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From: Fiduciary Alliance for Los Angeles (“FALA”) 
To: LA County Supervisors; LA County CEO 
Date: June 22, 2026 
Re: Board Meeting on June 23, 2026 

Agenda Item No. 2 

Dear Supervisors and County Leadership: 

Agenda Item 2 is a request by DPW for Board approval of a near doubling of the 
garbage-disposal service fees assessed to those household in the disadvantaged 
community of Firestone. FALA respectfully request that the Board hold Item 2 (Firestone 
Garbage Disposal District) for discussion and decline to lock in the proposed five-year 
fee schedule until the Department provides an updated public package of information 
that includes (a) reconciled, accurate figures, (b) the most basic relevant information, 
and (c) an explanation regarding past control failures and how they will be avoided 
going forward. FALA is commenting on this Agenda Item not because this is the most 
important item facing the County, but because it is illustrative of how requests to the 
Board are falling far short of what is needed for government to function effectively. 
FALA hopes the Board will make this an example, especially to the extent that the 
Board’s staff is passing this Agenda Item along for approval despite the huge flaws. 

The fee increase is, in substance, an unbenchmarked pass-through of a contract 
the package never identifies.  

The waste-hauler cost lines (Task 1 plus Task 2) are roughly 94% of total cost — 
the fee increase is essentially the contract. Yet the public package does not name the 
contractor, disclose the contract term or expiration, state whether or when the work 
returns to competitive bidding, provide any performance data (missed-pickup rates, 
illegal-dumping response times, complaint-resolution or service-level metrics), or 
compare the price to any peer District or county. The Board cannot determine whether 
either fee reflects fair value without the contract identity, term, performance record, and 
a market comparison in front of it. 

The fee increase supposedly is supported by a detailed fee study that likewise is 
not included 

Similarly, the package states that DPW “prepared a detailed Fee Study” that 
supposedly justifies the increase, yet the Fee Study was not included in the package. 
The Government Finance Officers Association’s best practices on government charges 
and full-cost measurement call for fees to be set on a documented cost-of-service basis 
that is available for review; California’s own Proposition 218 (Article XIII D, Section 6) 
likewise requires that a property-related fee not exceed the proportional cost of the 
service attributable to each parcel. The Board is being asked to codify, in one vote, 



 

 2 

every annual rate through FY 2030-31 on the strength 
of a document no member of the public can examine. 

The Firestone “Task 2” line contradicts the 
methodology the report states.  

Firestone’s Task 2 cost (waste-hauler illegal-dumping 
monitoring/collection and public receptacles) jumps from $1,159,000 in FY 2026-27 to 
$1,637,000 in FY 2027-28 — a 41.2% increase, which the report’s own footnote says a 
“5 percent annual rate adjustment” is applied. Either the FY 2026-27 base is 
understated (which would make the first-year revenue need appear smaller than it is) or 
there is an unexplained one-time step-up of roughly $478,000. The figure is also 
dramatically larger than the same “Task 2” item for Mesa Heights. 

The Firestone figures do not reconcile — with each other or with the board letter.  

In the Firestone report’s Table 1 (page 4), FY 2026-27 “Operating Revenue” is shown 
as $15,210,000, while “Total Financing Sources” and “Total Cost” are each $14,441,000 
and the “Reserves” line is shown as nil. If no reserves are being drawn, financing 
sources should equal operating revenue; instead they are roughly $769,000 apart, with 
nothing to explain the gap. Separately, the Firestone board letter’s Fiscal Impact section 
states projected FY 2026-27 revenue of $10,512,000 — about $4.7 million less than the 
same year’s “Operating Revenue” in Table 1 — again with no reconciliation. By 
contrast, the Mesa Heights table (Agenda Item 3) reconciles cleanly: operating revenue 
($3,249,000) plus a reserve draw ($989,000) equals both total financing sources and 
total cost ($4,238,000). The same department, using the same stated methodology for 
the same meeting, produced one table that balances and one that does not. A five-year 
rate schedule should not be adopted on figures that fail this basic internal check. 

Allowing the Firestone reserve to fall to zero is a control failure that the package 
neither acknowledges, explains, nor seeks to prevent from recurring.  

Firestone’s fee has stood at $180 since the 2005-06 fiscal year — twenty years. The 
report states that reserves fell from $10,005,000 in FY 2021-22 to an estimated $0 by 
June 30, 2026, which evidently is contributing to the dramatic increase in fees being 
requested. What happened to the reserves? The public package doesn’t say even 
though such a glaring fact demands an explanation. Nor does the public package offer 
any corrective control to prevent the same thing across the County’s other five Garbage 
Disposal Districts. Mesa Heights illustrates the better practice the Board should expect: 
it still holds roughly $5.8 million in reserves, draws them down gradually across the 
schedule, and limits its first-year increase to 15.6%. 
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The five-year fee lock is misaligned with the term 
of the contract that drives it.  

Public Works’ own published Garbage Disposal 
District information states that GDD haulers are 
selected through a competitive bidding process, that 
GDD agreements run a term of five to seven years, and that any in-term rate adjustment 
must be justified by the hauler against the consumer price index, producer price index, 
environmental-law changes, or landfill-cost increases, subject to caps written into the 
agreement. Two consequences follow. First, the Firestone collection contract was 
awarded on June 30, 2020; on a five-to-seven-year term it expires sometime between 
mid-2025 and mid-2027 — that is, at or near expiration now, and well inside the five-
year fee schedule the Board is asked to adopt through FY 2030-31. Locking ratepayers 
to a rate as high as $440 by FY 2030-31 against a contract that expires within that very 
window is premature: a re-procurement could materially change the cost that makes up 
roughly 94% of the fee. The package discloses neither the expiration date, any 
extensions, nor the re-procurement timeline. Second, because the County’s own rules 
tie in-term increases to CPI/PPI-based, capped adjustments, the report’s flat 5% annual 
hauler escalators — and the unexplained 41% one-year jump in Firestone’s Task 2 line 
— should be reconciled to that contractual mechanism rather than asserted. And 
because GDD haulers are competitively selected, there is no confidentiality basis for 
withholding the 2020 solicitation results; the County can place the bid, the scoring, and 
the resulting unit prices before the Board and the public. 

The recycling-law rationale does not fit the timeline. The package gesture at SB 
1383 (the State organic-waste mandate, effective January 1, 2022) as a driver of higher 
costs. But the package states that the governing contract already includes the SB 1383 
organic-waste program as awarded. Those costs were therefore known and priced into 
the contracts years ago. SB 1383 is a genuine cost driver, but it cannot explain why an 
increase has suddenly become necessary in 2026, nor the magnitude of the Firestone 
increase. 

The Task 2 / illegal-dumping cost raises a Proposition 218 proportionality 
question.  

Task 2 covers abatement of illegal dumping in alleys, parkways, and public receptacles. 
Per refuse unit, Firestone’s Task 2 cost is about $37.68 versus $7.95 for Mesa Heights 
— nearly five times higher. Illegal dumping is, to a substantial degree, the abatement of 
waste discarded by others — an area-wide public nuisance and code-enforcement 
burden — rather than a refuse service rendered “to the parcel.” Loading roughly 
$1,159,000 per year (rising to about $1,895,000) of area-wide dumping cleanup onto 
Firestone ratepayers’ per-parcel fee raises the very cost-nexus question Proposition 
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218 is designed to test, and the package contains no 
analysis of whether this allocation satisfies the 
proportional-cost requirement. 

The District bearing the harshest increase is a 
State-designated disadvantaged community, and 
there is no ability-to-pay analysis anywhere in the package.  

The Firestone GDD serves Florence-Firestone and Willowbrook — communities that the 
County’s own Public Health assessments rank among the most economically hard-
pressed in the County and that fall within California’s SB 535 / CalEnviroScreen 
disadvantaged-community designations. It is therefore the lower-income District that is 
being asked to absorb the larger increase (88.9% in the first year, to $440) and the cliff-
edge reserve depletion, while the higher-income Mesa Heights District (Ladera Heights, 
View Park-Windsor Hills) receives the smaller 15.6% first-year increase and retains a 
multimillion-dollar reserve cushion. The County is delivering the harsher treatment to the 
community least able to absorb it, with no ability-to-pay analysis and no consideration of 
phasing in the package. A fiduciary acting for these ratepayers should not approve that 
result without examining it. 

The deeper issue is one of culture and accountability, and it is within the Board’s 
control.  

The specific defects identified above are not isolated drafting errors; they reflect the 
level of rigor a department expects will be tolerated. Department heads calibrate the 
quality of their Board materials to the standard the Board enforces. If the Board 
approves an item that rests on an unposted fee study, figures that do not reconcile, an 
unexplained reserve depletion, an unnamed contractor, and no benchmarking or ability-
to-pay analysis, it communicates — to this department and every other — that such 
materials are sufficient to obtain Board approval. If instead the Board declines to act 
until the record meets recognized standards, it communicates the opposite. The Board 
cannot personally audit every item, but it sets the incentives that determine how 
carefully each item is prepared before it arrives, and the public ultimately bears the cost 
of whatever standard the Board is willing to accept. 

Routine items like these are therefore an opportunity, not a burden. They let the Board 
demonstrate — to department heads and to the public — that it takes its fiduciary duties 
seriously and will insist that Board materials conform to best practices, even on a matter 
as ordinary as a garbage-collection fee. Holding this item to that standard would do 
more for the County’s long-term financial discipline than the dollars at stake in any 
single District. 
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Requests. Accordingly, I respectfully request that the 
Board, a Board office, or the CEO direct Public Works 
to provide the following before these items are 
approved, and consider holding Item 2 (Firestone) for 
discussion: 

1. Post the actual Fee Study (not merely the summary table) for both Districts, 
including the full-cost-of-service derivation supporting each year of the proposed 
schedule. 

2. Reconcile the Firestone figures: explain why Table 1 shows Total Financing 
Sources ($14,441,000) below Operating Revenue ($15,210,000) with no reserve 
draw, and reconcile the $10,512,000 projected-revenue figure in the board letter to 
the table; provide a corrected report if the figures are in error. 

3. Explain the Firestone Task 2 increase of 41.2% from FY 2026-27 to FY 2027-28, 
which is inconsistent with the stated 5% annual methodology, and correct the base 
figure if it is understated. 

4. Identify the contracted waste hauler and disclose the contract’s term, execution 
date, expiration date, and any extensions exercised or available; state whether the 
Firestone contract (awarded June 30, 2020) remains in its original term, has been 
extended, or is being re-procured, and provide the re-procurement schedule; and, 
because GDD haulers are competitively selected, produce the 2020 solicitation 
results, scoring, and resulting unit prices. If the contract expires before FY 2030-
31, explain why the fee schedule should be locked past the contract term rather 
than revisited upon re-procurement. 

5. Provide vendor performance data — missed-pickup rates, illegal-dumping 
response times, complaint-resolution and service-level metrics — and a 
benchmarking comparison of the per-unit and per-ton hauler cost against other 
County GDDs and comparable jurisdictions. 

6. Account for the depletion of the Firestone reserve from approximately $10,005,000 
to $0: identify when the structural deficit became known, why the fee was not 
adjusted at that time, and the internal controls that will prevent recurrence across 
all seven GDDs. 

7. Provide a Proposition 218 proportionality analysis for the Task 2 (illegal-
dumping/public-receptacle) component, addressing whether area-wide abatement 
costs are properly recoverable as a parcel-based service fee. 

8. Provide an ability-to-pay analysis for the Firestone GDD given its designation as a 
disadvantaged community, and evaluate a more gradual phase-in for the first-year 
increase. 
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9. Add a true-up or reopener mechanism to any 
multi-year schedule the Board adopts, so that 
ratepayers are not held to the out-year 
maximums (e.g., $440 for Firestone) if actual 
costs come in lower. 

None of this requires the Board to leave either District unfunded. It asks only that the 
County pair a cost-recovery increase with the documented cost-of-service basis, 
reconciled figures, vendor accountability, market comparison, and ability-to-pay 
consideration that recognized standards require — or that it justify, on the record, any 
departure from them. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Perry Goldberg (Founding member) 

Fiduciary Alliance for Los Angeles 

 
Fiduciary Alliance for Los Angeles (“FALA”) is a newly formed nonprofit 
association whose mission is to help Los Angeles’ fiduciaries fulfil their fiduciary 
duties to their constituents. FALA appreciates the difficulties fiduciaries face in 
making informed decisions. FALA aims to help fill in the information gaps to 
enable better decisions.  
 


