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Councilman Secord convened the meeting at 9:15 AM.  Introductions were made.

The minutes from the July 28, 2003 Multi-Jurisdictional Solid Waste Task Group (MJSWTG) were reviewed for changes.  Councilman Lavagnino moved, and Councilwoman Blois seconded to adopt the minutes as written, but modified to include recordation of Councilman Secord’s attendance at said meeting.  The motion was unanimously approved.

Mark Schleich presented an overview of the “Recommended Task Group Decision Making Process and Timeline on Sub-group recommendations”.  His report on the process showed final TAC sub-committee reports being submitted to the TAC and the MJSWTG in September and October 2003, with TAC members then working one-on-one with their respective MJSWTG member to identify jurisdiction priorities and common priorities, so that the TAC can then propose system scenarios to the MJSWTG in January 2004.  At this point, the MJSWTG will select preferred scenarios and present this to their respective local jurisdictions in the April 2004 timeframe.  There was consensus for this process.  Issues raised as part of this discussion included:  what happens after April?  Mark stated that the State Planning Documents will be updated, endorsed by each city and the County, and submitted to the California Integrated Waste Management Board.  Jerry Smith indicated that implementation of any recommended system could possibly be realized through a JPA.  It was discussed that there are several options, there is no “one project” that all jurisdictions have to buy into, but rather several components to an overall plan.

John McInnes presented an overview of the TAC/Sub-groups process, and explained the template used by each of the sub-groups for their final report.  He then distributed a binder that contained the reports for the three sub-groups that were presented this day, and indicated the remaining four sub-groups would report in October.  The binders are for each member to keep.

John McInnes then presented the “Alternatives to Disposal” sub-group final report.  He discussed the sub-group goals, participants, process used, findings and recommendations.  Finding #1:  Waste conversion is an important part of modern waste management strategy planning in Europe, Japan, Australia, and now the U.S.  Policy makers are running out of options.  Source reduction options are limited; existing landfills have limited lifespans.  Sustainable waste management is a new way of thinking about waste.  In the past, 100% of trash was buried, presently 45% trash goes to landfills and 55% is recycled; and in the future only 10% trash will go to landfills.   Finding #2:  Waste conversion technology is a legitimate alternative to landfills.  There are proven alternative technologies, experienced vendors, competitive costs, and positive environmental impacts.  Waste conversion technologies are superior to landfilling, and merits serious consideration as part of any long-range Waste Management Plan.  More details are provided in the “Alternatives to Disposal” Final Report that was provided at the meeting.

Paul Karp presented “Short Term and Long Term Disposal Options” Sub-group final report.  He discussed the sub-group goals, participants, the process used, findings and recommendations.  Finding #1:  Current business environment:  landfilling is most common practice, more tonnage equals less tipping fees; local control equals flexibility and competitiveness; less landfill sites equals more efficient operations; transfer stations widely used; contractual agreements among jurisdictions.  Finding #2:  Current system potential:  long-term disposal capacity needed; consolidation may reduce high tipping fees; cooperation may provide flexibility and efficiency; additional transfer stations may be needed; contractual agreements needed.  Recommendations encompassed short-term (present – 2006), medium-term (2006-2017), and long-term (2018-2048).  Short term: Scenario S1:  Foxen canyon landfill closes; Foxen canyon transfer station opens and ships all Santa Ynez Valley self-haul waste to Tajiguas Landfill.  Medium term:  Scenario M3:  new additional diversion programs/facilities on South Coast, all south coast commercial vehicles direct haul to new additional diversion programs/facilities; residual sent to Tajiguas landfill, increased estimated tipping fee at Tajiguas, but less tonnage going to landfill.  Long-term: Scenario L1 or L8:  Includes new regional in-County landfill; Santa Maria Landfill transfer station opens and ships Santa Maria Valley self-haul waste to New Regional in-County landfill; New Cuyama transfer station ships waste to new additional diversion programs/facilities.  Also includes Out-of-County landfill.  Questions were raised about why we are considering Out-of-County landfill.  The last recommendation was to establish multi-jurisdictional solid waste services agreements to provide each jurisdiction options for flow control, rate setting power, regional services commitment, reliability and flexibility.  More details are provided in the “Short and Long Term Disposal Options” Final Report that was provided at the meeting.

Leslie Wells presented “Other Regulated Waste” Sub-group final report.   She discussed the sub-group purpose statement, participants, guiding principles, and work plan.  Six “challenge” categories were identified, with approaches for addressing challenge categories.  The first challenge area is sources of funding.  Cost to handle other regulated waste is $2,000 per ton, versus $48 per ton.  Funding options include tipping fees at landfills, program fees, fees/fines for materials received at facilities, grants, private funding, as well as producer responsibility initiatives.  The second challenge area is increased capacity requirement.  South Coast collection capacity is full, plus UCSB needs capacity at their site for disposal of their own lab waste.  Options also need to be assessed for collection of electronic waste to meet 2006 mandate that places more stringent requirements on what can/cannot be disposed of in landfills (appliances, etc.).  Options to increase south coast capacity include:  expand existing facility at a net cost of $40,000 per year, construct new facility at net cost of $20,000 per year, and/or augment with mobile collection events and ABOP’s at a net cost of $176,000 per year.  Options for collection of electronic waste include:  collection centers co-located with other solid waste facilities, stand-alone collection centers, and curbside collection.  The third challenge area is “new and pending regulations”.  Need to stay current on new regulations, and educate facility staff on how to appropriately handle material.  The fourth challenge area is “illegally disposed material”, how to minimize/eliminate illegal disposal.  The fifth challenge area is “material exchanges” and the sixth challenge area is Education Programs.  The success of programs depends on public’s level of awareness, need to educate broad public on universal waste ban, and educate targeted audiences on how particular wastes should be handled.  Options for handling other regulated waste are available, a variety of programs have been identified and recommended, and options will need to be reviewed and selected by each jurisdiction according to level of service desired.  This sub-group will continue to meet bi-monthly.  More details are provided in the “Other Regulated Waste” Final Report that was provided at the meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 11:30 AM
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