
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. Adjourn to Closed Session – Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6: Conference With Labor 
Negotiators Agency designated representative: Robert J. Lanzone Unrepresented employee: Executive 
Director. 

 

3. Report from Closed Session 
 

THE REGULAR PORTION OF THE MEETING IS ANTICIPATED TO START AT 2:30 PM 
4. Roll Call  

 

5. 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. 

 

6. Executive Director’s Report 
 

7. 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 October 22, 2015 BOD Meeting Minutes 
B. Consideration of Approval of Extended Producer Responsibility Framework 
C. Approval of 2016 Board Meeting Calendar 
D.   Consideration of Approval for a Contract with JR Miller & Associate for Preliminary Architectural Design of a 

Transfer Station Building Expansion 
 

8. Administration and Finance 
 A. Discussion on Board Agenda-Setting Process and Procedures (Discussion item) 
 

9. Collection and Recycling Program Support and Compliance 
A. Discussion on Draft Plan and Recommended Process for Supporting Member Agencies with Future 

Franchise Agreement Decisions (Discussion item) 
 

10. Shoreway Operations and Contract Management 
A. Consideration of Shoreway Facility Tipping Fee Adjustments Effective 1/1/16 (Approval item) 
B. Consideration of Approval for South Bay Recycling to Lease Two End-Dump Tractor Trailers for Glass 

Hauling (Approval item) 
 

11. Informational Items Only (no action required) 
A. 2015 Finance and Rate Setting Calendar 
B. Check Register for October 2015 
C. Potential Future Board Agenda Items 

 

12. Board Member Comments 
  

13.  Adjourn 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
THURSDAY, November 19, 2015 at 2:00 p.m. 

 

San Carlos Library, Conference Room A/B 
610 Elm Street, San Carlos, CA 94070 
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STAFF REPORT 

To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Kevin McCarthy, Executive Director 
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:  Executive Director’s Report 

Key Board Agenda/Packet Items 
 Consideration of approval of tipping fee adjustments for 2016. The assumed tipping fee increases for 

franchise business in the adopted FY1516 budget have remained unchanged. Small new increases are 
proposed on self-haul customer rates. The recommended franchise tipping fee increases will have a 0.6% 
collection rate impact. 

 Discussion and proposed plan as to how the JPA can best support Member Agencies with future 
franchise agreement decisions, notably regarding a decision that needs to be made in 2017 as to whether 
or not to extend the current franchise agreements with Recology. 

 A time sensitive request to approve SBR leasing two additional tractor trailers to address longer haul 
distances for glass. SBR currently ships glass to San Leandro but in the first quarter of 2016 will be 
required to ship to Fairfield. The estimated lease cost is about $100k/year for the two tractor trailers. 

 
Program and Operational Update 
RethinkWaste Website, Social Media and “my waste” Mobile App 
The RethinkWaste website hosted 3,098 sessions from October 9th, 2015 to November 8th, 2015. The average 
session lasted 2.5 minutes with approximately 70% of visitors being new to the site. Staff will be using this data 
along with additional analytics to develop content and drive increased engagement with the site.  
 
During the month of October, RethinkWaste has worked in conjunction with Stephen Groner Associates to launch 
a Social Media Marketing Campaign with the objective of developing our online presence and leveraging existing 
platforms to increase followers and boost engagement. Since the launch of the campaign, fans on Facebook have 
increased by 443 or approximately 26% with 506 instances of engagement. Similarly, the followers on Twitter 
have increased by 155 or approximately 33% with 95 instances of engagement. Staff will be making a future 
presentation on how this level of social media engagement supports our Agency’s mission to achieve 75% 
diversion and beyond. 
 
In an effort to increase engagement with the MyWaste Mobile App, staff will be working with the app developer to 
roll out a website plug-in to all member agency websites over the coming weeks. The plug-in will serve as a web 
version of the mobile app and allow for alternative methods of access and increased engagement.  
 
Announcements 
As previously disclosed on November 10th, my last day will be on December 31, 2015. I will be starting a new job 
on January 4th with CH2M Hill in Oakland and will remain a San Carlos resident and engaged customer. Overall, 
the past 9+ years have been an amazing experience, one I could probably write a book about. In the end, I far 
exceeded all the original goals I was hired to accomplish and have proven adaptable and flexible to meet 
changing service and political conditions and governance changes. I especially want to thank prior Board 
Members Larry Patterson and Brian Ponty for their leadership and support during challenging times. And there are 
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a number of elected officials out there, you know who you are, that have provided good counsel and support for 
the JPA either as Board Members or in fulfilling their public service duties. Finally, the hardest goodbye is to my 
staff that collectively provides great staff work and an unbelievable level of commitment to a job well done for the 
customer. 
 
News of Interest 
“Germany faces an awkward trash problem: there's not enough of it.” 
http://www.wastedive.com/news/germany-faces-an-awkward-trash-problem-theres-not-enough-of-it/407730/ 
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DRAFT MINUTES 
SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 

MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
October, 22, 2015, 2015 – 2:00 p.m. 

San Carlos Library Conference Room A/B 

Call To Order: 2:03PM 
1. Roll Call  

 

 
 

 

2. Adjourn to Closed Session – Pursuant to Government Code Section Govt. Code Sec. 54956.9 
Conference with Labor Negotiator:  Unrepresented employees- (All employees). 

3. Regular Session CTO: 2:11PM 
Roll Call 

 

 
4. Report from Closed Session 

 

Chair Widmer noted that the Board met with the representative that was negotiating on behalf of the 
unrepresented employees, and that the Board took action and would be reporting on that action 
during the regular agenda. 

 

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  

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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5. 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 
 

6. Executive Director’s Report 
 

Executive Director McCarthy highlighted a commodity price chart that was in the staff report.  He 
noted that world commodity prices as they relate to plastics, and metals are extremely volatile, and 
added that with the price of oil being low, the price for plastics has depressed, which continues to 
affect movement of that commodity from the MRF. 
 

Executive Director McCarthy also introduced Carolina Leonhardt as the new Recycling Outreach and 
Sustainability Manager. 
 

Executive Director McCarthy commented that all of the Board members were copied on 
correspondence from the Town of Atherton related to interpretation of the Franchise Agreement, and 
things that are covered in the compensation and the JPA budget.  He noted that those items and the 
specific questions will be addressed in the next few meetings. 
 

7. 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 September 24, 2015 BOD Meeting Minutes 
B. Resolution Approving Amendment Number 4 to Agreement with WM Curbside, LLC to Provide 

Household Hazardous Waste, Universal Waste, Electronic Scrap, Sharps and Medicine Door-to-
Door Collection, Recycling and Disposal Services  

C. 2016 Annual Public Education Plan  
D. Consideration of Approval of 2016 Merit Increase Pool for Unrepresented Employees  

 

Chair Widmer noted that item 7D is the approval of the Merit Increase pool for the unrepresented 
employees that was discussed in closed session. 
 

Member Benton pulled item 7C from consent 
 

Member Bonilla moved to accept items 7A, 7B, and 7D 
Member Bronitsky seconded the motion 
Voice Vote: All in favor 

 

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    
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Discussion on item 7C: 
 

Member Benton commented that he pulled the item because it’s an extensive list of materials and 
programs towards public education.  He noted that the report frequently mentions how these items 
will be measured for effectiveness, but that there isn’t anything in the staff report about historical 
effectiveness. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy replied that there was a section in the Long Range Plan that detailed all 
of the existing programs, so the last time the Board would have seen historical effectiveness data 
would have been the Long Range Plan.  He added that whenever specific projects are run there are 
numbers tied to them, and gave an example of a truck signs program.  He also commented that 
everything in the public education plan is required in the Franchise Agreement. 
 
Member Benton asked for confirmation that as a part of the process staff is reviewing items for 
effectiveness, and programs are continually evaluated. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy answered that to the extent possible, yes, data is collected and 
analyzed. 
 
Chair Widmer added that he would like to see metrics included for some of the pieces mentioned in 
the plan, and noted that he would like to see metrics specifically for the mobile app, and multifamily 
outreach.  He also noted that he thought the anti-littering campaign sounded like make work.  He 
noted that he would like to see key performance indicators (KPI) included, or at least have a 
discussion on what those indicators should be. 
 
Member Brownrigg commented that outreach is not always easy to measure, if it was reduced then 
less education would happen in our service area, and it’s not always easy to point to one campaign or 
another. 

 
Executive Director McCarthy commented that some of the data and KPIs are collected but not 
reported.  Adding that, based on feedback from the Board that the Board Packets were too long and 
those staff updates were taken out of the Board packet about a year ago, but are still being written 
and are available.  He also added that the website, MyWaste app, and social media are being 
tracked, but the feedback he received was to not give that level of detail, but he would be happy to 
share it.  Lastly, he added the anti-littering campaign is a state requirement, and the idea of a bill 
insert came out of a collaboration with a number of agencies, as a way to get the word out about 
those requirements. 
 
Chair Widmer commented that KPIs are not as important now, but it would be important to see them 
as part of the budget process when future programs are being discussed, and he would like to see 
the information. 
 
Member Dehn noted that she is a fan of shrinking the package, but when changes to a particular 
program come forward to the Board statistics and specifics need to be included. 
 
Member Benton moved to approve agenda item 7C. 
Member Brownrigg seconded the motion. 
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Voice Vote: All in favor 

 
8. Administration and Finance: 

A. Presentation on Extended Producer Responsibility Framework by the Executive Director of 
California Product Stewardship Council (Presentation and Discussion item) 

 
Staff Feldman introduced Heidi Sanborn, Executive Director, for the California Product Stewardship 
Council (CPSC). 
 
Heidi Sanborn gave a presentation on Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR). 
 
Chair Widmer asked if laptops and flat screens TVs would be included in EPR legislation. 
 
Heidi Sanborn answered that the current California bill is a government run program with an advance 
disposal fee and only covers monitors, and is the opposite of producer responsibility. 
 
Chair Widmer asked about end of life management, noting that the consumer is paying for it at the 
time of purchase but then it is very difficult to get it where it needs to go at the end of life even though 
its already been paid for. 
 
Heidi Sanborn commented that if the right details aren’t in the law, then the outcomes desired won’t 
be achieved, and is also why it would be great to have an agency like the SBWMA to give input to 
these laws to get the right details into the bill. 

 
Member Brownrigg asked who is paying when the producer is out of state, if it is the reseller or 
wholesaler or manufacturer. 
 
Heidi Sanborn answered that producers are responsible if the item is sold into a jurisdiction 
regardless of where the item is made, and the definition that Cal Recycle has adopted is producer 
first, then the brand owner, and then first importer, and that definition catches all the decision makers. 
 
Member Brownrigg asked if EPR legislation makes it hard for California companies to compete in 3rd 
markets. 
 
Heidi Sanborn answered no, because it doesn’t matter where it is made. 
 
Member Benton requested further information on the process to add an item to the product list. 
 
Heidi Sanborn answered that each product has to go through the legislature, and she noted that in 
2008 Assembly Member Chesbro tried to pass legislation for a framework approach, that would 

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    
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delegate the authority to CalRecycle to pick products based on their volume, toxicity, and cost.  
However, there was a lot of opposition, and now the legislature is going product by product. 

 
Member Benton commented that a lot of packaging has no indication that it is recyclable, and asked 
what it takes to get a product that is packaged in plastic to be required to be recyclable plastic. 
 
Heidi Sanborn gave an example of the Belgium system, and how the producers are working with the 
manufacturers, and noted that we have to work together and in the United States there is a lot of 
influence from the industry group’s causing push back on this type of legislation. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy commented that the staff report lists 3 types of items that the SBWMA 
receives revenue for, but it’s an insignificant amount of money in terms of what local government and 
the rate payers are paying.  He also noted that not every class of materials is the same in terms of 
difficulty in getting laws passed, there are all kinds of complex issues, and the more stakeholders that 
get involved the more opposition there is.  He also added that he helped write California’s eWaste 
law, and it is a different model from EPR which mandates that manufactures stop using certain 
chemicals in their product. 
 
Heidi Sanborn commented that EPR is a policy tool in the toolbox that wasn’t being used in the 
United States and now for the right products it can be. 
 
Member Bronitsky asked if the resistance to EPR was all political.   

 
Heidi Sanborn said yes, from the manufacturers, but not all of them, paint, mattresses and thermostat 
industry stakeholders worked with lawmakers. 
 
Member Bronitsky commented that he thought the law should be like product liability law and 
changed so that any product in the stream of commerce has to be recyclable. 
 
Heidi Sanborn commented there is a lot of legislative strategy around EPR, and she noted that CPSC 
is trying to encourage the SBWMA to have a voice at the table when the time comes. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy added that the intent would be to bring back a resolution for approval, 
and asked for comments on the draft resolution in the staff report. 
 
Chair Widmer commented that as opposed to just embracing one manner of policy, he wanted to 
make sure it was the right and smart thing to do. 
 
Vice Chair Dehn asked when the item would be back for approval. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy responded probably November, since there are not a lot of questions at 
this point. 

 
9. Collection and Recycling Program Support and Compliance: 

A. Results of Recology Evaluation of Using Larger Data Pool for Conducting Annual Route 
Assessment (Discussion item) 
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Chair Widmer commented that he thought the staff report was too narrowly focused, and that the 
original question was broader, and the report should have included how Recology does data 
collection and why it is so hard to get a larger data pool, when the cost of equipment for data 
collection was included and paid for through the RFP process. 
 
Staff Feldman gave an overview of the staff report, and summarized that Recology has come to the 
conclusion that it will cost roughly $8,300 for a one time set up fee, and an additional $93,000 annual 
for an additional staff person, to manipulate the date in the way that the Board is requesting. 
 
Chair Widmer commented that as part of the future franchise agreement discussion the onboard 
computer system should be looked at from the point of view of being cost effective in the first place.  
He added that if it isn’t being used for reporting the information the JPA has requested then the 
Company should be paying for it and not the rate payers. 
 
Staff Feldman responded that the onboard computer system does have a value add in customer 
service real time responses that Recology is providing, but it was never envisioned to be the critical 
component related to cost allocation. 
 
Chair Widmer reiterated that data was supposed to be collected, and collected data should be 
available and it is not. 

 
Member Benton asked for clarification on what exactly were the findings from the data collection.   
 
Staff Feldman answered that the results are that Recology will analyze additional data, if that is what 
the Board decides, but it will cost additional money. 
 
Member Benton asked for clarification if a second period of data collection to validate what the results 
were from the first data collection period was or was not part of the Franchise Agreement. 
 
Staff Feldman answered Recology compared data from the contractually required period in the 
April/May time frame with an additional not contractually obligated period in July of 2015.  He added 
that in September Recology provided a report that compared the two.  The extra money to compile a 
wider range of data to be used in the future is not in the Franchise Agreement. 
 
Member Benton asked for clarification if Recology was willing to do the second validation period 
going forward. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy added that from Recology’s perspective the data results were not 
significantly different enough to justify continuing with two data collection periods, or moving forward 
with the larger data pool. 
 
Mike Kelly of Recology added that the second data collection is time consuming and he would need 
to verify what the additional costs would be, but Recology could do it.  He noted that he wasn’t sure 
there would be any value add other than what is in the report today.  He also noted that there is a 
timing issue, because it’s already happening in April/May and if the data collection is happening any 
later than July it is too late to get included in the rate report. 
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Member Benton reiterated that he wanted to have some kind of a validation process to make sure 
that the data that is used in the compensation application is accurate. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy commented that Recology has an obligation when the annual route 
assessment is completed if there is something noticeably off in the data that they have to do 
something so that the results are not skewed.  He added that it would be very complex timing wise to 
figure out what to do with the validated numbers. 
 
Member Benton commented that little variances in the route assessment data can make big swings in 
allocation especially for the smaller agencies who are not a big percentage of the total. 
 
Mike Kelly commented that there is no period of time that could be identified to guarantee no 
anomalies. 
 
Chair Widmer noted that one of the options discussed previously was the possibility of taking one to 
two weeks per quarter, to level out the anomalies. 
 
Mike Kelly noted that the data collection process is a manual process to merge three different data 
collection systems, and because it’s not the same drivers on every route every day it takes and 
individual to try and marry up all of the collected data, which is why it would take an additional head 
count to have additional data available for allocation purposes. 

 
Member Brownrigg suggested coming up with an acceptable percent swing and if the number for a 
particular agency is above that percent swing, anomalies are then looked for, and an Agency has to 
defend those anomalies.  If there are anomalies the number is thrown out and last year’s percentage 
is used, and if not the new percentage stands. 
 
Mike Kelly noted that Recology does explain any variances greater than plus or minus three percent, 
and those are identified by jurisdiction in the rate application. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy added that so far in the rate application that type of anomaly hasn’t 
happened where there had to be a fix negotiated. 
 
Member Bonilla wondered why an average of the data over the year couldn’t be used. 
 
Chair Widmer commented that that more or less that is what the Board had asked Recology to do, 
and this staff report is their response to that request. 
 
Member Aguirre asked why the data collected would be collected that often, and what would be done 
with the data, and will additional data make a difference, noting that they wouldn’t be able to stop 
road work just because it was time for the route assessment. 
 
Chair Widmer noted that the data collected goes into the allocations in the annual compensation 
application, and the Board has suggested that if a larger data sample is used the anomalies will trend 
themselves out.  He asked for clarification if Recology is saying these small percentage differences 
are not having a major impact. 
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Mike Kelly responded that it’s not necessarily true for the smaller agencies, but overall not one 
jurisdiction's allocations changed by one half of one percent for 2016. 
 
Executive Director McCarthy added that maybe there needs to be a change written in the contract so 
that if there is an anomaly that has a material effect in any jurisdiction there is a process to deal with 
that.  He also asked Recology to set the goal of coming up with a better way to collect the data that 
isn’t going to cost $93,000 a year. 
 
Staff Feldman added that the data collection period in the April/May time frame predates the 
Recology contract, it was chosen to deal with the complexity of the service area and the sharing of 
routes to maximize efficiency.  He also noted the Recology’s contract is structured in such a way that 
they have no incentive or disincentive to be more efficient in one Agency over another, they have 
incentive to maximize efficiency evenly in every Agency. 
 
Member Benton commented that Recology’s lack of incentive or disincentive is the genesis of his 
concern, noting that they get the compensation they’re going to get it only affects the allocation 
among the jurisdictions, and therefore data collection needs to be done carefully because it does 
have impact. 
 
Mike Kelly commented that all of the data is reviewed carefully, it is three systems that are manually 
reviewed, which is why an additional person would be needed for that manual review if the Board 
wanted to review it for all 12 months. 

 
10. Shoreway Operations and Contract Management: 

A. Discussion on Glass Commodity Market Issues Impacting Shoreway Environmental Center 
Operations (Discussion item) 

 
Staff Gans noted that the goal of the staff report was to inform the Board of changes in the glass 
market.  He noted that staff is trying to anticipate the costs associated with the glass market changes, 
and determine all the possible options for managing those changes.  He added that once a preferred 
recommendation is determined, staff will be bringing an approval item back to the Board. 
 
Chair Widmer commented that from the report it looks like there needs to be another truck or maybe 
more, and he asked if the new truck would be able to have CNG fuel. 
 
Staff Gans responded that a CNG package has not been developed for these bigger tractor trailer 
trucks yet, CNG is currently only available on smaller collection vehicles.  He added that if the 
recommendation is the SBR buy a truck we would have them search the market to see if CNG is 
available. 
 
Member Benton asked for further explanation of the freight on board (F.O.B.) transportation option. 
 
Staff Gans noted that this option will require a facilities modification because only specific truck 
configurations can fit through the tunnel in the transfer station.  Contract trucks will likely not fit 
through that tunnel, so the tunnels would need to be modified to allow for outside trucks to collect the 
glass directly. 
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Executive Director McCarthy commented that what would come back to the Board for approval would 
be one of two capital requests, either the purchase of an additional tractor trailer or facilities 
modification to allow for F.O.B. trucks that would include adding a conveyance and load out system at 
the transfer station. 
 

11. Informational Items Only (no action required) 
A. 2015 Finance and Rate Setting Calendar 
B. Check Register for September 2015 
C. Potential Future Board Agenda Items 
 

12. Board Member Comments 
  

13.  Adjourn 3:23 
 

FULL PACKET PAGE 17 of 71



FULL PACKET PAGE 18 of 71



__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
SBWMA BOD PACKET 11/19/2015   AGENDA ITEM: 7B - p1 

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Cliff Feldman, Recycling Programs Manager 
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:  Consideration of Approval of Extended Producer Responsibility Framework  
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2015-32 attached hereto supporting 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) Programs and Policy. 

Analysis 
At the October 22, 2015 Board of Directors meeting staff was directed to include comments from Board members into the 
draft resolution supporting extended producer responsibility programs and policy, and to present the resolution for the 
Board’s consideration at the November Board meeting. Subsequent to the October 22 Board meeting, staff received 
feedback from Board Member Michael Brownrigg, City of Burlingame. Staff and Board Member Brownrigg discussed his 
proposed revisions to the resolution and two additional ‘whereas’ statements were included. Mr. Brownrigg’s primary 
concern was to ensure that the EPR policies the JPA supports do not result in a competitive disadvantage to California 
industries. 
 
Also at the October 22, 2015 Board meeting Ms. Heidi Sanborn, Executive Director of the California Product Stewardship 
Council, gave a presentation on extended producer responsibility and answered several questions from the Board. As Ms. 
Sanborn explained, the mission of CPSC is to shift California’s product waste management system from one focused on 
government-funded and rate payer-financed waste diversion to one that relies on producer responsibility in order to reduce 
public costs and drive improvements in product design that promote environmental sustainability. 
 
Background 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) is a mandatory type of product stewardship that includes, at a minimum, the 
requirement that the producer’s responsibility for their product extends to post-consumer management of that product and 
its packaging. There are two related features of EPR policy: 1) shifting financial and management responsibility, with 
government oversight, upstream to the producer and away from the public sector; and, 2) providing incentives to producers 
to incorporate environmental considerations into the design of their products and packaging. 

The SBWMA Long Range Plan (LRP) approved by the Board of Directors on June 25, 2015 directed staff to prepare for the 
Board’s consideration an Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) policy resolution to facilitate the JPA’s participation in 
policy discussions and preparation of letters supporting EPR related State legislation and local initiatives. A draft resolution 
was presented to the Board at their October 22, 2015 Board meeting. 

As discussed in the Long Range Plan, adopting an EPR policy resolution will enable the SBWMA to support State and 
federal efforts to build the environmental costs into the price of products and packaging and then require manufacturers to 
manage directly and/or participate in a management system for products at the end of their useful life. In addition, approval 
of the an EPR policy resolution supporting product stewardship provides a more formal way for the SBWMA to participate in 
discussions related to legislation, issue letters of support or concern, and attend meetings and hearings, as appropriate. In 
addition, adopting a formal EPR policy in turn supports several LRP guiding principles including: 
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 Support product stewardship policies and initiatives 
 Support local, State and national mandates, including meeting the State’s 75% recycling goal by 2020 
 Promote behavior change through public education 

 
Fiscal Impact 
There is no fiscal impact associated with the Board adopting an EPR policy resolution as the JPA’s future contributions to 
further EPR related policy are not anticipated to result in additional expense. 
 
 
Attachments: 

Resolution No. 2015-32 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2015-32 
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE 

 MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
SUPPORTING EXTENDED PRODUCER RESPONSIBILTY PROGRAMS AND POLICY 

   
WHEREAS, the Authority is a joint powers agency organized under the Joint Exercise of Powers Act by cities and 

other local government agencies in San Mateo County (the “Member Agencies”), each of which oversees the collection of 
solid waste, organic materials and recyclable materials within its jurisdiction; and 

 
WHEREAS, the SBWMA’s adopted mission is to cost effectively design, implement and manage innovative waste 

reduction and recycling programs and facility infrastructure that fulfills our fiduciary responsibilities to our Member Agencies 
while achieving community environmental and economic goals. 

 
WHEREAS, on June 25, 2015, the South Bayside Waste Management Authority Board of Directors approved 

Resolution No. 2015-17 approving the final 2015 Long Range Plan, which includes establishing a policy to support 
Extended Producer Responsibility programs and policy; and 

 
WHEREAS, Extended Producer Responsibility is a policy approach whereby product manufacturers are required to 

share the responsibility for managing their products in a cost effective and environmentally sound and sustainable manner, 
including continuously improving products through redesign for durability and repairability, reducing resource depletion and 
waste, and minimizing toxicity; and, 

 
WHEREAS, Extended Producer Responsibility is an effective policy tool to ensure the creation of shared 

responsibility for manufacturers to mitigate or even eliminate the negative impacts of their products and the end of the 
products usefulness; and, 

 
WHEREAS, In circumstances where the California or Federal judicial system determines by ruling that draft 

Extended Producer Responsibility legislation unreasonably burdens California manufacturers over others or makes 
California exports to the rest of the USA more expensive and therefore uncompetitive, the SBWMA Board shall make an 
explicit determination on whether or not to support such legislation; and, 

 
WHEREAS, Many Canadian provinces, all countries of the European Union, Korea, Japan, Israel and some 

countries in South America including Columbia and Brazil are well ahead of California in requiring manufacturers or brand 
owners to be responsible for the full life cycle costs of their products and packaging; and, 
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NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the South Bayside Waste Management Authority hereby supports 

developing and fostering Statewide and national Extended Producer Responsibility related efforts which will benefit 
ratepayers by ensuring a shared responsibility (between consumers, ratepayers, local governments and manufacturers) for 
managing discarded products. 

  

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority, County of San 
Mateo, State of California on the this 19th day of November, 2015, by the following vote: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2015-32 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the 
South Bayside Waste Management Authority on November 19, 2015. 
   
ATTEST:     
   __________________________ 
_________________________________                             Bill Widmer, Chairperson of SBWMA 
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary 
 

 

Agency Yes No Abstain Absent Agency Yes No Abstain Absent 

Atherton     Menlo Park     
Belmont     Redwood City     
Burlingame     San Carlos     
East Palo Alto     San Mateo     
Foster City     County of San Mateo     
Hillsborough     West Bay Sanitary Dist.     
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STAFF REPORT 

To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary 
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:  Approval of 2016 Board Meeting Calendar 

Recommendation 
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve a 2016 Board of Directors meeting calendar. 

Summary 
Staff recommends continuing with a 4thThursday meeting as there are not any Member Agency governing body 
meetings on this day of the week. It should also be noted that CCAG meetings are currently held the 2nd Thursday 
of the month starting at 6:30 pm and ABAG typically meets the third Thursday of every other month. Thus, it would be 
advisable to continue to schedule SBWMA Board Meetings on the 4th Thursday of the month. 
 
Analysis 
The 2 pm time frame on the 4th Thursday of the month was chosen to avoid as many regional conflicts as 
possible.  
 
Background 
The SBWMA Board monthly meetings have historically been held the on the fourth Thursday of the month starting 
at 2 pm. This day of the week and time was selected so as to minimize any overlap with Member Agency 
governing body meetings on Monday-Wednesday and other regional government meetings. As requested by the 
Board of Directors, staff has also checked the national holiday calendar and found no conflicting dates with any 
major national or religious holidays.  In June 2016 there is a League of California Cities Executive forum for 
Mayors and Council Members from June 22-24 that does conflict with the June Board meeting.  Staff sends out 
the Board packet one-week prior to the Board meeting. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
There is no fiscal impact associated with continuing a monthly meeting calendar.  
 
  
Attachments 
Attachment A – Proposed 2016 Board Meeting Dates 

FULL PACKET PAGE 23 of 71



____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
SBWMA BOD PACKET 11/19/2015  AGENDA ITEM: 7C ATTACHMENT A - p1 

 
 
 

SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
2016 BOARD MEETING SCHEDULE 

 

Meetings of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority Board of Directors are held on the fourth Thursday 
of the month from 2:00 pm to 4:00 pm 

 

Location: City of San Carlos Library, 2nd Floor, Conference Room A/B, 610 Elm St., San Carlos, CA  94070 
 

January 28 2016 

February 25 2016

March 24 2016

April 28 2016

May 26 2016

June 23 2016

July 28 2016

August NO MEETING IN AUGUST  

September 22 2016

October 27 2016

November 17* (Third Thursday) 2016

December NO MEETING IN DECEMBER  

 
* The 4th Thursday of November falls on the Thanksgiving Holiday; the Board Meeting has been scheduled for the 
week prior. 
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STAFF REPORT 

To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Hilary Gans, Facility Operations Contracts Manager 
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:  Consideration of Approval for a Contract with JR Miller & Associate for Preliminary 

Architectural Design of a Transfer Station Building Expansion 

Recommendation 
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2015-31 attached hereto 
authorizing the following action: 

Approval of a contract with JR Miller & Associates for preliminary architectural designs of a transfer 
station building expansion. 

Summary 
The adopted FY1516 budget included funds for completion of a series of activities related to the Long Range Plan 
mixed waste processing project. JR Miller & Associate (JRMA) has provided a budget and scope of work for 30% 
design of a transfer station building expansion to accommodate the new mixed waste processing system. 
 

Analysis 
SBWMA staff has been working with JRMA in the preliminary design of the expansion to the transfer station 
building to accommodate the new mixed waste processing equipment.  JRMA has provided a proposal for 
professional design services that includes the 30% design of the transfer station expansion and the preparation of an 
engineer’s estimate of construction costs. The cost proposal from JRMA for the design and estimation work of a 
4,800 square foot building totals $68,180.  
 

Background 
JRMA was hired by the SBWMA for completion of the 2007 Master Plan project to design the MRF and the self-
haul transfer station buildings. The company provided the agency architectural services during the Master Plan 
design and construction process which continued through early 2011.  
 

At the June 2015 Board meeting, staff presented a Long Range Plan that proposed enhancements to the 
Shoreway Environmental Center to achieve higher diversion.  A plan for a mixed waste processing system 
coupled with organic materials digestion by Silicon Valley Clean Water was discussed by the Board.  At this same 
meeting the Board adopted a budget that included funds to study the technical and financial feasibility of the 
project and to development preliminary designs and construction cost estimates.  The project envisioned the 
expansion of the transfer station building to accommodate additional mixed waste processing equipment.   
 

Fiscal Impact 
The cost proposal from JRMA for the design and estimation work totals $68,180. The adopted FY1516 budget 
includes the cost of architectural design of the transfer station building in the Long Range Planning budget line 
item. 
 

Attachments: 
 Resolution 2015-31 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2015-31  
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE 

 MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO A CONTRACT WITH 

JRMA FOR ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES TO PREPARE PRELIMINARY DESIGN OF 
THE TRANSFER STATION EXPANSION 

 
 WHEREAS, the SBWMA’s plans to process waste at the transfer station to recover recyclable materials 
and organics to achieve additional landfill diversion; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Board has directed staff to prepare preliminary designs and cost estimates for the 
building and system design so that a decision can be made whether to proceed with 100% designs; and,  
 

WHEREAS, the SBWMA desires to engage JRMA on the 30% design and estimate of the transfer station 
building expansion.  

 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the South Bayside Waste Management Authority hereby 
authorizes the Executive Director to enter into a contract with JRMA for architectural services to prepare 
preliminary design of the transfer station expansion in an amount not to exceed $68,180. 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority, 
County of San Mateo, State of California on the 19th day of November, 2015, by the following vote: 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2015-31 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of 
the South Bayside Waste Management Authority on November 19, 2015. 
    
ATTEST:        Bill Widmer, Chairperson of SBWMA 
 
_________________________________ 
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary 

Agency Yes No Abstain Absent Agency Yes No Abstain Absent 

Atherton     Menlo Park     
Belmont     Redwood City     
Burlingame     San Carlos     
East Palo Alto     San Mateo     
Foster City     County of San Mateo     
Hillsborough     West Bay Sanitary Dist.     
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STAFF REPORT 

To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Kevin McCarthy, Executive Director 
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:  Discussion on Board Agenda-Setting Process and Procedures 

Board Action 
This staff report is for discussion purposes only and no formal action is requested of the Board of Directors. 

Analysis 
At the September 24, 2015 Board meeting Board Member Olbert requested that there be a future Board agenda 
item to discuss Board procedures, specifically the process used to agendize items on the Board agenda. Board 
Chair Widmer had a follow-up conversation with Board Member Olbert to confirm what the specific request was 
for. 
 
As noted below under “Background,” there has been a long standing practice for the Executive Director to work 
with the Executive Committee to develop the Board agenda. Further, staff has always honored Board Member 
requests to add an item to a future agenda; there has been no need for a formal process to do so such as 
requiring some minimum number of Board Members to endorse such a request. 
 
Background 
Section 8.05 of the Second Amended and Restated JPA Agreement details the duties of the Chair as follows: 

a. Conducts Board meetings 
b. Review and set meeting agendas with the Executive Director 
c. Signs any and all SBWMA official documents 

 
Further, as matter of long standing practice for at least the past nine years, the JPA has had an adhoc Executive 
Committee established for the purpose of agenda planning.  Historically, the Executive Committee has consisted 
of the Board Chair, Vice Chair, Board Legal Counsel, Executive Director and Board Secretary.   
 
Fiscal Impact 
There is no fiscal impact associated with this item. 
 

FULL PACKET PAGE 29 of 71



FULL PACKET PAGE 30 of 71



COLLECTION AND 
RECYCLING 
PROGRAM 

SUPPORT AND 
COMPLIANCE 

    
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Agenda Item 9 
  

FULL PACKET PAGE 31 of 71



FULL PACKET PAGE 32 of 71



 
SBWMA BOD PACKET 11/19/2015  AGENDA ITEM: 9A - p1 

 
 

 
STAFF REPORT 

To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Kevin McCarthy, Executive Director 
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:  Discussion on Draft Plan and Recommended Process for Supporting Member Agencies 

with Future Franchise Agreement Decisions 
 
Recommendation 
This is a discussion only item and no formal action is requested of the Board.  
 
The attached Plan and Recommended Process (see Attachment A) for supporting Member Agencies with 
negotiating a potential Franchise Agreement extension with Recology San Mateo County (Recology) was 
approved by the TAC at its October 8, 2015 meeting. 
 
To be clear, this is a “process and approach” discussion at this point and not a recommendation whether or not to 
extend the current Member Agency Franchise Agreements with Recology. 
 
Analysis 
Each of the Member Agencies has a Franchise Agreement with Recology San Mateo County which started on 
January 1, 2011 and ends at midnight on December 31, 2020. The Franchise Agreements state: 
 

 SECTION 3.02 TERM 
The Term of this Agreement shall begin on the Effective Date and shall end at midnight on December 31, 
2020, unless earlier terminated, or extended as provided in Section 3.03.  Contractor’s obligation to 
Collect Solid Waste, Targeted Recyclable Materials and Organic Materials shall begin on January 1, 2011 
at 12:01 a.m. and shall continue for the remainder of the Term.  

 SECTION 3.03 EXTENSION OF TERM 
During calendar year 2017, the Parties shall meet and confer on the possible extension of the Term. 

 
The contract extension decision period was set for a defined period so as to allow sufficient time if needed to 
conduct a competitive procurement process if no contract extension was granted. Given the size and complexity 
of the service area it was determined that a three-year period (i.e., 2018-2020) was needed to complete a 
competitive procurement process and transition to a new service provider if appropriate.  
 
The Plan addresses how the JPA staff can best support the Member Agencies with this important decision 
individually and as a whole service area wide.  The attached Plan recognizes that each Member Agency will 
individually decide whether to extend their Franchise Agreement with Recology and will decide what the final 
scope of services will be. The prior direction from the Board and past practice has been for the JPA to help 
facilitate and manage the process for selection of a franchised collection services provider, negotiate franchise 
agreement contract terms, and to provide overall contract administration support. Staff is committed to continue 
providing this support if tasked to do so. 
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The Recology Franchise Agreement extension process outlined in this document does not include the potential 
extension to the Shoreway Operations Agreement which expires on December 31, 2020. The term extension 
provisions of that Agreement allow the JPA unilateral discretion to extend the Agreement for up to three additional 
one-year periods on the current terms and conditions. Such current terms and conditions are very financially 
beneficial to the JPA as has been discussed at several Board meetings. 
 
The active engagement and collaboration between JPA staff, Member Agency staff (including the TAC), Recology 
and the SBWMA Board will be required to develop an effective plan and process that can be executed in a timely 
manner. By meeting the Plan milestones in 2016 this will allow for sufficient time for Member Agencies to 
schedule their governing body action early enough in 2017 to meet their franchise agreement deadline for action 
on a franchise agreement extension or not. 
 
Background 
On September 24, 2015, an adhoc subcommittee of the TAC met with SBWMA staff Kevin McCarthy and         
Cliff Feldman to discuss a revised draft of the Plan which was originally shared at the July 9th TAC meeting.     
This adhoc committee consisted of the TAC Chair Afshin Oskoui, City of Belmont; TAC Vice Chair George 
Rodericks, Town of Atherton; City of San Mateo City Manager Larry Patterson; Roxanne Murray, City of San 
Mateo; and Jeff Moneda, Public Works Director, City of Foster City. The final version of the document included as 
Attachment A reflects feedback and discussion from the September 24th meeting. No changes were made to the 
document as approved at the October 8th TAC meeting. 
 
On June 25, 2015 the Board adopted the 2015 Long Range Plan which includes recommendations that may affect 
the future scope of the Franchise Agreements. On the same date, the Board adopted the FY1516 budget which 
provides funding for two collection related pilots, use of co-collection vehicles and an every other week garbage 
collection pilot. 
 
This item was referred to the TAC by the Board of Directors at its May 28, 2015 meeting. The Executive 
Committee requested that the TAC review a draft Plan and develop a final recommendation for consideration by 
the Board. A draft Plan was presented at the July 9th TAC meeting and comments and discussion ensued 
regarding the Plan. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
There is no specific fiscal impact associated with this item. However, future recommendations by the SBWMA 
Board and Member Agency decisions regarding an extension to their existing Franchise Agreement(s) will 
ultimately impact the solid waste collection rates charged to residential and commercial customers. 
 

Attachment: 
Attachment A –Plan and Recommended Process for Supporting Member Agencies with Negotiating a 
Potential Franchise Agreement Extension with Recology San Mateo County 
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Plan and Recommended Process for  
Supporting Member Agencies with Negotiating a Potential Franchise Agreement Extension with  

Recology San Mateo County 
 

Background: 
Each of the Member Agencies has a franchise agreement with Recology San Mateo County which started on January 1, 
2011 and ends at midnight on December 31, 2020. The franchise agreements include the following provisions regarding the 
term of the Agreement and an extension: 
 
 SECTION 3.02 TERM 

The Term of this Agreement shall begin on the Effective Date and shall end at midnight on December 31, 2020, 
unless earlier terminated, or extended as provided in Section 3.03.  Contractor’s obligation to Collect Solid Waste, 
Targeted Recyclable Materials and Organic Materials shall begin on January 1, 2011 at 12:01 a.m. and shall 
continue for the remainder of the Term. 

 SECTION 3.03 EXTENSION OF TERM 
During calendar year 2017, the Parties shall meet and confer on the possible extension of the Term. 

 
The contract extension decision period prescribed in Section 3.03 was set for a defined period to allow sufficient time to 
conduct a competitive procurement process if no contract extension was granted. It was determined that a three-year period 
(i.e., 2018-2020) was needed to complete a competitive procurement process and transition to a new service provider, if 
applicable, given the scope of services, and size and complexity of the service area.  
 
Key Assumptions: 
 All Member Agencies, with the support and assistance of the JPA, will enter into negotiations with Recology for a 

potential extension of their franchise agreement beyond 2020.  The JPA staff will take the lead in negotiating and 
drafting the uniform franchise agreement amendments that apply across all Member Agencies, including both 
minor/administrative changes and any major changes resulting from contract negotiations. Further, upon request, the 
JPA staff can assist individual Member Agencies with negotiating unique franchise agreement changes (e.g., if a 
Member Agency has a specific change in Recology’s scope of services unique to their community). 

 The JPA Board will appoint an adhoc committee of TAC or designated Member Agency staff to review the franchise 
agreement amendments negotiated by JPA staff prior to such amendments being brought forward to the full Board for 
consideration. The Board will consider approval of the uniform franchise agreement changes and make a 
recommendation to forward the uniform Franchise Agreements to the individual Member Agency governing bodies 
who ultimately approve any changes to their individual franchise agreements, including any unique scope items 
requested by the Member Agency.  

 The JPA staff will take the lead in preparing rate revenue requirement projections, including different scenarios 
reflective of potential changes to the franchise agreements. JPA staff’s work will include building a baseline proforma 
model that identifies Recology’s current compensation vs. their actual operating costs (as provided by Recology). The 
model will also cover other factors such as pass-through costs (i.e., mainly processing and disposal costs). Future 
pass-through costs may be affected by changes to contracts with third party vendors (e.g., Republic Ox Mountain 
landfill), Shoreway capital improvement scenarios (per the Long Range Plan), etc. 
This baseline model will be provided to the Board prior to the start of formal contract negotiations. 

 Also prior to the start of negotiations, JPA staff with input from the TAC will prepare a high level analysis of 
Recology’s performance in meeting the franchise agreement performance standards and meeting the original goals of 
the contractor selection process that resulted in the selection of Recology as the service provider. As part of the 
performance review, Recology will be requested to prepare its own written self-review.  

 If applicable, the JPA staff will take the lead in developing and managing a collection services contractor RFP and 
selection process if directed by the Board. Such a process would be concluded in time to ensure franchised collection 
service is provided uninterrupted after expiration of the current franchise agreements on December 31, 2020. 

 The Recology Franchise Agreement extension process outlined in this document does not include the potential 
extension to the Shoreway Operations Agreement which expires on December 31, 2020. The term extension 
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provisions of that Agreement allow the JPA unilateral discretion to extend the Agreement for up to three additional 
one-year periods on the current terms and conditions. Such current terms and conditions are very financially 
beneficial to the JPA as has been discussed at several Board meetings. 

 
Timeline: 
Current – Spring 2016 Member Agency governing bodies decide whether to be part of joint effort to negotiate a potential 

franchise agreement extension with Recology. This timeline allows for any Member Agencies that 
want to conduct any formal community outreach, if so desired, regarding this decision. 

 
Fall 2015 – Spring 2016 Complete analysis of Recology actual collection costs including building a baseline financial model 

to use in future projection of collection costs. This work will include identifying any significant 
variances and how such variances may affect future collection costs. 

 
Jan. 2016 – June 2016 Analysis of and recommendations for any changes to the scope of collection services based on the 

results of the two collection pilots per the adopted 2015 Long Range Plan and any cost savings 
suggestions developed by JPA staff in collaboration with Recology.  

 
March 2016 Recology completes and submits to JPA and Member Agencies a self-review in meeting the 

franchise agreement performance standards and meeting the original goals of the contractor 
selection process. This self-review will include suggestions for any cost savings measures and/or 
future improvements to the current collection services noting that not all of the Long Range Plan 
collection pilots will be completed yet. 

 
April 2016 JPA staff completes and submits to the Board its high level review of Recology’s performance in 

meeting the franchise agreement standards and meeting the original goals of the contractor 
selection process. 

 
Spring 2016 Board appoints an adhoc committee of TAC or designated Member Agency staff to review 

franchise agreement amendments negotiated by JPA staff prior to such amendments being 
brought forward to full Board for consideration This Board action can happen as early as it’s clear 
that a majority of the Member Agencies are onboard with pursuing contract extension talks with 
Recology. 

 
Spring – Fall 2016 Contract negotiations take place between the JPA staff and Recology representatives. The final 

step of this process would be for Recology to submit an overall technical and cost proposal for the 
entire service area reflective of the agreed upon changes per the negotiations. Once the proposal 
is reviewed and agreed upon then a final document can be brought to the Board for consideration. 
(This does not preclude Member Agencies from individually negotiating aspects of their Franchise 
Agreements separately with Recology.) 

 
Fall 2016 – Dec. 2016 Completion of future collection cost projections based on negotiated changes to Franchise 

Agreement scope of services and other factors such as pass through costs. 
 
  Completion of revisions to franchise agreements based on negotiated changes with Recology. 
 
Jan. / February 2017 Board considers and adopts Recology proposal for extension of current franchise agreements. This 

approval would be in the form of a recommendation to Member Agencies to adopt the Recology 
proposal and new, revised and amended franchise agreements. 

  
March – Dec. 2017 Individual Member Agencies consider approval of contract extension with Recology. 
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STAFF REPORT 

To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Kevin McCarthy, Executive Director 
 Farouk Fakira, Finance Manager  
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:  Consideration of Shoreway Facility Tipping Fee Adjustments Effective 1/1/16 

Recommendation 
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2015-33 attached hereto authorizing the 
following action: 

Approval of the following Shoreway facility tipping fee adjustments effective January 1, 2016: 

 Increase franchised solid waste disposal rate by 2.2% or $2/ton from $92/ton to $94/ton 
 Increase franchised residential/commercial organics recycling rate by 2.1% or $2/ton from $94/ton to $96/ton 
 Increase  franchise and non-franchised weighed rates for inerts by 2.5% or $2/ton from $81/ton to $83/ton 
 Increase public (residential, commercial) solid waste disposal rates by 2.9% or $1/cubic yard from $35/cubic 

yard to $36/cubic yard 
 Increase public (residential, commercial) clean plant material and wood recycling rates by 4.2% or $1/cubic yard 

from $24/cubic yard to $25/cubic yard 
 Increase public construction and demolition recycling rate by 3.1% or $1/cubic yard from $32/cubic yard to 

$33/cubic yard 
 
Summary 
These recommended tipping fee adjustments are the same as what was assumed in the adopted FY1516 budget for 
franchise rates. However, they represent new proposed $1 per cubic yard increases on the public solid waste and C&D 
gate rates. Franchise and public tipping fees were last changed effective January 1, 2014.  
 
Overall, we are forecasting higher tonnage and volumes in 2016 vs. 2015 but also higher than expected SBR operating 
costs of $336,000 due to glass market related issues; these are higher expenses above and beyond SBR’s approved 
compensation adjustments for 2016 which average 1.52%. Disposal and processing rates (for garbage, organics, and 
C&D) are also increasing on average 2% for 2016. Net operating income is projected to decrease 13% (see Table 1 on 
p. 3 of the staff report). Given all of the above, the assumed tipping fee increases are needed to maintain our minimum 
bond debt covenant requirements (i.e., break even test and debt coverage ratio of 1.4). 
 
The assumed franchise tipping fees in the adopted FY1516 budget are the same tipping fees used in the disposal and 
processing expense projection in the SBWMA Final Report on Review of 2016 Recology Compensation Application, 
approved by the Board in September. Figure 1 on the next page captures how tipping fees are incorporated into the 
collection revenue requirement for Member Agency annual solid waste rate setting. 
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Figure 1 

+ - =
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Analysis 
When evaluating potential adjustments to the Shoreway facility tipping fees, staff prepares and reviews the following 
information:  

 Updated calendar year 2015 and 2016 financial projections to capture any changes in forecasted inbound 
tonnage and yardage from franchise and non-franchise customers, commodity revenue, and operating 
expenses. 

 Review the projected net operating surplus/shortfall for 2016 assuming various tipping fee adjustment (per ton 
and per yard rates) scenarios. We start first with the base case scenario of what tipping fees were assumed in 
the Board adopted FY1516 budget and then “test” this and other scenarios against compliance with bond debt 
covenant requirements (i.e., break even test and debt coverage ratio of 1.4). Basically, we see if using the base 
case tipping fees still keep us in compliance with the bond covenants and to what extent any changes are 
needed or can be made to the base case tipping fees. 

 
In completing the updated financial projections we also take a preliminary look at how the projected net income affects 
our cash reserve balances. Undesignated cash reserve is tracking above what we last projected per the adopted 
FY1516 budget figures given higher than expected balances from the prior fiscal year. 
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Updated SBWMA Financial Projections for Calendar Year 2015 and 2016 

Updated financial projections for calendar year 2015 and 2016 are shown in Table 1 below. The 2016 projection for 
franchise and public revenue is based on the recommended tipping fees for 2016.  See the notes below the table that 
explain notable variances in the table. 

Table 1 

 

estimate Calendar Year Ca lendar Year

 2015    
Projection 

 2016    
Projection % Change % of Total

Operating Revenue
Franchise Revenue 26,060,171           26,751,617           2.7% 62.2%

3      Public Revenue 7,110,297              7,708,269              8.4% 17.6%
Commodity Material Sales 9,743,524              10,447,157           7.2% 23.8%

Commodity Revenue Sharing (1,156,031)            (1,353,048)            17.0% -3.1%
Buyback Payment (moved from S (879,724)                (825,079)                -6.2% -1.9%
Commodity Sales, Net 7,707,770              8,269,030              7.3% 18.8%
HHW Program 627,271                 670,053                 6.8% 1.5%
Other Revenue 547,335                 494,479                 -9.7% 1.1%
T ota l Opera ting Revenue 42,052,844     43,893,448     4.4% 100.0%

Operating Expenses

4      SBR Operating Expense 17,447,762           18,524,363           6.2% 43.5%
5      Disposal Expense 14,687,554           15,328,897           4.4% 36.0%

Shoreway Facility & Maintenance 193,657                 195,561                 1.0% 0.5%

Total Operating Expense 32,328,973           34,048,821           5.3% 73.1%

6      SBWMA Program Budget 2,895,370              3,130,058              8.1% 7.3%
Franchise Fee 1,580,000              1,641,000              3.9% 3.9%
HHW Program 627,271                 670,053                 6.8% 1.6%
Other Expense 313,727                 328,885                 4.8% 0.8%

T ota l Other Expense 5,416,368              5,769,997              6.5% 13.5%

T ota l Expense 37,745,342     39,818,818     5.5% 93.5%

Non-Operating 
Interest (Income) (46,816)                  (40,348)                  -13.8% -0.1%
Interest Expense 2,855,362              2,810,913              -1.6% 6.6%
Subtotal 2,808,546              2,770,565              -1.4% 6.5%

T ota l Expense 40,553,888     42,589,382     5.0% 100.0%

Net Operating Income 1,498,956$        1,304,066$        -13.0%

Other Payments

Shoreway Capital Expenditures 579,093                 595,000                 2.7%

Miscellaneous -                          (6,186)                    0.0%

Bond Principal Payments 1,270,000              1,310,000              3.1%

Net Cash Flow (350,137)         (594,748)         69.9%

Designated Reserve Funding 544,044                 389,907                 
Undesignated Cash Flow (894,182)         (984,655)         

1.00                        1.01                        

1.43                        1.47                        

Break Even 1

Debt Coverage 2 

Bond Covenant Requirements

 

1. Required to be 1.0 or greater 

2. Required to be 1.4 or greater 

3. Public revenue is up by $598K due to $217K in rate increase and $380.5K in higher assumed volume. 

4. SBR operating expenses are higher due to glass related issues ($177.8K in higher transportation cost to haul green waste to 
Fairfield, $88.3K lease amortization for 2 additional tractors and trailers and $70k for new battery disposal costs). 

5. Disposal is higher $318K due to higher volume of 13.5K and $306.3.2K due to 2% increase in disposal rates. 

6. SBWMA Program expenses are higher due to $227.5K in Long Range Plan, $55.4K due to split body collection vehicle pilot 
program, and ($35.8K) savings due to vacant position of the Recycling Outreach and Sustainability Manager for four months. 
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The projected net income for calendar year 2016 results in meeting both bond covenant tests of break-even ratio of 1.0 
and debt coverage ratio of 1.4, but very close to the minimum levels required; this leaves little room for negative 
variances in our financial projections. Even a slight negative variance to projected costs, tonnage, or commodity prices 
may require a revenue transfer for 2016 to meet bond covenant requirements. 

Attachment A provides a series of tables with back-up detail on operating revenue and expense information used in the 
2015 and 2016 financial projections. 

Table 2 shows the revenue generated from each rate category. Overall, the lion share of our tipping fee revenue comes 
from franchise sources at nearly 78% with self haul customers delivering materials to our Shoreway facility making up 
the balance at 22%. 

Table 2 

FRANCHISE Yards Tons Revenue % of Total
Solid Waste 179,672 16,889,138$    49.0%
Residential Organics 98,066 9,414,352$      27.3%

Commercial Food Waste 0 -$               0.0%
Inerts 3,864 320,732$        0.9%
Other 1,385 127,395$        0.4%
Total Franchise 282,987 26,751,617 77.6%

SELF-HAUL 
Solid Waste 58,872 2,119,385$      6.2%
Green Waste 50,165 1,254,114$      3.6%
C&D 89,968 2,968,959$      8.6%
Public Dirt 9231 766,143$        2.2%
Other 223,920$        0.6%
Non-SBWMA SW (Tons) 1885 180,989$        0.5%
Non-SBWMA SCRAP (Tons) 153 9,153$            0.0%
Non-SBWMA FOOD (Tons) 0 -$               0.0%
Non-SBWMA C&D (Tons) 2002 180,789$        0.5%
Non-SBWMA ORGANIC (Tons) 3 292$               0.0%
Got Junk - Misc Recycl 4524 0.0%
Total Public 199,005 13,274 7,708,269 22.4%

TOTAL 199,005 296,260 34,459,886 100.0%

2016 PROJECTION

 

 
Background 
Historical tipping fees at the Shoreway facility are summarized below. The proposed tipping fee increases are the first in 
two years. 

Year: 1/1/2011 7/1/2011 1/1/2012 1/1/2013 1/1/2014 1/1/2015 1/1/2016

Rates proposed

Franchised Solid Waste $90.00/ton No change $88.00/ton $91.00/ton $92.00/ton No change $94.00/ton

Franchised Organics $79.00/ton No change $89.00/ton $92.00/ton $94.00/ton No change $96.00/ton

Franchised Food Waste $101.00/ton $104.00/ton $107.00/ton No change No change

Public Solid Waste $40.00/yard $35.00/yard $33.00/yard $34.00/yard $35.00/yard No change $36.00/yard

Public C&D $29.00/yard $29.00/yard $29.00/yard $30.00/yard $32.00/yard No change $33.00/yard

Public Green Waste $25.00/yard No change $22.00/yard $23.00/yard $24.00/yard No change $25.00/yard
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Fiscal Impact 
The recommended tipping fee adjustments have the effect of increasing SBWMA franchise revenue by $572,518 which 
has an approximate 0.6% impact on customer solid waste collection rates as compared to the assumed tipping fee rates 
(in the adopted FY1516 budget) used in the Total Collection Rate Report which had a 0.4% rate impact; a negative 
variance of 0.2%.  
 
Table 3 below shows the 0.6% impact of franchise tip fee increases on total collection rates and each Member Agency’s 
estimated rate impact. The table also shows the potential impact on the residential 32 gallon cart size rates. (Note: only 
Member Agencies set rates so this table is hypothetical and uses 2015 collection rates). 

 

                                                                           Table 3 

Shoreway Franchise Tip Fee Increase: January 1, 2016 ‐ 2.16%

Estimate

2016 Collection Rate Impact % Increase *

Residential Monthly   

Rate Impact (32 gal.)  

Cost/Month

 2015 32 gal.  

rate / mo 

Atherton 0.6% 0.35$                                        55.00$                

Belmont 0.5% 0.18$                                        34.86$                

Burlingame  0.6% 0.14$                                        23.85$                

East Palo Alto 
1

0.7% 0.29$                                       40.77$                

Foster City 0.6% 0.12$                                        22.00$                

Hillsborough 0.5% 0.24$                                        50.80$                

Menlo Park 0.6% 0.13$                                        23.40$                

N. Fair Oaks 0.6% 0.17$                                        27.31$                

Redwood City 0.6% 0.16$                                        27.30$                

San Carlos 0.5% 0.16$                                        31.18$                

City San Mateo 0.5% 0.12$                                        21.08$                

West Bay Sanitary 0.5% 0.20$                                        37.60$                

County San Mateo (CFA) 0.5% 0.18$                                        34.96$                

TOTAL SBWMA 0.6%
1
 All residential accounts receive a 96‐gallon garbage cart.

* The rate increase % is for total collection revenue. Member 

Agencies decide how to allocte the actual rate increase across 

residential and commercial account service levels.  

 
 
Attachments: 

Resolution 2015-33 

Attachment A - Back-up Financial and Operational Data 
 

FULL PACKET PAGE 43 of 71



 

SBWMA BOD PACKET 11/19/2015 AGENDA ITEM:  10A – p6 

 

 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2015-33    
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE 

 MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
APPROVING SHOREWAY FACILITY TIPPING FEE ADJUSTMENTS 

EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2016 
   

 WHEREAS, staff has submitted a report to the Board, dated November 19, 2015 recommending adjustments to the tipping 
fees charged at the Shoreway Environmental Center (the Tipping Fees); and  
 

WHEREAS, the SBWMA Board has reviewed the suggested changes to the Tipping Fees.  
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the SBWMA Board approves the adjustments to the Tipping Fees as 
recommended in the staff report. 

 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority, County of San 
Mateo, State of California on the  this 19th day of November, 2015, by the following vote: 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2015-33 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the 
South Bayside Waste Management Authority on November 19, 2015. 
 
 
    
ATTEST:        Bill Widmer, Chairperson of SBWMA 
 
_________________________________ 
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary 
 

Agency Yes No Abstain Absent Agency Yes No Abstain Absent 

Atherton     Menlo Park     
Belmont     Redwood City     
Burlingame     San Carlos     
East Palo Alto     San Mateo     
Foster City     County of San Mateo     
Hillsborough     West Bay Sanitary Dist.     
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Attachment A 

Back-up Financial and Operational Data 

This attachment provides additional supporting data for the 2015 and 2016 financial projections in 
the staff report. 

Operating Revenue 

1. Table 1 provides tonnage, yardage and weighted average tip fee data for 2015 and 2016. 

Table 1 

 

 

2. Table 2 provides historical and projected detail on inbound tonnage and yardage by 
material type to the Transfer Station (excludes recyclables tonnage to MRF). 

Table 2 

 

  

TIP FEE REVENUE 2015 2016 16 vs 15 %
Franchise

Tons 281,691 282,987 1,296 0.5%
Wtd Avg.Tip Fee 92.52$           94.54$           2.02$           2.2%

Franchise Revenue 26,060,171$   26,751,617$   691,446$      2.7%

Public
Yards 191,536 199,005 7,469 4.1%
Wtd Avg.Tip Fee 37.12$           38.73$           1.61$           5.0%

Public Revenue 7,110,297$     7,708,269$     597,972$      10.1%

Total Tip Fee Revenue 33,170,468$   34,459,886$   1,289,418 4.1%

Total TS Tonnage and Yardage 2013 2014 2015 2016 15 vs 14 16 vs 15

Franchise
SBWMA Solid Waste tons 178,215 175,567 179,821 179,672 2.4% -0.1%
SBWMA Green Waste tons 98,772 94,099 97,400 98,066 3.5% 0.7%
SBWMA Food Waste tons 526 34 0 0 -100.0% 0.0%
SBWMA Dirt, Inert, C&D tons 3,468 3,706 3,771 3,864 1.8% 2.5%
SBWMA Wood tons 140 42 115 488 176.9% 324.3%
SBWMA Other, BI tons 310 287 585 897 103.8% 53.3%
sub-total Franchise 281,430 273,735 281,691 282,987 2.9% 0.5%
Non-SBWMA SW tons 1,446 1,885 0.0% 30.4%
Non-SBWMA SCRAP tons 132 153 0.0% 16.3%
Non-SBWMA FOOD tons 59 0 0.0% -100.0%
Non-SBWMA C&D tons 1,450 2,002 0.0% 38.1%
Non-SBWMA ORGANIC tons 13 3 0.0% -75.7%

Public Dirt (tons) tons 5,044 6,022 8,639 9,231 43.5% 6.8%

Total Tons 286,473 279,757 293,429 296,260 4.9% 1.0%

Public
Public Solid Waste Yards yards 58,889 55,864 57,484 58,872 2.9% 2.4%
Public Green Waste Yards yards 60,095 49,873 48,045 50,165 -3.7% 4.4%
Public C&D yards 64,747 72,387 86,007 89,968 18.8% 4.6%

Total Yards 183,730 178,125 191,536 199,005 7.5% 3.9%

__________________________________________________________________ 
SBWMA BOD PACKET 11/19/2015
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3. The following tables chart the change in volume from Table 2.  

Table 3a 

 

Table 3b 

 

 

4. Table 4 provides supporting data on commodity revenue projections. 

Table 4 

 

 

 

 

 

FRANCHISE TONS
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COMMODITY REVENUE 2015 2016 16 vs 15 %
Tons 68,379           68,381           1 0.0%
Wtd Avg. Price 142.49$          152.78$          10.29$         7.2%

Gross Revenue 9,743,524$     10,447,157$   703,633$      7.2%

Revenue Share w/ SBR (1,156,031) (1,353,048) (197,017) -1.0%

Buyback Payments (879,724) (825,079) 54,645 -1.0%

Net Commodity Revenue 7,707,770$     8,269,030$     561,260$      6.6%

__________________________________________________________________ 
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5. The following table provides a history of commodity prices per ton by quarter. The figures 
shown are the blended average price per ton for all commodities sold in a given quarter. 

Table 5 

 

Operating Expenses 

6. Table 6 provides supporting data for SBR’s operating expense. 

Table 6 
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Avg Commodity Price

SBR OPERATING & TRANSPORTATION EXPENSE
a. Summary 2015 2016 16 vs 15 %

MRF 5,798,000$     5,923,573$     125,572$      2.2%
Transfer Station 4,520,938$     4,782,887$     261,950$      5.8%

Transportation 1 6,932,354$     7,653,005$     720,651$      10.4%
Other 196,470$        164,898$        (31,572)$      -16.1%

TOTAL SBR EXPENSE 17,447,762$   18,524,363$   1,076,601$   6.2%

b. Detail 2015 2016 16 vs 15 %

MRF
Tons 78,673           78,675           2$               0.0%
Rate 73.70$           75.29$           1.59$           2.2%
Expense 5,798,000$     5,923,573$     125,572$      2.2%

Transfer Station
Tons 359,090          372,556          13,467$       3.8%
Rate 12.59$           12.84$           0.25$           2.0%
Expense 4,520,938$     4,782,887$     261,950$      5.8%

Transportation

Tons 359,090          372,556          13,467$       3.8%
Rate 19.31$           20.54$           1$               6.4%
Expense 6,932,354$     7,653,005$     720,651$      10.4%

Other 196,470$        164,898$        (31,572)$      -16.1%

TOTAL SBR EXPENSE 17,447,762$   18,524,363$   1,076,601$   6.2%
1 Transportation cost for 2016 is higher by $177.8K due to hauling of green waste to Fairfield 

starting in mid February, and $88.3K annual lease amortization for additional  2 tractors & 2 trailers

  In addition, volume is higher by 13.5K tons resulting in additional cost of $264.5K.

__________________________________________________________________ 
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7. Table 7 provides supporting data for the disposal and processing expense. 

Table 7 

 

 
 
Operating Margin for Transfer Station Only 

8. Table 8 details the operating margin for the various rate categories (material types) for 
the Transfer Station only. 

 

 
  

DISPOSAL & PROCESSING EXPENSE
2015 2016 16 vs 15 %

Summary
TS Tons 359,090          372,556          13,467 3.8%
Wtd Avg.Rate 40.90$           41.15$           0.24$           0.6%

Disposal Expense 14,687,554$   15,328,897$   641,342 4.4%

Detail - 2016 Expense

Ox Mountain MSW 229,123          40.34$           9,243,718$   
Ox Mountain Aggregates -                 -$             
Organics 111,836          38.99$           4,360,311$   
Food -                 -$             
C&D 31,597           51.02$           1,612,078$   
Other 112,789$      

TOTAL - 2016 372,556          41.15$           15,328,897$ 

FRANCHISE

2016 Cost / 
Ton 

(Estimated)

 2016 Tip Fee 
/ Ton 

(Proposed) 

Net Income / 
Ton 

(Estimated  # Tons 

2016 Total   
Operating 

Margin 
(Estimated)

Solid Waste 86.33$                94.00$               7.67$                  179,672        1,378,465$      

Residential Organics 98.53$                96.00$              (2.53)$               98,066          (247,811)$       

Commercial Food Waste 111.41$             107.00$           (4.41)$               ‐                ‐$                  
Inerts 73.03$                83.00$               9.97$                  3,864          38,511$            

SELF-HAUL 

 2016 Cost / 
Yard 

(Estimated) 

 2016 Tip Fee 
/ Yard 

(Proposed) 

Net Income / 
Ton 

(Estimated  # Yards 

2016 Total   
Operating 

Margin 
(Estimated)

Solid Waste 21.58$                36.00$               14.42$               58,872           848,816$          

Green Waste 22.84$                25.00$              2.16$                 50,165          108,180$         

C&D 33.40$                33.00$              (0.40)$               89,968          (35,903)$         
Public Dirt (tons) 73.03$                83.00$               9.97$                  9,231          91,992$            
Non-SBWMA SW (Tons) 86.33$                94.00$               7.67$                  1,885          14,464$            
Non-SBWMA Food (Tons) 111.41$             107.00$            (4.41)$                -             ‐$                   
Non-SBWMA C&D (Tons) 73.03$                83.00$               9.97$                  2,002          19,948$            
Non-SBWMA Organic (Tons) 98.53$                96.00$               (2.53)$                3                (8)$                     
Other Drop Off, etc n/a 237,597$          

Total Transfer Station 2,454,251$     

Transfer Station Margin
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STAFF REPORT 

To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Hilary Gans, Facility Operations Contracts Manager 
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:  Consideration of Approval for South Bay Recycling to Lease Two End-Dump Tractor 

Trailers for Glass Hauling 

Recommendation 
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2015-34 attached hereto 
authorizing the following action: 

Approval of request by South Bay Recycling (SBR) to lease two end-dump tractor trailers required for the additional 
haul time associated with shipping glass to a new glass processing location in Fairfield. The lease term shall not 
exceed a two-year term so as to allow for a reevaluation of a lease vs. purchase option.  

This staff report also provides an update on other issues related to glass handling that may require future Board action. 
 
Summary 
SBR transports glass to a processor, Strategic Materials Incorporated (SMI) located in San Leandro. SMI is 
closing its San Leandro facility sometime during the 1st quarter of 2016 and opening a replacement facility in 
Fairfield. After the closure, SBWMA will be financially impacted by higher glass shipping costs from both longer 
haul distance and the need for additional tractor-trailer equipment. Staff is pursuing designs for alternative onsite 
handling and glass cleaning systems to partially mitigate the higher costs and expects to bring back final options 
to the Board in either January or February 2016.   
 
Additionally, in October, SMI notified SBR that the glass shipments from the Shoreway facility contained small 
quantities of batteries and that all batteries must be removed in order to continue marketing the glass to SMI.  
SBR has removed the batteries and is now analyzing additional sorting systems and recycling options for the 
batteries. 
 
Staff is also working with SBR on other potential MRF equipment options to address glass quality issues. With 
only one glass processor left in California it’s imperative that the SBWMA keep a strong focus on producing the 
highest quality glass to ensure future market access and preferred pricing. 
 
Analysis 
At the October Board meeting, staff presented information relating to the cost of shipping to a new glass 
processing plant in Fairfield that included the need for new trucks and plans for potentially installing a new glass 
loadout system that would help reduce the expense of onsite handling of glass.  Updates to these items are 
presented in items 1 and 2 below while new items regarding processing of the glass to remove contamination are 
discussed in items 3 and 4 on the next page.  
 

1) New Trucks and Trailers for Glass Transportation - SBR will to add two new tractors and trailers to its 
fleet to transport the 13,000 tons/year of glass the additional distance of 54 miles to SMI’s new processing 
plant in Fairfield. SBR has provided the SBWMA an option to buy or lease the trucks and has submitted a 
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cost analysis of the two options.  The cost difference between purchasing vs. leasing two tractor-trailers is 
$7,570 higher per year to lease. While leasing is a slightly higher expense, staff is recommending the 
lease option given the following reasons: 
- Flexibility of fleet size – leasing would allow the flexibility in sizing the fleet so that changes can easily 

be made should a new glass processor open in the Bay Area or if SMI reopens the San Leandro 
processing location. 

- Operational flexibility - a short-term truck lease would allow truck styles to be easily changed should a 
future glass loadout system require specialized trailers. 

- Truck availability – purchasing and fabrication of new trucks could take several months whereas 
leased trucks can be acquired on short notice after SMI provides a firm date for closing the San 
Leandro plant.  
 

2) Loadout System for Glass – Glass is currently shuttled with a rolloff truck from the MRF to the transfer 
station where it is loaded onto tractor trailers for long-hauling to SMI.  The SBWMA pays SBR $133,770 
per year ($10.29/ton X 13,000 tons/year) for the service of shuttling and reloading the glass.  Staff is 
exploring design options for a conveyor and hopper system that will automatically load glass into long-
haul end-dump trailers so that the cost of glass shuttling can be avoided or substantially reduced.            
A preliminary capital cost for this type of system is $300,000 -$500,000.  Staff is evaluating different 
loadout system designs and their operational impacts and recommendations will be brought to the Board 
for consideration in January or February 2016 after this analysis has concluded. 
 

3) Battery Contamination of the Glass Stream – As recyclable materials are processed at the MRF, 
batteries that have been put into recycling containers by residence and by businesses end up in the glass 
stream.  In the past, SMI has accepted small quantities of batteries, however due to stricter regulations 
SMI notified SBR in October that they are no longer accepting glass shipments containing batteries. While 
SBR is able to keep batteries separate from the glass stream (using a magnet to remove all metal and 
batteries) so that shipments to SMI could resume, the resulting stream of batteries and small scrap metal 
have proven difficult to market.  SBWMA staff and SBR continue to explore recycling/disposal outlets for 
this stream as well as evaluate additional processing steps to isolate the batteries so that they can be 
recycled.  Staff has included $70,000 in its forecasted 2016 calendar year projections for proper disposal 
of the batteries.  

4) Cleaning of Glass - In addition to the battery sortation and glass loadout system discussed above, staff 
is evaluating the feasibility of a system to recover other small recyclable materials from the glass stream 
(e.g., shredded paper, small plastics and metals).  Preliminary analysis shows this type of system could 
be financially beneficial because it would a) recover more sellable commodities, and b) would improve the 
quality and sale price of the glass.  Staff is researching systems to clean up the glass stream and will 
present these opportunities to the Board for consideration sometime during the first quarter of 2016.   

 
Background 
Currently, glass that is generated throughout the two-shifts of MRF operation is shuttled to the transfer station 
where it is then loaded onto end-dump trailers for transportation to SMI’s glass processing plant in San Leandro.  
SBR currently has one end-dump truck in its fleet that the company uses for glass hauling and for hauling other 
materials from the transfer station.  At the October 22, 2015 Board meeting, staff provided discussion and analysis 
of glass transportation cost increases that will result from SMI relocating their processing location from San 
Leandro to Fairfield.  Additionally, preliminary cost analysis was presented on an option to install a glass loadout 
system that staff believes will help mitigate the transportation cost increases.   
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Fiscal Impact 
The estimated cost increase of the recommendation to have SBR lease two tractor trailers for glass transportation to 
Fairfield is approximately $49,000 per year for each truck and trailer.  
 
Additionally, the longer haul distance to Fairfield will increase SBR’s transportation costs by approximately $260,910 in 
2016. This expense along with the new lease costs has been included in staff’s 2016 calendar year forecast. 
 
Attachments: 

Resolution 2015-34 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2015-34  
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE 

 MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS  
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO APPROVE REQUEST BY SOUTH BAY 

RECYCLING (SBR) TO LEASE TWO END-DUMP TRACTOR TRAILERS REQUIRED 
FOR THE ADDITIONAL HAUL TIME ASSOCIATED WITH SHIPPING GLASS TO A NEW 

GLASS PROCESSING LOCATION IN FAIRFIELD.  
 
 WHEREAS, the SBWMA’s markets for glass are limited to one processor Strategic Materials Incorporated 
(SMI) currently located in San Leandro; and  
 

WHEREAS, the SMI is closing the San Leandro location and opening a new processing location in 
Fairfield; and,  
 

WHEREAS, the SBR requires two additional trucks and trailers to fulfill its increased hauling 
responsibilities and has provided a lease option for approval by the SBWMA.  

 

 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the South Bayside Waste Management Authority hereby 
authorizes the Executive Director to approve a request by SBR to lease two end-dump tractor trailers required for the 
additional haul time associated with shipping glass to a new glass processing location in Fairfield. The lease term shall not 
exceed a two-year term so as to allow for a reevaluation of a lease vs. purchase option 
 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority, County of 
San Mateo, State of California on the 19th day of November, 2015, by the following vote: 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2015-34 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of 
the South Bayside Waste Management Authority on November 19, 2015. 
    
ATTEST:        Bill Widmer, Chairperson of SBWMA 
 
_________________________________ 
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary  
 

Agency Yes No Abstain Absent Agency Yes No Abstain Absent 

Atherton     Menlo Park     
Belmont     Redwood City     
Burlingame     San Carlos     
East Palo Alto     San Mateo     
Foster City     County of San Mateo     
Hillsborough     West Bay Sanitary Dist.     
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STAFF UPDATE 

To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Farouk Fakira, Finance Manager 
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:   2015 Finance and Rate Setting Calendar 

Recommendation 
This is an informational report and no action is necessary.  

 
Summary 
The purpose of this staff report is to keep the Board and Member Agency staff informed on the schedule of 
important financial and rate setting events in 2015. This staff report is updated as necessary and included in the 
Board packet each month. 
 
Schedule of Finance, Contractor Compensation and Rate Adjustment Activities in 2015: 
 
January 2015 

 Approval of FY1314 audited Financial Statement. Completed. 
 Mid-Year review of FY1415 Operating Budget. Completed. 

 
March 2015 

 Recology submittal of the 2014 Revenue Reconciliation Report (March 31). Received – audit 
completed. 
 

April 2015 
 Discussion on preliminary FY1516 SBWMA Operating Budget at April 23, 2015 Board meeting. 

Completed. 
 Approval of unaudited calendar year financial statement for bond reporting requirements. Completed. 

 
May 2015 

 Additional Review of FY1516 detailed SBWMA Operating Budget at May 28, 2015 Board meeting. 
Completed. 
 

June 2015 
 Approval of final FY1516 SBWMA Operating Budget at June 25, 2015 Board meeting. Completed. 
 Recology’s 2016 Compensation Application due to the SBWMA and Member Agencies (June 15). 

SBWMA and Member Agency comments are due to Recology on its 2016 Compensation Application 
(June 29). Received. 

 SBWMA issued a letter requesting feedback from all Member Agencies on estimated 2016 Member 
Agency fees (e.g., franchise fees) to be included in there 2016 solid waste rates. Completed. 

 Approval of Financial Systems audit report on Recology and SBR. Completed. 
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July 2015 
 SBR's 2016 Compensation Application due to the SBWMA (July 1).  Received. 
 SBWMA issues the following reports to the Board and Member Agency staff for review and comment:  

1) estimated 2015 and 2016 residential and commercial base revenue, 
2) estimated collected tonnage for 2015 and 2016, 
3) residential rates vs cost analysis, 
4) estimated residential revenue changes due to cart migration (i.e., lost revenue) by Member Agency 
since July 2014, and 
5) Summary of 2016 Member Agency fees to be used in the 2016 cost projections based on Member 
Agency feedback. All completed. 

 Recology revised 2016 Compensation Application due to the SBWMA and Member Agencies (July 24). 
Received. 

 
August 2015 

 SBWMA issues the Draft Report Reviewing Recology’s 2016 Compensation Application, recommended 
total Revenue Requirement and rate adjustment(s) (August 14). Completed. 

 SBWMA issues the Draft Report Reviewing SBR’s 2016 Compensation Application. Completed. 
 Comments due back from Member Agencies on draft Reports Reviewing Recology’s 2016 Compensation 

Application and SBR’s 2016 Compensation Application (August 28).  Completed. 
 
September 2015 

 SBWMA issues Final Report Reviewing Recology’s 2016 Compensation Application including the 
recommended total collection rate adjustment for 2016. (September 17 BOD Packet). Completed. 

 SBWMA issues Final Report Reviewing SBR’s 2016 Compensation Application. (September 17 BOD 
Packet). Completed. 

 Approval of the SBR 2016 Compensation Application. (September 24 BOD Meeting). Completed. 
 Approval of the Recology 2016 Compensation Application and total recommended Revenue 

Requirement. (September 24 BOD Meeting). Completed. 
 
September – December 2015 

 Member Agencies issue Prop. 218 notice and approve final 2016 solid waste rates.  
 
November 2015 

 SBWMA issues report to Board on recommended January 1, 2016 Shoreway tip fee adjustments 
including calendar year 2016 SBWMA financial projection with assumed tip fee and cash reserve 
balances. Completed – see Board agenda item 10A. 
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STAFF REPORT 

To:   SBWMA Board Members 
From:   Farouk Fakira, Finance Manger 
Date:   November 19, 2015 Board of Directors Meeting 
Subject:  Check Register for October 2015 

Recommendation 
This is an informational item only and no action is required. This report was requested by the Board Members. 
 
Summary 
The purpose of this report is to provide transparency to the Board and the public on the actual spending by the 
SBWMA. All payments made by check issued in October 2015 are listed on the attached report for review. 
 
Analysis 
The SBWMA has a contract with the City of San Carlos for accounting services including the issuing of all 
payments and deposit of all receipts. In accordance with the City of San Carlos’ policies, checks are normally 
issued every two weeks.  This month, it happened that three pay cycles have fallen within this month. All SBWMA 
invoices are approved for payment by the program manager and then by the Executive Director or Finance 
Manager. Total A/P spending for October 2015 was $5,773,239.58 as detailed in Attachment A.  Certain ACH 
transactions such as payroll and some benefit payments are drawn directly from the bank and are therefore not 
included in these A/P reports. 
 
If you have any questions on this, please contact Cyndi Urman or Farouk Fakira. The format of the check registers 
is limited to what is available from the city’s MUNIS accounting system. 
 
Attachments: 
 Attachment A – October 2015 Check Registers 
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STAFF UPDATE 
January 2016 Potential Future Board Agenda Items  

 
January 28, 2016 (meeting at San Carlos Library Conference Room) 

 Election of Board Officers for 2016 (Approval item) 
 Resolution Accepting Mid-Year Review of FY1516 Annual Operating Budget (Approval item) 
 Resolution Accepting the FY1415 Annual Financial Statements (Approval item) 
 Approval of SBWMA Investment Policy for 2016 (Approval item) 
 Executive Director Status Report on Goal Progress (Informational item) 
 Update on Organics Recovery Project Work with Silicon Valley Clean Water (Informational item) 
 Staff Update on Implementation of Commercial Recycling Hauler Reporting System Ordinance (Informational item) 
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