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Jerry Smith, Montecito Sanitary District
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Bob Engel, Engel and Gray
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Supervisor Marshall convened the meeting at 9:05 AM.  Introductions were made.

The minutes from the September 22, 2003 Multi-Jurisdictional Solid Waste Task Group (MJSWTG) were reviewed for changes.  Supervisor Schwartz moved, and Councilmember Secord seconded, approval of the minutes as amended to include clarifying comments that any long term system options include use of technologies as part of the long-term solution.  The motion was passed unanimously.

Everett King presented “Green Waste” sub-group final report.  He discussed the sub-group’s purpose statement, goals, participants, work plan/process and issues addressed which include the following:  quality control and contamination; potential loss of processing sites and end markets, expanding greenwaste recycling, management of Santa Ynez horse manure, future regulatory environment and greenwaste composting.  Recommendations are as follows:  Short-to-medium term:  The existing system of greenwaste management is sufficient and can continue to divert greenwaste from landfills for beneficial reuse indefinitely with some modifications.  No jurisdiction in Santa Barbara County currently faces a greenwaste crisis.  Issues identified are:  1) Quality control and contamination.  Maintaining quality control and minimizing contamination is crucial, and greenwaste processors should implement and/or maintain quality assurance/quality control programs, and continue monitoring of clopyralid use in the County, and continue quarterly testing.  2) Potential loss of processing sites.  The Tajiguas greenwaste processing site will require relocation with the expansion of the landfill into the back canyon.  Recommendation is to relocate the Tajiguas processing site to the Santa Ynez Recycling and Transfer Station (SYVRTS) where more operational space exists.  The SYVRTS could potentially become a major greenwaste processing and distribution site that could handle self-haul green and wood waste, as well as some of the South Coast Waste Shed’s residential greenwaste.  Because MSW that is self-hauled to the SYVRTS will be transferred to Tajiguas for disposal, the opportunity exists to back-haul South Coast residential greenwasate that is currently processed at the Tajiguas landfill site.  Unprocessed South Coast residential greenwaste that is transported directly to Tajiguas by franchised haulers would then be transferred to the SYVRTS for processing and distribution.  3) Potential loss of end markets.  MarBorg currently sends 40,000 tons of mixed green and woodwaste to CalWood, which will relocate to Camarillo.  Options for MarBorg would be to find other private sector processors, consider producing and marketing its own product, or be included in County system.  4) Manure management.  No consistent, reliable means currently exists for off-site management of horse manure and bedding material generated by Large Equine Facilities in the Santa Ynez valley.  County should work with generators, haulers and potential processors to develop a manure collection and management system.  The suggestion was made that we should look at what other communities are doing.  5) Greenwaste composting.  The sub-group did not undertake a comprehensive process to evaluate different composting technologies, no compelling need to compost additional greenwaste at this time.  Majority is currently recycled, and the biosolids subgroup analyzed composting methods. If co-composting becomes preferred option for managing biosolids, the greenwaste subgroup recommends greenwaste be provided as bulking agent.  More analysis is required.  Long-term recommendation:  Full Spectrum composting.  Two options exist:  utilizing an existing privately owned and operated facility, or site, plan, and construct a publicly owned and publicly or privately operated composting facility.  

During this presentation, some members suggested that the fiscal component of group recommendations needs to be included.  Over the next two months, as the TAC reviews systems scenarios, this will be addressed.

Jerry Smith presented the “Biosolids” sub-group final report.  He discussed purpose, goals, participants, and description of work plan.  Lupe Alvarez questioned why the City of Guadalupe was not included in the master plan.  They should be included; inclusion of their volume will change the cost estimates.  Jerry Smith then introduced Fred Soroushian, CH2M Hill consultant, who presented the findings and recommendations.  Twenty-three product technologies were evaluated and ranked, four of which were selected for further analysis:  Aerated static pile (ASP) composting, in-vseesl composting, direct rotary drum drying and windrow composting.  ASP composting was evaluated using two scenarios:  composting in a fully enclosed facility with odor control, and composting at an open-air facility with odor control provided for composting process air only.  The in-vessel composting and direct rotary drum drying alternatives were evaluated with complete enclosures and odor control.  The open-air windrow composting operation currently being utilized by some of the agencies (Engel & Gray in Santa Maria) is included in the comparison of the alternatives since it is an existing and operating facility.  Composting is the controlled aerobic degradation of organic waste materials for the production of a commercially valuable end product. It is usually categorized as recycling and/or beneficial reuse of waste materials.  It is an approved technology, but odors and other emissions are major considerations when evaluating potential environmental impacts.  New regulations requiring odor/emissions control could be enacted in the future, which could add costs not included in this evaluation.  Direct rotary drum drying is a form of heat drying that can be used to produce a product consisting of dry biosolids pellets.  Costs of operating a drying facility can be decreased if it is located at an existing landfill or wastewater treatment plant.  Land Space requirements, construction costs, annual O&M costs, and other cost data was presented for each of the four technologies (Open-air windrow, ASP-Open, ASP-enclosed, Agitated Bin, and direct drying).   Cost of land was not included in construction costs.  It is estimated that unenclosed facilities (unenclosed ASP and windrow composting) have unit costs ranging from $39 to $43 per wet ton of biosolids processed.  For enclosed composting (enclosed ASP or in-vessel) the cost would be in the range of $56 to $62 per wet ton.  Heat drying cost would range from $51 to $58 per wet ton.  These costs are based on an average biosolids solids content of 18%.  Current biosolids processing cost for Engel and Gray is $36 to $42 per wet ton.  Next step is to coordinate these findings with those of other sub-groups, determine level of participation by local agencies, and review siting considerations.

Claudia Stine presented “Construction and Demolition” sub-group final report.  The sub-group’s purpose was to identify and recommend cost effective programs for recycling construction, demolition, and other similar type materials.  The sub-group established guiding principles and a work plan with specific tasks.  Tasks included:  develop guiding principles for materials management, characterize waste stream and existing facilities, analyze current infrastructure, identify and analyze needs for additional programs/facilities, recommend preferred programs/facilities, identify level of interest, and make recommendations to TAC and MJSWTG.   The sub-group identified a list of facilities located in the South Coast, and in North County, and through the use of a survey to characterize the existing waste stream, determined that there was satisfaction amongst the jurisdictions that the existing C&D recycling facilities adequately served the community.  (The City of Santa Maria replied that they are developing a C&D facility.) Once this fact was established, the sub-group shifted its focus from proposing new facilities to examining the C&D regulations being proposed by the California Integrated Waste Management Board, and development of a Model Ordinance.  The final recommendations of this subgroup are to monitor the development of the model ordinance(s) to be developed by the Board as required by SB1374, and that each jurisdiction, whether they have already met the diversion requirements or not, take into consideration tailoring the model ordinance to meet their specific needs and implement a C&D diversion program.  SB1374 specifically addresses the issue of construction and demolition waste materials, diversion requirements and the development of a model ordinance.  A draft ordinance is scheduled to be complete by January 2004; final ordinance to be complete in March 2004.  There was discussion about providing incentives for C&D diversion, imposing conditions of approval that would require C&D diversion, and to provide greater education.  12% of waste currently being buried in landfills is C&D; this percentage is higher in fast growing cities.  There was general consensus that the C&D subgroup needed to remain active, as needed.

Steve MacIntosh presented the “Commercial Recycling” sub-group final report.  The group’s report focuses on options for recycling, not recommendations.  Its mission statement is to “develop and implement cost-effective commercial recycling and foodscrap diversion programs tailored to each business type, keeping in mind the MJSWTG guiding principles”.  System options, or programs and methods to increase recycling, include:  mandatory recycling, financial incentives, enclosure modification, recycling grants, accelerated permits, awards programs, hotel recycling, apartment recycling, foodscrap recycling, landfill ban, material ban, and public outreach.  Analysis of material recovery facilities (clean and dirty MRF’s) was not included, and members of the MJSWTG requested that it be included in future discussions.  The next part of the presentation showed how commercial recycling saves dollars, that commercial recycling is a fertile ground of opportunity, can help us meet/exceed AB939 and other new mandates, and will delay future costs through diversion of waste.

Final reports from each of the sub-groups was distributed and is available for further information.

Phil Demery then discussed the flow chart that was presented at the September meeting, detailing the MJSWTG process.  The seven sub-groups of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) have now made their final reports.  Over the next two months, the TAC will convene and review all the findings and recommendations of the sub-groups, identify costs and propose some overall “systems options” that will be presented to the MJSWTG in January or February.   An all-day TAC workgroup session is planned for November 6.  Between now and January, TAC members will meet as a group, and will also meet with their respective jurisdictions to discuss proposed system scenarios.  The TAC will review guiding principles, MOU’s, costs, assumptions, and other mandates and principles that will lead to a comprehensive analysis and recommendations for an overall preferred system scenario.  

Based on this timeline, members cancelled meeting scheduled for November 24, 2003, and agreed that there should be a meeting in January, whether or not the TAC has completed its analysis.

Next meeting is scheduled for Monday, January 26, 2004 at 9:00 AM.
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