MINUTES

RETHINKWASTE
SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
JOINT MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS & TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
FACILITY PLANNING RETREAT
March 27, 2025~ 12:00 p.m.
Belmont Sports Complex
550 Island Parkway, Belmont, CA 94002

Bus tour 12N

Call to Order: 1:43 PM

Roll Call Board Members

Agency Present Absent | Agency Present Absent
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
Menlo Park X
Roll Call TAC Members
Agency Present Absent | Agency Present Absent
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
Menlo Park X

Alternate Member George Otte attended representing West Bay Sanitary District

Chair Rak welcomed everyone to the retreat.

5. Public Comment
Persons wishing to address the Board on matters NOT on the posted agenda may do so. Each speaker is limited to three 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,
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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. Speakers may also submit comments via email prior to the
meeting by sending those comments to rethinker@rethinkwaste.org. .

None

6. Consideration of Tabled Item Resolution Authorizing the Payment of $357,191.18 to SBI for the
Replacement of the Material Recovery Facility (MRF) Screen Disks

Chair Rak noted that the Board needed to take action on one item that was tabled at the February Board meeting. He
gave background information and noted that he was comfortable moving the item forward with some reassurances from
the contractor that there would be no further instances that the contractor would request reimbursement of this kind.

Member Loraine asked staff or SBI to comment on lessons learned in this process to avoid getting into this situation in a
few years when the next contractor begins service.

Executive Director La Mariana noted that staff views this as a one-off situation, there have been a number of
maintenance items that staff has worked through with the contractor in their first year, and this is a remnant item from
that list, but the list is complete now. If the Board chooses to approve this item this would be the last time carryover
maintenance items from the operator transition will be before the board for a decision.

Chris Valbusa of SBI noted that SBI is caring for the facility like they own it, and that is their intention going forward, and
they have a very robust maintenance program, and nothing is getting deferred. He noted that their intention is to abide
by the contract which has very clear language regarding the maintenance of the facility.

Member Romero noted that Board has a fiduciary responsibility to the rate payers because every single dime that is
spent comes from ratepayer dollars. He asked what would keep the contractor from deferring maintenance projects to
be beyond the $10,000 threshold in the contract so that the Agency would then be required to shoulder the cost.

Executive Director La Mariana in the future there will be a rolling change out of the disks, this payment is for a wholistic,
one-time change out of all the disks. He also noted that it is RethinkWaste’s staff responsibility as the contract manager
to ensure that the contract requirements are being met by the facility contractors.

Chair Rak noted that this maintenance item is negatively affecting the agency’s commodity revenue received due to
lower quality recovery of materials, so he appreciated SBI and staff working on this issue collaboratively.

Motion/Second: Romero/Brownrigg
Roll Call Vote: 11-0-0-0

Agency Yes No Abstain | Absent | Agency es | No Abstain | Absent
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 X West Bay Sanitary Dist. X

Menlo Park X

7. 2025 Board, TAC, and Staff and Future Facility Planning Workshop
A. Set Retreat Context and Introductions

Executive Director welcomed everyone and thanked them for their time. He noted that this year's retreat would focus
on the facility, and modernizing the facility, to help the Board make sound decisions as we go forward this year. He
noted that the goal for today’s discussion is give important background information, and then at the April board meeting
take the first step at initiating a masterplan process for the future of the facility. He added that today is about getting
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feedback on what should be the priorities when planning for the future of the facility, as we go into a master planning
process.

He then introduced Shawn Spano the facilitator for the day. Shawn set the retreat context and discussed how the day
would be organized. And provided some test questions using the electronic feedback mechanism that would be used
for the rest of the discussion. He asked members to think about the biggest challenges and opportunities facing the
facility as they moved through the presentations.

B. Q&A on Background Staff Reports

There were no questions, but Executive Director La Mariana offered individual discussions with anyone going forward
especially those new to the RethinkWaste family.

C. Funding Options Discussion, John Mangini, Sr. Finance Manager

Staff Mangini gave a presentation on future funding options and explained that there are small projects, medium
projects, and larger projects. He explained the development of the operations and maintenance fund, that could get
funded over time via the rates, and it's roughly $1.5M per year that would need to be saved. He then explained that in
order to gain the necessary $1.5M per year to properly fund the projected annual operations and maintenance fund
projects, it would mean a 1% increase in rates (or a $4 per ton increase at the gate).

He then explained lending options for the medium projects that could not be funded through the rates and gave the
example that borrowing $25M over a 30-year term would mean a 1% increase in rates, he also gave other scenarios of
rate increase impacts with more borrowing, or less term years.

Member Brownrigg asked if there were pre-payment penalties when taking on debt and noted that shifting interest rates
should be a consideration when determining how much to borrow.

Staff Mangini commented that most bonds require a 10-year time period for locking in the rates, at which point they can
be refinanced.

Kent Kenney suggested looking into a reducing revolver loan a type of revolving credit where the loan can be
withdrawn, repaid, and re-borrowed, but the total amount of the loan is gradually reduced over time.

Staff Mangini noted that he would be looking to the Finance Committee to help determine the right loan path.

The group discussed the annual operations and maintenance fund needs.

Member Romero asked if this is a sinking fund reserve to cover the cost when these maintenance items come up. He
expressed concern that the list combined capital items with maintenance items. He thought it should be two sides
operations and then equipment.

Staff Mangini answered yes, it was originally called an equipment replacement fund, but the finance looked at it and
thought it was more of a maintenance fund, but it is all items that have a life of more than one year, but do need to be
refurbished every few years, noting that Carlos’ concern was exactly what was trying to be addressed attempting
eliminate surprises by building and bundling projects and plan for them holistically.

Member Romero asked for more analysis with the full replacement costs and what it would mean for rates.

Staff Mangini stated that was where he started with the analysis presented, but the number was really big. But he
added that he could bring that full analysis to the board or show it in different ways.

TAC Member Ramirez thought there should be both a replacement and a refurbishment fund.
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D. Currently Planned and Budgeted Upcoming Capital Projects by Hilary Gans, Principal Engineer and Operations
Manager

Staff Gans then gave a presentation on the following large scale large cost projects planned for the near future that will
be coming to the board for decision this year, and the timing.

MRF Phase Il and Phase IlI
Organics-to Energy 2.0

Transfer Station Tip Floor Replacement
Asphalt Project

Storm Water Improvement

Site Signage

The group discussed the history of the Organics-to-Energy pilot project and the requirements it would need to have the
organics-to-energy operation running as a regular part of the facilities collection process.

TAC Member Johnson asked if the organics-to-energy equipment that exists now still viable.

Staff Gans answered yes, but needs some work, and there needs to be a process for removing contamination in order
for the system to work.

TAC Member Cooke asked if the organics-to-energy project would help the member agencies meet their SB 1383
targets.

Staff Gans answered yes.

E. Identifying Projects for a Master Planning Process — Future Capital Projects to be defined by Joe La Mariana,
Executive Director

Executive Director La Mariana noted that his presentation would include the aspirational future items, noting that every
10 years or so there is a reset in how to invest in the facility. He went over the following projects. and noted the reasons
for their consideration in the master plan.

Member Brownrigg and Member Adams now absent 2:59PM.

e Severe Parking Shortage — Noting a work force deficit of about 60 spaces, lack of space for about nine (9)
long-haul trucks, and guest parking for tours and contractors.

¢ Alternative Clean Fleet Transition — Noting that when the change in political climate it changed the planning
consideration for the fleet transition shifted, but the Agency’s long-range plan and all of the Member Agencies
climate action plans include alternative clean fleets. He gave 3 options for fleet transition and their rate impact.

e Solar Expansion — Noting the additional buildings being considered for solar.

¢ Facility Contractor Maintenance Facility — Noting that he thought it was one of the essential pieces to the
master plan because it is essential that SBI has a professional grade shop just as Recology does, and the
solution that exists was always meant to be temporary.

e Environmental Education Center — Noting that the Board has been very supportive of education in support of
behavior change and innovation, and this facility would be a way to promote both.

The group discussed alternative clean fleet transition.
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Member Loraine asked if there was still a performance challenge when comparing electric collection vehicles to diesel.
Carl Mennie of Recology answered that it depends on where it’'s run, because transportation costs are what is what's
driving costs. For example, they've found recycling routes where it works, but that same truck wouldn’t work on a
garbage route.

Member Schmidt asked what changed in January that caused the shift in EV thinking.

Carl Mennie answered that in order for CARB to enforce the regulations they needed a waiver from the federal EPA,
and CARB pulled back that waiver request before a decision was made.

Member Loraine asked for clarification on the rate impact of moving to electric vehicles and asked if it would be a one
time impact or ongoing.

Executive Director La Mariana answered that there is a base level of services that are paid for through the rates to the
contractors for these services every year because the contractual language staff estimates a roughly 3% increase each
year for the basic services. If you add an additional 1% for the operations and maintenance fund John discussed earlier
that's’ 4%, and if you're talking about borrowing $50M it would have an additional 2% stacked on top of that. So there is
a stacking effect but there is a level of affordability.

Member Otte asked how long-haul trucks factor into this.

Executive Director La Mariana answered right now they do not factor in and won't unless the CARB Advanced Clean
Fleet mandate is reinstated in the next few years.

TAC Member Johnson asked for further clarification on the CARB waiver.
Carl Mennie answered that when CARB puts together regulations that exceed the federal standard, in order for them to
enforce that regulation they have to get a waiver from the Federal EPA, and CARB withdrew their waiver application in

this case.

Member Mueller added that since CARB doesn’t have the waiver, the Agency/Recology/SBI doesn’'t have to transition if
we don’t want to.

Executive Director La Mariana noted that was true, so we could do nothing, but reducing GHG emissions is noted in the
Long Range Plan and is an important component in all of the Member Agency Climate Action Plans.

The Board then discussed the other four projects in this section.

Member Schmidt asked if RethinkWaste would be interested in partnering with a foundation for the Education Center.
Executive Director La Mariana answered absolutely, and he hopes it can be a regional asset.

Member Loraine noted that there are opportunities to find ways to bundle solar and EV expansion for funding.

Member Sturken asked what percentage of the operations and maintenance fund the parking garage would take up and
has a bike solution been considered.

Executive Director La Mariana noted that he didn’t know off the top of his head, but he'd be happy to talk offline about
other solutions for bikes.

F. Evaluating and Prioritizing Needs
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Board and TAC Members were then asked a series of evaluative questions to give feedback on the items discussed.

1)

5)

What is the biggest challenge facing the facility?

Answers from the group included:

e Many projects to fund and not enough funding

Costs for replacing and upgrading equipment on top of capital needs
Space constraints

Infrastructure and ongoing funding

Insufficient Parking

Funding capital needs and not being afraid to raise rates to do so
Regulatory requirements

Differing costs for services and consistent rates across member agencies

What is the biggest opportunity for the facility?
Answers from the group included:
e Public support for the projects
A “can do” attitude
Ability to redesign/reimagine the space
Making the building more energy efficient
Passionate staff and board
Upgrading for new technology
Beginning a replacement fund(s)
Community education and long-term behavior change
Organics-to Energy program
Reconfigure back portion of the site
Addressing parking to free up significant space to improve the function and efficiency of the site
Opportunities to build a world-class facility that demonstrates a balance of sustainability, responsibility, and
effectiveness
State regulations that will drive new technology improvements
Investing in clean energy infrastructure that powers our site and vehicles
Embracing technology to prolong the life of the Ox Mountain Landfill
More and better public buy in and understanding about where the recyclables go.

What is the level of comfort financing $25M to fund necessary projects with a 30-Year term at a 1% Impact, or a 20-
year term at a 1.2% impact?

Answers were:

30-Year term at 1% rate impact scored 3.5 out of 5 in terms of comfortability

20-Year term at 1.2% rate impact scored 2.9 out of 5 in terms of comfortability

What is the level of comfort financing $50M for necessary projects at 30-year term at a 1.9% rate impact?
The answer was:
A 30-year term at a 1.9% rate impact scored 2.8 out of 5 in terms of comfortability.

What is your comfort level with a Member Agency financing a portion of necessary projects?
The answer was:
3 out of 5 in terms of comfort level

Should these projects be considered in the master planning process? 1 being strongly disagree 5 being strongly
agree

Answers included:

Parking scored 4 out of 5

Alternative Clean Fleet scored 3.1
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7)

9.

Operations and Contractor Maintenance Facility scored 4.4
Environmental Education Center scored 3.4

For the ZEV options please rate the options presented to you as your preferred option: Option 1 maintain CARB
alternative clean fleet timelines and 47 EV vehicles at a 2.45% rate impact, Option 2: Pilot project with 22 EV
vehicles at a .95% rate impact or Option 3 Pilot Project with 12 EV vehicles and a .32% rate impact. 1 being do not
prefer 5 being strongly prefer

Answers were:

Option 1: 1.5 out of 5 comfortable with that preference

Option 2: 2.5 out of 5 comfortable with that preference

Option 3: 4.3 out of 5 comfortable with that preference

Are there any other needs/goals not discussed today for the facility?
Answers included:

¢ Transportation demand and transportation management partnerships
Accepting more materials at the public recycling center
More tools to put costs in terms of rate impacts
Alternative commute options and incentives
Reopening the CRV buyback center
Maximum capacity of population served by a fully build out facility
Consider what a deal residents are getting for garbage and recycling collection rates compared to other
utilities it's a deal
e 1383 credit for member agencies
e Compost and CRV for residents in the public recycling center
e Opportunities to plant trees around the facility

Executive Director noted that he would find it hard to recommend reactivating the buyback center due to safety
concerns. He also commented that he could see a study session in the future to discuss further in a study session
how costs impact rates.

Member Keisel asked what the maximum population is the facility can serve, and how long will it last
Executive Director La Mariana answered that the current capacity permit is about double what is taken in right now,
which could be accomplished with a double shift configuration, and a maintenance shift. So that would be the
obvious way for the facility to grow.
Are we dreaming big enough to meet the community waste needs for the next 40 years? Yes, no maybe
Answers:
Maybe =9
No=3
Yes=2
Wrap up and Next Steps

Executive Director La Mariana commented that staff is trying to dream big with the facility, and it will take all of us to
buy in to it.

Board and TAC Member Comments
Member Schmidt appreciate the background the way it was set up to get up to speed quickly

Adjourn 3:58PM
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