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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Board of Directors Meeting
Thursday, January 28, 2010
Marin Municipal Water District
220 Nellen Avenue, Corte Madera
9:00 -10:00 AM

AGENDA
Call to Order.

Approval of JPA Board Meeting Minutes. (Action)

A. Approval of JPA Board Meeting Minutes from May 28, 2009.
B. Approval of JPA Board Meeting Minutes from October 29, 2009.

Nondisposal Facility Element Amendment Approval. (Action)

Update on County Activities Surrounding Plastics from Charles McGlashan. (Information)
FY 10-11 Budget Process and Workgroup. (A¢tion)

Accept Zero Waste Feasibility Study. (Aétion)‘ |

Accept JPA Audit and Financial Statements for year ending June 30 2009. (Action)
2008 Annual Report Submittal. (Information) |

Household Haz'ardbous Waste.F'aciIity Grant Update. (Information)

Open Time.

10) Adjourn.

The full agenda including staff reports can be viewed at
www.marinrecycles.org/mins_agendas.cfm
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All public meetings and events sponsored or conducted by the County of Marin are held in
accessible sites. Requests for accommodations may be requested by calling (415) 473-4381
(voice) (415) 473-3232 (TTY) at least four work days in advance of the event. Copies of

documents are available in alternative formats, upon written request.

Contact the County’s Waste Management Division, at 499-6647 for more information.







1A
Draft

MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Board of Directors Meeting
Thursday, May 28, 2009
Marin Municipal Water District
220 Nellen Avenue, Corte Madera

MINUTES .
' MEMBERS PRESENT ' : OTHERS PRESENT
George Rodericks, Belvedere - “Pat Thompson, City of Novato -
Michael Rock, Fairfax " ‘ Richard Tagore-Erwin, R3 Consulting -
Anne Montgomery, Mill Valley - Judy Schriebman, LGVSD
- Debra Stutsman; San Anselmo Tamara Hull, JPA LTF
Adam Politzer, Sausalito - . Bruce Baum
Margaret Curran, Tiburon ' Kiki LaPorta, Sustainable Mann
Jean Bonander, Larkspur ‘ Roger Roberts, Marin Conservation League
Gary Broad, Ross ~ ' . Stuart Moody, Green Sangha
, : Steve McCaffrey, Redwood Emp Dis., JPA LTF
o o - " Marc Levine :
MEMBERS ABSENT - _ Kay Karchevski, San Rafael
- David Bracken, Corte Madera - _ Bill Carney, Sustainable San Rafael
Matthew Hymel, County of Marin - Patty Garbarino, MSS ,JPA LTF
Ken Nordhoff, San Rafael. - IR Tamara Peters, Sustainable Marin
S _ Mona Myasato, County of Marin
STAFF PRESENT _ ' Kaoru Cruz, CIWMB :
Michael Frost, JPA . Katie Garrison, CIWMB
Eric Lueder, JPA Staff ‘ ' Jon Elam, TCSD, JPALTF

Alex Soulard, JPA Staff - David Haskell, JPA LTF
Kiel Gillis, JPA Staff ' :
Jeff Rawles, JPA Consultant

Call to Qrder The Board of Directors meeting came to order at 9:11 AM
1 Approval of JPA Board Meeting Minutes from October 30, 2008. M/s Bonander, Rock to

approve JPA Board Meeting Minutes from October 30, 2008. The motlon passed
unanlmously

2. CIWMB Grant Resolution. Staff presented a resolution to the Board that would allow staff
to apply for all grants from the California Integrated Waste Management Board which the
JPA is qualified for within the next five years. The resolution will prevent conflicts with .
JPA meeting dates and application deadlines. No questions or comments. M/s
Bonander, Rodericks to approve the Grant Resolution. The motion passed unammously

3. Approve JPA FY09-10 Budget, Contract and Tipping Fee Resolution. Staff presented the
FY09-10 Budget noting that the HHW program has exceeded its budget and reserves
have been used to compensate and tipping fees raised by $0.09. To accommodate the
cost overrun, the San Rafael Fire Department is requesting a $94,317 budget adjustment




- for FY 08-09. Staff also noted that the budget included a HHW Grant, the Zero Waste

~ Program and a $50,000 public-outreach campaign. Mr. Bruce Baum asked staff to explain-

the relationship between the three agencies to operate the HHW Facility, who'is paying
for the facility expansion, and why there was a cost of living increase. Staff responded- =
stating that the City of San Rafael holds the permit for the HHW Facility and the JPA rents
the facility space from Marin Sanitary Service. The JPA contracts with the City of San .
Rafael for the operation of the facility and processing of waste.” The HHW Grant will pay -
for costs of new equipment but the expansion of the building is paid by Marin Sanitary,
and the cost of living is based an union contracts for set amounts. LTF member, Mr.
. David Haskell, stated that the budget needs to be increased for Zero Waste, private

. interests are being represented over public, and that recycling is the new garbage.
Individual public members stated - the $50,000 of public outreach should begin being spent
immediately, tipping fees should be increase, 100% of resources should be managed, -
" and that-the JPA should model itself after Stopwaste.org. Another LTF member, Mr. Jon,
Elam, stated that the Zero Waste Program is moving a long smoothly, we must wait for
the feasibility study for guidance, and that the budget is a great step towards the zero
waste goals. M/s Bonander, Montgomery to approve the JPA FY 09-10 Budget, Contract
" and Tipping Fee Resolution. The motion passed unanimously. .

. 2008 Financial Statements and Auditor's Report. Staff presented the 2008 Auditor’s
Report and noted that there were no exemptions. Jean Bonander noted that the Auditors
report is being approved in May of the following year and asked if staff could look into
expediting the process. Staff agreed to check with the auditor. A public member asked if
there were estimated amounts in the report due to exemptions that were made in 2007

~ from a delay in invoicing from the HHW Facility. Staff noted that no amounts are
" estimated. M/s Politzer, Rock to accept the report. Motion was unanimously approved.

. Zero Waste Feasibility Study Presentation. Staff introduced Richard Tagore Erwin of R3

- Consulting Group. Mr. Tagore-Erwin presented the preliminary findings of the Zero

Waste Feasibility Study and requested input from the Executive Committee. He -

described their process of data collection and their meetings with haulers and facilities to - '

date. He outlined potential policy changes, facility siting, contract adjustments that are

* potential methods for increased diversion and conservation, and reported on comments

that were received from the Local Task Force, the Executive Committee, and from '

members of the public. A-member of the public stated all municipalities need to pass Zero"
Waste Resolutions and that franchise fees should be eliminated and a road impact fee
should be put into place. Individual public members noted that Zero Waste must be
defined so that no waste leaves Marin, a focus should be on climate change, producer

" responsibility, and restructuring of franchise agreements. Additional comments from the
public promoted ideas of a reuse/repair programs to develop jobs, pay as you throw. .
systems, and developing a framework of facilities to facilitate change.

. Executive Committee Report Staff presented the Local Task Force minutes from the
Executive Committee meetings as an informational item. No Comments were received.

Local Task Force Report. Staff presented the Local Task Force minutes from the Local
‘Task Force meetings as an informational item. No Comments were received.

. 2007 Annual Report Submittal. Staff reported that the JPA has exceeded its goals in the
2007 annual report and that SB1016 has changed the reporting system to be based on
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limiting disposal rather than tracking diversion. The goals are based on an average of
generation from historic data. Marin has a high generation but also a high diversion.
Moving forward the JPA will need to work on limiting consumption.

9. Set Date for November 2009 JPA Board Meeting. The Board agreed to have staff
determine a date for the November meeting with the Chair.

10. Open Time. Katie Garrison of the CIWMB reported on the Waste Board's Waste
Reduction Awards Program and encouraged the Board to have local businesses and
nonprofits apply before June 15, 2009.

11 .Adiourn.
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Board of Directors Meeting
Thursday, October 29, 2009
Marin Municipal Water District
220 Nellen Avenue, Corte Madera

MINUTES
MEMBERS PRESENT STAFF PRESENT
" Matthew Hymel, County of Marln Michael Frost, JPA Staff
Michael Rock, Fairfax Alex Soulard, JPA Staff-
- Anne Montgomery, Mill Valley - Jeff Rawles, JPA Consultant
Debra Stutsman, San Anselmo Nancy Grisham, JPA Staff
Adam Politzer, Sausalito
Margaret Curran, Tiburon OTHERS PRESENT
Jean Bonander, Larkspur Loretta Figueroa, Almonte Sanitary District, LTF
Ken Nordhoff, San Rafael - Kerry Mazzoni, San Rafael
David Bracken, Corte Madera Christopher Gray, San Rafael Fire Dept. .
Michael Frank, Novato _ Patty Garbarino, Marin Sanitary
MEMBERS ABSENT

Gary Broad, Ross
George Rodericks, Belvedere

Call to Order The Board of Directors meeting came to order at 9:07 AM.

1.

Report on JPA Household Hazardous Waste Facility. Staff provided a history of the San
Rafael Household Hazardous Waste Facility. San Rafael received a permit to operate
the HHW Facility, which they entered into an agreement with the Marin Recycling and
Resource Recovery Association (MRRRA) to operate. In 1996 the JPA entered into an
agreement with the City of San Rafael to allow all Marin citizens, excluding Novato, to use
the facility. In 2007 the JPA was awarded a $300,000 grant for facility improvements.
However, a problem arose due to grant language that states the JPA needs to maintain
ownership of real and personal property funded by the grant. JPA staff has worked with
counsel, the CIWMB and the City of San Rafael to come to an agreement that will satisfy
the grant terms by ensuring the JPA will refund grant funds on a pro rata basis if the
Facility closes before 10 years. Patty Garbarino, President of the MRRRA, stated that
Marin Sanitary Service would repay grant funds if the HHWF closes prior to the 10 year
requirement. Legal Counsel for each group has been working on-an agreement that
would indemnify the JPA from repayment of the funds and place the requirement on

Marin Sanitary Service. Additionally, each party agreed that the contracts for facility

operation should be updated and recommended a subcommittee of JPA Board members
be appointed to review the agreements. Jean Bonander asked if the subcommittee to

revise the agreements could be the Executive Committee. Staff and JPA members

agreed that a three member subcommittee would work better.



. M/s Nordhoff, Montgomery to authorize Michael Frost to sign an agreement with the

- CIWMB-to reflect an acceptable amortization of the $300,0600 CIWMB HHW Facility
Improvements Grant and to sign a separate or combined indemnification agreement with
MRRRA to indemnify the JPA for the acceptable amortization of the $300,000 CIWMB _
HHW Facility Improvement Grant, both of which will be subject to review and approval by
the JPA and CIWMB attorneys. The motlon was unanrmously approved.

M/s Nordhoff, Montgomery to aIIow- staff to amend the existing CIWMB grant agreement
to eliminate the securitization provisions currently contained in the grant and authorize
- Michael Frost to sign the required grant amendments necessary to accommodate CINMB
approval that the JPA does not have to take title to property funded by the grant The
~ motion was unanimously approved

Ken Nordhoff, Matthew Hymel and Debra ‘Stutsman volunteered to be on the o
subcommittee for review of the HHW Facility Agreements. M/s Rock, Bonander to o
- appoint a subcommittee of Ken Nordhoff, Matthew Hymel, and Debra Stutsman to work.
with the City of San Rafael to update the current opérating agreement with MRRRA for
oversight of the HHW and the existing agreement for HHW program oversightand = .
administration and report back to the Executive Committee. The motlon was '
unanimously approved

2. Open Tim_e,. No comments were received.-

3. Adjourn.

F:\Waste\JPAMINUTES\08-10-29.doc
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Belvedere:
George Rodericks

Corte Madera:
David Bracken

~ County of Marin:
Matthew Hymel

Fairfax:
- Michael Rock

Larkspur:
Robert Sinnott

Mill Valley:
Novato:
Michael Frank.

Ross:
Gary Broad -

San Anselmo:
Debbie Stutsman

San Rafael:
Ken Nordhoff

Sausalito:
Adam Politzer

Tiburon:
Margaret Curran

January 28, 2010

To: JPA Board Members

Re:  Nondisposal Facility Element Amendment Approval

From: Alex Soulard

The California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery has

- requested the JPA amend its Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) to

reflect Redwood Landfill's composting operation and changes to their
permit. Staff developed an amended NDFE that has been reviewed by
the Local Task Force and the Executive Committee which recommended
your Board approve and adopt the document.

Staff prepared and circulated the amended document to the Local Task
Force on July 7, 2009. As required by State law, the Local Task Force
had a 90 day review period to submit comments, which ended on
October 1, 2009. Staff received comments solely from Redwood
Landfill. The comments clarified permit restrictions of their planned
facilities. JPA staff worked with County Environmental Health Division,
who serve as the State approved Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) to
ensure the changes were applicable and warranted before making
appropriate revisions to the NDFE

The document identifies facilities that are required to be permitted as

- Solid Waste Facilities but are not disposal facilities such as materials

recovery facilities, compost facilities, and transfer stations. The NDFE
may also discuss other utilized resources such as Redwood Empire
Disposal’s recycling facilities in Santa Rosa.

It is requested your Board approve the attached Nondisposal Facility
Element. Once approved by the JPA Board the document will be sent to
the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, which
will have 30 days to determine the completeness of the amendment.

Attachment

F:\Waste\JPA\JPA Agenda Items\JPA 100128\NDFE.doc

Marin County Department of Public Works, P.O. Box 4186, San Rafael, CA 94913
Phone: 415/499-6647 - FAX 415/446-7373
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‘Nondispo'sal Facility Element for

“the Marin County Hazardous
and Solid Waste Management
J 01nt Powers Authorlty

- Approved

Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste
.Management Joint Powers Authority
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Executive Summary
- Introduction
' California Public Resources Code (PRC), Sections 41730 et seq., require every California city and

county to prepare and adopt a Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) for all new Nondisposal
Facilities, and any expansion. of existing-Nondisposal facilities, which will be needed to implement

local Source Reduction and-Recycling elements (SRREs). A Nondisposal facility is defined as any

' solid waste facility required to obtain a state solid waste facmty permlt except a disposal facility or
transformatlon facility (PRC Sectlon 40151). _ _

. The NDFE |dent|f|es the utilization of transfer station and material recovery facilities (MRFs) as
Nondisposal facilities necessary to implement the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste |
Management Joint Powers Authority (JPA) goals. Tables 1-1 through 1-4, attached, identify the
Nondisposal facilities the JPA utilizes to implement its’ SRRE and meet the solid. waste diversion
requnrements of PRC Section 41780.

Marm s Non-D_lsposaI Facility __System
There are primary nondlsposai facilities currently utilized in the diversion of commercial and

.- residential materials in Marin County. The first and the principal source of waste diversion for
" Marin County is Marin Recycling and Resource Recovery Center in San Rafael which recovers

" substantial amounts of materials from curbside collection, drop- -off, Cal. Redemption, debris boxes

- and self-haulers. This facility is directly next to the Marin Sanitary transfer station which is
permitted by the LEA and used to consolidate loads of municipal solid waste. The second
nondisposal facility utilized in Marin County is Marin Sanitary Inert which accepts waste from.
‘Marin Sanitary’s residential and commercial accounts. Redwood Landfill Biosolids Co-
Composting Facility is the main composting operation within Marin. This facility currently
processes green waste from all i lncomlng sources and will begln a pilot program for potenttal

- composting of foodwaste.

In addition to the in-County facilities there are many facilities identified in Section 2 that are

outside of Marin for processing of recyclables, compost, and biomass, which are used by Marin’s

haulers and facilities to process additional tonnages. Staff has organized the facilities in order of

both their proximity to Marin and in order of the greatest handlers of Marin generated materials,

although the infrastructure is bound to change as markets, permitting, and consumptlon changes
over time. -

- 15
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Sectlon 1—-1In Countv Facmtles

Title 14 of the Callfornla Code of Regulations, Division 7, Chapter 9, Article 6.4 outllnes the
“information that is required for each type of facility. - Sections. 18753 and 18754 specifically
desonbe what is reqwred for Nondisposal Facmtres and Transfer Stations wrthln a jurisdiction.

In addition to these requirements staff has ldentlfred the type of material the facility processes to
paint a more accurate picture of Marin’s activities.” All jurisdictions have been identified as the
Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Joint Powers Authority (JPA) since the -
JPA is a regional jur'isdiction as approved by alf the Marin municipaliti‘es and the CIWMB.

Section 18753. ‘Description of Nondlsposal Facmtles within a Jurlsdlctlon

The NDFE shall identify all existing, expansion of existing, and proposed nondisposal facrlltles
located within a jurisdiction which recover for reuse or recycling at least five percent of the total
volume of materlal receuved by the facmty

(a) Each facmty description shall include, but is not llmlted to:
(1) type of facility:
- (2) facility capacity; o
(3) anticipated diversion rate or expected diversion rate from the total amount of the waste
~ that the facility receives; .and,.

_ (4) participating jurisdictions.

- (b) Each facility location description may include, but is not hmlted to:
’ (1) address of the facility; or,

(2) description of the general area, (lnclude a land use map, zoning map, or other type of

planning map).

' Sectlon 18754. Descrlptlon of Transfer Stations W|thm a Jurlsdlctlon
- The NDFE shall identify existing, expansion of existing, and proposed transfer statlons Iocated

- within a jurisdiction, which recover less than five percent of the volume of materlals recelved for
- reuse or recyclmg :

, (a) Each facmty‘descriptiO'n shall include, but is not limited to:

' (1) name of facility; and;

(2) participating jurisdictions;

(3) facility capacity.

- (b) Each facility location description may include, but is not limited to:

(1) address of the facility; or, '

(2) description of the general area, (include a land use map, zoning map, or other type of
plannlng map). . :

17



18



Name of Facility:

Type of Facility:

 Facility Capacity:

Anticipated Diversion Rate:

Type of Material:

~ Participating Jurisdictions:

Location of Facility:

Redwood Landﬂll - Blosohds Co-Composting Facrlrty

'(SWFP # 21-AA 0001)
' Compostlng

S Current 170 tons per day of feedstock

Planned: potentrally up.to 514 tons per day of feedstock.

| Greater than 95% Diversion

Green/yard/wood waste, food _waste Class B Brosohds and

active and flnlshed compost.

‘The Marin County Hazardous and Solld Waste Management

Jornt Powers Authority

8950 Redwood nghwa'y, Novato, CA 94945
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Name of Facility:

‘Type of Facility:

Fac_itity Capaoityi

Anticipated Di._vereion Rate: |

Type of Material:

. -Parti-c_ipa'tingJurisdictions‘:_ |

Loc‘-atioh"ofFa’cility:,‘ |

Redwood Landflll - Materral Recovery Facmty

, (Planned Facmty )

I\/Iatenal Recovery Facnlty

' 400 ton-s per day of feed-stock

ApprOX|mater 70% DlverS|on .

Constructron/demolltlon .wood waste and other debrls related '

- matenals

‘The Marln County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management
,Jomt Powers Authonty

o 8950 Redwood Highway, Novato, CA 94945

o Currently permitted to accept up to 400 tons.per day of non- hazardous separated or A
commingled materials for recycling untit Material Recovery Facrllty is permitted and operatronal
" (See JTD, Table 5-6, dated November 17 2008)

20



Name of Facility:

- Type of Facility:

Facility Capacity:

Anticipated Diversion Rate:

Type of Material:

Participating Jurisdictions:

deati_on of Facility:

* Marin Sanitary Service Transfer Station

(SWIS # 21-AA-0005) .

Transfer Station

“ Cumulative total of 2,640 tons 'per'da,y. This

includes material brought/delivered to MRRC,

. residual waste from sorting at MRRC that is

taken to Transfer Station, and material brought

~directly to the Transfer Station.

Less than 5% Diversion

Municipal solid waste from residential customers

The Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management. |
- Joint Powers Authority ‘

565 Jacoby Street, San Rafael, CA 94901

21



Name of Facil'ity:

Type of Facility:

" Facility Capacity:-

Anticipated Diversion Rate:

Type o‘f'vMateriaI.:

Participating Jurisdictions:

Location of Facility:

22

© Marin Sanltary Serwoe Resource Recovery Ctr.._ .

(SWIS # 21—AA—0005)

R Matenal Recovery Facrllty

Cumulatlve total of 2,640 tons, per day. This

-~ includes material brought/delivered to MRRC,

residual waste from sorting at MRRC that is

- taken.to Transfer Station, and material brought

directly to the Transfer Statron

, ,Approxrmately 70%'D|ver3|on

Constructlon/demol|t|on woodwaste and other debrls related ,
matenals :

The Mann County Hazardous and Solld Waste Management
Joint Powers Authorlty :

. 565 Jacoby Street San Rafael, CA 94901



- 'Na»me of Operation:

Type of Operation:

| Operation Capacity: -

Anticipated Diversion Rate:

'Type of Material:

“Participating Jurisdictions:

Location of Operation:

Marin Samtary Service Type A Inert Processmg

Operation

(SWIS # 21-AA—0059 Permitted with an Enforcement Agency'

Notification)

This is an Inert Debris Type A Processing
Operation, not'a. FaCIIIty ‘

-Average of 250 tons per day of soil and Type A
. Inert Debris (e.g. concrete, asphalt), with less

than 10% residuals such as plastic, drywall and
lumber. Peak tonnage of 750 tpd. Volume of
material on-site (incl. both processed and un- -
processed) may not exceed 22,500 cubic yards. '

‘Greater than 90% diversion
: Construetion/denﬁ.olition and inert material

‘The Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management

Joint Powers Authority

1050 Andersen Drive, San Rafael, CA 94901
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Name of O‘perati’on':z .

- Type of Operatio-n:

Operation Capacity: E

Anti'cipated DiverSion Rate:

Type of Material:

Participating Jurlsdlctlons;: :

- Location of'Operati-on:

24

- Bolinas-Stinson.Beach Resource Recovery Operatlon : e
- (SWIS # 21-AA-0060 Permatted with an Enforcement Agency
, 'Nottflcatlon) :

Compostlng Facullty

Peak loadlng of 120 Cubic Yards. 8000 CUbIC Yards Annually.
: O-ver.Q,O% diversion. - |
’.C‘J"‘Iean-Gre‘e‘n Material

, The Mann County Hazardous and Sohd Waste Management

Jomt Powers Authonty

Olema Bollnas Road (APN 193 030- 38) Bollnas CA 94924 .
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‘Name of Operetion:_-

- Type of Operation:

Operafion Capacity:

Anticipated Diversion Rate:

“Type of Material:

~ Participating Jurisdictions:

Location of Operation:

McEvoy Ranch

(SWIS #21-AA-0058, Permltted W|th an Enforcement Agency
Notification)

Composting Operation.

Peak I'oading of 100 cubic yards. Total annual volume of

‘material is 800 cubrc yards per year.

Over 95% d|versron

Ollve oil mill waste, hvestock manure, Iandscape

~and orchard debris.

Approximately 75% of material is generated on-site, with 25%
(i.e. livestock manure) from nearby area (e.g. West Marin).

- . 5935 Redhill Road, Petaluma (Marin Co.), CA, 94952

11
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Se(ction 2 — Out of County Facilities

Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Division 7, Chapter 9, Article 6.4 outlines the =
. information that is required for each type of facility. Sections 18753.5 and 18754.5 specifically
describe what is required for Nondisposal Facilities and Transfer Stations that are utilized outside
of a jurisdiction. Since the only transfer station used is within Marin no transfer stations are
identified in this section. - ‘

" In addition to these reqwrements staff has identified the capacity of the facility when avallable and

: ;the type of material the facility processes to paint a more accurate picture of Marin's activities. All
tonnage estimates for the amount of waste transported to the facilities are based upon the most
current reports from Marin’s haulers.

Section 18753.5. Description of Nondisposal Facilities outside a Jurisdiction

The NDFE shall identify all existing, expansion of existing, and proposed nondisposal facilities
which a jurisdiction plans to utilize, but which are not located within the jurisdiction, and which
recover for reuse or recycling at least five percent of the total volume of material recelved by the
-facility.

" (a) Each’facility description shall include, but is not limited to:
(1) type of facility; | |

(2) esttmated amount of the waste the jurisdiction will transport to the facrllty,

(3) antlcapated diversion rate or expected dtversnon rate from the total amount of the waste that the

facility receives; and,

(4) location of facility.

13
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- Name of Operation: -

Type of Operation: |
- Operation Capécity:
~ Anticipated Diversion Rate:

- A-n'ticipa.ted Amount of Waste
From Jurisdiction to Facility:

. Type of Material:

Loéaﬁon of Operation:

North Bay Corporation MRF

(SWIS #49-AA-0399(temp.), SWFP)
Transfer/Processing Facility
600 Tons per ‘Day

Over 90% diversion.

_ Approxima‘tel_y 13,500 tons annually

Curbside Residential and Commercial Recyclables

3417 Standish Ave., Santa Rosa, CA 94507
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* Name of Operation:

Type of OperatiOn: '.
Operation Capacity:
Anticipated Diversion Rate:

A,nticipafed» Amount of Waste
From Jurisdiction to Facility:

Type of Material:

. Location of Operation:

30

Rédwoodj Empire Recycling
(Planned Facility) |

Trahsfer/Pr9Cé_sS.ing Facility

. Capacity of facility not regulated under permit.

* Over 90% d.iv‘e-rs_io}n.‘ ‘

Approximafely 1,500 tons ahnually' :

Curbside Residential and Commercial Recyclables.

. 3400 Standish Ave
Santa Rosa, CA 95407
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Name of Operation:

Type‘of Operation:-

Operation Capacity:

_ Anﬁcipated Diversion Rate:

Anticipated Ambunt of Waste -

-From Jurisdiction to Facility:
Tybe, of Material:

. Location of Operation:

Northern Recycling Compost Zariora

(SWIS #57-AA-0029, an Enforcement Agency
Notification) :

Composting Facility. |

Design Capacity of 100,000 CUblC yards. Permltted tonnage of, A

300 tons per day and 120 veh|c|es per day

Over 90% diversion.

Approximately 20,000 tons annually.

Green Material

. 11220 County Road 94, Zamora, CA 95698
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Name of Facility:
: Ty’be of Fécility:
Facility Capacity: |

- Anticipated Diversion Rate:.

Anticipated Amount of Waste

~ From Jurisdiction to Facility:
Type of Matéria'l:

Location of Faé‘ility: ..

32

~ Woodland Bio-Mass Power Limited

 Biomass Facility

200,000 tons annually

. Greater,thén 95% Diversion.

Approximatély 30,000 tons A_anmea'vIIy_.

Wobdwa=ste' and other burnable items.

' 1786 E Kentucky Ave, Woodland, CA 95776
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 Name of Facility: |

. Type of Facility:
Facility Capacity:

Anticipated Diversion Rate:

Anticipated Amount of Waste_

- From Jurisdiction to Facility:
:'I"ype of Material:

Location of Facility:

" West County Resource Recovery Facmty Central Processmg
~ Facility (SWFP # O?-AA-0034)

-Mat_erial Recovery Facility/Transfer Station

1200 tons per day

Approximately 85% Diversion ‘

» Approkimétely 3500 tons annually

7 Curbside Reside‘ntial and Commercial ReCycIables*

101 Pittsburg Ave., Richmond, CA 94801

- 19
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Name of Facility:

Type .-of Faciiity:
'Faci!ity Capacity:

Anticipated Diversion Rate:

' Ariticipated Amount of Waste

. From Jurisdiction to Facility:
~ Type of Material:

Lbcati_on of Facility:

34

| West Contra Costa SLF Compostmg Facmty
(SWFP # O7-AA-OO44) | |

| Compostmg F_acnllty -

200 tons per day

Greater than 95% Diversion

Approximately 1,500 tons annually.
Green Materials

Foot Of Parr Blvd., Richmond, CA 94801 - -
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Name of Facility:

Type of Facility:
'Fécility Capacity:
Anticipated Diversion Rate:

Anticipated Amount of Waste
From Jurisdiction to Facility: -

Type of Material:

Location of Facility:

-Strategic Material : ‘
"~ (No SWFP Required for this type of facility)

Recycling Facility .
Not limited by permits

Greater than 90% Diversion

Approximately 250 Tons Annually

| Recyclable Glass

1931 Fairway Drive, San Leandro, CA

21
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“Name of Faciliity:

_ Type of Facility:
Facility Capacity:

| Antlmpated Dlversmn Rate

.Antlclpated Amount ofWaste o o '
Approximately 1,500 tons annually:

From Jurisdiction to Facility:
Type of Material:

Location of Facility:

. 36

Smurfit Stdhe Container .C'orpora'tlon Recycling Division
(No permlt requnred for thls type of facility) '

' Recychng Facullty

15,000 tons per morith

Greater than 95% Diversion |

'Curb'side Residential and Commercial .Rec,ycl'ab'les

800 77" Avenue, Oakland, CA 94621
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Name of Faciiity:

| vap‘e of Facility:
Facility Capacity:
* Anticipated Diversion Rate: -

Anticipated Amount of Waste
' From Junsdlctlon to Facmty

Type of Material:

”Loc_ation of Facility:

. Dutra Matenals Richmond Quarry
~ (No SWFP. Required, SMARA D #91-07- 0006 mining permlt)

Recycl‘ing of Concrete and Asp_halt

Not limited by permits. .

“ Greater than 95%

Approximately 2,000 Tons A.'nnually
Concrete and Asphalt

961 Western Drive, Richmand, CA-

23
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Name-of Facili'tyﬁ,_ o

~ Type of Faci-lify:
Facility Capacity:
- Anlticipated'l')i‘version Rate:

Anticipated Amount of Waste
'From Jurisdiction to Facility:

Type of Material: |

Location of Facility:

38

| Dutra--Matér'ials P'etal'um‘a Facility -

(Planned only at this time)

' Recycling of Concrete and Asphalt

Under negotiation with Sonoma County

Greater than 95%

To Be Determined Once Facility is Operational

Concrete-and Asphalt

3355 Petaluma Bivd. South, Petaluma, CA

24



Name of Facility: - . " Sims Metal Management — Licensed Scrap Metal Dealer
o (No permit required for this type of facility)

Type of Facjlity: Scrap Metal Purchasing and Export Yard
Facility Capacify: . 1,000 ‘tons per day |
Anticipated Diversion Rate:  100% Recycled

Anticipate‘d Amount of Waste : _
From Jurisdiction to Facility: Approximately 300 tons annually

: Type of Mate‘riali: o Scrap Metal |

Location of Facility: ' 600 South 4" Street, Riéhmond, CA 94804

.F:\Waste\ASouIard\lntegrated Waste Management Plan Documents\NDFE Ammendment for new facility.doc

25
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APPENDIX B

REVISED HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE
| JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT
COUNTY OF MARIN

© This Agreement is entered into this Ist day of Iuly, 1996 pursuant to the ] provrstons of Title 1
Division 7, Chapter 5, Article 1 (Section. 6500 et seq.) of the California Government Code
relating to the joint exercise’ of powers among the followmg parties: The County of Matin
(hereafter referred to as the "County"), the Cities of Belvedere, Larkspur, Mill Valley, Novato,
San Rafael, and Sausalito, and the Towns of Corte Madera Fatrfax Ross, San Anselmo, and
Tiburon (hereaﬁer collectively referred to as- the “Cmes and Towns”), whlch are all within the

' County of Marin. '

' PREAMBLE
‘The prmcrple objectrves of the agencies sxgnatory to this Agreement are as follows

' A.. . Scope of the Agreement. The principle responsibilities of the new Authonty,
established by this Agreement are to meet the goals of the Source Reduction and Recycling
Element mandated by State Public Resources Code Sections 40900 to 43000 and the;adoptton
-and implementation of the Household Hazardous Waste Element requrred by Sectlons 25135'to
25135.8 of the Health and Safety Code. ’

Responsibilities for programs in the Certified Unified Progran Agency (CUPA) which
include the Hazardous Materials Business Plan Program Risk Management and Preventton Plan

Program, Abovéground Storage Tank Program Underground Storage Tank Program the ‘

‘Hazardous Waste Generator Program and the Tiered Permit On-Site Treatment Program, are to

be managed as provided for by state law. The City of San Rafael wrll continue to administer its
own CUPA programs The County wrll administer these programs for the remammg Cities and -
Towns , ' _ _

: Operation of a household hazardous waste collection orogram 1s also mandated by state
law. The County, the Cities and Towns will establish a local program that is available to thelr
residents. R .

- B. L'imiting Membership in the‘Authonty Membership in the Authonty will be
limited to the County, the Cities and Towns. The districts included under the prevrous agreement

are not signatories to this agreement and will not serve in any governing role. Representatwes of
the districts would continue to be included on the AB 939 Local Task Force.

C. Governing_Structure. The day-to-day administration of the Authonty will be
vested with an Executive Committee responsible to the Board of Directors for the administration
and management of Authority affairs. The Executive Committee will be comprised of the Chair

and Vice Chair of the governing Board plus three Board members from the County, the. Clty of
San Rafael and the City of Novato.

1
Last Revised: 3/26/96 :
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‘The Board of Dxrectors shall be compnsed of one representatlve for each member agency

* The Board .member may be a member of the agency s Clty/Town CounCll or. Board of

Supervisors or the agency’s staff.

A majority of the members of the Board of Directors wrll constltute a quorum for -

' purposes of conductmg busmess and a ma_)onty of a quorum will be authonzed to aet on behalf |

of the Authonty

D. - AB 939 Local Task Force The Board will estabhsh and be advrsed by an AB 939.
Local Task Force, whose composmon duties and authonty are specified in Public Resources '
Code Sectron 40950. The Task Force will- include at least two representatives of waste haulers,

" one representatrve of an environmental orgamzatlon two representatives of spemal districts

42

involved in the regulation and disposal of waste, and five public representatives appointed by the

member agencies servmg on the Executlve Committee estabhshed in this Agreement

Ifa conﬂlct between thlS prearnble and the specrgﬁcatlons contained in Artrcle 1 through Art1ele .

17 is presented, it is the 1ntent of this Agreement’ that the Artrcles are to be consrdered
determmatlve '

ARTICLE 1: FACTS AND DECLARATIONS

,Sohd Waste Management -

WHEREAS, Sections 40900 to 43000 of the State Pubhc Resources Code requrres the County

_ and each of its Cltres to prepare, adopt, and 1mplement source reductron and recychng elements .

and requrres the County to prepare a countv wide siting element and a county 1ntegrated waste
management plan; and -

' WHEREAIS the County, Cities, and Towns believe it would be to their mutual 'advantage and the

public benefit fo coordinate "their power and authorlty to sgmplemerit - mtegrated “waste

management programs which meet the waste. management requrrernents of State law; and

Hazardous Waste Management

- WHEREAS, Government Code Sectron 66780 8 and Health and Safety Code Section 25135

through 25135.8 establishes a planning process and requirements for the preparation, adoption,

amendment, administration, and enforcement of County hazardous waste management plans; and

Existing Solid Waste Management System

WHEREAS, an effective system' of solid waste collection, recycling, diversion and disp.osal '
currently exists within the county involving the franchised waste haulers.
.
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Role of Districts
WHEREAS the Samtary Dlstncts of Almonte, Alto Homestead Valley, Las Gallinas, Novato,

and Ross Valley, and the Commumty Service sttncts of Marin City and Tamalpals and the

‘Bolinas Community Public Utility Dlstnct and the Strawbeny Recreatxon District and the Stinson
" Beach County Water District (hereaﬂer collectwely reterred to as the "Districts") play & role in

the regulation of the existing solid ‘waste management system and will continue to eXercise'
~ responsibilities in the effort to fully comply with State solid wasfe diversion goals; and

- WHEREAS, the County, Cities and Towns aetingvthrough this. Agreement intend to strengthen
the existing solid waste.management system in the operation and development of future wiste

management activities; and

Jomt Planning and Ileementatlon

WHEREAS, the County, Cities and ‘Towns believe that many of the programs and facilities
described in the above mentioned elements and plans will be both long-term and most cost-
effectively provided on a multi-jurisdictional or county-wide basis; and

' WHEREAS, the Couhty.,_ Cities -and To_wxis'believe that a separate, special purpese agency
__ responsible for, e,nd- ‘c_apable of, ;preparation, adoption, revision, amendment,-:'_edministration; and
enforcement of the Marin County Integrated Waste Management Plan and, the Marin Cotmty
Hazardous Waste Management Plan (hereafter referred to as the "Plans“) and planning, financing,

xmplementmg, managmg, and mamtammg of the related programs would be most cost-eﬁ'ectlve on
a County-wide basis; and '

WHEREAS, the Joint Exercise of Powers Act (Government Code. Section 6500 et seq.) provide:-
* for joint action by two or more public agencies, and Public R' s0.7273 Code section 41825
authorizes a city or county or agency formed under a joint exercise of powers. agreement for the
purpose of preparing and implementing source reduction and recycling elements on a county-wide
) integrated waste inanagement plan; and

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the contracting agencies to utilize these statutory authorizations in
this Agreement; and '

Last Revised: 3/26/96
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Publlc Involvement

WHEREAS, the - County, Cities and Towns mtend to encourage ongomg commumty mvolvement :
in the development and 1mplementatton of future SOlld and hazardous waste activities: by uttlrzmg- o

an AB 939 Task Force, advxsory committees, commumty meetmgs and other similar mechamsms

‘to obtam publlc partlcxpatxon in these acttvmes and

: '_Leqislation and Markets

WHEREAS the County, Cities and Towns intend to actlvely promote markets for recycled

- materials and advocate legtslatton whtch furthers the reduce, reuse, recycle hxerarchy, and

Promoting Cost Eﬁ'ectlve Prog@ms
WHEREAS, m the planmng and 1mplementatlon of countywrde programs, the County, Cities and

Towns intend to give parttcular attentlon to the cost-eﬁ'ectlveness of programs; and

. Shanng Of Costs In An Eguttable Manner

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the County, Cltles and Towns that costs for plannmg and*
implementing solid and hazardous. waste programs will be based on a fair and equitable allocation.

system that considers previous investments of each member, the relatwe beneﬁts to each member :

' and the actual cost of service; and

S 44

NOW, T-HERE_FORE,. the Agencies agrec as follows:

- ARTICLE 2: DEFINITIONS
Certain words as used in this Agreement'shall be deﬁned as follows:

A. "A-ge_ncies"’ shall mean the County,._ Cities and Towns.

‘B. "Agreement" shall mean this agreement that establishes the County of Marin Hazardous

and Solid Waste Iomt Powers Authonty

C. "Authority” shall mean the County of Marin Hazardous and Solid Waste Jomt Powers '
‘Authortty ' '
D. "Board'" shall mean the governmg body of the County of Marin Hazardous and Solid

Waste Joint Powers Authority.
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"E. "County" shall mean the County of Marin.

F. "Cltles" shall mean the cmes of Belvedere Larkspur Mill Valley, Novato,; San Rafael '
and Sausahto

G. “Towns” shall mean the Towns of Corte Madera, Fairfax, -Ross,' San Ans)elmo,‘and
“Tiburon. ’ ' ‘ | ‘
H. "Executive Commlttee shall mean the committee composed of the Chair and Vice-

Chair of the Govermng Board plus three additional members of the Govemmg Board" as
appomted by the Govemmg Board..

L 4"'Hazardous' Waste Facility" shall mean a faci-lity which _includea all contiguous land and
structures used for the handling, treating, recycling, storing or disposing of hazardous wastes.

J. "Members" shall mean the County, -Cities or Towns which are signatori'es to this
- Agreement.. ' '
. K. "Quorum" shall mean a majority of the Board Members.

ARTICLE 3: PURPOSE

3.1 Purpose of Agreement

The purpose of this Agreement is to establrsh a pubhc entity. separate from the County and -each of
the Cmes and Towns. This public entity i1s to be known as the County of Marin Hazardous and
Solld Waste Joint Powers Authority (hereaﬁer referred to as the “Authonty")

3.2 Purpose of Authority

The purpose of the Authority shall be to comply with Sections 40900 to 43000 of the Publrc
Resources Code, Section 66780.8 of the Government Code.and Health and Safety Code Sections
125135 through 25135.8. '

a. Prepare, adopt, revise, amend, administer and enforce hazardous waste and solid
waste plans. '
b. Plan, finance, implement, manage and/or monitor multi-jurisdictional or county-

wide programs and facilities related to the plans.

c.  And other new requirements imposed on the member agencies by future acts of the

State or Federal Government as agreed by the member agencies.

. 5
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33 Member Programs

 Itis recogmzed that members, such as the Crty of San Rafael operate requrred programs outside

- the scope of this Agreement, such as admmrstenng a hazardous materials and an underground ‘

storage tank program and other programs cov ered by the Certified Unified Program Agency |
(CUPA) :

ARTICLE 4 CREATION OF MARIN COUNTY
WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

4.1 Creation of Authority

- There is hereby created by the County, Cltres and Towns of Marm the Marin County Hazardous

and Solid Waste Management Authonty to exercise in the manner set forth in this Agreement the
powers common to each of the Agencies. | '

42 Separate Entltv

The Authonty shall be a public entrty separate from the Agencres Pursuant to Govemment Code
Section 6503.5, notice of the Agreement shall be filed with the Secretary of State within 30 days N

- of this Agreement s effective date. Pursuant to Govemment code Section 6508.1 the debts :

liabilities and. obligations of the Authonty shall not constttute the debts, liabilities or obligations '
“of any parties to the Agreement.

_ ARTICLE 5. POWERS OF THE AUTHORITY

5.1 . General Powers

The Authouty shall have any -and all powers authorrzed by law to the partres and may

a. Prepare, adopt, revise, amend, admmrster and enforce the provisions of the Plans

b. - Evaluate and recommend programs designed to achieve compliance with AB 939
in a cost effective manner, V

c. Implement those programs for member agencies that choose to partrc:lpate under

~ séction 6.2 of this Agreement : .

d Advise the members on rssues related to - reglonal hazardous and sohd waste
facilities and programs; -

e Advocate the interests of the members related to regronal hazardous and solid
waste facilities and programs wrth local, state and federal officials;

f Plan for Vregronal hazardous and solid waste facilities and programs;

g Develop regional hazardous and solid waste programs;

6
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Develop markets for the reuse of recyclable materlals
Contract for the 0peratlon of reglonal hazardous and sohd waste facrhtres and
programs;

Regulate rates of regional hazardous and solid waste facilities and programs

Advrse on matters of hazardous and solid waste rates and charges.

Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to authorize franchise of solid waste collection.

5.2 Specific Powers .

In carrying out its general powers granted pursuant to the statutes noted in Section 5.1, the
- Authority is hereby authorized to perform all acts necessary for the exercrse of said powers which

may include but are not lmuted to the followmg

a.

o /0 T

7w

-

.

Adopt ordmances and resolutxons, -

Monitor pertormance, - |

Make -and"enter into contracts,

Apply for and accept grants, advances, and contributions,

Employ or eontract for the services of agents, employees, consultants and such-
other persons or firms as it deems necessary,

. Conduct studles

Acquxre hold or dispose of property,

Sue and be sued in its own name, ,

Appomt and retain legal counsel as necessary to fulfill its powers, duties and "
responsrbrlmes under this Agreement ' .

Incur debts, liabilities or obligations subject to limitations herein set forth, 1 .
Levy and collect fees and charges' including administrative and operating costs, as
provided in this Agreement or by law, agamst all e-titizs ‘o w l’llCl‘l the Agreement
or law applies, '

To adopt, as authorized by law, ordina_nces or resolutions necessary to carry out

the purposes of this Agreement,

Issue bonds, subject to the provisions and limitations of the Government Code of

the State of California,

Adopt annually, by July 1 of each fiscal year, an annual workplan and
correspondmg budget setting forth all administrative, operattonal and caprtal
expenses for the Authority, and

Implement the programs authorized in Articlz 6, and

Indemnify the member agencies pursuant to Article 10.

Last Revised: 3/26/96

47



53 By-Laws . | | -
The Board may adopt from time t to tlme such pollcxes procedures by-laws rules or regulatxons
for the conduct of its affairs as may be requlred 4

| ARTICLE 6: PROGRAMS OF THE AUTHORITY

6.1 Basic Programs of the Authority

It 1s agreed that the following functions will form the basic minimum programs to be undertaken
by the Authonty on behalf of all of the member agencies.

a Admmlstratlon Admlmstratrve funetions of the Authonty as related to this -
’ section. . _ _
b. Plannmg.__ Preparation, amendment, admlnistration'and monitoring of the county-

- wide portions of the AB939 plans. T‘his includes: the Source Reduction and
Recycling Element, the Household Hazardous Waste Element, the Solid Waste
Facility Siting Element, the Non- stposal Facrlrty Element and the Countywrde
Integrated Waste Management Plan

¢.  Monitoring and ReDortmg Comply w1th the requrrements of the various

identified statutes to maintajn and repor’t on efforts to meet the waste dlversron
goals of State law.

d. Colerance Review. Develop, evaluate and recommend vanous programs
o designed to bring about compllance with AB 939 requrrements for member
agencies that choose to participate under section 6.2 ' ,
e Legislation. ' Track leglslatlon pertaining to’ hazardous and sohd waste issues and -
’ _ recommend posttion statements to the Board of Drrectors

6.2 Agency Election to Partlcmate in Authonty Programs

~ Except for the basic programs listed in Sectron 6.1 above, member agencies may, by formal action
of their governing boards, choose whether or not they wish to participate in‘and fund programs '
- to be developed by the Authonty '

63 Contract With County and/or Others

The Authonty intends to contract with the County and others to perform the programs as llsted in
Section 3.2, “Purpose of Authonty” and the “Basic Programs of the Authority lrsted 1n Section
6.1. of this Agreement '
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ARTICLE 7: ORGANIZATION OF AUTHORITY

71 Members

a
b.

7.2 Board

The County, Cities and Towns may enter into this Agreement by July 1, 1996

The County, ‘and dny City or Town may be considered -for membershxp in the

Authonty after July 1, 1996, by presentmg an adopted resolution to the Board

which mcludes a request to become a member of the Authority and. Board. and
upon a majority affirmative vote of a quorum of the Board acceptirig the County,

City or Town and upon payment of any charges and upon satisfaction of any

conditions established by the Board as a prerequisite for membership.

The Authonty shall be governed by the “Board” Wthh shall exercnse all powers

~and authonty on behalf of the Authority.

. The Board shall consist cf one member of the goyeming body or the chief

administrative. officer of the County and each of the Cities and Towns which are

party to this Agreement Upon execution of this Agreement the governing body

of the County and each of the. Cltxes and Towns shall appoint its member of the.
Board and another member to serve as an alternate to the Board to serve in the

: absence of the regular member. Each member and alternate shall serve at the

pleasure of the: governing body of the appomtmg agency. Any change in
appomtment of a member or alternate shall be by action of the governing body of
the appomtmg agency.

A majority of the members of the Board shall constitute a quorum for the
transactton of busmess The Autnonty shall- act upon majority - -vote of those in
attendance each member having one vote, of the members of the Board.

The Board shall elect by majority vote, from xtsvmembers, a Chair and Vice Chair.

- The Chair shall represent the Authority and- execute any contracts and other

Vdocuments when required by the Rules of Procedure and/or By-Laws. The Vice- -

Chair shall sérve in the absence of the Chair.

7.3  Executive Committee

d.

Last Revised. 3/26/96

The Executive Committee shall be'respon_sible to the Board for the administration

and management of Authority affairs, for the provision of assistance and advice to
the Board.

The Executive Committee shall be composed of the Chair and Vice-Chair plus

three other members of the Goverring Board elected by the Board. Three of the

9
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7.4

8.1

Last Revised: _3/26/96

' commlttee members must be from the County, San Rafael and Novato. One"

_representatlve shall be selected by the Southiern Marin cities of Sausahto leuron

Belvedere and Mxll Valley One representative shall be selected by the Ross Valley

~cities of Ross, San Anselmo, Farrfax Larkspur and Corte Madera '

Three members of the Executive Commlttee shall constrtute a quorum for the
transactxon of busmess No action shall be taken by the Executive Commlttee _

. except upon a majonty aﬁlrmatlve vote of the quomm (each member having one
" “vote) of the members of the Executlve Committee. ‘

Members shall serve two-year terms and may be reappomted

~ Additional Committees

©a.

The. member agencieé ‘shall establish an AB 939 Local- Task Force whose

composition, duties and authority are described in Public Resource Code Section

40950. The Task Force so established shall be adv1sory to the Govemmg Board
established under this Agreement '

The AB 939 Local Task Force shall mclude/at least two representatlves of waste

o haulersyzone representatlve of an environmental orgamzatxon#rwo representatlves

of spec1al drstncts involved jn the. regulatton and disposal of waste, ané five pubhc-

' representatwes appomted by the member agenc1es servmg on the Executive
_ 'Commlttee established under this Agreement

In addmon to the Executxve Commlttee and an AB 939 Local Task Force the .
Board may from time to time estabhsh additional commlttees to carry out
Authonty purposes, .and appoint commxttee members from the Board the
leglslattve bodies or administration’ of member agencies, Authonty staff, and/or
staff of the member agencies. The Board ' may- also establish and appomt members» _

to citizen's advisory committees as deemed appropriate.

" To the extent practical, the Board shall appoint members to. comrnit_tees'in. such a -

- manner -as to encourage the broadest possible participation of the member

ageneies.

ARTICLE 8: MEETINGS AND REPORTS

Board Meetings

a.

The Board shall hold at least one (1) regular meeting each year as determined by
the by-laws.

" Special meetings of the Board may be called in aceordance with: the provision of

Seotion A54956 of the California Government Code:

10
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8.4

91 - |
The Board shall adopt an annual ‘budget for the Authontys activities within ninety (90) days of

All meetmgs of the Board shall be held subject to the provrslons of the Ralph M.
Brown Act (Sectlons 54950 et. seq. of the Cahfomla Government Code), and

‘other apphcable laws of the State of California requiring notice be glven of

meetings of pubhc bodies.

Minutes of all Board meetings will be kept and shall, as soon as possible after each
meeting, be forwarded to each member and alternate member of the Board.

The Chair of the Board shall cause correspondence to be prepared and delivered as
directed by the Board.

The public agency with whom theAuthority contracts with to provnde services

 shall be the keeper of the ofﬁcral records of the Authonty

A Executlve Commlttee Meetmgs

a.
b.

The Executive Committee shall hold at least one (1) meeting each quarter )
Special meetings or the £xecutive Commiittee may be called by the Chair, or by a

majority of the members of the Executive Comrruttee or at the dlrectron of the

Board. ,

Minutes of cll Executive Committee meetings will be kept and shall, as soon as

possible after -each meeting,' be forwarded to members -of the committee and to

each member and alternate member of the Board.

Other Committee Meetings."

a.

Other Commrttees shall hold meetmgs as may be called by the Committee Chair,
ora majonty of the members

Mmutes of all meetings will be kept and forwa_rded to members of the committee -

and to each member and alternate cf the Board.

Progress-Reports

At least annually, a report on the progress toward achlevmg the diversion goals of state
law shall be prepared and dlstrlbuted to members of the Governing Board.

ARTICLE 9 "FUNDING

Authonty Budget

the effective date of this Agreement and by June 1 of each Jucceedmg year. Public funds may not
--be disbursed by the Authority without adoption of the approved budget and all receipts and
disbursements shall-be in strict accordance with the approved budget. The budget shall identify

11
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~ the programs of the Authonty and allocate funds by program The budget and accountmg system

shall account for direct and overhead costs by program. The Board shall allocate these costs for ;‘
- “each program w1th the adoptron of the annual budget

9.2 Fundmg of the Authorrtv

The Authorxty has the need and legal authonty to levy fees and charges for programs, servrces and °

~ permits. “The Authonty is authorized to levy fees for only those programs identified in Sectron |

6.1. Basic Programs of the Authority, and. Section 6.2, Agency Electlon to Participate in .
Authorrty Program The fundmg for programs identified in Section 6.1 should be as specrﬁed in .
Section 9. 2B. The Authority is also authonzed to levy fees and charges for admrmstratrve
activities, permlts and programs with mdependent fundmg
a.  TheBasic Programs of the Authonty defined in Sectron 6.1 shall be ﬁmded as
follows and adjusted annually as may be needed to fund the Basic Programs _’
1. . A fee shall be charged drrectly to every franchrsed solid waste hauler in
Marin Courity. The tee shall be based on a rate per ton of solid waste
’collected and disposed based on the 1994 drsposed tonnages listed on
Exhrbrt A‘attached to this Agreement Exhrbtt A shall be amended within
‘ninety (90) days aﬁer a member agency. approves a new franchise and a fee -
shall be established in a manner determined by the Executive Committee.

‘The base year will be adjusted every two. years startmg in July 1, 1998
based on- the most recent state certified tonnages. The fee is to be paid 1 in-
two equal payments’ due July 30 and January 30 of each year.

ii. A feeshallbe charged at all permitted landﬁlls in Marin County to all non-
franchrsed haulers. The fee shall be based on a rate per ton for all tons of

© waste drsposed at. the landfill. The landfills shall forward these fees
collected on a monthly basis.

b.  The Authority is authorized to establish additional programs as defined in Sectron o
6.2 with the approval of the Board of Directors and the individual Authorrty
members participating in any such additional programs. The funding | mechanism

for any addrtronal programs shall be developed as a component of every additional

~ program and must have approval by the Board of Directors and each member
agency participating in any “additional program All costs including overhead or,
admmrstratron of» any ‘additional program shall not- be charged to the Basic.

" Programs. | | »

~c.  The Authority may charge fees to the extent allowed by law for admrmstratrve:
| services rendered to the public or any member agencies such as, but not limited to,

copying, processmg fees, legal costs, preparatron of reports, etc. The Authority

1o
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may also charge to the extent allowed below for programs mtended to be fully cost
'covermg, such- as permit fees, applrcattons EIRs educational materials, such as
decals and- pampnlets,, monitoring of any programs, permits. or application
~ approvals. All fees under this _Section shall be approved by the Board of Directors

in'conjunction with the annual adoption of this Authority’s budget.

93  Duties of Treasurer '

a. The Board shall appomt a Treasurer from among the senior management staff of
the member agencies.  The ‘Treasurer shall be either the 'County

Auditor/Controller, -or the Treasurer Tax Collector or the Fi inance Director of one .

of the members.

b The Treasurer shall serve as the depository and have custo‘dy of all Authority fu'nds _

and establish and maintain such books, records, funds, and accounts as may be
required by reasonable accounting pra'ctiee, Government Code section 6505.-The
books and records of the Authority shall be open to inspection at all reasonable
times to the County, Cities, and Towns and their representatives. =
e The Treasurer, within ninety (90) days after the close of each fiscal year (which
- shall be from July 1 to June 30), shall give a complete written report of all financial
.actmtles for such fiscal year to the County, Cltres and Towns. '

d. The Treasurer shall prepare such fmancral reports as may be directed by the Board
- or Executive Committee.

‘e. - The Treasurer shall cause an independent annual audit of the accounts and records

. to be conducted by a certified public accountant in compliance with the
requirements of section 6505 of the Government Code and generally accepted
audmng standards.

94 Debts and Liabilities |
No debt, liability, or obligation of the Authorty shall constitute a debt, liability, or obligation of
any Agency and each party's obli’gation hereunder is expressly limited only to the appropriation
and_contribution of such funds as may be levied pursuant to this Agreement or as the parties
hereto may agree. '

- 95 Disposition of Authority Funds Upon Termination

a. In the event of termination of the Authority where there is a successor public entity

which will carry on the activities of the Authority and assume its obligations,

Authority funds, including any interest earned on deposits, remaining upon

13
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termmatron of the Authorlty and aﬁer payment of all obhgatlons shall be
transferred to the successor public enttty _ ,
b.  'If thereisno successor pubhc entity which would carry on any of’ the actxvmes of -
. the. Authonty Or -assume any of its obhgatlons Authority funds, mcludrng any
interest earned on deposxts rema ning upon termmatlon of the Authority and after
payment of all obhgatlons shall be provrded in proportlon to the contribution of
each agencys ratepayers contributed during the term of this Agreement Any such
Authority funds received in thrs manner shall be used to defray the Agency's cost
of hazardous and sohd waste management programs or facxlmes A‘
c. If there is a SuCCessor pubhc agency which would undertake some of the functions
of the Authorlty and assume some of its. oblrgatlons Authority funds, mcludmg any
mterest earned on deposits, remammg upon termmatron of the Authonty and after
' payment of all obhgattons shall be allocated by the Board between the successor
'pubhc entrty and member: agencres ' :
d. In the event the Authority is terminated under cxrcumstances fallmg thh (b) or (c) |
above, all decisions of the Board with regard to determxnatrons of amounts to be
transferred 10 ‘member agencres or any s successor shall be fmal

96 Financial Liability of Member Aeencres

In the event of a default by the Authonty, the member agencres shall be hable for the Authonty 5 .

" debtsin a proportlon equal to the contnbutlon of each agency ] ratepayers to the ﬁmdmg of the

Authortty

“ ARTICLE 10: I'NDEMNIFIICATION.

rThe Authority shall. acquire such insurance protection as is necessary to protect the interest of the
Authority, the County, Crtres Towns and the public. The Authorrty created by this Agreement
shall assume the defense of and indemnify and save harmless. the. County, Cities, Towns and eaih
of their respective officers, agents and employees from all clarms losses, damages costs, 1njury

and liability of every kind, nature and descnptlon dlrectly or indirectly ansing from the -

' performance_ of any of the activities of the Authority or the activities undertak_en pursuant to this
- Agreement. ' ' - ‘

14
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ARTICLE 11: EFFECTIVE DATE

This ‘Agreement shall become eﬂ"ectwe when two- thlrds (2/3) of the Cities,. Towns and the County
execute the Agreement but not before July 1, 1996.

ARTICLE 12: TERMINATION

. - This Agreement may be terminated by the Board upon notice of withdrawal being received from a

" majority of the member agencies. Upon termination, payment of the obligations and division of
the property of the Authonty shall be conducted pursuant to Section 9. 5 of Artlcle 9 of this
Agreement. ’

~ ARTICLE 13: AMENDMENTS

~ This Agreement may be amended only upon the two-thirds (2/3) affirmative vote of the Board.

ARTICLE 14: WITHDRAWAL

Ar'ty Cvity, Town, or the County may withdravtz from this Agreement effective July 1st of any year
upon nmety (90) days,. ‘prior to the end of the fiscal year ‘written notice to the Authonty ‘Upon
.w1thdrawal a City, . Town, or the County retains its financial obligations for current contracts .
executed to fulfill this Agreement, assumes responsibility for its obhgatlons under AB 939, and |

~assumes that responsnblhty at 1ts own expense

ARTICLE 1'5: SEVERABILITY

If any provision of thls Agreement or its application to any person or circumstances lS held
invalid, the remainder of this Agreement and the apphcanon of the prov1510n to other persons or.
circumstances shall not be affected. '

ARTICLE 16: NOTICES

All notices to Agencxes shall be deemed to have been ngen when mailed to the govermng body of
each agency. '

' L 15
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" ARTICLE 17: AGREEMENT COMPLETE

The foregoing constitutes the full and complete Agreement of the--pérties. There are no oral
understandings or agreements not set forth in writing herein. - |

N WITNESS WHEREOF the partles hereto }‘qve caused this Agreement to be executed by their
proper officers thereunder duly authonzed and effective as of the date of executlon of all pames

. hereto. -

'COUNTY OF MARIN. -
| Date __04-09-96 . By

CITY OF BELVEDERE -
| Date_ $ 22 ¢ 9(4
CITY OF LARKSPUR S
o Date a%{f/ AJ/, /.9'?/[;
CITY OF MILL VALLEY :
Date_fay 2% 996
CITY OF NOVAT |
' ~ Date }) 6/?&
_ CITY OF SAN RAFAEL -
' Date (/7/"'/9 O

- CITY OF SAUS
' Date @; é
TOWN OF COR MADERA
Date / 7/&%

TOWN OF FAIRFAX
Date 5//2 Z/?&

TOWN OF R
Date 87 13/ 4

TOWN OF SAN ANSELMO )
Date S— 2——3’?@

TOWN OF TIBURQN J
"Date § /

16
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Name of Facility:

Type of Facility:

Facility Capacity:

APPENDIX C

Redwood Landﬁll Blosohds Co- Compostmg Facﬂlty
(SWFP # 21-AA-0001)

' Compostlng

Current: 170 tons per day of feedstock

Anticipated Diversion Rate:

| Type of Material:
active and finished

Participating Jurisdictions:

| Location of Facility:

Planned: potentially up to 514 tons per day of feedstock.

Greater than 95% Diversion

Green/yard/wood waste, féod wasfe, Class B _ Bioselids, _and_

cdmpost :

The Marin County Hazardous and SOlld Waste Management

Joint Powers Authority

8950 Redwood Highway, Novato, CA 94945.
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- Name of Facility:

* Redwood Landfill — 'MatepidliRecovﬁrY Eacility* '

(Planned Facility™)
| Type of Facility: - g Material Redm_-/ery Facility -
Facil'itv Cabacitv: ' ~_400-tons per day of feedstoek

| Anticipated Diversion Ratc:

Approximately 70% Diversion’

.Tv-pe of Material:

Construction/demolition, wood waste, and other débri_s related '
materials. o AR

| Participating Jurisdictions:

The Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Mahagement_ -

Joint Powers Authority '

Location of Facility:

8950 Redwood Highway, Novato, CA 94945

| * Currently permitted to accept up to 400 tons per day of non-hazardous separated or -

- commingled materials for recycling until Material Recovery Facility is permitted and - :

operational. (See JTD, Table 5-6, dated November 17, 2008.)
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

~ Belvedere:
George Rodericks

Corte Madera:
David Bracken

County of Marin:
Matthew Hymel

Fairfax:
Michael Rock

- Larkspur:
Robert Sinnot

Mill Valley:
~ Anne Montgomery

Novato:
Michael Frank

Ross:
Gary Broad

San Anselmo:
Debbie Stutsman

San Rafael:
Ken Nordhoff

Sausalito:
Adam Politzer

Tiburon:
Margaret Curran

Date: January 28, 2010
To:  JPA Board

From: Michael Frost

Re: FY 10-11 Budget Process and Workgroup

At their January 20, 2010 meeting the Executive Committee appointed
Debbie Stutsman and George Rodericks as the Executive Committee's
budget subcommittee. The Committee also approved the following
budget schedule:

1. February 20, 2010, San Rafael Fire Department submits budget
request to JPA staff.

2. March 19, 2010; JPA staff submits budget request and fee
resolution to Executive Committee budget subcommittee.

3. Budget subcommittee meets with staff before April 14, 2010 for
review and approval. '

4. April 14, 2010, budget and fee resolution approved by Executive
Committee.

5. May 27, 2010, budget and fee resolution adopted by full JPA
~ Board.

In addition to the regular responsibilities of the budget subcommittee the
group has been directed to develop a matrix of costs and prioritize the
menu of programs recommended in the Zero Waste Feasibility Study. It
may be desirable to form a working group of this Board’s selection to
review recommended Zero Waste programs, prioritize, and make
recommendations to the budget subcommittee. Staff requests your
Board to provide direction. :

cc: Chief Chris Grey, San Rafael Firé Department
Captain Bradley Mark, San Rafael Fire Department

W:\Waste\JPAWPA Agenda ltems\JPA 100128\budget sub com schedule.doc

Marin County Department of Public Works, P.O. Box 4186, San Rafael, CA 94913
’ Phone: 415/499-6647 - FAX 415/446-7373 - 59
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Belvedere:
George Rodericks

Corte Madera:
David Bracken

County of Marin:
Matthew Hymel

Fairfax:
Michael Rock

- Larkspur:
Robert Sinnot

Mill Valley:
Ann Montgomery

Novato:
Michael Frank

Ross:
Gary Broad

San Anselmo:
Debbie Stutsman

San Rafael:
Ken Nordhoff

Sausalito:
Adam Politzer

Tiburon:
Margaret Curran

January 28, 2010

To: JPA Board -

From: Michael Frost %/ﬂ

Re: Final Draft Zero Waste Feasibility Study

Attached is the final draft of the Zero Waste Feasibility Study (Exhibit A)
the JPA commissioned with R3 Consulting Group. Your Executive
Committee has reviewed and commented on this study, and
recommends your Board take the following action: '

1. Accept the study.

2. Direct staff and your Budget Sub-committee to include in next
year's Budget Request additional staffing and resources to
increase coordination in Marin on zero waste, and to include in
next year's budget funding to be granted to local municipalities
to implement programs outlined in this study.

At your Executive Committees’ request, the comment period was
extended to November 10, 2010. All comments (Exhibit B) have been
responded to and are incorporated into the report. The study and
comments are posted on the JPA’s website — marinrecycles.org.

During the past year, R3 with the cooperation and assistance of your
staff met and solicited comments regarding zero waste from the known
stakeholders in Marin. Counting today’s second presentation to your
Board, R3 and your staff have conducted nine public meetings on this
study. With cooperation and assistance from local cities in Marin,
haulers, Local Task Force (LTF), special districts, and concerned
citizens, R3 was able to complete the study on schedule that outlines
Marin’s strengths and weaknesses in waste reduction. The attached
study and executive summary outline R3’s conclusions and
recommendations. R3 concludes that it is pOSSIble for Mann County to
reach zero waste goals.

Aside from the financial issues, clearly three of the major challenges for:
Marin in addressing zero waste goals are:

A. The multiple and diverse municipalities, special districts,
haulers and 25 franchising agencies that need to
coordinate to present a consistent approach to reducing

Marin County Department of Public Works, P.O. Box 4186, San Rafael, CA 94913
Phone: 415/499-6647 - FAX 415/446-7373
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waste. For example, the City and County of San Francisco has
already adopted a composting program that includes food and
green waste. However, the City and County of San Francisco is
one agency, with one hauler.

B. Marin lacks local facilities for composting food and/or green waste.
This is not unique to Marin, but trucking Marin waste long dlstance
limits the environmental beneﬂts

C. Creating consumer behavior changes that will reduce their
environmental impact. =

Topic “A” above is probably the most unique and administratively complex. In
their study, R3 recommends the JPA be given more authority to implement many
of the steps R3 recommends as necessary to achieve Marm s Zero Waste goals.

At your Executive Committees’ request, the JPA’s Iegal counsel reviewed the draft
Zero Waste Feasibility Study for compatibility with the existing JPA articles and
whether its existing powers allow the JPA to address recommenda’uons
contained in the zero waste feasibility study

Counsel’s opinion is that the existing agreement allows for new programs as
outlined in the Zero Waste Study, as long as they are consistent with the purpose
and powers of the JPA in achieving compliance with AB 939. -Counsel noted the
purpose of the JPA agreement refers to and includes "new requirements
imposed on member agencies by future acts of the State and Federal
Government as agreed by the member agencies." Therefore it would follow that
new programs which do not fit under that description would be of a voluntary -
nature in regard to each member's participation to the extent that such programs
extend beyond what is required by State and Federal law. This concept would
be similar to the Household Hazardous Waste Program currently administered by
the JPA. As you are aware, San Rafael Fire Department administers the HHW
for the JPA, except Novato who operates a separate program and is granted

funds by the JPA.

Counsel cautioned that the existing JPA agreement provides that the JPA shall
indemnify and hold harmless member agencies. This indemnification provision
would indicate that the JPA consider carefully the possible funding of programs
for a member agency to individually administer. For example, should the JPA -

- decide to consider the granting of funds to programs for, e.g., a city to administer,

the JPA may wish to consider options to address the potential liability involved.

JPA staff will be looking at other régional agencies, specifically the Alameda

‘Waste Management Authority who currently operate with a significantly larger

budget, for applicability in Marin. Should the JPA desire to expand its budget
and programs, Alameda’s program might provide a template on which programs
are best administered centrally, and other programs that are better administered
at each municipality.

Attachments

F\WasteUPAUPA Agenda Items\JPA 100128\M- JPA Final Draft Zero waste Feasibility Study.doc
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December 2009
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5 Resources, Respect, Responsibility
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Executive Summary

Overview

The Marin Hazardous and Solid Waste

Management Joint Powers ‘Authority
(JPA") has established a Zero Waste
Goal of achieving 80 percent waste
reduction in the next five years and zero
disposal by 2025. To address how best
to meet this Zero Waste Goal, the JPA
has initiated a two-phase process.
Phase |, the “Zero Waste Feasibility
Study”, focuses on establishing
. programs and policies to strengthen the
countywide framework for meeting the
Goal. Phase Il will focus on
~ implementation of specific programs
and policies by the Member agencies
and the JPA to meet the Goal.

On a countywide basis, the Member
Agencies, Special Districts (e.g.,
Sanitary Districts), and the JPA have
successfully implemented programs to
comply with the Integrated Waste
Management Act’s (AB 939)
requirements of diverting from landfill 50
percent of waste generation. As a
Regional Agency, comprising of all the
communities in Marin County, the JPA
reports diversion progress to the
California Integrated Waste
' Management Board (CIWMB) on a
countywide basis. '

The most recent calculated diversion
rate by the CIWMB was for 2006, and
the JPA had a diversion rate of 72
percent. Although the diversion rate is
high, the amount of material disposed

' The JPA is comprised of 12 Member
Agencies: Belvedere, Corte Madera, Fairfax,
Larkspur, Mill Valley, Novato, Ross, San
Anselmo, San Rafael, Sausalito, Tiburon
and unincorporated Marin County. Within
these areas, six haulers operate 26
franchise service areas with varying
programs and requirements.

Page ES - 1

over the past 13 years has remained
fairly level at about 229,000 tons. As
seen in Figure 1, the major categories of
disposed materials are: Food Waste,
Organics and Yard Waste -- 41%,
Paper -- 23%, Inerts and Mixed C&D --
16% and Plastics - 10%. The
recommendations developed as part of
this Zero Waste Feasibility Study
specifically target reduction and
diversion of these disposed materials.

Figure ES-1
Materials Disposed
Other Inorganics Glass
4% 2%

Metal
4%

HHW and E-Waste
1%

Paper
Inerts 2%

8%

Mixed C&D
8%

Yard .
8%

7 Food

Other Organics
10%

Plastic
10%

Key Findings

# JPA Resources. Currently, the JPA
does not have the direction or
. staffing needed to effectively work
on a countywide level and achieve
the recommendations. Unless there
is a strengthening of the JPA’s role
to assist . Member Agencies in
implementing the recommendations,
it is unlikely that the Zero Waste
Goal will be met, and the status quo
will continue.

# Program Consistency. It will also
be necessary for the JPA, Member

69



70

“Agencies, and haulers to implement

‘programs to meet the Zero Waste -

programs and policies that "are
consistent countywide. The Member
Agencies will need to adopt or revise
ordinances, and modify their

franchise agreements to establish .

the framework and standards for
their waste reduction and diversion

Goal. _
Economies _of _Scale. Some
programs, such as ordinance

enforcement and public education of
programs, would be more efficiently
and cost-effectively managed at the
JPA  countywide level than
independently - by each Member
Agency. In addition, many of the

" policy related programs can be

better and cheaper if administered at
a countywide level.

Short _and Long-Term Programs.

A balance will have to be drawn for-

short-term and long-term programs
and policies that address eliminating
the creation of waste (up-stream, but
long-term implementation) and the

disposal and diversion of waste
(down-stream, but short-term
implementation). Up-stream

programs include public education
efforts that promote reduced
consumption, Exiended  Producer
Responsibility (EPR) policies that
promote  product redesign for

hazardous materials, product bans,
etc. Down-stream programs include
increasing the types of materials
collected by haulers {(e.g., food),
revising franchise agreements and

ordinances to reflect industry
standards and establish waste
reduction and - diversion

requirements, implement food waste
digestion and composting, efc.

#* Diversion Facilities. Approximately
56 percent, or 128,000 tons of food,
yard, organic waste, inerts, and mixed
C&D were disposed at landfill. In
order to meet the Zero Waste Goal,
reduction and processing of these
targeted materials is critical. However,
currently there is insufficient capacity
for the facilities located within the
County to process these materials
and it may be necessary to transport
these materials to out-of-county
facilities.

@ Public Education. Finally, and
most importantly, for both Phase |
and Phase |l programs to .be
successful, public education must be
strong and consistent among
"Member  Agencies,  and be
continuous. :

Recommendations

There are 18 recommendations that will
help the JPA achieve the Zero Waste
Goal. Phase | recommendations are
intended to provide the JPA with clear
direction and support to provide
assistance to Member Agencies, and for
the Member Agencies to begin taking
the additional steps to meet the Zero
Waste Goal. Phase |l recommendations
address the  implementation  of
up-stream and down-stream waste
prevention and diversion programs.

Phase |

Recommendations #1 -5

Recommendations #6-10

None

Phase Il

Recommendations #11

Recommendation #18

Recommendations #12-17




Table - ES-1 identifies the
recommendations to be implemented by
the responsible party.
Recommendations are briefly explained
following the table.

PHASE |

1. Increase JPA Program Assistance
with Other County Departments

The County Departments that manage
the wused oil block grant, sharps
collection and sustainability teams
operate separately from the JPA and do
not consistently share information and
aid program administration. Because
meeting the Zero Waste Goal involves
materials targeted in such programs, it
is important for the JPA to be informed
of collection results for programs such
as used oil, sharps, etc., and be able to
assist in public outreach on a
countywide basis, as needed, to prevent
waste generation and promote proper
disposal of such material.

2. Increase JPA Staffing and Their
Role in Assisting Administration
of Member Agency and
Countywide Programs

The Member Agencies currently do not
have the resources to monitor all hauler
and ordinance program performance or
implement new programs. If adequately
staffed, the JPA could cost-effectively
assist the Member Agencies in program
support such as compliance with the
C&D ordinance, monitoring hauler
contracts, public education, etc. Having
a greater assistance role will help insure
. that the programs are consistent and
potentially lead to higher diversion and
impact on waste reduction, and formal
action from the Member Agencies is
necessary for this to occur.
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3. Increase the Frequency of Board
of Directors Meetings

Increasing the number of meetings held
will enable the Board of Directors and
Member Agencies to be more involved
in addressing Zero Waste issues and
provide the JPA with more constant
contact with the administrators of
policies  throughout "the  County.
Currently, the Board of Directors is the
main contact that the JPA staff have

with the Member Agencies and as

recommendations are implemented and
JPA seeks direction for the County,
having increased communication and
interaction will be essential. The
increased meetings would be tied to
defining the goals of the JPA and any
associated staff and time needs. The
increased communication could lead to
improved partnership with Member

Agencies  and more effective -

implementation of programs. The
Board of Directors may wish to consider
developing a subcommittee to address
the goals of this recommendation.

4. . Help with Siting/Permitting
Processes of a) Solid Waste
Facilities and b) Non-Solid Waste
Facilities

A. The' haulers operating in the
County have the opportunity to
transport material such as green
waste and food waste out of the
County for composting or other
diversion. However, because
the franchise agreements do not
require specific diversion of
these materials and the cost
impacts of transporting the
material, the material is not
being diverted in the amount it
could. The lack of the necessary
infrastructure in the County is a
constraint for the JPA to achieve
high diversion programs unless
franchise agreements require
transporting the material to
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diversion facilites. The JPA
could assist prospective facilities
with the siting process, but it
should be noted that such a
facility would be hard to site in
the County due to land use and
environmental issues.

B. Non-solid waste facilities for
materials, such as salvaged
_construction and  demolition
material, should be helped by
JPA staff to identify potential
sites and work with Member
Agencies. This type of facility
includes retail-focused
businesses that promote reuse
that do not require processing of
materials. The JPA should
continue to play an active role in
helping site new facilities that
- provide diversion and reuse
opportunities to. the region.
These facilities will also help
create  “green jobs” in Marin
County.

5. Support Extended Producer
Responsibility (EPR) and Waste
Reduction Policies at State and
National Level

The JPA has been active in supporting
legislation that  helps eliminate
hazardous materials from the disposal
waste stream. The JPA should continue
this activity and also support any
national legislation that might positively
affect the JPA’s Zero Waste Goals. In
addition, individual Member Agencies
should support these efforts as well
through Extended Producer
Responsibility . resolutions and letter
campaigns for products, such as
fluorescent lighting and paint.

6. Revise Solid Waste Ordinances

The solid waste industry and regulations
have changed considerably since 1990.

However, the ordinances that regulate

the hauler franchise agreements in
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~ demolition,

some cases have not been updated for
45 years. Extensive revisions will likely
be necessary for the ordinances so that
they address  construction  and
- mandatory recycling,
diversion requirements, etc. Addressing
these issues in the ordinance will set the
framework for implementing new
diversion programs and revising
franchise agreements. Another method
to ‘consider including is the requirement
that commercial and multi-family
dwelling material all is sorted before
disposal to reclaim recyclable material.
These sectors dispose of highly -
recyclable material, such as paper, that -
could be diverted through the sorting:
process.

7. 'Revise Franchise Agreement
Language

Franchise agreements can be designed

"to encourage “green” operations and

encourage maximum diversion. Many
of the franchise agreements are lacking
provisions that address collection hours,
type of fuel vehicles use, vehicle noise’
and weight, . explicit list of recyclable
materials, diversion standards, required
diversion programs, public education
requirements, solid waste hierarchy,
customer or hauler incentives to
promote.diversion, etc. Another method
to consider including is the requirement
that commercial and  multi-family
dwelling material all is sorted before
disposal to reclaim recyclable material.
These sectors dispose of highly
recyclable material, such as paper, that
could be diverted through the sorting
process.

8. Adopt, Enforée, and Homogenize -
the Construction and Demolition
Ordinance

The diversion of construction and
demolition materials may not occur
unless all Member Agencies adopt and
enforce C&D ordinances. With only five
Member =~ Agencies  adopting the




ordinance and  having varying
requirements, diversion of construction
and demolition material is not
maximized and contractors and haulers
could be confused with the various

requirements. Construction  and
demolition material has local facilities to
be processed at and the absence of
countywide ordinances requiring
diversion misses an opportunity for
immediate and effective diversion.
Public education and enforcement of the

- haulers -and permittees is an essential -

component to the success of the
diversion.

9. Adopt and Enforce Multi-Family
Dwelling and Business Recycling
Ordinance

With single-family residential customers

currently serviced with comprehensive

diversion  opportunities, multi-family
dwellings and businesses are the next
sectors that can achieve high diversion.
Currently multi-family dwellings and
businesses dispose significant amounts
of recoverable paper and food. Until
mandatory recycling requirements are
established for these sectors, in
conjunction with public education, there
is little incentive for increasing diversion
by the customers or haulers. In
addition, each Member Agency will be
required to adopt such an ordinance in
the next few years to comply with the
climate change bill, AB 32.

10. Encourage Consumption and
Disposal Changes

Promoting reduced consumption by
making better choices when shopping is
a necessary element to ultimately
eliminate waste generation.  Efforts
should be made to increase customer
awareness of online and local resources
that encourage material exchange,
repair and reuse. Public education must
be a significant and on-going element to
promote the consumption and disposal
changes. ‘ :
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PHASE II

11. Promote Countywide Sale and/or
Disposal Bans

Undertaking product sale and/or
disposal bans are most effective when
all Member Agencies simultaneously
adopt them rather than each jurisdiction
implementing different bans. The Town
of Fairfax has already implemented a
plastic bag ban and the state is also
considering charging fees. Such bans
will be most effective on a countywide
level and the JPA can assist Member

Agencies with the public education and

creating a homogeneous approach for
expanding or implementing new bans.

12. Implement Wet/Dry Collection
Routes

A way to potentially increase recovery of
material from commercial businesses is
to re-route trucks to collect similar types
of material (selective routing). For
example, one ‘truck should service
locations that generate mostly paper
goods (dry goods) and other service
businesses that generate mostly food
waste (wet goods). By designing such
routes, contamination of loads is
minimized and more materials can
potentially be diverted.

13. Offer Residential Unlimited
Services of Recycling and Green
Waste Containers

These programs are dependent on
services offered by the haulers. While
some haulers provide  unlimited
recycling and green waste service, there
is an opportunity to improve collection
because not all haulers provide a
sufficient number of containers to all
residents or charge a fee for extra
containers. Rate structures for this
service should also be reviewed as part
of the franchise agreement revision to
determine if there are incentives for
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customers to divert material and haulers
to meet diversion standards.

14. Add Materials Collected to
Recycling Stream

All recyclables should be collected by.

haulers if there is a market for them.
While the economy is slow, this may not
be possible, but increasing collected

"materials, even if not generating profit,

should be considered as a way to
reduce disposal.

15. Add Food Waste Diversion to
Collection Services (Residential
and Commercial) '

After green waste, food waste collection
and composting is the big next step to
reducing waste disposal. As with green
waste, the availability of processing

facilities is the limiting factor, but

digestion and composting facilities are
beginning to be established in Marin
County (e.g., Redwood Landfill, Marin
Sanitary Service energy projects, Pacific
Biogas Energy).

16. Implement Food Waste Digestion

Marin Sanitary Service is undertaking
food waste digestion with the Central
Marin Sanitation Agency (CMSA). The
CMSA only services a portion of Marin
County and - other sanitary districts

serving the county should also explore -

combining food waste with current
digestion operations.

17. Promote Backyard Composting

Getting residents engaged will help
promote sustainability and waste
awareness. In addition, developing a
community garden where residents can
bring food waste should be explored.
The JPA should also assist with this
recommendation. '
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Customer rates

~18. Require Deconstruction/

Salvage/Resale of Construction
and Demolition Materials

Salvaging materials prior to
deconstruction will allow materials to be
reused and diverted from the landfill.
This practice has already begun in parts
of the County, but support from Member
Agencies in the form of ordinances and
promotion will help keep useful
materials from being unnecessarily
disposed.

AB 939 fees v

Vehicle impact fees

Franchise fees

General fund

Facility host fees

Developer fee

Ballot initiative fee/tax

" EPR policy/fee

Funding Options

To fund the recommendations, the JPA

and Member Agencies have a variety of

options, but the Member Agencies have
authority over most methods (see Table
ES-2). Other than the AB 939 fees that

are charged by the JPA, the authority to.

implement or adjust funding

mechanisms are held by each Member
Agency. In essence, these fees will
ultimately be paid by the customer
~ through service rates with the exception
of Extended Producer Responsibility
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(EPR) which should be paid by
consumers of the .product. These
funding mechanisms include the
following:

® Vehicle impact fees;
Franchise fees;

General fund;

Facility host fee;
Developer fee;

Ballot initiative fee/tax; and
EPR policy/fee. |

With each of these funding
mechanisms, the Member Agencies
have the opportunity to use the money
to support programs. and policies to
support the Zero Waste Goal. As the
Member Agencies evaluate the
recommendations, these funding
options will need to be further explored
to meet their needs.

Table ES-3 identifies the estimated
costs and potential funding source for

implementing the recommendations. It-

should also be noted, that many

R B e

Responsible
Part

Recommendation

Assistance of the JPA with
other County Departments
(e.g., used oil programs,
sharps)

Increase Communication/

programs, such as revising an
ordinance and franchise agreement,
can be more cost effectively done on
a countywide basis as a “model” to
guide each Member Agency’s unique
ordinance and franchisee agreement
rather than each Member Agency
developing its own ordinance or
franchise agreement language.
Therefore, in Table ES-3, the estimated
costs can be significantly reduced if
programs are implemented on a
countywide basis.

Analysis of the recommendations on a
cost per ton basis shows that the
following recommendations cost the
least to implement for diversion or waste
reduction achieved: 11, 10, 17, 18 and
8. Details are provided in Appendix B,
Table 2.

e

Estimated | Estimated Potential
One-Time Ongoing Funding
Cost Cost Source

$40,000+
" N/A Materials and | AB 939 Fee
staffing
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| Increase JPA's Staff and

Role in Assisting
Administration of Member
Agency and Countywide

$200,000 $120,000+

(Fund Materials and | AB 939 Fee

Programs. Could support Phase II) staffing
#6-10 below.
Increase Board of Directors T 5938 Fes

Meeting Frequency

N/A N/A
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Estimated Estimated Potential
Responsible _ ] One-Time: Ongoing Funding
Part Recommendation Cost Cost Source
- Help Facilities with Siting
and Permitting: * $120,000 B
4 a) Solid Waste and N/A Materials and | AB 939 Fee
b) Non-Solid Waste staffing
JPA materials and staffing
Resuction Polies at Sat 120,000
5 . N/A ‘Materials and | AB 939 Fee -
and National Level staffin
Public education J
Phase | JPA Subtotal | $200,000 $400,000
Revyse Solid Waste $5,000- Franchise
Member 6 Ordinances $10.000 N/A Fee,
Agencies (MA) Could be done as part of #2 ’ : General
' ‘ each MA
above. i Fund
Revise Franchise $25.000- Franchise
7 Agreement Language. $75.000 N/A Fee,
Could be done as part of #2 ’ General
each MA
above. Fund
Adopt, Enforce, and , Franchise
Homogenize the $5,000 each
. $5,000- . Fee,
Construction and MA or :
8 " . $10,000 General
Demolition Ordinance. $60,000 for
Could be done as part of #2 each MA region Fund,
© done as par 9 AB 939 Fee
above.
Adopt and Enforce Multi- Eranchise
Family Dwelling and $5,000 each '
. ) $5,000- Fee,
Business Recycling MA or
9 . - $10,000 General
. Ordinance. $60,000 for
Could be done as part of #2 each MA region Fund, .
P " : 9 AB 939 Fee
above.
Encourage Consumption $5,000 each Franchise
. $5,000- Fee,
10 and Disposal Changes. $10.000 MA or General
Public education. Could be ’ $60,000 for
done as part of #2 above each MA region Fund,
, part ol ' , 9 AB 939 Fee
: . $45,000- | $15,000 each
Phase | Member Agencies Subtotal | $115,000 | MA-$180,000
' each MA for region




Estimated Estimated Potential
Responsible One-Time Ongoing Funding
Party Recommendation Cost Cost Source
. $50,000+
JPA 14 | Promote Countywide Sale | ¢ 0 e | §30,000+ | AB 939 Fee
' and/or Disposal Bans .
education
_ Phase Il JPA Subtotal | $50,000+ $30,000+
Haulers (via 12 Implement Wet/Dry : r?:::wlzst 2%-10% rate Customer
Collection Routes Igevision increase Rates
Offer. Residential U.nllmlted Franchise 1%-3% rate Customer
13 Services of Recycling and Agreement increase 'Rates
) Green Waste Containers Revision ]
14 Add Materials Collected to : r?:::::it 1%-3% rate Customer
- | the Recycling Stream Igevision increase Rates
Add Food Waste Diversion Franchise
'1 5 to Collection Services Adreement 1%-5% rate Customer
(Residential and ‘lgevision increase Rates
Commercial)
16 Implement Food Waste : r:::::i 2%-10% rate Customer
Digestion Igevision increase Rates
$5,000 each
17 Promote Backyard gfoogg(_) MA or Customer
Composting eacr’m MA $60,000 for Rates
region
$5,000- $56,000 each
Phase Il Hauler Subtotal | $10,000 MA or
oach MA $60,000 for
region
. . $5,000-
Require Deconstruction/ ’ $5,000 each .
Member Salvage/ Resale of $10,000 MA or C&D deposit
; 18 - each MA : system or
Agencies Construction and . $60,000 for .
", . for public . fee
Demolition Materials . region
education
$5,000- $5,000 each
Phase Il Member Agencies Subtotal $10,000 MA or
‘ cach MA $60,000 for
region
$910,000- | $730,000+ for
$1,870,000 the region
Totah) =~ torthe | and 7%-31%
region rate increase

Page ES -9
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Table . ES-4 identifies the estimated

Projected Zero Waste Results

- diversion each  for each
Implementing the recommendations recommendation. ~ Programs where
could achieve a reduction of over diversion is dependent on or support
180,000 tons of disposal and waste recommendations are identified wnthln
generation.  This would equate to the table.

approximately 94 percent diversion.

ResponS|bIe ’ ' Estimated Diversion
Party ’ Recommendation Tons

Increase JPA Program Assistance with other
JPA 1 ‘County Departments (e.g., used oil programs, Supports #4-18

' sharps and pharmaceuticals) ‘
Increase JPA's Staff and Role in Assisting :
2 Administration of Member Agency and Supports #4- 18

Countywide Programs

3 ' | Increase Board of Directors Meeting Frequency Supports #4- 18
‘Help Facilities with Siting and Permitting: v }

4 a) Solid Waste and , - Supports #18

b) Non-Solid Waste

Support Extended Producer Responsnblllty (EPR)
5 and Waste Reduction Policies at State and Supports #10 & 11
Natlonal Level

Membgr 6 | Revise Solid Waste Ordinances Supports #7 ,9, & 18
Agencies
. . ‘ Supports #8, 9, 12, 13,
7 Revise Franchise Agreement Language 14, 15 &16
8 Adopt, Enforce, and Homogenize the Construction 22,900 and supports
and Demolition Ordinance #18
9 Adopt and Enforce Multi-Family Dwelling and 29,700

Business Recycling Ordinance
Encourage Consumption and Disposal Changes

2,300

JPA ] 11 Promote CountyW|de Sale and/or Dlsposal Bans ' h ,100

zaeﬁir(wa 12 Implement.Wet/Dry Cc‘)llecti.on Routes 102,000
. (Commercial and Multi-family)
Agenci
13 Offer Residential Unlimited Services of Recycling 7300
and Green Waste Containers ’ :
14 Add Materials Collected to the Recycling Stream ' 2,300
15 Add Food Waste Diversion to Collection Servnces 4,500 and supports #12
(Residential and Commercial) &16
16 Implement Food Waste Digestion N/A

Page ES - 10
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Responsible

=

Party ‘ Recommendation

Estimated Diversion
Tons

17 | Promote Backyard Composting

4,500 as part of food
waste diversion (#15)

Member Require Deconstruction/ Salvage/ Resale of
Agencies Construction and Demolition Materials

11,500 and supports #8

Report Organization

Page ES - 11

Section I: Provides an introduction to

the study.

Section [I: Identifies the-goals of the
study. _

Section - lll:  ldentifies the
methodology used in evaluating the
JPA - and developing

recommendations.

Section |V: ldentifies data sources
used to develop the
recommendations.

Section V: ldentifies challenges to
achieving Zero Waste.

Section VI: Provides analysis of
existing programs and opportunities.

Section Vii: Identifies
recommendations for the JPA,
Member Agencies and haulers (via
Member Agencies) to undertake.

Section VIl: Identifies funding
methods available to execute the
recommendations.

Total

183,600
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| IntroduCtion

The Marin Hazardous and Solid Waste
Management Joint Powers Authority
(JPA) is comprised of 12 Member
Agencies: Belvedere, Corte Madera,
Fairfax, Larkspur, Mill Valley, Novato,
Ross, San Anselmo, San Rafael,

Sausalito, Tiburon and unincorporated
~ Marin County. Through the JPA, the
communities have been implementing
programs to comply with the Integrated
Waste Management Act's (AB 939)
requirements of diverting 50 percent of
generated waste’'. The most recent
calculated diversion rate by the
California Integrated Waste
Management Board (CIWMB) was for
2006 and the JPA had a diversion rate
of 72 percent. [t is the JPA’s objective
"'to increase the diversion rate to 80
percent by 2012 and Zero Waste by
2025. -

Due to the increased diversion goals
and a need to address the waste stream
and make Marin County (County) more
environmentally sustainable, this report
analyzes the JPA’s current policies and
programs regarding non-hazardous and
hazardous waste (includes Universal
Waste (U-Waste))

' Household hazardous waste is not

considered in determining diversion rates,
because it is not legal to dispose of the
materials in landfills. However, reduction of
HHW is consistent with a Zero Waste Goal.

The Zero Waste goal can be described
as a community’s environmental impact
minimized by adopting policies and
programs that promote waste prevention,
product redesign to reduce toxics and
consumption, and local material reuse and
recycling.

In order for Zero Waste to be attained, it is
necessary for the JPA, Member Agencies,
and haulers to implement programs and
policies that are consistent countywide.

Structure of
Recommendations

To achieve Zero Waste requires a
combination of short-term and long-term
programs .and policies that address
eliminating the creation of waste (up-
stream) and the disposal and diversion
of waste (down-stream).

The tandem of up-stream and down-
stream will reduce the waste generated
over the long-term when combined with
sustained and  consistent  public
education messages. Although up-
stream policies and programs will have

" impact on disposal over the long-term,

actions must begin now to create the
desired consumer behavior changes.

The down-stream waste management
programs are focused on short and
long-term programs and policies that
divert material for higher and best use.
Maximizing diversion can occur through
existing and new programs to recover
material for resale, compost and energy
generation.

In consideration for the impacts of the
short-term and long-term impacts of
programs and policies, the
recommendations presented in this
Feasibility Study are organized into two
phases: Phase | and Phase li. Phase |
recommendation are intended to create
a regional (countywide) foundation for
recommended programs and policies to
work. Phase Il recommendations are
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those. that are to be implemented at a
countywide and Member Agency level.

Regardless of the recommendation,

public education is a fundamental .

component of enabling the
recommendations to achieve consistent
and desired diversion outcomes.

Il. Goals

The JPA has established the goals of
achieving 80 percent diversion and Zero
Waste in the next five to 17 years. To
determine how Marin County can attain
these goais, the JPA engaged the R3
Consulting Group (R3) Team (includes
California Waste Associates;
Environmental Planning Consultants;

and Heidi =~ Sanborn, Product

Stewardship Consultant) to evaluate
current solid waste and household
hazardous waste programs, suggest
improvements or new programs, and

solicit feedback from stakeholders. This

report provides a summary of our
findings and presents an analysis of
potential diversion rates if suggested
program changes were implemented.
The analysis also includes a review of.
current public education material and
waste-related ordinances.

1. I\/Iethod.ology

As part of the analysis, the JPA's

current diversion and disposal practices
and household hazardous waste

management was evaluated, with a

focus on the sectors that generated the
material (e.g., single family and multi-
family residential, commercial,

" construction and demolition, self-haul

and “other/unknown”). These
categories are used as a foundation to
consider improvements to current
programs and policies. Data was

“provided by the franchised " haulers,
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facility operators, CIWMB, JPA staff and
County staff.

In addition, R3 created a model that
evaluated what changes to the current
waste management program could be
undertaken to increase the JPA’s

- diversion rate. The model can be

adjusted to reflect anticipated
participation and diversion. The
diversion rate was calculated with the
assumption that the increase in
diversion resulted in an identical
reduction in disposal.

As .a .way to also increase the JPA's
environmental sustainability, the hauler
franchise agreements and policies
developed by the JPA and Member
Agencies were reviewed. Stakeholder -
meetings/workshops were conducted
with the JPA staff, JPA Board of
Directors, JPA Executive Committee,
Local Task Force, County of Marin
Board of Supervisors, franchised
haulers, and general public.

V. Da‘ta Sources

This study provides a “big picture” view
of how diversion rates can be changed
by improving existing programs or
implementing new programs.
Information presented in this Feasibility
Study is from data provided by JPA
staff, Member Agency staff, facility
operators, franchise agreements and
franchised haulers. All * franchise
agreement, public education and rates
were requested, but not all data was

‘able to be obtained. Below are data

sources used to conduct analysis.

# Relevant franchise  agreement
information from 26  franchise
service areas.

¢ Available tonnage information from
the JPA. However, data did not
distinguish the tonnage of material
collected and recycled from. Single




Family Dwellings (SFD), Multi-
Family Dwellings - (MFD),
Commercial, and Construction and
Demolition (C&D); this information is

" valuable for tracking programs and
targeting education efforts.
Therefore, analysis in this Feasibility
Study is provided only for SFD and
commercial sectors.

® Waste characterization data used
was based off of a study of the Marin
Sanitary Service (MSS) Transfer

- Station conducted in 2007 for
residential and " light commercial
loads. The study did not include the
Novato waste stream.

® Disposal tonnage as reported by the
Disposal Reporting System (DRS).

e Household data from the U.S.
Census.

® Reports provided by franchised
haulers.

¢ Residential food waste diversion
program .information was obtained
from the Alameda County Waste
Management Authority.

In addition, attempts were made to
obtain additional program diversion
information from the CIWMB, but no
information was provided. ‘

This study does not reflect the political
viability of making the suggested
program changes. '

V. Challenges to
Achieving Zero Waste

The Member Agencies and Special
Districts (e.g., Sanitary Districts) in the
JPA have a wide variety of programs
that are intended to promote waste
" reduction, the recycling of products, and
result in reducing the amount of material
disposed. As a result, the JPA has
consistently been  recognized for
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exceeding the state’s 50 percent

diversion requirement and business
waste reduction efforts.

Although the JPA has a strong record of
high diversion rates, in 2007 the
reported disposal was 229,271 tons (70
percent reported diversion). This
compares to  approximately 250,000
tons of disposal as reported in 1995 (32
percent reported _ diversion).
Accordingly, over the past 14 years,
while reported diversion has increased
dramatically, actual disposal has
remained relatively flat. This is due to
consumption rates not changing.
Additional policies and programs will
need to be developed and implemented
to meet the JPA’'s Zero Waste Goals.

In order to meet the Zero Waste Goals,
several major challenges must be
addressed  that affect  program
development and  implementation.
These are as follows:

e The JPA has a minimal role in solid
waste program implementation at

the Member Agency level and does

not have any direct authority or
resources to implement new
programs and effectively increase
diversion and prevent waste
generation. '

@ Fach Member Agency administers it
own franchise agreement, and the
agreements are not diversion-based
or wasle reduction-based
agreements.

& Member Agencies operating
individually may not have adequate
resources to develop, implement
and enforce the necessary program
to support the Zero Waste Goals.

@2 There is insufficient capacity for
facilities located within the County to
process the amount of organic waste
materials to meet the Zero Waste
Goals:
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e There is one C&D processing facility

located within the County (Marin -

Resource Recovery Center-MRRC)
that may have adequate capacity to

process all C&D materials. However, -

this facility is privately owned and
operated and not all Member
Agencies and Special Districts direct
their C&D materials to the MRRC.
For areas not serviced by MSS,

- directing C&D materials this facility
(or any specific facility) should be
accompanied with some form of
public oversight (rate review) of the
tipping fees charged fo process C&D
materials.

The recommendations based on the
analysis in Section VI are specifically
designed to mitigate the impediments
listed above.

VI. Analysis

The JPA, its Member Agencies, and
Special Districts have a wide array of .
programs that help reduce the amount
of materials disposed and properly
manage household hazardous waste
materials. This section discusses
accomplishments of Marin County,
current  programs and  provides
recommendations that will help the JPA
become a Zero Waste community.

Marin County Leadership in
Waste Reduction and

- Recycling

The JPA has Cconsistently: been
recognized for exceeding the state’s 50
percent diversion requirement and
business waste reduction efforts.’

CIWMB Award-Winning Waste
Reduction Practices

In 2001, JPA won a CIWMB Trash-
Cutters Award for its collaborative effort
between Member Agencies and
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businesses to promote and support
diversion programs and activities. In.
addition, the County of Marin created a
market incentive for recycled products
by instituting a 15 percent price
preference for purchases.

Along with the JPA's aclivities,

‘businesses have- been regularly

recognized over the years for their
contribution to reducing the waste
stream - and being environmentally
responsible. The CIWMB has awarded
the Waste Reduction Awards Program
(WRAP) Award to 213 businesses in
Marin County since 1993 and seven
businesses have been awarded the
WRAP Winner of the Year since this
honor was initiated in 1996.

Marin County Sustainability Team

The Community Development Agency
(Agency) has a Sustainability Team that
has the following countywide programs:
C&D ordinance, green- building, climate
protection, waste tire collection (in
partnership with the JPA), energy
conservation, and promoting green
living. In addition to these programs,
the Agency has a reuse grant to
encourage deconstruction contractors to
provide services in Marin and to site a
reuse facility. for construction and
demolition materials. The grants may
not be offered depending on economic
conditions.

Its website is a resource for people to

learn how to take action to reduce their = -

ecological footprint. . On the main
website page of the Sustainability Team,
there is no link to the JPA or information

related to waste reduction beyond

commercial businesses. There is an
opportunity to expand the website’s
content o increase its relevance to
individual consumers. and JPA efforts
and resources such as the California
Product Stewardship Council.




Within the website is an interactive tool

that assesses the progress in making
"~ Marin County more sustainable in
relation to the following categories:
economy; agricultural systems; health,
arts and culture, education and
preparation, infrastructure; planning,
energy and buildings; and natural and
biological systems._

One key element buried within the
infrastructure category is solid waste
reduction and recycling. The application
as currently designed does not highlight
waste reduction as a crucial issue and
also does not reflect current disposal
data or JPA Zero Waste goals.
Measuring waste reduction. is essential
to reaching the Zero Waste goals and
identifying the disposal in per capita
terms  will allow residents and
businesses to assess the role each
individual has in the system. '

Green Business Program

Administered by the Marin County
Community Development Department,
the Green Business program is a part of
the Bay Area Green Business Program
which is designed to encourage
voluntary participation of businesses to
reduce their environmental impacts and
be recognized as an -official “green
business”. The program recognizes
businesses that are in compliance with
environmental laws and conserve
energy, water, and other resources, and
implement . sound environmental
practices that prevent pollution and
waste generation.

To. become a “green business” the
company submits ~ an  application
identifying the conservation and
sustainable actions they have
implemented. The County then verifies
the information. Assistance to achieve
threshold standards is also available
through the Agency. As part of the
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program, businesses receive the -

following:

® Recognition certificate;

Green Business window decal;
Promotional items for customers;
Camefa ready art work; and

Ongoing promotions through local
advertising and public events.

The types of businesses in Marin
County that are certified as being
“green” range from auto-related services
to professional services such as dentists
and photography. The program is
available for any business or public
agency. As noted on their website, the
County has over 300 certified green
businesses which include local solid
waste and recycling haulers, Marin
Sanitary Service, and Tamalpais
Community Service District. Marin
Sanitary Service reports that they have
assisted over 100 businesses qualify for
the program through their waste
management services.

Green Building Program

The County, through the Agency, is
promoting the “green” design of
buildings to reduce energy and water

use. It is through this program’s-

website. that the Construction and
Demolition ordinance for- the
unincorporated County areas and Single
Dwelling Energy Efficiency ordinance
are accessible.

Another countywide effort that involves
all cities and the County is the Green
Building, Energy Retrofit and Solar

~ Transformation (Green BERST). This .

multi-agency collaboration is under way

to work on green building ordinances,

and some aspects of a construction and
demolition ordinance.

Resources currenily available also
include the Residential Green Building

85



86

Guidelines and Rating System that
identifies the criteria to become certified
as green building. The Agency website
also details the benefits of undergoing
green building, which beside the

environmental benefits, also allows the -

contractor/homeowner the opportunity
for County assistance throughout the
process, and receive - fast-track
permitting and a waiver for the energy
review fee. Residents can also contact
the Agency for rebates, tax credits, and

financing opportunities for the

replacement of wood-burning stoves

~and installation of solar panels.

"JPA Role

The purpose of the Marin Hazardous
and Solid Waste JPA is to provide
household hazardous waste collection,
recycling and disposal - information,
ensure Marin's compliance with State
recycling mandates, and provide
education for - the citizens and
businesses of Marin. The JPA has an
annual budget of approximately $2
million (includes HHW facility staffing)
and three ' full-time equivalent staff
members. Any additional programs
requires a formal action by Member
Agency governing boards to
determine if they want to participate
in and fund programs to be
developed by the JPA. :

The JPA is administrated by the Marin
County Department of Public Works/
Waste Management. The role of the

JPA is determined by the policies that -

are adopted by the JPA Board and the
JPA Executive Committee. Based on
the JPA agreement, and the policies
and direction from the Board and
Executive Committee, the JPA has the
following responsibilities:

# Collecting disposal and diversion
tonnage information from the solid
waste service providers;
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@ Monitoring and reporting to the
CIWMB the County’s disposal.
tonnage, diversion rate and
providing- an update on the 39
adopted Source Reduction and

Recycling and - Household
Hazardous Waste programs;

® Collecting tipping fees (AB 939 fees)
from material disposed at Redwood
Landfil and Recycling Center
(Redwood Landfill) or processed
through the Marin Sanitary Service
Transfer Station; '

@ Conducting public’ outreach for
_ countywide programs:

» - Websites:
www.MarinRecycles.org and
www.MarinMax.org

> Stop Junk mail kits

. » Tire Amnesty events
(administered by the Department
of Public Works)

»  Marin County Public Works‘
Builders Guide

»  Christmas tree recycling
»  HHW education
»  Phone book recycling guide -

» West Marin consulting and
outreach (administered by the
Department of Public Works)

@ Tracking Iegislatioh~ and-
recommending position statements
to the Board of Directors;

# Applying for grants (availability will
depend on economic conditions);

¢ Administering grants (e.g., CIWMB
HHW grant for increasing store take-
back of materials);

# Developing model ordinances for
Member Agencies to adopt and
enforce (e.g., construction and
demolition ordinance); and

# Collecting batteries from County
offices.




In addition to these activities, the JPA

also has partnerships with the Bay Area
Recycling Outreach Coalition (BayROC)
and has passed a resolution supporting
the California Product Stewardship
Council (CPSC).

The JPA mostly interacts with the solid
waste service providers in gathering
tonnage information from the haulers.
However, the JPA does not receive data
from all haulers on HHW materials that
may also be picked through curbside
operations like those provided by Mill
Valley Refuse. Other solid waste
related activities that the JPA does not
manage for the Member Agencies are
the following:

& Used oil block grant collection
(program is managed by the Marin
County Stormwater Pollution
Prevention program (MCSTOPPY)),
and the Novato Sanitary District;

# Marin County Solid and Hazardous
Waste Permanent Facility (program
is managed by the City of San
Rafael and is funded by JPA fees);

e Household Hazardous Waste
collection at the Novato Household
Hazardous Waste Permanent
‘Facility for the Novato Sanitary
District (NSD) (program is operated
by the NSD and funded by AB 939
fees);

@ Pharmaceutical  and sharps

- collection (program is managed by
the County Environmental Health
Department and is partially funded
by the NSD and others); and

¢ Battery collection (program is
managed by the San Rafael Fire
Departments and in Novato by the
NSD).

Because a variety of entities manage
these programs, the JPA may or may
not be receiving information on
collection or be aware of opportunities to
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help improve or expand programs. For
the permanent facility, sharps, and
battery collection, the JPA does fund the
program and has eventual oversight of
the programs.

Tonnage Reports to the JPA

The JPA does not receive reports from
all haulers that identify the service
sectors that generated the diversion and
disposal tonnages (e.g., residential,
multi-family, commercial). While the JPA
does receive aggregate tonnage
numbers, having the tonnage identified
by service sector would better enable
the JPA to focus programs and public
education to improve diversion. In
addition, the haulers provide reports to

the JPA in non-standardized format,

which may result in the JPA not
receiving as much information as
necessary to make informed program
decisions.

In addition to the hauler reports,
Redwood Landfill also provides reports
to the JPA which identify the amount of
inerts, construction and demolition
debris, green waste and ADC material is
delivered to the landfill. '

Marin JPA Role Compared to Other
JPAs

The scope of responsibilities the Marin
JPA has is limited in comparison to
other JPAs in California. Two JPAs that
were reviewed were the Alameda
County Waste "Management Authority
(ACWMA), and the South Bay Waste
Management Authority (SBWMA). This
section highlights the main elements of
the JPAs’ operation. Additional
information on JPAs in the state is
presented in Appendix A.

Population Served
2 ACWMA: 1.5 million
+ SBWMA: 449,628
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e JPA: 259,000

Budget

e ACWMA: $18.5 million
e SBWMA: $39.9 million

~ & JPA: $2 million

Member Agencies

® ACWMA: 14 cvities, County of
Alameda and two sanitary districts

® SBWMA: 11 cities, County of Mateo

and a sanitary district

* RWMA: four cities and Yuba and
Sutter Counties

e JPA: 11 cities and Marin County
Dedicated Administrative Staff

s ACWMA: 26

* SBWMA: 6

@ JPA: 3 full-time equivalents
Funding Sources

o ACWMA: facility fee, Measure D
landfill  surcharge, and Import
Mitigation Fee. ’

® SBWMA: Shoreway Recycling and
Disposal Facility tip fee, Shoreway

commodity sales, and investment

income.

# JPA: disposal fee (in or out of
County)

Responsibilities

#* ACWMA: technical assistance to

public, businesses and local -

government; initiate  programs;
public policy advocate; and reports
to state agencies.

» Programs include: business
outreach, long-range . planning
and  property management;
media and outreach; Member
Agency services; -~ green
building/bay-friendly landscaping
and gardening; school programs;
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organics processing.
development; and administrative
services.

® SBWMA: own and manage the
Shoreway Recycling and Disposal
Facility; support SBWMA programs;
community ‘outreach; education and
focused communication; reports to
state agencies.

#® JPA: supports operation of the Marin
County HHW facility and staffing;
develops public outreach and

* planning documents; and reports to
state agencies.

Member Agency Role

There are 12 Member Agencies in the
JPA and each has a representative on-
the JPA's Board. The Executive
Committee meets quarterly and the
Board meets twice a year. At the Board
meetings, the JPA staff informs the
representatives of the current activities.
Specific Member Agency roles include
the following: '

-® Have a representative on the JPA |

Board of Directors and approves _
contracts;

® Administer  their Franchise
‘Agreements with  solid waste
collection companies and approve
rate adjustments. Note that the City
of Novato’s franchise. agreement is
administered through the NSD;

& Adopt and enforce ordinances (e.g.,
construction and demolition);

# Approve JPA letters of support for
legislation; and

# Implement programs,k unless the
Member Agency seeks the JPA’s
assistance.




JPA Solid Waste and
Recyclables Collection

The JPA Member Agencies and Special
Districts in the County independently
contract their collection and disposal
services for residential, multi-family and
- commercial services. Construction and
demolition materials can be collected
either by the franchised hauler or the
contractor conducting the C&D activity.
Unincorporated areas of the County are
serviced by five franchised haulers and
a municipal hauler. Not all areas of.the
County, such as West Marin, have
mandatory collection which enables
people to choose to take their material
directly to the Marin Sanitary Transfer
Station or Redwood Landfill. The six
haulers operating in Marin County and
the - material they divert are noted in
Tables 1 and 2 below.

Hauler Services

This section provides an overview of the
residential and commercial collection
services provided by each hauler
“including public education and diversion

rate for calendar year 2006 (most recent -

data available from JPA). It also notes
any additional services that the hauler
might consider. It is important. to note
that diversion rates stated in this section
are only for the materials collected by
the haulers.  These diversion - rates
.account for 30 percent of the JPA’s AB
939 reported diversion, which also
includes material from store back-haul
recycling  activities and  self-haul
operations that never enter the
possession of the hauler. JPA haulers
diverted 129,400 tons in 2007, but this is
a fraction of the total waste diverted. In
the 2006, waste generation study
approved by the state, 432,573 tons
were documented as diverted in the
County. This means the haulers are
diverting approximately 30 percent of all
diverted material countywide.
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Overall, each hauler provides “bundled”
rates in which the solid waste container
size determines the rate charged and
recycling and green waste containers
are provided for no exira fee. Having
the rate dependent on solid waste
capacity is intended to be a financial
incentive for customers to minimize

disposal and maximize recycling of post-

consumer materials and green waste.
Most haulers provide co-mingled
recycling services where residents do
not have to sort materials. The
exception to this is Marin Sanitary
Service which has split-carts intended to
keep paper and other materials from
being contaminated.

Each hauler is responsible for promoting
their solid waste and recycling services.
The franchise agreement requirements
vary in specificity between jurisdictions,
but all have a public education
component. Public education pieces
described in this section were provided
as part of this Feasibility Study.

As highlighted in Tables 3-8, all haulers
were achieving at least 30 percent (Mill
Valley Refuse Service in the
unincorporated County) and a maximum
of nearly 65 percent (Marin Sanitary
Service in Ross). Overall, the haulers
diverted approximately 42 percent of the
waste collected through their services.
The JPA’s data, as reported by the

“haulers, does not provide for detailed

analysis of residential and commercial
sector diversion. ‘

The difference in level of public
education and diversion performance is
related to often vague or non-existent
requirements in the franchise
agreements. In some cases, franchise
agreements are automatically renewing
and have not been amended except for
rate  adjustments.  Discussion  of
franchise agreement language is later in
this document.
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Bay Cities Refuse Sausalito, Marin City CSD, and Count,

_ County Larkspur San Anselmo
Marin Sanitary Service Fairfax Ross Valley SD San Rafael
| Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District
Almonte Corte Madera . Strawberiy
Mill Valley Refuse Alto SD - County - Tiburon
Belvedere . Homestead Mill Valley
Novato Disposal** | ~ Novato Sanitary Distﬁct (Novaté and County)

County (West Marin), Bolinas Community Public Utility District,

Redwood Empire Disposal and Stinson Beach County Water District

Tamalpais Community Services Tamalpais Community Services District
District . :

*ltalics note parts of Unincofporated Marin County
**Has same parent company

Bay Cities Refuse v v Y v Paper towels,
waxed or
Marin Sanitary v v v v coated
Service ‘ v . ‘ : paper*,
v v v v ' v plastic’
Mill Valley Refuse bags**,
: . photographs,
Redwood Empire v v v v v Styrofoam,
Disposal ceramics or
Novato Disposal v v v v v mirrors
Tamalpais CSD ' v v v . v

*Includes juice, rice, and soy boxes
**MSS does collect these materials
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Bay Cities Refuse

Services

Bay Cities Refuse provides manual
backyard collection to residents and
recyclables are placed at the curb. The
hauler is willing to add food waste
collection if there is a facility to take.it fo.

Public Education

Bay Cities Refuse provided a recycling
notice provided to new customers and
their recycling newsletter. Both
publications identified the types of
material accepted and not accepted in
the recycling container.

Diversion

[

Sausalito

County

47.88%
30.01%

Marin Sanitary Service

Services

Marin Sanitary -Service offers weekly
~automated and semi-automated cart
collection of solid waste, recyclable and
green waste. The size of solid waste
containers offered range from 20 to 96
gallons, recycling is offered in 32 gallon
carts, and green waste is offered in 64
gallon carts. Where space is a problem,
5 gallon buckets are also provided.

Recycling is placed in dual sort carts
‘serviced by split-body trucks. The dual
sort containers are intended to prevent
paper contamination by having one side
for paper and the other for plastic, glass
and aluminum. Recycling services are
unlimited and green waste is generally
limited to 128 gallons with the exception
of San Anselmo that has unlimited
green waste service. MSS also has a
couple food waste digestion pilot
programs underway that are described

Page 11

later in this study. They are also
exploring the option of taking food waste
to either their composting facility in
Zamora or the residential food waste
facility at Redwood Landfill for
composting once the compost
operations receive proper permits.

Bulky item collection can be provided to
customers for additional cost in Ross
Valley South. However, in Ross Valley
North, single-family and. multi-family
dwelling customers can receive free
semi-annual collection of up to two cubic
yards of solid waste, recyclables, or
green waste on their regularly
scheduled collection day. This
collection is separate from the
Christmas tree.collection that occurs for
two weeks in January.

In addition to these services, MSS has a
Construction and Demolition facility that
accepts dirt, rock, concrete, wood,
cardboard and metal. Inerts are -ground
and diverted. It is estimated that the
facility operates at 40 percent of its
capacity. during a strong economy.
Material is accepted from contractors
and individuals. if the Member

Agencies and Special Districts direct all

materials to MSS, it should only be done
if some type of tipping fee oversight by
the participating agencies.

Public Education

Marin Sanitary Service provided muitiple
newsletters which contain information
on clean-up days, services, holiday
schedules, recycling guides, and
industry news. The company also
provided HHW_ and Conditionally
Exempt Small Quantity Generator
(CESQG) pamphlets, zero waste school
funch materials, a full recycling guide, a
“Did You Know?” sheet, a cotton bag as
an example of plastic bag alternatives,
and informational sheets on plastic bags
and bottled water.
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MSS also produces a “Waste Not’

pamphlet that provides customers with
information on actions that can reduce
waste. Multiple jurisdictions required

~ public education in their respective
franchise agreements.

Beyond published materials, MSS
provides - school outreach to promote
waste reduction. In 2009, MSS was
named the Partner of the Year with the
California Product Stewardship Council.
MSS has linked its website to CPSC
and has handed out CPSC’s consumer
brochure at events.

Additional Notes

MSS is striving to achieve Zero Waste
through  multiple methods, which
includes their partnership that was
established in 2007 with iReuse. The
purpose of the partnership is to reduce
business waste through reuse and
donation. The partnership will enable
the facilitation of donation and sales of
reusable materials and provide chents
with tax-deductible receipts.

Beyond the collection services the
company provides, MSS also promotes
Zero Waste and strives to become a
Zero Waste business. In 2008, MSS

‘underwent a waste characterization

study of its residential and. light
commercial loads to determine what
materials were not being recycled by
customers at the curb. They are using
this data to re-target education efforts.
The latest step undertaken by Marin

Sanitary Service is the development of a -

Zero Waste plan for their facility and
operations, and food digestion pilot
programs.
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D/verSIon

San Rafael 48.70%

Larkspur 49.03%
San Anselmo ) 62.52%
Ross 64.94%
Fairfax 57.77%
Coun 45.96%

Mill Valiey Refuse
Services

‘Mill Valley Refuse provides weekly

single-stream, and = semi-automated
recycling service and bi-weekly
collection of green waste cans. All of
the areas it services have mandatory
collection. In addition, residents have

" the option of scheduling curbside

collection of used motor oil and filters.
Waste material is under contract to be
delivered to  Redwood  Landfill.
Recyclable materials are transported to
the City of Santa Rosa and are
processed there. Any household
hazardous waste collected is taken to
the Marin County Household Hazardous
Waste Permanent Facility.

Free services offered to customers
include quarterly free pick-up of up to 3
cubic vyards = of garden cuttings,
trimmings, or debris. They also provide
free collection of “reasonable amounts”™
(from franchise agreement) from public
areas owned by the County.

Depending on whether construction and
demolition materials are required to be

recycled by jurisdiction ordinance, the

material is either disposed or taken to a
recycling facility. The recycling facilities

. that are used are in the City of Santa

Rosa or the Marin Sanitary Servxces
facility.




Public Education

Mill Valley Refuse provided a copy of
their most recent let's Talk Trash
newsletter, which advertised Holiday
tree and material recycling options. A
Mixed Recycling Guide for new blue
carts being delivered to residents was
also provided. Of the jurisdictions Mill
Valley Refuse services, Almonte
required the most for public education.

Diversion

Mill Valley 35.62%
Belvedere 34.99%
Corte Madera _ 37.31%
Tiburon 38.17%
Alto 33.79%
County 35.63%
Homestead ‘ 34.44%
‘Strawberry 41.65%
~_Almonte ' 33.81%
. Subtotal County 36.68%

Novato Disposal

Services

Novato Disposal provides automated
weekly collection of solid waste,
recyclables and green waste. Solid
waste and green waste are collected
using split-body ftrucks. Solid waste

containers offered range in size from 20

to 95 gallons. Commingled recyclables
and green waste containers are offered
in 68 and 95 gallon capacity and
residential customers can receive exira
carts at no additional cost.

Another free service residents receive is
excess waste clean up during two
predetermined weeks a year. The
service is limited to a 14 bags, boxes, or
cans of material per household; E-
Waste is not collected as part of the
_event. Multi-family complexes receive

bins for accumulation of material.
Household Hazardous Waste and E-
Waste disposal is handled at the Novato
Recycling Center, which also collects
TVs and CRTs. Novato Sanitary and
Novato Disposal also operate 2 E-
Waste events a year, 4 days each,
where any Novato residents an bring
any electronics for recycling.

For schools and commercial accounts,
customer service representatives
perform site walk-throughs to assess the
waste stream and help divert material
from disposal.

Public Education

As part of the franchise agreement with
Novato  Sanitary District, Novato
Disposal advertises cleanup events, the
Christmas tree program, recycling and
HHW programs, and also requires a
Novato Solid Waste Management Work
Plan and a bi-annual newsletter. In
addition, to the efforts of Novato
Disposal, the Novato Sanitary District
produces a comprehensive recycling
guide that identifies reuse and recycling
locations by material type and hauler
service information. Novato Disposal
also distributes backyard composters to
Novato residents at a reduced cost.

Diversion

Novato ' 40.15%

Redwood Empire Disposal

Services _

Redwood Empire Disposal provides
semi-automated cans for solid waste
and automated carts for commingled
recyclables (includes rigid plastics) and
green waste. Solid waste and
recyclables collection is weekly with
green waste service occurring bi-
weekly. ' Customers - are  allowed
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unlimited recycling and up to 10
containers for green waste. Residential
customers also receive two free pick-
ups of bulky waste on pre-determined
weekends.  All collections are by
appointment and can be up to three
cubic yards in volume. Disposed items

are taken to Redwood Landfill,

recyclables are taken to Petaluma and
green waste is taken to Redwood
Landfill or Bolinas.

Public Education

Redwood Empire Disposal produces a
newsletter advertising curbside cleanup

of bulky items, Household Hazardous:

Waste disposal options, and reminding
customers of acceptable recycling
materials. In addition, a separate
recycling guide brochure is distributed.
Redwood Empire Disposal also provides
businesses with a Recycling Packet to

‘provide resources and tips for

businesses to start a recycling program.
As part of the Packet, businesses are
encouraged to sign a “Go Green” pledge
that identifies at least three actions they
will take. The signed pledge is mailed to
Redwood Empire Disposal.

Diversion

et

County 36.85%

Tamalpais Community Services District

Services

Tamalpais Community Service District
(CSD) provides weekly cart collection of
solid waste, recyclables and green
waste. The CSD also provides residents

with backyard composting workshops

and worms for compost bins. The CSD

also offers free curbside pick-up -of E-

Waste and participates in community
events such as Debris Day, Green
Waste Day and shredding and
pharmaceutical drop-offs.” Residents
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can also pick-up free compost and wood

chips at the CSD yard and drop-off

batteries and fluorescent tubes.
Public Education

Public "education provided for the CSD
consisted of a four-fold Service Guide
for garbage, recycling and yard waste -
pickup that described the acceptable
materials per cart, what materials are
considered toxic, and other customer
service information. They also distribute
PG&E Climate ~Change materials,
newsletters promoting services.

Diversion

ounty - . 46.91%

Waste Di'sposal

In 2007, the JPA disposed 229,271 tons
which was an increase of over 40,000

tons from the previous year’. The chart
below shows the trend in disposal over
13 years. This chart illustrates that
although the JPA has been able to-
document diversion levels that exceed
70 percent since 2000, the disposal
tonnage has remained relatively
constant. This means that people over
the past 14 years have been generating
more waste. T

The County has the highest generation
(disposal + diversion) and diversion rate
in the state because residents and
businesses consume a lot of products
and sends the material for recycling or
disposal. Because the generation is
based on weight, construction materials

2 As economic conditions declined, so has
disposal tonnage. In 2008, JPA disposal
decreased to 211,000 tons. It is anticipated
that disposal will increase as the economy
rebounds (e.g., construction/remodeling
activities, individual consumption).




could be dominating the waste stream
(disposal, diversion or both sides of the
" waste stream). The high diversion rate
is due to the recycling and reuse
programs undertaken in the County and
abilty of the JPA to provide
documentation to the state that proves
an array of diversion activities and their
associated tons. However, the high
diversion rate does not change the need

to focus on the disposal stream (in the

short-term) to achieve Zero Waste.

The average disposal since 1995 was
197,450 tons and the five-year average
since 2000 is slightly lower at 183,410.
Of note, is that the disposal tonnage has
been increasing since 2005, but the
economic downturn may influence
disposal patterns. Figure 1 illustrates
the MSS waste characterization
findings® of the type of material disposed
and Figure 2 depicts the disposal
trends. Paper mostly comes from multi-
family units and small businesses.

" Mixed C&D &

For the JPA to reach the Zero Waste
goals by 2013 and 2025, the focus must

be on reducing the materials disposed. .

This is especially true with the changes
to AB 939 reporting as a result of SB
1016.

Figure 1
Materials Disposed

ics__ Gk
e ganes G HHWand E-Waste

1%
Metal
4%

Inerts
8%

Paper
23%

8%

Yard
8%

Cther Organics
10%

Plastic
10%

Figure 2
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Disposal Tonnage: 1995-2007

1995 1996 1997 1998 1998 2000

Average disposal:
197,450
5-Year Average:
183,410

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

® The study did not include the Novato waste
stream. :
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SB 1016

SB 1016 measures compliance with AB
939 by the per capita disposal rate (50
percent of generation is the goal). For

2007, the JPA had a disposal target of -

7.6 pounds per person per day and the
actual disposal was below this threshold
at 4.9 pounds. This is equivalent to 68
percent diversion. While the JPA has
grown accustom to having diversion
rates in the 70 percentile, the change in
diversion measurement - to disposal
eliminates the addition of biomass

diversion as “extra credit” on top of

normal diversion activities. Therefore,
the disposal target calculated is" an
average of 2003-2006 documented
diversion and disposal. This does not
mean that biomass does not count as
diversion; its absence from disposal
tonnage is by default measured as
diversion just like every  other activity

" (e.g., curbside recyclables). In addition,
~ the 2007 diversion rate is lower than

previous years because of the increase
in disposal tonnage.

The CIWMB stated that rather than

basing compliance on AB 939 on the
target per capita disposal, diversion
programs are going to become more of
a focus. Consequently, effort must be
placed on reducing the amount of

disposed materials to continue to meet - =

the state’s diversion standards and also
enable the JPA to achieve its Zero

Waste goals. Only by developing or

strengthening  programs to  divert
disposed materials through source
reduction, recycling, and composting
programs will the JPA be able to
achieve Zero Waste.

The JPA has embraced anb aggreséive
goal for achieving Zero Waste based on:

# Realizing 80 percent diversion of
waste from disposal by 2012; and

# Achieving Zero Waste by 2025.
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In achieving these goals, there may still
be residual waste after diversion
processing. -

Materials Disposed

The  August 2008  “Audit of
Residential/Light Commercial Disposed
Waste” report prepared for Marin
Sanitary Service by CalRecovery, Inc.
was reviewed and analyzed. The study
described a  quantitative  waste
characterization of waste disposed at
the MSS Transfer Station in San Rafael.

" The residential and light commercial

waste sampled and sorted was
delivered to the transfer station by MSS
in its rear loader collection fleet.

The results of the waste characterization
study are presented in Table 9. The
percentage allocation of the. material
categories and types in the
residential/light commercial waste sector .
were assumeéd to apply to the entire

waste stream. This table identifies that

- - there are many common material types

that can have diversion programs
enhanced or 'initiated to significantly
reduce the disposal stream. '

*Wood, textiles, etc.
**Rocks, dirt, etc.

By S A
Paper 23% 53,833
_Food 23% 52,382
Plastic 10% 24,014
Other Organic* 10% 21,943
Yard/ Landscape 8% 18,286
Metal 8% 17,883
Other Inorganic** 8% 17,883
Glass 4% 9,327
E-Waste 4%: 8,185
HHW and
Special Waste ‘ 2% 4,335
Total 100.00% | 229,271




Franchised and municipal haulers
serving the Member Agencies disposed
of 175,227 tons which is equivalent to
76 percent of the 2007 tonnage. This
means that 24 percent of the waste is

being disposed through self-haul -

operations (e.g., individuals,
construction/roofing  companies) or
debris box companies (haulers not
identified in this report).

Although the percentage allocations

presented in the table are based on .

overall disposal, it is important to note
that at least 6,500 tons of C&D material
was also disposed (based on 2006
data). This is equivalent to nearly three
percent of the 2007 disposed material,
but likely higher due to the limited
“recycling facilities in the region, - the
varying existence of construction and
demolition ordinances in the County,
and subsequent enforcement. Because
these materials are collected in roll-off
containers, their composition was not
analyzed through the CalRecovery
study.

Solid Waste Facilities

The County has limited facility options
for local diversion and disposal of
materials. Tables 10 and 11 identify the
- current facilities used and their location.
Marin Sanitary Service notes that their

facilities are at 40 percent of capacity. -

With the downturn in the economy,
capacity has increased, but it is
uncertain what the capacity will be and if
additional facilities are warranted once
the economy rebounds. In addition, if
the: Member Agencies or franchise
agencies require that the franchised

hauler use a specific facility, there

should be some form of tip fee rate
oversight by a public agency.

There were 12 landfills - that reported
receiving JPA waste in 2007, but over

98 percent of the disposal occurred at

three sites: Redwood Sanitary Landfill
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(59.3%), Keller Canyon Landfill (24.7%),
and Potrero Hills Landfill (14.2%).

Facility County Location -
. Altamont Alameda
Vasco Road Alameda
Keller Canyon Contra Costa
Bakersfield* Kern '
Azusa Land Los Angeles
Reclamation Co. '
Redwood Marin
Foothilt* San Joaquin
Forward Manteca
Ox Mountain San Mateo
Guadalupe® Santa Clara
B-J Drop Box Solano
Potrero Hills Solano

*Received 5 tons or less

As shown in Table 11, there are few
local facilities that can handle diversion
of food waste and Construction &
Demolition materials. While green
waste also appears to have facility
options available, a significant portion of

. the material is being used as erosion

control at Redwood Landfill that could
be composted if facilities existed in the
region. The option of local facilities may
not be a limiting factor, but the facilities
available for consolidating the material
and transporting it is another aspect that
must be addressed.

Currently, Marin Sanitary Service
Transfer Station is the only transfer
station in the County that has the facility
and potential to accept material from the
region to transport it to
recycling/diversion facilities. The

‘feasibility for expanding the role of the

Transfer Station to accept the regions
materials and potential siting of new
facilities for both transfer and processing
are discussed later in this report. The
ability to increase diversion by. material
type and facility needs will also be

discussed. Because Re_dwood Landfill
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receives the majority of the JPA’s waste,
a description of its operations is below.

This vehicle count does not include

~ potential construction and demolition
material traffic. Redwood Landfill also

Material Facility Name City Location | Permit (TPD)
Curbside Recyclables | Smurfit Stone Oakland N/A :
Strategic Material San Leandro N/A
Timber Cove Santa Rosa N/A
Recycling ’
Marin Recycling San Rafael N/A
Center
Green Waste Redwood LF Novato 170
(Compost) Bolinas Stinson Bolinas | NA
- Resource Recovery )
West Contra Costa Richmond 200
SLF Compost
Facility
Northern Recycling | Zamora N/A
Compost ' :
Food Waste Central Marin San Rafael N/A
Sanitary Agency* '
C&D : Marin Resource Marin - 1750
Recovery*™
Redwood LF Novato 400
*Partnered with MSS. Currently is a pilot program that is expected to be fully operational
in-2010. :

. **8Sorts loads.

Redwo_od Landfill and Recycling Center

Redwood Landfill and Recycling Center
is located near Novato, CA. It is the
only disposal facility in Marin County
and is the main recipient of green waste
for diversion. The facility accepts
material from self-haul and commercial
haulers. For 2009, it estimated that it
receives 15-30 trucks per day of
residential and commercial franchise
hauler loads from West Marin, Mill
Valley, and Novato. The direct-haul
from the franchised haulers is a result of
contracts that range between one and
five year terms. With its permit
approved in December 2008, the facility
can now handle 415-615 personal
vehicles delivering material per day.

has been diverting green waste, wood,

“metal, biosolids and inerts. Alternative

Daily Cover predominantly consists of
wood waste.

Composting  (Green  Waste  and
Biosolids)

The site has a composting area with
space for a grinder and turning
windrows. The composting operation is
limited to a maximum of 170 tons per
day. Of that amount, biosolids can be a
maximum of 80 tons and with the new
permit, a - maximum of 30 tons of food
waste can be mixed in. Food waste is
considered part of this tonnage if it -
contains meat scraps. Otherwise,
unlimited vegetative food waste can be




mixed into green waste. The amount of
food waste that can be included in the
compost restricted in order to minimize
to air emissions.

Green waste material that is not used .

for composting is used as erosion
control on the slopes of the landfill.

Inerts

Inerts that go to the facility are used as
ADC or road base. Waste
Management, Inc. (WMI) is in the
planning stages to construct and
operate a C&D facility to process and
sell material. WMI intends to operate
this facility on a regional basis (for
material coming from inside and outside
of Marin County), but as' it is owned by
Waste Management, Inc., it may take its
own material first.

There is also the concept of a “reuse
center” that would be a buyback center
for construction material.  Permitting
" issues would need to be overcome

- before retail operations could begin.

-Regardless, salvaging material is
intended to be part of the C&D facility
operations.

Food Waste Digestion

Redwood Landfill reported that they are
planning a digestion pilot project in
2010. Approximately 100 tons per day
would be -processed consisting of
residential and commercial food waste,
woody waste and soiled cardboard. The
project is expected to generate five to
six megawatts. This is enough energy
to power approximately two percent of
Marin County households.

Household Hazardous
Waste Collection

The County has several ways of
properly disposing of hazardous waste.
There is the permanent collection facility

‘located in San Rafael that collects all

HHW material from residents and small
businesses. The facility also hosts
three, one-day events ‘in Bolinas,
Woodacre, and Point Reyes which are
funded through the JPA. Other
collection points in the County include
the permanent collection facility
operated by the Novato Sanitary District,
curbside collection of motor oil and
filters through Mill Valley Refuse, and
various local collection points for
batteries and fluorescent light bulbs.

Used Oil Block Grants

Used Oil Block Grants are non-
competitive grants offered by the
California Integrated Waste
Management Board. Funding provided
to a jurisdiction is based on the
population. - Jurisdictions also can apply
for competitive grants if there are
specific projects that needed -funding
such as market studies and expansion
of permanent HHW facilities.

The County of Marin Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Program handles
all aspects of the Used Oil Block Grants
for the County except for the City of
Novato which . appliers for and
administers the grant on their own
through the NSD. For the 14™ Cycle
Used Oil Block Grant (FY 2008/09), the
County (including Novato) received
$81,158 to maintain and increase
collection of used motor ocil and filters.
The grant can be used for a variety of
program-related . expenses including
purchasing equipment for certified
collection centers, recruiting new
centers into the program, stenciling
storm drains, recycling costs for the
used oil and filters, and administration of
the grant.

The County of Marin has 13 certified
collection centers, with six in San
Rafael, four in Novato (plus the Novato
Recycling Center) and one each in
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Greenbrae and Pt. Reyes. = These
centers are concentrated in the two
largest cities in the County and may not
adequately serve the residents at further
points in the County, such as Sausalito
and Mill Valley or other agriculture

_areas. As recorded by the CIWMB,

these centers collected 36,183 gallons
of oil and 4,002 filters in 2007. This was
an increase over the previous year of
13.7 percent for oil and 32.9 percent for
filters. ’ : '

While there has been an increase in
diversion of oil and filters, it is important
to note that the quantity diverted is
dependent on the certified collection
centers  submitting
claims to the CIWMB. By determining
the -actual collection from all certified
centers, the County of Marin and City of
Novato will be able to better assess
where their energy should be focused
and determine if more centers must be
recruited . in underserved areas. In
addition, curbside collection that is
conducted by Mill Valley Refuse goes to
the permanent HHW facility and does
not get recorded separately. This
becomes a record keeping issue and
while reports from MVR could be

'submitted directly to the County, the

main issue is that the County should
have the information available to it to
identify  program progress and
opportunities for improvement.

Beyond the reporting issue, because
used motor oil is a component of the
waste stream and part of some curbside
collection programs, it is important that
the JPA at least be aware of the amount
of oil and filter collection occurring in the
County and may be able to assist the
ESD with recruitment of centers and
outreach.

Universal Waste

In 2001, the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) formally
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reimbursement

adopted -the regulatory . exemptions
which  allowed  households  and
conditionally exempt small quantity
generators (i.e. many small businesses)
to temporarily dispose of certain U-

‘Wastes in municipal landfills until

February 9, 2006.

The intent behind the exemption was to
allow time for the collection and
recycling infrastructure and recycling

“ capacity to develop without placing an

undue burden on the hazardous waste
management system. DTSC
determined that the infrastructure was
not being developed and on January 10,
2006, DTSC released an official notice
stating that this landfill ban exemption
would not be extended beyond February
8, 2006. The intent of this action was to
force a public discussion about how to
collect and manage universal wastes.

. Sharps

In 2006, SB 1305 (Figueroa), Statutes of
2006, Chapter 64 (SB 1305), updated -
the Medical Waste Management Act by
making it against the law for persons to
knowingly place home generated sharps
in the trash as of September 1, 2008.
Sharps include disposable hypodermic
needles, syringes, lancets, and other
medical devices used for self-injection

or blood testing, which may have a

sharp tip or end. It also enumerated the -
following allowable disposal options: -

1. A household hazardous waste
(HHW) facility;

2. A "home-generated sharps
consolidation point" ;

3. A medical ‘waste generator's facility;
“and

4. A facilty through the use of a

medical waste mail-back container
approved by the California
Department of Health Services.




The legislative intent of SB 1305, as
outlined in the “findings” section of the
bill, is as follows:

(a) The development of a safe,
convenient, and cost-effective
infrastructure for the collection of
millions of home-generated sharps,
and the public education programs
to promote safe disposal of these
sharps, will require a cooperative
effort by the State Department of
Health Services, the California
Integrated Waste = Management
Board, local governments, large
employers, dispensing pharmacies,
~as well as health care, solid waste,
pharmaceutical  industries, and
manufacturers of sharps.

- (b) Since mail-back programs -utilizing -

containers that have been approved
by the United States Postal Service

~ offer one of the most convenient
alternatives for the collection and
destruction of home-generated
sharps, local government and
private sector stakeholders are
encouraged to implement maii-back
programs and to promote their use
prior to September 1, 2008.

" (c) Local governments, the California
Integrated Waste  Management
Board, the State Department of
Health Services, solid waste service
providers, and manufacturers and
dispensers of sharps are further
encouraged to include information
on their Web sites, and other public
materials, that identify locations that
accept home-generated sharps and
provide information about available
mail-back programs.

(d) 1t is the intent of the Legislature that
the California Integrated Waste
Management Board and the State
Department of Health Services, to
the extent resources are available,
continue to monitor the state's
progress in developing the
infrastructure for the collection of
home-generated sharps and inform
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the appropriate policy committees of
any need for subsequent legislation
to achieve the purposes of this act.

It is important to note that SB 1305
does not mandate that local
government fund or manage a sharps
collection program, but instead
Section 1 (a) of the bill states clearly
that development of the- sharps
collection infrastructure will require “a
cooperative effort” by the state, local
governments, pharmacies,
manufacturers, and others to
accomplish the goal. It then goes on to
state in Section 1 (d) that it is the intent
of the Legislature to have the state
agencies continue to monitor progress
on the development of infrastructure to
collect sharps and of any need for
subsequent legislation to achieve the
purposes of SB 1305. In short, local
governments cannot be held solely
responsible for funding and operating
sharps management programs. All
stakeholders must work together to
develop the required infrastructure.

"Rechargeable Batteries

Rechargeable batteries have been
addressed by legislation in California by
AB 1125, which became effective July 1,
2006. The bill requires a person who
makes a retail sale of a rechargeable
battery to a consumer in the state,
except for supermarkets, to take back

rechargeable  batteries  from  the

consumers.

Existing Local Take-
Back Disposal
Options

When sharps or U-Waste are improperly
disposed of, they pose serious health
risks to generators, garbage haulers,
landfill personnel, and the public, and
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create a threat to the environment.
Injuries or ilinesses can result from
handling these wastes. Furthermore,
these wastes can enter and pollute the
creeks, rivers, and water supplies.

Universal Wastes are accepted at the

Marin County Solid and Hazardous

Waste Permanent Facility and the
Novato Recycling Center. In addition,
sharps and pharmaceutical take-back
programs are prominent in the County
and are described below. The collection
programs target human uses of the
materials, but veterinarian offices may
be an opportunity to expand programs
because pets are a growing
demographic receiving medication.

Sharps

As mentioned earlier, the County
Department of Environmental Health
manages the outreach in the County for
the collection of home-generated
sharps. This program is the result of the
public/private partnership started in
1994 with the San Rafael Fire

Department and the Marin Recycling

Center.

Through its efforts, 27 facilities collect
sharps. Tables 12 and 13 give a
breakdown of the collection locations
and identify the amount of sharps that
have been collected. The numbers do
not include any sharps that may have
been generated  through regular
business operations (e.g., hospitals) or
disposed through mail-back programs.

Greenbrae 1
Larkspur | 2
Marin 1
Mill Valley 4
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Novato 6
Pt. Reyes 1
San Anselmo- 3
San Rafael 9

FY 05-06 8,330
FY06-07 . |. 7642
FY 07-08 6,745

Tables 12 and 13 show that there is an
established network of facilities and
businesses that residents have access
to. Due to the recent nature of sharps
being banned from disposal, it is unique
that the County has been tracking the
collection for so long and has such a
large partnership with businesses  as
compared to other Counties. However,
there has been a steady decrease in the
amount of sharps delivered to these

. locations for disposal and efforts should

be made to reverse the trend.

‘Pharmaceutical Waste

Collection

Pharmaceutical materials in the waste
stream are an area of growing concern
and the County already has a network of
13 businesses that accept the material

* FY 05-06 and FY 06-07 does not include
the Novato permanent HHW facility
collection.




back from the public. Like the sharps
collection, the. participating businesses
are pharmacies and hospitals. Tables
14 and 15 identify the concentration of
collection points and the amount of
material residents disposed - through

them from FY 05-06 to FY 07-08.

Larkspur
Mill Valley

Novato

San Anselmo

HRITWIWIN|—~

San Rafael

FY 05-06 633
" FY 06-07 1,186
FY 07-08 1,462

Pharmaceutical waste collection has
disposal locations throughout the
County. The spread out locations of the
collection sites provide opportunity for
residents to safely dispose of their
unused medication. Because it is
difficult to quantify the amount of
material that is generated, there is no
way to determine what percent the
County’s efforts are collecting.

Oppbrtunities for
Increasing Diversion

Of the materials currently disposéd, the

franchised haulers already have
curbside programs in place for the
collection of the paper, yard waste and
glass. Based on feedback from the
haulers, the residential green waste set-
out rate is 70-80 percent and the
residential recycling set-out rate is over
90 percent®. This section identifies
opportunities for increased diversion.

Paper

In addition to green waste, paper is
another significant commodity that is not
being collected. Because the set-out
rate for recycling at residences are over
90 percent, the greatest increase in

diversion will be achieved by focusing
" on the commercial sector.

Figure 3
identifies the main business types
located in the County. There are a
couple methods/programs that can be
implemented to increase the diversion of
this and other materials generated by
the commercial sector. -

Figure 3
Top 5 Commercial Business Types
by Waste Disposed

Retail Trade-
Restaurants
16%

All Others

4% TN\

Retail Trade-Other

1%

Senvices-Medical / Senvces-Business
Health Senvces

8% ‘1 0%

> The MSS rate is 90-95% as per a JPA
commissioned study by California Waste
Associates. .
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Wet and Dry Collection

One way of increasing diversion is to
have the franchised haulers develop a

~wet and dry material collection route.

This means that the routes are designed
to pick up mostly dry loads (e.g., paper,
glass) in one truck to avoid
contamination that could occur if a
restaurant’s material was also placed in

the same truck. Conversely, the-

businesses that generate wet loads
(e.g., food, grass) would have their

‘contents emptied into the same truck.

This collection process and its benefits
are described later in this Feasibility
Study. '

Commercial Recycling
Ordinance '

Another way of increasing diversion
could be having each jurisdiction in the
County adopt a mandatory commercial
recycling ordinance. This ordinance
could also work in tandem with a wet/dry
collection method. The. details of the
ordinance and its diversion benefits are
described below. " Regardless,
mandatory commercial recycling
ordinance will need to be adopted in
year 2012 as part of compliance with AB
32. The CIWMB is currently developing
the regutations. .

-Construction and Demolition
~ Ordinance

. The JPA has 12 jurisdictions (including

the County) that it recommends adopt
construction and demolition (C&D)
debris "recycling programs. A 2004

‘waste characterization study by the

CIWMB identified that C&D materials
account for nearly 22 percent of the
waste stream. Many of these materials
can be salvaged or recycled. The C&D
waste stream represents a potential

long-term diversion opportunity for the -

County. The JPA has developed a
model ordinance as a guide for Marin
County jurisdictions to follow to help
reach this goal. The status of the 12
jurisdictions adopting the ordinance is
~ as follows:

® Five have adopted a C&D ordinance
" (the County, Mill Valley, Novato,
Sausalito, and Tiburon);

® Five have no provisions for C&D
recycling currently  (Belvedere,
Bolinas, Fairfax, Ross, San Rafael).

® One is planning to adopt an
ordinance in the near future (San
Anselmo); and

# One requires “Build it Green”
standards for permitted construction
projects (Larkspur). Novato enforces
“Build it Green” requirements as well
in addition to their C&D ordinance.

The JPA recommends a goal of 50 .
percent diversion which has been
universally adopted by jurisdictions with.
a C&D ordinance, as well as Larkspur
where the “Build it Green” program
requires 50 percent recycling as well.

Waste Management Feasibility Stu_dies '

Of the five jurisdictions requiring C&D
ordinances, all of them require some
kind of Waste Management Feasibility
Study (WMFS) to assist in documenting
and verifying 50 - percent diversion.
Construction or demolition may not
commence until the plan is accepted.
The JPA model ordinance also calls for
a WMFS but also suggests a deposit
system based on project size be
implemented. However, none of the
WMFS compliance . enforcement
measures of the five jurisdictions follow
this suggestion. Ther WMFS plans are
meant to estimate waste generation and
formulate a plan for recycling 50 percent
of the materials. Upon completion of the
project, receipts demonstrating the




- destination of the C&D loads are
required by the jurisdiction.

Project Thresholds

The JPA model recommends that the
project threshold for projects covered by
the ordinance be 1,000 square feet. The
Cities of Mill Valley and Sausalito's
thresholds include all projects with the
exemption of re-roofing, window
replacement and drywall projects.
However, Mill Valley uses its discretion
which tends to include projects about
500+ square feet. Novato has the
threshold at all projects over 500 square
feet and the County areas include all
projects without exception. The Town of
Tiburon does not have a threshold but
uses its discretion during permitting for
which projects must comply.

Enforcement

The JPA model suggests a security

deposit of three percent of project value

be submitted by contractors. for each
project. The deposit is to be returned
based on compliance. The model also
suggests possible additional - fines for
non-compliance. None of - the
jurisdictions use a deposit system.

Enforcement for all Member Agencies,
except Tiburon, lies in the right to
withhold occupancy permits pending
adequate recycling; Tiburon has a $500
fine for non-compliance. The other four
jurisdictions may also assess fines in
addition to withholding permits. Fines
range from $500 to $2,500. The City of
Mill Valley has expressed that the threat
alone of withholding a certificate of
occupancy has caused there to be no
instances of non-compliance. All the
other jurisdictions with ordinances also
expressed that they have had no issues

with non-compliance up to this point;

however, the County expressed that
some contractors would lose receipts in
which case the County would require a
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document with an explanation of
destinations for loads. '

Use of Fines

None of the five jurisdictions mandate
how to use funds collected from fines for
non-compliance. The JPA - model
suggests that they be used solely for
recycling purposes.

Limited Facility Options

A construction and demolition program
is dependent on the facility quality that
C&D materials are delivered to. No
matter how closely contractors follow
recycling plans, it is ultimately the
facilities that determine how much
material is diverted. Redwood Landfill
and Marin Resource Recovery Center
are the two main facilities contractors
are reported to be using. MSS states
that they have capacity to handle the
County’s C&D waste stream. If the
Member Agencies or franchise agencies
require the material to be taken to a
specific facility, there should be some
form of tip fee oversight by a public
agency. A

Jurisdictions also depend almost entirely
upon the accuracy of weight receipts
distributed by facilities that contractors
attach to waste management reports as
proof of diversion. Mill Valley, Sausalito,
Tiburon and the County all cited the
ability to verify the accuracy of receipts
and assess compliance as the biggest
challenge facing the success of the C&D
recycling program. Since jurisdictional
staff are going to be reviewing weight
receipts to verify compliance regularly
for C&D recycling programs, it is critical
that staff be familiar with facilities or at
the very least the facilities’ reporting.
There is also little a jurisdiction can do
to verify that the attached weight
receipts actually correspond fo the
project under consideration. The Marin
County Department of Public Works'
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report in June of 2007 stated that gate
receipts are not proof of recycling, -but
that city staff must be trained to
‘recognize proper proof.

An agreement with facilites to
standardize clear and  concise
distinctions on weight receipts would be
beneficial, MSS reports that they are
already doing this. Distinctions could
include origin of C&D waste and
potentially a note acknowledging the
material has been accepted as C&D and
will be recycled accordingly. The City of

‘Novato could offer leadership in this

respect, as they were the only
jurisdiction to report being satisfied with
their ability to verify receipts. Novato

‘reported that Redwood Landfill will

guarantee materials are recycled for an
additional charge. This guarantee is
then communicated through a special
stamp on the receipt that Novato staff
can easily identify. For loads delivered
elsewhere, staff accepts that loads that
are delivered to MRFs are diverted.

“Suggestions

For the full benefits of C&D debris
recycling efforts to be realized, universal
adoption of ordinances is essential. Six
jurisdictions with no provisions for C&D
recycling is a missed opportunity, for
example, San Rafael (comprising about
23 percent of the County’s total
population) is included among those
lacking an ordinance.

Thresholds for projects covered by the

ordinance requirements are important to

align with the goals of C&D recycling. -

For example, the Town of Tiburon

defines the threshold as projects, “likely-

to generate substantial construction or
demolition debris”. This threshold
creates  opportunity  for  projects
potentially choosing not to adhere to the
ordinance despite the amount of
generated debris. Alternatively, a

defined threshold that is low such as

500+ square feet creates the potential
for minor increases in diversion for high
administrative costs. A high volume of
projects being covered by the ordinance
is less effective in achieving diversion
goals than focused attention on high
generation projects. For example, the
City of Mill Valley exempts re-roofing
projects from the requirements of the'
ordinance. Similarly, the City of San’
José ftransitioned from requiring re-
roofing projects to comply to instead
exempt- them. This is due to the
administrative burden it places on a
jurisdiction’s staff because of the large
number of re-roofing projects that occur
and the limited amount of C&D debris
they generate. Other jurisdictions have
found that the administrative burden of
handling re-roofing projects is not worth
the resources for the limited increase in
C&D material diversion.

Along those same lines, non-compliance
enforcement should better align with the
actual goals of the - ordinance. For
example, in the City of Sausalito an
administrative fine of $500 is assessed
for non-compliance. For smaller
demolition projects, a $500 fine might be
a disincentive to recycle. debris if the
cost to recycle is more. The larger
projects should actually be the focus of
the C&D ordinance since they represent
the largest tonnage generations and
reasonable efforts should be made to:
provide compelling incentives for
contractors to recycle as much material
as possible. A retroactive fine of $500
may, in some cases, not be enough
incentive. The City of Mil Valley,
however, has no financial incentive of
enforcement, but rather solely depends
on the threat of withholding certificates
of occupancy and final approval. Per Mill
Valley staff, the threat alone has been
enough of an incentive as they have
never had to exercise punishment for
non-compliance.




Deconstruction/Salvage of
-Buildings

In addition to the C&D Ordinance, the
County Community Development
Agency is promoting the deconstruction
and salvage of materials prior to
demolition tear-out of buildings. The
Agency has a reuse grant to encourage
deconstruction contractors to provide
services in Marin County and to site a
reuse facility for construction and
demolition materials. Through the grant,
Marin Sonoma Deconstruction and
Demolition Services, Inc., a local
deconstruction/salvage company, has
begun operating.

Marin-Sonoma Deconstruction and
Demolition Services, Inc.

This company contacts homeowners
that have pulled a permit to inform them
of the option to donate to charity their
soon-to-be” demolished or removed
fixtures. The company partners with the

Reuse People and Reuse Network,

amongst others, to take salvaged items
for the purpose of reuse and resale.

The scope of deconstruction and
salvage in the County can increase as
ordinances are established that require
a walk-through prior to demolition or
other requirements to maximize
recovery and reuse of materials and
appliances. The County of Marin and
the City of Mill Valley are both currently
exploring such an ordinance.

Food Waste

Food waste is a significant portion of the
waste stream that is generated by
residential ‘and commercial units, but
does not currently have a .large-scale
method of recycling to eliminate it from
the disposal stream. While the
generation of these materials may be
more concentrated with the residential
sector, restaurants contribute up to 15.9
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percent of the business waste stream
(based on CIWMB 1990 generation
tonnages). This does not account for
other businesses that may have
cafeterias in their facilities.
Consequently, by implementing a food
waste program, the amount of material
disposed can be significantly reduced.

Although the concept of adding food
waste recycling in the County is ideal,
there are limitations with facilities can
accept it. In addition, if food waste
collection is to be added as a residential
recycling service, the material will most
likely be mixed with green waste which

will require weekly collection. |If a

resident does not have green waste
service, they will need it to participate in
the program. In addition, franchised
haulers will need to develop public
education .materials, and distribute
kitchen pails to inform and encourage
residents to participate. Based on
findings by the Alameda County Waste
Management Authority, a new food
waste program can divert approximately
8 pounds. per household per week and
for a mature program up to 10 pounds
per household per week.

While establishing the collection of food |

waste is one element, there also must
be a facility that the material can be
taken to. In the County, the only place
that is currently handling some food
waste is Marin Sanitary Service and it's
a pilot program. The other possibility is
Redwood Landfill's compost facility now
that their permit has been approved.
However, due to the air emission
concerns, the landfill is limited to
receiving a maximum of 30 tons per day
of food waste. Whether the food can be
mixed with the green waste or must be
separate, remains to be determined.
Currently, lawsuits are preventing the
composting operation from beginning.

- When the necessary permits are in

place, which is anticipated to be in 2010,
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MSS will begin co-collecting residential,
kitchen food waste in the curbside green
waste can for composting.

Additionally, a feasibility study has been
completed, sponsored by PG&E, CMSA,
the City of San Rafael, the City of
Larkspur and MSS. It will allow for the
development of a commercial food
waste-to-energy, public/private
partnership and eventual composting.
This partnership will likely begin in mid-

2010 from the restaurants and other

points of food waste currently collected
by MSS.

Other facilities that may be able to-

accept the mixed food waste and green
waste material are presented in Table
16. The facilities are listed in order of
least distance from the City of San

" Rafael.

A future potential facilty = for

consideration is Zamora. The facility is -
partly owned by Marin Sanitary Service
and they are interested in having the
facility permit changed to accept food

waste. If this change occurs, the Couniy
will have another potential site to deliver
the food waste to be composted.

Facilities accept food waste were
researched to determine if there are any
limitations to the type of food waste
accepted and if the food waste can be
combined with green waste upon
delivery to the facility. Al of- the.
composting facilities that accepted the
material stated that there is a problem
with receiving glass and plastic in the
deliveries. . If food waste were to be
added to the City’s collection services,
public education will be a crucial
element to minimize “contamination”.

Digestion of the material for energy and
compost production is another option
that is discussed later in this report. An
alternative method of diverting food
waste is also being pioneered by Waste
to Water, LLC using a vessel that can
digest 1,000 pounds of food waste per
day ‘with water as the discharge.

Jepson Prairie Vacawlle 57.6 Accepts all food Yes
Composting* (Solano) waste
Grover Modesto 80 Accepts all food Yes
Landscape (Stanislaus) waste
Services, Inc. ** :
South Valley (Santa Clara) 100 Accepts all food Yes
Organic waste
Composting
Facility .
Z-Best Products | Gilroy (Santa 100 Accepts alifood - | No

: Clara) waste:
Kochergen Avenal (Kings) | 214 Accepts all food Yes
Farms waste
Composting

* Currently does San Franc:sco s food waste

**|ivermore is transferring material to the facility usmg Daws Street TS
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Green Waste

The CIWMB is currently considering
several options to encourage more
composting and discourage green
material use as ADC. Options to change

material use include the following:

® Assessing additional fees to green
~materials being used as ADC at a
-landfill.

e Phasing in of

increased fees

assessed to green materials bein
used as ADC.

e Defining green material ADC usage
as disposal rather than diversion.

e Phasing in a definition of green
material ADC as disposal rather than
diversion.

In any case, the forecast of green
material regulation in the State of
California warrants the case for
jurisdictions to seek alternatives to ADC
usage of green materials and increase
composting. Marin County may face the
need to find a solution for green
materials other than Alternative Daily
Cover at Redwood Landfill in the near
future.

Marin County jurisdictions - already
provide residential curbside collection of
yard waste. Redwood Landfill uses the
material for use as ADC, erosion control
and compost. Novato Disposal notes
that green waste sent to Redwood
Landfill from them is not being used for
ADC. Seventeen composting facilities
have been identified within 100 miles of
the City of San Rafael. Table 17 below
lists these facilities by distance.

Central Compost 4

Sonoma Site/Sonoma Compost | Composting 28.6 300 None
Napa Garbage
Service Mat. Diversion | Transfer/

Napa Facility ' Processing 31.2 360 tons N/A

' Fremont Recycling & | Transfer/

Alameda TS Processing 51.1 2,400 tons N/A
Jepson Prairie ’

Vacaville Composting* Compostirig 57.6 750 300/day
Greenwaste Recovery | Transfer/

Santa Clara Facility Processing 63 934 tons N/A
Grover Landscape

Modesto Services, Inc. Composting 80 2,000 1000

_ Northern Recycling ' ‘
Zamora Compost- Zamora Composting 82.7 N/A N/A
' South Valley Organic :

Gilroy Composting Facility Composting 100 750 70-90/day

Gilroy Z-Best Products Composting 100 - 11,500 300/day
Kochergen Farms ‘

Avenal (Kings) | Composting Composting 214 1,000 500/day
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Other than Redwood Landfill, hauling
distance remains a difficulty as the next
nearest composting facility is 28 miles
away in Sonoma County. Capacity also
poses a concern as many of the

facilities listed are near heavily

populated and high waste generating
areas. '

Since there are no composting facilities

~ within the County, the option exists to

haul green materials to a transfer
station. MSS reports that they are
currently composting all green waste
they collect. Table 18 below lists
transfer - stations accepting green

materials within 100 miles of the City of
San Rafael. ’

1 : e
Transfer / Marin Sanitary
Marin Processing Service TS 2,640 tons 0
Transfer / Berkeley Solid -
Alameda Processing Waste TS - 560 tons 17.8
Transfer / - ‘
Sonoma Processing -Sonoma TS 760 tons 22.8
' Central Disposal
Transfer/ Site/ Sonoma
Sonoma Processing Compost 2,500 tons 28.7
Transfer / o
Napa Processing Devlin Road TS 1,440 tons | 30.9
' - Napa Garbage ‘
o Transfer / Service Mat. _
Napa Processing Diversion Facility 360 tons 31.2
v Transfer / Davis St TS/ '
Alameda Processing Recovery Complex | 9,600 tons 335
Transfer / SF SW Trans &
San Francisco Processing Recycling Center 3,000 tons 33.9
Transfer / | ’
Sonoma Processing West College TS 99 tons ‘37.7
Transfer/ Fremont Recycling
‘Alameda Processing & TS 2,400 tons 51.1
Transfer / .
Sonoma Procéssing Healdsburg TS 720 tons 54.8
Transfer BFl's Recyclery
Santa Clara /Processing (Newby Island) 1,600 tons 56.3
Pacific Union
_ Transfer / College Trans
Napa’ Processing Facility 90 tons 58.1
Transfer / Zanker Road
Santa Clara Processing Landfill 1,300 tons 60.7
‘ Transfer / Greenwaste
Santa Clara Processing Recovery Facility 934 tons 63
Transfer / ,
Santa Clara Processing Mission Trail TS 375 tons 67
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Transfer / Guadalupe San

Santa Clara Processing Landfill 3,650 tons 77.5

San Martin

Transfer / Transfer & :

Santa Clara Processing Recycling 100 tons 90
Transfer / Pacific Coast .

Santa Clara Processing recycling 480 tons 97.7
Transfer /

Sonoma Processing Annapolis TS 99 tons 100

Jurisdictions being served by Bay Cities
Refuse, Inc. could use the Berkeley
Solid Waste Transfer Station and the
remainder might be able to use Marin
Sanitary Service Transfer Station (the
facility has approximately 1,320 tons per
day available for transferring material).

Other Strategies for Increasing
Diversion

-Other jurisdictions across California
have come up with a wide variety of
unique strategies for increasing
diversion of green materials.

Replicating these programs may be
difficult with the limited-to-no facility
siting options in the County due to land
use restrictions (e.g., wetlands).

The City of Modesto operates its own
composting . facility. The benefits of
doing so have been to save on
landfilling costs and to realize the
revenues generated from  selling
composts products produced at the
facility. The compost products are also
used at parks, on median strips and
beautification projects. Modesto diverted
31,000 tons of green waste in 2001.

The City of Burbank has gone another
route by partnering with its hauler and
an orange grove in the nearby area.
Green materials collected from within

~used then to

the city are hauled to the 1,300-acre
orange grove where the materials are
composted and then used on-site as
compost products. Over 19,000 tons of
green material is diverted annually. The
City also hosts 4 to 5 compost
workshops each year which has helped
lead to an annual total of 750 tons of

green waste diverted through backyard -

composting.

The City of Los Angeles operates a
compost facility in a large park where
green material and zoo manure are
composted. Finished compost product is
improve parkland
landscapes or is sold to some private
vendors. Some is donated to nonprofit
organizations and schools for gardening
or community improvement projects.

The facility’s central location allows it to
double as a convenient education center
where citizens may learn how to
compost in their own backyard and buy
the necessary equipment to do so.
Citizens may also buy compost products
for their own landscapes and gardens.
The key benefits have been to help Los
Angeles reach diversion goals and save
over $170,000 annually from collection
and disposal costs.

The benefits from the three models
above of siting a facility are multi-
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faceted. The following are examples of
benefits:

® Extended landfill life expectancy;
» Avoided disposal costs;

® Revenues from sale of compost
products;

s Convenient location allows for publlc
education; and

® Highest and best use of green
materials.

Another method of increasing diversion
is to encourage backyard composting
either through individual household or
community efforts. The County of Marin
has a Master Gardeners program that
can be a resource to educating the
public on best practices. In addition for
people who do not want to compost in
their backyards, or do not have space, a
community garden could be an activity
undertaken where residents can bring
their food scraps, raise crops/vegetation
and potentially receive compost for
home use. Having a local and tangible
method for people to divert resources
and observe the benefits of the
diversion can be positive reinforcement
for sustaining diversion activities.

- Maximizing Diversion

Wet vs. Dry Material Collection Routes

Waste Diversion Projections

Based on waste characterization' data
‘available on the California Integrated

- Waste Management Board’s website,

and shown in Figure 4, the four largest
components of the residential waste

stream disposed  (in 1999) in- Marin

County are food, leaves and grass,
other organics, and other paper. These
four categories total to almost half of the
total residential waste disposed.

Of the non-residential  materials
disposed, the four primary components

Page 32

~are . food, other paper.

‘Other JEEENEE

Corrugated

" cardboard, and leaves and grass (see
Figure 5). These four categories total to
about 40 percent of the total non-
residential waste disposed.

Figure 4
Top Four Residential Materials Disposed

Food
20%

Leaves and Grass

519% 1%

Remainder/Composite
" Organic
10%

Remainder/Composite
Paper
8%

Figure 5
Top Four Commercial Materials Disposed

18%

Remainder/Composite
Paper
11%

Uncoated Corrugated
Cardboard
7%

Leaves and Grass
5%

Some (unknown) amount of the paper
and cardboard are recoverable as fiber
for recycling, but much of it is soiled and
not suitable for recycling. However, all of
the materials previously identified make




materials for

good feedstock
composting.

Residential Collection Services

The dual-stream collection of
recyclables would continue to collect
paper fiber and other recyclables.
Recyclables would include all materials
for which there is. an existing market,
plus a few material types collected to
make recycling easier for the residents.
For example, the plastics industry has
found that when all plastic containers
are collected, more PET and HDPE
containers are recovered than when

only PET and HDPE containers are

collected.

But instead of collecting yard waste and
garbage as the other two components of
the waste stream, haulers would collect
all compostables and rubbish.

Compostables would include all plant

trimmings, food scraps, and food soiled-

paper. Compostables would need to be

collected weekly, but none of the other '

category groupings would need to be
collected weekly; although for
convenience of the residents, it is

- recommended that all four categories

should be collected weekly. .

Collected rubbish would include all
materials not included in the other three
categories (recyclable paper, other
recyclable materials, and compostable
materials). More specifically, rubbish
“would include mixed material products
(such as toys), aseptic packaging, and
film plastics. Rubbish would be
classified as those materials for which
there is no viable market. Ultimately,
these are the materials that will be
addressed by Extended Producer
Responsibility mandates.

These two pairs of materials would each
be collected in a two compartment truck.

The compostables and rubbish in one '
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truck, and the paper fiber and other
recyclables in the other truck.

Changing the categories of materials
collected provides a major opportunity to
increase diversion. With the proposed
four categories, most of the organics
and more of thé recyclable materials will
be recovered than in the current system.
Letting the residents and businesses

know that if they keep the organics .

stream ‘clean’ [no glass and no

- chemicals], it does not have to go to the

landfill, and will not produce methane, a
very potent greenhouse gas. This will
allow them to change the mindset from ‘|
don’t want to bother recycling so | just
throw everything 'm not sure what to do
with in the garbage’ attitude, into ‘the
only stuff that goes in the rubbish bin is
stuff that is not recyclable or
compostable.’

Based'on a similar system implemented
in the Town of Los Altos Hills in October
2008, it is possible to achieve a
diversion rate of over 85 percent of the
franchise collected residential waste
materials with this type of program.

Cdsts of Services

it is clear that there are both added

“costs and savings to reorganizing the

collection system.
Some of the features are:
1. New collection vehicles

To collect the four streams of materials,
two split-bodied trucks would be used;
instead of the three trucks currently
collecting garbage, green waste and
recyclables. This would mean retiring
the single compartment garbage and
green waste. collection vehicles and

buying additional split bodied trucks.

2. Lower collection costs

This could reduce the total number of
trucks on the street by as much as 40
percent, and would also reduce the
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number of drivers needed to collect from
all households.

3. Smaller carbon footprint

Fewer trucks on the street burning less
fuel means that- less air pollution is

. produced. -

4. Organics processing at higher cost
than landfill

The cost of processing mixed organics,
as compared to the costs of processing
clean green plant {trimmings, is
considerably higher (possibly three
times as much). This added cost is
offset by the reduction in tons hauled to
tandfill and the reduced landfill tipping
fees. Since there is no mixed organics
processing facility in the County
currently, one would need to be opened,
or the organic materials would need to
be hauled greater distances.

5. Much smaller carbon footpriht g

Removing all of the organic materials

-from disposal at landfill will greatly

reduce the methane generated at the
Redwood Landfill. Even though there is
a methane recovery system in place at
the landfill, much of the methane is still
released into the atmosphere. The

nitrogen rich food scraps landfilled are a

significant part of ‘the methane
generation problem.

6. Higher diversion rate

Collecting organic wastes separately
from other wastes so that they can be
composted,’ allow the jurisdictions to
reduce the number of tons landfilled,
thus increasing the diversion rate.

Commercial Collection Services

To accomplish a similar recovery rate in
the commercial sector, it will be
necessary to implement or expand
‘selective routing’ services.

Routes will be designed to bring high
percentage materials in for processing.
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. Dry recyclables in a dual stream

collection system (fiber as one
component and metals, glass and
marketable plastics as the other
component) can be collected in a split
body front loader, or on separate routes.

Office buildings and retail stores would
be provided with a bin for paper fiber,
and a small bin for other dry recyclables,
and a bin for organics from breakrooms
and bathrooms.

Organic wastes from restaurants, bars,
florists, .grocery stores, and other food
service accounts (and any accounts
disposing of landscape wastes) will be
collected in a separate route.

Other types of commercial accounts

would receive the appropriate services
to maximize recovery of materials.

Education and Promotion of the New
Four-Sort Program

One important key to the success of
both the residential and commercial
four-stream programs will be to inform
the public of how these new programs
operate, and the results that can be
achieved if individuals participate fully.

A muiti-dimensional promotion and
education program should be used to
reach as much of the community as
possible. Printed materials with lots of
clear graphics are a key to the success
of the new program. It might be
beneficial to provide each house with a
food scrap container so that they can
easily store materials in their kitchen for
deposit into the organics cart, or into
their backyard compost bin. The food -
scrap . containers should be sized to
conveniently fit into a dishwasher; and
have a detachable lid (e.g., ‘4-gallon
juice pitcher). Containers can be
purchased - through grants. The
distribution of containers would be most
efficiently conducted by the haulers.




Commercial Recycling:
Ordinance

Jurisdictions in California are beginning
to focus an the commercial sector to
achieve increased diversion rates and
AB 32 requires the adoption mandatory
recycling  ordinance. = While  the
regulations are being developed, the
Sacramento Regional Solid Waste
Authority’s (SWA) ordinance provides
an example of what the JPA can model.

In 2007, the SWA, which includes the
City of Sacramento and the County of
Sacramento, was the first to implement
a mandatory recycling ordinance that
required any business that generated
- more than four cubic yards of disposal in
a week must recycle. As required by
the ordinance, franchised haulers must
have recycling containers at all of the
businesses they service and each

business must have a recycling plan on

file with their hauler. It is then the
responsibility of the business to ensure
that all recyclable materials are placed
in the proper container. If the ordinance
. is not followed, they can be subject to
fines.

While the SWA established the
ordinance and developed and

distributed public education materials, .

they have contracted with the County of
Sacramento . - "~ Environmental
Management Department (EMD) to
enforce the ordinance. Enforcement is
conducted by visiting the businesses to
determine if a business recycling plan
“has been developed and checking to
ensure that recyclable materials are not
being disposed. It is anticipated that the
EMD will inspect one-third of the
businesses every two years.

After six months of being enforced, the
ordinance had resulted in increasing
business diversion tonnage by 21
percent. As the program continues, the
diversion tonnage is ‘expected to
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increase. The success of the ordinance
in the ‘SWA can be duplicated in the
‘County of Marin if administration
partnerships are developed between the
Member Agencies and the JPA.

Conversion Technologies

Conversion technologies are the
processes that transform municipal solid

'waste into heat, steam, electricity,

natural gas, and liquid fuels. The main
types of conversion include thermal,
digestion and. hydrolysis. Below is a
summary of the technologies.

Pursuing any of these technologies
locally (within the County of Marin) will
require the siting and development of
infrastructure to pre-process material to
recover recyclable materials and
perform the conversion. As noted
previously, lack of siting options in the
County will likely prevent such
infrastructure from being developed.

Thermal

'Under controlled conditions, the thermal

process uses or produces heat to
change the composition of the material
in to a gas form to generate electricity.
Products of the process include
synthesis gas or fuel gads, fuels, vitrified

" residue or char, and recovered metals.

Most " waste-to-energy (WTE)
technologies are this form of conversion.
WTE of municipal solid waste can
produce steam that can be used for
generating electricity.

Plasma Arc -

This technology is an alternative of

thermal conversion technology and uses
combustion temperatures inside a
pressured chamber with little to no
oxygen. This environment enables the
materials to be made into gas, liquid,
and solids. The gas can be used to
make a gas similar to methane, liquids
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“can be cooled into a variety of metals, -

and solids are a waste to be disposed.

Because this conversion process
requires uniform material size, pre-
processing of material is required.

Digestion (Aerobic and Anaerobic)

The digestion process decomposes
organic material using microbes. The
aerobic process generates compost as
the end product and anaerobic digestion
produces biogas (can be captured to
produce electricity) and compost. This
method of conversion is combined with
a presorting of material to eliminate
recyclable materials from the digestion
process.

Biomass

Biomass is energy produced through the
burning of wood chips and other similar
materials. The material must be clean
of other materials before this technology
can be used. A byproduct of the process

.is also fly ash which is commonly used

as a soil amendment. Haulers currently
send some wood material to biomass
facilities located outside of Marin
County. MSS reports that they are

currently using biomass technology- in -

the development. of on-site fuel for
MRRC..

Hydiolysis

Hydrolysis is the chemical reaction

where water reacts with another
substance (usually acid) to form new
substances. The cellulose is removed
from the waste to create sugar which is
then fermented to ethanol or other
acids.

These types of conversion technologies
would be used for material destined for
the landfill after all recyclables and
green waste is removed for higher and
best use. The main benefits of using
such technologies is that the material is
used to generate electricity, possible
greenhouse gas emissions from

disposal are avoided, and the resulting
product is significantly less in weight:
and volume to be disposed or it is
reusable in the form of compost. The
thermal process of gasification, pyrolysis
and plasma arc can divert between 72-
100 percent of the disposal weight. In
contrast, anaerobic digestion can divert
68-85 percent of the material.

As of May 2008, countries that had
employed diversion. technologies for the
waste included Israel and Spain for
Anaerobic  digestion, Japan and
Malaysia for gasification, United
Kingdom for pyrolysis, and Mexico,
Japan, and Canada for plasma arc. The
only technology that has been
undertaken in the United States so far
has been pyrolysis in Romoland, .
California that is permitted for 18,250

tons per year. :

As noted above, demonstration of these

- projects in the United States is lacking

partly due to access to feedstock and
regulatory restrictions.  For example,
thermal technology is not eligible -for
renewable energy credit and there may
be limitations to using the conversion
technologies. :

Marin County Food Waste
Anaerobic Digestion and
Composting Pilot Projects

There are several food digestion
projects that are in the early stages of
development (planning or test pilots),
and intend on being fully operational
within the next five years. The three
projects include a partnership between
MSS and the Central Marin Sanitation
Agency CMSA) for commercial food
waste, MSS and Redwood Landfill for .
residential’ food waste, and Pacific
Biomass for residential and commercial
food waste. The overview of the

_pending facilities and ability to handle




the JPA's waste stream is discussed
below. :

Marin Sanitary Service

Anaerobic digestion is currently being
performed at Waste Water Treatment
Plants (WWTP), but the addition of food
waste to the feedstock enhances the
amount of biogas produced therefore

increasing electricity generation. In

October 2008, Marin Sanitary Service
initiated a bio-cell/bio-filter program for
commercial food waste composting. In
December 2008, Marin Sanitary Service
began a commercial food waste-to-
energy feasibility study. It is anticipated
that the food waste digestion will be fully
implemented in early 2010. The pilot
program is discussed below.

Based on the waste composition survey
conducted by CalRecovery in 2008, it is
estimated that the MSS service area
collects 15 tons per day of commercial
food waste (equivalent to a transfer
trailer). In addition to the anaerobic
‘digestion program, MSS is also
conducting a pilot in-vessel composting
. project where food waste is mixed with
green waste.

For the purpose of the digestion study,
food waste had to be separated into the
appropriate components before the
material could be mixed with the
biosolids at the Central Marin Sanitation
Agency Waste Water Treatment Plant
(WWTP).  As with other diversion
methods, having a facility capable of
handling the material is a limiting factor.
A variety of locations were explored for
the processing including NorCai Jepson
Prairie Facility in Vacaville, CMSA
WWTP, or retrofitting the MSS transfer
station where the truck parking currently
is located.

The benefits of adding food waste to the
digestion process as summarized by the
Methane Capture Feasibility Study
conducted by Kennedy/Jenkins
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Consultants in December 2008, were

the following:

e Extend landfill life by diverting
commercial food waste from
Redwood Landfill; :

@ Reduce truck traffic from solid waste
- transport to Redwood Landfill;

® [ncreased financial benefits and
reduced tip fee;

e Capture the energy content of food

waste for beneficial use;

@ Reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and reduce carbon footprint;

e Provide 230kW of renewable
energy;

e Minimize use of natural gas
purchased by CMSA;

e Produce .minimal residual from
digestion process;

& Conform with the City’s and
County’s green init_iatives; and

e Accommodate the future processing
of other food wastes.

Potential Drawbacks

As mentioned previously, there is a lack -

of infrastructure currently available to
handle the potential 15 tons per day of
commercial food waste from MSS. In
order for the project to be viable,
transportation and processing of the
material must be determined and
executed; the Kennedy/Jenkins
Consultants investigated the options.
However, the facility recommended to
process the food waste is projected to
handle around 40 tons per day. While

this would serve the MSS collection and

potentially the addition of residential
food waste, the other areas of the JPA
would not have the option having the
over 200 tons per day of material use
the food processing facility, potential
transfer station or having the material be
used by CMSA.
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Pacific Biogas Energy, LLC: Digestion

Another biogas digestion project that is

- ‘currently in the planning stages is being

undertaken by Pacific Biogas. The
proposed organics (green waste only)
digester is planned to be sited in Marin

County and will accept residential and .

commercial food waste and yard waste.
The digestion process will also accept
soiled paper products, waxy old
corrugated cardboard, etc., and no
presorting/screening of the material is
needed. It is anticipated that the facility

. will accept material six days a week and

between 15,000-30,000 tons per year.

Once the permitting process is
completed, it will take one year to

develop and build.  The project and
digestion will occur in two phases:
Phase |-aerobic and Phase il-anaerobic.

Phase | is anticipated to begin in 2009 -

and Phase II will begin in the second or
third quarter of 2010. - Once the facility is
operating at capacity, it is anticipated
that up to 1 Mega Watt will be generated
and sold to the Marin Energy Authority;
this equates to powering approximately

-1,000 homes. - Compost that is created

as ‘a byproduct will be sold for
commercial use.

Extended Producer
Responsibility

The intent of EPR is to focus on the
creation of ‘cradle to cradle’ recycling
systems that are designed, financed,
and managed by the producers
themselves. The JPA has been
supportive of California legislation that
promotes more producers responsibility
for the handling and disposal of
products at the end of their useful life.
The JPA also supports the non-profit
California Product Stewardship Council.
This section identifies current options for
products. ‘ s

Rechargeable batteries

Options for collection and proper
disposal of rechargeable batteries exist.
A stewardship program was founded by
the - rechargeable battery industry in
1994 called the Rechargeable Battery
Recycling Corporation (RBRC). RBRC
is a national non-profit, public service
organization comprised of
environmentally-aware rechargeable
battery manufacturers, retailers,
businesses, communities and public
agencies that are committed to the
responsible recycling of rechargeable
batteries and cell phones in the United
States and Canada.

RBRC's easy and free recycling -
program, Call2Recycle™, collects and
recycles cell .phones- and Nickel
Cadmium (Ni-Cd), Nickel Metal Hydride
(Ni-MH), Lithium lon (Li-ion), and Smail
Sealed Lead (Pb)* rechargeable
batteries — the types of batteries that
power a variety of popular cordless
products, such as power tools, cellular
and cordless phones, laptop computers,
camcorders, two-way radios, and digital -
cameras. While there are options for
rechargeable batteries, they collect
about 10 percent of total batteries
generated by the public, the rest being
alkaline batteries, which have . no
stewardship program. However, RBRC
submitted a plan to the provincial
government of Ontario in July 2009 to
also accept alkaline batteries and the
plan is to do it in Canada first, and then
the US. :

Mercury Thermostats

Mercury thermostats use mercury
switches to sense and control
temperature, with each thermostat
containing about three grams of
mercury. As such, if they are discarded
as solid waste the mercury can be

~ emitted to the environment. There are

no collection options for thermostats




outside of the public HHW facilities and -
events and the EPR program discussed
below. '

Extended Producer Responsibility —The
Thermostat  Recycling  Corporation
(TRC), funded by Honeywell, GE and
White-Rogers, offers HVAC contractors,
builders and homeowners a safe, easy
way to properly dispose of thermostats.
The program collects used thermostats
free of charge thi'og.lgh participating
wholesalers. Shipping the containers to
TRC is free and they return the
container for unlimited subsequent uses.

Progressive Container Rates

Progressive container rates means that
there is a distinction in the solid waste
collection rates that encourage people
to reduce waste disposal and increase
recycling. All of the franchised haulers
provided their collection rates and noted
that the recycling and green waste
collection services are provided at no
additional cost to customers. Upon
reviewing the service area rates, all
areas have progressive rate structures.

There is no  established or
recommended rate difference between
.container sizes. While the rates seem
like they can be compared to other
service areas in the County, each
service provider offers variations of
services  which  prevents equal
comparison (e.g., curbside oil collection
or not), limitations on recyclables and
green waste collection, transportation
and disposal costs depending on the
end destination of the material, and the
way the - franchise agreement is
structuréd (e.g., rates based on cost or
have cushion to sustain variance in
economic conditions).

Tables 19 and 20 below are
informational -and present the highest
and lowest rates charged by haulers.
Stinson Beach has most of the lowest
rates for flat areas and Mill Valley has
most of the highest rates. For the hill
areas, the Unincorporated Franchise
" Areas 1-6 have the lowest rates for the
smaller capacity containers and
Christmas Tree Hill in Corte Madera has
the highest rates.

20 $10.76/ Novato %%ﬁg’o 'r‘gi(')'r\;f‘;';)y $16.10
.| e | mewem |
45 $28.75/ Fairfax $(‘L3n'i?“ég ?ﬁgr\a/féi%y $14.20
64 $29.44/ Stinson $48.88/ Larkspur $20.29
| e | e |
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20 | $21.48/ ‘
Unincorporated
Franchise Areas 1-6

32 | $25.27/
: Unincorporated
Franchise Areas 1-6

$30.78/ Christmas Tree $9.30
“Hill (Corte Madera) .

$34.74/ Belvedere $9.47

$51.15/ Christmas Tree $18.75

45 - $32.40/ Fairfax
: Hill (Corte Madera)
64 $48.71/ Tiburon $67.78/ Christmas Tree $19.07
Hill (Corte Madera)
96 $70.29/ Tiburon $102.39/ Christmas Tree | $32.10

Hill (Corte Madera) .
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As noted in the tables, there is a large
contrast between rates charged.
Although there may be interest in
making the rates more encouraging of
recycling, each jurisdiction will have to
look at its rate structure to determine if
diversion is maximized. Another
consideration is that if the rate structure
is too distinct between container
capacities, customers may downsize
their containers, but place garbage in
the recycling containers. This problem
was experienced in the City of San
José.

Consumption and Disposal
Changes

Achieving Zero Waste requires that
consumers change their purchasing and
disposal habits in addition to more
diversion programs being implemented.
One method is to encourage people to
use GoodGuide.com to make
purchasing  decisions based on
ecological footprints and promote repair
and reuse options in the County.
Product bans is another method and is
discussed below.

Page 40

Product Sale and Disposal Bans

In late 2008, the JPA began exploring

. product sales bans which include, but

are not limited to, plastic shopping bags
and - Styrofoam containers. These
materials do no biodegrade and-often
end up in the ocean which poses
hazards to aquatic life. -

Unless all the jurisdictions in the County
adopt the ordinance on consistent
terms, bans could result in unintended
economic impacts fo the businesses.
that are required to provide the reusable
or paper bags. If the JPA or its Member
Agencies decide | to postpone
ordinances on banning materials, the
JPA should increase public education
and points of collection and could
promote reusable bags and require
hotels and restaurants 1to use
biodegradable to-go containers.

Plastic Bags

While the JPA is currently investigating
options, the Town of Fairfax had a ballot
initiative Measure “C” on the November
4, 2008 election which bans- plastic
shopping bags from being distributed by




stores. The Town of Fairfax residents
passed the measure which became
effective on May 4, 2009.

The Town of Fairfax's ordinance
requires all retail establishments, except
dry cleaners, to provide bags that are
either cloth reusable bags or paper
bags. |[f a retailer is found to be
distributing a plastic bag, the fines of
$100, $200 and $500 . for subsequent
violations. The ordinance that the Town
has adopted will has a significant scope
of influence because it affects all stores,
and food venues (restaurants, vendors
and retail food outlets). '

Polystyrene (Styrofoam)®

An ordinance banning this material from
being distributed at businesses is also
an option of the JPA and its member
jurisdictions..  Specifically, restaurants
are required to only provide take-out
food in recyclable or biodegradable
containers. As of the end of 2008, eight
cities in the Bay Area have banned
Styrofoam including San Francisco,
Berkeley, Oakland and Emeryville. In
addition, the beginning of 2009 has
seen an increase in attention of banning
this material at the statewide level by
proposals from the California Oceanic
- Protection Council and public support
from the Lt. Governor John Garamendi.
In the past few years, cities throughout
California have begun -collecting
Styrofoam, condensing it and selling it to
recyclers. Multiple cities in California
have collection site and retailers, such
as Best Buy, are also accepting the
material for recycling.

5 BPI certification is need for material to be
recycled.
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VII. Findings and
Recommendations

Key Findings

e JPA Resources. Currently, the JPA
does not have the direction or
staffing needed to effectively work
on a countywide level and achieve
the recommendations. Unless there
is a strengthening of the JPA’s role
to assist Member Agencies in
implementing the recommendations,
it is unlikely that the Zero Waste
Goal will be met, and the status quo
will continue. :

¢ Program Consistency. It will also
be necessary for the JPA, Member
Agencies, and haulers to implement
programs and policies' that are
consistent countywide. The Member
Agencies will need to adopt or revise
ordinances, . and modify their
franchise agreements to establish
the framework and standards for
their waste reduction and diversion
programs to meet the Zero Waste
Goal.

¢ Economies of Scale. Some
programs, such as ordinance
enforcement and public education of
programs, would be more efficiently
and cost-effectively managed at the
JPA  countywide level than

independently by each Member

Agency. In addition, many of the
policy related programs can be
better and cheaper if administered at
a countywide level.

@ Short and Long-Term Programs.
A balance will have to be drawn for
short-term and long-term programs
and policies that address eliminating
the creation of waste (up-stream, but
long-term implementation} and the
disposal and diversion of waste
(down-stream, but short-term
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implementation). Up-stream
programs include public education
efforts that promote reduced
consumption, Extended Producer
Responsibility (EPR) policies that
- promote  product redesign for
hazardous materials, product bans,
etc. Down-stream programs include
increasing - the types of materials
collected by haulers (e.g., food),
revising franchise agreements and
ordinances to reflect industry
standards and establish waste
reduction and’ diversion
requirements, implement food waste
digestion and composting, efc.

@ Diversion Facilities. Approximately
56 percent, or 128,000 tons of food,
'yard, organic waste, inerts, and mixed
C&D, were disposed at landfill.  in

order to meet the Zero Waste Goal,

reduction and processing. of these
targeted materials is critical. However,
currently there is insufficient capacity
for the facilities located within the
County to process these materials
and it may be necessary to transport
these materials to out-of-county
facilities.

@ Public Education. Finally, and
most importantly, for both Phase |
and Phase |l programs to be
successful, public education must be-
strong - and consistent = among
Member  Agencies, and be
continuous.

Recommendations

This section identifies recommendations
for Marin County to achieve 80 percent

diversion by 2012 and Zero Waste by -
- 2025. This equates to diverting over

229,000 tons.

The recommendations were developed
after evaluating the current conditions in

‘the JPA as described and analyzed in

Section VI.

Implementing these recommendations
will maximize diversion of the currently
disposed 229,271 tons of material. The
recommendations presented . below
provides a summary of the
recommendation including, estimated
diversion, steps to achieving the -
recommendation, responsible - parties

~and implementation cost. Appendix B

provides additional detail about the
recommendations relating to the
following: :

# Estimated one-time and 6ngoin
cost; '

®_ Potential funding sources;

& Projected additional JPA and
Member Agency staff needed for
program implementation;

# Advantages and disadvantages of
recommendations; :

e Facility infrastructure availability in
the County; and

@ Timeline for implementation.

The recommendations are divided into
two phases. Phase | recommendations
lay the foundation for Phase Ii. In some-
cases, aspects of Phase Il may already
be occurring in some. capacity (e.g.,
food waste), but larger scale operations
may need developing. Therefore, some
Phase Il recommendations can be
implemented simultaneously with Phase
I if programs are currently underway.

Estimated diversion of the most
disposed materials are the following:

»  Paper: 35,000 tons

v Food: 4,500 tons

» Organics (e.g., green waste,
wood): 6,000 tons

»  C&D: 40,000 tons

While each material individually, may
not seem to reach the Zero Waste
goals, implementation of the
collectively

recommendations  will




reduce disposal by increasing diversion
or preventing waste generation.

Diversion calculations are based on the
assumption that an equal amount of

material is eliminated from the disposal
tonnage resulting in a no net change to
overall generation.

Potential financial impacts are estimated
based on industry knowledge, staff, and
hauler time impacts. Haulers were
contacted to identify potential costs and
Marin Sanitary Service, Mill Valley
Refuse, Redwood Empire
Disposal/Novato Disposal, and
Tamalpais Community Services District
responded; Tamalpais was unable to
estimate any costs.

PHASE |

The purpose of Phase | is to establish
the foundation of roles and
responsibilities to enable countywide
coordination and leadership of programs
that will attain Zero Waste.

To date, the JPA and Member Agencies
have had limited interaction and
coordination when designing and
implementing  programs, = franchise
agreements, and ordinances. This
structure has enabled the JPA to meet
the diversion and reporting requirements
of AB 939, but greater coordination and
potentially  responsibilities  will be
necessary to achieve the Zerg Waste
goals. Without countywide coordination
and leadership, the Zero Waste goals
will be difficult to achieve.

The recommendations for Phase | are
categorized into actions that affect the
JPA and Member- Agencies. -~ Some
recommendations, such as ordinance
enforcement and public education of
programs would be more efficiently
managed at the JPA countywide level
than independently by each Member
Agency.
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JPA

Recommendations for the JPA focus on
shifting the role of the organization to
give it more authority in developing
policies, countywide program
implementation, and provide greater
assistance to Member Agency staff.

1. Increase JPA Program Assistance
with Other County Departments

The County Departments that manage
the used oil block grant, sharps
collection and sustainability teams are
some County programs that operate
separately from the JPA and do not
consistently share information and aid

program  administration. Because

integrated waste management involves

" materials targeted in such programs, it

is important for the JPA to informed of

. collection results and be able to assist in

outreach, etc. as needed to prevent
waste generation and promote proper
disposal of such material.

Estimated Diversion: Supports #4-18

. Steps to Achieve:

& JPA meet with County departments
to determine reporting frequency
(e.g., monthly, quarterly).

2 Determine the detail of information
wanted (e.g., collection amounts,
number of participating locations,
compliance with ordinances (C&D,
etc.)).

& Coordinate with County ways for the

JPA to assist programs (e.g.,
outreach, enforcement).

# Update the County’s Sustainability
Team’s website to more prominently
present solid waste reduction and
management on main page and
interactive application to reflect Zero
Waste goals.

Responsible Parties: JPA (coordinate

with County departments)
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Implementation Cost: $40,000 (1/3 Full
Time Equivalent Employee (FTE)). The
level of assistance will determine if
current JPA staff is sufficient or if
additional staff is needed.

2. Increase JPA Staffing and Their
Role in Assisting Administration .
of Member Agency and
Countywide Programs

The Member Agencies currently do not
have the resources to monitor all
programs and implementation. There is
opportunity for the JPA staff to assist the
Member Agencies in roles as needed
such as compliance with the C&D
ordinance, monitoring hauler contracts,

public education, etc. Having a greater -

assistance role will help insure that the

- programs’ are consistent and potentially

lead to higher diversion and impact on

- waste reduction, and formal action from

the Member Agencies is necessary for
this to occur. '

in addition, The JPA is beginning
outreach for the unincorporated County
while Member Agencies run their own
program. Given the universal nature of
this issue in the County, it is
recommended that the JPA administer
the education and outreach on behalf of
the Member Agencies.

Estimated Divérsion:_ Supporis #4-18

Steps to Achieve: JPA meet with

Member Agencies to determine how

- much assistance they would like the

JPA to provide and get formal approval
from the Member Agencies.

Responsible Parties: JPA and each
Member Agency. :

Implementation Cost: $120,000 (1 FTE).
The level of assistance will determine if
current JPA staff is sufficient or if
additional staff is needed. $200,000 has
already been funded for Phase Il.
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- 3. Increase the Frequency of Board
of Directors Meetings

Increasing the number of meetings held
will enable the Board of Directors and-
Member Agencies to be more involved
in addressing waste issues and provide
the JPA with more constant contact with
the administrators of policies throughout
the County. The increased meetings
would be tied to defining the goals of the
JPA and any associated staff and time
needs. The increased communication
could lead to improved partnership with
Member Agencies and more effective
implementation of programs. The Board
of Directors may wish to consider

-developing a subcommittee to address

the goals of this recommendation.
Estimated Diversion: Supports #4-18

Steps to Achieve: Increase meeting
schedule

Responsible Parties: JPA and Board of
Directors :

Implementation Cost: $0. No change to.
current staff levels.

4. Help Solid Waste and Non-Solid
Waste Facilities with Siting/
Permitting Processes .

The lack of the necessary infrastructure
is the biggest constraint for the County
to achieve high diversion programs that
include green waste, food waste, and
construction and demolition materials.
Facilities. should include retail-focused
businesses that promote reuse that do
not require processing of materials. The
JPA should continue to play an active
role in helping site new facilities that
provide diversion  and  reuse
opportunities to the region.. These
facilities will also help create “green:
jobs” in the County.

Estimated Diversion: 92,000+ tons per
year if facilities become operational in
County and in conjunction with C&D and
salvage ordinances. Also supports #18.




Steps to Achieve:

e Work with the County and City
Planning Departments to -site and
permit the appropriate facilities.

e Work with companies or individuals
that offer services that could benefit
the reduction of the County’s waste
stream.

® Assist companies/  individuals
through the siting and permit
process as possible.

Responsible Parties: JPA

Implementation Cost: $120,000 (1 FTE).
The level of assistance will determine if

current JPA staff is sufficient or if
additional staff is needed.

5. Support Extended Producer
Responsibility (EPR) and Waste
Reduction Policies at State and
National Level

The JPA has been active in issuing
letters of support for legislation that
helps eliminate materials from the waste
stream. The JPA should continue this

activity and also support any national’

legislation that might positively affect the
County’s Zero Waste goals.

In addition, individual Member Agencies
should support these efforts as well
through Extended Producer
Responsibility resolutions and letter
campaigns.

Estimated Diversion: Supports #10 and
11

Steps to Achieve:

@ [ssue letters of support for state or
national legislation that promotes
- waste reduction.

Responsible Parties: JPA, Member
Agencies

Implementation Cost: $120,000 (1 FTE).

Member Agencies

6. Revise Solid Waste Ordinances

The solid waste industry and regulations
have changed considerably since 1990.
However, the ordinances that regulate
the hauler franchise agreements in
some cases have not been updated for
45 years. Extensive revisions will likely
be necessary for the ordinances.

Estimated Diversion: Supports #7, 9,
&18

Steps to Achieve:

o All Member Agencies review their
solid waste ordinance.

& Update ordinancés to reflect current
solid waste practices.

Responsible Parties: Member Agencies

Implementation Cost:  $5,000-$10,000
each Member Agency

7. Revise Franchise Agreement
Language

Franchise Agreements can be designed
to encourage “green” operations and

encourage maximum diversion. Most.

of the franchise agreements are lacking
provisions that address collection hours,
type of fuel vehicles use, explicit
definitions of recyclable materials, etc.
Below is a list of elements that should
be included in franchise agreements to
obtain maximum diversion and minimal
environmental impact. Becoming more
“green” could result in less disposal,
lower customer rates, and more profit
for haulers.

® Specific diversion requirements

» Based on actual tons collected
by hauler.

& Qverall tonnage collected

» By service arealtype (e.g.,
residential, commercial, bulky
item, special event, etc.).
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& &

® Financial incentives for the customer’

v Bundled service rates

~@ Cost for recycling, green waste, food

waste and bulky waste are included
in the basic garbage bill

»  Variable rates

.® Based on the amount of garbage

generated

® Provide unlimited/free recyclables
and green/organic waste collection

* Financial incentives for the hauler

» Rate increases for exceeding
diversion requirements

»  Term extension . for
meeting/exceeding diversion
requirements

v Allow hauler to keep revenue for
recyclable materials sales

»- Set a disposal tonnage cap (limit
the tonnage that can be
landfilled; or charge a penalty if
more that the tonnage limit is
landfilled)

o Liquidated damages for . not
meeting diversion requirements
or other service standards

v Require program expansion for ..

not meeting diversion

requirements
® Air quality

»  Require specific fuel and fuel
- management requirements

& CNG/LNG
Bio-diesel »

Idle shut-off

Idle speed packing '

&

Hybrid electric support trucks

»  Reduce bollection vehicle traffic

&

Frequency of collection

&

Efficient routing
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@ Co-collection (use split-body trucks)
e Wel/dry collection

- Mixed waste collection
»  Include all collection sectors
Single family dwelling residential
Multi-family dwelling residential

Commercial

Construction and demolition (if part
of agreement)

. @ Public facilities (if part of agreement)

»  Collection Days and"Hours

® Residential  versus . commercial
service days and time restrictions

@ Alfernative hours for commercial
properties near residential units .

»  Material definitions

& [dentify specific materials that can
be collected through residential,
multi-family, commercial, bulky item
and special event service

In addition to these provisions, the

~Member Agencies may want to consider

making the rate structure more stable
for both the haulers and customers by
using an indexed calculation to .
determine rate adjustments.

Estimated Diversion: Supports #8, 9, 12,
13, 14, 15, & 16 ‘

Steps to Achieve:

# Meet ~with hauler to determine
options * of revising the current
contract.

@ Possibly issue a Request for
Proposals two years before the
contract expires.

v Identify in the RFP the service
types and requirements desired
by the hauler




». Bids submitted by haulers will

reflect the level of services and

requirements desired.
Responsible Parties: Member Agencies

Implementation Cost: $25,000-$75,000
each Member Agency

8. Adopt, Enforce, and Homogenize
the Construction and Demolition
Ordinance '

The diversion of construction and
demolition materials will not occur
unless all Member Agencies adopt and
enforce. C&D ordinances. While five
jurisdictions  have  adopted the
ordinance, none have maintained the
same provisions as the JPA’s model
C&D ordinance which does not help the
haulers easily comply:

It is recommended that the JPA
administer the program on behalf of the
Member Agencies to  maximize
efficiencies.

Estimated Diversion: 22,9004 tons per
year and supports #18

Steps to Achieve:

® These seven Member Agencies
should adopt the C&D ordinance.

» Belvedere
»  Corte Madera

v Fairfax
» . Larkspur
» Ross

»  San Anselmo
v San Rafael

@ Ordinances should be consistent
throughout  the  County.  The
ordinance should require that no
C&D material is landfilled, except
residue from processing.

% Enforce the ordinance (recommend
the City of Los Angeles system).

e [ower the project threshold to 500
sq. ft.

e JPA should verify compliance
(review paperwork, etc.).

e Consider an ordinance
administration fee that is rebated if
diversion facilites are used (e.g.,
City of Los Angeles system).

e FEducate haulers of C&D recycling
facilities.

Responsible Parties: Member Agencies
for. adoption/modification of ordinance,
enforceiment and educating haulers.
JPA might be able to assist in
determining ordinance compliance. JPA
should work with Member Agencies to
have consistent ordinances.

Implementation Cost: $5,000-$10,000
each Member Agency. Ongoing: $5,000

for each Member Agency or $60,000 for.

the region.

9. Adopt and Enforce Multi-Family
Dwelling and Business Recycling
Ordinance

This ordinance will be required to be
adopted by 2012 as a result of AB 32.
The JPA should consider implementing
a countywide ordinance to require
recycling of all recyclable materials
generated at businesses and multi-
family dwellings similar to Sacramento
County. With residential customers
currently with full diversion options,
Multi-family dwellings and businesses
are the next sectors that can achieve
high diversion.

Estimated Diversion: ~29,700 tons
Steps to Achieve:

e Meet with associations and business

chambers to inform them of changes.

® Meet with Member Agencies to
determine how the ordinance will be
enforced (e.g., local staff, JPA,
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County Environmental Management
Department). :

@ Train enforcement staff,

o Haulers provide account information
for database creation (enforcement
agency will maintain database).

@ Submit reports to JPA .to keep
informed.

Responsible Parﬁes: JPA, Member
Agencies, and haulers. Enforcement
entity to be defermined by the parties.

Implementation Cost: $5,000-$10,000
each Member Agency. Ongoing: $5,000
for each Member Agency or $60,000 for
the region.

10. Encourage Consumption and
Disposal Changes

Promoting reduced consumptlon by

making better choices when shopping is

a necessary element to ultimately
eliminate waste generation.  Efforts
should be made to increase customer
awareness of online and local resources
that encourage material exchange,

repair and reuse. All sectors should be

targeted to maximize awareness of
opportunities. Public education on
better consumption habits is a crucial
element of this recommendation.
Programs such as Alameda County
Waste Management Authority’s
Business Partnership Program should
be considered.

Estimated Diversion: 2,300 tons
Steps to Achieve:

& JPA work with the public and
environmental groups to identify
campaigns.

» Choose a few fopics a year to
promote and educate the public
on (e.g., .reusable bags,
purchase in bulk, encourage
reuse through thrift stores and
garage sales). '
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e Develop education campaigns with
haulers and Member Agencies.

» Advertise  businesses  that
_ encourage reusable bags, mugs,
efc. and identify how it is
encouraged (e.g., discount,
donation to charity). '

»  Promote GoodGuide.com and
MarinMax.org through haulers
and Member Agencies.

v Haulers include information in
their newsletters.

8 Altend community events to promote
the consumption changes and
perhaps distribute reusable items. .

Responsible Parties:

@ JPA to coordinate the identification
of campaign topics with public input.

® Member Agencies to work with
haulers to include information in
outreach materials; and

e All parties to share in promotmg the
campaign to the public.

- Implementation Cost: $5,000-$10,000
- each Member Agency. Ongoing: $5,000

for each Member Agency or $60,000 for
the region. :

PHASE Il
This phase is when programs are
developed and implemented. The

recommendations consist of policies, .
haulers changing/restructuring services,
and enhancing current programs.

JPA

11. Promote Countywide Sale and/or
Disposal Bans

Undertaking: product sale and/or
disposal bans are most effective when
all Member “Agencies simultaneously
adopt them rather than each jurisdiction
implementing different bans.

Estimated Diversion: 1,100 tons




Steps to Achieve:

& JPA use lLocal Task Force,
Executive. Committee and Board of
Directors meetings to determine
what bans are needed.

»  Advertise meetings to public to
solicit feedback

® JPA to develop model ordinance
language.

v Language should be consistent
with previously adopted
ordinances (e.g., Town of Fairfax
plastic bag ban).

e JPA to attend council meetings as
needed to speak on the ban.

* JPA and Member Agencies educate
public and businesses.

e Member Agencies fo enforce the
bans.

Responsible  Parties: JPA, JPA

Executive Committee and Board - of

Directors and Member Agencies.

Implementation Cost: $50,000 for public
education. Ongoing: $30,000.

Haulers (via Member Aqenmes)

12. Implement WetIDry Collection
Routes

A way to potentially increase recovery of
material from commercial businesses is
to re-route trucks to collect similar types
of material (selective routing). For
example, one truck should service
locations that generate mostly paper
goods (dry goods) and other service
businesses that generate mostly food
waste (wet goods). By designing such
routes, contamination of loads is
minimized and more materials can
potentially be diverted.

Estimated Diversion: ~102,000 tons per
year ’

Steps to Achieve:

® Review current routes and mater/al
types generated.

e Restructure routes if necessary.

. Educaté customers on any changes
to how they dispose of material.

» Deliver material to facilities that can
divert them (e.g., food
waste/organics).

Responsible Parties: Haulers

Implementation  Cost: Franchise
agreement revision; 2%-10% rate
increase.

13. Offer Residential Unlimited
Services of Recycling and Green
Waste Containers

These programs are dependent on
services offered by the haulers. While
some haulers provide unlimited
recycling and green waste service, there
is an opportunity to improve. collection

"because not all haulers provide a

sufficient number of containers to all
residents or charge a fee for extra
containers.

In the MSS service areas, only one
recycling cart is provided and unlimited
green waste collection is available.
Although residents can provide their
own containers for recycling, the
reduced convenience of having only one
cart provided can minimize willingness
to recycle material- that exceeds the
capacity of the cart.

Novato Disposal and Redwood Empire
Disposal each provides up to 2, 95
gallon carts each for recyclables and
green wastes. This capacity may be
enough, but the option for an extra
container may increase diversion during
the fall or other high debris landscape
seasons.

Mill Valley Refuse customers in the
Homestead area have the option to
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decline green waste service because
they compost in their backyard. It is
unclear how much green waste is being

disposed by Homestead residents, but

regardless, those with services - are
limited to 68 gallons and are charged $3
for each exira can. This smaller
container size and fee for extra service
is a disincentive to diverting green waste
material. As an alternative, Mill Valley
Refuse could consider providing weekly

collection during periods of greater

generation (e.g., autumn)

Estimated Diversion: 7,300+ tons per
year in combination with other programs

Steps to Achieve:

® Haulers should provide option of
exira free containers for recyclables
and.green wasle.

® Jurisdictions could require hauler to
provide unlimited collection of green
waste. . :

& Mill Valley Refuse should consider
increasing green waste collection to
at least 96 gallons and eliminating
the extra container charge.

Responsible Parties: Haulers

Implementation Cost: Franchise
agreement  revision: 1%-3% rate
increase. :

14. Add Materials Collected to
Recycling Stream

~ All recyclables should be collected by

haulers if there is a market for them.

While the economy is slow, this may not

be possible, but increasing collected
materials, even if not generating profit,
should be considered as a way to
reduce disposal.

Estimated Diversion: ~2,300 tons per
year '

Steps to Achieve:

& Meet with associations and business
chambers to inform them of changes.

e Meet with Member Agencies to
determine how the ordinance will be-
enforced (e.g., local staff, JPA,
County Environmental Management
Department). o

e Train enforcement staff (hire new
staff if needed).

- ® Haulers provide account informatioh

for database creation (enforcement
agency will maintain database).

® Submit reports to JPA to keep
informed.

Responsible Parties: Haulers

Implementation Cost: Franchise
agreement  revision; 1%-3% - rate
increase.

15. Add Food Waste Diversion to
Collection Services (Residential
and Commercial)

After green waste, food waste collection
and composting is' the big next step to
reducing waste disposal. As with green -
waste, the availability of processing
facilites is the- limiting factor, but
digestion and composting facilities are
beginning to be established in Marin
County (e.g., Redwood Landfill, MSS
energy projects, Pacific Biogas Energy).

Estimated Diversion: 4,500+ tons per
year and supporits #12 & 16

Steps to Achieve:

* Haulers and Member Agencies
amend franchise agreements.

@ Haulers identify facilities and
determine ability to deliver material
fo it.

»  Determine if transfer facilities are
needed for long-haul delivery.

# Haulers build into 'the contract
compost give-aways. :

# Haulers provide customers backyard
-compost bins, kitchen _pai/s, and
education materials.




Responsible  Parties:  Haulers _ for
program implementation and education.

Implementation Cost:
~agreement  revision; 1%-6%  rate
increase.

16. Implement Food Waste Digestion

Marin Sanitary Service is undertaking
food waste digestion with the CMSA.
The CMSA only services a portion of the
County and other sanitation districts
serving the region should also explore
combining food waste with current
digestion operations.

Estimated Diversion: N/A; 4,500+ tons
per year in conjunction with the food
waste diversion (Recommendation 16).

Steps to Achieve:

® Haulers and sanitation districts
develop  pilot  programs  and
determine facility needs.

® Develop or arrange infrastructure
needs to make food waste suitable
for digestion.

* Haulers and sanitation ‘districts
develop agreements for material.

Responsible  Parties: Haulers and
sanitation districts.

Implementation Cost:  Franchise
agreement revision; 2%-10% rate
- increase. ~

17. Promote Backyard Composting

Getting residents - engaged will help
promote  sustainability and  waste
awareness. In addition, developing a
community garden where residents can
bring food waste should be explored.

- Estimated Diversion: 4,500+ tons per
year in combination with other food
waste programs (#15)

Steps to Achieve:

# Haulers and Member Agencies
amend franchise agreements.

Franchise

e Haulers provide customers backyard
compost bins, kitchen - pails, and
education materials.

Responsible Parties: Haulers  for
program implementation and education.

Implementation Cost: $5,000-$10,000
each Member Agency. Ongoing: $5,000
for each Member Agency or $60,000 for
the region.

Member Agencies

18. Require Deconstruction/
Salvage/Resale of Construction
.and Demolition Materials

Salvaging materials prior to
deconstruction will allow. materials to be
reused and be diverted from the landfill.
This practice has already begun in parts
of the County, but support from Member
Agencies in the form of ordinances and
promotion will help keep useful
materials from being = unnecessarily
disposed.

The JPA can administer the program to
promote  efficiencies rather than

implementation individually by Member

Agencies.

Estimated  Diversion: ~11,500 in

conjunction with C&D ordinance and

resale facilities. Supports #8.

Steps to Achieve: ‘

# Fach Member Agency adopt a
deconstruction and salvage
ordinance.

® Require salvage be conducted
before demolition.

& Fducate contractors on the

requirements through trade groups

and permits.

@ Include deconstruction and salvage
companies more prominently in the
County’s Public Works Builders
Guide and increase the prominence
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of the guide through community
outreach.

® FEducate residents of facilities that
have salvaged materials or perform
deconstruction (e.g., non-profits,
Marin-Sohoma Deconstruction and
Demoalition).

Responsible Parties: Member Agencies
adopt and enforce ordinance, Public
Works department to -modify the
Builder’'s Guide, and the JPA might be
able to assist with outreach and public
education.

Implementation Cost: $5,000-$10,000
each Member Agency for public
education. Ongoing: $5,000 for each
Member Agency or $60,000 for the
region.

VIIl. Costs and
Funding Options

Estimated Solid Waste
System Cost

The Marin County solid waste collection
system is complex and involves multiple
entities that extend beyond the haulers
identified in this study. To determine the
cost to run the current system as a basis
for incremental cost is difficult to
-determine. As noted previously, haulers
accounted for diverting 30 percent of
the diversion tonnage identified in 2006

(129,400 tons. out of 432,600 tons

diverted countywide) and collecting 31
percent of the reported total AB 939
reported (193,700 tons out of 620,400
tons) generation. ldentifying the cost of
the waste management system, would
therefore include the gathering of data
from the companies and facilities
handling the other 70 percent of material
which includes regulated and non-
regulated entities. The range of entities
to acquire costs from include:
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Total Waste Generation (2006) 620,400
Total Franchised Tonhage'(2006) 193,700
Percent Franchised Tonnage 31%
Franchised Hauler Cost $54,700,000
_Per Capita Cost | $213
Total Per Capita Cost ’ $687
‘County Wide Population (2008) - 256,500
Estimated County Wide Cost $176,215,500

# Franchised and municipal residential.
and commercial haulers;

# Permitted debris box haulers;

& Non-franchised/permitted recycling
companies “collecting source
separated materials, such a glass
recyclers, rendering companies,
paper recyclers, etc.;

e Facilities regulated or not regulated -
such as transfer stations; landfills;
C&D processing facilities (in county
and out of county); reuse/ donation
stores, such as Goodwill; store back-
haul and take-back operations, etc.;

#® Buy-back and drop off centers; and

@ State and federal operations, such
as Fire Safe Marin and CalTrans.

With the above limitations notes, a
general estimated cost for the current

solid waste management system s
approximately $176,200,000/ year.

This estimate is based on applying the
estimated average per capita cost for
hauler provided services of $213/year,
to the tonnage collected by the haulers
as a percentage of total countywide
waste generation.

Developing a more specific and detailed
cost estimate for the current system
would entail conducted a detailed
economic study.




The cost estimates to implement the
recommendations in Section IV are as

follows:

Responsible
Part

Recommendation

Estimated
One-Time
Cost

Estimated
Ongoing
Cost

Potential
Funding
Sotirce

Increase JPA Program

_ Assistance with other $40,000+ :
JPA County Departments N/A Materials and | AB 939 Fee
(e.g., used oil programs, staffing
sharps) _
Increase JPA's Staff and
Role in Assistin
Agr?\inistrastion c?f Member $200,000 $120.'000+
. (Fund Materials and | AB 939 Fee
Agency and Countywide Phase Il) staffing
Programs. Could support
#6-10 below.
Increase Board of Directors N/A N/A AB 939 Fee
Meeting Frequency
Help Facilities with Siting
and Permitting: $120,000
a) Solid Waste and N/A Materials and | AB 939 Fee
b) Non-Solid Waste staffing o
JPA materials and staffing
Support EPR and Waste
Reduction Policies at State N/A Mggezrggogn Jd | AB 93'9 Fee
and National Level staffing
Public education
Phase I JPA Subtotal | $200,000 $400,000
Revise Solid Waste $5.000- Franchise
Member Ordinances $1 O 000 N/A Fee,
Agencies (MA) Could be done as part of #2 eack; MA General
above. Fund
Revise Franchise Franchise
Agreement Language. 3;2755%%%_ N/A Fee,
Could be done as part of #2 eacI:n MA General
above. Fund
Adopt, Enforce, and _ Franchise
Homogenize the $5.000- $5,000 each Fee
Construction and $1(’) 000 MA or Gene;al
Demolition Ordinance. eacr; MA $60,000 for Fund
Could be done as part of #2 region Disposal ,Fee
abave.
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Responsible
Party

S o e

Potential

Estimated Estimated
One-Time Ongoing Funding
Recommendation Cost Cost Source
Adopt and Enforce Multi- Franchise
Family Dwelling and $5,000 each
. . $5,000- Fee,
Business Recycling MA or
9 . $10,000 General
Ordinance. ‘ $60,000 for
Could be d rtofs2 |. S30N MA region Fund,
ould be done as part of # g AB 939 Fee
above. . :
Encourage Consumption $5,000 each Franchise
. $5,000- Fee,
10 and Disposal Changes. $10.000 MA or General
Public education. Could be ’ $60,000 for
done rt of #2 above each MA region Fund,
one as part o above. | g AB 939 Fee
s [ S0
Phase | Member Agencies Subtotal | $115,000 ;
$180,000 for
each MA 2o
region

: Promote Countywide Sale $50,000+ '
JPA 11 . : for public '$30,000+ AB 939 Fee
and/or Disposal Bans o
education
Phase Il JPA Subtotal | $50,000+ |  $30,000+
7/12%7),;(‘”6 12 Implement Wei/Dry : r?:::::sf 2%-10% rate Customer
. Collection Routes 9 - increase Rates
Agencies) : . Revision
- Offer Residential Unlimited | Franchise | o 400 0o Customer
13 Services of Recycling and Agreement increase Rates
.Green Waste Containers Revision
14 | Add Materials Collected to AF r?:::::t 1%-3% rate | Customer
the Recycling Stream Fg{evision increase Rates
' Add Food Waste Diversion Franchise
15 to Collection Services Aareement 1%-5% rate Customer
(Residential and Igevision increase Rates
.Commercial)
16 Implement Food Waste : rf::::;it ' 2%-10% rate | Customer
Digestion igevision increase Rates
$5,000 each
17 Promote Backyard ;500886 MA or Customer
Composting eaci; MA $60,000 for Rates
region
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'As shown above, the one-fime costs for
implementing the recommendations is
estimated to range from at $910,000 —
$1,870,000. This represents less than 1
percent of the total countywide costs.
On an ongoing basis, using the
estimated hauler costs of $54.7 million
($213.25 per capita) and the estimated

rate increases ranging between 7 — 31

percent, the hauler costs would increase
to $58.5 - $71.7 million. This
represents a total estimated hauler cost
increase of between 2.2 and 9.7
percent.

Analysis of the recommendations on a
cost per ton basis shows that the
following recommendations cost the
least to implement for diversion or waste
reduction achieved: 11, 10, 17, 18 and
8. Details are provided in Appendix B,
Table 2. '

Estimated Estimated Potential
Responsible . One-Time Ongoing Funding
Party Recommendation Cost Cost Source
$5,000- $5’%\)§f""’
Phase Il Hauler Subtotal | $10,000
$60,000 for
each MA .
region
, Require Deconstruction/ $5,000- $5,000 each .
$10,000 C&D deposit
Member Salvage/ Resale of MA or :
. 18 - each MA . system or
Agencies Construction and . $60,000 for .
" . for public. . fee
Demolition Materials . region
education
| $5,000- $5"$§f°h
Phase Il Member Agencies Subtotal |  $10,000 '
o . $60,000 for
o each MA .
region

Because the JPA is funded through AB
939 fees (from disposal tip fees) that are
incorporated into current customer
rates, unless the JPA’s budget is
increased, there is no additional cost
impact. However, if the JPA’s budget is
increased to pay for recommended
programs to be supported by the JPA
(estimated "to be  approximately
$730,000/year) the current JPA AB 939
fee will need to be increased, with this
cost passed on to users of Redwood
Landfill through higher tip fees.
Likewise, the Member Agencies may opt
to fund recommendations through
increased franchise fees or AB 939
fees, with the cost to be paid for by
customers through the franchised hauler
rates. The following section describes
various methods that can be used to
pay for implementing the

recommendations.
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Funding Options

As noted in Section VII, implementing
the recommendations will require one or
more methods to pay for expanded or
new programs. As shown in Table 21
below, there is a variety of ways to
collect money to fund the programs and
policies, but the main funding source
remains the same: customer rates.

Under the category of customer rates,
are AB 939 fees which the JPA currently
uses and Member Agencies can also
include in their franchise agreements.

In addition to the AB 939 fees that are
charged by the JPA, each Member
Agency has the authority to implement
or adjust funding mechanisms. These
funding mechanisms include = the

~ following:

» Vehicle impact fee. This fee is
based on the wear-and-tear the
collection vehicles make on
roadways. It can be a flat fee every
contract year or one-time.

L Franchisé fee. This fee is charged
by the Member Agency and is used
to fund programs and staff.

# General fund. This is the main fund
source for Member  Agency
. programs and staff.

@ Facility host fee. This fee can be
charged to solid waste facilities that
are located within Member Agency
boundaries. The amount can be
determined by the jurisdiction.
Developer fee. This fee can cover
partial or all costs associated with
providing new trucks and carts to

-new developments rather than

sharing the costs over all customers.

# Ballot initiative fee/tax. The
County or Member Agencies can
propose a fee or tax related to solid

_ waste that would be used to support
the implementation of programs and
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policies. An example would be
Measure D that was passed in
~ Alameda County.

e EPR policy/fee. . This fee could be
charged to products that an EPR
solution is desired and would pay for
the proper handling and disposal of
materials. An example of this on the
statewide level is Electronic Waste
Recycling Act of 2003 (SB 20).

With - each of these funding
mechanisms, the Member Agencies
have the opportunity to use the money
to support programs and policies to
support the Zero Waste goal.

It should be noted that any fee structure

based on tons disposed will need to be
changed because as tons disposed
decrease the per ton fee would need to
increase significantly to generate the
same amount of revenue. Ultimately, in

~a Zero Waste system, paying for

programs on a disposal fee basis is not
sustainable. Other communities that
fund programs on disposal fees are
actively exploring other funding options
that may prove to be more sustainable
as disposal tonnage decreases. .
Specifically, Sonoma County is looking

at establishing AB 939 fees more on a
total generation basis by assigning a flat
fee based on historical tons disposed to
be paid by franchised haulers, adding
new fees on diversion facilites (MRFs,
C&D facilities, organic processing), and
in increasing disposal fees on self-
haulers. '




Customer rates

AB 939 fees

Vehicle impact fees

Franchise fees

General fund

Facility host fees

Developer fee -

Ballot initiative fee/tax

EPR policy/fee
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Appendix A

Northern California Solid Waste Management Authorities
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Appendix B

Summary of Recommendations
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Appendix B
Table 2: Costs Per Ton of Waste Reduction

Estimated
One-Time
Ci

Estimated
ing C

Disposal
Reduction
P

Disposal
Reduction
T

One-time Cost
per Ton of

Disposal

R *

Ongoing Cost per
Ton of Disposal
3 *

Promote Counfywide Sale [$90,000
i1 0
" and/or Disposal Bans for pub.llc $30,000+ 0.50% 1,100 $0.02 $0.04
education
Encourage Consumption )
and Disposal Changes $5,000- $0.23 - $0.46
10 |Public education. Could 1$10,000 each ggooggge :'hrgﬁ,;\o:‘)r | 1% 2,300f each member| $0$:?)eoiag: :\:Ai:r:
be done as part of #2 MA ! glon. agency| . : 9
above.
N/A; tonnage| -
17 Promote Backyard 2?60886 ) $5,000 each MA or :lti:tclz.‘ounted for :E?gg da;:;ret $0.45 - $0.90! $0.90 each MA or]
Composting ecach MA $60,000 for region collecting diversion(#15) »each MA|  $0.08 for region
food waste
5% in
Require Deconstruction/  |$5,000- conjunction
Salvage/ Resale of $10,000 each [$5,000 each MA or |with C&D 11,500 and] $1.15-$2.30] $2.30 each MA or|
18
Construction and MA for public |$60,000 for region |ordinance supports #8 each MA| $0.19 for region
Demolition Materials education and resale
facilities
Adopt, Enforce, and
Homogenize the ’ .
8 Construction and g?(? ggb each $5,000 each MA or 10% 22,900 and e$a2cﬁ£:n-e?:t')5e?' $4.58 each MAor]
Demolition Ordinance M A, $60,000 for region °l supports'#18 agenc $0.38 for region
Could be done as part of ’ gency
#2 above.
Adopt and Enforce Multi-
Family Dwelling and 10% ' ‘
9 Business Recycling g?é)ggb oach |55-000 each MA or (as part of 29.700 ::&2;3{:{)9; $5.94 each MA or]
Ordinance M A’ $60,000 for region |wet/dry ’ agenc $0.50 for region
Could be done as part of . : collection) gency
#2 above.
. |Add Materials Collected to [ 21°MS€ — L1or 304 rate $748.77 -
14 . Agreement | 1% 2,300
the Recycling Stream Revision increase $2,246.31
Add Food Waste . .
Diversion to Collection |/ /2NCMS€  |yo sor rate + 4.500and $878.99 -
15 . . . Agreement  |. 2% supports
Services (Residential and . increase $4,394.96
. . Revision #12 & 16
Commercial)
Offer Residential Franchise
imi 1 . 0L _0, -
13 Unllmltgd Services of Agreement 1 %-3% rate 1% 7.300 $2,376.53
) Recycling and Green Revision increase $7,129.60]
Waste Containers i
Franchise
Implement Wet/Dry 2%-10% rate o $9,961.91 -
12 Collection Routes gz;?:i?:nt increase 44% 102,000 $49,809.55
Increase JPA Program
Assistance with other
County Departments $40,000 + Materials Supports
L (e.g., used oil programs, NIA and staffing N/A #4-18 NIA NIA
sharps and
pharmaceuticals)
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AppendixB -

Table 2 Costs Per Ton of Waste Reduction

One-time Cost
Estimated Disposal Disposatl per Ton of |Ongoing Cost per
, One-Time Estimated Reduction | Reduction Disposal Ton of Disposal
tem . Recommendation Cost - Ongoing Cost Percent Tons Reduction* Reduction*
Increase JPA's Rolé in ‘
2 | Agency (Fund Materials and N/A PP N/A N/A
Countywide Programs Phase Il) staffin : #4-18
Could support #6-10 9 '
below.
Increase Board of > SUDDOFs
3  |Directors Meeting N/A N/A N/A iy N/A N/A
#4-18 .
Frequency
Help Facilities with Siting
and Permitting. $120,000 +
© 4 a) Solid Waste and N/A Materials and 40%]| Supports #18 N/A N/A
b) Non-Solid Waste staffing
JPA materials and staffing
" [Support Extended }
Producer Responsibility
- $120,000 +
(EPR) and Waste ’ . Supporis .
5 |Reduction Policiesat | 'VA Malerielsand — INIA #10 811 NIA NiA
State and National Level staiting
Public. education
Revise Solid Waste .
; - $5,000-
: Ordinances ; Supports
6 Could be done as part of $10,000 each |N/A NIA #7,9& 18 NIA NIA
MA
#2 above.
Revise Franchise
$25,000- ‘ Supports
7 ggjj’;‘:’goﬁnggagjt o |875.000 N/A 10%| #8,9, 12, 13, N/A N/A
P each MA 14, 15, & 16
#2 above.
. N/A; tonnage
Franchise o/ 4No accounted for
16 :;‘p:’;’;:“ Food Waste |, reement ;‘;1 é’r;;’s/; rate with N/A N/A N/A
9 Revision i collecting
food waste

*Cost per ton was calculated using the highest noted rate in the County at $102.39 from Christmas Tree Hill (Corte Madera).
(Source: Table 20: Hill Areas)
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EXHIBIT B

Comments on
Marin County Hazardous and
Solid Waste Management JPA

Final Draft Zero Waste
Feasibility Study

Comments Received by 11/10/09
Matt McCarron, Local Task Force, Novato Representative
Dee Johnsdn, Novato Sanitary District
Jon Elam, Tamalpais Community Services District
Roger Roberts, Marin Conservation League
Marin Sanitary Service A

Loretta Figueroa, Almonte Sanitary District, Local Task Force Special
District Representative

David Haskell, Member JPA Local Task Force on Solid Waste
Judy Schriebman

Bob Brown, City of San Rafael

Ken Nordhoff, City Manager, City of San Rafael

Sustainable San Rafael

Consulting Group, Inc. ,
5 Resources, Respect, Responsibility . 151
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Comments on Draft Zero Waste Strategic Development Plan 10/8/09

By Matt 'McCarron, Local Task Force, Novato representative

The plan is being prepared for the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste
Management JPA. This JPA is responsible for Solid Waste planning and reporting for
the county of Marin and to the State Integrated Waste Management Board to meet AB
939 requirements.

General Comments:

1.

Overall impression, the document does capture all the Solid waste structure,
basic activity, shortcomings per district and offers a fairly comprehensive set of
recommendations to try to head toward Zero Waste. :

Response: Comment noted.

2.

No timeline is associated with recommendations to achieve the JPA adopted
goal of 2025. The date coincides with the closing of Redwood Landfill as it
reaches it's expected capacity based on the county s current projections.

Response: Comment noted.

3.

Author admits that there are limitations in the data used to do the analysus due to
access from haulers and franchise agencies. Some reliable data from Marin

‘Sanitary Service's (MSS) own waste characterization study is helpful in

predicting basic trends, but not targeted efforts is specific service area out side of
MSS service areas or comparable collection methods in those areas. But this
does demonstrate a weakness in the county waste assessment that should be

- reflected in the recommendations, but is not. We will need better data all along
the time line to Zero waste, so that proper feedback will facilitate design of

programs to address progress toward the goal.

Response: Comment noted. Acquiring better data for collection is part of
Recommendation 7 where franchise agreements would provide more detailed
collection information based on service sectors.

4.

Diversion and disposal info on pages 11-16 is helpful but only represents hauler
info from residential activity in general. The aggregated data only represents
about 40-45 of the county’s diversion. The county’s actual diversion is
approximately 71%, we need more clarity in this data gap so we can see if the
recommendations will actually apply to on-going activities not one time
diversions. More data needed.

Response: In the “Hauler Services” subsection, it is stated:

“It is important to note that diversion rates stated in this section are only for the materials
collected by the haulers. These diversion rates account for 30 percent of the JPA’s AB 939
reported diversion, which also includes material from store back-haul recycllng activities and
self haul operations that never enter the possession of the hauler.”

In addition, the Feasibility Study is focused on up-stream and down-stream waste generation
reduction. Because the AB 939 diversion rate represents material that is backhauled by
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businesses, grasscycled through park operations, etc., the recommendations presented in this
report are focused on programs that either are not optimized or do not exist. All
recommendations are intended to provide on-going diversion of disposed streams/waste
prevention rather than being one-time activities. The JPA may be able to provide more detail
on the activities contributing to the AB 939 diversion if that information is still desired, but it does
not affect the recommendation design because disposed materials are a main focus. of
determining the feasnblllty of achieving Zero Waste.

5. Something conspicuously absent in the recommendation is the JPA fee structure
and it’s sustainability. The cost of programs notwithstanding, the JPA receives
its funding on disposal fees at the landfills. If the waste disposal goes down as
anticipated by the program’s plan, the JPA will be continually raising fees on
disposal to stay even. Alternate methods of funding the JPA need to be

“identified.

Response: See Section VIII of the ‘repbrt.

: Spebiﬁc Comments:

Page 5 column 2 Green Business program. The consultant identified the Mann County

Green Business as administer by the agency, it is administer by the Marin County
Community Development Department. Point of history: the Green Business program
was originally proposed to the JPA as a tool, but staff recommended agamst it since
they could not understand the cost of implementation. The Marin program is fastest
growing program in the CA Green Busmess Network since it's.inception.

Response: Correction made.

Page 8 Column 2 Member Agency Roles. This exposes a fundamental flaw in the
possible execution of a Zero Waste plan for Marin County. - Special districts that issue
franchise service agreements are not part of the JPA and therefore not bound to the
Zero Waste policy adopted by the JPA. Since a the bulk of recommendations are tied
to diversion and recycling activity, the hauling contracts are not required to be revise to
assist in this process making it impossible to implement the suggested remedies. The
current city manager-county administrator structure also has accountability to the public
issues. These managers are not elected officials, and therefore do not posses authority
on spending or approval of model ordinances suggested as remedies to some of the
diversion recommendations. Elected official on the Board of Supervisors, city councils
and special district boards do have this authority.

Response: Comment noted. This is why Phase I, implementation, is predicated on
participation of the Member Agencies. The involvement of the elected officials of the

. Member Agencies and staff execution is necessary for working towards the Zero Waste

Goal.

Page 44 column 1 Steps to achieve first. buIIet
Should be “Work with The county and City planning Departments
Response Correction made.
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'Dee Johnson

Novato Sénitary District
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Comments — Zero Waste Plan inaccuracies

Page 2 — Clarify that hazardous waste DOES NOT count towards diversion goals — although it’s a great
ZERO Waste goal

Response: Footnote has been added: “Household hazardous waste is not considered in determining
diversion rates, because it is not legal to dispose of the materials in landfills. However, reduction of
HHW is consistent with a Zero Waste Goal.”

Page 3 — Clarify that the MMS waste characterization study conducted in 2007 did not include Novato
waste stream '

Response: “The study did not include Novato waste stream. “ was added as the last sentence on the
waste characterization bullet (3™ bullet in “Data Sources” subsection).

® Waste characterization data used was based off of a study of the Marin Sanitary Service

(MSS) Transfer Station conducted in 2007 for residential and light commercial loads. The

study did not include the Novato waste stream.

Page 6 — Clarify “purpose” of the JPA - refer to Scope of JPA agreement — planning for AB939 mandates,
hazwaste plans, promoting programs, public involvement. Section 6.1 of the agreement are required
programs by all member agencies. Section 6.2 — which includes programs such as household hazardous
waste, public outreach, etc are member agency elective programs - not required.

Response: The second paragraph of “JPA Role” section has been amended to read: “The JPA is
administrated by the Marin County Department of Public Works/ Waste Management. The role
of the JPA is determined by the policies that are adopted by the JPA Board and the JPA

‘Executive Committee. Based on the JPA agreement, and the policies and direction from the
Board and Executive Committee, the JPA has the following responsibilities:

Page 6 — List of JPA responsibilities:
Christmas Tree Recycling — member agencies and haulers do this, not JPA
HHW education — NOT for Novato (I don’t think the JPA does any for San Rafael either)
Collecting batteries. — again, not for Novato

Response: The responsibilities noted are related to public outreach that affects all Member Agencies
rather than being specific. Collecting batteries bullet has been modified to: “Collecting batteries from
County offices.”

Page 7 - Novato submits an annual HHW report to the JPA staff which includes detailed information
about what is collected at the HHW facility, tonnage, programs operated, costs, etc. Don’t know what
San Rafael does

Response: Will check with the JPA.
Page 7 — Programs NOT managed by JPA:
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" Used Oil Block Grant — received by City of Novato and managed by Novato Sanifary District
Response:

& “Used oil block grant collection (program is managed by the Marin County Stormwater Pollution
Prevention program (MCSTOPP)) , and the-City-ef-Nevate-Novato Sanitary District;”

“Marin County Solid and Hazardous waste Permanent Facility” - I don’t think this is the correct
name for this facility — it’s the Household Hazardous Waste Facility operated by the City of San
Rafael and MSS ' ‘ ’

‘Response: Comment noted.

Household Hazardous Waste collection — Again, this is the Novato Household Hazardous Waste
Permanent Facility operated by the Novato Sanitary District and funded by AB939 fees.

Response: Edited to read:
® Household Hazardous Waste collection at the Novato Household Hazardous Waste

Permanent Facility for the Novato Sanitary District (NSD) (program is operated by the NSD
and funded by AB 939 fees);

Pharmaceutical and sharps collection - managed by Environmental Health and partially funded .
by Novato Sanitary District and others ‘

Response: Bullet edited to read: “Pharmaceutical and sharps collection (program is managed by
‘the County Environmental Health Department and is partially funded by the NSD and others);”

~ Battery collection program in NoVato is ’managed by Novato Sanitary District

Response Bullet edited to read: ”Battery collection (program is managed by the San Rafael Fire
Departments and in Novato by the NSD).” ‘

Also, Novato has a fluorescent tube collection program at Pini’s Hardware and the Recycling
Center

Response: Comment noted.
Page 8 — JPA supports operation of San Rafael HHW facility

Response: Bullet edited to read: “JPA: supports operation of the Marin County HHW facility and
staffing; develops public outreach and planning documents; and reports to state agencies.”

Page 2 of 6
160



Page 8 Under Member Agency — Might want to clarify that City of Novato — unlike all the other member
agencies - does not administer waste franchise agreement; also, the Member Agencies don’t adopt the
JPA budget — the JPA Board does this; also, under Used Oil Block Grants — City of Novato applies on
own, but JPA, thru County DPW, applies for the remainder of County.

Response: Bullet edited to read: “Administer their Franchise Agreements with solid waste collection
companies and approve rate adjustments. Note that the City of Novato’s franchise agreement is
administered through the NSD;” ' ‘ '

“Approve JPA Budget” bullet has been removed.

Used Oil Block Grants section, 2™ paragraph, page ___amended to: “The County of Marin Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Program handles all aspects of the Used Oil Block Grants for the County except for
the City of Novato which applies for and administers the grant on their own through the NSD....

Page 10 — Although the service areas are technically unincorporated county, it might be good to add
franchising agencies: these also include: Bolinas and Stinson Beach under Redwood Empire; also, Ross
Valley.Sanitary District and Las Gallinas under MSS; and | think Marin City CSD still has an agreemeht
under Bay Cities :

Response: Franchising agencies have been added to Table 1.

Page 11 — you indicate that MSS facility operates at only 40% of capacity during a STRONG economy;
however, elsewhere in report you indicate that MSS does not have capacity to serve entire county —
sounds contradictory ' ‘

Response: Comment noted. Ability to handie the waste stream once C&D ordinances are adopted and
enforced throughout the County is unclear. If the Member Agencies and franchise agencies direct all
materials to MSS, it should only be done if some type of tipping fee oversight by the participating
agencies.

Page 13 — Novato Disposal. Household Hazardous Waste is handled at the Novato Household
‘Hazardous Waste facility, which also collects TV’s and CRT’s. Novato Sanitary and Novato Disposal also
operate 2 E-Waste events a year, 4 days each, where any Novato residents an bring any electronics for
recycling. Under public education, Novato Disposal also distributes backyard composters to Novato '
residents at a reduced cost.

Response: Information added to Novato Disposal’s service description.

“Household Hazardous Waste and E-Waste disposal is handled-by at the Novato Recycling Center,
which also collects TVs and CRTs . Novato Sanitary and Novato Disposal also operate 2 E-Waste events
a year, 4 days each, where any Novato residents an bring any electronics for recycling.”

“Public Education
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As part of the franchise agreement with Novato Sanitary District, Novato Disposal advertises cleanup - -
events, the Christmas tree program, recycling and HHW programs, and also requires a Novato Solid
Waste Management Work Plan and a bi-annual newsletter. In addition, to the efforts of Novato
Disposal, the Novato Sanitary District produces a comprehensive recycling guide that identifies reuse
and recycling locations by material type and hauler service information. Novato Disposal also
distributes backyard composters to Novato residents at a reduced cost.”

Page 14 — To clarify, the MSS waste characterization study did not take into account Novato.

Response: Footnote was added: “The study did not include the Novato waste stream.”

Page 18 - Marin Resource Recovery City - Location is San Rafael, not Marin

_ Response: Correction made in Table 11.

- Page 20 - Used Oil Block Grants — | don’t know what the County received, but Novato was awarded
- $13,424. Novato has 4 certified oil collection centers and the Novato Recycling Center, which collects

oil, but is not certified, for a total of 5. | don’t know where you got these numbers for oil collection— |
have Novato’s data if you want it. We send this data to the JPA as part of our annual HHW report
which | mentioned earlier, and of course to the State as paft of our UOBG Annual report. However, |
really don’t know what this has to do with Zero Waste —it’s not diversion; we do work with the County
on some county-wide used oil campaigns. Our data is collected and reported separately as required by .
the gfant.

Response: Comments noted. Data was reported by the Centers to the state for reimbursement. Text
has been revised to read:

“The County of Marin has 13 certified collection centers, with six in San Rafael -ﬁve—four in Novato (plus
the Novato Recycling Center) and one each in Greenbrae and Pt. Reyes.”

Page 22 — Data not provided from sharps collected at Novato permanent HHW facility?? 1'd be happy
to provide it — 130 pounds were collected in FY 07/08. Our stats show this increasing for FY 08/10

Response: Comments noted. Revisions to text are below.

”Tables 12 and 13 give a breakdown of the collection locations and identify the amount of sharps that
have been collected. : i
peFma-nent—HHW—iaah-ty—wem—net—pFewéedband—tThe numbers do not include any sharps that may have
been generated through regular business operations {e.g., hospitals) or disposed through mail-back
programs.”

Footnote is also added to Table 13 to clarify data from Novato not intluded for two of the fiscal years.
“FY 05-06 and FY 06-07 does not include the Novato permanent HHW facility collection.”

Page 24 — Commercial recyeling ordinance — Will be required a/o 2012 due to AB32
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Response: Comment noted. Second to last sentence in the Commercial Recycling subsection revised
to: “Regardless, mandatory commercial recycling ordinance will need to be adopted in 2012 as part of
compliance with AB 32.”

Page 28 — Do you have an estimate of tons per day of food waste DISPOSED? (Might be an interesting
number) '

Response: Estimation based on the MSS waste characterization study has food waste disposal at over
53,000 tons. This is provided in Table 9 of the report.

Page 29 — Currently all Novato Disposal green waste sent to Redwood is not being used for ADC. Piease
clarify

Response: Text added to last paragraph of Green Waste section.

“Marin County jurisdictions already provide residential curbside collection of yard waste. Redwood
Landfill uses the material for use as ADC, erosion control and compost. Novato Disposal notes that
green waste sent to Redwood Landfill from them is not being used for ADC. Seventeen composting

facilities have been identified within 100 miles of the City of San Rafael. Table 17 below lists these

facilities by distance.”

Page 33 — Small appliances would not be considered rubbish — they’re probably E-Waste and must be
handled as a universal waste or a hazardous waste.’ '

Response: Sentence has been edited to read as follows:

“More specifically, rubbish would include mixed material products (such as smat-appliances-and-toys),
aseptic packaging, and film plastics. Rubbish would be classified as those materials for which there is no
viable market.”” :

Page 39 — Alkaline batteries ARE covered by a law in the State of CA (Universal Waste regulation) that
bans them from the trash as of February, 2006. They must either be sent for recycling or handled as a
hazardous waste. '

Response: Text revised as follows.

“While there are options for rechargeable batteries, they collect about 10 percent of total batteries

~ generated by the public, the rest being alkaline batteries, which are-netcovered-by-anytaw-and-have
no stewardship program.”

Page 46 item 8. Novato HAS a C&D ordinance — remove from should adopt list.
Respbnse: Correction made.

Page 47 - Item 9. Indicate that a commercial recycling ordinance will be required to be adopted by
2012 as a result of AB32.
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Response: Text edited as follows:

“This ordinance will be required to be adopted by 2012 as a result of AB 32. The JPA should consider
implementing a regional ordinance to require recycling of all recyclable materials generated at
businesses and multi-family dwellings similar to Sacramento County. With residential customers
currently with full diversion options, Multi-family dwellings and businesses are the next sectors that
can achieve high diversion.” :

Appendix A Chart — Clarify that all these JPA’s have different responsibilities — might be good to add
service area population, too. But we're really comparing apples to oranges here. Also, under Board
members for JPA it’s either an elected official or agency staff — not an appointee.

Response: Comments noted. Change made to Board members.

These are just the inaccuracies | uncovered. We will'also submit some general comments to JPA staff
to be included with the JPA Executive Committee packet. '
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REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF DRAFT ZERO WASTE STRATEGIC PLAN

As a member of the Marin JPA Advisory Corhmittee, we are responsible for providing thoughts
‘and insight to the County JPA Board on issues relating to solid waste policy in Marin County.

As a stép in that process, they recommended and the JPA Board agreed to provide the funding to

undertake a county-wide strategic plan for solid waste management that could lead to a program
of zero waste by 2025 in Marin County.

This is a summary of that report with recommendations by its author.

The theme of the report is that landfill diversion needs to increase from current rate of 72% to
80% by 2012 and to zero waste by 2025. The report though mostly covers a range of things that
are more information based than strategic, and perhaps interesting to the reader, but not clear as
~ to how they lead to achieving the plan’s goals.

‘Response: Comment noted. Section VII, Recommendations, outlines the programs and policies
to obtain the Zero Waste Goal.

This was a useful reminder, as after nearly four years of service, that the work of the JPA

Advisory Committee itself remains unfocused, undefined and basically bounces from meeting to

meeting without clear purpose. This is reflected in the lack of quorums at many meetings and
other times meeting have been cancelled. If the goals‘ this proposed plan recommends are to be
successful, having a broad coalition such as the Advisory Committee will need to be in place and
very focused. - ' ’

Response: Comment noted.

The report is confusing in separating out various components of the study. For instance, even the
- introduction itself spends much of its time discussing who the JPA is and little on why the study
is being done.

Response: Comment noted.

‘Similarly, the goals section confuses the goals of the study versus the JPA, and does more to
introduce the study’s actors than did the introduction section where they should have been. It
seems difficult to grasp, if I was a first time reader, on what and who is doing this and why.

Response: Comment noted.

The methodology section probably should have been an appendix versus a section. Obviously, to
do a study requires the collection of a base of data. It suggests, but does not explain that the
consultants used a model “that can be adjusted to reflect anticipated participation and diversion”.
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That suggests the study could change the results to any goal wanted without any definition of the
assumptions. How can a reader trust the plan’s outcomes? ' '

Response: Comment noted.

The report gives a list of all data sources they collected and evaluated, but again suggests that all
data they wanted or needed was not able to be obtained. The reader is left without any details as
to the 1mportance of the missing data or why they could not obtain it.

: Response:‘ Comment noted.

The author lists several impediments to achieving the zero waste goal, but does not explain
exactly how. ‘ '

ResponSe: Section VII, Recommendations, outlines the programs and policies to obtain the Zero
Waste Goal.

- Solid waste collection efforts are carried out in a decentralized manner by several separate
- haulers. Marin’s decentralized collection system is often confusing to the residents and the range

of services each provides is even slightly different. Marin County is unusual in the state with the
numbers of service providers in a range of areas such as sewer collection and treatment, fire,
park and recreation, and solid waste. In the case of solid waste, each city and many of the
unincorporated areas have separate franchise (or service) agreements that vary in length and
services provided. In most cases, the actual contract entity has little day-to-day role in the
services provided, but receives a franchise fee now up to nearly 15% of the income collected by
the haulers for the general funds of the cities or County.

' Response Comment noted.

These haulers have carried out a strong program of collectlon and in 2007 the JPA reports they
deposited 229,271 tons in landﬁlls This is only a slight decrease from the 250,000 tons

~deposited in 1995.

Response: Comment noted. Also see Figure 2.

The study does not lay out the picture of how the collection system works and how little
communication goes on between all these franchises and the JPA in terms of the study and its
goals. It is great that the study team holds public meetings, but the real actors in garbage
collection are not attending for the most part and have exhibited little interest in remodeling how
the system works. This runs the risk that the study’s goals create a heightened sense of
expectations on the part of the environmental community and zero waste advocates, but may
result in little change in how the system works since the franchises are not much involved.
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The study does acknowledge these issues though. It states on pg 4, the JPA has a minimal role in
- program implementation and does not have any diréct authority or resources to implement any
new programs that might increase diversion.

Response: The intent of strengthening the JPA in policy and program involvement is to create a
Marin County resource that is more able to lead the changes needed. This includes better
communication and assistance between Member Agencies and the waste hauling community.

It acknowledges that.each agency administers its own agreefnents and that they do not have any
diversion goals or standards in them. It does not mention that many of the agreements have a
long life and can be out for ten or more years into the future before coming up for renewal.

Response: Comment noted.

Given this decentralized system, each hauler is responsible for managing the disposal of their
collected waste streams. This has taken the pressure off the system and worse, the report
suggests that the County has insufficient capacity with in itself to process the amount of organic
waste and construction and demolition materials that w111 be needed to achieve the diversion
goals the study espouses. '

Response: The report is not intended to suggest that the decentralized collection system has
caused insufficient capacity. The intent was to show the lack of local facilities for processing of
certain materials and that-unless franchise agreements have diversion requirements, disposal can
be a cheaper option than transporting material to out-of-county facilities.

One of the impediments not listed is that While the system has many haulers, there remains little
competition between them. This may limit a franchise’s options and requires, before any of the
goals of a study like this, that the haulers get on board with the proposed changes.

Response: Comment noted.

Due to this complex system of franchises (a total of 25), the cities and the County agreed that

instead of each one doing the required AB 939 reporting and data collection, that they come.

together and create a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) to do that work for them. That cost 1is
supported by a regional tip fee collected on waste tonnage at the Redwood Landfill in Novato

that many of the haulers use. The JPA is housed within the County of Marin Public Works

Department and has been recognized for many of their efforts over the years.’

Several other Bay Area counties have similar program management efforts, but have contracted
out to non-governmental agencies the implementation of diversion efforts with tipping fee
revenues. Alameda County’s StopWaste.org is among the most successful and one often
mentioned as a model that perhaps Marin County could emulate.
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Response: Comment noted. The “Marin JPA Role Compared to Other JPAs” subsection on page
8 identifies the differences in JPA responsibilities, funding and staffing as a starting pomt to
formulating how big of a role the Member Agencies want the Marin JPA to have.

The report lists a number of tasks the JPA carries out. Many are _ministerial as mentioned,

including the collection of haulers data, they also have a small public outreach effort, including a
page of recycling resources in the yellow pages, full page ads in the papers outlining Christmas
tree collection efforts, and develop draft model ordinances. Basically, the work is to fill in a
county-wide focus on county-wide information efforts dealing with solid waste. The key point
though, as mentioned earlier, they do not manage or interact with the many franchise operations
and how they do their work. '

Response: Comment noted.

The study gives reports on each hauler and the areas they serve and contains outdated collection
data for those areas. This is useful and should be in the form of an appendix in the study and not
in the body of the report.

Response: Comment noted. This information is provided in the body to provide context to the
collection efforts undertaken.

Similarly, the report gives details on various disposal sites and locations that county haulers
seem to use. Again, this is useful background information and should be an appendix ‘as the
listing itself does not help address the study’s goals. '

Response: Comment noted. This information is provided in the body to provide context to the
collection efforts undertaken. - - ’

 Finally, after sorting through 41 pages, the reader gets to the recommendations section. They are

170

broken down into two phases — The first looks at the JPA itself, its roles and responsibilities, and
the second relates to creating reg10na1 coordination and leadership that would be requlred to
achieve the zero waste goal
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‘GOALS -PHASE I
_ Goal 1: Increase the Communication Assistance of the JPA with other County Departments

This should be an internal recommendation goal and has little effect on various JPA agencies
such as cities. To have it as the lead goal sends a very confusing message about the study’s larger
goals and is hardly the top goal of the study. )

Response: JPA staffing would likely need to. be increased if there is additional coordination
between departments. Therefore the funding implications for the JPA and role that the Member
Agencies desire for the JPA makes this a consideration for the Member Agencies rather than an
internal issue.

Goal 2: Increase the JPA’s Role in Assisting in the Administration of Member Agencies and
County-wide Programs

The study suggests that member agencies do not have the resources to monitor all the available
programs and implementation (i.e., what happens to the 15% franchise fee collected from each
customer?). It remains unclear what the franchise holders would request or that the customers
who will pay for this through higher rates want or need it. Why are the haulers themselves not
providing this service as a part of doing business with each entity they serve or are they?

Response: JPA staffing would likely need to be increased if there is additional coordination
between departments. Therefore the funding implications for the JPA and role that the Member
.Agencies desire for the JPA makes this a consideration for the Member Agencies rather than an
internal issue. In addition, regional franchise agreements would need to be modified
(Recommendation #7). '

Goal 3: Increase the Frequency of JPA Board Meetings

One of the real challenges in the Marin JPA model is that the representative' for each city on the

JPA is the City Manager. In few cases have any of them operated or are familiar with solid waste -

collection or solid waste policy. This is one reason most cities have turned to franchise haulers to
carry out their services, thus leaving the City M-anagér time to manage a range of higher priority
activities in each city or in the County. Given that reality, the idea of holding more meetings will
do little to help raise the bar on collection. What needs to happen is to create a separate
organization that operates in this area with each of the haulers and that brings technical expertise
to the work (they of course might not necessarily support this). This would leave the City
Managers to do what they do best and that is to manage agreements and work. Now an
alternative argument is that Marin often is of the “no government is the best government”
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approach and so unless it can be shown that the present system of benign neglect 18 not working,
then there may not be support for any of this.

Response: Comment noted. Increasing the JPA role and authority would derive from the Board.
In addition, because these meetings are the main contact with Member Agencies and Member
Agency action is necessary for obtaining Zero Waste, increasing meetlng frequency is a method
to increase coordination. '

Goal 4: Help Solid Waste and Non-solid Waste Facilities with 'Sitting and Permitting Process -

This recommendation is one of the most important in the whole study. In county after county, it
has been found that unless a county is willing to provide the leadership to site key facilities, they

just don’t happen. Marin has been very passive in this area and played minimal roles in directing -

where facilities need to be. A Phase II piece of work needs to include a study of what others have .
done and how they did them. Monterey County is one great example. Many facilities are sited by
counties and operated by private operators and that could easily work in Marin.

Response: Comment noted.

- Goal §: Support Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) and Waste Reduction Pohc1es at the

State and National Levels

The JPA has been an active part101pant in the EPR area, as have several haulers This is |
important, but should be a basic part of the work of the JPA, not a key goal of the study.

' Response ‘Comment noted. It is part of achieving Zero Waste in the long-term and if not

identified in the report as a recommendatlon may lose: prominence in act1v1t1es undertaken by -
the JPA as their role evolves.

Goal 6: Revise Solid Waste Ordinances |

The idea of working with each of the franchise agreements to modernize them and build in the
language that reflects new collection goals is important, but it is a two-way street and the haulers

themselves who benefit from these agreements financially should be the lead on this work. A

workshop for various JPA member agencies is critical. In the case of a number of the cities, there

-exist solid waste subcommittees of the City Council that would welcome the information and

education. The JPA needs to make sure before they incur the costs of doing this work, that there -

- 1s an audience for it. The County developed a model C&D ordinance a while back and only a

couple of cities have adopted it. Be careful not to get ahead of the issue on this. This is a Phase II
strategy that is-an 1mplementat10n goal of adopted pohc1es not something that would have to
stand on its own. f :

Response: Comment noted.

Goal 7: Revise Franchise Agreement Language
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This is similar to Goal 6 and does little by itself to achieve the plan goals. Once agaih’, a Phase II
effort built around a set of specifics for each service area.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 8: Adopt, Enforce and Homogenize the Construction and Demolition Ordinance

The goal of having a C&D ordinance is generally not in dispute. In each case though, who is
responsible for administering it is the challenge. One of the ways to deal with it would be for the
JPA to fund the local management and inspection by providing tipping revenues back to each
city for carrying out this service. Marin County itself has had staff problems doing this on-site
inspection work. Many building officials do not see this as a part of their work as a building
official (many are contract employees), 5o once again this will be a challenge to carry out on our
small scale system. The management of getting permits by the haulers and for them to keep
records of each load and making reports back to each city is not cheap or easy. Some
simplification of how a county-wide system would work is going to be required.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 9: Encourage Consumption and Disposal Changes

This is an education program goal, a goal that most systems already carry out to some degree. -
The disposal levels are reflecting a new sense about waste and most haulers are seeing reductions
in tonnage in 2009 over past years. Developing model materials for use by local newsletters is
important, but in the end, the key is to link this back into policy foundation that includes
recycling education and reuse. ' |

Response: Comment noted.

SUMMARY

This list of Phase I activities seems quite light and of little value in leading to real change that
achieves our zero waste goal. It should be completely redone and refocused around the larger
goals and get away from just making work.

Response: Unless the foundation is developed/strengthened and the JPA has increased capability °
to assist and execute programs and policies with the Member Agencies, the recommendation that
are in Phase II (implementation) will likely not occur.

GOALS - PHASE 11

Goal 11: Promote Regional Sale or Disposél Bans
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This comes with a lot of publicity, but the challenge ‘with bans is that you have to have a
monitoring process to make sure they are working, and that costs money. About the only effort
undertaken so far revolves around plastic bags. There are other efforts on Styrofoam and plastic
food dlspensers are in the works though

Oppos1t10n to this suggests that many of these products are recyclable and these bans raise costs
for local businesses. Clearly a challenge in Marin will be how these efforts are coordinated since:
most service areas are quite small and so if one city does something, then the city adjacent to it
needs to do it as well. The study suggests a ban would gain 1,100 tons of annual reductions. This
against a deposit total of 229,000 tons is not even one third of one percent and will cost $50,000
to implement. I don t think that has much of a payback or gets us close to the 80% dlverswn :
level ‘ ' '

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 12: Implement Wet/Dry Collection Routes

This gains significant tonnage at 92,000 tons diverted, but the basic organization of Marin
County collections make this difficult to implement. It is hard to tell how many separate routes
there are. It would not be a push to think there might be 100. The idea of creating separate wet
and dry collection routes will be expensive and difficult particularly with many of the residential
routes spread across steep roads and hillsides. There might be an opportunity to gain some
cooperation between haulers on the wet side, by creating a company that works across service
areas and focuses on specific product collections and disposal such as food wastes and grease
Many of the ex1st1ng fleets are not designed to take wet products. Grease dumped into garbage or
green waste carts spills when dumped into the trucks and can leak into the roadways. They can

- also increase cross-contamination of materials greatly, devaluing resale market values. This goal

will need significant cross-franchise hauler cooperation and those efforts need to be funded
upfront by the JPA if to be seriously considered.

Response: Comment noted.

Goal 13: Off Residential Unlimited Services for Recycling and Green Waste Carts

This is presently provided in a few cases. As recycling markets grew in the past, additional
recycling pick-ups were provided. It is unclear how much additional recycling material and green
waste could be generated if additional carts were provided. TCSD provides this service now and
somewhere around 3-4% of the customers have requested extra recycling and green waste carts
even though they are free.

Response: Comment noted.-

Goal 14: Add Materials Collected to Recycling Streams
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The JPA should have an agreement with a market consultant to help work with haulers to ensure
that all marketable materials are collected. This is a very complex issue as the price of materials
can vary from month to month. Product streams also may be unpredictable making the costs of
capital to expand materials processing risky. TCSD does a range of things that are not profitable,
but important to our residents. This includes curbside e-waste collection (anything with an
electrical cord), fluorescent and CFL light bulbs, batteries (both regular and rechargeable),
printer cartridges, and has small single day collection events for paint, paper shredding, and
pharmaceuticals. These events can cost up to $10,000 each, but have added value to our
customers. Probably 4% of our annual collection costs of $362/household go to fund these
events. The public seems to greatly support them and it reinforces our goals of supporting a
broad effort at recycling and reuse. Unfortunately, the State does not recognize these tonnages as

a part of our diversion numbers and that needs to be changed. As markets expand, the JPA can '

do the research and help identify the proper resources customers need to utilize.
Response: Comment noted.
Goal 15: Add Food Waste Diversion and Collection Services (Residential and Commercial)

The major issue of the collection season is to broaden collection to add food wastes. San
Francisco has led the way by requiring this with the risk of fines if people don’t comply. The
biggest enemy of food waste collections is the garbage disposal. The ease of washing plates and
pans into the sink makes the trials and tribulations of having a separate collection container less
appealing and a hassle. Even San Francisco, which has been offering this as an ongoing service,
finds that just 25% of all households actually use the food waste collection system.

The issue breaks down into two parts. The first is the individual collection component with
households and businesses; the other is the processing sites. Presently, the latter is still in the
planning stage in Marin. Redwood Sanitary Landfill has proposed to do it, Marin Sanitary is
doing a pilot, and even Central Marin Wastewater Treatment Plant is proposing using one of
their digesters to process food wastes to create energy to hélp run the plant. |

Within the next year this option will come online, but as in most cases, the JPA has not been a
leader with this and has waited for the hauler community to develop options. This reflects the
ongoing lack of leadership that will need to be overcome if the new higher diversion goals are to
be reached. When the issue does comie up, individual haulers have mentioned to their franchises
that additional costs will be added if they want to implement this.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 16: Implenllent Food Waste Digestion

This was mentioned under Goal 15, CMSA is working with their area to explore developing a
digestion system. This has been successfully done in many parts of the country. Opponents
suggest this waste stream ought to be composted and reused that way versus separating it out for
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power generation. At this time, the issue is still very much in flux. A position by the JPA on this
method needs to be reviewed. -

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 17: Require Deconstruction/ Salvage/Resale of Construction and Demolition Materials

This is a well known diversion strategy in many places. To implement this though will require a
very focused program and investment strategy The implementation details fall on others to carry
out and will be expensive.

Response: Comment noted.
SUMMARY

It was hard to define the cost estimates for each of the goals listed. A preliminary analysis though .
suggests a cost of $300,000 to $500,000 depending on how many of the items are implemented.
If they are funded through the JPA, they can be carried out with an additional tipping fee of
$1.50/ton. If the costs are passed through to the haulers, then additional rates may be needed.

* Response: Comment noted. 'Also see Executive Summary Table ES-3 and Section VIII of the
- report that discusses potential funding options.

The report remains though quite vague and suggests many strategies that may not be viable, with
unclear benefits and outcomes. Before Phase II in the work is done, a serious refocusing of the -
goals is going to be necessary.

Response: Comment noted.

SOME ADDITIONAL THOU GHTS ON OUR FUTURE
Response: Comments in this section are noted.

As we think about the architecture of our county system, we have not delved into that critical
component of how the JPA and its many collection systems work together (if possible) to reach
our goals.

The “impediments” section of the study suggests that Marin does not have the capacity to
support the diversion goals and none of the goals suggest a path to create that capacity. Does this
mean we must rely on facilities outside Marin County? What comes first — our expanded facility
capability or higher diversion? Do additional tipping fees create the fiscal resources needed?
What form should the facilities take? It is often suggested that to be really successful, a full
sorting of all the waste flows is required. Could this be done?
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A dirty MRF might be required to sort all C&D materials, commercial accounts and single
stream collections (Sunnyvale’s SMART station is one example already in place). What type of
facility would be appropriate? A double sort system or one that is including garbage, recycling,
and green waste. :

Again, cost is an issue, with a full facility costing perhaps $50 million — that sounds like a real
impediment.

Composting facilities now due to emission levels are being required to move indoors - another
hugely expensive deal. If the 80% goal is to be reached by 2012, organics will have to be
diverted from any landfill.

What should the role of the JFA be? What could it be? Options might include helping private
operators (public funding might be available). As materials are proposed to be eliminated from
landfills, perhaps new enterprises and businesses Wlll recognize opportunities and provide need

capacity.

Alameda County has sought to integrate more programs together such as the Green Business
* Certification effort. The study suggests this (Goal 2) but with a much more decentrahzed system
it would be hard to measure impacts on how this has increased diversion.

- The 80% goal by itself i1s vague in terms of actual tonnage. Should tonnage capacities be
allocated to individual cities or franchises? TCSD has seen its garbage tonnage go down from
2,300 tons in 2005, to just over 1,700 tons in 2009. Unfortunately waste tonnage reductions don’t
equate ton for ton to recycling.

At what point will customers start to see they are generating reduced quantities of garbage and
may expect reduced fees? Will the mandate approach San Francisco has proposed work in
Marin? The cost of enforcement would seem high and the JPA or local communities have few
resources for that.

There has been support for the concept of “waste audits”. There are programs in the County that
perform energy and water use audits. Waste audits might fit into that — again what might be the
cost and who could do it?

Alameda County spends $1.8 million fo support StopWaste.org and funds individual city
programs to the tune of an additional $700,000. StopWaste.org staff are looking at alternative
strategies, for instance to use those resources to fund an incentive program for haulers who
reduce tonnage.

The JPA depends on funds generated from tipping fees. Many of the green coalition want those
fees increased to support county-wide diversion strategies like StopWaste.org has done. Before
this is set, it needs to be looked at carefully as the very goal of our study is to reduce waste
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tonnage. That translates into reduced income to undertake new expensive strategies on a shaky
future income stream.

Our tipping fees are under $5.00/ton. Alameda is $18.95/ton, San Jose $19.38/ton, European
rates all exceed $50.00/ton. A new architecture requires a thorough review of future tipping fees.

- One option is to raise fees for a 5-year period and target those revenues for capacity
expansions.

- Approach II might be to set up a county fee via franchise agreements to support ‘
programs. This might be based on customers versus tonnage.

- With our relative small population, a fee of $5-$10 per customer is a lot

- A solid waste sales tax of 0.5% might be justified as a fair cost to keep down or cover the
disposal costs of things that are bought. These funds might go back to the cities and .
county to support diversion goals.

If one was to do a real economic analysis of what it costs to divert a ton of garbage using the best
facilities available, a number of $100-$150/ton is not unreasonable.

The goal of our study requires a high level of communication to get the behavior changes we
need from re51dents multi-family complexes, and commercial entities. De51gn1ng this effort will
also be expensive.

What is the goal a communications program seeks to ‘achieve? TCSD has developed a cute
brochure that has been supported and used by our residents. What is the county-wide message
that we are trying to get out? '

It is unclear that this type of messaging can impact and create change. The County spent a lot of
meney on the “Get.Ready.Marin” program and it fell far short of its goals — that message was - -
built around getting prepared for an emergency; Should our now “low-key” efforts be replaced
with a more integrated county-wide effort with a common message across the entire county?

These are many of the strategic questions and issues needing to be addressed before a long-term
zero waste strategy can be put in place. -
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Marin Conservation League Comments before the Joint Powers Authonty (JPA)
9/17/09

with regard to the Draft Zero waste Strategic Plan Development prepared by R3
Consulting Grp

1) A successful model of what a Zero Waste Program can deliver is already being done by
the Seattle Public Utilities which serves approximately 150,000 residential households with
curbside collection and recycling services through independent haulers at an average cost
- of about $240 per household per year. (Provide the JPA with coples of the Seattle Public
Utilities brochures provided to Seattle households.)

| share this wnth you because it is the sort of program result that we need to achieve in
Marin. .
Response: Comment noted.

2) In this connection, we agree with the conclusions listed on Page 4 of the Draft Report by
R3 Consulting that points out that there are four significant organizational and structural
impediments and barriers to achieving an effective Zero Waste program in Marin. As long
as the JPA is under-funded, under-staffed, has no real authority, and only a minimal role to
play, it will be very difficult to make a coordlnated and effective Zero Waste Program a

- reality for Marin.

Response: Comment noted.

3) The present system of handling sold waste in Marin is fragmented, franchise
‘agreements are not standardized and designed to promote waste diversion, and member
agencies lack funding capacity to implement Zero Waste programs.

Response: Comment noted.

4) We support the goals of achieving targets reductions in solid waste disposal through
Zero Waste programs,
Response: Comment noted. .

5) We believe that this can best be accomplished through a strengthened JPA fully funded
through dedicated facility and disposal fees as is done by other JPAs in California
Response: Comment noted.

- 6) With respect to the Draft Report from R3 Consulting Group we believe that it would be
helpful if the report could be more specific and detailed as to the content of the
recommended action steps laid out for Phase | and Phase Il in Appendix B. For instance,
perhaps samples of -

a standard Franchise Agreement can be provided along with examples of fee structures to
be sued to fund the JPA and its Zero Waste Programs. The report should also address
how the Conversion Facility or Facilities necessary to achieve the 80% Diversion rate can
best be organized and established in the County

Response: Specific steps to be undertaken in Phase Il will be determined by each
Member Agency. However, general implementation steps have been identified for each
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recommendation presented in the Recommendations, Section VI, as “Steps to Achieve”.
Examples of franchise agreement requirements/ issues to be considered by the Member
Agencies are outlined in Recommendation#7. Conversion technologies are only being
considered as part of digestion projects as a way to divert food waste, although
composting is another option. Facilities in the County will need to be addressed by the JPA
and Member Agencies and is directly related to Recommendation 4.

7) The Marin Conservation League looks forward to working with the JPA, the JPA’s Local
Task Force, local haulers and the Redwood Landfill on developmg an effective Zero Waste
Program delivery system for Marin. .

Response: Comment noted. -

Roger Roberts
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LTF comments include:

1. Need to include estimated county wide costs to show what current conditions are
costing.

Response: Estimated costs for new/expanded programs are identified in the

Executive Summary Table ES-3 and Appendix B of the report. Developing a detailed

cost estimate of current County waste management costs was not the focus of the

Zero Waste Feasibility Study.

2. How can better data be obtained, and what should be asked for?

~ Response: Tonnage data by service sector is the most crucial. Recommendation 7
addresses revising the franchise agreements to require the following tonnage
information.

® “Overall tonnage collected

» By service arealtype (e.g., residential, commercial, bulky item, special event,
etc.).”

This information should be provided to the Member Agency and the JPA.

3. Should clearly indicate that education on better consumption habits is important.
Response: Recommendation 10 has been edited to include the following sentence.
“Public education on better consumption habits is a cruc:al element of this
recommendation.”

" 4. Show what other JPL’ s/agenmes are collected in a per ton/per unit basis (| e.,

StopWaste. Org, San Jose, Sonoma County.

Response:
=  Sonoma County $5.40/ton
» San Jose: $13.00
= ACWMA: v
o AB 939 fees
= Facility fee: $2.00
= HHW: $2.15
o Measure D: $8.17
o Waste import mitigation (from SF): $5.68
o Import mitigation (from all other out of county): $4.53

5. Show different diversion data for recyclables and compdstables
Response: Information for the most recent waste generation study (2006) is avanable
through the JPA.

6. Three Phase Approach:1) adopt uniform policies, procedures, ordinance, and
programs, 2) undertake a financial plan, and 3) implement the necessary
uniform policies, procedures, ordinance, and programs

Response: The study does just that--Phase 1 is a policies procedures, etc., and cost

estimate Phase Il is the implementation of the program and policy recommendations

at the Member Agency level.

7. Explain why Marin has the highest generation rate and highest diversion rate.
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Response: A second paragraph has been added to the “Waste Disposal” section
explaining these rates.

“The County has the highest generation (disposal + diversion) and diversion rate in
the state because residents and businesses consume a lot of products and sends
the material for recycling or-disposal. Because the generation is based on weight,
construction materials could be dominating the waste stream (disposal, diversion or

" both sides of the waste stream). The high diversion rate is due to the recycling and
reuse programs undertaken in the County and ability of the JPA to provide
documentation to the state that proves a array diversion activities and their
associated tons. However, the high diversion rate does not change the need to
focus on the disposal stream (in the short-term) to achieve Zero Waste.”

8. Clarify that “regional” is the JPA Countywide region—not the greater SF Bay area
region. l.,e, the Alameda-Santa Clara-Marin-Sonoma region.

" Response: This clarification has been made in the Structure of Recommendatlons
section on page 2, paragraph 4.
“In consideration for the impacts of the short-term and long-term lmpacts of programs
and policies, the recommendations presented in this Feasibility Study are organized
into two phases: Phase | and Phase ll. Phase | recommendation are intended to
create a regional (countywide) foundation for recommended programs and
policies to work. Phase Il recommendations are..

9. Explain how the ecohomy has affected the data that we have (or that it has not)
Response: Footnote has been added to the “Waste Disposal” section:

“As economic conditions declined, so has disposal tonnage. In 2008, JPA disposal
decreased to 211,000 tons. It is anticipated that disposal will increase as the
economy rebounds (e.g., construction/remodeling activities, individual :
consumption).” Please note, as seen in Figure 2, over the past 12 years, dlsposal
has ranged from 153,500 tons to 240,600 tons.

10. Show/compare data to 2000.

Response: Comment noted, but it the 2000 tonnage disposed does not change _
analysis in the report. Would also need waste characterization data from 2000'to - -
make comparisons to 2007’s waste stream. Also see Number 9, above.

11. Why not promote StopWaste’s “business Partnershlp Program——should include
similar program as an option.
Response: Comment noted, thls can be part of Phase || (Recommendatlon 10).

12. Need detailed education plan.
Response: Comment noted. This would be undertaken as part of Phase Il in
conjunction with the JPA, Member Agencies and haulers.

13. Explain the residential diversion rate and why we don’t have show similar info for
commercial (or show the data)

Response: The diversion rates shown for the haulers is for all of the collection

services they provide Member Agencies—not just residential. Data we were

provided did not include a break-out of the sectors that generated the waste. As

noted in new text of the “Hauler Services” section, -
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First paragraph: “It is important to_note that diversion rates stated in this section are
only for the materials collected by the haulers. These diversion rates account for a
portion of the JPA’s state reported diversion which also includes material from store

back-haul recycling activities, recycling companies that collect source-separated

material, and self-haul operations that never enter the possession of the hauler.”
And later, the 4h paragraph:

“As highlighted in Tables 3-8, all haulers were achlevmg at least 30 percent (Mill
Valley Refuse Service in the unincorporated County) and a maximum of nearly 65
percent (Marin Sanitary Service in Ross). Overall, the haulers diverted
approximately 41 percent of the waste collected through their services. The JPA’s
data, as reported by the haulers, does not provide for detailed analySIs of residential
and commercial sector dlverSIon

 14. Where is diversion gap? SFD, MFD, commercial, C&D?
Response: Unclear about what the question is referring to; if related to why AB 939
diversion rate versus the hauler diversion rates, then here is an explanation. Only a

. portion of the diversion rate for the JPA area is derived from hauler collection
operations. It also includes material back-hauled by stores for recycling, self-haul
material diversion at landfills (e.g., beneficial use), recycling centers (source-

- separated collection by companies rather than haulers or self-haul), grasscycling,
and other source reduction activities. In addition, construction material reuse and
inerts were documented in the state-approved diversion rate.

_ This text has been added to the.report in the first paragraph of “Hauler Services™:

“It is important to note that diversion rates stated in this section are only for the materials
collected by the haulers. These diversion rates account for a portion of the JPA’s AB
939 reported diversion which. also includes material from store back-haul recycling
activities, recycling companies that collect source-separated material, and self-haul
operations that never enter the possession of the hauler.”

15. Study provokes more questions than answers.
Response: Comment noted.

16. Structure of JPA does not necessarily lead to Zero Waste.
Response: The recommendations 1-5 are intended to improve the structure of the
JPA and promote policies-and programs to achieve Zero Waste.

17. Include reference to Bolinas and Stenson beach on Table 7 (show all franchise
agencies).
Response: Changes made.

18. What about GHG reduction-what is the estimated result on the new diversion
programs, and if the Zero Waste Plan was implemented?

Response: GHG was not part of the analysis of achieving Zero Waste, but it should

be noted that the commercial/MFD ordinance (Recommendation 9) that will be

required by AB 32, is intended to reduce GHG. Estimated diversion is noted for each

recommendation throughout Section VIl and also is presented in Appendix B.
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19. Must engage cities/franchising agencies and haulers on the same room to

resolve/modify franchise agreements. '
Response: Comment noted and language added to note the changes in the
franchrse agreemerit will require the cooperation of the haulers.

20. JPA does not have enough authority.

Response: Comment noted. This is addressed in Sectlon V. Challenges to
Achieving Zero Waste and strengthening the JPA's authority is the focus of
Recommendations 1-5.

21. Need more info on the economic aspects of the plan.
Response: See response to comment #1.

22. What are data gaps, and why is this happenmg, and why is it important.
Résponse: Data gaps of greatest significance is the identification of tonnage
collected and diverted and disposed by generator sector. This will enable
identification of trends and areas to focus additional efforts. -

Bullet 3 of Section IV. Data Sources has been edited to read:

® “Available tonnage information from the JPA. However, data did not distinguish the
tonnage of material collected and recycled from Single Family Dwellings (SFD),
Multi-Family Dwellings (MFD), Commercial, and Construction and Demolition (C&D);
this information is valuable for tracking programs and targeting education efforts.
Therefore analysis in this Feasibility Study is provided only for SFD and commermal :
sectors. ’ .

23. What is status of the smng of the re-use center?
Response: The County planning department has the most recent updates on the
status of the reuse center.

24. How could JPA be structured to “pull in” all FAs?

Response: We are not suggesting that the JPA “pull in” all franchise agreements
Rather., the JPA develop “model” franchise agreement language for reporting,
diversion standards, and program features. :

25. BOS needs to be involved in JPA, and the JPA oversrght needs to be elevated.
Response: Comment noted.
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| :@i’ﬁﬂNS‘ERVA’I‘:I’O’N — OUR EARTH, OUR MISSION, OUR JOB

To:  Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management JPA
Fr:  Marin Sanitary Service

Re:  Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan Development

Date: October 9, 2009

Marin Sanitary Service (MSS) is pleased to be able to provide comments, corrections.and
suggestions to the Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan in an effort to support an accurate and
workable plan for the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Joint
Powers Authority (JPA).

Of crucial importance to achieving “zero waste” will be enhanced efforts to educate the
public about recycling, reuse and reducing consumption. Interestingly, as a result of the
downturn in the economy, we have already experienced a reduction in waste reflecting a
reduction in consumer consumption. Given this reduction, timing may be perfect for a
strong outreach program designed to build on the current trend and transform 1t from one
that is economically driven, to one that is systemic in nature.

For convenience, our comments, corrections and suggestions are listed by page number,
topic and direct quote where appropriate. Those marked with an asterisk are essential
corrections that should be incorporated into the document prior to presentation to
the JPA Board of Directors. If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact us.

Page 3, IV. Data Sources:

““...data did not distinguish the tonnage of material collected and recycled from
...Multi-family Dwellings, Commercial and Construction and Demolition.”

The Waste Characz‘erzzatzon Study done for MSS, by CalRecovery provided this data.
Response: The quotation noted is in regard to the tonnage data collected by the J PA from
the haulers. While the MSS data provided some sector breakdown, it does not supply all
sectors of the waste stream that would be necessary and provide additional insight to the
waste stream in for the purpose of developing recommendations. The MSS study was
very valuable in providing a general analysis to be used for determmmg the County’s
waste composition. '

Page 4, V. Impediments to Achieving Zero Waste:

MSS agrees that the JPA has high diversion rates and those rates have increased
dramatically over the past 14 years yet disposal has remained relatively flat, we suggest
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further explanation as to the possible cause—an affluent county in Wthh there are high
rates of consumption. :

Response: Comment noted. The additional sentence has been added in the same
paragraph: “This is due to consumption rates not changing.” This provides further
clarification without attempting to classify “high” and “affluent”.

“The JPA has a minimal role in solid waste program implementation at the
Member Agency level and does not have any direct authority or resources to
implement new programs and effectively increase diversion. :

Each Member Agency administers it s own franchise agreement and the
agreements are not diversion-based agreements”

There is regional oversight by the Franchisor’s Group comprised of all the city managers
of the cities served by MSS.

Response: Comment noted. No change is made to the text since our point is that the JPA
must have a larger role. While the Franchisor’s Group exists, the 1dent1ﬁcat10n of the
JPA’s role is a crucial element to achieving the Zero Waste Goal.

“There is insufficient capacity for facilities located within the County to process
the amount of organic waste, and C&D materials to meet the Zero Waste Goals.”

*Marin Resource Recovery Center (MRRC) does have C&D capacity and is currently
developing a public/private partnership with Central Marin Sanitary Agency (CMSA) for
waste-to-energy and ultimate composting of commercial food waste.

Response: These comments have been added to sections of the report that deal
specifically with these waste streams. The “Marin County Food Waste Anaerobic

" Digestion and Composting Pilot Pro;ects section of the report includes details the

CSMA prOJect

*In 2010 it is anticipated that residential green waste and food waste composting w111 be
part of services provided by MRRC.

Response: This paragraph is in the Food waste section of the report. “When the .
necessary permits are in place, which is antlclpated to be in 2010, MSS will begin co-
collecting residential, kitchen food waste in the curbside green waste can for
composting.”

Page 5, V1. Analysis, Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and Recycling,
Green Business Program; -

MSS is a member of County of Marin’s Green Business Program and, with its waste
management services, has assisted over 100 businesses in qualifying as well.

Response: This information has been added to the “Green Business Program” section of

the report.

Page 7, VI, Ahalysis, Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and Reeycling,
JPA Role: :
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“...the JPA does not receive data on HHW materials that may also be ‘picked by '
through [sic] curbside operation like those provided by Mill Valley Refuse.”

*This is an inaccurate statement. This data is available through MSS HHW tonnage.

R3 Comment: This is our understanding from the JPA. Text has been revised to state

“However, the JPA does not receive data from all haulers on HHW materials that may -
~also be picked through curbside operations like those provided by Mill Valley Refuse.”

Page 7, VI, Analysis, Marin County Leadershlp in Waste Reduction and Recycling,
JPA Role

“Other solid waste related activities that the JPA does not manage for the Member
Agencies are....

e Marin County Solid and Hazardous Waste Permanent Facility..;
¢ Pharmaceutical and sharps..;
e Battery collection....

- Because a variety of entities manage these programs, the JPA‘may or may not be
receiving information on collection or be aware of opportunities to help improve
or expand programs.”

* *This statement is misleading. The JPA funds the program and has eventual oversight
with the exception of pharmaceuticals.

Response: Text has been edited to read:

“Because a variety of entities manage these programs, the JPA may or may not be
receiving information on collection or be aware of opportunities to help improve or
expand programs. For the permanent facility, sharps, and battery collection, the JPA
does fund the program and has eventual oversight of the programs.”

Page 7, V1. Analysis, Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and Recycling,
JPA Role, Tonnage Reports to the JPA: '

“The JPA does not receive reports from all the haulers that identify the service
sectors that generated the diversion and disposal tonnages....”

*This is an inaccurate statement. The JPA does receive this information from MSS
through its Waste Characterization Study.

Response: Change made as noted above. The MSS Waste Characterization Study is a
different subject from the tonnage reports that are submitted to the JPA on a quarterly or
annual basis. While the Waste Characterization Study provides valuable information, all
haulers operating in the County should be providing tonnage information to the JPA
identified by the sector that generated it. Without all haulers providing this information
consistently, the JPA will be less able to identify trends and develop effective and
targeted programs.

Page 7&8, V1. Analysis, Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and
Recycling, JPA Role, Marin JPA Role Compared to Other JPAs: '
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*Note should be made that while the budget for the JPA is significantly less than that of
ACWMA and SBWMA, and that the JPA has significantly fewer staff, the JPA has won
numerous awards and has the highest diversion rate in the state, all at a cost savings to the
rate payer.

Additionally, given the current, serious budgetary limitations facing local agencies, the
likelihood of additional publicly funded programs is highly unhkely Past expenence
suggests that public “ownership” of such programs is more expensive.

Response: Comments noted. Mentions of the County’s high diversion rate and awards
are made in the subsection “Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduct1on and
Recycling”.

Page 9, V1. Analysis, Hauler Services:

“The JPA’s data, as reported by the haulers, does not provzde adequate pemaﬁ
analysis of residential and commer01al sector d1versron

*The MSS Waste Characterization Study does provide this data.

Response: The MSS Waste Characterization Study is a different subject from the tonnage

reports that are submitted to the JPA on a quarterly or annual basis. While the Waste

Characterization Study provides valuable information, all haulers operating in the County
should be providing tonnage information to the JPA identified by the sector that
generated it. Without all haulers providing this information consistently, the JPA Wlll be

less able to identify trends and develop effective and targeted programs.

Page 10, Table 1:

*Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District has not been included in the Service Area for
MSS.

Response: This District has been added to Table 1.
Page 10, Table 2:

*Under “Milk Cartons” note should be made that no recycling market exists for this
product.

Response: Please note that three other companies (Mill Valley Refuse, Redwood Empire
Disposal and Novato Disposal) are collecting milk cartons as part of regular service.

*The “Not Collected” column is inaccurate. MSS does collect waxed or coated paper
and plastic bags. |
Response: This has been corrected.

- Page 11, V1. Analysis, Hauler Services, Marin Sanitary Service, Services:

*MSS provides 5 gallon buckets where space is a problem.
Response: A new last sentence has been added to the first paragraph of the MSS service:

Marin Sanitary Service offers weekly automated and semi-automated cart collection of
solid waste, recyclable and green waste. The size of solid waste containers offered range
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from 20 to 96 gallons, recycling is offered in 32 gallon carts, and green waste is offered
in 64 gallon carts. Where space is a problem, 5 gallon buckets are also provided.”

*QGreen waste 1s unlimited, not “limited” as stated in this section.
Response: The sentence has been edited as follows “Recychng and green waste services
are unlimited - ¥ £

*Paragraph 3 should be edited to say: “They are also exploring the option of taking food
-waste to either their composting facility in Zamora or the residential food waste facility
at Redwood Landfill for composting once the compost operations receive proper
permits.”
Response: This change has been made.

Page 11, VL. Analysis, Hauler Services, Marin Sanitary Service, Public Educétion:

*The MSS Waste Characterization Study and the MSS Zero Waste Plan should be
included in this section.

" R3 Comment: Following the “Public Education” section is “Additional Notes”. It is in
this section that these efforts have been noted. The text reads as follows:

“Additional Notes

MSS is striving to achieve Zero Waste through multiple methods, which includes their
partnership that was established in 2007 with iReuse. The purpose of the partnership is
. to reduce business waste through reuse and donation. The partnership will enable the
“facilitation of donation and sales of reusable materials and provrde clients with tax-
deductible receipts. : :

Beyond the collection services the company provides, MSS also promotes Zero Waste
and strives to become a Zero Waste business. In 2008, MSS underwent a waste
characterization study of its residential and light commercial loads to determine what
materials were not being recycled by customers at the curb. They are using this data to
- re-target education efforts. The latest step undertaken by Marin- Sanitary Service is the
development of a Zero Waste plan for their facility and operations, and food digestion
pilot programs.”

Page 16, V1. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities:

*Note should be made that Marin is relatively small and that MSS” facilities are at 40%
~ of capacity. With the economy in a dramatic downturn it is questionable whether or not
additional facilities are warranted.

Response: The first paragraph of this section has been revised to the following:

“The County has limited facility options for local diversion and disposal of materials.

Tables 10 and 11 identify the current facilities used and their location. Marin Sanitary -

Service notes that their facilities are at 40 percent of capacity. With the downturn in the
economy, capacity has increased, but it is uncertain what the capacity will be and if
~ additional facilities are warranted once the economy rebounds. In addition, if the
Member Agencies or franchise agencies require that the franchised hauler use a spec:flc
facility, there should be some form of tip fee rate oversight by a public agency.”

Page 5 of 12
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There were 12 landfills that reborfed receiving JPA wa'st'e in 2007, but over 98 percent of
the disposal occurred at three sites: Redwood Sanitary Landfill (59.3%), Keller Canyon
Landfill (24.7%), and Potrero Hills Landfill (14.2%).”

Page 17, VL. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities:

“As shown in Table 1 1; there are few local facilities that can handle diversion of
food waste and Construction & Demolition materials.”

*This statement is inaccurate.and Table 11 in not inclusive.
Response: See above response to “Page 16, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities™.

Page 17, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities:

“...a significant portion of the material is being used as erosion control at
Redwood Landfill that could be composted if facilities existed in the region. The
option of local facilities may not be a limiting factor, but the facilities available:

for consolidating the material and transporting it is another aspect that must be
addressed.”

*This statement is inaccurate.

- Response: See above response to “Page 16, V1. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities”.

Page 18, Table 11

- *Marin Recycling Center (MRC) should be added to the Curbside Recyclable facility list.

Response: Mann Resource Recovery has been changed to “Marin Recychng Center”

*MSS Zamora F acility should be added to the Green Waste facility list.
*MSS should be added as a partner to the CMSA: under Food Waste.

Response: These Zamora is already included in the table under its formal SWIS name:
Northern Recycling Compost. MSS has been notated as a CMSA partner.

Page 19, V1. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities, Inerts:

*It should be noted that the facility cited is a Waste Management, Inc. facility that
operates on a regional basis and, as a result, may take in its own material ﬁrst
Response The section has been revised to read:

“Imerts that go to the facﬂlty are used as ADC or road base. Waste Management, Inc.
(WMI) is in the planning stages to construct and operate a C&D facility to process and
sell material. WMI intends to operate this facility on a regional basis, but as it is owned
by Waste Management, Inc., it may take its own material first. Also see above response
to “Page 16, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities”.

There is also the concept of a “reuse center” that would be a buyback center for
construction material. Permitting issues would need to be overcome before retail
operations could begln Regardless, salvaging material is intended to be part of the C&D
facility operations.”
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Page 20, V1. Analys1s, Household Hazardous Waste Collectlon, Used Oll Block
Grants

“...curbside collection that is conducted by Mill Valley Refuse goes to the
permanent HHW facility and does not get recorded separately....the main issue is
that the County should have the information available to it to identify the program
progress and opportunities for improvement.”

*This is inaccurate, it does get recorded separately and the information is available to the
county.

Response: Our understandlng from the JPA is that they do not have data that can be tied
- directly to Mill Valley or other individual programs. It may be that the “curbside
collection” category is separate, but it blends jurisdictions. This comment should be
discussed with the JPA.

Page 20, VI. Analysis, Universal Waste:

*Note should be made that MSS currently takes Universal Waste through the HHW
facility.

Response: This sentence has been added to the second paragraph of “Existing Local
Take-Back Disposal Options”.

“Universal Wastes are accepted at the Marin County Solid and Hazardous Waste
Permanent Facility and the Novato Recycling Center.”

Page 23, V1. Analysis, Existing Local Take-Back Disposal Options, Sharps:

Note should be made relative to the county tracking the collection and that this program
is a result of the public/private partnership started in 1994 with the San Rafael Fire
Department and the MRC.

Response: The first paragraph of this section has been rev1sed to read as follows:

“As mentioned earlier, the County Department of Environmental Health manages the
“outreach in the County for the collection of home-generated sharps. This program is the
result of the public/private partnership started in 1994 with the San Rafael Fire
Department and the Marin Recycling Center.”

Page 23, V1. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion:

“Based on feedback from the haulers, the residential green waste set-out rate is
70-80 percent and the residential recycling set-out rate is over 90 percent.”

*Note should be made that the MSS rate is 90-95% as per a JPA commissioned study by
Jim Greco of Sacramento.

Response: A footnote has been added to this sentence: “The MSS rate is 90-95% as per a
JPA commissioned study by California Waste Associates.”
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Page 24, V1. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Wet and Dry
Collection:

“One way of increésing diversion is to have the franchised haulers develop a wet
and dry material collection route.” '

*This suggestion is problematic. Cost is very high and, based on current programs with

high diversion and participation, changing to wet and dry loads would not be fiscally
prudent, nor would it generate much increased diversion for MSS customers.
Response: Comment noted and each Member Agency would need to assess this option.

Page 24, V1. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Constructlon and
Demolition Ordinance: :

“Five have no previsiens for C&D recycling....”

*Note should be made that this fact is due to the MRRC providing the service. _
Response: Communities still need to adopt and ordinance regardless of using MRRC.
This may result in more C&D material going to the facility.

Page 26, VI. Analysis, ‘Opp'ortun_ities for Increasing Diversion, Construction and
Demolition Ordinance, Limited Facility Options:

“An agreement with facilities to standardize clear and concise distinctions on
weight receipts would be beneficial. Distinctions could include origin of C&D

~waste and potentially a note acknowledging the material has been accepted as
C&D and will be recycled accordingly.”

*Note should be made that MSS is already doing this.

Response The sentence has been amended to as follows: :
“An agreement with facilities to standardize clear and concise dlstmctlons on Welght
receipts would be beneficial; MSS reports that they are already doing this.”

Page 27, VL. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Food Waste:_

When the necessary permits are in place, which is émticipated to be in 2010, MSS will
begin co-collecting residential, kitchen food waste in the curbside green waste can.

Additionally, a feasibility study has been completed sponsored by PG&E, CMSA, the
City of San Rafael, the City of Larkspur and MSS. It will allow for the development ofa
commercial food waste-to-energy, public/private partnership and eventual composting.
This partnership will likely begin in mid-2010 from the restaurants and other points of
food waste currently collected by MSS.

‘Response: These paragraphs were added to the end of the Redwood Landfill discussion. -

“However, due to the air emission concerns, the landfill is limited to receiving a maximum of 30
tons per day of food waste. Whether the food can be mixed with the green waste or must be
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separate, remains to be determined. Currently, lawsuits are preventing the composting operation
from beginning.

When the necessary permits are in place, which is anticipated to be in 2010, MSS will begin co-
collecting residential, kitchen food waste in the curbside green waste can.

Additionally, a feasibility study has been completed, sponsored by PG&E, CMSA, the City of San
Rafael, the City of Larkspur and MSS. It will allow for the development of a commercial food
waste-to-energy, public/private partnership and eventual composting. This partnership will

likely begin in mid-2010 ﬁom the restaurants and other pomts of food waste currently collected
by MSS.

- Other facilities that may be able to accept the mixed food waste...”

- Page 29, VI, Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Green Waste:

*Note should be made in this section that all MSS green waste is composted.
Response: Text was modified as follows.

“Since there are no composting facilities within the County, the option exists to haul green
materials to a transfer station. MSS reports that they are currently composting all green waste
they collect. Table 18 below lists transfer stations accepting green materials within 100 mlles of
the City of San Rafael.”

Page 33, V1. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Maximizing-
Diversion, Residential Collection Services:

Paragraph 2 does not make sense.
Response: Comment noted. The subsequent paragraphs clarify the compostables v.
rubbish.

Page 34, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Max1m1zmg
Diversion, Residential Collection Services:

“Changing the categories of materials collected provides a major opportunity to
increase diversion.”

Expected percentage increase should be noted.
Response: The percentage is noted in Recommendation #12 and Appendix B.

Page 36, VL. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Conversion
Technologies, Biomass:

*Note should be made that MSS is currently using biomass technology in the
development of on-site fuel for MRRC.

Response: This sentence has been added to the section.

Page 37, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Marin County Food
Waste Anaerobic Digestion and Composting Pilot Projects:

Page 9 of 12
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Regarding reference to Pacific Biomass, it should be noted that they only want green

waste.

Response: Change made. “... undertaken by Pacific Brogas The proposed orgamcs
(green waste only) dlgester is planned to be sited in Marin..

Page 37&38, VL. Analys1s, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Marin County
Food Waste Anaerobic Dlgestlon and Composting Pilot PrOJects, Marin Sanitary
Service:

- *The ﬁrst paragraph should be edited to read: “Tn October 2008 Marin Sanitary Service

initiated a bio-cell/bio-filter program for commercial food waste composting. In
December 2008, Marin Sanitary Service began a commercial food waste-to-energy
feasibility study.”

Response: Change made.

* Additionally, the numbers of restaurants and food markets served are incorrect.
Response The sentence was removed in the absence of accurate numbers being prov1ded.

*Third paragraph, first line “pilot” should be “study.”
Response: Change made.

*Third paragraph last sentence should be edited to read: “...or retrofitting the MSS
transfer station.’
Response: Change made

*To the benefits of adding food waste to the digestion process, the financial benefits as
well as a reduced tip fee should be added.
Response: Bullet added:

® Increased financial benefits and reduced tip fee; |

Page 41, V1. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Consumption and

~Disposal Changes, Polystyrene (Styrofoam):

*It should be noted that to be truly recyclable, BPI certlﬁcatlon 1S necessary
Response Footnote made.

Page 44, VII. Recommendations, Phase I, JPA, #4. Help Solid Waste and Non-Solid
Waste Facilities with Siting\Permitting Processes:

“The lack of the necessary infrastructure is the biggest constraint for the County
to achieve high diversion programs that include green waste, food waste, and -
- construction and demolition materials.”

*This statement is inaccurate and does not take into consideration the MRRC facility.

Response: Comment noted. Also see above response to “Page 16, V1. Analysis, Solid - “
Waste Facilities”. :
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| Page 44, VII. Recommendafions, Phase I, Member Agencies, #6. Revise Solid Waste
Ordinances: ‘

“However, the ordinances that regulate the hauler franchise agreements in some
cases have not been updated for 45 years.”

This statement is highly misleading and should be removed or modified to accurately
reflect when agreements have actually, recently been updated.

Response: Comment noted; this recommendation pertains to ordinances not franchise
agreements.

Page 45, VII. Recommendations, Phase I. Member Agencies, #7. Rev1se Franchise
Agreement Language:

Under “Specific diversion requirements” and “Overall tonnage collected” note should be
made that these can change depending on the state of the overall economy.

Response: The franchise agreement diversion requirements should be based on the
tonnage collected and therefore, not dependent on the overall economy.

*It should also be acknowledged that many of the items listed in this section are already
in place in MSS franchise agreements. In addition, there are a number of items listed that
‘do not accurately reflect best practice, practices currently in place or the challenges faced
by the hauler i.e. consumer responsibility, risk, cost, market considerations. Perhaps the
recommendations should be presented in a matrix format identifying what items are in
place and by which haulers.

-Response: Comment noted; please note that the spe01ﬁc franchise agreements and

- specific language needed are not covered under the Feasibility Study..

Page 48, VII. Recommendations, Phase 11, Haulers (v1a Member Agenc1es), #12.
Implement Wet/Dry Collection Routs:

*This recommendation is already in place at MSS.
Response: Comment noted, please see response to page 24 MSS comment.

Page 48, VII. Recommendations, Phase II, Haulers (via Member Agencies), #13.
Offer Residential Unlimited Services of Recycling and Green Waste Containers:

“In the MSS service area, only San Anselmo has unlimited green waste collection,
and in all service areas, residents [sic] only one recycling cart is provided.”

*This statement is inaccurate. Unlimited green waste collection is available in all MSS
service areas.

Reéponse: Statement is edited.

Page 11 of 12
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Page 50, V1L Recommendations, Phase If, Haulers (via Member Agencies), #15.
Add Food Waste Diversion to Collection Services (Residential and Commerecial):. .

“Haulers pr0v1de customers backyard compost bins, kitchen pails, and educatlon
matenals -

This should be edited to eliminate “backyard compost bins” since they are in violation of
the current health and safety code and, actually, are found to increase greenhouse gas
production in the urban setting.

Response: Comment noted, compost bins are for yard waste only.

Page 50, VII. Recommendations, Phase II, Member Agencies, #18 Require
Deconstruction/Salvage/Resale of Construction and Demolition Materials:

Note should be made that the county d1d a market study on this subject and found no in-
county market.

Response Comment noted; reference of the study name/date is necessary before making
notation in the Fea31b111ty Study.
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Loretta Figueroa

Almonte Samtary Dlstrlct Local Task Force Special District
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From: Loretta Figueroa, Almonte Sanitary District, Local Task Force Special District
Representative

To: The Marin County Hazardous and Sohd Waste Management JPA

Date: October 10, 2009

Subject: Comments on the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management JPA
(JPA) Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan Development (The Draft Plan) dated August 2009
* presented by R3 Consulting Group (Consultant) to the Marin County Local Task Force
(LTF) on September 2, 2009.

1. On October 7, 2009, the consultant reported to the LTF that The Draft Plan had
"~ been revised by the consultant. This revised draft was not available for review by
the LTF.

Response: Comment noted.

2. After The Draft Plan has been revised by the JPA, before final approval, the LTF
should have an opportunity to review The Revised Plan and all comments
submitted regarding The Draft Plan. The L'TF should have an opportunity to make
comments on The Revised Draft.

Response: Comment noted.

3. My comments will not include changes that mlght be suggested by a proofreader.

Response: Comment noted.

4. Page 7 —1don’t believe that the Novato Household Hazardous Waste Program is
funded by an annual JPA Grant. '

Response: Comment noted; correction has been made. .

5. Page 8 — After “Member Agencies” add “Non-member Agencies™.

Response: Text has been added to include Special Districts.

6. Page 38 — Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR): Should be expanded to
include packaging, and ‘cradle to cradle’ recychng systems designed, financed,
and managed by the producers themselves.

Response: Text has been added to reflect this.

7. The JPA is a regional agency. In some places in The Draft Plan the word
Countywide should replace the word regional.

- Response: Text has been changed where applicable.

8. Average diversion rates for the haulers ranges from 36. 67% to 50.93%. The
Diversion rate calculated by the CIWMB for 2006 was 72%, There should be an
explanation for the difference between these two reported diversion rates.

Response: Only a portion of the diversion rate for the JPA area is derived from

hauler collection operations. It also includes material back-hauled by stores for

recycling, self-haul material diversion at landfills (e.g., beneficial use), recycling
centers (source-separated collection by companies rather than haulers or self-haul),
grasscycling, and other source reduction activities. In addition, construction material
reuse and inerts were documented in the state-approved diversion rate.

9. The Draft Plan should address the fact that Marin County has the highest per
capita waste generation in the state. And “Accordingly, over the past 14 years,
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while dlversmn has mcreased dramatically, actual disposal has remained
relatively flat.

Response: Comment noted and text has been added.

10. In light of SB 1016 — The Zero Waste Goal should be restated as a “reductlon in
per capita disposal” goal instead of an “increase in diversion” goal.
Response: The goal definition has been revised to include waste prevention.

11. Page 6 — The www. marmrecvcles org website needs to follow through on the -
improvements described by Staff. ’
Response: Comment noted.

12. Page 39 — Progressive Can Rates — The Almonte Sanitary District has had
progressive can rates since 1992. I’m not aware of any problems with residents
putting garbage in the recyclmg containers. The hauler may have different
information.

Response: Comment noted.

13. Page 40, Tables 19 and 10 — Are the rates listed for on month? Are the rates listed
for garbage only or do they include green waste and recycling? What are the rates
for green waste and recycling? Are all haulers included in this table? I can’t find
the list of “Unincorporated Franchise Areas 1-6”.

Response: Rates are listed for one month and include various services prov1ded by

the different haulers.



From: Loretta Figueroa, Almonte Sanitary District,

Local Task Force Special District Representative
To:  The Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Authonty
Date: November 10, 2009

Subject: Comments on the “Final Draft Waste Feasibility Study” dated October 2009

_ Comment #1:

Many References to “Member Agencies” should read “Member Agencies and Non-Member
Agencies”. o

Example:

Page ES-1
On a countywide baS|s the Member

Agencies, Non-Member Agencies and the JPA have successfully
implemented programs to comply with
the Integrated Waste Management Act’s
(AB 939) requirements of diverting from
landfill 50 percent of waste generation.
As a regional agency, comprising of all |
the communities in Marin County, the
JPA reports diversion progress to the
California Integrated Waste
Management Board (CIWMB) ona
regional basis.

Comment #2:

| suggest that the term “Green Waste” be replaced with “Garden Organics” or “Garden
Compostables” or something similar. | also suggest that the term “Food Waste” be
replaced with “Food Scraps” or something similar. ~ _ _
Response: Comment noted. The term “food waste” is being used in this report because it
is standard terminology in the industry.

| question if there is any evidence to support the conclusion that a 68-gallon green can is a
disincentive to diverting “garden organics”. Is there evidence of “garden organics” being
disposed of with the solid waste? If “garden organics” are being composted in a resident’s
backyard they're being diverted from disposal. :
Response: Comment noted. The intent was to note that larger containers would provide
greater opportunity to divert material rather than having people place organics in the trash
container who do ot request an extra container. Marin Sanitary Service’s waste
composition study provided data that organic materials are being disposed (see Figure 1
and Table 9 in the report).

The Almonte area of the Mill Valley Refuse Service area varies from flat to very steep
driveways and many if not most residents would find a filled 96 gallon container unusable
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because of it's weight. In any case, the “can size issue” will be resolved if the 68-gallon
green can is picked up weekly rather than bi-weekly.

Response: Comment noted and text has been added to Recommendation 13. Having the
option of a 96 gallon container is a suggestion; a smaller container size could still be
offered and selected by res:dents based on need and drlveway considerations.

Mill Valley Refuse Green Can Service is flexible and is not limited to the green can:

In addition to the 68- gallon green can residents may also place one (1).
tied bundle of cuttlngs two feet by five feet (2ft x 5ft) next to the can for
pick-up.

Or, instead of the green can, residents may put three (3) tied bundles
two feet by five feet (2ft x 5ft) at the curb on the scheduled pick-up day.

Unlimited curbside collection of * ‘garden organics” could potentially mclude
removal of 200-foot eucalyptus trees felled by a winter storm!

Example: .
Pages 49/50

Mill Valley Refuse customers in the Homestead area have the option to
decline green waste service because they compost in their backyard. It is
unclear how much green waste is being disposed by Homestead residents, but
regardless, those with services are limited to 68 gallons and are charged $3
for each extra can. This smaller container size and fee for extra serv:ce

is a dlsmcentlve to dlvertlng green waste material.

Estimated Diversion: 7,300+ tons per year in combination with other programs
Steps to Achieve:

Haulers should provide option of extra free containers for recyclables
and green waste.

Jurisdictions could require hauler to provide unlimited collection of green
waste.

Mill Valley Refuse shou/d consider increasing green waste collection to B
at least 96 gallons and eliminating the extra container charge.

Response: Comment noted. In the Franchise Agreement, there could be similar
restrictions as to the size and bulk of tree trimmings as noted as currently -
existing. Regardless, the intent of “unlimited” curbside collection is to remove the
potential financial barrier to request an additional cart when a property regularly
generates more material than the “free” services -accommodate. People are still
disposing of organics and this can be one way of encouraglng additional '
diversion.
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Comment #3:

Onsite aerobic composting, vermicomposting, food scrap digesters, or black soldier fly
composting may be more carbon neutral than recycling programs that divert materials to a
“regional facility”.

Response: Comment noted. Backyard composting is still a recommendation of the study
(Recommendation 17).
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David Haskel

Member JPA Local Task Force on Solid Waste
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Submission of Zero Waste Strategy Plan 2009, David Haskell, Member JPA Local Task Force on Solid Waste

To dispel any doubt as to what Zero Waste is ..ceueee

In one sense, it really isn't that difficult. Zero Waste means that there isn't any waste. No garbage! No throwing
anything away in a pit in the ground! No burning things just to "get rid of them". Everything is reused. On this
Ievel,. the concept could hardly be simpler.” Dr. Paul Palmer, Author: Getting to Zero Waste

Zero Waste ...........
- e Eliminates rather than just “manages” waste.
« Is a whole system approach that aims to completely change the way materials flow through society. -

e Is a unifying concept or “brand” for a basket of existing and emerging techhologies gimed at the
elimination of waste.

e Resets the compass with new tools and new ways of thinking so that normal, everyday activities
contribute to the solution rather than the problem.

* /s a way to transform the current cost-plus waste industry - whose existence is dependent on the
destruction of more and more resources, into a value-added resource recovery industry.

. Redesigns the current, one-way industrial system into a cyclical system modeled on Nature’s successful
strategies. '

e Helps communities develop local economies, sustain good jobs, and provide a measure of self
sufficiency.

e Ensures that products are made to be durable, reusable, repairable and are 'bio—éompatible (Non-
toxic).

ZERO \WASTE

Has concrete goals

Is a single call to action
Engagés the community psyche
Predicts and helps redesign the future
Creates the climate for continual improﬁement
Out-competes traditional waste disposal methods

Services a new sustainable economic model enabling markets to drive the change
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Introduction to Submission: | wish to offer a new vision. | am suggesting a new way to look at
managing our county’s discarded resources with an eye to getting as close as possible to the
destination of Zero Waste. It is a journey - a rallying cry — to our citizens to reduce their

- environmental impact on this planet. The Zero Waste Strategy Document lost in the paradigm

of diversion. Sadly recycling has become the new garbage — recycling a single use item is not an v_
environmental virtue.

I am suggesting a new framework for achieving Zero Waste ~ it has four operational divisions

“working under the umbrella of a new organization — Let’s call it “Waste Free Marin” -- Specific

recommendations on the Rawles/Frost /3H Waste Strategy document follow these brief
divisional descriptions.

# priority: Zero Waste Professional Services

Objective: To provide program administration, technical assistance, social

‘marketing / public education and effective management of JPA Programs. _

¢ To provide on-site resource assessment audits and development of Zero Waste Action (ZAP .
Plans) Plans with clients - ensuring the provision of the plans are coupled with cost effective
finance options for Marin public sector agencies, homeowners and business consumers.

e Ensure the residents and businesses have the knowledge and wherewithal to practice waste -
reduction and source separation to reduce all volumes of material use.

e ' “Business Partnership Program” to work with businesses to reduce waste & manage haulers to
reduce costs. Working directly with public sector organizations to reduce both waste and costs.

e Develop social marketing campaign — partnering with businesses and local non-government
organizations to promote Zero Waste everywhere!

Response: Most of these programs are handled on the Member Agenty level and can be implemented’
through franchise agreement requirements. The JPA could have an active role in conducting public
education for Recommendation 10. ’

#2 priority: Zero Waste Infrastructure Services
Objective: Make doing the right thing easy all the time!

The following is a partial list of potential services /facilities that are required to help consumers and
businesses “do the right thing”. These facilities/services are essential for progress.

Sustainable Packaging Collaboration
Product Service Systems Developers
Resource Recovery Parks
Deconstruction Services
- Construction and Demolition Yard
Extended Producer Responsibility / Industry Take Back Programs
Office Cycle Program
ReStaurant/ Food Discard Program
Organic materials separation, collection / marketing
Mixed & Single Stream Recyclant Collection
-Bulk Inorganic Collection



Refill Shops

Repair Mall & Reuse Park

Hazardous and Toxic Mitigation Program

Waste Exchange Data Base for Marin Businesses A
Commercial Worm Composting {decentralized by neighborhood)

Response: Comment noted. Most of these fit into the new program
Recommendations 2, 4 and 17.

#3 Priority: Waste Free Research and Development

 Objective: To work smart and be the best we can be

¢ Identification of Community Environmental Investment Priorities &
Criteria

e Work with Industry and Commerce to design and foster introduction of waste free
- products, packaging and processes.

e Ensure regional business have access to state-of-the-art reuse and repair information
and technologies ' '

e Work in collaboration with public policy agencies to foster the effective operation of the
market and ensure public policy supports the rapid uptake of cost effective zero waste
practices and technologies consistent with technological and industrial capacity to
integrate new practices.

e To monitor programs and investment projects of Waste Free Marin to ensure effective
and efficient operation.

Response: Comment noted. These recommendations align with Recommendations 2 and 10 of the
study. ’

#4 Priority: Waste Free ECONnomic Development & Finance
Objective: Financial investment in resource efficiency & infrastructure -

*  To administer a revolving loan fund/program to qualifying zero waste projects identified by
the Waste Free Professional Services and or other professional organizations
Contestable fund to-also help set-up infrastructure services.

* In collaboration with federal, state and regional organization to ensure that'a plan is
| developed to ensure that there is adequate capital made available to homeowners,
businesses, public sector agencies to foster rapid market adoption of resource efficient
practices and technologies.

* To work with Marin Economic Development Agencies to foster development of new
waste free enterprises and to create new sustainable employment opportunities.
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Response: Comment noted. This recommendation requires more JPA

authority/Member Agency cooperation which could result out of Recommendation
2 of the study.

- Forevery can ‘Zero Waste Keys for Marin Businesses & Residents
of garbage - :
plez:;%?nthe Collaborative Programs to make a Difference
equivalent of 71 , _ .
garbagecans | Promote Economic - Enwronmental Prosperity
of wasted
resources were ¢+ Research and Development
In-directly -
;'mg’:g;‘;’aﬂ % Economic Development
i on, : :
_ . <% Create New Green Jobs
"CQ- amisaion
ok Inchedad _
' STOP WASTING MONEY AND RESOURCES
3

Recommendations for Marin County JPA — Comments of Zero Waste Strategy 2009

Background for Recommendation #1.

The Zero Waste Strategy document produced by JPA County Public Works Department staff reflects a
mind-set mired in the past for the following reasc}_ns: "
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1. The Rawles/Frost/3H strategy makes scant attempt to reduce the “ecological footprint” of

Marin County. They do not address mitigation of environmental impacts of waste
generation and handling. (The prime reason for a Zero Waste Strategy)

Response: Comment noted. The focus is on achieving the Zero Waste goals established by the JPA
for 2012 and 2025. '

. Strategy’s failure to recognize the economic realities of our time to re-vitalize our country’s

economy with new vision — new green collar jobs leading to economic viability and
environmental sustainability. : ' '

Response: Green jobs are recognized as an element to achieving Zero Waste. The recommendations
are intended to provide programmatic framework for achieving waste reduction and diversion. A key
component of this is Recommendation 4.

Failure to recognize that the old paradigm of Garbage Trucks, Transfer Stations, Diversion
and Landfills will never be a part of a Zero Waste solution -- It is the source of the problem
rather than the solution.



Response: Recognizing long-term that waste prevéntion is essential, prqgréms.will gradually

@

Recommendation #1> JPA to phase-out and replace Marin County DPW’s role in £ AT
planning and managing Marin County’s Zero Waste Policies. The existing set of (
skills related to sanitary/civil engineering are no longer relevant to the social
marketing / public education / economic mandates required to secure an environmentally
sustainable economy in Marin County. |

Background for Recommendation #2 > New Vision New Players Required:

Attached to this submission is an abbreviated new “resource management” vision for our county’s

residents and businesses to efficiently and effectively manage the resources it purchases and consumes.

This new vision does not rely on antiquated concepts of waste generation, collection and hauling.
Instead, it recognizes that the challenges for a “Green Energy Future” are the same set of challenges for
a “Green Resource Future”.: Solutions in the future will never again be from the old toolkit of big old
garbage/recycling trucks making things sanitary (e.g. sanitary landfills — sanitary services) so as to
protect the public health. That is a 1950’s 20™ century concept that worked to protect health from
disease but has no role in a world caught up in the challenges of Climate Change. Instead, the vision is
" about creating new economic activity that will make it easy for business and residents (Zero Waste
Advisors) to do the right things. (Zero Waste Infrastructure Services) — It recognizes that it is people —
businesses and residents working together to reduce their environmental im'pact that will make Zero
Waste real. This challenge will require social marketing professionals to create and lead campaigns

- focused on behavior change and ensure that people have access to good information. It will require a
new set of professional resource managers who can assist companies and households to make wise,
cost effective waste free choices. .

Response: Comment noted. Public education will be a significant effort necessary to-encourage short-term and
long-term waste reduction and reuse. Most recommendations made on the study include a component of public
education in addition to Recommendation 10.

Recommendation #2: .

J‘PA'appoint a Commission to review present Marin County Hazardous Household and Solid Waste
Planning Strategy, review best practices in successful agencies, and make recommendations to
relocate the responsibilities in a county department and/or contract agency that focuses on
community economic development, climate change mitigation and reduction of environmental and .
social impacts as its primary mission. '

Response: Comment noted.
Recommendation #3

Support the strategy report’s call for JPA reform — from the bottom up.
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Response: Comment noted.
Submitted by:
David Haskell

JPA Local Task Force Member

Oct. 9, 2009
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- Judy Schriebman
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Comments on the Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan Paper
Oct. 13, 2009

1. As a writer, I find an extremely troubling aspect of this report is its initial heavy
emphasis on the term diversion rather than waste reduction, which is what is truly
necessary to get us to zero waste. “Diversion” implies moving things from one pile to
another, as one would divert a river or a child. It does not mean reducing or actually
stopping the flow. So diversion, like recycling, while a part of getting to zero waste,
is not the overarching concept/method/way of thinking that is necessary to move

‘Marin County from a state of affluential unconsciousness to one of true
sustainability. We need a radical restructurlng of almost everythlng we do, nota
diversion.

We need to convey this critical new way of thinking from the very beginning of the
document and not skirt the issue. The planetary situation is dire. We are producing
more, and throwing away more, of a variety of plastics, toxic chemicals and
pharmaceuticals that have an infinite shelf life as they accumulate in the
environment, in the bodies of dead sea birds, water supplies, and breast milk. We
are killing ourselves with our trash.

If we have learned nothing else from the radical right, we have learned that framing
an issue is at least as important as the data and this document at the outsetis
framed very, very badly. While it may be technically accurate, “diversion” is a poor
word choice for communicating the important concept of zero waste to others
outside of the field. In addition, the sheer number of repetitions of the word
“diversion” in the first five pages produces a state of mental numbness near to
catatonia. This is too bad, because the data, charts and the recommendatlons that
come afterward in this report are very good.

By p14, the report clearly states that forthe JPA to reach the Zero Waste goals, the
focus must be on reducing the materials disposed. I would suggest that we substitute
the words Waste Reduction, Waste elimination, Zero Waste goals and/or
Sustainability for most of the diversion word choices, except where the context is
actually talking about diversion, as in bullet point 7 on page 3.

Response: Comment noted. Changes have been made where applicable.

2. Introductlon (p2): add in the fact that we are still producing more was’ce per
~ capita now than ever and than most places in the world.

Response: Comment noted. Sources would need to be provided in order to add this
to the study.

3. Zero Waste (p2) can be described in much better terms. It’s actually a fairly
straightforward term than most anyone can understand as is. It means no more
garbage; no more throw aways because we have come to recognize that there is no
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“away” any more. The goal of zero waste is also fairly straightforward. It means
nothing that cannot be reused, recycled, composted, reformed, or remade into
something useful will be allowed to be made, sold, produced or brought into this
county, because it's not going to be landfilled, shipped to the third world to be
dumped, or “outsourced” to the environment. This is a fairly radical proposal.

Getting to zero waste means developing and implementing policies and programs

that promote product redesign to eliminate toxics, excess wasteful packaging, and
implementing a cradle-to-cradle lifecycle for everything bought, sold, brought into
or produced in the county. It means limiting our choices to things that sustain llfe
and don’t destroy it.

Response: Comment noted. The deflmtlon provided in the study was intended to be
concise and encompass the objectives of the JPA. The definition can be tailored to
specific goals of individuals and jurisdictions when implementing recommendations
or developing new programs.

4. Impediments (p3) first line has a typo or missing word or something.

Response: The sentence has been revised to read: “The MemberAgenczes and Special
Districts (e.g., Sanitary Districts) in the JPA have a wide variety of programs that are
intended to promote waste reduction, the recycling of products, and result in reducing
the amount of material dlsposed ”

5. First paragraph (p4) is another place we could insert the nasty fact that we in

Marin are still throwing away more stuff per capita than ever before, than most

places on earth. Actual disposal, in other words has remained both flat and very
high on a per capita basis. :

Response See response to Comment 2 above.

6. Second paragraph (p4): The word "mitigated" has the connotation of being
smoothed over, pushed under the rug, lessened, toned down or diminished. I think
these obstacles or impediments will have to be fixed, eliminated, or changed so that
they no longer exist as impediments. Anywhere the word “mitigate” is used to mean
“lessen,” when our stated goal is zero, needs to be changed to reflect our intention.
Response: The sentence has been revised to read: “In order to meet the Zero Waste
Goals, several major challenges must be addressed that affect program development
and implementation.”

7. Bullet points 1 and 2 (p4): Change “increase diversion” and “diversion-based
agreements” to “reduce waste” and “waste reduction-based” agreements.

Response: “Waste reduction” has been added to the bullets. The word “diversion” is
still a key component to achieving Zero Waste and, therefore, has not been removed.

8. The JPA, with its limited ability to implement change (p4, bullet point 1), has been
under the auspices of the Dept of Public Works for many years but this may not be
the best fit any more. Based on the information presented on p 5, it would seem that
the Community Development Agency is now a more appropriate agency to take on-
this task of driving the county and its member agencies to Zero Waste. They have a



sustainability team, which is directly linked into those programs that are already
being implemented to get us there.

Response: Comment noted. The focus is on authority rather than departments.
This is not to imply that improved interaction with efforts being undertaken by
other departments is not needed (see Recommendations 1 and 2).

9. Progressive Container Rates (p39). It is stated that all areas have progressive rate
structures. This is not accurate in the area of LGVSD served by MSS where the 20
gallon can rate is still higher than the 32 gallon on a per gallon basis. I believe this is
the same in other areas as well. We are hoping to move to a real progressive can
rate where larger trash cans are charged on a percentage basis more than the
smaller ones, to reward those individuals and families who do not produce as much
trash. : v

Response: Comment noted. Progressive rates are based on having customers pay a
higher dollar amount for more waste disposed (larger garbage cats/bins). This can
be done as a percentage, a dollar amount, or on a volume basis.
Member/contracting agencies can adopt rate structures with larger differences
between cart/bins sizes, and this could be negotiated between with the haulers and
member/contracting agencies. In LGVSD, in actual dollar amounts, the 20 gallon
rate is $3 less than the 32 gallon rate, so it is considered a “progressive” rate. LGVSD
can adopt progress rates that have larger differences between cart/bin sizes.

There was é lot of work and data gatheri-ng and thought that has gone into this
report. The above changes I think will make it a stronger document and give a better
structure to that work. I look forward to reading the next draft.

Sincerely,

Judy Schriebman
415-472-3345
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Bob Brown

City of San Rafael
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From: Bob Brown

Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2009 11:16 AM
To: Ken Nordhoff

Cc: Bob Brown

Subject: Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan

Ken: Here are my thoughts about the Draft ZW Plan:

1.

First, I think it's generally well written, informative and an appropriate level review. |
enthusiastically support most of the recommendations and would be willing to play a

- more significant role next year in moving any of this forward.

Response: Comment noted.

2.

| was disappointed that there wasn’t a written section on financing. The attached table
lists optional funding possibilities, but it's inadequate to develop a funding mechanism,
which must coincide with or even precede the Phase | work. I also think the report would
benefit from an analysis of implementation timing for the two phases that could occur
from differing levels of funding so we’'d have a sense of how realistic the attainment of the
2012 and 2025 goals are. :

Response: Section VIl presents the potenhal funding options that can be adopted by the
member agencies or the JPA. This study is a general policy document that outlmes potential
policies and programs. .

3.

I'd also suggest that there be a bit more an.alysis'based on the attached table identifying
which of the strategies yield the biggest bang-for-the-buck; dividing the estimated

tonnage of diversion by the estimated program implementation cost. My casual review of

the table indicates that a few of the programs have much more significant return, and
possibly these should be prioritized. The most cost effective measures should be
highlighted in some way (a top 5, as we did in the CCAP).

Response: An additional table is included in Appendix B. The estimated costs and diversion
is presented on a regional basis for planning estimates.

4.

In terms of comments on specific recommendations, I'm pleased that they attempted to
estimate implementation and enforcement costs for the various member agency
responsibilities. Many of the responsibilities attributed to member agencies, such as
revising solid waste ordinances, creating mandatory recycling ordinances and
renegotiating franchise agreements would benefit from a mutual effort, utilizing common
consultants. But there also has to be an identified funding source other than General
Funds or this work will never be done in the timeframe necessary.

Response: It up to the individual MA and JPA to identify the funding source for the programs
they adopt. Generally, solid waste programs have been funded through General Fees.
Please see Section VIII for the identified funding sources available.

5.

Rec. 8: C&D Ordinance: | keep pushing the County to complete their work on this and
take a leadership role with the other cities. Now that the green building ord. is heading
towards adoption {through the BERST program efforts countywide), we'll need a common
enforcement/verification mechanism, since the proposed residential and commercial
rating systems both require 50% material diversion. | have a call into Brian Crawford on
the timing of their work. In terms of the Draft Plan, | don't anticipate anything in terms of
implementation costs on our end, either initially or ongoing. It will just be another task for
our permit techs, but we can easily accommodate it. We'll all probably copy the County
ordinance and procedures, so | don't know what other initial costs will be involved in
creating the verification system. The report should lower both the initial and ongoing
costs for this measure.

Response: The actual implementation costs for this program may be significantly lower. But,
please keep in mind that a Member Agency or the JPA will need to staff it. In Phase Ii of the
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plan there will be further refinement of the costs; at that point the costs may be lower. Phase
- I development being planned with the JPA. Enforcement is the main issue and this happens

at the permit level and at C&D facilities. Until a specific program is adopted it is difficult to »

determine a more specific cost range. '

6. Rec. 9: Multi-Family and Commercial Recycling Ord.: The ongoing cost estimates for this
responsibility are underestimated for most jurisdictions. Since we have apartment and
commercial inspection programs already, this additional responsibility will be no big deal,
just another couple of items to verify. Cities/towns without an existing program taking
them into all these buildings will have to create one, or contract for one, and if this is the
only purpose, it will cost a lot more than $5K per year (we spend a few hundred thousand
$s on both programs, but they're funded by other means).

Response: The cost presented in the study is just for the ordinance adoption. The cost for

program implementation will be born from the franchise haulers, rate payers and any rate

increases. Program implementation costs are encompassed in all the other Phase I

- recommendations. For example, revising the franchise agreements, wet/dry collection,

adding organics, etc. v B

- The duty of enforcement can be an element/combination of additional City staff, code
enforcement, or the hauler program manager. The intent of the multi-family and commercial
recycling ordinance is to increase the accessibility to recycling programs and recovery
programs. ‘

Let me know if you have any questions about these comments, or want to go over your thoughts.
BB : : '



Ken Nordhoff

City Manager, City of San Rafael
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From: Ken Nordhoff [mailto:Ken.Nordhoff@ci.san-rafael.ca.us]
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2009 1:31 PM

To: Soulard, Alex

Cc: Frost, Michael; Bob Brown

Subject: RE: 10/29/09 JPA Board Agenda

Alex — while fresh on my mind, here are a few specific comments on the draft ZWP (a
new acronym®)
1. From our Wednesday review:

a. You need to consolidate the education efforts in some way. This would
include those in the goals, as well as capturlng costs and staffing as
appropriate.

Response: Public education efforts cross many recommendations and are

program specific. The programs identified below highlight where JPA can

assist on countywide level in addition to other efforts undertaken by the

Member Agencies or franchised haulers. It is anticipated it would cost

approximately $120,000 for one full-time-equivalent JPA staff or external

contract to a firm to administer the public education services. This is in
“addition to any public education efforts done by Member Agencies to support
efforts and related printing/media costs. It's important to note that these
costs are dependent on whether Member Agencies adopt the program and
give the JPA authority to administer the public education. - :
« Reduced consumption education

Extended Producer Responsibility

Wet/dry commercial collectlon

C&D ordinance

Food waste

Countywide sales bans

‘Salvage of materials/deconstruction, etc.

b. Also, you need to separate out those goals that are within the current JPA
authority, and those that would require some modification of the current
JPA agreement (meanmg scope of authority regarding ZWP goals at our

. JPAlevel). A third grouping clearly remains that requires local agency
action (e.g. franchise agreement amendments).

Response: The text has been clarified and the recommendations are

categorized by the lead entity that should be responsible for implementation

(e.g., JPA, Member Agencies and haulers). Table ES-3 also breaks out

responsibilities for the recommendations. While the JPA has a range of -

authority through the JPA agreement, program implementation is out of the

“pbasic minimum programs” Section 6.1 allows the JPA to perform. in addition,

Section 6.2 (Agency Election to Participate in Authority Programs) requires

the “formal action of their governing boards to choose whether or not

they wish to participate in and fund programs to be developed by the

Authority”. This aspect is where current attempts to have model ordinances

adopted have fallen short.

Section 6.1 basic authority includes:
= Administration
= Planning
= Monitoring and reporting
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= Compliance review
» | egislation rewew

Section 5.2 additional authorlty that could be given to the JPA if Member AgenCIes
choose (not limited to):

Adopt ordinances and resolutions
Acquire hold and dispose of property
Monitor performance

Levy and collect fees and charges
Issue bonds

Implement programs

Now to specifics:

a. Page ES-3 - It should be made clear that a Phase I goal could include
more JPA Exec Comm. or Board meetings, but that would be tied to the
other goals and defining which take JPA time and resources (see 1b
above). It may also be helpful to make clear if sub-committee and task
forces could be established to assist in this work as well. ThlS goal may
also need refinement if noted later in the report.

Response: The text has been clarified to read:

The increased meetings would be tied to deflnmg the goals of the JPA and any

associated staff and time needs. The increased communication could lead to improved

~ partnership with Member Agencies and more effective implementation of programs.

_The Board of Directors may wish to consider deve/opmg a subcommittee to address the -
goals of this recommendation. :
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b. ES- 4 not sure why ‘another method regarding multi family and
commercial recycling is repeated in the ordinance update and franchise -
agreements. Do both require the same change, or would one suffice.

Response: These are two different recommendations. Recommendation #6

is for the establishment of a multi-family and commercial recycling ordinance

that would establish the service threshold that requires business compliance

-and identify targeted materials. Recommendation #7 is suggestmg that
franchise agreements require additional diversion processing of all collected
materials from these sectors prior to landfill disposal. The recommendations
could be combined depending on the jurisdiction’s preference, but keeping
the requirements separate will provide the jurisdiction more flexibility in
changlng requirements through the franchise agreement.

¢. PageES-5 — goal of offerlng additional recycling and waste containers —
should note some agencies and haulers already do so, others should join
in.

Response: The text has been clariﬁed.

d. Table ES-3 — use of term dlsposal fee, and in other areas, AB939 fee —
should be consistent or define somewhere in documents.
Response: ‘Disposal fee has been changed to ‘AB 939 fee’.



e. Phase II table — ES 8-9 — there should be some notation about the source

or data used for the proposed rates increases for programs 12-17.
Response: A notation will be added. Sources used include discussion of the
program options with current haulers, and reviewing procurement and
negotiations with jurisdictions throughout California (e.g., South Bay Waste
Management Authority, Castro Valley, Monterey County, Windsor, Piedmont,
Dublin, San Ramon, Rolling Hills Estates, Rancho Palos Verdes, Benicia, and
Lomita. , ' :

f. Page 5 of report — all cities and the County have been involved with
BERST - a multi-agency collaboration is under way to work on green
building ordinances, and some piece of a C&D ordinance. The link is
here: http://www.cityofsanrafael.org/Assets/CDD/Planning/BERST+Int
* yo+Presentation.pdf It may be worthwhile to include this as part of the
leadership effort on waste reduction and reuse. Bob Brown on my staff
(485-3090) is an excellent resources fro BERST details. '
Response: This program has been added to the text.

- 1 offered some highlight changes in the executive or summary areas. These goals may
also need refinement if noted later in the report. :

Ken Nordhoff
City Manager

City of San Rafael
415-485-3055 (w)
415-459-2242 (f)
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~ Sustainable San Rafael
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Submission to the Marin County Solid Waste JPA’s
RE: Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan Development (ZWSPD)
| Submitted by Sustainable San Rafael - Nov. 9, 2009

The Zero Waste Strategic Development Feasibility Study presented to Marin County
Hazardous and Solid Waste Management JPA by its staff at the Marin County Dept. of Public
Works (J. Rawles, Contract Manager, M. Frost JPA Staff Manager and R3 Consultants) is a
major disappointment. : '

The report nevertheless has merit particularly with regards its recommendation to reform
existing franchise agreements and the call to reform the JPA structure itself. However the
recommendations for reform are short on detail and fail to address how the reforms could be
enacted. '

The report further brings into stark relief the profound professional shortfalls of the County of
Marin’s Public Works Department when it comes to the technical requirements of managing
waste minimization programs. The report provides little in the way of a strategic vision or
framework for moving forward. It has a mish-mash of recommendations that are far from
coherent.

What the reportvdoes_ make clear using 2006 figures is that:

Marin County citizens paid an estimated $176,215,000 to have 620,400 tons of

waste requiring collection, transport, sorting, baling, diversion and/or disposal.
This explosion of waste handling volume represents a doubling of waste materials requiring
handling over a single decade. This cost and ecologically disastrous growth happened during a
time when Marin politicians were trumpeting high diversion rates. Sadly, recycling has become
the 21% Century’s biggest waste!

¢ Strategies focusing on diversion from landfill are not working.

* Recycling single use products and packaging is not a virtue.
¢ Shipping our recycling wastes to China to get more low-value disposable products and
packaging is a failed strategy.

Th|s is why the c1t|zens of Marm have called for a new Zero Waste Plan Sadly, the County S
Department of Public Works JPA project managers have failed to recognize that past
“diversion-policies” have not worked. The approach taken by the Dept. of Public Works in
guiding 3R Consulting Group is deeply flawed and needs to be redressed before any coherent
integrated waste reduction program is developed for Marin County.
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The study is flawed for the following reasons:

1) The study’s preponderant attention on diverting waste from landfill fails to address our
county’s preeminent need to reduce our global ecological footprint by mitigating the adverse

-environmental impact of our county’s unsustainable levels of material consumption.

Response: Comment noted. The short-term is focused on diversion, but also begins the public
education of waste reduction to the general public. Waste reduction will have a long-term.
impact on waste levels and ignoring diversion also ignores its important role in achieving Zero
Waste. Recommendations 5 anvd 9 address reducing consumption and reuse. '

2) The study’s deficient focus on zero waste, source reduction, reuse and waste minimization
strategies has resulted in a series of piecemeal recommendations that are unfocused and
confusing, and only serve to perpetuate our present unsustainable waste systems status.

Response: See response to Comment 1 above.

3) The Study fails to recognize that it is a public service manager’s prime responsibility to
operate economically efﬂuent services. The study pays scant regard to the lowering of overall
ratepayer costs.

World-wide Zero Waste Strategies have led to dramatic lowering of cost for businesses’ and

householders’ waste disposal/recycling services. The estimated cost of $176M for delivery of
Marin’s waste services are not fixed costs. These costs can be radically reduced by -adoption of
effective waste reduction strategies. The Dept of Public Work’s/3R suite of recommendations
fails to include ratepayer cost savings programs. :

Response' The focus of the study is the “feasibility of Zero Waste”. The study includes
“upstream” programs to reduce costs along with progresswe rates and cost-effective diversion -
programs :

4) Itis time for the public sector, especially Marm County’s Department of PUb||C Works to
stop viewing “waste recyclmg and disposal” as a cost-plus cash cow!

JPA Member Agencies (County and City government) have gotten used to raising waste
franchise services rates year after year because the Member Agency (I\/IA) claws-back 15% of
the.overall franchise fee that goes into their general fund.

All 20 franchise agreements in Marin County are exclusive, meaning that the waste provider-
has a monopoly - consumers have no choice. With the sole exception of Tam Valley
Community Services District, which operates its own services, every franchise contract is cost
plus. Waste haulers and Member Agencies have a perverse incentive to INCREASE the cost
because the more they charge the more they each make. Householders and businesses, even
if they have no waste at all requiring collection, still pay for the service. Itis a cost plus vicious



cycle with the ENVIRONMENT and local RESIDENTS /BUSINESSES picking up the bill. It is time
organizations representing rate payers and the environment stand up and say enough.is
enough! :

Waste Haulers — City Governments — County Government and the County Public Works
Department are all the beneficiaries of our present unsustainable, cost-plus system! The
County Public Works Department/3R’s suite of recommendations following a business as usual
strategy, could result in a 31% increase in ratepayer waste service costs! '

Response: Comment noted. Each contacting entity (Member Agencies and Special Districts)
has independent authority in developing requirements for haulers. This includes rate structure
development, program requirements, promoting waste reduction, etc. Recommendation 7 is
intended to have the contracting entities address the above mentioned concerns (e.g., rate
structure, hauler compensation, Refuse Rate Index). ’

.............................................................................................................................................................

5) The key failure, in the opinion of Sustainable San Rafael, is that the County Department of
Public Works (DPW) / 3R report not only fails to identify coherent market driven programs to
incentivize resource conservation activities and wise mindful consumption; it further fails to
address how a properly functioning waste market can be established in Marin. (Properly
functioning markets allow for consumer choice.} '

NOTE: The “Marin Waste Market Place” system can be likened to a big tangled knot. In order
for Marin County to successfully make an “Ecological U-Turn” that starts reducing our collective
ecological footprint, this knot needs to be untangled. This knot in large measure is caused by
two factors: 1) a multiplicity of differing monopoly franchise agreements and 2) the Iong-
standing political loyalty and patronage enjoyed by the county’s waste mdustry

Response: See response to Comment 4 above.

In order for substantive progress towards Zero Waste, there needs to be a recognition that JPA
Member Agencies and their associated monopoly waste hauling franchise holder need to agree
to untie this knot and begin looking at ways the system can evolve so it stops rewarding
wasteful consumption and starts rewarding resource conservation. In short — residents and
businesses must be able to receive positive financial rewards for lowering their need for
centralized franchise waste services. If a household or business reduces their discarded
materials (be it material that requires disposal, recycling and or composting) they need to be
rewarded for those efforts. It is as simple as setting-up a waste service market that recognizes
that less wastes equal less cost.

Response: See response to Comment 4 above. |

Therefore any Marin-wide Zero Waste Strategy needs to address two questions: 1) What zero
waste programs can be effective in the short-term without modifying existing franchise
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agreements and 2) What modifications to existing franchise agreements are necessary over the
mid-to-long term to ensure success of Zero Waste progra‘ms.

The DPW/3R document does not adequately address this conundrum ... this untying of the
knot. Although to its credit, it at least recognizes that the JPA and franchise agreements need
reform. ' B

~ Response: Phase | (Recommendations 1-10) can be implemented in the short-term without
franchise agreement reform. Phase Il (Recommendations 11-17) could be considered long-

" term, because of the revisions to franchise agreements necessary, but that does not mean that
the revisions to the agreements could not take place while Phase | recommendations are being
implemented. It will be up to the Member Agencies and Special Districts to take action on
these recommendations. Also, see response to Comment 4 above.

Offered below is an example of a market driven zero waste program that could be effective if
franchise haulers’” agreements included clauses that mandated them to modify their services
levels (amounts changed) predicated on the individual service required by a business or
householder. ' ' '

For example, DPW/3R recommendation #17 seeks to promote backyard composting. This is a

- recommendation Sustainable San Rafael supports 100%. However, the approach taken by the
DPWY/3R is fatally flawed. DPW/3R suggest consumer rates be increased to pay for a $60K DPW -
operated county-wide composting education program, The report fails to recognize that Marin
franchise agreements penalize backyard composters."The backyard composters’ ubiquitous -
“Green Waste Bin” is never used, yet they still have to pay for its “non-service”.

In a system that rewarded conservation the backyard composter could agree to give-up their

_green waste bins in exchange for a service cost REDUCTION. Then the backyard composter
would have an ongoing market incentive to sustain their own compost system. Furthermore,
this would lead to having fewer green waste bins collected and reduce the number of trucks
required for garden waste collection.

The critical success factor in this Zero Waste Strategy is the cost of the over-all waste service
system would be REDUCED — fewer trucks would be emitting fewer greenhouse gases. It is a
WIN for the ENVIRONMENT and a WIN for the RATEPAYER.

As noted above, giving the ratepayer choice to use or not use a green waste bin would require
the franchise hauler to modify their services. With respect to the waste haulers’ argument that
they must retain an “economy of scale” level of services to stay profitable, the JPA Member
Agency would need to work with their hauler to ensure they could adjust their fees to sustain a
profitable service. This would ultimately result in higher fees being charged to remaining
waste hauler service users. People who use waste service pay for it. People who do not need a
service do not pay — it is called a functioning market.
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It is critical that we all recognize that Marin’s existing large-scale waste system, which grew in
order to service society’s expanding appetite for wasteful consumption, be seen for what it is —
utterly unsustainable!

Sustainable San Rafael totally agrees with Waste Management Inc. and Marin Sanitary Servnces

when they state that they do not make the waste, they just service it. For all those
enVIronmentallsts who think the problem is the waste hauling industry, we assert that they
miss the point.

The point is this -- If the waste haulers - landfill companies - JPA member agencies and
consumers recoghnize that it is essential for us to get off our present unsustainable waste
generation treadmill, then we all must recognize that we must DOWNSIZE the need for massive
centralized expensive waste services.

In the case of resndentlal compostmg, incentivizing the humble backyard composter is a great
place to begin.

Response: Member/contracting agencies can adopt rate structures to incentivize waste
reduction practices and this could be negotiated between with the haulers and:
member/contracting agencies.

6) The R3 document contains a maze of background information about franchise waste haulers
and existing programs. However, it was noted that “not all data requested was obtained.” The
reports added that data delivered by the franchise haulers did not distinguish the source. It is
also fascinating that out of all the waste haulers in Marin only MMS with a diversion rate of
50.93% surpassed the CIWMB’s 50% diversion mandated by law. Then in the later chapters we
discovered the franchise haulers only account for 30% of all waste disposed in Marin. Needless
~ to say, Marin’s 72% Diversion Rate remains a very intriguing and divisive mystery.

It is essential that a consistent and transparent reporting system by sector by Member Agency
by material type become an element of any future plan. For any Zero Waste Strategy to be
successful, it is essential that there is accurate material stream data so program priorities can
be set and program impact measured.

Response: Comment noted. For the diversion rates, only a portion of the diversion rate for the
JPA area is derived from hauler collection operations. It also includes material back-hauled by
stores for recycling, self-haul material diversion at landfills (e.g., beneficial use), recycling
centers (source-separated collection by companies rather than haulers or self-haul),
grasscycling, and other source reduction activities. In addition, construction material reuse and
inerts were documented in the state-approved diversion rate.
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7) In'sectionV "impedimenté to 'Achi,ev_ing Zero Waste” it was stated, “The JPA has a minimal

~role in solid waste program implementation at the Member Agency level and does not have any

direct authority or resources to implement new programs and.effectively increase diversion.”

This statement is not altogether true and it is important to understand what county -wide -

authority the JPA actually CAN exeruse

AB 939 allows the JPA to implement whatever new programs it identifies it needs and then
raise funds to support those programs by increasing the waste mitigation fee at Marin’s lone
regional landfill site. The JPA’s present $5.00 a ton mitigation-fee supports the County’s
Department of Public Works JPA’s staff. It is also used to support county hazardous waste
containment services. .

The report is correct in stating ‘the Marin JPA has a minimal impact on waste diversion.
However, that is by choice rather than due to any technical or legal constraint.

~ The JPA could for example identify the need for zero waste infrastructure services and set a

waste mitigation fee at the same level as Alameda County ($19.00/ton) on all waste disposed at
Redwood Landfill (including 250,000 tons annually from Sonoma County.) It could then use that
money to lease unused Co‘unty of Marin land at a minimal rate to set up essential Zero Waste
infrastructure capacity -- such as a Resource Recovery Park, C&D Park and a Green Waste
Composting Site. The management of these facilities could then be contracted out to private
and or non-profit operator and run on a cost recovery basis at no additional cost to the rate
payer. It is that SImpie and the JPA has all the authority and capacity to execute such a
proposal.

‘Response: While the JPA has a range of authority through the JPA agreement, program .

implementation is out of the “basic minimum programs” Section 6.1 allows the JPA to perform.
In addition, Section 6.2 (Agency Election to Participate in Authority Programs) requires the

“formal action of their governing boards to choose whether or-not they wish to participate in .

and fund programs to be developed by the Authority”. This aspect is where current attempts to
have model ordinances adopted have fallen short. '

Section 6.1 basic authority mciudes
* Administration
» Planning
- Monitoring and reporting
= Compliance review
» Legislation review

Section 5.2 additional authority that could be given to the JPA if Member Agencies choose (not

- limited to):

- = Adopt ordinances and resolutions
» Acquire hold and dispose of property
*  Monitor performance



= Levy and collect fees and charges
= issue bonds
= |Implement programs

As the report states the JPA meets only twice per year. Attendance at JPA meetings by key City
Managers and designated County Administer is marginal at best. Recommendation #3
proposes to have the JPA meet more often. Given the lack of will to do anythmg substantive
and the limited professional capacity of existing JPA staff, additional meetings would not likely
bring any different outcomes. :

Response Increased meetings would be warranted during program implementation and
meeting frequency could be adjusted as necessary.

Likewise, recommendation #1 to spend $40,000 on DPW’s JPA staff to “increase

communication with other County departments” is a very strange recommendation and has no
place in a Zero Waste Strategy. If the DPW JPA staff does not have access to other departments
and program reports, then it should be an internal county matter to be resolve at no extra cost .
to the ratepayer. '

Response: Comment noted. The intent of the recommendation is increase program assistance
(e.g., sharps, HHW) and has been revised to: “Increase JPA Program Assistance with Other
County Departments”. ’

Comment on other recommendations: :
'Recommendation #4 — Assist with permitting of “non-solid waste” facilities: In Marin County
this is very much a political decision. It is a land use decision that requires political leadership.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendation #5 —Support Extended Producer Responsibility: Too often local and County
agents give this concept lip-service support without realizing that there is an existing and very
vibrant “retailer” take-back program operating at the local level here in Marin County. Local
take-back coupled with individual retailers reverse-logistic programs is a powerful way to begin
the process of “managing resource” rather than “managing wastes”. Ideally it starts with
Universal Wastes, then is extended to products like paint — construction materials — electronic
waste — pharmaceuticals — oil wastes etc.

An interesting local-based EPR strategy could require all service stations to take-back used
plastic oil containers — it is toxic waste and it should be the oil industry’s, not local member
agencies, problem. Besides, the oil industry has the technology to deal with the problem. It just
requires an innovative approach that recognizes opportunity. -

Response: Comment noted.
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Recommendation 6/7 - Revise Solid Waste Ordinances : This would be part ef the Countywide
overhaul of franchise agreements, if there is political support. This would requ:re a buy-in that
has not been present to date.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendation 8 - Harmomze C&D Ordinance: Absolutely, this is especially lmportant with
the advent of Countywide BERST programs.

Res'ponse: Comment noted.

Recommendation 9 —Adopt.and Enforce Multi-Family Dwelling and Busmess Recycling
Ordinance : Support,

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendation 10: Encourage Consumption and Disposal Changes: This is without a doubt
the weakest “waste reduction” initiative imaginable. It reeks of the very worst of an old “waste
management ” business as usual mentality regretfuliy reflected in this report. It is a classic “we
do not know what we are doing” type “let’s go educate them” recommendation.

The thinking behind such a recommendation states that it wants to “promote reducing’
consumption.” It fails to recognize that it is not consumption per se that is the problem, it is
the consumption of single use items that are not able to be reused or repaired at the center of
the problem. The key is promoting mindful consumption. Marin residents are basically green

' minded - they just need sustainable purchase options; the key to it is promoting smart

consumption.

Response Comment noted. The type of educatlon and consumption changes targeted can
mclude what has been noted above. ‘

CONCLUSION: Sustainable San Rafael does not want to offer criticism alone. We also want to
ensure that positive strategies are also put forward. To that end we want to attach an
abbreviated version of the “Zero Waste Strategy Paper” written by Stuart Moody and David
Haskell in their capacity as members of the Marin County Zero Waste Citizens’ Advisory
Committee. We believe this paper sets the policy framework for Zero Waste in Marin County.

The JPA must act to reform itself and the county’s numerous franchise agreements so our
public waste service systems reward.Zero Waste actions. The crisis of Global Climate Change is

too dire for anything Iess

Response: Comment noted.



Listed below are series of Waste Minimization zero waste programs being offered by other Bay
Area Waste Agencies that should for the backbone of any Zero Waste Strategy.

Collection of Programs that SHOULD BE HAPPENING NOW in Marin

Universal Environmental Purchasing Policies

i RETYOLE
#SLHE0L
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Education as if it matters — Empowering Youth
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Belvedere:
George Rodericks

Corte Madera:
. 'David Bracken

County of Marin:
Matthew Hymel

Fairfax:
Michael Rock

Larkspur:
Robert Sinnott

Mill Valley:
Anne Montgomery

Novato: -
Michael Frank

‘Ross:.
Gary Broad

San Anselmo:
Debbie Stutsman

San Rafael:
Ken Nordhoff

Sausalito:
Adam Politzer

Tiburon:
Margaret Curran

Date: January 28, 2010

To: JPA Board Members

From: .Michael Frbst

Re: 2009 Financial Statements and Auditors Report

Attached for your review are the JPA's Financial Statement and Auditor's

~ Report for the year ending June 30, 2009. Also attached is a letter from

John Maher's CPA management firm for year ending
June 30, 2009. No exceptlons are noted in Mr. Mahers Audit and
Management letter.

At their January 20, 2010 meeting the Executive Committee
recommended your Board accept the attached financial statements and
auditor's report for the year ending June 30, 2009.

pit

F:\Waste\JPA\JPA Agenda Items\ExCom 100120\Ex Comm Finacial Statements.doc

Attachments

Marin County Department of Public Works, P.O. Box 4186, San Rafael, CA 94913

Phone: 415/499-6647 - FAX 415/446-7373
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‘Management is responsible for the select
“significant accounting policies used by M
Authority are described in Note 1 to the
adopted and: the application of existing.
transactions entered into by the goverr 1
authoritative guidance or consensus. ”There are¢ no significam
recognized in the financial statements in a different period than:

Accounting estimates are an integral part of the financial statements. prepared by management
and are based on management’s knowledge and experience about past and cuirent events and
assumptions about future events. Certain accounting estimates are particularly sensitive
because of their significance to the financial statements and because -of the possibility that
future events affecting them may differ significantly from those expected. There are no
significant estimates used in preparing the financial statements.

Difficulties Encountered in Performing the Audit

We encountered no significant difficulties in dealing with management in performing and
completing our audit.

TEL [415-459-.1249
FAX |415.459.54006

WEB

0

www.mahercpa.com
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2009.

B Management Representatwns

We. have reques-ted _certam represeén

management representation letter dated

Management Consultations with Other Independent Accountuiits

In some cases, management may decide to corsult with other accountants about auditing and
accounting matters, similar to obtaining a “second opinion” on' certain situations. If a
consultation involves application of an accounting principle to the governmental unit’s -
financial statements or a determination of the type of auditor’s opinion that may be expressed
on those statements, our professional standards require the consulting accountant to check with
us to determine that the consultant has all the relevant facts. To our knowledge, there were no
such consultations with other accountants.

Other Audit Findings or Issues

We noted that expenditures for legal services and contracted services with San Rafael Fire
Department exceeded amounts authorized by the budget. Management should closely monitor -
actual expenditures during the year. In the event that the original budget is insufficient,

management should propose appropriate budget amendments for adoption during the course of
the year. '
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" FINANCIAL STATEMENTS AND AUDITORS® REPORT
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009
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ﬁnanc1a1 pos1t1on of the Marm Coun H

30, 2009, and the results of its operations
prmmples generally -accepted in the Un
prescrlbed by the State Controller’s Office an

The management’s discussion' and analys1s on pages 2 through 5 and Tequired supplemental
information on pages 16 and 17 are not a required part of the basic | ial statements, but are
supplementary information required by acceunting principles genera ¥ accepted in the United
States of America. We applied limited procedures, consisting principally of inquiries of
management regarding -the methods of measurement and presentation of the supplementary
information. We did not audit the information and express no opinion on it.

November 17, 2009

TEL | 415.459-1249
FAX | 415.459.5406
WEB | wiww.mahercpa.com
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Marin County‘ Hazardous & Solid Waste
Management Authorlty

P.O. Box 4186
San Rafael, CA 94913

MANACEMENT’S DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS '

The Management’s Discussion and Analysis provxdes an overview of the Marm County
Hazardous & Solid Waste Management Authority (Authority) financial activities for the fiscal
year ended June 30, 2009. Please read it along with the Authority’s financial statements, Wthh

begin on page 5

FINANCIAL HIGH-LIGHTS

The Authorlty s net assets are $479,770, a decrease of $260 141 over the prior year Total.
revenues increased by $126,738 and total expenses mcreased by $348 776. S

Budgetary comparison schedules are found startmg on page 16 Those schedules mdlcate we -
had posmve variance of $91,887 in Countywide Waste Management and a negative variance of
$43,319 in Household Hazardous Waste- Management when comparing actual activity w1th
budgeted. .

USING THIS ANNUAL REPORT

This annual report consists of financial statements for the Authority as a whole. The statement
of net assets and the statement of activities provide information -about the activities ‘of the
Authority as a whole and presents a long-term view of the Authority’s finances. The. fund
financial statements present a short-term view of the Authority’s activities (they include only

- current assets expected to be collected in the very: near future and liabilities expected to be pald

in the very near future). . Presently, the ‘Authority does not have any differences between the
basic financial statements (statement of net assets and statement of activities) and the fund
financial statements (balance sheet and statement of revenues, expenditures and changes in fund -
balance)

THE AUTHORITY AS A WHOLE

One important question asked about the Authorlty s finances is, “Is the Authority better or worse
off as a result of the year’s activities?” The information in the government-wide financial
statements helps answer this question. These statements include all assets and liabilities using
the accrual basis of accounting, which is similar to the basis of accounting used by most private- -
sector compames

The change in net assets (the difference between total assets and total liabilities) over time is one
indicator of whether the Authority’s financial health is improving or deteriorating. However,
one must consider other nonfinancial factors in makmg an assessment of the Authority’s health,

such as changes in the economy and changes in the Authority’s boundaries, etc. to assess the
overall health of the Authority. :



MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

Changes in the Authority’s net assets were as follows:

TIncrease
2009 2008 (decrease)
Total assets $ 711,002 ' $ 1,058,351 $ (347,349)
Total liabilities ' S 231,232 318,440 (87,208)
. Net assets: ' | , '
Designated , 278,373 662,258 (383,885)
Undesignated 201,397 77,653 123,744
- Total net assets $ 479,770 $ 739,911 $ (260,141)

The Authority’s total assets decreased as a result of the planned operating deficit and the
payment of liabilities from the prior year. The Authority was able to reduce its liabilities at year-
end because it received vendor invoices for hazardous waste disposal services more timely than
in the prior year. ‘ : '

* Changes in the Authority’s revenues were as follows:

Increase

2009 2008 (decrease)
General revenues: _
Investment earnings $ 3,775 $ 10,330 . § (6,555)
Program revenues: ' : ‘ ‘
Solid waste management fees 1,678‘,77 3 1,518,380 160,393
Grant revenue 7,000 5,508 - 1,492
Miscellaneous ‘ 1,875 - 1,875
Investment earnings --13,409 43,876 (30,467)
Total program revenue = . 1,701,057 1,567,764 133,293
Total revenues $ 1,704,832 $ 1,578,094 $ 126,738

Solid waste manage‘ment fees increased as planned for in our budget.
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SQLII) WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

* Changes in the Authority’s expenses and net assets were as follows:

: ‘ Increase

S . 2009 . 2008  (decrease)

Contract staff and support $ 347,003 $ 257,636 $ 89,367

Services and supplies 1,617,970 1,358,561 259,409

Total expenses 1,964,973 1,616,197 348,776

Less program revenues 1,701,057 1,567,764 133,293

Net revenue (expenses) (263,916) (48,433) (215,483)
General revenues ,_ : . 3,775 10,330 ~(6,555) -

Change in net assets ' $(260,141) $ (38,103) $(222,038)

Expenses increased as a result of our higher contracted fixed fee arrangement with the County
and the implementation of the Zero Waste program during 2008-09.

FUND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

The fund ﬁnancral statements provrde detarled information about the Authority’s funds - the
general fund and special revenue fund. :

The fund financial statements provide a short-term view of the Authority’s operations. They are
reported using an accounting basis called modified accrual which measures amounts using only
cash and other short-term assets and liabilities (receivables and payables) that w1ll soon be
converted to cash or will soon be paid with cash. :

CAPITAL ASSET AND I)EBT ADMINISTRATION

The Authority does not own any capital assets nor does it have any debt. The Authorlty shares
office space with the Marin County Public Works Department



MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

THE FUTURE OF THE AUTHORITY

With a growing awareness of our society’s environmental impacts, the public has shown an

increasing interest in recycling, reuse, waste reduction and hazardous materials programs. The

incremental increase in products that are legislatively banned from landfill disposal and public
“requests for expansion of green programs demonstrates the growing demand for a greater scope
~ of environmental services in the future. The JPA’s goal of 80 percent diversion by 2012 and
Zero Waste by 2025 will require substantial coordination and uniformity of solid waste services,
outreach programs, infrastructure, and regulation in the future.

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION

This financial report is designed to provide our citizens, taxpayers and creditors with a general
overview of the Authority’s finances and to demonstrate the Authority’s accountability for the
funds under its stewardship.

Please address any questions about this report or requests for additional financial information to

the address on our letterhead.

Respectively submittgd,
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID. WASTE

MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

STATEMENT OF NET ASSETS
AS OF JUNE 30, 2009 |

ASSETS
.Cash
Receivables:
Grants

| Total assets

* LIABILITIES

Accounts payable and accrued expenses

NET ASSETS
~ Restricted for household hazardous
waste disposal |
Unrestricted '

Total net assets

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

$ 707,724

3278
711,002

231,232

278,373
201,397

'$ 479,770



MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE -

MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
STATEMENT OF ACTIVITIES
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009
Countywide Waste Hazardous
Management Waste (Special
L (General Fund) Revenue Fund) Total
 EXPENDITURES: ' ' :
Contract staff and support - $ 312,303 $ 34,700 $ 347,003
Services and supplies ' 208,949 1,409,021 1,617,970
Total expenditures/expenses 521,252 11,443,721 1,9_64‘,973
PROGRAM REVENUES:
Waste management fees 632,346 1,046,427 1,678,773
Operating grant - State of California 7,000 - 7,000
Miscellaneous income i 1,875 - 1,875
Investment earnings 13,409 ' 13,409
Total program revenue 641,221 1,059,836 1,701,057
Net program revenue (expense) $ 119,969 $ (383,885) (263,916)
GENERAL REVENUES: _ - ,
Investment earnings - 3,775
Excess (deficiency) of revenues : '
OVer expenses ‘ - . - (260,141)
NET ASSETS: _ . ‘ ) :
Net Assets at June 30, 2008 : ' 739,911
Net Assets at June 30,2009 _ $ 479,770
The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements. ' 7
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* MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE

MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
 BALANCE SHEET
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009
Countywide Household
- Waste Hazardous Waste
Management  (Special Revenue '
‘ " (General Fund) Fund) = - Total
ASSETS o | '
" Cash , . % 198119 $ . 509605 § 707,724
Receivables: : _ o ' '
Grants | 3 3278 _ - 3,278
Total assets - - $ 201,397 § 509,605 § 711,002
LIABILITIES - : _ _
Accounts payable and accrued expenses $ - $ 231232 § . 231,232
FUND BALANCES
Fund balances: v
Designated for household hazardous _ S
waste disposal ' » 278,373 278,373
Undesignated 201,397 . - 201,397 .
Total fund balance : 2‘01,397» ‘ 278,373 479,770

 Total liabilities and fund b_alarices $ 201,397 $ 509,605 $ 711,002

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements. : -8
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES AND
CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES

~ - YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009

CountyWide Waste Hazardous -
Management Waste (Special
o (General Fund) Revenue Fund) Total
REVENUES: » ‘ L
Solid waste management fees $ . 632,346 $ 1,046,427 $ 1,678,773
Operating grant - State of California - 7,000 - 7,000
Miscellaneous income 1,875 : - 1,875
Investment earnings 3,775 13,409 17,184
Total revenues 644,996 1,059,836 1,704,832
EXPENDITURES:
Contract staff and support 312,303 34,700 347,003
Services and supplies:
Legal 5,600 5,600
Accounting and audit fees 7,500 7,500
. Insurance ‘ 16,624 16,624
Rent 15,904 15,904
Mileage and routine travel 211 . 211
Outreach 17,230 17,230
Contract services 139,275 1,409,021 1,548,296
Computer supplies - 756 756
County financial service 5,849 5,849
Total services and supplies 208,949 1,409,021 1,617,970
Total expenditures 521,252 1,443,721 - 1,964,973
EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENUES : .
OVER EXPENDITURES 123,744 (383,885) (260,141)
Fund balance at June 30, 2008 77,653 662,258 739,911
Fund balance at June 30,2009 - $ 201,397 $ 278,373 $ 479,770

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these financial statements.
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
" MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
' YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

" REPORTING ENTITY -

The Marin County Hazardous & Solid Waste Management Authority was formed under a joint

. powers agreement between the County of Marin and eleven cities and towns within Marin

County. The purpose of Authority is to administer and enforce hazardous waste and SOlld
waste management plans, as mandated by State Law.

The governing board of the Authority consists of one appointed official from each of the
member agencies. The Authority has contracted with Marin County Department of Public
Works for administrative services and the City of San Rafael for Hazardous Waste
management services.

INTRODUCTION

The Authority’s financial statements are prepared in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles (GAAP). The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) is
responsible for establishing GAAP for state and local governments through its
pronouncements (Statements and Interpretations.). Governments are also required to follow
the pronouncements of the Financial Accounting Standards Board. (FASB) issued through
November 30, 1989 (when apphcable) that do not conflict with or contradlct GASB
pronouncements . ,

'BASIC FINANCIAL 'STATEMENTS
GOVERNMENT-WIDE STATEMENTS

The Authority’s basic financial statements include both government;wide (reporting the
Authority as a whole) and fund ﬁnancial statements (reporting the Authority’s major funds).

In the government-wide Statement of Net Assets, the Authority’s activities are reported ona
full accrual, economic resource basis, which recognizes all long-term assets and receivables
as well as long-term debt and obligations. The Authority’s net assets are reported in two

~ parts: (1) invested in capital assets, net of related debt, and (2) unrestricted net assets. Since

the Authority does not own any capital assets and there is no debt only unrestricted assets
are shown.

10



MARIN COUNT_Y HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

- NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009

SUMMARY OF SiGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (continued)

BASIC FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
GOVERNMENT-WIDE STATEMENTS (Continued)

The government-wide Statement of Activities reports both the gross and net cost of the
Authority’s function. The function is supported by general government revenues. The
Statement of Activities reduces gross expenses by related program revenues. '

‘The net costs (by function) are normally covered by general revenues.

The government-wide focus is more on the sustainability of the Authority as an entity and
the change in the Authority’s net assets resulting from the current year’s activities.

FUND FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

The financial transactions of the Authority are reported in individual funds in the fund
balancing accounts that comprise its assets, liabilities, reserves, fund equity, revenues and
expenditures.

The Authority uses the following fund type:

Governmental fund:

The focus of the governmental funds’ measurement (in the fund statements) is upon

determination of financial position and changes in financial positions (sources, uses, and
balances of financial resources) rather than upon net income. The following is a descrlptlon
of the govemmental funds of the Authority:

General fund accounts for the Authority’s general operations.

Special revenue fund accounts for hazardous waste disposal for households through a
contract with the City of San Rafael Fire Department and Novato Sanitary District.

BASIS OF ACCOUNTING
Basis of accounting refers to the point at which revenues or expenditures/expenses are

recognized in the accounts and reported in the financial statements. [t relates to the timing
of the measurement made regardless of the measurement focus applied.

11
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE.
‘ MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (continued)
ACCRUAL:
The governmental activities in the governmental-wide ﬁnahcial statements are presented on
the accrual basis of accounting. Revenues are recogmzed when eamed and expenses are
recogmzed when incurred.
MODIFIED ACCRUAL:
The government fund financial statements are presented on the modified accrual basis of

accounting. Under thé modified accrual basis of accounting, revenues are recorded when
susceptible to accrual; i.e., both measurable and available. “Available” means collectible

- within the current period or within 60 days after year-end. Expenditures are generally

recognized when the related liability is incurred. The exception to this general rule is that
p‘rinéipal and interest on general obligation long-term debt, if any, is recognized when due.

There were no dlfferences between the two bases of accountmg for the year ended June 30,

0 2009. -

FINANCIAL STATEMENT AMOUNTS
CASH AND CASH EQUIVALENTS:

The Authorlty has defined cash and . cash- equlvalents to - mclude cash on hand, demand'
deposits, and short—term mvestments with fiscal agent (County of Marin).

Equipment and infrastructure

It is the Authorlty s policy to record purchases of items of furniture and equlpment costing
$1,000 or less as office supplies. Items in excess of $1,000 are classified as capital outlay or

capitalized. As of June 30, 2009, no equipment purchases have met the capitalization

criteria.
BUDGET

Both the original budget and the final budget (if changes were adopted) are included in these
financial statements as approved by the Board of Directors. The budgetary basis is the
modified accrual basis of accounting. : '

12



- MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009

CASH

The Authority maintains all of its cash in the County of Marin pooled investment fund for
the purpose of increasing interest earnings through pooled investment activities. Interest
earned on the investment pool is allocated quarterly to the participating funds using the daily

" cash balance of each fund. This pool, which is available for use by all funds, is displayed in
the financial statements as “Cash.”

The County Pool includes both voluntary and involuntary participation from external

entities. The State of California statutes require certain special districts and other

governmental entities to maintain their cash surplus with the County Treasurer.

The County’s investment pool is not registered with the Securities and Exchange
Commission as an investment company. Investments made by the Treasurer are regulated
by the California Government Code and by the County’s investment policy. The objectives
of the policy are in order of priority, safety, liquidity, yield, and. public trust. The County
has established a treasury oversight committee to monitor and review the management of
public funds maintained in the investment pool in accordance with Article 6 Section 27131
of the California Government Code. The oversight committee and the Board of Supervisors
review and approve the investment policy annually. The County Treasurer prepares and
submits a comprehensive investment report to the members of the oversight committee and
the investment pool participants every month. The report covers the types of investments in
the pool maturity dates, par value, actual costs and fair value

INTEREST RATE RISK

In accordance with its investment policy, the County manages its exposure to declines in
fair values by limiting the weighted average maturity of its investment pool to 540 days, or
1.5 years. At June 30, 2008, the latest available information, the County’s investment pool
had a weighted average maturity of 218 days.

For purposes of computing‘weighted average maturity, the maturity date of variable rate
notes is the length of time until the next reset date rather than the stated maturity date.

CREDIT RISK.

State law and the County’s Investment Policy limits investments in commercial paper,
corporate bonds, and medium term notes to the rating of “A” or higher as provided by
Moody’s Investors Service or Standard & Poor’s Corporation. The County’s Investment
Policy limits investments purchased by Financial Institution Investment Accounts, a type of
mutual fund, to United States Treasury and Agency obllgatlons with a credit quality rating
of “AAA.” ’

13
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
" MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
' YEAR ENDED JUNE 30,2009 '

- CASH (continued)

CONCENTRATION OF CREDIT RISK

The followmg is a summary of the concentratlon of credlt risk by investment type as a
percentage of each pool’s fair value at June 30, 2008, the latest date available.

Percent of -
Portfolio
Investments in Investment Pool : :
U.S. Agency T 65%
U.S. Treasury ' ‘ o 11%
“Local Agency Investment Fund ' 2%
Money market funds o 6%.
Certificates of deposits : 1%
Bankers acceptances . : : - 4%
Commercial paper ' 1%

100%

CUSTODIAL CREDIT RISK .

For investments and dep051ts held with safekeepmg agents custodlal credit risk is the risk

that, in the event of the failure of the counterparty, the County will not be able to recover the -
value of its investments or deposits that are in the possession of an outside party. At year .
end, the County’s investment pool had no securities exposed to custodial credit risk.

LOCAL AGENCY INVESTMENT FUND

The County Treasurer’s Pool maintains an investment-in the State of California Local
Agency Investment Fund (LAIF), managed by ‘the State Treasurer. This fund is not
registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission as an investment company, but is
required to invest according to California State Code. Participants in the pool include
voluntary and involuntary participants, such as special districts and school districts for
which there are legal provisions regarding their investments. The Local Investment Advisor

- Board (Board) has oversight responsibility for LAIF. The Board consists of five members

as designated by State statue.



MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE -
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009

3. RISK MANAGEMENT

The Authority is exposed to various risks of loss related to torts; theft of, damage to, and
destruction of assets; and errors and omissions. During the year, the Authority purchased
liability insurance with limits of $2,000,000 and a deductible of $1,000.

' 4. RELATED PARTY TRANSACTIONS

The County of Marin is 2 member of the Authority. The County Public Works Department
provided staffing for the Authority for a fee of $347,003 for the year. Additionally, the
Authority paid the County of Marin $15,904 for rent and $5,849 for indirect overhead.

The Authority incurred expenditures of $1,375,518 under a contract with the City of San
Rafael (a member government) to operate its household waste program. As of June 30,
2009, accrued expenses to the City of San Rafael amounted to $231,232. The Authority has
budgeted $1,360,000 for these services for the 2009-10 fiscal year.

5. STATE GRANT
The Authority was the récipient of two- grants from the State of California. One grant, for
$7,000, was used to create region-wide programs for dealing with universal waste issues.

The other grant, for, $300,000, is to provide funding for the expansion of the San Rafael
Household Hazardous Waste facility is expected to be earned during the 2009-10 fiscal year.

15
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

BUDGET COMPARISON SCHEDULE

COUNTYWIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

GENERAL FUND (CWM)
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009
-Original Variance
and Final Positive
Budget Actual (Negative)
REVENUES: | oo
Waste management fees $632,342°  § 632,346 4
Operating grant - State of California : - 7,000 7,000
Miscellaneous income ’ ' 1,875 1,875
Investment earnings 1,592 3,775 2,183 .
Total revenues 63‘3,934 644,996 A 11,062
EXPENDITURES: - o
Contract staff and support 312,303 312,303 s
Services and supplies: ,

"Legal 4,000 5,600 (1,600)
Accounting and audit fees 8,000 7,500 .'500. -
Insurance : , 17,420 16,624 796 .

- Equipment repairs & maintenance 1,000 : - 1,000
Rent = o 15,904 15,904 : -
" Training 1,500 - - 1,500 -
Mileage and routine travel 600 o211 . 389
Outreach ’ 30,000 17,230 12,770
Zero waste development 200,000 139,275 60,725
Computer supplies 1,000 756 244
Office supplies 2,500 - 2,500
Document reproduction 2,000 . _ 2,000
.County financial service 5,850 5,849 1
Total services and supplies 289,774 208,949 80,825
Total expenditures 602,077 521,252 "~ 80,825
EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENUES . _ .
OVER EXPENDITURES $ 31,857 123,744 91,887
Fund balance as of June 30, 2008 77,653
Fund balance as of June 30, 2009 $ 201,397
16
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
' MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

BUDGET COMPARISON SCHEDULE

HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE PROGRAM. (NNO)
SPECIAL REVENUE FUND

YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 2009

- REVENUES:
Solid waste management fees
Investment earnings

Total revenues
EXPENDITURES:
Contract services and support

Contract services =
Total expenditures

EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENUES
OVER EXPENDITURES

Fund balance June 30, 2008
Fund balance June 30, 2009

Original ‘Variance
and Final Positive
Budget Actual (Negative)
$ 1,046,427 1,046,427  § -
_ 9,062 13,409 4347 -
1,055,489 1,059,836 4,347 -
34,700 34,700 :
1,361,355 1,409,021 (47,666)
1,396,055 1,443,721 (47,666)
$  (340,566) (383,885)  $°  (43,319)
662,258
17
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE

Belvedere:
George Rodericks

Corte Madera:
David Bracken

County of Marin:
Matthew Hymel

" Fairfax:

Michael Rock

Larkspur:
Robert Sinnott

Mill Valley:
Novato:
Michael Frank

Ross:
Gary Broad

San Anselmo:
‘Debbie Stutsman

San Rafael:
. "Ken Nordhoff

Sausalito:
Adam Politzer

Tiburon:
Margaret Curran

MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

January 28, 2010
To: JPA Board Members
From: Michael Frost

Re: 2008 Annual Report Submittal

Attached is the summary of the 2008 AB939 Annual Report that was submitted
on August 3, 2009 to the California Integrated Waste Management Board. This
is the second year the report is in a new format due to regulatory changes that
were imposed by SB1016. Although this JPA tracks both diversion and disposal,
the reporting system is now solely based on disposal amounts for the reporting
year. Disposal is compared with historic data to determine if the 50% diversion
requirement is met.

In 2008, the JPA reported a disposal rate of 4.5 pounds per person per day. This
is well below the target rate for 50% diversion is 7.6 pounds per person per day
and is down from the 2007 rate of 4.9 pounds per person per day. As long as
Marin remains below the 7.6 pound target all jurisdictions remain in compliance

with AB939.

For basis of comparison, using the “old” reporting method Marin would be at 65
percent diversion for 2008. At 65 percent the rate is the same as 2007. For the
past two years there has been a large reduction in the amount of inert material

and Biomass which counted up to 10% of diversion that Marin would have gotten

credit for in the old system.

The JPA is on target in Iimiting disposal. However, inert material that was
traditionally diverted at the landfill or in local public works projects as road base,
slope stabilization, and levee material has been reduced.

Staff is active in working with local municipalities to collect a greater amount of
diversion data to accurately characterize waste diversion activities through the
traditional diversion rate calculation method for 2009.

Attachments

F:\Waste\JPA\WUPA Agenda Items\PA 100128\Annual Report.doc

Marin County Department of Public Works, P.O. Box 4186, San Rafael, CA 94913 27k

Phone: 415/499-6647 - FAX 415/446-7373
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Annual Report Summary . ' L Page 1 of 10

Annual Report Summary: Marin County Hazardous and Sohd Waste Management
Authority (2008)

This Annual Report Summary is an official record of your CIWMB Electronic Annual Report submission, except for your Venue/Event section
information, which is contained in a separate report. You may reach that section from the Electronic Annual Report s left navigation bar.

Before submitting your report to the Board, please take the time to review everything on this page to confirm it is complete and correct. If you
need to modify some information, close this window to return to the Electronic Annual Report to make your corrections. Then, preview the
report again.

~ Summary Generated on: Tuesday, September 29, 2009 at 3:26 PM

Summary Jurisdiction Contact.
Jurisdiction: Marin County Hazardous and Jurisdiction Contact:
Solid Waste Management . Address: ,
- Authority '

Phone Number:
Fax Number:
Email Address:-
Submiitted Information . ) Update Contact Info: htgp_[/_v,vw,w_:_gwm_b_cﬁaﬁ,gg,y[j,_Gj_(;ent_m_lj_Cpg_tac s/C ontactChg htm

Report Year Filed: 2008
Report Status: Submitted

Date Report Submitted: Monday, August 03,
2009 at 3:59 PM
Report Submitted By: Michael Frost
(mfrost@co.marin.ca.us)

Disposal Rate Calculation .

Definition of Terms Show ¥
Reporting-Year Disposal Amount (tons): ) 210,850.05{ .
Disposal Reduction Credits (Reported):

Disaster Waste (tons): . 0.00

Medical Waste (tons): - 0.00

Regional Diversi‘on_ Facility Residual Waste (tons): 0.00

C&D Waste (tons): . ) 0.00

Class II Waste (tons): ) 0.00

Qut-of-State Export (Diverted) (tons): 0.00

Other Disposal Amount (tons): - 0.00
Total Disposal Reduction Credit Amount (tons): ‘ 0
Total Adjusted Repoarting-Year Diéposal Amount (tons): 210,850.00
Reporting-Year Transformation Waste (tons): Q0. 62

REPORTING ENTITY |QUARTER [DESTINATION FACILITY |TRANSFORMATION TON

Stanislaus 2 Covanta Stanislaus, Inc. 00.62
Page 1 of 1 : Export To Excel . Count: 1
Reporting-Year Population: ' 256,511
Reporting-Year Employment: . 108,120

Reporting-Year Calculation Results (Per Capita)

Population Employment
. Target Annual Target Annual

Disposal Rate without Transformation(pbunds/person/day): 4.5 10.7
Transformation Rate (pounds/person/day): 1.5 0.0 3.5 0.0

The Calculated Disposal Rate (pounds/person/day): 7.6 4.5 17.3 107

Calculation Factors

the CIWMB within 7 busmess days of submlttmg your report If you are only claiming report year disposal deductions for waste transported to

http's://secure.ciwmb.ca.gov/LoGIC/ExternaI/Ar_muachport/Summary._aspx?AnnualReport... 9/29/2009
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Annual Report Summary R : ; Page 2 of 10

a board-certified Transformation facility, you do not need to fill out the certification request.

Although you will be able to submit your electronic Annual Report without completing this sheet, your Annua| Report W||I not: be deemed o
complete until this sheet is completed and received by CIWMB, Contact your LAMD representative for details.

B alernative disposal

18 peductions to DRS disposal tonnage

IQuestiohs and Responses

Rural Petition for Reduction in Requirements

Rural Petition For Reduction
1. Questlon Was your Jurusdlctlon granted a rural Petltxon for Reductxon by the CIWMB’)

Response
No.

Newly Incorporated Cities

New City

1, Questlon Since the date of your last Annual Report, are there any newly incorporated cities within your county/reglonal
agency?

Response
No,

_{Disposal Rate Accuraey

Dusposal Rate Accuracy

1. Question: Are there extenuatmg circumstances pertammg to your jurisdiction's disposal rate that the Board should consider,
as authorized by the Public Resources Code Section 41821(c)? If you wish to attach additional information to your annual

If so, please use the space below to tell the Board.
Response
No.

report, please send those items or electronic files to your. LAMD representatlve include a brief description of those f”les below.

Planning Documents Assessment

Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE)
1. Questlon. Does the SRRE need to be revused7
Response
No.

Household Hazardous Waste Element (HHWE)
" 2. Question: Does the HHWE need to be revised?
Response v
No.

Non-Disposal Facility Element (NDFE)

3. Question: Describe below any changes in the use of nondlsposal facmtles both exxstlng and planned (e.qg., is the jurisdiction

using a different facility within or outside of the jurisdiction, has a facmty closed, is a new one-being planned).
Response .

The Non-Disposal Facility Element in undergoing an amendment due to the changes in Redwood Landfill's permit that
includes the composting. facility under the same permit. The amended document has been submitted to the Local Task Force
for comment and will be reviewed by the Joint Powers Authority Board and submitted to the CIWMB later this year.

Non-Disposal Facility Element (NDFE)

4. Question: Are there currently any nondisposal facilities that require a solid waste facility permit located (or planned to be
sited) in your jurisdiction that are not |dent|Fed in your NDFE?

Response

278
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Annual Report Summary ’ ' ‘ Page 3 of 10

Yes Redwood Landfill's Composting Facility has been placed under their newly amended permit. The NDFE is in the process
of being amended and will be submitted to the CIWMB later this year.

Summary Plan Assessment

Summary Plan
1. Question: Does the Summary Plan need to be revised?
Response ‘
No.

Siting Element Assessment

Total County or Agency Wide Disposal Capamty

1. Question: Based on the best available estimates of current and future disposal, how many years of d|sposal capacity does
your county or regaonal agency have?

Response
16

Total County or Agency Widé Disposal Capacity
2. Question: If you do not currently have 15 years of disposal capacity, describe your strategy for obtaining 15 years of
capacity. ' .
Response
No response has been entered

siting Element Adequacy

3. Question: Does the Siting Element need to be revised? The Siting Element will need to be revised if you have less than 15
years disposal capacity and have not described a strategy for obtaining 15 years disposal capacity.

Response
No.

Areas of Concern / Conditional Approvals

Areas of concern

1. Question: Did the Board require your jurisdiction to address any areas of concern when determining the adequacy of your
solid waste planning documents, or any of their elements?

Response
No.

Conditional approvals )
2. Question: Did the Board give conditional approval to any of your solid waste planning documents, or any of their elements?
Response
No.

Additiopal Information

Additional Information

1. Question: Is there anythmg else you would like to tell the CIWMB about unique or innovative efforts by your jurisdiction to
reduce waste generation and increase diversion, about your jurisdiction's public education efforts, or about specific obstacles
to reaching your jurisdiction's diversion goal? If you wish to attach additional information to your annual report, please send
those items or electronic files to your LAMD representative and include a brief description of those files below.

Response
Yes. The Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Joint Powers Authority is developing a Zero Waste
Feasibility Study. The first phase of the process will be complete by the end of the year, which will result in a report with
several recommendations to reach the JPA's Zero Waste Goals. An optional second phase will start program implementation by
working with member agencies and special districts on service changes, franchise agreement edits, and fee restructuring:

‘ _ B 279
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SRRE and HHWE Diversion Programs };
1000-SR-XGC (Xeriscaping/Grasscycling)
Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing ' Pfogram Start Year: 1992 Existed before 1990: No
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No
Jurisdiction Notes
1010~SR-BCM (Backyard and on-site Composting/Mulching) ’ ' ’
| Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1993 - - Existed before 1990: No
: Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
: ) Owned or Operated: No
Jurisdiction Notes . .
In 2008 the JPA began a backyard composting program that provided subsidized compost bins to residents when they took a .
composting class. The JPA partnered with the Marin Art and Garden Center, Marin Sanitary Service and the Marin-Municipal Water
District to host the classes. ) ‘
1020-SR-BWR (Business Waste Reduction Progrhm)
Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Prograim Start Year: 1990 Existed before 1990: Yes
. Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 .. Selected in SRRE: Yes
' Owned or Operated: No
Jurisdiction Notes
1030-SR-PMT (Procurement)
Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing . " Program Start Year: 1992 Existed before 1990: Yes
: . Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 . Selected in SRRE: Yes '
- Owned or Operated: Yes
Jurisdiction Notes
1040-SR-SCH- {School Source Reduction Programs)
Current Status: AO - Alternative and Ongoirig - Program.Start Year: 2000 . Existed before 1990: No
i Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: No ’
Owned or Operated: Yes
Jurisdiction Notes
1050-SR-GOV (Government Source Reduction Programs)
Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing - Program, Start Year: 1990 ' Existed before 1990: Yes
. - Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
: : Owned or Operated: Yes
Jurisdiction Notes
1060-SR-MTE (Material Exchange, Thrift Shops) ) ) T )

280 . .
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Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing

Program Start Year: 1990
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00

Existed before 1990: Yes
Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

2000-RC-CRB {Residential Curbside)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing

P}'ogram Start Year: 1982
Report Year Diversion Tons: 49906.70

Existed before 1990: Yes
Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

2010-RC~-DRP (Residential Drop-Off)

Cuirent Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing

Program Start Year: 1992
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00

Existed before 1990: Yes
Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

2020-RC-BYB (Residential Buy-Back)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing

Program Start Year: 1982
.Report Year Diversion Tons: 5983.83

Existed before 1990: Yes
Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

‘ 2030-RC-0SP (Commercial On-Site Pickup)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing

Program Start Year: 1992
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00

Existed before 1990: Yes
Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

2050-RC-SCH '(School Recycling Programs)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoi‘ng

Program Start Year: 1992
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00

Existed before 1990: No
Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned_ or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

2060-RC-GOV (Government Recycling Programs)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing

Program Start Year: 1990
Report Year Diversion Tons: 7275.00

Existed before 1990: Yes
Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

281
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2070-RC-SNL (Special Collection Seasonal (regular)) .

Current Status: AO - Alternative and Ongoing. Program Start Year: 1988 - Existed before 1990: No
' * Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: No
Owned or Operated: No

‘|Jurisdiction Notes

2080-RC-SPE (Special Collection Events)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Oﬁgoing ‘Program Start Year: 1994 Existed before 1990: No
. Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
: Owned ot Operated: Yes

Jurisdiction Notes

3000-CM-RCG (Residential Curbside Greénwaste Collectiori)

Current Status: SO - Selected and 'Ongoing Program Start Year: 1993 ' -Existed before 1990: No
’ Report Year Diversion Tons: 32966.32  Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurlsdlctlon Notes

This total inciudes all residential greenwaste collected by the franchised haulers that was utilized as compost as well as the material
used for erosion control purposes at Redwood Landfill..

3010-CM-RSG (Residential Self-haul Greenwaste)

1 Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1993 Existed before 1990: No
. : : Report Year Diversion Tons: 3469.77  Selected in SRRE: Yes
o : . Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

This program includes all the matenal that was self hauled to Redwood from Marin sources and used as erosion control or compost
and material that was self hauled to MSS and used as Muich.

3030-CM-CSG (Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste)

Current Status: S“O - Selected ‘and Ongoing ~ Program Start Year: 1993 Existed before 1990: No
. . Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

3050-CM-SCH (School Composting‘Programs)

Current Status: AO - Alternative and Ongoing Program Start Year: 2000 Existed before 1990: No
’ Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE:'No
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

4010-SP-SLG (Sludge (sewage/industrial))

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1995 Existed before 1990: No
Report Year Diversion Tons: 6333.63 Selected in SRRE: Yes

282 _ .
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Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

4020-SP-TRS (Tires)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing ~ * Program Start Year: 1990 Existed before 1990:.Yes
. Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

4030-SP-WHG (White Goods)

Current Status: AO - Alternative and Ongoing . Program Start Year: 1996 Existed before 1990: No
Report Year Diversion Tons: 33.98 Selected in SRRE: No
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

4040-SP-SCM (Scrap Metal)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1989 Existed before 1990 Yes
. : Report Year Diversion Tons: 201.98 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: Yes

Jurisdiction Notes

4050-SP-WDW (Wood Waste)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongeing Program Start Year: 1993 Existed before 1990: Yes
' . Report Year Diversion Tons: 952.11 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

4060-SP-CAR (Concrete/Asphait/Rubble)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1990 Existed before 1990: Yes
: Report Year Diversion Tons: 90516.53 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

4090-SP-RND (Rendering)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing . Program Start Year: 1990 Existed before 1990.: No
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
’ Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

: ‘ 283
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5000-ED-ELC (Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines))

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing' b Prograr'n.Start Year: 1994 - ) Existed before 1990: No
Report Year Diversipn Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: Yes

Jurisdiction Notes

5010-ED-PRN (Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news artticles))

Current Status: SO - Seleéted and Ongoing Prograrﬁ Start Year: 1992 Existed before 1990: Yes
[ ' Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

5020-ED-OUT (Outreach (teéh assistance, presentations, awards, fairs,'field i:rips))

_Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing " Program Start Year: 1994 “Existed before 1990: Yes
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
: Owned or Operated: Yes

Jurisdiction Notes

5030-ED-SCH (Schools (education and curriculum))

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1993 Existed before 1990: Yes
: o Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
L Owned or Operated: No

) Jurisdiction Notes

6010-PI-EIN (Economic Incentives)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1993 Existed before 1990: No-
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned. or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

6020-P1-ORD (Ordinances)

"Current Status: AC - Alternative and Ongoing Program Start Year: 2000 Existed before 1990: No
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: No
Owned or Operated: Yes

Jurisdiction Notes

7000-FR-MRF (MRF)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1993 Existed before 1990: Yes
Report Year Diversion Tons: 124850.59 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owried or Operated: No

‘Jurisdiction Notes

284 : .
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7010-FR-LAN (Landfill)

Current Status: AO - Alternative and Ongoing Progfam Start Year: 1996 ‘ Existed before 1990: No
. ’ Report Year Diversion Tons: 69546.18  Selected in SRRE: No
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

7020-FR-TST (Transfer Station)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1990 Existed before 1990: Yes
’ - Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

7030-FR-CMF (Composting Facility)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1990 Existed before 1990: Yes
Report Year Diversion Tons: 25874.46  Selected in SRRE: Yes
: Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes )

Redwood Landfill's new permit now includes their composting operation. Marin Sanitary began sending greenwaste to their facility iq
Zemora for composting midway through 2008. This greatly, increased the composted tonnage.

7040-FR-ADC (Alternative Daily Cover)

Current Status: AO - Alternative and Ongoing Programn Start Year: 1995 . Existed befo're 1990: No
. Report Year Diversion Tons: 27400.75  Selected in SRRE: No
- Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

8010-TR-BIO (Biomass)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1990 Existed before 1990: Yes
. ’ Report Year Diversion Tons: 31131.04  Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

8020-TR-TRS (Tires)

Current Status: AO - Alternative and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1999 Existed before 1990: No
: . Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: No
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes
The County received two Waste Tire Amnesty Event Grants from the CIWMB that will fund two seperate two week events for free tire
recycling. .

. . . 285
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9000-HH-PMF (Permanent Facility)

Current St’étus: SO - Selected and Ongoing . Program Start Year: 1993 Existed before 1990: Yes
. Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: Yes

Jurisdiction Notes |

9010-HH-MPC (Mobile or Periadic Collection)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing . Program Start Year; 1986 - Existed before ,1990: Yes
. Report Year Diversien Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
Owned or Operated: Yes

Jurisdiction Notes

9020-HH-CSC (Curbside Collection)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1992 Existed before 1990: No
. Report Year Diversion Tons: .00 Selected in SRRE: Yes
) Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

9040-HH-EDP (Education Programs)

Current Stafus: SO - Selected and Ongoing ’ Program Start Year:- 1991 Existed before 1990: Yes
’ - Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 ‘Selected in SRRE: Yes
. ’ Owned or Operated: Yes

Jurisdiction Notes

9045-HH-EWA (Electronic Waste)

Current Status: SO - Selected and Ongoing Program Start Year: 1995 | ) Existed before 1990: No
Report Year Diversion Tons: 0.00 Selected in SRRE: No
Owned or Operated: No

Jurisdiction Notes

286 . , ,
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| MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Belvedere:
George Rodericks

Corte Madera:
David Bracken

County of Marin:
Matthew Hymel

Fairfax:
Michael Rock

' Larkspur:
Robert Sinnot

' Mill Valley:
Ann Montgomery

Novato: .
_ Michael Frank

Ross:
Gary Broad

San Anselmo:
Debbie Stutsman

San Rafael:
Ken Nordhoff

Sausalito:
Adam Politzer

’i‘iburon:

Margaret Curran .

Date: January 28, 2010
To: JPA Board

From: Michael Frost

‘Re:"  Household Hazardous Waste Facility CIWMB Grant Status

Report

In April 2007, the JPA approved application of a $300,000 CIWMB HHW
facility grant, and subsequently approved related budget adjustments.
Attached Exhibit “A” outlines the benefits of this grant. The
improvements are to take place at the HHW facility funded by the JPA
located at 565 Jacoby Street in San Rafael. Marin Recycling and
Resource Recovery Association (MRRRA) operate the facility with
oversight and permit maintained by the San Rafael Fire Department.

In November 2009, a contract was signed between MRRRA and the
JPA, and as of the beginning of January 2010, construction has begun
with anticipated completion date of March 1, 2010.

In the process of contracting to expand this grant, multiple issues arose
regarding future oversight of the facility. The City of San Rafael
requested the JPA reexamine appropriate structure for long term
oversight. The Executive Committee has requested staff develop a plan
for long term over site. However, in the current economic environment
alternatives are not readily available. Staff is continuing to work on this

[issue and will report at a later date.

F:\Waste\JPA\JPA Agenda ltems\JPA 100128\M- HHW Facility CIWMB Grant Status Report.doc

Marin County Department of Public Works, P.O. Box 4186, San Rafael, CA 94913
Phone: 415/499-6647 - FAX 415/446-7373
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