Board Meeting


Agenda Item 12 (Revised)

September 16-17, 2003


Attachment 3

Board Staff 2003 Chronology of Events With the City of Gardena

	
	Date
	Communication

	1
	10/20/99
	City issued Compliance Order IWMA BR99-86 to correct numbers and address programs. The City is required to fix problems with its reported diversion rate and work with OLA staff to determine gaps in programs. The City must report to the Board on the method selected to correct the diversion rate by November 29, 1999 and the City is required to submit a status report by March 1, 2000 and quarterly reports on May 3, 2000, August 1, 2000, and December 31, 2000. In addition, the completed numbers correction must be submitted by May 3, 2000.  The City was required to submit a signed Assistance Plan by 5/3/00.

	2
	12/01/99
	The City submitted a letter in which the City selected to do a generation study with the intent of establishing a new 1998 base-year.

	3
	12/16/99
	Staff held conference call with City to discuss existing programs and review proposed programs.

	4
	2/22/00
	Staff participated in program review site visit with City and franchise hauler.

	5
	3/02/00
	Initially it appeared that City would not need an extension to complete the base year study.  

	6
	3/6/00
	The City submitted an update for the March 1, 2000 status update in which it reports working with Board staff to determine gaps in programs.  The City and Board staff are currently working to develop a performance plan to help the City implement all SRRE selected programs or suitable alternatives. The City reported that it is on track for completing its 1998-generation study by the May 3, 2000 deadline.

	7
	3/27/00
	Staff sent the draft Assistance Plan and Work Plan to the City.  City agreed to submit signed plan to the Board by May 3, 2000.

	8
	4/18/00
	Staff contact the City to see if they need to submit an extension as the consultant completing the base year study informed staff they would need two months past the May 3, 2000 deadline to complete the study.

	9
	4/23/00
	City of Gardena request for extension to July 1, 2000.

	10
	5/1/00
	The City turned in its quarterly status report on time. The City is working on a new base-year using 1998 data. 180 business waste audits have been completed and they are working on completing 20 additional audits. 

	11
	5/3/00
	Staff did not receive signed Assistance Plan by the agreed upon due date.

	12
	5/23/00
	Staff presented an oral compliance order update to the Board.  Staff reported that the City said they expected to sign the Assistance Plan soon. The City was already working on some of the programs by implementing a green-waste program and expanding the residential commingled recycling program to include more material types.  

	13
	6/15/00
	City submitted 1998 base year study @ 58%.  The base year study was submitted before the extension due date. (Please note highlighted number due to two separate generation study submittals)

	14
	6/26/00
	City submitted the signed Assistance Plan to the Board after the due date.  The Assistance Plan and Workplan identified that all of the programs were to be completed by 12/31/2000. 

	15
	7/00
	Staff began reviewing the base year study.

	16
	9/19/00
	The Board placed hold on hearing new base year studies.

	17
	12/31/00
	The City was to have implemented all programs in the Assistance Plan.

	18
	1/23/01 
	Staff received a letter from the City dated 1/5/01 requesting a 60-day extension to complete program implementation.

	19
	2/20/01
	The Board granted the City an extension until 3/2/01 to implement the programs outlined in the City’s Assistance Plan. 

	20
	3/23/01
	The City reported they completed all program implementation in their Assistance Plan and Work Plan.

	21
	4/24/01
	The Board approved the Diversion Study Guide and Cert. Form.  

	22
	11/13/2001
	The Board granted the City an extension until 12/31/01 to submit the City’s new base year request using the updated new base year certification form.

	23
	12/31/01
	The City submitted a 2000 base year study @ 24% on revised certification form.  

The City changed from a 1998 base year to a 2000 base year because:

· The 1998 audits relied heavily on extrapolation of source reduction (pallets primarily) that did not meet the “net reduction in disposal” criteria.

· The City needed additional business audits in order to have enough business audits to extrapolate the diversion and they determined that it is easer to update the original audits to 2000 than it would be to do additional business audits for 1998 data.

· The City wanted to add diversion from an LA County School District waste audit conducted for the year 2000.

	24
	02/05/02
	Staff conducted on-site visit of the City’s top 10 businesses diverting waste and an inert recycling facility used by the City.

	25
	3/22/02
	Staff sent follow-up letter to the City of Gardena requesting additional supporting documentation following onsite visit conducted February 5, 2002.

	26
	9/26/02
	Staff contacted the City to begin 60-day conferring period.

	27
	12/16/02
	Staff sent 30-day notification to issue the City a Compliance Order.

	28
	1/14/03
	Board approval of City of Gardena’s 2000 Base Year request and issuance of a new compliance order for failure to implement programs. 

	29
	2/4/02 2/4/03
	Board staff sent a letter notifying the City of the approved change to the Base Year for 2000, and issuance of Compliance Order IWMA BR03-02. 

	30
	2/24/03


	OLA Board staff mailed a letter to the City reminding them that the Electronic Annual Report 2001 had not been received and requested it be submitted by March 17, 2003.  

	31
	2/26/03
	Board staff met at the City with city representatives to complete a needs assessment. Items discussed included a review the City’s existing programs, discuss areas of potential program assistance, and efforts the City was planning to make in order to meet the requirements of the compliance order.  Discussion documents included: the City’s denied time extension, various 2001 landfill customer activity reports, and DRS printouts.  The City was already reviewing proposals that had been submitted from RFP responders. 

	32
	4/7/03


	Board staff met at the City with City representatives to review a draft work plan and edit and refine the details of a draft Local Assistance Plan. The City was asked to complete the annual report or Board staff would be sending a letter indicating that program implementation had not changed since the 2000 Annual Report and the Board’s default rate would be applied. 

	33
	4/24/03
	Board staff mailed letter notifying the City that since the 2001 Annual Report had not been submitted by the due date, the City had been assigned an incalculable diversion rate (-15%).  Board staff encouraged the City to submit a Reporting Year Tonnage Modification claim detailing reporting year disposal problems that were discovered in the RFP review.

	34
	4/25/03
	A consultant to the City called Board staff to discuss the City’s annual report.  Board staff notified the consultant that the default diversion rate had been assigned to the City since no annual report had been submitted.  Board staff recommended the electronic annual report be submitted as soon as possible as the PARIS program information was important.  Information on Reporting Year disposal problems was also requested.

	35
	5/12/03, 5/14/03, 5/15/03, 5/16/03, 5/23/03 5/27/03, 5/28/03, 5/29/03
	Board staff received a call from the City requesting copies of two sample franchise agreements advertised on the Board’s website.  Board staff exchanged several e-mails and phone calls with the City and provided three sample franchise agreements. 

	36
	5/29/03
	Board staff called the City to discuss the draft Local Assistance Plan and the June 30 due date.  

	37
	5/29/03
	Board staff e-mailed the Local Assistance Plan to the City for review and approval and noted that the LAP had to be signed by June 30, 2003.

	38
	5/30/03
	Board staff received the City’s Reporting Year Disposal Tonnage Modification And Certification.

	39
	6/11/03
	Board staff left a voice message for the City requesting a status on its review of the LAP.

	40
	6/16/03
	Board staff spoke to the City asked for status of LAP signature.  The City indicated that the individual responsible for signing the LAP had been on vacation and had not had an opportunity to review LAP.  The City indicated it would discuss the issue and would call Board staff with status.  Board staff notified the City of two minor changes to the LAP.  The City indicated changes would be made to their copy of the LAP. 

	41
	6/24/03
	Board staff left voice message for the City requesting return call to discuss the signature of the LAP by the due date.

	42
	6/25/03
	Board staff received call from the City indicating the City Manager would be signing the LAP on June 25 or 26.  Board staff asked the City to fax signed copy of the LAP and mail original to the Board’s Long Beach office. 

	43
	6/25/03
	Board staff contacted the City to request a meeting to discuss the City Council’s decision to form a public/private partnership.  The meeting was called to discuss how the partnership would fit with the programs and schedule presented in the workplan.  

	44
	6/26/03
	Board staff received e-mail from City confirming a meeting on July 1 to discuss how the council’s recent decision to negotiate a public/private partnership would impact the programs and schedule in the workplan. 

	45
	7/1/03
	Board staff met at the City with City to discuss the Council’s action.  City staff was not able to confirm program implementation start dates or when the council would make a final decision on the structure of City services. 

	46
	7/9/03
	Board staff notified the City through an e-mail that Board staff would be preparing an agenda item to notify the Board that the due date for an approved workplan had passed without an agreement.  Board staff requested the City provide dates by which the City Council would complete review of joint venture, establish contract, and implement services. 

	47
	7/10/03
	Board staff received e-mail reply that the City was not able to provide a schedule for when the council would make a decision on the City’s service structure or details on the program implementation plan if the partnership were approved.

	48
	7/16/03
	Board staff e-mailed the City reiterating staff’s need for a schedule of when the council would make a decision on the service structure for program implementation and schedule of program implementation.  The e-mail also advised the City that staff would bring a discussion item to the Board at its August meeting to inform them of delays in reaching a workplan agreement and that a penalty hearing would be scheduled in September.  The City replied to staff’s e-mail and indicated that City would contact Board staff regarding the issues.

	49
	7/21/03
	Board staff called the City to inquire about a response to the e-mail sent by staff.  A meeting was scheduled for July 24 with the City to go over the delays in developing a workplan, staff’s intent to bring the issue to the Board and information needed by the City to determine impacts to program implementation schedule. 

	50
	7/22/03
	Board staff received an e-mail from the City providing information on program implementation discussions with consultant and other City departments.

	51
	7/24/03 
	Board staff met at the City with City representatives, including the City Manager, to discuss the City’s plan to secure enhanced diversion services and staff’s need for a written schedule of when programs would be implemented.  The City indicated that it would request an extension to the due date for agreeing to a workplan based on new council direction to negotiate a public/private partnership.

	52
	7/24/03
	Board staff received e-mail from City consultant providing the City’s on public education and business outreach.

	53
	7/31/03
	Board staff called the City and indicated that the request should be for the amount of time needed by the City to determine a schedule for program implementation that the City will commit to in the workplan.  The letter should also indicate when diversion program implementation in the commercial sector would begin. 

	54
	8/1/03


	The City submitted a letter dated July 30, 2003 that was received by the Board Chair on August 1, 2003.  The letter stated the City’s commitment to implement all programs in the work plan and to implement an expanded commercial sector diversion program by November 1, 2003.  Board staff and members of the Sustainability and Market Development Committee received the letter on August 5, 2003.

	55
	8/1/03
	Board staff mailed a letter to Mayor Terauchi notifying him that Board staff had scheduled a hearing for the Board to consider the imposition of administrative civil penalties for non-compliance with AB 939.  

	56
	8/6/03
	Board staff contacted the City to schedule a meeting for revising the work plan to reflect the City’s implementation plan for exploring commercial services and other changes, as needed. 

	57
	8/7/03
	Board staff met with the City to revise the work plan to reflect the City’s implementation plan for commercial services and other programs identified in the work plan.

	58
	8/11/03, 8/13/03, 8/20/03, 8/21/03
	Board staff e-mailed the City the revised work plan for review and signature.  Board staff also asked the City to provide information on any environmental justice issues and outreach efforts for inclusion in the Board’s agenda item for consideration of penalties.   Board staff and City exchanged several e-mails on environmental justice issues and outreach. Board staff received information from the City that ethnic diversity and high poverty levels are issues the City must consider regarding the type and cost of programs that the City will implement.   

	59
	8/13/03
	Board staff received a call from the City providing an update on the City Council’s decision to postpone approval of the joint venture agreement for two weeks to allow additional public review of documents related to the City’s commercial service provider agreement.  

	60
	8/14/03
	City consultant provided Board staff with an e-mail describing the City’s efforts to research disposal reporting concerns.

	61
	8/18/03 
	Board staff received a signed local assistance plan from the City, reviewed and signed the plan.  Board staff acknowledged receipt of the work plan in an e-mail to the City. Board staff returned a copy of the signed local assistance plan to the City for their records. 
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