
MEMBER AGENCIES 
ATHERTON  *  BELMONT  *  BURLINGAME  *  EAST PALO ALTO  *  FOSTER CITY  *  HILLSBOROUGH  *  MENLO PARK  *  REDWOOD CITY   

*  SAN CARLOS  *  SAN MATEO  *  COUNTY OF SAN MATEO  *  WEST BAY SANITARY DISTRICT 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Roll Call 
 

2. Public Comment  
Persons wishing to address the Board on matters NOT on the posted agenda may do so. 

 

Each speaker is limited to two minutes. If there are more than five individuals wishing to speak during public comment, the Chairman will draw five speaker cards from those 
submitted to speak during this time.  The balance of the Public Comment speakers will be called upon at the end of the Board Meeting.   

If the item you are speaking on is not listed on the agenda, please be advised that the Board may briefly respond to statements made or questions posed as allowed under 
The Brown Act (Government Code Section 54954.2).  The Board's general policy is to refer items to staff for attention, or have a matter placed on a future Board agenda for a 
more comprehensive action or report and formal public discussion and input at that time. 

 
 

3. Approval of Consent Calendar: 
Consent Calendar item(s) are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one motion. There will be no separate discussion on these items unless members of the Board, 
staff or public request specific items be removed for separate action.  Items removed from the Consent Calendar will be moved to the end of the agenda for separate 
discussion. 

A. Adopt the January 13, 2014 TAC Meeting Minutes 
 

4. New Business: 
A. Additional Third Party Tons into the Shoreway Environmental Center MRF 
B. Review of Draft Ordinance Implementing a Recycling Permit System for Commercial Recyclers 

 
5. Staff Updates 

A. Potential Future Agenda Items 
 

 

6. TAC Member Comments  
 
 

7. Adjourn 

SBWMA Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) Meeting 

 

THURSDAY, February 13, 2014 at 2:00 p.m. 
San Carlos Library 

Conference Room A 
610 Elm Street, San Carlos, CA 94070 
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DRAFT MINUTES 
SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 

MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
January 13, 2014 – 11:00 a.m. 

San Carlos Library Conference Room A    

CTO: 11:05 AM 
1. Roll Call 

 
 

2. Public Comment  
Persons wishing to address the Board on matters NOT on the posted agenda may do so. 

 

Each speaker is limited to two minutes. If there are more than five individuals wishing to speak during public comment, the Chairman will draw five speaker 
cards from those submitted to speak during this time.  The balance of the Public Comment speakers will be called upon at the end of the Board Meeting.   

If the item you are speaking on is not listed on the agenda, please be advised that the Board may briefly respond to statements made or questions posed as 
allowed under The Brown Act (Government Code Section 54954.2).  The Board's general policy is to refer items to staff for attention, or have a matter placed 
on a future Board agenda for a more comprehensive action or report and formal public discussion and input at that time. 
 
None 

 
 

3. Approval of Consent Calendar: 
Consent Calendar item(s) are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one motion. There will be no separate discussion on these items unless 
members of the Board, staff or public request specific items be removed for separate action.  Items removed from the Consent Calendar will be moved to the 
end of the agenda for separate discussion. 

A. Adopt the November 13, 2013 TAC Meeting Minutes 
 

Motion/Second: Rodericks/Murray 
Voice Vote: All in favor 
 

4. New Business: 
A. Mid-Year Review of FY1314 Annual Operating Budget 
Executive Director McCarthy went through the mid-year budget staff report page by page.  He noted that 
a large chunk is largely based on compensation previously approved by the Board and based on 
estimates, so it’s a pretty predictable budget.  He also noted that there are higher than expected 
administrative expenses mostly in the Board Counsel category due to hiring outside counsel for potential 
labor unrest and a dispute with Zanker Road. 

Agency Present Absent Agency Present Absent 

Atherton X  Menlo Park X  
Belmont X  Redwood City X  
Burlingame X  San Carlos X  
East Palo Alto X  San Mateo X  
Foster City X  County of San Mateo X  
Hillsborough X  West Bay Sanitary District X  
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Member Oskoui asked why tonnage is down. 
 
Staff Moran noted Attachment C of the staff report and answered that it was about 1% less than what was 
budgeted. 
 
Member Oskoui suggested that staff highlight tonnage trends when mid-year information is presented to 
the Board. 
 
Member Taylor asked why public volume has increased. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy speculated that economy is improving and Ox Mountain’s prices have gone 
up, and Shoreway prices have remained stable, so when customers factor in the cost of gas they are 
choosing the Shoreway Facility.  He also noted that Attachment C shows back up data. 
 
Member Taylor questioned why the Multi-Family and HHW line items were adjusted down, and 
commented that he would like to see those programs enhanced. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy answered that those cuts were made because of the increase in legal 
expenses. 
 
Staff Devincenzi added that HHW target mailers and bus shelter ads would still be done to boost 
participation in the program. 
 
Member Oskoui asked if HHW mailers would be with the billings or separate. 
 
Staff Devincenzi answered both, so that the information would hit all residents. 
 
Member Taylor asked about the change in Shoreway Facility Cost. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy pointed members to the attached budget line item detail, and explained that 
the projects in question were budgeted to be capital expenditures, but turned out not to be capital projects 
under our policy so those projects were still completed but the expense went to Shoreway Facility Cost. 
 
Member Porter commented that C&D was trending flat, and wondered why. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy answered that there is currently a dispute with Zanker Road, and they are 
tightening standards on what is acceptable C&D, and the result is increase in solid waste and less 
recyclable material. 
 
Member Walter asked if there was any commodity value in the tons Zanker didn’t accept. 
 
Staff Gans noted that it was going to landfill. 
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Member Porter asked if there was any stability on the horizon in commodity prices. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy answered that it’s not so much a price issue as it is a government issue in 
China they are taking less material. 
 
Staff Gans added that demand in China remains high, though. 
 
Staff Moran noted that FY13 ended $2.5M better than expected, and the reasons were noted in Table 4.   
 
Executive Director McCarthy noted that a big variance is not expected in FY14, but that staff hasn’t had 
time to formulate thoughts on what to do with the $2.5M variance. 
 
Member Porter suggested thinking about what staff recommends before the next meeting, as one time 
money should be put to one time use. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy noted that reserves are fully funded, and the only other unknown is the 
Shoreway Remediation and underground storage tank project. 
 
Member Oskoui suggested having a strategic planning session with the Board to plan for use of the 
funds. 
 
Member Augustine asked for clarification on how the money is one time use, and is it reflected in the mid-
year budget. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy answered that it was a timing issue around when books were closed, and 
also that commodity prices recovered faster than expected. 
 
Member Augustine clarified that commodity variance will always be a one-time increase or decrease. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy asked for feedback from TAC on presenting the mid-year to the Board. 
 
Member Oskoui recommended a PowerPoint and presenting the items chronologically. 
 
Member Murray noted that as she was reading it she had lots of questions that weren’t answered when 
she had them, but that were answered, and to put them answers with the questions might be helpful. 

 
B. Discussion on Future Agenda Items 
C. Executive Director McCarthy went over future TAC agenda items and asked for the committee’s 

feedback and suggestions. 
February – Commercial Recycling Ordinance 
March/April – Possibility of a Board workshop before the budget process which would be joint with the 
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TAC 
May – Draft Budget 
June – Final budget documents 
July – Rate Application, and based on feedback from Board Chair creating an audit committee 
 
Member Porter suggested that the TAC bring the Board up to speed on the end of the Ox contract and 
the options surrounding that.  He also suggested that once or twice a year, an update is given on current 
legislation in the industry. 
 
Member Murray suggested a discussion on Build it Green. 
 
Member Porter also suggested a presentation to show the Board how good our facility is. 
 
Member Oskoui added that a discussion on the trend of collection technologies and the number of trucks 
on routes would be useful. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy added that staff is watching trends, and there is a lot of info. 
 

5. TAC Member Comments  
Chair Oskoui asked the TAC members to go around the room and announce the Board Members. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy gave an update on labor negotiations. 

 
 

6. Adjourn 12:01 PM 
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STAFF REPORT 

To:   SBWMA TAC Members 
From:   Hilary Gans, Operations Contracts Manager 
 Kevin McCarthy, Executive Director  
Date:   February 13, 2014 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
Subject:  Additional Third-Party Tons into the Shoreway Environmental Center MRF 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends Board approval of a six-month interim period for additional third-party tons into the Shoreway 
Environmental Center with the conditions of approval detailed in Attachment A.  
 
Analysis 
On September 22, 2011 the Board of Directors approved Resolution 2011-25 that permits South Bay Recycling 
(SBR), the Shoreway facility operator, to receive and process recyclable materials from outside of the JPA service 
area (third-party tons) in a quantity not to exceed 15,000 tons per year or 100 tons per day (tpd).  Under this 
approval, SBR is paying the SBWMA a host fee of $10 per ton for each ton of third-party recyclables delivered to 
the materials recovery facility (MRF) by Recology of San Bruno.   
 
Recology is currently delivering 45 tpd and recently begun delivery of new tons from communities in Santa Clara 
County. The delivery of the new tons is being managed by SBR to stay under the 100 tpd limit, but Board approval 
is needed so additional tons can be received and managed in the most cost effective manner. In total, Recology is 
planning to deliver more than 15,000 tons in calendar year 2014. SBR, Recology and SBWMA staff all support 
negotiations that will result in a longer term arrangement. 
 
Staff is seeking Board approval of a six-month extension for SBR to receive third-party tons with no specific daily 
or annual tonnage limits during that period. The host fee to be received by the SBWMA is still being negotiated but 
at a minimum will be $10 per ton adjusted by a CPI which would result in a host fee of $10.30 per ton. The interim 
term of six-months is proposed in this staff report so as to allow for a number of items to be addressed including: 

• SBR staffing for a second shift of MRF operations. SBR currently utilizes County Vocational Rehabilitation 
Services (VRS) workers and an agreement needs to be finalized between SBR and the County for the 
current workers as well as for the new workers needed for a second shift of operations at the MRF. A 
Letter of Intent is currently in place between SBR and VRS and a final agreement is expected to be 
before the County Board of Supervisors within the next 30 days. 

• SBWMA staff needs to observe the functioning of the MRF operations with the additional tonnage to 
make sure that there are not adverse impacts to the facility’s operations and to evaluate the potential 
need and cost for additional MRF infrastructure,  

• SBWMA staff needs to re-evaluate the host fee to make sure that all cost associated with handling third-
party tons are captured and an appropriate host fee is negotiated for consideration by the Board.   

• A long-term processing agreement needs to be negotiated between SBR and Recology. 
 
Once the above items are addressed, Staff will come back to the Board within the six month interim period with a 
recommendation regarding approval of a longer-term third party processing agreement. 
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The host fee is meant to cover the direct expense to the facility (equipment wear) associated with processing the 
additional tons plus a margin to cover some of the other MRF expenses that the JPA incurs (e.g., MRF building 
and equipment depreciation and interest expense).  Table 1 on page 3 of this report (Cost per Ton for Incremental 
Third-Party Tons at the Shoreway MRF) shows the detail of the SBWMA Direct Expense at $6.57 and a Margin of 
$3.73 per ton upon which the host fee is based.  
 
Background 
In the master plan design, the Shoreway MRF and equipment was “sized” with a processing capacity sufficient to 
handle the SBWMA daily generation of single stream recyclable materials in one eight-hour shift.  Staff has 
realized that the Shoreway MRF has the potential to serve as a regional processing center and receive additional 
tonnage (materials from outside of the SBWMA service area) by operating longer hours.  In reference to this fact, 
the Shoreway facility Operating Agreement provides for SBR to bring third-party tons to the facility upon SBWMA 
approval.   
 
On July 23, 2009 the Board approved the Shoreway Operations Agreement with SBR effective January 1, 2011. 
Section 5.03 of this Agreement requires SBWMA written approval prior to receiving new materials into the 
Shoreway facility by SBR or affiliated companies from Recology or other large third-party customers if not charged 
at the published gate rates. 
 
On October 28, 2010 the Board approved amendments to the Shoreway Operations Agreement with South Bay 
Recycling. One of the Amendments was to Section 5.03 and would clarify that acceptance of third-party tons into 
the Shoreway facility would require a written agreement including “pricing terms and conditions.” This would also 
apply to the SBWMA sourcing new tons as a MRF processing fee would need to be agreed upon with SBR. 
 
On January 27, 2011, a staff report was presented outlining various pricing approaches for new tonnage into the 
Shoreway MRF.  Staff shared various pricing models (e.g., fixed price approach, market based approach) and 
sought Board feedback on the degree of comfort with stated pricing models and/or the degree to which the 
SBWMA would be involved in quoting pricing to third-parties (e.g., Republic Services). The consensus opinion 
from the Board was twofold: ensure any third-parties pay their fair share of facility costs; and minimize any 
potential risk to the SBWMA or the operations that might result from any new tonnage. 
 
From December 2011 through August 2012, the Shoreway MRF was processing contracted recyclable tons from 
Republic Service’s Newby Island facility. Starting in October 2012, contract recyclable tons from Recology’s San 
Bruno transfer station have been received for processing and have been ongoing.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The SBWMA currently collects a host fee of $10 per ton for every third-party MRF ton delivered to Shoreway (the 
host fee is paid by SBR to the SBWMA). In 2013 approximately $110,380 in host fees were paid by SBR on the 
Recology tons accepted.  In 2014, if the new volumes are also processed, they would generate an additional 
$156,000 in revenue per year to the SBWMA. This amount will vary depending on the host fee amount that is 
approved by the Board for third-party tonnage and actual tonnage received.   
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Table 1 

TOTAL
$ / ton Total $ $ / ton Total $ Total $

11,000            15,080          26,080          
10.30$          10.30$            10.30$          10.30$          10.30$          
10.30$          113,300$        10.30$          155,324$      268,624$      
6.57$            72,243$          6.57$            99,039$        171,282$      
3.73$            41,057$          3.73$            56,285$        97,342$        

BASE 3rd Party Tons Total BASE Incremental Total

67,451          67,451          67,451          67,451          

11,000            11,000          11,000          11,000          
-               15,080          15,080          

Total Annual MRF Tons 67,451          11,000            78,451          78,451          15,080          93,531          
A. 
1.

17,804,000$ 17,804,000$ 
5,315,834$    5,315,834$    

12 12
442,986$      515,229$      

72,243$          515,229$      99,039$        614,268$      
Depreciation Cost per Ton 6.57$            6.57$             6.57$            6.57$            6.57$            6.57$            

B.
1.

2,808,180$    
37.9%

1,064,396$    1,064,396$    1,064,396$    1,064,396$    
15.78$          N/A 13.57$          13.57$          N/A 11.38$          

2.
12,189,000$  

30
406,300$      406,300$      406,300$      406,300$      

6.02$            N/A 5.18$            5.18$            N/A 4.34$            

3.
12,488,166$  

18
693,787$      693,787$      693,787$      693,787$      

10.29$          N/A 8.84$            8.84$            N/A 7.42$            

32.09$          27.59$          27.59$          23.14$          

Cost per Ton for Incremental Tons at Shoreway MRF (calendar year 2014)

SBWMA DIRECT EXPENSE

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE

3rd Party Fee to SBWMA
3rd Party Revenue to SBWMA
Variable Equipment Depreciation (see "A")
Margin

Existing MRF Tons

Current 3rd Party  Tons
New 3rd Party Tons

DETAIL

SUMMARY New - 2014

Current New - 2014

Current - 2014

MRF COST, TONS 

Depreciation Cost per Ton

Fixed Equipment Capital
Life (years)
Depreciation Expense / Year
Depreciation Cost per Ton

EQUIPMENT DEPRECIATION

3rd Party Tons

Other Operating Expense- Total Cost per Ton

Equipment Capital Cost & Installation Total
Replaceable Equipment Capital Cost (per BHS)
Equipment Life (years)
Depreciation Expense / Year
   adjusted for additional tons

Interest Expense - (5 Year Average)
Allocated to MRF Equip - %
Allocated to MRF Equip - $
Interest Expense per Ton

INTEREST EXPENSE

MRF BUILDING CAPITAL  

FIXED EQUIPMENT CAPITAL  

MRF Building Capital Improvements
Life (years)
Depreciation Expense / Year

 
 
 
Attachments:  A - Core Terms for Agreement with SBR for Processing Third-Party MRF tonnage at the Shoreway MRF
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Attachment A 
 

 

Core Terms for Agreement with SBR for Processing Third-Party MRF tonnage at the Shoreway MRF 
 

1. SBR will need SBWMA approval before entering into any third-party MRF processing 
contracts.  Such an Agreement is valid for up to six months at such time the Board of 
Directors will need to approve an extension or a new longer term Agreement. 

2. Payment of a “host fee” to the SBWMA will be on a per ton received basis and structured 
as follows:  a minimum payment of $10 per ton plus a CPI adjustment. 

3. SBR will make the host fee payment directly to the SBWMA on a monthly basis, by the 15th 
of the following month. 

4. SBR will pay all operational cost, equipment repair costs and residue disposal associated 
with third-party tonnage being processed at the MRF.  

5. SBR is responsible for any lost revenues that might result from third-party materials 
impacting the quality and marketability of the SBWMA’s commodities.  

6. SBWMA will have the right to cancel any third-party agreement that interferes with daily 
operations or effectiveness of the processing of the SBWMA’s recyclable materials. 

7. The processing of third-party tons can be terminated by the SBWMA if the facility or SBR 
receives any regulatory violations. 

8. The processing of third-party tons can be terminated immediately by the SBWMA if SBR is 
found to have violated or breached the terms of the Shoreway Operations Agreement.  
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STAFF REPORT 
To:   SBWMA TAC Members 
From:   Cliff Feldman, Recycling Programs Manager 
Date:   February 13, 2014 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
Subject:  Review of Draft Ordinance Implementing a Permit System for Commercial Recycling 

Haulers 
Recommendation 
This is an informational report and no action is necessary. 
Analysis 
On November 7, 2013, this item was presented to the TAC. Staff provided an update on progress in developing 
an SBWMA-wide ordinance to implement a Permit System for non-franchised commercial recycling haulers in an 
effort to begin collecting diversion data that is currently unavailable. Implementation of a Permit System assumes 
RethinkWaste will adopt an ordinance requiring recycling hauling companies to submit quarterly reports on the 
volumes and types of recyclable materials that are collected in our service area. 
 
The primary rationale for adopting this ordinance is to enable RethinkWaste to develop a more complete picture of 
existing diversion efforts for the commercial sector, since the only diversion information currently available is 
provided by the Member Agencies franchised service provider, Recology San Mateo County. Based solely on the 
Recology data, the current commercial diversion rate for 2013 was 28%. The actual overall commercial diversion 
rate is likely much higher once we factor in diversion data from non-franchised haulers. 
 
Implementing a Permit System for the non-franchised commercial recycling haulers (e.g., paper recycling 
companies, scrap metal haulers, construction and demolition debris recycling haulers, businesses that backhaul 
materials, etc.) will enable RethinkWaste to capture data that is needed for future planning purposes related to 
increasing diversion per State mandates. Staff is confident that the JPA can implement this Permit System more 
cost effectively than if each individual Member Agency did so separately. Having one agency consolidate the data 
and educate the commercial sector about this ordinance will be more efficient than requiring each Member 
Agency to do so. In addition, there is no guarantee that all Member Agencies would implement this Permit System 
resulting in data gaps that would hinder SBWMA-wide planning efforts to increase commercial diversion. 
  
Staff has incorporated the feedback provided by the TAC at the November 7th TAC meeting and SBWMA legal 
counsel in preparing the attached Draft Recycling Hauler Permit Ordinance (Attachment A). An initial draft of the 
ordinance was prepared based on some of the best management practices identified in the Report found in 
Attachment B; this report provides a review of seven other California jurisdictions that have adopted non-
exclusive franchise or permitting ordinances for recycling haulers with the goal of getting data on diversion 
activities 
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The Draft Ordinance will be revised further pending additional feedback from SBWMA legal counsel and the TAC, 
and feedback from Member Agency’s legal counsel. The TAC is being requested to review this Draft Ordinance 
and provide feedback to staff in accordance with the following schedule: 
 
February 13 – TAC Meeting – Discussion 
February 17 – Draft Ordinance shared with Member Agency attorneys 
February 24 – SBWMA legal counsel to conduct conference call with Member Agency attorneys 
February 28 – Comments due from Member Agency attorneys 
March 6 – TAC packet issued with revised Draft Ordinance 
March 13 – TAC Meeting – Discussion 
March 20 – BOD packet issued with revised Final Ordinance 
March 27 – BOD Meeting – Consideration of Resolution to Adopt the Ordinance 
 
Background 
At the May 23, 2013 Board meeting, staff shared the preliminary results of this research project on Non-Exclusive 
Franchise Options for Commercial Recycling. Staff explained that developing a non-exclusive permit system will 
result in capturing data from many of the independent recycling companies that haul recyclables in the 
RethinkWaste service area. In addition, Staff conveyed why this data is critical for RethinkWaste to ascertain how 
best to focus its efforts in the pursuit of increasing diversion from the commercial sector which still contributes 
approximately two-thirds of all the garbage generated in this service area. The challenges faced and best 
practices employed were highlighted in order to guide RethinkWaste in developing a policy and program that will 
be successful and to provide detailed information to interested stakeholders during the stakeholder engagement 
process. Another staff report on this project was provided to the Board for its October 24, 2013 meeting and a 
discussion on this item was referred to the TAC for its November 7, 2013 meeting. 
 
Section 4.01(B)(1) of the Member Agencies Franchise Agreements with Recology provide the company the non-
exclusive right to collect source separated recyclables and compost from commercial accounts. Therefore, the 
open market competition for the collection of recycling and compost which has always characterized our service 
area has been preserved. While Recology’s commercial recycling collection services and commercial recycling 
outreach staff of nine full time employees are paid for through the Member Agency’s solid waste rates, the 
businesses in the service area are not bound to subscribing to Recology’s collection service. Many businesses 
offer commodities for sale in the marketplace, such as high-grade paper and corrugated cardboard, and many 
others backhaul materials to their distribution facilities (e.g., large grocery stores). In addition, per AB341 
(California’s Mandatory Commercial Recycling Law), commencing July 1, 2012, all businesses that generate four 
cubic yards or more of garbage per week or multifamily dwelling complexes of five units or more are required to 
recycle. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The approved FY13/14 budget includes $50,000 to develop and plan for the implementation of an SBWMA-wide 
Ordinance implementing a Permit System for commercial recycling haulers. This funding will enable staff to 
conduct a stakeholder engagement process, develop the initial public education strategy and materials, and 
pursue the initial implementation of the Permit System. For future implementation, staff will not be proposing any 
additional staff to administer this program but will rely on the support of outside contractors if needed. 
 

Attachment: 
Attachment A – Draft Recycling Hauler Permit Ordinance 
Attachment B – RethinkWaste Non-Exclusive Franchise Research Report July 2013 
  

FULL PACKET PAGE 16 of 51



 
DRAFT 

Ordinance Implementing a Permit System for Commercial Recycling Haulers 

Chapter_____________ 

I. Findings 

A. The Board of Directors finds that there is a need to implement a Permit System 
for commercial recycling haulers to begin collecting recycling diversion data that is 
currently unavailable.  

B. Currently the Agency receives recycling diversion data only from the Member 
Agency’s franchised recycling service provider, Recology San Mateo County. Based 
solely on the Recology data, the most recently reported annual commercial recycling 
diversion rate for 2013 was 28%. 

C. Implementation of a Permit System requiring recycling hauling companies to 
submit quarterly reports on the volumes and types of recyclable materials that are 
collected within the Agency’s Service Area would allow the Agency to develop a more 
complete picture of existing recycling diversion efforts for the commercial sector.  

D. Implementing a Permit System for the other commercial Recycling Haulers will 
enable the Agency to capture data that is needed for future planning purposes related to 
increasing recycling diversion per State mandates. 

 

II. Purpose 

A. This chapter establishes a system for issuing Recycling Permits for Commercial 
Recycling Haulers. It is the intent of this chapter to regulate to ensure Recycling Hauler 
Permit holders disseminate information on the volume and types of Recyclable Materials 
that they collect in the Agency Service Area. To achieve this reporting requirement, each 
Recycling Hauler will be required to submit to Agency a Recycling Report quarterly. 
 
B. This chapter is not intended to preclude a Commercial Entity or a building or 
demolition permit applicant from contracting with more than one Recycling Hauler 
possessing a valid Recycling Permit or from donating, selling or otherwise disposing or 
hauling Recyclable Materials so long as such disposal complies with this chapter. 
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DRAFT 
 

DRAFT 
RethinkWaste Recycling Permit Ordinance 

Page 2 of 7 
 

III. Definitions 

“Agency” means the South Bayside Waste Management Authority (SBWMA) or 
RethinkWaste, which is a joint powers authority comprised of the Member Agencies. 

“Agency Clerk” means the SBWMA Board Secretary. 

“Agency Service Area” means the service area comprised of the Member Agencies, 
which include the following: Town of Atherton, City of Belmont, City of Burlingame, 
City of East Palo Alto, City of Foster City, Town of Hillsborough, City of Menlo Park, 
City of Redwood City, City of San Carlos, City of San Mateo, sections of unincorporated 
San Mateo County, and West Bay Sanitary District. 
"Applicant" means any person, business, firm, limited liability company, association, 
partnership, political subdivision, government agency, municipality, public or private 
corporation, or any other entity whatsoever who applies to the Agency for a Recycling 
Hauler Permit. 
 
“Board of Directors” means the governing body of the Agency. 

“Collection Container” means any container used to store and collect Solid Waste, 
Targeted Recyclable Materials, Organic Materials, or any other material targeted for 
collection by a Recycling Hauler. 

“C&D Debris” ("Construction and Demolition Debris" or “C&D”) means materials 
resulting from construction, renovation, remodeling, repair, or demolition operations on 
any Residential, Commercial or other structure or pavement. 

"Commercial” means a business activity including, but not limited to, retail sales, 
wholesale sales, services, research and development, government, private schools, 
colleges and universities, non-profit, hospital, manufacturing, institutional and industrial 
operations, but excluding businesses conducted upon residential property which are 
permitted under applicable zoning regulations and are not the primary use of the property.  

“Commercial Entity” means a Commercial business that generates Recyclable Materials 
and/or Organic Materials in the Agency’s Service Area. 

“Commercial Recyclables” means Recyclable Materials generated by a Commercial 
business. 

“Director” means the Executive Director of the Agency or designee. 
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“Discarded Material” means Solid Waste, Targeted Recyclable Materials, and Organic 
Materials placed by a Generator in a Collection Container and/or at a location that is 
designated for Collection pursuant to the Member Agency's Municipal Code. 

"Food Scraps" means a subset of Organic Materials including: (i) all kitchen and table 
food waste, and animal, or vegetable fruit, grain, dairy or fish waste that attends or results 
from the storage, preparation, cooking or handling of foodstuffs, with the exception of 
animal excrement, (ii) paper waste contaminated with putrescible material, and (iii) 
biodegradable plastic food service ware. 

“Generator” means any Person whose act or process produces Solid Waste, Targeted 
Recyclable Materials, or Organic Materials, or whose act first causes Solid Waste to 
become subject to regulation. 

 “Member Agencies” means the following jurisdictions: the cities of Belmont, 
Burlingame, East Palo Alto, Foster City, Menlo Park, Redwood City, San Carlos, and 
San Mateo; the towns of Atherton and Hillsborough; the County of San Mateo; and the 
West Bay Sanitary District. 

 “Organic Materials” means those materials that will decompose and/or putrefy and that 
the Agency permits, directs, or requires Generators to separate from Solid Waste and 
Targeted Recyclable Materials for collection in specially designated containers for 
Organic Materials collection.  Organic Materials include Plant Materials, Food Scraps, 
paper contaminated with Food Scraps, biodegradable plastic food service ware, pieces of 
unpainted and untreated wood, and pieces of unpainted and untreated wallboard.  No 
Discarded Material shall be considered Organic Materials, unless such material is 
separated from Solid Waste and Targeted Recyclable Material. 

“Recycling Hauler” means an entity that engages in the activity of hauling or transporting 
Targeted Recyclable Materials and/or Organic Materials generated by Commercial 
businesses, but does not include haulers and transporters of electronic scrap (as defined 
by California Public Resources Code §66273), universal waste, hazardous waste or 
radioactive waste. 

"Recyclable Materials" means discarded commingled or source separated materials that 
can be re-used, remanufactured, reconstituted, or recycled. 

“Recycling Permit” means the permit issued by the Agency with the intent to ensure 
Recycling Haulers provide information on Recyclable Materials and/or Organic Materials 
hauled in the Agency’s Service Area.  
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“Recycling Report” means the report providing information on the volume and types of 
Recyclable Materials and/or Organic Materials transported by the Recycling Hauler in 
the Agency’s Service Area. 

“Solid Waste” means all putrescible and non-putrescible solid, semisolid, and liquid 
wastes, as defined in California Public Resources Code §40191. 

“Targeted Recyclable Materials” means a subset of Recyclable Materials that includes: 
newspaper (including inserts, coupons, and store advertisements); mixed paper (including 
office paper, computer paper, magazines, junk mail, catalogs, brown paper bags, 
paperboard, paper egg cartons, telephone books, books, colored paper, construction 
paper, envelopes, legal pad backings, shoe boxes, cereal and other similar food boxes); 
chipboard; corrugated cardboard; paper milk cartons; glass containers of any color 
(including brown, blue, clear, and green); aluminum (including food and beverage 
containers, foil, small pieces of scrap metal); scrap metal (ferrous and non-ferrous) steel, 
tin or bi-metal; and, plastics (i.e., both thermoform and thermoset plastics). 

IV. Recycling Hauler Permit 

A. No Person shall haul, transport or convey, or cause or permit to be hauled, 
transported or conveyed, any Commercial Recyclables, Organic Materials or C&D 
Debris unless a valid Recycling Permit has been issued to the Recycling Hauler. Persons 
in violation of these requirements shall be guilty of an infraction and may be cited 
pursuant to this chapter. {Revisions to this section pending from SBWMA legal counsel.} 

V. Recycling Hauler Permit Application Fee 

A. All applications for a Recycling Hauler Permit shall be in writing and submitted 
by an Applicant in a format specified by the Director. All Applicants shall pay an 
administrative fee to the Agency in an amount established by the Board of Directors. The 
Board of Directors may establish separate application fee rates for first-time Applicants 
and for Recycling Permit holders applying to renew an existing permit. 

VI. Recycling Hauler Permit Issuance 

A. The Director shall review and issue a Recycling Hauler Permit to any qualified 
applicant. Qualified Applicants include Recycling Haulers providing collection service or 
backhaul service or Recyclable Materials transportation service to any Commercial 
Entity. {Revisions to this section pending from SBWMA legal counsel.} 

B. A Recycling Hauler Permit shall become effective upon issuance by the Agency. 
The granting of a new or renewal of an existing Recycling Hauler Permit by the Agency 
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is subject to the terms, rules, regulations, conditions and restrictions as provided in this 
chapter. 
 
C. The Director may deny an application for a Recycling Hauler Permit if the 
Applicant’s application fails to meet the requirements of this chapter. If an application is 
denied, the rationale for denial of said application shall be provided in writing to 
Applicant within thirty (30) days. 

VII. Recycling Hauler Permit Termination or Suspension 

A. The Director shall have the right to terminate or suspend a Recycling Hauler 
Permit issued by Agency pursuant to this chapter if the Director finds the Recycling 
Hauler has failed to comply with the provisions of this chapter. {Revisions to this section 
pending from SBWMA legal counsel.} 
 
B. Any Recycling Hauler Permit issued by the Agency pursuant to this chapter shall 
be automatically suspended when the Recycling Hauler fails to keep in full force and 
effect any and all business licenses or permits required by the Member Agencies where 
the Recycling Hauler transports recyclable materials from Generators. Suspended 
Recycling Hauler Permits shall only be reinstated when the Recycling Hauler 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Director that the conditions upon which the 
Recycling Hauler Permit was suspended have been complied with or upon reversal or 
modification of the suspension following a successful appeal by the Recycling Hauler 
pursuant to this chapter. 
 
C. The Director may suspend a Recycling Hauler Permit granted pursuant to this 
chapter if the Recycling Hauler fails to submit timely and/or complete reports as 
described in this chapter within thirty (30) days after written notice from Agency that a 
report is delinquent or incomplete. The suspension shall remain in effect until the proper 
report(s) have been submitted to the satisfaction of the Director, or upon reversal or 
modification of the suspension following a successful appeal by the Recycling Hauler 
pursuant to this chapter. 
 
D. If a Recycling Hauler Permit issued pursuant to this chapter is terminated or 
suspended, the Recycling Hauler shall not have the right to continue providing Recycling 
Hauling services in the Agency Service Area and shall be subject to administrative fines 
pursuant to this chapter until a subsequent Recycling Hauler Permit is issued by Agency. 

XIII. Recycling Hauler Permit Expiration 
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A. Each Recycling Hauler Permit issued by Agency shall expire after two (2) years 
from the date of issuance. 
 

IX. Appeals 
 

Applicants that are dissatisfied with a decision or determination of the Director pursuant 
to this chapter shall have the right to appeal that decision to the Board of Directors if the 
appeal is filed with the Agency Clerk fifteen (15) days of the decision of Director. 

 
X. Reporting Requirements 
 

A. Recycling Haulers shall be required to submit a report each calendar quarter to the 
Agency providing data on the volume and type of Recyclable Materials hauled during 
that quarter from Commercial businesses in the Agency Service Area. To the extent 
feasible, the data provided should be attributable to the Member Agency where it was 
generated. The Recycling Report shall be due to the Agency thirty (30) calendar days 
after the end of each calendar quarter as follows:  First Quarter (January-February-
March) report due April 30; Second Quarter (April-May-June) report due July 30; Third 
Quarter (July-August-September) report due October 30; Fourth Quarter (October-
November-December) report due January 30. 
 
B. The format of the Recycling Report and submittal guidelines shall be determined 
by the Director. 
 
C. The data to be included by the Recycling Hauler in the Recycling Report must 
provide to the furthest extent possible the specific volumes and types of Recyclable 
Materials by weight (e.g., tons) and by the source of generation by individual Member 
Agency. 
 
D. Data deemed proprietary by the Recycling Hauler must be clearly labeled as 
“proprietary” or “confidential” and shall be kept confidential by the SBWMA. {Revisions 
to this section pending from SBWMA legal counsel.}  
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XI. Administrative Fines {Revisions to this section pending from SBWMA legal counsel.} 

A. Recycling Haulers that fail to comply with any or all of the provisions of this 
chapter shall be subject to the issuance of a citation and fines established by the Board of 
Directors and enforced by the Agency. 

B. The Director shall establish the procedures and notification protocol to administer 
citations and fines. 

XII. Enforcement 
 
Except as otherwise expressly provided, the provisions of this chapter shall be 
administered and enforced within the Agency Service Area by the Director or other staff 
and enforcement officials designated by the Director. The remedies set forth herein are 
cumulative to any other remedy available to the Agency or Member Agencies. Nothing 
contained herein shall limit or be deemed to prevent the Agency from pursuing any other 
remedy available under this chapter or any other applicable law. 
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RethinkWaste Non-Exclusive Franchise 
Research Report July 2013 

Introduction and Overview 
On behalf of RethinkWaste (South Bayside Waste Management Authority –SBWMA), Cascadia 
Consulting Group (Cascadia) researched seven local government jurisdictions that have adopted a non-
exclusive franchise or an administrative permit system to regulate data collection from recycling haulers 
(e.g., paper recycling companies, C&D recyclers, organic waste collectors, etc.) servicing commercial 
businesses. Currently, neither RethinkWaste nor its Member Agencies have any data on the amount of 
tons collected by non-franchised recycling haulers, thus making it impossible to accurately determine a 
recycling (diversion) rate for the commercial sector. The only tonnage data currently available is from 
the franchised collection services provider, Recology San Mateo County (Recology) which showed a 
commercial diversion rate of 27% for 2012. The primary limitation with this data is that Recology is but 
one of many recycling haulers in the RethinkWaste service area. 

The State has recently implemented Mandatory Commercial Recycling Statewide per AB 341. This 
legislation now requires all cities and counties throughout California to report on their commercial 
recycling compliance in the annual reports submitted to CalRecycle per AB 939. The 2012 annual reports 
submitted to the State in August 2013 were the first to include the status of each Member Agency’s 
compliance with the mandatory commercial recycling guidelines. However, these reports do on include 
specific diversion data (i.e., tons recycled). 

The project also entailed evaluating these systems to determine suitability for the RethinkWaste service 
area and to produce a report that will outline and identify recommendations.  Please refer to Appendix 
1 for the specific interview questions and Appendix 2 for the contact information of the municipality 
staff that provided interviews to Cascadia.  

Cascadia documented the following elements of each system: 

 activities regulated by the non-exclusive franchise or permit system; 

 the franchise or permitting process, including hauler application submittal requirements and 
approval process; 

 sample  ordinance or municipal code language; 

 reporting requirements; 
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 fees associated with the franchise or permit; 

 administration of the franchise or permit system; and, 

 challenges and best practices. 
 
This report includes the following sections: 

Section 1. Executive Summary  
Section 2. Results of Research  
Section 3. Recommendations 
Appendix 1. Interview Questions 
Appendix 2. List of Municipality Staff Interviewed  
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1. Executive Summary 

Cascadia researched seven California jurisdictions that have adopted a non-exclusive franchise or permit 
system to regulate the collection of source-separated commercial recyclables, including: Central Contra 
Costa Solid Waste Authority (a Joint Powers Authority-CCCSWA), Town of Colma (Colma), County of Los 
Angeles (LA County), and the Cities of Mountain View, San Jose, San Ramon, and Thousand Oaks. There 
are five areas that are summarized in this section of the report: application process, reporting, 
compliance, methodology and recommendations. 

Application Process 
All seven municipalities have the hauler submit an application, pay a fee if applicable, and move 
forward in the process to receive a permit or non-exclusive franchise agreement. This process includes 
approval from staff such as the Public Works Director, City Manager, or the City Council, depending on 
the municipality. Mountain View adds a step into the process by requiring the hauler to talk with City 
staff prior to approving their non-exclusive franchise agreement. In order to help fund administration, 
four of the municipalities charge a fee ranging from $40 to $390 to process the recycling permit 
(CCCSWA, Colma, San Jose and San Ramon).  
 
The amount of time spent on managing the application process varies. For example, Thousand Oaks 
and San Ramon do not spend much time, while San Jose dedicated about 20 hours of staff time each 
month to manage their system, mostly because many new haulers entered their open market system. 
Mountain View spends between four to eight hours per applicant, which includes an initial meeting, 
assistance with the application and the approval process.  Colma estimated staff spent about 5-10 hours 
per month to collaborate with the haulers.  LA County found that it took almost all of one staff person’s 
time to manage the application process: therefore, they have administrative staff available every day to 
help applicants through the process.  

The number of recycling haulers regulated in the seven jurisidctions surveyed is provided as follows: 

CCCSWA – 6 haulers (non-exclusive franchise agreement system). 

City of Colma – 0 haulers (permit system). Colma has 3 franchised haulers and because most businesses 
use them, there are no other haulers in the permit system. 

County of Los Angeles - 46 haulers (non-exclusive franchise agreement system). In July 2012 there were 
35 haulers and since that time 9 additional recycling haulers have applied. LA County went from a 
permit system where hundreds of haulers applied for permits to a non-exclusive franchise system 
because they wanted more control over the programs and outreach.  

City of Mountain View – 2 haulers (non-exclusive franchise agreement system). 

City of San Jose – 21 haulers (circa 1994 – non-exclusive franchise agreement), 15 haulers (1994-1999 
permit system). San Jose currently has an exclusive franchise with Republic Services; however, there are 
numerous small haulers that continue to provide collection services. 

City of San Ramon – 10 haulers (permit system). 
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City of Thousand Oaks – 9 haulers (permit system). However, Thousand Oaks does not enforce their 
program, thus there are likely numerous other haulers that operate without a permit. 

Reporting 
All seven municipalities require regular electronic reporting. San Jose requires haulers to submit 
reports monthly, and the remaining six cities require quarterly reporting. A total of five out of the seven 
municipalities ask that reports be submitted by email (Colma, LA County, Mountain View, San Ramon 
and Thousand Oaks). San Jose, CCCSWA, and LA County require report submittals to be completed 
electronically through their respective websites. 
 
Compliance 
Enforcement is essential for ensuring the recycling permit or non-exclusive franchise system is upheld. 
A total of six of the seven municipalities do not have funding set aside for enforcement. San Jose is the 
only jurisdiction interviewed with dedicated funding. Solid waste fees from the exclusive commercial 
garbage franchise are the source of these funds. A total of four of the municipalities (i.e., CCCSWA, 
Colma, San Ramon and Thousand Oaks) do not actively enforce the permit and non-exclusive agreement 
system.  Mountain View and San Ramon have staff within their Environmental Services Departments to 
provide enforcement services, and San Jose and LA County have Code Enforcement Officers. The 
recommendation for compliance is to be persistent and consistent in order to control the problem and 
ensure the permit or non-exclusive franchise system works.  

Implementation Strategies (Methodology) 
Jurisdictions reported that the average time to develop and implement a recycling permit or non-
exclusive franchise system is between six months to one year, with some taking as much as five years. 
Colma said that it took about 3-4 months to design the program and develop a staff report, and 
approximately six months overall, including a final approval by City Council. Mountain View reported 
that it took about one year, while the CCCSWA and LA County were required to provide five-year notices 
to all recycling haulers of the permits’ end. 
 
The costs associated with developing and launching the system was difficult to compare because each 
municipality measures costs in a different way. The CCCSWA calculated it would take approximately 
$30,000 annually to manage their program. They are committed to recouping these costs through the 
non-exclusive franchise permit system. Colma estimated costs to be around $7,000 to $8,000 to develop 
and implement the system, and Mountain View estimated it would take approximately 0.20 to 0.25 FTE 
over the one year it took to put the process in place. LA County dedicated 100% of one staff person’s 
time to project development and implementation of the system. They also had administrative staff that 
managed the 46 franchise agreements, outreach, reports, and invoicing. This was in addition to paid 
consultant support. The staff interviewed from San Jose, San Ramon and Thousand Oaks were unable to 
provide the initial administrative cost estimates because they were not around when the process was 
developed.  
 
Two municipalities advocated for an exclusive franchise agreement instead of a permit system for 
better monitoring, enforcement, reporting, franchise fees, and business lists to comply with AB341 
(i.e., the State’s Mandatory Commercial Recycling law). After interviewing the seven jurisdictions, the 
CCCSWA and San Jose are moving to an exclusive franchise recycling system. Colma, and the Cities of 
Mountain View and San Ramon have a small number of haulers and are closer to an exclusive system.  
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Recommendations 
Our research yielded the following primary recommendations for RethinkWaste to develop and 
implement an ordinance to effectively collect recycling data from independent recycling haulers: 

• It was unanimous that the compliance process and the overall system should be made as easy as 
possible for both the recycling haulers and staff managing the system.  

• It is important to allow adequate time to plan and implement the new system to ensure 
feedback from stakeholders can be obtained and that the goals of the project are clearly 
conveyed.  

• The fees should allow administration of the system to be self-sustainable yet kept low in order 
to achieve compliance.  

• Strive for clarity in determining the affected haulers. Do not target shredding or electronic scrap 
recycling haulers or the small independent company with a pick-up truck. Target the primary 
recycling haulers.  

• Enforcement is critical to help ensure compliance and to educate those haulers that are 
unaware or do not understand the rules. 

• It is important to implement an “over-the-counter” or online permit process and ensure the 
application is promptly reviewed and perhaps approved. Minimizing administration while 
effectively enforcing the system should be priorities. 

• Based on the experience of seven California jurisdictions and per the unique characteristics of 
RethinkWaste, it is recommended that a recycling permit system be implemented. 
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2. Results of Research 

This section presents the results of Cascadia’s research on the seven jurisdictions’ systems for regulating 
commercial recycling through a non-exclusive franchise or administrative permit system.  

Regulated Activities 
All seven jurisdictions regulate recycling collection within their jurisdiction either through a non-
exclusive franchise or an administrative permit. Recycling collection is generally defined as “collection 
and transportation” of recyclable materials; some of the jurisdictions also require that the collection 
must be “free of charge.” Table 1 identifies how each jurisdiction defines the activities requiring a 
franchise or permit.  

 

Application Process 

The seven jurisdictions all require haulers to undergo an application and approval process in order to 
obtain a non-exclusive franchise or permit.  

The information provided in this section includes application information, application fees, the approval 
process, feedback on the designed system, amount of time to manage application process, and best 
practices of what worked well.  

  

Central Contra 
Costa Solid Waste 

Authority

The six selected haulers that will collect and transport commingled or separated recyclable 
materials are required to have a non-exclusive franchise agreement. (Note: recyclable materials 
that have not been separated by the Waste Generator from Solid Waste, and those which upon 
visual inspection contained more than 10% residual, are not included.) 

Town of Colma
All individuals or organizations (non-franchised) that collect and transport recyclable materials are 
required to obtain a Recycling Permit from the Town.

County of Los 
Angeles

All haulers who provide service (or plan to provide service) in bins or dumpsters and roll-off boxes to 
residential, multi-family, commercial, industrial and institutional properties in the unincorporated 
areas of Los Angeles County are required to obtain a permit.

City of Mountain 
View

All independent haulers who collect and transport source-separated recyclable materials from 
businesses, provided they do so free of charge, must obtain a non-exclusive franchise agreement 
and business license.

City of San Jose
Previously a permit was required for collecting source separated recyclables. With the new franchise 
only haulers that collect C&D material and material from residential "clean-outs" require a permit.

City of San 
Ramon

All individuals or organizations that collect and transport Commercially Generated Recyclable 
Materials including Construction and Demolition Debris, and Organic Recyclable Materials (C&D and 
Green Waste from either single-family or multi-family) are required to obtain a Recycling 
Transporter Permit from the City.  

City of Thousand 
Oaks

Permitted commercial recyclers are authorized to provide free recyclables collection service to 
Thousand Oaks businesses.

Table 1: Definition for Requirement of Permit
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Application Form 
Six out of the seven municipalities have an application process requiring specific information from the 
hauler. While Colma, San Jose and Thousand Oaks require only basic information about the applicant, 
Mountain View, San Ramon and LA County also require information related to which businesses are 
being serviced, the addresses of those businesses, and where the materials are taken. The CCCSWA had 
a one-time application process for its non-exclusive franchise system that included only six invited 
haulers. Table 2 identifies the specific information required in each jurisdiction’s application forms. 

 

 

Central 
Contra 
Costa 
Solid 

Waste 
Authority

Town of 
Colma

County of 
Los 

Angeles

City of 
Mountain 

View
City of 

San Jose

City of 
San 

Ramon

City of 
Thousand 

Oaks
Contact Information x x x x x x x
Type of Business x x x x x
Personnel x x x x
Where Material Is Taken for 
Processing x x x x x x
Busness License Information x x x x x
Years in Business in City x
Insurance Information x x x x
Vehicle Information x x x x x x
Number of Businesses x x x x x
Business Names x x x x
Material Collected x x x x x x
Type of Containers and Location 
Where Vehicles are Stored x x x x
References x x
Active or Inactive Status x
Business will Notify Agency of 
Changes x x x x
Completing Quarterly Report x x x x
Pay Annual Fees x x x
Operate in Accordance with 
Applicable Laws x x x x
Proof Hauler Has Financial Capacity to 
Provide Service x x
Information on Cleaning Vehicles x x
Waste Collector Permit Number x

Table 2: Application Information
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Application Fee 
Three jurisdictions (i.e., Colma, San Jose and San Ramon) charge a fee (ranging from $40 to $390) in 
order to recover staff administrative costs associated with processing an application. The other four 
jurisdictions (i.e., CCCSWA, LA County, Mountain View and Thousand Oaks) do not charge a fee. For 
more details refer to Table 3.  

 

Approval Process  
The approval process is determined by whether the jurisdiction adopted a non-exclusive franchise or 
administrative permit system. Colma, San Ramon and Thousand Oaks have a permit system where the 
applications are first reviewed by staff, who then submit a recommendation for an administrative 
finding of approval or denial by the City Manager or Public Works Director. The CCCSWA, Mountain 
View, San Jose, and LA County use a non-exclusive franchise system, where each application is reviewed 
by staff and then submitted to the City Council for consideration via a public hearing process. The 
exception is that LA County had so many applications that they asked and received approval from the 
Board of Supervisors to allow their Public Works Director to sign the agreements. 

Table 4 summarizes the approval process for each jurisdiction. 

 

 

Central 
Contra Costa 
Solid Waste 

Authority
Town of 
Colma

County of 
Los Angeles

City of 
Mountain 

View
City of San 

Jose
City of San 

Ramon

City of 
Thousand 

Oaks

Application 
Fee

No 
Application 

Fee 

$250 
(Annual 

Fee)

 No 
Application 

Fee 

 No 
Application 

Fee 

$390 
(Annual 

Fee)

$65 New 
Applicant Fee / 

$40 Renewal Fee 
(Fee every 24 

months)

No 
Application 

Fee 

Table 3: Application Fee by Municipality

Central Contra 
Costa Solid Waste 

Authority
Town of 
Colma County of Los Angeles

City of 
Mountain 

View
City of San 

Jose

City of 
San 

Ramon

City of 
Thousand 

Oaks

Permit or Non-
Exclusive

Non-Exclusive 
Franchise

Recyclers 
Permit Non-Exclusive Franchise

Non-
Exclusive 
Franchise

Non-
Exclusive 
Franchise

Recyclers 
Permit

Recyclers 
Permit

Approval By City Council

City 
Manager 
or Public 

Works

Public Works Director 
(Staff received approval 

from Board of 
Supervisors to allow 

Public Works Director to 
sign) City Council City Council

City 
Manager 
or Public 

Works

City 
Manager or 

Public 
Works

Table 4: Approval Process
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Feedback on Application Process 
The jurisdictions provided mixed feedback on how their application process worked. The CCCSWA and 
San Ramon believe their process works well, while Colma finds few independent recyclers are applying 
because most of the town’s commercial businesses contract with one of the three (Allied Waste, 
Recology and South San Francisco Scavenger) franchised garbage haulers. LA County is pleased with how 
their application system works, and found that workshops were useful to help haulers understand how 
to fill out the forms. Mountain View believes their application system works well because City staff meet 
with potential applicants first to ensure they understand the permit system and their obligations. For 
more details refer to Table 5. 

 

 

Amount of Time to Manage the Application Process  
The amount of time spent on managing the application process can vary significantly. Thousand Oaks 
and San Ramon report minimal time spent, as both cities do not focus on enforcing their system and do 
not receive many new applications. San Jose spends approximately 20 hours a month of staff time to 
manage their system, mostly due to active enforcement which results in a steady flow of new 

Central Contra Costa 
Solid Waste 
Authority

JPA staff worked with six haulers during implementation of the non-exclusive permit program, which was the 
first step towards issuing one or more exclusive franchise(s), the staff's primary focus. There was significant 
competition between haulers to gain market share, and due to the haulers actively sourcing accounts, the 
businesses were confused about how the permit system and the agressiveness of the haulers were tied 
together. JPA staff sent out two letters to businesses apprising them of the pending changes and also 
provided information in local media in an effort to let the businesses know about the upcoming changes. This 
engagement addressed most concerns and allowed staff to keep the project on track.

Town of Colma

Staff found that no haulers are applying for the permit because most of the businesses are moving toward 
using the three franchised haulers. Although recycling is not exclusive, staff has tried to get businesses to 
encourage the 3rd party haulers to get permits, but businesses are primarily choosing to have a franchised 
hauler provide collection service. 

County of Los 
Angeles

County staff felt the system seems to work well. The County conducted several workshops and provided 
staff to help fill out forms and answer any questions. The system is currently a paper-based application 
process and staff thought it would be great to have an online application; however, they also felt this would 
require too much time for their IT staff to manage. The primary attribute of a paper-based process is that 
you have the opportunity to see someone face-to-face and get to know them. The only concern was for 
related to the small haulers. Specicically, the insurance and performance bond requirements were possibly 
tough for the smaller haulers and many of them couldn't afford to apply.

City of Mountain 
View

Staff believes the system works well- instead of requiring haulers to submit applications right away, their 
approach was to initiate the relationship by first having meetings. Staff understands that many of the haulers 
may have limitations and negative perceptions of having to fill out paperwork, and thus may be reticent to 
comply. Therefore, staff conducts initial interviews to gauge the level of support a hauler might need, and to 
ensure they understand the reasons for the permit system and what their obligations are. Also, staff provides 
assistance with paperwork if needed. 

City of San Jose
Staff believes its system worked well. (This program was discontinued in 2012 when the City's exclusive 
franchise with Republic Services was implemented.) Over time, the City added solid waste code enforcement 
positions, which was helpful with compliance.

City of San Ramon Staff believes its system is simple and works well. 
City of Thousand 

Oaks
The system is largely focused on paper recycling and staff does not actively enforce compliance with 
recyclers. The non-exclusive franchise is not a big focus for the City.

Table 5: Feedback on  How Application System Works
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applicants. Mountain View spends roughly 4 to 8 hours per applicant which includes the initial meeting, 
assistance with the application and approval.  Colma estimates spending 5 to 10 hours a month to 
collaborate with the haulers and provide assistance with the application process. LA County found that it 
took one administrative staff 100% of their time to manage the application process and then had 
additional staff available to help with the influx of initial applicants.  

Best Practices and Challenges of Administering the Application 
Process 
The seven jurisdictions identified best practices and challenges they had encountered based on their 
experiences with their application processes. 

Best Practices  

• It is important to implement an “over-the-counter” or online permit process and ensure the 
application is promptly reviewed and perhaps approved. Minimizing administration while 
effectively enforcing the system should be priorities. 

• Have all system responsibilities managed under one person. 
• Have all recycling permits or non-exclusive franchise agreements expire on the same date as the 

exclusive franchise agreement. 
• Hold workshops to allow all stakeholders to ask questions and be informed of the application 

process. 

Challenges 

• In some cases it may be difficult to identify the haulers to target. 
• If not structured properly, the application process can take a lot of staff time. 
• Enforcement can lead to increased administrative time due to identifying non-complying haulers 

who then are required to submit applications. 
• It is difficult for staff to remember to ask for insurance certificate each year from the haulers. 

Depending on how the application is structured, smaller, less sophisticated haulers may have 
difficulty completing the application and may need more assistance from staff. 

Reporting 

All seven municipalities interviewed require haulers to regularly report collected tonnages or provide a 
list of the businesses they provide service to. Tons collected is reported in aggregate for each month and 
reported on a quarterly basis. This section provides details on the specific reporting requirements, as 
well as reporting data, feedback on the reporting system used, proprietary information request 
constraints, and challenges with the reporting system.   

Reporting Requirements 
All seven jurisdictions require reporting, with different report submittal processes and information 
required. San Jose requires haulers to submit reports monthly; the other six jurisdictions require 
quarterly reports. Five out of the seven (Colma, LA County, Mountain View, San Ramon and Thousand 
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Oaks) require that reports be submitted by email, and San Jose, CCCSWA and LA County require report 
submittals electronically via their website. See Table 6 for more information on reporting requirements. 

 

Reporting Data  
Four of the jurisdictions (i.e., CCCSWA, Colma Thousand Oaks and LA County) require their haulers to 
provide customer-specific information. Six out of the seven municipalities interviewed require the 
hauler to report the total tonnage of recyclable materials collected. Mountain View does not collect 
tonnage data because they can obtain that information from other sources. 

Three of the cities (i.e., Mountain View, San Ramon, and LA County) require haulers to provide gross 
receipts for determination of franchise fees. 

See Table 7 on the following page for more information on specific data collected during the reporting 
process for each municipality.  

Central Contra Costa Solid 
Waste Authority

Franchisee is required to submit a quarterly report that documents recycling information monthly 
for purposes of measuring and planning progress toward compliance with the requirements of 
AB341. Each report must be submitted no later than 30 days after the end of the respective 
quarter ending on March 31, June 30, September 30, and December 31.

Town of Colma
Recyclers are required to complete reporting on the amount of recyclables collected each 
quarter. Quarterly reports are due 45 days after the close of each quarterly reporting period 
based on a calendar year (January 1 - December 31).

County of Los Angeles Recyclers are required to complete reporting 30 days following the end of each quarter (fiscal 
year). They are also required to provide an annual report on or before August 1st.

City of Mountain View Reporting is required by the non-exclusive franchise agreement on a quarterly basis and includes 
tonnage information, material types, and location of processing center.  

City of San Jose
Reporting is due on a monthly basis by the last day of the month following the end of the 
reporting month.

City of San Ramon

Recyclers are required to complete reporting with the details and summary of all types, tonnage, 
and final location of recyclable materials. Each quarterly report must be submitted no later than 
30 days after the end of the respective quarter ending on March 31, June 30, September 30, or 
December 31 of each year.

City of Thousand Oaks Reports are due on the last day of the month following the end of the quarter.

Table 6: Reporting Requirements
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Feedback on Reporting System 
The CCCSWA and LA County started using an online reporting system in 2012 and staff is pleased with 
the results. Mountain View staff are also pleased with their system. The City currently has three 
recycling haulers, all of which communicate with the City and submit reports on time. San Jose and San 
Ramon also stated that their reporting systems work well. 

Two of the jurisdictions do not currently use their prescribed reporting system. Colma implemented its 
permit system in July 2012 and has not yet required reports to be submitted, and Thousand Oaks has 
not actively enforced its reporting requirements due to limited staffing resources. 

Proprietary Information Request Constraints 
The four jurisdictions (i.e., CCCSWA, Colma, LA County and Thousand Oaks) that require recycling 
haulers to provide customer names and addresses all reported that they were initially met with 
resistance and these companies did not want to provide the information. However, the recycling haulers 
did comply once it became clear that the information would be considered proprietary information by 
the jurisdiction and kept confidential. 

The jurisdictions reported that the customer information was important to ensure compliance with 
AB341 reporting requirements, where jurisdictions must identify businesses that are not recycling. 

  

Central Contra 
Costa Solid 

Waste 
Authority

Town of 
Colma

County of 
Los 

Angeles

City of 
Mountain 

View
City of 

San Jose

City of 
San 

Ramon

City of 
Thousand 

Oaks

Company Contact Information x x x x x x x

Recycler Permit Number x x x

Reporting Year and Quarter x x x x x x x
Number of Accounts within the Service 
Area x x x x x
Account List by Name and Address x x x x
Total Tonnage of Recyclable Materials 
Collected x x x x x x
Total Tonnage of Residual Disposed x x x x
List of Recycling and Processing Facilities 
Where Material Is Taken x x x x x x
Billing and Payment Dates x
Incidents When Franchisee Left Non-
Collection Notices x
Gross Receipts x x x

Table 7: Reporting Data
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Best Practices and Challenges with Reporting 
All seven jurisdictions identified best practices and challenges they had encountered, based on their 
experiences with their reporting processes. 

Best Practices 

• Develop an online reporting requirement. 
• Make submitting quarterly reports a requirement for obtaining a franchise agreement. 
• Ensure haulers understand the permitting system requirements and work with them to reach 

out to customers that are not recycling. 
• Assist haulers by helping them learn the process and what must be reported. 

Challenges 

• City staff was required to do quite a bit of follow-up to remind permit holders that they needed 
to submit reports. 

• Permit holders do not always send reports in on time. 
• Limited staff resources make enforcement activities (i.e., reporting requirements) problematic. 
• Scale house operators need to properly ask where the business is located and where waste is 

from to ensure proper tonnages are reported.  
• Less sophisticated haulers maintain poor records, making it difficult for them to provide the 

required information. 
• The jurisdictions do not consistently achieve the recycling tonnage results anticipated from 

implementing the recycling permit or non-exclusive franchise agreement. However, staff viewed 
these results as key to confirming existing conditions. 

Compliance and Enforcement 

Six of the seven jurisdictions (i.e., Colma, LA County, Mountain View, San Jose, San Ramon and Thousand 
Oaks) have enforcement components in their non-exclusive franchise or permits systems. The CCCSWA 
has an enforcement procedure; however, the agency has not yet implemented enforcement activities.  
The information provided in this section includes funding for enforcement, what type of active 
enforcement is in place, and challenges with compliance. 

Funding for Enforcement 
Of the jurisdictions interviewed for this research, only San Jose has a dedicated funding source for 
enforcement activities (i.e., solid waste fees from the exclusive commercial garbage franchise). 

Active Enforcement  
Four of the municipalities (i.e., CCCSWA, Colma, San Ramon and Thousand Oaks) do not actively enforce 
the non-exclusive franchise or permit system, even though Mountain View and San Ramon have staff 
within the Environmental Services Department to provide enforcement services. San Jose and LA County 
Code use Enforcement Officers to provide enforcement. 
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If a Business Does Not Have a Permit 

While four of the jurisdictions interviewed (i.e., CCCSWA, Colma, San Ramon and Thousand Oaks) 
require a recycling hauler to have an active franchise or permit, they do not follow up with the haulers 
and there are no penalties for non-compliance.  

San Jose has two code enforcement positions to enforce solid waste-related regulations, including the 
non-exclusive franchise requirements. Penalties for non-compliance may include a $2,500 citation. LA 
County also uses code enforcement officers and has provisions in their ordinance to cite and fine, 
however the actual process is still being defined. 

If Mountain View finds that a recycler is operating without a permit they take multiple enforcement 
actions:  

1. Post a warning notice on the roll-off box to cease and desist. 
2. Notify the customer they are using an unauthorized recycler. 
3. Talk with both the customer and hauler to inform them of the City’s requirements. 
4. Have customer talk to hauler and encourage them to apply for a recycling permit or non-

exclusive franchise agreement. 
5. Have the City Attorney’s office send a letter or citation. 

If Recycling Hauler Does Not Submit Reports 

Four of the jurisdictions (i.e., CCCSWA, Mountain View, San Ramon and Thousand Oaks) do not follow 
up with recyclers if reports are not submitted and no penalties are assessed.  

Colma is currently not asking for quarterly reports from their haulers because they have just started 
their permit process. However, in the near future when they do start requiring reporting, they will not 
allow the hauler to receive a permit the following year if they do not submit their reports on a timely 
basis. San Jose has a late penalty of $300 if a report is not submitted by the due date, with an additional 
$300 penalty assessed at 15, 30, and 45 days.  

LA County has the option to charge liquidated damages of $200 a day for the quarterly report and $300 
a day for the annual report. If the activities are deemed extreme, this determination could result in a 
breach of contract; however, because the system is still new, they have not yet fully developed the 
enforcement process. 

Best Practices and Challenges with Compliance 
The jurisdictions interviewed indicated a number of challenges related to compliance and recommended 
being persistent and consistent in order to control problems and ensure the non-exclusive franchise or 
permit system works effectively. Based on their experience, the seven jurisdictions identified the 
following best practices and challenges they had encountered related to compliance and enforcement. 

Best Practices 

• In order to have a successful program, it was noted the municipality should have consequences 
and political will to ensure the program is properly enforced. 
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• Rely on code enforcement to ensure compliance and assist their work through education efforts. 
• A useful tool for enforcement is to impound the drop-boxes of non-permitted haulers and have 

the owners pay to get them back.  If they don’t claim the boxes the city can then sell them.   
• Require permitted haulers to clearly label their bins with their name and phone number on in 

large font for easy recognition by code enforcement and the public. 
• City staff should be persistent and consistent in order to control problems as they arise and 

ensure the efficacy of the permit or non-exclusive franchise system. 

Challenges 

• City staff does not always know who is complying and some businesses are using mystery 
haulers that are under the radar. 

• Limited City staff resources is not conducive to ensure consistent enforcement.  
• Small haulers don’t always understand the rules to comply or necessarily have a business 

license. 
• Getting a business to comply can take a long time with 12 weeks or more to process a new 

application, get it on the Council agenda, and adopt an ordinance granting the non-exclusive 
franchise. 

• It can be difficult to remember to get Certificates of Insurance from the haulers and the smaller 
haulers could not afford to meet this requirement.  

• Requirements are largely ignored and not a high priority for City staff, although this may change 
with AB341  as the onus is now on jurisdictions to understand more clearly about existing 
commercial recycling market conditions. 

Methodology 

The seven municipalities interviewed provided a variety of reasons as to why they adopted a system to 
obtain data related to the collection of recyclables. The information provided in this section addresses 
the methodologies used, what motivated the municipality to implement a system, steps to implement 
the system, stakeholder involvement, challenges and best practices. 

System Objectives 
All of the jurisdictions identified a need to understand the amount of recyclable materials being 
collected in their areas. The mandatory commercial recycling requirements of AB341 specifically 
motivated Colma and LA County to implement their systems, and AB939 and the Rancho Mirage 
decision of 1997 (Appendix 3) provided motivation for Mountain View and Thousand Oaks. See Table 8 
on the following page for more details. 
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Implementation Steps  
Of the jurisdictions interviewed, only four (i.e., CCCSWA, LA County, Colma and Mountain View) had 
staff that were present when the permit or non-exclusive franchise system was put in place. The 
CCCSWA issued the required five-year intent to franchise notice to current recyclers before they were 
able to move forward with their non-exclusive franchise agreement. Colma researched other cities 
having a non-exclusive or permit systems and decided on something that was not too onerous and 
would keep things simple. Mountain View highlighted working with their attorney and made other 
changes to their recycling system in order to have an effective non-exclusive franchise agreement.  LA 
County also provided the five-year intent to franchise notice for all waste collector permit holders, 
conducted research to help with identifying a new system, formed working groups to help with the 
direction of the franchise agreement, and received Council approval.  For more details refer to Table 9.  

Central Contra 
Costa Solid Waste 

Authority

They had a recycling permit program which expired on June 30, 2012 and they 
needed an interim step until 2015 when the exclusive franchise agreement takes 
over. 

Town of Colma

The City implemented this system to get a better understanding of what is 
happening outside the franchised collection system, to understand how many 
recycling tons there are, and to stop scavenging. AB341 was a motivator as well. 

County of Los 
Angeles

The County implemented this system to address the public’s attitudes towards 
protecting the environment, customers' desire for enhanced recycling and 
collection services, and diminishing space in the landfill. Mandatory commercial 
recycling was also a factor in implementing a non-exclusive recycling program.

City of Mountain 
View

The City implemented this system to address the concern with Rancho Mirage. 
They also found they were having problems with hours of operation, noise, 
questions of where material was going, and more complaints from residents, and 
felt a non-exclusive franchise system would work to address all of their concerns.

City of San Jose The City was motivated to implement a system to track tonnage.

City of San Ramon

The City representative was not completely sure why the system was put in place 
but thought it was potentially because they mirrored the CCCSWA systems and 
partially for financial reasons. 

City of Thousand 
Oaks

The City implemented this system to authorize the collection and processing of 
recyclable materials and  provide a uniform basis for reporting the types and 
weights of materials collected and processed by Permittees, so that the City may 
effectively comply with the statutory requirements of AB939.

Table 8: What Motivated Implemention
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Stakeholder Involvement 
Four of the jurisdictions held stakeholder meetings to better inform the community and provide input 
on design of their program. One of the jurisdictions conveyed it is important to be sure of any underlying 
issues that brought the municipality to the permit process, so that those who attend the stakeholder 
meetings can provide feedback accordingly. 

The CCCSWA held three community meetings for businesses and one meeting for recyclers to make sure 
everyone was aware of what the JPA was going to do.   

Central Contra Costa 
Solid Waste Authority

In 2007 they provided a five-year notice to the haulers to discontinue the recycling 
permit program and implement a non-exclusive franchise system which started 
effective July 1, 2012. This is their interim program until their exclusive franchise system 
takes effect in 2015. They went through the application process, selected six haulers to 
submit, and was approved by City Council. 

Town of Colma

They researched 2-3 other jurisdictions who had recycling and non-exclusive permitting 
systems. They knew going in that the Town wanted a streamlined system for 
administering the process that would not be too onerous on the businesses. They didn't 
want vast reporting or requirements to comply with and kept the application process 
simple.

County of Los Angeles

They notified all of the haulers of the new agreement and formed a working group to 
include all haulers in the discussion. The County went through a few versions of the 
agreement until everyone was satisfied. They had a few public meetings and 
association meetings to include homeowners, who gave their input and were happy 
with what they were proposing. Once the non-exclusive franchise draft was completed, 
it was sent to council and the Board of Supervisors for approval.

City of Mountain View

The City worked with the County and City Attorney to make sure their non-exclusive 
agreement worked. The City wrote up a staff report, sent it to Council, and got approval. 
They also realized a need for some changes. They made recycling free, adjusted rates on 
debris boxes (haul fee plus an "up to" tonnage amount so the businesses only paid for 
what they were disposing of), and spoke to businesses to explain why they were 
switching and how the new process would work. In 2000 they also noticed they were 
losing over $1 million in revenue that was flowing outside of the franchise. The City 
decided to start a non-exclusive agreement and make a few changes and as a result: (1) 
leveled the playing field, (2) made recycling free to take back market, (3) adjusted rates 
on debris boxes, (4) spoke to businesses that were using illegal haulers and explained 
why they were going to use the non-exclusive agreements. 

City of San Jose Unknown - predates current staff.

City of San Ramon

Unknown - predates current staff. The City did recently make a few changes to the 
permit, adding construction and demolition debris. In the past it charged on gross 
receipts and sale of recyclables, but now charges on gross receipts only.

City of Thousand Oaks Unknown - predates current staff.

Table 9: Steps Taken for Implementation
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Colma Public Works staff and the City Attorney met with the three haulers to seek feedback on moving 
forward with their permit system. They did not meet with businesses. 

LA County held several stakeholder meetings and formed a working group to help design the non-
exclusive franchise system. The County was pleased with the results. 

Mountain View held meetings with large, medium, and small businesses to obtain their input on the 
types of recycling programs and policies that would best serve their needs. 

The staff at San Jose, San Ramon and Thousand Oaks did not know how long it took - the system was 
already in place when they started working. 

3rd Party Hauler Notification of New Requirements and Compliance 
Four municipalities (i.e., CCCSWA, Colma, Mountain View and LA County) notified haulers of their new 
requirements using letters, a media campaign, and a public event. In some instances, the municipalities 
used addresses from their business license list to reach the haulers. 

San Jose, San Ramon and Thousand Oaks staff did not know what notification took place, again because 
the system was already in place when they started working. 

Timeframe for Developing the System 

The average time to implement a recycling permit or non-exclusive franchise system was between 6 
months to 1 year. Colma said that it took about 3-4 months to design the program and develop a staff 
report, and approximately six months overall with a final approval by City Council. Mountain View said it 
took about one year and the CCCSWA and LA County said it took over five years due to the permitting 
agreement and specific challenges with the language in that agreement. 

Three cities (i.e., San Jose, San Ramon, and Thousand Oaks) could not recollect the timeframe because 
the system was already in place when this staff was hired. 

Costs Associated with Implementation 
The costs associated with implementation were difficult to ascertain because each municipality 
measured costs in a different way. The CCCSWA devised the costs by a simple calculation (see Table 10) 
which revealed it would take approximately $30,000 a year to manage their program. They wanted to 
be sure to recoup those costs in the non-exclusive franchise permit system. Colma estimated costs to be 
around $7,000 to $8,000 to develop and implement the system and Mountain View estimated it took 
less than 20-25% of 1 FTE’s time during the one year it took to put the process in place. LA County 
budgeted for and dedicated 1 FTE to develop and implement the system. They also had administrative 
staff that managed the forty-six contracts, outreach, reports, invoicing, etc., as well consultants who 
assisted them. The staff at San Jose, San Ramon and Thousand Oaks that were interviewed were not 
around when the process was implemented and were unable to answer.  
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Best Practices and Challenges 
There are a lot of challenges surrounding compliance and getting haulers to comply. Depending on how 
enforcement is structured, it may take considerable time to enforce. It takes commitment to ensure all 
the targeted haulers are identified and provided information on the program. The recommendation for 
compliance is to be persistent in order to control the problem and ensure the permit or non-exclusive 
franchise system is effective. Compliance should also be prioritized to ensure consistent and timely 
enforcement.  The following information was provided by the seven municipalities who were 
interviewed and should be considered when designing a system. 

Best Practices 

• Understand the local conditions to implement an effective system. 
• Allow time to plan a new system and make an effort to get feedback from stakeholders.  
• Review the experiences of other jurisdictions to understand how their processes are structured.  
• Make the compliance process and the overall system administration as efficient as possible.  
• Require quarterly reporting at first and consider changing it to biannual or annual depending on 

the variation in data over time.  
• Keep fees to a minimum in order to achieve better compliance. 
• Design and implement an effective enforcement approach.  
• A non-exclusive franchise agreement is useful to protect franchise fee revenue and ensure 

public health and safety concerns are addressed.  
• Consider allowing the hauler to do the enforcement and alleviate staff time.  
• Ensure compliance with the Rancho Mirage decision.  
• Explicitly define affected recycling haulers and keep this scope limited to those that handle the 

highest volumes of targeted materials.  
• Make roll-off boxes for construction and demolition debris a non-exclusive franchise system. 

 

Challenges 

• The CCCSWA said it became complicated because other companies that were formerly 
permitted were not part of the application process.  

• Depending on the fee structure (tiered system for recycling permits such as a sliding scale in 
permit fees or a flat fee) the process could get complicated, try to keep it simple. 

• Staff had a hard time figuring out which businesses to reach out to and track down. 
• Promoting the new system is difficult when there are many haulers to reach. 
• Educating the business, resident, or contractor as to why they need to use a “franchised”  or 

permitted hauler can help the enforcement process. 
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3. Recommendations 

After interviewing seven municipalities in California to understand their commercial recycling hauler 
permit system or non-exclusive franchise agreement system, a variety of trends and overall concurrence 
on what municipalities should consider became apparent. It was unanimous that the compliance 
process and the overall system should be made as easy as possible for both the recycling haulers and 
staff managing the system. It is important to implement a convenient “over-the-counter” or online 
permit process and ensure that applications are promptly reviewed and perhaps approved at the staff 
level in lieu of via the governing body. A key priority should be to minimize administration while 
effectively enforcing the system, whether a permit system or non-exclusive franchise agreement system 
is implemented. However, if legal counsel has liability and/or Rancho Mirage decision1  related concerns, 
the agency should consider implementing a non-exclusive franchise permit system which may require 
having the application(s) approved by the governing body. 
 
It is important to allow adequate time to plan and implement the new system to ensure feedback from 
stakeholders can be obtained and that the goals of the project are clearly conveyed. Be transparent, 
think the process through and adopt the best practices of other jurisdictions. The fees should allow for 
administration of the system to be self-sustainable yet kept low in order to achieve the intended 
compliance. Strive for clarity in determining the affected recycling haulers. Do not target shredding or 
electronic scrap recycling haulers or the small independent company with a pick-up truck. Only target 
the primary recycling haulers.  
 
In order to make the system work smoothly and be more efficient, it is recommended that the 
application and reporting processes be managed online. This will ensure less of an administrative 
burden. 

Enforcement is important to ensure compliance and identify the recycling haulers that are unaware of 
the rules. The municipalities recommend consistency in enforcement to limit problems and ensure an 
effective permit or non-exclusive franchise agreement system. City staff should be persistent in order to 
control problems as they arise and ensure the efficacy of the permit or non-exclusive franchise 
agreement system. 
 
After interviewing the seven jurisdictions, it was concluded that the implementation of a permit system 
would make the most sense for RethinkWaste. The primary rationale is because RethinkWaste spans 
across multiple jurisdictions and there are likely numerous recycling haulers providing a variety of 
services across jurisdiction boundaries. Requiring recycling haulers to obtain a recycling permit will 
continue to encourage a competitive open market as opposed to restricting or limiting the market via 
more onerous non-exclusive franchise agreements.  Currently, the CCCSWA and San Jose are each 
implementing an exclusive franchise recycling permit system. Colma, Mountain View, and San Ramon 
only have a handful of recycling haulers and are considered by staff to almost be an exclusive system. It 
                                                           
1 The California Supreme Court ruled in the Rancho Mirage decision that an exclusive franchise for commercial 
recycling purposes applies once the owner of recyclable material discards them. The court held that the exclusive 
franchise does not apply if the owner of these materials sells them to someone aside from the city’s exclusive 
franchisee. 
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was mentioned during the interviews by these five municipalities (i.e., CCCSWA, San Jose, Colma, 
Mountain View and San Ramon) that it might make more sense to have an exclusive agreement, 
because you are able to better monitor and enforce reporting, collect franchise fees, and require haulers 
to hand over business lists to comply with AB341 (i.e., Mandatory Commercial Recycling). However, 
given the five-year notice requirements to establish additional exclusive franchises, this approach is not 
recommended for RethinkWaste in the near term. 
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Appendix 1 

Interview Questions 

Overview 
1. Can you explain your permitting/non-exclusive franchise system? (i.e., who does it cover, how 

do they apply, approval process, reporting requirements, fees involved, enforcement) 
System Development 

2. What drivers motivated the City to implement a non-exclusive franchise or permitting system? 
(e.g., State mandate, generate revenue, need for diversion data, etc.) 

3. What steps were taken to determine the type of system that would work best for your Agency? 
4. Why did your Agency implement the system it did? 
5. How long did it take to develop the system/process, get it approved and complete 

implementation? 
6. Did you face any challenges in the development and implementation of your system? If so, what 

were they? 
7. What were the costs associated with development and implementation of the system? 
8. How did you notify 3rd party vendors/haulers of the new requirements? 

System Administration 
9. How is your system administered? (e.g., Day-to-day administration, enforcement)  
10. How does the hauler application process work and what is the process to approve applications?  
11. How much time does it take to manage the system through each step (e.g., processing 

applications, approval, day-to-day administration, enforcement)? 
12. What are the fees associated with the franchise or permit system? 
13. What reporting requirements do you have (frequency, type of information)? How are reports 

submitted and managed? 
14. If reports are required, do you have any challenges in getting permitees / franchisees to submit 

the reports? Are these submitted timely, complete and accurate?  
15. What if a permittee/franchisee does not provide the reports needed? What are the penalties 

and how is enforcement conducted? 
16. What actions do you take if you find out a vendor is operating without obtaining the required 

permit/franchise? Are there enforcement actions (e.g., warning notice, phone call, citation, 
etc.)? 

17. Have you been successful in getting all the affected of 3rd party vendors to participate in your 
system? 

Wrap-up 
18. Based on your experiences, what are the best practices for implementing a 3rd party 

permitting/franchising system? Are there other things to keep in mind?  
19. Do you have any additional information on your ordinance/municipal code language, reporting 

requirements, etc., that you can provide?  
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Appendix 2 

List of Municipality Staff Interviewed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Jurisdiction Name of Contact Title Website

Central Contra Costa 
Solid Waste Authority Bart Carr

Senior Program 
Manager

http://www.wastediversion.
org/app_pages/view/27

Colma Kathleen Gallagher

Planning Department 
Sustainability 
Program (Consultant)

http://www.colma.ca.gov/i
ndex.php?option=com_cont
ent&view=article&id=218&I
temid=188

Los Angeles Saro Toutounjian Supervisor www.lacountyswims.org

Mountain View Cynthia Palacio Senior Analyst

http://www.mountainview.
gov/city_hall/public_works/
garbage_and_recycling/defa
ult.asp www.mvrecycle.org

San Jose Kristina McCaffrey
Environmental 
Services Specialist

http://www.sanjoseca.gov/i
ndex.aspx?NID=1529

San Ramon David Krueger

Solid Waste and 
Recycling Program 
Manager

http://www.sanramon.ca.g
ov/recycle/commprov.htm 

Thousand Oaks John Brooks Senior Analyst

http://www.ci.thousand-
oaks.ca.us/government/dep
ts/public_works/environme
ntal/default.asp 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
SBWMA TAC PACKET 02/13/2014

_______________________________________________________________________ 
AGENDA ITEM: 4B ATTACHMENT B - p23

FULL PACKET PAGE 47 of 51



FULL PACKET PAGE 48 of 51



 

  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Agenda Item 5 
  

FULL PACKET PAGE 49 of 51



FULL PACKET PAGE 50 of 51



 
SBWMA TAC PACKET 02/13/2014  AGENDA ITEM: 5A- p1 

 

 
 

 
STAFF UPDATE 

March – September 2014 Potential Future TAC Agenda Items  
 
March 13, 2014 

• Ordinance Implementing a Recycling Permit System for Commercial Recyclers 
• Summary of Contractor Annual Reports 

 
April 10, 2014 

• Discussion on FY1415 Budget Priorities 
• Discussion on Performance Metrics for Public Education and Outreach Programs 
• Discussion on Commercial Recycling Best Practices (TBD, may be a Board Workshop) 

 
May 8, 2014 

• Review of Draft FY1415 Budget 
 
June 12, 2014 

• Review of Final FY1415 Budget 
• Other items TBD 

 
July 10, 2014 

• Discussion on 2015 Contractor Compensation Applications 
 
September 11, 2014 (Joint meeting with Board; Special Board Meeting) 

• Final Review of 2015 Contractor Compensation Applications 
(SBWMA Rate Reports Included in September 17, 2014 BOD packet) 
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