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Comments on Draft Zero Waste Strategic Development Plan 10/8/09

By Matt McCarron, Local Task Force, Novato representative

The plan is being prepared for the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste
Management JPA. This JPA is responsible for Solid Waste planning and reporting for
the county of Marin and to the State Integrated Waste Management Board to meet AB
939 requirements.

General Comments:

1. Overall impression, the document does capture all the Solid waste structure,
basic activity, shortcomings per district and offers a fairly comprehensive set of
recommendations to try to head toward Zero Waste.

Response: Comment noted.

2. No timeline is associated with recommendations to achieve the JPA adopted
goal of 2025. The date coincides with the closing of Redwood Landfill as it
reaches it's expected capacity based on the county’s current projections.

Response: Comment noted.

3. Author admits that there are limitations in the data used to do the analysis due to
access from haulers and franchise agencies. Some reliable data from Marin
Sanitary Service’s (MSS) own waste characterization study is helpful in
predicting basic trends, but not targeted efforts is specific service area out side of
MSS service areas or comparable collection methods in those areas. But this
does demonstrate a weakness in the county waste assessment that should be
reflected in the recommendations, but is not. We will need better data all along
the time line to zero waste, so that proper feedback will facilitate design of
programs to address progress toward the goal.

Response: Comment noted. Acquiring better data for collection is part of

Recommendation 7 where franchise agreements would provide more detailed

collection information based on service sectors.

4. Diversion and disposal info on pages 11-16 is helpful but only represents hauler
info from residential activity in general. The aggregated data only represents
about 40-45 of the county’s diversion. The county’s actual diversion is
approximately 71%, we need more clarity in this data gap so we can see if the
recommendations will actually apply to on-going activities not one time
diversions. More data needed.

Response: In the “Hauler Services” subsection, it is stated:

“It is important to note that diversion rates stated in this section are only for the materials
collected by the haulers. These diversion rates account for 30 percent of the JPA’'s AB 939
reported diversion, which also includes material from store back-haul recycling activities and
self-haul operations that never enter the possession of the hauler.”

In addition, the Feasibility Study is focused on up-stream and down-stream waste generation
reduction. Because the AB 939 diversion rate represents material that is backhauled by
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businesses, grasscycled through park operations, etc., the recommendations presented in this
report are focused on programs that either are not optimized or do not exist. All
recommendations are intended to provide on-going diversion of disposed streams/waste
prevention rather than being one-time activities. The JPA may be able to provide more detail
on the activities contributing to the AB 939 diversion if that information is still desired, but it does
not affect the recommendation design because disposed materials are a main focus of
determining the feasibility of achieving Zero Waste.

5. Something conspicuously absent in the recommendation is the JPA fee structure
and it's sustainability. The cost of programs notwithstanding, the JPA receives
its funding on disposal fees at the landfills. If the waste disposal goes down as
anticipated by the program’s plan, the JPA will be continually raising fees on
disposal to stay even. Alternate methods of funding the JPA need to be
identified.

Response: See Section VIII of the report.
Specific Comments:

Page 5 column 2 Green Business program. The consultant identified the Marin County
Green Business as administer by the agency, it is administer by the Marin County
Community Development Department. Point of history: the Green Business program
was originally proposed to the JPA as a tool, but staff recommended against it since
they could not understand the cost of implementation. The Marin program is fastest
growing program in the CA Green Business Network since it’s inception.

Response: Correction made.

Page 8 Column 2 Member Agency Roles. This exposes a fundamental flaw in the
possible execution of a Zero Waste plan for Marin County. Special districts that issue
franchise service agreements are not part of the JPA and therefore not bound to the
Zero Waste policy adopted by the JPA. Since a the bulk of recommendations are tied
to diversion and recycling activity, the hauling contracts are not required to be revise to
assist in this process making it impossible to implement the suggested remedies. The
current city manager-county administrator structure also has accountability to the public
issues. These managers are not elected officials, and therefore do not posses authority
on spending or approval of model ordinances suggested as remedies to some of the
diversion recommendations. Elected official on the Board of Supervisors, city councils
and special district boards do have this authority.

Response: Comment noted. This is why Phase Il, implementation, is predicated on
participation of the Member Agencies. The involvement of the elected officials of the
Member Agencies and staff execution is necessary for working towards the Zero Waste
Goal.

Page 44 column 1 Steps to achieve first bullet.

Should be “Work with The county and City planning Departments”
Response: Correction made.
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Dee Johnson

Novato Sanitary District






Comments — Zero Waste Plan inaccuracies

Page 2 — Clarify that hazardous waste DOES NOT count towards diversion goals — although it’s a great
ZERO Waste goal

Response: Footnote has been added: “Household hazardous waste is not considered in determining
diversion rates, because it is not legal to dispose of the materials in landfills. However, reduction of
HHW is consistent with a Zero Waste Goal.”

Page 3 — Clarify that the MMS waste characterization study conducted in 2007 did not include Novato
waste stream

Response: “The study did not include Novato waste stream. * was added as the last sentence on the
waste characterization bullet (3" bullet in “Data Sources” subsection).

® Waste characterization data used was based off of a study of the Marin Sanitary Service
(MSS) Transfer Station conducted in 2007 for residential and light commercial loads. The
study did not include the Novato waste stream.

Page 6 — Clarify “purpose” of the JPA - refer to Scope of JPA agreement — planning for AB939 mandates,

hazwaste plans, promoting programs, public involvement. Section 6.1 of the agreement are required

programs by all member agencies. Section 6.2 — which includes programs such as household hazardous

waste, public outreach, etc are member agency elective programs - not required.

Response: The second paragraph of “JPA Role” section has been amended to read: “The JPA is
administrated by the Marin County Department of Public Works/ Waste Management. The role
of the JPA is determined by the policies that are adopted by the JPA Board and the JPA
Executive Committee. Based on the JPA agreement, and the policies and direction from the
Board and Executive Committee, the JPA has the following responsibilities:

Page 6 — List of JPA responsibilities:
Christmas Tree Recycling — member agencies and haulers do this, not JPA
HHW education — NOT for Novato (I don’t think the JPA does any for San Rafael either)
Collecting batteries — again, not for Novato

Response: The responsibilities noted are related to public outreach that affects all Member Agencies
rather than being specific. Collecting batteries bullet has been modified to: “Collecting batteries from
County offices.”

Page 7 - Novato submits an annual HHW report to the JPA staff which includes detailed information
about what is collected at the HHW facility, tonnage, programs operated, costs, etc. Don’t know what
San Rafael does

Response: Will check with the JPA.
Page 7 — Programs NOT managed by JPA:
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Used Oil Block Grant — received by City of Novato and managed by Novato Sanitary District
Response:

@ “Used oil block grant collection (program is managed by the Marin County Stormwater Pollution
Prevention program (MCSTOPP)) , and the-Gity-efNevate-Novato Sanitary District;”

“Marin County Solid and Hazardous waste Permanent Facility” - | don’t think this is the correct
name for this facility — it’s the Household Hazardous Waste Facility operated by the City of San
Rafael and MSS

Response: Comment noted.

Household Hazardous Waste collection — Again, this is the Novato Household Hazardous Waste
Permanent Facility operated by the Novato Sanitary District and funded by AB939 fees.

Response: Edited to read:
® Household Hazardous Waste collection at the Novato Household Hazardous Waste

Permanent Facility for the Novato Sanitary District (NSD) (program is operated by the NSD
and funded by AB 939 fees);

Pharmaceutical and sharps collection — managed by Environmental Health and partially funded
by Novato Sanitary District and others

Response: Bullet edited to read: “Pharmaceutical and sharps collection (program is managed by
the County Environmental Health Department and is partially funded by the NSD and others);”

Battery collection program in Novato is managed by Novato Sanitary District

Response: Bullet edited to read: “Battery collection (program is managed by the San Rafael Fire
Departments and in Novato by the NSD).”

Also, Novato has a fluorescent tube collection program at Pini’s Hardware and the Recycling
Center

Response: Comment noted.
Page 8 — JPA supports operation of San Rafael HHW facility

Response: Bullet edited to read: “JPA: supports operation of the Marin County HHW facility and
staffing; develops public outreach and planning documents; and reports to state agencies.”

Page 2 of 6



Page 8 Under Member Agency — Might want to clarify that City of Novato — unlike all the other member
agencies - does not administer waste franchise agreement; also, the Member Agencies don’t adopt the
JPA budget - the JPA Board does this; also, under Used Oil Block Grants — City of Novato applies on
own, but JPA, thru County DPW, applies for the remainder of County.

Response: Bullet edited to read: “Administer their Franchise Agreements with solid waste collection
companies and approve rate adjustments. Note that the City of Novato’s franchise agreement is
administered through the NSD;”

“Approve JPA Budget” bullet has been removed.

Used Oil Block Grants section, 2™ paragraph, page ___amended to: “The County of Marin Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Program handles all aspects of the Used Qil Block Grants for the County except for
the City of Novato which applies for and administers the grant on their own through the NSD....

Page 10 — Although the service areas are technically unincorporated county, it might be good to add
franchising agencies: these also include: Bolinas and Stinson Beach under Redwood Empire; also, Ross
Valley Sanitary District and Las Gallinas under MSS; and | think Marin City CSD still has an agreement
under Bay Cities

Response: Franchising agencies have been added to Table 1.

Page 11 —you indicate that MSS facility operates at only 40% of capacity during a STRONG economy;
however, elsewhere in report you indicate that MSS does not have capacity to serve entire county —
sounds contradictory

Response: Comment noted. Ability to handle the waste stream once C&D ordinances are adopted and
enforced throughout the County is unclear. If the Member Agencies and franchise agencies direct all
materials to MSS, it should only be done if some type of tipping fee oversight by the participating
agencies.

Page 13 — Novato Disposal. Household Hazardous Waste is handled at the Novato Household
Hazardous Waste facility, which also collects TV’s and CRT’s. Novato Sanitary and Novato Disposal also
operate 2 E-Waste events a year, 4 days each, where any Novato residents an bring any electronics for
recycling. Under public education, Novato Disposal also distributes backyard composters to Novato
residents at a reduced cost.

Response: Information added to Novato Disposal’s service description.

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

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

Page 14 — To clarify, the MSS waste characterization study did not take into account Novato.
Response: Footnote was added: “The study did not include the Novato waste stream.”

Page 18 - Marin Resource Recovery City - Location is San Rafael, not Marin

Response: Correction made in Table 11.

Page 20 — Used Oil Block Grants — I don’t know what the County received, but Novato was awarded
$13,424. Novato has 4 certified oil collection centers and the Novato Recycling Center, which collects
oil, but is not certified, for a total of 5. | don’t know where you got these numbers for oil collection— |
have Novato’s data if you want it. We send this data to the JPA as part of our annual HHW report
which I mentioned earlier, and of course to the State as part of our UOBG Annual report. However, |
really don’t know what this has to do with Zero Waste — it’s not diversion; we do work with the County
on some county-wide used oil campaigns. Our data is collected and reported separately as required by
the grant.

Response: Comments noted. Data was reported by the Centers to the state for reimbursement. Text
has been revised to read:

“The County of Marin has 13 certified collection centers, with six in San Rafael five-four in Novato (plus
the Novato Recycling Center) and one each in Greenbrae and Pt. Reyes.”

Page 22 — Data not provided from sharps collected at Novato permanent HHW facility?? I'd be happy
to provide it — 130 pounds were collected in FY 07/08. Our stats show this increasing for FY 09/10

Response: Comments noted. Revisions to text are below.

“Tables 12 and 13 give a breakdown of the collection locations and identify the amount of sharps that
have been collected. Data-ofsharpscollectio eredisposed he Novato-San Dj ’

pe#manem—HHW—faem%y—weﬁeunet—pFewded-and-t The numbers do not include any sharps that may have

been generated through regular business operations (e.g., hospitals) or disposed through mail-back
programs.”

Footnote is also added to Table 13 to clarify data from Novato not included for two of the fiscal years.
“FY 05-06 and FY 06-07 does not include the Novato permanent HHW facility collection.”

Page 24 — Commercial recycling ordinance — Will be required a/o 2012 due to AB32
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Response: Comment noted. Second to last sentence in the Commercial Recycling subsection revised
to: “Regardless, mandatory commercial recycling ordinance will need to be adopted in 2012 as part of
compliance with AB 32.”

Page 28 — Do you have an estimate of tons per day of food waste DISPOSED? (Might be an interesting
number)

Response: Estimation based on the MSS waste characterization study has food waste disposal at over
53,000 tons. This is provided in Table 9 of the report.

Page 29 — Currently all Novato Disposal green waste sent to Redwood is not being used for ADC. Please
clarify

Response: Text added to last paragraph of Green Waste section.

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

Page 33 — Small appliances would not be considered rubbish — they’re probably E-Waste and must be
handled as a universal waste or a hazardous waste.

Response: Sentence has been edited to read as follows:

“More specifically, rubbish would include mixed material products (such as smal-appliances-and-toys),
aseptic packaging, and film plastics. Rubbish would be classified as those materials for which there is no
viable market.”

Page 39 — Alkaline batteries ARE covered by a law in the State of CA (Universal Waste regulation) that
bans them from the trash as of February, 2006. They must either be sent for recycling or handled as a
hazardous waste.

Response: Text revised as follows.

“While there are options for rechargeable batteries, they collect about 10 percent of total batteries

generated by the public, the rest being alkaline batteries, which are-retcovered-by-anylaw-and-have
no stewardship program.”

Page 46 Item 8. Novato HAS a C&D ordinance — remove from should adopt list.
Response: Correction made.

Page 47 — Item 9. Indicate that a commercial recycling ordinance will be required to be adopted by
2012 as a result of AB32.
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Response: Text edited as follows:

“This ordinance will be required to be adopted by 2012 as a result of AB 32. The JPA should consider
implementing a regional ordinance to require recycling of all recyclable materials generated at
businesses and multi-family dwellings similar to Sacramento County. With residential customers
currently with full diversion options, Multi-family dwellings and businesses are the next sectors that
can achieve high diversion.”

Appendix A Chart — Clarify that all these JPA’s have different responsibilities — might be good to add
service area population, too. But we’re really comparing apples to oranges here. Also, under Board
members for JPA it’s either an elected official or agency staff — not an appointee.

Response: Comments noted. Change made to Board members.

These are just the inaccuracies | uncovered. We will also submit some general comments to JPA staff
to be included with the JPA Executive Committee packet.
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Comments on Marin JPA Draft Zero Waste Plan

The following comments are more substantive in nature, reflecting general discussion

and comments which took place at the Novato Solid Waste Committee.

1.

Overall, the report appears to focus on diversion and recycling rather than the essential
elements of a zero waste strategy. A true zero waste strategy focuses on the efficient
use of materials, energy and human resources to meet the future challenges of our
planet. Zero Waste strategies work to eliminate waste, rather than managing it, in
community, business, industry and residential programs. A Zero Waste strategy saves
money, results in cleaner production, reduces pollution and promotes an overall
sustainable environment. The report needs to offer a better explanation of zero waste
and the true strategies necessary to attain this goal.

Response: Comment noted. The feasibility study addresses the short-term and long-term
actions that could be pursued to achieve the elimination of waste/maximum reuse and
repair of items.

2.

The study did not appear to take into account member agency programs or potential
recommendations. Consultants met with the franchise haulers, but not the franchising
agencies. Nor does it appear that they met with the individual member agencies.
However, the majority of the recommended programs and resulting costs will be the
responsibility of the franchising agencies and/or member agencies directly. Member
and franchising agencies needed to be involved with the entire development of the plan
—not as a fait accompli after the plan is adopted. The study would be better received
with bottom up rather than top down planning.

Response: The feasibility study looked at the opportunities and programs that could be
implemented to achieve Zero Waste. The next stage of implementation is working with
each Member Agency to develop a jurisdiction-specific plan.

3.

Costs for the programs are significant, ranging from $300,000 on annual basis for
regional programs to $135,000 for member agencies PLUS a potential 7% - 31% rate
increase. In these severe economic times, we should be managing our current
resources efficiently.

Response: Comment noted. See response to comment #2.

4.

The report did not take into account programs already instituted by member agencies.
Novato is already implementing many of the recommended programs. Novato also
regularly conducts outreach to schools, general public, etc, both through the hauler and
the District staff.

Response: Comment noted. See response to comment #2.



The following are comments based on specific recommendations made in the Plan

Recommendations re: increasing JPA authority.
Any changes to the JPA structure should take into account the franchising agencies. The
control of costs and programs relies on the franchising agencies — not the JPA. To be
effective the JPA would need all franchising agencies to be part of the member body.
Novato already has well established programs which work very well on a local level.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendations re: revising Solid Waste and Franchise Agreements and adopting a C&D
ordinance
Novato has already instituted a C&D ordinance and the Novato Sanitary District — the
franchising agency — very recently rewrote both its solid waste ordinance and franchise
agreement.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendations re: Multi-Family/Commercial Recycling Ordinance
This will be required by all cities in CA by 2012 as a result of AB32. The League of Cities
and the CA Integrated Waste Management Board are working on model ordinances for
adoption by local communities.

Response: Comment noted. This is requirement is noted in the report.

Recommendations re: regional/local product bans
Bans without a plan do not work. We should be working to encourage national
legislation and/or a reworking of industrial processes to encourage more sustainable
products.

Response: Comment noted. Extended Producer Responsibility is also recommended. It will
be a decision by the JPA and Member Agencies if regional or local product bans are
pursued.

Recommendation re: Food Waste Diversion.

Novato is working very hard to incorporate food waste diversion into its overall
recycling/waste reduction programs.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendation re: Promote Backyard Composting




Novato promotes backyard composting by offering a reduced cost to purchase biostack
composters to all residents.

Response: Comment noted.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Zero Waste Plan.

Provided by Dee Johnson, on behalf of Novato Sanitary District and the Novato Solid Waste Committee






Jon Elam

Tamalpais Community Services District






REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF DRAFT ZERO WASTE STRATEGIC PLAN

As a member of the Marin JPA Advisory Committee, we are responsible for providing thoughts
and insight to the County JPA Board on issues relating to solid waste policy in Marin County.

As a step in that process, they recommended and the JPA Board agreed to provide the funding to
undertake a county-wide strategic plan for solid waste management that could lead to a program
of zero waste by 2025 in Marin County.

This is a summary of that report with recommendations by its author.

The theme of the report is that landfill diversion needs to increase from current rate of 72% to
80% by 2012 and to zero waste by 2025. The report though mostly covers a range of things that
are more information based than strategic, and perhaps interesting to the reader, but not clear as
to how they lead to achieving the plan’s goals.

Response: Comment noted. Section VII, Recommendations, outlines the programs and policies
to obtain the Zero Waste Goal.

This was a useful reminder, as after nearly four years of service, that the work of the JPA
Advisory Committee itself remains unfocused, undefined and basically bounces from meeting to
meeting without clear purpose. This is reflected in the lack of quorums at many meetings and
other times meeting have been cancelled. If the goals this proposed plan recommends are to be
successful, having a broad coalition such as the Advisory Committee will need to be in place and
very focused.

Response: Comment noted.

The report is confusing in separating out various components of the study. For instance, even the
introduction itself spends much of its time discussing who the JPA is and little on why the study
is being done.

Response: Comment noted.

Similarly, the goals section confuses the goals of the study versus the JPA, and does more to
introduce the study’s actors than did the introduction section where they should have been. It
seems difficult to grasp, if | was a first time reader, on what and who is doing this and why.

Response: Comment noted.

The methodology section probably should have been an appendix versus a section. Obviously, to
do a study requires the collection of a base of data. It suggests, but does not explain that the
consultants used a model “that can be adjusted to reflect anticipated participation and diversion”.
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That suggests the study could change the results to any goal wanted without any definition of the
assumptions. How can a reader trust the plan’s outcomes?

Response: Comment noted.

The report gives a list of all data sources they collected and evaluated, but again suggests that all
data they wanted or needed was not able to be obtained. The reader is left without any details as
to the importance of the missing data or why they could not obtain it.

Response: Comment noted.

The author lists several impediments to achieving the zero waste goal, but does not explain
exactly how.

Response: Section VII, Recommendations, outlines the programs and policies to obtain the Zero
Waste Goal.

Solid waste collection efforts are carried out in a decentralized manner by several separate
haulers. Marin’s decentralized collection system is often confusing to the residents and the range
of services each provides is even slightly different. Marin County is unusual in the state with the
numbers of service providers in a range of areas such as sewer collection and treatment, fire,
park and recreation, and solid waste. In the case of solid waste, each city and many of the
unincorporated areas have separate franchise (or service) agreements that vary in length and
services provided. In most cases, the actual contract entity has little day-to-day role in the
services provided, but receives a franchise fee now up to nearly 15% of the income collected by
the haulers for the general funds of the cities or County.

Response: Comment noted.

These haulers have carried out a strong program of collection and in 2007 the JPA reports they
deposited 229,271 tons in landfills. This is only a slight decrease from the 250,000 tons
deposited in 1995.

Response: Comment noted. Also see Figure 2.

The study does not lay out the picture of how the collection system works and how little
communication goes on between all these franchises and the JPA in terms of the study and its
goals. It is great that the study team holds public meetings, but the real actors in garbage
collection are not attending for the most part and have exhibited little interest in remodeling how
the system works. This runs the risk that the study’s goals create a heightened sense of
expectations on the part of the environmental community and zero waste advocates, but may
result in little change in how the system works since the franchises are not much involved.

Page 2 of 12



The study does acknowledge these issues though. It states on pg 4, the JPA has a minimal role in
program implementation and does not have any direct authority or resources to implement any
new programs that might increase diversion.

Response: The intent of strengthening the JPA in policy and program involvement is to create a
Marin County resource that is more able to lead the changes needed. This includes better
communication and assistance between Member Agencies and the waste hauling community.

It acknowledges that each agency administers its own agreements and that they do not have any
diversion goals or standards in them. It does not mention that many of the agreements have a
long life and can be out for ten or more years into the future before coming up for renewal.

Response: Comment noted.

Given this decentralized system, each hauler is responsible for managing the disposal of their
collected waste streams. This has taken the pressure off the system and worse, the report
suggests that the County has insufficient capacity with in itself to process the amount of organic
waste and construction and demolition materials that will be needed to achieve the diversion
goals the study espouses.

Response: The report is not intended to suggest that the decentralized collection system has
caused insufficient capacity. The intent was to show the lack of local facilities for processing of
certain materials and that unless franchise agreements have diversion requirements, disposal can
be a cheaper option than transporting material to out-of-county facilities.

One of the impediments not listed is that while the system has many haulers, there remains little
competition between them. This may limit a franchise’s options and requires, before any of the
goals of a study like this, that the haulers get on board with the proposed changes.

Response: Comment noted.

Due to this complex system of franchises (a total of 25), the cities and the County agreed that
instead of each one doing the required AB 939 reporting and data collection, that they come
together and create a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) to do that work for them. That cost is
supported by a regional tip fee collected on waste tonnage at the Redwood Landfill in Novato
that many of the haulers use. The JPA is housed within the County of Marin Public Works
Department and has been recognized for many of their efforts over the years.

Several other Bay Area counties have similar program management efforts, but have contracted
out to non-governmental agencies the implementation of diversion efforts with tipping fee
revenues. Alameda County’s StopWaste.org is among the most successful and one often
mentioned as a model that perhaps Marin County could emulate.
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Response: Comment noted. The “Marin JPA Role Compared to Other JPAs” subsection on page
8 identifies the differences in JPA responsibilities, funding and staffing as a starting point to
formulating how big of a role the Member Agencies want the Marin JPA to have.

The report lists a number of tasks the JPA carries out. Many are ministerial as mentioned,
including the collection of haulers data, they also have a small public outreach effort, including a
page of recycling resources in the yellow pages, full page ads in the papers outlining Christmas
tree collection efforts, and develop draft model ordinances. Basically, the work is to fill in a
county-wide focus on county-wide information efforts dealing with solid waste. The key point
though, as mentioned earlier, they do not manage or interact with the many franchise operations
and how they do their work.

Response: Comment noted.

The study gives reports on each hauler and the areas they serve and contains outdated collection
data for those areas. This is useful and should be in the form of an appendix in the study and not
in the body of the report.

Response: Comment noted. This information is provided in the body to provide context to the
collection efforts undertaken.

Similarly, the report gives details on various disposal sites and locations that county haulers
seem to use. Again, this is useful background information and should be an appendix as the
listing itself does not help address the study’s goals.

Response: Comment noted. This information is provided in the body to provide context to the
collection efforts undertaken.

Finally, after sorting through 41 pages, the reader gets to the recommendations section. They are
broken down into two phases — The first looks at the JPA itself, its roles and responsibilities, and
the second relates to creating regional coordination and leadership that would be required to
achieve the zero waste goal.
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GOALS - PHASE |
Goal 1: Increase the Communication Assistance of the JPA with other County Departments

This should be an internal recommendation goal and has little effect on various JPA agencies
such as cities. To have it as the lead goal sends a very confusing message about the study’s larger
goals and is hardly the top goal of the study.

Response: JPA staffing would likely need to be increased if there is additional coordination
between departments. Therefore the funding implications for the JPA and role that the Member
Agencies desire for the JPA makes this a consideration for the Member Agencies rather than an
internal issue.

Goal 2: Increase the JPA’s Role in Assisting in the Administration of Member Agencies and
County-wide Programs

The study suggests that member agencies do not have the resources to monitor all the available
programs and implementation (i.e., what happens to the 15% franchise fee collected from each
customer?). It remains unclear what the franchise holders would request or that the customers
who will pay for this through higher rates want or need it. Why are the haulers themselves not
providing this service as a part of doing business with each entity they serve or are they?

Response: JPA staffing would likely need to be increased if there is additional coordination
between departments. Therefore the funding implications for the JPA and role that the Member
Agencies desire for the JPA makes this a consideration for the Member Agencies rather than an
internal issue. In addition, regional franchise agreements would need to be modified
(Recommendation #7).

Goal 3: Increase the Frequency of JPA Board Meetings

One of the real challenges in the Marin JPA model is that the representative for each city on the
JPA is the City Manager. In few cases have any of them operated or are familiar with solid waste
collection or solid waste policy. This is one reason most cities have turned to franchise haulers to
carry out their services, thus leaving the City Manager time to manage a range of higher priority
activities in each city or in the County. Given that reality, the idea of holding more meetings will
do little to help raise the bar on collection. What needs to happen is to create a separate
organization that operates in this area with each of the haulers and that brings technical expertise
to the work (they of course might not necessarily support this). This would leave the City
Managers to do what they do best and that is to manage agreements and work. Now an
alternative argument is that Marin often is of the “no government is the best government”
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approach and so unless it can be shown that the present system of benign neglect is not working,
then there may not be support for any of this.

Response: Comment noted. Increasing the JPA role and authority would derive from the Board.
In addition, because these meetings are the main contact with Member Agencies and Member
Agency action is necessary for obtaining Zero Waste, increasing meeting frequency is a method
to increase coordination.

Goal 4: Help Solid Waste and Non-solid Waste Facilities with Sitting and Permitting Process

This recommendation is one of the most important in the whole study. In county after county, it
has been found that unless a county is willing to provide the leadership to site key facilities, they
just don’t happen. Marin has been very passive in this area and played minimal roles in directing
where facilities need to be. A Phase Il piece of work needs to include a study of what others have
done and how they did them. Monterey County is one great example. Many facilities are sited by
counties and operated by private operators and that could easily work in Marin.

Response: Comment noted.

Goal 5: Support Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) and Waste Reduction Policies at the
State and National Levels

The JPA has been an active participant in the EPR area, as have several haulers. This is
important, but should be a basic part of the work of the JPA, not a key goal of the study.

Response: Comment noted. It is part of achieving Zero Waste in the long-term and if not
identified in the report as a recommendation, may lose prominence in activities undertaken by
the JPA as their role evolves.

Goal 6: Revise Solid Waste Ordinances

The idea of working with each of the franchise agreements to modernize them and build in the
language that reflects new collection goals is important, but it is a two-way street and the haulers
themselves who benefit from these agreements financially should be the lead on this work. A
workshop for various JPA member agencies is critical. In the case of a number of the cities, there
exist solid waste subcommittees of the City Council that would welcome the information and
education. The JPA needs to make sure before they incur the costs of doing this work, that there
is an audience for it. The County developed a model C&D ordinance a while back and only a
couple of cities have adopted it. Be careful not to get ahead of the issue on this. This is a Phase Il
strategy that is an implementation goal of adopted policies, not something that would have to
stand on its own.

Response: Comment noted.

Goal 7: Revise Franchise Agreement Language
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This is similar to Goal 6 and does little by itself to achieve the plan goals. Once again, a Phase Il
effort built around a set of specifics for each service area.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 8: Adopt, Enforce and Homogenize the Construction and Demolition Ordinance

The goal of having a C&D ordinance is generally not in dispute. In each case though, who is
responsible for administering it is the challenge. One of the ways to deal with it would be for the
JPA to fund the local management and inspection by providing tipping revenues back to each
city for carrying out this service. Marin County itself has had staff problems doing this on-site
inspection work. Many building officials do not see this as a part of their work as a building
official (many are contract employees), so once again this will be a challenge to carry out on our
small scale system. The management of getting permits by the haulers and for them to keep
records of each load and making reports back to each city is not cheap or easy. Some
simplification of how a county-wide system would work is going to be required.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 9: Encourage Consumption and Disposal Changes

This is an education program goal, a goal that most systems already carry out to some degree.
The disposal levels are reflecting a new sense about waste and most haulers are seeing reductions
in tonnage in 2009 over past years. Developing model materials for use by local newsletters is
important, but in the end, the key is to link this back into policy foundation that includes
recycling education and reuse.

Response: Comment noted.

SUMMARY

This list of Phase | activities seems quite light and of little value in leading to real change that
achieves our zero waste goal. It should be completely redone and refocused around the larger
goals and get away from just making work.

Response: Unless the foundation is developed/strengthened and the JPA has increased capability
to assist and execute programs and policies with the Member Agencies, the recommendation that
are in Phase Il (implementation) will likely not occur.

GOALS - PHASE 11

Goal 11: Promote Regional Sale or Disposal Bans
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This comes with a lot of publicity, but the challenge with bans is that you have to have a
monitoring process to make sure they are working, and that costs money. About the only effort
undertaken so far revolves around plastic bags. There are other efforts on Styrofoam and plastic
food dispensers are in the works though.

Opposition to this suggests that many of these products are recyclable and these bans raise costs
for local businesses. Clearly a challenge in Marin will be how these efforts are coordinated since
most service areas are quite small and so if one city does something, then the city adjacent to it
needs to do it as well. The study suggests a ban would gain 1,100 tons of annual reductions. This
against a deposit total of 229,000 tons is not even one third of one percent and will cost $50,000
to implement. | don’t think that has much of a payback or gets us close to the 80% diversion
level.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 12: Implement Wet/Dry Collection Routes

This gains significant tonnage at 92,000 tons diverted, but the basic organization of Marin
County collections make this difficult to implement. It is hard to tell how many separate routes
there are. It would not be a push to think there might be 100. The idea of creating separate wet
and dry collection routes will be expensive and difficult particularly with many of the residential
routes spread across steep roads and hillsides. There might be an opportunity to gain some
cooperation between haulers on the wet side, by creating a company that works across service
areas and focuses on specific product collections and disposal such as food wastes and grease.
Many of the existing fleets are not designed to take wet products. Grease dumped into garbage or
green waste carts spills when dumped into the trucks and can leak into the roadways. They can
also increase cross-contamination of materials greatly, devaluing resale market values. This goal
will need significant cross-franchise hauler cooperation and those efforts need to be funded
upfront by the JPA if to be seriously considered.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 13: Off Residential Unlimited Services for Recycling and Green Waste Carts

This is presently provided in a few cases. As recycling markets grew in the past, additional
recycling pick-ups were provided. It is unclear how much additional recycling material and green
waste could be generated if additional carts were provided. TCSD provides this service now and
somewhere around 3-4% of the customers have requested extra recycling and green waste carts
even though they are free.

Response: Comment noted.

Goal 14: Add Materials Collected to Recycling Streams
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The JPA should have an agreement with a market consultant to help work with haulers to ensure
that all marketable materials are collected. This is a very complex issue as the price of materials
can vary from month to month. Product streams also may be unpredictable making the costs of
capital to expand materials processing risky. TCSD does a range of things that are not profitable,
but important to our residents. This includes curbside e-waste collection (anything with an
electrical cord), fluorescent and CFL light bulbs, batteries (both regular and rechargeable),
printer cartridges, and has small single day collection events for paint, paper shredding, and
pharmaceuticals. These events can cost up to $10,000 each, but have added value to our
customers. Probably 4% of our annual collection costs of $362/household go to fund these
events. The public seems to greatly support them and it reinforces our goals of supporting a
broad effort at recycling and reuse. Unfortunately, the State does not recognize these tonnages as
a part of our diversion numbers and that needs to be changed. As markets expand, the JPA can
do the research and help identify the proper resources customers need to utilize.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 15: Add Food Waste Diversion and Collection Services (Residential and Commercial)

The major issue of the collection season is to broaden collection to add food wastes. San
Francisco has led the way by requiring this with the risk of fines if people don’t comply. The
biggest enemy of food waste collections is the garbage disposal. The ease of washing plates and
pans into the sink makes the trials and tribulations of having a separate collection container less
appealing and a hassle. Even San Francisco, which has been offering this as an ongoing service,
finds that just 25% of all households actually use the food waste collection system.

The issue breaks down into two parts. The first is the individual collection component with
households and businesses; the other is the processing sites. Presently, the latter is still in the
planning stage in Marin. Redwood Sanitary Landfill has proposed to do it, Marin Sanitary is
doing a pilot, and even Central Marin Wastewater Treatment Plant is proposing using one of
their digesters to process food wastes to create energy to help run the plant.

Within the next year this option will come online, but as in most cases, the JPA has not been a
leader with this and has waited for the hauler community to develop options. This reflects the
ongoing lack of leadership that will need to be overcome if the new higher diversion goals are to
be reached. When the issue does come up, individual haulers have mentioned to their franchises
that additional costs will be added if they want to implement this.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 16: Implement Food Waste Digestion

This was mentioned under Goal 15, CMSA is working with their area to explore developing a
digestion system. This has been successfully done in many parts of the country. Opponents
suggest this waste stream ought to be composted and reused that way versus separating it out for
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power generation. At this time, the issue is still very much in flux. A position by the JPA on this
method needs to be reviewed.

Response: Comment noted.
Goal 17: Require Deconstruction/Salvage/Resale of Construction and Demolition Materials

This is a well known diversion strategy in many places. To implement this though will require a
very focused program and investment strategy. The implementation details fall on others to carry
out and will be expensive.

Response: Comment noted.
SUMMARY

It was hard to define the cost estimates for each of the goals listed. A preliminary analysis though
suggests a cost of $300,000 to $500,000 depending on how many of the items are implemented.
If they are funded through the JPA, they can be carried out with an additional tipping fee of
$1.50/ton. If the costs are passed through to the haulers, then additional rates may be needed.

Response: Comment noted. Also see Executive Summary Table ES-3 and Section VIII of the
report that discusses potential funding options.

The report remains though quite vague and suggests many strategies that may not be viable, with
unclear benefits and outcomes. Before Phase Il in the work is done, a serious refocusing of the
goals is going to be necessary.

Response: Comment noted.

SOME ADDITIONAL THOUGHTS ON OUR FUTURE
Response: Comments in this section are noted.

As we think about the architecture of our county system, we have not delved into that critical
component of how the JPA and its many collection systems work together (if possible) to reach
our goals.

The “impediments” section of the study suggests that Marin does not have the capacity to
support the diversion goals and none of the goals suggest a path to create that capacity. Does this
mean we must rely on facilities outside Marin County? What comes first — our expanded facility
capability or higher diversion? Do additional tipping fees create the fiscal resources needed?
What form should the facilities take? It is often suggested that to be really successful, a full
sorting of all the waste flows is required. Could this be done?
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A dirty MRF might be required to sort all C&D materials, commercial accounts and single
stream collections (Sunnyvale’s SMART station is one example already in place). What type of
facility would be appropriate? A double sort system or one that is including garbage, recycling,
and green waste.

Again, cost is an issue, with a full facility costing perhaps $50 million — that sounds like a real
impediment.

Composting facilities now due to emission levels are being required to move indoors - another
hugely expensive deal. If the 80% goal is to be reached by 2012, organics will have to be
diverted from any landfill.

What should the role of the JFA be? What could it be? Options might include helping private
operators (public funding might be available). As materials are proposed to be eliminated from
landfills, perhaps new enterprises and businesses will recognize opportunities and provide need
capacity.

Alameda County has sought to integrate more programs together such as the Green Business
Certification effort. The study suggests this (Goal 2) but with a much more decentralized system
it would be hard to measure impacts on how this has increased diversion.

The 80% goal by itself is vague in terms of actual tonnage. Should tonnage capacities be
allocated to individual cities or franchises? TCSD has seen its garbage tonnage go down from
2,300 tons in 2005, to just over 1,700 tons in 2009. Unfortunately waste tonnage reductions don’t
equate ton for ton to recycling.

At what point will customers start to see they are generating reduced quantities of garbage and
may expect reduced fees? Will the mandate approach San Francisco has proposed work in
Marin? The cost of enforcement would seem high and the JPA or local communities have few
resources for that.

There has been support for the concept of “waste audits”. There are programs in the County that
perform energy and water use audits. Waste audits might fit into that — again what might be the
cost and who could do it?

Alameda County spends $1.8 million to support StopWaste.org and funds individual city
programs to the tune of an additional $700,000. StopWaste.org staff are looking at alternative
strategies, for instance to use those resources to fund an incentive program for haulers who
reduce tonnage.

The JPA depends on funds generated from tipping fees. Many of the green coalition want those
fees increased to support county-wide diversion strategies like StopWaste.org has done. Before
this is set, it needs to be looked at carefully as the very goal of our study is to reduce waste
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tonnage. That translates into reduced income to undertake new expensive strategies on a shaky
future income stream.

Our tipping fees are under $5.00/ton. Alameda is $18.95/ton, San Jose $19.38/ton, European
rates all exceed $50.00/ton. A new architecture requires a thorough review of future tipping fees.

- One option is to raise fees for a 5-year period and target those revenues for capacity
expansions.

- Approach Il might be to set up a county fee via franchise agreements to support
programs. This might be based on customers versus tonnage.

- With our relative small population, a fee of $5-$10 per customer is a lot

- Asolid waste sales tax of 0.5% might be justified as a fair cost to keep down or cover the
disposal costs of things that are bought. These funds might go back to the cities and
county to support diversion goals.

If one was to do a real economic analysis of what it costs to divert a ton of garbage using the best
facilities available, a number of $100-$150/ton is not unreasonable.

The goal of our study requires a high level of communication to get the behavior changes we
need from residents, multi-family complexes, and commercial entities. Designing this effort will
also be expensive.

What is the goal a communications program seeks to achieve? TCSD has developed a cute
brochure that has been supported and used by our residents. What is the county-wide message
that we are trying to get out?

It is unclear that this type of messaging can impact and create change. The County spent a lot of
money on the “Get.Ready.Marin” program and it fell far short of its goals — that message was
built around getting prepared for an emergency. Should our now “low-key” efforts be replaced
with a more integrated county-wide effort with a common message across the entire county?

These are many of the strategic questions and issues needing to be addressed before a long-term
zero waste strategy can be put in place.
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Roger Roberts

Marin Conservation League






Marin Conservation League Comments before the Joint Powers Authority (JPA)
9/17/09

with regard to the Draft Zero waste Strategic Plan Development prepared by R3
Consulting Grp.

1) A successful model of what a Zero Waste Program can deliver is already being done by
the Seattle Public Utilities which serves approximately 150,000 residential households with
curbside collection and recycling services through independent haulers at an average cost
of about $240 per household per year. (Provide the JPA with copies of the Seattle Public
Utilities brochures provided to Seattle households.)

| share this with you because it is the sort of program result that we need to achieve in
Marin.
Response: Comment noted.

2) In this connection, we agree with the conclusions listed on Page 4 of the Draft Report by
R3 Consulting that points out that there are four significant organizational and structural
impediments and barriers to achieving an effective Zero Waste program in Marin. As long
as the JPA is under-funded, under-staffed, has no real authority, and only a minimal role to
play, it will be very difficult to make a coordinated and effective Zero Waste Program a
reality for Marin.

Response: Comment noted.

3) The present system of handling sold waste in Marin is fragmented, franchise
agreements are not standardized and designed to promote waste diversion, and member
agencies lack funding capacity to implement Zero Waste programs.

Response: Comment noted.

4) We support the goals of achieving targets reductions in solid waste disposal through
Zero Waste programs,
Response: Comment noted.

5) We believe that this can best be accomplished through a strengthened JPA fully funded
through dedicated facility and disposal fees as is done by other JPAs in California
Response: Comment noted.

6) With respect to the Draft Report from R3 Consulting Group we believe that it would be
helpful if the report could be more specific and detailed as to the content of the
recommended action steps laid out for Phase | and Phase Il in Appendix B. For instance,
perhaps samples of

a standard Franchise Agreement can be provided along with examples of fee structures to
be sued to fund the JPA and its Zero Waste Programs. The report should also address
how the Conversion Facility or Facilities necessary to achieve the 80% Diversion rate can
best be organized and established in the County

Response: Specific steps to be undertaken in Phase Il will be determined by each
Member Agency. However, general implementation steps have been identified for each

Page 1 of 2



recommendation presented in the Recommendations, Section VII, as “Steps to Achieve”.
Examples of franchise agreement requirements/ issues to be considered by the Member
Agencies are outlined in Recommendation #7. Conversion technologies are only being
considered as part of digestion projects as a way to divert food waste, although
composting is another option. Facilities in the County will need to be addressed by the JPA
and Member Agencies and is directly related to Recommendation 4.

7) The Marin Conservation League looks forward to working with the JPA, the JPA’s Local
Task Force, local haulers and the Redwood Landfill on developing an effective Zero Waste
Program delivery system for Marin.

Response: Comment noted.

Roger Roberts
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Local Task Force

October 7, 2009 Meeting






LTF comments include:

1. Need to include estimated county wide costs to show what current conditions are
costing.

Response: Estimated costs for new/expanded programs are identified in the

Executive Summary Table ES-3 and Appendix B of the report. Developing a detailed

cost estimate of current County waste management costs was not the focus of the

Zero Waste Feasibility Study.

2. How can better data be obtained, and what should be asked for?

Response: Tonnage data by service sector is the most crucial. Recommendation 7
addresses revising the franchise agreements to require the following tonnage
information.

@ “Overall tonnage collected

» By service arealtype (e.g., residential, commercial, bulky item, special event,
etc.).”

This information should be provided to the Member Agency and the JPA.

3. Should clearly indicate that education on better consumption habits is important.
Response: Recommendation 10 has been edited to include the following sentence.
“Public education on better consumption habits is a crucial element of this
recommendation.”

4. Show what other JPL’s/agencies are collected in a per ton/per unit basis (i.e.,
StopWaste. Org, San Jose, Sonoma County.

Response:
= Sonoma County: $5.40/ton
= San Jose: $13.00
» ACWMA:
0 AB 939 fees
* Facility fee: $2.00
= HHW: $2.15
0 Measure D: $8.17
0 Waste import mitigation (from SF): $5.68
o Import mitigation (from all other out of county): $4.53

5. Show different diversion data for recyclables and compostables.
Response: Information for the most recent waste generation study (2006) is available
through the JPA.

6. Three Phase Approach:1) adopt uniform policies, procedures, ordinance, and
programs, 2) undertake a financial plan, and 3) implement the necessary
uniform policies, procedures, ordinance, and programs

Response: The study does just that--Phase 1 is a policies procedures, etc., and cost

estimate Phase Il is the implementation of the program and policy recommendations

at the Member Agency level.

7. Explain why Marin has the highest generation rate and highest diversion rate.
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Response: A second paragraph has been added to the “Waste Disposal” section
explaining these rates.

“The County has the highest generation (disposal + diversion) and diversion rate in
the state because residents and businesses consume a lot of products and sends
the material for recycling or disposal. Because the generation is based on weight,
construction materials could be dominating the waste stream (disposal, diversion or
both sides of the waste stream). The high diversion rate is due to the recycling and
reuse programs undertaken in the County and ability of the JPA to provide
documentation to the state that proves a array diversion activities and their
associated tons. However, the high diversion rate does not change the need to
focus on the disposal stream (in the short-term) to achieve Zero Waste.”

8. Clarify that “regional” is the JPA Countywide region—not the greater SF Bay area
region. l.,e, the Alameda-Santa Clara-Marin-Sonoma region.

Response: This clarification has been made in the Structure of Recommendations

section on page 2, paragraph 4.

“In consideration for the impacts of the short-term and long-term impacts of programs

and policies, the recommendations presented in this Feasibility Study are organized

into two phases: Phase | and Phase Il. Phase | recommendation are intended to

create aregional (countywide) foundation for recommended programs and

policies to work. Phase Il recommendations are...”

9. Explain how the economy has affected the data that we have (or that it has not)
Response: Footnote has been added to the “Waste Disposal” section:

“As economic conditions declined, so has disposal tonnage. In 2008, JPA disposal
decreased to 211,000 tons. It is anticipated that disposal will increase as the
economy rebounds (e.g., construction/remodeling activities, individual
consumption).” Please note, as seen in Figure 2, over the past 12 years, disposal
has ranged from 153,500 tons to 240,600 tons.

10. Show/compare data to 2000.

Response: Comment noted, but it the 2000 tonnage disposed does not change
analysis in the report. Would also need waste characterization data from 2000 to
make comparisons to 2007’s waste stream. Also see Number 9, above.

11. Why not promote StopWaste’s “business Partnership Program—should include
similar program as an option.
Response: Comment noted, this can be part of Phase Il (Recommendation 10).

12. Need detailed education plan.
Response: Comment noted. This would be undertaken as part of Phase Il in
conjunction with the JPA, Member Agencies and haulers.

13. Explain the residential diversion rate and why we don’'t have show similar info for
commercial (or show the data)

Response: The diversion rates shown for the haulers is for all of the collection

services they provide Member Agencies—not just residential. Data we were

provided did not include a break-out of the sectors that generated the waste. As

noted in new text of the “Hauler Services” section,

Page 2 of 4



First paragraph: “It is important to note that diversion rates stated in this section are
only for the materials collected by the haulers. These diversion rates account for a
portion of the JPA’s state reported diversion which also includes material from store
back-haul recycling activities, recycling companies that collect source-separated
material, and self-haul operations that never enter the possession of the hauler.”

And later, the 4h paragraph:

“As highlighted in Tables 3-8, all haulers were achieving at least 30 percent (Mill
Valley Refuse Service in the unincorporated County) and a maximum of nearly 65
percent (Marin Sanitary Service in RO0sS). Overall, the haulers diverted
approximately 41 percent of the waste collected through their services. The JPA’s
data, as reported by the haulers, does not provide for detailed analysis of residential
and commercial sector diversion. “

14. Where is diversion gap? SFD, MFD, commercial, C&D?

Response: Unclear about what the question is referring to; if related to why AB 939
diversion rate versus the hauler diversion rates, then here is an explanation. Only a
portion of the diversion rate for the JPA area is derived from hauler collection
operations. It also includes material back-hauled by stores for recycling, self-haul
material diversion at landfills (e.g., beneficial use), recycling centers (source-
separated collection by companies rather than haulers or self-haul), grasscycling,
and other source reduction activities. In addition, construction material reuse and
inerts were documented in the state-approved diversion rate.

This text has been added to the report in the first paragraph of “Hauler Services”:

“It is important to note that diversion rates stated in this section are only for the materials
collected by the haulers. These diversion rates account for a portion of the JPA’'s AB
939 reported diversion which also includes material from store back-haul recycling
activities, recycling companies that collect source-separated material, and self-haul
operations that never enter the possession of the hauler.”

15. Study provokes more guestions than answers.
Response: Comment noted.

16. Structure of JPA does not necessarily lead to Zero Waste.
Response: The recommendations 1-5 are intended to improve the structure of the
JPA and promote policies and programs to achieve Zero Waste.

17. Include reference to Bolinas and Stenson beach on Table 7 (show all franchise
agencies).
Response: Changes made.

18. What about GHG reduction-what is the estimated result on the new diversion
programs, and if the Zero Waste Plan was implemented?

Response: GHG was not part of the analysis of achieving Zero Waste, but it should

be noted that the commercial/MFD ordinance (Recommendation 9) that will be

required by AB 32, is intended to reduce GHG. Estimated diversion is noted for each

recommendation throughout Section VIl and also is presented in Appendix B.
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19. Must engage cities/franchising agencies and haulers on the same room to
resolve/modify franchise agreements.

Response: Comment noted and language added to note the changes in the

franchise agreement will require the cooperation of the haulers.

20. JPA does not have enough authority.

Response: Comment noted. This is addressed in Section V. Challenges to
Achieving Zero Waste and strengthening the JPA’s authority is the focus of
Recommendations 1-5.

21. Need more info on the economic aspects of the plan.
Response: See response to comment #1.

22. What are data gaps, and why is this happening, and why is it important.
Response: Data gaps of greatest significance is the identification of tonnage
collected and diverted and disposed by generator sector. This will enable
identification of trends and areas to focus additional efforts.

Bullet 3 of Section IV. Data Sources has been edited to read:

@ “Available tonnage information from the JPA. However, data did not distinguish the
tonnage of material collected and recycled from Single Family Dwellings (SFD),
Multi-Family Dwellings (MFD), Commercial, and Construction and Demolition (C&D);
this information is valuable for tracking programs and targeting education efforts.
Therefore, analysis in this Feasibility Study is provided only for SFD and commercial
sectors. ”

23. What is status of the siting of the re-use center?
Response: The County planning department has the most recent updates on the
status of the reuse center.

24. How could JPA be structured to “pull in” all FAsS?

Response: We are not suggesting that the JPA “pull in” all franchise agreements.
Rather., the JPA develop “model” franchise agreement language for reporting,
diversion standards, and program features.

25. BOS needs to be involved in JPA, and the JPA oversight needs to be elevated.
Response: Comment noted.
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Marin Sanitary Service






?_”mwSmmq Seruice

CONSERVATION — OUR EARTH, OUR MISSION, OUR JOB

To:  Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management JPA
Fr: Marin Sanitary Service

Re:  Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan Development

Date: October 9, 2009

Marin Sanitary Service (MSS) is pleased to be able to provide comments, corrections and
suggestions to the Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan in an effort to support an accurate and
workable plan for the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Joint
Powers Authority (JPA).

Of crucial importance to achieving “zero waste” will be enhanced efforts to educate the
public about recycling, reuse and reducing consumption. Interestingly, as a result of the
downturn in the economy, we have already experienced a reduction in waste reflecting a
reduction in consumer consumption. Given this reduction, timing may be perfect for a
strong outreach program designed to build on the current trend and transform it from one
that is economically driven, to one that is systemic in nature.

For convenience, our comments, corrections and suggestions are listed by page number,
topic and direct quote where appropriate. Those marked with an asterisk are essential
corrections that should be incorporated into the document prior to presentation to
the JPA Board of Directors. If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact us.

Page 3, IV. Data Sources:

“...data did not distinguish the tonnage of material collected and recycled from
...Multi-family Dwellings, Commercial and Construction and Demolition.”

The Waste Characterization Study done for MSS, by CalRecovery provided this data.
Response: The quotation noted is in regard to the tonnage data collected by the JPA from
the haulers. While the MSS data provided some sector breakdown, it does not supply all
sectors of the waste stream that would be necessary and provide additional insight to the
waste stream in for the purpose of developing recommendations. The MSS study was
very valuable in providing a general analysis to be used for determining the County’s
waste composition.

Page 4, V. Impediments to Achieving Zero Waste:

MSS agrees that the JPA has high diversion rates and those rates have increased
dramatically over the past 14 years yet disposal has remained relatively flat, we suggest
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further explanation as to the possible cause—an affluent county in which there are high
rates of consumption.

Response: Comment noted. The additional sentence has been added in the same
paragraph: “This is due to consumption rates not changing.” This provides further
clarification without attempting to classify “high” and “affluent”.

“The JPA has a minimal role in solid waste program implementation at the
Member Agency level and does not have any direct authority or resources to
implement new programs and effectively increase diversion.

Each Member Agency administers it s own franchise agreement and the
agreements are not diversion-based agreements”

There is regional oversight by the Franchisor’s Group comprised of all the city managers
of the cities served by MSS.

Response: Comment noted. No change is made to the text since our point is that the JPA
must have a larger role. While the Franchisor’s Group exists, the identification of the
JPA’s role is a crucial element to achieving the Zero Waste Goal.

“There is insufficient capacity for facilities located within the County to process
the amount of organic waste, and C&D materials to meet the Zero Waste Goals.”

*Marin Resource Recovery Center (MRRC) does have C&D capacity and is currently
developing a public/private partnership with Central Marin Sanitary Agency (CMSA) for
waste-to-energy and ultimate composting of commercial food waste.

Response: These comments have been added to sections of the report that deal
specifically with these waste streams. The “Marin County Food Waste Anaerobic
Digestion and Composting Pilot Projects” section of the report includes details the
CSMA project.

*In 2010 it is anticipated that residential green waste and food waste composting will be
part of services provided by MRRC.

Response: This paragraph is in the Food waste section of the report. “When the
necessary permits are in place, which is anticipated to be in 2010, MSS will begin co-
collecting residential, kitchen food waste in the curbside green waste can for
composting.”

Page 5, VI. Analysis, Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and Recycling,
Green Business Program;

MSS is a member of County of Marin’s Green Business Program and, with its waste
management services, has assisted over 100 businesses in qualifying as well.

Response: This information has been added to the “Green Business Program” section of
the report.

Page 7, VI, Analysis, Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and Recycling,
JPA Role:
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“...the JPA does not receive data on HHW materials that may also be picked by
through [sic] curbside operation like those provided by Mill Valley Refuse.”

*This is an inaccurate statement. This data is available through MSS HHW tonnage.
R3 Comment: This is our understanding from the JPA. Text has been revised to state
“However, the JPA does not receive data from all haulers on HHW materials that may
also be picked through curbside operations like those provided by Mill Valley Refuse.”

Page 7, VI, Analysis, Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and Recycling,
JPA Role:

“Other solid waste related activities that the JPA does not manage for the Member
Agencies are....

e Marin County Solid and Hazardous Waste Permanent Facility..;
e Pharmaceutical and sharps..;
e Battery collection....

Because a variety of entities manage these programs, the JPA may or may not be
receiving information on collection or be aware of opportunities to help improve
or expand programs.”

*This statement is misleading. The JPA funds the program and has eventual oversight
with the exception of pharmaceuticals.

Response: Text has been edited to read:

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

Page 7, VI. Analysis, Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and Recycling,
JPA Role, Tonnage Reports to the JPA:

“The JPA does not receive reports from all the haulers that identify the service
sectors that generated the diversion and disposal tonnages....”

*This is an inaccurate statement. The JPA does receive this information from MSS
through its Waste Characterization Study.

Response: Change made as noted above. The MSS Waste Characterization Study is a
different subject from the tonnage reports that are submitted to the JPA on a quarterly or
annual basis. While the Waste Characterization Study provides valuable information, all
haulers operating in the County should be providing tonnage information to the JPA
identified by the sector that generated it. Without all haulers providing this information
consistently, the JPA will be less able to identify trends and develop effective and
targeted programs.

Page 7&8, VI. Analysis, Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and
Recycling, JPA Role, Marin JPA Role Compared to Other JPAs:
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*Note should be made that while the budget for the JPA is significantly less than that of
ACWMA and SBWMA, and that the JPA has significantly fewer staff, the JPA has won
numerous awards and has the highest diversion rate in the state, all at a cost savings to the
rate payer.

Additionally, given the current, serious budgetary limitations facing local agencies, the
likelihood of additional publicly funded programs is highly unlikely. Past experience
suggests that public “ownership” of such programs is more expensive.

Response: Comments noted. Mentions of the County’s high diversion rate and awards
are made in the subsection “Marin County Leadership in Waste Reduction and
Recycling”.

Page 9, VI. Analysis, Hauler Services:

“The JPA’s data, as reported by the haulers, does not provide adequate permit
analysis of residential and commercial sector diversion.”

*The MSS Waste Characterization Study does provide this data.

Response: The MSS Waste Characterization Study is a different subject from the tonnage
reports that are submitted to the JPA on a quarterly or annual basis. While the Waste
Characterization Study provides valuable information, all haulers operating in the County
should be providing tonnage information to the JPA identified by the sector that
generated it. Without all haulers providing this information consistently, the JPA will be
less able to identify trends and develop effective and targeted programs.

Page 10, Table 1:

*Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District has not been included in the Service Area for
MSS.
Response: This District has been added to Table 1.

Page 10, Table 2:

*Under “Milk Cartons” note should be made that no recycling market exists for this
product.

Response: Please note that three other companies (Mill Valley Refuse, Redwood Empire
Disposal and Novato Disposal) are collecting milk cartons as part of regular service.

*The “Not Collected” column is inaccurate. MSS does collect waxed or coated paper
and plastic bags.
Response: This has been corrected.

Page 11, VI. Analysis, Hauler Services, Marin Sanitary Service, Services:

*MSS provides 5 gallon buckets where space is a problem.
Response: A new last sentence has been added to the first paragraph of the MSS service:

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

*Green waste is unlimited, not “limited” as stated in this section.
Response: The sentence has been edited as follows “Recycllng and green waste services
are unlimited A

*Paragraph 3 should be edited to say: “They are also exploring the option of taking food
waste to either their composting facility in Zamora or the residential food waste facility
at Redwood Landfill for composting once the compost operations receive proper
permits.”

Response: This change has been made.

Page 11, VI. Analysis, Hauler Services, Marin Sanitary Service, Public Education:

*The MSS Waste Characterization Study and the MSS Zero Waste Plan should be
included in this section.

R3 Comment: Following the “Public Education” section is “Additional Notes”. Itisin
this section that these efforts have been noted. The text reads as follows:

“Additional Notes

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

Beyond the collection services the company provides, MSS also promotes Zero Waste
and strives to become a Zero Waste business. In 2008, MSS underwent a waste
characterization study of its residential and light commercial loads to determine what
materials were not being recycled by customers at the curb. They are using this data to
re-target education efforts. The latest step undertaken by Marin Sanitary Service is the
development of a Zero Waste plan for their facility and operations, and food digestion
pilot programs.”

Page 16, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities:

*Note should be made that Marin is relatively small and that MSS’ facilities are at 40%
of capacity. With the economy in a dramatic downturn it is questionable whether or not
additional facilities are warranted.

Response: The first paragraph of this section has been revised to the following:

“The County has limited facility options for local diversion and disposal of materials.
Tables 10 and 11 identify the current facilities used and their location. Marin Sanitary
Service notes that their facilities are at 40 percent of capacity. With the downturn in the
economy, capacity has increased, but it is uncertain what the capacity will be and if
additional facilities are warranted once the economy rebounds. In addition, if the
Member Agencies or franchise agencies require that the franchised hauler use a specific
facility, there should be some form of tip fee rate oversight by a public agency.”
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There were 12 landfills that reported receiving JPA waste in 2007, but over 98 percent of
the disposal occurred at three sites: Redwood Sanitary Landfill (59.3%), Keller Canyon
Landfill (24.7%), and Potrero Hills Landfill (14.2%).”

Page 17, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities:

“As shown in Table 11, there are few local facilities that can handle diversion of
food waste and Construction & Demolition materials.”

*This statement is inaccurate and Table 11 in not inclusive.
Response: See above response to “Page 16, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities”.

Page 17, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities:

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

*This statement is inaccurate.
Response: See above response to “Page 16, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities”.

Page 18, Table 11:

*Marin Recycling Center (MRC) should be added to the Curbside Recyclable facility list.
Response: Marin Resource Recovery has been changed to “Marin Recycling Center”

*MSS Zamora Facility should be added to the Green Waste facility list.
*MSS should be added as a partner to the CMSA under Food Waste.

Response: These Zamora is already included in the table under its formal SWIS name:
Northern Recycling Compost. MSS has been notated as a CMSA partner.

Page 19, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities, Inerts:

*1t should be noted that the facility cited is a Waste Management, Inc. facility that
operates on a regional basis and, as a result, may take in its own material first.
Response: The section has been revised to read:

“Inerts that go to the facility are used as ADC or road base. Waste Management, Inc.
(WMI) is in the planning stages to construct and operate a C&D facility to process and
sell material. WMI intends to operate this facility on a regional basis, but as it is owned
by Waste Management, Inc., it may take its own material first. Also see above response
to “Page 16, VI. Analysis, Solid Waste Facilities”.

There is also the concept of a “reuse center” that would be a buyback center for
construction material.  Permitting issues would need to be overcome before retail
operations could begin. Regardless, salvaging material is intended to be part of the C&D
facility operations.”
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Page 20, VI. Analysis, Household Hazardous Waste Collection, Used Oil Block
Grants:

*“...curbside collection that is conducted by Mill Valley Refuse goes to the
permanent HHW facility and does not get recorded separately....the main issue is
that the County should have the information available to it to identify the program
progress and opportunities for improvement.”

*This is inaccurate, it does get recorded separately and the information is available to the
county.

Response: Our understanding from the JPA is that they do not have data that can be tied
directly to Mill Valley or other individual programs. It may be that the “curbside
collection” category is separate, but it blends jurisdictions. This comment should be
discussed with the JPA.

Page 20, VI. Analysis, Universal Waste:

*Note should be made that MSS currently takes Universal Waste through the HHW
facility.

Response: This sentence has been added to the second paragraph of “Existing Local
Take-Back Disposal Options”.

“Universal Wastes are accepted at the Marin County Solid and Hazardous Waste
Permanent Facility and the Novato Recycling Center.”

Page 23, VI. Analysis, Existing Local Take-Back Disposal Options, Sharps:

Note should be made relative to the county tracking the collection and that this program
is a result of the public/private partnership started in 1994 with the San Rafael Fire
Department and the MRC.

Response: The first paragraph of this section has been revised to read as follows:

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

Page 23, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion:

“Based on feedback from the haulers, the residential green waste set-out rate is
70-80 percent and the residential recycling set-out rate is over 90 percent.”

*Note should be made that the MSS rate is 90-95% as per a JPA commissioned study by
Jim Greco of Sacramento.

Response: A footnote has been added to this sentence: “The MSS rate is 90-95% as per a
JPA commissioned study by California Waste Associates.”
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Page 24, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Wet and Dry
Collection:

“One way of increasing diversion is to have the franchised haulers develop a wet
and dry material collection route.”

*This suggestion is problematic. Cost is very high and, based on current programs with
high diversion and participation, changing to wet and dry loads would not be fiscally
prudent, nor would it generate much increased diversion for MSS customers.

Response: Comment noted and each Member Agency would need to assess this option.

Page 24, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Construction and
Demolition Ordinance:

“Five have no provisions for C&D recycling....”

*Note should be made that this fact is due to the MRRC providing the service.
Response: Communities still need to adopt and ordinance regardless of using MRRC.
This may result in more C&D material going to the facility.

Page 26, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Construction and
Demolition Ordinance, Limited Facility Options:

“An agreement with facilities to standardize clear and concise distinctions on
weight receipts would be beneficial. Distinctions could include origin of C&D
waste and potentially a note acknowledging the material has been accepted as
C&D and will be recycled accordingly.”

*Note should be made that MSS is already doing this.

Response: The sentence has been amended to as follows:
“An agreement with facilities to standardize clear and concise distinctions on weight
receipts would be beneficial; MSS reports that they are already doing this.”

Page 27, V1. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Food Waste:

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

Additionally, a feasibility study has been completed, sponsored by PG&E, CMSA, the
City of San Rafael, the City of Larkspur and MSS. It will allow for the development of a
commercial food waste-to-energy, public/private partnership and eventual composting.
This partnership will likely begin in mid-2010 from the restaurants and other points of
food waste currently collected by MSS.

Response: These paragraphs were added to the end of the Redwood Landfill discussion.

“However, due to the air emission concerns, the landfill is limited to receiving a maximum of 30
tons per day of food waste. Whether the food can be mixed with the green waste or must be
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separate, remains to be determined. Currently, lawsuits are preventing the composting operation
from beginning.

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

Additionally, a feasibility study has been completed, sponsored by PG&E, CMSA, the City of San
Rafael, the City of Larkspur and MSS. It will allow for the development of a commercial food
waste-to-energy, public/private partnership and eventual composting. This partnership will
likely begin in mid-2010 from the restaurants and other points of food waste currently collected
by MSS.

Other facilities that may be able to accept the mixed food waste...”

Page 29, VI, Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Green Waste:

*Note should be made in this section that all MSS green waste is composted.
Response: Text was modified as follows.

“Since there are no composting facilities within the County, the option exists to haul green
materials to a transfer station. MSS reports that they are currently composting all green waste
they collect. Table 18 below lists transfer stations accepting green materials within 100 miles of
the City of San Rafael.”

Page 33, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Maximizing
Diversion, Residential Collection Services:

Paragraph 2 does not make sense.
Response: Comment noted. The subsequent paragraphs clarify the compostables v.
rubbish.

Page 34, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Maximizing
Diversion, Residential Collection Services:

“Changing the categories of materials collected provides a major opportunity to
increase diversion.”

Expected percentage increase should be noted.
Response: The percentage is noted in Recommendation #12 and Appendix B.

Page 36, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Conversion
Technologies, Biomass:

*Note should be made that MSS is currently using biomass technology in the
development of on-site fuel for MRRC.

Response: This sentence has been added to the section.

Page 37, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Marin County Food
Waste Anaerobic Digestion and Composting Pilot Projects:
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Regarding reference to Pacific Biomass, it should be noted that they only want green
waste.

Response: Change made. “... undertaken by Pacific Biogas. The proposed organics
(green waste only) digester is planned to be sited in Marin...”

Page 37&38, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Marin County
Food Waste Anaerobic Digestion and Composting Pilot Projects, Marin Sanitary
Service:

*The first paragraph should be edited to read: “In October 2008 Marin Sanitary Service
initiated a bio-cell/bio-filter program for commercial food waste composting. In
December 2008, Marin Sanitary Service began a commercial food waste-to-energy
feasibility study.”

Response: Change made.

*Additionally, the numbers of restaurants and food markets served are incorrect.

mey 77

service”

*Third paragraph, first line “pilot” should be “study.”
Response: Change made.

*Third paragraph, last sentence should be edited to read: “...or retrofitting the MSS
transfer station.”
Response: Change made.

*To the benefits of adding food waste to the digestion process, the financial benefits as
well as a reduced tip fee should be added.
Response: Bullet added:

® Increased financial benefits and reduced tip fee;

Page 41, VI. Analysis, Opportunities for Increasing Diversion, Consumption and
Disposal Changes, Polystyrene (Styrofoam):

*1t should be noted that to be truly recyclable, BPI certification is necessary.
Response: Footnote made.

Page 44, VII. Recommendations, Phase I, JPA, #4. Help Solid Waste and Non-Solid
Waste Facilities with Siting\Permitting Processes:

“The lack of the necessary infrastructure is the biggest constraint for the County
to achieve high diversion programs that include green waste, food waste, and
construction and demolition materials.”

*This statement is inaccurate and does not take into consideration the MRRC facility.

Response: Comment noted. Also see above response to “Page 16, VI. Analysis, Solid
Waste Facilities”.
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Page 44, VII. Recommendations, Phase I, Member Agencies, #6. Revise Solid Waste
Ordinances:

“However, the ordinances that regulate the hauler franchise agreements in some
cases have not been updated for 45 years.”

This statement is highly misleading and should be removed or modified to accurately
reflect when agreements have actually, recently been updated.

Response: Comment noted; this recommendation pertains to ordinances not franchise
agreements.

Page 45, VII. Recommendations, Phase 1. Member Agencies, #7. Revise Franchise
Agreement Language:

Under “Specific diversion requirements” and “Overall tonnage collected” note should be
made that these can change depending on the state of the overall economy.

Response: The franchise agreement diversion requirements should be based on the
tonnage collected and therefore, not dependent on the overall economy.

*1t should also be acknowledged that many of the items listed in this section are already
in place in MSS franchise agreements. In addition, there are a number of items listed that
do not accurately reflect best practice, practices currently in place or the challenges faced
by the hauler i.e. consumer responsibility, risk, cost, market considerations. Perhaps the
recommendations should be presented in a matrix format identifying what items are in
place and by which haulers.

Response: Comment noted; please note that the specific franchise agreements and
specific language needed are not covered under the Feasibility Study..

Page 48, VII. Recommendations, Phase 11, Haulers (via Member Agencies), #12.
Implement Wet/Dry Collection Routs:

*This recommendation is already in place at MSS.
Response: Comment noted, please see response to page 24 MSS comment.

Page 48, VII. Recommendations, Phase 11, Haulers (via Member Agencies), #13.
Offer Residential Unlimited Services of Recycling and Green Waste Containers:

“In the MSS service area, only San Anselmo has unlimited green waste collection,
and in all service areas, residents [sic] only one recycling cart is provided.”

*This statement is inaccurate. Unlimited green waste collection is available in all MSS
service areas.

Response: Statement is edited.
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Page 50, VII. Recommendations, Phase 11, Haulers (via Member Agencies), #15.
Add Food Waste Diversion to Collection Services (Residential and Commercial):

“Haulers provide customers backyard compost bins, kitchen pails, and education
materials.”

This should be edited to eliminate “backyard compost bins” since they are in violation of
the current health and safety code and, actually, are found to increase greenhouse gas
production in the urban setting.

Response: Comment noted, compost bins are for yard waste only.

Page 50, VII. Recommendations, Phase 11, Member Agencies, #18 Require
Deconstruction/Salvage/Resale of Construction and Demolition Materials:

Note should be made that the county did a market study on this subject and found no in-
county market.

Response: Comment noted; reference of the study name/date is necessary before making
notation in the Feasibility Study.

Page 12 of 12



Loretta Figueroa

Almonte Sanitary District, Local Task Force Special District
Representative






From: Loretta Figueroa, Almonte Sanitary District, Local Task Force Special District
Representative

To: The Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management JPA

Date: October 10, 2009

Subject: Comments on the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management JPA
(JPA) Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan Development (The Draft Plan) dated August 2009
presented by R3 Consulting Group (Consultant) to the Marin County Local Task Force
(LTF) on September 2, 2009.

1. On October 7, 2009, the consultant reported to the LTF that The Draft Plan had
been revised by the consultant. This revised draft was not available for review by
the LTF.

Response: Comment noted.

2. After The Draft Plan has been revised by the JPA, before final approval, the LTF
should have an opportunity to review The Revised Plan and all comments
submitted regarding The Draft Plan. The LTF should have an opportunity to make
comments on The Revised Draft.

Response: Comment noted.

3. My comments will not include changes that might be suggested by a proofreader.

Response: Comment noted.

4. Page 7 — | don’t believe that the Novato Household Hazardous Waste Program is
funded by an annual JPA Grant.

Response: Comment noted; correction has been made.

5. Page 8 — After “Member Agencies” add “Non-member Agencies”.

Response: Text has been added to include Special Districts.

6. Page 38 — Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR): Should be expanded to
include packaging, and “cradle to cradle’ recycling systems designed, financed,
and managed by the producers themselves.

Response: Text has been added to reflect this.

7. The JPA is a regional agency. In some places in The Draft Plan the word
Countywide should replace the word regional.

Response: Text has been changed where applicable.

8. Average diversion rates for the haulers ranges from 36.67% to 50.93%. The
Diversion rate calculated by the CIWMB for 2006 was 72%, There should be an
explanation for the difference between these two reported diversion rates.

Response: Only a portion of the diversion rate for the JPA area is derived from

hauler collection operations. It also includes material back-hauled by stores for

recycling, self-haul material diversion at landfills (e.g., beneficial use), recycling
centers (source-separated collection by companies rather than haulers or self-haul),
grasscycling, and other source reduction activities. In addition, construction material
reuse and inerts were documented in the state-approved diversion rate.

9. The Draft Plan should address the fact that Marin County has the highest per
capita waste generation in the state. And “Accordingly, over the past 14 years,



while diversion has increased dramatically, actual disposal has remained
relatively flat.”
Response: Comment noted and text has been added.

10. In light of SB 1016 — The Zero Waste Goal should be restated as a “reduction in
per capita disposal” goal instead of an “increase in diversion” goal.
Response: The goal definition has been revised to include waste prevention.

11. Page 6 — The www.marinrecycles.org website needs to follow through on the
improvements described by Staff.
Response: Comment noted.

12. Page 39 — Progressive Can Rates — The Almonte Sanitary District has had
progressive can rates since 1992. I’m not aware of any problems with residents
putting garbage in the recycling containers. The hauler may have different
information.

Response: Comment noted.

13. Page 40, Tables 19 and 10 — Are the rates listed for on month? Are the rates listed
for garbage only or do they include green waste and recycling? What are the rates
for green waste and recycling? Are all haulers included in this table? I can’t find
the list of “Unincorporated Franchise Areas 1-6”.

Response: Rates are listed for one month and include various services provided by

the different haulers.



From: Loretta Figueroa, Almonte Sanitary District,

Local Task Force Special District Representative
To: The Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Authority
Date: November 10, 2009

Subject: Comments on the “Final Draft Waste Feasibility Study” dated October 2009

Comment #1:

Many References to “Member Agencies” should read “Member Agencies and Non-Member
Agencies”.

Example:

Page ES-1
On a countywide basis, the Member

Agencies, Non-Member Agencies and the JPA have successfully
implemented programs to comply with
the Integrated Waste Management Act’s
(AB 939) requirements of diverting from
landfill 50 percent of waste generation.
As a regional agency, comprising of all
the communities in Marin County, the
JPA reports diversion progress to the
California Integrated Waste
Management Board (CIWMB) on a
regional basis.

Comment #2:

| suggest that the term “Green Waste” be replaced with “Garden Organics” or “Garden
Compostables” or something similar. | also suggest that the term “Food Waste” be
replaced with “Food Scraps” or something similar.

Response: Comment noted. The term “food waste” is being used in this report because it
is standard terminology in the industry.

| question if there is any evidence to support the conclusion that a 68-gallon green can is a
disincentive to diverting “garden organics”. Is there evidence of “garden organics” being
disposed of with the solid waste? If “garden organics” are being composted in a resident’s
backyard they’re being diverted from disposal.

Response: Comment noted. The intent was to note that larger containers would provide
greater opportunity to divert material rather than having people place organics in the trash
container who do not request an extra container. Marin Sanitary Service’s waste
composition study provided data that organic materials are being disposed (see Figure 1
and Table 9 in the report).

The Almonte area of the Mill Valley Refuse Service area varies from flat to very steep
driveways and many if not most residents would find a filled 96 gallon container unusable



because of it's weight. In any case, the “can size issue” will be resolved if the 68-gallon
green can is picked up weekly rather than bi-weekly.

Response: Comment noted and text has been added to Recommendation 13. Having the
option of a 96 gallon container is a suggestion; a smaller container size could still be
offered and selected by residents based on need and driveway considerations.

Mill Valley Refuse Green Can Service is flexible and is not limited to the green can:

In addition to the 68-gallon green can residents may also place one (1)
tied bundle of cuttings two feet by five feet (2ft x 5ft) next to the can for
pick-up.

Or, instead of the green can, residents may put three (3) tied bundles
two feet by five feet (2ft x 5ft) at the curb on the scheduled pick-up day.

Unlimited curbside collection of “garden organics” could potentially include
removal of 200-foot eucalyptus trees felled by a winter storm!

Example:
Pages 49/50

Mill Valley Refuse customers in the Homestead area have the option to
decline green waste service because they compost in their backyard. It is
unclear how much green waste is being disposed by Homestead residents, but
regardless, those with services are limited to 68 gallons and are charged $3
for each extra can. This smaller container size and fee for extra service

is a disincentive to diverting green waste material.

Estimated Diversion: 7,300+ tons per year in combination with other programs

Steps to Achieve:

Haulers should provide option of extra free containers for recyclables
and green waste.

Jurisdictions could require hauler to provide unlimited collection of green
waste.

Mill Valley Refuse should consider increasing green waste collection to
at least 96 gallons and eliminating the extra container charge.

Response: Comment noted. In the Franchise Agreement, there could be similar
restrictions as to the size and bulk of tree trimmings as noted as currently
existing. Regardless, the intent of “unlimited” curbside collection is to remove the
potential financial barrier to request an additional cart when a property regularly
generates more material than the “free” services accommodate. People are still
disposing of organics and this can be one way of encouraging additional
diversion.



Comment #3:

Onsite aerobic composting, vermicomposting, food scrap digesters, or black soldier fly
composting may be more carbon neutral than recycling programs that divert materials to a
“regional facility”.

Response: Comment noted. Backyard composting is still a recommendation of the study
(Recommendation 17).






David Haskell

Member JPA Local Task Force on Solid Waste






Submission of Zero Waste Strategy Plan 2009, David Haskell, Member JPA Local Task Force on Solid Waste

To dispel any doubt as to what Zero Waste is «cceeees

In one sense, it really isn't that difficult. Zero Waste means that there isn't any waste. No garbage! No throwing
anything away in a pit in the ground! No burning things just to "get rid of them". Everything is reused. On this
level, the concept could hardly be simpler.” Dr. Paul Palmer, Author: Getting to Zero Waste

Zero Waste. ...........
e Eliminates rather than just “manages” waste.
e /s a whole system approach that aims to completely change the way materials flow through society.

e [s a unifying concept or “brand” for a basket of existing and emerging technologies aimed at the
elimination of waste.

® Resets the compass with new tools and new ways of thinking so that normal, everyday activities
contribute to the solution rather than the problem.

e |s a way to transform the current cost-plus waste industry - whose existence is dependent on the
destruction of more and more resources, into a value-added resource recovery industry.

® Redesigns the current, one-way industrial system into a cyclical system modeled on Nature’s successful
strategies.

® Helps communities develop local economies, sustain good jobs, and provide a measure of self
sufficiency.

e Ensures that products are made to be durable, reusable, repairable and are bio-compatible (Non-

toxic).
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Engages the community psyche
Predicts and helps redesign the future
Creates the climate for continual improvement
Out-competes traditional waste disposal methods

Services a new sustainable economic model enabling markets to drive the change



Introduction to Submission: | wish to offer a new vision. | am suggesting a new way to look at
managing our county’s discarded resources with an eye to getting as close as possible to the
destination of Zero Waste. It is a journey — a rallying cry — to our citizens to reduce their
environmental impact on this planet. The Zero Waste Strategy Document lost in the paradigm
of diversion. Sadly recycling has become the new garbage — recycling a single use item is not an
environmental virtue.

I am suggesting a new framework for achieving Zero Waste — it has four operational divisions
working under the umbrella of a new organization — Let’s call it “Waste Free Marin” -- Specific
recommendations on the Rawles/Frost /3H Waste Strategy document follow these brief
divisional descriptions.

#1 priority: Zero Waste Professional Services

Objective: To provide program administration, technical assistance, social
marketing / public education and effective management of JPA Programs.

e To provide on-site resource assessment audits and development of Zero Waste Action (ZAP
Plans) Plans with clients - ensuring the provision of the plans are coupled with cost effective
finance options for Marin public sector agencies, homeowners and business consumers.

e Ensure the residents and businesses have the knowledge and wherewithal to practice waste
reduction and source separation to reduce all volumes of material use.

e “Business Partnership Program” to work with businesses to reduce waste & manage haulers to
reduce costs. Working directly with public sector organizations to reduce both waste and costs.

e Develop social marketing campaign — partnering with businesses and local non-government
organizations to promote Zero Waste everywhere!

Response: Most of these programs are handled on the Member Agency level and can be implemented
through franchise agreement requirements. The JPA could have an active role in conducting public
education for Recommendation 10.

#2 priority: Zero Waste Infrastructure Services
Objective: Make doing the right thing easy all the time!

The following is a partial list of potential services /facilities that are required to help consumers and
businesses “do the right thing”. These facilities/services are essential for progress.

Sustainable Packaging Collaboration

Product Service Systems Developers

Resource Recovery Parks

Deconstruction Services

Construction and Demolition Yard

Extended Producer Responsibility /Industry Take Back Programs
Office Cycle Program

Restaurant / Food Discard Program

Organic materials separation, collection / marketing
Mixed & Single Stream Recyclant Collection

Bulk Inorganic Collection



Refill Shops

Repair Mall & Reuse Park

Hazardous and Toxic Mitigation Program

Waste Exchange Data Base for Marin Businesses

Commercial Worm Composting (decentralized by neighborhood)

Response: Comment noted. Most of these fit into the new program
Recommendations 2, 4 and 17.

#3 Priority: Waste Free Research and DEVE|Opment ZEHU WASTE
dustloinabite

Objective: To work smart and be the best we can be
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e Identification of Community Environmental Investment Priorities &
Criteria

e Work with Industry and Commerce to design and foster introduction of waste free
products, packaging and processes.

e Ensure regional business have access to state-of-the-art reuse and repair information
and technologies

e Work in collaboration with public policy agencies to foster the effective operation of the
market and ensure public policy supports the rapid uptake of cost effective zero waste
practices and technologies consistent with technological and industrial capacity to
integrate new practices.

e To monitor programs and investment projects of Waste Free Marin to ensure effective
and efficient operation.

Response: Comment noted. These recommendations align with Recommendations 2 and 10 of the
study.

#4 Priority: Waste Free ECONnOomic Development & Finance
Objective: Financial investment in resource efficiency & infrastructure

*  To administer a revolving loan fund/program to qualifying zero waste projects identified by
the Waste Free Professional Services and or other professional organizations
Contestable fund to also help set-up infrastructure services.

* In collaboration with federal, state and regional organization to ensure that a plan is
developed to ensure that there is adequate capital made available to homeowners,
businesses, public sector agencies to foster rapid market adoption of resource efficient
practices and technologies.

* To work with Marin Economic Development Agencies to foster development of new
waste free enterprises and to create new sustainable employment opportunities.



Response: Comment noted. This recommendation requires more JPA
authority/Member Agency cooperation which could result out of Recommendation
2 of the study.
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Recommendations for Marin County JPA — Comments of Zero Waste Strategy 2009
Background for Recommendation #1.

The Zero Waste Strategy document produced by JPA County Public Works Department staff reflects a
mind-set mired in the past for the following reasons:

1. The Rawles/Frost/3H strategy makes scant attempt to reduce the “ecological footprint” of
Marin County. They do not address mitigation of environmental impacts of waste
generation and handling. (The prime reason for a Zero Waste Strategy)

Response: Comment noted. The focus is on achieving the Zero Waste goals established by the JPA
for 2012 and 2025.

2. Strategy’s failure to recognize the economic realities of our time to re-vitalize our country’s
economy with new vision — new green collar jobs leading to economic viability and
environmental sustainability.

Response: Green jobs are recognized as an element to achieving Zero Waste. The recommendations
are intended to provide programmatic framework for achieving waste reduction and diversion. A key
component of this is Recommendation 4.

3. Failure to recognize that the old paradigm of Garbage Trucks, Transfer Stations, Diversion
and Landfills will never be a part of a Zero Waste solution -- It is the source of the problem
rather than the solution.



Response: Recognizing long-term that waste prevention is essential, programs will gradually
create this shift.

Recommendation #1> JPA to phase-out and replace Marin County DPW’s role in

planning and managing Marin County’s Zero Waste Policies. The existing set of
skills related to sanitary/civil engineering are no longer relevant to the social
marketing / public education / economic mandates required to secure an environmentally
sustainable economy in Marin County.

Background for Recommendation #2 > New Vision New Players Required:

Attached to this submission is an abbreviated new “resource management” vision for our county’s
residents and businesses to efficiently and effectively manage the resources it purchases and consumes.
This new vision does not rely on antiquated concepts of waste generation, collection and hauling.
Instead, it recognizes that the challenges for a “Green Energy Future” are the same set of challenges for
a “Green Resource Future”. Solutions in the future will never again be from the old toolkit of big old
garbage/recycling trucks making things sanitary (e.g. sanitary landfills — sanitary services) so as to
protect the public health. That is a 1950’s 20™ century concept that worked to protect health from
disease but has no role in a world caught up in the challenges of Climate Change. Instead, the vision is
about creating new economic activity that will make it easy for business and residents (Zero Waste
Advisors) to do the right things. (Zero Waste Infrastructure Services) — It recognizes that it is people —
businesses and residents working together to reduce their environmental impact that will make Zero
Waste real. This challenge will require social marketing professionals to create and lead campaigns
focused on behavior change and ensure that people have access to good information. It will require a
new set of professional resource managers who can assist companies and households to make wise,
cost effective waste free choices.

Response: Comment noted. Public education will be a significant effort necessary to encourage short-term and
long-term waste reduction and reuse. Most recommendations made on the study include a component of public
education in addition to Recommendation 10.

Recommendation #2:

JPA appoint a Commission to review present Marin County Hazardous Household and Solid Waste
Planning Strategy, review best practices in successful agencies, and make recommendations to
relocate the responsibilities in a county department and/or contract agency that focuses on
community economic development, climate change mitigation and reduction of environmental and
social impacts as its primary mission.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendation #3

Support the strategy report’s call for JPA reform — from the bottom up.



Response: Comment noted.
Submitted by:
David Haskell

JPA Local Task Force Member

Oct. 9, 2009
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Comments on the Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan Paper
Oct. 13,2009

1. As a writer, I find an extremely troubling aspect of this report is its initial heavy
emphasis on the term diversion rather than waste reduction, which is what is truly
necessary to get us to zero waste. “Diversion” implies moving things from one pile to
another, as one would divert a river or a child. It does not mean reducing or actually
stopping the flow. So diversion, like recycling, while a part of getting to zero waste,
is not the overarching concept/method/way of thinking that is necessary to move
Marin County from a state of affluential unconsciousness to one of true
sustainability. We need a radical restructuring of almost everything we do, not a
diversion.

We need to convey this critical new way of thinking from the very beginning of the
document and not skirt the issue. The planetary situation is dire. We are producing
more, and throwing away more, of a variety of plastics, toxic chemicals and
pharmaceuticals that have an infinite shelf life as they accumulate in the
environment, in the bodies of dead sea birds, water supplies, and breast milk. We
are killing ourselves with our trash.

If we have learned nothing else from the radical right, we have learned that framing
an issue is at least as important as the data and this document at the outset is
framed very, very badly. While it may be technically accurate, “diversion” is a poor
word choice for communicating the important concept of zero waste to others
outside of the field. In addition, the sheer number of repetitions of the word
“diversion” in the first five pages produces a state of mental numbness near to
catatonia. This is too bad, because the data, charts and the recommendations that
come afterward in this report are very good.

By p14, the report clearly states that for the JPA to reach the Zero Waste goals, the
focus must be on reducing the materials disposed. I would suggest that we substitute
the words Waste Reduction, Waste elimination, Zero Waste goals and/or
Sustainability for most of the diversion word choices, except where the context is
actually talking about diversion, as in bullet point 7 on page 3.

Response: Comment noted. Changes have been made where applicable.

2. Introduction (p2): add in the fact that we are still producing more waste per
capita now than ever and than most places in the world.

Response: Comment noted. Sources would need to be provided in order to add this
to the study.

3. Zero Waste (p2) can be described in much better terms. It’s actually a fairly
straightforward term than most anyone can understand as is. It means no more
garbage; no more throw aways because we have come to recognize that there is no



“away” any more. The goal of zero waste is also fairly straightforward. It means
nothing that cannot be reused, recycled, composted, reformed, or remade into
something useful will be allowed to be made, sold, produced or brought into this
county, because it’s not going to be landfilled, shipped to the third world to be
dumped, or “outsourced” to the environment. This is a fairly radical proposal.
Getting to zero waste means developing and implementing policies and programs
that promote product redesign to eliminate toxics, excess wasteful packaging, and
implementing a cradle-to-cradle lifecycle for everything bought, sold, brought into
or produced in the county. It means limiting our choices to things that sustain life
and don’t destroy it.

Response: Comment noted. The definition provided in the study was intended to be
concise and encompass the objectives of the JPA. The definition can be tailored to
specific goals of individuals and jurisdictions when implementing recommendations
or developing new programs.

4. Impediments (p3) first line has a typo or missing word or something.

Response: The sentence has been revised to read: “The Member Agencies and Special
Districts (e.g., Sanitary Districts) in the JPA have a wide variety of programs that are
intended to promote waste reduction, the recycling of products, and result in reducing
the amount of material disposed.”

5. First paragraph (p4) is another place we could insert the nasty fact that we in
Marin are still throwing away more stuff per capita than ever before, than most

places on earth. Actual disposal, in other words, has remained both flat and very
high on a per capita basis.

Response: See response to Comment 2 above.

6. Second paragraph (p4): The word “mitigated” has the connotation of being
smoothed over, pushed under the rug, lessened, toned down or diminished. [ think
these obstacles or impediments will have to be fixed, eliminated, or changed so that
they no longer exist as impediments. Anywhere the word “mitigate” is used to mean
“lessen,” when our stated goal is zero, needs to be changed to reflect our intention.
Response: The sentence has been revised to read: “In order to meet the Zero Waste
Goals, several major challenges must be addressed that affect program development
and implementation.”

7. Bullet points 1 and 2 (p4): Change “increase diversion” and “diversion-based
agreements” to “reduce waste” and “waste reduction-based” agreements.

Response: “Waste reduction” has been added to the bullets. The word “diversion” is
still a key component to achieving Zero Waste and, therefore, has not been removed.

8. The JPA, with its limited ability to implement change (p4, bullet point 1), has been
under the auspices of the Dept of Public Works for many years but this may not be
the best fit any more. Based on the information presented on p 5, it would seem that
the Community Development Agency is now a more appropriate agency to take on
this task of driving the county and its member agencies to Zero Waste. They have a



sustainability team, which is directly linked into those programs that are already
being implemented to get us there.

Response: Comment noted. The focus is on authority rather than departments.
This is not to imply that improved interaction with efforts being undertaken by
other departments is not needed (see Recommendations 1 and 2).

9. Progressive Container Rates (p39). It is stated that all areas have progressive rate
structures. This is not accurate in the area of LGVSD served by MSS where the 20
gallon can rate is still higher than the 32 gallon on a per gallon basis. I believe this is
the same in other areas as well. We are hoping to move to a real progressive can
rate where larger trash cans are charged on a percentage basis more than the
smaller ones, to reward those individuals and families who do not produce as much
trash.

Response: Comment noted. Progressive rates are based on having customers pay a
higher dollar amount for more waste disposed (larger garbage cats/bins). This can
be done as a percentage, a dollar amount, or on a volume basis.
Member/contracting agencies can adopt rate structures with larger differences
between cart/bins sizes, and this could be negotiated between with the haulers and
member/contracting agencies. In LGVSD, in actual dollar amounts, the 20 gallon
rate is $3 less than the 32 gallon rate, so it is considered a “progressive” rate. LGVSD
can adopt progress rates that have larger differences between cart/bin sizes.

There was a lot of work and data gathering and thought that has gone into this
report. The above changes I think will make it a stronger document and give a better
structure to that work. I look forward to reading the next draft.

Sincerely,

Judy Schriebman
415-472-3345






Bob Brown

City of San Rafael






From: Bob Brown

Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2009 11:16 AM
To: Ken Nordhoff

Cc: Bob Brown

Subject: Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan

Ken: Here are my thoughts about the Draft ZW Plan:

1.

First, | think it's generally well written, informative and an appropriate level review. |
enthusiastically support most of the recommendations and would be willing to play a
more significant role next year in moving any of this forward.

Response: Comment noted.

2.

| was disappointed that there wasn't a written section on financing. The attached table
lists optional funding possibilities, but it's inadequate to develop a funding mechanism,
which must coincide with or even precede the Phase | work. | also think the report would
benefit from an analysis of implementation timing for the two phases that could occur
from differing levels of funding so we’d have a sense of how realistic the attainment of the
2012 and 2025 goals are.

Response: Section VIl presents the potential funding options that can be adopted by the
member agencies or the JPA. This study is a general policy document that outlines potential
policies and programs.

3.

I'd also suggest that there be a bit more analysis based on the attached table identifying
which of the strategies yield the biggest bang-for-the-buck, dividing the estimated
tonnage of diversion by the estimated program implementation cost. My casual review of
the table indicates that a few of the programs have much more significant return, and
possibly these should be prioritized. The most cost effective measures should be
highlighted in some way (a top 5, as we did in the CCAP).

Response: An additional table is included in Appendix B. The estimated costs and diversion
is presented on a regional basis for planning estimates.

4,

In terms of comments on specific recommendations, I'm pleased that they attempted to
estimate implementation and enforcement costs for the various member agency
responsibilities. Many of the responsibilities attributed to member agencies, such as
revising solid waste ordinances, creating mandatory recycling ordinances and
renegotiating franchise agreements would benefit from a mutual effort, utilizing common
consultants. But there also has to be an identified funding source other than General
Funds or this work will never be done in the timeframe necessary.

Response: It up to the individual MA and JPA to identify the funding source for the programs
they adopt. Generally, solid waste programs have been funded through General Fees.
Please see Section VIl for the identified funding sources available.

5.

Rec. 8: C&D Ordinance: | keep pushing the County to complete their work on this and
take a leadership role with the other cities. Now that the green building ord. is heading
towards adoption (through the BERST program efforts countywide), we'll need a common
enforcement/verification mechanism, since the proposed residential and commercial
rating systems both require 50% material diversion. | have a call into Brian Crawford on
the timing of their work. In terms of the Draft Plan, | don’t anticipate anything in terms of
implementation costs on our end, either initially or ongoing. It will just be another task for
our permit techs, but we can easily accommodate it. We'll all probably copy the County
ordinance and procedures, so | don't know what other initial costs will be involved in
creating the verification system. The report should lower both the initial and ongoing
costs for this measure.

Response: The actual implementation costs for this program may be significantly lower. But,
please keep in mind that a Member Agency or the JPA will need to staff it. In Phase Il of the



plan there will be further refinement of the costs; at that point the costs may be lower. Phase
Il development being planned with the JPA. Enforcement is the main issue and this happens
at the permit level and at C&D facilities. Until a specific program is adopted it is difficult to
determine a more specific cost range.

6. Rec. 9: Multi-Family and Commercial Recycling Ord.: The ongoing cost estimates for this
responsibility are underestimated for most jurisdictions. Since we have apartment and
commercial inspection programs already, this additional responsibility will be no big deal,
just another couple of items to verify. Cities/towns without an existing program taking
them into all these buildings will have to create one, or contract for one, and if this is the
only purpose, it will cost a lot more than $5K per year (we spend a few hundred thousand
$s on both programs, but they’re funded by other means).

Response: The cost presented in the study is just for the ordinance adoption. The cost for

program implementation will be born from the franchise haulers, rate payers and any rate

increases. Program implementation costs are encompassed in all the other Phase Il

recommendations. For example, revising the franchise agreements, wet/dry collection,

adding organics, etc.

The duty of enforcement can be an element/combination of additional City staff, code
enforcement, or the hauler program manager. The intent of the multi-family and commercial
recycling ordinance is to increase the accessibility to recycling programs and recovery
programs.

Let me know if you have any questions about these comments, or want to go over your thoughts.
BB



Ken Nordhoff

City Manager, City of San Rafael






From: Ken Nordhoff [mailto:Ken.Nordhoff@ci.san-rafael.ca.us]
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2009 1:31 PM

To: Soulard, Alex

Cc: Frost, Michael; Bob Brown

Subject: RE: 10/29/09 JPA Board Agenda

Alex —while fresh on my mind, here are a few specific comments on the draft ZWP (a
new acronym®)
1. From our Wednesday review:

a. You need to consolidate the education efforts in some way. This would
include those in the goals, as well as capturing costs and staffing as
appropriate.

Response: Public education efforts cross many recommendations and are

program specific. The programs identified below highlight where JPA can

assist on countywide level in addition to other efforts undertaken by the

Member Agencies or franchised haulers. It is anticipated it would cost

approximately $120,000 for one full-time-equivalent JPA staff or external

contract to a firm to administer the public education services. This is in
addition to any public education efforts done by Member Agencies to support
efforts and related printing/media costs. It's important to note that these
costs are dependent on whether Member Agencies adopt the program and
give the JPA authority to administer the public education.

= Reduced consumption education

= Extended Producer Responsibility

=  Wet/dry commercial collection

= C&D ordinance

= Food waste

= Countywide sales bans

= Salvage of materials/deconstruction, etc.

b. Also, you need to separate out those goals that are within the current JPA
authority, and those that would require some modification of the current
JPA agreement (meaning scope of authority regarding ZWP goals at our
JPA level). A third grouping clearly remains that requires local agency
action (e.g. franchise agreement amendments).

Response: The text has been clarified and the recommendations are

categorized by the lead entity that should be responsible for implementation

(e.g., JPA, Member Agencies and haulers). Table ES-3 also breaks out

responsibilities for the recommendations. While the JPA has a range of

authority through the JPA agreement, program implementation is out of the

“basic minimum programs” Section 6.1 allows the JPA to perform. In addition,

Section 6.2 (Agency Election to Participate in Authority Programs) requires

the “formal action of their governing boards to choose whether or not

they wish to participate in and fund programs to be developed by the

Authority”. This aspect is where current attempts to have model ordinances

adopted have fallen short.

Section 6.1 basic authority includes:
*= Administration
= Planning
= Monitoring and reporting



= Compliance review
= Legislation review

Section 5.2 additional authority that could be given to the JPA if Member Agencies
choose (not limited to):

= Adopt ordinances and resolutions

= Acquire hold and dispose of property

= Monitor performance

= Levy and collect fees and charges

= |ssue bonds

= Implement programs

2. Now to specifics:

a. Page ES-3 — It should be made clear that a Phase I goal could include
more JPA Exec Comm. or Board meetings, but that would be tied to the
other goals and defining which take JPA time and resources (see 1b
above). It may also be helpful to make clear if sub-committee and task
forces could be established to assist in this work as well. This goal may
also need refinement if noted later in the report.

Response: The text has been clarified to read:

The increased meetings would be tied to defining the goals of the JPA and any
associated staff and time needs. The increased communication could lead to improved
partnership with Member Agencies and more effective implementation of programs.
The Board of Directors may wish to consider developing a subcommittee to address the
goals of this recommendation.

b. ES-4 — not sure why ‘another method regarding multi family and
commercial recycling is repeated in the ordinance update and franchise
agreements. Do both require the same change, or would one suffice.

Response: These are two different recommendations. Recommendation #6

is for the establishment of a multi-family and commercial recycling ordinance

that would establish the service threshold that requires business compliance
and identify targeted materials. Recommendation #7 is suggesting that
franchise agreements require additional diversion processing of all collected
materials from these sectors prior to landfill disposal. The recommendations
could be combined depending on the jurisdiction’s preference, but keeping
the requirements separate will provide the jurisdiction more flexibility in
changing requirements through the franchise agreement.

c. Page ES-5— goal of offering additional recycling and waste containers —
should note some agencies and haulers already do so, others should join
in.

Response: The text has been clarified.

d. Table ES-3 — use of term disposal fee, and in other areas, AB939 fee —

should be consistent or define somewhere in documents.
Response: ‘Disposal fee’ has been changed to ‘AB 939 fee’.



e. Phase Il table — ES 8-9 — there should be some notation about the source

or data used for the proposed rates increases for programs 12-17.
Response: A notation will be added. Sources used include discussion of the
program options with current haulers, and reviewing procurement and
negotiations with jurisdictions throughout California (e.g., South Bay Waste
Management Authority, Castro Valley, Monterey County, Windsor, Piedmont,
Dublin, San Ramon, Rolling Hills Estates, Rancho Palos Verdes, Benicia, and
Lomita.

f. Page 5 of report — all cities and the County have been involved with
BERST — a multi-agency collaboration is under way to work on green
building ordinances, and some piece of a C&D ordinance. The link is
here: http://www.cityofsanrafael.org/Assets/CDD/Planning/BERST+Int
ro+Presentation.pdf It may be worthwhile to include this as part of the
leadership effort on waste reduction and reuse. Bob Brown on my staff
(485-3090) is an excellent resources fro BERST details.

Response: This program has been added to the text.

| offered some highlight changes in the executive or summary areas. These goals may
also need refinement if noted later in the report.

Ken Nordhoff
City Manager
City of San Rafael
415-485-3055 (w)
415-459-2242 (f)
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Submission to the Marin County Solid Waste JPA'’s
RE: Draft Zero Waste Strategic Plan Development (ZWSPD)
Submitted by Sustainable San Rafael - Nov. 9, 2009

The Zero Waste Strategic Development Feasibility Study presented to Marin County
Hazardous and Solid Waste Management JPA by its staff at the Marin County Dept. of Public
Works (J. Rawles, Contract Manager, M. Frost JPA Staff Manager and R3 Consultants) is a
major disappointment.

The report nevertheless has merit particularly with regards its recommendation to reform
existing franchise agreements and the call to reform the JPA structure itself. However the
recommendations for reform are short on detail and fail to address how the reforms could be
enacted.

The report further brings into stark relief the profound professional shortfalls of the County of
Marin’s Public Works Department when it comes to the technical requirements of managing
waste minimization programs. The report provides little in the way of a strategic vision or
framework for moving forward. It has a mish-mash of recommendations that are far from
coherent.

What the report does make clear using 2006 figures is that:

Marin County citizens paid an estimated $176,215,000 to have 620,400 tons of

waste requiring collection, transport, sorting, baling, diversion and/or disposal.
This explosion of waste handling volume represents a doubling of waste materials requiring
handling over a single decade. This cost and ecologically disastrous growth happened during a
time when Marin politicians were trumpeting high diversion rates. Sadly, recycling has become
the 21% Century’s biggest waste!

e Strategies focusing on diversion from landfill are not working.

e Recycling single use products and packaging is not a virtue.

e Shipping our recycling wastes to China to get more low-value disposable products and
packaging is a failed strategy.

This is why the citizens of Marin have called for a new Zero Waste Plan. Sadly, the County’s
Department of Public Works JPA project managers have failed to recognize that past
“diversion-policies” have not worked. The approach taken by the Dept. of Public Works in
guiding 3R Consulting Group is deeply flawed and needs to be redressed before any coherent
integrated waste reduction program is developed for Marin County.



The study is flawed for the following reasons:

1) The study’s preponderant attention on diverting waste from landfill fails to address our
county’s preeminent need to reduce our global ecological footprint by mitigating the adverse
environmental impact of our county’s unsustainable levels of material consumption.

Response: Comment noted. The short-term is focused on diversion, but also begins the public
education of waste reduction to the general public. Waste reduction will have a long-term
impact on waste levels and ignoring diversion also ignores its important role in achieving Zero
Waste. Recommendations 5 and 9 address reducing consumption and reuse.

2) The study’s deficient focus on zero waste, source reduction, reuse and waste minimization
strategies has resulted in a series of piecemeal recommendations that are unfocused and
confusing, and only serve to perpetuate our present unsustainable waste systems status.

Response: See response to Comment 1 above.

3) The Study fails to recognize that it is a public service manager’s prime responsibility to
operate economically efficient services. The study pays scant regard to the lowering of overall
ratepayer costs.

World-wide Zero Waste Strategies have led to dramatic lowering of cost for businesses’ and
householders’ waste disposal/recycling services. The estimated cost of $176M for delivery of
Marin’s waste services are not fixed costs. These costs can be radically reduced by adoption of
effective waste reduction strategies. The Dept of Public Work’s/3R suite of recommendations
fails to include ratepayer cost savings programs.

Response: The focus of the study is the “feasibility of Zero Waste”. The study includes
“upstream” programs to reduce costs along with progressive rates and cost-effective diversion
programs

4) Itis time for the public sector, especially Marin County’s Department of Public Works, to
stop viewing “waste recycling and disposal” as a cost-plus cash cow!

JPA Member Agencies (County and City government) have gotten used to raising waste
franchise services rates year after year because the Member Agency (MA) claws-back 15% of
the overall franchise fee that goes into their general fund.

All 20 franchise agreements in Marin County are exclusive, meaning that the waste provider
has a monopoly - consumers have no choice. With the sole exception of Tam Valley
Community Services District, which operates its own services, every franchise contract is cost
plus. Waste haulers and Member Agencies have a perverse incentive to INCREASE the cost
because the more they charge the more they each make. Householders and businesses, even
if they have no waste at all requiring collection, still pay for the service. Itis a cost plus vicious



cycle with the ENVIRONMENT and local RESIDENTS /BUSINESSES picking up the bill. It is time
organizations representing rate payers and the environment stand up and say enough is
enough!

Waste Haulers — City Governments — County Government and the County Public Works
Department are all the beneficiaries of our present unsustainable, cost-plus system! The
County Public Works Department/3R’s suite of recommendations following a business as usual
strategy, could result in a 31% increase in ratepayer waste service costs!

Response: Comment noted. Each contacting entity (Member Agencies and Special Districts)
has independent authority in developing requirements for haulers. This includes rate structure
development, program requirements, promoting waste reduction, etc. Recommendation 7 is
intended to have the contracting entities address the above mentioned concerns (e.g., rate
structure, hauler compensation, Refuse Rate Index).

5) The key failure, in the opinion of Sustainable San Rafael, is that the County Department of
Public Works (DPW) / 3R report not only fails to identify coherent market driven programs to
incentivize resource conservation activities and wise mindful consumption; it further fails to
address how a properly functioning waste market can be established in Marin. (Properly
functioning markets allow for consumer choice.)

NOTE: The “Marin Waste Market Place” system can be likened to a big tangled knot. In order
for Marin County to successfully make an “Ecological U-Turn” that starts reducing our collective
ecological footprint, this knot needs to be untangled. This knot in large measure is caused by
two factors: 1) a multiplicity of differing monopoly franchise agreements and 2) the long-
standing political loyalty and patronage enjoyed by the county’s waste industry.

Response: See response to Comment 4 above.

In order for substantive progress towards Zero Waste, there needs to be a recognition that JPA
Member Agencies and their associated monopoly waste hauling franchise holder need to agree
to untie this knot and begin looking at ways the system can evolve so it stops rewarding
wasteful consumption and starts rewarding resource conservation. In short — residents and
businesses must be able to receive positive financial rewards for lowering their need for
centralized franchise waste services. If a household or business reduces their discarded
materials (be it material that requires disposal, recycling and or composting) they need to be
rewarded for those efforts. It is as simple as setting-up a waste service market that recognizes
that less wastes equal less cost.

Response: See response to Comment 4 above.

Therefore any Marin-wide Zero Waste Strategy needs to address two questions: 1) What zero
waste programs can be effective in the short-term without modifying existing franchise



agreements and 2) What modifications to existing franchise agreements are necessary over the
mid-to-long term to ensure success of Zero Waste programs.

The DPW/3R document does not adequately address this conundrum ... this untying of the
knot. Although to its credit, it at least recognizes that the JPA and franchise agreements need
reform.

Response: Phase | (Recommendations 1-10) can be implemented in the short-term without
franchise agreement reform. Phase Il (Recommendations 11-17) could be considered long-
term, because of the revisions to franchise agreements necessary, but that does not mean that
the revisions to the agreements could not take place while Phase | recommendations are being
implemented. It will be up to the Member Agencies and Special Districts to take action on
these recommendations. Also, see response to Comment 4 above.

Offered below is an example of a market driven zero waste program that could be effective if
franchise haulers’ agreements included clauses that mandated them to modify their services
levels (amounts changed) predicated on the individual service required by a business or
householder.

For example, DPW/3R recommendation #17 seeks to promote backyard composting. This is a
recommendation Sustainable San Rafael supports 100%. However, the approach taken by the
DPW/3R is fatally flawed. DPW/3R suggest consumer rates be increased to pay for a $60K DPW
operated county-wide composting education program. The report fails to recognize that Marin
franchise agreements penalize backyard composters. The backyard composters’ ubiquitous
“Green Waste Bin” is never used, yet they still have to pay for its “non-service”.

In a system that rewarded conservation the backyard composter could agree to give-up their
green waste bins in exchange for a service cost REDUCTION. Then the backyard composter
would have an ongoing market incentive to sustain their own compost system. Furthermore,
this would lead to having fewer green waste bins collected and reduce the number of trucks
required for garden waste collection.

The critical success factor in this Zero Waste Strategy is the cost of the over-all waste service
system would be REDUCED - fewer trucks would be emitting fewer greenhouse gases. Itisa
WIN for the ENVIRONMENT and a WIN for the RATEPAYER.

As noted above, giving the ratepayer choice to use or not use a green waste bin would require
the franchise hauler to modify their services. With respect to the waste haulers’ argument that
they must retain an “economy of scale” level of services to stay profitable, the JPA Member
Agency would need to work with their hauler to ensure they could adjust their fees to sustain a
profitable service. This would ultimately result in higher fees being charged to remaining
waste hauler service users. People who use waste service pay for it. People who do not need a
service do not pay —it is called a functioning market.



It is critical that we all recognize that Marin’s existing large-scale waste system, which grew in
order to service society’s expanding appetite for wasteful consumption, be seen for what it is —
utterly unsustainable!

Sustainable San Rafael totally agrees with Waste Management Inc. and Marin Sanitary Services
when they state that they do not make the waste, they just service it. For all those
environmentalists who think the problem is the waste hauling industry, we assert that they
miss the point.

The point is this -- If the waste haulers - landfill companies - JPA member agencies and
consumers recognize that it is essential for us to get off our present unsustainable waste
generation treadmill, then we all must recognize that we must DOWNSIZE the need for massive
centralized expensive waste services.

In the case of residential composting, incentivizing the humble backyard composter is a great
place to begin.

Response: Member/contracting agencies can adopt rate structures to incentivize waste
reduction practices and this could be negotiated between with the haulers and
member/contracting agencies.

6) The R3 document contains a maze of background information about franchise waste haulers
and existing programs. However, it was noted that “not all data requested was obtained.” The
reports added that data delivered by the franchise haulers did not distinguish the source. It is
also fascinating that out of all the waste haulers in Marin only MMS with a diversion rate of
50.93% surpassed the CIWMB’s 50% diversion mandated by law. Then in the later chapters we
discovered the franchise haulers only account for 30% of all waste disposed in Marin. Needless
to say, Marin’s 72% Diversion Rate remains a very intriguing and divisive mystery.

It is essential that a consistent and transparent reporting system by sector by Member Agency
by material type become an element of any future plan. For any Zero Waste Strategy to be
successful, it is essential that there is accurate material stream data so program priorities can
be set and program impact measured.

Response: Comment noted. For the diversion rates, only a portion of the diversion rate for the
JPA area is derived from hauler collection operations. It also includes material back-hauled by
stores for recycling, self-haul material diversion at landfills (e.g., beneficial use), recycling
centers (source-separated collection by companies rather than haulers or self-haul),
grasscycling, and other source reduction activities. In addition, construction material reuse and
inerts were documented in the state-approved diversion rate.



7) Insection V “Impediments to Achieving Zero Waste” it was stated, "The JPA has a minimal
role in solid waste program implementation at the Member Agency level and does not have any
direct authority or resources to implement new programs and effectively increase diversion.”

This statement is not altogether true and it is important to understand what county-wide
authority the JPA actually CAN exercise.

AB 939 allows the JPA to implement whatever new programs it identifies it needs and then
raise funds to support those programs by increasing the waste mitigation fee at Marin’s lone
regional landfill site. The JPA’s present $5.00 a ton mitigation fee supports the County’s
Department of Public Works JPA’s staff. It is also used to support county hazardous waste
containment services.

The report is correct in stating the Marin JPA has a minimal impact on waste diversion.
However, that is by choice rather than due to any technical or legal constraint.

The JPA could for example identify the need for zero waste infrastructure services and set a
waste mitigation fee at the same level as Alameda County ($19.00/ton) on all waste disposed at
Redwood Landfill (including 250,000 tons annually from Sonoma County.) It could then use that
money to lease unused County of Marin land at a minimal rate to set up essential Zero Waste
infrastructure capacity -- such as a Resource Recovery Park, C&D Park and a Green Waste
Composting Site. The management of these facilities could then be contracted out to private
and or non-profit operator and run on a cost recovery basis at no additional cost to the rate
payer. It is that simple and the JPA has all the authority and capacity to execute such a
proposal.

Response: While the JPA has a range of authority through the JPA agreement, program
implementation is out of the “basic minimum programs” Section 6.1 allows the JPA to perform.
In addition, Section 6.2 (Agency Election to Participate in Authority Programs) requires the
“formal action of their governing boards to choose whether or not they wish to participate in
and fund programs to be developed by the Authority”. This aspect is where current attempts to
have model ordinances adopted have fallen short.

Section 6.1 basic authority includes:
= Administration
= Planning
= Monitoring and reporting
= Compliance review
= Legislation review

Section 5.2 additional authority that could be given to the JPA if Member Agencies choose (not
limited to):

= Adopt ordinances and resolutions

= Acquire hold and dispose of property

= Monitor performance



= Levy and collect fees and charges
= [ssue bonds
» |mplement programs

As the report states the JPA meets only twice per year. Attendance at JPA meetings by key City
Managers and designated County Administer is marginal at best. Recommendation #3
proposes to have the JPA meet more often. Given the lack of will to do anything substantive
and the limited professional capacity of existing JPA staff, additional meetings would not likely
bring any different outcomes.

Response: Increased meetings would be warranted during program implementation and
meeting frequency could be adjusted as necessary.

Likewise, recommendation #1 to spend $40,000 on DPW’s JPA staff to “increase
communication with other County departments” is a very strange recommendation and has no
place in a Zero Waste Strategy. If the DPW JPA staff does not have access to other departments
and program reports, then it should be an internal county matter to be resolve at no extra cost
to the ratepayer.

Response: Comment noted. The intent of the recommendation is increase program assistance
(e.g., sharps, HHW) and has been revised to: “Increase JPA Program Assistance with Other
County Departments”.

Comment on other recommendations:
Recommendation #4 — Assist with permitting of “non-solid waste” facilities: In Marin County
this is very much a political decision. It is a land use decision that requires political leadership.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendation #5 —Support Extended Producer Responsibility: Too often local and County
agents give this concept lip-service support without realizing that there is an existing and very
vibrant “retailer” take-back program operating at the local level here in Marin County. Local
take-back coupled with individual retailers reverse-logistic programs is a powerful way to begin
the process of “managing resource” rather than “managing wastes”. Ideally it starts with
Universal Wastes, then is extended to products like paint — construction materials — electronic
waste — pharmaceuticals — oil wastes etc.

An interesting local-based EPR strategy could require all service stations to take-back used
plastic oil containers — it is toxic waste and it should be the oil industry’s, not local member
agencies, problem. Besides, the oil industry has the technology to deal with the problem. It just
requires an innovative approach that recognizes opportunity.

Response: Comment noted.



Recommendation 6/7 - Revise Solid Waste Ordinances : This would be part of the Countywide
overhaul of franchise agreements, if there is political support. This would require a buy-in that
has not been present to date.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendation 8 - Harmonize C&D Ordinance: Absolutely, this is especially important with
the advent of Countywide BERST programs.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendation 9 — Adopt and Enforce Multi-Family Dwelling and Business Recycling
Ordinance : Support.

Response: Comment noted.

Recommendation 10: Encourage Consumption and Disposal Changes: This is without a doubt
the weakest “waste reduction” initiative imaginable. It reeks of the very worst of an old “waste
management ” business as usual mentality regretfully reflected in this report. It is a classic “we
do not know what we are doing” type “let’s go educate them” recommendation.

The thinking behind such a recommendation states that it wants to “promote reducing
consumption.” It fails to recognize that it is not consumption per se that is the problem, it is
the consumption of single use items that are not able to be reused or repaired at the center of
the problem. The key is promoting mindful consumption. Marin residents are basically green
minded — they just need sustainable purchase options; the key to it is promoting smart
consumption.

Response: Comment noted. The type of education and consumption changes targeted can
include what has been noted above.

CONCLUSION: Sustainable San Rafael does not want to offer criticism alone. We also want to
ensure that positive strategies are also put forward. To that end, we want to attach an
abbreviated version of the “Zero Waste Strategy Paper” written by Stuart Moody and David
Haskell in their capacity as members of the Marin County Zero Waste Citizens’ Advisory
Committee. We believe this paper sets the policy framework for Zero Waste in Marin County.

The JPA must act to reform itself and the county’s numerous franchise agreements so our
public waste service systems reward Zero Waste actions. The crisis of Global Climate Change is
too dire for anything less.

Response: Comment noted.



Listed below are series of Waste Minimization zero waste programs being offered by other Bay
Area Waste Agencies that should for the backbone of any Zero Waste Strategy.

Collection of Programs that SHOULD BE HAPPENING NOW in Marin
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I am not supportive of changing the JPA to centralize the implementation of
any aspect of this program. I believe that each jurisdiction should be
responsible for developing and administering their programs and/or contracting
with the JPA to implement specific programs in their community. The proposed
recommendations will increase the cost of the JPA and just centralize the
Junctions which are not considered a zero waste plan. This plan should build on
the model we developed and identify specific actions that each jurisdiction can

and should do to work to achieve zero waste. The comparisons with Alameda
and other jurisdictions are not proper comparisons — due to our size and the
original way we set up our programs.

Response: The feasibility study looked at the opportunities and programs that could
be implemented to achieve Zero Waste. The next stage of implementation includes
working with each Member Agency to develop a jurisdiction-specific plan.

3. The ‘Zero Waste’ Plan is NOT accurate nor does it reflect any programs that
Novato has implemented. After formal adoption of the overall Novato Plan, each
year, the subcommittee developed and implemented a workplan between the
Sanitary District and the City — we adopted a C&D ordinance (first in the County)
requiring 50% recycling requirement for C&D material. We implemented the 20
gallon can to encourage more recycling and less disposal from each household.
We implemented an electronic waste and household hazardous waste collection
program that has been extremely successful. We established a recycling center
(downtown) that collects fluorescent tubes, CFLs, batteries, paint, etc..which is
extremely successful. We implemented a weekly curbside yard waste collection
program that is extremely successful. We implemented single stream which
increased our recycling efforts in Novato. These and other programs were not
mentioned or discussed in the report. In fact, I was never interviewed even
though I have been involved in this effort since its inception!

Response: Comment noted. See response to comment #2.

Lastly, I am concerned that our JPA funds have been spent for this plan especially since
not all cities have agreed to work towards zero waste. The City of Novato adopted a
resolution supporting the concept, but did not agree to spend any funds to develop or
implement a program. The original JPA agreement said that our funds would only be
spent on 5.1 programs which is reporting to the State. How much was authorized for this
plan and how much was spent?

Response: On May 29, 2008, the JPA voted and approved $200,000 for zero waste
strategies and planning activities as covered under Section 6.1 of the JPA Agreement.
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