MULTI-JURISIDICTIONAL SOLID WASTE TASK GROUP

DRAFT MINUTES: JANUARY 23, 3006
ATTENDEES

Members

Brian Barnwell, City of Santa Barbara

Salud Carbajal, County of Santa Barbara

Dick DeWeese, City of Lompoc

Iya Falcone, City of Santa Barbara

Brooks Firestone, County of Santa Barbara

Greg Gandrud, City of Carpinteria

Mark Mendenhall, City of Buellton

Mike Siminski, City of Lompoc

Ed Skytt, City of Solvang

Staff

Kamil Azoury, Goleta Sanitary District

Ron Cortez, County of Santa Barbara

Phil Demery, County of Santa Barbara

Marlene Demery, City of Solvang

Sharon Friedrichsen, County of Santa Barbara

Everett King, County of Santa Barbara

Stephen MacIntosh, City of Santa Barbara

Steve Mack, City of Santa Barbara

Tony Nisich, City of Santa Barbara

Mark Schleich, County of Santa Barbara

Claudia Stine, City of Lompoc

Leslie Wells, County of Santa Barbara

John Zhao, City of Santa Maria

Public

Mario Borgatello, MarBorg Industries

Bob Engel, Engel and Gray

Thor Schmidt, BFI

Call to Order

The meeting was convened by Supervisor Firestone at 9:08 a.m.  After calling for a roll-call, it was noted that at previous meetings, members present have simply introduced themselves without a formal roll-call being taken.  A quorum was present.   The membership roster needs to be updated to reflect recent changes.

Public Comment

Supervisor Firestone called for public comment, but none was offered.

Consideration and Selection of 2006 Co-Chairs

New Co-Chairs were elected.  Ron Cortez reviewed the By-laws which stipulate the election of Co-Chairs at the first meeting of the year.  Traditionally, the Co-Chairship has been shared by the County and City of Santa Barbara.

Councilwoman Falcone moved that Supervisor Firestone be elected as Co-Chair on behalf of the County.  Councilman Skytt seconded the motion which was unanimously approved.

Supervisor Firestone moved that Councilwoman Falcone be elected as Co-Chair on behalf of the City of Santa Barbara.  Councilman Hawxhurst seconded the motion which was unanimously approved.

Consideration and Adoption of the December 5 2005 MJSWTG Minutes

Changes to the Minutes of the December 5, 2005 MJSWTG meeting were requested.  Other than an incorrect date, none were proposed.  Councilman Skytt moved to approve the minutes of the December 5, 2005 MJSWGT meeting, as corrected.  Supervisor Firestone seconded the motion which was approved by a vote of 8-0 with Councilmen Hawxhurst and Mendenhall abstaining.

Universal and Electronic Waste Management Update

Leslie Robinson presented an Electronic and Universal Waste management update, covering the Electronic Waste Recycling Act of 2003, current collection infrastructure, new State regulations for “other” electronics and certain Universal Wastes, and public outreach.

The Electronic Waste Recycling Act (SB 20, and later amendments, SB 50) created a point-of-sale fee for “Covered Electronic Devices” (CEDs), which include computer monitors, laptop computers and televisions.  Fees range from $6 to $10 depending on screen size.  State-approved collectors and recyclers are eligible to receive reimbursements, with approved collectors receiving $.20/lb. For CEDS, and approved recyclers receiving $.28/lb.  The County of Santa Barbara, City of Lompoc, MarBorg Industries and Santa Barbara Computer Recycling are all State approved collectors in Santa Barbara County.  Approved collector in this context refers to those certified collectors who have applied for SB 20 reimbursement.  Other certified collectors in the County who have not applied for these funds include the City of Santa Maria, Health Sanitation Services and BFI.  Each collector contracts with a recycler to transport and recycle e-waste.  There are currently no approved recyclers in Santa Barbara County.  

Collection methods include permanent facilities, one-day collection events and pick-up service.  Material types include Cathode Ray Tube (CRT) containing devices, as well as non-CRT devices.  While most facilities now accept CRTs without charge, non-CRT fees are more variable.

Beginning February 8, 2006, households and small businesses will no longer be allowed to dispose of electronics (including CRTs and non-CRTs) in the trash.  Despite requests from numerous jurisdictions the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has not provided a complete list of qualifying electronics.  DTSC was considering whether to extend the exemptions until ruling quite recently that it would not, leaving jurisdictions very little time to develop public information campaigns before the February 8 deadline.  DTSC has provided a limited list of tested devices that fail toxicity standards.  The list includes computers (CPUs), printers, radios, microwave ovens, VCRs, telephones (both cordless and cell phones), and telephone answering machines.  New State regulations also include other types of “Universal Waste” such as household batteries, fluorescent lamps and Mercury thermostats, all of which are banned from landfilling.

A Comprehensive public outreach campaign is being designed to convey the following important messages;

1. Beginning February 8, 2006 electronic devices are banned from landfill disposal.

2. Electronic devices have valuable components, including precious metals, which can be recycled into new products.

3. Some materials in electronics, including lead and copper, can be toxic to human and environmental health if improperly disposed.

A regional Household Hazardous Waste Grant from the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) will cover the cost of public outreach efforts, which will include;

· Educational campaign including newspaper, radio and TV ads

· Brochures for general distribution to the public

· Flyers and stickers for roll-off customers

· Special focus on the Spanish-speaking community

The Campaign is set to begin during the first quarter of 2006.

Members had numerous questions regarding the details of the new regulations and collection programs, expressed concern over the potential for confusion in conveying that information to constituents, and shared collection and cost information.

Councilman Barnwell asked if the charge for CRTs would now be eliminated.  For those jurisdictions that are participating in the State’s reimbursement program, there will no longer be a charge for CRTs, but a tiered charge for other electronic items, based on weight, will be imposed in order to cover the cost of transporting the collected materials to an approved recycling facility.

One of the issues in designing the outreach campaign is what items to instruct residents can no longer be disposed of in the trash.  The primary debate centers around “dumb” electronic items, as in everything with a cord, or “smart” electronics that contain a circuit board, chip or are in some way self-regulating.  While it is tempting to tell residents that no electronics can be disposed of in the trash, and thereby avoid confusion, doing so would inundate recycling facilities with unnecessary items.

Councilwoman Falcone thought that an easy to understand flow chart or graphic format showing costs, facilities and etc. would be the best approach.  She also wanted to know who will be making the decision on what can and cannot be disposed.  Leslie Wells replied that to date the County has acted as the lead agency with respect to applying for grants, and the cities of Santa Barbara, Goleta and Solvang wrote letters of support.  The Other Regulated Waste Subgroup is open to comments by “non-participant” jurisdictions.

Councilman Siminski asked if the point-of-purchase fee would apply to out-of-state internet and catalogue sales.  Leslie indicated that they would.

Supervisor Carbajal noting that representatives of the private haulers were in attendance saw a need to focus some of the public outreach efforts to lower income residents.  Mario Borgatello said that MarBorg now accepts any amount of electronic waste at its recycling facility without charge.  There is, however, a fee charged to residents for the collection of CRT containing electronics placed at the curbside for bulky item collection.

Phil Demery suggested that aggressive load checking would be required at solid waste facilities in order to divert electronic items improperly placed in trash.  The Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) is expected to impose fines for violations of the ban on landfilling electronics, but how that will be enforced and what the fine might be is unknown at this time. 

Councilman DeWeese suggested that a point-of-sale brochure would be very helpful.  Leslie Wells agreed, but noted that many chain stores have policies against allowing such outside material to be distributed in their stores, and that seeking permission to do so often takes a very long time as the request works its way through corporate bureaucracies, often times getting lost in the process.

Councilman Skytt thought that because household batteries are so ubiquitous, there needs to be a convenient way for residents to dispose of them.  Leslie Robinson responded that household batteries may be taken to any of the permanent HHW facilities, and that ABOP facilities also often accept them.  In addition, numerous businesses on the South Coast, typically drug and camera stores, have for several years accepted household batteries for collection under a program designed by the Community Environmental Council and the County.

Councilman Barnwell felt that jurisdictions need to emphasize what people “can” do instead of simply telling them what they cannot do.  He wondered why residents could not be issued an additional container for special wastes that would be collected every 3-4 months.  Aside from the additional cost of such a program, containers would have to be large enough to accommodate all potential such waste.  Residents might also mistakenly place more hazardous materials in such a container, raising a safety issue.

Stephen MacIntosh suggested that perhaps jurisdictions should simply ban all e-waste and not wait for the DTSC to determine what can or cannot be landfilled.

Ron Cortez wrapped up the discussion by stating that staff appeared to have a positive outreach plan, and that the issue can be revisited at the next MJSWTG meeting.

MRF Feasibility Study Update and Review and Approve Cost-sharing Proposal

Stephen MacIntosh presented an update on the MRF Subgroup Feasibility Study.

After reviewing the Subgroup’s Mission Statement, operating premise and Subgroup participants, Stephen described the proposed Scope of Work (SOW) for the Feasibility Study.  The SOW includes:

· Benefits of a local MRF

· Waste stream analysis

· Analysis of dirty MRF component

· Processing analysis – potential efficiency gains

· Identifying new materials and markets

· Revenues v. costs v. financial analysis & comparison

· Statewide MRF residuals survey

· Facility design standards

Following an evaluative process, the MRF Subgroup has identified CalRecovery as the preferred contractor.  With a qualified staff with over 30 years experience, CalRecovery was highly recommended by the Cities of San Francisco, Napa, and Portland.  The total cost of the proposal is $89,200.  CalRecovery estimates 830 hours to complete the study, which comes to $106/hr.  In addition, CalRecovery was retained by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to prepare a design manual for MRF’s and provide training seminars on MRF design throughout the U.S.

A cost sharing proposal based upon population breaks out thus:

City of Goleta (8%):


  $7,136

City of Lompoc (11%)

  $9,812

City of Santa Maria (22%)

$19,624

City of Santa Barbara (24%)  

$21,408

County of Santa Barbara (35%)
$31,220

Stephen then outlined the next steps in the MRF Subgroup’s work:

February 2006: Request funding from participating jurisdictions

March 2006: Begin Feasibility Study

August 2006: Present Findings to MJSWTG

Supervisor Carbajal asked whether the jurisdictions identified in the cost sharing proposal have approved the funding.  Staff from the concerned jurisdictions have identified funding within their respective budgets, but not yet sought approval by their governing bodies.

Supervisor Carbajal moved to approve the proposed cost sharing and to seek approval for funding the Feasibility Study from the participating jurisdictions.  Councilman Skytt seconded the motion, which was approved on a 9-0 vote with Councilman Hawxhurst abstaining.  The City of Goleta will need more information before it can be considered by its Council.

Receive, Review and Approve Position Paper Regarding the Impacts of a County Split on the Solid Waste Management System

Marlene briefly reviewed the Memo staff prepared on the potential impacts a county split would have on solid waste management.  Much of the content had been discussed at the December 5, 2005 MJSWTG meeting, and members wanted that committed to paper.  The main issues include landfill liability, facility operations, host fees for accepting out of county waste, and meeting state mandated solid waste document requirements.  

Without further comment, Councilman Gandrud moved to approve the Memo as drafted.  Supervisor Carbajal seconded the motion which was unanimously approved.

Receive and File Draft Minutes from the Local Solid Waste Task Force November 2005 Meeting

Mark Schleich briefed the members on the work of the Local Solid Waste Task Force (LTF).  At a recent Goleta City Council meeting where the issue of the Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) renewal was being discussed, one of the City Council members who are familiar with the MJSWTG effort asked about the role and work of the Local Task Force (LTF), which they were unfamiliar with.  Although many of the staff that attend LTF meetings also attend MJSWTG meetings, this has identified a potential information disconnect between the MJSWTG and the LTF.  In order to reduce this gap, the minutes from the most recent LTF meeting, whether in draft or final form, will be attached to future MJSWTG meeting agenda packets, for informational purposes.
The LTF is a state mandated body consisting of representatives of the County, all the incorporated cities, Vandenberg AFB, special districts, private solid waste haulers and processors, and community members.  Whereas the MJSWTG effort has focused on developing long-term solid waste management strategies and solid waste facilities, the LTF is primarily concerned with program implementation issues and provides a forum for solid waste management staff to share information and ideas about solid waste issues and programs, and to coordinate public education efforts.
Supervisor Carbajal noted that there are several proposed bills in Sacramento, such as AB 1090 (Matthews D-Tracy) which will redefine conversion technology and diversion credit issues.  Conversion technology is currently defined as producing zero emissions.

The Air Pollution Control District recently approved the CIWMB grant for testing conversion technology emissions.  Three conversion facilities located in Idaho, Ohio, and Arkansas will run representative samples of solid waste from the Tajiguas Landfill through their process, and the emissions generated will be tested.  Results are expected in the fall of 2006.

NEXT MEETING

Monday, February 27, 2006, 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.
2006 MEMBERS


CO-CHAIRS





SUPERVISOR BROOKS FIRESTONE, COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCILMEMBER IYA FALCONE, CITY OF SANTA BARBARA





City of Buellton: Mark Mendenhall, Diane Whitehair 	City of Lompoc: Dick DeWees, Mike Siminski


City of Carpinteria: Greg Gandrud 			City of Santa Barbara: Brian Barnwell


City of Goleta: Jack Hawxhurst, Cynthia Brock 	City of Santa Maria: Alice Patino, Larry Lavagnino


Goleta Sanitary District: John Carter 			City of Solvang: Ed Skytt


City of Guadalupe: Carlos Aguilera, Lupe Alvarez 	County OF Santa Barbara: Salud Carbajal
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