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County of Santa Clara 
RECYCLING AND WASTE REDUCTION COMMISSION OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY  
Environmental Resources Agency 
Department of Agriculture and Resource Management 
Integrated Waste Management Division 
 
1553 Berger Drive, Bldg. 1 
San Jose, California  95112   
(408) 282-3180  FAX (408) 282-3188  
www.ReduceWaste.org 

Commissioners:  Jamie McLeod, Chair; Ronit Bryant, Kansen Chu, Susan Garner, Jim Griffith, Patrick Kwok, Evan Low,  
 Cat Tucker, Kris Wang, Ken Yeager 
 

 
RECYCLING AND WASTE REDUCTION COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 

(*Denotes item on which action may be taken, TS indicates Time Sensitive issues) 

DATE:  Monday, December 13, 2010 (Off schedule due to holidays) 
TIME:  5:15 P.M. 
LOCATION: 1553 Berger Drive, Building 1, San Jose, 95112 Second Floor Conference Room 

1. Call to Order and Introductions 
 Welcome Commissioner Garner and welcome back Commissioner Kwok   

2. Approve Minutes from October 25, 2010 RWRC Meeting*   

3. Public Presentation (3-minute limit) 
This item is reserved for persons desiring to address the Commission on any matter not on this agenda. For members of 
the public who wish to address the Commission on any item not listed on the agenda this would be the appropriate time. 
The Chair will call individuals in turn. Speakers are limited to three (3) minutes. The Commission is not permitted action 
or extended discussion of any item not on the agenda except under special circumstances. If Commission action is 
requested, the Commission may place the matter on a future agenda. All statements that require a response will be 
referred to staff for reply in writing. 

 
4. Status of Current Countywide Programs*        5 minutes 

Brief update on Countywide Programs 
Presenter:  Elizabeth Constantino 
Recommended Action:  Accept report 

 
5. 2011 RWRC Priorities*         10 minutes 

Each year the RWRC reviews and adopts priorities for the coming calendar year. 
Presenter:  Lisa Rose 
TAC Recommendation:  Accept report and adopt the recommended priorities 
 

6. 11th Amendment to the NDFE*        5 minutes 
Brief discussion on 11th Amendment to the NDFE 
Presenter:  Cynthia Palacio, City of Mountain View 

 TAC Recommended Action:  Accept TAC recommendations  
 
7. Organizational Study*         5 minutes 

The final Organizational Study is included in the packet.  TAC formed a subcommittee to discuss 
next steps and will be bringing a recommendation forward at a later date 
Presenter: Mark Bowers 

 Accept report; no action required at this time 

Agenda Continued to Next Page 



 

8. Update on Expanded Polystyrene Take-out Containers*     5 minutes 
Brief update on SRR’s exploration of expanded polystyrene take out containers and their alternatives 
Presenter:  Cheri Donnelly, Chair, Source reduction and Recycling Committee 
TAC Recommended Action:  Accept Report 
 

9. Stipend Review*          10 minutes 
The Chair would like to discuss the current stipend paid to Commissioners 

 Presenter:  Chair Jamie McLeod 
 No TAC recommendation 
 
10. TAC Minutes           5 minutes
 Recap of October 2010 TAC Meeting Minutes  

Presenter: Lori Topley, Chair, Technical Advisory Committee 
No action required – informational item only 

11. Announcements/Future Agenda Items*       5 minutes 
Distribution of 2011 RWRC Meeting Schedule and Roster 
 

12. Adjournment 

Next Meeting:    Monday, February 28, 2011 at 5:15 p.m. 
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RECYCLING AND WASTE REDUCTION COMMISSION MINUTES 

October 25, 2010 
1553 Berger Drive, San Jose, CA 95112 
Building 1, 2nd Floor Conference Room 

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 
Jim Griffith, City of Sunnyvale   Mountain View, Palo Alto, Sunnyvale 
Rosemary Kamei, 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 
Curtis Wright, City of Monte Sereno   Member at Large – All Jurisdictions 
Ken Yeager, County of Santa Clara   County of Santa Clara 
 
 
County Staff to the Commission 
Stan Chau, Department of Environmental Health 
Elizabeth Constantino, Integrated Waste Management Division 
Kevin O’Day, Agriculture and Environmental Management 
Elizabeth Pianca, Deputy County Counsel 
Lisa Rose, Integrated Waste Management Division 

 
Others in Attendance 
Mark Bowers, City of Sunnyvale 
Matt Cucuzza, Ed McGovern’s Office 
Jeremy Daviner, Valley Recycling 
Cheri Donnelly, City of Cupertino 
Anthony Eulo, City of Morgan Hill 
Marlene Harmon, Valley Recycling 
Skip Lacaze, City of San Jose 
Heidi Melander, Sierra Club 
Emy Mendoza, City of San Jose 
Cynthia Palacio, City of Mountain View 
Lori Topley, City of Mountain View 
Jo Zientek, City of San Jose 
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1. Call to Order/Introductions 
Chair McLeod called the meeting to order at 5:19 p.m. Seven Commissioners were present and quorum was 
met. All present introduced themselves.  The remaining three Commissioners arrived shortly thereafter.  The 
Chair asked to take Item 5 before Item 4 to accommodate a speaker and all agreed to the change. 
 
2. Approval of August 30, 2010 Minutes 
Commissioner Yeager moved to approve the August 30, 2010 meeting minutes.  The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Bryant.  The motion to approve the minutes passed unanimously. 
 
3. Public Presentations  
There were no public presentations 
 
4. Form 700  
Per request of the Chair, this item was taken out of order.  Deputy County Counsel Elizabeth Pianca 
presented information regarding the Conflict of Interest Form 700.  The Political Reform Act requires that 
Commissioners, their alternates and any consultants complete these disclosure forms on an annual basis.  
Elected officials are required to file Form 87200.  Additionally, if an elected official represents more 
jurisdictions than the one they are elected to, as in the case of the Recycling and Waste Reduction 
Commission, a Form 700 is also required.  The cover page may look different.   A question was asked as to 
whether TAC members were required to file Form 700.   County Counsel stated that they are not required to 
complete Form 700 in their capacity as TAC representatives.  Commissioner Tucker motioned to approve 
Exhibit A (List of Designated Positions) and Exhibit B (List of Disclosure Categories) for the Recycling and 
Waste Reduction Commission.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Yeager and passed 
unanimously. 
 
5. 10th Amendment to NDFE 
Elizabeth Constantino explained the process an applicant goes through when they submit an application to 
be added to the nondisposal facility element NDFE).  She also explained the roles and responsibility of the 
RWRC as the Local Task Force for this process, which is as follows: 

1. Applicant applies to City for necessary permits 
2. City directs applicant to County Integrated Waste Management (IWM) to be listed in NDFE 

Amendment if applicable based on specifics of the application 
3. Applicant brings application to County IWM 
4. County explains process including map and fact sheet listing specific data required  

 Facility name 
 Type of Facility 
 Location 
 Facility Capacity 
 Anticipated diversion rate (not needed for transfer stations that recover less than 5% of 

incoming material) 
 Participating jurisdictions 

5. Applicant completes packet and gives to IWM 
6. IWM prepares NDFE Amendment packet (which includes applicant’s information) for next 

available TAC meeting  
7. TAC reviews NDFE Amendment and at the next scheduled RWRC meeting, requesting that the 

RWRC recommend that the host jurisdiction and the County adopt the NDFE Amendment  
8. Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission (RWRC) acting as Local Task Force (LTF): 

 Commences 90 day comment period 
 Provides comments 
 The Commission chair will execute the LTF comment letter addressed to the County. 
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9. Sixty (60) days into the comment period (allowing lead time for scheduling), County IWM 
forwards the draft NDFE Amendment and comment letter to all jurisdictions so that they can 
schedule a public hearing after the 90 day comment period if they wish to do so.  

10. Adoption of an amendment to a jurisdiction’s NDFE requires consideration at a public hearing, 
with 72 hours notice.  
 Adoption of the NDFE Amendment does not require environmental review (Public 

Resources Code, Section 41735).   
 Jurisdictions wishing to adopt the NDFE Amendment must schedule a public hearing to 

receive testimony and to consider adoption of the Amendment.   
 Only those jurisdictions in which a facility is located must amend their NDFE Amendment. 
 The NDFE Amendment packet will be sent to all local jurisdictions; other jurisdictions may 

decide to take action on the amendment as desired.  
11. City staff will schedule a public hearing before the host jurisdiction’s City Council.  Once the 

public hearing has been added to the City Council agenda, County staff will schedule a public 
hearing before the Board of Supervisors and will submit the NDFE Amendment for adoption.  

12. After the NDFE Amendment is adopted by resolution, each adopting jurisdiction shall forward 
copies of the public notice and signed resolution to the County Integrated Waste Management 
Division (IWM). 

13. County IWM will forward copies of the NDFE Amendment, LTF comments, public notices, and 
adoption resolutions to CalRecycle. 

14. After adoption by the host jurisdiction and the County, CalRecycle has 30 days to determine 
completeness of application and 60 days to approve or disapprove the Amendment. 

 
Commissioner Bryant asked if the RWRC was just a formality similar to a seal of approval and questioned 
who checks to be sure an applicant is actually performing the services that are prescribed in their 
applications.  Cynthia Palacio responded that the application is a planning document and each is handled 
differently depending on the Tier Level.  With regard to Commissioner Bryant’s question, the Local 
Enforcement Agency verifies that a nondisposal facility is complying with the operations noted on their 
permit.   
 
Cynthia discussed some of the concerns regarding Kings Row Recycling Facility, the applicant currently on 
the 10th Amendment.  The chief concern of the Operations Subcommittee and TAC was the difference 
between the number of tons Kings Row can process.  The document filed with the City of San Jose states 
that they plan to process no more than 199 tons per day, yet they wish to be listed in the 10th NDFE 
Amendment at 600 tons per day.  Commissioner Chu stated that the applicant has been working on this 
project with the City of San Jose for two years and he didn’t believe the applicant was required to change 
their land use permit.  Chair McLeod asked if perhaps a modification to the existing land use permit was 
required that would address the issues.   
 
Commissioner Wright added that there seems to be a multitude of people clamoring to do this type of work 
and wondered at what point does the market become saturated with processors.  The Chair asked if a 
document is available that can demonstrate the demand for these types of facilities so that the RWRC can 
better understand the need for green waste collection as a whole, from a Countywide perspective that could 
be used to indicate when that saturation level has been met. 
 
Mary Ann Harmon from Valley Recycling noted that they are already operational and wish to expand their 
current operations.  She wanted to know why her company was not on the Ninth or Tenth Amendment, but 
rather on the Eleventh.  Cynthia Palacio stated that more information was required of the company and they 
missed the Ninth Amendment deadline.  The owner of the company was out of the country and asked to be 
moved from the Tenth to the Eleventh Amendment. 
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Commissioner Griffith asked if the words “positively impact the region” could be removed from the 10th 
Amendment to the NDFE letter before a vote was taken.  Commissioner Griffith expressed concern that the 
Commission as a group could not be certain that all impacts would be positive.  He expressed that impacts 
such as noise, traffic, etc. might actually be negative.   All agreed to his request.  Commissioner Bryant 
motioned to accept the TAC recommendation on the 10th Amendment to the NDFE and commence the 90 
day comment period.  Commissioner Chu seconded the motion and it passed without opposition or 
abstentions. 
 
6. Report Back on Expanded Polystyrene Take-out Containers  
Commissioner Yeager asked for a brief update on this item.  It was his understanding that there is more 
information forthcoming from a study being conducted by the County Procurement Department.  Cheri 
Donnelly, Chair of the Source Reduction and Recycling (SRR) Subcommittee addressed the RWRC and 
told them that the SRR subcommittee has been meeting monthly since April to discuss alternatives to 
expanded polystyrene (EPS) take out food containers.  She noted that there is no single solution to this issue.  
A matrix was provided that shows what actions jurisdictions have taken to date.  The City of Palo Alto 
banned polystyrene foam containers from restaurants in April 2010 and has had 90% compliance.  Cheri 
commented that polystyrene is very problematic in the marine environment as it breaks down into very 
small “nurdles” making it extremely difficult to collect from creeks and streams.  Initially, the 
recommendation from the SRR and TAC is to ask each city to consider a ban on EPS take out containers.  
The City of Los Altos is not in favor of a ban.  However GreenTown Los Altos made a cooperative 
purchasing agreement that allows restaurants and food establishments (regardless of whether or not they are 
in the City of Los Altos) to purchase alternative products locally at a reduced rate. It should be noted that 
there is a percentage of the purchase price that goes back to GreenTown Los Altos.  If a jurisdiction is not 
ready to move forward with a ban, the recommendation is that they at least ban EPS takeout containers 
within their city/ County cafeterias and other locations where food is served.   
 
AEM Director Kevin O’Day reported that the County will be making a report back regarding EPS to the 
Housing, Land Use, Environment and Transportation Committee responding to a request from the 
Consumer Advisory Commission on November 2, 2010.  He noted that franchise agreements are rather 
limiting and that it is important to review the waste collection process of the locality when considering 
alternatives to EPS. 
 
Commissioner Wright noted that EPS is viewed as a litter concern and asked if alternative take out 
containers would end up replacing one form of litter with another.  He also questioned the recyclability of 
the product. 
 
Jo Zientek from the City of San Jose reported that the City has been collecting polystyrene since 1993 at a 
“dirty” materials recovery facility and that almost none of it is recycled. 
 
Commissioners agreed that more information is needed.  The RWRC would like a report that is policy based 
with supplemental information to make an informed decision.  The supplemental information they are 
seeking is as follows:  

 Does TAC recommend a ban on foam take out containers or all EPS including packaging (block 
foam)? 

 Is EPS more of a litter issue or a solid waste issue? 
 More detailed info on what happens with EPS in a landfill 
 Key policy issues, not just the thought process 
 Recommendations for alternatives and how they fare in the landfill or collection process 
 Compostable versus recyclable alternatives 
 More detailed timeline that includes education, tie-in to franchise agreements and permitting 

facilities 
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 Pros/Cons of alternatives 
 Decision tree that shows which materials are most desirable depending on collection process 
 Operator cities versus customer cities 
 Short, mid and long term goals 
 Best Management Practices to drive infrastructure 
 Regional goals so that actions are consistent for all affected businesses 

 
Matt Cucuzza from Ed McGovern’s office (affiliated with the American Chemistry Council) read prepared 
comments that are attached to these minutes.  There was concern about moving forward with the TAC’s 
recommendation prior to the results of a County Procurement study on alternative take out containers. 
Another concern was that data on cost comparisons was not included in the memo from the SRR 
subcommittee. There were also concerns that the memo provided by the SRR did not thoroughly provide 
research results on the environmental impacts of alternative products, performance issues of alternative 
products and which cities and facilities in Santa Clara County can effectively handle composting food 
waste. 
 
Chair McLeod reminded Commissioners that the RWRC would not conduct the CEQA review process but 
rather recommend policy. 
 
Jo Zientek noted that several larger (local) cities have already taken action to ban polystyrene take out 
containers and that there is good data available to assist should the RWRC wish to pursue a ban in the 
future.  Cheri Donnelly noted that while some cities within Santa Clara County do collect polystyrene 
curbside, no city’s processor is actually recycling it because it is too contaminated and there is not a strong 
market for it. 
 
The Chair asked for an outline at the December meeting and a more thorough report back for February 
2011.  Commissioner Tucker motioned to accept the report and Commissioner Kamei seconded.  The 
motion passed unanimously. 
 
7. TAC Minutes  
This item was deferred to the December meeting due to time constraints. 
 
8. Announcements/Future Agenda Items 
Chair McLeod presented certificates to outgoing Commissioners Kamei and Wright, thanking them both for 
their valuable service to the Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission. 
 
Lisa Rose asked if Commissioners preferred a lunch meeting on December 13 or the regular time of 5:15.  
She was asked to poll the Commissioners via email. 
 
Lisa Rose noted that a commissioner had experienced difficulty printing the RWRC agenda packet and was 
asked to put the entire document into one pdf.  She polled the group and all agreed that one pdf was the 
preferred method of delivery for materials being forwarded from now on. 
 
9. Adjournment 
A motion to adjourn the meeting at 6:30 was made by Commissioner Chu and seconded by Commissioner 
Kamei.  All voted to adjourn the meeting. 
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UPDATE OF CURRENT COUNTYWIDE PROGRAMS 
 

Green Business Program 
The Green Business Program is a partnership between government, regulatory agencies and businesses.  It is 
part of the Bay Area Green Business Program (GBP) administered through the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG).  Assisting businesses to reduce their environmental footprint, GBP focuses on energy 
and water conservation, pollution prevention and solid waste/recycling.  Additionally, the program ensures 
businesses are in compliance with environmental laws and regulations.  GBP aims to reduce the amount of 
waste going to the landfill. 

 
Home Composting Education Program 
The Home Composting Education Program provides free classes to Santa Clara County residents throughout the 
year.  Backyard composting assists the County in achieving their diversion rate by sending less green waste to 
the landfill.   
 
Public Education and Outreach 
The Public Education and Outreach Subcommittee has run many targeted campaigns over the past several years.  
Campaigns from 2007 to present include:   

 Junk Mail Reduction – campaign in partnership with the Bay Area Recycling Outreach Coalition directs 
residents to the StopJunkMail.org website to help eliminate junk mail delivered to homes. 

  Recycle Right – A television ad campaign that targeted English and Spanish speaking men to recycle 
bottles, cans, and paper.  This demographic was identified by the 2007 Godbe Research Recycling 
Habits study. 

 Universal Waste – a partnership with the Household Hazardous Waste Program and PG&E, this 
campaign encouraged residents to recycle batteries and CFL’s at local retail recycling partners.  This 
campaign ran on television and in local newspapers. 

 Give An Experience – A television and radio campaign that encourages residents to considered giving 
an experience through gift cards, movie and sports tickets, etc. to have a holiday season that produces 
less waste in Santa Clara County.   

 
The Public Education and Outreach was only able to conduct a Bring Your Own Bag campaign that ran April – 
July.  No other campaigns were scheduled due to lack of funding. 
 
Disposal Reporting System 
The DRS is part of the state-mandated reporting system. The County is responsible for reporting this data to 
CalRecycle.  Landfills and transfer stations report the tonnage of materials landfilled and diverted at their 
facilities.  The County receives revenue from the fees in the amount of $4.88 per ton of landfilled material.  Of 
that $4.88, $0.78/ton is for Countywide programs, $2.60 goes to fund the Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) 
Program and the County is then responsible for redistributing the remaining $1.50/ton back to the jurisdictions 



 

based on origin of waste and on a per capita basis for “orphan waste” to be used to fund their own diversion 
programs.   
 
Nondisopsal Facility Element (NDFE) 
As businesses seek to expand or open new facilities in the County, the Non-Disposal Facility Element must be 
amended.  The County is responsible for coordinating the adoption of the NDFE Amendment with the host 
jurisdiction through the Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission. 
 
Five-Year Report 
The County is responsible for the Five-Year Report.  This is a state-mandated review process of the Countywide 
Integrated Waste Management Plan (CoIWMP) that counties are required to submit to the California 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle).  The CoIWMP addresses waste management 
conditions within the County, provides an overview of the actions that will be take to achieve the diversion 
requirement, and to maintain 15 years disposal capacity.  County prepares and submits this report every five 
years are required by statute. 
 
Recycling Hotline (CDR) 
The Recycling Hotline is administered through the Center for the Development of Recycling (CDR) at San Jose 
State University.  CDR maintains a database of 850 recycling and reuse companies, 46,000 datapoints, detailed 
information on each city’s garbage and recycling programs, publishes 17 guides to recycling resources and 
much, much more.  Calls and emails are answered daily between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.  Students update the 
information in the database throughout the year to ensure the information is current. Additionally, CDR has 
developed comprehensive website www.RecycleStuff.org that allows businesses and residents to access 
recycling resources 24 hours a day, seven days a week. In 2009 CDR processed 99,160 information requests via 
telephone, email and the RecycleStuff website. 
 

 

http://www.recyclestuff.org/
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RECYCLING AND WASTE REDUCTION COMMISSION MEETING 
RECOMMENDED EMERGING ISSUES, PRIORITIES AND PROJECTS FOR 2011 

 
BACKGROUND 
In October 2009 the RWRC agreed to discuss priorities for the coming calendar year. The top 
three priorities identified at that time were Zero Waste, expanded polystyrene and single-use 
water bottles.  All agreed that Zero Waste is the overarching goal while addressing expanded 
polystyrene and single-use water bottles are a means to achieve Zero Waste.   
 
CURRENT COUNTYWIDE PROJECTS 
Over the past year, the RWRC took a stance on single-use carryout bags and sent letters to all 
jurisdictions urging them to take action to reduce the number of single-use carryout bags in 
circulation.  With the failure of AB 1998, many jurisdictions within Santa Clara County are now 
moving forward with ordinances to ban single-use carryout bags.   
 
In August, the RWRC adopted the Zero Waste Vision and Zero Waste Action Plan and sent a 
letter to all jurisdictions encouraging them to adopt the ZWV and ZWAP. 
 
The Source Reduction and Recycling Subcommittee of TAC has been exploring expanded 
polystyrene take out food containers since April 2010 and will be returning to the RWRC in 
2011 with strategies to decrease the use of expanded polystyrene containers. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
TAC discussed 2011 Priorities at their November 4, 2010 meeting and recommends the 
Commission consider the following priorities for 2011.  
 

1. Continue exploration of expanded polystyrene (EPS) take out food containers and 
consider appropriate alternatives. 

 
2. Review and accept the Organizational Structure study from Arroyo Associates done in 

2010 and consider staff time consumption to address recommendation and additional next 
steps. 

 
3. Continue to focus on Zero Waste Action Plan and develop strategies to reach goals; 

consider drafting a resolution that emphasizes the importance of Zero Waste and forward 
to cities and County for consideration and possible adoption. 
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The Countywide Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) was originally adopted on December 13, 
1994.  The First Amendment was adopted on June 3, 1997, replacing and superseding the 
original document.  The Second Amendment was adopted on August 5, 1997, and it replaced and 
superseded the NDFE and the First Amendment. On September 15, 1998, on December 7, 1999, 
on May 9, 2000, on December 13, 2003, on August 25, 2009, on February 23, 2010 and to be on 
December 2010 and February 2011 the Third, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, Ninth and 
Tenth Amendments were/will be adopted to supplement and augment the Second Amendment to 
the NDFE.  The Eleventh NDFE Amendment supersedes and replaces the County of Santa Clara 
Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth Sixth, Seventh Eighth, Ninth and Tenth  Amendments to the 
Countywide Nondisposal Facility Element as the NDFE for the County of Santa Clara 
Unincorporated Area. 
 
All facilities listed below were included in the Second Amendment, with the exception of those 
that are noted. 
 
 
 

ELEVENTH AMENDMENT TO THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA  
COUNTYWIDE NONDISPOSAL FACILITY ELEMENT 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

 

 

I
 
ntroduction (Eleventh Amendment - revised 4/11) 1 

City of Palo Alto Green Composting Facility (Sixth Amendment 12/03 - revised)  
Map:  City of Palo Alto Green Composting Facility 2  
F
 

act Sheet #1:  Palo Alto Green Composting Facility 3 

Guadalupe Landfill  
Map:  Guadalupe Landfill  4 
F
 

act Sheet #2:  Guadalupe Landfill  5 

Material Recovery Systems Facility 
Map:  Material Recovery Systems Facility 6 
F
 

act Sheet #3:  Material Recovery Systems Facility 7 

Newby Island Compost Facility (Seventh Amendment 8/09 – revised) 
Map:  Newby Island Compost Facility 8 
F
 

act Sheet #4:  Newby Island Compost Facility 9 

Zanker Materials Processing Facility (Sixth Amendment 12/03 - revised) 
Map: Zanker Materials Processing Facility 10  
Fact Sheet #5: Za
     

nker Materials Processing Facility                                                  11 

The Recyclery at Newby Island (Seventh Amendment 8/09 – revised) 
Map:  The Recyclery at Newby Island 12  
F
 

act Sheet #6:  The Recyclery at Newby Island 13  

San Martin Transfer Station (Sixth Amendment 12/03 - revised) 
Map:  San Martin Transfer Station      14  
F
 

act Sheet #7:  San Martin Transfer Station 15 

Sunnyvale Materials Recovery and Transfer Station (SMaRT) Station 
Map:  SMaRT Station   16 
Fact Sheet #8:  SMaRT Station   17 
E
  

xhibit A      18 



Zanker Road Class III Landfill (Sixth Amendment 12/03 - revised) 
Map:  Zanker Road Class III Landfill  19 
Fact Sheet #9:  Zanker Road Class III Landfill 20 
     
Dunne Ranch Compost Facility (Pages 21, 22) has been deleted (Fourth Amendment 10/99) 
   
Z-Best Composting Facility 
Map: Z-Best Composting Facility  23 
F
 

act Sheet #11: Z-Best Composting Facility 24 

GreenWaste Recovery Facility (Third Amendment 6/98 - added, Fourth Amendment 10/99 - 
revised) 
Map: GreenWaste Recovery Facility  25 
Fact Sheet #12: GreenWaste Recovery Facility 
                                   

26 

ComCare Farms Composting Facility (pages 27-28) has been deleted (Eighth Amendment 6/10) 
        
South Valley Organics (Fourth Amendment 10/99 – added, Sixth Amendment 12/03 - revised) 
Map:  Pacheco Pass Landfill Composting Facility 29 
Fact Sheet #14:  South Valley Organics 30 
 
Butterick Enterprises Recyclery   
Map:  Butterick Enterprises Recyclery 31 
Fact Sheet #15:  Butterick Enterprises Recyclery 32 
 
Premier Recycling Facility (Fifth Amendment 3/00 - added) 
Map:  Premier Recycling Facility  33 
Fact Sheet # 16:  Premier Recycling Facility 34  
 
Environmental Management Systems Facility (pages 35-36) has been deleted (Seventh Amendment 
8/09)  
 
California Waste Solutions Recycling & Transfer Station (Sixth Amendment 12/03 - added) 
Map:  California Waste Solutions Recycling & Transfer Station 37 
Fact Sheet # 18: California Waste Solutions Recycling & Transfer Station 38 
 
Pacific Coast Recycling, Inc. Facility (Sixth Amendment 12/03 - added) 
Map:  Pacific Coast Recycling, Inc. Facility 39 
Fact Sheet # 19: Pacific Coast Recycling, Inc. Facility 40 
 
Pacheco Pass Transfer Station (Seventh Amendment 8/09 - added) 
Map:  Pacheco Pass Transfer Station  41 
Fact Sheet # 20: Pacheco Pass Transfer Station 42 
 
Stanford Recycling Center and Direct Transfer Facility (Seventh Amendment 8/09 - added) 
Map:  Stanford Recycling Center and Direct Transfer Facility 43 
Fact Sheet # 21: Stanford Recycling Center and Direct Transfer Facility 44 
     
GreenTeam of San Jose Material Recovery Facility and Transfer Station (Eighth Amendment 6/10 
- added) 
Map:  GreenTeam of San Jose Material Recovery Facility and Transfer Station 45 
Fact Sheet # 22: GreenTeam of San Jose Material Recovery Facility and Transfer Station 46 
 
GreenWaste Material Facility and Transfer Station (Eighth Amendment 6/10 - added) 
Map:  GreenWaste Material Facility and Transfer Station 47 
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    ELEVENTH AMENDMENT TO THE  
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 

COUNTYWIDE NONDISPOSAL FACILITY ELEMENT 
 

Introduction 
 

California Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 41730 et seq, requires California cities and 
counties to prepare and adopt a Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) for all existing or 
proposed nondisposal facilities which will be needed to implement local Source Reduction and 
Recycling Elements (SRREs).  A nondisposal facility is any solid waste facility required to 
obtain a solid waste facility permit except a disposal facility or transformation facility (PRC 
Section 40151). 
 
In 1994, the County of Santa Clara’s Countywide Integrated Waste Management Program 
prepared the Countywide NDFE for adoption by the cities of:  Campbell, Cupertino, Gilroy, Los 
Altos, Milpitas, Monte Sereno, Morgan Hill, Mountain View, San Jose, Santa Clara, Saratoga, 
and Sunnyvale; the towns of Los Altos Hills and Los Gatos; and the County of Santa Clara 
Unincorporated Area.  The City of Palo Alto prepared and adopted its own NDFE.  In March 
1997, the First Amendment to the Countywide NDFE was prepared by the Countywide IWM 
Program for use by jurisdictions as necessary.   The Second Amendment was approved in July 
1997; in June 1998, the Third Amendment was approved; in December 1999, the Fourth 
Amendment was approved; in May 2000, the Fifth Amendment was approved, in December 
2003, the Sixth Amendment was approved, in August 2009, the Seventh Amendment was 
approved, in February 2010, the Eighth Amendment was approved and in December 2010, the 
Ninth Amendment will be approved and in February 2011, the Tenth Amendment will be 
approved. 
 
The Countywide NDFE identifies transfer stations, material recovery facilities, yard waste 
composting facilities, and landfills necessary to implement local waste diversion goals.  . 

 
The Eleventh Amendment to the Countywide NDFE 

 
Environmental Resource Recovery, Inc. and Smurfit-Stone Recycling San Jose has applied for a 
use permit from the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA).  This Eleventh Amendment to the 
Countywide NDFE (Amendment) is necessary in order to find the proposed facilities in 
conformance and for the permit application to be accepted as complete. 
 
Maps and fact sheets for the Facility are attached.  These pages will become pages 56-59 of the 
amended NDFE.    
 
This Amendment was submitted to the County Local Task Force for review and comment 
regarding the regional impacts of the facilities identified in this Element, in accordance with the 
requirements of PRC Sections 41734 (a) and (b).  As indicated by PRC Section 41735 (a), 
adoption of this Amendment is not subject to environmental review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
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Amendment 11: County of Santa Clara Nondisposal Facility Element Page 3 
 

Fact Sheet #1 
City of Palo Alto Green Composting Facility  

Palo Alto, California 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY:  
The Palo Alto Green Composting Facility (Facility) is owned and operated by the City of Palo 
Alto (City). The Facility began operation in 1977 with the goal of extending the life of the Palo 
Alto Landfill by diverting yard waste brought to the landfill. The Facility accepts yard waste 
from City residents, non-residents, private gardeners, City crews, tree and landscape contractors 
working for the City, and county and state crews working on freeway landscaping within City 
limits. In 1990, the City began operating a full-scale curbside yard waste collection program for 
its residents. Acceptable yard waste includes leaves, grass clippings, plant and shrub trimmings, 
ivy, and tree parts. Once delivered to the Facility, the yard waste is ground up, cured in 
windrows, screened after completion; and. stored on-site before being transported to markets. 
The finished compost is used as a topsoil amendment in the City's landfill closure and is being 
sold to nurseries on the open market for retail sale to the public. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
15,211 tons per year of green waste were accepted for processing at the Facility during 2001. In 
accordance with the Facility’s standardized composting facility permit, it has an estimated 
annual operation capacity of 17,000 tons (about 47 tons per day) with a peak loading capacity of 
130 tons per day. 
 
ESTMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
In 2001, total waste generated in the City was 197,130 tons. Based on these figures, the 2001 
diversion rate for the facility was approximately 8% of the total City waste stream. 
 
JURISDlCTI0NS SERVED: 
The Facility serves the County of Santa Clara. However, the Facility is primarily used by 
residents, businesses, and organizations that reside within the City of Palo Alto’s limits. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located in Santa Clara County within the footprint of the City of Palo Alto 
Landfill at 2380 Embarcadero Road, Palo Alto (see the attached map). 
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Amendment 11: County of Santa Clara Nondisposal Facility Element  Page 5 
 

Fact Sheet #2 
Guadalupe Landfill 

Material Recovery and Compost Processing Facility 
San Jose, California 

 
TYPE OF FACILITY:  
The Guadalupe Landfill (Facility) is owned and operated by Guadalupe Rubbish Disposal 
Company, Incorporated.  The Facility began operations as a sanitary landfill in 1956.  The 
permitted Class III landfill has ongoing material recovery and compost processing operations.  
The Facility receives waste from all over Santa Clara County.  Material recovery operations are 
conducted on the active face of the landfill.  The composting processing facility area is currently 
undergoing environmental review and permitting procedures.  The proposed compost facility 
would consist of a 7-acre yard and wood waste processing area and an 11-acre windrow 
composting area.  The Facility currently accepts yard waste and clean wood waste from 
residential self-haulers, gardeners and landscapers, governmental landscape maintenance and 
road crews, and franchised and non-franchised municipal waste haulers.  Once delivered to the 
Facility, yard waste is ground up and sold immediately to land application markets.  The 
proposed compost facility permit would allow yard waste to be ground up, cured aerobically in 
windrows, screened after completion, and transported to markets.  Wood waste is kept separate, 
ground up, and transported to wood fuel markets.  All materials are received on a tipping fee 
basis.  The Facility also recycles construction and demolition debris (soil, concrete, and asphalt) 
which is used on-site as construction materials and daily landfill cover. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility has a maximum permitted disposal capacity of 3,375 tons per day.  In 1993, the 
Facility landfilled approximately 356 tons per day.  In the currently proposed permit, the 
maximum processing capacity of the compost facility is 672 tons of yard and wood waste per 
day. 
 
ESTMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
In 1993, the Facility had a diversion rate of approximately 39.6% (129,919 tons of the 328,361 
tons received at the landfill gate). 
 
JURISDlCTI0NS SERVED: 
The Facility serves all of Santa Clara County. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located in Southwestern San Jose, off Guadalupe Mines Road, in a canyon 
immediately north of Guadalupe Mines (see the attached map). 
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Fact Sheet #3 
Material Recovery Systems Facility 

Santa Clara, California 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY:  
The Material Recovery Systems Facility (Facility) is owned by Rinauro Investment Properties 
and operated by Material Recovery Systems Incorporated.  The Facility began operation in 
December of 1991. The Facility is a permitted 21,252 square foot (half-acre) transfer station that 
began operation in December of 1991.  Prior to August 1996, the Facility received material from 
the City of Santa Clara’s (City) curbside residential and multi-family recycling programs, the 
general public and commercial business. The Facility currently receives and processes recyclable 
materials from commercial/industrial businesses and the general public.  The Facility accepts the 
following materials:  construction and demolition debris, wood waste, glass, metals, plastics, 
paper, and any other commercial and industrial solid wastes.  Materials are conveyer-fed through 
a sorting line and into a conveyer-fed baler.  Materials recovered are shipped to brokers and 
markets which use them for manufacturing into new products.  Residual materials and debris are 
transported and landfilled at a permitted facility. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility is permitted to process a maximum of 375 tons of waste per day.  The Facility 
currently processes an average of 80 tons per day. 
 
ESTMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
The current diversion rate for the Facility is approximately 20%.  Prior to August 1996 the 
Facility had a diversion rate of approximately 40%. 
 
JURISDlCTI0NS SERVED: 
The Facility serves all of Santa Clara County. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 1060 Richard Avenue, in an industrially zoned area of the City of Santa 
Clara (see the attached map).  The Facility can be accessed from either 1060 Richard Avenue or 
1313 Memorex Drive in Santa Clara. 
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Fact Sheet #4 
Newby Island Compost Facility 

San Jose, California 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY:  
The Newby Island Compost Facility (Facility) is owned and operated by Browning Ferris 
Industries.  The permitted Facility began operation in 1994, and consists of a 2-acre pre-
processing area and a 10-acre windrow composting pad.  The Facility accepts yard waste and 
clean wood waste from residential self-haulers, private gardeners and landscape contractors, 
municipal and state government landscape maintenance and road crews, and franchised and non-
franchised municipal yard waste haulers.  Once delivered to the Facility, yard waste is ground 
up, cured aerobically in windrows, screened after completion, and transported to markets.  Some 
yard waste is ground up and sold immediately to land application markets.  Wood waste is kept 
separate, ground up, and transported to wood fuel markets. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility is permitted to process a maximum of 500 tons of yard and wood waste per day.  
The Facility is currently processing approximately 300 tons of yard and wood waste per day. 
 
ESTMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
The Facility is currently diverting 99% (approximately 297 tons per day) of the material received 
for processing. 
 
JURISDlCTI0NS SERVED: 
The Facility currently serves all of Santa Clara County and portions of  Alameda, Contra Costa 
and San Mateo counties.  The Facility processes curbside yard waste for several jurisdictions in 
Santa Clara County.   
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located adjacent to the Newby Island Landfill and the Recyclery at Newby Island, 
at 1601 Dixon Landing Road in north San Jose, just west of Highway 880 (see the attached 
map). 
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Fact Sheet #5 
Zanker Material Processing Facility 

San Jose, California 
 

TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The Zanker Material Processing Facility (Facility) is a resource recovery and landfill site 
located at 675 Los Esteros Road in San Jose, California.  The 46-acre landfill site is 
located on an 88-acre parcel of land previously owned by Owens Corning Fiberglas 
Corporation.  The site was used exclusively since 1956 for the disposal of manufacturing 
wastes from the Owens Corning manufacturing plant in Santa Clara, California.  Zanker 
Road Resource Management, Ltd. (ZRRML) is currently the operator of the Facility on 
the site. 
 
The site had historically been designated as a “candidate solid waste facility” and a 
“nonconforming land use” by the City of San Jose (City).  In September of 1996, the City 
rezoned the property from M-1 (light manufacturing) to PD (planned development) to 
allow for the siting of the Facility.  The City also certified an environmental impact report 
for the Facility, completing the environmental review process.  ZRRML has obtained 
permits for the Facility from the City Department of Planning, Building, and Code 
Enforcement, the California Integrated Waste Management Board, the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District.  The Facility has been in operation since 1999. 
 
The Facility includes resource recovery operations for processing mixed construction and 
demolition material into secondary products such as road base, biomass fuel, landscape 
products (wood chips, wood fines, etc.), as well as metals, cardboard, and clean fill.  The 
facility is open to the public for receipt of waste material and for the sale of finished 
products. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility has a permitted gate capacity of 1,250 tons per day, and a maximum disposal 
capacity of 350 tons per day.  It is estimated that the Facility landfills an average of 65 
tons per day. 
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
The Facility diverts, on an average, more than 85 percent of waste accepted at the gate. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility serves all of Santa Clara County and all neighboring counties. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 675 Los Esteros Road in north San Jose, near the Zanker Road 
Landfill and the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (see the attached 
map).   
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Fact Sheet #6 
The Recyclery at Newby Island 

San Jose, California 
 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY:  
The Recyclery at Newby Island (Facility) is an 80,000 square foot materials recovery facility 
owned and operated by Browning Ferris Industries.  The permitted Facility began operation in 
1991, and includes both a manual sorting system and a semi-automated sorting system.  The 
Facility processes both commingled (mixed) and source separated loads from residential and 
commercial recycling programs. The Facility also diverts loads of clean wood waste to other 
parts of the site to be processed and sold as Pro-Chip Mulch or wood fuel. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility is permitted to process a maximum of 1,600 tons per day.  The Facility is currently 
processing approximately 1,000 tons per day. 
 
ESTMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
The Facility is currently diverting 90% (approximately 900 tons per day) of the material received 
for processing. 
 
JURISDlCTI0NS SERVED: 
The Facility serves all of Santa Clara County and portions of  Alameda, Contra Costa and San 
Mateo counties.  The Facility processes curbside and commercial recyclables for several 
jurisdictions in Santa Clara County.  The buy-back and public education center is open to the 
general public.   
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is adjacent to the Newby Island Landfill and is located at 1601 Dixon Landing Road 
in north San Jose, just west of Highway 880, near the southeastern end of the San Francisco Bay, 
(see the attached map). 
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Fact Sheet #7 

San Martin Transfer and Recycling Station 
San Martin, California 

 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The San Martin Transfer and Recycling Station (Facility) is owned and operated by South Valley 
Disposal and Recycling, Inc.  The permitted 8-acre Facility began operations in 1968 along with 
the San Martin Landfill, and continued to operate after the landfill closed in 1971.  The Facility 
accepts residential and commercial refuse, recyclables, organics, inerts and construction and 
demolition debris.  Used motor oil and home-generated sharps are accepted from the public.  Oil 
is limited to five gallons per container and 15 gallons per delivery.  All materials are accepted 
through the scalehouse.  The Facility salvages recyclable materials from the incoming waste 
stream.  Wastes are handled separately from source separated recyclables and organics.  Wastes 
are loaded into transfer trailers and hauled to a permitted solid waste disposal facility.  
Recyclables and organics are hauled to alternative processing or composting facilities. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The facility is permitted to process a maximum of 100 tons of solid waste per day.  The facility 
has no permit limits on the quantity of recyclable (curbside, inert, organics, cardboard, etc.) 
materials processed.  The Facility currently processes approximately 250 tons of material per 
day.  The Facility CUP is currently being revised to accommodate proposed site redevelopment 
activities, which would increase permitted throughput to over 1,000 tons of material per day. 
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
The Facility currently diverts over 50% of the incoming material each day.  Non-recyclable 
materials are transferred to a permitted disposal site. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility serves all of Santa Clara County.  The Facility primarily serves the cities of Gilroy 
and Morgan Hill, the community of San Martin, other unincorporated areas of southern Santa 
Clara County and portions of northern San Benito County. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 14070 Llagas Avenue, in the unincorporated community of San Martin 
in southern Santa Clara County (see attached map). 
 



clif.chew
Typewritten Text
PAGE 16



Amendment 11: County of Santa Clara Nondisposal Facility Element Page 17 

Fact Sheet #8 
The Sunnyvale Materials Recovery and Transfer Station 

Sunnyvale, California 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The Cities of Palo Alto and Mountain View are partners with the City of Sunnyvale for 
the development and operation of the Sunnyvale Materials Recovery and Transfer 
(SMaRT) Station (Facility).  Sunnyvale managed the design and construction, and 
oversees the operation of the Facility.  Palo Alto and Mountain View pay a proportionate 
share of the construction and operating costs based on the amount of municipal solid 
waste delivered to the Facility by the cities designated haulers.  Completed in 1993, the 
permitted Facility is being used by the three cities to meet the state mandated goal of 50% 
waste reduction by the year 2000.  When in full operation (scheduled for 1994), the 
Facility’s primary function will be as a materials recovery facility.  The Facility will 
receive and process curbside recyclables from the cities of Sunnyvale and Mountain 
View and will include a buyback recycling center.  The Facility will also receive and 
process loads of municipal solid waste and recover materials from the incoming waste 
stream for the three participating cities.  Recovered materials will be sent to brokers and 
markets which will use them for compacted, loaded, and hauled 27 miles south to the 
Kirby Canyon Recycling and Disposal Facility in south San Jose. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The facility is permitted to process a maximum of 1500 tons of material per day.  The 
facility currently processes approximately 900 tons of material per day.  Allocation 
quantities for delivery of waste to the Facility are shown in Exhibit A. 
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
Based on the terms of the agreement between the City of Sunnyvale and the Facility 
operator, the guaranteed diversion rate for the Facility is 25%.  However, this guarantee 
is subject to adjustment based on the quantities of recyclable materials present in the 
municipal solid waste delivered to the Facility. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility serves all of Santa Clara County.  The Facility primarily serves the cities of 
Sunnyvale, Palo Alto and Mountain View. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located in Santa Clara County, on City of Sunnyvale-owned property, 
northeast of the intersection of Caribbean Drive and Borregas Avenue, adjacent to the 
Sunnyvale Landfill, the Sunnyvale Water Quality Control Plant and the San Francisco 
Bay (see attached map). 
 



 
 
 
 

SUNNYVALE MATERIAL RECOVER AND TRANSFER STATION 
 

EXHIBIT A 
 

Annual City Minimum Tonnage Commitment 
 

YEAR Sunnyvale Mountain Palo Alto TOTAL 
  View   

1993* 72,465 39,403 26,011 137,879 
1994 140,361 66957 52,207 259,525 
1995 135,7(X) 67,469 52,475 255,644 
1996 132,873 68,277 50,949 252,099 
1997 129,925 69,096 49,386 248,407 
1998 126,922 69,926 47,787 244,635 
1999 123,864 47,196 46,151 217,210 

2000** 60,374 23,873 22,239 106,486 
     

TOTAL 922,484 452,196 347,205 1,721,885 
*  Assumes deliveries begin July 1, 1993 
** Assumes deliveries end June 30, 2000 
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Fact Sheet #9 
Zanker Road Class III Landfill 

San Jose, California 
 

TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The Zanker Road Class III Landfill (Facility) began operations in 1985 on a site formerly 
known as the Nine-Par Disposal Site (from 1934-1977).  The 70-acre Facility (46 acres 
permitted for landfilling) is owned and operated by Zanker Road Resource Management, 
Ltd.  The Facility is permitted to accept non-hazardous and non-putresible solid wastes 
for processing.  These wastes consist mainly of construction and demolition debris, (such 
as soil, asphalt, concrete, rebar and wood waste) yardwaste, metals, glass, plastic, and 
paper.  The primary activities conducted at the Facility involve extensive resource 
recovery and recycling.  Currently, there are five recycling operations that take place at 
the Facility:  (1) sorting, splitting, chipping, screening, composting, stockpiling, and 
resale of wood waste; (2) separating, crushing, stockpiling, and resale of concrete waste; 
(3) hand separating recyclable materials from the incoming waste stream; (4) grinding 
and resale of wallboard waste (gypsum); (5) processing, screening, composting, and 
resale of yard waste compost products.  The residual solid waste after processing is 
landfilled on site. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The facility is permitted to landfill a maximum of 350 tons of waste per day.  In 2002, an 
average of approximately 40 tons of waste was landfilled each day.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
In 2002, the Facility received an average of approximately 800 tons per day for 
processing, and approximately 94% of the material was diverted from disposal. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility serves all of Santa Clara County and all neighboring counties. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 705 Los Esteros Road in north San Jose off of Highway 237, 
near the southeastern end of the San Francisco Bay (see the attached map).   
 





Amendment 11: County of Santa Clara Nondisposal Facility Element Page 24 

Fact Sheet #11 
Z-Best Composting Facility 

Gilroy, California 
 

TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The proposed Z-Best Composting Facility (Facility) is a proposed green waste 
composting facility that will be owned and operated by Zanker Road Resource 
Management, Ltd.  The operators are currently seeking permits form the County of Santa 
Clara Department of Planning and Development, the County of Santa Clara Department 
of Environmental Health, the California Integrated Waste Management Board, the 
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District.  The operators expect to begin operations in the Fall of 1997.  The 
70-acre Facility is situated on a 157-acre parcel.  The Facility will accept source-
separated green waste, agricultural by-products, and other permitted organic materials 
from municipal collection programs, licensed contractors, and local agricultural 
operations.  The Facility will not be open to the general public.  Materials received at the 
Facility will be processed (screened or ground) and composted using an aerated windrow 
method.  Finished compost will be cured, screened, temporarily stored on site, and 
transported to market as needed. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The facility will have an estimated maximum processing capacity of 500 tons per day and 
is anticipated to accept an average of 200 tons per day.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
The Facility will receive only materials that can be composted and therefore will have 
nearly a 100 percent diversion rate.  Anticipated annual diversion would be an estimated 
52,800 tons per year (based on 200 tons per day). 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility would serves all of Santa Clara County as well as the surrounding south San 
Francisco Bay Area. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located on the south side of Highway 25 at its intersection with Bolsa 
Road, which is between the cities of Gilroy and Hollister (see the attached map).   
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Fact Sheet #12 
GreenWaste Recovery Facility 

San Jose, California 
 

TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The proposed GreenWaste Recovery Facility (Facility) is owned by GreenWaste 
Recover, Incorporated.  The Facility, which is approximately 6 acres in size, began 
operation in 1995 under a Conditional Use Permit from the City of San Jose.  The 
Facility’s primary function will be to recover recyclable materials from the waste stream 
for further processing and marketing.  The Facility will operate a curbside recyclables 
processing operation, a yard waste transfer operation, and a debris box sorting and 
recycling operation.  All sorting operations will be conducted inside a 40,250 square foot 
building.  Materials which are sorted for recycling will be shipped to other recycling 
operations for further processing and marketing.  The remaining waste will be shipped to 
permitted landfills for disposal.  The Facility will also include the offices, collection 
vehicle parking, and maintenance facilities of GreenWaste Recovery and its associated 
businesses. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The facility will be permitted to accept a maximum processing of 934 tons of 
compostable waste per day, with a weekly maximum of 4,200 tons.  The Facility will be 
permitted to allow any combination of the following waste categories:  curbside 
recyclables, debris box recycling, yard waste, commercial recyclables, and pre- and post-
consumer food wastes from commercial, industrial, and residential sources.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
The anticipated diversion rate for the Facility is approximately 84%. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility will serve all of Santa Clara County, northern San Benito County, and 
southern San Mateo County. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 625 Charles Street, in San Jose.  Charles Street can be reached 
by Old Oakland Road, east of Highway 101, or by Commercial Street, just south of 
Highway 880 interchange  (see the attached map).   
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Fact Sheet #14 
South Valley Organics Composting Facility 

at the Norcal Waste Systems Pacheco Pass Landfill, Inc. 
Santa Clara County, California 

 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The South Valley Organics Composting Facility is owned and operated by Recology 
Pacheco Pass Landfill, Inc.  The Facility has received an Conditional Use Permit and 
Architectural Site Approval from the County of Santa Clara Department of Planning, a 
Full Compost Facility Permit (SWFP) from the County of Santa Clara Department of 
Environmental Health, a Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements from the Central 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, and a Permit to Operate from the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District.  The Facility accepts green waste, food waste, 
agricultural waste, and manure from South Valley Disposal and Recycling, Inc., and from 
other commercial haulers in the region.  At the Facility, the material is actively 
composted using either windrow or Ag-Bag technology, prepared for market, and stored 
until delivered to markets.  Finished product can be used on the site as a topsoil 
amendment for site revegetation and landfill closure. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility is designed to accommodate 450 tons average and 750 tons peak daily 
feedstock, or 117,000 tons annually. 
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
The anticipated diversion rate for the material received at the facility is 100%. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility serves jurisdictions within Santa Clara, San Benito, and other Bay Area 
Counties. 
 
LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 3675 Pacheco Pass Road, in the southern portion of 
unincorporated Santa Clara County, and is within the boundaries of the Norcal Waste 
Systems Pacheco Pass Landfill facility (see the attached map). 
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Fact Sheet #15 
Butterick Enterprises Recyclery 

San Jose, California 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The proposed Butterick Enterprises Recyclery (Facility) is owned by Butterick 
Enterprises.  The Facility, which is 1.87 acres in size, began operation in 1989 as a 
materials recovery and transfer facility.  A Conditional Use Permit for the Facility was 
issued in January 2000 by the City of San Jose.  The Facility’s primary function will be to 
recover recyclable materials from the waste stream for further processing and marketing.  
All sorting operations will take place outside.  Materials sorted for recycling will be 
shipped to other recycling operations for further processing and marketing.  The 
remaining waste will be shipped to permitted landfills for disposal.  The Facility will also 
include the offices, collection vehicle parking, bin storage, and maintenance facilities for 
the operation. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility will be permitted to accept a maximum of 25,000 tons per year, with a 
monthly maximum of 3,100 tons.  The Facility will be permitted to allow any 
combination of the following waste categories:  debris box recycling, commercial, 
industrial, and residential recyclables.  The site is not permitted to accept hazardous 
material, green waste, brush, garbage, or food waste. 
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
The anticipated diversion rate for the Facility is approximately 70%. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility will serve all of Santa Clara County. 
 
LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 505 Burke Street, San Jose.  Burke Street can be reached off 
Tully Road from Highway 101  (see the attached map). 
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Fact Sheet #16 
Premier Recycling Facility 

San Jose, California 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The proposed Premier Recycling Facility (Facility) is owned by Premier Recycling and is 
a proposed large volume transfer/processing facility.  The Facility, which is 1.44 acres in 
size, began operation in 1997 as a construction/demolition materials recyclery.  The 
Facility’s primary function will be to recover recyclable materials from construction/ 
demolition activities for further processing and marketing.  All sorting operations will 
take place outside.  Sorted recyclable materials will be shipped to other recycling 
operations for further processing and marketing.  The residual waste will be transported 
to a permitted landfill for disposal.  The Facility will also include an office, transfer 
vehicle parking, and maintenance facilities for the operation. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility will accept approximately 300 tons per day / 93,000 tons per year, or as 
specified in the most recently issued Solid Waste Facilities Permit (SWFP).  The Facility 
will accept various recyclables including cardboard, scrap metal, wood, sheetrock, 
concrete, and other non-putrescrible commercial/ demolition waste.  The maximum 
inflow rate and the type and quantities of materials and the facility operations will be 
governed by the SWFP issued by the City of San Jose Code Enforcement, Local 
Enforcement Agency Program. 
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
The anticipated diversion rate for the Facility is approximately 80%. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility will serve the greater San Jose Metropolitan Area, all of Santa Clara County, 
and adjoining counties. 
 
LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 260 Leo Avenue, San Jose.  Access to the facility is from Leo 
Avenue (see the attached map). 
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Fact Sheet #18 
California Waste Solutions Recycling & Transfer Station 

San Jose, California 
 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: Large Volume Transfer/Processing Facility 
The California Waste Solutions Recycling & Transfer Station is operated by California Waste 
Solutions and owned by Duong Family Investments.  The facility, which is 3.57 acres, began 
operations in August 2002 as a recycling center.  A Conditional Use Permit was issued in March 
2002 by the City of San Jose to operate a “curbside recycling processing and transfer facility.” 
All sorting operations occur within the building.  Sorted materials are sent for processing and 
marketing at other locations. Residual solid waste from the operation will be sent to an 
authorized facility.   Non-hazardous residual wastes are sent for disposal at permitted landfills. 
Hazardous and other prohibited wastes will be sent to approved recycling, treatment, or disposal 
facilities.  Other activities at this site include administrative offices and employee parking. 
  
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility’s design capacity for the intended material stream of commingled recyclables is 530 
tons per day.   Under terms of its Conditional Use Permit, it is permitted to accept a maximum of 
110,000 tons per year.  
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
The estimated diversion rate for the Facility is approximately seventy (70%) to ninety (90%) 
percent.   
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The City of San José.  Subject to the tonnage limits above, as they may be amended, the facility 
may serve all of the jurisdictions in Santa Clara County. 
 
LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 1005 Timothy Drive, San Jose, California 95133.  Access to the facility 
is from Yard Court.   
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Fact Sheet #19 
Pacific Coast Recycling 

Gilroy, California 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The Pacific Coast Recycling Facility (Facility) is a recycling processing and transfer 
facility receiving commingled recyclables.  The Facility is located on 6.1 acres at 5895 
Obata Way, Gilroy.  The business will operate from 7:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. six days per 
week.  The Facility recycles construction waste; i.e. roofing, wall, flooring, plumbing, 
electrical, asphalt, concrete and masonry materials are all typical.  This operation will 
also receive organic garden and landscape wastes.  The Facility does not receive food, 
food packaging or food service waste nor will it handle hazardous materials (except 
Freon). 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility is permitted to accept no more than 100 tons per day.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
Approximately 90% of all incoming materials is recycled. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
This Facility will serve the Santa Clara County and small percentage from San Benito 
County. 
 
LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 5895 Obata Way, Gilroy, CA 95020.  Access to the facility is 
off Obata Way with ingress/egress provided by two driveway entrances (see the attached 
map). 
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Fact Sheet #20 
Pacheco Pass Transfer Station 
Santa Clara County, California 

 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The proposed Pacheco Pass Transfer Station is owned and operated by South Valley 
Disposal & Recycling, Inc.  South Valley Disposal & Recycling is currently in the 
process to obtain a Use Permit from the County of Santa Clara, which is anticipated to be 
issued in 2009.  The facility will accept municipal solid waste and mixed recyclables 
from South Valley Disposal & Recycling collection vehicles and other commercial 
haulers.  Municipal solid waste is loaded into transfer trailers and transported to nearby 
vendors for processing.  This facility will replace the San Martin Transfer Station, which 
will close in 2010. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The facility is designed to accommodate 500 tons per day average, and 1,000 tons per 
day peak of municipal solid waste and mixed recyclables.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
Only transfer operations will occur at the facility.  No sorting or processing is performed.  
The anticipated diversion rate at this facility is 0%. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
This facility primarily serves the Cities of Gilroy and Morgan Hill and the community of 
San Martin, other unincorporated areas of southern Santa Clara County. 
 
LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 3675 Pacheco Pass Highway, in the southern portion of 
unincorporated Santa Clara County, and within the permitted boundaries of the Norcal 
Waste Systems Pacheco Pass Landfill (see the attached map). 
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Fact Sheet #21 
Stanford Recycling Center and Direct Transfer Facility 

Stanford, California 
 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY:  
The Stanford Recycling Center and Direct Transfer Facility (Facility) is owned and operated by Peninsula 
Sanitary Service, Inc. (PSSI). The Stanford Recycling Center was established in 1976 with the goal of 
diverting recyclable materials from landfill. Peninsula Sanitary Service has been the university's solid 
waste hauler since 1943. The company provides a full array of refuse, yard waste and food waste, 
recyclables, and construction and demolition services to the campus community including academic and 
operations buildings, student housing and faculty and staff housing.  The Facility currently receives 
source-separated and mixed recyclables through drop-off and on-campus collection routes. The mixed 
recyclables are separated through mechanical and manual means utilizing a mechanized processing line at 
the Facility. Materials accepted include glass jars and bottles, aluminum and tin cans, scrap aluminum, 
corrugated cardboard, newspapers, magazines, high-grade and mixed paper, telephone books, and waste 
products of assorted plastic resins.  
  
The Facility proposes to operate a Direct Transfer Facilities (DTF), which can be permitted for up to 150 
tons per day (TPD) with a Registration Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP). The DTF would handle 
commingled recyclables, green waste, commingled green waste and food waste, mixed construction and 
demolition (C&D) debris and/or municipal solid waste (MSW) which will be transferred directly from 
collection vehicles into direct transfer trailers to maximize the efficiency of transporting materials to off-
site processing facilities for the commingled recyclables and mixed C&D, to off-site composting facility 
for the comingled green waste and food waste, and to a landfill for the MSW. This will garner additional 
diversion of materials by processing recyclables, mixed C&D, and commingled green waste and food 
waste at facilities utilizing higher-technology equipment, and reduce the overall diesel use for the 
operations, minimizing emissions and ultimately the size of the Facility’s carbon footprint. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
Approximately 60 tons per day of recyclables were accepted for processing at the Facility during 2007. In 
addition to the recyclables collection and processing, the Facility proposes to transfer recyclables, 
commingled green waste and food waste, mixed C&D and MSW at the DTF, the processing and transfer 
operations have an estimated annual operation capacity of approximately 22,000 tons, with a peak loading 
capacity of 150 tons per day for the DTF operations. 
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION RATE: 
In 2007, total waste generated at the university was 22,013 tons. Based on these figures, the 2007 
diversion rate for the facility was approximately 60% of the total waste stream. 
 
JURISDlCTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility serves the Incorporated and Unincorporated Stanford University Lands in the County of 
Santa Clara and San Mateo. The Facility is primarily used by students, faculty, and staff at the Stanford 
University campus. 
 
FACILITY LOCATION: 
The Facility is located in Santa Clara County within the Stanford University Community Plan Area at 339 
Bonair Siding, Stanford. (see the attached map). 
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Fact Sheet #22 
GreenTeam of San Jose Material Recovery Facility and Transfer Station 

San Jose, California 
 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The GreenTeam of San Jose Material Recovery Facility and Transfer Station (GTSJ-
MRF) is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Waste Connections of California, Inc.  The GTSJ-
MRF primarily provides recyclables processing and storage, and solid waste transfer at 
this site.  With the Solid Waste Facility Permit, the GTSJ-MRF plans to harmonize the 
hours of operations, clarify the outside storage of recyclables – including the bales, bulky 
materials, and single stream material, and provide appropriate odor and dust mitigation 
plans for the site and add screening. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The facility is designed to accommodate 500 tons per day average of commingled 
recyclables, and 210 vehicles trips per day.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
Processing and transfer will occur on site at the facility.  The anticipated diversion rate at 
this facility will be 90%. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
This facility primarily serves the Cities of San Jose. 
 
LOCATION: 
The Facility is located at 575 Charles Street, San Jose, CA 95112, in the northern portion 
of the city, and within the permitted boundaries of the Waste Connections GreenTeam of 
San Jose Material Recovery Facility and Transfer Station (GTSJ-MRF). 
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Fact Sheet #23 
GreenWaste Material Processing and Transfer Station 

Santa Clara, California 
 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
GreenWaste Recovery, Inc. (GreenWaste) is proposing to operate a material processing 
and transfer facility on 1.87 acres of a 6.44 acre parcel in the City of Santa Clara.  
Currently GreenWaste uses the site for parking and servicing collection vehicles.  The 
proposed GreenWaste Material Processing and Transfer Station (GWTS) will be operated 
by GreenWaste on leased property owned by a private party.  The GWTS will process 
and transfer green and compostable materials.  The facility’s primary function will be to 
process green and compostable materials prior to being transferred to a compost facility.  
Green materials such as yard trimmings and wood waste will be processed through size 
reduction equipment prior to transfer.  Compostable materials such as source separated 
food material will be transferred directly with minimal sorting to remove contaminants 
and other recyclables.  GreenWaste has been processing green and compostable materials 
for over 10 years and currently owns and operates a similar facility in the City of San 
Jose. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
A maximum of 1,500 tons per day of green materials (approximately 75-80% by weight) 
and compostable materials (approximately 20-25% by weight) is proposed.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
GreenWaste is estimating 99% diversion of green materials and compostable materials. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The GreenWaste Material Processing and Transfer Station will service the Santa Clara 
County and surrounding counties.  The facility will not be open to the general public. 
 
LOCATION: 
The Facility is located in the City of Santa Clara at 2765 Lafayette Street.  Refer to 
attached Site Location Map. 
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Fact Sheet #24 
Recology Silicon Valley Processing and Transfer Facility 

San Jose, California 
 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
The Recology Silicon Valley Processing and Transfer Facility is an existing solid waste 
processing and transfer facility that is permitted to receive up to 99 tons per day of mixed 
recyclable materials including organic material, residential and commercial refuse 
and inert material.  It is proposed to expand the facility to receive and process 
recyclable, organic and waste materials from the City of San Jose commercial recycling 
program and other sources. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The facility is currently permitted to receive up to 99 tons per day.  The facility 
expansion will be designed to handle up to 600 tons per day of residential and 
commercial recyclable, organic and waste materials.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
Processing and transfer will occur at the facility.  The estimated overall diversion rate is 
above 60 percent.  Recovered materials will be transported from the facility for further 
processing or to markets.  Residual materials will be transported to a permitted disposal 
site. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The facility will serve San Jose and other south bay cities.   
 
LOCATION: 
The facility is located at 1675 Rogers Avenue, San Jose.  Refer to attached Site Location 
Map. 
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Fact Sheet #25 
Zero Waste Energy Development Company’s Anaerobic Digestion Facility 

San Jose, California 
 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
Zero Waste Energy Development Co. (Zero Waste), a joint venture between GreenWaste 
Recovery, Inc. and its sister company Zanker Road Resource Management (Zanker), is 
developing the first of its kind in the nation dry fermentation anaerobic digestion facility.  
Although anaerobic digestion is common in the United States, all the existing processes 
employ wet feedstock.  While the dry-fermentation technology that will be deployed has 
been commercially demonstrated in Europe for agricultural feedstocks and some MSW 
feedstocks, there are currently no dry-fermentation anaerobic digestion projects operating 
in the United States. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
This 150,000 tons per year facility will be developed in three phases; each of the three 
phases will be capable of processing 50,000 tons per year of organic materials.   
 
FEEDSTOCK: 
The facility will process and recover energy from source separated food waste and the 
organic fraction remaining after materials including municipal solid waste (MSW) are 
processed at GreenWaste’s MRF and create two products:  a biogas containing methane 
and compost.  We anticipate phase I of the project will produce 13 million kilowatt hours 
of electricity per year – enough to power approximately 1,300 homes. 
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
GreenWaste is estimating 80% diversion of green materials and compostable materials. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
This facility has been designed to accommodate the current and growing stream of 
organic waste generated by San Jose and nearby municipalities.   
 
LOCATION: 
The proposed site for this facility is located at the former Nine Par landfill at 2100 Los 
Esteros Road, in the City of San Jose, adjacent to the existing Zanker processing 
facilities.  Refer to attached Site Location Map. 
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Fact Sheet #26 
Kings Row Recycling Facility 

San Jose, California 
 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
Green Earth Management LLC. is proposing to operate a material processing and transfer 
facility on 0.91 acres in the City of San Jose.  The proposed Kings Row Recycling 
Facility will be operated by Green Earth Management LLC., on leased property owned 
by a private party.  The Kings Row Recycling Facility will transfer green and 
compostable materials.  The facility’s primary function will be to process green and 
compostable materials prior to being transferred to compost facility. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
A maximum of 600 tons per day of green materials (approximately 75-80% by weight) 
and compostable materials (approximately 20-25% by weight) is proposed.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
Kings Row Recycling Facility is estimating 99% diversion of green materials and 
compostable materials. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Kings Row Recycling Facility will service Santa Clara County and surrounding 
counties.  The facility will be open to the public.   
 
LOCATION: 
The facility is located in the Enterprise Zone of the City of San Jose at 650 Kings Row, 
San Jose 95112.  Refer to attached site location map. 
 
APN#: 
23730005 and 23730006 
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Fact Sheet #27 
Environmental Resources Recovery Inc. 

DBA Valley Recycling 
San Jose, California 

 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
Environmental Resource Recovery Inc. (Valley Recycling) is currently permitted as a 
Medium Volume Construction Demolition Debris Facility.  Valley Recycling has been in 
business since 1986 on property leased from a private party.  This facility is currently 
operating under state and local limits of 175 tons per day.  This facility is currently 
seeking to move a higher state permit “Tier” to implement future plans to process and 
increase tonnage as a fully permitted solid waste facility, within allowable limits of state 
and local permit entitlements.  The existing medium volume C&D facility has storage 
bunkers, assorted sizes of dumpster and parking for the roll-off vehicles, and related 
trucks with compactor-loads. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
A maximum of 175 tons per day of Construction, Demolition and assorted Debris.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
The existing facility recycles less than 5% of the volume received at this time.  As new 
state and local permit entitlements are approved, future operations may increase 
processing and recycling levels.  Our goal in the future is to maximize the diversion that 
may allow up to or in excess of 75% diversion.  We are in the early stages with LEA to 
go to the next “Tier” up and at this time it is uncertain what will be required at this time. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
Valley Recycling services the bay area and will be looking to expand in the future.   
 
LOCATION: 
The facility is located at 1615 B South 7th Street, San Jose. CA 95112.  Site Map 
Attached. 
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Fact Sheet #28 
Smurfit-Stone Recycling San Jose Facility 

San Jose, California 
 
 
TYPE OF FACILITY: 
Recycling processing and transfer facility receiving commingled and source separated 
recyclables. 
 
The Smurfit-Stone Recycling San Jose Facility is operated by Smurfit-Stone Recycling 
and Waste Services.  The facility, which is 5.17 acres, began operations in 1982 as a 
recycling center.  This facility is seeking a permit as a solid waste processing and transfer 
facility in anticipation of incoming recyclables that could be in excess of the state 
mandated ten percent residual limit.  All sorting operations occur within the building.  
Sorted materials are sent for processing and marketing at other locations.  Residual 
wastes are sent for disposal at permitted landfills.  Other activities at this site include:  
administrative offices and employee parking. 
 
FACILITY CAPACITY: 
The Facility’s design capacity is 960 tons per day of recyclable commodities including 
but not limited to cardboard, paper, and beverage containers.  Residual solid waste from 
the operation will be sent on to an authorized facility.  Hazardous and other prohibited 
wastes will be sent to approved recycling, treatment, or disposal facilities.   
 
ESTIMATED DIVERSION: 
The anticipated diversion rate for the facility will be over 90 percent. 
 
JURISDICTIONS SERVED: 
The Facility will serve the City of San Jose and Santa Clara County.   
 
LOCATION: 
The facility is located at 205 East Alma Avenue, San Jose. CA 95112-5902.  Access to 
the facility is from East Alma Avenue.  Site Map Attached. 



County of Santa Clara 
Department of Agriculture and Environmental Management 
Integrated Waste Management Division  
 
1553 Berger Drive, Bldg. #1   
San Jose, CA  95112   
(408) 282-3180  
Fax (408) 282-3188 
www.ReduceWaste.org    

Board of Supervisors:  Mike Wasserman, George Shirakawa, Dave Cortese, Ken Yeager, Liz Kniss 
County Executive:  Jeffrey V. Smith 
 

 
DATE: December 13, 2010     
  
TO:  Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission  

FROM: Clifton Chew, Management Analyst 

SUBJECT: ELEVENTH AMENDMENT TO THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
COUNTYWIDE NONDISPOSAL FACILITY ELEMENT 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Acting as the Local Task Force (LTF) under AB939, review the attached Eleventh Amendment 
to the County of Santa Clara Countywide Nondisposal Facility Element (Amendment) submitted 
for your review and comments.   

Modify the attached draft comment letter as desired and approve issuance of the final comment 
letter.  

 

BACKGROUND 
The Countywide Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) identifies transfer stations, material 
recovery facilities, and yard waste compost facilities necessary to implement local waste 
diversion goals.  

According to Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 41734, LTF review and comment is 
required for any amendment to the NDFE, and that review must include an assessment of the 
regional impact of potential diversion facilities. LTF comments must be submitted to the host 
jurisdiction, the county, and the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) 
within 90 days of the LTF’s receipt of the Amendment for review and comment. 

Environmental Resource Recovery Inc. and Smurfit-Stone requested that the County initiate the 
process to amend the Santa Clara County Countywide Nondisposal Facility Element to include 
the respective facilities:  

1. Environmental Resource Recovery Inc., (Valley Recycling) 

2. Smurfit-Stone Recycling San Jose Facility 

The facility must be identified in the NDFE in order for the facility to be in conformance with 
state requirements, and for a facility’s permit application to be accepted as complete. The 
attached information will comprise the Tenth Amendment to the Countywide NDFE. 

 



  

Valley Recycling is seeking a solid waste facility permit from the CalRecycle to allow for future 
expansion to include processing.  The facility is located at1615 B South 7th Street in the City of 
San Jose.  The City of San Jose’s Planning Department is the lead agency for environmental 
review and the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) for the facility.  A description of the facility 
and a map showing the location are attached. 

Smurfit-Stone is seeking to obtain a Solid Waste Facility Permit from CalRecycle in as a 
precaution against feedstock that could raise their residual levels above 10%. The facility is 
located at 205 East Alma Avenue in the City of San Jose. The City of San Jose’s Planning 
Department is the lead agency for environmental review and the Local Enforcement Agency 
(LEA) for the Facility. A description of the facility and a map showing the location are attached. 

A draft comment letter is attached for consideration by the Commission. Comments and changes 
may be made to County staff and/or provided at the December meeting. 

 

STEPS FOLLOWING LTF REVIEW 
1. The Commission chair will execute the LTF comment letter addressed to the County. 

2. As required by CIWMB regulations, staff will forward copies of the LTF comment letter to 
local jurisdictions and the CIWMB. 

3. Adoption of an amendment to a jurisdiction’s NDFE requires consideration at a public 
hearing, with 3 days notice. Adoption of the Amendment does not require environmental 
review (Public Resources Code, Section 41735).  Jurisdictions wishing to adopt the 
Amendment must schedule a public hearing to receive testimony and to consider adoption of 
the Amendment.  Only those jurisdictions in which a facility is located must amend their 
NDFE; in this case, the City of San Jose will be asked to take action on the amendment. 
However, the amendment packet will be sent to all local jurisdictions; other jurisdictions may 
decide to take action on the amendment as desired.  

4. County staff will schedule a public hearing before the Board of Supervisors and will submit 
the Amendment for adoption. City staff will take similar actions in their respective 
jurisdictions. 

5. After the Amendment is adopted by resolution, each adopting jurisdiction shall forward 
copies of the public notice and signed resolution to the County Integrated Waste 
Management Division (IWM). 

6. County IWM will forward copies of the Amendment, LTF comments, public notices, and 
adoption resolutions to the CIWMB. 

7. The CIWMB has 60 days to approve or disapprove the Amendment. 
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3452 East Foothill Boulevard, Suite 910 
Pasadena, CA 91107 

Phone:  (626) 564-8700 
Facsimile: (626) 564-1116 

E-mail:  arroyo@arroyoassociates.com 
Website:  www.arroyoassociates.com 

 
 
 
November 24, 2010 
 
Elizabeth Constantino, Program Manager 
Agriculture and Environmental Management Division 
1553 Berger Drive, Building #1 

 
San Jose, CA  95112 

RE:  Integrated Waste Management Program Organizational Study 
 
Dear Ms. Constantino, 
 
Arroyo Associates, Inc. is pleased to submit the enclosed final report of the Integrated Waste 
Management Program Organizational Study for the County of Santa Clara.  The final report 
incorporates discussion at the Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission’s Technical 
Advisory Committee meeting held on November 4th, 2010. 
 
Arroyo Associates would like to extend our gratitude to the you and your staff, RWRC and 
TAC members, and other stakeholders for their assistance, participation and cooperation 
throughout the course of this study effort. 
 
Should you have any questions, please contact me at (626) 564-8700. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Nicholas T. Conway 
President 
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Executive Summary  
 
Background 

In 1989, the California Legislature passed and enacted the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act Assembly Bill 939 (“AB 939”).  AB 939 addresses disposal of solid waste in 
California by setting diversion (diverting waste from landfills) goals for local jurisdictions of 25% 
by 1995 and 50% by 2005.  Furthermore, jurisdictions must also implement diversion programs in 
the areas of recycling, reuse, composting, source reduction, and other related activities or 
programs.  Such programs are typically offered through a combination of countywide and 
individual city level initiatives.  In complement to establishing specific diversion goals for cities and 
the county, AB 939 requires jurisdictions to plan for ongoing compliance through a countywide 
planning process to develop a Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (“CoIWMP”).  
Each county’s CoIWMP must include five elements: Source Reduction and Recycling Element 
(“SRRE”), Household Hazardous Waste Element (“HHWE”), Non-Disposal Facility Element 
(“NDFE”), countywide Siting Element (“SE”), and countywide Summary Plan (“SP”).  To meet these 
diversion and planning requirements, AB 939 authorizes local jurisdictions to impose fees based 
on the types or amounts of solid waste generated to pay for the actual costs of preparing, 
adopting and implementing the CoIWMP.  
 
In the County of Santa Clara (“County”), countywide integrated waste management programming 
and planning involve a number of different organizations, including the County of Santa Clara, 
local cities, non-profit organizations, and other industry and professional organizations.  While 
the cities administer their own waste reduction and diversion programs and services to meet 
diversion mandates, the County administers its own diversion programs and services in the 
County unincorporated areas and also supplements these local efforts with cooperative 
programs and similar services on a countywide basis.  The Santa Clara County Agriculture & 
Environmental Management Department’s Integrated Waste Management Division (“IWM”) 
administers and manages these countywide programs and services, which include green business, 
home composting, and public education and outreach.  The IWM Division also maintains the 
CoIWMP, submits local and unincorporated diversion data to the State via the electronic Disposal 
Reporting Systems, and provides staff support to two advisory bodies that were created for AB 
939 compliance.  As part of its services in the County unincorporated areas, the IWM Division 
administers franchise waste disposal agreements for these areas. 
 
The Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission (“RWRC”) of Santa Clara County was created as 
the AB 939 Local Task Force for the County, as mandated by the legislation to coordinate the 
development of CoIWMP, city SRREs, and a countywide siting element.  The ten-member RWRC 
gives advice and recommendations to the local city councils and the County Board of Supervisors 
regarding a variety of regional solid waste management issues.  The RWRC is supported by a 
Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”), which provides technical support and recommendations 
in the general area of integrated waste policy and management to the Commission.  The 28-
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member TAC is composed of solid waste professionals from each city and the County, as well as 
representatives of non-profit organizations, industry and professional organizations, and other 
special interest groups.   
 
In accordance with AB 939 provisions for the financing of solid waste diversion and planning 
activities, the County levies and collects a surcharge, called the Countywide Solid Waste Planning 
Fee (“SWPF”), of $0.78 per ton of waste disposed at landfills located within the county (active 
landfills are in the Cities of San Jose and Palo Alto) or taken to non-disposal facilities located 
within the county and subsequently transported for disposal to landfills outside of Santa Clara 
County.  The SWPF has been the primary source of funding for the activities and services 
described earlier, namely mandated countywide planning and reporting activities, and 
countywide cooperative programs and activities intended to assist in meeting state mandates.  
The TAC recommends the amount of the SWPF to the RWRC, which in turn recommends the fee 
amount to the Board of Supervisors.  However, the SWPF needs only the approval by resolution 
of the Board of Supervisors.   
 
Within this context, upon the request of the RWRC’s TAC, the County of Santa Clara contracted 
with Arroyo Associates to conduct an independent Organizational Study to evaluate the 
countywide integrated waste management programs and services currently overseen by the 
County, and to provide operational and organizational recommendations to enhance the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the countywide solid waste management function.  To meet the 
objectives of the study, Arroyo Associates conducted extensive document analysis and literature 
research, as well as telephone and in-person interviews of stakeholders, including IWM Division 
staff and RWRC and TAC members.  We also completed a comparative benchmark analysis of 
public agencies and organizations in California that address waste and runoff pollution issues.  
This report summarizes the analysis, findings and recommendations of the Organizational Study.   
 
Conclusion & Recommendations 

Stakeholders of the countywide solid waste management function, particularly TAC members 
from the local cities, raised several key issues of concern.  These perceived issues dealt mainly 
with policy and organizational structure: 

• The County Agriculture & Environmental Management Department and IWM Division’s 
multiple roles can occasionally cause confusion and disagreement.  The County administers 
waste diversion and reduction programs in the unincorporated areas and on a countywide 
basis, provides staff support to the RWRC and TAC, and serves as a voting entity on the TAC 
and its subcommittees.  As a result, the current organizational structure of the countywide 
function is perceived as potentially skewed towards the direction or interests of the County.  
The role, responsibilities, and powers of the local jurisdictions are limited in definition.  These 
pertain to program evaluation, personnel selection, program and budgetary decision making, 
setting of fees, etc. 
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• Stakeholders felt that County program and fiscal policy and procedures are perceived as 
potentially restrictive in what the countywide programs can do, and can also appear unclear 
to representatives of the local jurisdictions.  They point to the County’s budget reporting 
process, and its policy on cost recovery of programmatic expenses.   

 
In our review of existing RWRC bylaws and TAC rules of procedures, we found that these written 
documents define a relationship between the RWRC/TAC and the County staff with respect to 
countywide programming and services that is not consistent with the actual relationship or with 
the changing needs of local jurisdictions (as conveyed by TAC members).  Much of the text in 
these documents references the RWRC’s and TAC’s role as strictly advisory in nature, rather than 
one that involves program oversight and management.  In other words, the RWRC/TAC is not an 
oversight board with particular powers, such as to establish organizational policies and program 
objectives, to select and review the performance of the manager, to approve annual budgets, to 
establish AB 939 disposal surcharges, and to evaluate and account for the organization's 
performance.   
 
Originally established as an advisory body, the role of the TAC has evolved over the years to one 
that would be considered more than advisory.  Therefore, the organizational concerns and issues 
that were brought up during the course of this study appear to be the result of this conflict 
between how the existing bylaws and procedures define the County-RWRC/TAC relationship, 
and how the current relationship between the County and the RWRC/TAC exists today.  
Representatives of the local jurisdictions appear to believe that the division of responsibility and 
authority needs to be restructured to achieve program effectiveness and efficiency.   
 
The study identified seven agencies to serve as alternative and benchmark organizational models 
for how Santa Clara County and its cities can manage and operate countywide integrated waste 
management services.  One of the agencies identified is not involved in solid waste management.  
Data and document collection and analysis were conducted, along with telephone interviews of 
the staff of these benchmark solid waste management organizations.  Of the six solid waste 
management agencies in the survey, one solid waste agency was established as a special district 
and five are organized as joint power agreements between member jurisdictions.  Three of these 
JPAs were certified by the State as regional agencies, which allow the member jurisdictions of 
each agency to jointly report diversion rates.  The non-solid waste organization was organized 
through a memorandum of agreement; some TAC stakeholders were familiar with the structure 
and operations of this organization, and felt that it was a viable model for Santa Clara countywide 
waste management programs and planning.  It was also identified in the study’s RFP as a potential 
comparative or benchmark organizational model. 
 
Based on the survey analysis, we found that there are no set or established organizational 
structures or organizing patterns among these solid waste management agencies.  Their 
organizational, management and programmatic differences are likely due to a number of factors, 
including the flexibility of AB 939, historical development, facility ownership, level of trust and 
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collaboration among member jurisdictions, population demographics, and public support of 
diversion programs.   
 
The study evaluated five primary organizational configuration options available for Santa Clara 
countywide integrated waste management programs: 1) continue to operate within the current 
organizational structure in which the County IWM Division is responsible for the administrative 
and programmatic functions of countywide waste management; 2) establish a Memorandum of 
Understanding or Agreement among the member jurisdictions and contract out staffing support 
to an outside management consulting firm or continue with the County IWM Division serving as 
countywide program staff; 3) establish a Joint Powers Agreement with an in-house staffing 
structure or a contractual arrangement with the County or with a management services consulting 
firm to serve as the authority’s staff; 4) establish a Joint Powers Agreement with the Regional 
Agency designation; and 5) establish a Special District with a separate, independent staffing 
structure (in-house or contractual).  The analysis concluded that while the current structure is not 
intrinsically inefficient or ineffective in fulfilling the function of delivering and administering 
countywide solid waste management services and programs, there needs to be changes to 
address the local jurisdictional stakeholders’ issues and concerns, namely regarding the local 
jurisdictions’ ability and authority to make countywide programmatic and budgetary decisions, 
and to oversee the administration and execution of these programs and services.   
 
The study came to the conclusion that establishing a Special District or a Regional Agency (only 
JPAs can receive the designation) for countywide solid waste management is neither feasible, nor 
beneficial for the County and its jurisdictions.  Becoming a Regional Agency is a complicated and 
time-consuming process that is unnecessary and beyond the needs of the County.  The primary 
benefit of the designation - joint diversion reporting - are minimal for the County of Santa Clara, 
since all the County’s jurisdictions reported 2008 annual per capita/resident disposal rates that 
were lower than their disposal rate targets.  For the Special District organizational structure, the 
jurisdictions would lose fiscal and programmatic control.  The Special District is a new government 
and not a collaborative agreement between multiple jurisdictions.  Board directors have the 
fiduciary responsibility to serve in the interest of the Special District, and not in the interests of 
the cities and County.  Secondly, given the scope of Santa Clara countywide waste management 
programs, it does not appear to be necessary to go through the long and arduous process to 
form a Special District.   
 
The study recommends that stakeholders discuss and execute the drafting and adoption of an 
MOU/MOA - in the same vein as the agreements utilized for the approval of the AB 939 
Implementation Fee and for participation in the Countywide Household Hazardous Waste 
Program - to better identify and define the roles and responsibilities of stakeholders in the 
service delivery system, and to create a clearer, more effective, and more agreeable governance 
structure for countywide solid waste programs and planning.   
 
The County can continue its current role and responsibilities for the countywide function, 
including levying and collecting fees, managing the operation’s finances, operating the 
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countywide programs and fulfilling the countywide planning and diversion reporting functions.  
As a result, the new MOU/MOA would center around formalizing a higher level of involvement 
and decision-making authority for the other jurisdictions (via the RWRC and TAC) in the 
countywide programming function.  The County government would continue as the entity that 
acts on behalf of all jurisdictions in the County as fiscal agent and program administrator.  The 
County IWM Division has developed staff capacity, experience and expertise in managing and 
delivering these countywide services.  Maintaining the current service delivery system would 
avoid any potential for program disruption and minimize further disagreement among 
jurisdictions.  However, establishing a mutual written agreement among the jurisdictions does 
mean that certain desired changes can be made.   
 
Stakeholders should address and include important elements in the MOU/MOA, such as voting 
powers, decision-making, roles and responsibilities, program goals and objectives, program or 
performance reporting, etc.  The RWRC/TAC can have a limited role in personnel oversight, since 
the countywide program staff is provided by the County.  In addition, since the County acts as the 
fiscal agent, the management of countywide program funds would need to follow county fiscal 
policies and procedures.  One important issue that needs to be discussed is how the MOA 
arrangement would alter the countywide program decision-making process.  Final decision-
making regarding programming, SWPF rate setting, and program budget allocations can fall upon 
the RWRC (of which a County Supervisor is a member), rather than upon the Board of 
Supervisors (as it is currently).  Since all jurisdictions are represented on the RWRC, this body is 
structured to foster regional collaboration.  The TAC can remain as an advisory body to the 
RWRC, although it would maintain its more regular interaction with the County staff.  This would 
allow the industry and non-profit organizations to continue to participate as advisors on the TAC.   
 
In summary, the countywide integrated waste management programs and services are considered 
as a joint effort between all jurisdictions in Santa Clara County.  Among these jurisdictions (as 
represented by TAC members), there is a perception that the current organizational structure 
and policies of the countywide function constrains the local jurisdictions from full participation, 
because they have limited ability and authority to make programmatic and budgetary decisions.  
Since the countywide programs and services are designed to be collaborative, it is appropriate 
and prudent, therefore, that all parties involved agree to an organizational and policy framework 
that equally considers and values each jurisdiction’s interests and authority.  As it stands, not all 
involved parties agree that the current organization and system effectively meet the collaborative 
goals and programmatic needs of the joint waste management effort.  The recommendations in 
this report serve as a blueprint for further discussion among all parties involved to reach this 
mutual agreement.   
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Chapter I:                        
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Programs and Planning  
 
Integrated waste management, programming and planning in Santa Clara County involve a 
number of different organizations, including the County of Santa Clara, local cities, non-profit 
organizations, and other industry and professional organizations.  As such, the interactions and 
relationships between these entities can be complicated, as shown in the figure below. 

Integrated Waste Management Programming and Planning Structure 
Figure I-1. 
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Figure I above was adapted from a prior structure illustration provided to the consulting team by 
a TAC member during the initial interviews.  The primary organizations and relationships in the 
County’s integrated waste management function is described in more detail below. 
 
 
Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission  

Mission & Objectives 

The Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission of Santa Clara County (“RWRC” or 
“Commission”) was established pursuant to Section 506 of the Charter of the County of Santa 
Clara.  The Santa Clara County Code and Municipal Code (Division A6, Chapter XVII) defined the 
RWRC’s powers and duties as to: 
 

a) Serve as the principal advisory body to city councils and the Board of Supervisors in Santa 
Clara County on county-wide solid waste planning issues and the County Solid Waste 
Management Plan/County Integrated Waste Management Plan. 

 
b) Provide for balanced consideration and representation of the viewpoints, problems, and 

issues regarding solid waste management in different areas of the County; provide 
County-wide involvement in the solid waste management planning process; and identify 
and recommend solutions to solid waste management problems requiring joint 
jurisdictional action. 

 
c) Make recommendations to regional agencies whose jurisdiction includes Santa Clara 

County on solid waste management issues; such recommendations are to be transmitted 
via the Board of Supervisors of Santa Clara County. 

 
d) Provide a forum for decision making, coordination among local jurisdictions, and mutual 

assistance in development of specific projects to meet local solid waste management 
needs. 

 
e) Carry out the responsibilities in waste management planning which are mandated by state 

law under the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 and other legislation and 
regulations. 

 
f) Identify goals, policies and procedures that will aid local jurisdictions in meeting solid 

waste reduction and recycling goals; review and provide written comments on local 
source reductions and recycling elements; and assist local jurisdictions in the 
implementation of those elements. 

 
g) Sponsor County-wide public outreach and waste prevention activities, services, and 

programs, and participate in regional cooperative activities. 
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The mission of the RWRC  was latter defined as “to conserve, protect and preserve the 
environmental resources of our community through advocacy, education and outreach programs. 
To reuse, reduce, recycle and intelligently dispose of waste materials. To promote composting, 
pollution and waste prevention and sustainable living practices for all the people in Santa Clara 
County.”   
 
The RWRC is also referred to as the AB 939 Local Task Force for Santa Clara County.  In 1989, 
the California Legislature passed and enacted the California Integrated Waste Management Act 
Assembly Bill 939 (“AB 939”).  AB 939 addresses disposal of solid waste in California by setting 
diversion (diverting waste from landfills) goals for local jurisdictions of 25% by 1995 and 50% by 
2005.  Furthermore, jurisdictions must also implement diversion programs in the areas of 
recycling, reuse, composting, source reduction, and other related activities or programs.  Such 
programs are typically offered through a combination of countywide and individual city level 
initiatives. In 2009 the Solid Waste Per Capita Disposal Act, Senate Bill 1016, was passed to 
modify the previously mandated diversion requirement of AB 939 by transitioning from a 
percentage-based diversion target to a per capita disposal metric.  The overarching commitment 
to maintain programs that divert materials from landfills remains intact, and each city and county 
is now required to achieve and maintain the mandated disposal per capita goals for its respective 
jurisdictional area. 
 
In complement to establishing specific diversion goals for cities and counties, AB 939 requires 
jurisdictions to plan for ongoing compliance through a countywide planning process to develop a 
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CoIWMP).  Each county’s CoIWMP must 
include five elements: Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), Household Hazardous 
Waste Element (HHWE), Non-Disposal Facility Element (NDFE), and a countywide Siting Element 
(SE) and countywide Summary Plan (SP).   To meet these diversion and planning requirements, AB 
939 also authorizes local jurisdictions to impose fees based on the types or amounts of solid 
waste generated to pay for the actual costs of preparing, adopting and implementing the 
CoIWMP, as well as in setting and collecting the local fees.  Jurisdictions may collect AB 939 fees 
directly, or by agreement, arrange for the fees to be collected by a solid waste hauler or solid 
waste facility operator (landfill or transfer station).  Penalties for non-compliance with the 
diversion goals can be assessed up to $10,000/day per jurisdiction. 
 
Organization 

The RWRC is composed of ten (10) members.  The members and their designated alternates 
must be elected officials, except in the case of the Santa Clara Valley Water District, where the 
member may be either an elected or appointed member of the Board of Directors.  The 
members must be appointed by the following public agencies or organizations: 
 

1. One (1) County Supervisor appointed by the Board of Supervisors of Santa Clara County. 

2. One (1) city councilmember appointed by the City Council of the City of San Jose. 
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3. One (1) city councilmember from one of the following cities:  Cupertino, Los Altos, or Los 
Altos Hills to represent North County Cities.  

4. One (1) city councilmember from one of the following cities:  Milpitas or Santa Clara to 
represent Central County Cities. 

5. One (1) city councilmember from one of the following cities:  Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte 
Sereno, or Saratoga to represent West Valley Cities. 

6. One (1) city councilmember from one of the following cities: Mountain View, Palo Alto, or 
Sunnyvale to represent SMaRT Station Cities.   

7. One (1) city councilmember from one of the following cities:  Gilroy or Morgan Hill to 
represent South County Cities. 

8. Two (2) city councilmembers to serve as members-at-large.  The Members-at-large shall 
be drawn from any city that does not already have a representative on the Commission. 

9. One (1) director appointed by the Board of Directors of the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District. 

 
Each Commission member can designate from among the elected officials of its council, board, or 
eligible cities an alternate representative to serve in the absence of the regular member.  These 
alternates can serve on subcommittees, and/or ad hoc task forces.  The term of office of each 
RWRC member is six (6) years, and the number of terms is limited to two (2) terms.  Each member 
of the RWRC serves at the pleasure of the appointing authority; however, membership on the 
RWRC is automatically terminated upon termination of the member’s incumbency in elected or 
appointed office.  The RWRC meets the last Monday of even numbered months except for 
December, and Commissioners are provided with a stipend of $50.00 for each meeting attended. 
 
 
RWRC’s Technical Advisory Committee 

Mission & Objectives 

Meeting on a monthly basis, the RWRC’s Technical Advisory Committee (“TAC”) provides 
technical support and recommendations in the general area of integrated waste management and 
policy to the Commission.  According to the bylaws of the RWRC, the purpose of TAC is to: 
 

a. Advise the Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission on technical aspects of solid 
waste management and policy; 

b. Bring together a wide spectrum of viewpoints and expertise to focus on countywide solid 
waste management and issues affecting individual communities; 
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c. Assist in development of policies, programs, and revisions and amendments to 
countywide plans which can meet countywide needs and thus receive countywide 
approval; 

d. Provide a forum for exchange of solid waste management information; 

e. Inform their respective agencies and jurisdictions of issues and recommendations of TAC 
and the RWRC, and perform follow up actions, as necessary. 

 
TAC is also charged with performing technical review to provide the Commission with the 
following information: 
 

a. Feasibility of technical proposals; 

b. Policies to achieve countywide objectives; 

c. Input regarding countywide consensus on solid waste issues; 

d. Information on general issues and specific problems in solid waste management; and 

e. Recommendations regarding proposed and/or needed state legislation. 
 
Organization 

The Technical Advisory Committee currently consists of twenty-eight (28) voting members, who 
represent the following entities:   
 

A. One (1) from each local city 

B. Three (3) from the County.  The County’s current designees are: 

a. One (1) from the Unincorporated Area; 
b. One (1) from the Planning Department 
c. One (1) from the Department of Environmental Health 

C. One (1) from the Santa Clara Valley Water District 

D. Other professional, industry, and community organizations as designated by the 
Commission.  Currently designated organizations are: 

a. One (1) from Acterra  
b. One (1) from California Resource Recovery Association  
c. Three (3) from Clara-Mateo Garbage Collectors’ Association  
d. One (1) from League of Women Voters of Santa Clara County  
e. One (1) from San Jose State University  
f. One (1) from Sierra Club,  Loma Prieta Chapter  
g. One (1) from Silicon Valley Leadership Group  
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Each eligible public agency and organization designates a representative to act as their voting 
member in writing.  Each voting member can designate in writing one or more alternate(s) who 
can vote in the TAC and its subcommittees in the absence of the voting member.  The required 
quorum consists of one-third (9 members) of the voting membership (28 members). 
 
The TAC’s officer positions are Chair, Vice-Chair, and Subcommittee Chairs.  All officers of TAC 
must be voting members or alternates representing cities or the County (excluding County 
Integrated Waste Management Division staff) and must be elected by majority vote of a quorum 
of the voting membership at the last meeting of each calendar year or as soon thereafter as 
possible.   All officers’ terms begin the first meeting of each calendar year.  The TAC currently 
utilizes seven standing subcommittees:   

• Implementation Subcommittee: The purpose of this subcommittee is to meet and confer 
on TAC issues that require further examination by a small group of TAC members rather 
than the full TAC, and to bring vetted recommendations back to the TAC.  Holding 
meetings on as-needed basis, this subcommittee consists of the chairs of the 
subcommittees and the TAC Chair and Vice Chair.   Voting is usually determined by 
consensus, and quorum is not required. 

• Public Education Subcommittee: The subcommittee’s purpose is to develop 
outreach/advertising campaigns for solid waste topics that are of mutual interest to all of 
the jurisdictions in the County.  The subcommittee previously met the fourth Tuesday of 
every month (unless cancelled); however, with the reduction of Pub Education funding in 
the budget, the Pub Ed subcommittee meets quarterly, if needed.  Membership includes 
various representatives from jurisdictions within the County and representatives from 
non-profit organizations.  Some members attend regularly, while others attend 
sporadically.  Voting is usually determined by consensus, and quorum is not required. 

• Household Hazardous Waste Subcommittee: This subcommittee is charged to develop 
budget, recommend fees, and discuss legislation and other matters pertinent to the 
program.  It meets the fourth Thursday of every other month beginning in January (unless 
cancelled).  Membership is open to all voting members of the TAC.  Voting is usually 
determined by consensus, and quorum is not required. 

• Source Reduction, Recycling Subcommittee:  The subcommittee reviews and evaluates 
issues, programs, and budgets relative to diversion programs, source reduction and 
recycling programs in the County.  The group meets the fourth Thursday of each month 
and more frequently as needed.  Membership is open to all voting members of the TAC.  
Voting is usually determined by consensus, and quorum is not required. 

• Operations Subcommittee:  This subcommittee discusses and vets solid waste issues 
typically not covered by any other subcommittee.  Meetings are held on an as-needed 
basis.  Membership is open to all voting members of the TAC.  Voting is usually 
determined by consensus, and quorum is not required. 
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• Legislation Subcommittee:  The subcommittee provides leadership in developing 
recommended legislative policies and priorities to the Board of Supervisors, and handles 
any other tasks relative to legislative issues.  Membership consists of a small group of city 
representatives (currently two but usually three) and representatives from other member 
organizations who have knowledge of and an interest in legislative issues.  Meetings are 
held on an as-needed basis.  Voting does not typically occur in this subcommittee. 

• Enforcement Subcommittee:  This subcommittee’s purpose is to discuss solid waste 
enforcement issues and regulations that impact landfills, transfer stations, non disposal 
facilities and haulers.  Subcommittee membership consists of interested parties when a 
meeting is convened (the subcommittee has not met in at least the past 5 year).  Voting is 
usually determined by consensus, and quorum is not required. 

 
In addition to these standing subcommittees, the following Ad Hoc subcommittees currently exist: 
 

• Organizational Study 
• Disaster Debris 
• Zero Waste 
• School Recycling 

 
The County IWM staff is responsible for publicly noticing the subcommittee agendas according 
to Brown Act requirements, taking meeting notes during subcommittee meetings, and 
disseminating the information to all TAC members following each of the subcommittee meetings.  
The County IWM staff is also responsible for drafting and maintaining all meeting documents for 
the TAC as whole, and for implementing TAC and Subcommittee strategic plans.   
 
 
County of Santa Clara Integrated Waste Management Division, Agriculture and 
Environmental Management Department 

Mission & Objectives 

The County of Santa Clara Integrated Waste Management Division (“IWM”) provides staff 
support to TAC and subcommittees, operates programs of regional interest (e.g. green business, 
home composting and public education), handles state reporting, maintains the Disposal 
Reporting System/records and payments, and manages vendor contracts (e.g. Center for 
Development of Recycling, public relations companies, or consulting firms).   
 
IWM is also responsible for administration of unincorporated franchise agreements and 
unincorporated diversion programs and outreach.  Staff support includes drafting agendas, 
minutes, and implementing TAC and Subcommittee strategic plans.   
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Organization 

The IWM is a division of the County’s Agriculture and Environmental Management Department.  
As of the beginning of this study, the IWM had a staff of 7.5 FTEs and was led by a program 
manager, as illustrated in the figure below.   
 

 

Integrated Waste Management Division 
Organization Structure 

Figure I-2. 
 
Since then, upon recommendation by the TAC, the countywide programs staff has been reduced 
by 1.0 FTE.  Note that the public education/advertising budget was reduced as of July 1, 2010 
and a associate management analyst position was eliminated as a result. 
 
Countywide Services and Programs 

The following are countywide services and programs administered by the IWM Division: 

Green Business Program  

The Green Business Program is a partnership between government, regulatory agencies and 
businesses. The County’s program is part of the Bay Area Green Business Program administered 
through the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG).  Since 1997, more than 2,000 
businesses have been certified throughout the Bay Area through nine participating counties, with 
more than 450 certified businesses in Santa Clara County.  
 
The Green Business Program is a compliance program for small- to medium-sized businesses that 
meet high standards of environmental performance.  To be certified, businesses must be in 
compliance with all environmental regulations and then take additional measures to reduce waste, 
conserve energy and water and prevent pollution.  IWM program staff guides businesses through 
the process and coordinates audits with the local utilities (typically PG&E or RightLights and the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District) to give the businesses more ideas for reducing their energy and 
water usage. These program partners also provide information to the businesses about available 
rebate programs and other services.  The cities of Mountain View, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto 
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provide staff or contractors to conduct waste audits of candidate businesses, while County staff 
conducts the waste audits for businesses in the remaining cities.  Once a business is certified, it 
receives a framed certificate and window decals to let clients and customers know that the 
business is “green,” meeting high standards of environmental stewardship.  Certified businesses 
are placed in an online directory on the ABAG’s Bay Area Green Business Program website. 
 
The Green Business Program currently has compliance checklists for the following industry types: 
Auto Body, Auto Repair, Cleaning/Janitorial Services, Dental Offices, Garment Cleaners (WET or 
CO2 process only), Home Office, Hotel/Motel, Landscaper, Office/Retail, Painters, Printers, 
Remodeler/Architects, Restaurant, Schools, Small Manufacturers, Solar Electric Installers and 
Wineries. There are some business sectors that are outside of the Santa Clara County Green 
Business Program’s scope.  For these sectors, IWM staff refers the businesses to a more 
appropriate certification or award program, such as the Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED), Waste Reduction Awards Program (WRAP), ISO 14001, or the Governor’s 
Environmental and Economic Leadership Award Program (GEELA).  
 
To date, the Green Business Program has been offered to businesses at no cost.  However, the 
Bay Area Program recently revised the policies to allow for exploration of charging an application 
fee to help cover staffing costs. The fee is not expected to recover full costs but rather to offset 
some costs.  The Santa Clara Valley Water District’s Surface Water Quality Partnership Program 
has provided grant funding of $100,000 annually to the Green Business Program for several years, 
including the current fiscal year.  The Santa Clara Valley Water District has committed to two 
more years of funding after this current year.  The figure below summarizes the IWM staff’s 
progress quarterly and annual reports to the Santa Clara Valley Water District. 
 

  FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 
 Goal(s) Activities Activities Activities 

A. Project Deliverables (i.e. what was produced?) 
Conduct local 
outreach to educate 
the public on the 
Green Business 
Program and the 
advantages of 
patronizing certified 
businesses.  
Examples are placing 
ads in local papers, 
having articles and 
developing materials 
that can be 
distributed to the 
general public. 
 

Conduct 
Campaign 

• Developed post cards in with ABAG.  
• Placed ad in 11 publications. 
• Postcards completed & distributed 
to each business with option to order 
more while supplies last.   
• Advertised both the program and 
the 2nd annual conference on KBAY, 
in Chamber newsletters, SJ/SV Biz 
Journal, Metro News; distributed 
new collateral at various events. 
• Taped a 30 minute show 
(Reference Point) about GBP that 
aired on local cable TV in Mtn. View, 
Palo Alto, Los Altos and Cupertino. 

• Paid and Comp ads placed in 
Morgan Hill Chamber Directory, 
Gilroy Dispatch, Mercury News, 
Business, Sunnyvale and Palo 
Alto Chamber newsletters, Palo 
Alto Daily and Weekly, as well as 
paid and comp print and online 
ads placed with Bay Area News 
Group to promote GreenFair.   
• Continued to do outreach but 
the number of businesses 
seeking the program this past 
year increased dramatically. 

• Most businesses approach 
program by word of mouth 
and referrals; limited 
advertising but several 
presentations. 
• Tabled at Go Green Schools 
conference, and served as 
speaker at same conference. 

Integrated Waste Management Division 
Green Business Program Outcomes & Activities 

Figure I-3. 

Continues on the following page. 
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  FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 
 Goal(s) Activities Activities Activities 

A. Project Deliverables (i.e. what was produced?) 
Conduct outreach 
campaign to recruit 
businesses in target 
business sectors.  
Campaign may 
include placing ads, 
sending letters to 
targeted businesses, 
holding workshops, 
working with local 
chambers of 
commerce and other 
business 
organizations and 
recruitment. 

Conduct 
Campaign 

• Placed ad in 11 publications, radio 
interviews with KBAY, KCBS and KLIV. 
• Placed articles in Sing Tao Daily & 
Gilroy Dispatch. 
• Sent 101 letters to  targeted 
business, place ads in local chamber 
newsletters.   
• Organized GB Conference. 
Advertised both the program and the 
2nd annual conference on KBAY, in 
Chamber newsletters, SJ/SV Biz 
Journal, Metro News. 
• Taped a 30-min. show (Reference 
Point) about GBP that aired on local 
cable TV in Mountain View, Palo Alto, 
Los Altos and Cupertino. 
 

N/A N/A 

Conduct/participate 
in recognition events 
for businesses 
certified in the past 
year. 

Organize 
Recognition 
Events 

• 5 recognition events at city and 
county levels to acknowledge 
certified green businesses took place 
and the annual event with the Board 
of Supervisors. 

• Recognition of certified Green 
Businesses by Board of 
Supervisors, Mountain View City 
Council, Palo Alto City Council, 
Mountain View City Council, and 
Sunnyvale City Council.  Also, 
Public Agency recognition at 
ABAG. 

• Organized County Board of 
Supervisors recognition with 
approximately 75 attendees; 
City of Palo Alto recognition; 
several businesses were 
recognized by Congresswoman 
Anna Eshoo at her 
Sustainability event; City of 
Sunnyvale recognition; City of 
Morgan Hill recognition; ABAG 
recognition of Public Agencies; 
and Board of Supervisors 
recognition of all businesses. 

Continue to build 
partnerships with 
cities, regulatory 
agencies, and other 
organizations to 
assist in promotion, 
implementation, and 
business 
certifications 

Meet w/city 
partners & 
regulatory 
agencies; hold 
annual meeting 
w/ partners; and  
Organize Annual 
Conference, 
Biannual 
Newsletter, and 
Electronic 
Communication 
 

• Staff presented information to 
hazmat inspectors throughout Santa 
Clara and Sunnyvale stormwater 
inspectors. 
• Staff stayed in contact with 
compliance organizations and City 
representatives through email and 
semi-annual newsletters.  Invite 
them to Green Business Conference. 

• Sent Newsletter to enrolled 
and certified businesses and 
partners.   
• Held 3rd Annual Conference in 
Palo Alto, with 198 attendees 
and 34 vendor tables. 
• Sent a few email blasts to 
businesses to notify them of 
several events (GreenFair, etc). 

• Sent Newsletter to enrolled 
and certified businesses and 
partners. 
• Due to budget constraints, 
no annual conference was 
held.  
• Conducted eBlasts sent to all 
businesses regarding 
upcoming events. 

Integrated Waste Management Division 
Green Business Program Outcomes & Activities 

Figure I-3. 

Continues on the following page. 
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  FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 
 Goal(s) Activities Activities Activities 

B. Project Outcomes (i.e. what was achieved?) 
Increase the number 
of enrolled and 
certified businesses 
in participating 
jurisdictions and 
recertify those 
businesses up for 
renewal.   

48 newly 
enrolled, 24 
newly certified, 
24 re-certified in 
FY06-07; 100 
applications & 60 
certified or 
recertified in 
FY07-08; and 100 
applications, 60 
certified & 
recertified in 
FY08-09. 
 

• 127 enrolled; 54 certified; 6 
recertified 

• 253 enrolled; 135 
certified/recertified 

• 222 applicants/ 144 cert or 
recertified 

Continue to develop 
relationships with 
local chambers and 
other business 
organizations for 
business outreach 
and recruiting 

Develop 
Relationships 
with Business 
Organizations 

• Staff sat on environmental 
committee for Morgan Hill Chamber. 
• Met w/Palo Alto Chamber, which 
wanted to promote GBP to all of the 
Palo Alto business community; 
FOCUS Palo Alto event scheduled and 
held in November. 
• Developed good relationship with 
Morgan Hill, Palo Alto, Sunnyvale and 
San Jose chambers of commerce and 
other business organizations; and 
continued to build new relationships 
w/chambers in other cities. 
• Continued to nurture relationship 
w/ local chambers by attending 
various chamber sponsored meetings 
and events. 

• Made numerous presentations 
to business organizations. 
• Served as member of San 
Jose/Silicon Valley Chamber, 
Palo Alto Chamber. 
• Attended BOMA's Association 
Night in April; participated in 
Morgan Hill Earth Day event; 
served as panelist at 
Cisco/Cbeyond event and at 
KCBS Business Breakfast event; 
presented to Sunnyvale 
businesses at Palm Earth Day 
event;  taped a follow up 
segment of Reference Point on 
local cable access TV with reps 
from SCVWD, PG&E and City of 
Mountain VIew; presented to 
BOMA at monthly luncheon; and 
had a booth and presented at 
GreenFair.  
 

• Staff attended monthly 
Morgan Hill Environmental 
Affairs Committee mtgs. 
• Due to budget constraints, 
staff decided not to renew 
annual memberships.  
• Worked in collaboration with 
WaveOne in Palo Alto to 
certify businesses. 
• Met with staff from 
Copceptus about a grass roots 
effort to better promote 
certified businesses, and 
Conceptus agreed to host 
summit at their facilities.  
• Met with Mountain View 
and Sunnyvale Chambers of 
Commerce during the year to 
discuss greening of member 
businesses. 

Compile and analyze 
data from businesses 
certified in the past 
year for use in 
annual reporting on 
Program 
accomplishments.  

Collect Data • Worked with other GB 
Coordinators in Bay Area on 
developing an appropriate 
measurement tool. 
• CA Green Biz Network applied for 
EPA grant to assist with development 
of a measurement tool; but did not 
receive the grant.  However, process 
helped to identify metrics to be used 
once a vendor and funding can be 
identified. 
 

N/A N/A 

Integrated Waste Management Division 
Green Business Program Outcomes & Activities 

Figure I-3. 

Continues on the following page. 
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  FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 
 Goal(s) Activities Activities Activities 

C. Outcome Measures Assessment Methods (i.e. what data acquisition methods are used to determine outcome measures?) 
Analysis of Green 
Business measures 
adopted/implement
ed by certified 
businesses. 
Estimated 
environmental 
benefits of adopted 
measures. 

Collect and 
Analyze Data 

N/A • Partnered with CA Green 
Business Network which 
received a $90,000 grant from 
the DTSC to develop a 
measurement system for 
quantifying impact of Green 
Businesses.  Contractor (Energy 
Solutions) hired and building a 
database.  All Counties query 
different sectors and develop 
metrics for input into database.  
Other counties contributing to 
the development of this 
database system, including 
Santa Clara County which 
donated $20,000.   

• Energy Solutions continued 
to build metrics database for 
California Green Business 
Network (CAGBN).  Alpha 
testing began in early June 
with beta-testing following 
approximately one month 
later.  This project was funded 
through a grant by the Dept. 
of Toxic Substance Control and 
contributions from Counties, 
including Santa Clara, which 
contributed $20,000.  In 
addition to streamlining 
processes, this online 
database system allow 
Counties to collect data on 
results achieved through 
having been certified, 
including reduction of 
hazardous materials, kwh 
saved, gallons of water saved 
and solid waste diverted. 
 

Integrated Waste Management Division 
Green Business Program Outcomes & Activities 

Figure I-3. 

Public Education and Outreach  

The Public Education and Outreach Subcommittee has run targeted campaigns over the past 
several years.  The Public Education staff also provided outreach for the Green Business and 
Home Composting Education Programs. Public education campaigns from 2007 to present 
include:  
 

• Junk Mail Reduction – A campaign in partnership with the Bay Area Recycling Outreach 
Coalition directs residents to the StopJunkMail.org website to help eliminate junk mail 
delivered to homes.  

• Recycle Right – A television ad campaign that targeted English and Spanish speaking men 
to recycle bottles, cans, and paper. This demographic was identified by the 2007 Godbe 
Research Recycling Habits study.  

• Universal Waste – A partnership with the Household Hazardous Waste Program and 
PG&E, this campaign encouraged residents to recycle batteries and CFLs at local retail 
recycling partners. This campaign ran on television and in local newspapers.  

• Give An Experience – A television and radio campaign that encourages residents to 
considered giving an experience through gift cards, movie and sports tickets, and other 
items to have a holiday season that produces less waste in Santa Clara County.  

 
The Public Education and Outreach Subcommittee negotiated media buys for each of these 
campaigns.  Since it is difficult to measure public behavioral change as a result of the public 
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education and outreach activities, the staff maintain records on the number of gross media 
impressions as the primary performance metric: 
 

Campaign Useful Metric Type of Campaign 
FY 2006-07 

BayROC “Stop Junk Mail” 
• 1,906 calls for kits (380 in SCC) 
• 320,000+ hits to website 
• Over 8.5 million gross impressions 

Call to action 

Holiday Source Reduction • Over 1.01 million gross impressions (radio) 
• Over 180,000 gross impressions (television) Awareness 

Reusable Bags • Over 944,000 gross impressions (radio) Awareness 

Bulbs and Battery Recycling • Over 247,000 gross impressions (television) Call to Action 

AT&T Yellow Pages • 3.7 million annual references Reference Guide/ Awareness 

FY 2007-08 

BayROC “Stop Junk Mail” & 
“BYOB” 

• Over 9.8 million gross impressions (Junk Mail Campaign – radio) 
resulting in 60,000+ website hits 
• Over 6.5 million gross impressions (BYOB – radio) 

Call to action –Junk Mail 
Awareness - BYOB 

Holiday Source Reduction • Over 1.2 million gross impressions (radio) 
• Over 184,000 gross impressions (television) Awareness 

Bulbs and Battery Recycling • Placed 60 paid newspaper ads in SCC neighborhood newspapers 
• Over 247,000 gross impressions (television) Call to Action 

AT&T Yellow Pages • 3.7 million annual references Reference Guide/ Awareness 

FY 2008-09 

BayROC “BYOB” • Over 7.3 million gross impressions (television) Awareness 

Bulbs and Battery Recycling • Over 3.7 million gross impressions (English - television) 
• Over 1.2 million gross impressions (Spanish – television) Call to Action 

Recycle Right • Over 895,000 gross impressions (Spanish – television) 
• Over 485,000 gross impressions (English – television) Awareness 

Integrated Waste Management Division 
Public Education Program Activity Metrics 

Figure I-4. 

 
For FY 2010-11, County staff noted that, by TAC recommendation, the Public Education and 
Outreach budget was reduced to almost zero, including the elimination of an associate 
management analyst position.   
 
Countywide Reporting  

Disposal Reporting System  

The Disposal Reporting System (“DRS”) is part of the state-mandated reporting system where 
landfills and transfer stations report the tonnage of materials landfilled and diverted at their 
facilities.  The county disposal coordinators (in this case, Santa Clara County IWM Division staff) 
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then report the data to the California Integrated Waste Management Board.  To simplify the 
reporting process for both the new and continuing data requirements, the Department of 
Resources Recycling and Recovery (“CalRecycle”) recently developed an electronic Disposal 
Reporting System (“eDRS”).  The new system automates data entry processes for the State report, 
simplifies the required dissemination of data for State requirements, and provides jurisdictions 
with more timely access to disposal information.  With eDRS, the County no longer needs to print 
out disposal reports and send them to every jurisdiction that disposes solid waste within their 
boundaries, only to resend those reports every time the data is revised.  However, this applies 
only for jurisdictional material the State tracks but not for additional materials that the County 
may require and track.  The State’s annual report provides local officials their jurisdictions’ goal 
measurement and per capital disposal rates.  The eDRS system is also used to: 1) track waste 
exported out of state; 2) track types and amounts of alternative daily cover (ADC) and alternative 
intermediate cover (AIC); 3) identify variability in jurisdiction waste disposal amounts over time; 
and 4) identify changes in the flow of waste disposed over time. 
 
Non-Disposal Facility Element (NDFE)  

California law requires California cities and counties to prepare and adopt a Nondisposal Facility 
Element (“NDFE”) for all existing or proposed non-disposal facilities which will be needed to 
implement local Source Reduction and Recycling Elements (“SRREs”).  A non-disposal facility is any 
solid waste facility required to obtain a solid waste facility permit, except a disposal facility or 
transformation facility.  In 1994, the IWM prepared the Countywide NDFE for adoption by the 
cities of: Campbell, Cupertino, Gilroy, Los Altos, Milpitas, Monte Sereno, Morgan Hill, Mountain 
View, San Jose, Santa Clara, Saratoga, and Sunnyvale; the towns of Los Altos Hills and Los Gatos; 
and the County of Santa Clara unincorporated area.  The City of Palo Alto prepared and 
adopted its own NDFE.  A jurisdiction must amend its NDFE when siting a new non-disposal 
facility within its jurisdiction that was not previously identified in its NDFE.  Since NDFE adoption 
in 1994, there have been eight amendments to the Santa Clara Countywide NDFE.  The 
Countywide NDFE identifies transfer stations, material recovery facilities, yard waste composting 
facilities, and landfills necessary to implement local waste diversion goals.  The County IWM staff 
is responsible for coordinating the amendment to the Countywide NDFE. 
 
Five-Year Report  

Counties were required to prepare and submit to the California Department of Resources 
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) a Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan 
(“CoIWMP”).  The CoIWMP includes the Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), 
Household Hazardous Waste Element (HHWE), and Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) for each 
jurisdiction in the county, and a Countywide Siting Element (SE) and Summary Plan (SP) for the 
county.  The CoIWMP addresses waste management conditions within the County, provides an 
overview of the actions that will be taken to achieve the diversion requirement and to maintain 15 
years of disposal capacity.  California statute requires that the elements comprising the CoIWMP 
be reviewed every five years after the original CoIWMP approval date, and be revised, if 
necessary.  Therefore, the focus of the five-year CoIWMP Review Report is to determine if these 
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planning documents are still adequate or should be revised.  The Santa Clara County IWM staff 
prepares and submits the five-year report.  
 
Recycling Hotline (CDR)  

Administered by the Center for the Development of Recycling (“CDR”) at San Jose State 
University, the Recycling Hotline maintains a database of 850 recycling and reuse companies, 
46,000 datapoints, and detailed information on each city’s garbage and recycling programs.  The 
CDR also publishes 17 guides to recycling resources, among other services and resources.  Calls 
and emails are answered daily between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.  SJSU students update the 
information in the database throughout the year to ensure the information is current.  
Additionally, CDR has developed a comprehensive website that allows businesses and residents 
to access recycling resources on a 24-hours-per-day, seven-days-per-week basis.  In 2009, CDR 
processed 99,160 information requests via telephone, email and the RecycleStuff website.  The 
IWM Division staff writes service agreements for CDR services, reviews invoices, and processes 
invoices for payment. 
 
Home Composting Education Program  

The IWM provides opportunities for residents to learn and obtain the equipment and resources 
for home composting, including workshops, information booths, literature, a composting hotline, 
compost bin and other composting tools sales, and a Master Composter Training Program.  The 
following are the Program’s measurable outcomes for the past three fiscal years. 
 

 
FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 FY 2009-10 

Special Lectures 29 18 17 
Attendance 1,754 296 455 

School Presentations 77 110 96 
Attendance 1,575 2,531 2,135 

Compost Workshops 54 57 28 
Attendance 1,586 1,914 1,045 

Bay-Friendly Workshops 
 

5 13 
Attendance 

 
78 230 

Teacher Training 5 1 1 
Attendance 111 21 10 

Table Displays 49 39 34 
Attendance 9,731 8,259 9,380 

Volunteer Hours 1,145 1,818 1,350 
Compost Bin Sales 246 285 224 
Wing Digger Sales 157 170 100 
Thermometer Sales 80 100 35 
Compost Bucket Sales 109 164 67 
Worm Bin Sales 396 298 229 

Home Composting Education Program 
Measurable Outcomes 

Figure I-5. 
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The Home Composting Education Program relies on the services of Master Composter volunteers 
to provide staffing for public outreach events and training workshops to educate residents of 
Santa Clara County who wish to learn the art and techniques of composting.  Master Composters 
also represent the County when working at County or city-sponsored events.  The IWM offers a 
ten-week, 50-hour Master Composter Training Program, which includes workshops on the art and 
science of basic and worm composting, field trips, certification and all training materials.  Since the 
program’s inception in 1995, 329 Master Composter volunteers have been certified to teach 
home composting.  Master Composters are asked to perform at least 50 hours of outreach and 
education within Santa Clara County within one year of graduation.  About 65 volunteers are 
currently active contributing through workshops and monthly meetings.  Total reported 
volunteer hours since program inception to date are 31,992 hours.   
 
In 2009, the County IWM joined the Bay-Friendly Landscaping & Gardening Coalition, which is a 
California non-profit organization focused specifically on promoting sustainable landscaping and 
gardening practices in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Coalition encourages behavioral changes 
through a watershed approach that reduces waste and pollution, conserves natural resources, 
and creates vibrant landscapes and gardens in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The Coalition helps 
lessen the impact of conventional landscape practices on the local environment by providing 
home gardeners, landscape professional, and local governments with the necessary skills to create 
healthy and sustainable gardens and landscapes.  The Bay-Friendly Gardening Program offers the 
home gardener tools for creating a sustainable and “bay-friendly” garden.  Likewise, the Bay-
Friendly Landscaping Program provides resources for landscape professionals to design, 
construct, and maintain “bay-friendly” landscapes for clients.  The goal of the Coalition is to 
expand the Bay-Friendly landscaping and gardening programs to the entire nine counties of the 
San Francisco Bay Area. 
 
In addition to providing 47 free two-hour compost workshops, the IWM also organized 9 three-
hour Bay-Friendly Gardening Workshops in 2009.  A Bay-Friendly Instructor training was held in 
February 2009.  For 2010, the compost workshops are being replaced with a series of four 
different Bay-Friendly Gardening classes; currently, 20 Bay-Friendly workshops are scheduled.  
Residents are encouraged to take more than one class in the series.  The ultimate goal is to offer 
fewer classes with higher attendance; however, attendance appears to have declined recently.  It 
is expected (pending approval of the Board of Supervisors) that the classes will be free-of-charge 
in the near future, rather than costing residents $20 per class.  The classes currently offered are:  
 

• Bay-Friendly Gardening Basics: an overview of design and maintenance considerations and 
practices, healthy soil, integrated pest management and plant selection.  

• Gardening from the Ground Up: a workshop that teaches residents to identify their soil 
type, best amend their soil using compost and mulch, hand-on build a compost pile, and 
perform sheet mulching.  

• Let Worms Eat Your Garbage: a hands-on worm composting class.  
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• Gardening to Manage Pests Naturally: a class on managing pests with the least-toxic 
methods in order to protect the watershed and reduce the amount of hazardous waste in 
the environment. 

 
Countywide Programming Budget 

The figure below shows the budgeted expenditures for the current fiscal year (FY 2009-10) and 
the actual expenditures for the prior four fiscal years.  For FY 2009-10, the projected budget for 
IWM Countywide programs totals $1,051,073, which represents a 2.8% increase from the actual 
total expenditures in the prior fiscal year.  The current budgeted expenditures are 44.0% higher 
than the actual total expenditures in FY 2005-06.   
 

  
FY 2005-06 

(Actual) 
FY 2006-07 

(Actual) 
FY 2007-08 

(Actual) 
FY 2008-09 (E)  

(Actual) 
FY 2009-10 
(Budgeted) 

Countywide Project Breakdown  Obj. 1 Obj. 2 Obj. 1 Obj. 2 Obj. 1 Obj. 2 Obj. 1* Obj. 2 Obj. 1* Obj. 2 

Countywide, Admin and State Reporting (A) 302,116 47,260 371,350 92,695 378,328 121,285 121,744 154,583 122,000 114,000 

70 W. Hedding Overhead 
      

49,612 
 

50,000 
 AEM Overhead 

      
103,727 

 
104,000 

 County Counsel  
      

35,219 
   Pub Ed.  (B) 

 
66,290 

 
107,983 

 
101,926 84,088 130,008 85,000 88,500 

Home Composting  101,289 44,658 111,554 30,865 131,848 25,828 127,631 35,407 186,858 44,000 

Green Business (D)(F)(G) 79,866 25,289 95,453 29,303 130,484 30,684 131,943 1,344 151,000 3,000 

BayROC 
 

20,000 
 

20,000 
 

20,029 
 

8,000 
  Recycling Information & Referral (C) 

 
43,333 

 
48,333 

 
53,526 

 
36,500 

 
65,250 

Green Building  
          SWANA Benchmarking Study 
     

2,500 
 

2,500 
  Countywide Program Audit 

         
12,500 

Organizational Structure Study  
         

24,965 

County Wide Program Totals (Object 1 & 2) 483,271 246,830 578,357 329,179 640,660 355,778 653,964 368,342 698,858 352,215 

 FY Total Expenditures  $730,101 $907,536 $996,438 $1,022,306 $1,051,073 

Integrated Waste Management Countywide Programs 
Annual Expenditures 

Figure I-6. 
 
Budget Explanation and Assumptions 

The following are key notes provided by IWM staff regarding the budget data above: 
 
(A) Object 1:  Countywide staffing to administer programs and services.  Object 2: Countywide 

charges for data processing, legal counsel, travel, automotive, mileage, insurance, 
memberships as well as supplies, administrative overhead and Berger Dr. office space. 

 
(B) All Object 1 costs for Public Education Program (and any other programs where Object 1 is 

blank) are in Countywide Administration. 
 
(C) In FY 2008-09, the Center for the Development of Recycling (recycling hotline) contract is for 

a total of $62,500, which will include an annual website maintenance amount of $2,500.  
California State Department of Conservation monies (SB 322) for County unincorporated 
areas have historically funded approximately $26,000 of the total CDR contract amount.  
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Since these funds have now been depleted, SWPF (or countywide) funds are now covering 
the full contract amount. 

 
(D) Projection for FY 2008-09 includes 1.0 FTE for Green Business Program (approximately 

$123,000 for Management Analyst position) and 0.2 FTE (approximately $28,000 for Senior 
Management Analyst Position). 

 
(E) Reasons for FY 2008-09 Increase: There was an increase in AEM/SCC Overhead; changes to 

the HCEP Program; increase in CDR Funding; increased County Counsel costs; and COLA 
adjustments in Object 1. 

 
(F) Green Business Program budget for FY 2008-09 shows errant carryover from FY2007-08 

when the Green Business Program was not fully staffed. 
 
(G) Increased staff levels in the Green Business Program to 2.25 FTE from 1.25 FTE. 
 
* Note also that human resources costs were estimated to increase by approximately 4% per 

fiscal year. 
 
According to the budget cost figure above, Countywide personnel costs increased by 44.6% from 
FY 2005-06 to FY 2009-10, as revenues have increased and programming has expanded.  Within 
this 5-year timeframe, year-to-year personnel budget increases have been 19.7%, 10.8%, 2.1%, 
and 6.9%.  For FY 2010-11, County staff noted that, by TAC recommendation, the Public 
Education and Outreach budget was reduced drastically to almost zero effective July 1, 2010, 
including the elimination of an associate management analyst position.  Costs for Department- 
and County-level overhead were separated beginning in FY 2008-09.  Overhead costs for FY 
2009-10 are estimated at approximately at the same levels as those in the previous fiscal year.   
According to staff, the AEM Department and County-level overhead costs are based on actual 
expenditures and billed in arrears.  AEM overhead include staff charges for the Department’s 
director, administrative services manager, contracts personnel, finance personnel and other 
administrative personnel. 
 
On the other hand, Object 2 costs (Countywide charges for various county-level administrative 
costs) have increased significantly in the past five years, peaking in FY 2008-09 with total annual 
cost tripling the amount total in FY 2005-06.  For FY 2009-10, costs declined 26.3% from the prior 
year; however, this was due to the decision of the RWRC TAC’s Implementation Subcommittee to 
remove the usual “retainer” cost for County Counsel services (approximately $36,000), although 
according staff, the County Counsel is still required to review documents regardless of budget 
status.  Note that Object 2 costs are calculated in arrears and based on various formulas to 
determine allocations of Countywide overhead costs to the IWM Division. 
 
In FY 2009-10, there is a projected 41.6% increase in the amount budgeted for the Home 
Composting Program.  According to staff, this increase is due to an expansion and scope change 
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in the Home Composting Program that requires additional staff expenditures and an estimated 
one-time cost of incorporating the Bay-Friendly curriculum into the program.   
 
In FY 2008-09, the Green Business Program eliminated an annual conference as well as reduced 
some of its outreach efforts.  These cuts remained in FY 2009-10.  However, personnel costs for 
the program increased by 14.4% from the prior year.  Overall expenditures in the current fiscal 
year for the Green Business Program have increased 15.5% from the previous fiscal year. 
 
With regards to the Public Education Program, non-personnel costs have decreased by 31.9% in 
FY 2009-10 from the prior fiscal year, due to changes in the public education campaigns.  These 
costs are projected to be eliminated for FYs 2010-11 and 2011-12.  As noted above, prior to FY 
2008-09, the budget lumped personnel costs for the Public Education Program with IWM 
Countywide programming and administrative personnel costs. 
 
Lastly, for FY 2009-10, the TAC decided to begin ceasing the Countywide Programs’ agreement 
with the Bay Area Recycling Outreach Coalition (“BayROC”) to implement various shared 
educational media campaigns.  BayROC is a collaboration between staff representing over 40 San 
Francisco Bay Area cities, counties and other public agencies working together on waste 
reduction and buy-recycled concepts through a variety of media campaigns which promote 
personal action and behavior change. 
 
Sources of Funding 

The Countywide Solid Waste Planning Fee (“SWPF”) has been the primary source of funding for 
the activities and services described earlier, namely mandated countywide planning and 
reporting activities, and countywide cooperative programs and activities intended to assist in 
meeting state mandates.  The SWPF is collected in accordance with AB 939 (codified in the 
California Public Resources Code Section 41901), which grants authority to a city, county, or city 
and county to “impose fees in amounts sufficient to pay the costs of preparing, adopting and 
implementing a countywide integrated waste management plan.”  The fees must be based on the 
types or amounts of the solid waste, and must be used to pay the actual costs incurred by the city 
or county in preparing, adopting, and implementing the plan, as well as in setting and collecting 
the local fees.   
 
Accordingly, the County currently imposes the SWPF of $0.78 per ton of waste disposed at 
landfills located within the county (active landfills are in the Cities of San Jose and Palo Alto), or 
taken to non-disposal facilities located within the county but subsequently transported for 
disposal to landfills outside of Santa Clara County (waste must actually be landfilled at these sites).  
The TAC recommends the amount of the SWPF to the RWRC, which in turn recommends the fee 
amount to the Board of Supervisors.  The Board of Supervisors has the authority to approve the 
recommended amount or to reject this amount and set its own amount for the SWPF (although 
IWM staff indicated that it does not recall the Board ever rejecting the recommended fee 
amount).  The SWPF needs only the approval by resolution of the Board of Supervisors.   
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In addition to the SWPF, the County collects other fees, imposed on landfilled material, that are 
used to meet AB 939 waste diversion mandates.  While these fees do not fund countywide 
cooperative programs and planning, it is important to describe them here because they help 
shed light on the relationship between Santa Clara County and the fifteen cities, as well as on the 
roles and responsibilities of these jurisdictions as they pertain to countywide integrated waste 
management. 
 
The County has collected the AB 939 Implementation Fee on behalf of all jurisdictions and the 
unincorporated areas within the County since July 1992, when the initial $1.00 per ton fee was 
established.  The current rate is $4.10 per landfilled ton.  Through the Agency Agreement for 
Countywide AB 939 Implementation Fee, each of the fifteen jurisdictions contracts with the 
County for collection and distribution of these funds.  Unlike the SWPF, all fifteen cities and the 
County must approve the Agency Agreement (a memorandum of agreement) annually, otherwise 
the AB 939 Implementation Fee will not be collected.  It should be noted that if all the 
jurisdictions in the County do not sign the agreement, the City of San Jose claims the right to 
assess their own AB 939 Fee at San Jose landfills and retain all the monies. 
 
The AB 939 Implementation Fee is divided into two parts: 1) a Program Fee of $1.50 per ton to 
assist in funding the costs of preparing, adopting, and implementing the integrated waste 
management plan in the fifteen cities and the unincorporated area of the County; and 2) a 
Household Hazardous Waste (“HHW”) Fee of $2.60 per ton to provide funding to implement the 
Countywide HHW Program.  For the Program Fee, each jurisdiction located in Santa Clara County 
currently receives $1.50 per ton of solid waste disposed of in landfills or taken to non-disposal 
facilities located in the County that originates from that jurisdiction, as documented in quarterly 
reports submitted by the County to the State Disposal Reporting System.  Fees collected from 
tonnage at non-disposal facilities or tonnage originating outside of Santa Clara County are 
distributed according to each jurisdiction's percentage of countywide population, according to 
the latest available population report issued by the California Department of Finance.  Each 
jurisdiction uses the Program Fee monies to fund waste prevention and recycling programs, which 
differ by jurisdiction.   
 
As HHW program services are directly mandated under AB 939, the County of Santa Clara and 
fourteen cities cooperated in the creation of the County HHW Program.  Since 1992, all cities 
except for the City of Palo Alto have contracted with the County to provide HHW services 
through the Agency Agreement for Countywide Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
Program.  The HHW Program provides the only legal means for many residents in the County to 
dispose most of these types of wastes.  The County’s Hazardous Materials Compliance Division (a 
division of the Department of Environmental Health) administers all operational aspects of the 
HHW Program and is responsible for recycling and waste disposal.  The Countywide Program 
also provides drop-off service for small businesses on a cost-recovery basis and is far less 
expensive than if the business were required to contract out for service.   
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Key Issues and Concerns 

Based on the study’s stakeholder interviews, the following are the key issues and concerns that 
were identified during this process: 

• There was concern that the County IWM staff’s dual missions to oversee waste management 
in unincorporated areas and to provide RWRC/TAC support and joint waste management 
services present difficulties for the IWM staff to effectively focus on shared/joint services that 
are of interest to the jurisdictions. 

• There was concern regarding the fact that the County is simultaneously a voting entity on the 
TAC and its subcommittees, and the administrative and support staff for the TAC.  These 
dual roles and responsibilities can be confusing to both staff and TAC members. 

• There was concern among TAC stakeholders that there is not a high level of transparency 
with respect to the County’s financial management and reporting of the countywide program 
funds.  Stakeholders perceives that there is a “comingling” of the funds dedicated to services 
in the County unincorporated areas with the funds used for countywide programs.  
Accordingly, this creates confusion and difficulty for TAC members in understanding the 
countywide program budget and when making budgetary and programmatic decisions.  On 
the other hand, the IWM staff noted that a financial audit conducted in 2009 by County 
internal auditors found that the accounting structure was proper and that the FY 2008 
general ledger balances were materially correct, and that the existing internal controls 
implemented by the IWM staff were sufficient to minimize erroneous accounting entries and 
to assure that any financial reports are materially correct. 

• Revenues generated through tipping and landfill fees are under County policies, which were 
perceived by some TAC stakeholders as potentially restrictive.  In particular, the County’s full 
cost recovery policy prohibited the IWM Division from implementing the TAC’s 
recommendation to sell composting bins for the Home Composting Program to residents at a 
per unit price point below the purchase cost.  The TAC had agreed to direct funds to cover 
the additional costs, but the County’s policy on cost recovery restricted the subsidizing of 
these items.  However, according to County staff, subsidizing the cost of composting bins was 
not the sole reason the County was against the higher cost bins.  Since the higher cost bins 
were larger, County staff pointed to additional issues for not supporting the new bins: 
storage, personnel (lifting and handling), and transportation. 

• Stakeholders expressed dissatisfaction that the TAC (non-County jurisdictions) does not have 
a role in the hiring of IWM Division staff if there were to be a vacancy.  The County’s current 
hiring freeze stipulates that any vacancy in the Division would be filled first by employees 
currently within the County organizational structure. 

• There appears to be disagreement in the process in which recommendations made by the 
TAC are to be directed to the RWRC.  Stakeholders mentioned that, at certain times, the 
prior Director of the Agriculture and Environmental Management Department would assert 
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that any potential recommendations to be made by the TAC to the RWRC must first be 
reviewed by his office. 

• There was some concern that the TAC may be too large and the membership of industry 
organizations is questionable and may pose potential conflicts of interest.  There is also concern 
that the TAC’s rules and procedures are too limited, affecting its decision-making ability.  
According to these stakeholders, the TAC’s activities and priorities appear to be heavily 
influenced by a small group of members. 

• The Countywide IWM programs and services represent a very small component of the 
Agriculture and Environmental Management Department and of the County of Santa Clara 
government as a whole.  For this reason, some stakeholders felt that waste management issues 
and concerns have not been given the proper attention.   

• There was some level of stakeholder concern regarding the quality and effectiveness of 
certain IWM programs, particularly the Public Education Program.  Some stakeholders wonder 
whether financial resources dedicated to the program can be deployed more effectively, in 
order to provide more value added. 

• According to some stakeholders, the level of County transparency and accountability, 
particularly with policy and budgeting, can be improved.  Decisions made by the Department 
or other County entity do not get communicated to the TAC in a timely manner.  For 
example, TAC stakeholders asserted that IWM staff provides constantly changing budget 
numbers and other information. 

• According to certain stakeholders, the need to increase diversion levels beyond the current 
60%-70% may require more land-intensive and capital-intensive projects that are not 
supported by the current IWM organizational structure and funding method, which is based 
on fees collected by the County.  Some cities are pursuing much more aggressive solutions to 
expand diversion levels.   
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Chapter II:                   
California Models for Solid Waste Agency Organization 
 
The study identified seven agencies to serve as alternative and benchmark organizational models 
for how Santa Clara County and its cities can manage and operate countywide integrated waste 
management services.  One of the agencies identified is not involved in solid waste management.  
These organizations were formed though Joint Power Agreements (“JPA”), Special District 
designation, or Memoranda of Understanding or Agreement (“MOUs” or “MOAs”).  The seven 
selected organizations are: 
 

• Alameda County Waste Management Authority & Source Reduction and Recycling Board 
• Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority  
• Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Joint Powers Authority 
• Monterey Regional Waste Management District 
• Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
• Sonoma County Waste Management Agency 
• South Bayside Waste Management Authority 

 
The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program is not a solid waste 
management agency, but was also identified by stakeholders for review, because most local 
agencies in the County were familiar with the organization and perceived its 
governance/management model to be well-accepted by participating/funding agencies.  
 
 
Organizational Structures/Models 

Memorandum of Agreement or Memorandum of Understanding 

The memorandum of agreement (“MOA”) or understanding (“MOU”) are both used as written 
agreements among parties.  While there is no established legal difference between them and the 
two terms are occasionally used interchangeably, because the MOA contains the word 
“agreement,” the MOA is more often used to establish a more significant commitment between 
the parties.  According to common guidelines regarding these documents, an MOU is typically a 
document that describes very broad concepts of mutual understanding, goals and plans shared 
by the parties.  As such, the MOU is often used to express an intended common line of action, 
rather than a legal commitment.  In contrast, the MOA, or sometimes referred to as a 
“cooperative agreement,” is more often drafted with more legal enforceability or binding, holding 
the involved parties responsible to their commitment.  The MOA often describes in detail the 
specific responsibilities of and actions to be taken by each of the parties so that they can work 
together to accomplish an agreed upon project and/or to meet agreed upon goals or objectives.  
The MOA may also indicate the parties’ goals to help explain their actions and responsibilities.   
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While legal enforceability is usually consigned to the MOA, an MOU can have the binding power 
of a contract, as long as it contain well-defined legal elements of a contractual agreement.   A 
contract does not need to be labeled as such to be legally binding.  For any document to be a 
legally binding contract, it needs two essential components: 1) an agreement and 2) 
consideration.  The agreement involves a meeting of the minds where the parties of a contract 
agree upon the terms of the contract.  For the contract to be valid, this agreement must include 
some form of consideration, meaning that the contracting parties must receive something of value 
from the contract.  Within the agreement and consideration components lie an assortment of 
provisions that add to the legality of a contract.  These include the offer, performance, terms, 
conditions, obligations, payment terms, liability, and default or breach of the contract.1

 

  When 
compiling the agreement and consideration of a contract, the agreement must be clear as to what 
is specifically expected of each of the contracting parties.  An ambiguity or confusion in any part 
of the contract can lead to problems when trying to enforce the provisions of the contract.  

In this report, because there is no established legal distinction between the MOA and MOU, this 
report will refer to these terms interchangeably as “MOA/MOU.”  However, since the countywide 
waste management function involves financial commitments and specific responsibilities of the 
involved parties, any cooperative agreement must be legally binding. 
 
Among the group of six agencies reviewed, the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program was the only entity organized under an MOA/MOU.  The Program is an 
association of thirteen cities and towns in Santa Clara Valley, the County of Santa Clara, and the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District that share a common permit to discharge stormwater to South 
San Francisco Bay.  The Program incorporates regulatory, monitoring and outreach measures 
aimed at reducing pollution in urban runoff.  The Program has a Management Committee 
consisting of senior-level staff members from the various co-permittees.   
 
The MOA/MOU relies on trust and cooperative effort.  The MOA/MOU may not be the most 
appropriate governance structure if there is a high level of distrust or difference in the goals and 
motivations of the entities involved in the agreement.  The MOA/MOU is also not appropriate for 
any obligation that involves a significant amount of funds or services to be committed, unless the 
MOA/MOU contains the full range of contractual standard contract terms and conditions.  Since 
there is no legally separate entity created by the MOA/MOU, a fiscal agent is required to manage 
the finances of the MOA/MOU.  In the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program, the fiscal agent is the City of Sunnyvale.  Furthermore, the signees to the MOA/MOU 
cannot establish and hire a separate staff.  Therefore, the Program has been contracting (through 
the City of Sunnyvale acting as the fiscal agent) with an outside consulting firm to provide staff 
support and program administration functions.  The key benefit of this staffing structure is the 
ability of the Management Committee to define the work goals, objectives and tasks to be 
accomplished by the contractor, as well as to evaluate the work of the contractor and determine 

                                                           
1 It is recommended that the jurisdictions consult with their respective legal counsels for more advice and direction on the 
formation of an MOU/MOA, as the legal details and issues involved in these agreements are beyond the scope of this study. 
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compensation and reward.  The Management Committee can define the term of the contractual 
agreement and has the option to extend or to not extend the contract. 
 
Joint Powers Authority 

Five of the six organizational models surveyed were formed and organized through a Joint 
Exercise of Powers Agreement (“JPA”), although the JPA acronym is used interchangeably for the 
terms, “Joint Powers Authority” or “Joint Powers Agency,” which is explained in more detail below.  
Government Code Section 6500 et seq. provides for the joint exercise of powers by public 
agencies.  Public agency is broadly defined to include the federal government and its agencies 
and departments, the state, another state or any state department or agency, as well as cities, and 
counties and other districts.  The JPA, which is approved and signed by all government 
participants, states its purpose and how that purpose will be accomplished or joint powers will be 
exercised.  The agreement may be administered by one or more of the parties, or by a board or 
commission created specifically for this purpose. 
  
The entity created by the Joint Powers Agreement is separate from the parties to the agreement.  
When vested with specified powers, such as the power to make contracts, hire employees, or 
construct or operate buildings, the entity may sue and be sued in its own name. However, in 
general, the debts, liabilities and obligations of the JPA will be those of the parties to the 
agreement, unless the agreement specifies otherwise.  
 
JPAs have the power to issue revenue bonds – including lease-revenue bonds – for the 
acquisition, construction, maintenance and operation of specified infrastructure.  The power to 
issue such bonds is described as an “additional” power of the agency, but one to which each of 
the member agencies must specifically agree in the JPA forming document.  Further, the revenue 
bonds issued pursuant to this authority are not obligations of the participating members unless 
there is a specific assumption of liability. 
 
Organizationally, each joint powers agreement is unique, since there is no set formula for how 
governments should use their joint powers.  One agency may agree to administer the terms of the 
agreement and be responsible for delivering a service on behalf of the other member agencies.  
The alternative way to exercise joint powers is to create a new staff organization that is 
completely separate from or legally independent of the member agencies.  This type of 
organization is often referred to as a “Joint Powers Agency” or “Joint Powers Authority,” which also 
use “JPA” as the acronym.  However, note that there is no legal definitions that distinguish 
between the terms, joint powers agreement, joint powers agency or joint power authority.  A 
joint powers agreement may stipulate one of the member agencies to provide staffing and 
deliver the agreed upon service, but also refer to itself as a joint powers agency or authority. 
 
For the solid waste organizations reviewed in this study, the JPA structure provides for a regional 
approach and coordination, while allowing for a level of independence (particularly when the JPA 
has its own staff).  The JPA can be organized in any way the members wish; however, most JPAs 
have a governing board or board of directors which sets the policy direction for the JPA.  Of the 
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five JPA organizations surveyed, two utilized (South Bayside Waste Management Authority and 
Sonoma County Waste Management Agency) senior-level staff from the member agencies to 
serve as members of the JPA Board of Directors.  Staff from both organizations indicated that this 
staff-led board structure has been working effectively, with no apparent issues or problems.  
 
With respect to the staffing of the JPA, three of the five organizations have established and 
utilized their own staffs, separate from any of the member agencies.  Two JPA organizations 
(Sonoma County Waste Management Agency and Marin Hazardous and Solid Waste JPA) 
contract with their respective counties for their staffing support.  In particular, the Sonoma 
County Waste Management Agency’s Board of Directors has recently expressed a desire for a 
higher level of control over staff by increasing its role in selecting and evaluating the Executive 
Director position (a County position), including powers to dismiss the Executive Director.  The 
staffs of the JPAs in the comparison group (including contracted County staff) provide the staff 
support to their respective Governing Boards/Boards of Directors. 
 
Lastly, waste management agencies that are currently organized as JPAs are eligible to become a 
“Regional Agency” (described further below), which allows the jurisdictions in the JPA to measure 
diversion jointly.  In essence, Regional Agency allows the averaging of the waste diversion levels 
among the participating jurisdictions.  Regional Agencies can report diversion and disposal 
numbers as one entity instead of by jurisdiction. 
 
Special District 

State law defines a special district as “any agency of the state for the local performance of 
governmental or proprietary functions within limited boundaries” (Government Code 16271 [d]).  
In other words, a special district is a separate local government that delivers public services to a 
particular area.  Within California, there are over 3,400 special districts.  Special districts can be 
distinguished by their four common characteristics: 
 

• A form of government. 
• Governed by a board. 
• Provides services and facilities. 
• Has defined boundaries. 

 
Special districts’ activities are diverse.  To simplify, districts can be categorized into three 
contrasting features: 
 

• Single function versus multi-function. 
• Enterprise versus non-enterprise. 
• Independent versus dependent. 

 
A special district is governed either independently by a Board of Directors (elected by voters or 
appointed by other legislative bodies) or dependently by an existing legislative body.  Both 
enterprise and non-enterprise districts can issue bonds to pay for capital improvements.  Special 
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districts’ general obligation bonds are backed by property taxes and require 2/3-voter approval.  
Special districts’ revenue bonds are paid from user fees and do not necessarily need voter 
approval.  Enterprise districts rely primarily on non-tax revenues, such as user charges.  Because 
enterprise districts’ costs are directly related to the services provided, it is easier for enterprise 
districts to recoup their costs by collecting fees. 
 
The Monterey Regional Waste Management District was the only special district in the 
comparison group.  The MRWMD is a multi-function, enterprise and independent special district.  
The MRWMD provides multiple functions and services, charges fees for some of its core services 
and products, and is governed by an independent entity.  Each of the District’s nine member 
agencies appoints one individual to the MRWMD Board of Directors.  The Directors are the 
elected officials in their respective communities.  Since the MRWMD is a separate local 
government, the MRWMD’s staff is comprised of employees of the special district and not of 
another other entity (although a special district can certainly contract out its staffing functions).   
 
Regional Agency 

According to the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, cities and counties 
are authorized to form “regional agencies” to meet California Integrated Waste Management Act 
(AB 939) requirements, as explained in Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 40970.  A Regional 
Agency (“RA”) is allowed to measure diversion jointly, which in essence averages the diversion 
among the participating jurisdictions.  RAs can report diversion and disposal numbers as one 
entity instead of by jurisdiction, providing programmatic and administrative advantages.  Of the 
six organizations surveyed, three are Regional Agencies: the Central Contra Costa Solid Waste 
Authority, Marin Hazardous and Solid Waste Joint Powers Authority, and the Sonoma County 
Waste Management Agency.   
 
Jurisdictions form an RA by first forming a Joint Powers Authority, as allowed under Government 
Code section 6500 et seq. If jurisdictions already belong to a JPA for a specific purpose, such as 
funding landfill closure costs, the existing JPA can be expanded to meet the RA requirements, or 
an entirely new JPA can be established in order to form an RA.  If cities and counties form a JPA to 
meet the six requirements of PRC Section 40975, then, after the Integrated Waste Management 
Board reviews and approves the JPA as meeting those requirements, the JPA can be considered 
an RA.  In our discussion with the Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority, the Executive 
Director recommended that if the Santa Clara stakeholders were interested in eventually 
becoming an RA, they should form a JPA that would meet the requirements of the RA from the 
very beginning.  The Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority’s experience and process in 
becoming an RA required two years.  Management described the process as highly bureaucratic 
and frustrating.  It would be more efficient, according to management, that a JPA that meets RA 
requirements be formed from the very beginning of the process, rather than returning and 
altering the JPA founding documents. 
 
According to the State, the agreement to form the JPA must meet, at a minimum, all of the 
following provisions to be considered as an agreement to form an RA (PRC Section 40975): 
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1. List the member jurisdictions and describe the RA, including the name and address. 

2. Describe the method by which any civil penalties imposed by the Board will be allocated 
among the cities or counties that are members of the RA. 

3. Describe a contingency plan that shows how each city or county will comply with the 
planning and waste diversion requirements in the event that the RA is abolished. 

4. Describe the duties and responsibilities of each member jurisdiction demonstrating that the 
city or county will comply with the planning and waste diversion requirements. 

5. Describe the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs to be implemented by 
the RA.  These programs shall be at least as effective in meeting the diversion requirements 
as those that each city or county has proposed in its source reduction and recycling element. 

6. Any other additional element as determined to be needed by the jurisdictions that are 
members of the RA. 

 
Many factors should be considered before becoming a regional agency.  Some factors are 
political, while others are practical.  For example, some cities may want to designate the RA to 
make political decisions on their behalf, while others may find the cost of such powers may be too 
high for policy makers to bear.   In that case, members should consult with their legal counsels to 
discuss the costs and benefits and ensure the JPA agreement is written to specifically address the 
issue.  If the members allow the JPA to approve planning documents on their behalf, it can reduce 
the time needed to prepare and submit plans to the Board by having one local approving body 
rather than several. 
 
The section of a RA that is difficult for most jurisdictions to come to an agreement is the second 
requirement that discusses civil penalty allocations.  The allocations can be assigned on a pro-rata 
basis by tonnage or population; however, whatever the jurisdictions agree to must clearly allocate 
civil penalties in the event the Integrated Waste Management Board imposes a financial penalty. 
 
Also, when forming a RA, it helps to consider all the upcoming contracts for solid waste services 
that can be negotiated by the RA instead of individual member jurisdictions.  It may be more 
cost-effective to have one entity manage solid waste projects than to have several smaller entities 
manage many projects.  Every area that the jurisdictions wish to assign responsibility to the JPA 
should be explicitly described in the agreement.  All roles of the RA and each member jurisdiction 
should be outlined in the agreement.   
 
In summary, if jurisdictions find it beneficial to report and measure annual per capita disposal 
together, then a RA is the most effective approach.  A regional agency can submit annual reports, 
disposal reports, and other reporting data as one unit without reporting information for each 
jurisdiction.  Time and money saved on reporting can be redirected toward implementing 
diversion programs.  These key benefits were confirmed by the three RAs in our assessment. 
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Description of Benchmark Agencies 
 
Below are descriptions of the seven selected benchmark organizations in alphabetical order: 
 

• Alameda County Waste Management Authority & Source Reduction and Recycling Board 
• Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority  
• Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Joint Powers Authority 
• Monterey Regional Waste Management District 
• Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
• Sonoma County Waste Management Agency 
• South Bayside Waste Management Authority 

 
Alameda County Waste Management Authority & Source Reduction and Recycling Board 
 
Mission 

The mission of the Alameda County Waste Management Authority and the Source Reduction and 
Recycling Board is to form an integrated agency (known as StopWaste.org) dedicated to 
achieving the most environmentally sound solid waste management and resource conservation 
program for the people of Alameda County.  Within this context, the agency is committed to 
achieving a 75% and beyond diversion goal and promoting sustainable consumption and disposal 
patterns. 
 
Purpose 

To achieve the mission, the integrated Agency aims to: 
 

• Provide strategic planning, research, education and technical assistance to the public, 
businesses and local governments.  

• Initiate innovative programs and facilities to maximize waste prevention, recycling and 
economic development opportunities.  

• Serve as a pro-active public policy advocate for long term solutions to challenges.  
• Partner with organizations with compatible goals. 

 
The Alameda County Waste Management Authority (“Authority” or “ACWMA”) is responsible 
for preparation of the Alameda County Integrated Waste Management Plan and Alameda 
County Hazardous Waste Management Plan.  It manages a long-range program for development 
of solid waste facilities and offers a wide variety of other programs in the areas of source 
reduction and recycling, market development, technical assistance and public education.  Funding 
is provided by per ton disposal and waste import mitigation fees. 
 
The Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board (“Recycling Board”) is responsible 
for programs that promote source reduction, residential and commercial recycling, recycled 
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product procurement and market development.  The Recycling Board is responsible for the 
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Plan Vision 2010: 75% and Beyond Program.  
Funding is provided from a per ton disposal surcharge at the Altamont and Vasco Road landfills. 
 
In addition to the local diversion programs and services administered by local cities and the two 
sanitation districts in the ACWMA, Alameda County is also served by the County of Alameda 
Department of Environmental Health which, under separate divisions, oversees the enforcement 
of hazardous waste laws and regulations in the county (with the exception of the City of Berkeley) 
and the operation of a countywide Household Hazardous Waste program, which the Alameda 
County Waste Management Authority provides policy oversight and funding for the Countywide 
HHW Program.  The County of Alameda is also responsible for waste reduction programs in the 
unincorporated areas of the County. 
 
Organization 

The Alameda County Waste Management Authority is a Joint Powers Agreement among the 
County of Alameda, each of the fourteen cities within the county, and two sanitary districts that 
provide refuse and recycling collection services.  As listed below, the Authority has a seventeen-
member board composed of elected officials appointed by each member agency: 
 

• Alameda County 
• Alameda 
• Albany 
• Berkeley 
• Castro Valley Sanitary District 
• Dublin 
• Emeryville 
• Fremont 

 

• Hayward 
• Livermore 
• Newark 
• Oakland 
• Oro Loma Sanitary District 
• Piedmont 
• Pleasanton 
• San Leandro 
• Union City 

 
While the Board of Directors consists of 17 members, there are a total of 20 votes.  Because of 
their large population sizes relative to the other jurisdictions, the City of Oakland has three votes 
and the County of Alameda has two votes.  This voting structure was determined at the time the 
JPA was established in 1976.  Attempts to change this structure have faced opposition.  According 
to staff, if the process to form a JPA were to have started at the present time, it is possible that the 
JPA would not be formed, given the disagreement among the jurisdictions about voting power. 
 
The Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board’s eleven-member board includes six 
citizen experts appointed by the Alameda County Board of Supervisors and five elected officials 
from the Alameda County Waste Management Authority (currently from the Cities of Hayward, 
Piedmont, Livermore, Pleasanton, and Albany).   
 
The staff of the integrated StopWaste.org agency formed by the Alameda County Waste 
Management Authority consists of 25 employees, which include the following positions: 
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• Executive Director 
• Source Reduction and Recycling Director 
• Administrative Director 
• Finance Officer 

 

• Education Center Coordinator 
• 10 Program Managers 
• 6 Senior Program Managers 
• 2 Executive Assistants 
• 2 Administrative Assistant  

 
The Alameda County Waste Management Authority and the Alameda County Source Reduction 
and Recycling Board meet on a monthly basis as a Joint Committee on Administration and 
Organization to oversee matters of the StopWaste.org agency.  As the County’s local task force, 
the Alameda County Waste Management Authority submits and maintains the countywide 
Integrated Waste Management Plan (CoIWMP).  The Authority is also responsible for tabulating 
disposal reports from the local jurisdictions as well as from other counties regarding waste 
generated within Alameda County.  The Authority used to provide a master contract consultant 
to assist each member jurisdiction’s SRRE, HHWE, and NDFE, but the cities are now mostly on 
their own in terms of preparing these planning documents to be included in the CoIWMP.  
According to management, there are no plans for the Authority to become a Regional Agency. 
 
Formation 

The Alameda County Waste Management Authority was formed in 1976 by a Joint Exercise of 
Powers Agreement among the County of Alameda, each of the fourteen cities within the county, 
and two sanitary districts that provide refuse and recycling collection services.   
 
The Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board was created in 1990 by the voters 
of Alameda County through a ballot initiative, “Measure D.”  Measure D was to provide for an 
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Plan in conformance with AB 939.  Measure D 
was in response to public disagreement with the Alameda County Waste Management Authority 
regarding how import mitigation fees from the City of San Francisco were being utilized.  The 
Measure D surcharge comes only from waste disposed at two landfills in unincorporated areas.  
The Authority’s Board of Directors voted to approve that the Alameda County Source Reduction 
and Recycling Board become a subsidiary of the Authority.  Since then, the staff serves both the 
Authority and the Source Reduction and Recycling Board. 
 
Programs 

The StopWaste.org agency’s key programmatic focus areas are: 
 
Green Building - The Green Building Program area consists of two complementary efforts: 
construction and demolition (“C&D”) debris recovery and green building promotion.  These 
programs target the 21% of total landfilled waste contributed by C&D activities.  The Green 
Building Program follows the “Reduce, Reuse, Recycle” hierarchy by incorporating a green 
building approach that includes resource conservation, building reuse, C&D debris recovery, and 
use of recycled content materials.  The Green Building program promotes existing recovery 
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facilities, helps develop new facilities, works with member agencies on C&D recycling and green 
building ordinances, and educates building professionals on green building techniques. 
 
Organics – This program consists of two complementary focus areas: on-site composting and 
waste prevention and centralized collection and processing. On-site composting programs 
include Bay-Friendly Gardening, Bay-Friendly member agencies, and Bay-Friendly Landscaping. 
These programs focus not only on reducing organic debris through practices such as composting, 
mulching and grasscycling, but also links these practices with sustainable landscaping techniques.  
These programs also emphasize the needed infrastructure for centralized collection and 
processing of plant debris, food scraps and food contaminated paper. 
 
Business - The Business Assistance Program targets the non-residential sector, where the majority 
of waste is still generated.  This sector consists of businesses, public agencies and institutions and 
includes commercial, industrial and office environments.  Programs are designed to prevent 
waste, boost resource efficiency and materials recovery, and enhance markets for recyclable 
materials.  The StopWaste Partnership targets large- and medium-sized waste generators for 
assistance, by providing comprehensive environmental assessments and technical assistance to 
reduce waste.  In addition to this approach, the Agency also supports recovery facilities such as 
the Davis St. Materials Recovery Facility to target recovery from the commercial and industrial 
sectors.  Waste prevention continues to be a focus of outreach in the business sector.  The 
Agency supports small business recycling through its Franchise & Ordinance assistance project, 
direct funding to member agencies, and the Green Business Program.  Market development is 
supported through the Revolving Loan Fund as well as other financial and technical assistance to 
businesses. 
 
Schools - The Agency’s Schools Program provides a variety of services targeted toward Alameda 
County’s public schools.  Public schools are the priority, as they offer increased penetration due 
to the coordination between a unified school district and the member agencies.  The Schools 
Program links waste reduction education with the opportunity to practice recycling behavior at 
school.  The Schools Infrastructure project focuses on getting recycling collection and composting 
programs into schools.  The Schools Education and Outreach and K-12 Curriculum projects 
provide access to the “4Rs – Reduce, Reuse, Recycle, and Rot” environmental education 
(composting) for youth in the county.  These programs help increase knowledge of waste 
reduction issues and increase the skills of students to practice and apply 4Rs behavior at school 
and in everyday life.  Success is measured both by reduction of waste and change in the school 
culture.  School districts that commit to district-wide recycling receive all of the Agency’s 4R’s 
services and resources. In FY08-09, the irecycle@school program served 17% of all K-12 students 
in the county.  In the 16 partner districts, the program served between 25% - 50 % of all 4th and 
5th graders. 
 
Media and Outreach - The Agency targets numerous media and outreach efforts to a wide 
audience that includes residents, businesses, member agencies, schools, public agencies and 
public policy makers at every level of government.  Media and outreach programs are needed to 
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promote participation in and diversion rates of recycling programs.  The Agency uses a number 
of media to transmit its message.  These include print media, in the form of brochures, posters, 
guides and directories, broadcast media of television and radio commercials produced by the 
Agency; and live telephone operators in the Recycling Information Services Program.  Electronic 
media centers on the Agency website at www.StopWaste.Org.  Redesign of the Agency’s website 
is underway to ensure that it is a user-friendly tool for information dissemination to the general 
public, member agencies, and professionals in the field.  The public outreach project will continue 
to work on regional campaigns, such as the Used Oil Recycling Campaign and the Bay Area 
Recycling Outreach Coalition (BayROC). In general, the media projects will continue their 
coordination of various marketing strategies within the Agency, including continuation of waste 
prevention for businesses and schools. 
 
Budget and Funding 

The StopWaste.org partnership’s annual budget is the adopted combined budget for the 
Alameda County Waste Management Authority and the Alameda County Source Reduction and 
Recycling Board.  The budget is based on the Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling 
Plan Vision 2010: 75% and Beyond, and the County Integrated Waste Management Plan.   
 
Revenues - Projected revenues for FY 2009-10 total approximately $12.7 million, based on 
statistical analysis of disposed tons between March 1999 and March 2009.  Although tonnage 
related revenue comprises approximately 88% of the Agency’s revenue, approximately $1.9 
million comes from other sources, primarily interest and property-related revenue (which 
together are projected to total approximately $1.2 million in FY 2009-10).   
 

Revenues  
Revolving Loan Fund $525,000 
Facility Operator Fees, Interests & Other Revenue   
Tonnages $4,536,705 
Other $745,500 
Interest $57,304 
Mitigation Fees & Interest Revenue   
Tonnages $2,109,299 
Interest $374,505 
Property $642,000 
Measure D   
Recycled Product Price Pref. $358,787 
Market Development $717,574 
Source Reduction $717,574 
Grants to Non-Profits $717,574 
Discretionary  $955,937 
Administration $215,272 

TOTAL $12,673,031 

Alameda County Waste Management Authority and  
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board 

FY 2009-10 Revenues 
Figure II-1. 
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The revenue projections also include funding for the Bay Friendly Coalition of $150,000; the 
Used Oil Recycling and BayROC media campaigns at $90,000 and $170,000, respectively; 
household hazardous waste revenue from the County of $117,500; and grants from the Energy 
Foundation, Altamont Education Board and the EPA totaling $218,000.  All of these sources of 
revenue are tied to specific spending and, therefore, would be lost if the Agency were to cut the 
related spending. 

 
Background on Fees:  StopWaste.Org levies two AB 939 fees that help fund compliance with 
state waste reduction mandates.  The Facility Fee funds countywide recycling, waste 
prevention and planning efforts contained in the CoIWMP.  This fee was recently increased to 
$4.34 per ton effective 1/1/2010, from $2.00 per ton.  The Household Hazardous Waste Fee, 
$2.15 per ton (increased from $1.20 per ton since last year), is paid directly to the Alameda 
County Environmental Health Department for the operation of the countywide system of 
HHW collections.  These two fees are levied on all wastes landfilled in Alameda County, all 
wastes generated in Alameda County transferred through a county solid waste facility for out-
of-county disposal, and on all franchised wastes collected in Alameda County and direct-
hauled out-of-county for disposal. 
 
The Measure D Landfill Surcharge is collected on waste disposed at the Vasco Road and 
Altamont Landfills pursuant to a County Charter Initiative Amendment approved by the 
voters of Alameda County in November 1990.  The surcharge, currently set at $8.17 per ton 
as of 1/1/10, may be adjusted annually for CPI inflation by the Alameda County Board of 
Supervisors.  The next possible CPI adjustment would be January 1, 2011.  This surcharge 
generates $7-8 million per year.  Half of these revenues are allocated to participating 
Alameda County municipalities for waste reduction efforts and the remaining half of revenues 
are allocated to specified countywide waste reduction programs administered by 
StopWaste.Org. 
 
The City and County of San Francisco pays a per-ton Waste Import Mitigation Fee to 
StopWaste.Org for waste disposed at Waste Management’s Altamont Landfill, under a 1988 
contractual agreement for the disposal of 15 million total tons of San Francisco waste.  This 
Import Mitigation Fee, $5.68 per ton as of 10/1/08, adjusts annually.  This contractual San 
Francisco tonnage is exempt from the other fees collected or levied by StopWaste.Org. 
 
An Import Mitigation Fee of $4.53 per ton is collected on all other wastes landfilled in 
Alameda County that originate out-of-county. 

 
Expenditures - Projected expenditures for FY 2009-10 total approximately $18.5 million.  About 
$548,000 represents reserve funded expenditures for the Materials Recovery Facility and 
$220,000 of Recycling Board reserves has been transferred to the operating budget to fund the 
landfill ban outreach and promotion.  
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The budget includes the transfer of $150,000 to the Land Acquisition and $150,000 to the 
Transportation Improvement Program reserves as part of the scheduled pay back for the 
Agency’s building.  Core expenditures total approximately $13.2 million. The gap between 
revenue and expenditures will be filled by the reserves and fund balances. 
 

Expenditures FY 2009-10 
Direct Funding to Agencies $4,725,402 
Business & Public Agencies $2,123,909 
Schools $2,074,754 
Revolving Loan Fund $1,164,401 
Organics $2,484,024 
Media and Outreach $1,493,820 
Green Building $1,844,348 
Planning $686,254 
Member Agency Support $672,416 
Non-Project $424,068 
Other $788,980 

TOTAL $18,482,376 

Alameda County Waste Management Authority and  
Alameda County Source Reduction and Recycling Board 

FY 2009-10 Expenditures 
Figure II-2. 

 
 
Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority  
 
Mission 

The Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority (“CCCSWA”) is dedicated to developing and 
delivering high quality, cost effective solid waste reduction, recycling, and refuse programs that 
provide and promote sustainability in local communities.   
 
Purpose 

The CCCSWA provides solid waste and residential recycling services for the five cities and county 
areas in the central portion of Contra Costa County.  CCCSWA holds franchise agreements with 
Allied Waste Services for the collection, transfer and disposal of residential and commercial solid 
waste, and with Valley Waste Management for the collection and marketing of residential 
recycling, green waste and food scraps. 
 
In addition to local diversion programs and efforts administered by cities, Contra Costa County is 
also served by the Contra Costa County Conservation and Development Department’s 
Community Development Division, which oversees the garbage and recycling collection franchise 
agreements for most of the unincorporated areas, oversees land use permits for waste processing 
and disposal facilities located in unincorporated areas and process related permit amendments, 
develops and implements waste reduction and recycling programs within unincorporated areas, 
such as the Environmental Action Program for Schools and Recycling Market Development Zone, 
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operates the County Recycling Hotline which provides businesses and residents with the 
information on where items can be reused or recycled over the phone or on-line, develops and 
maintains the Contra Costa Reuse & Recycling Guide, and assists with implementation of the 
County's climate protection efforts.   
 
The County is also served by the West Contra Costa Integrated Waste Management Authority 
(“WCCIWMA”), a Regional Agency created by the Cities of El Cerrito, Hercules, Pinole, Richmond 
and San Pablo and is responsible for developing programs and strategies to enable member 
cities’ compliance with AB 939. The WCCIWMA administers the SRRE and HHWE for the 
member cities, prepares the Annual Report on behalf of the Regional Agency, submits a 
cumulative diversion rate to the CIWMB, and oversees and negotiates disposal and material 
processing agreements for the member cities.  Programmatically, the WCCIWMA oversees the 
regional Household Hazardous Waste Program, including the updating of plans and reports 
required by AB 939.  The Authority also prepares, updates, and implements a Regional Education 
& Public Information Program to assist and encourage waste reduction, recycling and composting, 
and safe disposal of Household Hazardous Waste.  While it does not own any waste facilities and 
there are no active landfills in West Contra Costa County, the WCCIWMA oversees the 
operation of the Integrated Resource Recovery Facility and the HHW collection facility.   
 
 Organization 

The CCCSWA’s member agencies include:  
 

• Town of Danville 
• City of Lafayette 
• Town of Moraga 
• City of Orinda 
• City of Walnut Creek 
• Other Areas of Contra Costa County, including Alamo, Blackhawk, Diablo, and 

unincorporated areas near Danville, Lafayette, Moraga, Orinda and Walnut Creek.  
 
The County of Contra Costa is a member of the CCCSWA; however, the County is not a 
participating member of the CCCSWA as a regional agency.  The CCCSWA is governed by a 
Board of Directors that includes two elected officials (councilmembers) from each Member 
Agency.  The CCCSWA has a staff of six employees (who are employees of the authority, and not 
of another entity): 
 

• Executive Director:  Serves as the operating officer and primary representative. 

• Executive Assistant/Secretary to the Board:  Oversees customer service needs and 
provides general support to staff, Director and 12 Board Members. Other duties include 
office management, personnel services, and special projects.  
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• Program Manager:  Manages CCCSWA’s public outreach and education, commercial 
recycling, the curbside Reuse and Cleanup Days, universal waste program, and multi-
family recycling, among others.  

• Senior Program Manager:  Responsible for organic waste diversion programs, including 
yard and food waste, Construction & Demolition (C&D) waste diversion, AB 939 
compliance and reporting to the California Integrated Waste Management Board, and 
special projects. 

• Office Assistant:  Handles all customer service needs and provides general support to 
staff.  Special programs include Permitted Haulers Program, Public Outreach, Home 
Composting and Office Building Recycling. 

• Executive Assistant/Business and Accounting Operations:  Manages the CCCSWA’s 
accounting functions, including general ledger, month end/year close process, cash 
management, financial statements and annual budget process.   

 
Formation 

The Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority was formed in 1996, under a Joint Powers 
Agreement, to manage municipal solid waste services and respond to the California Integrated 
Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill 939) requirements.  The jurisdictions of Danville, 
Lafayette, Moraga, Orinda, and Walnut Creek approved a Formation Agreement establishing the 
CCCSWA as a Regional Agency in August 2009.  Note that Public Resources Code Sections 
40970 et seq. allow cities and counties to form Regional Agencies for the purpose of meeting the 
mandates of AB 939.  The California Integrated Waste Management Board agreed that the 
Formation Agreement met the requirements of Public Resources Code Section 40975 and, 
therefore, approved the Formation Agreement in August 2009. 
 
The Formation Agreement amended the existing JPA agreement in order to establish the Central 
Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority as a Regional Agency.  The participating members of the 
Regional Agency include five cities: Danville, Lafayette, Moraga, Orinda, and Walnut Creek.  
While Contra Costa County is a member of the CCCSWA, the County is not a participating 
member of the Regional Agency. 
 
Formally acting as a Regional Agency allows the Authority to further consolidate integrated waste 
management planning, waste reduction and diversion program implementation, and disposal 
reporting.  Since the County is not a participating member of the Regional Agency, it will 
separately report disposal.  The Regional Agency will be responsible for compliance with the 
waste diversion requirements set forth in the Public Resources Code, Article 1 of Chapter 6 
(commencing with Section 41780).  The Regional Agency will now submit one consolidated 
Electronic Annual Report (EAR) for all of its member jurisdictions by summarizing the program 
activities for its members.  According to management, the process to become a Regional Agency 
took two years. 
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Programs 

Residential Services - Garbage collection, transfer and disposal services are provided through a 
franchise agreement with Allied Waste Services.  The CCCSWA also has a franchise agreement 
with Valley Waste Management for the collection and marketing of residential recycling, green 
waste and food scraps.  Valley Waste Management operates a drop-off/buy-back recycling 
center located in Walnut Creek for the CCCSWA.  The CCCSWA also mails the Diversions 
residential newsletter with each bill.  Diversions offers articles about Cleanup and Reuse Days, 
ways to reduce, reuse and recycle items, features on residents who are helping the environment 
in unique ways, CCCSWA news, and composting information. 
 
Commercial Services - Through a franchise agreement, Allied Waste Services is also responsible 
for the collection, transfer and disposal of commercial solid waste.  CCCSWA helps businesses by 
connecting them with haulers who collect commercial recyclables.  Businesses can choose the 
most appropriate commercial recycler from the CCCSWA’s list of current permitted commercial 
recyclers.  Furthermore, eligible small businesses that produce two yards or less of garbage per 
week can receive recycling collection service at no charge from Valley Waste Management. 
 
Public Education Program - The CCCSWA’s 4 Rs School Program teaches students and schools to 
reduce, reuse, recycle and rot.  CCCSWA offers various waste reduction and recycling programs 
to help decrease waste in the 46 eligible schools within its service area. CCCSWA and its 
contractor, TRG & Associates, work with administrators, teachers, facility managers, custodians 
and students to implement school recycling programs that help make waste prevention a part of 
everyday life.  For no charge to the schools, the CCCSWA offers:  
 

• Wastebusters 4Rs Curriculum 
• Wastebusters Rewards Program 
• Assemblies by Earthcapades or Junkology reuse workshops 
• Recycling containers and decals 
• Waste audits for students 
• Trash and recycling cost and tonnage tracking system 
• Composting workshops 
• Four R's Newsletter 
• Four R's presentations 
• Teacher resource guides 
• Materials Recovery Facility field trips 

 
Special Programs - The CCCSWA offers various programs to assist community members with 
recycling efforts.  These programs offer ways to dispose of your batteries, food scraps, 
medications and hazardous waste. The CCCSWA also offers containers for events, and 
information on the Walnut Creek Recycling Center and on building green. 
 

Building Green:  The CCCSWA offers information (electronic and printed guidelines) on 
green building for new construction and remodels projects: 
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• Residential Green Building Guidelines 
• New Home Construction Green Building Guidelines 
• Home Remodeling Green Building Guidelines 
• Multifamily Getting Started Guide 
• Residential Green Points Rating System - Green Points is a green building rating 

standard for builders, homeowners and municipalities.   
 

Product/Supplier Database:  The CCCSWA also offers a comprehensive database listing 
green building products, local suppliers, and service providers.  The database is regularly 
updated to reflect the local availability of materials, development of new materials, and 
other newly available information. 
 
Certified Green Building Professionals:  Build It Green, a membership supported non-
profit organization, offers a comprehensive Green Building Professionals Certification 
course that is open to all California building professionals (contractors, architects, interior 
designers, real estate professionals, etc.). 
 

Food Scrap Collection Program - In September 2007, CCCSWA started a food scrap collection 
program serving Lafayette, Moraga, and Orinda.  The goal of this program is to create a 
convenient and effective method for residents to recover valuable food scraps that will then be 
composted into a high quality soil amendment.  In 2005, the Lamorinda communities sent more 
than 8,000 tons of food scraps to local landfills.  This new program is designed to significantly 
reduce this practice and put food scraps to a better use through composting. 
 
Medical Sharps Recycling - The CCCSWA provides opportunities to manage discarded needles 
and other sharps that can pose a health risk to the public and waste workers.  CCCSWA offers 
two locations for CCCSWA area residents to drop off their used medical sharps. 
 
Battery Recycling - CCCSWA offers two ways to dispose of common household batteries - either 
have batteries picked up twice a year, or drop batteries off at one of the 19 CCCSWA’s partner 
retailers.   
 
Pharmaceutical Recycling - CCCSWA also offers sites to dispose of accumulated unwanted and 
expired prescription and over-the-counter medications.  Residents can dispose of medications in 
a pharmaceutical collection bin at one of 11 public/government locations throughout the service 
area.  The locations are in city hall, hospital, and law enforcement offices. 
 
Budget and Funding 

The jurisdictions and JPA do not own any solid waste facilities (landfill, transfer stations, etc.).  The 
District manages approximately $45 million of programming annually, which includes about $40 
million in franchise contracts for both residential and commercial waste collection.  The remaining 
amount is divided into the Operations Fund and the Diversion Incentive Fund, which are the two 
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funding sources for day-to-day operations.  The projected FY 2009-10 Operations Fund Budget 
includes nearly $1.31 million in expenses for internal operations (i.e., administration, public 
education and other diversion related programs), and estimates approximately $1.16 million in 
revenues (including approximately $496,000 for administration and $594,000 for SRRE activities).  
For FY 2009-10, note that there was an estimated $464,240 in unappropriated beginning fund 
balance, which was a carryover from the previous fiscal year.  This resulted in total general funds 
available of $1,619,616, when included with FY 2009-10 revenues. 
 
The CCCSWA Administrative and AB 939 SRRE Fees are based on percentages (1.5% and 1.8%, 
respectively) of the City/County Franchise Fees charged to the franchisees.  In turn, the 
City/County Franchise Fees are based on a percentage (set by the CCCSWA or by the jurisdiction 
via a separate resolution or ordinance) of each member jurisdiction’s share of the compensation 
to the two franchisees.  The City/County Franchise Fees are between 5.0% and 12.2% of 
franchisee compensation.   
 

Revenues FY 09-10 
CCCSWA Administrative Fees $496,173 
CCCSWA AB 939 SRRE Fees $594,396 
Misc. Revenues $20,949 
Estimated Interest $43,859 
TOTAL $1,155,377 
Expenses 

 Salaries and Benefits $697,547 
Materials $35,038 
Rent/Utilities $91,889 
Professional Services $189,285 
Programs & Information $293,539 
TOTAL $1,307,298 

Central Contra Costa County Solid Waste Authority 
FY 2009-10 Projected Revenues and Expenses 

Figure II-3. 
 
The FY 2009-10 Diversion Incentive Fund has a $1.72 million beginning balance and projects a 
total of $1.59 million in revenues, which are derived from the sales of recyclable commodities.  
For this current year, the budget projects a total of $1.16 million in expenses related to recycling 
projects and demonstration programs.   A total of $1.50 million will be deposited to the Diversion 
Incentive Fund reserve.  Staff could not provide more detailed information regarding how 
revenues are allocated to the Diversion Incentive Fund. 
 
 
Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Joint Powers Authority 
 
Mission 

The mission of the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Joint Powers Authority (“Marin JPA”) 
is to ensures Marin County’s compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 
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1989 by informing county residents and businesses of the many ways they can help reduce and 
recycle their solid waste and properly dispose of hazardous materials. 
 
Purpose 

To achieve the mission, the Marin JPA develops and implements Marin County’s CoIWMP, 
monitors Marin County's diversion rates, and coordinates the operation of Marin County's 
permanent household hazardous waste collection facility for all jurisdictions except for the City 
Novato, which implements its own HHW program in conjunction with Novato Sanitary District.   
 
Additionally, the Marin County Public Works Department’s Waste Management Division 
administers solid waste franchises with several garbage collection haulers in the unincorporated 
areas of Marin County.  The County’s Environmental Health Department also provides the 
Pharmaceutical and Sharps Collection Program.  The Marin County Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Program and the Novato Sanitary District administer the Used Oil Block Grant 
Collection Program, while the San Rafael Fire Department and Novato Sanitary District runs the 
Battery Collection Program. 
 
Organization 

Established as a JPA in 1996, the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Joint 
Powers Authority is a State-approved Regional Agency encompassing all of Marin’s cities and 
unincorporated area.  The Marin JPA is comprised of twelve member jurisdictions:  
 

• Belvedere  
• Corte Madera  
• Fairfax  
• Larkspur  
• Mill Valley  
• Novato  

 

• Ross  
• San Anselmo  
• San Rafael  
• Sausalito  
• Tiburon  
• County of Marin 

 
Each of the governing bodies of the County, cities and towns appoint members to the JPA Board 
of Directors who must be either members of the jurisdictions’ governing bodies or the 
administrative officers of the jurisdictions.  Currently, all twelve members on the Marin JPA Board 
of Directors are the chief executives (city managers, town managers, town administrators, and 
county administrator) of the member jurisdictions.  The Executive Committee meets on a 
quarterly basis and the Board of Directors meets twice per year.  
 
The Marin JPA has a staffing contract with Marin County, in which the Public Works Department’s 
Waste Management Division provides staffing and administrative services, and serves as the staff 
of the Marin JPA, which consists of eight employees: Program Manager, four Hazardous Material 
Specialists, Waste Management Specialist, Recycling and Resource Specialist, and Secretary. 
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Formation 

After the passage of AB 939, Marin County and the cities and towns entered into a Memorandum 
Of Understanding in 1990 to jointly prepare the CoIWMP.  In 1996, this partnership forged 
through the MOU developed into the formation of the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste 
Joint Powers Authority.  In 1997, the California Integrated Waste Management Board approved 
the JPA as a Regional Agency, allowing the Marin JPA members to report to the State as one 
political body instead of twelve as was previously required.  Membership in the Authority was 
limited to the County, cities and towns, even though eleven separate districts hold waste franchise 
agreements regulating rates and programs in their respective areas.  In Novato, although the City 
is a member of the JPA, it is the Novato Sanitary District that holds the waste franchise and 
regulates rates and programs.   
 
Programs 

To account for both the multi-jurisdictional issues and individual member programs, the JPA 
Agreement sets forth two key articles: 
 

• Article 6.1 Basic Programs: Minimum level of programs of the Authority to be conducted 
on a multi-jurisdictional basis, including planning, monitoring compliance, and tracking 
legislation.  

• Article 6.2 Agency Programs: Optional programs in which member agencies would 
voluntarily choose to participate and fund programs by formal action of their individual 
governing boards. 

 
The Marin JPA contracts with Marin County to provide staff to administer the Article 6.1 Basic 
Programs.  Funding for the programs is established by tip fees on waste disposed by the 
franchised haulers and solid waste facility operators.  The City of Novato participates in all the 6.1 
Basic Programs, but elected to develop its own household hazardous waste programs.  In January 
2010, the JPA Board accepted the Zero Waste Feasibility Study, which was conducted by an 
outside consultant and outlined a Zero Waste Plan for the JPA that included an expansion and 
enhancement of programs and services.  This new plan established a Zero Waste Goal of 
achieving 80% waste reduction in the next five years and zero disposal by 2025.  Currently, the 
Marin JPA’s range of services include the following: 
 

• Collecting disposal and diversion tonnage information from the solid waste service 
providers; 

• Reporting to the CIWMB the County’s disposal tonnage, diversion rate and providing an 
update on the adopted Source Reduction and Recycling and Household Hazardous 
Waste programs; 

• Collecting tipping fees from material disposed at the Redwood Landfill and Recycling 
Center (Redwood Landfill) or processed through the Marin Sanitary Service Transfer 
Station; 
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• Conducting public outreach for programs that affect all member agencies: 

o Websites: www.MarinRecycles.org and www.MarinMax.org 

o Stop junk mail kits 

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

o Marin County Public Works Builders Guide 

o Christmas tree recycling 

o HHW education 

o Phone book recycling guide 

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

• Applying for grants (availability will depend on economic conditions), and administering 
grants (e.g., CIWMB HHW grant for increasing store takeback of materials); 

• Developing model ordinances for member agencies to adopt and enforce (e.g., 
construction and demolition ordinance);  

• Collecting batteries from County offices; and 

• In addition to these activities, the Marin JPA also has partnerships with the Bay Area 
Recycling Outreach Coalition (BayROC) and has passed a resolution supporting the 
California Product Stewardship Council (CPSC). 

 
Budget and Funding 

The Marin JPA levies a disposal surcharge on waste landfilled in the County or hauled out of 
County that consists of three components: $1.08 per ton Program Budget Fee, $1.61 per ton 
Zero Waste Fee, and $4.48 per ton HHW Fee.  This represents a total increase of $2.89 per ton 
from FY 2009-10 ($0.85/ton Program Budget Fee, $0.50/ton Zero Waste Fee, and $2.93/ton 
HHW Fee), due to an expansion of programming to meet zero waste goals.   In June 2010, the JPA 
Board adopted a budget for FY 2010-11 of approximately $2.8 million, which includes $768,400 
funding for zero waste programs: 
 

• $100,000 to contract with a consultant to develop a Zero Waste Tool Kit, to include a 
model construction and demolition ordinance, a model commercial/multi-family recycling 
ordinance, model franchise agreement language and implementation assistance. 

• $300,000 to assist local agencies in implementing the Tool Kit programs. 

• $200,000 to contract with an advertising agency to produce a public education program 
to encourage waste reduction behavior change in the County. 

• $168,401 to hire a zero waste coordinator to implement the zero waste programs. 
 
For the City of Novato, tip fees were increased from $1.35 per ton to $2.69 per ton, amounting 
to an annual increase of 99%.  These increases will directly impact the rates for Novato customers. 
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The City has not elected to participate in the JPA Zero Waste programs, but is considering 
developing their own programs with the Novato Sanitary District, similar to the current operating 
scenario with the HHW services in Novato.  In fact, Novato has already enacted most of the 
deliverables included in the proposed Zero Waste Tool Kit, including: a construction and 
demolition ordinance; an updated solid waste franchise agreement adopted in 2005; a Green 
Building ordinance; a Zero Waste Resolution; multifamily and commercial recycling ordinances to 
be updated and outreach programs to be conducted as part of the state mandated AB 32 
programs; and food waste composting serving 25% of residential customers with plans to extend 
it District-wide. 
 
Although current-year detailed budget information was not provided, the FY 2008-09 actual 
budget for the Marin JPA was obtained from the financial statements and auditors’ report for the 
year ending June 30, 2009.  As such, these budget numbers do not include newer zero waste 
programming and their associated costs.  The revenues and expenditures for that year, FY 2008-
09, are summarized below to provide more contextual or background information. 
 

Revenues 

Countywide 
Waste 

Management 
Hazardous 

Waste 
Solid Waste Management Fees $632,346 $1,046,427 
Operating Grant - State of California $7,000 

 Miscellaneous Income $1,875 
 Investment Earnings $3,775 $13,409 

Total Revenues $644,996 $1,059,836 
Expenditures    
Contract Staff and Support $312,303 $34,700 
Legal $5,600 

 Accounting and Audit Fees $7,500 
 Insurance $16,624 
 Rent $15,904 
 Mileage and Routine Travel $211 
 Outreach $17,230 
 Contract Services $139,275 $1,409,021 

Computer Supplies $756 
 County Financial Service $5,849 
 Total Expenditures $521,252 $1,443,721 

Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Joint Powers Authority 
Actual FY 2008-09 Revenues and Expenditures 

Figure II-4. 
 
 
Monterey Regional Waste Management District 
 
Mission 

The Monterey Regional Waste Management District (“MRWMD” or “District”) provides 
integrated waste management services to the greater Monterey Peninsula and works to preserve 
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the environment and protect public health through the reduction, reuse, recycling and safe 
disposal of our waste stream.   
 
Purpose 

The District’s primary purpose is to manage the Monterey Peninsula area’s solid waste stream.  In 
recent years, the District’s role has expanded to include the recovery of recyclable materials in the 
waste stream, including cardboard, paper, glass, wood, yard waste, plastics, metals, sheetrock, 
concrete, asphalt, reusable building materials, and resale items.  The District is also the recipient 
of most of Monterey County’s sewage sludge.  In addition, the first landfill gas-to-electrical energy 
system in Central California was installed at the District site in 1983.  More than 4,000 kW of 
continuous power is currently being generated.  The District also accepts, recycles and/or 
manages household hazardous waste.  
 
The MRWMD houses the Last Chance Mercantile reuse store, Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Facility, Public Drop-off Recycling Center, Material Recovery Facility, Landfill Gas 
Renewable Energy Power Plant, Small Planet School Education Garden, and the Monterey 
Peninsula Landfill.  The District’s facilities are located on its 475-acre property, 2 miles north of 
the City of Marina.  The property consists of a 315-acre permitted sanitary landfill site, a 126-acre 
buffer area (mostly Salinas River floodplain), 20 acres for the administration building, scalehouse, 
Last Chance Mercantile resale facility, maintenance buildings, landfill gas power project, Materials 
Recovery Facility, and the household hazardous waste facility. 
 
In addition to local diversion programs and efforts administered by cities, note that Monterey 
County is also served by the Monterey County Health Department’s Environmental Health 
Division.  The Division’s Recycling and Resource Recovery Services oversees the contracts for 
franchised garbage and recycling services in the unincorporated areas of Monterey County.  The 
Division facilitates waste diversion efforts by providing technical assistance, resources, and 
educational materials, and administers the countywide Used Motor Oil and Filter Recycling 
Program.   
 
Monterey County is also served by the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority (“SVSWA”), a JPA that 
includes the cities of Gonzales, Greenfield, King City, Salinas, Soledad, and the County of 
Monterey.  The SVSWA owns three landfills, three transfer stations, and one HHW facility, and 
charges $3.00 per ton in the existing tipping fee for AB 939 services, which include AB 939 
reporting, commercial/industrial recycling programs, public education programs and community 
outreach, household hazardous waste collection, enhanced diversion programs, and franchise 
collection and recycling agreement compliance. 

Organization 

The Monterey Regional Waste Management District covers a total of 853 square miles and serves 
a population of approximately 170,000.  The District’s jurisdictional boundaries include the cities 
of Carmel-by-the-Sea, Del Rey Oaks, Marina, Monterey, Pacific Grove, Sand City and Seaside, and 



County of Santa Clara  Arroyo Associates, Inc. 
Countywide Integrated Waste Management   

51 

the unincorporated areas of Big Sur, Carmel Highlands, Carmel Valley, Castroville, Corral De 
Tierra, Laguna Seca, Moss Landing, Pebble Beach, San Benancio, and Toro Park.  The MRWMD’s 
Board of Directors consists of nine members appointed by City Councils, County Board of 
Supervisors, and the Pebble Beach Community Services District Board.  Each member is an 
elected official in his/her respective jurisdiction and is appointed to the MRWMD Board for four-
year terms.   
 
Formation 

The Monterey Peninsula Garbage and Refuse Disposal District was formed in 1951 as a special 
district under the State Government Public Resources Code, Sections 49100-49195.  From 1953 
to 1966, the District operated a disposal site on a leased portion of the Laguna Seca Ranch off of 
Highway 68.  From 1966 to the present, the District has operated a sanitary landfill on District-
owned property north of Marina, adjacent to the Salinas River.  In 1987, the District’s name was 
changed to the Monterey Regional Waste Management District.  The MRWMD is a multi-
function, enterprise and independent special district.  The MRWMD provides multiple functions 
and services, charges fees for some of its core services, and operates in an independent manner 
(has its own Board of Directors).   
 
Programs 

Last Chance Mercantile (and Electronic Waste Recycling Program) -  A resale shop operated by 
the MRWMD that offers used merchandise at low, affordable prices.  The Last Chance Mercantile 
offers free electronic waste recycling of various items including: televisions, computers, printers 
and fax machines.  
 

 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07 FY 2007-08 FY 2008-09 
CRTs Collected 3,764 4,433 9,699 10,071 11,375 
Total Pounds 205,157 268,590 483,855 513,912 592,681 

Electronic Waste Recycling Program Data 
Figure II-5. 

 
As shown in the figure above, the number of televisions and monitors (CRTs) collected in the 
MRWMD electronic waste recycling program at the Last Change Mercantile increased 13% in FY 
2008-09 over the prior year.  Total electronic waste tonnage (including cell phones, printers and 
computers) collected in the program has totaled more than 2.5 million pounds since 2002. 
 
Household Hazardous Waste (“HHW”) Program -  Established in 1987, the MRWMD program 
was one of the first HHW programs in the State of California.  During FY 2008-09, more than 
10,000 local participants dropped off 1.4 million pounds of hazardous materials, an increase of 
13% from the prior year.  The program is operating out of one location, adjacent to the Last 
Chance Mercantile. 
 
Materials Recovery Facility Program - The Materials Recovery Facility (“MRF”) is considered the 
centerpiece of the District’s waste processing and diversion program.  The MRF receives 
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commercial and “self-haul” vehicles carrying a wide range of construction and demolition material, 
landscaping trimmings, and general refuse.  The MRF  also receives clean loads of green waste 
from curbside collection programs and landscapers, and clean loads of wood waste from 
construction projects.  As loads are emptied at the MRF, District staff members seek reusable 
goods such as bicycles, furniture, and clothes, which are salvaged immediately and sent to the Last 
Chance Mercantile reuse store.  Completed in 1996 at a cost of $9.6 million, the 95,000 sq. ft. 
MRF building houses conveyors and sorting stations where workers recover various materials, 
such as wood, yard waste, sheetrock, concrete, metal, cardboard, bottles , cans and inert materials 
such as soil and gravel.  In FY 2008-09, the MRF program resulted in 64,707 tons in diverted 
materials. 
 
Landfill Disposal - The MRWMD operates the Monterey Peninsula Landfill and Recycling Facility, 
where waste that has not been reduced, reused or recycled is ultimately disposed.  In FY 2008-
09, 206,884 tons of waste were buried in the Landfill compared with 225,451 tons in FY 2007-08, 
and 219,772 tons in FY 2006-07.  In accordance with the District’s Landfill Site Master Plan, the 
remaining refuse capacity is in excess of 39 million tons, enough capacity to last approximately 
100 years at present disposal rates. 
 
Landfill Gas Project - Established in 1983, the MRWMD landfill gas recovery program produces 
electricity from the methane gas produced by waste decomposition in the landfill.  The District’s 
four engine generators now consume 10,000 tons of methane gas annually while producing 
enough electricity to supply all of the District’s needs.  Surplus power is sold to Pacific Gas & 
Electric and supplies 2,700 homes annually.  Total power produced to date is over 375 million 
kilowatt-hours and total project revenues have surpassed $21 million. 
 
Public Education and Outreach Program -  The District’s Small Planet School Outreach Program is 
designed to teach students about waste reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting.  The 
District’s Public Education coordinators visit classrooms, present assemblies, host field trips to on-
site recycling facilities and the landfill, provide teacher workshops, and maintain a resource library 
for teachers.  They also offer technical assistance for waste reduction, recycling, gardening and 
composting programs in the schools.  
 
The MRWMD also offers the Waste Free Schools Program, a comprehensive waste reduction and 
recycling program at five elementary schools in FY 2008-09.  The schools were able to reduce 
waste by 20% to 50%.  The “Recycle Challenge” was implemented in the same year to assist and 
encourage three local middle schools to increase their waste diversion and liter prevention via 
added recycling infrastructure and education. 
 
Budget and Funding 

Waste management organizations that own and operate disposal and diversion systems and 
facilities have relatively the largest staffs and budgets.   This is the case with the MRWMD.  The 
MRWMD’s FY 2009-10 adopted budget included $17,540,000 in revenues.  Of the total 
revenues, $12,870,000 are expected to come from disposal fees, $1,395,000 from material sales, 
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$3,075,000 from landfill gas power, and $200,000 from other revenues.  As of January 1st, 2009, 
the landfill refuse tipping fee is currently at $46.25 per ton (the fee was set at $45.00 per ton 
prior to this date).  This tipping fee will increase to $51.25 on January 1st, 2011.  Regional waste 
tipping fee is currently at $28.28, but will increase to $33.28 in 2011. 
 

Revenues 
 Tipping Fees $12,870,000 

Material Sales $1,395,000 
Power Sales $3,075,000 
Miscellaneous Revenues $200,000 
TOTAL $17,540,000 
Operating Expenses 

 Wages and Benefits $10,126,000 
Amortization/Depreciation $2,400,000 
Closure/Postclosure Costs $130,000 
Contractual Services $130,000 
Environmental Services $100,000 
Fuels & Oils $550,000 
Hazardous Waste Disposal $120,000 
Insurance $185,000 
Office Expenses & Operating Supplies $215,000 
Professional Services $325,000 
Public Awareness $150,000 
Recycling Services $370,000 
Repairs & Maintenance/Power Project $1,155,000 
Safety Equipment/Supplies/Services $100,000 
Taxes/Surcharges/Permits $626,000 
Training/Education/Meetings $60,000 
Utilities $52,000 
Other Expense Accounts $28,000 
TOTAL $16,757,000 

Monterey Regional Waste Management District 
FY 2009-10 Revenues and Expenses 

Figure II-6. 

 
Total operating expenses are $16,757,000 in FY 2008-09, with wages and benefits comprising 
60% of total operating expenditures.  Capital project expenditures total $2,203,500 and principal 
payments on bond and debt obligations are $1,815,000.  Unrestricted cash was expected to 
decrease by $817,000 for the fiscal year.  As of June 30, 2009, the District has reserves of more 
than $8,000,000 in order to pre-fund major capital improvements, to sustain current tipping fees, 
and to meet state requirements for landfills.   
 
Available budget documents do not separate expenditures by program areas; therefore, this 
report cannot estimate the expenditures of SRRE and HHW related activities.  However, 
according to staff, the District’s HHW program consists of three (3) full-time HHW technicians 
and one 0.5 FTE HHW Manager (who also manages the Last Chance Mercantile.  The MRWMD’s 
public education efforts are administered by a staff of one full-time Public Education and 
Recycling Manager and one full-time Public Education Coordinator. 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 
Mission 

The mission of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (“SCVURPPP” 
or “Program”) is to assist in the protection of beneficial uses of receiving waters by preventing 
pollutants generated from activities in urban service areas from entering runoff to the maximum 
extent practicable.   
 
Purpose 

The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program is an association of thirteen 
cities and towns in Santa Clara Valley, the County of Santa Clara, and the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District that share a common permit to discharge stormwater to South San Francisco Bay.  
The Program incorporates regulatory, monitoring and outreach measures aimed at reducing 
pollution in urban runoff to the “maximum extent practicable” to improve the water quality of 
South San Francisco Bay and the streams of Santa Clara Valley.  Key Program and Co-permittee 
activities are provided within annual reports submitted to the Water Board each September 
15th.  The SCVURPPP meets its mission by: 
 

• Targeting pollutant reduction measures that are needed to help protect beneficial uses;  
• Focusing on urban pollutant sources (as opposed to nonpoint sources generally); and  
• Setting a specific benchmark for implementation. 

 
The Program concentrates its efforts on identifying pollution sources and implementing pollution 
prevention measures that are within the authority and ability of its Co-permittees.  The following 
goals and objectives stress the approach formulated in the Mission Statement: 
 
Goal 1: Comply with Permit 

• Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges (unless exempt or managed according 
to approved conditions) 

• Reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in stormwater runoff 
• Comply with permit submittal requirements 

 
Goal 2: Determine Success 

• Periodically evaluate the attainment of beneficial uses in selected waterways 
• Evaluate changes in public awareness and behavior 
• Evaluate effectiveness of specific control measures at pollution reduction 

 
Goal 3:  Adjust Activities to Meet Changes 

• Define what constitutes success (how much is enough?) as it relates to programmatic 
and technical MEP (maximum extent practicable) 

• Utilize what we learn to plan the next steps 
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Goal 4:  Achieve Acceptance of Urban Runoff Management Activities 
• Effectively facilitate public input into Program planning process 
• Integrate urban runoff goals at various intra-agency levels 
• Develop and maintain a proactive interrelationship with regulatory authorities 
• Publicize the efforts of the Co-permittees (Program) 

 
Goal 5:  Integrate Urban Runoff Program Elements into other Programs 

• Promulgate and understanding of the role of the urban runoff program 
• Encourage other agencies to become involved in urban runoff issues 
• Encourage action by the appropriate agencies 

 
Organization 

The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program consists of the following 
fifteen member agencies: 
 

• Campbell 
• Cupertino 
• Los Altos 
• Los Altos Hills 
• Los Gatos 
• Milpitas 
• Monte Sereno 
• Mountain View 

• Palo Alto 
• San Jose 
• Santa Clara 
• Saratoga 
• Sunnyvale 
• Santa Clara County 
• Santa Clara Valley Water District 

 
 
The Management Committee is the official decision-making body for the Program.  It consists of 
one representative from each Co-permittee.  Members of the Management Committee are 
usually senior-level staff members of the Co-permittees.  Ad Hoc Task Groups are formed by the 
Management Committee to address specific issues or work items. These are generally small 
groups comprised of agency representatives and Program staff with expertise in the issue at hand. 
Once the Ad Hoc Task Group’s assignment is completed to the satisfaction of the Management 
Committee, the group is disbanded.  The status of each Ad Hoc Task Group is reviewed monthly. 
 
At the inception of the Program, the Santa Clara Valley Water District took the lead responsibility 
for management of the Program.  In September 1997, the Management Committee retained 
EOA, Inc. to provide Program management services and designated the District as the Program’s 
fiscal agent.  On July 1, 2005, the City of Sunnyvale became the Program’s fiscal agent.  EOA, Inc., 
is a multi-disciplinary engineering consulting firm providing a broad range of environmental and 
public health engineering client services.  The staff possesses expertise in a wide range of project 
areas including: stormwater management and pollution prevention; regulatory compliance 
assistance; wastewater treatment, disposal, and reclamation; groundwater protection and 
management; hazardous waste management; and environmental data management and 
geographic information systems. 
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Formation 

The Program is organized, coordinated and implemented in accordance with a Memorandum of 
Agreement (“MOA”) signed by each Co-permittee.  The MOA was signed in 1990 and updated 
in 1999, 2005 and 2006.  It covers the responsibilities of each Co-permittee and provides a cost-
sharing formula for joint expenditures.   
 
In June 1990, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (“Water Board”) issued 
the Program its first NPDES permit.  The permit was reissued in 1995 and 2001.  On October 17, 
2001, the Water Board amended the permit to include expanded requirements for controlling 
pollutants from new and redevelopment activities (Provision C.3.).  On July 20, 2005, the Water 
Board approved a second amendment which revised Provisions C.3.c. and C.3.f.  A final Municipal 
Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit (“MRP”) was adopted by the Water Board at a hearing on 
October 14, 2009. The MRP covers stormwater discharges from municipalities and local agencies 
in Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties, and the cities of Fairfield, Suisun 
City, and Vallejo. 
 
Programs  

The SCVURPPP accomplishes its mission through compliance with the NPDES stormwater 
discharge permit requirements issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, evaluating 
the effectiveness of pollutant control measures, and then using that information to continuously 
improve pollution control activities.  The SCVURPPP’s public education and outreach is an 
important element of the Program’s activities with the goal of increasing public awareness of 
watershed pollution problems and encouraging changes in behaviors that will lead to reductions 
in stormwater pollution.  This report focuses on this element of the Program’s efforts. 
 
Public Education and Outreach - Member agencies conduct public outreach jointly through the 
Program, on a countywide basis, and individually within their own jurisdictions.  For the past few 
years, the Program’s public education and outreach element has included the Watershed Watch 
Campaign, Schools and Youth Education Outreach and the Watershed Watchers Program at the 
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge Environmental Education Center in 
Alviso. 

Watershed Watch Campaign - The Watershed Watch Campaign (“Campaign”) is the main 
focus of the Program’s Watershed Education and Outreach Element.  The Campaign is a 
multi-year education and outreach effort to increase the public’s awareness of watershed 
and urban runoff issues including pollution prevention and pollutants of concern (e.g., 
pesticides, mercury, heavy metals and trash).  The Campaign conducts outreach through 
media advertising; partnering with businesses and community organizations; participating 
in community events; holding educational assemblies at schools; contributing newsletter 
articles; and maintaining the Watershed Watch website and information hotline.  The 
Program uses a website (www.mywatershedwatch.org) to provide detailed information 
about watersheds and watershed protection. The website also includes information on 
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the control of specific pollutants (e.g., pesticides and mercury) and educational material 
for children. Visitors have the opportunity to download materials, request information, 
provide feedback and ask questions. 

Schools and Youth Education Outreach - Since FY 2002-03, the Program has sponsored 
educational assemblies at Santa Clara County elementary schools. These assemblies, which 
are presented by the musical entertainment group, ZunZun, educate children about 
watersheds, pollutants and pollution prevention.  

Watershed Watchers Program at the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge Environmental Education Center (EEC) - To support a full-time interpretive 
specialist position at the EEC, the Program provides resources to the Watershed Watchers 
Program at the EEC. Watershed Watcher activities, which are conducted on-site and 
primarily on the weekends, focus on building watershed awareness and encourage 
stormwater pollution prevention behaviors among attendees (youth groups, Boy/Girl 
Scout Troops, families with children, etc.). 

 
Budget and Funding 

According to the FY 2009-10 Draft Work Report, the SCVURPPP’s FY 2009-10 total program 
budget was $3,566,784.  According to the City of Sunnyvale staff that oversees the service 
contract with EOA, Inc., the consulting firm identifies the elements of the program that needs to 
be performed annually and then budgets a dollar amount for each program piece.  EOA provides 
the staffing and resource levels necessary to perform each of the program elements outlined in 
the budget, but does not provide any detailed staffing information to the fiscal agent or the 
Management Committee.  Furthermore, because the budget does not include a salaries expense 
total, personnel related costs are likely to also be incorporated into the projects line items.  
 

Total Program Budget 
 Operations 

 Program Management $601,084 
Fiscal Agent Expenses $50,000 
Legal Services $90,000 
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Dues $16,500 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) Fee $85,000 
Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF) member Dues $8,000 
Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) Fee $178,000 
California Product Stewardship Council (CPSC) Fee $1,000 
OPERATIONS TOTAL $1,029,584 
Projects - Permit Compliance 

 Regulatory Permit Assistance $462,200 
Performance Standards $265,000 
Public Information and Participation/Watershed Education & Outreach $557,500 
Monitoring $615,500 
POCs (pollutants of concern) Controls $635,000 
PROJECTS - PERMIT COMPLIANCE TOTAL $2,537,200 
PROGRAM GRAND TOTAL $3,566,784 

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 2009-10 Program Budget 

Figure II-7. 
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The SCVURPPP budget is divided into two primary elements: operations and projects.  The 
operations element was $1,029,584, which includes $601,084 for administration and program 
management costs, as well as $50,000 to the City of Sunnyvale for serving as the Program’s fiscal 
agent and $90,000 for outside legal services.  The remaining $2,537,200 in the FY 2009-10 
budget are attributed to project or programmatic costs.  Note that the Program funds collected 
from the Co-permittees represent only what is spent on Program-wide activities.  It does not 
include what the Co-permittees are spending to implement controls within their jurisdictions.  
According to available documents, 30% of the Program’s revenues come from Santa Clara Valley 
Water District, while the remaining revenues are comprised of Co-permittees’ contributions 
based on population size. 
 
 
Sonoma County Waste Management Agency 
 
Mission 

The mission of the Sonoma County Waste Management Agency (“SCWMA”) is to effectively and 
efficiently manage the region’s waste in an integrated manner.  
 
Purpose 

To achieve the mission, the SCWMA works to maximize waste diversion required by AB 939 to 
reduce the amount of landfilled waste in the following areas: municipal yard debris, wood waste, 
household hazardous waste, education and planning. 
 
Local jurisdictions are responsible for waste collection and all jurisdiction-specific diversion 
programs.  Note that the Sonoma County Department of Transportation and Public Works owns 
and operates all solid waste disposal facilities in Sonoma County. 
 
Organization 

Established under California Government Code section 6500, the Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency is a Joint Powers Authority composed of the County of Sonoma and the 
nine incorporated jurisdictions within Sonoma County:  
 

• Cloverdale 
• Cotati 
• Healdsburg 
• Petaluma 
• Rohnert Park 

• Santa Rosa 
• Sebastopol 
• Sonoma 
• Windsor 
• County of Sonoma 

 
The ten members on the SCWMA’s Board of Directors are appointed by the city councils of the 
member agencies.  The Board of Directors is currently composed of one councilmember from 
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one of the member cities, and nine staff employees from the other member agencies, where they 
serve as city managers, assistant city managers, public works directors, and utilities project 
development manager.  Because Board membership is determined by the city councils, the 
elected vs. staff composition of the Board varies; however, according to staff, board composition 
tends to lean towards city staff serving on the SCWMA Board of Directors. 
 
Each representative has one vote.  A majority vote of a quorum is sufficient for action in many 
activities.  However, a unanimous vote of the total membership is required on: 
 

• Major program expansion (beyond the initial wood, yard, household hazardous waste, 
and public education programs). 

• Capital expenditures greater than $50,000. 
• Adoption of annual budgets. 

 
The JPA has a contract with the Sonoma County Department of Transportation and Public Works 
to provide staffing and administrative services.  The Department’s Integrated Waste Division is 
technically the SCWMA staff, which consists of five full-time and one part-time employees: 
 

• Executive Director (full-time): The County’s integrated waste manager currently serves as 
the SCWMA’s acting executive director.  The JPA is currently seeking an executive director 
who will be an “at-will” employee, like other managers/departments heads in the County 
system.  This Executive Director will report directly to the JPA Board of Directors, which 
will oversee the hiring, evaluation and firing of this position.  The position will have a 
three-year employment contract. 

• Three (3) Integrated Waste Specialists (full-time):  One specialist for each area: Household 
Hazard Waste, Education, and Planning (reporting, composting relocation project, future 
funding project). 

• Sr. Office Specialist (full-time):  Responsible for primary administrative duties and tasks. 

• Department Analyst (part-time; 0.80 FTE): Responsible for financial administrative and 
analytical work. 

 
Formation 

The jurisdictions of Sonoma County worked together early in the planning process following the 
adoption of AB 939 in 1989. In 1992, they agreed to formalize this regional cooperation and 
formed the Sonoma County Waste Management Agency as a Joint Powers Authority.  The 
SCWMA was formed to manage certain programs and waste streams that could most efficiently 
and cost-effectively be managed on a regional basis.  Each jurisdiction retained responsibility for 
the collection of refuse, wood waste, and yard debris, and implementing other waste diversion 
programs at the local level (for example, curbside recycling).  In 1996, the JPA became a State-
certified Regional Agency.  As such, the SCWMA reports on the combined disposal, diversion, 
and programs of all the member jurisdictions, not on their individual accomplishments. 
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Programs 

The JPA provides a wide range of services to all member jurisdictions, including: 
 

• Preparing required reports (for example, non-disposal facility elements, disposal and 
diversion reports, annual reports). 

• Wood waste and yard debris recycling. 
• Disposal and transfer station site services. 
• Other diversion programs (for example, home composting, commercial food waste 

composting). 
• Countywide waste reduction education. 

 
Reports - As a Regional Agency, the SCWMA is responsible for preparing the following reports 
on behalf of all the jurisdictions: SRRE, HHWE, NDFE, disposal and diversion reports, and annual 
reports. 
 
Eco-Desk Hotline - The Eco-Desk is a telephone based service answering questions about 
recycling, hazardous waste and other disposal issues. The Eco-Desk is comprised of an English 
language voice mailbox system where callers can listen to pre-recorded information before 
leaving a message.  Calls are returned by the next business day. The Spanish Eco-Desk option #2 
was added in October 2006.  Spanish speaking callers are routed to a bilingual solid waste 
management specialist.  All Eco-Desk calls are recorded on a provided Access Database. 
 
Wood Waste and Yard Debris Recycling and Composting - Since 1999, the SCWMA has 
contracted with a firm to provide organic material processing, composting and marketing of the 
finished product.  The contractor operates and maintains a yard debris composting and wood 
debris diversion processing facility to receive, handle, and process SCWMA yard debris and 
wood debris for a fee and market the finished composting products. 
 
Home Composting/Gardening - The SCWMA contracts with the University of California 
Cooperative Extension to provide the Sonoma County Master Gardener program.  The Master 
Gardeners are trained and certified by the University of California Cooperative Extension to 
teach horticulture and help home gardeners solve problems.  As volunteers, the Master 
Gardeners: staff an information desk in the County Extension office where they answer questions 
and diagnose plant problems; provide gardening information at local farmers markets and fairs; 
give free gardening classes at public libraries, demonstrate composting at locations throughout 
the county; present programs for garden clubs, senior groups, community and church 
organizations; teach children about gardening and composting in schools and through other 
programs such as that sponsored by the Humane Society; and work on special community 
horticultural and gardening projects. 
 
Household Hazardous Waste -  The Agency sponsors a collection program where Sonoma 
County residents can properly dispose of items such as old paint products, automotive fluids, 
garden chemicals, expired medications and spent fluorescent lamps. 
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Oil Recycling Program - Funded by block grants from CalRecycle, the Agency operates a program 
to encourage recycling opportunities and help prevent the illegal disposal of used motor oil and 
filters.  Since 2003, C2 Alternative Services, a contractor, has assisted SCWMA staff with 
administrative tasks, including auditing oil recycling centers and coordinating oil recycling 
publicity.  C2 Alternative Services contract for services will expire on June 30, 2011. 
 
Outreach and Education - SCWMA provides outreach and education programs to promote the 
new approach of reduce-reuse-recycle.  In the residential sector, the SCWMA is utilizing 
community-based social marketing.  For example, the SCWMA has been contracting with an 
outside consulting firm to conduct Spanish language outreach activities, including social media 
marketing, staffing the help hotline, and assisting staff with outreach efforts. 
 
Budget and Funding 

The figure below shows the overall SCWMA budget for FY 2009-10, which includes revenues and 
expenditures for all of the organization’s programs and services. 
 

Revenues   
 Interest on Pooled Cash   $66,727 
 State Grants - Other   $397,374 
 County   $4,753,252 
 Revenues-Prior Year   $0 
 Sale of Materials   $95,000 
 Donations and Reimbursements   $419,023 
Total Revenues $5,731,376 
Expenditures   
 Liability Insurance   $10,175 
 Office Expense   $36,500 
 Professional/Specialized Services $112,620 
 County Services   $6,896 
 Contract Services   $4,599,903 
 Administrative Costs   $722,706 
 Engineering Services   $17,413 
 Legal Expenses   $102,000 
 Accounting Services   $10,389 
 Audit Services   $18,500 
 Advertising   $0 
 Rents/Lease Equipment   $5,500 
 Rents/Leases-Buildings/Improvements   $25,500 
 Small Tools   $0 
 Enforcement Agency Fees   $20,000 
 County Car Expense   $3,000 
 Travel Expense   $1,000 
 Unclaimable County   $0 
 Data Processing   $14,498 
 DP-New Projects   $35,000 
Total Expenditures $5,741,600 

Sonoma County Waste Management Agency  
FY 2009-10 Revenues and Expenditures 

Figure II-8. 
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The majority of SCWMA AB 939 programs - household hazardous waste, education, diversion, 
and planning activities - are funded by the surcharge placed on the solid waste tipping fee on all 
county refuse disposal sites (the County of Sonoma owns and operates all solid waste disposal 
facilities in the County).  The current surcharge is $5.40 per ton, which was instituted in FY 2007-
08; however , due to an expected 11% reduction in solid waste tonnage (240,000 tons in FY 
2010-11 from 270,000 tons in FY 2009-10), the SCWMA recently approved an increase of $0.55 
per ton to a total of $5.95 per ton for FY 2010-11.  This fee generated $1,458,000 (based on 
270,000 tons) in FY 2009-10 for the JPA’s HHW, education, diversion and planning compliance 
activities.   
 
While there are no established proportions of the surcharge that are directed to the program 
components, in the past five years, the AB 939 revenues have been divided on average: 74.8% to 
HHW, 18.8% to Education, 3.9% to Planning,  and 2.5% to Diversion.  For FY 2009-10, the fee 
revenues were allocated accordingly: $1,057,050 for HHW (72.5%); $320,760 for Education 
(22.0%); $51,030 for Planning (3.5%); and $29,160 for Diversion (2.0%).  For FY 2010-11, 
SCWMA staff recommended allocation proportions of 82.0% HHW, 17.0% Education, 1.0% 
Planning, and 0.0% for Diversion.   
 
 
South Bayside Waste Management Authority 
 
Mission 

The South Bayside Waste Management Authority (“SBWMA”) designs and implements 
sustainable waste reduction, recycling and facility operations services to achieve member 
agencies’ environmental goals and requirements. 
 
Purpose 

The purpose of the SBWMA is to provide cost effective waste reduction, recycling, and solid 
waste programs to member agencies through franchised services and other recyclers to meet and 
sustain a minimum of 50% diversion of waste from landfill as mandated by California State Law, 
AB 939.  The SBWMA’s strategic priorities are: 
 

• Provide strategic oversight and direction to the environmental services companies that 
collect, process, recycle and dispose of residuals for the member agencies. 

• Ensure contractors’ and SBWMA programs are managed cost effectively for the 
ratepayers with performance metrics for all programs. 

• Deliver strategic oversight and management of the Shoreway Recycling and Disposal 
Center (soon to be renamed the Shoreway Environmental Center) to meet financial, 
operational, and environmental goals. 
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• Ensure compliance with environmental regulations governing the collection and 
processing of recyclables and organic materials and meet or exceed diversion goals. 

• Anticipate trends and implement innovative solutions for waste reduction, recycling and 
facility operations services. 

• Monitor and assess contractor performance so that customer satisfaction and service 
delivery meets or exceeds contractual requirements. 

• Adhere to best practices in office operations, operational infrastructure, procurement, 
human resources, information technology and governance. 

• Support SBWMA programs and policies through relevant community outreach, 
education, and focused communication. 

 
In addition to local diversion programs and efforts administered by cities, San Mateo County is 
also served by the County of San Mateo Department of Public Works’ Waste Management and 
Environmental Services Division.  The County provides a baseline level of programs countywide 
to support diversion efforts in San Mateo County.  These countywide programs are leveraged by 
cities in their AB 939 compliance efforts.  Although individual jurisdictions are responsible for 
their own program implementation and reporting, the County provides support through annual 
reporting to jurisdictions on the countywide programs that support diversion implemented by 
the County.  The County’s AB 939 programs include: solid waste disposal planning and reporting; 
Household Hazardous Waste and Local Enforcement Agency, composting; waste reduction, reuse 
and recycling; Green Business; Green Building; training and workshops; outreach and education; 
and abandoned waste pickup.   
 
These program and implementation costs are funded through the assessment of an AB 939 Fee 
on solid waste landfilled in unincorporated San Mateo County.  The Ox Mountain landfill is the 
only active landfill in the county unincorporated area and, therefore, the only site where this fee is 
currently collected.  As of July 1, 2010, the AB 939 Fee is set at $9.83 per ton for each ton of solid 
waste landfilled within the unincorporated county area.  The $9.83 per ton fee includes $4.81 per 
ton to fund the Solid Waste Management and Diversion (SWMD) Programs and $5.02 per ton to 
fund the HHW/LEA Programs.  The proposed FY 2010-11 budget funded by the AB 939 Fee is 
approximately $2.82 million for the SWMD programs and $2.94 million for HHW/LEA programs. 
 
Organization 

Formed in 1982 through a Joint Powers Agreement, the South Bayside Waste Management 
Authority is comprised of twelve member agencies: 
 

• Belmont 
• Burlingame 
• East Palo Alto 
• Foster City 
• Menlo Park 

• San Carlos 
• San Mateo 
• Atherton 
• Hillsborough  
• County of San Mateo  
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• Redwood City • West Bay Sanitary District 
 
In FY 2008-09, the SBWMA embarked on a mission to rebrand itself “RethinkWaste” to better 
align with mission and services.  The rebranding effort includes a new logo and new colors.  The 
legal name of the Agency remains as the South Bayside Waste Management Authority. 
 
The Board of Directors of the SBWMA (when it was previously called the South Bayside Transfer 
Station Authority or SBTSA) was originally comprised of senior staff members from the member 
entities of the JPA membership.  As is the case today, each City entered into a separate franchise 
agreement with the provider.  Customer rates were negotiated by a rate committee composed of 
staff from the member agencies, primarily Redwood City, San Carlos and San Mateo.  The group 
was led by the Redwood City Director of Finance.  Today, Redwood City is the fiscal agent for the 
JPA.  Because this was technical in nature, the Board was comprised of non-elected officials.  In lieu 
of staff, the JPA hired consultants to perform rate analysis for the Board and member entities. 
 
The JPA was revised once when the name was changed from South Bayside Transfer Station 
Authority to South Bayside Waste Management Authority, and again when the decision was made 
to have a full-time executive director.  This redefined who on staff can represent each agency and 
limited the Board’s authority to independently make decisions by requiring that certain actions 
be taken back to the respective elected officials of each agency for approval and requiring a 2/3 
approval threshold of all agencies.  During the latest JPA revision in 2005, there was discussion 
about having elected officials be on the Board but nearly all agencies felt that staff could 
represent them well on the many technical issues.  However, the JPA revision required that 
significant issues and their decisions (e.g., incurring bonded indebtedness, acquiring property, 
selecting an facility operator, etc.) would be made by all the elected officials of all the agencies 
and requiring this 2/3 approval requirement.  The Board of Directors of the SBWMA JPA is now 
comprised of senior staff members, such as city managers, finance directors, public works 
directors, and assistant city managers.   
 
The SBWMA has its own staff, which is comprised of seven members: 
 

• Executive Director: Provides overall financial and operational management for solid waste 
and recycling services for the SBWMA’s 12 member agencies.  

• Recycling Programs Manager:  Manage the Collection Services RFP process, administer the 
Member Agencies Collection Services Franchise Agreements, and assist member agencies 
with programs and policies to meet and exceed the State-mandated recycling and waste 
diversion goal. 

• Facility Operations Contract Manager: Managing the Facility Operations RFP selection 
process, the Shoreway Environmental Center construction project, and the ongoing 
oversight of the Shoreway Recycling and Disposal Center facilities currently operated by 
Allied Waste.  
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• Recycling Specialist/Board Secretary:  Responsible for the administration and organization 
of the SBWMA office. In addition, serves as the Secretary to the Board of Directors, 
responsible for assembling and distributing monthly Board meeting agendas and packet 
materials; recording minutes of public Board and Sub-Committee meetings and preparing 
written minutes for each.  Serves as the main point of contact for all documentation 
pertaining to the SBWMA and for the Service Resolution Tracking System.  

• Finance Manager:  Responsible for providing financial analysis of SBWMA programs and 
projects, managing the budget process, and assisting with rate analysis.  

• Recycling Outreach and Sustainability Manager:  Responsible for SBWMA public outreach 
efforts and assisting with program development.   

• Administrative Assistant:  Help manage the office and provide support to the staff 
members and agency. In addition, provides customer service to the general public and 
those within the SBWMA service area.  

 
The SBWMA utilizes an outside contractor to assist the member jurisdictions with AB 939 
reporting requirements.  The staff does not prepare the reports for the member jurisdictions.  
Since the SBWMA is not a Regional Agency, AB 939 reporting is completed on a jurisdictional 
basis, rather than on a regional basis. 
 
Formation 

The twelve agencies initially formed a Joint Powers Authority in June 1982 pursuant to Section 
6500 et seq. of the California Government Code. The new agency was known as the South 
Bayside Transfer Station Authority (“SBTSA”) and was responsible for negotiating and managing 
the garbage collection and recycling services franchise agreements, including the contract with 
San Mateo County Scavenger Company (which became “BFI”).  Initially, there was no transfer 
station.  BFI built, owned and operated the transfer station.  The agreement provided for the 
agencies to have solid waste collected by the provider (San Mateo Scavenger/BFI) and then 
processed through a Transfer Station located in San Carlos. 
 
In 1999, with passage of AB 939, the SBTSA exercised an option to acquire the Transfer Station 
and related buildings and property including the Recyclery in San Carlos.  The SBWMA was then 
formed to continue the functions of the SBTSA as well as to issue revenue bonds in early 2000 to 
acquire these facilities.  The life of the SBWMA extends to the year 2019 to match the term of 
these revenue bonds.  Pursuant to the Bond Indenture Agreement, the members have 
covenanted to deliver waste, plant material and recyclable material collected through their 
respective franchisees to the system so long as the 2000 Bonds remain outstanding. Withdrawal 
by a member from the Authority requires that such member reimburse its proportionate share of 
bond obligations and other liabilities of the authority. 
 
The primary purpose of the original JPA, SBTSA, was to provide an adequate flow of municipal 
solid waste to the San Carlos transfer station and to assure BFI-San Mateo that it would recover its 
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investment in the facility.  Creation of SBWMA allowed the members to finance and own the 
facilities.  A secondary purpose of forming the JPA was to have strength in numbers in negotiating 
customer rates with the provider (San Mateo County Scavenger Company/BFI, which became 
Allied Waste/Republic Services) and to have cost efficiencies in doing the rate review (auditing 
their books and recommending rates).  Prior to the formation of the JPA, each agency had its own 
franchise and had to go through a separate rate setting process.  In the early years after formation 
of the JPA, one uniform rate increase would be negotiated for all agencies and then applied to 
each member agencies rates.  With the passage of AB 939, recycling requirements became 
mandatory by state law.  The MRF (materials recycling facility) and a competitive RFP process for 
selecting the waste/recycling hauler and transfer station/MRF operator have all greatly expanded 
the scope/responsibilities of what started as a purely technical entity. 
 
The SBWMA now owns the transfer station and recycling center facilities.  It operates the 
Transfer Station and Recyclery through an Operating Agreement with Allied Waste/Republic 
Services.  An annual franchise fee is paid to the City of San Carlos.  The operating agreement with 
Allied/Republic expires on December 31, 2010.  The new operator, South Bay Recycling, was 
recently selected by the SBWMA Board and will begin as the facility operator on January 1, 2011.  
A facility master plan has been approved and the Shoreway facility will be renovated beginning in 
the summer of 2009 with project completion slated for winter of FY 2010-11. 
 
Programs 

According to SBWMA’s 2009 Annual Report, the following are its various programs: 
 
Garbage Disposal and Recycling - Currently, Allied Waste/Republic Services provides collection, 
disposal and recycling services for the 91,000 SBWMA residences and nearly 10,000 businesses.  
The Shoreway Recycling and Disposal Center is operated by Allied Waste and is located on the 
border of the Cities of San Carlos and Redwood City.  The facility receives solid waste and 
recyclables hauled by the general public, contractors and franchised collection vehicles servicing 
SBWMA member agencies.  Materials are consolidated and loaded into large transfer trailers for 
shipment offsite to the Ox Mountain Landfill and to recycling facilities for construction and 
demolition waste, and organic materials.  The facility is separately permitted by the California 
State Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) to receive 3,000 tons per day of refuse and 
recyclables. 
 
Curbside Battery & Cell Phone Recycling - SBWMA operates one of the largest curbside battery 
and cell phone collection programs in the U.S.  Over 57,000 pounds of batteries and cell phones 
were collected curbside from single-family residences in 2009, bringing the total amount 
collected and recycled to more than 129,000 pounds since the program was launched in 2007. 
 
Community Event Recycling - Member agencies took advantage of SBWMA’s Special Events 
Recycling Trailer program to maximize diversion efforts at their community events in 2009. 
SBWMA recycling containers and staffing were provided to over 20 community events, including 
Menlo Park’s Sunset Celebration, San Mateo’s Wine Walk and Foster City’s 4th of July celebration, 



County of Santa Clara  Arroyo Associates, Inc. 
Countywide Integrated Waste Management   

67 

to promote recycling at the events.  These events generated 17,840 pounds of food scraps, 7,700 
pounds of bottles and cans, and 18,860 pounds of cardboard and mixed paper. 
 
Electronic Scrap Recycling & Community Shred Events - Approximately 10 E-Scrap and 
Community Shred Events were conveniently held in Member Agency communities in 2009. 
Approximately 72,000 pounds of computers, televisions and other electronics, and another 
83,000 pounds of paper were recycled through these events.  The Community Shred Events were 
introduced in 2009; the paper from the shredding events is recycled into “Kirkland” paper 
products sold at Costco stores. 
 
San Carlos Food Scraps Program - The City of San Carlos, in partnership with SBWMA and Allied 
Waste Services of San Mateo County, rolled out the first weekly Food Scraps and Yard Trimmings 
collection program in the SBWMA service area to its single-family residents in March 2009.  The 
new program resulted in a 41.6% increase in tons of residential compostable materials collected 
from March through December in comparison to the previous year.  In addition, the “Feed the 
Pail, Feed the Planet” public education campaign developed for the program was a 2009 Davey 
Awards Gold Award Winner. 
 
Door-to-Door Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Program - Starting on May 3, 2010, residents 
of Belmont, Hillsborough, San Carlos and San Mateo can have their HHW and other eligible items 
scheduled to be picked up and properly disposed. Service is provided by Curbside Inc., an 
outside contractor.  Residents do not need to pay a separate fee for using the Door-to-Door 
program, the costs are already included in residential garbage bills.  Residents may schedule as 
many appointments as needed.  This program will launch in Menlo Park starting July 1, 2010.  
Until then, Menlo Park residents can continue using the County’s HHW program.  The County 
HHW program is available to all San Mateo County residents, including those that are 
participating in the Curbside Door-to-Door Program. 
 
Mandatory Commercial Recycling Program Pilot - The SBWMA is assisting its member agencies 
with developing mandatory commercial recycling ordinances.  In the summer of 2009, the 
SBWMA initiated a pilot project for the Cities of San Carlos and San Mateo to conduct 
stakeholder outreach to introduce the concept of mandatory commercial recycling and obtain 
feedback from stakeholders.  A key goal of this project is to assist the SBWMA’s member agencies 
with developing tools and policies to meet their waste diversion and resource conservation goals.  
There are three key reasons for SBWMA’s pilot project.  First, approximately two-thirds of the 
solid waste generated annually in the SBWMA service area is attributable to the commercial 
sector.  Secondly, the State of California’s Global Warming Solutions Act (AB32) requires local 
jurisdictions to develop mandatory commercial recycling policies to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions linked to global climate change.  Thirdly, various local jurisdictions, including San 
Francisco, Sacramento, San Luis Obispo, and San Diego, among others, and out of state agencies, 
such as Portland, OR and Seattle, WA, have implemented mandatory recycling ordinances to 
achieve greater conservation of resources. 
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Budget and Funding 

Sources of revenue include investment income, tipping fees charged at the Shoreway Recycling 
and Disposal Center, and the sale of recyclable commodities. These revenue sources fund 
program expenditures related to administration, franchise contract compliance and support, 
recycling programs, Shoreway operations (includes the contractor’s operating budget), and 
capital improvements.  The adopted FY 2009-10 budget estimated $36.7 million in revenues, of 
which, $27.9 million (76%) came from Shoreway tipping fees, $8.7 million from Shoreway 
commodity sales, and $100,000 from SBWMA investment income.   
 
The adopted FY 2009-10 budget estimated expenditures of $39.1 million; these figures are 
exclusive of capital expenditures.  The budgeted loss of $2.4 million is primarily due to higher 
Shoreway facility net operating costs during construction of the new master plan improvements; 
the shutdown of the Materials Recovery Facility for 18 months required the SBWMA to ship 
recyclables offsite to other processing facilities in Oakland and San Jose.  It is important to note 
that this was a planned operating deficit that will be covered through working capital from bond 
proceeds in FY 2010-11 and will provide $4.6 million in cash flow to use for operating expenses 
and to help ensure sufficient reserves.  
 

Revenues FY 09-10 
Shoreway Tip Fee Revenue $27,900,000 
Shoreway Commodity Sales $8,700,000 
SBWMA Investment Income $100,000 
TOTAL $36,700,000 
Expenditures 

 Allied Waste Operating Contract $14,500,000 
Shoreway Disposal Expense $13,100,000 
Interim Operations Expense $5,200,000 
SBWMA Administration Expense $1,500,000 
SBWMA Contract Management $900,000 
SBWMA Recycling & AB 939 $900,000 
Franchise Fee & Other $1,500,000 
Bond Interest Expense $1,500,000 
TOTAL $39,100,000 

South Bayside Waste Management Authority 
FY 2009-10 Revenues and Expenses 

Figure II-9. 
 
In more detail, the FY 2009-10 budget estimates that total SBWMA program expenses would be 
approximately $3.35 million, which would include personnel and other administrative-related 
expenses (7-member staff) at $1.53 million, $948,500 for AB 939 compliance activities, and 
$875,000 for contract compliance and support.  The SBWMA AB 939 fees are levied at points of 
collection (transfer stations and/or haulers); the current rate charged is unknown.  The fee is an 
additional amount charged to each solid waste account on top of the franchise fee to cover the 
cost of planning and implementing AB 939 programs.  Within the SBWMA, all jurisdictions collect 
franchise fees on solid waste collected and a few of the jurisdictions additionally levy an AB 939 
Fee.  Each jurisdiction determines its own franchise and AB 939 Fees.  
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Chapter III:                     
Organization Alternatives 
 
Organizational Comparative Analysis 

This study identified seven agencies to serve as alternative and benchmark organizational models 
for how Santa Clara County and its cities can manage and operate countywide integrated waste 
management services.  Additional analysis was conducted to identify and evaluate the differences 
- organization, management, funding, operations, and programs - among these solid waste 
management organizations (see Exhibit III-A on the following page).  Upon further analysis, there 
were some key findings and conclusions regarding these solid waste organizations under review: 
 
Staffing 

• A solid waste agency that is organized as a Joint Powers Authority or certified as a 
Regional Agency may not necessarily have its own staff.  For example, the Marin County 
JPA and the Sonoma County Waste Management Agency contract with their respective 
county departments for staffing support.  On the other hand, the Central Contra Costa 
Solid Waste Authority is a Regional Agency that employs its own staff. 

• None of the solid waste agencies in the comparison group contracted with a private entity 
for staffing support.  However, this does not mean that a solid waste JPA cannot do so. 

AB 939 Reporting/Requirements 

• AB 939 reporting responsibilities also vary among the solid waste agencies.  Because of 
their designation, the three Regional Agencies are entirely responsible for AB 939 
reporting functions, as well as for preparing their respective Countywide Integrated 
Waste Management Plans.  However, the non-Regional Agency solid waste agencies differ 
in their responsibilities.  The South Bayside Waste Management Authority and the 
Monterey Regional Waste Management District prepare neither their respective counties’ 
CoIWMPs, nor ongoing AB 939 reports.  The District reports disposal data to the State.  
On the other hand, the Alameda County Waste Management Authority prepares the 
Alameda CoIWMP and is responsible for AB 939 reporting. 

• The county of each solid waste organization in the comparison group has its own 
mandated AB 939 Local Task Force that is separate from the board of directors of the 
solid waste district or authority.  For Santa Clara County, the Recycling and Waste 
Reduction Commission is the County’s AB 939 Local Task Force. 

Scope of Responsibilities 

• As noted above, the agencies’ responsibilities in terms of AB 939 reporting vary.  The 
agencies’ other responsibilities also vary.  Some waste organizations have a wider scope of 



Exhibit III‐A
Solid Waste Management Agencies/Authorities

Item  Santa Clara Countywide 
Integrated Waste 
Management 

Alameda County Waste 
Management Authority

Central Contra Costa Solid 
Waste Authority

Marin Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Joint Powers Authority

Monterey Regional Waste 
Management District

Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency 

South Bayside Waste 
Management Authority 

Member Agencies Recycling and Waste Reduction  Alameda Town of Danville  City of Belvedere  Carmel‐by‐the‐Sea  Cloverdale  Atherton 

Name of Authority/Organization

Commission (AB 939 Task Force): 
San Jose
Campbell
Cupertino
Gilroy
Los Altos

Albany
Berkeley
Castro Valley Sanitary District
Dublin
Emeryville
Fremont

City of Lafayette 
Town of Moraga 
City of Orinda 
City of Walnut 
Creek 
Contra Costa County (East) note

Town of Corte Madera 
Town of Fairfax 
City of Larkspur 
City of Mill Valley 
City of Novato 
Town of Ross

Del Rey Oaks 
Marina 
Monterey 
Pacific Grove 
Sand City 
Seaside

Cotati 
Healdsburg 
Petaluma 
Rohnert Park 
Santa Rosa 
Sebastopol

Belmont 
Burlingame 
East Palo Alto 
Foster City 
Hillsborough 
Menlo ParkLos Altos

Los Altos Hills
Los Gatos
Milpitas
Monte Sereno
Morgan Hill

Fremont
Hayward
Livermore
Newark
Oakland
Oro Loma Sanitary District

Contra Costa County (East) ‐ note 
that the county is not a 
participating member of the 
regional agency

Town of Ross 
Town of San Anselmo 
City of San Rafael 
City of Sausalito
Town of Tiburon 
County of Marin

Seaside 
County of Monterey (North)

Sebastopol 
City of Sonoma 
Windsor 
County of Sonoma

Menlo Park 
Redwood City 
San Carlos 
City of San Mateo 
County of San Mateo 
West Bay Sanitary DistrictMorgan Hill

Mountain View
Palo Alto
Santa Clara
Saratoga
Sunnyvale
C f S Cl

Oro Loma Sanitary District
Piedmont
Pleasanton
San Leandro
Union City
County of Alameda

County of Marin West Bay Sanitary District

County of Santa Clara
Santa Clara Valley Water District

Board Members  Ten total members, all must be 
elected officials Includes 5

One member per jurisdiction or 
sanitary district

12 Total 2 per jurisdiction – an 
elected official or appointee

One member per jurisdiction – 
Either an elected official or

One member per jurisdiction – an 
elected official or appointee

One member per jurisdiction – an 
elected official or appointee

One member per jurisdiction. 
Position is filled by: City Managerelected officials. Includes 5 

members who represent multiple 
jurisdictions; 2 at‐large members 
from cities not represented among 
membership; and 1 Water District 
director. The RWRC also has a 

sanitary district.   elected official or appointee  Either an elected official or 
Member Agency administrative 
officer. 

elected official or appointee  elected official or appointee  Position is filled by: City Manager, 
Asst. City Manager, Finance 
Director, or Public Works Director. 
No elected officials. 

Technical Advisory Committee 
consisting of solid waste staff from 
member jurisdictions and other 
stakeholders.  TAC plays an 
important role in countywide 

t twaste management programs.
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Exhibit III‐A
Solid Waste Management Agencies/Authorities

Item  Santa Clara Countywide 
Integrated Waste 
Management 

Alameda County Waste 
Management Authority

Central Contra Costa Solid 
Waste Authority

Marin Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Joint Powers Authority

Monterey Regional Waste 
Management District

Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency 

South Bayside Waste 
Management Authority 

Name of Authority/Organization

Voting Process  One vote per member  Three votes for Oakland; 2 votes  One vote per member  One vote per member  One vote per member  One vote per member  One vote per member 
for County; and 1 vote per other 

member.
Population Served 1,800,000 1,500,000 210,000 259,000 170,000 472,000 450,000
Annual Disposal Tons  1,267,000 1,200,000 100,000 229,000 220,000 532,000 250,000
CIWMB Diversion Rate (Year)  51% ‐ 76% (2006)  56% ‐ 74% (2006)  45% ‐ 51% (2006)  72% (2006)  47% ‐ 71% (2006)  64% (2006)  47% ‐ 82% (2006) 
Board Serves as AB939 Local Task Force Yes No No No No No NoBoard Serves as AB939 Local Task Force Yes No No No No No No 
Prepares CoIWMP Yes Yes  Yes Yes No Yes  No
AB 939 Reporting  Individual Jurisdictions Individual Jurisdictions Regional Agency Regional Authority  District performs for each member 

jurisdiction
Regional Agency Individual Jurisdictions 

Organizational Structure Not Clearly Defined JPA JPA ‐ Regional Agency JPA ‐ Regional Agency Special District JPA ‐ Regional Agency JPA
Annual Budget (Approx.) $1,501,000 IWM/Countywide $18,482,000 $2,470,000 $2,780,000 $16,000,000 $1,400,000 $39,100,000Annual Budget (Approx.) $1,501,000 IWM/Countywide

$4,080,000 including HHW
$18,482,000 $2,470,000 $2,780,000 $16,000,000 $1,400,000 $39,100,000

Admin/ Program / HHW / Countywide AB939 
Budget

$1,501,000 IWM/Countywide
$4,080,000 including HHW

$13,757,000 including HHW and 
Countywide

$2,470,000 includes HHW and 
Regionwide

$2,780,000 including HHW and 
Countywide

Not Available $1,400,000 including HHW and 
Countywide

$3,350,000 excluding HHW and 
Countywide (which are provided 

by County)
Admin/ Program / HHW / Countywide AB939  $0.58/capita IWM/Countywide

$ /
$9.17 $11.76 $10.73 Not Available $2.97 $7.44

Budget Per Capita Cost $2.27/capita including HHW
Source of Revenue (dedicated sources)  Landfill Disposal Surcharges Diposal Fees (Facility Fee, HHW 

Fee, Measure D Landfill Surcharge) 
and Import Mitigation Fee

Fees (Administrative and AB 939 
SRRE Fees) on Franchise Fees set 

by the CCCSWA or by the 
jurisdiction via a separate 
resolution or ordinance

Landfill Disposal Surcharges Tipping Fees, Material Sales, and 
Landfill Gas Power Sales 

Landfill Disposal Surcharges Tipping Fees, and Commodity 
Sales

resolution or ordinance

Program/AB939 Fees $4.88 per landfilled ton (of which, 
$0.78/ton is for Countywide 

diversion programs, $2.60/ton for 
HHW Program, and $1.50/ton is 

$4.34/ton Facility Fee
$2.15/ton HHW Fee

$8.17/ton Measure D Landfill 
Surcharge (50% goes to 

Administrative Fee is 1.5%  of 
City/County Franchise Fees and AB 

939 SRRE Fee is 1.8% of  
City/County Franchise Fees (which 

$0.85/ton Program Budget Fee
$0.50/ton Zero Waste Fee

$2.93/ton HHW Fee

Fee of unknown amount included 
in the tipping fee for AB 939 

activities.

$5.95/ton surcharge for 
countywide HHW and diversion 

programs (For FY 2010‐11, 82% for 
HHW, 17% for education, and 1% 

Fee of unknown amount for AB 
939 activities levied at points of 

collection.
g , $ /

distributed back to the 
jurisdictions for their own 

diversion programs).

g ( g
jurisdictions and 50% goes to 
Authority for countywide 

diversion programs)
$5.68 Import Mitigation Fee for 
San Francisco City/Co. disposal

$4 53 I t Miti ti F f ll

y/ y (
are between 5% and 12.2% of 

each city's franchisee 
compensation).  

, ,
for planning)

$4.53 Import Mitigation Fee for all 
other waste outside of Co.
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Exhibit III‐A
Solid Waste Management Agencies/Authorities

Item  Santa Clara Countywide 
Integrated Waste 
Management 

Alameda County Waste 
Management Authority

Central Contra Costa Solid 
Waste Authority

Marin Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Joint Powers Authority

Monterey Regional Waste 
Management District

Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency 

South Bayside Waste 
Management Authority 

Name of Authority/Organization

Agency Staff (# of full time staff)  IWM = (7.5)  Director and Staff (24) Director and Staff (5)  Program Manager and staff (5) General Manager and Staff (over  Sonoma County Integrated Waste  Director and Staff (6) 
(Recently reduced to 6.5)

HHW = (10)
Contracts out HHW 100)  Division (5) 

Contracts out HHW
Contracts out HHW

Staff Employer  County Waste Authority Waste Authority  Contracted from County  Special District Contracted from County  Waste Authority 
Facilities Owned by Waste Authority  None None None None  1 – Landfill 1 – MRF 1 – HHW 

Facility 1 – Composting (all on 
same site)

None  1 – Transfer Station 1 – MRF 1 – 
HHW facility (all on same site) 

same site) 
Agency Owned Facility Operations  None None Private  None  Operated by Special District staff  None  Contracted 

Public Education & Outreach  Yes Yes  Yes  Some; most done by Member 
Agency haulers 

 Yes   Yes  Yes 

Enter into Collection Franchise Agreements  No No  Yes  No  No  No  Negotiate – Approved by member Enter into Collection Franchise Agreements  No No  Yes  No  No  No  Negotiate   Approved by member 
agencies 

Enter into Facility Operating Agreements  No  No  Yes No  Operated by Authority  No   Yes 
Enter into Disposal Agreements  Yes for unincorporated areas No  Yes No  Operated by Authority  No   Yes 
Enter into Processing Agreements  No No  Yes No  Operated by Authority  No   Yes 
Permanent HHW Facility in region   Yes   Yes  Yes  Yes   Yes   Yes  Yes 
HHW Program Management  Yes  No Yes Yes Operated by Authority  Yes   Yes 
Enter into HHW Operating Agreements  Operated by County Yes; County operated Yes Yes; County operated Operated by Authority  Yes   Yes 
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responsibility because they own waste-related facilities, including landfills, MRFs, transfer 
stations, HHW facilities, and/or composting facilities.  One authority (Central Contra 
Costa) can enter into regional collection franchise agreements, while another agency can 
negotiate franchise agreements but member agencies must give final approval.   

• Even though the Marin County JPA is a Regional Agency, it provides limited levels of 
public education services, compared to the other organizations in the comparison.  
Rather, the Marin County JPA relies on its members to ensure that their waste haulers 
provide the needed public education programming.  The South Bayside Waste 
Management Authority (in San Mateo County) is not responsible for regional or 
countywide diversion programs; rather, the County of San Mateo, which is responsible for 
AB 939 planning and reporting, provides the public education, composting, green 
business, green building, and HWW programs and services. 

• Some solid waste agencies staff their own HHW programs, such as the organizations in 
Santa Clara and Sonoma counties (which are county staffed) and Monterey County (which 
actually owns the HHW facility as well).  Other agencies contract out the HHW program 
management, such as the Alameda County Waste Management Authority (in which the 
HHW Fee is paid directly to the county department that operates the countywide system 
of HHW collection) and the South Bayside Waste Management Authority (which relies on 
San Mateo County).   

• The powers to review, recommend and approve collection rates and fees also vary among 
the solid waste organizations.  Some agencies and their respective boards have the ability 
to set and approve rates and fees, while others cannot or can only review and recommend 
rates and fees with changes being approved by the member jurisdictions (not just by the 
authority board).  

 Funding 

• Santa Clara County jurisdictions appear to spend the least amount on a per capita basis 
for countywide diversion programming (administration and countywide HHW and 
diversion programs).  However, this comparison may not have a high level of accuracy, 
given the variability in administrative functions and programming volume and depth. 

• While all the solid waste organizations rely periodically on outside grants, dedicated 
sources of revenue also vary among the agencies, particularly with respect to the funding 
of local, regional and countywide AB 939-related diversion and planning activities.  As 
noted earlier in this report, AB 939 provides flexibility to cities and counties in how they 
levy and collect fees to finance these programs and services.  While AB 939 fees are 
imposed at different points in the waste stream, most are applied on disposed waste 
landfilled at in-County landfills.  Fees can also be applied at the non-disposal facility level, 
which are primarily materials recovery facilities and transfer stations; for example, Santa 
Clara County imposes a fee on waste tonnage at non-disposal facilities that is transported 
to out-of-county landfills.   
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• Fees can also be applied at the point of collection on the ratepayers within that 
jurisdiction if there is a solid waste franchise agreement in place; this fee structure is used 
by the South Bayside Waste Management Authority (San Mateo County).  This is typically 
done by incorporating the AB 939 fee as an additional amount charged to each solid 
waste account on top of the franchise fee to cover the cost of planning and implementing 
AB 939 programs.  Within the SBWMA, all jurisdictions collect franchise fees on solid 
waste collected and a few of the jurisdictions additionally levy an AB 939 Fee.  Each 
jurisdiction determines its own franchise and AB 939 fees.  Note that the County of San 
Mateo collects an AB 939 fee on waste disposed at the landfill located in an 
unincorporated County area for countywide diversion programs.    

• The Alameda County Waste Management Authority generates the most revenue from 
fees levied at different points in the waste stream for AB 939 related programs  
prevention and planning efforts contained in the CoIWMP.  ACWMA imposes two fees 
(Facility Fee and HHW Fee) on all wastes landfilled in Alameda County, all wastes 
generated in the County transferred through a county solid waste facility for out-of-
county disposal, and on all franchised wastes collected in the County and direct-hauled 
out-of-county for disposal.  There is also the Import Mitigation Fee, which is collected on 
all other wastes landfilled in the County that originate out-of-county. 

• Other agencies also rely on power sales from landfills and on recyclable material sales.  
Whether revenues from these sources cover AB 939 related activities is unknown. 

Based on this comparative benchmark analysis, we found that there are no set or established 
organizational structures or organizing patterns among these solid waste management agencies.  
Their organizational, management and programmatic differences are likely due to a number of 
factors, including the flexibility of AB 939, historical development, facility ownership, level of trust 
and collaboration among member jurisdictions, population demographics, and public support of 
diversion programs.  While five of the six solid waste agencies in the comparison were all 
organized as JPAs (with three designated as Regional Agencies), there were stark differences 
among them.  As was noted earlier, the JPA can be organized in any way the member jurisdictions 
wish and dependent on the various factors identified above or other factors that can come into 
play.  As a result, this impacts the organizational options available to the stakeholders involved in 
countywide waste management in Santa Clara County. 
 
 
Organizational Criteria 

Based on our comparative analysis and stakeholder interviews, we identified six key criteria to be 
used for the comparison among available organizational options for Santa Clara integrated waste 
management services and programs.   
 
Setting Program Goals and Priorities - This criterion refers to the member jurisdictions’ ability to 
set annual service goals, establish operational/program priorities, and direct resources to specific 
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problems or initiatives.  This level of control also involves the ability to freely change goals, and 
shift priorities and resources based upon need or desire.   
 
Program Effectiveness and Performance Measures

 

 - In any government service delivery system, an 
effective relationship between management and operations should involve the establishment of 
shared goals and priorities, and regular engagement in dialogue and discussion.  Note that a 
county department staff, an outside contracted staff, or an independent authority staff can result 
in shared measurements of performance, annual assessments and service enhancements.  
However, this is more difficult in a “contractual” relationship with a county department because 
differing organizational issues and requirements often create difficulties for both parties to share 
mutual interests.   

Breadth and Depth of Personnel Experience

 

 - The solid waste industry requires specialized 
expertise and field experience.  A solid waste organization should have a staff that possesses the 
range and level of relevant experience and background; this includes formal education, on-the-
job training, and areas of expertise.  It is also important for staff to network within the solid waste 
industry through participation in industry-specific conferences and professional organizations. 

Personnel Selection and Accountability

 

 - The reporting relationship and level of accountability  of 
the waste management staff and the organization’s board of directors, which would consist of 
representatives of member jurisdictions, should be clear and effective.  This criterion would also 
pertain to the member jurisdictions’ ability to control and oversee recruitment and selection of 
personnel, particularly with regards to the executive director or manager.   

Cost Control and Effectiveness

 

 - The ability to control or influence the cost of budget line items 
would likely be important to member jurisdictions.  This criterion not only deals with decision-
making on where funds are programmatically allocated, but also with the ability to control outside 
factors that impact overall costs.  As noted above, our comparative analysis showed that Santa 
Clara IWM’s expenditures on a per capita basis were lower than those of the other solid waste 
agencies.  However, such a comparison may not appropriately assess service effectiveness, since 
there is likely high variability in the programs or services provided within the comparative group.  

Scalability and Downsizing

 

 - With the increasing success of diversion efforts, revenues based on 
disposal tonnage levels are decreasing for many solid waste agencies.  In our comparative analysis, 
we found that most, if not all, waste management agencies were experiencing declines in overall 
waste disposal and, therefore, decreases in revenues for diversion programs.  Economic 
fluctuations also play an important role in both residential and commercial solid waste disposal.  
Faced with declining revenues, any solid waste management organization may need to reduce 
overall expenditures, including personnel.  For a small solid waste authority, a reduction can 
amount to a significant cut in resources at any time.  Such uncertainties can create the challenge of 
handling personnel layoffs and morale related issues.   
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Organizational Options 

There are five primary organizational configuration options available for Santa Clara countywide 
integrated waste management programs: 1) continue to operate within the current organizational 
structure in which the County of Santa Clara Integrated Waste Management Division is 
responsible for the administrative and programmatic functions of countywide waste 
management; 2) establish a Memorandum of Understanding or Agreement among the member 
jurisdictions and contract out staffing support to an outside management consulting firm or 
continue with the County IWM Division as staff; 3) establish a Joint Powers Agreement with an in-
house staffing structure or a contractual arrangement with the County or with a management 
services consulting firm to serve as the authority’s staff; 4) establish a Joint Powers Agreement with 
the Regional Agency designation; and 5) establish a Special District with a separate, independent 
staffing structure (in-house or contractual).  The following section will discuss the advantages and 
disadvantages associated with each service delivery approach, based on the established criteria 
discussed above.   
 
Option #1:  Existing Organizational Structure 

The first organizational option is to maintain the current structure, which relies on the County’s 
Integrated Waste Management Division to operate and manage the countywide diversion and 
public education programs.  Other key responsibilities of the IWM Division are to administer the 
countywide AB 939 implementation fee, prepare and oversee the Countywide Integrated Waste 
Management Plan, collect and submit landfilled and diverted tonnage data to the State, provide 
staffing support to the RWRC and its TAC, and staff the six official and other ad-hoc 
subcommittees of the TAC.  This staff support includes official legal noticing, preparation of 
agendas, meeting minutes, and minutes development and dissemination.  The RWRC and its TAC 
are charged with primarily advisory responsibilities, while the County Board of Supervisors is 
authorized to make final decisions on program, budget, and financing matters. 
 
In our review of current operations and existing documentation (RWRC bylaws and TAC rules of 
procedures), we found that the relationship between the RWRC/TAC and the County staff is not 
clearly defined with respect to countywide programming and services.  Much of the text in these 
documents references the RWRC’s and TAC’s role as advisory in nature, rather than one that 
involves program oversight and management.  In other words, the RWRC/TAC is not an executive 
board with particular powers, such as to establish organizational policies and objectives, to select 
and review the performance of the manager, to approve annual budgets, and to evaluate and 
account for the organization's performance.  It is important to note here that with regards to 
setting the annual budget, the TAC recommends the countywide program budget to the RWRC, 
which in turn recommends the budget to the Board of Supervisors, which ultimately approves the 
budget.  County staff noted that recently the TAC recommended that the Public Education and 
Outreach budget be significantly reduced, resulting in the elimination of one IWM staff position.  
This process or division of authority does appear to provide the RWRC/TAC with a role in setting 
the budget; however, the authority does not appear to be formalized and documented.   
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Hence, the role of the local jurisdictions, particularly represented by the TAC, has evolved over 
the years.  The TAC now has more of a hands-on role - albeit an “unofficial” role - in programming 
oversight, as explained above.  Essentially, the defined or written roles and responsibilities of the 
TAC are not consistent with current realities and/or with the perceived desires and interests of 
the local jurisdictions (represented by TAC members). 
 
The RWRC is technically the AB 939 “Local Task Force,” which was formed pursuant to the 
provisions of Public Resources Code Section 40950 to develop, review and update the County 
Integrated Waste Management Plan.  However, the State’s definition of the Local Task Force 
bestows very limited roles for the task force.  The regulations describe the role as mostly advisory 
- to review the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan documents and to provide 
guidance for the review of policies and procedures to meet solid waste management needs.  
There is no reference to the Local Task Force having any oversight responsibility of countywide 
waste management programs. 
 
Because each of the solid waste organizations we surveyed is a separate, independent 
organization, each has its own governing board or board of directors.  The governing board is, 
therefore, separate from the county’s AB 939 Local Task Force.  The organizational concerns that 
were brought up during the course of this study appear to be the result of a growing 
disagreement in what the roles and responsibilities of the local jurisdictions, represented namely 
by the TAC, should be.  As the function of the TAC evolves over time, there is inconsistency in 
the stated advisory role and responsibilities of the TAC with what is actually occurring and what is 
actually desired by TAC members with respect to governance and executive oversight.  The 
following is an assessment of the existing organizational structure based on the established 
criteria: 
 

Setting Program Goals and Priorities

 

 - Although not defined in the existing bylaws and 
other organizational documentation, the RWRC and its TAC have the ability to set the 
annual service goals and operational/program priorities of countywide solid waste 
management services, as well as to direct certain resources to address issues and 
priorities.  However, as noted earlier in this report, there was concern among TAC 
stakeholders that the County’s dual roles overseeing waste management in 
unincorporated areas and providing RWRC/TAC support and joint waste management 
services present confusion and potential conflicts of interest.  There is also concern that 
the County is simultaneously a voting entity on the TAC and its subcommittees, and the 
administrative and support staff for the TAC and its subcommittees.   

County staff, therefore, has the dual responsibility of serving the RWRC/TAC and, 
ultimately, the County Board of Supervisors.  There is the past perception among some 
stakeholders that member jurisdictions cannot always freely change goals, and shift 
priorities and resources based upon need or desire.  They point to an incident where 
they perceived that County staff had intentionally stalled a unanimous decision made by 
the TAC when the decision was considered to be not in the best interest of the County.  
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While this may be an isolated incident, neither the RWRC nor the TAC were designed or 
tasked to oversee countywide programs, although the issues and concerns raised appear 
to originate from a disagreement in what the roles and responsibilities of the TAC are or 
should be.  There needs to be more clarity in the TAC’s function and its relationship to 
County staff and countywide programming. 
 
Program Effectiveness and Performance Measures

 

 - As mentioned earlier, having 
established measurements of performance, annual assessments and service enhancements 
is critical in any operating environment or organizational structure.  However, the study 
observed that annual goals and performance measures for the countywide waste 
management programs were not consistently established at the beginning of each year to 
serve as a tool to monitor work progress and performance.  This makes it difficult for any 
stakeholder - regardless of whether local jurisdictions should participate only in an 
advisory capacity or in a more significant oversight role - to assess whether programs and 
services were effectively designed, managed and administered.  We observed that many 
of the surveyed solid waste agencies utilized annual program plans in association with 
their annual budgets.  In addition, some agencies produce an annual report, which 
summarizes the organization’s accomplishments and performance measures for that 
particular year. 

Currently, there does not appear to be a formalized document that defines the 
countywide work activities, outcomes and products that County staff must or should 
perform and meet on an annual basis.  When there is disagreement among the parties 
(usually between the County and TAC members), this lack of formalized program 
documentation creates misunderstanding.  Any critique of program service delivery is 
more or less dependent on anecdotal evidence, rather than on documented analysis.   
 
Breadth and Depth of Personnel Experience

 

 - During the stakeholder interview phase of 
the study, several interviewees noted that the County’s current hiring freeze has 
stipulated that any vacancy in the IWM Division would be filled first by employees 
currently within the County organizational structure.  Such individuals may not have 
experience in waste management.  Most of the current IWM staff members did not have 
this background upon being assigned to the Division, relying on on-the-job training to 
gain relevant knowledge and experience.   

This is a downside of having this operation run by County staff.  However, County 
management would argue that assigned County staff are skilled and experienced 
“generalist” managers and analysts who can quickly adapt and perform in different 
scenarios, organizations and functions.  As noted by County staff, the County job 
descriptions are typically very broad and any employee who meets the minimum 
qualifications within each position specification (i.e., Management Analyst) should be able 
to adapt and perform the job duties assigned to him or her.  This has allowed employees 
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to be readily reassigned to other County positions or departments/divisions, particularly 
during leaner times.   
 
Personnel Selection and Accountability

 

 - There was expressed dissatisfaction among some 
stakeholders with the fact that the TAC (jurisdictions) does not have a role in the selection 
of IWM Division staff if there were to be a vacancy.  Again, the current organizational 
structure and formalized relationship among the County and other jurisdictions would not 
allow for recruitment and selection of personnel.  On the flip side, personnel recruitment 
and selection require time and financial resources; having the County be responsible for 
assigning staff to the IWM function minimizes these costs and resources. 

Even if the relationship was formalized in an agreement, there would likely be restrictions 
on the level of influence and control other jurisdictions would have on the selection and 
hiring of County personnel.  However, we found that the Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency Board of Directors, which contracts with Sonoma County for its staff, 
recently increased its role in selecting and evaluating the Executive Director position (a 
County position), including the power to dismiss the Executive Director.   
 
Cost Control and Effectiveness

 

 - While the TAC currently can make certain decisions on 
where funds are programmatically allocated, this role had evolved over time, rather than 
an official one.  Recall that the TAC’s stated responsibilities are strictly advisory in nature.  
Since the County fiscally manages the countywide program, member jurisdictions 
technically would not have much control over county cost increases, whether they are due 
to overall budgetary constraints or employee salary increases.  In this study, after 
analyzing available budgetary information, it appears that the Santa Clara IWM  and HHW 
countywide program cost per capita is significantly lower than those of the solid waste 
organizations in the comparison ($2.27 compared to the six-agency average of $7.59 per 
capita.  See Exhibit III-A).  However, given the variability of the depth and breadth of the 
countywide services and programs offered by the IWM Division and the solid waste 
agencies in the comparison, it is not possible to conduct a valid comparison of the cost 
effectiveness of these organizations’ countywide services and programs.   

Scalability and Downsizing - We found that most, if not all, waste management agencies in 
the comparison group were experiencing declines in overall waste disposal and, 
therefore, were exploring other sources of revenues that are not dependent on waste 
disposal levels for diversion programs.  As noted earlier, a declining economy can also 
lead to decreasing levels of both residential and commercial solid waste disposal.  In a 
situation where the waste management operations must be downsized due to declining 
revenues, the existing organizational structure or even a contractual relationship with the 
County may be more prudent for member jurisdictions than a joint powers authority of 
which they would be members.  Having the County provide the staffing allows member 
jurisdictions to avoid having to make significant budgetary and personnel decisions as part 
of a joint powers authority.  In a county-staffed and -operated scenario, the member 
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agencies can request that the County adjust the operating budget and reduce the service 
levels accordingly.  It is the responsibility of the County department, not the jurisdictions, 
to absorb the contract budget reductions and to reallocate them to other parts of the 
larger organization.  

 
Option #2:  Memorandum of Understanding 

The second organizational option is to establish a Memorandum of Understanding or Agreement 
among the member jurisdictions of Santa Clara County that would contain the elements necessary 
for a working relationship to which all parties can agree and regional collaboration can be 
maintained.  The MOU/MOA provides a high level of flexibility, so the resulting organizational 
structure can come in various forms.  Generally speaking, depending on the desires of the parties 
involved, the organizational structure can either change drastically or remain virtually the same. 
 
At one end, stakeholders can decide to continue the current structure in which the County 
provides the staffing and fiscal management of the countywide program and planning functions.  
To satisfy the desires of some local jurisdictions for a higher level of control and decision-making 
ability, the MOU/MOA would allow for the redefining or expansion of the powers and 
responsibilities of the RWRC and/or TAC.  Either one can essentially serves as the MOU/MOA’s 
management committee to oversee program and operations.  The exact powers (including voting 
powers) and responsibilities would, therefore, be ultimately determined through discussion and 
negotiation among the parties involved.   
 
At the other end, a new organizational structure can be formed through an MOU/MOA.  The 
participating jurisdictions can decide to create a new management committee, one that is 
separate from the RWRC and TAC or negates the need for the existence of the TAC.  The 
composition of the management committee would also need to be determined by the 
participating jurisdictions.  The management committee can consist of elected officials or 
appointees from the member jurisdictions, or specific solid waste or recycling management staff 
from these jurisdictions (as is the TAC’s current composition).  Again, such a management 
committee would have responsibilities beyond those that are advisory in nature.  Furthermore, 
because the MOU/MOA does not create a separate and independent organization, one of the 
participating jurisdictions would need to serve as the fiscal agent or sponsor of this countywide 
function.  An outside management consulting firm or one of the jurisdictions (including the 
County) can be contracted through the fiscal agent to provide day-to-day staffing.   
 
The seven solid waste agencies in the survey either have their own staffs or have contracted with 
the County for staffing.  In our previous variation of the comparative analysis, we included the 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program as a potential organizational 
structure.  The Program is organized by member jurisdictions through a Memorandum of 
Agreement, with the City of Sunnyvale serving as the fiscal agent and an outside consulting firm 
serving as the day-to-day staff of the program, since the signees to the MOU/MOA cannot 
establish an independent organization with a separate staff.  The following is an assessment of the 
MOU/MOA organizational structure based on the established criteria: 
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Setting Program Goals and Priorities

 

 - An MOU/MOA is a document written among 
parties to cooperatively work together on an agreed upon project or meet an agreed 
upon objective.  The purpose of an MOU/MOA is to have a written understanding of the 
agreement among the parties.  Although similar to a contract, the MOU/MOA does not 
have to carry the same legal weight.  However, an MOU/MOA can include any or all of a 
contract’s terms and conditions and, thus, carry as much legal weight as a contract.  Hence, 
the ability of the participating jurisdictions to set program goals and priorities can be 
written into the MOU/MOA.   

An MOU/MOA or some other document that defines stakeholders’ roles, responsibilities 
and powers and relationship to each other is lacking in the current structure and 
arrangement.  This is understandable given that the official role of the TAC is strictly 
advisory in nature.  If the County were to continue with overall operations, then the 
MOU/MOA would define the relationship and responsibilities among the participating 
jurisdictions, as well as the goals, objectives and functions of the County staff.  If an outside 
consulting firm serves as the countywide program staff, then the staffing support contract 
would define the relationship among the participating jurisdictions (technically the fiscal 
agent) and the outside consulting firm, and would be more suitable to contain the goals, 
objectives and performance measures that the contractor must meet and produce. 
 
Program Effectiveness and Performance Measures - Regardless of the legal structure of 
integrated waste management programs, having established and written measurements of 
performance as well as annual assessments should be a high priority.  In an MOU/MOA 
structure, written performance measures and requirements for regular reporting on 
performance and outcomes can be included in the MOU/MOA and/or staffing support 
contract agreement.  Because the management committee of the MOU/MOA cannot 
establish its own staff, the key benefit of this organizational structure is the ability of the 
committee to define the work goals, objectives and tasks to be accomplished by the staff. 
 
Breadth and Depth of Personnel Experience - In a County-staffed MOU/MOA structure, 
both the advantages and disadvantages of having the County provide the staffing for the 
countywide waste management function remain.  Hypothetically, if the participating 
jurisdictions were to contract with a management consulting firm to provide staffing 
support, they may be able to obtain the appropriate experience and expertise in the solid 
waste management field.  For nearly 13 years, the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program has been contracting with EOA, Inc. to provide program 
management services; the firm is a multi-disciplinary engineering consulting firm providing 
a broad range of environmental and public health engineering client services.  The staff 
possesses expertise in a wide range of project areas including: stormwater management 
and pollution prevention; regulatory compliance assistance; wastewater treatment, 
disposal, and reclamation; groundwater protection and management; hazardous waste 
management; and environmental data management and geographic information systems. 
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Personnel Selection and Accountability

 

 - As noted above, the management committee of 
the MOU/MOA can evaluate and select an outside consulting firm that possesses the 
desired level of experience and expertise.  Another advantage of the MOU/MOA 
arrangement is the ability provided to the participating jurisdictions to evaluate the work 
of the contractor and determine compensation and reward.  The management committee 
can define the term of the contractual agreement and has the option to extend or to not 
extend the service contract.  Technically, personnel selection and accountability can be 
also be addressed in an MOU/MOA arrangement in which the County provides the 
staffing support, as long as clear policies and procedures are defined in the MOU/MOA 
documentation. 

Cost Control and Effectiveness

 

 - The participating jurisdictions of the MOU/MOA, 
functioning as the management committee, would have the ability to control or influence 
the cost of budget line items, as well as to allocate resources to desired areas and 
programs (as long as these powers are included and defined in the agreement).   

Currently, the TAC’s Implementation Subcommittee actually makes recommendations on 
program funding allocation each year; as noted earlier in this report, this is a responsibility 
that evolved over time, rather than one that was defined in the RWRC bylaws.  The annual 
countywide program budget must be ultimately approved by the Board of Supervisors.  
While it is currently unclear how an outside contractor would compare to a county 
contract or an in-house JPA staff from a cost perspective, there is always the potential for 
cost savings associated with outsourcing.2

 
  

For FY 2009-10, the IWM Division staff allocated approximately 76.3% of its total staff 
hours to countywide programs at a salaries and benefits related cost of $576,925 and 
23.7% of total hours at a cost of $190,267 to unincorporated County activities.  The 
budgeted amount for charges for data processing, legal counsel, travel, automotive, 
mileage, insurance, memberships as well as supplies, administrative overhead and Berger 
Dr. office space is $186,000 for FY 2009-10 for both Countywide and unincorporated 
functions.   
 
As shown in the figure below, the IWM Division staff’s hourly salary and benefits rates are 
between $36.87 and $70.98.  When all overhead costs are included, the fully burdened 
hourly rate is estimated at $70.43 per hour, which can be helpful for comparison to hourly 
rates charged by outside consultants.   
 

  

                                                           
2 To address any potential appearances of a conflict of interest, Arroyo Associates discloses that the firm provides general 
management services to government entities, as one of its core competencies.  However, given its location in Pasadena, 
California and its existing multi-year contract to manage a quasi-government organization in Southern California, Arroyo 
Associates has no plans or interest in relocating or establishing a presence in the Northern California region. 
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Classification 
Budgeted 

FTEs 
FY 09-10 Salary 
& Benefits Rate 

FY 09-10 
Estimated Fully 
Burdened Rate 

Program Manager II 1.0 $70.98 

 

Senior Management Analyst 1.0 $64.87 
Management Analyst 3.5 $59.58 
Associate Management Analyst A 1.0 $44.82 
Office Specialist III 1.0 $36.87 
Total/Average 7.5 $56.68 $70.43 

Santa Clara County IWM Division 
Hourly Salary Rate 

Figure III-1. 
 
The current contractual agreement of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program with its management firm did not provide us with detailed 
information regarding hourly rates and total staffing levels assigned to the Program, since 
the staff service contract is not based on labor hours.  The service contract between the 
contractor and the Program is based on a defined work program; the contractor “bids” a 
lump sum amount for it to complete the desired work program.  While a comparison of 
hourly rates and required staffing levels would be helpful, the appropriate comparison 
would be between the two entities’ total costs to execute pre-established work tasks, 
goals and outcomes.  
 
Scalability and Downsizing

 

 - Because the MOU/MOA structure would be utilizing an 
arrangement to staff the countywide function through an outside contractor or the 
County, it would likely face fewer issues if the function were to require downsizing or even 
expansion than if the countywide function were to be operated by an independent JPA 
staff.  Any changes in the available resources or scope of work of the countywide waste 
management function can technically be addressed by revisions to the contractual 
agreement or to the MOU/MOA.   

Option #3:  Joint Powers Agreement/Authority 

The third organizational option is to have member jurisdictions establish a Joint Powers 
Agreement and, possibly create a Joint Powers Authority, which  would create a new, separate 
government organization.  Independent of the member jurisdictions, the JPA organization would 
assume the responsibility of overseeing and administering the countywide integrated 
management function.  Member jurisdictions would have to establish a separate Board of 
Directors to oversee the overall operations and management of the JPA.  The jurisdictions must 
determine the composition of this executive board (particularly whether it be comprised of 
elected officials and/or particular staff from the member jurisdictions), how board directors are 
selected, the number of board directors, and the terms of their appointments.   
 
Government Code Section 6500 et seq. provides a high level of flexibility in how public agencies 
can design and formulate a joint exercise of powers.  Each joint powers agreement is unique, as 
there is no set formula for how governments should use their joint powers.  Hence, the joint 
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powers agreement document must specifically define the powers that the JPA would exercise, 
including entering into various contracts, hiring employees, constructing or operating buildings, 
and/or issuing revenue bonds.  The agreement must also be clear about the JPA’s responsibilities 
with respect to AB 939 reporting and documentation, as opposed to the responsibilities of the 
County’s AB 939 Local Task Force.  Note that the Alameda County Waste Management 
Authority, a non-regional agency JPA, is responsible for the preparation, maintenance and 
updating of the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan, although Alameda County has 
a separate, designated AB 939 Local Task Force. 
 
Note also that a joint powers agreement can be established without having to create a separate 
organization, if a member agency were to agree to be responsible for the delivery of a service on 
behalf of the other member jurisdictions.  In such a joint powers agreement, if agreed upon by 
the member jurisdictions, the County of Santa Clara can continue to provide the staffing support 
for countywide waste management programs and services.  However, the joint powers agreement 
would define the County staff’s scope of work, tasks to be performed, as well as the outcomes 
and performance measures that must be met.  Of the six solid waste authorities in the comparison 
group, two agencies opted with having the County provide staffing and management services for 
the countywide functions.   
 
If a joint powers agreement’s terms are too complex or if one member agency/jurisdiction cannot 
act on behalf of all members, forming a new government organization or joint powers authority 
may be the next logical step.  Even so, there is flexibility in how this new organization is staffed 
and managed on a day-to-day basis.  The JPA’s Board of Directors can either establish its own JPA 
staff and assume full human resources/personnel responsibilities, or directly contract with an 
outside management consulting firm.  Of the six solid waste agencies in the survey, three JPA 
organizations established and utilize their own internal staffs.  None of the authorities relied on an 
outside consulting firm for staffing and management services.  The following is an assessment of 
the JPA organizational structure based on the established criteria: 
 

Setting Program Goals and Priorities

 

 - As members of the governing board of the Joint 
Powers Authority, board directors possess the ability to set program goals and priorities.  
An internal JPA staff would, therefore, serve at the pleasure of the Board and would work 
to implement the board’s agreed upon program goals and priorities.  Similarly, any other 
staffing structure would also need to execute the board’s vision, goals and priorities.  The 
contract for outside staffing support would need to clearly define the services and 
functions to be rendered by the contractor, and to contain the goals, objectives and 
deliverables that the contractor must meet and produce.  These will help ensure mutual 
understanding of how the contractor’s performance will be measured, along with the 
penalties and repercussions for non-compliance or inadequate performance.   

Program Effectiveness and Performance Measures - As was mentioned several times 
earlier, having established and written measurements of performance as well as annual 
assessments is a must for any operation and organizational structure.  Having the ability to 
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measure effectiveness and performance is essential for not only day-to-day management 
and operations, but also for continuous efforts at service improvement.  It is important to 
note that a JPA organizational structure does not necessarily mean that service delivery 
would be effective and/or that the JPA board would have the ability to readily and 
systematically measure the staff’s performance.  Such would rely on a number of factors, 
including sound program design and planning, a competent and forward-looking staff, 
and a persistent and engaging executive board. 
 
Breadth and Depth of Personnel Experience

 

 - The JPA board can establish its own staff, 
which would allow the board to hire employees with the desired skills sets.  The board can 
also contract out the staffing services to an outside consulting firm that possesses the 
appropriate or desired experience and expertise.  The board’s third sub-option here is to 
continue utilizing the County’s IWM staff to administer the AB 939 compliance programs 
and services, since the existing staff appears to have already gained the necessary waste 
management experience, has been providing the programs and administering AB 939 
funds for a number of years now, and has developed the knowledge and background with 
the solid waste management system and infrastructure in the County.  Continuing with 
County staff would avoid any potential learning curve and transition related costs. 

Personnel Selection and Accountability

 

 - If the JPA board were to establish its own staff, 
then it would have the ability to select the personnel according to its own requirements.  
There is also the potential to ensure that the tools and mechanisms required for a high 
level of accountability among the in-house staff exist.  In a contractual relationship, similar 
processes and mechanism can also be incorporated into the service agreement to ensure 
accountability among contracted staff.  While continuing with the County operation 
would likely reduce the board’s involvement in personnel selection, it can be negotiated 
with the County to allow board members to be involved to a certain level in the selection 
of the IWM Division manager, particularly with the interview process, if necessary.  For 
example, the board may ask that board members have the opportunity to interview no 
more than a handful of the candidates and to make a selection recommendation, although 
it would be understood that the County would make the final, ultimate decision on hiring 
at all levels within the JPA.  

Cost Control and Effectiveness

 

 - If a JPA were to be formed, with its own governing board, 
then the member jurisdictions involved would have the ability to make budgetary 
decisions, such as the allocation of resources and the control of budget line items.  
Hypothetically, the board of directors would have the power to establish wages, benefits 
and working conditions and, therefore, have the opportunity to control costs and to 
establish a budget that is within the board’s ability to administer.  Even if a contractor 
were to provide the staffing services, as the entity responsible ultimately for the service 
contract, the board has the capability to shape and negotiate the cost budget.   
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How the cost of having a JPA in-house staff compares to an outside service contract or to 
an agreement with the County is currently unclear, given that there are too many factors 
and parameters that are not known at this time.  Nevertheless, an in-house JPA staff can 
cost more to operate on a day-to-day basis if the County can benefit from larger 
economies of scale and can tap into an array of in-kind, specialized services.  Furthermore, 
there may be initial start-up costs (equipment, supplies, recruitment, etc.) for an in-house 
JPA staff, as well as recurring administrative (human resources, finance and budgeting) and 
capital costs that can make such a scenario more costly both in the short- and long-term.  
On the other hand, the County can have a retirement system with a cost structure that is  
relatively high and would, therefore, increase total operating costs. 

  
Scalability and Downsizing

 

 - An in-house JPA staff would not only need to bear the full 
cost of recurring administrative expenses, it has to be able to effectively manage the 
organization through potential financial fluctuations that may impact smaller agencies 
more so than they would larger organizations, such as the County of Santa Clara.  If the 
situation required the JPA to downsize, the JPA board would be required to make the 
difficult decisions  to implement budget reductions.  On the other hand, while it may 
sacrifice some level of control, the JPA board can contract out the staffing of the 
countywide waste management function.  Any situation that would require the scaling 
back of the operation would require a discussion and negotiation with the contractor to 
revise the contract agreement to reflect the changes in the scope of work.   

Option #4:  Regional Agency 

The fourth organizational option is to form a Regional Agency, which is a derivative of a Joint 
Powers Agreement, since only an organization formed as a JPA can be certified by the State of 
California as a Regional Agency.  The designation allows JPA member agencies to jointly report 
diversion and disposal numbers as one entity instead of by jurisdiction, providing programmatic 
and administrative advantages.  Regional Agency refers strictly to the nature of AB 939 reporting 
and does not entail any organizational differences from the JPA structure.  Since the Regional 
Agency is legally and organizationally a JPA, its assessment based on the study’s established 
criteria is the same as that described above for the JPA organization.  Hence, the only evaluative 
criterion is the ability of the Regional Agency members to report diversion jointly, rather than as 
separate jurisdictions.  
 
In conclusion, we have found that establishing a Regional Agency for countywide solid waste 
management is neither feasible, nor beneficial for Santa Clara County and its jurisdictions.  
Becoming a Regional Agency is a complicated and time-consuming process that is unnecessary 
and beyond the needs of the County.  Becoming a Regional Agency also appears to be 
unnecessary, as the benefits of the designation are minimal for the County of Santa Clara.  All 
County jurisdictions reported 2008 annual per capita/resident disposal rates that were lower 
than their disposal rate targets.  The time savings as a result of regionalized AB 939 reporting is 
considered by stakeholders as minimal, as online reporting capabilities have significantly lessened 
the complexity of reporting.   
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Option #5:  Special District 

The fifth organizational option is to establish a Special District, which is a legally distinct local 
government that is governed by an independent board of directors (elected by voters or 
appointed by other legislative bodies) or by an existing legislative body.  The Special District 
delivers public services and/or facilities to a specific area with defined boundaries.  In contrast to 
the JPA, the Special District is not an agreement or sharing of joint powers between collaborating 
jurisdictions.  Rather, the Special District is another form of government.  As such, the Special 
District would require a separate, independent staffing structure, which can be in-house or 
contractual.  The following is an assessment of the Special District organizational structure based 
on the established criteria: 
 

Setting Program Goals and Priorities

 

 - Similar to that of the JPA, the Special District’s 
independent board of directors would have the power to set program goals and 
priorities, and direct an internal or contracted staff to provide district services and meet 
service goals and priorities.  Essentially, as an independent government organization, the 
Special District has wide latitude in setting program goals and service priorities.   

Program Effectiveness and Performance Measures - This criterion is more a function of 
management, than of organization.  However, as an independent organization, the Special 
District can determine its own measures of effectiveness and performance, as well as the 
processes and mechanisms to make and track these measurements.  The level of control 
and oversight over service performance is potentially higher in the Special District.   
 
Breadth and Depth of Personnel Experience

 

 - Again, as an independent government, the 
Special District can establish its own staff or contract out the staff function.  Both options 
would allow the board to hire employees with the skills, credentials and experience the 
Special District deems as necessary to deliver services and programs.   

Personnel Selection and Accountability

 

 - The Special District would have the powers to 
select personnel and to establish accountability controls.  In a contractual relationship, the 
Special District can also ensure that the contractor hire personnel with certain desired 
skills and experience, and implement similar processes and mechanisms to provide 
accountability among contracted staff.   

Cost Control and Effectiveness

  

 - Like that of the Joint Powers Authority, the board of the 
Special District would have the powers to establish its own wages and benefits, enter into 
contracts, and make other budgetary decisions.  The Special District board would have 
full control over fiscal policy and decisions.  Technically, Special District board directors, 
unlike those of a JPA, would serve independently of his/her other affiliations and their 
interests.  Furthermore, like other forms of government, there are likely inherent costs that 
can lead to relatively higher overall operating costs. 
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Scalability and Downsizing

 

 - Since it is an independent form of government, the Special 
District would hypothetically have the power to downsize or expand the organization 
unilaterally.  For this reason, the ability of the Special District to direct operations and 
control costs may be stronger than an operation that requires the collaboration and 
agreement of distinct, separate organizations.  However, like other forms of government, 
the Special District would be confronted by the same or similar factors that may impact 
scalability, such as constituent expectations.   

In conclusion, the Special District organizational structure does not appear to be an appropriate 
model for the Santa Clara County integrated waste management programs.  First, the jurisdictions 
would lose fiscal and programmatic control, even if the Special District’s board directors were to 
be appointed.  The Special District is a new government and not a collaborative agreement 
between multiple jurisdictions.  Therefore, board directors have the fiduciary responsibility to 
serve in the interest of the Special District, and not in the interests of the other jurisdictions within 
the boundaries of the District.  Secondly, given the scope of Santa Clara countywide waste 
management programs, it does not appear to be necessary to go through the long and arduous 
process to form a Special District.  The benefits of the Special District organizational structure can 
likely be achieved through other, more easily achievable avenues, such as the MOA/MOU or JPA. 
 
To form a Special District, registered voters in the proposed district must apply to the Local 
Agency Formation Commission.  The application must detail the proposed district’s boundaries 
and services, any environmental effects, and financing options.  Secondly, the LAFCO’s staff 
studies the application, and schedules a public hearing. The LAFCO can approve or deny the 
proposal.  If the LAFCO gives approval, it would then be time to measure protests to the 
proposal.  Hence, thirdly, LAFCO holds a second public hearing, this time to measure formal 
protests from voters and property owners.  A majority protest stops the proposal, otherwise 
there would be an election.  Lastly, in an election, only the voters inside the proposed district’s 
boundaries vote at this election, which usually requires majority-voter approval.  If the proposal 
involves new special taxes, the measure needs 2/3-voter approval (although this would likely not 
be the case for a waste management special district). 
 
 
Feasible Options and Implementation Steps 

Our analysis suggests that any of the first three organizational options can effectively work in 
implementing and administering Santa Clara County’s integrated waste management programs, as 
long as certain management tools and mechanisms are involved.  However, the needed 
improvements to Option #1, which is to maintain the current structure and delivery system, 
would essentially require the establishment of a formal and documented Memorandum of 
Understanding or Agreement.  The following is a summary of the applicable issues and key steps 
to each feasible organizational option available to the parties involved. 
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Option #1:  Existing Organizational Structure 

The current structure is not intrinsically inefficient or ineffective in fulfilling the function of 
delivering and administering countywide solid waste management services and programs.  The 
current structure was established with local jurisdictions serving in an advisory capacity, while the 
County acted on behalf of all jurisdictions and provided the program staffing and administrative 
function.  The RWRC bylaws (see pages 9-10 in this report) defined the TAC’s official roles and 
responsibilities as strictly advisory in nature and lacked any reference to its working relationship 
with the IWM Division staff.  Over the years, this relational framework appears to have evolved, 
with the local jurisdictions, through the TAC, now having more of a hands-on role in programming 
oversight, including the recommending of AB 939 disposal surcharge rates and certain program 
budgetary decisions.   
 
The occasional issues that arise from the current structure appear to be a result of this conflict 
between the stated advisory function of the TAC and the actual and growing oversight role of the 
TAC.  As such, when an issue or disagreement arise between TAC members and County 
management, it is likely a case in which local jurisdictions wish to have more latitude over 
countywide program decision-making, while the County pushes back and asserts that the TAC is 
overstepping its set boundaries as an advisory body.  
 
Essentially, the existing RWRC bylaws are lacking in language with respect to the relationship 
between the County and local jurisdictions.  Furthermore, the bylaws’ established advisory role 
and responsibilities for the TAC is currently not consistent with how the countywide program 
system is now being executed and, as they appears, not in alignment with the desires and interests 
of the local jurisdictional members of the TAC.   As a result, this study concludes that the current 
organizational structure and service delivery system would face the possibility of further issues 
and problems in the future, without implementing needed changes.  The needed changes would 
essentially lead to Option #2, which would require that all participating jurisdictions agree to a 
Memorandum of Understanding or Agreement.  The MOU/MOA would ideally identify and 
define more clearly the roles and responsibilities of stakeholders in the service delivery system. 
 
Option #2:  Memorandum of Understanding or Agreement 

The second organizational option calls for the establishment of a Memorandum of Understanding 
or Agreement among the member jurisdictions of Santa Clara County to ensure countywide 
compliance with AB 939.   It is important to note here that Steps #1 does not necessarily need to 
be the first task in establishing an MOU/MOA arrangement.  Alternatively, before drafting the 
MOU/MOA, the involved parties may want to first explore, identify and determine organizational, 
roles and responsibilities, division of powers, and staff functions and structure (referred to below 
as Steps #2 and #3).   
 
Step #1:  Draft the Memorandum of Understanding or Agreement, which should include the 
following key components but not limited to: 
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• Mission, purpose and objectives of the MOU/MOA. 

• Rights and duties of participating jurisdictions to address meeting attendance, termination 
of participation, and other terms of the agreement. 

• Timeframe, if any, of the MOU/MOA. 

• Composition of a management committee, as well as voting rights and terms of members.    

• Management controls and self-audit procedure. 

• Budget monitoring and reporting requirements. 

• Process in the selection of consultants, individual managers and contractors, as well as the 
roles and responsibilities of the fiscal agent. 

• Process and parameters involved in the determination, allocation and management of 
landfill disposal surcharges and monies collected from late fees and/or fines. 

 
Step #2:  Identify and determine the key jurisdictional roles and responsibilities, such as serving as 
the MOU/MOA’s fiscal agent, overseeing countywide planning tasks, and levying and collecting 
the countywide AB 939 surcharge.  This particular recommendation is important because there is 
flexibility in how the MOU/MOA is organized.  If the County’s role were to remain unchanged - 
levy and collect the SWPF, manage the countywide program funds, oversee countywide planning, 
and run the countywide programs - then redefining the countywide program operation by 
formalizing roles, responsibilities, and decision-making powers through the MOU/MOA would be 
more easily accomplished.   
 
However, technically speaking, other configurations are possible.  For example, the County can 
continue to impose and collect the SWPF, this time on behalf of all jurisdictions, and manage the 
countywide finances, while an outside contractor can operate the countywide programs.  Even 
the levying and collection of fees for countywide programming can be accomplished differently.  
Cities in which landfills and non-disposal facilities are located can technically impose and collect a 
similar fee for countywide programs and planning.  For example, since most of the active landfills 
are located San Jose, the City of San Jose has indicated in the past that if the AB 939 
Implementation Fee fails to win local approval from all the jurisdictions, the City reserves the 
option to impose an equivalent fee on wastes disposed in landfills located in the City, and would 
retain all revenue from that equivalent fee.  It appears that such can also be said of the SWPF if 
the County were to stop collecting this fee.  Furthermore, the flexibility of AB 939’s financing 
provision has allowed jurisdictions to levy fees at different points in the waste stream, at the point 
of collection, on direct haul out of the county, and/or on additional waste streams.   
 
In the current situation, the County not only manages countywide planning and programming 
funds, the County also imposes and collects the SWPF, the primary source of funding for 
countywide activities.  The County currently imposes the SWPF of $0.78 per ton of waste 
disposed at landfills located within the county (active landfills are in the Cities of San Jose and Palo 
Alto) or taken to non-disposal facilities located within the county and subsequently transported 
for disposal to landfills outside of Santa Clara County.  The TAC recommends the amount of the 
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SWPF to the RWRC, which in turn recommends the fee amount to the County Board of 
Supervisors.  The Board of Supervisors has the authority to approve the recommended amount 
or to reject this amount and set its own amount for the SWPF (although, according to County 
staff, the Board’s rejection of a recommended SWPF rate has never occurred).   
 
Unlike the AB 939 Implementation Fee, which requires the approval of all sixteen jurisdictions, the 
SWPF needs only the approval by resolution of the County Board of Supervisors.  The County 
asserts that since all collected funds are retained by the County to run countywide programs, 
approval from the other jurisdictions is not required.  The setting of the SWPF is completed by 
County resolution, and not by a Memorandum of Agreement, as it is utilized in the approval of 
the AB 939 Implementation Fee and in the participation in the Countywide Household Hazardous 
Waste Program.  This report argues that a form of written agreement between the parties is 
possible because the countywide programs impact all jurisdictions in the county, and AB 939 
provides flexibility in how fees are levied and collected as well as in how countywide 
programming and planning to meet AB 939 mandates are organized and executed. 
 
If a change in the current organizational structure is made and an MOU/MOA scenario (or a 
scenario in which a JPA is established) is considered, there needs to be discussion and resolution 
about a number of issues discussed above:  
 

a) Would the County continue to manage the countywide program finances or would 
another jurisdiction assume this role;  

b) Would the County continue to levy the SWPF, or would other jurisdictions impose similar 
surcharges;  

c) If the County continues to impose the SWPF, would the other jurisdictions have more 
formalized responsibility to approve the fee amount and oversee programming;  

d) Would the County continue to be responsible for countywide planning, overseeing the 
CoIWMP and AB 939 diversion compliance reporting, or would this responsibility also be 
allocated to an alternative staffing structure; and  

e) Would the composition of the management committee consist only of those representing 
jurisdictions (excluding industry or non-profit organizations), and would the decisions or 
recommendations of the management committee require approval from another body, 
such as the RWRC, or would the RWRC act as the MOU/MOA’s management committee, 
while the TAC continues its advisory role to the RWRC.  This would also likely change the 
decision-making role of the Board of Supervisors with regards to countywide programs. 

 
Step #3:  Draft a preliminary scope of work for staffing - either for the County or for an outside 
consulting firm - that defines the relationship among the participating jurisdictions and the 
staffing organization.  The scope of work should also contain the work activities, outcomes and 
even reporting deliverables to be performed and delivered by the assigned staff, as well as the 
work goals, objectives and performance measures that the contractor must meet and satisfy.   
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Step #4 Optional:  As part of the decision-making process, current stakeholders (likely the 
RWRC’s TAC) can use the preliminary scope of work to informally engage in discussion with 
outside consulting firms to obtain cost estimates for full or partial operations of the countywide 
integrated waste management function. 
 
Option #3:  Joint Powers Agreement/Authority 

The third organizational option is to have member jurisdictions establish a Joint Powers 
Agreement or Joint Powers Authority.  Jurisdictions collaborate to form JPAs because they seek to 
cut costs, be more efficient, reduce or eliminate overlapping services, and/or share resources in 
the provision of a service or services.  The joint powers agreement allows member jurisdictions 
flexibility in determining the various terms of the agreement.  As mentioned above, the same 
issues regarding key roles and responsibilities that need to be addressed in an MOU/MOA 
scenario have to be discussed and dealt with if the JPA option is considered.  
 
Step #1:

 

  Santa Clara County stakeholders should engage in further discussion regarding whether 
it is absolutely necessary to form a Joint Powers Agreement or a separate Joint Powers Authority, 
as opposed to formalizing the current service delivery system through an MOU/MOA.  Part of this 
discussion should be the consideration of whether the County or another entity should serve as 
the primary staff.  Once that decision is made, there are several key steps to take in forming the 
JPA. 

Step #2:  Engage the cities’ attorneys and County Council in drafting a Joint Powers Agreement.  
Recall that the law allows great flexibility in determining the JPA’s governance structure.  The 
agreement should include the following key components but not limited to: 

• The new agency’s size, structure, and membership of the JPA’s governing board, as well as 
rules and procedures.  Also include the terms of membership, rules for quorum and 
voting, any civil penalties, and rules for withdrawal. 

• The JPA’s powers and functions and how they are differentiated from those of the 
jurisdictions. 

• The processes and parameters involved in the determination, allocation and management 
of landfill disposal surcharges.  This would likely discuss how and by whom are funds 
collected and then transferred to the JPA. 

• Identification of the JPA’s treasurer and an auditor, which is required of a new, separate 
agency.  The treasurer may be someone from a member agency, the county treasurer 
where the JPA operates, or a certified public accountant who performs the job.  The JPA’s 
auditor must arrange for an annual audit; many public agencies audit their own JPAs.  The 
JPA must file the completed audit with the county auditor who makes copies available to 
the public.  

• The JPA’s staffing structure, as well as the process and procedures involved in the 
selection of consultants or contractors, if needed. 
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Step #3:  If the Joint Powers Agreement is designed to create a new Joint Powers Authority, the 
JPA must file the one-page Notice of a Joint Powers Agreement with the Secretary of State.  The 
Notice of a Joint Powers Agreement requests the following information:  

• Name of the agreement 

• Name of the agency created under the agreement 

• Agency’s mailing address 

• Listing of the public agencies party to the agreement 

• Effective date of the agreement 

• Condensed statement of the agreement’s purpose or the powers to be exercised 

A nominal fee is charged for filing the Notice of a Joint Powers Agreement.  Note that any 
subsequent amendments to the agreement require the filing of the Amendment to a Joint Powers 
Agreement with the Secretary of State at a nominal fee and the submittal of a copy of the full text 
of the Joint Powers Agreement and amendment(s) to the State Controller’s Office.  There is no 
cost for the filing with the Controller’s Office. 
 
Step #4:  Submit a copy of the full text of the Joint Powers Agreement to the State Controller’s 
Office.  There is no cost for the filing with the Controller’s Office.  Until these documents are filed, 
a JPA cannot incur any debts, liabilities, or obligations, or exercise any of its powers.  Note also 
that the Santa Clara County Clerk may also require the filing of basic information and documents 
regarding the JPA. 
 
Step #5:  If the decision is to contract with an outside consulting firm for staffing support services, 
then the JPA needs to draft job specifications or a detailed scope of work to be included in a 
Request for Proposal that can be issued.  Please refer to steps #3 and #4 of Option #2, as those 
recommendations are also applicable here.  There also needs to be a discussion with the County 
in formulating a transition plan from County staff to contract staff, in order to minimize costs, 
inefficiency and miscommunication. 
 
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 

As noted above, this study found that the current organizational structure and service delivery 
system has and can lead to instances of misunderstanding and disagreement among the 
stakeholders involved in countywide waste management.  Originally established as an advisory 
body, the role of the TAC has evolved over the years to one that would be considered more than 
advisory.  The TAC now has more of a “hands-on” role in countywide programming oversight.  
Essentially, the defined or written roles and responsibilities (RWRC bylaws) of the TAC are not 
consistent with current realities and/or with the perceived desires and interests of the local 
jurisdictions (represented by TAC members).  For these jurisdictions, their ability to fully 
participate in joint countywide programming is impeded when they perceive that they have 
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limited ability and authority to make programmatic and budgetary decisions.  As such, when an 
issue or disagreement arise between TAC members and County management, it is likely a case in 
which local jurisdictions wish to have more latitude over countywide program decision-making, 
while the County pushes back and asserts that the TAC is overstepping its set boundaries as an 
advisory body.  
 
As a result, either establishing a Memorandum of Understanding/Agreement or a Joint Powers 
Agreement/Authority would provide the structure and the powers and authority that would allow 
local jurisdictions to have an expanded role in overseeing the countywide programs.  However, 
the current situation does not appear to necessarily require the establishment of a separate, 
independent organization through a JPA arrangement that would require more time and 
resources to develop and implement.  Furthermore, it would likely be more difficult to obtain 
unanimous agreement among the jurisdictions, including the County, to form a JPA.  The County 
IWM Division has developed staff capacity, experience and expertise in managing and delivering 
these countywide services.  Maintaining the current service delivery system would avoid any 
potential for program disruption and minimize further disagreement among jurisdictions.  
Establishing a mutual agreement among the jurisdictions does mean that certain desired changes 
can be made.   
 
The study recommends that stakeholders discuss and execute the drafting and adoption of an 
MOU/MOA - in the same vein as the agreements utilized for the approval of the AB 939 
Implementation Fee and for participation in the Countywide Household Hazardous Waste 
Program - to better identify and define the roles and responsibilities of stakeholders in the 
service delivery system, and to create a clearer, more effective, and more agreeable governance 
structure for countywide solid waste programs and planning.  If the County were to continue its 
current role and responsibilities for the countywide function - levying and collecting fees, 
managing the operation’s finances, operating the countywide programs and fulfilling the 
countywide planning and diversion reporting functions - then the new MOU/MOA would center 
around formalizing a higher level of involvement and decision-making authority for the other 
jurisdictions (via the RWRC and TAC) in the countywide programming function.  The County 
government would continue as the entity that acts on behalf of all jurisdictions in the County as 
fiscal agent and program administrator.   
 
As described earlier, stakeholders should address and include important elements in the 
agreement, such as voting powers, decision-making, roles and responsibilities, program goals and 
objectives, program or performance reporting, etc.  The RWRC/TAC can have a limited role in 
personnel oversight, since the countywide program staff is provided by the County.  In addition, 
since the County acts as the fiscal agent, the management of countywide program funds would 
need to follow county fiscal policies and procedures.  One important issue that needs to be 
discussed is how the MOA arrangement would alter the countywide program decision-making 
process (or decision-making “tree” as illustrated on page 6).  Final decision-making regarding 
programming, SWPF rate setting, and program budget allocations can fall upon the RWRC (of 
which a County Supervisor is a member), rather than upon the Board of Supervisors (as it is 
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currently).  Since all jurisdictions are technically represented on the RWRC, this body is capable 
of fostering regional collaboration.  The TAC can remain as an advisory body to the RWRC, 
although it would maintain its more regular interaction with the County staff.  This would allow 
industry and non-profit organizations to continue to participate as advisors on the TAC, but only 
in a limited and advisory role without the powers to vote.   
 
In summary, the countywide integrated waste management programs and services are considered 
as a joint effort between all jurisdictions in Santa Clara County.  Among these jurisdictions (as 
represented by TAC members), there is a perception that the current organizational structure 
and policies of the countywide function constrain the local jurisdictions from full participation, 
because they have limited ability and authority to make programmatic and budgetary decisions.  
Since the countywide programs and services are designed to be collaborative, it is appropriate 
and prudent, therefore, that all parties involved agree to an organizational and policy framework 
that equally considers and values each jurisdiction’s interests and authority.  As it stands, not all 
involved parties agree that the current organization and system effectively meet the collaborative 
goals and programmatic needs of the joint waste management effort.  The recommendations in 
this report serve as a blueprint for further discussion among all parties involved to reach this 
mutual agreement.   
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DATE: December 13, 2010 

TO:   Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission 

FROM: Technical Advisory Committee 

SUBJECT: OUTLINE OF INVESTIGATION AND OPTIONS REGARDING 
EXPANDED POLYSTYRENE FOOD AND BEVERAGE CONTAINERS 

 
BACKGROUND 
Local jurisdictions have found expanded polystyrene food and beverage containers to be 
problematic in the environment.  These containers are lightweight and breakdown into very small 
pieces causing roadway litter, contributing to water pollution, increasing litter cleanup costs and 
harming wildlife.  Additionally, there is not a viable local market for the recycling of this 
product. 
 
At its October 25, 2010 Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission (RWRC) meeting, the 
RWRC directed the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and its Source Reduction and 
Recycling Subcommittee to provide an outline of various options for addressing expanded 
polystyrene (EPS) food and beverage containers and a timeline for jurisdictions to implement 
these options.   
 
Drivers for Managing EPS Food and Beverage Containers 
In 2009, the RWRC identified Zero Waste as a priority for 2010.  One of the guiding principles 
for Zero Waste is to redesign or eliminate products that cannot be reutilized after their intended 
use. With that in mind, the following drivers have been identified as reasons to examine 
expanded polystyrene food and beverage containers: 

 Assists with meeting regulatory requirements placed on local jurisdictions by new storm 
water permits 

 Lack of viable, local recycling markets for post consumer food and beverage polystyrene 
containers 

 Promotes litter control and reduces governmental agencies’ cleanup costs    
 Protects aquatic and wetland ecosystems  
 Protects water quality  
 Supports RWRC’s zero waste policy  

 
Food and beverage containers are only one source of EPS, but one that can be addressed locally.  
Block foam, used to protect electronics, furniture, etc. may come from outside local regions that 
are beyond the purview/reach of the RWRC.  Local jurisdictions may adopt Extended Producer 
Responsibility and Environmentally Preferred Purchasing policies to address other types of foam 



 

packaging. Additionally, local leaders can lobby for state and national legislation to address 
these other types of polystyrene. 
 
OPTIONS FOR THE RWRC TO CONSIDER 
 
Option 1 
Take no action. 
 
Option 2 
Recommend that each of the 16 jurisdictions adopt a ban on expanded polystyrene and beverage 
containers with the understanding that EPS in the environment is primarily an aquatic ecosystem 
and water quality protection issue, with source waste reduction1, zero-waste and litter control 
being secondary issues.  No recommendation on alternatives to EPS food and beverage 
containers would be provided. 
 
Time required for implementation: Short-term (immediate to one year)  
 
Option 3 
Recommend that each of the 16 jurisdictions adopt a ban on expanded polystyrene food and 
beverage containers.  Direct the IWM program to develop evaluation criteria on appropriate 
alternative containers.  Identify and provide resources to be used by IWM program to carry out 
this project. This option would require development of a decision tree based on the collection, 
processing and disposal systems for the affected waste stream(s)2 that jurisdictions’ currently 
employ or will utilize in the future. A more detailed analysis would be required to evaluate 
various alternatives from an environmental, durability/performance, cost analysis, etc. 
standpoint.3  
 
Time required for implementation: Mid-term (one to two years)  
Funding required: Unknown at this time 
Funding source: Unknown 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Paper and cardboard-based food and beverage containers can be composted in some jurisdictions’ collection 
programs. 
2 A decision tree might include contacting jurisdictions that have bans in place; identifying barriers to 
implementation (if any); outcome of bans (anecdotal or other); compliance rate/issues with non-compliance 
including enforcement; and compile a list of ordinances used by other jurisdictions and ask if they’d recommend 
changes that would make the process more efficient. 
3Analyze the County’s study on alternative food containers once it becomes available. Once complete, determine if 
it accurately reflects issues with compostability and recyclability of alternatives. Additionally, Milpitas City Council 
approved a professional services agreement to study a ban on polystyrene food and beverage containers and single-
use carryout bags, which should be completed in February.  The IWM investigation could incorporate this 
information into its study to the extent allowable by the City of Milpitas. 
 

 
 

 
 



 

 
 

 
Option 4 (not exclusive to the previous recommendations) 
Lobby at state and national level to create mandatory rules for labeling products “recyclable” or 
“compostable.” The myriad of opinions on the definitions of “recyclable” and “compostable” is 
confusing to decision makers and to the public and gives way to unintended misrepresentation.  
This is one way to affect change at a regional level.  Additionally, RWRC may wish to consider 
actions that contribute to a more global outcome through legislation, procurement policies and 
extended producer responsibility. 
 
Time required for implementation:  Mid to Long term (One to three or more years) 
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

October 14, 2010 

VOTING MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE 

ACTERRA  Maija McDonald 

CITY OF CUPERTINO      Cheri Donnelly 

CITY OF GILROY       Tony Eulo 

CITY OF MILPITAS      Elizabeth Koo 

CITY OF MORGAN HILL     Tony Eulo 

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW      Lori Topley 

CITY OF PALO ALTO       Rene Eyerly 

CITY OF SAN JOSE      Skip Lacaze 

CITY OF SANTA CLARA     Dave Staub 

CITY OF SUNNYVALE       Mark Bowers 

CLARA MATEO        Gil Cheso 

CLARA MATEO        Michael Gross 

CLARA MATEO        Julie Muir 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH   Stan Chau 

COUNTY UNINCORPORATED AREA   Elizabeth Constantino 

SAN JOSE STATE UNIVERSITY     Bruce Olszewski 

WEST VALLEY CITIES      Marva Sheehan 
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VOTING MEMBERS NOT ATTENDING 
 
CALIFORNIA RESOURCE RECOVERY ASSN.   

CITY OF CAMPBELL       

CITY OF LOS ALTOS       

CITY OF MONTE SERENO           

CITY OF SARATOGA       

COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT    

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS      

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT   

SIERRA CLUB        

SILICON VALLEY LEADERSHIP GROUP  

TOWN OF LOS ALTOS HILLS      

TOWN OF LOS GATOS  

 

 OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE 

Reena Brilliot   City of San Jose 

Clifton Chew   SCC IWM 

Sharon Clute   City of San Jose  

Rob D’Arcy   SCC HHW 

Zachary DeVine   SCC IWM 

Dennis Ferrier   City of San Jose 

Wendy Fong   SCC HHW 

Karen Gissibl   City of Sunnyvale 

Bryan Godbe   Godbe Research 

Lawrence Grodeska  City of San Francisco 

Walter Lin    City of San Jose 

Holly Lofgren   Habitat for Humanity 

Ed McGovern   American Chemistry Council/California Restaurant Association 

Emy Mendoza   City of San Jose 

Cynthia Palacio   City of Mountain View 

Donna Perala   City of San Jose 

Jim Piazzo    Green Earth Management 

Commissioners:  Jamie McLeod, Chair; Ronit Bryant, Kansen Chu, Jim Griffith, Rosemary Kamei, Evan Low, Cat Tucker,  
 Kris Wang, Curtis Wright, Ken Yeager 
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Clay Reigel   City of Palo Alto 

Lisa Rose    SCC IWM 

Leslie Stobbe   City of Milpitas 

Robert Walker   Goodwill 

Tom Zizzo    Green Earth Management 

 

1. Call to Order 
Lori Topley, Chair, called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m.  A quorum of 11 was present.  Those 
present introduced themselves.  

2. Approval of Minutes  
Rene Eyerly made a motion to approve the minutes from the August 12 and September 9, 2010 
TAC meetings.  The motion was seconded by Michael Gross.  All present voted to approve the 
minutes.  Those not present at the August 12 and/or September 9, 2010 TAC meeting abstained. 

At this time Lori asked to hear some agenda items out of order.  Agenda item 5 will be deferred 
to the November TAC meeting.   

3. Public Presentations  
The representative from Habitat for Humanity had asked to speak during Public Presentations 
but was not present.  Dennis Ferrier with the City of San Jose asked to speak about the 
Operations Subcommittee notes and the NDFE and was told to wait until those agenda items 
came up and that the those two items may be combined. 

Item 9J was heard at this time. 

9J. School Recycling  
Reena Brilliot said the Go Green Schools Program has been participating with the regional group 
for the last two years to develop the Green Star Schools Program.  It is a school certification 
program that acknowledges school greening efforts as well as environmental education 
curriculum and student teacher actions. The last year has been spent developing and submitting 
grant applications to fund different components of the Green Star School Program. This program 
involves a series of checklists related to waste reduction, transportation, air quality and water 
conservation.  They received news this week that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
(MTC) staff was making a recommendation to fund an online ‘dashboard’ so that schools would 
have easy access to the checklist and the resources.  Some participating agencies include 
Alameda’s StopWaste, San Mateo’s RecycleWorks and Earth Team (a nonprofit) and Green 
Schools both from Berkeley.  The comments from MTC requested additional collaboration, thus 
Sonoma County was added.  If the MTC board approves the staff recommendation, this group 
would receive $867K and San Jose would get $120K of that amount to implement the 
transportation checklist in the area schools.   

Currently there is an AmeriCorp member working full time on piloting the program in schools.  
They haven’t yet gone directly to schools but have been getting all the collateral in order so that 
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the conversations can begin.  This is the pilot year for the checklists.  At some point the checklist 
may come back to TAC for feedback. 

Lori Topley reiterated to TAC members that the City of San Jose offered to represent the all the 
jurisdictions in the county at the Go Green Schools Program group 

4. Goodwill 
Robert Walker made a presentation about recycling mattresses and carpeting.  He said Goodwill 
is set up similar to Counties in that stores are operated independently.  There are17 stores in 
Santa Clara and San Benito Counties.  Nationwide there are 2,200 stores and did $3.75B.  Of that 
$3.75B, $600M was contracts.  Contracts is the division that operates the mattress and carpet 
recycle program. Goodwill, nationwide earns 85% of its funding from its business operation 
which is unique in non-profits.  Only about 15% of funding for programs comes from grants or 
foundations.  The rest is earned from business operations 

Four years ago, a homeless veteran program was started which placed homeless veterans into 
transitional work programs.  With various partners and other agencies, food, shelter, work and 
counseling were provided.  The program is very successful and serves about 120 veterans a year.  
A year ago, Goodwill started looking at other funding sources to augment their retail operation 
and found that mattress recycling was an effective program.  The participating Goodwill stores 
would collect mattresses for a recycle fee of $10 each and then send them to the facility to be 
broken down.  The materials are either sold or disposed of depending on whether they have a 
buyer or not.  Of the 60,000 pounds collected per month about 5,000 pounds is waste. 

Carpet collection was started in July of 2009.  Recent legislation, AB2398, includes language 
that requires 50% of post consumer carpet be collected for diversion by 2014 and 70% by 2017.  
Currently less than 5% is being collected for diversion.  The carpet material comes from general 
contractors who contact Goodwill because their contracts call for the material to be recycled.  
The Organization currently charges $0.79 per pound for carpet recycling which is more 
expensive than landfilling the carpet because it has to be shipped.  Rob D’Arcy wanted to clarify 
that Goodwill is actually a collector of carpeting and not a direct recycler. 

At this time the Habitat for Humanity representative showed up so the Public Presentations agenda 
item (3) was revisited. 

3. Public Presentation 
Holly Lofgren with Habitat for Humanity (HfH) introduced herself.  Habitat for Humanity is 
currently located at 513 Valley Way in Milpitas.  They are looking at opening a ReStore in Santa 
Clara County.  A ReStore is a used and surplus building materials supply store.  There are 700 
ReStores in the US and Canada but none in Santa Clara County.  The closest one is in San 
Leandro and sells items that would otherwise go to landfills.  It is a reusing of the materials and 
not recycling them.  The ReStore enables good stewardship of sustainable resources in the 
community by diverting the material.  It also expands opportunities for low income people to buy 
building supplies at low prices.  The ReStore would also provide the financial means for the 
affiliate to help fund some of the affordable home building projects in addition to offering job 
opportunities and job skills.  An extensive business plan has been developed.  Costs and vendor 
quotes have been captured so operating costs could be calculated.  Low, average and rosy sales 
forecasts have also been developed.  Habitat for Humanity is currently looking for property for 
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an appropriate site to house a Santa Clara County ReStore and is seeking $300,000 in investment 
startup funds.  Holly hopes to be placed on a future TAC agenda to have more time to discuss 
HfH and the ReStore.   

5. CalGreen Regulations on C&D recycling 
This item was deferred to November’s TAC agenda.   

Only the Godbe presentation portion of Item 9F was heard at this time.  The remainder of Agenda 
Item 9F was heard later in the meeting. 

9F  Public Education Subcommittee – Godbe Research findings 

Zachary DeVine with the County of Santa Clara IWM briefly explained that this is the second 
phase of the Godbe Research Study. Bryan Godbe provided a PowerPoint presentation of the 
highlights from the full report which will be available in PDF format at the County’s website.  

The first phase occurred in 2008 when Godbe was asked to come in and examine what the 
PubEd Subcommittee was accomplishing and assess community attitudes and opinions about 
recycling and reuse, and see how the community responds to general environmental questions.  
Based on the data collected, the research findings were intended to help guide PubEd activities 
over the next three years.  Bryan Godbe of Godbe Research then presented the results of the 
2010 findings. It was interesting to see some of the data that everyone already knew but now 
there were statistical findings to support and also led the group in new directions.  PubEd was 
pleased with the results of both the 2008 and 2010 studies. 

A question was asked about whether there was a contamination increase in the incoming 
materials or less contamination as a result of the campaigns.  Zachary DeVine stated that there 
was no conscious effort to measure this.  Another question was how often these studies should be 
done.  Bryan suggested for governmental organizations that 2-3 years between studies would be 
ideal while private sector studies may be done on a quarterly basis.  A suggestion was made to 
the PubEd Subcommittee to try and evaluate the cost effectiveness of various campaigns.   

The Implementation Subcommittee is looking at the budget and will possibly bring something 
back to TAC in January once the elections have settled some issues. 

At this time agenda item 6 and 9E will be heard together. 

6. 10th Amendment NDFE  

9E Operations Subcommittee  
Elizabeth Constantino said the Operations Subcommittee met October 6, 2010 to discuss the 10th 
Amendment to the NDFE and some procedural items in relation to the amendment process.  The 
chair of the Subcommittee, Cynthia Palacio, was introduced and provided a synopsis of the 
meeting.  She said three items were discussed 1) providing a schedule for the NDFE process to 
give applicants predictability on when they will go before TAC and the RWRC.  The 
subcommittee recommends TAC go with the quickest schedule with a three month turn around 
based on the RWRC meeting schedule; 2) reviewing and approving the NDFE application form.  
In the past, the data provided did not contain enough information to determine if the facility is 
necessary to meet diversion goals and assess regional impacts.  A check box form for items 
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required by State law and an optional section was discussed including: what kinds of material are 
being proposed, what state tier the applicant is pursuing, destination of the material, hours of 
operations and whether or not they are open to the public.  Along with the required location map, 
the subcommittee would also like to request the applicant provide a parcel number to prevent 
confusion with other similarly addressed properties, and possibly a simple site plan with some 
detail; and 3) review and comment on the 10th Amendment.  Kings Row Recycling Facility and 
Valley Recycling were in the 10th Amendment but the owner of Valley Recycling was out of the 
country and Maryanne Harmon of their office requested that their application be moved to 
November for the 11th Amendment. 

With regard to the 10th Amendment, Cynthia said Mr. Jim Piazzo operator of the Kings Row 
Recycling Facility has filed his notification with the City of San Jose’s LEA to process up to 200 
tons per day so they can begin operation immediately if other City requirements have been met.  
As a result, they don’t need to be in the NDFE, but have clarified they want to pursue the next 
tier of permit to process up to 600 tons per day, so they will need to be listed in the NDFE for 
that tier permit. Kings Row is on schedule to proceed to the October RWRC meeting.  The only 
concern that the Operations Subcommittee had was the conflict between the local land use permit 
from the City of San Jose at 199 tons per day and the applicants specified 600 tons per day on the 
NDFE application.  There was some concern about traffic, but the main concern is the conflict 
between San Jose’s use permit for 199 tons and being included in the Countywide NDFE for 600 
tons. The subcommittee did not want someone waving the NDFE 600 tons per day in front of 
other reviewers saying ‘I’ve got this permit’.  They wanted to make sure the inclusion into the 
NDFE did not mean approval for local land use, and stated that the applicant should contact the 
City of San Jose to increase land use permit to be consistent. 

Mr. Jim Piazzo commented that he should be on the 9th Amendment to the NDFE and was 
reminded that the 9th Amendment had already passed and that he was on the 10th Amendment 
which is currently before TAC. 

Cynthia reiterated that what is before the committee is: 1) to approve the application schedule; 2) 
approve the additional optional items that we would like the applicants to provide so that TAC 
can understand their application better; and 3) proceed with the 10th Amendment NDFE noting 
that there is a concern about the conflict between the local land use permit and what the applicant 
is planning.  She emphasized that it is a planning document and it does not give them any land 
use approval. 

Elizabeth Constantino added that the County will provide a fee schedule once the cost of the 
NDFE application process has been worked out. 

Lori Topley pointed out, at this time TAC’s responsibility is to make a recommendation to the 
RWRC.  Today’s action is to make that recommendation and proceed from there. 

Dennis Ferrier with the City of San Jose noted that the two discretionary permits that are issued 
for these projects are the land use permit and the State solid waste facility permit.  The role of the 
NDFE plan is conceptual only and not to permit facilities to operate.  It is a conceptual overlay in 
the county to identify prospective candidate areas where waste processing and recycling can 
occur.  The other goal of this plan is to provide the first public information that these candidate 
sites have been identified.  He said this information was from the attorneys at CalRecycle.  
Dennis said if TAC tried to reconcile what is in the NDFE plan with what actually exists, then 
there will always be discrepancies.  In many cases the proposed projects do not have solid waste 
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facility permits, they are new or proposed or they may never be built.  Public Resources Code 
(PRC) requires the facility’s location by address or general location on a map, and enforcement 
agencies in making their findings shall not review the facility’s conformance to the description in 
the plan.  He said they went on to address the role of this plan following these findings and stated 
that it was a conceptual plan whose main goal was to provide public noticing to communities.  
An example Dennis gave was one of looking at distribution of sites to be more equitable in terms 
of environmental justice.  The NDFE process was not intended to look at traffic and things that 
are done through the local land use process.  While it is in everyone’s best interest to get 
facilities sited, in some cases it puts the cart before the horse because the process is not always 
complete and the facility is either not yet developed or may be an existing facility that is looking 
at future expansion.  The various tier levels were established in 1995 to streamline the permitting 
process for recycling and to create a level playing field from the recyclers to the waste industry.  
This can be problematic for permitting departments when someone wants to go to a higher level 
of permit. It takes seven to nine months before it gets to the point where the State approves an 
amendment and the LEA can check that the application is complete before sending to the State.  
This has been a major bottleneck for recyclers to get permitted. 

Cynthia said that the NDFE is a planning document.  Unfortunately, an unintentional 
consequence of a streamlined State permitting system is that a facility might begin to operate and 
then has to be turned over to the local agencies’ code enforcement because it doesn’t have a land 
use permit.  As a planning document, listing the available facilities is done so that TAC can plan 
for future capacity.  Since 2003 the Public Resources Code states that the NDFE may include 
either the identification of specific locations or general areas, and that jurisdictions shall utilize 
the pertinent information that is available for them to review and comment on to determine if the 
facility is necessary to meet diversion goals.  Further that comments by the LTF shall include an 
assessment of the regional impact of potential diversion facilities.  In order for TAC to plan, we 
need to have some concept of what the facility is doing.  This review and comment is not 
intended to duplicate local land use but to identify what the facility is, what TAC is looking for 
in terms of capacity and materials, what are the regional impacts, and whether TAC finds the 
facility is necessary to help with meeting diversion goals.  There are many experts in TAC that 
can provide comments that would help the LEA and/or planners.  The bottom line is not to delay 
applicants.  The timeline was developed so that applicants know the schedule. 

 Dennis noted that the checklist requested optional information that was inconsistent with a 
conceptual plan such as: traffic flow, where the material is going and who the applicants are 
serving.  He suggested that TAC representatives confer with their respective counsel to clarify 
their role in the NDFE process. In the meantime, he said TAC should not hold up permits for an 
informational, conceptual plan. 

Lori suggested that the timeline and the checklist from the Operations Subcommittee not be 
taken up today but rather just move forward with the recommendation on the 10th Amendment.  
The Ops Subcommittee can take these items up again and bring back to TAC at a later time.  The 
recommendation from the Ops Subcommittee was stated as follows, “It is recommended that the 
NDFE amendment be forwarded to the RWRC to begin the 90 day public comment period; and 
to express concerns about processing a higher volume of material on a small parcel; and which is 
also inconsistent with the City of San Jose’s use permit for a lower volume.” 

 Mark Bowers motioned to recommend the motion as stated.  Cheri Donnelley seconded the 
motion.  Skip Lacaze asked for discussion of the motion and asked Dennis some questions.  
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Could Dennis make a conformance finding to issue the solid waste facility permit as soon as the 
City of San Jose adopts the NDFE amendment? It was clarified that he had to wait until the State 
has approved the NDFE amendment.  There have been cases where the solid waste facility 
permit is on the same agenda (properly sequenced) as the approval of the NDFE amendment.  
The actual trigger that starts the 60 day approval is when the City of San Jose has a complete 
NDFE application package which means the NDFE must be agendized with the State.  Skip had 
a question about the schedule for the 90 day comment period beginning on the date the LTF 
holds a public hearing.  That was not his understanding of the code. At the time an amendment is 
submitted to the LTF, that submittal starts the clock.  The only thing about the clock is that the 
City of San Jose cannot hold its public hearing and/or act on the amendment without allowing 
the Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission, acting as the Local Task Force, 90 days to 
offer comments. His concern with the time issue is with regard to registration level or a higher 
level permit. 

At this time Mark withdrew the motion and resubmitted it without the reference to the 90 
comment period.  Skip concurred as did Cheri. 

In response to earlier questions, Cynthia said there was not enough information on the Kings 
Row application during the 9th Amendment, but it is on track for the October RWRC meeting. 
This problem delayed the processing of the Kings Row NDFE amendment by 60 days, but she 
wanted to note for the record that during this time period, the applicant could have been 
operating under the State’s solid waste Notification tier, provided that other issues with City of 
San Jose were resolved.  At the September 9th operations subcommittee meeting, she gave Jim 
Piazza a copy of the one-page Notification form that Dennis Ferrier had emailed to her.  At that 
time, Jim said he would be getting his occupancy permit from San Jose because of a sewer issue.  
As of today, the Notification has been filed but Jim is still working on some city requirements.  
As to the NDFE amendment process and the role of TAC, Cynthia noted that the committee is 
advisory to the RWRC and has the right to comment on applications to amend the NDFE for the 
purpose of whether the facility is necessary to accomplish diversion goals and assess regional 
impacts. 

Lori called for the vote on the recommendation for 10th Amendment but not on the other 
Operations Subcommittee recommendations concerning schedule or optional requested 
information.  All present voted to approve with the following members abstaining: Gil Cheso, 
Michael Gross, Julie Muir and Bruce Olszewski.  As clarification to the applicant, TAC has 
recommended forwarding the 10th Amendment to the RWRC so it will be heard at the RWRC 
meeting on October 25, 2010.  It was noted that the applicant has already been notified of the 
timeline. 

Lori returned to the Operations Subcommittee calendaring schedule and asked if people are 
ready to act.  The recommendation was for TAC to approve the schedule as shown in the memo 
and to invite applicants to briefly present their application at the first TAC meeting.  A question 
was asked about the timeframe and was referred back to the Operations Subcommittee.  Since 
the Operations Subcommittee would be reviewing the checklist, this would be a natural 
accompaniment. 

Skip motioned that the items be referred to the Operations and Enforcement Subcommittees to 
report back jointly with a suitable document to bring back to TAC, vetted though attorneys.  It 
was seconded by Tony Eulo.  All present voted to approve. 
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7. RWRC Update 
Lisa Rose said the big items coming to the October 25 RWRC meeting are: 1) Commissioners do 
need to complete 700 form and will hear a brief presentation by County Counsel; 2) the 10th 
Amendment to the NDFE; 3) Expanded Polystyrene depending upon the outcome of today’s 
meeting; and 4) RWRC Priorities for 2011 will be deferred to the December RWRC agenda. 

8. Division Manager’s Report and Updates on Countywide Programs 
Lisa Rose said Elizabeth had four items: 1) there is a need to secure a venue for the TAC holiday 
party.  Mountain View and Milpitas offered their facilities.  It was decided that Milpitas would 
host the December 9, 2010 TAC holiday party and meeting; 2) The November TAC meeting is 
on the 4th since the 11th is a holiday; 3) December is election of officers and Clifton Chew will 
send a list of current and proposed positions; and 4) TAC members should think about whether 
or not they want to plan for a joint TAC meeting and if so, with which jurisdiction. 

A. Disposal Reporting System – in the TAC packet.   

B. Green Business – in the TAC packet. 

C. Home Composting Education Program – in the TAC packet. 

D. Recycling Hotline – no report. 

9. Subcommittee Reports and Updates on Countywide Programs  
A. Enforcement – Stan Chau said there was no report. 

B. Household Hazardous Waste – Walter Lin said the next meeting is Monday, October 25. 

C. Implementation Subcommittee (IS) – Lori Topley said there was a meeting last week on 
October 7, 2010.  The Subcommittee reviewed current tonnages, looked at current budget 
numbers and decided to wait until after the elections to find out what happens with 
Proposition 26 and other election outcomes that might influence budget decisions.  Once the 
IS makes a recommendation, the budget will go to TAC, most likely in January. 

D. Legislation – Mark Bowers said the Governor signed two pieces of legislation regarding 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) on paint and carpet. 

E. Operations – heard previously. 

F. Public Education – Leslie Stobbe said she would discuss the successful campaign first then 
allow Clay to talk about the Regional Recycling Information Network. 

The Bag Campaign took 10 months and covered radio and television campaigns in English 
only.  The campaign reached 81% of Santa Clara County residents via 960 radio spots aired 
(with payment for only 380 of those) on KBAY and KEZR, and a resident on average would 
have seen a promotion four times on Comcast via 1,114 paid ads with 50% matching.  The 
number of gross impressions was listed as 2,300,000 but there was a net reach of 71% of the 
cable television households (thus the household saw it four times).  The campaign spent 
$80,000.  12,000 reusable bags were distributed at more than 60 events by tying into radio 
stations going town to town with the spring and summer events.  The bags were purchased by 
the City of San Jose, Milpitas, Santa Clara and the County of Santa Clara for all jurisdictions 
to use.  The campaign also had prominent website placement encouraging people to go to the 
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events and receive a free bag.  Leslie stated that it was disappointing about the 
communication gains noted in the Godbe study that cannot be utilized due to elimination of 
the PubEd budget. She expressed interest in attending the IS to find out if there was some 
way to get a budget to continue the good work.   

A question was asked bout the information provided from the Godbe study that showed 
television as the most effective medium.  It was explained that television was the most 
attributed source even if it was not the actual source of the information.  It was also noted 
that SCVURPPP urban runoff campaign had been effective at dovetailing radio and 
television ads.  The study helped in deciding where to best expend funds. 

Leslie said the Regional Recycling Information Network (RRIN) is something that the PubEd 
Subcommittee is not asking TAC to make a decision on currently but hopefully will be 
referred to the PubEd Subcommittee to examine how best to work together on this regional 
project.  She introduced Clay Reigel with the City of Palo Alto along with Lawrence 
Grodeska with the City of San Francisco to explain how it will work.  Leslie also noted that 
Bruce Olszewski who represents San Jose State University and runs the countywide 
recycling hotline has asked to speak after the presentation. 

Lori requested that item 9G be heard at this time due to time constraints. The polystyrene 
report from the SRR Subcommittee needs an action from TAC as to whether or not to 
forward their recommendation to the RWRC meeting this month. 

G. Source Reduction and Recycling  
Cheri Donnelly said the SRR Subcommittee worked on the letter that was distributed to 
TAC.  She noted that there was broad participation on the letter from Save the Bay to the 
American Chemistry Council.  The SRR Subcommittee feels that the letter is ready to go to 
the RWRC and that it is a recommendation.   

There was some question about the wording “alternatives to polystyrene were reasonably 
priced.”  With all the documents being forwarded and not having an actual cost comparison, 
she felt that it should be removed.  Lori read the recommendation as: “SRR’s investigation 
revealed that alternatives are available, as confirmed by local cities and organizations.  It is 
recommended that each jurisdiction consider adopting a ban on foam food takeout 
containers.”  She noted that various organizations have submitted information that will be 
forwarded to the RWRC along with the report. 

Bruce Olszewski asked what the specific problem was that is trying to be eliminated with this 
ban.  Cheri noted that aquatic life is affected and when jurisdictions try to pick up the 
material it becomes very costly due to the way the material breaks down.  It is not the 
argument that alternative materials were priced competitively or what is it worth to the 
consumer and/or the restaurant.   This is a recommendation to show the RWRC that the SRR 
Subcommittee has discussed both the pros and cons and then suggest that the RWRC 
recommend a ban to the cities.  Bruce said he preferred items where there were findings and 
conclusions and then academically sort the science from the pseudoscience.   

Mark Bowers wanted to clarify some data on the City of Sunnyvale; the City Council had 
proposed that City of Sunnyvale staff study a ban on EPS use for food and beverages in 
2011.   

There was a request to attach a matrix of the various jurisdictions showing what each was 
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doing. Lisa Rose with the County IWM will distribute a matrix. She also said Ed McGovern 
was here earlier and wanted to make sure that the documents from the American Chemistry 
Council and the California Restaurant Association were forwarded.  Cheri wanted the full 
package to be submitted to the RWRC as an update on what the subcommittee has 
accomplished and to see if there was any additional direction from the Commission. 

Bruce said it was critical to separate science from pseudoscience on this and to stop using the 
word Styrofoam™.  He would guess this is an organic process and it would get stronger as it 
goes along.  Lisa reiterated that TAC needed to get something to the RWRC since they have 
been asking about the issue at the last two meetings. She will also send out the matrix for 
jurisdictions to update by Friday for the RWRC packet going out on Monday. 

Bruce also said the movement towards extended producer responsibility (EPR) is basically 
talking about a responsibility that needs to be happening, essentially internalizing 
externalities.  Some industries are more mature like the steel and paper industries where there 
are many markets that exist to close open loops.  Other industries are immature like plastics, 
in particular film and polystyrene where they have not closed open loops.  This has become 
an ecological problem so essentially laws like this are basically saying society is not going to 
accept this irresponsible behavior. 

Cheri asked Bruce to include those comments in writing to attach to the packet.  Cheri then 
made a motion to submit the packet including Bruce’s comments and everything from ACC 
and all the attachments to the RWRC so they know what we’ve been up to for the past four 
months and so they can give us feedback like they did for Zero Waste.  The motion was 
seconded by Tony Eulo.  Skip asked what TAC’s recommendation to the Commission is.  
Leaving the recommendation in the report like this and essentially sending it forward as a 
report from SRR is the same as stating what SRR’s conclusion is.  Does TAC want to 
recommend that the Commission adopt the same position and proceed with sending out the 
letters with the Chair’s signature or is TAC sending the report to RWRC for consideration of 
what occurred today and looking for guidance about what they want us to do next?  Cheri 
said that SRR has gone as far as they can without further guidance.  Thus the 
recommendation is to transmit the information to the RWRC for their consideration and 
possible action.  All present voted to approve. 

The rest of agenda item 9F Regional Recycling Information Network resumed. 

Clay Reigel said San Francisco, StopWaste and Palo Alto have been involved in a 
collaborative effort the last couple of months on a software project creating a regional 
platform for managing and sharing recycling, reuse and disposal information.  It is combined 
with a search interface that can be integrated into any agency’s website and also utilizes an 
open source open data format for expansion, mobile phone apps, private sector collaboration, 
etc.  The group has been working on a software project to manage data, share data and have 
some way for the public to search that data.  It does not replace existing local data gathering 
techniques or other informational delivery tools or resources.  Local data will be managed 
locally as it is now.  The process currently has a steering committee comprised of the current 
funding members which are San Francisco, StopWaste and Palo Alto.   

San Francisco is the fiscal and project lead and is key to the process of selecting a vendor to 
create this web based tool.  At this point, we need to scope out the project functional content 
and the features that we’d be looking for.  The group is trying to involve stakeholders, 
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specifically those using tools right now.  They want to see what is useful for folks to try and 
broaden the project out to a larger stakeholder group.  They will bring feedback on the 
features and functional requirements and from there they will develop the application.   

Lawrence Grodeska with the City of San Francisco, said with the austere budget times this is 
a way for us to all partner together to meet a need that we all have, especially speaking to the 
arbitrary nature of jurisdictional boundaries as far as users need for information.  People 
work in one city or county and reside in another. It is difficult to know where to go on the 
web to find information, it is difficult to use different web tools and the group wants to create 
one software platform that becomes the standard for the Bay Area.  They want to do it once 
instead of each of jurisdiction having to do it over and over again.  The goal is to open it up 
in a low cost way with a robust feature set for anyone that wants to take advantage of their 
work to use down the road.  They are coming to TAC to present this and seek input on how 
Santa Clara County wants to be involved. 

Bruce responded that he became aware of the RFP on the day it was due.  He said he spoke 
to San Mateo County and that they were not collaborative and that Alameda County was not 
aware of a regional network.  Bruce stated that he manages a website for CDR that is already 
set up and can work without having to spend $80,000 to have a regional website.  If the 
group wants to make some adjustments, it is quicker, faster and there will be fewer mistakes 
made if we are not starting from the ground up.  Bruce said he has had over 20 years 
experience doing this.  He says it is not collaborative when an RFP is written and sent out 
and then people are invited to participate.  Bruce believes everyone should sit down at a table 
so we can really discuss how this would work.  He thinks that the four agencies should get 
together because organizational change is what is really being discussed; creating a new 
agency not just a web site.  If a website already exists why would anyone spend $80,000 
when a regional one operates right now and “you guys got it for free”.  

Lori stated that her understanding is there are three partners who have contributed financially 
and they have a project. Lori wanted to know specifically what is being asked of TAC at this 
point. 

Leslie responded that the (budget less) PubEd Subcommittee does have the experts in its 
group to take a look at what the three entities are proposing and what they have to offer.  
Everyone on PubEd is ecstatic and loves the idea.  Now we want to know how we can make 
it work with within our borders and outside our borders.  Her example is when a Milpitas 
resident wants to get rid of aluminum siding and can be told to go to Fremont, which is closer 
but out of County, rather than South San Jose.  Leslie noted that the next PubEd meeting is 
not scheduled until January.  However, she stated if PubEd needs to have a special meeting 
on just that one topic they would like to do so.  At the previous meeting where this topic was 
presented, Leslie felt there was not enough representation from the cities in the County.  She 
would like to have more of a discussion in terms of where we are going and would like to vet 
it much more deeply than was done in the 30 to 45 minute discussion that PubEd had.  This is 
something that PubEd could get its teeth into for the remainder of the fiscal year. 

Skip pointed out that the Chair has the ability to call meetings on his/her own.   

Bruce asked Clay what he wanted TAC to do. Clay responded that there are two 
opportunities to become involved in this: 1) there is the steering committee composed of the 
funding partners.  He understands that funding is an issue for PubEd at this time.  2) They are 
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trying to put together a stakeholder group of people who want to be involved in this project 
to give input.  This is TAC’s opportunity to have some representation in the stakeholder 
group. There is no commitment to anything, it just an opportunity to have your voice heard in 
this project.  Leslie would like to know who is going to be the driver of this, what its 
framework is going to be and how it is going to run. 

Lori asked if TAC is looking at whether PubEd should continue to move forward and 
investigate this issue further.  A motion is not needed to add a meeting to the PubEd 
schedule.  If the group wants to meet, a meeting can be set up.  Cheri suggested that the 
meeting be only on a single subject so that more people would attend.  Members asked about 
Clay’s second opportunity to get involved and he responded by saying they are open to 
additional funding partners.  Clay clarified that TAC did not have to contribute in order to be 
involved in the project.  

H. Ad Hoc Disaster Debris Planning – no report. 

I. Ad Hoc Organizational Study – no report. 

J. Ad Hoc School Recycling – was heard earlier. 

K. Ad Hoc Zero Waste – no report. 
   

10. Future Agenda Items / Guest Speakers 

 Elizabeth Constantino asked for an update on the bag issue jurisdiction to jurisdiction. 

 Tony Eulo requested a round table on commercial and multi-family recycling. He also asked 
that items listed in the Future Agenda Items / Guest Speakers remain on the agenda until 
heard. 

 Jill Boone wanted Best Practices for Zero Waste Events. 

 Are TAC members interested in a Joint TAC meeting with another jurisdiction and if so, 
which jurisdiction? 

 Tony Eulo asked about looking for a better meeting room. 

11. Informational Updates and Announcements 
There was insufficient time for agenda item 11. 
 

12. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 4:06 p.m. 

 

NEXT SCHEDULED TAC MEETING:  November 4, 2010 
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Monday, April 25, 2011 
 
Monday, June 27, 2011 
 
Monday, August 29, 2011 – Election of Officers 
 
Monday, October 31, 2011 
 
Monday, December 12, 2011 (off schedule to due to holidays) 
  
 

 
 



County of Santa Clara 
RECYCLING AND WASTE REDUCTION COMMISSION OF SANTA CLARA COUNTY  
Environmental Resources Agency 
Department of Agriculture and Resource Management 
Integrated Waste Management Division 
 
1553 Berger Drive, Bldg. 1 
San Jose, California  95112   
(408) 282-3180  FAX (408) 282-3188  
www.ReduceWaste.org 

Commissioners:  Jamie McLeod, Chair; Ronit Bryant, Kansen Chu, Susan Garner, Jim Griffith, Patrick Kwok, Evan Low,  
 Cat Tucker, Kris Wang, Ken Yeager 
 

 
 

Recycling and Waste Reduction Commission of Santa Clara County 

Mission 
The Commission’s mission is to conserve, protect and preserve the environmental resources of our community 
through advocacy, education and outreach programs; to reuse, reduce, recycle and intelligently dispose of waste 
materials; and to promote composting, pollution and waste prevention and sustainable living practices for all the 
people in Santa Clara County. 

 

Commissioner Roster for 2010-2011 
Revised November 16, 2010 

 
Commissioners   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 SMaRT Station Cities (Mountain View, Palo Alto, 
Sunnyvale) 

Patrick Kwok, SCVWD   Santa Clara Valley Water District  

Evan Low, City of Campbell  West Valley Cities (Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno,  
  Saratoga) 

Jamie McLeod, City of Santa Clara, Chair Central County Cities (Milpitas, Santa Clara) 

Cat Tucker, City of Gilroy  South County Cities (Gilroy, Morgan Hill) 

Kris Wang, City of Cupertino  North County Cities (Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills) 

Ken Yeager, County of Santa Clara  County of Santa Clara 
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