From:
Reed, Mike

Sent:
Tuesday, March 11, 2008 1:32 PM

To:
Cook, Gennevie

Cc:
Nogle, William

Subject:
FW: Final Draft King County In-sourcing Report 3.7.08 (2).doc

 -----Original Message-----

From: 
Kiernan,  Kevin  

Sent:
Tuesday, March 11, 2008 10:52 AM

To:
Reed, Mike

Cc:
Yates, Diane; Severn, Thea; Huddleston, Michael

Subject:
RE: Final Draft King County In-sourcing Report 3.7.08 (2).doc

The Solid Waste Division (SWD) appreciates the opportunity to review and respond to the Gershman, Brickner & Bratton, Inc. (GBB) review of the Solid Waste Division’s budget request for drivers, equipment, and supplies to haul recyclables collection containers from King County transfer facilities to recyclable material processors. 

The reason for this budget request was, and is, a commitment to provide quality service to the ratepayer for the best possible price.  While the current contractor provides quality service, this has not always been the case with previous contractors. The division believes that it can provide consistent, high-quality service with its own employees at a lower cost.  

Our analysis has been thorough, and the resulting budget request fully incorporated all additional costs that would be incurred by adding this work.  With the exception of adjustments to account for the increased costs of equipment, parts, and fuel due to the passage of time since the initial submittal, our final conclusion has not changed.  The division would be happy to provide the Council with additional details on any component of its analysis.

SWD truck drivers hauled over 950,000 tons of garbage in over 50,000 trips in 2007.  We have 79 truck drivers, 69 trucks, and 185 trailers.  We have in place the infrastructure including supervision, dispatch and maintenance for this operation.  

The insourcing of the hauling of primary recyclable materials would represent approximately a 10% increase in our total trips.  On an average weekday, we haul approximately 180 loads of garbage; hauling recyclables would add about 12 more trips to that.  Our shop maintains and repairs over 400 pieces of rolling stock.  The addition of five (our estimate) or six (GBB’s estimate) new trucks will not affect shop staffing levels.  Additionally, these trucks will be solely used on paved roads, and so should require less maintenance than trucks that operate over the landfill surface.  

The Solid Waste Division’s budget request was for the additional resources that would be needed to perform this work.  As a budget request, it reflects marginal cost, and was not intended to be the full-cost analysis that GBB performed.  GBB identified support activities associated with the haul of recyclable materials that are already included in the division’s operating budget.  We do not believe this is the appropriate approach for analyzing the addition of the recyclable material haul to our existing operation.  

We also question some of the assumptions used by GBB in their analysis.  These assumptions contribute to GBB’s higher estimate of required drivers and trucks, and consequently higher costs.  

Subsequent to review of the report, the division has the following comments:  

· The report assumes that costs for repair and upkeep of the recyclables collection containers are additional; however, the division already pays these costs since it owns eighty containers and rents only a few (currently four).  If the division were hauling the containers, the driver could bring a container in need of repair back to the Cedar Hills landfill at the end of the day; currently we pay the contractor $100 per one-way move.

· The report appears to assume one hour each for pre- and post-trip truck inspections.  The division’s truck drivers currently perform a thorough pre-trip inspection within the industry standard time of about 15 minutes; post-trip inspection is not required, nor is there any end-of-day paperwork to be completed.  

· The report’s estimated number of hauls does not correspond with the division’s historical data.  It is difficult to say without reviewing GBB’s back-up documentation, but the methodology does not seem to take into account the existing dispatching system, in which drivers are routed or rerouted as the need dictates.

· Equipment and related supply costs have increased since the budget request was originally developed in early 2006.  Our budget request assumed a Capital Equipment Replacement Program contribution based on that used for similar equipment.   Historically, this fund has been sufficient to account for equipment replacement.  It should be noted that the report does not appear to recognize the salvage value of the equipment in its calculation.

·  The report assumes considerable costs for equipment rental, without any documentation as to how this number was derived.  While renting equipment is certainly possible, the division is typically able to keep sufficient vehicles on the road by performing any needed maintenance and repairs on vehicles during hours when they are not in service.

· The division is unconvinced of the need for a 10 percent contingency as suggested in the report.  The division does not include contingency in the operating budget.

· County procurement rules do not allow the 10-year contracts suggested in the report.  Our contracts are for one year, with two one-year extensions allowed.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this report.  We believe that if we have the chance to review its analyses in detail with the authors we could reconcile some of the discrepancies.  We remain confident, however, in our conclusion that we could save ratepayer funds by insourcing this activity.  

Kevin Kiernan

Division Director, King County Solid Waste Division
 

 

I have a new e-mail address: kevin.kiernan@kingcounty.gov
 

 _____________________________________________ 

From: 
Reed, Mike  

Sent:
Monday, March 10, 2008 11:54 AM

To:
Kiernan,  Kevin

Cc:
Yates, Diane; Severn, Thea; Huddleston, Michael

Subject:
Final Draft King County In-sourcing Report 3.7.08 (2).doc

Kevin--this is the latest version of the Insourcing report, per my message to you…thanks, mike r << File: Final Draft King County In-sourcing Report 3.7.08 (2).doc >> 

