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SUMMARY
At its December 9, 1986 meeting the joint Transportation and Community
Development/Budget and Finance Committee postponed a decision on transfer station
options to allow Councilmember Lynn'Robie to convene a meeting with one or more
Sacramento County Supervisors. This meeting was held January 15, 1986. The joint
committee also requested staff to provide additional information on several issues.
Based on the December 9, 1986 staff report, the results of the January 15, 1987,
meeting with Sacramento County, and the supplemental staff evaluation, staff
recommends construction of a City owned transfer facility to be located just west of
the existing 28th and "A" Street Sanitary Landfill.

BACKGROUND
At the December 9, 1986 meeting of the joint Transportation and Community
Development/Budget and Finance Committee, staff presented a detailed report
evaluating a number of solid waste transfer options. Based on this evaluation, staff
recommended construction of a City owned transfer facility to be located just west of
the existing 28th and "A" Street Sanitary Landfill. The joint committee postponed a
decision and requested staff to report back in about four weeks with the following
additional information:
1. Results Of a meeting with Sacramento County Supervisors convened by
Councilmember Lynn Robie. This meeting was to explore further the Merits of
the City using the County's two transfer stations. The meeting was convened
on January 15, 1987.

-

The results of the Meeting are summarized
1987 from Councilmember Lynn Roble to all
is attached as Exhibit B. The results of
City staff position that the preferred
centralized City owned facility at the 28th

in a memorandum dated January 23,
committee members, a copy of which
that meeting in general supported
option is the construction of a
and "A' Street Site.
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2. An expanded evaluation comparing the two County Transfer Station sites With he
other sites. This evaluation is presented as Exhibit C, and is summarized in
matrix form in Table 1.
3. Coordination of planning for the transfer station, closure of the landfill,"
parks development, and other land uses. Attached as Exhibit D is a report
presented to City Council at its January 20, 1987 meeting, which was'
unanimously adopted. By this action Council approved the concept of master
planning future use of the City owned property north of the Santa Fe - Pacific
Railroad levee and West of Business 1-80 freeway. This planning study will
include the compatibility of constructing a _transfer station West ofi
28th Street, should City Council authorize such construction. Therefore, the
Public Works Department has committed to take the lead in coordinated planning,
• for all land uses projected for the area, including the continued existing use
• for solid waste fleet dispatch and maintenance. Planning will be Coordinated"
with the Department of Parks and Community Services, Planning and Development,,
General Services, City Manager's office, and various advisory committees.
4. Timing for the construction and.start-up of a transfer station. Following is
the estimated time frame from design to start up:
A). Environmental. Assessment, Preliminary Design,
B) Permit Procurement

12 months
"
6 monthsli

C) Detailed Design

6 months

D) Bid Procurement

3 months'

E) Construction
F) 'Start up

18 months,
3 months

Some of these steps can 'overlap and are exhibited on Figure 1 as a bar-chart
This timeline shows that from the date staff receives authorization, it
timeline.
As of
should take about three years and four months to complete all the tasks.
January, 1987, staff anticipates closure of the 28th and "A" Street Landfill in less
than four years, There is little time available for delay in proceeding with a
transfer station, and "still have a facility completed prior to landfill closure.

DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES
Two basic transfer station alternatives were evaluated: 1) Haul of City collected,
refuse to the two Sacramento County owned and operated transfer stations; or
2) construction of a single transfer station to handle all refuse collected by City
forces. In order to complete a detailed evaluation between these two options,
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• Jones & Stokes Associates conducted a site evaluation. Their findings supported the
28th and "A" Street Solid Waste complex as the preferred site. Three variations of
Option 2 were evaluated (at the preferred 28th and "A" Street site) to allow
comparison with Option 1. These variations were: 2A) City owned/operated; 2B)
Private owned/operated; and 2C) City owned/private operated. Detailed discussion of
these options were included in the December 9, 1986 report to the joint committee
(Exhibit D), and in Attachment B to that report (Exhibit F). The cost comparison of
these options is shown on Table 2.
Staff believes that a •City owned centralized transfer station with either City
operation (Alternative 2A) of private operation (Alternative 2C) are superior to use
of the County transfer stations (Alternative 1) or a privately owned/operated 'station
(Alternative 2B). Major reasons supporting these staff findings are the following:
1. Direct haul to the County Transfer Station would cost about $1 million per
year more in disposal fees.
2. The 28th and "A" Street site was considered the optimum location for a City
owned centralized facility.
3. The County facilities are significantly removed from the City Solid Waste
Division's dispatch and maintenance facilities, resulting in increased route
mileage and time, and significant increases in fleet operating costs.
4. Contracting for disposal at the County's facilities or in a privately owned
transfer station would require the City to enter into long-term agreements
(20+ years) to use the facilities, effectively precluding a potential switch
to alternative waste processing and resource recovery options.
5. Construction of a City owned facility would yield the following benefits:
A) Flexibility to convert to alternative waste management options, without
potential long-term contract restriction.
B) Greater control for meeting regulatory concerns.
C) Consolidation with existing fleet dispatch and maintenance operations.
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FINANCIAL IMPACT
The financial implications to the choice between transfer station options are given
below:
Disposal Cost
Estimated Disposal Cost
$/ton (1986 $)
1 - County TS
2A- Private TS/Private Operation
2B- City TS/City Operation
2C- City TS/Private Operation

$20
16
16
16

-

Estimated Capital Cost
to City -

21
17
17
17

•

$3,000,000
-05,085,000 *
4,105,000 *

* Includes $400,000 in 1986-87 Solid Waste Division Budget.
Although the capital improvements required by the City vary for options 2A, B and C,
the actual total disposal cost (including capital amortization) is the same. The,
1986/87 Solid Waste Division budget includes $400,000 to do the engineering and
environmental assessment for the project. The remaining funds required for
construction and equipment would be included in subsequent Division budgets.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Approve the Draft Resolution (Exhibit A) for submittal to the City Council for
adoption.
2%. Endorse the construction of a centrally located City owned Solid Waste Transfer"
Station as the preferred transfer station implementation option.
3. Proceed with an environmental assessment for the construction of a solid waste
transfer station to be located west of 28th Street at the City's 28th and "A"
Street Landfill/Dispatch/Fleet Maintenance Complex.
4. Incorporate the construction of the transfer station in the land use master plan
to be completed for the City owned property north of the Santa Fe - Pacific
Railroad levee and west of Business 1-80.
5. Proceed with the procurement of permits for a City owned transfer station.
6. Defer until later a decision on whether to contract operations out to the
private sector, or to assign transfer operations to City staff.
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7. Authorize staff to complete the following activities to assure adequate
landfill disposal capacity for the transferred wastes:
A. Negotiate contract specifications for an agreement for disposal at the
Sacramento County Landfill.
B.

Investigate and assess other landfill opportunities as they arise.
Respectfully submitted,

John F. Boss
Solid Waste Division Manager
Recommendation Approved:

Approved:

YA ,211,
Solon Wisham, Jr.
Assistant City Manager

MELVIN H. JOHNSO
Director of PublITk,rks

JFB/myw
Attch: Exhibit A
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit
Exhibit F

Draft Resolution
Memo dated 1/23/87 from CoUncilmember Lynn Roble
Site evaluation for Transfer Station
Report presented to City Council at its 1/20/87 meeting
December 9, 1986 .report to the Transportation and Community
Development/Budget and Finance Committees
Attachment B to December 9, 1986 report to the Transportation and
Community Development/Budget and Finance Committee

FIGURE 1

TRANSFER STATION IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE

TIME - MONTHS

4411"

1. Environmental
Assessment

2. Permits

3. Design

4. Bid Procurement

5. Construction

6. Start up

Table 1. city of Sacramento Transfer Station Options:

'

Revised Matrix Evaluation

Site No.
City
8
2567

Evaluation criteria

County
410

Policy conformitya

••

•

Consistency with land use plans
Consistency with COSWMp

0

Economic characterb
Site development cost
Operation and maintenance cbst
Alternate use value

95
9 9
S
9
139110
900. 0
9
9

0
3
•

9
•
I

000
0 00
95
9
9 9
9Q0•9
•
9
0••••
0•9
•0
5 9

00
GQ
SS
Q0

09000N/A
0 0 0 0 O 9
0090•

I
Q
I

•
G
$

Engineering character
Ease of permitting
Geotechnical
Drainage
,
Use of existing equipment
Site access
Size constraints for maintenance
facility
Accommodate alternative technology
Effect of transport distance

•

Environmental characterc
Soil loss
Water quality
Flooding
Biological resources
Noise
Land use conversion
Land use compatibility
Traffic/circulation
Public services
Energy

Health
Cultural resources
Aesthetics
Public acceptance

9

9

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0
9
0
9 0
0
9 9
0
9 0
9
9 0
()
9 0
9
0
0 0
9
9
0
•
0 0
9
9
9
99•90
9
0
0 0 0 0
000990

0
0
0
0
•0
41

9
0
0
0
0
9

0

0

9

G

0
0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

9

0

0

•
0

•
0

•
•

0
9
•

9
0
9

0
0
9

0
0
'9

a 0 = consistent; 9 = marginally consistent; 0 = inconsistent
0 = good; 9 = adequate; 0 = poor; WA = not applicable
c 0 = no impact; 9 =.potential minor impact; 0 = potential major impact

0

TABLE 2
COST SUMMARY FOR BASIC TRANSFER SYSTEM COMPONENTS

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

,

'City owned and
°Private Owned
Private Operate Private Operate

City owned and
City Operated

Capital Costs

$ 400,000
Design. Permits. EIR
Site Work and Construction
0.470.000
Rolling stock
750,000
On-site Equipment
235.000
Transfer Trailer repair bldg. & Report vehicle
2:30.000

Subtotal (1-5)
Coot for adainiatrative debt service
Total Capital Amount

S

$

400.000
3,470.000

-

-

235.000
-

$5.085.000
1.556,000
$8.741.000

8. Equipment 5 yr amortization
Annual Debt payment
20 yr. 0 8%

385.000
3.075.000

686.600

$3.140.000
60 • 000
$3.200.000

$4,105,000
1.636,000
5.761.000

330.000

330.000

360.000

587.000

490.000
mood

490,000
mpoo
42,000
221.000
338.000
84.000
65.000
17.000
170.000

.

8. Maintenance and Operating costs
.
I. Rolling stock
2. Facility maintenance
3. On-site Equipment
4. Insurance, security, tax, licenses
5. Labor
6. Utilities
7. Interdepartmental
8. Increased fleet silage cost
9. Contract. services cost
IO. Contingency & Management fees
11. Administration supplies

50.000

42.00.0

50,000
571.000
30,000
60.000
-

196.000
287.000
64,000
65.000
.11.000
170.000
48 0O0
32.123.000

32.222.600

32.222.600
1.291.400
33.514.000
516.33/ton

$3.000.000

310.000
.

675.000
100.000

*(Proposal Cost Ranges) .
'Tranfer station total annual amount
Landfill tip fee
$6 per' ton
County Transfer Station tip fee
Total annual cost
Maul, cost per ton (218.250 ton/yr.)

County Transfer
Station

18.000

32,462.000

Physical Parameters Comparison
Item Description

City

Private (Range Variation)

II
2)
3)
4)
5)

Tip floor
35.000 sq. ft.
2
2 :
None
1'
Axle + Existing
8
8
20 ton
15
80 minutes
Pile i & venting

Tip floor/compactor pit
(13.175 sq. ft.739.000 sq. ft.).
(none-1 specified)
2
1
.
Axle * Existing City
a

(6-8)
(20 ton-24 ton)
(6-16)
(75 - 100 minutes)
(none stated-piles &

5C

i
$773.000

(2.123.000 - 2.226.250) 12.462,000 - 1.937.200'
I
$2.199.600 ave
32.177.500 ave
i 1.291.400
1.291.400
S3, 660 L.___-_-.
Ou
$3,491,000
64.443.000"
53.469.000
$20.60
$16.22
$16.12

- , *Private sector proposals varied widely in total cost and their line items, the amount used represents an average.

Station Type .
Total bldg. area
Dozer
Front end loader
a) Crane
b) Sackhoe
6) Yard sweeper
'I) Report vehicle
8) Scales
9) Tractors
10) Trailers
II) Trailer Nyland size
12) Truck slats
13) Round trip time .
14) Extra construction features

,
' 463.000
i

venting).

EXHIBIT A

RESOLUTION NO.
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

A RESOLUTION ENDORSING THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A CITY-OWNED,
-CENTRALIZED SOLID WASTE TRANSFER STATION
AND AUTHORIZING PREPARATION OF AN EIR
WHEREAS, the construction of a centrally located City-owned,
Solid Waste Transfer Station is In the best interest of the City
of Sacramento and -citizens theeeof, NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT
RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO THAT:
1. City staff proceed with the environmental assessment
for the construction of a solid waste transfer station
to be located west of 28th Street at the
Dispatch/Maintenance/Landfill complex;
2,. City staff. proceed with procurement of the necessary
permits for the City owned transfer station;:
-

3. The City Manager is authorized to:
a.

Negotiate contract specifications for an
agreement for disposal at the Sacramento
County Landfill.

b..

Investigate and assess other *landfill
opportunities as they Arise. *-

,MAYOR
ATTEST!

EXHIBIT B

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA

LYNN ROSIE
MEMBER: CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT 8
OFFICE: CITY HALL
915 I STREET
SACRAMENTO. CAUFCRNIA 95914
(916) 449-5407
RF_B. /399 SAN CLF_MENTE WAY
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95831
(916) 421-6827

• January 26,. 1987

MEMORANDUM
Transportation and Community Development Committee Members
Budget and Finance Committee Members
FROM:

Lynn Robie, Councilmember, District 8 / 4

SUBJECT: SACRAMENTO COUNTY RESPONSE CONCERNING CITY TRANSFER STATION OPTIONS
At the December 9, 1986 joint meeting of the Transportation and Community
Development/Budget and Finance Committees, a decision on staff recommendations tc
proceed with a solid waste transfer station at the -28th & "A" Street site was
postponed. One of the reasons to postpone was to allow City Council members to discuss
the transfer station options with one or more members of the Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors. This meeting was held on January 15, 1987, with the following in
attendance:
• CITY OF SACRAMENTO
Lynn .Robie, Councilmember
Solon Wisham, Jr., Asst. City Manager
Reginald Young, Deputy Director, Public Works
John F. Boss, Manager, Solid Waste

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
Toby Johnson, Supervisor
Brian Richter, Executive Officer
Douglas Fraleigh, Director, Public Works,
Dennis Kerton, Chief, Solid Waste

A. frank and open discussion ensued concerning the merits of the City utilizing the
County's transfer stations, or building its own transfer station. County officials
strongly endorsed the City staff's proposal to construct a new transfer station. Their
reasons were as follows:
A)

It would be cost effective to construct the new City facility.

B) The North Area Transfer Station is on :leased. Federal land
(McClellan APB), with the lease only 10 years. Operation beyond that
time cannot be assured.
This Station is reMOte to the City's
collection.centroid and would add to transportation-costs.
Expansion potential at the Fruitridge Transfer Station is limited to
about 100-150 tons per day, due to constraints on site size. This
would handleless than 20% of the City's wastes.
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D) The County's transfer stations are designed for the public (cars and
pickups), and would present operating delays and interference to City
collection vehicles. For this reason the county does not now use these
facilities for their own collection- vehicles.
E)

It is beneficial to have collection and transfer staff, equipment and
facilities under the control of a single governmental entity.
Conflicts due to differing operating policies and direction is avoided.

Oft. the matter of consolidated services, County officials believed that in general the
coordination/consolidation of City and County refuse collection and transfer operations
could be very difficult. This is due to differing levels of service, types of service,
and operating policies mandated by charter and ordinance.
The County agreed that disposal of wastes at the County landfill would be acceptable
and desirable. Costs to the City would be no higher than charged to the County Solid
Waste Enterprise.
County officials were very 'receptive to working out a long-term
agreement for landfill disposal.
Based on the meeting. I am prepared to support staff recommendation for the
construction of a solid waste transfer station at the 28th and "A" Street site and to
rge staff to work out a long-term disposal agreement at the County's Kiefer Road
andfill.
,

Anne Rudin, Mayor
Members of the City Council
Toby Johnson, County Supervisor
Members of the Board of Supervisors
Brian Richter, County Executive Officer
Walter J. Slipe, City Manager
Solon Wisham, Jr., Assistant City Manager
David Martinez, Deputy City Manager
Melvin H. Johnson, Director, Public Works
Reginald Young, Deputy Director, Public Works
John F. Boss, Solid Waste Division Manager

EXHIBIT C

CITY OF SACRAMENTO SOLID WASTE
TRANSFER STATION OPTIONS:
ANALYSIS OF EXISTING SACRAMENTO COUNTY
TRANSFER STATION SITES

Prepared by:
City of Sacramento
Department of Public Works
Solid Waste Division

with technical assistance from:
Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.
1725 - 23rd Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95816

. January 1987

INTRODUCTION
The following matrix and narrative provide a comparison of
two solid waste transfer station options being considered by the
City of Sacramento (City). The first option is to construct a
new transfer station in or near the City, to be used exclusively
by the City's collection fleet. The second option is to participate in the expansion of the two existing Sacramento County
(County) transfer stations and share the use of these facilities
with the County and the public.
Sites 1 through 8, shown on the matrix. (Table 1), were
considered. for a new. City transfer station. The narrative
analysis of these sites is contained in the City of Sacramento
Solid Waste Transfer System Analyses, prepared by the City of
Sacramento Department of Public Work's, Solid Waste Division
(1986). Sites 4 and 10 are the two existing County transfer
stations. These sites also were analyzed in the 1986 transfer
system analysis, but were not included in the matrix because
they were existing rather than new, sites. Now that all of the
sites have been listed on the matrix, it should be noted that
Sites 4 and 10 would be used simultaneously. Therefore, their
combined impact should be used for comparison with the other
individual sites. The narrative that follows the matrix
analyzes only Sites 4 and 10.

1

Table 1. City of Sacramento Transfer Station Options:
Revised Matrix Evaluation

Site .No.
City
5
6

Evaluation criteria

County
4 10:

7

8

•

0
0

0
0

0
0:

99
•
90
•
9000
9
9
0.411111

0
•

9
II
I

0
9
9
O
g

0
9
9
p
0'

Policy conformitya
Consistency with land use plans
Consistency with COSWMP
Economic character b

•
•

Site development cost
Operation and maintenance cost
Alternate use value

'9
•
9

S
I

S

Engineering character b
Ease of permitting
Geotechnical
.
Drainage
Use of existing equipment
Site access
Size constraints for maintenance
facility
Accommodate alternative technology
Effect of transport distance
S

0
0
0
0
0,
0
9
9
Q
9
0
099509
000009
009009

0
9
0
0
0
N/A
8
i
0
0
0
009'99
i
I
009009

Environmental characterc
Soil loss
Water quality
Flooding
Biological resources
Noise
Land use conversion
Land use compatibility
Traffic/circulation Public services
Energy
Health
Cultural resources
Aesthetics
Public acceptance

=

9
9
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
9
0
0
9
9
0
9
0
0
990090
9
9
0.
0
9
0
9
9
•
0
0
0
990909
9
0
0
0
0
0
0
• , 0
9
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
9
0
0
0
9
0
0
0
0
9
0
0
0
0
•
•
9
9

0
0
0
0
0
9
0
0
0.0
0
0
0
0
11
9
0
0
9
9
0
0
0
0
0
0
6
0

consistent; 9 = marginally consistent; 0 = inconsistent

0 = good; 9 = adequate; 0 = Poor; N/A = not applicable
c 0 = no impact; 66;=. potential minbr impact; 0 - = potential major impact
2

TRANSFER STATION ANALYSIS
Policy Conformity
Consistency with Land Use Plans
This criterion compares the existing transfer stations with
the General Plan land use designations for their locations. The
North Area Transfer Station (NATS; Site 10) is in Sacramento
County, while the Fruitridge Transfer Station (FTS; Site 4) is
in the City of Sacramento.
The NATS is located in a public, and quasi-public area as
mapped on the Sacramento County General Plan land use, map. The
site also is designated as a solid waste transfer station in the
County .General Plan.. The City of Sacramento General Plan Update
draft land use map- designates this site as. industrial-employee
intensive, and' identifies it as a solid Waste facility,. A
continued use .of the NATS for transferring solid waste, therefore,: is consistent with existing land use plans.
The FTS is located in a heavy commercial and warehouse land
use area and is- designated as a solid waste facility on the City
of Sacramento General Plan update draft land use map. The
County - General Plan, identifies this site as heavy industrial,
and- as a transfer. station site. Therefore, continued solid
waste transferring at this site also is consistent with existing
land Use plans'.
Consistency with the' County Solid Waste Management Plan
Both County transfer , station sites are included in the
Sacramento County Solid Waste Management Plan (COSWMP). Expansion and continued use of these facilities, therefore, Would be
consistent with Solid waste planning in the County. No change
in the COSWMP would be required.
Economic Character
'Site Development Cost
The capital costs to the City for use of either County
transfer station would likely be less than constructing a new
facility. The County has indicated that reconstruction of the
Fruitridge Transfer Station may require $2 to $3 million.
Additional startup cost for equipment is also needed.
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Operation, Maintenance, and Transportation Costs
The estimated costs for operating the reconstructed County
transfer stations are higher than the costs estimated for operation of a City transfer station. Much of these cost differentials are due to the high incidence of cars, pickups, and
privately owned trucks using the County stations. The City
facility would only handle City refuse collection truck wastes.
The noncentralized location of the two County transfer stations
will result in considerable increases in the operating costs of
the City's collection fleet..
Alternative Waste Disposal Related Use Value
Neither of the two County transfer stations present opportunities for alternative disposal or waste handling.
Engineering Character
Ease of Permitting
Both County facilities have permits to operate. A revision
to allow garbage disposal and to allow a larger waste volume
would be required.
Geotechnicai Settin5
Surface sediments at Sites 4 and 10 are characteristic of
the Victor Formation, which forms a broad plain between the
Sacramento River and the foothills of the Sierra Nevada. It is
a complex mixture of consolidated, ancient riverborne sediments
of all textures. Weathering subsequent to formation during the
Ice Ages has caused a hardpan layer to develop near the surface,
generally allowing only a moderate-to-low rate of rainwater
infiltration (Jones & Stokes Associates 1986).
A more detailed investigation would be required to further
distinguish between these sites. However, based on site observations and a brief examination of large-scale geologic and soil
mappings, the sites appear to occupy similar geotechnical
settings. In general, the Sacramento area exhibits few geologic
hazards.
Drainage Facilities
Storm drainage facilities are provided for both existing
transfer station sites. Expansion of these facilities could
require modification of the onsite drainage system, but capacity
of the City and County storm drain system appears to be adequate

to accommodate additional site drainage water (Maxfield pers.
comm.).
Use of Existing City Facilities and Equipment

Both County transfer stations are remote from the City's
dispatch and maintenance yard. Therefore; they are not well
suited to use of existing City facilities.
Site Access

Both County sites are accessible by paved streets. Site 10
Currently provides adequate onsite access for existing transfer
station operations, Expansion of this site may, however, require minor. modifications of the existing access way (width,
configuration, and load-carrying .capacity) to accommodate increased Use of the site and to facilitate. the. separation. of
dumping by the general public and commercial contractors. Site
10 is approximately 0.25 mile from Interstate 80 and slightly
more than 1 - mile from .Business 80 .via Longview Drive. and
Roseville Road..
Existing attest at Site t is provided at FrUitridge Road,
Onsite attest is 'currently limited by the narrow pavement
widths, limited tipping floor spaces, and the general time inefficiencies,atsociated with the direct dumping method of loading
transfer vehicles._ These. factors 'contribute to a breakdown of
smooth and efficient onsite circulation during peak dumping
periods.' The site has limited space for expansion of the access
system, particularly to the east where a new personnel building
has been constructed. Site 4 is. located more than 4 miles from
the Fruitridge Road/State -Route 99 interchange, and about 3
miles from access to U. S. 50.
Size Constraints for City Maintenance Facility

A new. City maintenance facility/dispatch area near Site 10
would require a long-term lease of government (McClellan AFB)
property. Such leases by the County for its transfer station
have required costly operating concessions for the government.
There is no room for constructing a• City dispatch/maintenance facility at Site 4.
Accommodating Alternative Technology

Neither of the_two County transfer statiOn sites are feasible for alternative waste handling or disposal technologies,
since a facility is already in place. These facilities could
function as a front-end for a watte-to-ehergy . .operation,
5

•

•

although the high incidence of small volume customer traffic
would inhibit the efficiency of either facility.
Effect of Transport Distances
Both County transfer stations are sufficiently remote to
add considerable transportation costs to the City's collection
fleet.
Environmental Character
Soil Loss
Neither Sites 4 nor 10 contain soils considered as prime
agriculturalfarmland. Expansion of existing facilities onto
adjacent land would not result in any significant soil loss
because past and present land use practices have eliminated the
agricultural value of these soils.
Water Quality
If properly constructed and operated, solid waste transfer
stations should not generate significant water quality impacts.
According to a County representative, onsite drainage at both
Sites 4 and 10 is captured and all equipment wash water is
collected and discharged to the regional sewer system, thereby
eliminating surface and groundwater quality problems (Maxfield
pers. comm.).
,

Flooding
The potential for flooding impacts was assessed by reviewing the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps. These maps indicate that Site 4 is located
completely outSide all 100-year flood hazard zones. Expansion
of Site 4 southward toward 'Morrison Creek would, however, be
constrained by this Creek's 100-year flood zone. It is unclear
whether Site 10 is located Within the 100-year flood zone of
Magpie Creek, which flows along Roseville Road paralleling the
Southern Pacific Railroad. According to a County representative, however, Site JO was unaffected by the February 1986
flooding (Maxfield pers. comm.). Access to Site 10 would re-quire traveling within the 100-year flood zone along Roseville
Road and along a portion of the access way Connecting Site. 10
with Roseville Road.

Biological Resources

Both Sites 4 and 10 have essentially no biological resource
value. All natural onsite vegetation at these sites has been
removed to accommodate existing facilities. Land surrounding
Site 10 is used primarily for commercial and industrial purposes, thereby limiting biological resources in the area.
Morrison Creek, located some distance south of Site 4, contains
the most valuable biological resources in the area.
Noise ,

Noise concerns related to the existing transfer facilities
involve the issues 'of truck,traffic noise and localized site
noise at transfer stations, Expansion of Site 10 would not
create additional significant noise impacts. This site is
located in a primarily Commercial/industrial area; which buffers
onsite noise impacts from residential areas to the east and
west. Increased' transfer truck traffic along Roseville Road
would incrementally increase noise levels along this roadway,
but there are no sensitive land uses along the route.
Site A also is surrounded by commercial/industrial land
Expansion of: this facility would increase noise levels
onsite, but would have a less-than-significant impact upon
immediately adjacent land uses. Truck traffic along Fruitridge
Road would increase traffic noise for residents.living - vest of
this site,

118ea.

Land Use Conversion

The land use conversion criterion relates to the types of
land use that would be directly replaced by expansion of existing facilities at the two County transfer station sites. Land
to be converted to transfer station uses is currently used for
commercial/industrial purposes.
Expansion of Site 10 may be feasible by 'using vacant land
located immediately east of existing facilities. Expansion in
other areas would require conversion of other commercial or
industrial uses.
Site 4 is also located in a commercial/industrial area.
According to a . County representative, there is not adequate
spaCe remaining at this, site to expand the existing facilities
to accommodate.all City waste. Private property w01.11d have to
be purchased south of the. site toward Unsworth Avenue and west
toward Florin-Perkins Road (Maxfield and Richter pers. comm.).

Land Use Compatibility
Land use compatibility measures the compatibility at a
transfer station expansion with existing and future land uses
adjacent to the proposed expansion site. Both Sites 10 and 4
show a high degree of.long-term_compatibility. These facilities
are surrounded by commercial and industrial land uses.
Traffic/Circulation System
Access to Site 10 currently exists from Roseville Road.
This street has no serious traffic problems. The existing level
of service (LOS) rating for this roadway is "B," with a projected LOS rating of "C" for proposed Sacramento General Plan Update
(SGPU) development (Jones & Stokes Associates 1986). The greatest circulation drawback of this site is the severe congestion
projected to occur on Interstate 80. Existing conditions on
1-80 receive an LOS rating of "B" while projections for the
proposed SGPU indicate an LOS rating of "F."
Access streets to Site 4 include Fruitridge Road and
Florin-Perkins Road. Traffic problems near Site 4 on Fruitridge
Road are currently minimal (LOS rating "A"), but are projected
to be severe (LOS rating "F") upon full implementation of the
SGPU. Likewise, traffic conditions for the Florin-Perkins roadway segment nearest Site 4 are currently good (LOS rating "A"),
but are projected to be severe upon full implementation of the
SGPU (LOS rating "E" to "F"). The greatest circulation drawback
associated with Site 4 is the relatively great distance to State
Route 99 (more than 4 miles) and U. S. 50 (about 3 miles).
Access to State Route 99 would increase• track traffic in residential areas along Fruitridge Road.
Public Services

•

Water and sewer service is available to both Sites 4 and 10
.
(Maxfield pers. comm.). Existing water and sewer lines located
in Fruitridge Road and Roseville Road are capable of accommodating expansion of Sites 4 and 10, respectively., Electric service
also is available to both sites.
Energy
The energy criterion 'relates to the amount of energy resources (e.g., oil, gasoline) consumed daily "to transport solid
waste-. Conclusions are based on the average round trip traveled
from- the collection zone centroid to the existing transfer
stations. In terms of daily haul miles from the various collection zones to the transfer station sites, the combined use Of
Sites 4 and 10 would amount to about 1,414 daily haul mileS.
This estimate indicates that the transfer mileage (and energy
8

efficiency) associated with those sites would be roughly comparable to other sites located at the periphery of the City, but
would be considerably higher than what would be expected if
Sites 5 or 8 were - developed.
Public Health
Transfer stations are not normally a public health concern.
If not properly operated, there is some potential for nuisance
pests (flies, rats), but the remote location of these two facilities from residential areas reduces health hazards and nuisance
complaints.
Cultural Resources
Cultural resource impacts have been assessed without seeking an official records search through the California Archaeological Inventory or contacting the State Historic Preservation
Office. Since these existing facilities (Sites 4 and 10) and
areas surrounding these facilities have undergone significant
ground disturbance, the potential for discovery of significant
archeological materials is considered negligible.
Aesthetics
Aesthetics deals with the visual character of the existing
transfer stations. The degree of visual impact relates to the
number of residents, motorists, or pedestrians who would view
the transfer station. Expansion of Sites 4 and 10 would have a
less-than-significant impact on the surrounding visual character. The location of these facilities in Commercial/Industrial
areas is compatible with the visual character of the surrounding
environment.
Public Acceptance
•
According to County staff, there has been no significant
public criticism of the transfer station operations at Sites 4
and 10 (Maxfield pers. comm.). Expansion and more intensive use
of the sites, however, may draw some public criticism.
Expansion of activities at Site 10 would require prior
approval of both the County and McClellan Air Force Base, as the
site is on Air Force property. It also would place more truck
traffic on the access roads (Interstate 80, Roseville Road,
• Longview Drive). These roads traverse nonresidential areas,
however, so public concern for the truck traffic may not be
high. Also, traffic levels on Roseville Road are not projected
to create serious traffic congestion. The land uses that sur-

9

round the NATS are compatible with the transfer operation.
Therefore, public opposition to its expansion should be minimal.
Site 4 also is compatible with surrounding land uses. Its
expansion and use by the City, however, would place added truck
traffic on the access streets (Florin-Perkins Road, Fruitridge
Road, Power Inn Road). These access routes already undergo
heavy traffic congestion at times, and are predicted to have
extreme congestion in the future. Fruitridge Road borders some
residential areas between Highway 99 and the transfer station
site. The added truck traffic, therefore, may generate public
opposition to City use of Site 4.

10
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA

SOLID WASTE DIVISION

12311 STREET
SUITE 103
SACRAMENTO, CA
95814-2933
916-449-5757

January 20. 1287

one MANAGER'S OFFICE

JOHN F. BOSS
SOLID WASTE
DIVISION MANAGER

City Council
Sacramento. California
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: MASTER PLAN STUDY FOR CITY OWNED LAND LOCATED NORTH OF SANTA FE PACIFIC
RAILROAD LEVEE AND WEST OF BUSINESS 80 FREEWAY
SUMMARY
This report recommends City Council approval to begin preparation of a land use
master plan for the City owned property north of the Santa Fe Pacific Railroad tracks
• and west of Business 1-80 (28th and A Street Solid Waste Dispatch/Maintenance/
Landfill complex).
BACKGROUND.
The City's Solid Waste Division currently uses. aPproximatelV 156.9 acres Of land
between the Santa Fe.Pacific Railroad (SFPRR) tracks. the American River, and west of
Business 1-80. Exhibit A is-a location map for the area.

,

The active landfill is axpected . to reach closure during 1990. At that time the City
must have an alternate disposal option in place. City Council . has previonslY
endorsed a transfer 'station option as the preferred option. Staff has recommended
the construction of a tronSfer staion at the 28th and '.'A" Street solid waste
dispatch/maintenance/landfill comOle .x. A f i nal s taf recommendation will be
presented -to the combined Transportation and Community Develooment:Rudv.et and Finance
COMmittee in the last part of January. pending discussions witn:Sacramedzo County
officials regardinw. the use of the County's two transfer facilities.
•

City Council
January 20. 1987
Page a

The Solid Waste Enterprise Fund has invested a significant amount of money in
purchasing the property and constructing existing improvements. These include A,
dispatch and large equipment maintenance facility, a large truck scale roadway. and
-equipment parking facilities. To maximize this investment. the Solid Waste Division
recommends maintaining solid waste dispatch/maintenance/processing at its present
site until the economic life of the facility has been reached and exceeded. This
includes the proposal for the construction'of a solid waste transfer station.
Other uses for this property have also been proposed to the City Council and staff.
These include the following:
-- City Park Use
American River Parkway Enhancement
- Expansion Area for other City Facilities
- Traffic and Circulation Improvements
- :Other Light Industrial and Commercial Uses.
;klbst of these uses have been evaluated and planned from a single use perspective. In
order to maximize benefits for the City, and to provide a comprehensive decisionmaking perspective to the City Council. a master plan for all proposed land uses :
should be prepared. The Solid Waste Enterprise is forecasting the need to continue
to use part of the property for 'solid waste collection and.solid,waste processing
after landfilling is completed. Development of the remaining City property in a.
manner compatible with the continuing solid waste functions, and reflective of all
Other needs can best be achieved through the preparation of a land use master plan of
all areas north of SFPRR and west of Business 1-80. The Public Works Department will
. be the lead agency in the preparation of such a master plan, with staff participation
from the Departments of Parks and Community Services, General Services, Planning and
Development, and the City Manager's Office.
,

FTNANCIAL IMPACT

ft is estimated,that a complete- land Use master plan for the City owned property:
north, of the - SFPRR and - West of Business 1-80 and south of the American River Levee
would' require between 550,000 and 580.000.
The approved 1986/87 Solid Waste Division Budget includes 5400.000 for the
permitting, design and environmental evaluation of a solid waste transfer station.
This source of funding could be used to cover part or all of the Cost of this
planning study.

City Council
) January 20. 1987
'age 3

RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the attached resolution authorizing the
preparation of a land use master plan for the property located north or the SFPRR
levee, west of Business 1-80 and south of the American River.

Respectfully submitted.

—4/1,`"John F. Boss
Solid Waste Division Manager

-\ APPROVED:.

Fr
94

Walter J. Slipe
'City Manager

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED:

Yki\
Melvin H. Jo
Director. Pu
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RESOLUTION No.
Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER
TO PROCEED WITH A MASTER PLAN FOR CITY-OWNED
LAND NORTH OF THE SANTA FE PACIFIC RAILROAD LEVEE
AND WEST OF BUSINESS 1-80
•

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO that:

The City Manager is hereby authorized to proceed with the preparation Of a
land use master plan for city-owned land located north of the Santa Fe '
: Pacific Railroad Levee and West of Business 1-80.-

Mayor
Attest:

CL; Clerk

EXHIBIT E

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

SOLIDWASTEDIVISION

1231 I STREET
SUITE 103
SACRAMENTO, CA
95814-2933

December 9, 1986

916-449-5757

DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC WORKS

CALIFORNIA

Transportation and Community Development/
Budget and Finance Committees
Sacramento, California

JOHN F. BOSS
SOLID WASTE
DIVISION MANAGER

Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: SOLID WASTE TRANSFER STATION PLANNING
SUMMARY'
In late lgsz City Council directed staff to conduct an economie and
siting study for a solid waste transfer Station. Three options :were.
,considered
o

Direct haul to the two County owned and operated
transfer stations

•

Construction of a centralized transfer station-City owned and Operated

o

Construction of a centralized transfer station-Privately owned and operated

Based on the results of the investigation, staff recommends
construction of a City owned transfer facility to be located just west
of the existing 28th & A Street Sanitary Landfill.
BACKGROUND
With the projected closure of the City's 28th Street Sanitary Landfill,
.City Public Works Department staff has been actively investigating
options for disposal after the closure of the landfill. Following 'is a
brief synopsis of activities previously reported to Council:
June, 1985:
Presented a three part planning process to a) evaluate waste-toenergy feasibility; b) evaluate the feasibility of locating a new
landfill (Granite Gravea Quarry) and/or a new transfer station;
and c) request proposals for other solid waste disposal options.

Solid Waste Transfer Station Planning
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October, 1985:

Presented, the results of the planning evaluation with the
following recommendations adopted by Council:
A. Staff conduct an economic and siting evaluation for various
transfer station options.
B. Authorize California Co-Compost Systems, Inc. six months tO
submit a detailed contract proposal to augment the
conceptual proposal submitted earlier.
C. Drop consideration of opening up a new landfill at three
proposed sites within the City (including the Granite
Gravel Quarry).
D. Track other 'options such as processing waste for fuel,
etc., and report back to Council if/when they become viable
options.
E. Drop active consideration of waste-to-energy as a viable
option' until air emission and energy sales contract
problems are resolved.
June, 1986:

Presented the Closure Plan for the 28th Street Sanitary Landfill
to City Council, 'which was adopted. The Closure Plan anticipates
that the Landfill will reach capacity in late 1990.
June, 1986:

Presented staff, findings and recommendations on the contract
proposal submitted by California Co-Compost Systems, Inc. The
combined Transportation and Community Development/Budget and
Finance Committees found the contract submitted as deficient, and
recommended suspension of further consideration of that option.
September, 1986:

Presented to :the Transportation and Community. Development
Committee staff findings and recommendations for construction of
a : City owned transfer station just west of the:Citys.28th Street
Landfill/Dispatch/Maintenance facility. The .report, was presented
to the Committee for preliminary information to allow sufficient
time for external review of Staff's recommendations.
• a
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At this time, staff is submitting the transfer station siting and
options evaluation to the combined Transportation & Community
Development/Budget and Finance Committee for consideration. A summary
of alternatives reviewed is given below. A detailed report prepared by
City staff and Jones and Stokes Associates, Inc. covering the solid
waste transfer system analysis is presented as Attachment B.
Attachment C compiles comments received and staff's responses.
.DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES'
Two basic transfer station, alternatives were evaluated:
1) Haul of
City collected refuse to the two Sacramento County owned and operated
transfer stations; or 2) Construction of a single' transfer station to
handle all refuse collected by City fotces. The preference. of,a City
owned/operated or privately owned/operated facility was also evaluated
under the' second alternative.
1. County Transfer Station Alternative
Under this alternative, all refuse collected north of the
American River would be hauled to the County's North Area
Transfer Station located adjacent to McClellan AFB, and all
refuse collected south of the river would •be hauled to the
County's Fruitridge Transfer Station, just east of the Sacramento
Army Depot. Sacramento County has indicated that the County
would not consider selling or deeding the facilities to the City
for ownership/operation. Both stations would require significant
reconstruction to allow the City to use them. Reconstruction
would include a) structures to enclose them (both are currently
open-air facilities), b) expanded tipping floors and vehicle
circulation areas, and c) revised and expanded access for City
vehicles City staff, with assistance from Jones & Stokes
Associates thoroughly investigated this option, which is included
as Chapter 2 of the Attachment B report. Major findings and
conclusions are as follows:
A. The County facilities are significantly removed from the
City Solid Waste Division's dispatch and maintenance
facilities, resulting in increased operating costs to the
City's waste collection fleet (about $400,000-500,000 per
year).

Solid Waste Transfer Station Planning
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B

The County expects the City to pick up a significant
portion of the reconstruction costs of the two facilities.
These costs are estimated to be at least $2 million, and
may be much higher. Although the City would not have any
vested ownership interest in the facilities, the City would
be required to enter into a long-term agreement (20+ years)
to use the facilities, effectively precluding a potential
switch to alternative waste processing and resource
recovery options.

C. City collection crews could experience significant delays
at the transfer station sites, as they would be used
jointly by theCity, the County, arid the public-at-large.
•

Currently the County is charging a fee of $20/ton at the
two transfer stations. According to County correspondence
operating costs may be reduced to $17/ton if the City
elects to send all its waste to the transfer stations.
These operating costs do not include capital amortization
and increased City fleet oPerations costs.

•

The total disposal cost is* expected t be over $20/ton.
At this time Sacramento County is not using either transfer
stations for County collection vehicles, even though they
are dispatched from the North Area Station. This is
primarily due to the high operating costs of the transfer
stations, and possibly other. factors.

2 New Transfer Station Located Within City

-

This option envisions .the construction of a new transfer station
within the City dedicated to accepting all refuse collected by
City crews. Such a transfer statipn must be designed to
accommodate current waste stream (750 tons/day) and future growth
(900-1,000. tons/day). The first aspect of this option evaluated
by City staff was to determine the preferred location for such a
facility. Joqes . & Stokes Associates conducted this site
analysis, which is presented in detail in Chapter a of Attachment
B. The purpose of this site evaluation' was to locate a preferred site for •a new transfer station, which Option could then be
compared with Option 1 (County Transfer Stations.).

December 9, 1986
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A number of sites were considered and evaluated by Jones & Stokes
Associates, Inc. for a centralized facility. Their evaluation
included a review of previous transfer station site analyses
conducted for the City by Brown & Caldwell Engineers (circa 197980). The location with the most favorable characteristics for a
centralized transfer ,station is the western section of the 28th
Street Landfill/Dispatch/Fleet Maintenance Facility. This is the
area generally west of 28th Street and north of the railroad
tracks paralleling (and just south) of A Street. The locations
of sites evaluated are shown on Figure 1, and the evaluation
matrix on Table 1.
In order to compare a new transfer station with direct haul to
the Sacramento County facilities, staff prepared a cost estimate
for constructing/operating such a facility at the preferred
location (28th & A Streets). Both a City owned/operated and
prik7ately owned/operated option were developed. The details of
the cost estimate, and assumptions, are given in Table 2.
A. City owned/operated facility with transfe'r haul to
Sacramento County Landfill. City staff, in conjunction
with consultant support (Cooper Engineers) prepared a cost
estimate for constructing the facility, purchasing
equipment and operating the facility. Based on acquiring
municipal bond financing for this facility, the first year
costs are estimated to be less than $17/ton (1986 6).
Potential advantages for this option include the following:
1) Flexibility, without long-term contract constraints,
to convert to alternative waste management options
such as resource recovery, waste processing,
waste-to-energy, etc. Private ownership would require
a -long-term contract (20 years), with associated
private operation. The City would not have the
flexibility to obtain lower cost operation through
more frequent operating contract rebidding.
Greater control for meeting regulatory concerns; greater
responsiveness to meet concerns of constituents near the
facility.
Consolidation of other fleet management/facility management
needs with trallsfer station construction:

Solid Waste Transfer Station Planning
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City collection vehicles and transfer station operating
personnel would be under direct supervision of Solid Waste
Division Manager, allowing for effective and efficient
reduction ofpotential operational conflicts between the two
groups.
Greater flexibility to modify transfer station operations,
and/or collection operations to meet changing conditions
and/or demands.
B. Privately owned/operated facility with transfer haul to either
Sacramento County Landfill (Kiefer Road)or Yolo County Landfill,
(West of Yolo Bypass). Evaluation of this option is based on
reviewing the two top proposals received front the private sector.
In order to proceed with this option the City would need to enter
into a long—term contract (20 years) for use of the facility,
with a companion contract for facility operation
Initial costs 'for such an option appear to be about the same as a
City owned/operated facility ($47/ton- 1986 $). This cost
includes .a landfill disposal charge of about $6/ton. :Potential
-advantages for this option inClude the following:
1)

The City mbuld, not have to raise, through bonds, the funds
necessary to construct . the facility and purchase equipment.

2)

The City would not have to recruit and train transfer station
All private parties submitting proposals have
staff.
considerable experience in operating solid waste transfer
stations.

Based on the above !evaluation, it appears that a centralized facdlity
would have significant economic and operations . advantages over direct
'haul to the two County transfer stations. The evaluation also
indicates nc significant cost differences between -a ,City owned or
privately Owned facility. However, there are system and operations
disadvantages to a privately' ownedfacility.

Solid 'Waste Transfer Station Planning
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Landfill Disposal
Preliminary responses from Sacramento County and Yolo County, regarding
their desire to contract with the City for disposal, and their general
contract provisions, indicate that the County of Sacramento offers
better terms and conditions. However, additional discussions are
necessary. Sacramento County's preliminary contract terms and
conditions are as follows:
a. Tip fees to be based on incremental costs to handle City wastes.
These fees should be comparable to fees charged the private
Fees for 1986/87 are anticipated to be about
sector.
$5.50-6.00/ton.
b. A minimum contract of five (5) years to allow cost recovery of
,additional equipment.
c. Payment of a capacity "surcharge" to allow the County to recover
lost capacity through expansion of their site.

At this time it appears that the disposal fee proposed for use of
Sacramento County's Landfill is lower than the estimated initial
disposal cost of a City owned/operated Landfill located near the
County's Kiefer Road facility. Construction of any new landfills will
likely require expensive water quality protection measures. However,
as capacity diminishes at the County's landfill, and as costs for that
site escalate due to possible additional environmental constraints
placed on it, it is prudent for the City to develop an alternate
disposal site.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
There are several short-term and long-term financial implications to
the choice of a transfer station option at this time:
Estimated Tip Fee
$/ton (1986 $)
County Transfer Stations
Private Transfer Station
City Transfer Station
,

$
$
$

20-21
16-17
16-17

Capital
Cost to City
$ 3,000,000
-0$ 5,085,000
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The estimated tip fee for the City owned/operated transfer station
($16-17/ton) includes the total cost for maintenance, operating and
debt service. The 1986-1987 approved Solid Waste Division budget
includes $400,000 for the environmental assessment, design, and
permitting of the faCility. This is included as part of the overall
$5,085,000 CI? estimate. A portion of the environmental assessment can
be handled as part of the existing consultant services contract with
Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff presents the following recommendations to the combined
Transportation and Community Development/Budget and Finance Committee
for it. consideration and approval:
1. Approve the Draft Resolution (Attachment A) for submittal to City.
Council for adoption.
2. Endorse the construction of a centrally located ,City owned Solid
Waste Transfer Station as the preferred transfer station
implementation option.
3. Proceed with an environmental assessment for the construction of a
solid waste transfer station to be located west of 28th Street at
the City's 28th & A Street Landfill/Dispatch/Fleet Maintenance
Complex.
4. Proceed with the procurement of permits for a City owned transfer'
station.
5. Defer until later a decision on whether to contract operations out
to the private sector, or to assign transfer operations to City
staff.

Solid Waste Transfer Station Planning
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6. Authorize staff to complete the following activities to assure
adequate landfill disposal capacity for the transferred wastes:
a.

Negotiate contract specifications for an agreement for
disposal at the Sacramento County Landfill.

b.

Investigate and assess other landfill opportunities as they
arise.
Respectfully submitted,

n F. Boss
olid Waste Division Manager

Recommendat 40n Approved:

So on Wisham, Jr.
Assistant City Manag

Attch:

Approved:

Melvin H. Joh
Director, Pub ic ,orks

Attachment A - Draft Resolution
,Attachment B - Report -- Solid Waste Transfer System Analysis
Attachment C - Comments received and staff's responses

ATTACHMENT A

RESOLUTION NO.
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

A RESOLUTION ENDORSING THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A CITY-OWNED,
-.CENTRALIZED SOLID WASTE 'TRANSFER STATION
AND AUTHORIZING 'PREPARATION OF AN EIR'
•

WHEREAS, the construction of a centrally located City-owned,
Solid Waste Transfer Station is in the best interest of the City
of Sacramento and citizens thereof, NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT
RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO THAT:

1. City staff proceed with the environmental assessment
for the construction of a solid waste transfer station
to be located west of 28th Street at the
Dispatch/Maintenance/Landfill complex;
2- City staff, proceed with procurement of the necessary
permits for the City-owned transfer station;
3. The City Manager is authorized to:
a.

Negotiate contract specifications for an
agreement for disposal at the Sacramento
County Landfill.
Investigate and assess other
opportunities as they arise. '

,MAYOR
ATTEST:

landfill

FIGURE 1
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TABLE 1

City of Sacramento Transfer Station Site Options: Matrix Evaluation

Evaluation criteria

.

1

,

5

Site no.
6

8

Policy conformitY a
Consistency with land use plans
Consistency with COSWMP
Economic characterb

•
Q

•
Q

a

0
Q
•
0
•

0
S Q S.
Q
•
•

0
Q
Q
1
Q

0
Q
0
0
0

0
0
0

Qa
0
0
0

0
0

a

Q
0
0
Q

Q

Site development cost
Operation and maintenance cost
Alternate use value

Q

Q
Q

Q.
•

•

41
0
•

0
Q
II
4
•

0
•
9
Q
Q

Engineering character b
Ease of permitting
Geotechnical
Drainage
Use of existing equipment
Site access
Size constraints. for maintenance
facility ,
Accommodate alternative technology
Effect of transport distance

N/A

0

Environmental characterc
Soil loss
Water quality
Flooding
Biological resources
Noise
Land use conversion
Land use compatibility
Traffic/circulation
Public services
Energy
Health
Cultural resources
Aesthetics
Public acceptance

0
Q
9
9

a

9
•
0
9
•
0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
S Q •0
0
0
0
Q
0
0
•
0
Q
Q
0
0
9
9
0
9
I
0
0
0
,Q
a
• 09
'00
0
0
0
•
0
9
9
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
' 0
9
0
•
•
9
0
0
00•99

•

a 0 . =-ccnsistent;. Q = marginally consistent; 0 = inconsistent '

0 = good; 9 = adequate; 0 = poor; N/A.= not applicable
0 = no impact; 9= potential minor impact; 0.= potential major impact

5B

•

TABLE 2
COST SUMMARY FOR BASIC TRANSFER SYSTEM COMPONENTS.

Capital Coats

*Private Owned '*City owned and
Private Operate
Private Operate

City owned and
City Operated

4 400.000
i. Design. Permits'. EIR
3.470,000
2.- Site Work and Construction
750,000
3: Rolling stock .
235.000
4. On-Site Equipment
230,000
5-. Transfer Trailer repair bldg. & Report vehicle

Total .Capital Amount
6. Equipment 5 Yr amortization
Annual Debt payment
20 yr. * 8%

686.600

Maintenance and Operating costs
1. Rolling stock
.
2, Facility maintenance
3„ On-site Equipment
4. Insurance, security, tax. licenses
5. Labor
6. Utilities
7. Interdepartmental
8. Increased fleet mlIage cost
9. Contract services cost
10. Contingency & Management fees
11. Administration supplies

675,000
100.000
50,000
50,000
571,000
30.000
60.000.
-

$2,222,600

*(PropOSal Cost Ranges)
*Tranfgr station total annual amount.
Landfill tip fee * 46 per ton
County Transfer Station tip fee Total annual cost
Haul cost per ton (215,250 ton/Yr.)
-

A2.222.600
1.291,400
43.514,000
416.33/ton

4

400.000
3,470,000
235.000

45,085,000
1 656 000
$6.741,000

Subtotal (15)

Cost for administrative debt service

B.

385,000
3,075.000

$

County Transfer
Station

43,140.000
60,000
$3,200,000

44,105,000
1.656.000
5.761,000

330,000

330.000

360,000

567.000

490.000
60,000
42.000
196,000
287,000
64.000
65,000
•_
11.000
170.000
48,000
$2,123,000

490,000
90,000
42,000
221,000
338.000
64.000
65,000

43,000,000

310,000

. .463.000 !
.1.7.000
j70„006
48,000
42,462,000

(2,123,000 - 2,226,250) 12.462,000 -. 1.937,200)
$2.177,500 ave
42,199,600 ave
1.291:400
1.291,400
$35Q
. 44.443.000**
43.491.000
43,469.000 '
$20.60
416.22
$16.12

0Pr1vate sector proposals varied widely in total cost.and their line items. the Amount used represents an average.
Physical Parameters Comparison
Item Description

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
4)
10)
/1)
12)
13)
14)

Station Type
Total bldg, area
Dozer
Front end loader
a) Crane.
b) Backhoe
Yard sweeper
Report 'vehicle
Scales .
Tractors
Trailers
Trailer Payload size
Truck slots
Round trip time
Extra construction features

City

Private (Range Variation)

Tip floor
35,000 sq. ft.
2
2
'None
1 ,
.
' Axle. + Existing
- 8

Tip floor/compactor pit
.
(13,175 sq. ft.-39',000 sq. ft.,)
(pone-1 specified)
.
2
.
1
1
Axle t Existing City
8

8

.

(6-8)
(20 ton-24 ton)
(6-16)
(75 - 100 minutes)
(none stated-piles & venting)

20 ton
15
80 minutes
Pile & venting

Sc

,
4773.000
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