South Bayside Waste
Management Authority

A Public Agency

MINUTES

RETHINKWASTE
SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
October 23, 2025~ 2:00 p.m.
RethinkWaste Administrative Offices
1245 San Carlos, Ave. Suite E San Carlos, CA 94070

Call to Order: 2:04 PM

1. Roll Call
Agency Present Absent | Agency Present Absent
Belmont X Redwood City X
Burlingame X San Carlos X 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

2. 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,
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
3. Executive Director’s Report

Executive Director La Mariana welcomed everyone to the meeting and gave the following highlights regarding the
agency.

Education Team Updates

e The education and outreach team welcomed Emily Rose Meilke on October 20, and Oliver Crawford-
Shelmadine will join the team on November 3, filling the two vacant Fellow positions.

e The team also said goodbye to Joanna Rosales-Jose who left the Agency for a position at the City of San Jose.
She will be greatly missed, and the agency’s Outreach Manager position will be open in November and closes
in early December.

e On October 25, this Saturday, the team will be hosting Rethink Recycling Day at Shoreway, and everyone is
welcome to join.
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Master Plan Update
e The biggest deliverable is creating an RFP for the site visioning project.
e HF&H Consultants have been engaged for on-call analytical work.
e Craig Whittom Consulting has been engaged to provide lead project management support on the project.

Other Updates
o The SBI Operating Agreement contract has language that allows both parties to review the cost and contract
terms in year 3 and year 7 of the agreement, and year three is 2026. So, accordingly, the Agency will be
engaging HF&H consultants next spring to assist in evaluating and negotiating with SBI. HF&H was the original
contract negotiations firm during the RFP process.

o Member Dehn asked when the HF&H will begin the SBI work.

o Executive Director La Mariana replied in spring, and he’s not envisioning it being a long process.
Discussion
e Member Sturken asked regarding the written report, if it could include the open and click rates for the e-
newsletter, and if the BayROC campaign would also be in Mandrin and be tracked for click rates.

o Staff Au answered that regarding open and click rates they have those and can include them in future
ED reports, and that she would check to see if BayROC would also include Mandrin. She added that
once the campaigns are over BayROC provides a summary, and staff can share that with the PubEd
Committee.

e Member Dehn asked if there was a ramification for the Agency related to the article shared regarding Silicon
Valley Clean Water because she didn’t see the connection.

o Executive Director La Mariana noted that was informational only to show that other agencies are going
through the same aging infrastructure and raising capital to pay for them as RethinkWaste.

4. 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. Approval of the Minutes from the September 18, 2025 Board of Directors Meeting
Member Keisel noted that the minutes needed to correct the spelling of his name.

Motion/Second: Loraine/McCune
Voice Vote: 9-0-1-1

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

5. Administration and Finance
A. Resolution Approving Contract for Accounting & Financial Services with Eide Bailly LLP in an
amount not to exceed $145,306.
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Staff Mangini gave the background of the staff report, and the necessity to change the service provider.

Chair Rak noted that they weren't the lowest bidder, and the rationale for going with the recommendation is that
they had the most experience in with public organizations similar to RethinkWaste.

Staff Mangini answered that staff's recommendation is that the benefit of having the bench strength of experience in
our industry outweighed the cost differential. He noted that there are times there are accounting issues specific to
government, and he felt strongly that Eide Bailly’s experience in that area was the right direction, and the amount
proposed is well within the budget.

Member Kiesel asked if they had a local presence.

Staff Mangini answered that they are a national firm, but the managing partner is in Sacramento.

Motion/Second: McCune/Davies-Adams
Voice Vote: 10-0-0-1

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

Menlo Park X

6. Shoreway Operations and Contract Management

A.  Continued from June 2025 Resolution Approving Amendment #2 to the Professional Services Agreement for
On-Call Project Management Services with S.R. Rose Engineering Inc. for the Shoreway Environmental
Center Flood Inundations Assessment for a Not to Exceed Amount of $79,572

Executive Director La Mariana noted that the Board previously gave staff direction to reach out to the One Shoreline
JPA to ensure that this work wouldn’t be redundant with the work that agency is doing. He noted the potential for
our two agencies to work together and possible co-fund portions of projects (i.e. permit fees), but there are definitely
areas where RethinkWaste will need to do work in this area independently, and staff would like to move forward
with this contract amendment.

Motion/Second: Sturken/Kiesel
Voice Vote: 10-0-0-1

| Agency Yes No Abstain | Absent | Agency Yes | 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 West Bay Sanitary Dist. X
Menlo Park X
7. Adjourn to Study Session
8. Call To Order/Roll Call

CTO: 2:27PM
Roll Call Done Visually:
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Agency Present Absent | Agency Present Absent
Belmont X Redwood City X

Burlingame X San Carlos X X
East Palo Alto X San Mateo X

Foster City X County of San Mateo X 2:44PM

Hillshorough X West Bay Sanitary District X

Menlo Park X

9.

10.

Public Comment

Pursuant to Government Code Section 54954.3(a), members of the public wishing to address the Board may do so, and the comments
shall be limited to the Special Meeting notice topic(s). Speakers may join the Zoom meeting via the meeting link and using the “raise hand”
feature and the Board Chair of Clerk of the Board will call on members of the public to comment.

None

STUDY SESSION
A. Review of DRAFT FY2026 Budget, Capital Plan & Reserves

Staff Mangini gave a presentation outlining the budget development for 2026. He reviewed the timeline, noting
budget development overlaps with the contractor compensation application review. He noted the purpose of this
review is to discuss any changes needed before the final budget is before the board for final approval in November.
The presentation included the factors and trends that affected 2026 budget development.

Board Discussion on the 2026 Budget.

Vice Chair Brownrigg asked if solid waste in the budget referred to black or blue carts.

Staff Mangini answered that solid waste noted is only the black cart. Blue/Recycling does not generate any tip fee
revenue, but it's roughly 64,000 tons per year of which 50,000 is commodity revenue and the other is residue trash.

Vice Chair Brownrigg noted that from a tonnage point of view it would be useful to see recycling included.
Staff Mangini noted he would add a historical recycling slide to the November presentation.

The Board discussed the CRV revenue source.

Staff Mangini noted that commodity sales added about $1M in revenue due to the CRV increase.

Chair Rak asked for further explanation of the changes in law that affected the CRV revenue and asked if it was
expected to increase even more.

Staff Mangini answered that the change in law classified additional materials as CRV containers, but that the
revenue from those containers was already achieved in 2025, so he did not think it would be a continual increase
over time.

Executive Director La Mariana added that this is a direct result of the Agency’s legislative efforts over a three year
period and has resulted in a net revenue of about $1M per year.

Member Loraine asked about the note in the Executive Director’s report about scrap plastic prices plummeting and
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whether that might change the forecast.

Staff Mangini agreed that he did think that the budget for commodity revenue needed to be adjusted down by
$200K to $300K to account for PET plastic scrap which is currently selling for very small amounts compared to past
numbers.

Chair Rak asked if there is any data if there has been an increase in drop off now that the facility is open 7 days a
week. He directed staff to report on that at a future meeting.

Staff Mangini continued the presentation noting that the biggest unknown for FY2026 planning is the possible cost-
based adjustment in year 3 of the SBI contract which happens in 2026. He added that he has estimated $100K for
this adjustment but pointed out that it's an unknown at this time. He also called attention to net revenue being up
over the mid-year and prior year budget. He asked for feedback on the strategy of moderately increasing tip fees
each year to build reserves.

Member Dehn asked if the additional revenue will cover annual maintenance or long-term capital improvements.

Staff Mangini answered as the facility ages, there are more things that need to be replaced or refurbished, like tip
floor resurfacing or baler refurbishing these kinds of things that don’t happen every year. This additional revenue
would establish a longer-term reserve for projects that are anticipated but are not taking place in the current budget
year. In the last few years, reserves have been used, but not replenished, so the idea is to build reserves by small
increases to tip fees each year.

Member Mueller now present at 2:44PM

Member Sturken asked for a chart that shows the bare minimum to keep pace versus the one that is intended to
replenish the reserve.

Staff Mangini answered that he thought future slides would answer that question, but on staff's queue to work on is
a 5-year forecast that displays how the tip fee increases will get us to where the Agency needs to go financially.

Staff Mangini then went over the Shoreway operations expense and further explained the reserve balances. The
enterprise fund in 2025 is projected to lose ground, but going forward over time instead of losing $1M in 2025 it is
down to $400K in 2026 and eventually will build back up so that it is not losing ground each year.

Member Loraine commented that what this budget takes into consideration is better overall accounting for the
maintenance and repair and better accounting for infrastructure projects going forward.

Member Adams-Davies asked if there was a legal prohibition about charging more than services cost.

Counsel Savaree commented that building a reserve is permissible but be cautious about planning for the future
without over burdening the rate payers.

Member Adams Davies was asked by her fellow Hillsborough council members if it was possible to renegotiate
rates for services that were not being used in Hillsborough, and she wondered when those discussions should take
place, and how they would play into the rates.

Member Sturken asked how the green bond fund fits into the funding for maintenance and repairs.

Staff Mangini answered that the green bond funds are set aside for specific eligible projects, and Staff Gans will talk
about those in the capital slides.
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Member Mueller asked how to plan for the costs associated with finding an alternative long term disposal site when
the Ox Mountain landfill closes.

Executive Director La Mariana answered that his understanding is that the current long-term capacity is now under
20 years until the landfill closes. He added that when RethinkWaste did an RFP for disposal sites about 5 years ago
only one other site responded to the RFP in South San Jose and their costs were 35% higher than Ox Mountain for
just the landfill, not including the transportation costs. He noted that the Ox Mountain Landfill operates on about
10% of the footprint of the entire property and it is all unincorporated County property. There is a canyon next to
the property that they are considering expanding to.

Member Mueller noted that in the next budget cycle he wants to start seeing estimates and allocation towards a
smoothing for preparing for the closure of the Ox Mountain landfill.

Executive Director La Mariana noted that it would be part of the 5 and 10 year forecast going forward, and added
that there is a law that when a landfill is projected to have 15 years or less of capacity left, the County has a
responsibility to start forecasting options, and RethinkWaste will be a partner to the County in this, but
RethinkWaste isn’t the whole County.

Member Dehn commented that this is just one of many future costs items we need to be preparing for, which ties
back to the building reserves discussion we've been having today.

Vice Chair Brownrigg commented that there won't be a capital expense associated with the closing of the landfill,
there is going to be a very large operating expense increase, so it is different from building the reserve to account
for aging buildings and equipment.

Member Mueller asked if this Agency takes on the expense for landfill closure or expanding into the canyon.

Executive Director La Mariana answered that Ox Mountain is a privately owned entity, so the costs will be reflected
in their costs back to us and therefore to the rate payers.

Member Mueller thought that the Agency might be able to contribute to the capital costs associated with the
closure, rather than passing increased costs on to the rate payers.

Executive Director La Mariana noted that this would be a strong consideration in the master planning process.
Member Mueller then asked if car batteries would be coming to our facility.

Executive Director La Mariana answered that car batteries are hazardous waste, and the facility doesn’t handle
hazardous waste.

Member Mueller commented that he’s concerned that receiving hazardous waste items at a rate greater than we
are prepared for may happen in the future and we need to account for the costs associated with that disposal.

Chair Rak asked what the responsibility to RethinkWaste is when hazardous waste ends up at Shoreway.

Dwight Herring, General Manager of SBI, noted that SBI has a vendor for large hazardous waste items called Clean
Harbors and we pay to have them handle it responsibly.

Staff Gans added that ultimately it hits our budget.
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Member Schmidt commented as costs increase the budget is going to face more scrutiny so it’s important to have
practices in place that explain fees and costs now so that when more scrutiny comes, we’ve prepared for it.

Chair Rak noted that the Legislative Committee is continuing to work on extended producer responsibility legislation
for batteries, which is going to be an important consideration from a cost standpoint.

Vice Chair Brownrigg suggests that this Agency review the use of rate stabilization in the next couple of years,
because, if a fund is created, there needs to be parameters around how to use it.

Staff Gans then gave a presentation overviewing the capital budget. Noting that it's about $1.5M year with periodic
events that need to be accounted for. But it does not include master plan items like building new buildings for
example. He also noted that if the landfill does close disposal costs will go up, and then we may want to look at
alternate handling options which would need to be included into a master plan discussion.

Member Kiesel asked if the money that we are raising for reserves through increased tip fees is being allocated to
capital improvement projects.

Staff Gans answered yes that this is the plan, and Staff Mangini is working on raising what we need not more than
we need but enough to deal with the unexpected as well.

Vice Chair Brownrigg noted that the Green Bond won't exist forever and has financed capital expenditures, so the
ongoing capital investment is probably closer to $3M capital expense annually not $1.5M.

Member Schmidt noted the unexpected had been mentioned a few times in the presentation, and he asked what
staff sees as the biggest risk factors and potential price tag for those items.

Staff Gans answered regulatory changes. For example, the enormous expense for the agency to electrify collection
vehicles, and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District plan to require air filtration systems at solid waste
facilities. Had that happened it would have been millions of dollars to install and require an acre footprint of land,
which Shoreway doesn'’t have.

Member Loraine asked for further clarification on what tip fees cover, how much simple repair and maintenance
projects versus larger capital projects are going forward so that the Board and public are aware what tip fees go to
and how much further investment is needed. He noted that based on today’s discussion, the agency might not be
there yet.

Executive Director La Mariana noted that the Agency has outgrown the model of reinvesting to keep the facility
running and the agency is now taking a more sophisticated approach.

Member Kiesel asked if depreciation was included in expenses, and if not, the actual costs should be included in
annual expenses.

Staff Gans concluded his presentation with upcoming larger capital projects, noting that the question is to figure out
how to pay for them, without bond money remaining.
e 2026 - MRF Phase Il - $5M
2027 - Organics-to-Energy - $5M
2026 - Transfer Station Fike Fire Detection System
2026 — Building EV infrastructure for 15 smaller fleet vehicles
2026 - Electrical Switch Gear - $800K

Member Rak asked if the Board had any feedback for staff on the 5% increase in tip fees each year for the next five
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years approach, which would build the reserves by about 1.5% each year.

Staff Mangini noted that for the November meeting he would build a table that showed 5 to 10 years with CPI
applied to understand where the revenue would grow from this approach to the budget.

Member Brownrigg asked staff to reflect on the financial impacts of borrowing the additional anticipated bond
expense in the next 5 to 10 year time frame for rebuilding the facility. He asked for a report that shows the fiscal
impacts of hypothetical bonds scenarios of $30M, $50M and$70M.

11. Board Member Comments

12. Adjourn to Closed Session 3:46PM
A. Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957-Public Employee Performance Evaluation-Executive Director
B. Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6-Conference with Labor Negotiator-Agency Designated
Representative: Jean B. Savaree; Unrepresented Employee: Executive Director

13. Adjourn 4:32PM
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