Multi-Jurisdictional Solid Waste Task Group Minutes

December 4, 2006 – Solvang Veterans Hall
Attendees 
Members 
Brian Barnwell, City of Santa Barbara

Iya Falcone, Vice-Chair, City of Santa Barbara

Brooks Firestone, Vice-Chair, County of Santa Barbara

Greg Gandrud, City of Carpinteria

Jack Hawxhurst, City of Goleta

Mark Mendenhall, City of Buellton

Mike Siminski, City of Lompoc

Ed Skytt, City of Solvang

Jeremy Tittle (by proxy for Salud Carbajal, County of Santa Barbara) 
Diane Whitehair, City of Buellton

Staff 
Kamil Azoury, Goleta Sanitary District

Larry Bean, City of Lompoc
Jeff Clarin, City of Santa Maria
Ron Cortez, County of Santa Barbara
Phil Demery, County of Santa Barbara
Jim Hamlin, County of Santa Barbara

Carlyle Johnston, County of Santa Barbara
Brian Just, City of Solvang

Stephen MacIntosh, City of Santa Barbara
Steve Mack, City of Santa Barbara
David McDermott, City of Santa Barbara

Kim Nilsson, City of Goleta
Tony Nisich, City of Santa Barbara
Mark Schleich, County of Santa Barbara
Claudia Stine, City of Lompoc
Rick Sweet, City of Santa Maria
Steve Wagner, City of Goleta
Public
Ed Andrisek, City of Buellton
Mario Borgatello, MarBorg Industries

Linda Eggerth, CalRecovery

Bob Engel, Engel & Gray

George Harrison, Gold Coast Recycling

Russ Hicks, Waste Management

Keith Ramsey, Waste Management

George Savage, CalRecovery

Thor Schmidt, Allied Waste

Scott Tignal, Waste Management
Call to Order

Meeting was called to order at 9:12AM by the Vice-Chair, Brooks Firestone

a. Introductions

b. Quorum Call – Quorum was achieved
Public Comment
No public comment was offered at this time.
Receive and Adopt Minutes

Minutes were received and adopted by the MJSWTG.  A motion was made to adopt the minutes by Barnwell; seconded by Falcone. The Minutes were adopted unanimously.
Receive Final Report from Clean MRF Subgroup

A powerpoint presentation was made by Stephen MacIntosh (SB City), George Savage (CalRecovery) and Linda Eggerth (CalRecovery).
Summary of Presentation: The report provided a range of financial costs related to building and operating a Materials Recovery Facility for handling commingled recyclables in the County of Santa Barbara. Under assumed conditions, a MRF could be financially feasible; however a county-wide MRF is more feasible than just a South Coast MRF and; a MRF located at the SCRTS is more feasible than any other location. All locations are more expensive than the existing processing arrangement although there may be variation in estimated costs up to $10/ton. 
Discussion Highlights:
There were several clarifications on the weighted costs and assumptions. The cost information was presented by jurisdiction and then a weighted average for each proposed site was prepared. Costs were greater for the North County jurisdictions due to the cost of transporting materials from the North County to the South Coast. One of the financial assumptions was the cost of land – which was estimated to be $6 million. The economies of scale also have a tremendous impact resulting in the chance of the project becoming economically feasible increasing with the number of participating jurisdictions increasing. 
Regarding the cost of land and the location of the MRF, Steve Mack of the City of Santa Barbara Public Works Department said: “The chance of downtown Santa Barbara land being free is zero and not worth mentioning.” Councilmember Barnwell felt that the chance of siting the MRF was an impossibility anywhere near a residential area and that the cost and bureaucratic hurdles are understated in the report. 
There were also comments questioning the method of comparing costs and benefits jurisdiction by jurisdiction rather than system wide. Phil Demery the County of Santa Barbara Director of Public Works stated that a system wide comparison and cost analysis would have been more helpful since the County maintains the landfill, truck fleet and other equipment the jurisdiction by jurisdiction approach will always show the County coming out better than other jurisdictions. Mr. Demery added: “It was my hope that we would compare the existing system compared to building a new MRF – straight across system to system… which would have been helpful.” 
Steve Mack of the City of Santa Barbara Public Works Department disagreed with Mr. Demery’s comments. Mr. Mack felt that the report was “very good” and that the consultants performed the analysis “the way they were told to.” 

Both Mr. Mack and Mr. Demery agreed that cost sharing in the existing system needed to be discussed further between the South Coast jurisdictions. 

In addressing the earlier issues of sensitivity analysis, Mr. Demery also added: “We were in agreement that the existing system is the most cost effective [from a previous meeting between staff] – however there is a lot of variation here. The land costs are a huge variable.” Supervisor Firestone asked what the exact cost of building the MRF would be. Mr. Savage informed the Board that it would be $18 million with the land costs included and $12 million without. 
As a follow-up, Mr. Firestone wanted to know if there were any jurisdictions in the State of California building and/or operating a clean MRF. Ms. Eggerth of CalRecovery said that Napa County was in the process of building one. 

Supervisor Firestone asked the consultants for “guiding principles that would make Santa Barbara County a leader in recycling.” Mr. Savage and Ms. Eggerth suggested the following:

1. Integrate collection with recycling

2. Integrate collection agreements across jurisdictions

3. Ask if the jurisdictions are satisfied with the current operations

4. Consideration of long term stability and what arrangements can accomplish this
The question and answer period closed with a discussion on next steps. Supervisor Firestone wanted clarification on costs and actions involved in a siting study for a potential MRF. Mr. MacIntosh said that these issues would be discussed in future sub-group meetings. 

Councilmember Falcone wanted to emphasize local control of waste and keeping waste in the County for any next step considered. Councilmember Barnwell clarified that all waste currently stays in the County and as far as the guiding principles of the MJSWTG were concerned they were achieved. The recyclables that do leave the County would be leaving in any case to be recycled and reused and that waste was not being disposed of out of county with the existing commingled recyclables processing arrangement. 

Mr. Barnwell was not convinced that a next step was necessary since the guiding principles were already followed and the existing system was effective. Mr. Barnwell was also concerned about the cost and political consequences of siting and building a clean MRF within the County.
Councilmember Falcone moved to accept the Report from the sub-group and Councilmember Barnwell seconded the motion. Approval of the report was unanimous.
After a brief discussion on whether to move forward with an RFP, it was agreed by the Task Group to direct the sub-group to draft an RFP for the MJSWTG for a later discussion.
Falcone made a motion to draft an RFP; Councilman Skytt seconded the motion. The motion  passed with 4 votes in favor and all other board members abstaining.
Ron Cortez suggested that there be a future discussion regarding the definition of local control and the Task Group agreed.
Receive Presentation and Provide Direction to the Recycling and Conversion Subgroup
Mark Schleich (Deputy Director Public Works of Santa Barbara County) gave a Power Point Presentation
Summary of Presentation: Review of past work and special focus on next steps to continue the search for landfill diversion and sources of green energy. A “mixed-waste” MRF established at the existing Tajiguas landfill would be the next step in moving forward and some direction was sought from the Task Group for the following potential next steps:
1. Stop research and efforts;

2. Perform additional financial research; or
3. Draft and RFP on the construction & management of a “mixed-waste” MRF 
Discussion Highlights:

There was a brief discussion clarifying the differences between a “mixed-waste” MRF and a “clean” MRF. A “mixed-waste” MRF would not replace a “clean” MRF nor would it impact existing recycling programs. A “mixed-waste” MRF would increase diversion by going through the trash left over from existing diversion programs. Phil Demery indicated that Santa Barbara has a rich history of diversion programs and it would be considered a step backwards to throw everything into one can and sort the material. This is an option to further recycle material currently headed for the landfill.
Falcone explained that she and Barnwell, Carbajal, and Jeremy Tuttle from Supervisor Carbajal’s office had met with members of the Los Angeles City Council and staff and they discussed conversion technologies. Barnwell indicated that diversion is where we are going, a clean MRF will not generate additional diversion – that is a separate issue but that we are still missing recyclables from apartments and businesses despite our current programs.

Falcone indicated she was interested in more information regarding a mixed waste processing facility and asked if people were interested in hearing from staff from Los Angeles. Demery explained that the consultant assisting Los Angeles is a member of our conversion technology subgroup. Mark Schleich from the County Public Works Department explained that Los Angeles depends largely on its transfer stations and they are looking at technologies that can be housed at their transfer stations rather than their landfills. Barnwell said he would look into setting up a presentation from the Los Angeles staff.

Motion to instruct staff and Sub-Group to prepare scope for a fiscal analysis of a mixed waste processing facility
Motion was made by Councilmember Falcone and seconded by Councilmember Barnwell. The motion passed unanimously. Mark Schleich indicated that the study would be overseen by the subgroup but funded by the Resource Recovery & Waste Management Division through landfill tipping fees.
Confirm Future Meeting Schedule

Firestone stated that he did not want to wait until March for the next meeting. Task Group agreed to next meet on Monday, February 26, 2007 at 9am in the Solvang Veterans Memorial Hall.
Meeting adjourned at 11am.

