California Integrated Waste Management Board

Board Meeting
April 13-14, 2004
AGENDA ITEM 15
ITEM

Consideration Of Approval Of The Evaluation Of The Northern And Southern California Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology Centers Report (FY 2002/2003, Contract No. IWM-C2025)

I.
ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT

In March 2003, the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) approved Sjoberg Evashenk Consulting, LLC as the contractor for Contract IWM-C2025.  The purpose of this contract is to evaluate the performance of the Northern and Southern Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology Centers (Technology Centers).  This item is to consider the acceptance of Sjoberg Evashenk Consulting, LLC’s evaluation report.

II.
ITEM HISTORY

The Board approved the Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling Management Program (Five-Year Plan) at its March 2001 meeting.  The Five-Year Plan allocated $250,000 per Technology Center from the Tire Recycling Management Fund for each of Fiscal Years (FY) 2001/2002-2005/2006, to fund the activities of each center.  Both Technology Centers conduct activities to promote the use of rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC).  Because the Board is required to evaluate its waste tire programs, the Board approved a funding level of $225,000 for each center for two fiscal years (FY 2001/2002 and 2002/2003) at its November 2001 meeting.  The remaining $50,000 from the allocation for these two fiscal years ($100,000 total) was set aside to fund the evaluation of the Centers.  The Board approved the Scope of Work for the evaluation contract at its January 2002 meeting.  In May 2002, staff issued a Request for Offer (RFO) against the Department of General Services (DGS) Master Service Agreement (MSA) process.  No proposals were received in response to the RFO and therefore, the $50,000 allocated for the Technology Centers evaluation contract from FY 2001/2002 were reallocated at the Board’s June 2002 meeting.  In September 2002, the Board redirected an additional $50,000 of FY 2002/2003 funds to cover the funds that reverted to the Tire Fund when no contract was executed by the end of FY 2001/2002.  In December 2002, staff issued a second RFO for the Technology Centers evaluation contract, which resulted in the selection of Sjoberg Evashenk Consulting. 

III.
OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD

1. Adopt Resolution 2004-99 and approve the RACTC Evaluation Report

2. Provide other direction to staff

IV.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends Board approval of Option Number 1, adoption of Resolution 2004-99.

V.
ANALYSIS

A.
Key Issues and Findings

The contractor found that the Technology Centers offer some very positive contributions to the RAC program.  Specifically it was found that they:

· Effectively respond to inquiries from local public agencies and their consultants regarding proper material testing, mix design, and construction procedures for RAC.

· Attend public works and transportation tradeshows and conferences and provide presentations and educational and other informational materials.

· Developed attractive and useful educational and informational materials conveying general and technical data advocating the use of RAC and providing benefit to public agency staff.

· Developed and maintain an Internet website providing important RAC information to the public.

· Independently operate toll-free RAC “hotlines” and appear to provide immediate and satisfactory response to inquiries.

While the contractor found that generally the Technology Centers fulfill the Board’s contract provisions, they also feel these agreements need reconsideration since the program, as currently operating, has limited effectiveness.  By revisiting the mission and intent of the Technology Centers and the existing method for program delivery, the Board could influence their overall impact and results.  The contractor provided some recommendations for the Technology Centers and the Board to improve overall RAC program delivery.  In light of these recommendations, staff will bring a future item before the Board to discuss the RAC program delivery options.
Recommendations:

The Technology Centers should:

· Act more as an advocate for RAC—be proactive in searching for opportunities to promote the use of RAC.

· In concert with the Board, develop an overall strategic plan for the two centers that includes specific goals and objectives and detailed action plans for each Center for delivering services and meeting the program goals and objectives.

· Develop benchmarks and performance measures and a process to track and link efforts to the measures.

· Consider options for greater staff resource commitment to the Technology Centers; alternatives may include using retired annuitants, limited-term hiring, one-year full-time appointments with return rights to the county position, or contracting with an outside vendor.  

· Establish formal processes for coordinating efforts and sharing information between the two Technology Centers.  

· Initiate a collaborative relationship with Caltrans at the headquarters and field office level with the goal of leveraging resources and affording local agencies greater access RAC.

· Continue to reexamine the target audience to ensure current and future asphalt decision makers are receiving needed services and promotional information.

· Develop additional outreach tools such as newsletters or electronic communication to local officials and other stakeholders with RAC updates and issues (include links to website and other relevant and pertinent information).

· Insure that Center representatives and collateral materials and guidelines convey consistent messages and broadly promote the RAC product rather than promote a particular application process.

· Develop standardized quarterly reporting to the Board that ties efforts with performance measures and that allocates time and expenses to the appropriate task line item.

Furthermore, the Board should consider:

· Examining the delivery method of the Technology Centers and consider the use of full time individuals who can proactively work with local officials, Board staff, and other stakeholders.

· Continuing to support Technology Centers’ efforts to develop RAC performance and cost data that will provide local jurisdictions evidence of the costs and benefits of using RAC.

· Continuing to enhance incentives and rebate programs for using RAC.

· Developing a program to either train local authorities to inspect RAC projects or provide inspection services to local jurisdictions to ensure the proper application of RAC and the success of projects.

· Collaborating with producers to make RAC more available and affordable.  

· Assisting the Technology Centers’ in developing a collaborative relationship with Caltrans and assist in leveraging the State’s position in making RAC more available and attractive to public works authorities.

· Establishing guidelines and incentives for RAC producers and users to use only California tires for their crumb mixes.

B.
Environmental Issues

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related to this item.
C.
Program/Long Term Impacts

The Board may choose to adopt some or all of the recommendations in the report which may result in some program impacts.

D.
Stakeholder Impacts

Impacts are dependent on the direction given by the Board and the subsequent actions and activities undertaken.

E.
Fiscal Impacts

No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.

F.
Legal Issues

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item.

G.
Environmental Justice

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues related to this item.

H.
2001 Strategic Plan

Goa1 1:  Increase participation in resource conservation, integrated waste management, waste prevention, and product stewardship to reduce waste and create a sustainable infrastructure. 

Objective 1:  Promote environmentally sound and financially viable waste prevention and materials management practices among all actors in the life cycle of products and services.

VI.
FUNDING INFORMATION

This item does not require any Board fiscal action.

VII.
ATTACHMENTS

1. Evaluation of the Northern and Southern Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology Centers Report (Available closer to meeting)

2. Resolution 2004-99

VIII.
STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION

A.
Program Staff:  Nate Gauff
Phone:  (916) 341-6686

B.
Legal Staff:  Wendy Breckon
Phone:  (916) 341-6068

C.
Administration Staff:  Tiffany Donohue
Phone:  (916) 341-6120

IX.
WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 

A.
Support

Staff did not receive any written support for this agenda item prior to its being submitted for publication.

B.
Opposition

Staff did not receive any written opposition to this agenda item prior to its being submitted for publication.
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