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1.0 Preliminary Business 

2.0 Public Comment 

3.0 Changes to Agenda Order; Identify Subsequent Need or Emergency Items 

4.0 Consent Items  
4.1 Minutes from March 2nd, 2011 meeting – Page 1 

5.0 Discussion Items   
5.1 County of Los Angeles’ Animal Welfare Ordinance – Page 2 

Review the approved changes to the County of Los Angeles’ Animal Code, which are intended to further 
regulate large scale dog breeding operations, termed “puppy mills.” 

5.2 Solid Waste Management Options Analysis and Conversion Technology Feasibility Study - Page 27 

Review and recommend next steps regarding scope of work and funding of proposed solid waste study. 
5.3 Draft FY 2011-12 Budget – Page 46 

Review draft FY 2011-12. 
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9.0   Adjourn 
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City Managers’ Steering Committee 
Minutes 

Date:  March 2nd, 2011 
Time:  12 Noon 

Location: West Covina City Hall 
1.0 Preliminary Business 

1.1 Call to Order 
  A. Pasmant called the meeting to order at 12:10 p.m. 

1.2 Roll Call/Introductions 
Members Present: 

 Alhambra  J. Keating 
 Diamond Bar  J. DeStefano 
 La Canada Flintridge M. Alexander 
 Rosemead  J. Allred 
 San Dimas  B. Michaelis 
 San Gabriel  S. Preston, M. Marlowe 
 San Marino  M. Ballantyne 
 Walnut   R. Wishner 
 West Covina  A. Pasmant, C. Freeland 
 
 Members Absent: 
 Covina 
 El Monte 
 Glendora 
  
 SGVCOG Staff: 
 N. Conway, Executive Director 
 M. Creter, Staff 

2.0 Public Comment 

3.0 Changes to Agenda Order; Identify Subsequent Need or Emergency Items 

4.0 Consent Items  
4.1 Minutes from February 9th, 2011 meeting 

  There were no changes to the minutes. 

5.0 Discussion Items   
5.1 Recap of February Governing Board 

There was extended discussion on this item.  The Steering Committee requested that the Chair and the 
Executive prepare draft correspondence from the Steering Committee to the Executive Committee for 
review and discussion at next month’s meeting. 

5.2 Interim Funding for San Gabriel Valley Housing and Homeless Coordinating Council (SGVHHCC) 
The Executive Director provided an overview of the efforts to secure an ongoing source of funding for 
the SGVHHCC.  He requested the cities to consider providing support for this newly formed organization 
for the coming fiscal year.   

5.3 Small Business Development Centers (SBDC)  
The Executive Director indicated that this item would be carried over to the next meeting. 

6.0 New Business items for Next Regular Meeting 

7.0 Announcements 

8.0   Next Meeting   

9.0   Adjourn 
The meeting was adjourned at 1:25 p.m. 
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DATE:  April 6th

 
, 2011 

TO:  City Managers’ Steering Committee  
 
FROM: Nicholas T. Conway, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: County of Los Angeles’ Animal Welfare Ordinance 
 

Review and provide direction to staff.   
Recommended Action: 

 

In March, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors approved changes to the Los Angeles 
County Code Title 10 – Animals.  The purpose of these changes was to provide additionally 
protections for all animals as well as specifically serve as a first effort to regulate the commercial 
breeding of dogs.  Highlights of the adopted changes include: 

Background: 

• Requires minimum grooming standards; 
• Prohibits tethering of animals except as permitted by state law; 
• Requires working smoke alarms and means of fire suppression where animals are housed; 
• Restricts the use of wire floors except as permitted by state law; 
• Regulates the stacking of crates. 
• Requires posting of information regarding dogs and cats for sale. 

An overview of the changes as well as a full copy of the code are included as Attachments 1 and 
2. 
 
In particular, this code change was intended to regulate large scale dog breeding operations, 
colloquially referred to as “puppy mills.” Unlike traditional breeding operations, “puppy mills” 
often house dogs in overcrowded and unsanitary conditions, without adequate veterinary care, 
food, water and socialization. “Puppy mill” dogs are typically sold to pet shops and marketed as 
young as eight weeks of age, at times with falsified breeding information.   
 
In order to address issues at these types of breeding facilities, the code now regulates these 
facilities as follows: 

• Allows for inspections from the Public Health Department. 
• Requires a listing of the size category of dogs raised, and be reinspected if that changes 
• Limits the number of allowed dogs to 50 sexually intact dogs over one year of age ( may 

be exceeded if additional requirements are met) 
• Requires facilities with more than 50 dogs to demonstrate they can care for them, have 

additional staffing, be inspected more frequently, and have an approved emergency 
response plan 
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• Requires breeding females to be at least 12 months of age before being bred 
• Requires that offspring not be removed from the premises before the age of eight weeks 
• Requires pregnant dogs to be housed separately at least three days before giving birth 
• Requires nursing mothers and their litters have their own enclosure 
• Requires all dogs to be microchipped or tattooed prior to four months of age or prior to 

sale or transfer 
• Adds additional record keeping requirements for breeding animals 
• Adds misdemeanor penalty for knowingly providing false information or records 
• noncompliance penalties – 1st violation an infraction punishable by a fine not to exceed 

$250; 2nd violation within a year punishable as a misdemeanor 
 
Supervisor Antonovich brought these proposed changes to the Board of Supervisor, and has 
requested that all of the cities consider enacting similar ordinances.  His office has further 
requested that all of the Councils of Governments assist in distributing information on the 
County’s effort.  A copy of the County’s amended code has been provided to every city.  
Additionally, Marcia Mayeda, Director of the County of Los Angeles’ Department of Animal 
Care and Control, will be giving a brief presentation at the April City Managers’ Steering 
Committee meeting.   
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Frequently Asked Questions Regarding Proposed Changes to Los 
Angeles County Code Title 10 – Animals 

 
The proposed changes to the Los Angeles County Code Title 10 – Animals, are the 
County’s first effort to regulate the commercial breeding of dogs. It also adds protections 
for all animals.  This proposed ordinance will supplement laws already in place enacted 
to protect the welfare of animals.  The attached chart contains a section by section 
breakdown of the changes.  The following is a summary of the provisions of the 
ordinance which directly benefit animals and enable consumers to identify breeders. 
 
All Animals: 
 

1. Requires minimum grooming standards; 
2. Prohibits tethering of animals except as permitted by state law; 
3. Requires working smoke alarms and means of fire suppression where animals 

are housed; 
4. Restricts the use of wire floors except as permitted by state law; 
5. Regulates the stacking of crates. 

 
Animal Facilities: 

1. Adds additional record keeping requirements; 
2. Requires posting of information regarding dogs and cats for sale. 

 
Breeding Facilities: 

1. Allows for inspections from the Public Health Department. 
2. Requires the breeder to list the size category of dogs raised, and be reinspected 

if that changes 
3. Limits the number of allowed dogs to 50 sexually intact dogs over one year of 

age; may be exceeded if additional requirements are met 
4. Requires facilities with more than 50 dogs to demonstrate they can care for them, 

have additional staffing, be inspected more frequently, and have an approved 
emergency response plan 

5. Requires breeding females to be at least 12 months of age before being bred 
6. Requires that offspring not be removed from the premises before the age of eight 

weeks 
7. Requires pregnant dogs to be housed separately at least three days before 

giving birth 
8. Requires nursing mothers and their litters have their own enclosure 
9. Requires all dogs to be microchipped or tattooed prior to four months of age or 

prior to sale or transfer 
10. Adds additional record keeping requirements for breeding animals 
11. Adds misdemeanor penalty for knowingly providing false information or records 
12. Allows the department to place reasonable restrictions on the breeding of 

animals other than dogs 
13. Provides noncompliance penalties – 1st violation an infraction punishable by a 

fine not to exceed $250; 2nd violation within a year punishable as a misdemeanor 
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14. Provides injunctive relief remedy to enjoin the breeder so acting or failing to act 
to conform his or her conduct to these provisions. 

 
Discussion 

 
1. Cap on Number of Dogs Allowed:  The proposed ordinance caps the number 

of sexually intact dogs over one year of age to 50 dogs, unless other 
requirements are met.  An inspection schedule has been devised to require 
additional re-inspections for facilities housing more than 50 adult breeding dogs 
and inspections increase in frequency according to the number of dogs housed, 
up to six times per year.  Other requirements to exceed the 50 dog cap include a 
demonstrated ability to care for the larger number of dogs; an emergency 
response plan; and increased staffing requirements.   
 
The number of animals is not the exclusive predictor of how animals will be cared 
for.  The Department has taken enforcement action against breeders with less 
than 50 dogs because of substandard care, and regulates kennels with several 
hundred dogs that are receiving good care.  Nevertheless, the Department 
recognizes there are more responsibilities when caring for a larger number of 
animals and the proposed ordinance takes this into consideration.  The 
Department is confident that the additional inspection requirements will properly 
regulate the care of large numbers of dogs at breeding facilities. 
 
Constitutional Issues Relating to the Right to Engage in Business:   
"The right to engage in a legitimate employment or business is a fundamental 
individual freedom protected by the due process provisions of both the state and 
federal constitutions. . . The legislature may not, under the guise of protecting the 
public interest, arbitrarily interfere with private business, or impose unusual and 
unnecessary restrictions on lawful occupations."  (13 Cal. Jur. 3d Constitutional 
Law § 216).  
 
For this reason, it is imperative that any restrictions placed on businesses are 
rationally related to the legitimate goal of the County to protect the welfare of 
animals.  Animals arrive at County shelters from a variety of sources, and while 
many are purebred there is no clear data to indicate the majority come from large 
scale commercial breeders.  An absolute cap on dog numbers could appear to 
be an arbitrary interference with private business. 
 
Other States:  While five other states have recently imposed caps on the number 
of breeding dogs, these laws are new and unchallenged, and some also have 
exemptions or loopholes which make them less restrictive than the proposed 
County ordinance.  Some states have considered and rejected caps. 
 
Louisiana: Limit is 75 dogs over one year of age. This is a higher limit than 
proposed in the County ordinance change.  Effective 7/8/08. 
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Oregon: Limit is 50 dogs over two years of age. There is no limit on the number 
of dogs under two years of age.  Young adult dogs can be repeatedly cycled 
through the breeding program without violating the limit.  Effective 1/1/10. 
 
Virginia: Limit is 50 dogs under one year of age, but permits an exception for a 
higher number after a hearing.  This is similar to our proposal, which permits an 
exception to the 50 dog limit if additional restrictions are met.  Effective 7/1/09. 
 
Washington:  Limit is 50 dogs over six months of age; became effective 1/1/10. 
 
Missouri:  If not overturned, the limit will be 50 dogs over one year of age.  This 
limit was passed in the November, 2010 election under a ballot initiative and 
there are already movements to have it repealed.  The law's effective date is 
delayed, until November 2011.  Moreover, hunting dogs are exempted, which is a 
huge loophole.  "Hunting dog" is not defined, and the American Kennel Club 
recognizes over 55 breeds of hunting dogs.  Any person who claims to be raising 
their dogs for hunting purposes (even if mixed breeds) may also be exempted.   
 
Delaware, South Dakota, West Virginia and New York have considered and 
rejected caps on the number of breeding dogs. Other states that have adopted 
"puppy mill laws" have no caps: Indiana (effective 2010) and Tennessee 
(effective 2010) 
 
The bottom line is that of the dozens of states that have considered puppy mill 
bills over the past five years, only two states have adopted absolute restrictive 
caps (50 dogs/no exceptions); those laws were both effective in 2010 
(Washington State and Oregon) and have not yet stood the test of time.  
  

2. Requirements for Veterinary Care:  Veterinary care requirements are already 
mandated under a number of County and State laws, including California State 
Penal Code Section 597.1; Health and Safety Code 122065 (g); and Los Angeles 
County Code Section 10.40.010 I and K. All these laws are regularly enforced by 
the Department.  Additionally this ordinance will require annual medical exams 
for all intact dogs over one year of age, as well as a written medical program 
approved by a licensed veterinarian.   
 

3. Restrictions on Breeding Activities:  The Department carefully considered 
these suggestions.  There are conflicting veterinary opinions on the need for 
resting periods between breeding cycles, as well as a lack of compelling scientific 
research to support the maximum number of litters a dog may safely have and 
the maximum age at which she should be bred.  Additionally, the practicality of 
being able to enforce such requirements would not be possible within current 
staffing and budget restrictions.  In light of these concerns, it was not considered 
to be practical to regulate these areas.  The proposed ordinance requires a 
female unaltered dog to be at least twelve (12) months of age before being bred. 
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4. Stacking of Crates:  Proper stacking of crates is not necessarily injurious to the 
dogs, provided that adequate protection is required.  The proposed ordinance 
requires the crates be securely fastened and designed so that there is no danger 
of an enclosure falling; the animals do not have direct access to one another; 
waste from one enclosure cannot be transmitted to another enclosure; food and 
water containers must be secured to prevent spillage; and crates may not be 
stacked more than two high.  The proposed language regarding the use of crates 
is found in County Code Section 10.40.010 L, and applies to every individual pet 
owner or animal business such as groomers, not just breeding facilities.  Crates 
are not permitted as primary housing facilities, but only as temporary housing. 
 

5. Wire Flooring:  California State Health and Safety Code Section 122065.5 
prohibits the housing of dogs primarily on wire flooring.  Additionally Section 
122065(d) requires that dogs be provided with a rest board, floor mat or similar 
device to provide solid flooring for dogs.  Since the keeping of dogs on wire floors 
is already restricted by State law, and only allowed to be used on a temporary 
basis, it is not necessary for the County ordinance to address this. 
 

6. Cage Size:  Cage size is already regulated in Health and Safety Code 122065 
(c) and Los Angeles County Code Section 10.40.010 L.  These laws require that 
all animal rooms, cages, kennels and runs shall be of sufficient size to provide 
adequate and proper accommodations for the animals kept therein; they are 
appropriate to the age, size, weight and breed of dogs; and there is sufficient 
space for the dog to stand, sit, turn freely without the head touching the top of the 
cage, and to lie in a natural position. The Department has enforced space 
requirements as a regular part of its annual inspection program without any 
problems and does not feel additional language is required. 
 

7. Exercise Requirements:  Adequate exercise and socialization are already 
required in Health and Safety Code 122065 (e) and Los Angeles County Code 
Section 10.40.010 R, which require that confined or restrained animals be given 
exercise proper for the individual animal under the particular conditions and that 
dogs are provided with adequate socialization, meaning contact with other dogs 
and with humans. The Department has enforced exercise and socialization 
requirements as a regular part of its annual inspection program without any 
problems and does not feel additional language is required.   
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DATE:  April 6th

 
, 2011 

TO:  City Managers’ Steering Committee  
 
FROM: Nicholas T. Conway, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Solid Waste Management Options Analysis and Conversion Technology 
Feasibility Study 
 

Review and recommend next steps regarding scope of work and funding of proposed solid waste 
study. 

Recommended Action: 

 

Since Fall 2010, the Solid Waste Working Group has been reviewing options regarding a 
possible study of long term solid waste management options that may be available to San Gabriel 
Valley jurisdictions over the next several years, and evaluate each option to determine which 
ones are the lowest in cost to San Gabriel Valley ratepayers and will also meet environmental 
and permitting requirements.  By looking at current and future infrastructure options, contractual 
obligations, franchise agreements, waste flow control, among other issues, the Working Group 
intends to have a realistic “snapshot” of the future cost options so that decision makers of the San 
Gabriel Valley can make informed decisions about waste flow following closure of the PHL.  

Background: 

 
The Solid Waste Working Group is interested in releasing an RFP to select a consultant to 
perform this study.  A draft copy of the RFP and an overview of the study are included as 
Attachment 1.  Currently no funding source has been identified for this work effort.  The 
Working Group is requesting that the City Managers’ Steering Committee feedback regarding 
the proposed scope of work, potential funding sources and next steps.  Representatives from the 
Solid Waste Working Group will be in attendance at the April meeting of the City Managers’ 
Steering Committee to provide an overview of work completed to date and to respond to 
questions. 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (SGVCOG)

FACTSHEET  

Proposed Solid Waste Management Options Analysis  
and Conversion Technology Feasibility Study 

Background 

• There are almost two million residents residing in the 31 cities and unincorporated communities of 
the San Gabriel Valley. Collectively, over 1.7 million tons of post recycled solid waste generated 
in San Gabriel Valley is currently sent to landfills. Proper management of solid waste is a public 
health and safety issue and an annual collective expense to the Valley of over $100 million per 
year. 

• Currently, the Puente Hills Landfill (PHL) is the largest landfill in the County with a permitted 
disposal capacity of 13,200 tons per day, about one-third of the County’s permitted solid waste 
disposal capacity. Much of the solid waste and green waste generated in the San Gabriel Valley 
is directed to PHL, and on October 31, 2013, the PHL will close. 

• PHL’s closure will impact the solid waste and green waste management operations and costs for 
San Gabriel Valley cities and unincorporated communities. To date, the landfill has been one of 
the most affordable solid waste disposal options and green waste management in the San 
Gabriel Valley. After 2013, PHL will no longer set the market rate for solid waste disposal and 
green waste management in the San Gabriel Valley.  As such, jurisdictions could see their 
disposal costs rise as haulers truck the Valley’s waste further distances to other parts of Los 
Angeles County and neighboring counties. Additionally, the program at PHL for green waste will 
be eliminated, bringing an end to low cost green waste diversion resulting in higher costs for the 
management of these materials to ensure jurisdictional compliance with the AB 939 waste 
reduction mandate.   

• The cost variation of using different facilities now under development or proposed will be in the 
hundreds of millions of dollars over the next several years, and each facility or disposal scenario 
offers different environmental impacts and benefits while ensuring compliance with AB 939 and 
AB 32 

Purpose of the Request for Proposals 

• The purpose of this study is to proactively examine a variety of long term solid waste 
management options that may be available to San Gabriel Valley jurisdictions over the next 
several years, and evaluate each option to determine which ones are the lowest in cost to San 
Gabriel Valley ratepayers and will also meet environmental and permitting requirements. 

• By looking at current and future infrastructure options, contractual obligations, franchise 
agreements, waste flow control, among other issues; the study will provide a very realistic 
snapshot of the future cost options so that decision makers of the San Gabriel Valley can make 
informed decisions about waste flow following closure of the PHL. 
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• This collaborative approach is designed to save individual jurisdictions time and resources 
associated with conducting their own assessment of solid waste alternatives following the closure 
of the PHL.  Participation by all SGVCOG jurisdictions will ensure a relatively small cost per 
jurisdiction and allow the consultant to develop the most comprehensive study completed at far 
less cost to each participating jurisdiction. 

• The options and recommendations developed by this study are a resource that can then be used 
to inform local policymaking, or aggregate waste flow to facilities in sufficient volume to get better 
pricing or to support new types of facilities, such as conversion technology facilities. 

RFP Highlights 

• Quantify current and future solid waste disposal and green waste management needs of 
SGVCOG jurisdictions as well as identifying jurisdictional waste flow control under existing 
contractual/franchise agreements. 

•  Identify up to five alternative solid waste management options (including waste-by-rail and 
conversion technologies) that may be used by SGVCOG jurisdictions to meet solid waste 
disposal and green waste management needs, and compare them to the status quo scenarios as 
may be planned by various SGVCOG member agencies. 

• Analyze and provide cost comparisons of using different types of waste management options and 
then make recommendations on the feasibility of alternative solid waste management options as 
well as the environmental and economic benefits to the SGVCOG jurisdictions over a 5 to 10 year 
period. 
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DRAFT – FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 

NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION 
 
 
 

 

 

 

San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
 

Solid Waste Management Options Analysis and 
Conversion Technology Feasibility Study 

 

Request for Proposals 

 

No. 11-02 
 

 

     Release Date: TBD             

     Submittal Deadline: TBD 
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OFFICERS 
 

President 
Thomas King 

Vice President 
Angel Carrillo 

2nd Vice President 
David Spence 

3rd Vice President 
Barbara Messina 
 
MEMBERS 

Alhambra 
Arcadia 
Azusa 
Baldwin Park 
Claremont 
Covina 
Diamond Bar 
Duarte 
El Monte 
Glendora 
Industry 
Irwindale 
La Cañada Flintridge 
La Puente 
La Verne 
Monrovia 
Montebello 
Monterey Park 
Pasadena 
Pomona 
Rosemead 
San Dimas 
San Gabriel 
San Marino 
Sierra Madre 
South El Monte 
South Pasadena 
Walnut 
West Covina 
First District, LA County 
Unincorporated Communities 
Fourth District, LA County 
Unincorporated Communities 
Fifth District, LA County 
Unincorporated Communities 

SGV Water Districts  
 
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Nicholas T. Conway 
 

San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit #42 
Suite 6425 
Alhambra, CA 91803 
 
Insert Date 
 
RE:  Solid Waste Management Options Analysis and Conversion Technology 
Feasibility Study Request for Proposals 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
Attached please find a copy of the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
(SGVCOG) Request for Proposals (RFP) for the completion of a solid waste 
management options analysis and conversion technology feasibility study.  The 
SGVCOG is seeking a qualified individual or firm to evaluate up to five alternative 
solid waste management options that San Gabriel Valley jurisdictions may want to 
consider. By examining  the current and anticipated solid waste management 
environment, including infrastructure, contractual obligations, waste flow, among other 
issues; the study will determine what options would yield the highest economic and 
environmental value to the cities of San Gabriel and its unincorporated communities.  
 
The firm(s) or individual(s) applying should have significant experience in working 
with local governments on solid waste management issues and be familiar with the 
region.  All responses to this RFP are due to the SGVCOG offices by INSERT DATE.     
 
Sincerely, 

 
Nicholas T. Conway 
Executive Director 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS ANALYSIS AND 
CONVERSION TECHNOLOGY FEASIBILITY STUDY 
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1.0 Overview 
 

The San Gabriel Council of Governments (SGVCOG) is a Joint Powers Authority created by the 
31 cities within Los Angeles County, Los Angeles County  Supervisorial Districts 1, 4 and 5, and 
the San Gabriel Valley’s water agencies to serve interregional interests of the 2 million residents 
living in the incorporated cities and unincorporated communities in the San Gabriel Valley.  
Founded in 1994, the organization’s mission is to serve as “a unified voice to maximize 
resources and advocate for regional and member interests to improve the quality of life in the 
San Gabriel Valley.”  Please visit the SGVCOG’s website (www.sgvcog.org) for additional 
information.   
 
SGVCOG  is  soliciting  proposals  from  qualified  and  experienced  firms  (hereafter  referred  to  as 
“Consultant”  or  “Firm”)  to  evaluate  up  to  five  alternative  solid  waste  management  options  that 
San Gabriel Valley  jurisdictions may want  to  consider. By examining  the  current and anticipated  solid 
waste management environment,  including  infrastructure, contractual obligations, waste  flow, among 
other  issues;  the  study  will  determine  what  options  would  yield  the  highest  economic  and 
environmental value to the cities of San Gabriel and its unincorporated communities.  
Proposals must be submitted in the following ways: 
 

1) Electronically in Adobe Printable Document Format (pdf) and identified as “Response to 
Conversion Technology Feasibility Study Solicitation” to Nicholas Conway, Executive 
Director, at sgv@sgvcog.org  

and 

2) Ten (10) printed copies of the proposal received at the following address: 
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 

ATTN: Energy Efficiency CAP Consulting Services 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit #42 

Alhambra, CA 91803 
 

Proposals must be received by INSERT DATE. 
 

2.0 Background 
In the 1970s, the San Gabriel Valley was home to seven of Los Angeles County’s landfill 
sites. This included the largest landfill sites in the entire County.  At that time and through 
the 1980s, the San Gabriel Valley was commonly referred to in some circles as the “Valley 
of the Dumps.” 
 
Each of these sites was the source of much debate due to the existing or potential negative 
impacts (including truck traffic, air pollution, ground water contamination, vector control, 
etc.) on the adjacent communities and the Valley as a whole.  Also, proposed new and 
expansions of existing landfills encountered growing community opposition with residents 
demanding consideration of other waste management alternatives. During the late 1980s and 
1990s as local urban landfills closed or neared their permitted disposal capacities, and in the 

San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments   1 
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face of growing community opposition to urban landfills, additional options for managing 
solid waste were identified and evaluated. Waste by Rail 
 
In 1988, at the request of the San Gabriel Valley Association of Cities (the predecessor to the 
SGVCOG) and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) the 
Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (LACSD) started to evaluate rail transport of waste. 
LACSD initially considered transporting waste via rail to Utah, however, later purchased the 
Mesquite Gold Mine south of Salton Sea in California.  Since that purchase, and in 
anticipation of the closure of the Puente Hills Landfill in late 2013, the LACSD has been 
building a Waste by Rail (WBR) project, with the main hub located in the City of Industry 
near the landfill.   The principal purpose of the WBR project has been to provide long term 
disposal capacity for the County and cities in Los Angeles County. The LACSD sees the 
development of WBR as fulfilling a major portion of its mission. 
 
AB 939 
 
In 1989, the State of California adopted the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 
1989, commonly referred to as “AB 939”.  This accelerated the implementation of waste 
diversion and recycling programs which were being developed by cities and counties 
throughout California to reduce the amount of waste being  sent to landfills.  This alternative 
addressed the resident’s concerns with landfills and the environmental issues raised by local 
communities.  AB 939 mandated cities and counties to divert 25% of their waste by 1995 and 
50% by the year 2000, and these goals have largely been accomplished. 
 
As part of the recycling efforts put forth by cities and counties to comply with AB 939, 
numerous programs have been implemented to recover recyclable materials and market them 
as raw materials for manufacturing.  To accomplish these goals of numerous facilities have 
been built to take in and mechanically separate waste and process or segregate the recyclable 
materials.   
 
Conversion Technology Evaluation 
 
In  its 1997 Solid Waste Task Force Report, SCAG recommended that the SCAG region 
should consider siting solid waste transformation technology facilities as part of its long term 
waste management actions.  Subsequently, in 1999, the County of Los Angeles adopted 
recommendations from the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Task Force 
to promote alternatives to landfills.  
 
Since 1999, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) in concert 
with the Task Force has played a key role in researching conversion technology (CT) 
facilities.  In general, CTs refer to a wide array of biological, chemical, thermal (excluding 
incineration) and mechanical technologies capable of converting solid waste into useful 
products and chemicals, green fuels such as hydrogen, natural gas, ethanol and biodiesel, and 
clean, renewable energy and green fuels.  In addition to producing locally generated 
renewable energy and green fuels, the use of CT facilities in Southern California could 
effectively enhance recycling and the beneficial use of waste, reduce pollution such as 
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greenhouse gas emissions, and reduce dependence on landfilling and importation of domestic 
fossil fuels. 
 
In 2004, the County conducted a preliminary evaluation of a range of CT facilities and 
technology suppliers.  The Conversion Technology Evaluation Report, released in 2005, 
identified six promising conversion technologies and six MRF/TS sites in Southern 
California that could potentially host a project.  In 2006, the County conducted more detailed 
analysis of the shortlist of technologies and sites for demonstration facilities and developed 
long range plans to facilitate construction of commercial scale facilities, using post-recycled 
solid waste residuals as feedstocks, in Los Angeles County. The County is currently 
facilitating the development of three CT demonstration projects that were approved by the 
Board of Supervisors in April 2010, and is evaluating sites and various technologies for 
commercial facilities to be located within the County. 

 
The emergence of these new CT facilities is of interest to the SGVCOG and the member 
jurisdictions the SGVCOG represents.  However, given the effort by the LACSDs regarding 
WBR, the implementation of numerous recycling programs, and facilities which have been 
developed and have waste flow commitments, the SGVCOG wants to understand the value 
of various long term solid waste management alternatives, and how conversion technology 
facilities can provide SGVCOG member jurisdictions with opportunities to reduce disposal 
costs, reduce the cost to divert waste, increase waste diversion, reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, and provide renewable energy resources.  
 
Waste Flow Control 
 
In developing and evaluating solid waste management options for the SGVCOG region, it is 
necessary to assess, as a region and for each individual jurisdiction, its ability to control and 
direct the waste generated from within its boundaries to a given waste management 
alternative.   
 
The majority of jurisdictions in the SGVCOG region have long- or medium-term franchise, 
contract, or similar arrangements with private waste management companies for the 
management of their solid waste.  However, the terms of these franchises and/or contract 
arrangements can vary significantly.  Many long-term contracts contain “evergreen” 
provisions that require notification to the contract waste hauling company five to ten (or 
more) years in advance of the jurisdiction assuming control over the waste or making any 
significant changes in the contract arrangements.  
 
Also, once the waste is set out for collection, it often becomes by contract the property of the 
waste hauler.   The waste hauler in many cases makes the sole decision on where the waste 
goes, and this decision is based primarily on economic considerations, and may not always 
be in the best interest of the jurisdiction which generates the waste.. Since many waste 
haulers have control over where the waste goes, and since many contracts allow any 
increases in disposal costs to be “passed through” to their customers, many cities may have 
very limited control over the rates that their citizens or businesses may pay in the future.    
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These factors are extremely important in determining the ability of jurisdictions to select the 
most beneficial waste management options for the SGVCOG region as well as individual 
jurisdictions in the medium and long term.  Following a comprehensive assessment of 
existing contracting arrangements, as well as future solid waste disposal options, 
recommendations can be developed to strengthen cities’ positions to allow them the greatest 
freedom and flexibility in determining their waste management future.    
 
Options Analysis and CT Feasibility Study Request for Proposals   
 
This RFP puts forth a Scope of Work which considers the complex issues now facing SGV 
jurisdictions with respect to existing facilities, contract commitments, exclusive and non-
exclusive franchise agreements, waste composition, and WBR, to determine the most 
economically and environmentally beneficial solid waste management options for COG 
member cities to pursue.  
 

3.0 General Requirements 
 
3.1  All firms are bound by the deadline and location requirements of this RFP. 
  
3.2  Firms electing to respond to this RFP are responsible for all costs incurred in the 

preparation and submission of the proposals; demonstrations; interviews; preparation 
of responses to questions and requests for additional information; for contract 
discussions; or for anything in any way related to this RFP.  SGVCOG is not liable 
for any costs incurred by the firm in response to this RFP and the firms, including all 
related parties, disclaims and voluntarily and knowingly waives any and all rights to 
reimbursement for any such costs.  

 
3.3  All firms responding to this RFP must attend the mandatory Bidders’ Conference, 

which is scheduled as follows: 
 

Date:    TBD  
Time:   TBD 
Location:   TBD 

 
All persons that will be in attendance at the mandatory Bidders’ Conference must 
register by emailing the SGVCOG offices at sgv@sgvcog.org.  
 

3.4  Late proposals will not be considered.  
 
3.5  SGVCOG reserves the right to reject any or all responses or any portion thereof and 

to select the response(s) which, in its sole discretion, it judges to be in the best interest 
of the cities.  

 
3.6  SGVCOG reserves the right to cancel or modify this RFP. There is no guarantee that 

the SGVCOG will place the requested service under contract. 
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3.7  SGVCOG reserves the right to investigate the qualifications of any firm under 
consideration including proposed subcontractors and parties otherwise related to the 
firm and require confirmation of information furnished by a firm, or require 
additional evidence of experience and qualifications to provide the services or 
otherwise discharge the obligations required by this RFP.  

 
3.8  SGVCOG reserves the right to disclose information contained in proposals to the 

public, subject to confidentiality statutes.  
 
3.9  SGVCOG reserves the right to approve or disapprove of particular subcontractors, 

joint venture partners, or other proposed team members.  
 
3.10 SGVCOG reserves the right to evaluate responses in terms of the best interests of the 

cities, applying criteria provided in this RFP and any other criteria SGVCOG, in its 
sole discretion, deems pertinent.  

 
3.11 SGVCOG reserves the right to accept other than the lowest cost proposal based upon 

an evaluation of all aspects of the response.  
 

3.12 By the submission of a proposal, each firm accepts and agrees to execute a written 
agreement. 

 
3.13 All responses must remain valid for a minimum period of one hundred and eighty 

(180) days after the response due date. Responses may not be modified or withdrawn 
by the firm during this period of time except in accordance with this RFP and with 
written permission granted by SGVCOG.  

 
3.14 Firms may withdraw their proposal prior to the date and time set for receipt of 

proposals provided a written request is submitted to SGVCOG prior to the date and 
time set for receipt of proposals.  

 
4.0 Questions and Addenda  

 
4.1  All questions or requests for clarification shall be submitted via email to Nicholas 

Conway at sgv@sgvcog.org by INSERT DATE.  All questions received by this 
deadline will be addressed at the mandatory Bidder’s Conference on INSERT 
DATE. 
 

4.2  If it becomes necessary to revise any part of this RFP, an amendment will be posted 
on the SGVCOG website at www.sgvcog.org. It shall be the sole responsibility of the 
firm to check for any amendments to the RFP that may be issued by SGVCOG. 

 
5.0 Submittal of Proposals 

 
5.1  Proposals should be simply developed and include the information requested in 

Section 7.0.—Scope of Services. All proposals must be submitted electronically in 
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Adobe Printable Document Format (.pdf) format. When submitting a proposal via 
email, it must be identified as “Response to Conversion Technology Feasibility Study 
Solicitation.”  File size shall be limited to no larger than 5 MB. Proposals not meeting 
these criteria will not be accepted or considered.  
 
Proposals must be submitted no later than INSERT DATE, to Nicholas Conway, 
Executive Director at sgv@sgvcog.org and ten (10) printed copies of the proposal 
must be received at the following address: 

 
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 

ATTN: Energy Efficiency CAP Consulting Services 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit #42 

Alhambra, CA 91803 
 

Proposals received after that time will not be accepted.   
 

5.2  After the due date of the proposals, a firm may not correct, modify, or withdraw the 
price or any other provision of its response in a manner prejudicial to the interests of 
SGVCOG or fair competition. SGVCOG may waive minor informalities or allow the 
firm to correct them. 

 
6.0 Firm’s Responsibilities  

 
6.1  It is presumed that each firm has read and is thoroughly familiar with the scope of 

services to be performed under this RFP.  
 
6.2  The firm agrees that, if a contract is executed with SGVCOG, the firm shall make no 

claim against SGVCOG because of any estimate or statement made by any 
employees, agents, or consultants of SGVCOG which may prove to be erroneous in 
any respect.  

 
7.0 Scope of Service 

 
I. Identify current and future solid waste disposal characteristics of SGVCOG cities.    

 
PURPOSE:  The purpose of this task is to inventory solid waste collection and disposal 
characteristics of SGVCOG cities and determine disposal tonnage that may be directed to 
new facilities.  
 
1. Consultant shall inventory current waste collection, disposal and diversion practices of 

each SGVCOG jurisdiction by completing the following tasks: 
a. Identify the jurisdiction’s waste hauler (city or private hauler).   
b. Review solid waste hauling contracts/franchise agreements of each jurisdiction 

and determine which entity has flow control (i.e., right to either haul waste to 
certain destinations, or jurisdiction’s right to direct the contractor where to take 
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the waste), and the durations (minimum and maximum length/period) of such 
rights/restrictions. 

c.  Determine the annual tonnage collected in each jurisdiction, including waste 
processing and disposal destinations, and cost per ton to process and/or dispose of 
waste at such facilities. 

d. Characterize  total waste tonnage into residential, commercial, industrial, 
construction/demolition, and self haul categories 

e. Identify source separated recyclables, yard waste, and destination facilities, 
including cost per ton to process these materials at such facilities. 

f. Provide a snapshot of current disposal costs using existing facilities. 
g. Provide a snapshot of cost to divert one ton of waste using mixed waste 

processing facilities, and include aggregate cost for all tons. 
 

2. Consultant shall gather information regarding projected disposal cost changes over the 
next 5 and 10 years and create a forecast by completing the following tasks:  

a. Determine which combination of waste processing/transfer/disposal sites are most 
likely to be used in the short term planning period (5 years) and the long term 
planning period (10 years) to meet the disposal needs of SGVCOG jurisdiction s. 

b. Gather cost information on each of the facilities most likely to be used in the short 
term and long term planning period, and create a waste processing/disposal cost 
forecast to use such facilities based on current disposal tonnages of SGVCOG 
member cities.  

c. Assess the long term availability of tonnage making certain assumptions about 
changing existing flow control restrictions or commitments; apply assumptions to 
forecast to create alternative  “what if” scenarios with regard to daily tonnage that 
could be available if certain changes were made regarding flow control rights. 

d. Create cost comparisons between distinct waste processing/disposal scenarios 
forecasted over a short term and long term planning period, and provide 
information in various formats to illustrate the cost impacts on ratepayers; 
calculate the public benefits of each option as compared to the other options. 

 
II. Identify alternative solid waste management options, including benefits and 

challenges of each.  
 

PURPOSE:  The purpose of this task is to describe and analyze up to five alternative 
solid waste management options that may be used by SGVCOG jurisdiction s to meet 
solid waste disposal needs. This menu of options should include WBR, CTs, and up to 
three other alternatives that will be recommended by the Consultant and approved by 
the SGVCOG solid waste working group. The Consultant should also analyze the status 
quo option with the same criteria.  

 
1. For each of the five alternatives and the status quo scenario, the Consultant shall: 

a. Assess costs. 
b. Identify and discuss environmental concerns and benefits. 
c. Identify and discuss economic concerns and benefits, including the number of 

new jobs projected for each alternative. 
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d. Discuss current regulatory constraints affecting the successful deployment of each 
alternative. Federal, state, and local regulations should be considered. 

e. Discuss the technical feasibility of each alternative. 
2. In addition to the information acquired in II-1, the Consultant shall gather and analyze 

specific information on the LACSD’s WBR Project: 
a. A significant investment of public funds has been made into WBR by the 

LACSD.  To understand the cost of this project and disposition of funding of this 
project, the Consultant shall gather information on what has been invested into 
this project, the remaining cost to complete the project, and what outstanding debt 
will remain once the project is complete and operational.  

b. Determine how making a commitment to direct waste flow to WBR would impact 
the planning for alternative solid waste management options in the SGV to meet 
the disposal and waste diversion needs of SGV cities. 
 

3. Consultant shall prepare a descriptive summary of various types of CTs that may be 
viable in the SGV. Consultant shall review and reference appropriate and relevant 
information from existing studies and resources developed by Los Angeles County, 
California Department of Resources Recycling Recovery, and UC Riverside among 
others. 

a. This descriptive summary shall make use of a standard format which utilizes 
various pertinent criteria, such as: 

• Materials accepted and processed, and materials that cannot be processed 
by the facility technology 

• Any pre-processing requirements, e.g., MRF processing that is necessary 
• Primary byproducts produced, e.g., natural gas, hydrogen, biodiesel, 

syngas, ethanol, electricity, soil amendment products, CO2, etc. 
• Whether electricity/ethanol qualifies as Renewable Energy Credit (REC) 

with the State of California, or as a renewable energy under the State’s 
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) 

• Amount of energy produced by such a facility, and wholesale rate 
assumptions for energy produced and sold 

• Percent of waste diverted from landfills by the facility 
• Size of the facility, both in terms of acres and tons per day capacity 
• Optimal size of the facility in terms of operating cost efficiencies or 

economy of scale 
• Estimated cost per ton to operate the facility at different sizes based on 

tons per day 
• Likelihood that the facility can be permitted to operate in the SGV and 

meet all environmental requirements 
• List of locations where such a facility is permitted and currently in 

operation, including size of such facilities  
4. Consultant shall prepare a plan which presents a proposal on what CT facilities should be 

considered by the SGVCOG and how these facilities can be organized into projects and 
financed. 
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a. Propose a preliminary number of CT facilities for the SGV, and specify the size 
of such facilities, to meet the short term and long term disposal and waste 
diversion needs of SGVCOG cities based on the following considerations: 
• Available technologies proven to be viable with a high probability of 

being permitted in the SGV 
• Disposal tonnage and type of waste cities currently have discretionary 

flow control over 
• Tonnage which haulers control and are willing to voluntarily commit to 

the proposed facility(ies). 
• Cost to design, construct and operate such facilities 

5. Determine how making a commitment to direct waste flow to WBR would impact the 
planning for other solid waste management alternatives in the SGV to meet the disposal 
and waste diversion needs of SGV cities. 

 
III. Develop policy analysis and recommendations  

 
PURPOSE:    The purpose of this task is to prepare recommendations based on the 
analysis completed in Task I and II.  

 
1. Based on the alternatives identified in Task  II, the Consultant shall determine what 

combination of private and public facilities including WBR, CTs and the other 
alternatives selected,  that would provide the highest value, in terms of the  analysis 
criteria in Task II-1, to the SGVCOG cities over a 5 and 10 year period.  

2. The Consultant shall make recommendations on whether changing existing waste 
flow restrictions would improve the operational efficiencies and lower costs to cities 
for development of a new facility.   

3. The recommendations should identify which types of facilities should be built, 
where facilities should be built, who will be responsible for their construction and 
operation, and who should commit waste flow to such facilities.   

4. The Consultant shall describe which organizational and financing options would be 
most viable for SGVCOG to consider for new facility development. 

5.  Summarize the public policy case for jurisdiction support of one or more selected 
alternatives.  
 

IV. Report of findings  
 

PURPOSE:  The purpose of this task is to compile the analysis and recommendations 
in Tasks I, II, and III.  

1. Consultant shall present monthly updates to the SGVCOG solid waste working 
group on the progress of this scope of work. 

2. Consultant shall prepare a final report discussing the analysis and recommendations 
of Tasks I, II, and III. This report may include appendices that include existing 
studies and resources developed by Los Angeles County, California Department of 
Resources Recycling Recovery, and UC Riverside among others. 
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3. Consultant shall prepare and present a PowerPoint presentation to the SGVCOG 
solid waste working group, EENR committee, and Board of Directors 
summarizing the results of the study. 

 
8.0 Proposal Format 
 
All proposals must be submitted electronically in Adobe Printable Document Format (.pdf) 
format.   
 
All proposals shall include the following information and comply with the associated page limit 
restrictions. Note that 1 page includes the front side of an 8.5x11 sheet of paper and the cover 
does not constitute a page.  
 

1) Cover Letter – 1-page cover letter signed by an officer of the firm, binding the firm to 
all of the commitments made in the submittal 
 

2) Firm Background – 1-page background on the firm and its associated specialties. An 
additional 1-page may be included to highlight the background of any proposed sub-
consultants.  

 
3) Previous Experience – 5-page summary of the firm’s experience in working with State 

and local government agencies, public/private partnerships, solid waste management, 
technology, and regulations. References should be included.  

 
4) Project Approach – Maximum 7-page summary of the proposed approach to developing 

the feasibility study including how the firm will:  
 

5) Proposed Personnel – 1-page resumes for each of the 3 leading staff members that will 
be performing the majority of the work on the project. Resumes for corporate leadership 
should not be included unless said individuals will be performing substantial work on this 
project. 
 

6) Schedule – 1-page schedule detailing how the tasks will be completed within the 
required timeframe.  
 

7) Cost Estimate – 4-page cost estimate.  This contract will be based on a time and 
materials basis (which shall include all overhead and profit) subject to an overall contract 
cap.  The proposal should estimate the number of hours per staff member by proposed 
task and clearly identify an hourly rate schedule for the proposed staff.  Firm rates for 
clerical, reproduction, and any proposed reimbursables shall also be included. 
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9.0 Evaluation Criteria 

 
Each firm’s response will be evaluated upon the following criteria:  

1) Experience & Staffing (35%) – The firm’s previous experience with similar work in 
similar fields and qualifications and depth of the staff that will perform the work on this 
project.  

2) Project Approach (25%) – The firm’s responsiveness in developing a feasibility study 
that supports policy recommendations and provides guidance to the cities regarding solid 
waste management and planning. 

3) Schedule (20%) – The firm’s presentation of a work plan that meets the INSER DATE 
deadline. 

4) Cost (20%) – The firm’s fees and expenses for proposed level of effort 

 
10.0 Selection Process 

 
A selection committee, comprised of representatives from the participating cities will review the 
proposals.  Proposals will be ranked on qualifications and the selection committee may choose to 
interview several of the top ranked firms.  Those interviews are scheduled to take place on 
during the week of INSERT DATE at a site to be determined in the San Gabriel Valley.  
However, at its sole discretion the selection committee may dispense with interviews and select a 
firm to perform the work.   
 
Contract negotiations will occur subsequent to firm selection.  Should SGVCOG be unable to 
successfully negotiate a contract with the highest qualified proposer, SGVCOG shall enter into 
negotiations with the next highest qualified proposer (and so on) until an agreement is reached.  
The anticipated pro forma contract for this assignment is included in Appendix A of this RFP. 
Each prospective contractor is expected to review the general terms and conditions and 
acknowledge their acceptance, or material exceptions, in the proposal cover letter. 
 
SGVCOG will utilize the following schedule for the selection process: 
 

Event Date 
Release RFP TBD 
Bidder’s Conference TBD 
Submittal Deadline TBD 
Interview of Finalists TBD 
Consultant Selected TBD 
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11.0 Period of Performance 
 
The conversion technology feasibility study be completed by INSERT DATE. Consultants that 
cannot comply with the schedule should not respond to the RFP. The schedule is not flexible and 
cannot be modified. 
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SGVCOG Member Cities
Cost Allocation Methodology for Solid Waste Management Options Analysis and CT Feasibility Study
Based on Tons of Solid Waste from the County of Los Angeles Solid Waste Information Management System
Assumes Study Cost Options of $200,000 and $100,000 

2010 Population 
Dept. of Finance

% Pop 2009 Disposal Tons % Tonnage 100,000$     200,000$       10,000$       20,000$       110,000$             220,000$              

Alhambra 89,501 5% 43,846.35 2.56% 2,562.30$   5,124.60$    256.23$       512.46$      2,818.53$           5,637.06$            
Arcadia 56,719 3% 46,662.47 2.73% 2,726.87$   5,453.73$    272.69$       545.37$      2,999.55$           5,999.11$            
Azusa 49,207 3% 41,492.69 2.42% 2,424.75$   4,849.51$    242.48$       484.95$      2,667.23$           5,334.46$            
Baldwin Park 81,604 4% 56,862.23 3.32% 3,322.92$   6,645.84$    332.29$       664.58$      3,655.21$           7,310.43$            
Bradbury 963 0% 3,994.43 0.23% 233.43$      466.85$        23.34$         46.69$        256.77$              513.54$                
Claremont 37,608 2% 26,280.90 1.54% 1,535.81$   3,071.61$    153.58$       307.16$      1,689.39$           3,378.77$            
Covina 49,622 3% 41,476.08 2.42% 2,423.78$   4,847.57$    242.38$       484.76$      2,666.16$           5,332.32$            
Diamond Bar 61,019 3% 32,230.25 1.88% 1,883.47$   3,766.95$    188.35$       376.69$      2,071.82$           4,143.64$            
Duarte 23,124 1% 19,495.77 1.14% 1,139.30$   2,278.59$    113.93$       227.86$      1,253.23$           2,506.45$            
El Monte 126,464 6% 102,214.85 5.97% 5,973.24$   11,946.49$  597.32$       1,194.65$  6,570.57$           13,141.13$          
Glendora 52,830 3% 36,292.57 2.12% 2,120.87$   4,241.74$    212.09$       424.17$      2,332.96$           4,665.91$            
Industry 803 0% 99,546.51 5.82% 5,817.31$   11,634.62$  581.73$       1,163.46$  6,399.04$           12,798.08$          
Irwindale 1,717 0% 42,857.72 2.50% 2,504.52$   5,009.05$    250.45$       500.90$      2,754.98$           5,509.95$            
La Canada Flintridge 21,261 1% 18,696.86 1.09% 1,092.61$   2,185.22$    109.26$       218.52$      1,201.87$           2,403.74$            
La Puente 43,355 2% 50,724.69 2.96% 2,964.25$   5,928.51$    296.43$       592.85$      3,260.68$           6,521.36$            
La Verne 34,051 2% 27,803.74 1.62% 1,624.80$   3,249.60$    162.48$       324.96$      1,787.28$           3,574.56$            
Monrovia 39 984 2% 37 506 95 2 19% 2 191 84$ 4 383 67$ 219 18$ 438 37$ 2 411 02$ 4 822 04$

CT Cost Options COG Admin Fee (10%) Total Cost

Monrovia 39,984 2% 37,506.95 2.19% 2,191.84$   4,383.67$    219.18$       438.37$      2,411.02$           4,822.04$            
Montebello 65,781 3% 69,212.41 4.04% 4,044.64$   8,089.28$    404.46$       808.93$      4,449.11$           8,898.21$            
Monterey Park 65,027 3% 42,361.68 2.48% 2,475.54$   4,951.07$    247.55$       495.11$      2,723.09$           5,446.18$            
Pasadena 151,576 8% 164,418.08 9.61% 9,608.28$   19,216.56$  960.83$       1,921.66$  10,569.11$        21,138.22$          
Pomona 163,683 8% 122,350.71 7.15% 7,149.94$   14,299.89$  714.99$       1,429.99$  7,864.94$           15,729.88$          
Rosemead 57,756 3% 50,747.55 2.97% 2,965.59$   5,931.18$    296.56$       593.12$      3,262.15$           6,524.30$            
San Dimas 36,946 2% 31,925.30 1.87% 1,865.65$   3,731.31$    186.57$       373.13$      2,052.22$           4,104.44$            
San Gabriel 42,984 2% 31,527.78 1.84% 1,842.42$   3,684.85$    184.24$       368.48$      2,026.67$           4,053.33$            
San Marino 13,415 1% 11,711.82 0.68% 684.42$      1,368.83$    68.44$         136.88$      752.86$              1,505.72$            
Sierra Madre 11,099 1% 8,521.44 0.50% 497.98$      995.95$        49.80$         99.60$        547.77$              1,095.55$            
South El Monte 22,627 1% 32,309.66 1.89% 1,888.12$   3,776.23$    188.81$       377.62$      2,076.93$           4,153.85$            
South Pasadena 25,881 1% 16,503.63 0.96% 964.44$      1,928.88$    96.44$         192.89$      1,060.89$           2,121.77$            
Temple City 35,892 2% 25,441.46 1.49% 1,486.75$   2,973.50$    148.68$       297.35$      1,635.43$           3,270.85$            
Walnut 32,659 2% 24,359.61 1.42% 1,423.53$   2,847.06$    142.35$       284.71$      1,565.88$           3,131.77$            
West Covina 112,890 6% 65,368.92 3.82% 3,820.04$   7,640.07$    382.00$       764.01$      4,202.04$           8,404.08$            
Unincorporated County 351,974 18% 286,467.00 16.74% 16,740.59$ 33,481.18$  1,674.06$   3,348.12$  18,414.65$        36,829.30$          
Total 1,960,022 100% 1,711,212.11 100.00% 100,000$    200,000$      10,000$       20,000$      110,000$            220,000$             

*County unincorporated population figures from 2009

Attachment 1 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit 42, Bldg. A6, Suite 6425, Alhambra, CA 91803 Phone: (626) 457-1800 FAX: (626) 564-1116 E-Mail SGV@sgvcog.org 

 
 
 
DATE:  April 6th

 
, 2011 

TO:  County of Los Angeles’ Animal Welfare Ordinance 
 
FROM: Nicholas T. Conway, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Draft FY 2011-2012 SGVCOG Budget   
 

Review for future action. 
Recommended Action: 

 

The SGVCOG bylaws stipulate that, annually, the Executive Director present to the Governing 
Board a budget for adoption.  Attachment 1 provides a summary of the draft FY 2011-2012 
SGVCOG budget.  This provides estimated actual revenue and expenses for FY 2010-2011 and 
recommended revenue and expenses for FY 2011-2012.  It is anticipated that the budget will be 
presented to the Governing Board for action at the May 2011 meeting. 

Background: 

 
As shown in Figure 1, below, the COG’s fund balance is estimated to be approximately $587,299 
by the end of FY 2010-2011.  At the close of FY 2011-2012, it is expected to increase by an 
additional $52,511 to $639,810.  The COG is expected to reach its goal of having reserves equal 
to one year of member dues by the end of FY 2012-2013, which aligns with the projection in the 
COG’s 2007 Long Term Financial Plan.   
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Budget Item Adopted Budget FY 
2010-11

Estimated Actual FY 
2010-11

Recommended FY 
2011-12

General Operating Income
Member Dues $719,800 $719,540 $719,800
Interest $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
Total General Operating Income $720,800 $720,540 $720,800

Grants & Special Project Income
SCE Local Government Partnership $126,343 $96,343 $178,965
Watershed Coordinator Grant $68,000 $68,000 $34,000
CalRecycle Grant $167,023 $106,500 $186,000
SCE CEESP Grant $1,650,433 $130,000 $2,360,000
Energy Upgrade $8,000 $55,000
Total Grants & Special Project Income $2,011,799 $408,843 $2,813,965

Total Income $2,732,599 $1,129,383 $3,534,765

General Operating Expenses
Ongoing Management and Operational Contracts 

Management Services Contract (MSC) $422,154 $422,154 $422,154
MTA Board Support $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
Legal Services $25,600 $50,000 $25,600
Financial Audit Services $13,000 $13,000 $15,000
Bookkeeping / Accounting $12,000 $12,000 $12,500

Consultant Services
 Federal Advisory Services $25,000 $0 $50,000

     Strategic Planning $16,000 $12,000 $16,000
     Media/Public Relations $10,000 $2,000 $10,000
     Annual Evaluation $4,500 $3,930 $4,500
Special Events and Advocacy Travel
     Annual Federal Advocacy Delegation $17,000 $17,000 $17,000
     Annual State Advocacy Delegation $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
     Local Receptions $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
     Governing Board and Committee Meetings $7,500 $7,500 $7,500
Direct Expenses

Board Stipends $11,000 $11,000 $11,000
Insurance $6,000 $6,000 $6,000
Printing / Publication $20,000 $12,000 $20,000
Miscellaneous $20,000 $10,000 $20,000
Total Operating Expenditures $669,754 $638,584 $697,254

Grants & Special Projects Expenses
Grants & Special Projects Staff

MSC - Amendment #1 $105,000 $105,000 $105,000
MSC - Amendment #2 $55,428 $30,000 $200,000
MSC - Amendment #3 $8,000 $55,000
Grants & Policy Committee Support $45,000 $45,000 $25,000

Consultant Services and Other Direct Grant Expenses
Miscellaneous Grant Expenses $10,000 $8,000 $10,000
Information Technology $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
Watershed Coordinator Grant $60,000 $60,000 $30,000
SCE Local Government Partnership Expenses $10,000 $10,000 $20,000
CalRecycle Grant Expenses $143,372 $83,000 $175,000
SCE CEESP Expenses $1,593,645 $100,000 $2,160,000
Total Grant & Special Project Expenses $2,027,445 $454,000 $2,785,000

Total Expenditures $2,697,199 $1,092,584 $3,482,254
Surplus $35,400 $36,799 $52,511  

Attachment 1. 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit 42, Bldg. A6, Suite 6425, Alhambra, CA 91803 Phone: (626) 457-1800 FAX: (626) 564-1116 E-Mail SGV@sgvcog.org 

 

 

 
 
DATE:  April 6th

 
, 2011 

TO:  City Managers’ Steering Committee  
 
FROM: Nicholas T. Conway, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Draft Correspondence to the Executive Committee 
 

Review and provide direction to staff.   
Recommended Action: 

 

At the March City Managers’ Steering Committee, the group requested that the Chair work with 
the Executive Director to draft correspondence from the City Managers’ Steering Committee to 
the Executive Committee outlining the Steering Committee’s comments and requests for 
clarification regarding the SGVCOG-ACE reporting relationship.  A draft of that correspondence 
is included as Attachment 1. 

Background: 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
1000 S. Fremont Ave., Unit 42, Bldg. A6, Suite 6425, Alhambra, CA 91803 Phone: (626) 457-1800 FAX: (626) 564-1116 E-Mail SGV@sgvcog.org 

 
 
Date:  March 8th

 
, 2011 

To:  Executive Committee 
 
From:   Andrew Pasmant, Chair of the City Managers’ Steering Committee 
  
Re: SGVCOG-ACE Relationship 
 
At our March meeting, the City Managers’ Steering Committee reviewed the discussion at the 
SGVCOG’s Governing Board February meeting regarding the SGVCOG-ACE relationship.  
According to the SGVCOG bylaws, the Steering Committee is intended to oversee certain policy 
and financial matters for the Governing Board and to act as the SGVCOG Finance Committee.  
Because of this responsibility, the Steering Committee is compelled to express our 
recommendations as it relates to the SGVCOG-ACE relationship.   
 
It is our understanding, based on the legal opinion of the SGVCOG General Counsel, that ACE 
is a component unit of the SGVCOG, similar to a standing committee, and does not have the 
authority to act independent of the SGVCOG.  In order to facilitate the SGVCOG Governing 
Board’s ability to perform its due diligence and provide the necessary oversight, the Steering 
Committee submits the following comments and requests for clarification regarding the 
SGVCOG-ACE reporting relationship: 

• Financial Oversight:  As previously stated, the SGVCOG bylaws identify the City 
Managers’ Steering Committee as the SGVCOG Finance Committee, and, as such, our 
responsibilities include, but are not limited to, the following:   

1) Reviewing and commenting on the preliminary and final audit reports prior to 
their presentation to the ACE Construction Authority and the Governing Board;  

2) Monitoring compliance with applicable federal, state and locals laws, 
ordinances, statutes, codes and regulations; and  

3) Reviewing and monitoring all matters related to the Governing Board’s and 
ACE’s financial affairs including reviewing quarterly financial reports, and grant 
compliance.   

Based on our observations, it is the Steering Committee’s position that there is a lack of 
clarity regarding our role in providing financial oversight to the ACE Project. It is our 
recommendation that the Executive Committee review the SGVCOG bylaws and 
consider more explicitly defining the Steering Committee’s role and responsibilities as it 
relates to providing financial oversight and review of the ACE Project.   

• Project Oversight:  Currently, at the direction of the SGVCOG Transportation 
Committee, a subcommittee of the Public Works’ Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 
has been tasked with reviewing the ACE Phase II Study and make recommendations 

DRAFT 
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related to project selection and prioritization for this next phase of the ACE project.  This 
is not a full-scale review or re-commissioning of work that has already been completed, 
but rather a limited-scope peer review of the analysis and the development of 
recommendations based off of the information that is already available.  We believe that 
this effort, to engage the SGVCOG’s TACs in an advisory role over this large-scale 
construction, is a critical strategy for providing the needed oversight on this project.  The 
Steering Committee recommends that the Governing Board consider formalizing this 
relationship, by providing the Public Works’ TAC formal responsibility for providing 
technical input on all ACE Project matters prior to action by the Governing Board.  

• Legal Oversight:  It is our understanding that one of the issues identified at the February 
Governing Board meeting was a lack of clarity regarding the relationship between the 
SGVCOG and ACE’s General Counsels.  The Steering Committee requests direction 
from the Executive Committee as to whether or not this an issue on which the Executive 
Committee would like feedback and recommendations from the Steering Committee.   

Should you have any questions, or wish to discuss this further, please contact me at (626) 939-
8401.  
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