
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

MINUTES 

SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

July 24, 2014 – 1:30 p.m. 
RethinkWaste Board Room at the Shoreway Environmental Center 

 

 
 
 

Call to Order 1:35 PM 
1. Roll Call 

 
Alternate Member Al Royse attended for Hillsborough 
 

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 June 26, 2014 BOD Meeting Minutes 
B. Approval of Revised 2014 Board Meeting Calendar  
C. Resolution Approving Agreement with OneWorld Communications for Public Education and 

Outreach Collateral and Campaign Development for RethinkWaste Programs and Services  
D. Resolution Approving Agreement with S. Groner Associates, Inc. for Public Education and 

Outreach for the Door-to-Door Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program and Social 

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  



 

Media  
 

Chair Widmer announced that agenda item 3B was being pulled from the agenda, and that based on one 
Board Member’s comments he had asked Board Secretary Urman to send out a poll to Board Members 
asking if morning, afternoon or evening meetings were best before a final meeting time and date was 
decided on at the September 11th Special Meeting. 
 
Member Aguirre asked what time the September 11th meeting would be. 
 
Chair Widmer commented that he had intended for the 1:30 start time to be only for the July meeting 
based on the agenda, and not a permanent change, but that the start time for September 11 could be 
discussed.  He added that there have been several meetings that the quorum is lost close to 4:00. 
 
Member Aguirre noted that she thought there was too much on the agendas for monthly meetings, noting 
that the meeting time was fine, but the meetings are too long.  She added that special sessions that 
worked with the Board Members schedules could be planned on budget. 
 
Chair Widmer asked the Board Members if there was consensus to ask staff to give more succinct 
presentations and staff reports but keep the meetings at 2:00 and find a way to shorten the meetings. 
 
Member Bronitsky noted that he would like to go forward with the poll stating that the afternoon was 
difficult for him. 
 
Member Bronitsky asked the discussion be open on items 3C and 3D.  He noted that he thought 
$210,000 was a lot of money to be spending on outreach for programs which have already been put in 
place.  He commented that customers were already being communicated with regularly through the bills, 
and that emphasis should be on the programs that are underutilized.  He would like to see increased 
utilization of the communication and staff that already exists before spending more money. 
 
Vice Chair Dehn noticed that many of the items in both contracts Exhibit A’s noted that work would be 
done as needed, and she wanted to know who would decide what is needed.  She also asked if the 
money being spent on HHW outreach was coming out of the money that the Cities are paying for the 
HHW program. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy responded to the HHW part of the question, noting that the fees that are 
charged to the Member Agencies for the HHW program only pay for the contractor to operate the 
program. 
 
Vice Chair Dehn asked who pays for the public education for the Tower Road facility. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy answered that the County assesses a fee at Ox Mountain and about half 
goes to the Recycle works program and half to the County HHW program; adding that it is part of the 
County’s budget not the SBWMA budget. 
 
Chair Widmer commented that both contracts are very similar, and in the future he would like to see the 
two contracts combined with multiple projects under one contract.  He also noted that he thought the 
contracts weren’t as complete as they could have been, and should be improved before being sent out. 
 
Staff Devincenzi explained that the OneWorld Communications contract would be a master contract for a 



 

majority of the Public Education outreach.  The SBWMA is the primary agency for public outreach on 
behalf of the member agencies.  She also gave further explanation to the costs highlighted in Exhibit A, 
noting that included in those figures are $80-$90,000 of hard costs not just OneWorld’s costs.  She then 
noted that items indicating an as needed basis that are part of the contract are for outreach items that 
may come up during the year, but are unknown at this time.  She added that if no projects come up, then 
the money isn’t spent.  She also added that the contracts would be billed monthly for work completed 
during the prior month, and that the SBWMA does own all of the work that has been completed, and that 
she would work with legal counsel to tighten up the language. 
 
Chair Widmer requested that RFP information be included in the future when the Board is voting on 
contracts. 
 
Member Brownrigg asked if there were any statistics to show that the money being spent is working and 
noted he was particularly skeptical of newsletter effectiveness. 
 
Staff Devincenzi referenced the public education survey that was recently completed, and commented 
that 42% responded that they had read the newsletter and of those 90% said they found it useful. 
 
Member Brownrigg asked how the SBWMA’s public outreach merges with Recology and SBR’s outreach. 
 
Staff Devincenzi answered that SBR does public outreach on a very limited scope, and that the SBWMA 
is the umbrella agency for doing the majority of the public outreach.  In 2013, when the Franchise 
Agreements were updated part of that negotiation included Recology eliminating their Public Outreach 
Manager position, and the management of all of the Franchise Agreement required public education was 
transferred to the SBWMA.  She added that the JPA staff manages the development, but Recology still 
covers the production costs of any of the components required by the Franchise Agreements. 
 
Member Bronitsky asked what it is that is being marketed, noting that he sees the JPA as an oversight 
agency, and he thinks $200,000 is too much money without big effect. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy addressed the feedback on effectiveness question that Member Brownrigg 
and Member Bronitsky brought up.  He noted that sometimes feedback is very direct; giving the example 
of promoting the HHW program in FY2013 and then the number of people using the program went up.  
He noted that in FY2014 there wasn’t a HHW specific campaign and the overall numbers for use of the 
program dropped in FY2014.  He also noted the campaign to inform the public about which items go in 
which carts noting that feedback for that campaign can be measured in diversion rates, and quality of 
recyclables, noting that recyclables are worth $180-200 per ton. 
 
Chair Widmer requested that if the contracts are approved measurement of effectiveness be 
accomplished via the quality of the recyclables or how many people are using the HHW program, and 
then when this comes back to the Board for approval next time the staff report should include information 
about how the public reacted to the previous year’s campaigns.  He also suggested that the JPA staff not 
send duplicative marketing messages for information Recology is already sending out in the bills. 
 
Staff Devincenzi noted that she works closely with Recology to coordinate the messaging, and that she is 
working with the CSRs’ to track messaging when customers call. There is no duplication of effort with 
Recology. 
 
Member Bronitsky asked regarding the HHW drop in usage, if there is a way to know if it is because of the 



 

lack of campaign or if there is a lack of need once people have used that program once.  He noted that he 
would like to not spend the money now that the public is educated on the programs and see what 
happens. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy noted that the amount of money that is being spent on public education has 
dropped every year, and that the only thing in the scope of work that is new for these contracts is Item F, 
the Annual Service Notice, which is in the Franchise Agreements. 
 
Chair Widmer suggested that as tasks are going to be assigned to the contractor notification is given to 
the board for discussion. 
 
Member Bronitsky noted that he didn’t need the information at that level. 
 
Staff Devincenzi noted that the information is summarized in the Recycling and Outreach programs 
update each month in the Board packet. 
 
Chair Widmer noted that it would be kept in the staff updates, and trend information should be included 
after 6 months. 
 
Member Aguirre made a motion to approve 3A, 3C, and 3D 
Member Stone seconded the motion 
Voice Vote: All in favor. 

 

4. Old Business: 

A. Discussion on Continued Use of County VRS Workers by SBR 
 

Staff Gans gave an overview of the staff report, and explained factors for both 4A and 4B. He noted that 
the 4A staff report was informational only and that the item would be back in September when SBR and 
VRS negotiations on the contract are complete.  He noted that the reason the JPA board needs to 
approve the use of VRS workers is that the Operations agreement between the SBWMA and SBR 
requires that the use of all 3rd party contractors be approved by the Board. 
 
Member Bronitsky asked if there were wage increases built into the contract. 
 
Staff Gans answered that the SBWMA is not a party to the contract because it is between SBR and VRS, 
but that CPI increases are built in to the contract.  The SBR contract with SBWMA also has a CPI 
adjustment.  He also added that the contract being considered is a 6 year contract so it will end when the 
Operations Agreement contract ends at the end of 2020. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy added that this discussion is similar to the discussion regarding union 
workers and the point Member Brownrigg brought up about what happens if the contractors negotiate 
contracts for more than the SBWMA is compensating them.  He noted that the short term answer is it’s 

Agency Yes No Abstain Absent Agency Yes No Abstain 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 Dist X    



 

not the JPA’s issue, but long term it becomes an issue when the contracts come up for renegotiation, and 
much of the JPA staff and Board involvement in the VRS negotiation has been around keeping the gap 
small so there isn’t a big surprise 6 years from now. 
 
Member Slocum asked since the meeting on July 17th, had there been any language movement to get to 
a finalized contract. 
 
Staff Gans answered that after the July 17th meeting language was drafted by SBR to capture the 
discussions  that had occurred at the meeting, and that language has been sent to the County, and SBR 
was waiting for a response. 
 
Chair Widmer commented that at the meeting it was agreed a member of the County’s staff was going to 
draft the gain sharing language. 
 
Dwight Herring responded that the County staff had reached out to SBR and asked them to draft the 
language, which went to County Counsel yesterday. 
 
Member Slocum shared concern that the Board hasn’t seen the language that was sent, and he wants to 
make sure that what ends up in the contract is what was discussed at the meeting.  He would like to see a 
copy. 
 
Dwight Herring noted that he would send a copy of the language to Member Slocum and Chair Widmer. 
 
Member Royse asked if there was concern over not having enough sorters or too many sorters. 
 
Chair Widmer stated that the next item with commitment of tons from Recology resolves that issue. 

 
B. Consideration of Long-Term Approval of Additional Third Party Tons into Shoreway MRF 

 
Staff Gans summarized the staff report, noting that it has been a complicated process with a lot of 
involved parties, and that all parties involved have made concessions. 
 
Chair Widmer asked about the Recology concession of agreeing to reduce the cost of organics 
processing on a future contract by the same dollar amount the SBWMA conceded in the host fee, 
wondering when that contract would take effect. 
 
Staff Gans answered that the contract would begin in January 2015. 
 
Member Bronitsky asked for clarification on depreciable versus non-depreciable equipment costs. 
 
Staff Gans answered that the equipment cost is separated by parts that wear and parts that do not wear, 
noting that this an attempt to capture the portion of the equipment that wears more quickly due to 
increased use.   
 
Member Bronitsky noted that he would like the see calculation based on the replacement cost not the 
original cost. 
 



 

Executive Director McCarthy explained that the original cost of the equipment was $17.8M, the $5.3M is 
what is currently scheduled for equipment replacement to be replaced after twelve years, which is being 
accelerated with these additional tons so it is being included as a cost against the host fee revenue. 
 
Staff Moran added that the moving parts that will depreciate faster with the additional tons have been 
included and the remainder will depreciate at the same rate either way. 
 
Member Bronitsky commented that he thought the canopy should be completely paid for by the extra tons 
coming into the facility and therefore it should be paid off by the end of the contract. 
 
Staff Gans answered that the life of the asset is fifteen years, and the JPA would receive some value from 
the asset after the contract for additional tons was completed.  He then pointed to the financial analysis 
section of the staff report and noted that at a margin of $140,000 per year for the guaranteed three years 
that Recology has agreed to would roughly pay for the canopy outright after 3 years. 
 
Vice Chair Dehn questioned why this item is up for approval before there is agreement with VRS, noting if 
there was no VRS contract there would be no second shift, and asked for clarification if this also approved 
the construction of the canopy. 
 
Staff Gans answered that after the negotiation meeting on July 17th; it was felt by all involved including 
Chair Widmer and Member Slocum that all parties were very close to an agreement.  He also noted the 
same item also needs to be approved by the County Board of Supervisors, and it is unknown how long it 
will take to get the item on that agenda.  He added that staff would be back to the Board with a separate 
approval for the canopy construction. 
 
Chair Widmer added that there is a temporary agreement in place with VRS to continue to supply sorters 
until a formal agreement is approved. 
 
Member Stone made a motion to approve resolution 2014-18.   
Member Brownrigg seconded the motion 
Roll Call Vote: 8-0-0-4 

 
C. Consideration of Introduction of Ordinance Implementing a Recycling Reporting System for 

Commercial Recycling Haulers  
 

Staff Feldman noted that this item has been before the Board multiple times, and gave an overview of the 
staff report. 
 
Chair Widmer asked staff to give an overview of what was asked of them the last time this item was 
discussed. 
 

Agency Yes No Abstain Absent Agency Yes No Abstain 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 Dist X    



 

Staff Feldman answered that staff was asked to try obtain the commercial recycling data voluntarily from 
non-franchised haulers.  He noted that a consultant spent over 40 hours reaching out to a subset of 37 of 
the 165 haulers identified with a minimum of two to three emails, and two to three phone calls.  He noted 
that the consultant had great success in getting to the right person in these companies, but didn’t have 
great success in actually obtaining reports, only three of the 37 actually submitted reports.  Of the three 
who did respond there was approximately 1700 tons of diversion not being captured currently, and if 
added that to what Recology collects commercial recycling would increase by 30% just from these three 
businesses.  He summarized that the results say that there is a lot more diversion than is currently 
reported, and that it appears there will be little success in trying to obtain the information voluntarily.  
 
Vice Chair Dehn asked where reports would go via the software system that is proposed for the project. 
 
Staff Feldman answered that the portal would be through the RethinkWaste website, and the data would 
then be exported into a Microsoft Excel or Access data base. 
 
Member Royse asked if there was any feedback as to why those that didn’t respond didn’t, wondering 
how much of a burden it was to the haulers.  He also wondered if there was a way to check for accuracy 
in the data provided. 
 
Staff Feldman answered that several of the haulers did say they would fill out the report, but when 
pressed they simply didn’t, some did say that they wouldn’t fill out the survey unless it was required.  He 
also noted that the information being asked for is a topline report, and the report is just a single page 
streamline report.  Regarding the accuracy question, he noted that the assumption is the information is 
accurate; there are no checks and balances.  He added that staff feels it’s important not to ask for any 
information that might be confidential to the haulers business practices. 
 
Chair Widmer asked if there was any follow up with the Cities to get a list of business licenses to ensure 
that the list of third party haulers was accurate. 
 
Staff Feldman noted that the community of independent haulers is fairly small, the current list is 165 that 
would be eligible to report if the ordinance passes.  He noted that supplemental information regarding 
eligible businesses would be appreciated, but not to put burden on City administrative staff to assist in 
implementation. 
 
Member Brownrigg commented that he thought he would be hearing from one of the larger 3rd party 
haulers based in Burlingame, and that they wouldn’t be happy about this ordinance.  He noted that he 
would be more comfortable passing the ordinance if it was part of a state mandate, and that he wasn’t 
sure it was a fair burden on businesses. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy noted that AB341 that requires commercial recycling service levels, but 
there is nothing that states an individual business is required to report specific recycling. 
 
Member Brownrigg wondered if there were requirements on diversion for the county or the JPA. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy answered yes, but it’s a different system, noting that all of the member 
agencies are in compliance with the per capita disposal system.  He added that the bigger overlay is 
AB341 which has set a state wide diversion goal of 75%, for which there are no local mandates yet.  That 
75% goal will play a big part in the development of the long range plan.  He noted that the challenge is 



 

that staff can’t develop any commercial recycling program options without knowing how far to go, noting 
that there is no way to know what the current success rate is outside of the JPA programs. 
 
Member Brownrigg asked why it was important to know the diversion rate outside of the JPA programs, 
and how he could explain the importance of the ordinance to businesses. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy noted that business owners will be told that there is a state wide recycling 
goal of 75% and currently the commercial sector is throwing away two thirds of the trash that is going to 
the landfill.  Non Franchised 3rd party haulers diversion information is needed to get to the 75% goal. 
 
Staff Feldman added that currently all of the Member Agencies are comfortably meeting the 50% 
diversion of the per capita disposal system, but that there were changes to the Cal Green Standards 
building codes, which will change how disposal is calculated. 
 
Member Brownrigg commented that he thought it was like rubbing salt in the wound to tell a small 
business to fill out a report, and pay to fill out the report. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy noted that the fee is there because we had previously gotten direction from 
the Board to cover staff costs for the program. 
 
Member Bronitsky commented that he understood when this item was discussed last that the businesses 
that are required to recycle under the law would be the ones filling out the reporting information not the 
haulers.  He noted that he was disappointed in the 40 hours of outreach effort and thought that it should 
be done on City letter head and directly to the business.  He also commented that a 5 year notice to 
franchise commercial recycling should be considered. 
 
Member Aguirre  added that she would like to see working with a carrot instead of stick, and work with the 
Cities, business communities and Chambers to explain why this is being done instead of making it 
another law. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy noted that the scope of work for the outreach was through the balance of the 
FY2014 fiscal year.  The money that was talked about through December is money that is budgeted in the 
FY2015 budget is intended to be used to actually implement the ordinance.  He also noted that this is not 
an ordinance on the 10,000 plus businesses in the service area, and is not a mandatory commercial 
recycling business ordinance.  This ordinance is on the businesses collecting and hauling commercial 
recycling.  He stated that staff did the outreach to the businesses they were supposed to. 
 
Chair Widmer commented that at the last discussion the Board was told that much of the hauling was 
done by big box retailers, and he would also have liked to see staff working with the Cities and their 
business license lists, to have letters on City letterhead, he thought that approach may have gotten to a 
higher percentage of participation. 
 
Member Royse commented that he agreed and has less concern over the burden on a big box company 
like Costco than a small family business.  He did have concern over the quarterly reporting requirement, 
and wondered if that was too much detail. 
 
Staff Feldman answered that the data that is being requested is data that they already keep, because 
they are in business to make money, they know how much they pick up and how much they are selling it 
for.  Staff doesn’t feel like quarterly is a burden given that the businesses already keep this information, 



 

and asking for the information over a longer period of time might actually be more of a burden for the 
businesses. 
 
Member Stone agreed that most of the businesses would have this information, and if they don’t they 
wouldn’t be in business.  He noted that he saw the staff report as an attempt by staff to do what the Board 
asked them to do, and that it revealed what staff suspected was the case.  He also noted that he didn’t 
think $10-$12 per month would be an undue burden on the businesses. 
 
Member Brownrigg noted that commercial hauling isn’t clearly defined and wondered if it includes the 
person on the bike collecting CRV.  He questioned how much legal scrutiny this ordinance has gotten. 
 
Counsel Lanzone noted that he reviewed it both times it has been discussed, and noted that it is 
specifically to business and doesn’t see an issue with the definitions. 
 
Member Slocum asked if the Board had gotten from staff what was asked for the last time this was talked 
about or not. 
 
Chair Widmer answered that the Board asked staff to reach out to a sample of the businesses affected to 
see if the information could be obtained voluntarily. 
 
Mark Arsenault of Recology expressed concern that if the ordinance is approved, a five year notice be 
issued at the same time, because as communities move towards zero waste there has to be a 
mechanism to pay for these services and this is a large piece of business that could be part of a future 
franchise. 
 
Staff Feldman clarified that this ordinance has nothing to do with the five year notice. 
 
Member Brownrigg asked what a five year notice is. 
 
Staff Feldman answered that there is a public resources code that requires a municipality to provide the 
market place a five year notice before a franchise agreement could be issued for commercial recycling or 
commercial organics recycling.  He added that this ordinance has nothing to do with franchising; it has to 
do with getting information from third party haulers that are currently providing services because currently 
recycling is open market. 
 
Chair Widmer asked why a five year notice shouldn’t be sent, if small haulers are keeping tons out of the 
facility. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy answered that costs are likely to go up because competition would be 
eliminated in the market place, and forcing most business into a franchised system with CBA labor and 
costs that are much more expensive than the open market.  He also noted that it is a policy tool, but until 
the diversion information from the open market is known, staff can’t recommend if  a five year notice is  
good policy or not. 
 
Member Bronitsky commented that the Board wouldn’t have to make a decision for 5 years, but it may 
incentivize the haulers to provide their diversion information voluntarily. 
 
Staff Feldman reiterated that this ordinance is affecting the haulers not the individual businesses, and that 
he was more comfortable going to the hauler than to a business and telling them that in the future rates 



 

are going to go up and, your hauler won’t be able to provide service.  He thought it was a hard sell to the 
business community. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy pointed out that a five year notice is a City decision not a JPA decision. 
 
Member Royse commented that it wasn’t clear how many businesses this would affect, and asked if there 
had been any consideration of putting an income threshold on the business affected by the ordinance, 
noting that he was still concerned as to the community this ordinance would impact inadvertently. 
 
Staff Feldman noted that JPA staff doesn’t have the resources to go to every single business that might 
be eligible to report and pay the fee.  The intent is to look for the business that are capable of providing 
the information and handle a lot of the material. 
 
Member Royse noted that he understood the intent, but would be more comfortable if it was in the law. 
 
Chair Widmer suggested setting a threshold at number of employees or annual dollar amount. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy responded that the challenge is knowing where to set the threshold, noting 
that 63 of the 165 identified businesses are back haulers which are not small businesses, but there is no 
way of knowing what the threshold should be. 
 
Member Aguirre asked where the 3rd party haulers are bringing the items to be recycled, and could the 
data be collected at the recycling location. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy answered that there is no state data base to know where recycling from the 
service area is going. 
 
Staff Feldman added that if information was collected via the recycler versus the hauler, it gets into 
proprietary information about how their business is conducted and the intent is to find out diversion, not 
business practices. 
 
Member Brownrigg made a motion to table the discussion noting he was not ready to vote for this today. 
Member Aguirre seconded the motion. 
Voice Vote: All in Favor 
 
Chair Widmer asked for input from Board Members on what needed to be addressed before staff brings 
this back to the Board. 
 
Member Brownrigg noted that he would like to talk to the haulers in Burlingame who would be affected 
and find out how much of a burden this ordinance will be for them, and suggested that each Board 
Member do similar research for discussion at the next meeting. 
 
Chair Widmer noted that the next time it is on the agenda it will be a discussion item, and staff will get 
input from the Board based on their research. 

 
Member Stone noted that it’s already been discussed twice, and Board Members can talk to staff between 
now and the next meeting so there is no reason why it couldn’t come up for a vote at the next meeting. 
 



 

Chair Widmer noted that there were two meetings in September, and at the September 11th meeting staff 
would get feedback, and at the September 25th meeting the ordinance would be back for a vote. 
 
Member Stone clarified that the Board Members were going to do the research with haulers affected by 
the ordinance, and give feedback at the first meeting, and then staff would incorporate the feedback into 
the ordinance and it would be up for a vote at the second meeting. 
 
Vice Chair Dehn asked staff to share the list of haulers with the Board so that board members would 
know which of the businesses were in their jurisdiction. 

 
5. New Business: 

A. Discussion on Guiding Principles for Development of the Long Range Plan 
 
Executive Director McCarthy gave an overview of the staff report which outlined how staff would evaluate 
programs and policy options in the development of the long range plan and asked for Board feedback on 
what was written in the staff report. 
 
Member Bronitsky noted that the four agencies compared in the staff report all seem large, and he 
questioned if there were smaller agencies that have done similar long range plans. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy noted that the SBWMA service area is 450,000 people, which is smaller 
than the City of San Jose, but much larger than the City of Boulder, and about a quarter to a third the size 
of Stopwaste (Alameda County) and about the same size as the City of Portland.  He noted that these 
Cities were chosen because they have a long history of adopting long range solid waste plans. 
 
Chair Widmer noted that he would like the plan to incorporate the 75% goal, and didn’t think the JPA 
needed to be any higher than that.  He commented that he didn’t know what role the JPA plays in 
economic development as the Cities are already doing that.  Lastly, he would like to see if there is a 
benefit to the rate payer before the best use of recoverable materials is included as a goal of the long 
range plan. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy noted that economic development was not the priority, but to the extent 
economic development benefit could be quantified it would be.  He also explained that the section 
regarding highest and best use of recoverable materials which essentially means that there are tradeoffs 
regarding how materials are collected, noting that there are other alternatives to the 3 bin system our 
service area has in place that may be easier and possibly cheaper to collect but would lower the quality of 
material and lower the commodity revenue. 
Chair Widmer noted that he would like to make sure that the economics and benchmarking factor in on 
the Long Range Plan. 
 
Member Brownrigg commended staff, noting that it looked like a great outline, commenting that the next 
10 years with the contracts coming up and the Ox Mountain contract ending are a big ten years to think 
about. 
 
Vice Chair Dehn commented that it was a great outline as well and noted that the Boulder study included 
identifying service voids, and she would like to see that added to the Long Range Plan. 
 

6.  Staff Updates: 

a)  Potential Future Board Agenda Items 



 

b) Check Register for June 2014 
c) Update on 2014/15 Franchise Rate Setting Process 
d) Recycling and Outreach Programs Update 
e) Shoreway Facility Operations and Maintenance Update 
f) Receipt of Recology and SBR Monthly Reports 
  

7. Board Member Comments  
 
8.  Adjourn 3:49PM 


