena Landfill.  But the communities near the 
Keene and Randsburg Transfer Stations, which have access to alternate facilities but where 
Universal Refuse Collection is difficult in some cases, elected to financially support the 
continued operation of the transfer station as an alternative to curbside collection or self-
hauling to an alternate facility (less than 30-minute drive). 

Evaluating the service level and customer travel time also led the Department to analyze the 
load size accepted at transfer stations.  For example, the McFarland-Delano Transfer Station 
is located 24 miles from the Shafter-Wasco Landfill with a travel time of 35 minutes, while the 
Kern Valley Transfer Station is located 55 miles from the Ridgecrest Landfill with a travel time 
of over one hour.  The Department determined that transferring small loads, such as pickup 
trucks and small trailers, is cost effective in both cases while transferring large loads such as 
packer trucks and dump trucks is only cost effective in the case of Kern Valley.  As a result, 
all loads are accepted at the Kern Valley Transfer Station while the McFarland-Delano 
Transfer Station has a limit of 20 cubic yards.  The Department informally refers to these 
transfer stations with limitations on inbound vehicle volume as "self-haul" transfer stations. 

Therefore, by applying a reasonable standard for facility operation and refuse collection 
services, the following have been implemented to balance the level of waste handling 
services and waste collection services: 

 Tailor days and hours of operation commensurate with community demand and 
usage; 

 Limit volume of waste accepted at transfer stations based on haul distance to 
nearest disposal site; 

 Implement a "30-minute" travel standard for small volume customers as a guideline 
for facility retention/siting; 

 Provide communities with options to elect alternate levels of service when 
appropriate; and 

 Implement Universal Refuse Collection as appropriate. 
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Facility Modification and Consolidation 

Facility Year Action/Alternate Facility or Service 

McFarland-Delano TS  2001 Limited to small volume loads (< 20 CY) 

Arvin Landfill  2003 Closed - Redirected to Bena Landfill 

Lost Hills TS  2004 Closed - Universal Collection Implemented 

Buttonwillow TS 2011 Closed - Universal Collection/Shafter-Wasco SLF 

Caliente TS 2011 Closed - Bena Landfill or Keene TS 

Keene TS 2011 Retained - Alternate Universal Collection 

Randsburg TS 2011 Retained - Alternate Universal Collection 

 

Consistent with these policies, the Department proposes to maintain the level of service in 
the Tehachapi area by replacing the Tehachapi Landfill, which is projected to reach capacity 
in March 2017, with a self-haul transfer station on the existing site.  However, to optimize 
disposal facility operations and postpone capital expenditures, the Department proposes to 
re-direct the Tehachapi waste stream to the Bena Landfill, rather than the Mojave-Rosamond 
Landfill as identified in the 2005 Infrastructure Plan.  The Department projects that this 
realignment will save the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund approximately $260,000 per year in 
operational costs and postpone the expenditure of approximately $12 million in capital 
improvements over a three-year period. 
 
O6 DEVELOP A FACILITY IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

The Infrastructure Plan provides the Board of Supervisors with a tentative schedule for 
existing facility closure and new facility construction.  Operational efficiencies and facility 
expansions continue to result in extending the capacity and site life at many facilities.  The 
Department continues to update the Landfill Capacity Report on an annual basis and will 
update the Infrastructure Plan as needed. 

Facility Extended Capacity 

Facility 

2005 Projected 
Closure Date 

Permitted Disposal 
Capacity 

2013 Projected 
Closure Date 

Permitted/(Site) 
Capacity 

Bena RSLF 2039 2046/2155* 

Boron SLF 2031 2040 

Mojave-Rosamond RSLF 2015 2024/2129* 

Ridgecrest RSLF 2014 2050 

Shafter-Wasco RSLF 2028 2058 

Taft RSLF 2045 2079 
Tehachapi RSLF 2008 2017 

 
* Closure Date represents the projection based on the capacity listed in the CEQA documents for the 

entire landfill site. 
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PERIOD I (1990-2000): 

The Department has implemented the 1995 Infrastructure Plan.  While operational efficiency 
resulted in extending the capacity at many sites, as these sites eventually reached capacity 
they were closed.  During the short term planning period, six landfills reached capacity, 
five landfills were replaced with transfer stations, and the China Grade SLF was replaced with 
the Bena SLF. 

PHASE I (1990-2000) 
1990 FACILITY STATUS 

Transfer Stations Active Landfills Special Waste Closed Landfills 

Caliente (1974) Arvin   
Keene (1974) Boron   
Lor-Twin Oaks (1974) Buttonwillow   
Randsburg (1976) China Grade   
 Glennville   
 Kern Valley   
 Lebec   
 Lost Hills   
 McFarland-Delano   
 Mojave-Rosamond   
 Ridgecrest   
 Shafter-Wasco   
 Taft   
 Tehachapi   

 

PHASE I (1990-2000) 
2000 FACILITY STATUS 

Transfer Stations Active Landfills Special Waste Closed Landfills 

Caliente (1974) Arvin Bakersfield (1995) Lebec (1991) 

Keene (1974) Bena  Glennville (1991) 

Lor-Twin Oaks (1974) Boron  McF-Delano (1992) 

Randsburg (1976) Lost Hills  China Grade (1992) 

Lebec (1991) Mojave-Rosamond  Buttonwillow (1996) 

Glennville (1991) Ridgecrest  Kern Valley (1997) 

McFarland-Delano (1992) Shafter-Wasco   

Buttonwillow (1996) Taft   

Kern Valley (1997) Tehachapi   

 

The Infrastructure Plan Period I implementation is complete. 
 

PERIOD II (2000-2010): 

During Period II, one landfill closed due to depleted capacity:  Arvin SLF (2003).  Due to the 
proximity of the Arvin and Lamont communities to the Bena Landfill, the Arvin facility was not 
replaced with a transfer station.  The Lost Hills SLF was temporarily decommissioned 
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(mothballed) and replaced with a transfer station in 2001.  Subsequently, universal refuse 
collection was implemented in Lost Hills in 2004 and the transfer station was closed. 
 

PHASE II (2000-2010) 
2010 FACILITY STATUS 

Transfer Stations Active Landfills Special Waste Closed Landfills 

Caliente (1974) Bena Bakersfield (1995) Lebec (1991) 

Keene (1974) Boron   Glennville (1991) 

Lor-Twin Oaks (1974) Mojave-Rosamond  Mojave (2005) McF-Delano (1992) 

Randsburg (1976) Ridgecrest  Ridgecrest (2009) China Grade (1992) 

Lebec (1991) Shafter-Wasco   Buttonwillow (1996) 

Glennville (1991) Taft   Kern Valley (1997) 

McFarland-Delano (1992) Tehachapi   Lost Hills (2001) 

Buttonwillow (1996)   Arvin (2003) 

Kern Valley (1997)    

Lost Hills (2001-2004)    

 

The Infrastructure Plan Period II implementation is complete. 

PERIOD III (2010-2020): 

During Period III, Universal Collection was implemented in the community of Buttonwillow 
and the Buttonwillow Transfer Station was closed.  The Caliente Transfer Station was also 
closed and residents re-directed to the Keene Transfer Station.  Both closures were a 
consequence of cost-cutting measures brought on by economic recession.  The Tehachapi 
Landfill is projected to reach capacity in 2017.  The Department proposed to transition to a 
transfer station on the existing landfill site.  The Department also recommends re-directing 
the Tehachapi waste stream temporarily to the Bena Landfill for operational efficiency and to 
postpone the capital construction of liner and road improvements at the Mojave-Rosamond 
Landfill. 
 
The 2005 Infrastructure Plan identified the Taft Landfill and the Lost Hills Landfill as suitable 
for potential expansion, with either facility able to serve as the regional landfill for western 
Kern County.  Since 2005, the Department has acquired buffer property surrounding the 
Shafter-Wasco Landfill.  Additionally, the Department has worked with the State and Federal 
Wildlife agencies to amend the Kern County Solid Waste Facilities Habitat Conservation 
Plan.  Both the Taft and Lost Hills Landfills are located in areas identified as prime habitat for 
a suite of endangered species.  Expansion of either the Taft or Lost Hills facilities would 
require the acquisition of significant habitat offset.  Re-evaluation of facility options show that 
the Shafter-Wasco facility provides a more centralized regional integrated waste 
management facility for western Kern County, while at the same time eliminating one 
additional transfer station and minimizing disturbance of prime habitat.  Therefore, the 
Department recommends designating the Shafter-Wasco RSLF as the regional integrated 
waste management facility for western Kern County and relinquishing the remaining capacity 
of the Lost Hills site. 
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PHASE III (2010-2020) 
2020 FACILITY STATUS 

Recycling 
Transfer Stations 

Active Landfills and 
IWMFs 

Special Waste Closed Landfills 

Keene (1974) Bena IWMF (2155)*  Lebec (1991) 

Lor-Twin Oaks (1974) Boron SLF (2040) Bakersfield (1995) Glennville (1991) 

Randsburg (1976) Moj-Ros IWMF (2129)* Mojave (2005) McF-Delano (1992) 

Lebec (1991) Ridgecrest RSLF (2050) Ridgecrest (2009) China Grade (1992) 

Glennville (1991) Shafter-Wasco IWMF (2058)  Buttonwillow (1996) 

McFarland-Delano (1992) Taft RSLF (2079)  Kern Valley (1997) 

Kern Valley (1997)   Lost Hills (2001) 

Tehachapi (2017)  Tehachapi (2017) Arvin (2003) 

   Tehachapi (2017) 

* The Mojave-Rosamond and Bena Landfill closure dates reflect CEQA approved capacity; all other 
facilities reflect CEQA and permitted capacity. 

PHASE IV (2020-2030) 

Due to the vertical expansions of the Shafter, Taft and Ridgecrest Landfills, no disposal 

facilities are expected to reach final capacity during Phase IV.  Waste Management Unit 1 of 
the Mojave-Rosamond Landfill will reach capacity in 2024 and move into closure 
construction, with the facility expansion serving eastern Kern County until 2129.  Growth 
projections indicate that sometime between 2020 and 2030, the Lebec Transfer Station will 
need to be upgraded and expanded to meet the development demands of the Tejon 
Mountain Village, including the potential of a satellite Special Waste Facility.  Similarly, 
development of the Tejon Industrial Park and southwest Bakersfield indicate that a Metro/I-5 
Corridor Transfer Station may be warranted. 
 

PHASE IV (2020-2030) 

2030 FACILITY STATUS 

Recycling 
Transfer Stations 

Active Landfills and 
IWMFs 

Special Waste Closed Landfills 

Keene (1974) Bena IWMF (2155)*  Lebec (1991) 

Lor-Twin Oaks (1974) Boron SLF (2040) Bakersfield (1995) Glennville (1991) 

Randsburg (1976) Moj-Ros IWMF (2129)* Mojave (2005) McF-Delano (1992) 

Lebec (1991) Ridgecrest RSLF (2050) Ridgecrest (2009) China Grade (1992) 

Glennville (1991) Shafter-Wasco IWMF (2058) Lebec Buttonwillow (1996) 

McFarland-Delano (1992) Taft RSLF (2079)  Kern Valley (1997) 

Kern Valley (1997)   Lost Hills (2001) 

Tehachapi (2017)  Tehachapi (2017) Arvin (2003) 

Metro/I-5 Corridor   Tehachapi (2017) 

Italicized facilities are proposed with uncertain dates of construction/operation 

* The Mojave-Rosamond and Bena Landfill closure dates reflect CEQA approved capacity; all other 
facilities reflect CEQA and permitted capacity. 
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PHASE V (2030-2040) 

During Phase V, the Boron Landfill will reach capacity and is proposed to be replaced by a 
self-haul transfer station. 
 

PHASE V (2030-2040) 
2030 FACILITY STATUS 

Recycling 
Transfer Stations 

Active Landfills and 
IWMFs 

Special Waste Closed 
Landfills 

Keene (1974) Bena IWMF (2155)* Bakersfield (1995) Lebec (1991) 

Lor-Twin Oaks (1974) Moj-Ros IWMF (2129)* Mojave (2005) Glennville (1991) 

Randsburg (1976) Ridgecrest RSLF (2050) Ridgecrest (2009) McF-Delano (1992) 

Lebec (1991) Shafter-Wasco IWMF (2058) Lebec China Grade (1992) 

Glennville (1991) Taft RSLF (2079)  Buttonwillow (1996) 

McFarland-Delano (1992)   Kern Valley (1997) 

Kern Valley (1997)   Lost Hills (2001) 

Tehachapi (2017)  Tehachapi (2017) Arvin (2003) 

Boron (2040)   Tehachapi (2017) 

Metro/I-5 Corridor   Boron (2040) 

Italicized facilities are proposed with uncertain dates of construction/operation 

* The Mojave-Rosamond and Bena Landfill closure dates reflect CEQA approved capacity; all other 
facilities reflect CEQA and permitted capacity. 

 

Infrastructure Plan Policy 

Since 2005, the Department has completed the acquisition of almost all buffer properties 
adjacent to existing solid waste landfills and transfer stations, as well as the acquisition of 
facility and buffer properties to expand the Mojave-Rosamond Landfill into a regional facility 
for eastern Kern County. 

The 2005 Infrastructure Plan identified Bena, Mojave-Rosamond and either Lost Hills or Taft 
as regional waste management facilities.  Given the approved increased disposal capacity, 
the increased mandates for diversion and recycling programs, the habitat sensitivity of the 
Taft and Lost Hills facilities and the completion of buffer acquisition, the Department 
recommends utilizing the Shafter-Wasco Recycling and Sanitary Landfill as the third regional 
facility.  The Shafter-Wasco facility is uniquely situated to provide full integrated waste 
management capacity for western Kern County, as well as support for the Metro Bakersfield 
area. 

Regional Integrated Waste Management Facilities 

Regional IWM Facilities Service Area 

Bakersfield Metro (Bena) Arvin, Bakersfield, Frazier Park and Lebec 

Mojave-Rosamond Boron, California City, Kern Valley, Mojave, 
Ridgecrest, Rosamond and Tehachapi 

Shafter-Wasco Metro Bakersfield, Delano, McFarland, Shafter, Taft 
and Wasco 
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Lastly, while the original Infrastructure Plan was primarily focused on assuring adequate 
disposal capacity to Kern County residents and businesses, solid waste management has 
grown ever more integrated and complex.  As a result, the functionality of Kern County solid 
waste facilities has expanded to provide integrated services including disposal, diversion, 
recycling and Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) collection and processing.  These 
facilities are adequately protected, with the potential to provide full integrated waste 
management services into the 22nd century.  The system of County owned facilities, 
complemented by the wide range of recycling/processing facilities, is projected to provide 
Kern County and the incorporated cities with the necessary recycling infrastructure to meet 
the statewide goal of 75% diversion by 2020. 
 

The 2013 Kern County Solid Waste Infrastructure Plan recommends the following 
modifications: 

 Amend Assumption 4 to reflect that Certificates of Participation (COPs) will no 
longer be used to finance capital projects.  The Solid Waste Enterprise Fund will 
accrue capital reserves to fund future capital projects. 

 Designate the Shafter-Wasco Recycling and Sanitary Landfill as the third Regional 
Integrated Waste Management Facility to serve western Kern County, and 
relinquish the remaining disposal capacity of the Lost Hills Landfill. 

 Adopt the policies outlined to balance the level of service with economic and 
environmental constraints. 

 Upon closure of the Tehachapi Landfill and operation of the Tehachapi Transfer 
Station, re-direct the Tehachapi waste stream temporarily to the Bena Landfill for 
operational efficiency and to postpone the capital construction of liner and road 
improvements projected for the expansion of the Mojave-Rosamond IWMF. 

 Recognize and reserve the Shafter IWMF, the Mojave IWMF and the Bena IWMF 
as the regional integrated waste management facilities, and designate these 
facilities for advanced/conversion technologies. 

 

Conclusion 

The Waste Management Department recognizes that waste facility siting, operations and 
closure are significant commitments of County resources.  The Department is also committed 
to constantly improving the way in which we manage the County’s waste stream.  Therefore, 
in developing and updating the Infrastructure Plan, regulatory trends are evaluated and 
related to industry trends and the County’s experience in owning and operating facilities.  
Over the last 25 years, the recycling, composting and disposal infrastructure have become 
truly integrated, and are poised to expand and evolve to include anaerobic digestion and 
advanced/conversion technology.  Existing public and private solid waste infrastructure 
provides adequate recycling and composting capacity and is capable of being expanded to 
meet the 75% diversion goal by 2020.  The Kern County solid waste infrastructure provides 
adequate Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) services and is capable of being expanded to 
meet public demand.  And finally, the Kern County solid waste infrastructure provides 
adequate disposal capacity and is capable of meeting the projected integrated waste 
management needs of the County through 2040 and beyond. 
 
I:\CLERICAL\Admin_WMD\Reports\2013 Solid Waste Infrastructure Plan.docx 
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APPENDIX A 

 
 
 
 

Kern County 
Permitted Disposal Capacity 

 
 

Sanitary Landfill 
(SLF) 

Jan. 1, 2013 
Remaining Disposal 

Capacity 
(Tons) 

Remaining 
Life Span 
(Years) 

Estimated 
Closure Date 

Arvin SLF 0 0 Closed 

Bena SLF* 20,715,311 33.3 2046* 

Boron SLF 92,380 27.6 2040 

Buttonwillow SLF 0 0 Closed 

China Grade SLF 0 0 Closed 

Kern Valley SLF 0 0 Closed 

Lebec SLF 0 0 Closed 

Lost Hills SLF 0 0 Closed 

McFarland-Delano 0 0 Closed 

Mojave-Rosamond SLF * 312,117 11.3 2024* 

Ridgecrest SLF 2,675,954 37.0 2050 

Shafter-Wasco SLF 9,819,837 46.1 2058 

Taft SLF 4,623,230 66.1 2079 

Tehachapi SLF 247,822 4.2 2017 

Composite Capacity 38,486,651 37.5  

* The Mojave-Rosamond and Bena Landfills have CEQA approved capacity that greatly 
exceeds permitted capacity. 
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Kern County Non-Disposal Facility Element 
 

Facility Diversion Program 

Mt. Vernon Greenwaste & Composting Composting 
CRRR (Arvin) Composting 
Synagro Composting 
Tehachapi Recycling Mixed Waste Processing 

MRC at Mt. Vernon 
C & D Recycling and 
Source Separated Processing 

BARC Source Separated Processing 
RockTenn Source Separated Processing 
American Refuse Source Separated Processing 
Granite Construction C & D Recycling 
Bena Recycling and SLF Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Boron Recycling and SLF Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Mojave Recycling and SLF Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Ridgecrest Recycling and SLF Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Shafter-Wasco Recycling and SLF Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Taft Recycling and SLF Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Tehachapi Recycling and SLF Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Glennville Recycling and TS Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Kern Valley Recycling and TS Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Lebec Recycling and TS Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Lorraine-Twin Oaks TS Diversion/Recycling Programs 
McFarland-Delano Recycling and TS Diversion/Recycling Programs 
Sierra Iron and Metals Metal Recycling 
Golden State Metals Metal Recycling 

 
 
 

Out-of-County Non-Disposal Facilities 
 

Facility Diversion Program 

Sunset (Fresno County) Mixed Waste Processing 
Waste Management, Inc. (LA County) Mixed Waste Processing 
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Residential Solid Waste Collection Services 
 

Incorporated Areas 
Population 

(2012) 
Refuse 

Recycling 
 

Greenwaste 
(Curbside) 

Arvin 19,849 M M M 

Bakersfield 354,480 M M M 

California City 13,260 M M N/A 

Delano 52,005 M M M 

Maricopa 1,163 M M M 

McFarland 12,333 M M M 

Ridgecrest 28,089 V V N/A 

Shafter 16,928 M V N/A 

Taft 8,906 M V N/A 

Tehachapi 13,872 M M N/A 

Wasco 25,324 M M M 

Incorporated Total/ 
Percent Availability 

546,209 100% 100% 85% 

Unincorporated Areas 
Population 

(2012) 
Refuse Recycling 

Greenwaste 
(Curbside) 

Metro Bakersfield 
Universal Collection 

149,433 M M M 

Eastern Kern UCA 1,074 M M N/A 

Other UCAs 12,885 M V N/A 

Other Unincorporated 121,308 V V N/A 

Permit Areas 19,096 V N/A N/A 

Unincorporated Total/ 
Percent Availability  

303,797 100% 94% 49% 

Countywide Total/ 

Percent Availability   
850,006 100% 98% 72% 

(M) Mandatory, (V) Voluntary, (N/A) Not Available 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Attachment 1 

251



 

Appendix D-1  

Attachment 1 

252



 

Appendix D-2  

Attachment 1 

253



 

Appendix D-3  

Attachment 1 

254



 

Appendix D-4  

Attachment 1 

255



 

Appendix D-5  

Attachment 1 

256



 

Appendix D-6  

Attachment 1 

257



 
 
 
 
 

Appendix G 
 

2015 SRRE Revision Process Documentation 
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 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND LOCAL TASK FORCE 

 

All Agenda item supporting documentation is available for public review at the Kern County Waste 

Management Department, 2700 M Street, Suite 500, Bakersfield, CA 93301, 661-862-8900; during regular 

business hours (8:00 AM–5:00 PM, Monday through Friday), following the posting of the Agenda.  Any supporting 

documentation that relates to an Agenda item for an open session of any regular meeting that is distributed 

after the Agenda is posted, and prior to the meeting, will also be available for review at that same location. 

 
 
 

      MEMBERS 
 

ASSOCIATION OF CITIES 

Ed Grimes 

City of Tehachapi 

 

BAKERSFIELD CITY COUNCIL 

Councilman Ken Weir 

 

COUNTY OF KERN 

Supervisor Mick Gleason 

 

COUNTY OF KERN 

Supervisor Leticia Perez 

 

FRANCHISE HAULERS, 

 METRO-BAKERSFIELD 

Larry Moxley 

 

FRANCHISE HAULERS, 

 NON-METRO BAKERSFIELD 

Bob Hampton 

 

PUBLIC-AT-LARGE, 

 NON-UNIVERSAL COLLECTION AREA 

Michael Geyer (Chairman) 

 

PUBLIC-AT-LARGE, 

 UNIVERSAL COLLECTION AREA 

John Duffy (Vice-Chair) 

 

RECYCLER 

(Vacant)  

 

 

   ALTERNATE MEMBERS 
 

ASSOCIATION OF CITIES 

(Not Designated) 

 

BAKERSFIELD CITY COUNCIL 

Councilman Terry Maxwell 

 

COUNTY OF KERN 

Supervisor David Couch 

 

September 2015 
 

COUNTYWIDE INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN TASK FORCE 

and 

KERN COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

 MEETING NOTICE  

Date: Friday, October 9, 2015 

Time: 9:00 A.M. 

Place: Kern County Public Services Building 
 2700 "M" Street, First Floor 
 Bakersfield, CA  93301 

 
 

AAGGEENNDDAA  
 

1. 

2. 

*Approve Minutes from February 6, 2015 

Kern County Public Works Department 

3. Kern County Organics Strategy – City of Bakersfield Agreement 

4. 

 

Update to the Integrated Waste Management Plan* 

 Source Reduction and Recycling Element 

5. Legislative/Regulatory Report 

6. Cities Issues 

7. Public Comments 

8. Committee Member Comments 

  Indicates Task Force item * Indicates Attachment/Handout 

 

PLEASE REMEMBER TO TURN OFF ALL CELL PHONES, PAGERS OR 

ELECTRONIC DEVICES DURING COMMITTEE MEETINGS. 

 

 2016 MEETING DATES  

 February 12, 2016 

May 13, 2016 

August 12, 2016 

November 11, 2016 
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SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS  
 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - COUNTY OF KERN  
 

1115 Truxtun Avenue  
Bakersfield, California  

 
Regular Meeting  

Tuesday, November 10, 2015  
 

2:00 P.M.  
 

 

 

 

 
 

BOARD RECONVENED
 

Supervisors: Gleason, Scrivner, Maggard, Couch, Perez
 ROLL CALL: All Present  
 
 NOTE: The vote is displayed in bold below each item. For example, Gleason-

Perez denotes Supervisor Gleason made the motion and Supervisor Perez
seconded the motion. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA/OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT: ALL ITEMS 
LISTED WITH A "CA" OR "C" WERE CONSIDERED TO BE ROUTINE AND
APPROVED BY ONE MOTION. 
 
BOARD ACTION SHOWN IN CAPS  
 

 
  REPORT ON ACTIONS TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION ON TUESDAY,

NOVEMBER 10, 2015, AT 9:00 A.M. -  
 
  Item No. 35 concerning a CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS -

Agency designated representatives: County Administrative Officer, John
Nilon, and designated staff - Employee organization: Service Employees’ 
International Union, Local 521 (Government Code Section 54957.6) -
HEARD; NO REPORTABLE ACTION  
  

 
  Item No. 36 concerning a CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY

NEGOTIATORS - Kern County Property Assessor Parcel Numbers 436-062-
04 (a portion), Property Owner:  Kathleen A. Pierce Separate Property Trust; 
Agency Negotiators:  John Nilon, County Administrative Officer and Jeff 
Frapwell, Assistant County Administrative Officer for General Services; Under
Negotiation:  Price and Terms of Payment (Government Code Section
54956.8) - HEARD; NO REPORTABLE ACTION  
  

 
  Item No. 37 concerning a PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE

EVALUATION - Title: County Administrative Officer (Government Code
Section 54957) - HEARD; NO REPORTABLE ACTION  
  

Note:  Members of the Board of Supervisors may have an interest in certain contracts that the Board 
considers where the member holds a position on a non-profit corporation that supports the functions of the 
County.  Supervisors are assigned to these positions as part of annual committee assignments by the 
Chairman of the Board.  These interests include, with the Supervisor holding the position, the following: 
California State Association of Counties (Supervisors Perez and Gleason); Community Action Partnership 
of Kern (Supervisor Maggard); Kern County Network for Children (Supervisor Gleason); Kern Economic 
Development Corporation (Supervisors Maggard, Scrivner, and Perez); Southern California Water 
Committee (Supervisors Couch and Maggard); and Tobacco Funding Corporation, Kern County 
(Supervisors Couch and Perez).   
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  Item No. 38 concerning a CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS -

Agency designated representative: Theresa A. Goldner, County Counsel -
Unrepresented employee, County Administrative Officer (Government Code
Section 54957.6) - HEARD; NO REPORTABLE ACTION  
  

 
  Item No. 39 concerning a CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL -

EXISTING LITIGATION (Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1)) Arthur
Gray v. County of Kern, United States District Court Case No.
1:14-CV-00204 - HEARD; NO REPORTABLE ACTION  
  

 
 

 

ADJOURNED AS BOARD OF SUPERVISORS; RECONVENED AS KERN
SANITATION AUTHORITY 
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
KERN SANITATION AUTHORITY  

C-1) Proposed Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to provide on call, as needed
professional wastewater engineering services for Kern Sanitation Authority
(Fiscal Impact: None) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED DISTRIBUTION  
Gleason-Maggard: All Ayes  

 
 

 

ADJOURNED AS KERN SANITATION AUTHORITY; RECONVENED AS 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
Gleason-Maggard: All Ayes 

 
PUBLIC REQUESTS  

2) Request for hearing by Tejon Ranch Public Facilities Financing Authority for a
finding that there is a public benefit from the improvements funded with
proceeds of the 2015 Bonds issued by the Authority (Fiscal Impact: None) -
HEARD PRESENTATION BY PAUL THIMMIG, BOND COUNSEL, TEJON
RANCH PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING AUTHORITY; OPENED
HEARING; NO ONE HEARD; CLOSED HEARING; APPROVED; ADOPTED
RESOLUTION 2015-301  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS  

3) This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the Board on
any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Board. Board
members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed. They 
may ask a question for clarification, make a referral to staff for factual
information or request staff to report back to the Board at a later meeting.
Also, the Board may take action to direct the staff to place a matter of
business on a future agenda. SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.
PLEASE STATE AND SPELL YOUR NAME BEFORE MAKING YOUR
PRESENTATION. THANK YOU! 
NO ONE HEARD  
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BOARD MEMBER ANNOUNCEMENTS OR REPORTS  

4) On their own initiative, Board members may make an announcement or a
report on their own activities. They may ask a question for clarification, make
a referral to staff or take action to have staff place a matter of business on a
future agenda (Gov. Code Sec. 54954.2[a]) 
NO ONE HEARD  

 
DEPARTMENTAL REQUESTS  

  PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - Building and Development 

S.D. #3 
 

CA-5) Request to approve Final Map for Tract 6656, Phase 1, northwest corner of
Eucalyptus Drive and Gargano Street, Bakersfield area, Type "A" Subdivision,
and approve and accept Tract improvements for public use, Cres Bakersfield, 
LLC (Fiscal Impact: None) - APPROVED; ADOPTED RESOLUTION 
2015-302 MAKING FINDINGS PER SECTION 21151 OF PUBLIC
RESOURCES CODE, SECTIONS 66473.5, 66474 AND 65567 OF
GOVERNMENT CODE INCLUDING APPROVAL OF WAIVER OF
SIGNATURE FOR MINERAL OWNERS WITHOUT SURFACE ENTRY
RIGHTS AND EASEMENT HOLDERS PER SECTION 66436 OF
GOVERNMENT CODE AND SECTION 18.45.020 D1 OF LAND DIVISION
ORDINANCE (SECTION 18.05.030 K1,2,3 NOT APPLICABLE); ACCEPTED
STREET, WATER AND SEWER IMPROVEMENTS AND DECLARED
ROADS WITHIN TRACT 6656, PHASE 1, AS PUBLIC HIGHWAYS AND
ACCEPTED AND INCORPORATED ROADS INTO COUNTY ROAD
SYSTEM; APPROVED FINAL MAP; AUTHORIZED CLERK OF THE BOARD
TO SIGN; APPROVED MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT; AUTHORIZED
CHAIRMAN TO SIGN; RECEIVED AND FILED; ORDERED APPROVED 
FINAL MAP RECORDED  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 S.D. #4 

CA-6) Request to approve Final Map for Tract 6817, Phase 2; northeast corner of
Meacham Road and Renfro Road, Rosedale area; Type "A" Subdivision,
Porter and Associates, Inc., for 64 Meacham & Renfro LLC (Fiscal Impact: 
None) - APPROVED; ADOPTED RESOLUTION 2015-303 MAKING 
FINDINGS PER SECTION 21151 OF PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE,
SECTIONS 66473.5, 66474 AND 65567 OF GOVERNMENT CODE
INCLUDING APPROVAL OF WAIVER OF SIGNATURE FOR MINERAL
OWNERS WITHOUT SURFACE ENTRY RIGHTS AND EASEMENT
HOLDERS PER SECTION 66436 OF GOVERNMENT CODE AND SECTION
18.45.020 D1 OF LAND DIVISION ORDINANCE (SECTION 18.05.030
K1,2,3 NOT APPLICABLE); ACCEPTED LOT "A" IN TRACT 6817, PHASE 1,
RECORDED IN BOOK 60, PAGES 165-168, OF MAPS, FOR STREET 
PURPOSES, AND ACKNOWLEDGED REVERSION OF CONDITIONAL
OFFER OF DEDICATION OF INGRESS AND EGRESS ACROSS LOT "A";
APPROVED FINAL MAP; AUTHORIZED CLERK OF THE BOARD TO SIGN;
APPROVED SUBDIVISION IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT AND
SUBDIVISION MONUMENTATION AGREEMENT; AUTHORIZED
CHAIRMAN TO SIGN; RECEIVED AND FILED; ORDERED APPROVED
FINAL MAP RECORDED  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  
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  PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - Engineering

S.D. #1 
 

CA-7) Proposed Contract No. 15020 with Griffith Company for construction of Class 
I Bike Path on College Heights Boulevard, from Dolphin Avenue to Cerro
Coso Community College, Ridgecrest, in an amount not to exceed $588,885
(Fiscal Impact: $588,885; Active Transportation Program Funds; Budgeted;
Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN 
AGREEMENT 837-2015  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 S.D. #4 

CA-8) Proposed Quitclaim Deed to Kern Land Partners, LLC, transferring an
approximate total of 23,292 square feet of County-owned road easement 
located on Santa Fe Way, Bakersfield (Fiscal Impact: None) - APPROVED; 
AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 S.D.s #2 & #5 

CA-9) Contract No. 15019, Notice of Completion with Griffith Company for
construction on Buena Vista Boulevard, from Union Avenue to State Route 
184, Bakersfield (Fiscal Impact: None) - RECEIVED AND FILED  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 All S.D.s 

CA-10) Proposed Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to provide on call, as needed
environmental, geotechnical and civil engineering services at County Public 
Works facilities (Fiscal Impact: None) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED 
DISTRIBUTION  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-11) Proposed Resolution for Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)

Program Applications to supersede Resolution 2015-249 approved 
September 1, 2015 (Fiscal Impact: None) - APPROVED; ADOPTED 
RESOLUTION 2015-304 SUPERSEDING RESOLUTION 2015-249  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
  PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - Operations and Maintenance

All S.D.s 
 
CA-12) Request to set public hearing for consideration of proposed 2015 Amendment 

of the Unincorporated Kern County Source Reduction and Recycling Element
of the Kern County Integrated Waste Management Plan (Fiscal Impact:
None) - SET HEARING FOR TUESDAY, DECEMBER 15, 2015, AT 2:00
P.M.; DIRECTED CLERK OF THE BOARD TO PUBLISH NOTICE  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes
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  COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
 

13) Response to September 1, 2015 referral regarding alternatives to improve
transparency, consistency, and performing the audit function differently
(Fiscal Impact: None) - RECEIVED AND FILED; DIRECTED COUNTY
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE TO BRING BACK A PROPOSED STRUCTURE
AND OUTLINE OF DUTIES TO CREATE AN AUDITING COMMITTEE AND
DIRECTED COUNTY COUNSEL TO PROVIDE LEGAL ANALYSIS OF THE 
DEFINED RESPONSIBILITIES AND ROLES OF THE AUDITOR-
CONTROLLER AS WELL AS BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AS IT RELATES
TO THE AUDIT FUNCTION  
Scrivner-Maggard: All Ayes  

 
CA-14) Proposed revisions to County Administrative Policy and Procedures Manual -

Chapter 1, Human Resources (Fiscal Impact:  None) - APPROVED  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes

 
CA-15) Proposed revisions to County Administrative Policy and Procedures Manual -

Chapter 2, Payroll Procedures (Fiscal Impact:  None) - APPROVED  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-16) Proposed contribution to the National Brotherhood Association of Kern 

County for programs and services, in the amount of $500 (Fiscal Impact:
$500; Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-
CONTROLLER-COUNTY CLERK TO PAY  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-17) Proposed contribution to the Bakersfield Police Department Memorial Run in

support of the Memorial Scholarship Fund for the children of fallen officers, in
the amount of $500 (Fiscal Impact: $500; Budgeted; Discretionary) -
APPROVED; AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-CONTROLLER-COUNTY CLERK TO 
PAY  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes

 
CA-18) Proposed temporary assignment of Clerk of the Board of Supervisors to serve

as Clerk of the Kern County Hospital Authority Transitional Governing Board
(Fiscal Impact: None) - APPROVED  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
  COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE - General Services Division 

S.D. #3 
 
CA-19) Identify apparent low, responsive and responsible bid submitted by Brown &

Fowler for the Pioneer Park Spray Park project, in an amount not to exceed
$459,230 (1960.8543.14) (Fiscal Impact: None) - IDENTIFIED APPARENT 
LOW, RESPONSIVE AND RESPONSIBLE BID; AUTHORIZED GENERAL
SERVICES TO PREPARE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS AND RELEASE ALL
OTHER BID GUARANTEES  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  
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CA-20) Request to set and advertise public hearing declaring intent to purchase a 

2.87-acre portion of vacant land, APN 119-011-03, on Roberts Lane, 
Bakersfield, from the William E. Hines Trust to meet increased demands for
fire and emergency services in the Oildale area; proposed Purchase
Agreement for the acquisition; and request for cancellation of designation
(Fiscal Impact: $270,000; General Fund; Not Budgeted; Discretionary) -
APPROVED; ADOPTED RESOLUTION 2015-305; MADE FINDING 
PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM FURTHER CEQA REVIEW PER SECTIONS
15303, 15304, 15305, 15306, 15061(B)(3) OF STATE CEQA GUIDELINES;
SET HEARING FOR TUESDAY, DECEMBER 15, 2015, AT 2:00 P.M.;
DIRECTED CLERK OF THE BOARD TO ADVERTISE NOTICE THREE
TIMES IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 6063;
APPROVED PURCHASE AGREEMENT; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO 
SIGN AGREEMENT 838-2015; AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-CONTROLLER TO 
MAKE SPECIFIED BUDGETARY ADJUSTMENTS AND ACCOUNTING
TRANSACTIONS  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
MATTERS FOR EXECUTIVE APPROVAL  

CA-21) Budget Transfers - APPROVED NOS. 057 THROUGH 066 
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-22) Minutes for week of September 21, 2015 - APPROVED 

Perez-Gleason: All Ayes 
 
CA-23) Miscellaneous Letters and Documents - FILED 

Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  
 
CA-24) Letters Received and Referred by Clerk of the Board - APPROVED AND 

FILED  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-25) Claims and Lawsuits Filed with and Referred by Clerk of the Board -

APPROVED AND FILED  
Perez-Gleason: All Ayes 

 
 

 
ADJOURNED TO TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 17, 2015, AT 9:00 A.M. 
Perez  

 
 
 

 
 
/s/ Kathleen Krause 
 Clerk of the Board 
 
 
/s/ David Couch 
 Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

 

Attachment 1 

305



Summary of Proceedings PM Page 7 
Board of Supervisors Regular Meeting – 2:00 P.M. 11/10/2015 

 
 

 
23) MISCELLANEOUS LETTERS AND DOCUMENTS - FILED  

 
  Animal Services 

  
A) Seven thank you letters for donations to the shelter  

  
  Auditor-Controller-County Clerk 

  
B) Report on Refunds (Government Code Section 26906) of Erroneous Deposits

pursuant to Board Resolution 71-4  
  

  Clerk of the Board 
  

C) Monthly Referral Report, October 2015  
  

  Miscellaneous 
  

D) Letter from Congressman Kevin McCarthy and Congressman David Valadao
encouraging Board to support amendment to Kern County Zoning Ordinance
related to oil and gas production in Kern County (Copies to each Supervisor,
CAO, Planning and Community Development and County Counsel)  
  

E) Three letters in opposition to Zone Variance (Section 19.82.020.D.7) in a C-2 
District, Embree Asset Group, Inc., property at 3521 Mt. Pinos Way, Frazier
Park (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO, Planning and Community
Development and County Counsel)  
  

F) E-mail from Carol Bender re High Speed Rail editorial and meeting (Copies to
each Supervisor, CAO, Planning and Community Development and County
Counsel)  
  

G) Two e-mails requesting support of a fair contract for county employees
(Copies to each Supervisor, CAO, Human Resources and County Counsel)  
  

H) Twenty-eight e-mails in support of oil and gas industry in Kern County
(Copies to each Supervisor, CAO, Planning and Community Development
and County Counsel)  
  

I) E-mail from Gustavo Aguirre, Center on Race, Poverty and the Environment,
re Kern Environmental Impact Report gas and oil comment letters (Copies to
each Supervisor, CAO, Planning and Community Development and County
Counsel)  
  

J) Letter from State Department of Conservation to McMurtrey, Hartsock and 
Worth, re Public Agency Acquisition of Land Enrolled in a Land Conservation
Act (LCA) Contract, Buena Vista Water Storage District, Kern County (Copies
to each Supervisor, CAO, Planning and Community Development and County
Counsel)  
  

K) Letter from Department of Health and Human Services re National Health and
Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) Open House/Media Day on
November 10, 2015 (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO and Public Health)  
  

L) Letter from Deborah D. Gregory, The Woman’s Club of Bakersfield, re 
Candlelight by Christmas Dinner Theatre on December 4, 2015 (Copy to each
Supervisor)  
  

M) Notice from State Fish and Game Commission re listing the gray wolf as
endangered under California Endangered Species Act  
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N) Notice from State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control re application for

alcoholic beverage license from: La Rosa Market, 700 Irene Street,
Bakersfield; Savannah’s Old Town Saloon, 20717 South Street, Unit A & B,
Tehachapi; and Worldwide Market, 207 Washington Avenue, Bakersfield 
(Copies to Planning and Community Development and Environmental Health) 
  

O) Notice of Petition from State Water Resources Control Board re Change of
Specific Water Right Permits for the State Water Project and Central Valley 
Project Filed by the California Department of Water Resources and the United
States Bureau of Reclamation for the California Waterfix Project and Notice of
Public Hearing and Pre-Hearing Conference (Copies to each Supervisor,
CAO and County Counsel)  
  

P) Official Notice for City of Bakersfield from California Department of Food and
Agriculture re Amendment to Notice of Treatment Regarding Asian Citrus
Psyllid (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO, Ag Commissioner and County
Counsel)  
  

Q) Official Notice for Community of Lamont from California Department of Food
and Agriculture re Notice of Treatment Regarding Asian Citrus Psyllid (Copies
to each Supervisor, CAO, Ag Commissioner and County Counsel)  
  

R) Agenda for Early Childhood Council of Kern meeting on November 4, 2015  
  

 
24) LETTERS RECEIVED AND REFERRED BY CLERK OF THE BOARD -

APPROVED AND FILED 
  

A) Letter from Babak Naficy, Counsel for Sierra Club, to Stephen Bohlen, State
Oil and Gas Supervisor, re Notice of Intent to Commence Litigation -
REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to each Supervisor and CAO)  
  

B) Letter from Ray Mellen re Mil Potrero Highway in Pine Mountain Club area -
REFERRED TO PUBLIC WORKS (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO and
County Counsel)  
  

C) Letter from J.D. Cerda requesting clarification of amounts on his tax bill -
REFERRED TO ASSESSOR (Copies to each Supervisor and CAO)  
  

 
25) CLAIMS AND LAWSUITS FILED WITH AND REFERRED BY CLERK OF

THE BOARD - APPROVED AND FILED  
 

A) Claim in the matter of Rhonda Albanez v. County of Kern - REFERRED TO 
COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
  

B) Claim in the matter of Dan Klieman v. County of Kern - REFERRED TO 
COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
  

C) Claim in the matter of Claudia Phenix v. County of Kern - REFERRED TO 
COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
  

D) Claim in the matter of Tiffany Richards v. County of Kern - REFERRED TO 
COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
  

E) Report of Complaint in the matter of Eric Scharon v. County of Kern et al. -
REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
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F) Summons and Complaint in the matter of DASA, Green River Collective, Inc.

v. County of Kern (Case No. BCV-15-100868) - REFERRED TO COUNTY 
COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
  

G) Summons and Complaint in the matter of Mellari Fuller; and Michael
Maharrey, by and through his Guardian ad Litem, Cindy Hedrick; individually
and as Successors in Interest to Larry Maharrey, deceased v. County of Kern
et al. (Case No. BCV-15-101201) - REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL 
(Copy to Risk Management)  
  

H) Summons and Complaint in the matter of Nirmal Gill v. County of Kern et al.
(Case No. BCV-15-101158) - REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to
Risk Management)  
  

I) Summons and Complaint in the matter of Erin Gutierrez, a minor by and 
through her Guardian ad Litem, Desiree Camarillo v. County of Kern et al.
(Case No. BCV-15-101242) - REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to
Risk Management)  
  

J) Summons and First Amended and Supplemental Complaint in the matter of 
Shavonda Mosley and Julius Mosley v. County of Kern et al. (Case No. BCV-
15-100175) - REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk
Management)  
  

 
### 
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SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS  
 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - COUNTY OF KERN  
 

1115 Truxtun Avenue  
Bakersfield, California  

 
Regular Meeting  

Tuesday, December 15, 2015  
 

2:00 P.M.  
 

 

 

 

 
 

BOARD RECONVENED
 

Supervisors: Gleason, Scrivner, Maggard, Couch, Perez
 ROLL CALL: All Present  
 
 NOTE: The vote is displayed in bold below each item. For example, Gleason-

Perez denotes Supervisor Gleason made the motion and Supervisor Perez
seconded the motion. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA/OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT: ALL ITEMS 
LISTED WITH A "CA" OR "C" WERE CONSIDERED TO BE ROUTINE AND
APPROVED BY ONE MOTION. 
 
BOARD ACTION SHOWN IN CAPS  

 
 

  REPORT ON ACTIONS TAKEN IN CLOSED SESSION ON TUESDAY,
DECEMBER 15, 2015, AT 9:00 A.M. -  

 
  Item No. 49 concerning consultation with Sheriff (Government Code Section 

54957(a)) - HEARD; NO REPORTABLE ACTION  
 
  Item No. 50 concerning PUBLIC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE

EVALUATION - Titles: County Counsel, Director of Airports, Director of
Planning and Community Development, and County Administrative Officer 
(Government Code Section 54957) - HEARD; NO REPORTABLE ACTION; 
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
WAS NOT CONDUCTED  

 
  Item No. 51 concerning a CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS -

Agency designated representatives: County Administrative Officer, John 
Nilon, and designated staff - Employee organizations: Committee of Interns
and Residents - SEIU; Service Employees’ International Union, Local 521
(Government Code Section 54957.6) - HEARD; NO REPORTABLE ACTION 

 
  Item No. 52 concerning a CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS -

Agency designated representatives: County Counsel, Theresa Goldner, and
designated staff - Unrepresented Employee: County Administrative Officer
(Government Code Section 54957.6) - THIS ITEM WAS NOT HEARD  

Note:  Members of the Board of Supervisors may have an interest in certain contracts that the Board 
considers where the member holds a position on a non-profit corporation that supports the functions of the 
County.  Supervisors are assigned to these positions as part of annual committee assignments by the 
Chairman of the Board.  These interests include, with the Supervisor holding the position, the following: 
California State Association of Counties (Supervisors Perez and Gleason); Community Action Partnership 
of Kern (Supervisor Maggard); Kern County Network for Children (Supervisor Gleason); Kern Economic 
Development Corporation (Supervisors Maggard, Scrivner, and Perez); Southern California Water 
Committee (Supervisors Couch and Maggard); and Tobacco Funding Corporation, Kern County 
(Supervisors Couch and Perez).   
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  Item No. 53 concerning a CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL -

EXISTING LITIGATION (Government Code Section 54956.9 (d)(1))  Name of 
case: County of Kern v. California High Speed Rail Authority, Sacramento
County Superior Court Case No.: 34-2014-80001863 - HEARD; NO 
REPORTABLE ACTION  

 
  Item No. 54 concerning a CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL -

EXISTING LITIGATION (Government Code Section 54956.9 (d)(1)) Name of
case: Otis Whinery v. County of Kern Workers’ Compensation Appeals Board
Case No. ADJ9591787 - THE BOARD CONFERRED WITH COUNSEL AND 
STAFF REGARDING A WORKERS' COMPENSATION CASE FILED BY MR.
WHINERY FOR ALLEGED INJURIES ARISING OUT OF HIS
EMPLOYMENT WITH THE COUNTY OF KERN AS A SHERIFF’S
SERGEANT WITH THE KERN COUNTY SHERIFF’S OFFICE 
 
BY A UNANIMOUS 5-0 VOTE, THE BOARD APPROVED SETTLEMENT 
AUTHORITY BY WAY OF STIPULATIONS WITH REQUEST FOR AWARD
CARRYING A TOTAL MONETARY VALUE OF $68,440; AUTHORIZED THE
AUDITOR-CONTROLLER TO ISSUE WARRANTS AS REQUESTED BY
COUNTY COUNSEL; AND AUTHORIZED COUNTY COUNSEL TO
PRESENT THE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT TO THE WORKERS’
COMPENSATION APPEALS BOARD AND EXECUTE ALL NECESSARY
CLOSING DOCUMENTS  

 
 

 

NOTE: County Counsel Theresa Goldner disclosed and disqualified herself
from participating in the hearing of agenda item nos. 3 and 5 due to a conflict 
of interest, as her husband is a partner in a law firm that has done work for
medical providers or plans that are impacted or may be impacted by those
items.  County Counsel Goldner was not present in the hearing room during
consideration of those items and the Office of County Counsel was
represented by Chief Deputy County Counsel Karen Barnes  

 
PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS  

1) This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons to address the Board on
any matter not on this agenda but under the jurisdiction of the Board. Board 
members may respond briefly to statements made or questions posed. They
may ask a question for clarification, make a referral to staff for factual
information or request staff to report back to the Board at a later meeting.
Also, the Board may take action to direct the staff to place a matter of
business on a future agenda. SPEAKERS ARE LIMITED TO TWO MINUTES.
PLEASE STATE AND SPELL YOUR NAME BEFORE MAKING YOUR
PRESENTATION. THANK YOU! 
NO ONE HEARD  

 
BOARD MEMBER ANNOUNCEMENTS OR REPORTS  

2) On their own initiative, Board members may make an announcement or a
report on their own activities. They may ask a question for clarification, make
a referral to staff or take action to have staff place a matter of business on a
future agenda (Gov. Code Sec. 54954.2[a][2]) 
NO ONE HEARD  
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DEPARTMENTAL REQUEST  

  COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE - Human Resources Division 
 

3) Proposed Amendment No. 2 to Agreement 361-2013 with Burns Consulting 
Associates, Inc., for network administration services for the Kern County Point 
of Service Plan and the Kern Legacy Health Plan, to amend the term of the
agreement to expire April 30, 2016 (Fiscal Impact: $500,000 Annual Savings;
Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO
SIGN AGREEMENT 923-2015  
Scrivner-Perez: All Ayes  

 
CA-4) Proposed Amendment No. 4 to Agreement 138-2013 with Foundation for 

Medical Care of Kern, for claims administration and network administration
services for Kern Legacy Health Plan, to add wrap network services for out of 
network claims for a fee of $5.30 per employee per month and change
banking fee from $1,000 or actual cost to $400 flat fee (Fiscal Impact:
$38,000 FY 2015-2016; Group Health Internal Service Fund; Budgeted;
Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN 
AGREEMENT 924-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
CA-5) Proposed Amendment No. 7 to Agreement 032-2008 with Managed Care 

Systems, LLC, to continue as the provider of third-party administrative 
services related to County’s self-funded EPO employee and retiree medical 
benefit plan for a three year term, from January 1, 2016 through December
31, 2018 (Fiscal Impact: $450,000 FY 2015-2016; Group Health Internal 
Service Fund; Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED 
CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 925-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-6) Proposed Agreements with Kaiser Foundation Health Plan, Inc., containing

non-standard terms and conditions, for administration of Kaiser Health
Maintenance Organization fully insured health plan option for a three year 
term, from January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2018 (Fiscal Impact:
$7,500,000 FY 2015-2016; Group Health Internal Service Fund; Budgeted;
Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN
AGREEMENTS 926-2015 THROUGH 930-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  
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CONTINUED HEARINGS  

  PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 

CA-7) Request from Bruce Anderson to vacate portions of access easements
located at Oaktree Estates Drive, north of Walker Basin (S.D. #2) 
Specific Request: 
A nonsummary vacation of:  (a) all of Mistletoe Court as it exists beginning at
Oaktree Estates Drive then west to its terminus; (b) a portion of Oaktree
Estates Drive beginning from the northern property line of Parcel 1 and Parcel
22 of Parcel Map 9782, then south to the southern property line of Parcel 6 of 
Parcel Map 9782, and easterly projection of the southern line in the Walker
Basin area (107-3  3  098 Streets and Highways) 
(Environmental Review: General Rule, Section 15061(b)(3); Published
Bakersfield Californian) (from 10/20/2015; 10/27/2015; and 11/17/2015) -
OPENED HEARING; NO ONE HEARD; CLOSED HEARING; PER
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
RECOMMENDATION, ADOPTED RESOLUTION 2015-333 AND 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS APPROVING NONSUMMARY VACATION AS
REQUESTED, EXCEPTING AND RESERVING AN EASEMENT FOR
EXISTING UTILITIES, TO BE RECORDED UPON WRITTEN VERIFICATION
FROM KERN COUNTY PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT TO CLERK OF THE BOARD, WHICH STATES THAT AN
ACCEPTABLE PRIVATE ACCESS EASEMENT HAS BEEN RECORDED 
FOR THE BENEFIT OF PARCEL 1 THROUGH PARCEL 6 OF PARCEL
MAP 9782 AND PARCEL 18 THROUGH PARCEL 22 OF PARCEL MAP
9782, WITH FORM AND CONTENT OF EASEMENT DOCUMENT
APPROVED BY COUNTY SURVEYOR  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
HEARINGS  

  PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 

CA-8) Request from 64KT 8me, LLC to vacate portions of access easements 
located at Munsey Road in the Cantil area (S.D. #2) 
Specific Request: 
A nonsummary vacation of a portion of Munsey Road as it exists from State
Highway 14 to Chollo Street in the Cantil area (133  3  098 Streets and 
Highways) 
(Environmental Review: General Rule, Section 15061(b)(3); Published
Mojave Desert News) - OPENED HEARING; NO ONE HEARD; CLOSED
HEARING; PER PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION, ADOPTED RESOLUTION 2015-334 
AND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS APPROVING NONSUMMARY
VACATION, EXCEPTING AND RESERVING AN EASEMENT FOR
EXISTING UTILITIES  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  
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DEPARTMENTAL REQUESTS  

  PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

S.D. #3 
 

CA-9) Proposed Request for Release of Funds (RROF) and Environmental
Clearance Certification for Community Development (CD) Project No. 1.15.1,
Oildale Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety Street Improvements (Fiscal Impact: 
None) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO EXECUTE RROF AND
CERTIFICATION, PURSUANT TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) APPLICABLE REGULATIONS;
AUTHORIZED DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT TO SUBMIT TO HUD  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 S.D.s #3 and #5 

CA-10) Proposed Request for Release of Funds (RROF) and Environmental
Clearance Certification for Community Development (CD) Project No. 3.15.2,
East Bakersfield Bicycle/Pedestrian Safety Street Improvements (Fiscal
Impact: None) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO EXECUTE
RROF AND CERTIFICATION, PURSUANT TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) APPLICABLE
REGULATIONS; AUTHORIZED DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT TO SUBMIT TO HUD  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 S.D. #4 

CA-11) Proposed Memorandum of Understanding and Agreement for Performance of
Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures as Environmental
Restrictions (MOU) with Rival Power and Energy LLC for approved Rival
Power Solar Project in unincorporated Kern County, Wasco area (Fiscal
Impact:  None) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN
AGREEMENT 931-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 All S.D.s 

CA-12) Proposed Agreement with Bakersfield Homeless Center for Emergency
Solutions Grant (ESG) Shelter Operations Component, in the amount of
$90,000 (Fiscal Impact:  $90,000; Federal Grant; Budgeted; Discretionary) -
APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 932-2015 
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-13) Proposed Agreement with Bakersfield Rescue Mission for Emergency

Solutions Grant (ESG) Shelter Operations Component in the amount of
$90,000 (Fiscal Impact:  $90,000; Federal Grant; Budgeted; Discretionary) -
APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 933-2015 
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-14) Proposed Agreement with Alliance Against Family Violence and Sexual

Assault for Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Shelter Operations Component
in the amount of $21,980 (Fiscal Impact:  $21,980; Federal Grant; Budgeted; 
Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN
AGREEMENT 934-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes
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CA-15) Proposed Agreement with Flood Bakersfield Ministries for Emergency

Solutions Grant (ESG) Street Outreach Component in the amount of $8,500
(Fiscal Impact:  $8,500; Federal Grant; Budgeted; Discretionary) -
APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 935-2015 
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-16) Proposed Agreement with Women’s Center - High Desert for Emergency 

Solutions Grant (ESG) Shelter Operations Component in the amount of 
$21,980 (Fiscal Impact:  $21,980; Federal Grant; Budgeted; Discretionary) -
APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 936-2015 
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
  PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - Administration and Accounting

S.D. #2 
 
CA-17) Hearing regarding proposed annual update of Capital Improvement Plan and

review of public information for Rosamond/Willow Springs Transportation
Impact Fee Program (Fiscal Impact: None) - OPENED HEARING; NO ONE 
HEARD; CLOSED HEARING; RECEIVED AND FILED; ADOPTED 
RESOLUTION 2015-335  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
CA-18) Hearing regarding proposed annual update of Capital Improvement Plan and

review of public information for Tehachapi Transportation Impact Fee
Program (Fiscal Impact: None) - OPENED HEARING; NO ONE HEARD; 
CLOSED HEARING; RECEIVED AND FILED; ADOPTED RESOLUTION
2015-336  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-19) Request for cancellation of designations and approval of Tehachapi Landfill

gatehouse and scale project (Fiscal Impact: $650,000; Solid Waste Enterprise 
Fund; Not Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-
CONTROLLER TO PROCESS SPECIFIED BUDGETARY ADJUSTMENTS
AND ACCOUNTING TRANSACTIONS  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 All S.D.s 

20) Proposed addition of one Supervising Building Inspector-C position and 
deletion of one Building Inspector Specialist position to Budget Unit 8954,
effective December 15, 2015 (Fiscal Impact: $62,000 [FY 2015/2016]; $9,300
Public Works Internal Service Fund, $52,700 Building Inspection Fund; Not 
Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; REFERRED TO HUMAN 
RESOURCES DIVISION TO AMEND THE DEPARTMENTAL POSITIONS
AND SALARY SCHEDULE  
Scrivner-Perez: All Ayes  

 
CA-21) Hearing regarding proposed annual update of Capital Improvement Plan and

review of public information for Metropolitan Bakersfield Transportation
Impact Fee Program (Fiscal Impact: None) - OPENED HEARING; NO ONE 
HEARD; CLOSED HEARING; RECEIVED AND FILED; ADOPTED
RESOLUTION 2015-337  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes
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CA-22) Proposed Amendment No. 2 to Agreement 817-2014 with NCM Engineering 

Corporation to provide on-call engineering services for various County road
projects, to extend term through June 30, 2017 and increase maximum
compensation by $100,000 for a new not to exceed amount of $300,000 
(Fiscal Impact: $100,000; Road Fund; Budgeted; Discretionary) -
APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 937-2015 
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-23) Request to appropriate unanticipated revenue in the amount of $99,950 from

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery to enhance the
County’s Household Hazardous Waste program including mid-year capital 
asset acquisition of a cardboard baler in an amount not to exceed $12,000
(Fiscal Impact: $99,950 Revenue; Solid Waste Enterprise Fund; Not 
Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-
CONTROLLER TO PROCESS SPECIFIED BUDGETARY ADJUSTMENTS
AND ACCOUNTING TRANSACTIONS  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-24) Request for approval of mid-year capital asset acquisition and sole source 

procurement of a Trimble S7 Total Station survey equipment from Allen
Instruments and Supplies, in an amount not to exceed $39,201 (Fiscal
Impact: $39,201; Road Fund; Not Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; 
AUTHORIZED PURCHASING AGENT TO ISSUE SOLE SOURCE 
PURCHASE ORDER; AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-CONTROLLER TO 
PROCESS SPECIFIED BUDGETARY ADJUSTMENTS AND ACCOUNTING
TRANSACTIONS  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
  PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - Building and Development 
 
  MOTION TO RECONSIDER ITEM NO. 25 WHICH WAS PREVIOUSLY 

APPROVED ON THE CONSENT AGENDA  
Scrivner-Maggard: 4 Ayes; 1 Absent - Perez  

 
 S.D. #2 

25) Hearing to make a determination of public nuisance and order abatement
involving removal of trash, junk and debris and clean-up of property located at 
8955 Munsey Road, Cantil, APN 181-130-24 (Fiscal Impact: $20,000; 
General Fund; Budgeted; Discretionary) - OPENED HEARING; ROXANNE 
EDWARDS, REPRESENTING THE PROPERTY OWNER, HEARD; CLOSED 
HEARING; CONTINUED TO TUESDAY, APRIL 5, 2016, AT 2:00 P.M.  
Scrivner-Gleason: 4 Ayes; 1 Absent - Perez  

 
 S.D. #4 

CA-26) Request for release of Monument for Security for Tract 6252, Phase D,
southwest corner of Renfro Road and Noriega Road, Bakersfield, Lennar
Fresno, Inc. (Fiscal Impact: None) - RELEASED MONUMENT SECURITY 
BOND NO. 024051277, IN THE AMOUNT OF $8,200, UNDERWRITTEN BY
LIBERTY MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANY  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  
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CA-27) Request for release of Faithful Performance Security Bond for street, water,

sewer and landscape improvements one-year guarantee period, Tract 6214, 
Phase 4, northwest corner of Rudd Avenue and Meacham Road, Western
Rosedale area, D.R. Horton Bay, Inc. (Fiscal Impact: None) - RELEASED 
FAITHFUL SECURITY BOND NO. 1004989, IN THE AMOUNT OF $45,481,
ISSUED BY HANOVER INSURANCE COMPANY  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
  PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - Engineering

S.D. #3 
 
CA-28) Proposed Grant Deed and Right-of-Way Contract with escrow instructions 

and estimated closing costs statement from Big West of California Liquidating 
Trust for providing 270,413 square feet of their property for the construction of
the Standard Street Secondary Access Project, Bakersfield (Fiscal Impact:
$265,267.10; Road Fund; Budgeted; Discretionary) - ACCEPTED DEED AND 
DIRECTED CLERK OF THE BOARD TO RECORD; APPROVED;
AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN CONTRACT AGREEMENT 938-2015; 
AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-CONTROLLER TO MAKE PAYMENT TO
CHICAGO TITLE COMPANY IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED
$265,267.10 AND DELIVER CHECK TO PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
29) Proposed Underpass Agreement, containing non-standard terms and 

conditions, Easement Agreement and Memorandum of Easement with San
Joaquin Valley Railroad for construction and maintenance of the Atlas Street
grade separation at San Joaquin Valley Railroad (Fiscal Impact: $87,500;
Road Fund; Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED 
COUNTY COUNSEL AND CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENTS 939-2015, 
940-2015 AND 941-2015; AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-CONTROLLER TO 
MAKE PAYMENT IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $87,500  
Maggard-Gleason: All Ayes 

 
 S.D.s #3 & #5 

CA-30) Proposed Agreement with Golden Empire Transit (GET) for allocation of
$500,000 of Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 8 funds for
pavement rehabilitation and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
improvements at various bus stop locations on Virginia Street between Oswell
Street and Washington Avenue, Bakersfield, from December 15, 2015 to
June 30, 2017; and request for appropriation of unanticipated revenue of
$500,000 of TDA funds for subject project (Fiscal Impact: $500,000 Revenue;
Road Fund; Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED 
CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 942-2015; AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-
CONTROLLER TO PROCESS SPECIFIED BUDGETARY ADJUSTMENTS
AND ACCOUNTING TRANSACTIONS  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
 S.D.s #2, #3, #4 & #5 

31) Request from City of Bakersfield for County consent for acquisition through
eminent domain of properties necessary for the Centennial Corridor Project
(Fiscal Impact: None) - TODD ANDERSON, REAL PROPERTY MANAGER, 
CITY OF BAKERSFIELD, HEARD; APPROVED  
Scrivner-Maggard: 4 Ayes; 1 No - Gleason 
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 NOTE: Supervisor Perez left the meeting prior to the vote on Item No. 32

 
 All S.D.s 

32) Response to November 17, 2015 referral regarding impacts of gas tax 
reduction on road funding and maintenance (Fiscal Impact: None) - HEARD 
PRESENTATION; NICK ORTIZ, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, GREATER
BAKERSFIELD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, AND AHRON HAKIMI,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, KERN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS, HEARD;
RECEIVED AND FILED  
Gleason-Scrivner: 4 Ayes; 1 Absent - Perez 

 
  PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT - Operations and Maintenance

All S.D.s 
 
CA-33) Public hearing and proposed Resolution to amend the Unincorporated Kern

County Source Reduction and Recycling Element of the Kern County 
Integrated Waste Management Plan (Fiscal Impact: None) - OPENED 
HEARING; NO ONE HEARD; CLOSED HEARING; MADE FINDING
PROJECT IS STATUTORILY EXEMPT FROM FURTHER
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PER PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION
21080(b)(15); ADOPTED RESOLUTION 2015-338  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
  COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
 

34) Proposed formation, structure, and duties of a standing audit committee 
(Fiscal Impact: None) - WITHDRAWN  

 
CA-35) Proposed Resolution supporting emergency extension of existing utility 

electrical power purchase agreements with biomass facilities that receive
agricultural waste (Fiscal Impact: None) - APPROVED; ADOPTED 
RESOLUTION 2015-339; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN
CORRESPONDENCE  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
CA-36) Response to January 6, 2015 referral to review how the County is optimizing

its fleet of vehicles (Fiscal Impact: None) - RECEIVED AND FILED  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-37) Proposed appointment of Kern County Foundation, Inc., Board of Directors

(Fiscal Impact: None) - APPOINTED BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-38) Proposed designation of County’s Information Security Officer as the

County’s Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) Privacy
and Security Officer (Fiscal Impact: None) - APPROVED  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
CA-39) Proposed contribution to the Antelope Valley Board of Trade for the 2016

Antelope Valley Board of Trade Business Outlook Conference, in the amount
of $5,000 (Fiscal Impact: $5,000; Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; 
AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-CONTROLLER-COUNTY CLERK TO PAY  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  
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CA-40) Continuation of local emergency due to drought conditions (Fiscal Impact:

None) - APPROVED  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
41) Discussion and report from California Water Service Company regarding

water conservation and water rate application to the Public Utilities
Commission (Fiscal Impact: None) - NO PRESENTATION HEARD; NO 
ACTION TAKEN  

 
 NOTE: The Board reconsidered Item No. 25 at the conclusion of Item No. 41 

 
  COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE - General Services Division 

S.D. #1 
 
CA-42) Proposed Amendment No. 1 to License Agreement 455-95 with Pacific Gas 

and Electric Company for use of a portion of inactive China Grade Sanitary 
Landfill for electrical transmission line maintenance, to allow for fence
modifications and installation of a new access gate (Fiscal Impact: None) -
MADE FINDING PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM FURTHER CEQA REVIEW
PER SECTION 15301 OF STATE CEQA GUIDELINES; APPROVED; 
AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 943-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 S.D. #2 

CA-43) Public hearing on proposed Resolution and Ordinance granting an
underground fiber optic cable franchise to Kingbird Solar A LLC and Kingbird
Solar B LLC (Fiscal Impact: $1,200 Administrative Fee; $3,000 Co-Tenancy 
Fee; and $500 Estimated Annual Revenue; Not Budgeted; Discretionary) -
OPENED HEARING; NO ONE HEARD; CLOSED HEARING; ADOPTED
SECTION 15091 FINDINGS OF FACT, SECTION 15093 STATEMENT OF
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND APPROVED MITIGATION
MEASURE MONITORING PROGRAM; ADOPTED RESOLUTION 2015-340; 
ENACTED ORDINANCE F-610  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-44) Public hearing on proposed Resolution and Ordinance granting a pole line

transmission system and underground fiber optic cable franchise to 64KT
8ME LLC (Fiscal Impact: $1,200 Administrative Fee; $100,000 Estimated
Annual Revenue; Not Budgeted; Discretionary) - OPENED HEARING; NO 
ONE HEARD; CLOSED HEARING; ADOPTED SECTION 15091 FINDINGS
OF FACT, SECTION 15093 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING
CONSIDERATIONS AND APPROVED MITIGATION MEASURE
MONITORING PROGRAM; ADOPTED RESOLUTION 2015-341; ENACTED 
ORDINANCE F-611  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
CA-45) Public hearing on proposed Resolution and Ordinance granting a pole line 

transmission system and underground fiber optic cable franchise to Golden
Fields Solar III LLC (Fiscal Impact: $1,200 Administrative Fee; $75,000
Estimated Annual Revenue; Not Budgeted; Discretionary) - WITHDRAWN AT 
REQUEST OF APPLICANT  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  
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 S.D. #3 

CA-46) Plans and Specifications for the Improve Animal Services Surgical Center
project (1650.7008/7004.15) (Fiscal Impact:  None) - MADE FINDING 
PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM FURTHER CEQA REVIEW PER SECTION
15301(a) OF STATE CEQA GUIDELINES; APPROVED; AUTHORIZED
CHAIRMAN TO SIGN; AUTHORIZED GENERAL SERVICES TO PUBLISH
PURSUANT TO PUBLIC CONTRACT CODE SECTION 20125; BID
OPENING TO BE TUESDAY, JANUARY 26, 2016, AT 11:00 A.M.  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
CA-47) Public hearing for proposed purchase of real property from the William E.

Hines Trust to meet increased demands for fire and emergency services in
the Oildale area, APN 119-011-13, Roberts Lane, Bakersfield (Fiscal Impact: 
$270,000; General Fund Budget Unit 1960-8008; Budgeted; Discretionary) -
OPENED HEARING; NO ONE HEARD; CLOSED HEARING; MADE
FINDING PROJECT IS EXEMPT PER SECTIONS 15303, 15304, 15305,
15306 AND 15061(B)(3) OF STATE CEQA GUIDELINES; ADOPTED
RESOLUTION 2015-342; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN ESCROW
DOCUMENTS AND ACCEPT GRANT DEED ON BEHALF OF COUNTY
WHEN DOCUMENTS ARE AVAILABLE; AND DIRECTED AUDITOR-
CONTROLLER TO ISSUE A WARRANT PAYABLE TO CHICAGO TITLE
COMPANY IN THE AMOUNT OF $262,651  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 S.D. #4 

CA-48) Proposed Amendment No. 4 to Purchase and Sale Agreement 416-2002 with 
Chevron USA, Inc., for land used to mitigate "oil strategy" as defined in the
Valley Floor Habitat Conservation Plan, to extend repurchase of land option
term to April 1, 2017 (Fiscal Impact: None) - MADE FINDING PROJECT IS 
EXEMPT FROM FURTHER CEQA REVIEW PER SECTION 15301 OF
STATE CEQA GUIDELINES; APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO
SIGN AGREEMENT 944-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 All S.D.s 

CA-49) Proposed Amendment No. 4 to Agreement 958-2009 with Trans-West 
Security Services Inc., for security guard services at County departments, to
increase rates for services, which amend Attachments A, D and Exhibit B -
Fee Schedule and increase the total annual compensation payable by
$500,000 in an amount not to exceed $4,500,000 per agreement year (Fiscal
Impact: $500,000; Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED 
CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 945-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-50) Proposed Agreement with DKJ Architects, Inc., for architectural consulting 

services for various projects throughout Kern County, from December 15,
2015 through December 14, 2018, in an amount not to exceed $250,000
(various projects) (Fiscal Impact: $250,000; Budgeted; Discretionary) -
APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 946-2015 
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 

Attachment 1 

329



Summary of Proceedings PM Page 12 
Board of Supervisors Regular Meeting – 2:00 P.M. 12/15/2015 

 
 

 
CA-51) Proposed Amendment No. 2 to Agreement 433-2015 with BSK Associates, 

Inc., for additional consulting services for various projects, to increase amount
by $120,000 for a new total not to exceed $300,000 (various projects) (Fiscal 
Impact: $120,000; Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED 
CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 947-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-52) Job Order Contract Project Listing Update (various projects) (Fiscal Impact: 

None) - MADE FINDING PROJECTS ARE EXEMPT FROM FURTHER
CEQA REVIEW PER SECTION 15301 OF STATE CEQA GUIDELINES;
APPROVED  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-53) Proposed approval of mid-year capital asset acquisitions of four replacement

vehicles for Fleet Services and shifting of unused appropriations (Fiscal
Impact: None) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED AUDITOR-CONTROLLER TO 
PROCESS THE SPECIFIED BUDGETARY ADJUSTMENTS AND
ACCOUNTING TRANSACTIONS  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
  COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE - Human Resources Division 
 

 NOTE: Supervisor Gleason left the dais prior to the vote on Item No. 54
 

54) Proposed reclassification of four Fiscal Support Technician positions and one
Office Services Technician position to five Human Resources Specialist I/II
positions in Kern Medical Center Budget Unit 8997, effective December 26,
2015 (Fiscal Impact: $21,342 Annually; KMC Enterprise Fund; Not Budgeted;
Discretionary) - APPROVED; REFERRED TO HUMAN RESOURCES
DIVISION TO AMEND DEPARTMENTAL POSITIONS AND SALARY
SCHEDULE  
Scrivner-Maggard: 3 Ayes; 2 Absent - Gleason, Perez  

 
  NOTE: Supervisor Gleason returned to the dais following the vote on Item No. 

54 
 

55) Proposed new classification of Chief Communications Officer, Salary Range
67.8 and addition of one Chief Communications Officer and deletion of one 
Media Services Coordinator and one Fiscal Support Supervisor in Budget
Unit 1812 (Fiscal Impact: $39,688 Annual Savings; Not Budgeted;
Discretionary) - APPROVED; REFERRED TO HUMAN RESOURCES
DIVISION TO AMEND DEPARTMENTAL POSITIONS AND SALARY 
SCHEDULE  
Maggard-Gleason: 4 Ayes; 1 Absent - Perez 

 
CA-56) Proposed Agreement with WellDyneRx, Inc., for pharmacy benefits

management services for Point of Service Plan and Kern Legacy Health Plan
for a three year term, from January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2018, with
a fee of $4.25 per employee, per month (Fiscal Impact: $150,000 FY 2015-
2016; Group Health Internal Service Fund; Budgeted; Discretionary) -
APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 948-2015 
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  
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CA-57) Proposed Amendment No. 2 to Agreement 016-2011 with The Segal 

Company for health benefits consultant services, extending the term for one
year, from January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2016, with no increase in
fees (Fiscal Impact: $240,000 Annually; Group Health Internal Service Fund;
Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO
SIGN AGREEMENT 949-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-58) Proposed Amendment No. 2 to Agreement 1145-2009 with Vision Services 

Plan, extending the term for three years, from January 1, 2016 through
December 31, 2018, with an increase in fees from $1.02 per member per
month to $1.06 per member per month (Fiscal Impact: $92,000 Annually;
Group Health Internal Service Fund; Budgeted; Discretionary) - APPROVED; 
AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 950-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-59) Proposed Amendment No. 9 to Agreement 1080-2006 with Chimienti & 

Associates Insurance Services for voluntary benefits and KERN$FLEX
administration, extending the term for one year, from January 1, 2016 through
December 31, 2016 with no increase in fees (Fiscal Impact: None) -
APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 951-2015 
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes

 
CA-60) Proposed Amendment No. 2 to Agreement 837-2011 with Chimienti & 

Associates Insurance Services for COBRA administrative services, extending
the term for one year, from January 1, 2016 through December 31, 2016, with
no increase in fees (Fiscal Impact: $18,000 Annually; Group Health Internal 
Service Fund; Budgeted; Mandated) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED 
CHAIRMAN TO SIGN AGREEMENT 952-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
CA-61) Proposed Amendment No. 5 to Agreement 892-2008 with Managed Health 

Network, for Employee Assistance Program and Mental Health Gatekeeping 
Services, extending the term for one year, from January 1, 2016 through
December 31, 2016, with no increase in fees (Fiscal Impact: $140,000 FY
2015-2016; Group Health Internal Service Fund; Not Budgeted;
Discretionary) - APPROVED; AUTHORIZED CHAIRMAN TO SIGN 
AGREEMENT 953-2015  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
MATTERS FOR EXECUTIVE APPROVAL  

CA-62) Budget Transfers - APPROVED NOS. 088 THROUGH 095 
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes 

 
CA-63) Minutes for week of October 12, 2015 - APPROVED 

Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  
 
CA-64) Miscellaneous Letters and Documents - FILED 

Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  
 
CA-65) Letters Received and Referred by Clerk of the Board - APPROVED AND 

FILED  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes 
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CA-66) Claims and Lawsuits Filed with and Referred by Clerk of the Board -

APPROVED AND FILED  
Scrivner-Gleason: All Ayes  

 
 

 

NOTE: Prior to adjournment, Chairman Couch submitted a memorandum to 
Board Members, County Administrative Officer, and County Counsel
concerning County Goals for 2016 and thanked staff for their assistance 
during his term as Board Chairman  

 
 

 

ADJOURNED TO MONDAY, JANUARY 4, 2016, AT 12:00 NOON, FOR
SELECTION OF CHAIRMAN 
Maggard  

 
 

 
 
 
/s/  Kathleen Krause 
      Clerk of the Board 
 
 
 
/s/  David Couch 
      Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
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64) MISCELLANEOUS LETTERS AND DOCUMENTS – FILED 

  
  Auditor-Controller-County Clerk 

  
A) 2015/2016 County of Kern Adopted Budget  

  
  Clerk of the Board 

  
B) Received, certified and transmitted to Recorder for recordation, as follows: 

1) Tract Map 6209, Phase 3  S.D. #5 
2) Tract Map 6444, Phase 7  S.D. #3 
3) Tract Map 7227, Phase 1  S.D. #4  

  
  Employers’ Training Resource 

  
C) Workforce Investment Act On-the-Job Training Agreements: 

1) Racin Properties, LLC DBA Classic Lube and Auto Care WIA/WIOA
 Title 201, dated September 28, 2015 
2) Thomas Anthony McGill DBA Source One Payment Systems, 
 WIA/WIOA Title 201, dated October 19, 2015 
3) Larry M Cho, M.D., Inc., DBA, the Industrial Medical Group, 
 WIA/WIOA Title 201, dated October 28, 2015  

  
  Grand Jury 

  
D) 2015-2016 Grand Jury Final Report concerning Kern County General

Services, KGOV-TV (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO and General Services) 
  

E) 2015-2016 Grand Jury Final Report concerning Kern County Sheriff’s Office,
Central Receiving Facility (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO and Sheriff)  
  

F) 2015-2016 Grand Jury Final Report concerning Kern County Sheriff’s Office,
Lerdo Facility (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO and Sheriff)  
  

  Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) 
  

G) Report and Recommendation, Proceeding No. 1680 in the matter of City of
Bakersfield: Annexation No. 653 (Chevalier No. 3) (Copies to Planning and
Community Development and Environmental Health)  
  

  Public Works Department 
  

H) Recorded Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate Real Property from HRES Boron,
LLC, donated for construction of road improvements on Gardiner Avenue and
Nudgent Street (Document No. 0215155791)  
  

  Treasurer-Tax Collector 
  

I) Cash Receipts and Disbursements for November 2015  
  

  Miscellaneous 
  

J) Worker Adjustment Retraining and Notification Act (WARN) notice from C & J
Wells Services, Inc., re layoffs at administrative office at 7515 Rosedale
Highway, Bakersfield (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO, Employers’ Training
Resource, Human Resources and County Counsel)  
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K) Worker Adjustment Retraining and Notification Act (WARN) notice from KVS

Transportation, Inc., re layoffs at administrative office at 3752 Allen Road,
Bakersfield (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO, Employers’ Training Resource,
Human Resources and County Counsel)  
  

L) Twenty-three e-mails re Kern First proposal (Copies to each Supervisor,
CAO, Human Resources and County Counsel)  
  

M) E-mail from Johann Schrell re comments on EIR for revisions to Kern County
Zoning Ordinance concerning oil and gas (Copies to each Supervisor, CAO,
Planning and Community Development and County Counsel)  
  

N) E-mail from Ben Nelson, Bureau of Reclamation, re error in Appendix 6E of 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for Coordinated Long-term Operation 
of Central Valley Project and State Water Project (Copies to each Supervisor,
CAO and County Counsel)  
  

O) Agenda for Kern Health Systems Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors 
on December 10, 2015  
  

P) Summary of Kern Health Systems Board of Directors meeting on November
12, 2015  

 
65) LETTERS RECEIVED AND REFERRED BY CLERK OF THE BOARD -

APPROVED AND FILED  
 

A) Letter from Law Offices of Kyle W. Jones re Katrina Ann Manko, Notice of 
Intention to Sue - REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk
Management)  

 
66) CLAIMS AND LAWSUITS FILED WITH AND REFERRED BY CLERK OF

THE BOARD - APPROVED AND FILED 
  

A) Claim in the matter of Audrey Burns/Joe Burns v. County of Kern -
REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
  

B) Notice of Filing of Discrimination Complaint in the matter of Andrea Nonini v.
Kern County Probation Department - REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL 
(Copy to Risk Management)  
  

C) Order Setting Mandatory Scheduling Conference in the matter of Anthony
Weston Smith v. Donny Youngblood, et al. (U.S. District Court Eastern District
of California, Case No. 1:15-CV-01749 - JLT)  REFERRED TO COUNTY 
COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
  

D) Summons and Complaint in the matter of Rodney Jackson, an Incapacitated
Adult, by and Through his Guardian ad Litem, Johnnie Jackson v. County of
Kern et al. (Case No. BCV-15-101497)  REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL 
(Copy to Risk Management)  
  

E) Summons and Complaint in the matter of R. Rex Parris Law Firm v. County of
Kern et al. (Case No. BCV-15-101596) - REFERRED TO COUNTY 
COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
  

F) Summons and Complaint in the matter of Livia Salas, individually and as
successor-in-interest to Jose Manuel Beltran, deceased; Jose Beltran, 
individually and as successor-in-interest to Jose Manuel Beltran deceased v. 
Delano Union School District et al. (Case No. BCV-15-101458) - REFERRED 
TO COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
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G) Summons and Complaint in the matter of Anthony Weston Smith v. Donny

Youngblood et al. (U.S. District Court, Eastern District of California, Case No.
1:15-CV-01749 -JLT)  REFERRED TO COUNTY COUNSEL (Copy to Risk
Management)  
  

H) Summons and Complaint in the matter of Victor Smith, Lois Smith v. County 
of Kern et al. (Case No. BCV-15-100834) - REFERRED TO COUNTY 
COUNSEL (Copy to Risk Management)  
  

 
### 
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Appendix H 
 

Key Waste Stream Characterization Results 
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Const. & Demo 21.70%

Electronics 1.20%

Glass 2.30%

HH Haz Waste 0.20%

Metal 7.70%

Mixed Residue 1.10%

Organics 25.70%

Paper 21.00%

Plastic 9.50%

Special Waste 5.10%

Textiles 4.50%

California
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Const. & Demo 17.96%

Electronics 1.90%

Glass 1.40%

HH Haz Waste 0.14%

Metal 5.25%

Mixed Residue 3.69%

Organics 23.60%

Paper 22.62%

Plastic 13.52%

Special Waste 0.87%

Textiles 9.06%

Kern County
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Const. & Demo 18.86%

Electronics 2.30%

Glass 1.22%

HH Haz Waste 0.07%

Metal 5.84%

Mixed Residue 3.95%

Organics 19.35%

Paper 23.18%

Plastic 14.37%

Special Waste 1.10%

Textiles 9.77%

Bena Overall
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Const. & Demo 2.88%

Electronics 2.36%

Glass 3.22%

HH Haz Waste 0.04%

Metal 4.16%

Mixed Residue 7.63%

Organics 29.02%

Paper 25.43%

Plastic 15.65%

Special Waste 0.15%

Textiles 9.46%

Bena Residential
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Const. & Demo 22.09%

Electronics 2.82%

Glass 0.24%

HH Haz Waste 0.12%

Metal 7.23%

Mixed Residue 3.26%

Organics 14.65%

Paper 25.29%

Plastic 16.96%

Special Waste 2.28%

Textiles 5.06%

Bena Commercial
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Const. & Demo 34.60%

Electronics 1.13%

Glass 0.43%

HH Haz Waste 0.00%
Metal 5.33%

Mixed Residue 0.20%

Organics 15.48%

Paper 15.70%

Plastic 7.22%

Special Waste 0.00%

Textiles 19.90%

Bena Self-Haul
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Const. & Demo 17.89%

Electronics 0.69%

Glass 0.80%

HH Haz Waste 0.30%

Metal 3.69%

Mixed Residue 3.49%

Organics 33.80%

Paper 20.99%

Plastic 12.76%

Special Waste 0.08%

Textiles 5.51%

Delano Overall
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Const. & Demo 3.79%
Electronics 0.37%

Glass 1.11%

HH Haz Waste 0.16%

Metal 3.83%

Mixed Residue 5.10%

Organics 38.82%
Paper 22.66%

Plastic 16.16%

Special Waste 0.00%

Textiles 8.01%

Delano Residential
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Const. & Demo 32.33%

Electronics 0.01%

Glass 0.35%

HH Haz Waste 0.00%

Metal 3.26%

Mixed Residue 2.05%

Organics 31.91%

Paper 20.59%

Plastic 9.21%

Special Waste 0.18% Textiles 0.12%

Delano Commercial
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Const. & Demo 22.99%

Electronics 7.28%
Glass 1.53%

HH Haz Waste 3.25%

Metal 5.54%

Mixed Residue 1.53%

Organics 11.09%

Paper 12.02%

Plastic 11.94%

Special Waste 0.00%

Textiles 22.81%

Delano Self-Haul
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Const. & Demo 10.67%

Electronics 0.76%

Glass 2.77%

HH Haz Waste 0.39%

Metal 3.53%

Mixed Residue 2.43%

Organics 35.61%

Paper 24.85%

Plastic 12.22%

Special Waste 0.24%

Textiles 6.53%

Tehachapi Overall
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Const. & Demo 10.98%

Electronics 0.66%

Glass 2.48%

HH Haz Waste 0.41%

Metal 2.83%

Mixed Residue 2.57%

Organics 36.55%

Paper 26.20%

Plastic 12.67%

Special Waste 0.24%
Textiles 4.42%

Tehachapi MRF Residuals
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Const. & Demo 9.34%

Electronics 1.18%

Glass 4.02%

HH Haz Waste 0.29%

Metal 6.50%

Mixed Residue 1.84%

Organics 31.61%

Paper 19.09%

Plastic 10.32%

Special Waste 0.24%

Textiles 15.57%

Tehachapi Self-Haul
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Const. & Demo 18.67%

Electronics 1.57%

Glass 3.08%

HH Haz Waste 0.15%

Metal 6.04%

Mixed Residue 2.73%

Organics 21.56%

Paper 24.35%

Plastic 11.05%

Special Waste 0.90%

Textiles 9.91%

Ridgecrest Overall
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Const. & Demo 1.35%

Electronics 2.40%

Glass 5.13%

HH Haz Waste 0.18%

Metal 3.56%

Mixed Residue 3.47%

Organics 32.44%

Paper 32.69%

Plastic 14.10%

Special Waste 1.23%

Textiles 3.44%

Ridgecrest Residential
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Const. & Demo 33.09%

Electronics 0.54%

Glass 0.39%

HH Haz Waste 0.09%

Metal 6.27%

Mixed Residue 2.07%

Organics 12.62%

Paper 30.75%

Plastic 8.55%

Special Waste 1.86%

Textiles 3.76%

Ridgecrest Commercial
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Const. & Demo 17.03%

Electronics 1.89%

Glass 3.98%

HH Haz Waste 0.18%

Metal 7.13%

Mixed Residue 2.82%

Organics 22.50%

Paper 15.44%

Plastic 11.32%

Special Waste 0.04%

Textiles 17.68%

Ridgecrest Self-Haul
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Appendix I 

Mandatory Commercial Recycling Program Summary 
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Summary of Kern County Unincorporated Area 
AB 341/Commercial Recycling Implementation Plan 

September 2015 
 
Education/Outreach 

The following activities will be completed in 2012 and will occur on an annual basis thereafter, unless 
otherwise noted or changed. 

a) Electronic: 

i. Kern County website related to Waste Management Programs will be updated with information on 
the new law and how to comply locally. http://www.kerncountywaste.com    

ii. Kern County Public Works Department (KCPWD) will provide sample text describing AB 341 and how 
to comply locally.  

b) Print: 

i. The Waste Management Program newsletter (beginning Fall 2012) will continue to include info 
about new law and how to comply locally.  

ii. The KCPWD will send a letter about the new law to all entities that potentially must comply with AB 
341 thresholds that do not have recycling service and have not certified self-recycling.  This letter 
will be sent annually beginning in 2013. 

iii. Information describing AB341 and how to comply will be included in the Kern County Recycling 
Guide. 

iv. Franchise Haulers will provide information to their respective customers about the new law and the 
recycling services offered by their company to comply locally. 

c) Direct Contact: 

i. KCPWD will provide information on the new law and how to comply locally during calls from 
businesses that have received letters per b(ii), or during general inquiries about service.  

ii. KCPWD staff will respond to questions or inquiries from multi-family customers regarding the new 
law and will refer to appropriate franchise hauler for service adjustments or additional property 
specific information. 

iii. The KCPWD will have the opportunity to provide outreach to civic associations and groups with info 
about the new law. Examples of organizations that may be contacted include: 

 Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce and Chambers of Commerce in other communities   

 Air and Waste Management Association 

 Civic Organization (Rotary, Lions, Kiwanis) 

 Realtor Associations  

a) The KCPWD has identified commercial entities and multifamily complexes that potentially fall under AB 
341.   

b) Franchise Haulers will provide a list and summary data to KCPWD staff on a semi-annual basis. 

c) On an bi-annual basis, the commercial and multifamily entities that potentially fall under the AB 341 
thresholds that currently do not have recycling service will be notified by letter of the requirement to 
recycle or certify self-recycling. 
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Reporting in Electronic Annual Report beginning with 2012 Annual Report 

a) The KCPWD will report the total number of commercial entities and the total number of multifamily 
complexes that fall within the AB 341 thresholds that are not recycling to CalRecycle. 

b) The KCPWD will report on education and outreach efforts, e.g., newsletters, public presentation, 
newspaper articles and monitoring efforts conducted during the year to Cal Recycle.  

Exemptions 

The County exempts businesses and multi-family dwellings located in County Permit Areas (more recently 
categorized as Rural Franchise Areas) from the requirements to comply with AB 341.  The KCPWD Director 
may exempt other remote areas located within Franchise Area upon request and justification by the 
Franchise Hauler. 
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Appendix J 

Mandatory Commercial Organics Recycling Program Summary 
 

2015 Compostable Organic Program 
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Summary of Kern County Unincorporated Area 
AB 1826/Commercial Organic Recycling Implementation Plan 

 
 
Education/Outreach 

The following activities will be completed in FY 2016/2017 and will occur on an annual basis thereafter, 
unless otherwise noted or changed. 

a) Electronic: 

i. Kern County website related to Waste Management Programs will be updated with information on 
the new law and how to comply locally. http://www.kerncountywaste.com    

ii. Kern County Public Works Department (KCPWD) will provide sample text describing AB 341 and how 
to comply locally.  

b) Print: 

i. The Waste Management Program newsletter (beginning Summer 2016) will include info about new 
law and how to comply locally.  

ii. The KCPWD will send a letter about the new law to all entities that potentially must comply with AB 
1826 thresholds that do not have compostable organic recycling service and have not certified self-
recycling of compostable organics.  This letter will be sent beginning in 2016, with distribution 
expanded to reflect increasing regulatory thresholds.   

iii. The KCPWD will combine AB 341 notification and AB 1826 notification whenever possible to reduce 
public confusion, waste and program cost. 

iv. Information describing AB 1826 and how to comply will be included in the Kern County Recycling 
Guide. 

v. Franchise Haulers will provide information to their respective customers about the new law and the 
compostable organic collection services offered by their company to comply locally. 

c) Direct Contact: 

i. KCPWD will provide information on the new law and how to comply locally during calls from 
businesses that have received letters per b(ii), or during general inquiries about service.  

ii. The KCPWD will have the opportunity to provide outreach to civic associations and groups with info 
about the new law. Examples of organizations that may be contacted include: 

 Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce and Chambers of Commerce in other communities   

 Air and Waste Management Association 

 Civic Organization (Rotary, Lions, Kiwanis) 

 Hotel/Restaurant and Landscape Associations  

a) The KCPWD has identified commercial entities that potentially fall under AB 1826.   

b) Franchise Haulers will provide a list and summary data to KCPWD staff on a semi-annual basis. 

c) On a bi-annual basis, the commercial entities that potentially fall under the AB 1826 thresholds that 
currently do not have compostable organic collection services will be notified by letter of the 
requirement to recycle or certify self-recycling. 

Reporting in Electronic Annual Report beginning with 2016 Annual Report (submitted in 2017) 

a) The KCPWD will report the total number of commercial entities that fall within the AB 341 thresholds 
that have no confirmed compliance to CalRecycle. 
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b) The KCPWD will report on education and outreach efforts, e.g., newsletters, public presentation, 
newspaper articles and monitoring efforts conducted during the year to Cal Recycle.  

Exemptions 

The County exempts businesses located in County Permit Areas (more recently categorized as Rural/Remote 
Franchise Areas) from the requirements to comply with AB 1826.  The KCPWD Director may exempt other 
remote areas located within Franchise Area upon request and justification by the Franchise Hauler. 
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

Overview 

The Department has developed a strategy for handling compostable organic material for Kern 
County. Pending regulations will require some or all of that waste stream be recycled. The 
proposed strategy will affect many facility operated by the Department and will require an 
investment in both staff and equipment in order to allow the Department to provide acceptable 
end uses for the material. 
 
The following is a site by site analysis of what has been done and what additional resources would 
be needed at each site to allow the Department to remain in compliance with the proposed 
regulations. The implementation is staged over a number of years with the program being 
implemented by area. Costs associated with the expansions are included in the analysis with a 
summary of those costs included following the last facility evaluated.* 
 
Next a summary of the cost per ton of the program, by fiscal year, is included to assist in the 
overall analysis of the programs cost effectiveness.  
 
Finally, a query was run to determine an estimated amount of material which may be charged if 
there is a modification of the current policies. The material listed in the tables is what is currently 
believed to be material which would fall into the commercial classification if regulatory changes 
are indeed enacted. 
 

* A portion of this plan has been approved by the Board of Supervisors for implementation. 

Those items already approved and/or implemented are highlighted in a light gray. Additional 

proposed actions or plans are in plain text. 
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

SHAFTER FACILITY 

The Department has committed to improving the capabilities of the compostable organics 
diversion program to allow staff to more effectively remove the contamination from the grass 
and other compostable material currently being accepted. This was determined to be necessary 
in order to allow continued use of the Synagro option which accepts the material at no cost. The 
plan for this improvement includes purchasing the following: 
 

1. Star Screen ( Determined to be the Komptech L3 ) Approximate cost $750,000 
2. Dedicated loader for Start Screen   Approximate cost $200,000 
3. 20,000ft2 of concrete for material processing area. Approximate cost $300,000 

 
While implementing the above improvements, legislative changes were being implemented that 
would drastically change the program and cause a large increase in throughput. In order to 
handle that increase the following acquisitions provided the Department with an acceptable 
processing capability to handle the organics:  
 

4. Sorting station to process overs from Start Screen Approximate cost $150,000 
5. Slow Speed Shredder to size reduce overs.  Approximate cost $700,000 

 
The sorting station required the installation of a concrete pad to allow the equipment to be 
correctly installed. Once that final piece of equipment is obtained the program would effectively 
have a system that could remove contaminates and size the material for use in any compost 
system. This system would also process out grass that appears to be very marketable at this time 
as cattle feed. The mechanization as outlined would allow the system to process and make ready 
for use as much as 100 tons per day.  
 
At this point we needed to evaluate continuing to ship the material to Synagro or constructing 
and operating a compost facility on site. Shipping that quantity of material to Synagro cost the 
Department, (at today’s prices) approximately $77,200 per year. 
 
A compost facility capable of handling the material could be added to the diversion area by 
utilizing a portion of the 20 acres being held unused and adjacent to the current diversion area. 
The system currently being considered the best for this purpose is a Gore Compost system which 
is an aerated static pile system utilizing Gore-Tex covers to control moisture and VOC emissions. 
Building a facility such as this would provide a turnkey operation at this facility that could take in 
the compostable organic material, clean and process that material, compost it on site, and 
produce a finish product suitable for sale. Resources needed for that expansion would be as listed 
below: 
 

6. Gore Compost Facility     Approximate cost $6,000,000 
7. Additional loader for compost operation  Approximate cost $   250,000 
8. Skid steer loader     Approximate cost $     30,000 

 

Attachment 1 

370



 

Page 3 

2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

 
The acceptance of food waste in the program is something that the Department knows will be 
needed and operational plans to handle that material have been reviewed. At first, that portion 
of the program would be handled by creating a bunker collection point for food waste and co-
mingling that material with sufficient grass clippings to control the moisture. Once mixed that 
material would be shipped to the Mount Vernon Compost Facility until such time as the 
Department completed the construction of the Shafter Compost Facility. (Currently slated for 
2017). 
 
Current Operations 
 
Current operation is using line items 1-3 and 5. It is being staffed with existing employees hired 
to operate the program. A breakdown of costs at this point is as follows. 
 
Capital cost $2,100,000 Annualized over a ten year period for an annual cost of  $210,000 
Current annual labor costs to handle this tonnage level    $270,000 
Additional maintenance cost        $  21,000 
Total Annual Cost         $501,000 
Total tonnage processed 30,000 
Cost per ton process $501,000/30,000tons = $16.70/ton 
 
Cost to ship 21,600 tons to Synagro (Current end market) $8/ton 
Cost for shipping 21,600 tons x $8.00/ton = $172,800 
Total Annual cost for current tonnage (Including freight) $673,800 
Current Annual cost per ton $22.46 

*These numbers include the sorting station even though it will not be acquired and installed until 
2016 
 
Proposed Expansion #1 Fiscal Year 2017/18 
Construct & Operate Compost Facility 
 
This expansion begins a process of increasing both the green waste other feed stocks necessary 
to the creation of the compost. Specifically, the Department would start to work with local dairies 
and feed lots to accept their manure into the program. (This material generally is being spread 
on land owned by those entities. However, they are beginning to look for additional options to 
reduce the amount of manure currently being land applied). The estimate to operate is that the 
Department will attract 20,000 tons of this new material and will charge the ½ price rate for 
recycling. That will produce a revenue offset of $450,000 and will be backed out of the cost as 
shown below.  
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

 
 
 
This expansion level would require the Department to acquire 6 – 8 as listed above. The cost 
factors at this level would be as follows: 
 
Capital cost $ 6,280,000 Annualized over a 20 year period for an annual cost of  $314,000 
Additional labor costs to handle this tonnage level    $  90,300 
Additional maintenance/Ops cost      $  75,000 
Total Additional Annual Cost       $479,300 
Total tonnage processed 50,000 
 
New Total Annual Cost $501,000 + $479,300 = $980,300 
 
Expected revenue offsets 
New waste stream accepted due to compost program   $450,000 
Sale of finished compost to various markets. (25,000 tons x $10 ton) $250,000 
Total annual revenue offsets       $700,000 
 
Net program cost: $980,300 - $700,000 = $280,300 
Net cost per ton: $280,300/50,000tons = $5.61/ton 
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

BENA FACILITY 
 
Current Operations 

Currently it is required that the L3 Star Screen be transported to the facility weekly and all 

compostable organic material brought to the facility be sorted and cleaned. The clean organic 

material is then used as Alternative Daily Cover (ADC). The Department recognized the 

inefficiency of transporting the equipment weekly from the Shafter facility as well as the problem 

caused by not being able to process at both sites simultaneously. In order to correct the problem 

a second L3 Star Screen was approved for purchase as well as an additional staff member to 

operate the program. Cost to achieve the current operations are as shown below. 

Capital Cost: 

9. Dedicated loader for Star Screen   Approximate cost $  250,000 
10. Skid steer loader     Approximate cost $    30,000 
11. Star Screen (Determined to be the Komptech L3) Approximate cost $  750,000 

Total Capital Expense          $1,030,000 

Performing this sort on the grass would increase the labor cost for the program significantly. It is 

anticipated that it would take 3 staff member 2 days per week to operate the equipment and 

produce the cleaned material. It is estimated that the green waste material would break down 

as follows: 72% usable grass, 18% overs being sent to the active face, 10% residual being taken 

to the face for disposal.  Given these assumption the annual cost breakdown would be as follows: 

Additional Capital cost $1,030,000 annualized for ten years  $103,000 
Additional labor cost for program      $  90,300 
Additional maintenance/Ops cost     $    5,000 
Additional Annual Cost      $198,300 
New total annual tonnage processed 20,000 
Current cost per ton of program: $198,300/20,000 tons = $9.92/ton 

 
It is anticipated that the Department will discontinue the ADC program in the near future and 
begin shipping the cleaned material to either the Mount Vernon facility or the Synagro facility. 
Shipping the material will add additional cost to the program. Those costs are estimated to be 
the following: 
  

Shipping cost for new tonnage 14,400 tons x $8.00/ton = $115,200 
Total Annual cost $198,300 + $115,200 = $313,500 
Cost per ton of program: $15.68/ton 

Approximately 14,400 tons of material will be sent to either Synagro, or to the Mt Vernon facility. 
This split will have to be determined in the operations phase but $50,000 per year has been added 
to the expected cost of the Mt Vernon Facility contract as a worst case scenario. In order to not 
double count that expense it is not being included here.  
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

TAFT FACILITY 
 
 
The Compostable Organics program requires that we implement an organics program at most 
sites. At the Taft SL the current waste stream of green waste is approximately 500 tons per year. 
This is a marginal volume and the material coming to the facility is clean enough to allow on site 
staff to separate the material for shipment to Synagro. 
 
The cost to handle this waste stream is as follows: 
 

Loading Cost: $3. 00 X 500 tons = $1,500 
Shipping Cost: $8.00 x 500 tons = $4,000 
Total cost to divert green waste at Taft = $5,500 
Cost per ton = $5,500/500 tons = $11.00/ton 
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

 
KERN VALLEY FACILITY 

 

 
The Kern Valley site is located in a rural area which allows for the exemption of the requirements 
for commercial entities to participate. Due to the low volume of material in this area, combined 
with the remoteness of processing facilities, this area is being exempted from the program.  
 
The program can be re-evaluated for possible inclusion at a later date if the situation warrants. 
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

RIDGECREST FACILITY 

 

The Compostable Organics program, as previously stated, will require that we implement an 
organics program at sites currently not participating in the program.  However, the Ridgecrest SL 
waste stream of green waste is approximately 3,100 tons per year. This tonnage is significant and 
large enough that a method to handle it would need to be implemented.   

Current Operations 

Current operation is material is comingled with waste and disposed. 

The cost to handle this waste stream is therefore as follows: 

Per ton operations charge: $12.20 X 3,100 tons = $37,820 
Per ton BOE payment: $1.40 x 3100 tons = $4,340 
Total cost to dispose green waste at Ridgecrest = $42,160 

Proposed Expansion #1 Fiscal Year 2016/17 
Ship Green Waste to Bena from Ridgecrest 

This expansion level will require that the grass be kept separate from the waste and shipped 
separately to the Bena SL for diversion. This requires that some mechanism be put in place to 
load the material into transport vehicles and that the material be transported to Bena or Mojave 
for processing.  

The Department has been anticipating taking on the diversion work at this facility and this would 
facilitate that implementation. To create this area and start the diversion activities the following 
would be needed. 
 

12. Dedicated loader for operation    Approximate cost $   200,000 
13. Skid steer loader      Approximate cost $     30,000 
14. Fuel tanks, Office trailer other improvements  Approximate cost $   250,000 

Total capital cost to create diversion area               $   480,000 
 
The newly created diversion area would require four staff members to operate.  
 
Additional labor costs (four positions)            $  361,200 
Annual Maintenance costs                 $      9,600 

Capital cost $480,000 annualized over a ten-year period         $    48,000 
Labor costs                  $  361,200 
Maintenance cost                $      9,600 
Total                   $ 418,800 
 
Cost per ton for green waste portion =  20% of cost of diversion area      $    83,760 
Cost per ton for shipping to Mojave $12/ton x 3,100 tons           $    37,200 
Total cost for green waste portion             $  120,960 
Cost per ton: $120,960/3,100 tons = $39.02/ton 
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

 

BORON FACILITY 

 
The Boron site is located in a rural area which allows for the exemption of the requirements for 
commercial entities to participate. Due to the low volume of material in this area, combined with 
the remoteness of processing facilities, this area is being exempted from the program.  
 
The program can be re-evaluated for possible inclusion at a later date if the situation warrants. 
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

MOJAVE FACILITY 

At the Mojave SL the current waste stream of organics is approximately 600 tons per year with 
150 tons of wood. This is a marginal volume to support a separate program and that material 
would have to be transferred to a larger facility with an existing program. However, as the 
program in eastern Kern County grows and expands this site would be a prime location to handle 
the material generated in the eastern area. 
 
Current Operations 
 
Current operation is material is comingled with waste and disposed. 
 
The cost to handle this waste stream is therefore as follows: 
 

Per ton operations charge: $12.20 X 750 tons = $9,150 
Per ton BOE payment: $1.40 x 750 tons = $1,050 
Total cost to dispose organics at Mojave = $10,200 

 
Proposed Expansion #1 Fiscal Year 2016/17 
Ship Green Waste to Bena or Mount Vernon from Mojave 

This expansion level will require that the grass be kept separate and shipped to the Bena SL for 
diversion. This would require that some mechanism be put in place to load the material into 
transport vehicles and the material be transported to Bena or Mount Vernon for processing. 
 
The acceptance of food waste in the program is something that the Department knows will be 
needed and operational plans to handle that material have been reviewed. At first, that portion 
of the program would be handled by creating a bunker collection point for food waste and co-
mingling that material with sufficient grass clippings to control the moisture. Once mixed that 
material would be shipped to the Mount Vernon Compost Facility until such time as the 
Department completed the construction of the Mojave Compost Facility. (Currently slated for 
2019) 
 
The Department has been anticipating taking on the diversion work at this facility and this would 
facilitate that implementation. Opening this diversion area is expected to increase the tonnage 
diverted by the facility significantly. It is also anticipated that the compostable organic material 
diverted would increase to approximately 3,100 tons. To create this area and start the diversion 
activities the following would be needed: 
 

15. Dedicated loader for operation    Approximate cost $   200,000 
16. Skid steer loader      Approximate cost $     30,000 
17. Fuel tanks, Office trailer other improvements  Approximate cost $   250,000 

Total capital cost to create diversion area               $   480,000 
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2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

 
The newly created diversion area would require four staff members to operate.  
 
Additional labor costs (four positions)         $  361,200 
Annual Maintenance costs            $      9,600 
 

Capital cost $480,000 annualized over a ten-year period      $    48,000 
Labor costs            $  361,200 
Maintenance cost           $      9,600 
Total             $ 418,800 
 
Cost per ton for green waste portion =  20% of cost of diversion area    $    83,760 
Cost per ton for shipping to Bena $12/ton x 3,100 tons      $    37,200 
Total cost for green waste portion         $  120,960 
Cost per ton: $120,960/3,100 tons = $39.02/ton 
 
 
Proposed Expansion #2 Fiscal Year 2017/18 
Sort and Clean Green Waste at Mojave 
Accept Curbside Green Waste/Purchase L3 Star Screen  
 
In order to handle the eastern region of Kern County a new diversion operation which includes 
compostable organics diversion would have to be constructed, staffed and operated. In order to 
begin this operation the following would be needed: 
 

18. Star Screen ( Determined to be the Komptech L3 ) Approximate cost $  750,000 
19. Dedicated loader for Start Screen   Approximate cost $  200,000 
20. Brush Grapple Bucket     Approximate cost $    20,000 
21. 20,000ft2 of concrete for material processing area. Approximate cost $   300,000 
22. Sorting station to process overs from Start Screen Approximate cost $     50,000 
23. Slow Speed Shredder to size reduce overs.  Approximate cost $   700,000 

Total Capital Costs           $2,020,000 
 
 
Capital cost $ 2,020,000 Annualized over a 10-year period for an annual cost of  $  202,000 
Additional labor costs to handle this tonnage level (four positions)   $  361,200 
Additional maintenance/Ops cost       $  120,000 
Total Additional Annual Cost        $  683,200 
Total tonnage processed 50,000 
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Cost per ton for shipping to Bena $12/ton x 35,000 tons = $420,000 
 
New Total Annual Cost = $120,960 + $683,200 + $420,000 = $1,224,160 
Cost Per ton $1,224,160/50,000 =$24.48/ton 
 
 
Proposed Expansion #3 Fiscal Year 2019/20 
Construct & Operate Compost Facility 
 

24. Gore Compost Facility     Approximate cost $6,000,000 
25. Additional loader for this operation   Approximate cost $   200,000 
26. Skid steer loader     Approximate cost $     30,000 
27. Fuel tanks, Office trailer other improvements Approximate cost $   250,000 

Total Capital Improvements for Compost Facility            $6,480,000 
 
 

Capital cost $ 6,480,000 Annualized over a 10-year period   $   648,000 
Additional labor costs to handle this facility (four positions)   $   361,200 
Additional maintenance/Ops cost      $     20,000 
Total Additional Annual Cost for Compost facility    $1,029,200 
 
Expected revenue offsets 
New waste stream accepted due to compost program   $450,000 
Sale of finished compost to various markets. (25,000 tons x $10 ton) $250,000 
Total annual revenue offsets       $800,000 
 
Net program cost: $120,960 + $683,200 + $1,029,200 - $800,000 = $1,033,360 
Net cost per ton: $1,013,360 /50,000 tons = $20.27/ton 
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TEHACHAPI FACILITY 

 

The Tehachapi SL waste stream of green waste is approximately 600 tons per year. This is a 
marginal volume to support a separate program and that material would have to be transferred 
to a larger facility with an existing program. 
 

Current Operations 
 
Current operation is material is comingled with waste and disposed. 
 
The cost to handle this waste stream is therefore as follows: 
 

Per ton operations charge: $3.70 X 600 tons = $2,220 
Per ton BOE payment: $1.40 x 600 tons = $840 
Total cost to dispose green waste at Tehachapi = $3,060 

 
Proposed Expansion #1 Fiscal Year 2016/17 
Ship Green Waste to Bena from Tehachapi 
 

This expansion level will require that the grass be kept separate from the waste and shipped 
separately to the Bena SL for diversion. This would require that some mechanism be put in place 
to load the material into transport vehicles and the material be transported to Bena for 
processing. 
 
Loading cost $10 ton x 600 tons = $6,000 
Shipping cost 600tons x $9.25/ton = $5,550 
Total Annual cost at expansion level 1    $6,000 + $5,500  = $11,500 
Cost per ton for program: $11,500/600 tons = $19.17/ton 
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Capital Expense Line Item By Fiscal Year 
 

  Line Item      Cost   Year 
      Shafter 

1. Star Screen ( Determined to be the Komptech L3 ) Approximate cost $    750,000 14/15 
2. Dedicated loader for Start Screen   Approximate cost $    200,000 14/15 
3. 20,000 ft2 of concrete for material processing area Approximate cost $    300,000 15/16 
4. Sorting station to process overs from Start Screen Approximate cost $    150,000 16/17 
5. Slow Speed Shredder to size reduce overs  Approximate cost $    700,000 15/16 
6. Gore Compost Facility     Approximate cost $ 6,000,000 17/18 
7. Additional loader for compost operation  Approximate cost $    250,000 17/18 
8. Skid steer loader     Approximate cost $      30,000 17/18 

 

Bena 

9. Dedicated loader for Star Screen   Approximate cost $    250,000 14/15 
10. Skid steer loader     Approximate cost $      30,000 14/15 
11. Star Screen (Determined to be the Komptech L3 ) Approximate cost $    750,000 15/16 

 

Ridgecrest 
12. Dedicated loader for operation    Approximate cost $    200,000 16/17 
13. Skid steer loader     Approximate cost $      30,000 16/17 
14. Fuel tanks, Office trailer other improvements  Approximate cost $    250,000 16/17 

 

Mojave 
15. Dedicated loader for operation    Approximate cost $    200,000 16/17 
16. Skid steer loader     Approximate cost $      30,000 16/17 
17. Fuel tanks, Office trailer other improvements  Approximate cost $    250,000 16/17 
18. Star Screen (Determined to be the Komptech L3 ) Approximate cost $    750,000 17/18 
19. Dedicated loader for Start Screen   Approximate cost $    200,000 17/18 
20. Brush Grapple Bucket     Approximate cost $      20,000 17/18 
21. 20,000 ft2 of concrete for material processing area Approximate cost $    300,000 17/18 
22. Sorting station to process overs from Start Screen Approximate cost $      50,000 17/18 
23. Slow Speed Shredder to size reduce overs  Approximate cost $    700,000 17/18 
24. Gore Compost Facility      Approximate cost $ 6,000,000 19/20 
25. Additional loader for this operation   Approximate cost $    200,000 19/20 
26. Skid steer loader     Approximate cost $      30,000 19/20 
27. Fuel tanks, Office trailer other improvements  Approximate cost $    250,000 19/20 
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Implementation Schedule & Annual Cost 
 
          14/15       15/16        16/17        17/18     18/19 
Shafter 

Capital Cost  $   950,000 $1,000,000 $   150,000 $ 6,280,000 $ 0 

Additional Labor Cost $   180,600 $     90,300 $       $       90,300 $ 0 

Maintenance/Ops Cost $     21,000 $      0  $       $       75,000 $ 0 

Possible Revenue $      0  $      0  $     $     700,000 $ 0 

 
Bena 

Capital Cost  $   280,000 $ 750,000 $         0  $ 0 $ 0 

Additional Labor Cost $            0 $   90,300 $         0  $       0 $ 0 

Maintenance/OPS Cost  $       5,000 $   15,000 $         0  $   0 $  0 

Possible Revenue $    0 $          0 $         0  $    0 $ 0 

 
Taft 

Capital Costs  $       0 $     0 $        0 $  0 $    0             

         
Kern Valley 

Capital Costs  $      0 $      0 $        0 $  0 $       0 

 
Ridgecrest 

Capital Cost  $ 0 $      0 $    480,000 $ 0 $ 0 

Additional Labor Cost $    0 $      0 $    361,200 $      0 $ 0 

Maintenance/Ops Cost $     0 $      0 $        9,600 $      0 $ 0 

 
Boron 

Capital Costs  $     0 $      0 $         0 $    0 $   0   

 
Mojave 

Capital Cost  $ 0 $ 0 $    480,000 $ 2,020,000 $ 6,480,000                  

Additional Labor Cost $ 0 $ 0 $    361,200 $    361,200 $    361,200    

Maintenance/OPS Cost $      0 $     0 $        9,600 $    120,000 $      20,000  

Possible Revenue $ 0 $ 0 $    0 $     0 $    800,000         

 
Tehachapi 

Capital Costs  $      0 $     0 $     0 $    0 $          0 

 
City of Bakersfield 

Annual Cost  $ 0 $1,050,000 $1,100,000 $1,150,000 $1,200,000 
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Annual Cost Summary 
 
 
 

TOTALS        14/15    15/16     16/17      17/18    18/19 
 

 
CAPITAL COST  $1,230,000 $1,750,000 $1,110,000 $ 8,300,000 $ 6,480,000 

 
LABOR COST (Add) $   180,600 $   180,600 $   722,400 $    451,500 $    361,200 
(# OF NEW POSITIONS)           (2)           (2)           (8)            (5)          (4) 

 
MAINTENANCE COSTS $     26,000 $     15,000 $   19,200 $    195,000 $     20,000 
       (Additional) 

 
CONTRACT COSTS $ 0 $1,050,000 $1,100,000 $ 1,150,000 $1,200,000 
      (Additional) 

 
REVENUE  $     0 $         0  $         0  $     700,000 $   800,000        
(Additional) 
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Fiscal Year 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19

Bena Tons 20000 20000 20000 20000 20000

Cost 33,000$            198,300$       313,500$       313,500$       313,500$     

Cost/Ton 1.65$                 9.92$              15.68$            15.68$            15.68$          

Boron Tons

Cost

Cost/Ton

Kern Valley Tons

Cost

Cost/Ton

Mojave Tons 3100 50000 50000

Cost 120,960$       1,224,160$    1,013,360$ 

Cost/Ton 39.02$            24.48$            20.27$          

Ridgecrest Tons 3100 3100 3100

Cost 120,960$       120,960$       120,960$     

Cost/Ton 39.02$            39.02$            39.02$          

Shafter Tons 5100 30000 30000 50000 50000

Cost 168,100$          673,800$       673,800$       280,300$       280,300$     

Cost/Ton 32.96$               22.46$            22.46$            5.61$              5.61$            

Taft Tons 500 500 500 500 500

Cost 5,500$               5,500$            5,500$            5,500$            5,500$          

Cost/Ton 11.00$               11.00$            11.00$            11.00$            11.00$          

Tehachapi Tons 600 600 600

Cost 11,500$          11,500$          11,500$       

Cost/Ton 19.17$            19.17$            19.17$          

Total Tons 25600 50500 57300 124200 124200

Total Cost 206,600$          877,600$       1,246,220$    1,955,920$    1,745,120$ 

Total Cost/Ton 8.07$                 17.38$            21.75$            15.75$            14.05$          

Cost Per Ton to Operate Green Waste Program

Attachment 1 

386



 

Page 19 

2015                                 COMPOSTABLE ORGANIC PROGRAM 

Commercial vs. Residential Tonnage 
 
The Department currently receives significant amounts of green waste material from various 
sources. However, very little of the material is claimed as commercial. In order to try and estimate 
the amount that might be coded commercial a query was performed by vehicle type bringing the 
material to the facilities.  All cars and pickup trucks were listed as residential while all other larger 
vehicle types were listed as commercial. The results of that query are as follows: 
 

 

Customer type   Residential

Sum of Net TN

Row Labels Bena Boron Kern Valley Lebec McFarland Mojave Ridgecrest Shafter Taft Tehachapi Grand Total

1130-SGRN - Src Sep 217.40       49.42      148.79               311.29     93.97       820.87          

1140-SGRS - Src Sep 96.07          7.32         67.03                 70.74       6.95          248.11          

1180-SLVS - Src Sep 15.49          29.50      26.46                 25.35       8.85          105.63          

1195-SMNR - Src Sep 7.38            0.63         4.13          4.18          16.32            

1230-SPRN - Src Sep 226.08       138.90           273.52    376.77               84.32       215.18     87.34       149.73       1,551.82      

240-GD - Garden Debri 11.02          42.92              0.63         0.45                    3.82         35.88       0.87          75.16          170.75          

270-GRN - Green Waste 498.23       4.54         62.89              30.88      162.39               102.92    479.50     237.40     141.72     119.42       1,839.89      

280-GRS - Grass Clip 2.73            0.32         13.16              0.06         5.39                    3.33         10.49       0.69          2.46          28.35          66.97            

340-LVS - Leaves - D 7.15            0.48         33.73              3.03         6.84                    4.49         18.04       1.40          3.30          43.21          121.67          

350-MAN - Manure - L 10.89          1.80                1.12         0.16                    9.14         6.32          3.34          6.10          23.05          61.92            

440-PRN - Prunings 100.92       7.48         60.02              4.15         123.16               39.82      97.26       26.29       4.80          26.95          490.85          

Grand Total 1,193.36    12.82      353.41           400.26    917.43               163.52    731.81     896.68     359.67     465.87       5,494.80      

Customer type    Commercial

Sum of Net TN

Row Labels Bena Boron Kern Valley Lebec McFarland Mojave Ridgecrest Shafter Taft Tehachapi Grand Total

1130-SGRN - Src Sep 4,754.46    61.37      266.52               1,992.94 320.81     7,396.10      

1140-SGRS - Src Sep 7,429.13    1.44         147.60               703.61     55.40       8,337.17      

1180-SLVS - Src Sep 144.80       1.28         28.50                 64.60       8.59          247.72          

1195-SMNR - Src Sep 337.25       170.29    616.84     16.40       1,140.78      

1230-SPRN - Src Sep 806.31       859.15           15.76      177.51               239.56     1,214.47 248.47     179.50       3,740.73      

240-GD - Garden Debri 43.64          1,325.95        0.64                    2.57         121.22     8.46          14.50          1,516.98      

270-GRN - Green Waste 4,614.81    36.40      215.22           206.37    230.39               516.61    2,505.76 2,456.93 1,020.50 318.07       12,121.04    

280-GRS - Grass Clip 135.76       1.41         18.50              15.00                 16.40      62.38       221.65     0.16          44.00          515.27          

340-LVS - Leaves - D 20.60          0.44         92.74              2.08         4.43                    4.73         13.39       6.85          0.81          24.47          170.53          

350-MAN - Manure - L 194.14       22.10              279.15    3.34                    86.15      363.08     204.58     13.50       734.96       1,900.98      

440-PRN - Prunings 134.94       10.96      225.25           1.01         22.18                 46.79      351.91     117.78     16.96       16.60          944.37          

Grand Total 18,615.84 49.21      2,758.91        738.75    896.11               673.25    3,657.30 7,608.66 1,701.56 1,332.09    38,031.64    
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