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MINUTES 
RETHINKWASTE 

SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

February 26, 2026 – 2:00 p.m. 
1245 San Carlos Ave. Suite E, San Carlos, CA 94070 

Call To Order: 2:00 p.m. 
1. Roll Call  

 

 
Alternate Member Mark Dinan represented East Palo Alto 
 

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.. 
 
Written public comments were received and read from Peter Lenhardt of Menlo Park regarding multi-family 
rates versus single family rates - full written comments are available at Attachment A. 
 
Member Schmidt noted that this resident made similar comments at the Menlo Park City Council meeting, and 
he was looking for advice on how to respond to residents with these types of complaints. 
 
Executive Director La Mariana noted that the number of units that define multi-family versus single-family 
dwellings is defined by the state, so no local agency has the authority to change that definition. 
 
Chair Brownrigg noted that each Member Agency sets its own rates with Recology, and staff would reflect on 
whether there was a universal issue regarding this subject that the full board should discuss. 
 

Agency Present Absent Agency Present Absent 

Belmont X  Redwood City  X 
Burlingame X  San Carlos X  
East Palo Alto X X 3:06PM San Mateo X  
Foster City X  County of San Mateo X X 3:09PM 
Hillsborough X  West Bay Sanitary District X  
Menlo Park X  

mailto:rethinker@rethinkwaste.org
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3. Executive Director’s Report 
 
Executive Director La Mariana welcomed everyone to the meeting and made the following announcements: 

• He thanked and appreciated Board Member Adam Rak for serving as Chair for the last two years. 
• The labor negotiations between Recology and Local 350 continue and 2 more sessions are planned for 

next week.  Staff had a meeting with the City Mangers on February 5, and there is no reason to change 
any direction that was given at the meeting. 

• The Zero Emission Pilot project has secured a $75,000 grant. 
• The outdoor education area at Shoreway is receiving a multiphase update, the third phase of this project 

will be considered by the Board and the Pub Ed Committee.  He reminded the Board that this area of the 
facility is not being considered for change by the Master Plan study. 

• A second project in the Capital projects funded for this year is the second-floor office build out, and 
portions of the project will be considered for approval by the board this year, this build out will create a 
home base for the engineering team. 

• Staff is working on the second phase of the signage project, new signs continue to go in, and once 
permits are approved consideration of new monument signs will be before this board. 

• April 25 is the annual Earth Day event at Shoreway between 10 a.m. and 1:30 p.m. 
• The trash to art contest is now open, flyers available for spreading the word in the community. 
• He announced that there won’t be a formal Board retreat this year, there will be a process update later in 

the fall along with a Long-Range Plan update. 
• He is working with Chair Brownrigg to have broad discussions on plastics, recycling and landfill at the 

board level this year, as great foundational knowledge for future decision making. 
• He noted that he read in the Daily Journal that Redwood City is initiating a levee project similar to Foster 

City, which will have implications for our facility, and he would keep the board informed as the project 
progresses. 

• He introduced Karina Hammoud, who is the new Outreach and Communications Program Manager 
 
Member Diaz-Nash asked for digital artwork for the trash to art contest and earth day celebrations. 
 
Chair Brownrigg noted that an informational discussion on the Redwood City levee project would be helpful to the 
Board, but also noted that informational items will not be included if there is not room on the agenda, but that he 
finds the informational items helpful to explain to residents why this agency has value. 
 
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 of the January 22, 2026, Board of Directors Meeting 
B. Approval of the Quarterly Investment Report for the quarter ending September 30, 2025 
C. Resolution Authorizing the Transfer of RethinkWaste LAIF Accounts from the City of Redwood  

City to South Bayside Waste Management Authority (RethinkWaste) as a result of the New  
Administrative Services Contract 

 
Motion/Second: Speier/Dehn 
Roll Call Vote: 10-0-0-1 (7B &7C) 9-0-1-1(7A) 

Agency Yes No Abstain Absent Agency Yes No Abstain Absent 
Belmont X    Redwood City    X 
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Burlingame X    San Carlos X  X(7A)  
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. Resolutions Authorizing Remote Meetings for Rethink Waste’s Subcommittees and Designating an 
Additional Physical Location for Board Meetings 

 
Counsel Savaree gave an overview of the staff report, which reflected the discussion at the January Board 
Meeting. 
 
Member Brownrigg noted the ability to attend subcommittee meetings remotely is a huge improvement from 
his perspective. The resolution needs to have 3 findings for subcommittees to be able to meet remotely: 

• The Board considered the circumstances of the subcommittee.  
• Teleconference meetings of the subcommittee would enhance public access to the subcommittee’s 

meetings; and 
• Teleconference meetings of the subcommittee would help attract, retain and diversify the 

subcommittee. 
 
Member Rak asked if subcommittee members need to be in the jurisdiction in order to participate. 
 
Counsel Savaree answered no. 
 
Member Kiesel noted that there was a typo in both resolutions and that the resolution should be modified to 
change SB 770 to SB 707. 
 
Motion/Second: McCune/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    

 
The board then discussed creating a satellite location for Board meetings. 
 
Member Adams asked if this is an alternate location for one meeting only, or if the meeting would be run from 
two different locations and connected electronically. 
 
Counsel Savaree said yes, the meetings would take place in both locations simultaneously and be connected 
electronically. 
 
Member Adams asked if there would be instances where everyone would be in the same location. 
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Chair Brownrigg commented that there might be times when being in one place would be beneficial, and 
requested staff let members know well in advance of those meetings. 
 
Member Dehn asked if no board members are using the satellite location, is there a cut-off to notify staff. 
 
Counsel Savaree noted that if you designate and always run two locations there is less opportunity for 
mistakes and confusion, at which point members would not need to let staff know if they are going to be there 
or not. 
 
Member Schmidt noted that commute.org has been using two locations for a while, so he could connect staff 
with their staff to discuss logistics. 
 
The board discussed this being an experiment to see how two locations go and see if there is another 
geographic location that makes more sense. 
 
Member Kiesel asked if there was any ability to change the location. 
 
Counsel Savaree noted that another resolution would need to be adopted with the alternate location. 
 
Motion/Second: Kiesel/Rak 
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. Collection and Recycling Program Support and Compliance 

No Items 
 

7. Shoreway Operations and Contract Management 
A. Resolution Authorizing the Issuance of a Request for Proposals for the Shoreway Environmental Center 

Site Improvement / Phasing / Costing Feasibility and Planning Study 
 

Executive Director La Mariana introduced the item, and introduced Craig Whittom, the Agency’s consultant on 
this project. 
 
Craig Whittom gave a presentation on the background of the project, the history of the site, and the issues 
currently affecting the site, and deliverables for the proposed RFP.  He asked for Board feedback on the 
direction of the project. 
 
Executive Director La Mariana noted regarding the history of the project that all of the member agencies’ staff, 
and the Agency’s contracting partners were included in the feedback for the previous study, which he sees as 
the first of three phases of the Master Plan of the site, and that staff intends to take a similar approach this 
time around. 
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Member McCune added that the 2023 study was too short term, and so he asked staff to go back out and ask 
for three different alternatives.  Alternative 1 being affordable and pragmatic short term improvements plan.  
Alternative 3 being that the MRF and transfer station don’t change but everything else could, which would be 
a very expensive undertaking, but if that proved to be the best use of the space in the long term, maybe that 
would be the better option.  His goal with this project is to have three distinctly different alternatives to 
consider. 
 
Chair Brownrigg noted he is hoping for real options that can save rate payers money, and that when the last 
Master Plan was done in 2006-2007 there was a significant benefit to residents because they were moving to 
single stream recycling, he wasn’t sure he sees the benefit to residents this time, so being able to explain to 
residents how they’ll benefit from the rate increases that result from a Master Plan is going to be important. 
 
Member Diaz Nash noted that the story about why this is important needs to include what would happen if the 
Agency didn’t do this. 
 
Member Speier commented that the Agency needs to be very careful about making improvements where 
there is only 17 years left at the landfill.  Residents are already feeling overtaxed, so reducing costs to rate 
payers should be the goal. 
 
Member Rak commented that the 2023 plan was unrealistic, so he wanted a plan that was manageable and 
realistic. 
 
Craig Whittom commented that he would modify the RFP to ask for a range of cost options. 
 
Member Adams asked how acquiring the airport property was considered in the RFP. 
 
Craig Whittom answered that the acquisition of the county land is written to be one of the three options 
considered in the RFP.  It’s also written broadly that the consultant would look at offsite options as well. 
 
Member Speier asked for more information on the county property. 
 
Executive Director La Mariana noted that San Mateo County owns the property which serves as the 
emergency landing area for the San Carlos airport.  The agency has always wanted to acquire a small portion 
of the property to expand the site, but he’s never been in a place to determine what the actual ask would be.  
So this visioning study will help to determine that. 
 
Member Brownrigg thought it would be prudent to continue the conversations about acquiring the land before 
the study was completed. 
 
Member Speier noted that she would talk to Mik Calagy about the parcel. 
 
Member Schmidt asked when the time would be to start talking about donations for the environmental 
education center portion of the master plan, and if that was still under consideration or if everything in this 
plan would be part of the Agency’s capital improvement plan. 
 
Executive Director La Mariana noted anything that can be done to reduce the burden on rate payers is a good 
thing but having a better understanding of what the educational center piece will look like, before starting to 
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ask for funding would be prudent. He also noted that so much of this discussion and what the Agency does in 
general that is driven by operations mandated by law, but the environmental education center is one area that 
this board can really define what that looks like and how important it is to our community, and could be a 
leading part of the public outreach on this project.  He also added that the landfill closure in approximately 17 
years, and the parking constraints are going to be critical factors in any site development decisions. 
 
Member Kiesel asked if the transportation of solid waste to a further location would change anything at the 
Shoreway site. 
 
Chair Brownrigg noted that if materials are being transported farther away more trucks will be needed on site, 
and that affects this plan. 
 
The Board asked Craig Whittom to move the landfill closure to the top of list of considerations to study. 
 
East Palo Alto is now absent. 
 
Member Adams noted that the best part of the education programs is seeing the actual processing, so she 
wanted to make sure that the education center didn’t lose sight of that. 
 
The County is now absent. 
 
Motion/Second: McCune/Kiesel 
Voice Vote: 8-0-0-3 

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    

 
B. Resolution Authorizing the addition of Shoreway Environmental Center Solar Power Expansion and 

Battery Storage Project to the Capital Improvement Projects planned in 2026. 
 
Sean Rose of Sean Rose Engineering presented this item and noted that with approval it would add a project 
to the 2026-2023 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), to expand solar to the two Recology maintenance 
buildings, and possible ground locations at the facility as well as battery storage.  Staff has reached out to 
PCE and Luminace and both have expressed interest in providing solar to the facility through a purchase 
power agreement (PPA).  Should this get approved, staff will begin soliciting proposals for a PPA agreement 
with PCE or Luminace with the intent to coordinate this effort with the master plan process, but construction 
could begin in 2027. 
 
Chair Brownrigg asked for clarification on the battery storage part of the project. 
 
Sean Rose answered at this phase it’s just feasibility, but because of the recent change in the way PG&E is 
charging for power both PCE and Luminace are seeing more and more battery storage projects be part of 
solar PPA agreements.  Staff will come back to the board with a decision to design, procure and install the 
solar project in the future and battery storage may or may not be recommended with that project. 
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Chair Brownrigg noted that he was concerned about the safety of lithium-ion battery storage on site.  He also 
noted that if batteries are meant to support mission critical work, they won’t have enough power to support 
both the building and the electric vehicles, and he looked forward to a more in-depth analysis of battery 
storage in the future. 
 
Motion/Second: Adams/McCune 
Voice Vote: 8-0-0-3 

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    

 
C. Update Report from SBI on Commodity Marketing Revenue Process and Results 
 
Staff Gans gave an overview of the staff report, noting that it outlines context to the current pricing SBI is 
obtaining for the materials that are being marketed. 
 
Chair Brownrigg recalled that there was concern about getting the best pricing results by going with only one 
marketing vendor, and he asked if the conclusion is that results are good. 
 
Staff Gans answered yes, there is a chart in the staff report that compares the pricing SBI received from June 
to September 2025 to the industry index which shows that the prices SBI getting for the two largest 
commodities which are mixed paper and cardboard is slightly better than the index. 
 
Executive Director La Mariana noted that the approval last year was temporary by the board, however, the 
contract language with SBI includes having multiple vendors for marketing commodities, so at some point the 
language in the contract needs to align with the practice. 
 
Chair Brownrigg summarized that the contract drafters assumed that multiple vendors would yield better 
results, and after a year of just one vendor the results are fine and asked how the Board feels about 
authorizing a change in contract language. 
 
Member Rak suggested revisiting this again in another year and possibly changing the contract with another 
year of data. 
 
Staff Gans noted that the commodity pricing is tracked in SBI’s monthly report, and he can continue to call it 
out. 
 
Chair Brownrigg commented that he didn’t really need to know the numbers just that the prices are at or 
above market index and suggested bringing it back to the board each year and possibly change the contract 
language. 
 
D. Report on Transfer Station Tip Floor Assessment Project 
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Staff Nghiem gave a presentation and asked for the Board’s feedback on the pros and cons of full floor 
resurfacing project versus the phased approach of patching the floor that has been the current practice every 
few years.  She noted that a full floor resurfacing effort would be a large project, much more expensive, and 
large amount of work for SBI, but it would yield 7-10 years before a patch repair would be needed. 
 
Member Kiesel asked if the floor loses integrity over time. 
 
Staff Nghiem noted that over time the steel does become exposed, but we have no evidence that the steel 
reinforcement has been damaged.  She added that x-raying of the steel was not included in the scope of the 
project, the request was to analyze the floor surface, but it is noted in the report that x-raying the structural 
integrity of the floor could be considered. 
 
Member McCune noted that measurement of flatness is not a measure of condition, he wanted the report to 
say where the floor was close to the rebar. 
 
Staff Nghiem noted that the report tells us the elevation difference now from when it was designed, from there 
staff can extrapolate that the lowest elevation areas are getting close to exposing the rebar. 
 
Chair Brownrigg noted that the report states that it’s going to cost $25-$3M to do the recommended repairs, 
but then in 3-5 years need to spend another $5-$6M to cover the whole floor, so it was simple math to him to 
do the whole floor sooner, and staff needs to figure out how to pay for it, and come back to the board with 
either the money is available or it’s not. 
 
Executive Director La Mariana noted that the intent was to take the direction that comes from today’s 
discussion and apply those costs to the 2027 budget. 
 
Vice Chair Dehn asked if it was eligible for the green bond fund, and she asked if the pit edge repair project 
was part of this or had already been completed. 
 
Executive Director La Mariana answered that the work was completed, but it was just identified that some 
substandard materials were used so staff is working to identify the options to remedy the situation. 
 
Member Adams asked for the cost of including x-rays of the floor in the next report. 
 
E. Report on project status for the MRF Phase II Equipment Upgrade Project 
 
Staff Gans gave a brief update on the status of the RFP noting that it started in 2025 and now there are some 
different board members.  He noted that three bids were received, and they are in the technical analysis 
phase of the evaluation, and that a contract decision for the project would be presented at the March board 
meeting.  He offered to give tours of the facility to any new board members ahead of approval of the contract 
next month. 
 

8. Public Education, Outreach and Legislation 
No Items 

 
9. Informational Items Only (no action required) 

A. 2026 Legislative Session Updates 
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B. Update on SB 1383 Compliance Program on behalf of RethinkWaste Member Agencies 
C. Update on RethinkWaste’s Public Education and Outreach Programs 
D. 2026 Finance and Rate Setting Calenda 
E. Check Register Detail for December 2025 and January 2026 
F. 2026 Meeting Planning Guide 

 
10. Board Member Comments 
 
11. Adjourn 3:57 p.m. 

 
Attachments: 
Attachment A – Written public comments 

 


