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Business Meeting at 5:15 p.m. 

 
Voting Members in Attendance   Representing 
Ronit Bryant, City of Mountain View  Member at Large – All Jurisdictions 
Kansen Chu, City of San Jose    City of San Jose 
Susan Garner, City of Monte Sereno   Member at Large – All Jurisdictions 
Jim Griffith, City of Sunnyvale   Mountain View, Palo Alto, Sunnyvale 
Linda LeZotte, SCVWD    Santa Clara Valley Water District   
Evan Low, City of Campbell    Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, Saratoga 
Jamie McLeod, City of Santa Clara   Milpitas, Santa Clara  
Cat Tucker, City of Gilroy    Morgan Hill, Gilroy 
Kris Wang, City of Cupertino    Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills 
Mike Wasserman, County of Santa Clara  County of Santa Clara 
 
County Staff to the Commission 
Clifton Chew, Integrated Waste Management Division 
Kevin O’Day, Director, Department of Agriculture and Environmental Management 
Lisa Rose, Integrated Waste Management Division 

 
Others in Attendance 
Mark Bowers, City of Sunnyvale 
Gil Cheso, Allied Waste/Clara Mateo 
Matt Cucuzza, Ed McGovern’s Office 
Cheri Donnelly, City of Cupertino 
Anthony Eulo, City of Morgan Hill 
Richard Gertman, Cascadia/CRRA 
Skip Lacaze, City of San Jose 
Heidi Sanborn, California Product Stewardship Council 
Pat Showalter, Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Dave Staub, City of Santa Clara 
 

 

 



 

1. Call to Order and Introductions 
Vice-Chair Griffith called the meeting together at 5:16 p.m.  A quorum of seven was present. All 
Commissioners introduced themselves.  The remaining three Commissioners arrived shortly 
thereafter.  Commissioner Low notified the Chair and staff prior to the RWRC meeting that he 
would have to leave by 5:45 p.m. to attend a special budget city council meeting. 

 
2. Approval of Minutes from February 28, 2011 RWRC meeting 

Linda LeZotte noted that the previous SCVWD Commissioner was mistakenly identified as the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District representative in the February minutes.  Noting no other changes, 
there was a motion to approve the February 28 meeting minutes. The motion was seconded and 
passed unanimously. 

 
3. Public Presentation (3-minute limit)  

There were no public presentations 
 
4. Extended Producer Responsibility 

Heidi Sanborn, Executive Director of the California Product Stewardship Council, made a 
presentation about Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) and how it is one key strategy in 
reaching Zero Waste.  Heidi began by saying the California Product Stewardship Council is 
committed to supporting EPR and Zero Waste.  She gave a brief history of the Council which is a 
non-profit that began in the Bay Area four years ago.   
 
The goal of EPR is to shift the responsibility of end of life management of products from local 
governments and ratepayers back to the producer.  In this case, a producer is not just the 
manufacturer but also the brand owner/licensee and importer.   
 
More than 115 cities and counties in California have adopted resolutions supporting EPR with 
assistance from local government associations, national corporate partners and the California 
Retailers Association. 
 
There has been a change in the waste stream in the past 100 years. When local governments assumed 
responsibility for “solid waste” a century ago, people threw out mostly coal ash used for heating and 
cooking.  The rest was mostly food, with a small amount of simple manufactured products, like 
paper and glass.  Sixty years later, the coal ash has been almost completely displaced by food scraps, 
yard trimmings, and by-product waste -- things we buy and the packaging it comes in.   
 
By the year 2000, by-product waste made up 75% of the waste stream.  People are not only throwing 
away more waste than they did 100 years ago, they are throwing away significantly more by-product 
waste, resulting in skyrocketing costs for disposal. 
 
Heidi stated that the list of products banned from landfills is long and getting longer. Simply banning 
a product from the landfill does not solve the problem of product waste because 1) bans do not 
reduce volume, toxicity or illegal disposal; 2) bans do not create safe and convenient collection and 
recycling options; 3) bans place the burden of enforcement on local government; and 4) bans place 
the burden of cost on ratepayers and taxpayers. 
 



 

Without policies or programs to deal with the disposal of all of these items, illegal dumping 
increases across the state. 

 
The City of LA completed phase one of a multi-year zero waste planning process asking residents 
how the city should achieve a goal of zero waste.  The first thing residents suggest is telling people 
to stop buying so much – not necessarily good for our manufacturing community.  They also 
identified the need for manufacturers to take more responsibility for the products and packaging they 
design.   

 
Canada has successful take back programs for most items including EPR systems for tires, 
electronics, paint, beverage containers, pharmaceuticals, pesticides and motor oil throughout many 
of its Provinces. In February of 2009, the Canadian federal government released plans for a national 
EPR framework policy and a national EPR program for packaging.  Canadian businesses have stated 
that: 

• If they are going to be regulated, let them design and operate the program.  
• They need some cost certainties to operate a successful program. 
• They want time to implement a program – it takes about 12 months to develop a stewardship 

plan for any product. 
• They want total participation – a level playing field – so no manufacturer in a product group 

is at a disadvantage. 
• They want common standards and they want input on how the system is implemented.   
• They prefer national standards, which is something the Canadian government is considering 

with their national EPR framework legislation. 
 
The first EPR Bill in California was the Mercury Thermometer Collection Act sponsored by 
Assemblymember Ira Ruskin in 2008.  Since then, the following EPR laws have been passed.  

1. Ag Pesticide Containers  
2. Recalled Products Take-Back 
3. Green Chemistry 
4. Paint 
5. Carpet 
6. Brake Pads 

 
There is current legislation – SB 515 (Corbett, cosponsored by Alameda County’s StopWaste.org) 
that will require battery manufacturers to create and institute stewardship plans to deal with the end 
of life for their products.  Under current laws, AB 1125 requires retailers to take back rechargeable 
batteries.  SB 515 would apply to non-rechargeable batteries, which account for approximately 80% 
of batteries sold in California. 

 
Commissioner Wasserman asked what the top three culprits are in the waste stream.  Heidi noted 
that organics, paper and packaging (printed papers and cardboard) and carpet were in the top 10 list 
and that carpet was number four in contributing to greenhouse gas emissions.  

 
Commissioner Garner noted that paint sample sizes vary from a cup to a quart and stated that she 
would like to see paint manufacturers be consistent and just provide the smaller samples to minimize 
waste.  She also noted that single-serve water bottles are a pet peeve of hers.  



 

 
Heidi noted that China ceased the exportation of rare metals, sending Europe and Japan into a 
frenzy, as these precious metals are needed to manufacture goods.  As a result, Europe is now 
recycling 80% of their photo voltaic panels in order to reuse those metals to make new products. 

 
Commissioner Wasserman asked if carpet was really recyclable and whether it is cost effective to do 
so.  Heidi responded that it absolutely is cost effective compared to landfilling.  Nylon carpet can be 
pelletized and made into new carpet or it can be fluffed and used for carpet padding.  She noted that 
when oil prices rise, so does the price for carpet recycling. 

 
Commissioner LeZotte asked how the Santa Clara Valley Water District could support SB 515 and 
Heidi replied that letters are needed by May 9. 

 
 Lisa Rose will distribute a copy of Heidi’s PowerPoint. 
 
 Chair McLeod thanked Heidi for her insightful presentation. 
 
5. 12th Amendment to the Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) 

Operations Subcommittee Chair, Dave Staub, presented the 12th Amendment to the NDFE.  The 
Amendment is for Recology Pacheco Pass, who will be processing wood waste.  The facility 
document has been reviewed by the Operations Subcommittee and TAC.  He noted that the 
Commission, acting as the Local Task Force (LTF) provide comment and modify the draft letter as 
desired.  Commissioner LeZotte asked about the need for environmental review.  Dave responded 
that environmental review is not required for the purpose of being added to the NDFE but that the 
facility may need to be reviewed by the host jurisdiction’s Planning Office and/or the Local 
Enforcement Agency.  Clifton Chew noted that the comments by the LTF is just one step in the 
overall process.  Commissioner McLeod asked if the Operations (Ops) Subcommittee was still 
reviewing the NDFE process.  Dave responded that there have been some meetings, a data collection 
form has been developed but the timeline is still being discussed.  A response letter from 
CalRecycle’s lead counsel was received last week and the Ops Subcommittee will be discussing this 
at their next meeting.  A motion to accept the report and forward on to the Board of Supervisors was 
made by Commissioner Tucker and seconded by Commissioner Bryant.  The motion passed 
unanimously. 

 
6. Update on Expanded Polystyrene (EPS) Food and Beverage Containers 

As a point of clarification, Lisa Rose noted that the TAC had not formally met in March and 
therefore had not reviewed the SRR outline.  Therefore, there is no formal TAC recommendation on 
this item.   
 
Cheri Donnelly noted that the outline for the EPS study is in Commissioners packets.  She stated that 
the Source Reduction and Recycling (SRR) Subcommittee had been tasked by the RWRC with 
providing a regional policy for managing polystyrene food and beverage containers.  She noted that 
the final report will focus on case studies from cities and counties that have successful programs in 
place from voluntarily discontinuing the use of polystyrene to a ban with infrastructure in place to 
accept recyclable and compostable alternatives.   
 



 

Commissioner LeZotte asked if there was “meat on the bones” of the framework of the outline 
provided or was the RWRC just going to receive samples of ordinances.  Chair McLeod noted that 
staff was directed to come back in June with an overall policy statement and samples of successful 
programs and ordinances from around the state.  In the case of single-use bags, staff initially 
provided a model ordinance and the RWRC found that to be too specific and in turn asked for a 
more broad view.  Because each jurisdiction’s collection system is different, there is no one solution.  
Staff will provide detailed information for cities to consider including what questions should be 
asked – and of whom – for all levels described in the outline, including what type of alternatives 
may be suitable within a specific collection system.  
 
One Commissioner felt Tier One – education and outreach – was not enough and that the baseline 
moving forward should be a combination of Tiers One and Two.  This would be a combination of 
education and outreach along with a jurisdiction reducing polystyrene use in their government 
facilities that is consistent with the infrastructure of their collection system. 
 
Commissioner Tucker asked if the RWRC was going to respond to the letter received by the 
American Chemistry Council.  Letters from industry are taken into consideration and entered into 
the record, but a formal response is not usually written.  However, staff will include information 
from Rancho Cucamonga’s polystyrene curbside recycling program as well as Milpitas’ pilot foam 
recycling program.  Staff also noted that the ACC is in attendance at most monthly SRR 
subcommittee meetings (either in person or by phone) and part of the ongoing dialog.  Chair 
McLeod said she will be sure the ACC is invited to the June meeting and will give them time to 
provide counter points and to provide research. 
 
Commissioner Griffith noted that the City of Sunnyvale has already adopted a ban on polystyrene in 
City facilities.  He also commented that it is important for anyone operating a landfill to work with 
all the municipalities who have their garbage and recycling hauled there to be sure that processes are 
in place to receive alternative packaging. 
 
Cheri noted that Cupertino collects organics at their facilities but their processor will not take 
polylactic acid (PLA) products and that those that are collected are landfilled and not composted.   
 
The City of Milpitas has a pilot program to take rigid packaging foam and will take foam food and 
beverage containers that have been thoroughly washed but residents must drop those off. 
 
Commissioner Bryant wants to be sure staff defines “success” and is concerned that the RWRC 
might be seen as promoting products that aren’t any better than EPS. 
 
Commissioner LeZotte motioned to accept the report and would like to see a preamble similar to the 
Green Building ordinance and asks that Tier Two be the starting point of any policy 
recommendations and that Tiers Three and Four be enhancements.  She also wants to further the 
discussion about success as it relates to alternative products and to include any comments/response 
to the ACC’s letter within the report.  She also wants to be sure the report highlights the impacts EPS 
has in waterways.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Tucker. 
 



 

Commissioner Bryant was concerned that if the initial Tier One is not the base level that it might 
preclude a jurisdiction from taking any action at all.  Tier One spoke to education and outreach and 
can be included in Tier Two.  Education and outreach varies greatly and can be as little as engaging 
local businesses and Chambers in dialog to full scale public outreach campaigns.  It was suggested 
that the Tiers be accompanied with a timeline so that jurisdictions can phase implementation as they 
see fit.  One consideration might be to reconsider collection service as franchise agreements come up 
for renewal/rebidding.  Commissioner Griffith sees the phases would build upon each other from one 
level to the next so that education and outreach is folded into each subsequent phase or tier.  A vote 
was taken and the motion passed unanimously. 
 

7. TAC Minutes 
Lisa Rose thanked TAC Chair Skip Lacaze for attending, as he was doing so on his kids’ Spring 
Break vacation. Skip asked if there were any questions about the TAC minutes from the February 
meeting.  There were none. 
 

8. Third Five-Year County Integrated Waste Management Plan Report 
Clifton Chew reported that the Third 5-year Report is mandated by CalRecycle (formerly California 
Integrated Waste Management Board).  Clif stated that the County has at least fifteen years capacity 
remaining. 

 
9. Announcements/Future Agenda Items 

Chair McLeod noted that there are many informational items that are emailed to the Commission in 
the two months between meetings.  She asked that staff limit the amount of emails that are 
forwarded and that those with similar information are forwarded closer to meeting dates to ensure 
relevance.  
 

10. Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 6:50. 
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