MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

AB 939 LOCAL TASK FORCE
Wednesday, September 4, 2013
Northgate Mall Community Room
5800 Northgate Drive, Suite 200
8:30 — 10:00 AM
AGENDA
Call to Order.
1) Open Time for Public Comment
2) Approval of the August 7, 2013 JPA Local Task Force Minutes (Action)
3) Presentations on Extended Producer Responsibility and CalRecycle Funding (Information)
4) Sausalito Waste Characterization Study (Information)
5) Updates from LTF Subcommittees (Information)
6) Recent and Ongoing Activities (Information)
7) Open Time for Member Comments (Information)

The next scheduled LTF Meeting is October 2, 2013 at 8:30 AM.

The full agenda including staff reports can be viewed at:
http://zerowastemarin.org/who-we-are/2013-jpa-agendas-and-minutes/

F:\Waste\JPA\LTFIAGENDA\13-09-04.doc
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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 473-6647 for more information
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS & SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

AB 939 Local Task Force Meeting
Wednesday, August 7, 2013
Northgate Community Room

5800 Northgate Dr., San Rafael, Calif. 94903

MEMBERS PRESENT

Loretta Figueroa, Almonte Sanitary District
Renee Goddard, Ross Valley Cities

Russ Greenfield, LGVSD

Dee Johnson, Novato Sanitary District
Delyn Kies, Sustainable Novato

Steve McCaffrey, Redwood Empire Disposal
Dan North, Redwood Landfill

Alex Stadtner, San Rafael

MINUTES

MEMBERS ABSENT

Patty Garbarino, Marin Sanitary Service
David Green, Unincorporated Marin County
David Haskell, Sustainable Marin

Joan Irwin, Southern Marin Cities

Matt McCarron, City of Novato

Jennie Pardi, Conservation Corps North Bay

STAFF PRESENT
Steve Devine, JPA Staff
Kiel Gillis, JPA Staff
Alex Soulard, JPA Staff

OTHERS PRESENT
Leslie Bilbro, Goodwill
Kim Scheibly, Marin Sanitary Service

Call to Order. The LTF Meeting came to order at 8:34AM

1. Open Time for Public Comment

Ms. Scheibly provided a brief update on CalRecycle site visits occurring at MSS serviced

jurisdictions.

2. Approval of the June 5, 2013 JPA Local Task Force Minutes

M/s Figueroa, Greenfield to approve the minutes from the June 5, 2013 LTF meeting.

The motion passed unanimously.

3. Presentation by Leslie Bilbro — Goodwill of San Francisco, San Mateo., and Marin

Counties

Staff from Goodwill Industries of San Francisco conducted a presentation on the mission,
operation and success of the Goodwill, provided a brief history of the company, reviewed
the employment opportunities and training resources and outlined reuse programs.
Goodwill staff fielded questions from LTF members and the public. No action was

necessary.



4. Updates from LTF Subcommittees

LTF Members provided updates on the progress made by the subcommittees since the
last meeting noting; meeting dates, issues discussed, and spoke on possible future
meeting dates.

C&D/Asphalt Shingles Subcommittee reported: Met on July 17" and discussed expanding
into a second phase of collecting tar and gravel roofing materials. Member Goddard
reported the Town of Fairfax will be voting on a C&D Ordinance that sets requirements for
recycling and disposal and expressed the need for C&D outreach materials. JPA staff
identified the ability to provide resources if given advance notice and noted that member
agencies can utilize their Zero Waste Grant award to fund outreach. Another meeting is
scheduled for August 21 from 2-3pm.

EPR, Sharps & Pharmaceuticals subcommittee reported: not meeting. Staff outlined the
recent update to the Sharps & Pharmaceutical flyer developed by the Environmental
Health Services Division. Member Figueroa expressed the ineffectiveness of printed
materials as being out of date as soon as they are printed. Future meeting dates were not
identified.

JPA Long Term Funding subcommittee reported: not meeting. Future meeting dates were
not identified.

Vice Chair Kies described meeting with the JPA Board Zero Waste Outreach
Subcommittee and the presentation made by O’Rorke. Member Kies noted her positive
feedback for the outreach program and summarized the effectiveness of O’Rorke working
with stakeholders, and summarized the outreach methods selected for the project.

No action was necessary.

5. Staff Report on Recent and Ongoing Activities

Staff provided an update on recent and ongoing activities; which included a summary of
the Oil Absorbent Exchange pilot program beginning at select marinas as funded by the
CalRecycle Oil Grant Program, coordination with the West Marin Education Coordinator
Madeline Hope to install new recycling containers in Point Reyes using Zero Waste Grant
funds, coordination with all member agencies and haulers regarding the numerous AB341
meetings and conference calls with CalRecycle. Staff summarized the July JPA Board
meeting and provided an update on the Single Use Bag Ban.

6. Open Time for Member Comments
LTF Members shared various community updates. No action was necessary.

F:\Waste\JPA\LTF\MINUTES\13-08-07.doc
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Belvedere:
Mary Neilan

Corte Madera:
David Bracken

County of Marin:
Matthew Hymel

Fairfax:
Garret Toy

Larkspur:
Dan Schwarz

Mill Valley:
Jim McCann

Novato:
Michael Frank

Ross:
Rob Braulik

San Anselmo:
Debbie Stutsman

San Rafael:
Nancy Mackle

Sausalito:
Adam Politzer

Tiburon:
Margaret Curran

Date: September 4, 2013

To: Local Task Force Members
From: Steve Devine, Program Manager

Re: Presentations on Extended Producer Responsibility and CalRecycle
Funding

On August 22, 2013 the Novato Sanitary District hosted a quarterly
Household Hazardous Waste Information Exchange (HHWIE). Local Task
Force (LTF) Member Dee Johnson oversees the Novato HHW operation.

These HHWIE meetings serve as forum for HHW facility operators and
others to share ideas, challenges, grant opportunities and other information.
JPA staff member Kiel Gillis attended the meeting and attached are two
presentations from the meeting which may provide useful information for the
LTF. One presentation is from the California Product Stewardship Council
on Extended Producer Responsibility and one is from Evan Edgar on
funding CalRecycle and other diversion activities.

Recommendation
Receive and file presentations.

f:\waste\jpa\jpa agenda items\Itf 130904\hhwie presentations.docx

Marin County Department of Public Works, P.O. Box 4186, San Rafael, CA 94913
Phone: 415/473-6647 - FAX 415/473-2391




CPSC

California Product
Stewardship Council .

State of
Producer Responsibility

August 22, 2013
Northern California Household Hazardous Waste
Information Exchange




.. R CPSC
CPSC Mission Y Colifornia product

To shift California’s product waste
management system from one focused on
government funded and ratepayer financed
waste diversion to one that relies on producer
responsibility in order to reduce public costs and
drive improvements in product design that
promote environmental sustainability.




Tomorrow’s
“Cradle to Cradle” System

California Product
Stewardship Council ..

4o | L

Retailers

Consumers

Manufacturers

e J

' IR
‘ ’ Take Back Programs

mail-back, collection sites,

Materials are recycled haulers, local governments
into new products

Funded by a grant from the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
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W™ California Product
Stewardship Council ..

EPR Resolutions Adopted

As of May 31, 2013
135 resolutions have been passed
by California local
jurisdictions and organizations
supporting product stewardship!

Key to City & County Resolutions:

|:| County is a member of an association?! that has
passed an EPR resolution or policy statement,
but has not individually passed an EPR resolution

County has individually passed an EPR resolution

City has passed an EPR resolution

Three major local government associations have
all adopted resolutions in support of EPR:

* California State Association of Counties
* League of Cities
* Regional Council of Rural Counties




California Product
Stewardship Council ..

CPSC Partners

\ Platinum Partner
]\

REPUBLIC

SERVICES

“We are very proud to join a growing list of
local governments, associations, and
companies that support CPSC and its
efforts. This fits in nicely with our mission
of being an industry-leader in managing
waste materials. We are not just “waste
haulers” anymore; we are waste stream
materials managers, protecting today’s
environment for a better tomorrow.”

—Johnnie Perkins, Western Regional
Director of Republic Services

Copyright © 2010 California Product Stewardship Council
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CPSC Partners .5

Platinum Partner

_f':i/ $10,000 or more 2 REPUBLIC

* Republic Services *ﬁ SERVICES

_/\_ Gold Partners

' Think Green:
X $5,000 - $9,999 By
* Waste Management, Inc.
g ) CRRA
* California Resource Recovery Association » Ending waste.

* Marin Sanitary Service

: : : : WWSWMSM
* California Refuse Recycling Council TloN - ous m Ssiow. ouR 10s
"

C Recyding




W™ California Product
Stewardship Council ..

CPSC Partners .5

—7’,\( Silver Partners
$2,500 - $4,999

* Amazon Environmental, Inc.
* CalRecycle*
* F&H Office Systems

e Peninsula Packaging Company

balRecycle 0

* CalRecycle has not signed the CPSC Pledge, since this would be inappropriate for a State agency, but is a partner and financial supporter of CPSC.

Funded by a grant from the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)



California Product
Stewardship Council ..

CPSC Partners ¢
* Bronze Partners @ ECOIOgYACUOn

* Ecology Action

immapgiioen - .I"1||'.l|r'|l|l|'1 w L rurree perrrty

* Potential Industries, Inc.

* PSC Environmental Services, Inc.

Potential
* South San Francisco Scavenger Co., & Industries Inc

e Zanker Disposal and Recycling

Providing Tomorrow's Solutions Today.

BOUTH BAN FRANCIBCO

SCAVENGER
COoOMPANY NG,

U

zanker | rethink. reinvent. renew.,




” Product ProDUCT
Policy STEWARDSHIP

Institute I N STITUTE

Susfeirble Solutions o Protect Ower Froiroseent

CPSC

California Product
Stewardship Council <

PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP AND EXTENDED PRODUCER
RESPONSIBILITY: DEFINITIONS AND PRINCIPLES

Reducing Economic, Environmental, Health, and Safety
Impacts from Consumer Products

The growing product stewardship movement in the United States seeks to ensure that those who
design, manufacture, sell, and use consumer products take responsibility for reducing negative
mmpacts to the economy, environment, public health, and worker safety. These impacts can occur
throughout the lifecycle of a product and its packaging. and are associated with energy and
—raste generation: toxic substances: greenhouse gases; and other air and
~edship appmach nmnufachu ers that design products and

-= rmantact recnnanciha it fa radiias Hlaae -

Nationally Harmonized Principles
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STEWARDSHIP
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Susizinatve Solutions o Prodect Our Envionment

Welcome to the Product Stewardship Institute!

CPSC

California Product

Stewardship Council ..
Mew Hampah e
Vermant4 !
/ Nhssachusetts
Product Categories
- Auto Switches E R ode
- Batteries o hnd
+ “Coancetur
- Carpet - New Xrsey
- Cell Phones &
Pl - L Debwore
- Electronics \ Mrand
- Fluorescent Lighting v S
- Mercury Thermaostats
- Paint
Pesticide Containers

= District of
Lolemba
A
Source: Product Stewardship Institute, Inc. (2011}

0
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Number of Product Categories Covered by EPR Law
D Zero
-

- One - Two
W rour M Five
Hawan .

- Six
*

Other laws authorizing agencies to require EPR,
including Framewaork laws,




W™ California Product
Stewardship Council ..

Canada’s EPR System

mean program in-
place or pending
white-washed
symbols mean
~ program proposed or
under consideration

Funded by a grant from the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
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Potential US Financial Benefit as of 2010

Product TotalFinancial Benefit  Avg. Per Capita
Electronics 5658 million $2.13
Paint S609 million $1.97
Medical sharps (home) 5198 millicn 50.64
Batteries (primary) 5247 million 50.80
Batteries [secondary) S 74 million 50.24
Fluorescent lamps (household) S 87 million 50.28
Thermostats (mercury) S 46 million 50.15
Pesticides S 40 million 50.13
Phone books S A0 million $0.13

Total Potential Financial Benefit for US = 52 billion/yr
*Based on an estimated US population of 305,101,167

(LS. Census Bureau, April 2010}

** Values in USS

:5%.'-.
I:_;‘S}G]_DBAL PRODUCT

Source: Product Stewardship Institute STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL




California EPR Legislation
2008-2010

#8  California Product
Stewardship Council ..

1. Ag Pesticide Containers

2. Recalled Products Take-Back

3. Mercury Thermostat

4. Green Chemistry

5. Paint Governor Schwarzenegger

6. Ca rpet called AB 1879 “the most
comprehensive Green

7. Brake Pads Chemistry program ever

established” and added that
it “outs an end to the less
effective chemical-by-
chemical ban of the past.”



Approx 3gm of
mercury

California Product
Stewardship Council ..

Examples of
Thermostats

DTSC finalized the regulations for
oversight May 20, 2013!

CEFARTMENT OF TOXIC
SUBSTAMCES COMTROL




Carpet Stewardship — 15t in World! 3 CPSmC




California Program -

400+ retall stores

 Ace
 Dunn-Edwards

* Frazee/Comex

« Glidden/AkzoNobel
* Independents

« Kelly Moore

* Orchard Hardware

Supply (Benjamin-Moore

dealer)
* Sherwin Williams
 True Value
* Vista Paint

#A  California Produ ct
Stewardsh ip Council ..

10/19/12

( poingcar‘e'
) SN

Recycle your
paint here.

To learn what prod cts ccep dby the program either ask your sales
associate, call (; (:809 t www.paintcare.org.

/

it = B

PAINT 4
e



Producer Responsibility
for Pharmaceuticals

Stew rdshpc

San Francisco finds
funding to extend
drug disposal program

By: Joshua Sabatini | 08/09/13 SF Examiner

« San Francisco will continue to operate medicine disposal
program for at least another year after negotiating a
$125,000 donation from a leading drug manufacturing
group to pay for half the costs.

« Read more at the San Francisco Examiner:

http://www.sfexaminer.com/sanfrancisco/san-francisco-finds-funding-to-
extend-drug-disposal-program/Content?0id=2540240



http://www.sfexaminer.com/people/joshua-sabatini
http://www.sfexaminer.com/sanfrancisco/san-francisco-finds-funding-to-extend-drug-disposal-program/Content?oid=2540240
http://www.sfexaminer.com/files/blog_images/drugs116.jpg
http://www.sfexaminer.com/files/blog_images/drugs116.jpg
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&8 California Product
Stewardship Council ..

Alameda County Safe Drug Disposal
Ordinance - Producer Responsibility Solution

|

— f e Disposal Bins
* e Located at convenient designated
sites, including unincorporated areas

e Drop off pills only (no containers)
e Picked up by integrated waste control
and shipped to disposal site
* Mailer (non-controlled only)

e Pre-paid mailer is provided to
consumers

~ » Send meds directly to disposal sites
e Works best for elderly, immobile and

B rural consumers




PHARMA Lawsuit Filed 12/7/12 @ CPSmC

Che New Pork Times

Article in the New York Times 12/7/12

quotes complaint:

“"The household trash can is a better and safer
alternative, the drug makers say”

« Three organizations filed lawsuit: Pharmaceutical
Research and Manufacturers of America (PhRMA),

General Pharmaceutical Association & Biotechnology
Industry Association

 Filed in Federal Court claiming violation of the
Commerce Clause of the Constitution
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DON'T 7~sm
RUSH TO jwefd
FLUSH &

www.DontRushToFlush.org

-www.facebook.com/

DontRushToFlush N
- twitter.com/ ," A :?.ﬂllslrlg %:%ﬁn
DontRushToFlush §g¥ win

L ,/ '
Don't Rush To Flush viked #°7



http://www.dontrushtoflush.org/
http://www.facebook.com/DontRushToFlush
https://twitter.com/DontRushToFlush

CA State Costs to Manage Product = ™™
Waste — ADF or EPR Framework

Material Fees 2013-2014 Budget
All Containers | 5 cents/10 cents - $1,196,426,000
E-Waste | $6/$8/$10 unit | $89,264,000
Glass | Processing Fees and unredeemed funds | $54,027,000
MSW $1.40/ton on waste dlsposed of in-state $35,687,000
Plastics | Processing Fees and unredeemed funds I $32,896,000
Tires | $1.75/tire [ $31,837,000
Used Oil ' 26 cents/gallon | $30,874,000
‘Carpet |5centslyard - True EPR $261,000
Paint | 75 cents/gallon - True EPR | $261,000

« Paint Program with ADF: $21,000,000
« Paint Program with EPR: $261,000
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California Product
Stewardship Council ..

Comparison of 3 EPR Bills in
California - 8 Key Elements

Funding mechanism Fee (invisible) Fee (visible or Fee (visible)
invisible)

Funding Approach Mandatory Mandatory Mandatory

Fee/Tax Collection Point of Manufacture Point of Manufacture Point of Sale

Point (hybrid)

Fund Consolidation Stewardship Org Stewardship Org Stewardship Org

Point TRC PaintCare CARE

Fund Oversight State Government State Government State Government

Fund Management Producers Producers Producers

Program Oversight State Government State Government State Government

Program Operations Customized by Customized by Customized by

Producers Producers Producers



& CPSC

Major Differences Between I gl
3 EPR Programs

1. Thermostats — only “pure” EPR model, internalized
costs and strong government oversight on setting
recycling rates and dates and heavy fines, “death
penalty” cannot sell into CA — biggest problem, doesn't
pay govt oversight costs

2. Paint close but not pure EPR — forces retailers to pass
fee forward to consumer, has no recycling rate and
date setting by the state

3. Carpet least optimal — has visible fee of 5 cents/yd set
in law, allows CARE to have monopoly program for first
2 years, has no recycling goal set by government
“continuous and meaningful improvement”
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™D Califor Prod
Stewa rd h ip C

Program funding: Visible fee
vs. cost internalization

The problems with legislated fees:
— Trigger Prop 26, requiring 2/3 vote
— Does not incentivize green design

— Require additional regulatory action to
adjust program funding

When end-of-life management is simply a cost
of doing business, producers have incentive to
make proaducts less toxic, longer lasting and
easler to recycle.
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Lessons Learned in CA B cotomia Product.

Problem #1: Insular thinking leads to lawsuits,
unruly contracts, and programs that don’t work

— Solution: Require key stakeholders of a product
lifecycle to have a seat on the product
stewardship organization’s board

Problem #2: Government oversight challenging
without clear legislated goal

— Solution: Require hard “baseline” to be
established and “rates and dates” in the
legislation or at least authority to set them in regs
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What’s Next for EPR in CA?




- =5
3 " P e
T X SN .

Hannah Beth ]ackson

\\/, REPRESENTING SENATE DISTRICT 19
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SB 727 — EPR for Medications

 Mirrors Alameda Ordinance, added OTCs
* Two-year bill
* Stakeholder negotiation meetings

e Contact Linda Barr at Senator Jackson’s office
916-651-4536 Linda.Barr@sen.ca.qgov



mailto:Linda.Barr@sen.ca.gov
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AB 403 — Safe Needle Management
Assm. Mark Stone & Susan Eggman
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 Don’t make general
taxpayers and ratepayers
pay

 Consumers and retailers
say producers should be
responsible “If they’re going to be

* Add cost to purchase price manufacturing these

. Want producers to make  things, they need to be

less toxic products responsible. “ — Retail
Focus Group Participant
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California Product
Stewardship Council ..

What is CPSC Doing? Education...

BLOG ABOUT US PRODUCTS POLICY AND LEGISLATION GET INVOLVED DONATE LOG IN

CPSC

California Product
Stewardship Councilsu«

Lamps Thermostats  Batteries Sharps




»» *Become a funder!

e Adopt a resolution or
ordinance

e Add EPR to legislative
platform

e Join policy committee

e Promote existing EPR
collections (calizrecycle)

e Like us on social media
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Stewardship Council ..




Join CPSC

Kimbra Andrews

Program Manager
Kimbra@CalPSC.org

916-706-3420

www.CalPSC.org
Connect!

&, ©



http://www.youtube.com/calpsc
http://www.youtube.com/calpsc
http://www.linkedin.com/companies/275758/California+Product+Stewardship+Council
http://www.linkedin.com/companies/275758/California+Product+Stewardship+Council
http://facebook.com/pages/California-Product-Stewardship-Council/260410326394
http://facebook.com/pages/California-Product-Stewardship-Council/260410326394
http://twitter.com/CalPSC
http://twitter.com/CalPSC

Beyond Waste

A Regulatory and Market Report by Edgar & Associates, Inc. February 2013

M The merger of the California Integrated Waste Management
‘ Board and the Division of Recycling of the Department of Conservation

in 2011 created this billion and one-half dollar baby. The proposed
l#ﬁ Fiscal Year 2013-14 CalRecycle Budget is almost $1.5 billion and is the

b

largest ever. The CalRecycle revenue structure has moved far Beyond
Waste, as only $36 million will be collected from the landfill tip fee,
just 2.2% of the proposed budget. The rest of the revenue comes from
fees placed on cans, bottles, e-waste, tires, used oil, glass processors,
carpet and paint. The CalRecycle Budget could get even bigger in the
future as there have been legislative attempts in the past to collect fees on batteries, anti-
freeze, fluorescent bulbs, plastic bags, plastic lids, cigarette butts, mercury switches,
thermostats, and even mattresses. Fees and funding will dominate the future of the solid waste
and recycling industries, with the on-going debate on whether to continue to promote state
advance recycling fees within a huge bureaucracy, or whether to promote true extended
producer responsibility (EPR), where fees are embedded in an industry initiative of product
stewardship with light oversight by the state.

Organics have been left out of the fee feeding frenzy for now, but the concept of fast
food taxes and soda taxes have been broached to fight obesity, not landfill diversion. However,
funding for organic waste to bioenergy and composting facilities will come from the Cap-and-
Trade program this year and in the future, while the California Energy Commission (CEC) will
continue to fund biomethane programs from organic waste for at least $15 million per year.
The landfill tip fee increase is back on the table this year, which could also fund organic waste
programs in the future.

The 1990s concept of advanced disposal fees (ADF) has

29[3- 14 morphed into advanced recycling fees as CalRecycle collects fees on

Governor's Budget Summary Materials by the unit, by the inch, or by the gallon. As shown in the
chart below for the proposed 2013-2014 Budget, Californians are

- being nickeled and dimed on cans and bottles for $1.2 billion, and we
pay by the inch on e-waste to add up to $89 million, by the gallon on
used oil for $31 million, and per tire to add up to $32 million.
However, when it comes to garbage, we get a deal as it takes a whole
I ton to pay just $1.40 to the state, where about $36 million is
expected. The unredeemed funds from the Bottle Bill to subsidize the

Beyond Waste — February 2013 Edgar & Associates, Inc.



glass processing fee dwarfs the landfill budget, while the unredeemed funds for the plastic
processing fee rivals the landfill budget. The state now collects more money on e-waste and
glass processing fees, and close to the same amount for used oil, tires and plastic processing
fees, as it does for landfills.

Material Fees 2013-2014 Budget
All Containers | 5 cents/10 cents $1,196,426,000
E-Waste $6/$8/$10 unit $89,264,000
Glass Processing Fees and unredeemed funds $54,027,000
MSW $1.40/ton on waste disposed of in-state $35,687,000
Plastics Processing Fees and unredeemed funds $32,896,000
Tires $1.75/tire $31,837,000
Used Oil 26 cents/gallon $30,874,000
Carpet 5cents/lyard - True EPR $261,000
Paint 75 cents/gallon - True EPR $261,000

ADF or EPR: California could continue this ADF pathway in the
future and collect an estimated $10 million per year on fluorescent
lamps, $31 million on batteries, $42 million for thermostats, and $21
million for paint. Instead, the EPR framework was chosen for both
carpet and paint, where the consumer pays 5 cents per yard on carpet
and 75 cents per gallon on paint that goes into a fund managed by
their respective industry groups, CarpetCare and PaintCare. The state
only gets $261,000 for each program to adopt regulations and provide
general oversight.

The fate of EPR continues to hang in the balance on placing fees on a unit basis, or leapfrogging
past ADF towards true product stewardship such as for carpet and paint. Legislation may be
introduced this year to address mattresses, plastic bags, more e-waste types, more container
types, sharps and in the future — batteries, bulbs and pharmaceuticals. Having the
manufacturer embed the full cost of recycling into a product through an EPR framework
process will lead to programs that do not create a huge state bureaucracy, will not saddle local
government with these costs, and would allow private collector reimbursements. The EPR
framework is being structured where there is a pot of gold funded by the manufacturer at the
beginning of the rainbow, instead of relying on begging rights at a state bureaucracy from
collected fees at the end of a rainbow. As PaintCare and CarpetCare roll out, the
implementation of EPR could surpass the bureaucracy of ADF and the building of an empire at
CalRecycle.

Beyond Waste — February 2013 Edgar & Associates, Inc.



= ~ Past the Tipping Point: The Integrated Waste
6 Management Account is funded by the $1.40/ton of garbage
\%,O disposed of in California; and has shrunk from $60 million in
Q? O 2006-2007 to just $36 million in 2013-2014. The tipping fee
d‘\ /@ amount authority of $1.40/ton has remained the same since
’}.. 1993 when AB 1220 was passed. Without an increase in 20
years, and with a declining waste stream, CalRecycle is
struggling with how to fund future programs. An increase in
the landfill tip fee surcharge could fund compost facility
development, anaerobic digestion, and bioenergy technology
from the food waste in the landfill. The CARB AB 32 Scoping Plan 5-Year Update, along with
legislation this year, will target food waste diversion from landfills, where a tip fee surcharge
increase could assist funding the further development of infrastructure. With other fees being
imposed by the pound, by the inch, or by the gallon, food waste will need to be diverted by the
ton where the 20-year landfill surcharge will need to increase to fund the yards to move 50% of
organics out of the waste stream by 2020.

e e

California is not the only state past the tipping point. West Virginia has an $8.25/ton
assessment fee. Pennsylvania charges $6.25/ton surcharge and a $1.00/ton local host fee, and
had been looking at another $2.25/ton. Minnesota pays a $6.66/ton landfill surcharge that
looks more like a sin tax, where 25% goes into a closure and post-closure fund. lllinois pays
$2.00/ton, and New Jersey pays $3.05/ton into three accounts. Michigan had been looking at
raising their surcharge from $0.15/yard to $7.50/ton, while Wisconsin had been looking to
increase their surcharge from $3.00/ton to $10.00/ton. With CalRecycle anticipating just 25
million tons of disposal in 2013-2014, each $1.00/ton increase would raise $25 million, which
could be targeted for specific food waste diversion programs and infrastructure development.

Bioenergy and Compost: AB 32 established
CAP'AND‘TRADE California as a global leader in reducing greenhouse gas
L NMAME... emissions. AB 32 adopted a three-pronged approach
including adopting regulations, providing emission
reduction incentives via grant programs, and establishing
a market-based compliance mechanism known as Cap-
and-Trade. The Cap-and-Trade program establishes a
~ financial incentive for industries subject to the Cap to
make long-term investments in low carbon fuels, more
efficient energy use, and transformational technological and scientific innovations. In
recognition of the state’s first auction of carbon permits, the proposed Budget estimated $400
million will be raised in 2013-14. This money will primarily be allocated towards energy
efficiency, clean energy, and low carbon fuel. Other areas include sustainable agriculture
practices (including the development of bioenergy), and the diversion of organic waste to
bioenergy and composting.

Beyond Waste — February 2013 Edgar & Associates, Inc.



Biomethane: The increased use of alternative and
renewable fuels supports California’s commitment to curb
greenhouse gas emissions, reduce petroleum use, improve air
quality, and stimulate the sustainable production and use of
biofuels within California. Alternative and renewable transportation
fuels include natural gas, biomethane, diesel substitute fuels, and
other emerging fuel types. State investment is necessary to fill the
gap and fund the differential cost of these emerging fuels and
vehicle technologies, where the California Energy Commission (CEC)
has allocated $100 million for the 2013-2014 Investment Plan, including $15 to $20 million
slated for biomethane grants for transportation fuel projects, such as making carbon negative
renewable CNG. Such as last year, landfill gas will be excluded from applying for these grants.

Right Pocket or Left Pocket: The consumer will pay either at the pump, on their utility
bill, or at the point of retail, to collect fees to run these programs. Taxing the bads, and not the
goods, the state is moving millions of dollars around from the petroleum-driven and disposal-
based society toward a green sustainable economy by placing incentives to promote green
ventures, while taxing greenhouse gas generating industries. As the state attacks organic
diversion this year, funding is being allocated within the Cap-and-Trade program and at CEC to
develop the compost and bioenergy infrastructure. The landfill tip fee could be increased for
the first time in 20 years to provide additional funding. With the balkanization of the waste
stream continuing item-by-item, less bureaucratic methods and more efficient transfer of
monies from the right pocket to the left pocket, and towards effective programs within the EPR
framework and the Cap-and-Trade program must occur to achieve the desired results.

The opinions expressed in Beyond Waste are those of Edgar & Associates and do not necessarily
represent the policies or views of CRRC or its members.

Beyond Waste — February 2013 Edgar & Associates, Inc.
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Date: September 4, 2013 ) f
To:  Local Task Force Members 4
From: Steve Devine, Program Manager

Re: Sausalito Waste Characterization Study

The City of Sausalito recently completed a waste characterization study
with partial funding from a Zero Waste Grant provided by the Marin County
Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Joint Powers Authority (JPA).

The study was conducted by SCS Engineers and the report is attached.
One item to note from the waste study is that food waste and other organics
still comprise a significant portion of the waste stream going to landfill. That
reality jibes with the consensus opinion from the zero waste outreach
stakeholder interviews that the effort should focus on food scrap and other
organics waste minimization and diversion.

Recommendation
Receive and file Sausalito Waste Characterization Study.

f:\waste\jpa\jpa agenda items\Itf 130904\sausalito waste characterization study.docx

Marin County Department of Public Works, P.O. Box 4186, San Rafael, CA 94913
Phone: 415/473-6647 - FAX 415/473-2391
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

SCS Engineers conducted a waste characterization study for the City of Sausalito in the Spring
of 2013. The purpose of the project was to help the City collect baseline data for measuring the
effectiveness of existing waste minimization strategies and diversion programs. Waste sampling
was conducted at the Golden Bear Transfer Station during the week of March 18-22, 2013. The
waste sampling program consisted of hand-sorting 41 waste samples from five waste generating
sectors into 62 different waste categories. The five waste generators included: 1) Single-family
residential; 2) Multi-family residential; 3) Commercial businesses; 4) Mollie Stones grocery
store; and, 5) Public trash receptacles. In addition, five samples of waste contained in roll-off
dumpsters were visually characterized into 19 different waste categories. Waste contained in
these dumpsters originated from the City’s yacht harbors and various home remodeling projects.

Using the data collected during the field study, SCS calculated the waste composition for each of
the waste generating sectors. The data from each of the waste generating sectors was weighted
based on the overall waste tonnages generated in the city so that an overall waste composition
could be calculated. The overall waste composition is presented in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1. Overall Sausalito Waste Composition
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In addition, SCS calculated the portion of the waste stream that is recoverable using the City’s
existing waste division programs. This analysis is included in Exhibit 2. Overall, about 68
percent of the City’s waste stream is recoverable using existing composting and recycling
programs.

Exhibit 2. Recoverability Analysis for Overall Sausalito Waste
Stream

Non-recoverable Household
18.2% Hazardous Waste
0.2%
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2 INTRODUCTION

The City of Sausalito, California (City) contracted with SCS Engineers (SCS) to conduct a waste
characterization analysis of waste generated within the City. The primary objectives of the study
are as follows:

e Collect baseline data for measuring the effectiveness of waste minimization strategies.
e Measure the effectiveness of existing diversion programs.

e Determine what materials continue to be landfilled.

e Measure the amount of recoverable materials not diverted from the waste stream.

e Make specific recommendations to assist the City of Sausalito to recover these materials
with the intent of meeting the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management
JPA’s 2025 Zero Waste Goal.

This waste characterization study is based on the results of field sampling which was conducted
during the week of March 18-22, 2013 at Republic Services’ Golden Bear Transfer Station in
Richmond, CA. The data generated by the field activities may be used by the City to develop
additional programs to facilitate greater recycling activities and increase the effectiveness of
current recycling programs. This report presents the data collected during the March 2013 field
activities.

SCS would like to thank Mr. Greg Christie with Bay Cities Refuse Service for his assistance in
helping identify waste generating sectors, determining the sampling plan, and for coordinating
the delivery of the waste materials to the Golden Bear Transfer Station. His attentiveness and
assistance facilitated the smooth execution of the field activities in March 2013. In addition,
SCS would like to thank the City of Sausalito Sustainability Commission for their interest and
dedication to improving waste management activities in the City as they seek to implement their
zero waste plan. This study conducted by SCS Engineers was funded by a Marin County
Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Joint Powers Authority Zero Waste Grant.

Appendix A presents the Health and Safety Plan that was in effect during field activities.
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3 WASTE GENERATING SECTORS

SCS recognized there are different waste generating sectors represented in the City and worked
with staff to identify these sectors. SCS believes evaluating the waste streams from these
different generating sectors can provide valuable information that can be used to tailor new
programs and refine existing programs specific to residential, commercial and/or multi-family
properties. For purposes of this study, the following six generating sectors were identified:

RESIDENTAL:

e Single-Family Residential — this sector consists of waste generated by single-family
homes throughout the City, and includes properties with up to four units.

e Multi-Family Residential — this sector consists of waste generated at apartment buildings
and other multi-tenant properties located in the City, and includes properties with five or
more units.

COMMERCIAL:

e Commercial Businesses — this sector consists of waste generated at commercial
establishments located in the City, including restaurants, office buildings, retail
stores/shops, etc.

e Mollie Stones Grocery Store — this sector is a large grocery store complex located in
Sausalito. Due to the significant amount of waste generated by this facility and the
relative ease with which the waste is segregated (collected in a compactor), waste
materials from Mollie Stones was sampled separately.

e Public Trash Receptacles — this sector consists of waste disposed in the trash receptacles
located in public areas of the City.

e Roll-Off Dumpster — this sector consists of waste collected in temporary and permanent
roll-off dumpsters located in the City. Roll-off dumpsters are large waste containers
typically used at construction sites and at yacht harbors. These dumpsters are transported
on trucks and completely “roll-off” the back end.

Roll-off dumpster
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4 NUMBER OF SAMPLES

SCS developed a sampling plan based on the information received from the City’s solid waste
hauler Bay Cities Refuse regarding the tons of materials received at the transfer station from the
commercial and residential waste streams. SCS estimated that about 60 percent of the waste
materials received from Sausalito was commercial (businesses, Mollie Stones grocery store,
public trash receptacles) while the remaining waste was residential (single-family and multi-
family). Based on the number of trucks Bay Cities Refuse sent to the transfer station each day of
the sorting process, the following sampling schedule was developed:

Residential:
e 12 samples from single-family residential homes (29%).
e 4 samples from multi-family properties (10%).
Commercial:
e 20 samples from commercial businesses (49%).
e 3 samples from Mollie Stones grocery store (7%).
e 2 samples from public trash receptacles (5%).
In addition, five roll-off dumpsters were visually characterized. SCS understands that most

construction and demolition waste materials generated in Sausalito are transferred to a separate
facility for sorting and recycling.
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5 WASTE SAMPLING

The waste characterization activities were conducted during the week of March 18-22, 2013,
during the facility operating hours. Waste sampling activities were performed by manually
sorting 41 total samples of municipal solid waste (MSW) into 62 distinct waste categories.
Waste samples from the single-family residential, multi-family residential, commercial
businesses, Mollie Stones grocery store, and public trash receptacles generating sectors were
manually sorted. In addition, visual characterization of waste from five roll-off dumpsters was
conducted, which included estimating the percent waste composition of 19 waste categories for
each sample.

5.1 MANUAL SORTING

In order to obtain representative samples, SCS
staff worked closely with Mr. Greg Christie of
Bay Cities Refuse to select vehicles containing
waste materials from the five designated
generating sectors. Selected vehicles were
directed to dump their waste loads near the
sorting area. A representative of SCS manually
gathered samples from a random portion of each
target load (approximately two hundred and fifty
pounds) for classification (sorting). Waste
samples were placed in trash cans and weighed

Two important procedural factors were waste sample
considered:

e The target vehicle selected for sampling contained MSW that was representative of the
type of waste typically generated in that sector; and,

e The process of acquiring the waste sample did not, in itself, alter the apparent MSW
composition.

The sorting and weighing of the samples was conducted by a sorting crew and an SCS Crew
Supervisor. The basic procedures and objectives for sorting (as described below) were identical
for each sample, each day. Sorting was performed as follows:

1. The sort crew transferred the refuse sample onto the sorting table until it was full and
began sort activities. Large or heavy waste items, such as bags of yard waste, were torn
open, examined and then placed directly into the appropriate waste container for
subsequent weighing.

2. Plastic bags of refuse were opened and sort crew members manually segregated each
item of waste, and placed it in the appropriate waste container. These steps were
repeated until the entire sample was sorted. The list of waste types and component
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categories is included in Exhibit 3. For the Organics waste type, the component
categories are separated into compostable organics and non-compostable organics, to
differentiate between waste that could potentially be used in a composting operation,
and those that would not typically be composted.

3. At the completion of sorting, the waste containers were moved to the scale where SCS
Crew Supervisor weighed each category and recorded the net weight on the Sort Data
Sheet. Measurements were made to the nearest 0.2 pounds.

4. After the weight of each waste category had been recorded, the waste materials were
dumped back onto the transfer station floor for further processing by the facility.

5. This four-step process was repeated until all of the samples taken at the site were
characterized. Waste samples were maintained in as-disposed condition or as close to
this as possible until the actual sorting began. Proper site layout and close supervision
of sampling was maintained to avoid the need to repeatedly handle sampled wastes.

Members of the sorting crew were equipped with high visibility vests, safety gloves and glasses.
The Health and Safety Plan is presented in Appendix A.

Waste sorting activities at the Golden Bear
Transfer Station

Consistent with good practice in such sampling programs, efforts were made to minimize
sampling bias or other impacts on the integrity of the data collected. To this end, field sampling
was coordinated to avoid holidays and other out of ordinary events.
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Exhibit 3.

Description of Waste Categories for Manual Sorting

Major Waste | Waste Component Examples

Types Categories
Uncoated Corrugated Cardboard Packing/shipping boxes
Paper Bags Shopping bags, department store bags
Newspaper Daily, weekly newspapers, including inserts
White Ledger Paper High grade white copy paper or letterhead

Paper Other Office Paper Junk mail, notebook paper, envelops/folders
Magazines and catalogs Shiny/glossy magazines, catalogs, brochures
Phone Books and Directories Phone books, real-estate listings
Other Miscellaneous paper Tissues, paper towels, paperboard, cups/plates
Remainder/Composite Paper Waxed cardboard, aseptic containers
PETE #1 Containers Soda, water bottles, food containers
HDPE #2 Containers Milk cartons, detergent bottles, motor oil bottles
Miscellaneous Plastic Containers Containers with #3-7, usually for food products
ELTCE;?]S(;[;;_B%%%W and Other Plastic one time use shopping bags

Plastic Film Plastic — Trash Bags Plastic garbage bags used to contain trash

Film Plastic — Non-Bag Commercial
and Industrial Packaging Film

Bubble wrap, shrink wrap, mattress bags

Film Products

Agricultural films, drop cloths,

Other Film

Chip bags, packaging materials

Durable Plastic Items

Plastic toys, sporting goods, patio furniture

Remainder/Composite Plastic

Straws, packing peanuts, foam plates/cups

Compostable

Food Waste

Meat scraps, fruit/vegetable peels

Leaves and Grass

Leaves, grass clippings, plants, seaweed

Organics Prunings and Trimmings Woody plant material < 4 inches in diameter
Branches and Stumps Woody plant material > 4 inches in diameter
Manures Farming/animal wastes and bedding

Non Textiles Fabric trimmings, draperies, clothes

(C):(;g:;ci)(s;able Carpet Natural/synthetic fibers with backing material
Remainder/Composite Organic Leather, hair, cigarettes butts, diapers, cat litter
Brown Goods Microwaves, stereos, VCRs, DVD players

. Computer-Related Electronics Laptops, keyboards, printers, modems
Electronics

Other Small Consumer Electronics

Cell phones, cameras, computer games, PDAs

Video Display Devices

Computer monitors
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Exhibit 3. Description of Waste Categories for Manuval Sorting
(continued)
Major Waste | Waste Component Examples
Types Categories
Tin/steel Cans Food/beverage containers, paint cans
Major Appliances Washing machines, stoves, refrigerators
Used Oil Filters Metal oil filters for vehicles and other engines
Metal Other Ferrous Iron, steel, stainless steel items
Aluminum Cans Aluminum food and beverage cans
Other Non-Ferrous Copper, brass, bronze, lead, or zinc items
Remainder/Composite Metal Hair dryers, insulated wire, toasters
Clear Bottles/Containers Food containers, beverage bottles
Brown Bottles/Containers Soda, beer and wine bottles whole or broken
Green Bottles/Containers Beverage bottles
Glass Other Colored Bottles/Containers Bottles/containers that are not
clear/green/brown
Flat Glass Window panes, flat automotive glass
Remainder/Composite Glass Pyrex, mirrors, light bulbs, tableware
Concrete Building foundations, concrete paving/blocks
Asphalt Paving Black/brown tar-like material used for paving
Asphalt Roofing Asphalt shingles, roofing tar, tar paper
Inerts & Other Lumber Lumber, plyWO?d, particle board, pallets
Gypsum Board Gypsum sandwiched between paper layers
Rock/Soil/Fines Rocks, soil, sand, stones
gil::j;nder/Composne Inerts & Bricks, tiles, toilets, sinks
Paint Latex and oil-based paint, fine art paint
Household Vehicle and Equipment Fluids Antifreeze, brake fluid
Hazardous Used Qil Hydraulic oil, gear oil, transmission oil
Waste Batteries Car, flashlight, small appliance, watch batteries
Remainder/Composite HHW Pesticides, caustic cleaners, fluorescent bulbs
Ash Ash from fireplaces and barbeques
Treated Medical Wastes Medical wastes, syringes, blood contaminated
Special Waste Bulky Items Furniture, mattresses, box springs
Tires Automobile, bike and equipment tires
Remainder/Composite Special Waste | Auto fluff, pipe insulation
Mixed Residue Mixed Residue m':i;ﬂ;?g'g%gfergg:?erslals that don’tfit any
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5.2 VISUAL CHARACTERIZATION

As part of this study, SCS visually characterized (this material was not hand sorted) waste
materials generated in Sausalito from roll-off dumpsters. A total of five roll-off dumpsters were
visually characterized. Once a truck arrived at the transfer station with the roll-off dumpster,
SCS would conduct a brief interview with the driver in order to estimate the weight of the
sample and determine where the roll-off dumpster was located while being filled. Of the five
roll-off dumpsters that were visually characterized, three were from various yacht harbors, and
two were located at home remodeling projects.

Once the waste materials were dumped on the transfer station floor, SCS carefully studied the
waste materials by walking around the pile and when possible moved materials to ensure all
material types in the waste stream could be identified. Estimates were made as to the percentage
make-up of waste materials for designated material categories. These categories included the
following:

e Pallets/lumber
Concrete/brick/rock
Flat glass

Shingles

Bagged waste
Furniture

Dirt

Carpet/carpet padding
Mattresses

Old corrugated cardboard (OCC)
Other wood

Sheet rock

Scrap metal

Yard waste

Other bulky materials
Asphalt paving
Asphalt roofing
Appliances
Electronics

10
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6 DATA ANALYSIS

The waste samples were acquired to estimate the material composition of various waste streams
generated in Sausalito (i.e., the proportion of each waste component present in six different
waste generators: single-family residential; multi-family residential; commercial; public trash
receptacles, Mollie Stones; roll-off boxes). Data presented include mean percentages by weight,
standard deviations, and statistical confidence intervals (95 percent confidence interval) for each
group of data. Derivation of this data is as follows:

Mean (X )= L X ~L.

n
2 2
n —
Standard Deviation (s) = ( ZX ) (Z X) ; and
n(n-1)
Upper/Lower Confidence Interval Limits = X + {1.96*[%}}
n

Where:n = number of samples; and
X = sample percentage.

The mean is the arithmetic average of all data and the standard deviation is a measure of the
dispersion in the data. Together, the mean and standard deviation determine the confidence
interval. A 95 percent confidence interval contains the true proportion of a waste component
with 95 percent confidence (i.e., similar studies will produce the same results 95 percent of the
time).

11
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7 SUMMARY OF RESULTS

7.1 MSW COMPOSITION

7.1.1 Overall Sausalito

Exhibit 4 summarizes the overall waste composition for Sausalito. The composition includes
confidence intervals based on the number of samples and variability between the samples. In
order to determine the overall waste composition, the percent composition of each waste material
for each generating sector was weighted to the overall composition of the samples selected.
Based on the samples collected, the three largest subcomponents, by weight, include food waste
(32.5 percent), other miscellaneous paper (11 percent), and remainder/composite organic (9.1
percent).

Using tonnage data provided by Bay Cities Refuse Service, SCS extrapolated the tonnage data
collected during the field sort activities in March 2013and calculated the annual weight of
specific materials disposed of from Sausalito. Along with the percent composition, the pie chart
in Exhibit 4 provides a estimate of the tonnage of materials Sausalito disposes annually.

Exhibit 4: Overall Sausalito Waste Composition
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Exhibit 4. Overall Sausalito Waste Composition (continuved)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
PAPER
1 Uncoated corrugated cardboard 2.5 2.8 1.7 3.4
2 Paper bags 0.9 0.8 0.7 1.2
3 Newspaper 1.5 1.7 1.0 2.0
4 White ledger paper 0.6 1.0 0.3 0.9
5 Other office paper 3.2 3.8 2.0 4.3
6 Magazines and catalogs 2.4 2.1 1.8 3.1
7 Phone books and directories 0.3 0.8 0.0 0.5
8 Other misc. paper 11.0 3.6 9.9 12.1
9 Remainder/composite paper 1.4 1.2 1.0 1.7
Total Paper 23.7
PLASTIC
10 PETE (#1) containers 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.9
11 HDPE (#2) containers 0.8 0.6 0.6 1.0
12 Misc. plastic containers 2.1 0.6 1.9 2.3
13 Film plastic-grocery /merchandise bag 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.4
14 Film plastic-trash bags 1.7 0.6 1.5 1.9
15 Film-comm. and industrial packaging 0.2 0.5 0.0 0.3
16 Film products 0.4 0.7 0.2 0.6
17 Other film 2.4 1.2 2.0 2.8
18 Durable plastic items 1.2 1.5 0.8 1.7
19 Remainder/composite plastic 0.9 2.4 0.1 1.6
Total Plastic 10.6
ORGANIC
20 Food Waste 32.5 9.9 29.5 35.6
21 Leaves and grass 1.4 1.9 0.8 2.0
22 Prunnings and trimmings 0.2 1.1 <0.1% 0.5
23 Branches and stumps <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
24 Manures 0.3 2.0 <0.1% 0.9
25 Textiles 3.7 3.3 2.7 4.8
26 Carpet 0.4 1.2 0.0 0.7
27 Remainder/composite organic 9.1 5.6 7.4 10.8
Total Organics 47.7
ELECTRONICS
28 Brown goods 0.3 2.0 <0.1% 0.9
29 Computer-related electronics 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.4
30 Other small consumer electronics 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.6
31 Video display devices <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Electronics 0.9
METAL
33 Tin/steel cans 1.0 0.7 0.8 1.2
34 Major appliances <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
35 Used oil filters 0.0 0.1 <0.1% 0.0
36 Other ferrous 0.5 0.8 0.2 0.7
37 Aluminum cans 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2
38 Other non-ferrous 0.4 0.6 0.2 0.6
39 Remainder/composite metal 0.9 1.1 0.5 1.2
Metal 3.0
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City of Sausalito, CA

Waste Characterization Study Results

Exhibit 4: Overall Sausalito Waste Composition (continued)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
GLASS
40 Clear bottles/containers 1.8 1.2 1.5 2.2
41 Brown bottles/containers 0.9 1.2 0.6 1.3
42 Green bottles/containers 1.4 1.2 1.0 1.8
43 Other colored bottles/containers 0.0 0.1 <0.1% 0.1
44 Flat glass 0.0 0.1 <0.1% 0.1
45 Remainder/composite glass 0.5 1.3 0.1 0.9
Total Glass 4.7
INERTS & OTHERS
46 Concrete 0.1 0.5 <0.1% 0.3
47 Asphalt paving <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
48 Asphalt roofing <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
49 Lumber 3.2 5.5 1.5 4.8
50 Gypsum board 0.2 1.0 <0.1% 0.5
51 Rock/soil /fines 0.6 2.0 <0.1% 1.2
52 Remainder/composite inerts & other 0.4 1.9 <0.1% 0.9
Total Inerts & Other 4.5
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE
53 Paint 0.0 0.0 <0.1% 0.0
54 Vehicle and equipment fluids 0.0 0.2 <0.1% 0.1
55 Used oil <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
56 Batteries 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2
57 Remainder/composite HHW 0.0 0.1 <0.1% 0.0
Total Household Hazardous Waste 0.2
SPECIAL WASTE
58 Ash 0.1 0.2 <0.1% 0.1
59 Treated medical wastes 0.1 0.4 <0.1% 0.2
60 Bulky items 0.5 2.2 <0.1% 1.2
61 Tires <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
62 Remainder/composite special waste <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Special Waste 0.7
MIXED RESIDUE
32 Mixed residue 4.0 2.2 3.3 4.7
Total Mixed Residue 4.0
TOTALS 100.0

Note: Composition based on 41 samples
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Waste Characterization Study Results

SCS compared the top 10 most prevalent material types observed in Sausalito’s waste stream to
that observed in the California 2008 Statewide Waste Characterization Study, Bay Area Region,’
and the Marin County Zero Waste Feasibility Study?. Comparisons of the results are
summarized in Exhibit 5.

Exhibit 5. Comparison of the 10 Most Prevalent Disposed
Material Types: Sausalito, Bay Area Region, Marin County JPA

Overall Sausalito

Material % Material Material %
Composition Composition Composition
1 | Food 32.5 | Food 20.9 | Food 23
o | Other Miscellaneous 11.0 | Lumber 11.1 | Paper 23
Paper
3 Remamder/Composﬂ 91 Remamdpr/ 59 Other_ 10
e Organic Composite Paper Organics
Remainder/
4 | Mixed Residue 4.0 | Composite 5.5 | Plastic 4
Organic
5 | Textiles 3.7 | Leaves and Grass 4.7 | Yard Debris 8
6 | Other Office Paper 3.2 | Remainder/ 4.3 | Mixed C&D 8
Composite Inerts
7 | Lumber 3.2 Remamderl . 3.5 | Inerts 8
Composite Plastic
Other
8 Uncoated Corrugated 2.5 | Miscellaneous 3.3 Other . 4
Cardboard Inorganics
Paper
9 Magazines and 2.4 | Asphalt Roofing 3.1 | Metal 4
Catalogs
10 | Other Film 2.4 | Textiles 3.0 | Glass 2

Total 74.0 Total 65.3 94.0

! California 2008 Statewide Waste Characterization Study, Bay Area Region, California Integrated Waste
Management Board, August 2009.

2 Final Draft Zero Waste Feasibility Study, Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management JPA, December
20009.
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Waste Characterization Study Results
7.1.2 Single-Family Residential

A compilation of the 12 single-family residential waste samples collected and sorted in March
2013 is presented in Exhibit 6. The composition includes confidence intervals based on the
number of samples and variability between the samples. Based on the samples collected, the
three largest subcomponents, by weight, of the single-family residential waste stream include
food waste (30.7 percent), remainder/composite organic (13.6 percent), and other miscellaneous
paper (10.6 percent).

Exhibit 6. Single-Family Residential Waste Composition

Electronics 0.8%

Paper 19.4% Speclal Waste 0.2%

Hausehold Hazardous
Waste 0.2%
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Waste Characterization Study Results

Exhibit 6. Single-Family Residential Waste Composition
(continued)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
PAPER
1 Uncoated corrugated cardboard 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.9
2 Paper bags 1.5 1.2 0.8 2.1
3 Newspaper 0.6 0.8 0.2 1.0
4 White ledger paper 0.6 1.1 0.0 1.3
5 Other office paper 1.9 1.2 1.2 2.6
6 Magazines and catalogs 2.3 2.0 1.2 3.5
7 Phone books and directories 0.3 0.6 <0.1% 0.6
8 Other misc. paper 10.6 2.1 9.4 11.8
9 Remainder/composite paper 1.1 0.4 0.8 1.3
Total Paper 19.4
PLASTIC
10 PETE (#1) containers 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.8
11 HDPE (#2) containers 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.5
12 Misc. plastic containers 2.2 0.5 1.9 2.4
13 Film plastic-grocery /merchandise bag 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.5
14 Film plastic-trash bags 1.2 0.3 1.1 1.4
15 Film-comm. and industrial packaging 0.0 0.1 <0.1% 0.1
16 Film products 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.7
17 Other film 2.6 0.6 2.2 2.9
18 Durable plastic items 0.9 0.8 0.4 1.4
19 Remainder/composite plastic 1.6 4.1 <0.1% 3.9
Total Plastic 10.2
ORGANIC
20 Food Waste 30.7 4.5 28.2 33.2
21 Leaves and grass 1.8 2.0 0.7 3.0
22 Prunnings and trimmings 0.1 0.2 <0.1% 0.2
23 Branches and stumps <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
24 Manures <0.1% 0.0 <0.1% 0.0
25 Textiles 5.5 3.8 3.4 7.7
26 Carpet 1.1 2.2 <0.1% 2.4
27 Remainder/composite organic 13.6 7.0 9.6 17.6
Total Organics 52.9
ELECTRONICS
28 Brown goods <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
29 Computer-related electronics 0.0 0.1 <0.1% 0.1
30 Other small consumer electronics 0.7 0.7 0.3 1.1
31 Video display devices <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Electronics 0.8
METAL
33 Tin/steel cans 0.8 0.3 0.6 1.0
34 Major appliances <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
35 Used oll filters 0.0 0.0 <0.1% 0.0
36 Other ferrous 0.7 1.0 0.1 1.2
37 Aluminum cans 0.1 0.2 <0.1% 0.2
38 Other non-ferrous 0.6 1.0 0.1 1.2
39 Remainder/composite metal 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.8
Metal 2.8
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Waste Characterization Study Results

Exhibit 6. Single-Family Residential Waste Composition (continuved)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
GLASS
40 Clear bottles/containers 1.6 1.1 0.9 2.2
41 Brown boftles/containers 0.9 1.5 0.0 1.8
42 Green bottles/containers 1.2 1.0 0.7 1.8
43 Other colored bottles/containers 0.1 0.2 <0.1% 0.1
44 Flat glass 0.1 0.2 <0.1% 0.2
45 Remainder/composite glass 0.9 1.6 0.0 1.8
Total Glass 4.8
INERTS & OTHERS
46 Concrete 0.2 0.6 <0.1% 0.5
47 Asphalt paving <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
48 Asphalt roofing <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
49 Lumber 1.8 3.1 0.1 3.6
50 Gypsum board <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
51 Rock/soil/fines 1.9 3.8 <0.1% 4.0
52 Remainder/composite inerts & other 0.1 0.2 <0.1% 0.2
Total Inerts & Other 4.0
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE
53 Paint <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
54 Vehicle and equipment fluids 0.0 0.2 <0.1% 0.1
55 Used oil <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
56 Batteries 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.3
57 Remainder/composite HHW 0.0 0.1 <0.1% 0.1
Total Household Hazardous Waste 0.2
SPECIAL WASTE
58 Ash <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
59 Treated medical wastes 0.0 0.1 <0.1% 0.1
60 Bulky items 0.1 0.5 <0.1% 0.4
61 Tires <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
62 Remainder/composite special waste <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Special Waste 0.2
MIXED RESIDUE
32 Mixed residue 4.8 0.8 4.4 5.3
Total Mixed Residue 4.8
TOTALS 100.0

Note: Composition based on 12 samples
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Waste Characterization Study Results

7.1.3 Multi-Family Residential

Exhibit 7 presents a compilation of the four multi-family residential waste samples collected and
sorted in March 2013. The composition includes confidence intervals based on the number of
samples and variability between the samples. Based on the samples collected, the three largest
subcomponents, by weight, of the multi-family residential waste stream include food waste (37.9
percent), remainder/composite organic (11.0 percent), and other miscellaneous paper (10.5

percent).

Exhibit 7. Multi-Family Residential Waste Composition

Non-compostable
Organics 14.4%

Electronics 1.1%

Mixed Residue 3.6%

Non-Ferrous Metal
2.5%

Inerts & Other 0.1%

Household Hazardous

Waste 0.2%

Paper 19.9%
Special Waste 1.2%
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Waste Characterization Study Results

Exhibit 7. Multi-Family Residential Waste Composition
(continued)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
PAPER
1 Uncoated corrugated cardboard 0.2 0.2 <0.1% 0.4
2 Paper bags 1.0 0.3 0.7 1.2
3 Newspaper 0.5 0.6 <0.1% 1.1
4 White ledger paper 0.4 0.6 <0.1% 1.0
5 Other office paper 3.3 1.8 1.6 5.1
6 Magazines and catalogs 2.9 1.7 1.3 4.5
7 Phone books and directories <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
8 Other misc. paper 10.5 2.4 8.1 12.8
9 Remainder/composite paper 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.5
Total Paper 19.9
PLASTIC
10 PETE (#1) containers 0.7 0.5 0.3 1.2
11 HDPE (#2) containers 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.9
12 Misc. plastic containers 2.9 0.8 2.1 3.6
13 Film plastic-grocery /merchandise bag 0.4 0.4 <0.1% 0.8
14 Film plastic-trash bags 1.2 0.4 0.8 1.6
15 Film-comm. and industrial packaging 0.1 0.1 <0.1% 0.2
16 Film products 0.3 0.4 <0.1% 0.7
17 Other film 3.0 1.3 1.7 4.2
18 Durable plastic items 1.6 0.9 0.7 2.5
19 Remainder/composite plastic 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.6
Total Plastic 11.0
ORGANIC
20 Food Waste 37.9 6.1 31.9 43.9
21 Leaves and grass 2.3 1.6 0.8 3.9
22 Prunnings and trimmings <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
23 Branches and stumps <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
24 Manures <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
25 Textiles 3.0 1.3 1.7 4.3
26 Carpet 0.4 0.8 <0.1% 1.2
27 Remainder/composite organic 11.0 4.4 6.7 15.3
Total Organics 54.6
ELECTRONICS
28 Brown goods <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
29 Computer-related electronics 0.8 1.4 <0.1% 2.2
30 Other small consumer electronics 0.3 0.5 <0.1% 0.8
31 Video display devices <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Electronics 1.1
METAL
33 Tin/steel cans 0.9 0.6 0.3 1.5
34 Maijor appliances <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
35 Used oil filters <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
36 Other ferrous 0.5 0.8 <0.1% 1.3
37 Aluminum cans 0.2 0.3 <0.1% 0.6
38 Other non-ferrous 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.7
39 Remainder/composite metal 0.5 0.6 <0.1% 1.1
Metal 2.5
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Waste Characterization Study Results

Exhibit 7. Multi-Family Residential Waste Composition (continued)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
GLASS
40 Clear bottles/containers 1.3 1.3 0.1 2.6
41 Brown bottles/containers 0.9 1.4 <0.1% 2.3
42 Green bottles/containers 1.8 0.7 1.1 2.5
43 Other colored bottles/containers 0.1 0.1 <0.1% 0.2
44 Flat glass <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
45 Remainder/composite glass 1.8 3.1 <0.1% 4.8
Total Glass 5.9
INERTS & OTHERS
46 Concrete <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
47 Asphalt paving <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
48 Asphalt roofing <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
49 Lumber <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
50 Gypsum board <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
51 Rock/soil/fines 0.1 0.1 <0.1% 0.2
52 Remainder/composite inerts & other <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Inerts & Other 0.1
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE
53 Paint <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
54 Vehicle and equipment fluids <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
55 Used oil <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
56 Batteries 0.2 0.4 <0.1% 0.6
57 Remainder/composite HHW <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Household Hazardous Waste 0.2
SPECIAL WASTE
58 Ash 0.6 0.7 <0.1% 1.3
59 Treated medical wastes 0.6 1.0 <0.1% 1.5
60 Bulky items <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
61 Tires <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
62 Remainder/composite special waste <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Special Waste 1.2
MIXED RESIDUE
32 Mixed residue 3.6 1.1 2.6 4.7
Total Mixed Residue 3.6
TOTALS 100.0

Note: Composition based on 4 samples
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7.1.4 Commercial Businesses

Exhibit 8 presents a compilation of the 20 commercial waste samples collected and sorted in
March 2013. The composition includes confidence intervals based on the number of samples
and variability between the samples. Based on the samples collected, the three largest
subcomponents, by weight, of the commercial businesses waste stream include food waste (29.3
percent), other miscellaneous paper (11.7 percent), and remainder/composite organic (6.9
percent).

Exhibit 8. Commercial Waste Composition

Household
Hazardous Waste — Special Waste
0.1% 1.1%

Glass

Mixed Residus
3.2%

Electronics __
1.2%
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Waste Characterization Study Results

Exhibit 8. Commercial Businesses Waste Composition
(continued)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
PAPER
1 Uncoated corrugated cardboard 3.4 3.7 1.7 5.0
2 Paper bags 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.9
3 Newspaper 1.9 2.2 0.9 2.9
4 White ledger paper 0.6 1.1 0.2 1.1
5 Other office paper 4.5 5.2 2.2 6.8
6 Magazines and catalogs 2.6 2.4 1.5 3.7
7 Phone books and directories 0.2 0.5 <0.1% 0.4
8 Other misc. paper 11.7 4.4 9.8 13.6
9 Remainder/composite paper 1.2 0.7 0.9 1.5
Total Paper 26.8
PLASTIC
10 PETE (#1) containers 0.7 0.6 0.5 1.0
11 HDPE (#2) containers 1.0 0.8 0.7 1.3
12 Misc. plastic containers 1.8 0.7 1.5 2.2
13 Film plastic-grocery /merchandise bag 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2
14 Film plastic-trash bags 2.3 0.8 2.0 2.7
15 Film-comm. and industrial packaging 0.3 0.7 <0.1% 0.5
16 Film products 0.5 0.8 0.1 0.8
17 Other film 2.4 1.5 1.8 3.1
18 Durable plastic items 1.6 1.9 0.8 2.5
19 Remainder/composite plastic 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.6
Total Plastic 11.2
ORGANIC
20 Food Waste 29.3 12.8 23.7 34.9
21 Leaves and grass 1.2 2.0 0.3 2.1
22 Prunnings and trimmings 0.4 1.6 <0.1% 1.0
23 Branches and stumps <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
24 Manures 0.6 2.8 <0.1% 1.9
25 Textiles 3.6 3.7 2.0 5.2
26 Carpet <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
27 Remainder/composite organic 6.9 4.0 5.2 8.7
Total Organics 42.0
ELECTRONICS
28 Brown goods 0.6 2.9 <0.1% 1.9
29 Computer-related electronics 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.5
30 Other small consumer electronics 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.5
31 Video display devices <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Electronics 1.2
METAL
33 Tin/steel cans 1.2 0.8 0.8 1.5
34 Maijor appliances <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
35 Used oil filters <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
36 Other ferrous 0.4 0.7 0.1 0.7
37 Aluminum cans 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2
38 Other non-ferrous 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.6
39 Remainder/composite metal 1.3 1.4 0.6 1.9
Total Metal 3.4
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Exhibit 8. Commercial Businesses Waste Composition (continuved)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
GLASS
40 Clear bottles/containers 1.9 1.3 1.3 2.5
41 Brown boftles/containers 1.0 1.0 0.6 1.5
42 Green bottles/containers 1.1 1.2 0.6 1.6
43 Other colored bottles/containers 0.0 0.1 <0.1% 0.0
44 Flat glass 0.0 0.0 <0.1% 0.0
45 Remainder/composite glass 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.3
Total Glass 4.2
INERTS & OTHERS
46 Concrete 0.1 0.4 <0.1% 0.3
47 Asphalt paving <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
48 Asphalt roofing <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
49 Lumber 5.4 7.4 2.1 8.6
50 Gypsum board 0.5 1.4 <0.1% 1.1
51 Rock/soil/fines 0.1 0.3 <0.1% 0.2
52 Remainder/composite inerts & other 0.7 2.7 <0.1% 1.9
Total Inerts & Other 6.7
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE
53 Paint 0.0 0.0 <0.1% 0.0
54 Vehicle and equipment fluids <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
55 Used oll <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
56 Batteries 0.1 0.3 <0.1% 0.2
57 Remainder/composite HHW <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Household Hazardous Waste 0.1
SPECIAL WASTE
58 Ash <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
59 Treated medical wastes 0.1 0.2 <0.1% 0.2
60 Bulky items 1.0 3.1 <0.1% 2.3
61 Tires <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
62 Remainder/composite special waste <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Special Waste 1.1
MIXED RESIDUE
32 Mixed residue 3.2 1.5 2.5 3.8
Total Mixed Residue 3.2
TOTALS 100.0

Note: Composition based on 20 samples

24




City of Sausalito, CA SCS ENGINEERS
Waste Characterization Study Results

7.1.5 Mollie Stones Grocery Store

Exhibit 9 presents a compilation of the three waste samples collected from the Mollie Stones
grocery store. The composition includes confidence intervals based on the number of samples
and variability between the samples. Based on the samples collected, the three largest
subcomponents, by weight, of the Mollie Stones grocery store waste stream include food waste
(65.4 percent), uncoated corrugated cardboard (8.7 percent), and other miscellaneous paper (6.8
percent).

Exhibit 9. Mollie Stones Grocery Store Waste
Composition
Mixed Residue 1.1%
Metal 1.5%

Non-Compostable
Organics 1.4% Glass 0.5%
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Waste Characterization Study Results

Exhibit 9. Mollie Stones Grocery Store Waste Composition
(continued)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
PAPER
1 Uncoated corrugated cardboard 8.7 3.4 4.8 12.5
2 Paper bags 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.7
3 Newspaper 1.1 1.8 <0.1% 3.1
4 White ledger paper 0.0 0.0 <0.1% 0.1
5 Other office paper 0.1 0.2 <0.1% 0.4
6 Magazines and catalogs 0.3 0.4 <0.1% 0.7
7 Phone books and directories 1.3 2.2 <0.1% 3.8
8 Other misc. paper 6.8 2.7 3.7 9.9
9 Remainder/composite paper 3.7 4.0 <0.1% 8.2
Total Paper 22.5
PLASTIC
10 PETE (#1) containers 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2
11 HDPE (#2) containers 1.3 1.3 <0.1% 2.7
12 Misc. plastic containers 2.2 0.7 1.3 3.0
13 Film plastic-grocery /merchandise bag 0.1 0.1 <0.1% 0.2
14 Film plastic-trash bags 0.9 0.5 0.3 1.5
15 Film-comm. and industrial packaging 0.3 0.5 <0.1% 0.9
16 Film products 0.1 0.1 <0.1% 0.3
17 Other film 2.0 1.2 0.7 3.3
18 Durable plastic items 0.1 0.1 <0.1% 0.2
19 Remainder/composite plastic 0.3 0.2 <0.1% 0.5
Total Plastic 7.4
ORGANIC
20 Food Waste 65.4 10.8 53.2 77.6
21 Leaves and grass 0.3 0.5 <0.1% 0.8
22 Prunnings and trimmings <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
23 Branches and stumps <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
24 Manures <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
25 Textiles <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
26 Carpet <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
27 Remainder/composite organic 1.4 1.3 <0.1% 2.9
Total Organics 67.1
ELECTRONICS
28 Brown goods <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
29 Computer-related electronics <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
30 Other small consumer electronics 0.0 0.0 <0.1% 0.1
31 Video display devices <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Electronics 0.0
METAL
33 Tin/steel cans 0.6 0.5 0.0 1.1
34 Maijor appliances <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
35 Used oil filters <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
36 Other ferrous 0.5 0.9 <0.1% 1.6
37 Aluminum cans <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
38 Other non-ferrous 0.1 0.1 <0.1% 0.3
39 Remainder/composite metal 0.2 0.3 <0.1% 0.6
Metal 1.5
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Exhibit 9. Mollie Stones Grocery Store Waste Composition
(continued)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition % Deviation % Lower Upper
GLASS
40 Clear bottles/containers 0.4 0.4 <0.1% 0.9
41 Brown bottles/containers <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
42 Green bottles/containers <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
43 Other colored bottles/containers <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
44 Flat glass <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
45 Remainder/composite glass 0.1 0.1 <0.1% 0.3
Total Glass 0.5
INERTS & OTHERS
46 Concrete <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
47 Asphalt paving <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
48 Asphalt roofing <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
49 Lumber <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
50 Gypsum board <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
51 Rock/soil /fines <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
52 Remainder/composite inerts & other <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Inerts & Other 0.0
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE
53 Paint <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
54 Vehicle and equipment fluids <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
55 Used oil <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
56 Batteries <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
57 Remainder/composite HHW <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Household Hazardous Waste 0.0
SPECIAL WASTE
58 Ash <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
59 Treated medical wastes <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
60 Bulky items <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
61 Tires <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
62 Remainder/composite special waste <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Special Waste <0.1%
MIXED RESIDUE
32 Mixed residue 1.1 1.0 <0.1% 2.2
Total Mixed Residue 1.1
TOTALS 100.0

Note: Composition based on 3 samples
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7.1.6 Public Trash Receptacles

A compilation of the two public trash receptacle waste
samples collected and sorted in March 2013 is contained
in Exhibit 10. The composition includes confidence
intervals based on the number of samples and variability
between the samples. Based on the samples collected,
the three largest subcomponents, by weight, of the public
trash receptacles waste stream considered trash (not
including mixed residue, which is the small
miscellaneous material that could not be easily
categorized) includes food waste (18.1 percent), other
miscellaneous paper (14.2 percent), and

remainder/composite organic (11.1 percent). Waste sampled ftrOT public trash
receptacles

Exhibit 10.Public Trash Receptacles Waste Composition

Household Hazardous
Waste 0.9%
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Exhibit 10. Public Trash Receptacles Waste Composition
(continued)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition Deviation Lower Upper
PAPER
1 Uncoated corrugated cardboard 1.5 1.5 <0.1% 3.5
2 Paper bags 0.8 1.1 <0.1% 2.3
3 Newspaper 5.7 1.1 4.1 7.2
4 White ledger paper 0.3 0.4 <0.1% 0.9
5 Other office paper 1.1 0. 0.6 1.7
6 Magazines and catalogs 2.8 0.8 1.7 3.9
7 Phone books and directories <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
8 Other misc. paper 14.2 4.2 8.4 20.0
9 Remainder/composite paper 1.8 1.5 <0.1% 3.9
Total Paper 28.2
PLASTIC
10 PETE (#1) containers 2.4 0.3 1.9 2.8
11 HDPE (#2) containers 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.4
12 Misc. plastic containers 2.8 0.2 2.5 3.1
13 Film plastic-grocery /merchandise bag 1.0 1.2 <0.1% 2.6
14 Film plastic-trash bags 0.2 0.1 <0.1% 0.4
15 Film-comm. and industrial packaging <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
16 Film products 0.4 0.5 <0.1% 1.1
17 Other film 0.7 0.7 <0.1% 1.7
18 Durable plastic items 0.6 0.8 <0.1% 1.7
19 Remainder/composite plastic 3.3 4.0 <0.1% 8.8
Total Plastic 11.7
ORGANIC
20 Food Waste 18.1 4.6 11.8 24.5
21 Leaves and grass 0.9 0.4 0.3 1.5
22 Prunnings and trimmings <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
23 Branches and stumps <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
24 Manures <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
25 Textiles 1.6 0.5 0.9 2.2
26 Carpet <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
27 Remainder/composite organic 11.1 12.4 <0.1% 28.3
Total Organics 31.8
ELECTRONICS
28 Brown goods <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
29 Computer-related electronics <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
30 Other small consumer electronics <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
31 Video display devices <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Electronics 0.0
METAL
33 Tin/steel cans 0.8 0.1 0.6 0.9
34 Major appliances <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
35 Used oil filters 0.2 0.3 <0.1% 0.7
36 Other ferrous 0.1 0.1 <0.1% 0.3
37 Aluminum cans 0.8 0.2 0.6 1.1
38 Other non-ferrous 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2
39 Remainder/composite metal 0.3 0.4 <0.1% 0.8
Metal 2.4
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Exhibit 10. Public Trash Receptacles Waste Composition
(continued)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition Deviation Lower Upper
GLASS
40 Clear bottles/containers 5.6 0.5 5.0 6.3
41 Brown bottles/containers 1.4 0.5 0.7 2.1
42 Green bottles/containers 6.2 3.1 1.9 10.4
43 Other colored bottles/containers <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
44 Flat glass <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
45 Remainder/composite glass <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Glass 13.2
INERTS & OTHERS
46 Concrete <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
47 Asphalt paving <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
48 Asphalt roofing <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
49 Lumber <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
50 Gypsum board <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
51 Rock/soil /fines <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
52 Remainder/composite inerts & other <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Inerts & Other 0.0
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE
53 Paint <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
54 Vehicle and equipment fluids 0.7 1.0 <0.1% 2.0
55 Used oil <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
56 Batteries 0.2 0.3 <0.1% 0.7
57 Remainder/composite HHW <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Household Hazardous Waste 0.9
SPECIAL WASTE
58 Ash <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
59 Treated medical wastes <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
60 Bulky items <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
61 Tires <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
62 Remainder/composite special waste <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
Total Special Waste <0.1%
MIXED RESIDUE
32 Mixed residue 11.8 8.4 0.3 23.4
Total Mixed Residue 11.8
TOTALS 100.0

Note: Composition based on 2 samples
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7.2 ROLL-OFF DUMPSTER WASTE

As part of this study, SCS visually characterized waste materials generated in Sausalito from
roll-off dumpsters. A total of five roll-off dumpsters were visually characterized. Exhibit 11
presents the composition of the two roll-off dumpsters located at home remodeling projects.
Exhibit 12 presents the composition of the three roll-off dumpsters located at various yacht
harbors around the City. Based on the estimated weight of each load, SCS calculated the mean
composition and confidence intervals based on the number of samples and variability between
the samples.

Exhibit 11. Home Remodel Roll-off Dumpster
Waste Composition
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Exhibit 11.

Home Remodel Roll-off Dumpster
Waste Composition (continuved)

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition Deviation Lower Upper
1 Pallets/lumber 45.0 1.5 43.7 46.3
2 Concrete/bricks/rock <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
3 Flat glass <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
4 Shingles <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
5 Bagged waste <0.1% 0.3 <0.1% 0.3
6 Furniture <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
7 Dirt <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
8 Carpet/carpet padding <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
9 Mattresses <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
10 Old corrugated cardboard <0.1% 0.0 <0.1% 0.0
11 Other wood 55.0 1.2 54.0 56.0
12 Sheet rock <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
13 Scrap metal <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
14 Yard waste <0.1% 0.0 <0.1% 0.0
15 Other bulky materials <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
16 Asphalt paving <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
17 Asphalt roofing <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
18 Applicances <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
19 Electronics <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
100.0

Note: Composition based on 2 samples
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Exhibit 12.

Yacht Harbor Roll-off Dumpster
Waste Composition

Yard waste 1.7%

Old corrugated
cardboard 3.8%

Carpet/carpet
padding 1.6%

Other bulky
materials 9.4%

Mean Standard 95% Confidence Limits
Material Components Composition Deviation Lower Upper
1 Pallets/lumber 42.8 1.5 41.5 44.1
2 Concrete/bricks/rock <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
3 Flat glass <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
4 Shingles <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
5 Bagged waste 31.9 0.3 31.6 32.2
6 Furniture <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
7 Dirt <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
8 Carpet/carpet padding 1.6 <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
9 Mattresses <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
10 Old corrugated cardboard 3.8 0.0 3.7 3.8
11 Other wood 8.9 1.2 7.9 9.9
12 Sheet rock <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
13 Scrap metal <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
14 Yard waste 1.7 0.0 1.7 1.8
15 Other bulky materials 9.4 <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
16 Asphalt paving <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
17 Asphalt roofing <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
18 Applicances <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
19 Electronics <0.1% <0.1% <0.1% <0.1%
100.0

Note: Composition based on 3 samples
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8 RECOVERABILITY ANALYSIS
8.1 INTRODUCTION

SCS Engineers obtained from Bay Cities Refuse a list of the materials that are currently accepted
as part of Sausalito’s recycling and composting programs. For purposes of this recoverability
analysis, recyclable materials refer to components of the waste stream that are currently accepted
as part of the City’s existing recycling program. Compostable materials are materials that are
currently accepted as part of the City’s existing composting program. The category referred to as
potentially recoverable refers to materials that may be recycled if new markets develop or
changes in existing recycling contracts allow for acceptance of these materials. Non-recoverable
materials refer to those materials for which no markets or technologies currently exist to recover
the materials.

Exhibit 13 details the materials included in the compostable, recyclable, potentially recoverable,
and non-recoverable classifications used for this analysis.

Exhibit 13. Compostable, Recyclable, Potentially Recoverable, and
Non-Recoverable Classifications

Compostable Recyclable Potentially Non-Recoverable
Recoverable
Other misc. paper Uncoated Corrugated Remainder/composite Plastic Trash bags
Food waste Cardboard paper Remainder/composite
Leaves and grass Paper bags Film plastic — Organic
Prunings/trimmings Newspaper - grocery and Remainder/composite
Branches/stumps White ledger paper merchandise bags metal
Manures Other office paper -Commercial Flat glass
Magazines/catalogs packaging Remainder/composite
Phone books/directories -Products glass
PETE #1 containers -Other film Inert material
HDPE #2 containers Remainder/composite | Special Waste (hot
Misc. plastic containers plastic including tires)
Durable plastic items Textiles Mixed residue
Metals Carpet
Clear/brown/green/colored Electronics
bottles/containers Used oil filters
Household hazardous waste Lumber
Tires

A significant portion of the Sausalito waste stream is either compostable or recyclable. The
greatest diversion opportunities in Sausalito are capturing more recyclable paper, and
composting miscellaneous paper and food waste. Exhibits 14-20 delineate the recoverability of
the disposed waste stream for each generating sector, by material categories. This analysis is
based on the materials currently accepted in Sausalito’s recycling and composting programs.
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The exhibits provide additional detail on the make-up of the recyclable portion of the disposed
waste stream, including paper, plastic, metal, glass and household hazardous waste. The
compostable portion of the disposed waste stream is comprised of food waste, leaves and grass,
prunings/trimmings, branches/stumps, manures, and other miscellaneous paper.

8.2 OVERALL SAUSALITO

For the overall waste stream, about 68 percent of the materials could potentially be recovered for
recycling and composting, using the existing City programs (Exhibit 14). A significant portion
the materials that could be captured for recycling from the overall waste stream is paper.

Exhibit 14. Recoverability Analysis for Overall Sausalito
Waste Stream

Non-recoverable Household
18.2% Hazardous Waste

0.2%
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8.3 SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

Approximately 61 percent of the single-family residential waste stream is either recyclable or
compostable (Exhibit 15). Over 40 percent of the single-family residential waste stream could
be diverted through composting alone. Additional opportunities for waste diversion for the
single-family residential waste stream include paper (7.8 percent), plastic (4 percent), and glass
containers, particularly wine bottles, which made up nearly four percent of the waste stream.

Exhibit 15. Recoverability Analysis for Single-Family Residential
Waste Stream

Paper 7.8%

Plastic 4.0%

Metal 2.2%

Non-recoverable Glass 3.7%
23.6%

Household Hazardous
Waste 0.2%
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8.4 MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

Approximately 71 percent of the multi-family waste stream is recyclable or compostable. Fifty
percent of the waste stream could be diverted through composting alone, which provides the
greatest opportunity for waste diversion from multi-family properties (Exhibit 16). Of
particular note is that the composition of the waste stream for multi-family residences that is
recyclable is similar to that of single-family residences. In conducting similar studies, SCS
typically observes more recyclable materials in the multi-family waste stream than for single-
family residences; however, that is not necessarily the case with the multi-family sector in
Sausalito.

Exhibit 16. Recoverability Analysis for Multi-Family Waste Stream

Paper 8.4%

Plastic 5.8%

Metal 2.0%

Non-recoverable 19.2% Glass 4.1%

Household Hazardous

Potentially recoverable Waste 0.2%

9.6%
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8.5 COMMERCIAL BUSINESSES

Overall 68 percent of the commercial waste stream is either recyclable or compostable (Exhibit
17). Food waste is the largest portion of the commercial waste stream in Sausalito (about 30
percent); however, overall food waste is a significantly smaller portion of the waste stream when
compared to Mollie Stones, single-family residential and multi-family residential sectors. Paper
makes up a higher portion of the waste stream for commercial entities when compared to the
multi-family and single-family generating sectors. In particular, corrugated cardboard, other
office paper, and magazines and catalogs present an opportunity for diverting an additional ten
percent of the commercial waste stream.

Exhibit 17. Recoverability Analysis for Commercial
Waste Stream

Paper 13.9%

Plastic 5.2%

Metal 2.1%

Glass 4.0%

Household Hazardous
Waste 0.1%
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8.6 MOLLIE STONES GROCERY STORE

Nearly 90 percent of the Mollie Stones waste stream is recyclable or compostable (Exhibit 18).
The greatest opportunity for waste diversion for Mollie Stones is food waste, which represented
65.4 percent of the waste stream. Additionally, 6.8 percent of the waste stream consisted of
other miscellaneous paper that could also be targeted for composting along with food waste.
Based on the results of this study, nearly ¥ of the Mollie Stones waste stream could be diverted
with the implementation of an effective composting program. There may also be opportunity for
the diversion of corrugated cardboard and miscellaneous plastic containers. Much of the
corrugated cardboard and miscellaneous plastic containers observed in the waste steam contained
food materials. Thus, if food waste could be diverted for composting, it may help facilitate the
recovery of these other materials as well. It should be noted that Bay Cities Refuse is presently
working with Mollie Stones to enhance food waste recovery and overall recycling.

Exhibit 18. Recoverability Analysis for Mollie Stones
Waste Stream

Paper 12.0%

Plastic 3.7%

T
T

Mon-recoverable 3.7%

Metal 1.3%
Glass 0.4%

Potentially recoverable
6.5%
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8.7 PUBLIC TRASH RECEPTACLES

Approximately 67 percent of the public trash receptacles waste stream is recyclable or
compostable (Exhibit 19). Paper materials and glass containers make up a major portion of the
public trash receptacles waste stream. It was observed that a significant amount of recyclable
containers (glass and plastic bottles, aluminum cans, etc.) still end up in the waste stream in this
generating sector, and could present further opportunities for waste division. Like all other waste
generating sectors, food waste makes up the largest portion of the compostable fraction of the
waste stream (18.1 percent).

Exhibit 19. Recoverability Analysis for Public Trash Receptacles
Waste Stream

Paper 12.2%

Plastic 6.1%
Metal 1.9%

Potentially recoverable Glass 13.2%

9.1% Non-recoverable 23.4'

Household Hazardous
— Waste 0.9%

8.8 ROLL-OFF DUMPSTERS

It was observed that all waste being disposed of in roll-off dumpsters from home remodeling
projects were either other wood or pallets/lumber, which are not materials that can be recycled or
composted as part of Sausalito’s existing programs. It is important to note that typically the roll-
off dumpsters from home remodeling projects are taken to specialized facilities that recover
construction and demolition debris.

A small percentage of materials observed to be present in the roll-off dumpsters located at yacht
harbors could potentially be recoverable. The materials that could be recovered include
corrugated cardboard (3.8 percent) and yard waste (1.7 percent). Exhibit 20 provides an
overview of the materials observed in the roll-off dumpsters from the yacht harbors.
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Exhibit 20. Recoverability Analysis for Yacht Harbor Roll-Off
Dumpsters Waste Stream

Carpet/carpet
padding 1.6%

Old corrugated
cardboard 3.8%

Yard waste 1.7%

41




City of Sausalito, CA

Waste Characterization Study Results

9 RECOMMENDATIONS

This section summarizes SCS’s recommendations for diverting additional materials from the
waste stream, based on the results of the waste characterization analysis. The recommendations
will help the City to prioritize initiatives to maximize diversion and attain its zero waste goals.

9.1 OVERALL SAUSALITO

e Promote the City’s zero waste goals to residents. Take the opportunity to educate
residents and visitors that obtaining zero waste status is important for the City and
community because it reduces landfill costs, protects the environment, and provides for a
more sustainable and livable community. Let the community — residents and visitors —
know that they are an essential part in achieving this goal and without their participation
and support it will not be possible.

e Across all generating sectors there remains substantial opportunity to divert more waste
for composting, particular food waste and miscellaneous paper (napkins, paper towels,
tissues, etc.). Development of a targeted educational program and initiative that
specifically focuses on the recovery of materials for composting should be considered to
increase the collection and recovery of compostable materials.

e Utilize media (print and electronic) and social marketing campaigns to help spread the
word about the City’s programs and goals. Working with the media will greatly enhance
public awareness of their role to participate in the City’s recycling and composting
programs and what household materials can be diverted to achieve zero waste. A
community-based social marketing campaign can be implemented to help change the
culture and waste-related behavior of the City, with different messages targeted to
different demographics. For example, social media tools, including Facebook, Twitter,
and others can be effective in reaching younger audiences. Other effective strategies for
changing behaviors might include employing community leaders who visibly encourage
and reward successful innovation, and focusing financial resources on innovation,
including both public and private sources.

9.2 SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

e Paper bags — it was observed throughout the field study that many households use paper
bags (especially from Mollie Stones) to contain their trash. Residents should be
encouraged to include their paper bags in their recycling containers, and/or residents can
be encouraged to use reusable grocery bags instead.

e Glass wine bottles were observed to be prevalent in the waste stream — approximately
four percent of waste stream by weight. Glass bottles are recyclable, and can be placed in
the City’s recycling containers. Outreach and education targeting this material type can
be effective in capturing more of these materials.
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9.3

9.4

9.5

Explore reuse and recycling opportunities for used clothing and carpet, as they make up
nearly seven percent of the waste stream. This may include researching recycling
markets or developing a community “swap shop.”

Significant opportunity exists for expanded composting of food waste (30.7 percent),
leaves/grass (1.8 percent), and miscellaneous paper (10.6 percent). Over 40 percent of
the waste stream could be recoverable through the City’s existing organics recovery
program. Additional outreach and education targeted at this portion of the waste stream
can be effective in capturing more of these materials.

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

Additional education should be provided regarding the composting of food waste (38
percent), leaves/grass (2.3 percent), and miscellaneous paper (10.5 percent). This could
potentially divert half of the multi-family waste stream. More frequent education is
important for this waste generating sector, due to the relatively high turn-over in some
multi-family properties.

Additional focus should be placed on the recycling of glass, metal, and plastic containers,
which make up nearly 10 percent of the waste stream. These are commonly recyclable
materials that could easily be recovered in the City’s existing recycling program.

COMMERCIAL BUSINESSES

Similar to all other waste generating sectors, there are significant opportunities for
increased composting of food waste, leaves/grass and miscellaneous. paper (about 42
percent of waste stream). Outreach and education, as well as technical assistance for
commercial businesses targeting these materials for composting should be provided.

Recyclable paper makes up about 14 percent of the waste stream, particularly corrugated
cardboard and other office paper. Business technical assistance and outreach and
education should be provided to enhance recovery of these materials.

Although there are opportunities to recover additional materials from the commercial
waste stream, SCS notes that compared to other commercial waste generating studies we
have conducted, Sausalito’s businesses are doing a good job of recycling and composting.

MOLLIE STONES GROCERY STORE

There is significant opportunity for Mollie Stones to increase food waste diversion — over
65 percent of their waste stream is food waste. In addition, the composting of
miscellaneous paper (6.8 percent) provides an opportunity to divert over 2/3 of the Mollie
Stones waste stream.

43




City of Sausalito, CA

Waste Characterization Study Results

9.6

9.7

Enhanced diversion of corrugated cardboard and miscellaneous plastic containers also
presents an opportunity to reduce the Mollie Stones waste stream by an additional 11
percent. Many of these cardboard and plastic containers contain food, and thus if
additional food waste composting could be done it might facilitate the recovery of these
other materials as well.

Presently, Bay Cities Refuse is working with Mollie Stones to enhance the recovery of
food waste and recyclables. SCS suggests the City or members of the Sustainability
Commission participate with Bay Cities and Mollie Stones in these efforts. The City
might consider calculating the potential savings Mollie Stones may realize by diverting
more materials from disposal. In addition, the City/Commission should discuss with
Mollie Stones the City’s zero waste goal, and highlight Mollie Stones key role in helping
the City achieve the goal.

PUBLIC TRASH RECEPTACLES

Installing more recycling containers in public/tourist areas might help the City recover
more containers from the waste stream, which currently make up over 20 percent of the
public trash receptacles waste stream.

Recyclable paper also presents an opportunity for additional waste recovery (about 12
percent) and could be incorporated into a container recycling program if single stream
recycling is acceptable.

ROLL-OFF DUMPSTERS

A significant portion of the roll-off dumpster waste is pallets/lumber and other wood
materials (over 70 percent). These materials mainly came from home remodeling
projects and various yacht harbors around the City. SCS does not believe this material is
readily recyclable, because the wood is treated and not suitable for mulching/composting
(because it is varnished, painted, etc.). Some of this material could be recovered for
reuse or repurposing. There are some opportunities for recovering yard waste (1 percent)
and corrugated cardboard (2.1 percent) from roll-off dumpsters.
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MARIN COUNTY HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Belvedere: Date: September 4, 2013
Mary Neilan ~ N /]

Corte Madera: To:  Local Task Force Members
David Bracken .
From: Steve Devine, Program Manager

County of Marin:

Matthew Hymel Re: Updates from LTF Subcommittees
Fairfax: Currently there are three active subcommittees:
Garret Toy

Larkspur: e EPR, Sharps and Pharmaceuticals Subcommittee
Dan Schwarz e JPA Long Term Funding Subcommittee

e Construction & Demolition/Asphalt Shingle Subcommittee
Mill Valley:
Jim McCann In addition there is the:

Novato:

Michael Frank e JPA Board’s Zero Waste Subcommittee.
Ross: Members will report on progress they have made researching and
Rob Braulik addressing issues at each LTF Meeting.

San Anselmo:

Debbie Stutsman Recommendation

Receive reports from Members.

San Rafael:
Nancy Mackle
f:\waste\jpa\jpa agenda items\Itf 130904\subcommittee updates.docx
Sausalito:
Adam Politzer

Tiburon:
Margaret Curran

Marin County Department of Public Works, P.O. Box 4186, San Rafael, CA 94913
Phone: 415/473-6647 - FAX 415/473-2391
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