
Agenda Item #: 

 

Staff Report   
City of Manhattan Beach 

  
 

TO:   Honorable Mayor Ward and Members of the City Council 
 
THROUGH: Richard Thompson, Interim City Manager 
 
FROM: Jim Arndt, Public Works Director 
  Anna Luke, Management Analyst 
 
DATE: February 16, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of the City’s Refuse Contract. 
   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council discuss and provide direction to either: 
 

1. Complete renegotiations with Waste Management and bring a new contract and optional 
service costs to the City Council meeting on April 6, 2010 for consideration. 

 
Or 
 

2. Seek a Request for Proposal (RFP) for waste hauling services to begin after April 30, 2011, 
when the current Waste Management contract expires. 

 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATION: 

1. Renegotiation Process: A new contract would require increased solid waste rates, and a 
Proposition 218 vote process prior to rate adjustment.  Estimated rate increases would  be 
necessary because of phased waste hauler contract cost increases, with hauler increases of 
8.00% on October 1, 2010, 5.95% on July 1, 2011, and 4.00% on July 1, 2012 plus the cost for 
any optional services the Council may elect to implement. 

2. RFP Process: The RFP process requires competitive proposals from interested haulers.  Costs 
cannot be determined until RFP bids are opened and pricing received from haulers is made 
public, and Council selects a solid waste hauler. 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The City’s current solid waste contract with Waste Management will expire on April 30, 2011.  In 
preparation for the contract expiration, the City Council directed the Environmental Task Force Solid 
Waste and Recycling Subcommittee (SWRS) to evaluate the services provided in the current contract 
and make recommendations for improvements and new services to be provided in the next contract.  
The SWRS presented their recommendations to City Council on May 5, 2009 and they have been 
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included in the renegotiation process with Waste Management.   
 
At their July 7th, 2009 meeting, Council opted to renegotiate the City’s current solid waste contract 
with Waste Management, and also contracted with HF&H Consultants, LLC to facilitate the 
renegotiation process between Waste Management and the City.  As part of their scope of work, HF&H 
Consultants, LLC was directed to return to Council to provide periodic updates on how the negotiation 
process was proceeding.  Council further directed Staff to negotiate the best financial contract with 
Waste Management in order that Council could then determine to either proceed with Waste 
Management or pursue an RFP for waste hauling services. 
 
Renegotiation meetings with Waste Management began on October 6, 2009.  The first status update 
was given at the December 1, 2009 City Council meeting by Laith Ezzet of HF&H Consultants, LLC.  
Mr. Ezzet discussed the additional services that would be included in the base rate, and identified 
optional services that will have an additional fiscal impact.  Council received the status and directed 
Staff to continue financial negotiations with Waste Management.  Evaluating Waste Management’s 
quality of service has not been included in the negotiations.   
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
Laith Ezzet from HF&H Consultants, LLC will provide an update on the Renegotiation Process and 
steps necessary for the Request for Proposal (RFP) Process.  
 
RENEGOTIATION PROCESS 
Through negotiations, Waste Management has submitted a tentative proposal based on existing 
services plus twelve (12) program enhancements.  These enhancements, as recommended by the ETF 
SWRS, include the following and account for approximately 3% of the proposed rate increase: 
 
 

Additional Services in Proposed Base Rate (3% increase) (services suggested by the ETF SWRS) 

1. Automation of Sand Section 

2. Collection of Styrofoam/polystyrene 

3. Commercial Outreach Recognition Program 

4. Commercial Trash Overflow Charge Program 

5. Multi-family Recycling Outreach 

6. Free Abandoned Item Collection 

7. Sharps Program – Eliminate Co-Pay 

8. Free Hazardous Waste Collection for City Facilities’ HHW 

9. Natural Gas-Powered Collection Vehicles 

10. Increased School Recycling Outreach 

11. Increased School Recycling Containers and Collection  

12. Commercial Mixed Waste Processing for “Recyclable Rich” Accounts 

 

Waste Management has proposed a three-year phased revenue modification for residential (see Table 
1) and commercial (see Table 2) rates beginning with an 8.00% increase on October 1, 2010, 5.95% 
increase on July 1, 2011, and a 4.00% increase on July 1, 2012.  In addition, residential rates would 
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be changed from a “flat rate” to a tiered-rate whereby customers pay lower monthly rates for smaller 
container sizes.  Estimated rates are shown in Table 1.   
 
These increases total 19%, up through June 30, 2012.  Annual increases thereafter will be applied on 
July 1, 2013 according to a predetermined formula which includes a CPI cap on future disposal cost 
increases.   
 

Table 1: 
Proposed Residential Rate Adjustments for the Basic Services* (Provided by HF&H) 

Date Current  October 1, 2010 July 1, 2011 July 1, 2012 

Rate Increase n/a 8.00% 5.95% 4.00% 

Residential Rate Based on 
Current Flat Rate Structure 
(Includes 17.24% City Admin Fee)  

 
WM Increase: 
City Admin Fee Increase 

 
$13.74 
 
 

 
 
$14.84 
 
$0.94 
$0.16 

 
 
$15.72 
 
$0.75 
$0.13 

 
 
$16.35 
 
$0.54 
$0.09 

Example of Volume-Based 
Residential Rates: 
(Includes 17.24% City Admin Fee) 
35-gallon 
65-gallon 
95-gallon 

 
 
 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

 
 
 
$12.93 
$14.77 
$16.77 

 
 
 
$13.96 
$15.96 
$18.10 

 
 
 
$14.53 
$16.59 
$18.83 

 
 

 
Table 2: 

Proposed Commercial Rates for the Basic Services* (Provided by HF&H) 

Proposed 
  

Current 
Monthly  
Rate Oct 1, 2010 Jul 1, 2011 Jul 1, 2012 

Rate Category 
(Includes 17.24% City Admin Fee) 
Commercial Can – 1x/week 
2 yard bin – 1x/week 

 
$14.98 
$26.01 

 
$16.18 
$82.09 

 
$17.14 
$86.97 

 
$17.83 
$90.45 

Increase Per Month - WM 
 
Commercial Can – 1x/week 
2 yard bin – 1x/week 

n/a 
 
n/a 
n/a 

8.00% 
 
$1.02 
$5.19 

5.95% 
 
$0.82 
$4.17 

4.00% 
 
$0.58 
$2.97 

Increase Per Month - City Admin 
Fee 
 
Commercial Can – 1x/week 
2 yard bin – 1x/week 

 
 
 
n/a 
n/a 

 
 
 
$0.18 
$0.89 

 
 
 
$0.14 
$0.71 

 
 
 
$0.11 
$0.51 

 *Customer rates, including City Administration Fee, for two most common service levels 

*Beginning July 1, 2013, annual rate adjustments based on contract formula using published price indices 
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Based on information received and an analysis by HF&H, the tentative proposal for basic services 
appears reasonable and the analysis includes review of inflationary impacts to service dating from 
the original 2002 contract, relative rate comparison with other Los Angeles County agencies, and 
operating benchmarks.   
 
Truck operating costs represent more than half of the total cost of services.  Waste Management's 
projected operating costs are based on truck operating costs of approximately $59 per route hour, 
which compares favorably to industry benchmarks. In the recent Rancho Palos Verdes competitive 
proposal process, the median proposed truck operating cost was $64 per route hour. 
  
Contractor rate revenues at the current rates equate to approximately $88 per ton collected, and are 
proposed to increase to $105 per ton collected at the end of the rate adjustment phase-in period on 
July 1, 2012.  This data is similar to observed industry averages.  In the recent Rancho Palos Verdes 
competitive proposal process, the median was $117 per ton.  (Rancho Palos Verdes has some unique 
service characteristics which make it a little more costly to serve). 
 
Table 3 below identifies inflationary impacts of the original 2002 contract, rate increases received, 
and costs of 12 service enhancements.  The total 19% increase is in line with the Waste Management 
proposal of 19%. 
 

Table 3: 
Analysis of Reasonableness of WM Rate Proposal for the Basic Services 

(Provided by HF&H) 
CPI Inflation, 2002 to 2012*: 27% 

Rate Increases Approved to Date, (2002 to 2009) 11% 

Difference 16% 

  
Estimated Cost of New Basic Service Enhancements 3% 

  
TOTAL  19% 

*2002-2009 CPI actual, 2010-2012 CPI estimated 
 
 
Rate comparisons with other agencies are shown in Table 4.  The comparison is based on rates from 
Fiscal Year 2009-2010 which began on July 1, 2009.  Current Manhattan Beach residential rates 
rank tenth (10) lowest in Los Angeles County (highlighted in yellow).   
 
Table 4 also includes placeholders with the proposed new tiered-rate costs for Manhattan Beach 
(highlighted in orange).  Although rates still represent FY2009-10, Council may see generally 
where the new ranking(s) may fall.  For example, if just using a 65-gallon container rate, Manhattan 
Beach would rank twelfth (12) against FY2009-10 rates.   
 
Although rates may be compared, the array of services offered by each agency is more difficult to 
compare.  On the basis of rate only, the proposed rates would be relatively competitive. 
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Table 4:  
Comparison of Los Angeles County Cities with the (FY 2009-10) Lowest Residential Rates 

(Provided by HF&H) 

 
  Current MB rank in “flat-rate structure”  
   Proposed MB rank for each can size in “tiered-rate” structure 
    

  CITY 
SIZE OF REFUSE (gallons)  
IF FEE BASED ON SIZE 

TOTAL MONTHLY RATE               
             (as of July 2009) 

1 Bell Gardens Flat Rate $  9.58 
2 El Segundo Flat Rate $ 10.41 
3 Hermosa Beach Flat Rate $ 11.47 
4 Bradbury 65 $ 12.38 
5 Vernon 85 $ 12.55 
6 Downey 67 $ 12.71 
7 Irwindale 96 $ 12.92 
 Manhattan Beach 35 $ 12.93 
8 Inglewood Flat Rate $ 13.17 
9 West Hollywood Flat Rate $ 13.61 

 Manhattan Beach Flat Rate $ 13.74 
10 Signal Hill Flat Rate $ 13.77 
11 Redondo Beach Flat Rate $ 14.06 
12 Manhattan Beach 65 $ 14.77 
13 La Puente Flat Rate $ 14.84 
14 Hawaiian Gardens 96 $ 15.11 
15 Cerritos Flat Rate $ 15.39 
16 Gardena 64 $ 15.39 
17 South Gate 96 $ 15.44 
18 Lakewood Flat Rate $ 15.77 
19 Lawndale Flat Rate $ 15.81 
20 Monrovia 90 $ 16.06 
21 Lynwood 95 $16.18  
22 Paramount Flat Rate $ 16.28 
23 Compton Flat Rate $ 16.48 
24 Duarte 90 $ 16.73 
 Manhattan Beach 95 $ 16.77 

25 La Verne 64 $ 17.32 
26 Santa Clarita 96 $ 17.33 
27 Carson Flat Rate $ 17.42 
28 Whittier Flat Rate $ 17.46 
29 Bellflower 90 $ 17.79 
30 Glendale 100 $ 17.81 
31 Cudahy Flat Rate $ 17.98 
32 La Mirada 96 $ 18.04 
33 Long Beach 100 $ 18.29 
34 Rosemead 100 $ 18.42 
35 Arcadia 96 $ 18.43 
36 Maywood Flat Rate $ 18.44 
37 Commerce Flat Rate $ 19.34 
38 Norwalk 95 $ 19.56 
39 Santa Fe Springs Flat Rate $ 19.56 
40 Montebello Flat Rate $ 19.82 
41 Alhambra 96 $ 19.97 
42 Walnut 96 $ 20.04 
43 Palmdale 96 $ 20.05 
44 Pico Rivera Flat Rate $ 20.30 
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45 Artesia 96 $ 20.77 
46 Lomita 96 $ 21.00 
47 Baldwin Park 64 $ 21.67 
48 Hawthorne 96 $ 21.75 
49 Huntington Park Flat Rate $ 21.86 
50 Torrance Flat Rate $ 22.29 
51 Azusa Flat Rate $ 22.38 
52 Monterey Park Flat Rate $ 22.68 
53 Calabasas 64 $ 23.11 
54 Lancaster Flat Rate $ 23.55 
55 El Monte Flat Rate $ 23.93 
56 Agoura Hills 64 $ 24.01 
57 Covina 90 $ 24.22 
58 Diamond Bar 96 $ 25.23 
59 Glendora Flat Rate $ 25.23 
60 Burbank 64 $ 25.37 
61 West Covina 90 $ 25.75 
62 Pomona 96 $ 26.22 
63 Bell Flat Rate $ 26.48 
64 Rancho Palos Verdes Flat Rate $ 27.73 
65 Temple City 90 $ 27.74 
66 San Gabriel 90 $ 27.84 
67 San Dimas 96 $ 28.67 
68 Claremont 90 $ 29.63 
69 Sierra Madre 90 $ 29.95 
70 Palos Verdes Estates Flat Rate $ 33.01 
71 South Pasadena Flat Rate $ 34.80 
72 Rolling Hills Estates 96 $ 36.20 
73 Los Angeles Flat Rate $ 36.32 
74 Pasadena 100 $ 36.43 
75 Malibu 96 $ 36.50 
76 San Marino Flat Rate $ 37.26 
77 Santa Monica 96 $ 39.90 
78 Avalon Flat Rate $ 45.25 
79 Hidden Hills 96 $ 60.99 
80 Rolling Hills Flat Rate $ 87.00 
81  Beverly Hills Charge based on lot size 
82 Culver City 
83 Industry  
84 San Fernando 
85 South El Monte 

City did not provide information 

86 Westlake Village City does not regulate rates with exclusive hauler 
87 La Canada Flintridge 
88 La Habra Heights 

City does not regulate rates with multiple permitted haulers 

   

 
OPTIONAL SERVICES  

Optional Services Still in Cost Negotiation (services suggested by the ETF SWRS) 

These optional services are operationally feasible by Waste Management and would be an additional 
cost to the overall contract rates.  Final negotiations have not been completed on these service costs. 
 If the negotiation process continues, HF&H and City Staff will negotiate with Waste Management 
on rates suitable for Council consideration on April 6, 2010.  At that time City Council may decide 
based on final program description and pricing whether to include any optional services into the 
contracted rate.  If Council chooses an RFP process, the optional services will be brought back at 
that time for Council consideration. 
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1. HHW Door-to-Door Pick-up Program (unlimited to single and multi-family) 

2. Citywide Commercial Waste Processing  

3. Restaurant Food Waste Recycling 

4. Residential Food Waste Recycling 

In addition, Recycle Ranger funding (to assist with program implementation and funded 
outside the hauler contract) may be added. 

 

 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP)  PROCESS  
Because the refuse contract is the largest contract the City of Manhattan Beach holds, and without a 
competitive bid process there is no guarantee the Waste Management proposal represents the lowest 
cost, an RFP process remains a valid option for Council consideration.  In addition to cost, quality of 
service is also important and Staff recommends that the proposal be evaluated on both cost and 
quality of service.  
 
 
NEXT STEPS 
Timelines for continuation of the process are shown in Table 5 and 6 for either option the Council 
selects, Renegotiation Process or Request for Proposal (RFP) Process. 

 
 

RENEGOTIATION PROCESS 
Table 5: 

Renegotiation Process Timeline 
Activity  Date 

1. Council consideration/approval of renegotiated 
agreement & optional services, adopt proposed 
rates. 

• April 6, 2010 

2.  218 Process Public Hearing/Consideration of 
Rate Adoption. 

• June 15, 2010 

3. Basic service enhancements implemented. • October 1, 2010 

4. New rates implemented and transition to 
volume-based rates. 

• October 1, 2010  

5. Annual rate adjustments. • Each July 1 thereafter 
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP) PROCESS 
Table 6: 

RFP Timeline 
Activity  Date 

1. City Council to direct Staff to hire a consultant 
for RFP services. 

• March 2, 2010 

2. RFP created and call for proposals. • June 2010 

3. Recommend waste hauler for Council 
consideration. 

• September 2010 

4. Award contract and begin transition. • November 2010 

5. New waste hauler contract & service begins. • May 1, 2011 

 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
An abbreviated pro’s/con’s summary of the two options is offered for consideration in Table 7. 
 
 

Table 7: 
Pro’s & Con’s of RFP and Renegotiation Processes 

 Request for Proposal 
(RFP) 

Renegotiation of Current 
Contract 

Pro Guaranteed competitive pricing. Allows City to work with hauler who has 
successfully provided services.   

Pro Best method if introducing programs 
new to the City or industry.   

Existing contractor knows City’s 
customers’ needs and demands. 

Pro Assures public of most competitive 
cost proposal. 

Transition to provide additional services 
would be minimal. 

Pro Different haulers may have ideas and 
improvements for current operations 

Through negotiations it is known what 
additional services may be added. 

   

Con New haulers abilities are based on 
references; not current City 
experience. 

 

It is difficult to conduct rate comparisons 
with neighboring agencies because of 
different service levels. 

Con Selection process includes subjective 
components of quality of service in 
addition to service costs. 

 Cost basis for new programs established in 
non-competitive basis. 

Con Significant transition challenges if 
new contractor is selected. 

 Does not allow potentially interested parties 
to bid on contract. 
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Staff recommends that the City Council give direction to proceed with either: 
 

1. Complete renegotiations with Waste Management and bring a new contract and optional 
service costs to the City Council meeting on April 6, 2010 for consideration. 

Or 
 

2. Seek a Request for Proposal (RFP) for waste hauling services to begin after April 30, 2011, 
when the current Waste Management contract expires. 

 
 
Attachments: 
 May 5, 2009 Staff Report  
 July 7, 2009 Staff Report (Attachments 1-7) 
 December 1, 2009 Staff Report 
 
cc:  Laith Ezzet, HF&H Consultants, LLC 
 Susan Moulton, Waste Management 
 Bruce Moe, City of Manhattan Beach Finance Director 























































ATTACHMENT 2: JULY 7, 2009
STAFF REPORT




















































































































