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DRAFT MINUTES
SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
April 27, 2017 – 1:00 p.m.
San Carlos Library Conference Room A/B
Call To Order: 2:00PM
1. Roll Call
Agency

Present

Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

X
X
X
X (late)
X
X

2.

Absent

Agency

Present

Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo
West Bay Sanitary District

X (late)
X
X
X
X (late)
X

Absent

Public Comment

Persons wishing to address the Board on matters NOT on the posted agenda may do so.
Each speaker is limited to two minutes. If there are more than five individuals wishing to speak during public comment, the Chairman will draw five speaker cards
from those submitted to speak during this time. The balance of the Public Comment speakers will be called upon at the end of the Board Meeting.
If the item you are speaking on is not listed on the agenda, please be advised that the Board may briefly respond to statements made or questions posed as
allowed under The Brown Act (Government Code Section 54954.2). The Board's general policy is to refer items to staff for attention, or have a matter placed on
a future Board agenda for a more comprehensive action or report and formal public discussion and input at that time.

None
3.

Executive Director’s Report

Executive Director La Mariana opened the meeting and noted a few items from his report. He noted that the
Bond Covenant requirements have been met for 2016, and the first reading of the budget will be today. He
complimented Staff Mututa, and Staff Guzman for their successful Earth Day at Shoreway event. He also noted
that an $18,300 rebate from the San Mateo Energy Watch program for our LED lighting programs was received.
He then noted that in the last 6-8 weeks there has been an unexpected drop in fiber commodity values, so in
looking at revenues in the budget it’s an important number. He added that China is trying to intercept material
that isn’t clean enough to reduce residual material, so staff is still working to scope and identify the long term
impacts of this shift. Regarding the budget, he noted that Hanover sent a letter stating that they weren’t going to
renew our insurance policy. He added that staff anticipated this decision, and is currently shopping our
insurance, but it’s clear that our coverage options will cost significantly more and won’t be as comprehensive.
He also added that John O’Neil from Risk Strategies Insurance Brokerage will be at the May Board meeting to
give an assessment of our choices and how it will affect the budget. He also noted that staff is working behind
the scenes on an advanced fire mitigation plan and a plan to address lithium ion batteries. There will be a full
report on a battery plan at the September meeting, and the SBWMA is taking a leadership role within the
national industry on this issue. Lastly, he noted that the conveyor equipment replacement at the transfer station
is the last fire item outstanding and is a consent item today.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Member Widmer commented that he would like to see options around possibly being self-insured, and using the
emergency reserve fund as insurance. He also commented that if there is no alternative battery option, people
will put it in the trash.
Member Benton asked what portion of the total commodity revenue is fiber.
Staff Gans answered that it’s two thirds of the total commodity revenue so it has a big impact.
Member Aguirre complimented Staff Mututa for her tour of the facility with the Chamber of Commerce
Leadership group, the class was very pleased to be able to have the tour and Staff Mututa received top points
for the tour.
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 Minutes from the March 23, 2017 Board of Directors Meeting
B. Resolution Approving Calendar Year 2016 Financial Statements
C. Resolution Authorization for Executive Director to enter into contract to replace transfer station
conveyor in the amount not to exceed $247,529
Motion: Member Bonilla
Second: Member Aguirre
Roll Call Vote: 9-0-0-3
Agency
Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

5.

Yes
X
X
X

No

Abstain

Absent

X
X
X

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo

Yes

West Bay Sanitary Dist.

X

No

Abstain

Absent

X
X
X
X
X

Administration and Finance
A. Presentation of the Preliminary FY1718 Operating Budget
Executive Director La Mariana noted that this is the first viewing of the FY17/18 budget and gave a
Power Point presentation on the preliminary budget, and the May 25 meeting will be an approval of
the FY1718 budget.
East Palo Alto now present 1:21 PM
County of San Mateo now present 1:23PM
He noted that the budget plans to cover the bond covenant requirements, and meets the agency
expenses in a responsible way. Regarding revenues the presentation was put together before the
recent dip in fiber commodity, so he cautioned that the 7% projection in revenue may change, and
that staff would have a better read on the issue at the May Board meeting as the dip just happened.
Currently, the projection for commodity revenue in FY 17-18 is $8M.
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Member Benton reiterated that the fiber commodity is two thirds of that $8M.
Staff Gans said yes, and added that Fiber has dropped about 30% in recent days.
Executive Director La Mariana then noted that currently the only recommendation for a tip fee
adjustment will be $1.81 increase to C&D which is completely passes-through the increased costs
that the agency has incurred with the Zanker contract just entered into.
Member Widmer commented that he would like to see a surcharge on disposal costs to soften the
step charge as the disposal contracts expired.
Executive Director La Mariana commented that staff will take a look at that and have
recommendations at the May Board meeting.
Executive Director La Mariana then talked about the expense side of the budget. He noted that the
anticipated increase for fire insurance premiums has been factored in. Currently fire insurance is
$178,000/year and the number is currently anticipated to jump by about $330,000, or more.
Member Aguirre asked what is the total amount paid in insurance.
Staff Fakira answered right now its $228,000.
Executive Director La Mariana then commented that he plans to re-energize the pub ed programs,
including a specific campaign for batteries. And a public spaces project from the long range plan to
have continuity of containers when out in the public.
Member Widmer questioned how the cost of the public spaces program would work.
Executive Director La Mariana noted that there is an initial cost for the physical containers that the
SBWMA will allocate for the initial purchaser. He also added some SBWMA Fellows will be working
with the Member Agencies to get the public spaces campaign going. Similarly staff wants to roll out
`expanded school site programs and work on an education program in the schools in the SBWMA
service area with a pilot in one district, where there is not only onsite classroom presentations but
also technical assistance with their recycling and compost programs.
Member Aguirre asked that the Redwood City Elementary School District be the pilot district for the
schools program.
Executive Director La Mariana then talked about the proposed capital budget items. He then talked
about the proposed transfer station expansion originally planned for FY1718, but staff is proposing to
do that expansion in the following year with the mixed waste processing system based on feedback
from the finance committee.
Member Widmer asked about storm water maintenance and noted that $1.2M didn’t look like routine
maintenance. It looked like more major work.
Staff Gans answered that there have been some challenges on the site complying with the new storm
water regulations instituted in July. Staff is going through the process to improve and report on those
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improvements now, but there is a risk that we still won’t comply, and if that is the case the next step is
to install a truck washing system, and that is what the $1.2M is earmarked for.
Member Widmer also added that construction costs are rising and that number may not be big
enough, and thought staff should look at it again.
Staff Gans noted that an engineer’s adjustment was completed and it did come in higher, and the
number in the budget reflects that.
Member Brownrigg commented that he would have supported the transfer station expansion this
year, based on the strength of reserves and the utility of having additional floor space. He
understood that it is linked to the mixed waste processing system, and the benefit of talking about it
all at once, but we spend $9M a year bring stuff to Ox Mountain so to the extent that we can reduce
that material, it’s not just a cost line it reduces expenses, so as the Board talks about it more over the
next year, he would like the record to reflect he would have supported the expansion.
Executive Director La Mariana added that the general thought is knowing that we have these
contracts that are looming and a new bar for state mandates for diversion, staff wanted to take a
different look at what is going to landfill.
Executive Director La Mariana concluded his presentation by noting that the reserves are in a very
strong position. The transfer station expansion project would have been completely covered by the
reserves. The larger project of $8 to 14M would require external bond financing. He advocated for
maintaining a healthy reserve to give the program more options in the future.
6.

Collection and Recycling Program Support and Compliance
A. Presentation of the Franchise Agreement Extension (FAX) Committee’s Findings regarding a Model
Franchise Agreement Extension with Recology San Mateo County
i.
SBWMA Staff: Background, Goals, Timing, and Public Decision Making Considerations
Executive Director La Mariana gave a Power Point presentation with introductory remarks, and noted
that today’s presentation was on a high level but that two workshops will be offered to get into the
financial and contract language details . . One will be Wednesday, May 3rd from 9:30 to 1:30, and will be
focused on the numbers, and the second date is being determined but will be focused on contract
language. He acknowledged the FAX Members, and the Negotiation Committee Members, then began
his presentation.
Member Aguirre asked for a reiteration of how much the recent concessions from Recology were.
Executive Director La Mariana answered $961,000 and Bob Hilton will go into it further.
Executive Director La Mariana noted that this discussion represents about two thirds of the collection
costs, Recology’s piece is not 100%. The other 37% are all of the other contracts we talked about
during the budget presentation. He then went over the timeline and the individual Member Agency City
Council presentations, and noted by December 31, 2017 there needs to be at least 8 of the Member
Agency with signed agreements.
Menlo Park present at 2:03PM
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Member Brownrigg commented that his City Council colleagues in Burlingame were not going to be able
to react to an in-depth discussion, so he suggested not casting as seeking guidance, but to put as more
factual, and suggested costs per capita per city by region.
Member Aguirre added that the lay version “what is your city gaining from this” presentation.
Vice Chair Bronitsky jumped ahead and asked about the slide the noted a 14% increase between now
and 2021, and asked for a discussion around smoothing that increase in over time so there isn’t a huge
increase in 2021.
Counsel Savaree answered that the decision on how to handle the increase will be handled at each
individual agency.
Member Widmer commented with the drop in depreciation in year 10 of the current contract it’s actually
a 20% increase over what was expected, and two step increases is not smoothing. He commented that
depreciation should happen at the time of purchase.
Executive Director La Mariana noted that Bob Hilton will address the depreciation issue during his
presentation. He added that there are strategies that can smooth the transition, and Bob Hilton will
discuss those later. He then finished his portion of the presentation by going over some of the deal
points and concessions of the negotiation.
Member Widmer asked for clarification that the staff report says initial true-up, but the presentation said
no true up.
Executive Director La Mariana answered that there was a request form Recology for a cost true up
between now and 2021, and the FAX Committee did not agree to that true up. The word true up was
used two different ways and, in this discussion, the term has been used for the difference between rate
year 20 and rate year 21.
i.

Financial Review by HF&H Consultants

Bob Hilton of HF&H Consultants then continued the presentation giving a financial overview and context.
Bob Hilton then shared the results of negotiations for the Model Agreement.
 No changes to core collection services
 Capping Bulky Item collections to a SBWMA service area-wide cap of 150 appointments per day
(currently, we’re averaging about 120 ), and then a meet and confer will occur if 140+
appointments per day are booked to determine whether a relaxed service appointment day is
acceptable, or provide additional resources to Recology to increase the number of collections.
 Capping SBWMA service area-wide abandoned waste collection appointments at 30 per day. If
this number is exceeded, a meet and confer discussion will occur between Agency staff and
Recology similar to bulky item collection procedure identified above
 “Mixed Use Building” Services, the residents would receive the residential services the same as
a multifamily development, and the commercial accounts would receive commercial services
 Streamlined reporting to make it more efficient
 Liquidated Damages agreed to let Recology appeal to a Member Agency if their performance
standard wasn’t achieved because of an extraordinary circumstance
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Diversion Level Performance Incentives/Disincentives based on a diversion level for the prior 5
Years, and limited at $100,000 annually
Quarterly contamination audits have been eliminated
The Member Agencies, the SBWMA and Recology would put together a public education and
recycling technical assistance 3-year plan to manage changing circumstances and regulations
in the service area
Annual allocation adjustment process eliminated

Member Benton asked about the daily cap in bulky item collections, asking if it was a reduction, and why
it was asked for.
Bob Hilton answered that it is a 25% increase from our current volumes, and it was asked for because
when they estimated bulky item collections when they proposed the contract Recology proposed 450
bulky items per week, and estimated costs based on that level of support, as it is now the company is
providing an average of 750 bulky item collections per week about 120 per day. The cap at 140 per day
will trigger a meet and confer to decide if additional resources will be given to the company or additional
time considerations will be given.
Member Brownrigg commented that SBR was purchased by Recology, and he asked if the SBR
financial piece was reviewed regarding the financial return.
Bob Hilton answered no, this scope of work only includes the collection agreement, therefore, that is all
that was looked at.
Member Carlton asked how many times Recology has gone over the cap.
Executive Director La Mariana answered once very early on in the contract.
Bob Hilton then highlighted the financial aspects of the contract.
 No “True Up” during Current Agreement term
 2021 compensation reflects actual costs in 2016 projected forward, plus CPI and vehicle
replacement, and Recology will be taking some risks
 Allocations will no longer be SBWMA wide. In 2021 each agency will be responsible for the CPI
adjustment and growth in their own agency
 2021 costs will be adjusted for changes in fuel price and changes in subscription level.
Recology is taking the risk that the assumed increases in their 2021 number are right
 Agency retention of billings net of compensation and disposal/processing costs
 The only exhibit Q fee added is a relocation fee which requires Recology to provide a special
truck that pulls a bin out to the street for service and then put the bin back when service is
complete
 Vehicle Replacement Plan to meet and confer by 2023, to look at technology, policy and
regulations before determining what kind of vehicles will replace the existing fleet
 There is a notable cost savings benefit to the Member Agencies by extending the term to 15
years.
 Provision for One Extension of Up to 5 Years
 Moving to Regional vs. Current National Indices which are more appropriate to costs here
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There is an adjustment in compensation for change in subscription level using 3 year rolling
average to smooth out changes
5% cap on annual change in contractor’s compensation,, and if the number gets to 10% of
contractor’s base compensation the parties will meet and confer on how the Member Agencies
will make them whole
Sharing 50/50 the increase in depreciation costs up to $700,000, to cover the increase, with
maximum exposure to the Agency capped at $350,000. Recology bears all risk beyond
$701,000.
In 2026 or 2027 the actual vehicle
Adjustment will happen after vehicles are purchased

Member Aguirre asked regarding the added relocation fees if there were a lot of accounts requiring this
service.
Bob Hilton answered not now, but a lot of the new growth are these types of buildings--where the
parking is underground and the bins are kept underground and, therefore, need to be brought to street
level to be serviced.
Member Widmer commented that he thought the 5% rolling cap on change in annual contractor’s
compensation was too low, and it should be closer to 10%. He thought at the end of the contract there
would be a big number, and it wasn’t clear how the number gets resolved.
Bob Hilton answered that the contract requires that once the number gets to 10% you’re required to
meet with the company and balance those costs. This is to meet the TAC’s need for rate predictability
and stability rather than having an automatic adjustment for changes in the indices plus growth.
Member Benton asked for clarification on vehicle depreciation, and asked if the initial contract price will
include depreciation for vehicles that have already been depreciated or will be depreciated in the future,
and he asked if Recology would be getting the benefit of income against which there is no expense.
Bob Hilton stated that the depreciation at the beginning of this contract is for vehicles that will be
purchased in the future. The current contract has a 9 year depreciation schedule, the final year of the
current contract doesn’t have any depreciation in it, so some of the depreciation expense that will be
incurred in 2021 was moved forward to 2020 for the replacement fleet. Depreciation will be paid on an
estimate and then adjusted for the actual costs in approximately 2026.
Member Benton reiterated that this gives them reimbursement that they are not otherwise entitled to
under the current contract.
Bob Hilton answered that it could be looked at that way, or it could be looked at as a smoothing of the
compensation increase and preventing a very large increase that would happen otherwise. It seemed a
reasonable strategy to phase in the increased costs in compensation.
Member Carlton suggested making a reserve fund to deal with the step rather than paying Recology
before depreciation is due. She asked how it would benefit the Member Agency’s to pay out money
ahead of when it is due.
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Bob Hilton answered that you could do that, but we’re adjusting to the actual costs and Recology is
taking the risk.
Member Carlton disagreed that is was not an actual cost, because it’s an estimation and then adjusting
many years later.
Bob Hilton said it would be adjusted in 2026 based on the actual costs at that time.
Member Carlton asked if the money had to be paid at the time or could a structure where the money is
on our books until necessary.
Bob Hilton assured the board that you’re not paying more money than is due. You are paying
depreciation over 16 years instead of 15, but it’s the same depreciation amount.
Bob Hilton went over the details of the Sloan/Vazquez and Ron Proto review of actual costs.
Member Brownrigg asked what profit margin was assumed when costs were being assessed for
fairness.
Ron Proto answered that only the total cost of operations was looked at, it didn’t include profit. It was a
costs to costs comparison.
Member Widmer commented rates to rates should have been the comparison. He also added that he
would like to see a closer look at paying up front for depreciation on vehicles not yet purchased.
Bob Hilton showed a slide explaining the difference in costs with the roll forward deprecation and
without. He noted that the last year of the existing agreement doesn’t have any depreciation in it, so
some of the depreciation expense that will be incurred in 2021 was moved forward to 2020, otherwise in
2020 the rates would go down about 7%. He then explained the anticipated base contractor’s
compensation adjustments with the roll forward and without. Without the roll forward, in 2021 the rate
would go up by 24.9% for a 10 year term, and for a 15 year term by 21.9%. With the roll forward instead
of a 7% reduction in 2021 there would be a .5% increase in 2020 and a 17% increase in 2021 with the
10 year term, and for a 15 year term there would be a 2.4% increase in 2020, and a 10.9% increase in
2021. He added that the additional value from the 15 year and the roll forward is what made the FAX
committee recommend the 15 year term.
Chair Grassilli asked what the increase was going to be in 2021.
Bob Hilton answered that it is estimated to be 10.2%, and that the base contractor’s compensation
makes up about 60% of what is in a rate to the customer, and added that at the workshop on
Wednesday, the numbers will be gone over at a more detailed level.
Member Benton commented that the key number is the $65.3M, and asked for background as to where
that number came from.
Bob Hilton answered that the intent was to give a summary, and then more details will be given at the
workshop on Wednesday.
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Member Benton prefaced his remarks by noting that Recology is a great company, and have provided a
great service to our Agency, but asked the question “do we extend or go out to market”?. He disagreed
that the Member Agencies wouldn’t save money if they did decide to go out to bid. He wanted to be
sure that the $65.3M number was fair to his rate payers.
Bob Hilton noted the benefits of the Recology deal to the rate payers. He noted that Recology has taken
the risk on CBA negotiations greater than CPI, if there was a bid process every company bidding would
have the same wages and benefits and they would propose those costs as a pass through. He also
listed some other benefits of the Recology proposal:
 Benefit of useful life of the collection fleet 2-3 years longer with current fleet, if there was a bid
process there would be all new vehicles
 Carts not automatically replaced, if there was a bid process all the carts would be replaced
 With a new contractor there would amortization of implementation of the new contract.
He added that when you look at the big cost factors it becomes hard to see how a new bid would be
lower.
Member Benton commented that he is concerned about optics, over 15 years this a billion dollar public
contract, so he wants to be absolutely sure at a very significant level.
Member Aguirre asked how many contracts are 5 year extensions, would that even make sense.
Bob Hilton answered that a 5 year contract would not be a bid contract, that wouldn’t be cost effective.
Sometimes agreements are extended 3-5 years, but as you get toward the end of the extension the
vehicles have to be replaced and, that around 12-13 years, the cost of maintenance for these vehicles
gets higher than the cost of replacement. And, given the cost of vehicles, shorter term contracts are
hard to do.
Chair Grassilli reminded the Board that the last time the Board was making this decision it was a staff
Board, and elected officials were not part of the decision making process, and he thought with more
questions and a more thoughtful process was a better way to go.
Member Aguirre reminded the Board that the results of the last process is what prompted the Board
change at the SBWMA to elected officials.
ii.

Recology Presentation

Mario Puccinelli then gave a Power Point presentation. He thanked the Board for the opportunity to speak. He
thanked Executive Director La Mariana and Staff Gans, and the HF&H and Negotiation team for the professional
negotiations, and he thanked the Recology team for their hard work and dedication. He commented on why
Recology and why this deal, noting that the Member Agencies will continue to reap the benefits of the efficient
work Recology is doing, it is still a fixed cost contract not a cost plus contract. He concluded the presentations
with how this contract will meet the goals of the TAC and FAX Committees:
 Rate Setting Stability and Predictability
• Shared Inflation Risk on Vehicle Purchases
• No Inflation Risk to MAs on CBA Wages & Benefits
 Simplified Rate Setting Process
• Fixed Allocations
 Clear Performance Measures and Tracking
SBWMA BOD PACKET 05/25/2017

AGENDA ITEM: 6A - p9

• Collaborative Public Education and Technical Assistance Plans
Long-Term Cost Projections
• CPI Based Contract
• Continued Cost Savings from Collection Efficiencies
15-Year Term
• Extended use of Collection Vehicles
• Lower Annual Depreciation Costs
5.9% Projected Increase in Operating Costs. He then noted that this amount was adjusted
during and earlier part of today’s presentation.




iii.

Q&A Session

Chair Grassilli noted that there is a lot of detail, and he encouraged Board Members to attend the workshop next
week to work through the details.
Executive Director La Mariana noted that it is a supreme challenge to present the complex and nuanced
information to you in a meaningful way, and each person comes at it from different levels. He asked the Board
Secretary to notice the workshop as a Board Meeting in case more than 6 Board Members wanted to attend the
workshop. He also noted there would also be a second version of the workshop intended for the member
agency’s Attorneys and County Counsel and that this workshop date would send it out to the Board as soon as
confirmed.
Member Dehn asked if was feasible to come for part of the workshop.
Executive Director La Mariana answered yes.
Member Benton commented that it would be helpful to have projected start times for each agenda section so
Board Members could arrive at the approximate time for the parts of the discussion they wanted to be a part of.
Executive Director La Mariana noted that they would try to do that.
Executive Director La Mariana then also thank the Recology negotiating team, noting he had neglected to
introduce them at the beginning of his presentation which was inadvertent on his part.
Member Brownrigg commented that there is only one number that matters, and that is the stair step at the end of
this contract, and how much it should step up, and if everything stayed the same there would be a 15-17% uplift.
He noted that one, if there is going to be a stair step every so often any gain you have from a fixed cost contract
evaporates, so it might as well have been cost plus. Two, he didn’t believe that Recology is or would be losing
money, and didn’t believe in a proforma without a profit margin built in, and something in the underlying analysis
didn’t add up to him, and if it were that un economical then you wouldn’t see the counter party agreeing to a 15
year term. So he thinks there is a lower number that would be fair. Three, if this were such a great deal over the
last 10 years then our rates would not be at the median for the peninsula, and if you raise compensation and,
therefore, rates by 15% our average gets into the 75-80 percentile for the bay area. He concluded that it feels
like a big jump, and he wants to feel good about that jump to say this is why we sole sourced the next 15 years
of our service.
Member Widmer commented that he would like a shorter extension considered.
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Chair Grassilli commented that there are going to be 12 different opinions so we all have to talk to our councils
and when it comes to a vote every agency has to do their own due diligence and their own study because we
won’t all agree.
Member Benton noted that he was disturbed by Chair Grassilli’s comments. He noted he thought this SBWMA
Board’s job was to come up with an agreement that then can go back to our individual Councils with and have
comfort with asking our councils for support.
Chair Grassilli noted that the 12 of us are not going to re-negotiating a deal.
Executive Director La Mariana commented that the purpose of the workshop is not to renegotiate but to educate,
and provide a level of detail that provides comfort for the public decision making process. And if there is not
comfort then the negotiation team needs to go back.
Chair Grassilli asked when that part is finished it comes to the individual councils and it won’t be renegotiated at
that time.
Staff Gans reminded the Board that staff is available to answer questions even if you can’t make the workshop.
7.

Shoreway Operations and Contract Management
No Items

8.

Informational Items Only (no action required)
A. Franchise Agreement Extension Discussions Calendar
B. March 2017 Check Register Detail
C. 2018 Finance and Rate Setting Calendar
D. Technical Consulting and Professional Services Agreements for First Quarter 2017
E. Future Board Agenda Items

9.
Board Member Comments
Chair Grassilli commented that the Board learned a lot today, and thanks Executive Director La Mariana and
Mario Puccinelli for their leadership in the process.
Member Benton commented that he remembers that Mario Puccinelli was working 24/7 during the last transition,
and noted that Mario’s leadership made the conversion go as it did.
10.

Adjourn 3:37PM
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6B
STAFF REPORT
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

SBWMA Board Members
Farouk Fakira, Finance Manager
May 25, 2017 Board of Directors Meeting
Approval of Quarterly Investment Report for the Quarter Ended March 31, 2017

Recommendation
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board review and accept the Quarterly Investment Report.
Analysis
The primary objective of the Investment Policy for the SBWMA is safety of principal, while meeting the cash flow
needs of the Authority, through prudent investment of unexpended cash. As of March 31, 2017, the investment
portfolio was in compliance with the Investment Policy. The portfolio contains sufficient liquidity to meet the next
six months of expected expenditures by the Authority as well as by other third parties.
Fiscal Impact
The attached Investment Portfolio Summary indicates that as of March 31, 2017, funds in the amount of $17,415,022
were invested, producing a weighted average yield of 0.63%.
Below is a summary of the changes from the last quarter.

Total Portfolio
Weighted Average Return
Interest/Dividends Earnings

Qtr Ended
Qtr Ended
Increase
3/31/17
12/31/16
(Decrease)
$ 17,415,022 $ 17,681,659 $ (266,637)
0.63%
0.54%
0.09%
$
31,390 $
27,858 $
3,532

The total portfolio balance decreased by $266,637. The decrease is primarily due to the biannual required payment
of six months of interest ($1,379,256) made in March from the BNY bond payment fund account, which were mostly
offset by the three monthly debt service transfers into the bond payment fund from operating funds ($1,030,878).
The quarter-end weighted average return in the table above increased by 0.09% due to stronger interest and
dividend yields and investment earnings from the investments in the Blackrock Treasury Funds.
A table comparison of the portfolio components is provided below:
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SM County Pool
LAIF
Bond Account
Total Portfolio

3/31/2017
Balance
$
5,306,369
6,782,867
5,325,786
$ 17,415,022

% of
Total
30%
39%
31%
100%

12/31/2016
Balance
$
5,289,351
6,723,255
5,669,053
$ 17,681,659

% of
Total
30%
38%
32%
100%

Change over
Prior Quarter
$
17,018
59,612
(343,267)
$
(266,637)

Note: There may be minor differences in totals as individual amounts are rounded to the nearest dollar

Due to arbitrage restrictions, bond investments are not included in our LAIF rate or investment pool comparison.
As of March 31, 2017, the bond reserve and payment accounts of approximately $5.3 million were invested with the
trustee in short-term investments.
As of March 31, 2017, investments in the County Investment Pool totaled 44% of SBWMA’s funds available for
investment pools (see Attachment 1). The percentage is within the range specified by the SBWMA Board.
The average yield of the portfolio in the quarter excluding the bond proceeds was 0.87%. LAIF is used as a
benchmark and the average LAIF yield for the quarter ending December 31, 2016, was 0.78%. The San Mateo
County Pool average yield for the quarter was 0.99%.
The Investment Advisory Committee, consisting of Jeff Maltbie, City Manager of San Carlos; Michael Galvin, City
Treasurer for San Carlos; and Rebecca Mendenhall, Administrative Services Director of San Carlos, have reviewed
this report before presentation to the Board.
Attachments:
A – Summary of All Investments for Quarter Ending March 31, 2017
B – Investment Portfolio 03/31/2017 - Chart
C – Historical Summary of Investment Portfolio
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Attachment 1

SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
SUMMARY OF ALL INVESTMENTS
For Quarter Ending March 31, 2017

Category

Weighted
Average
Return

Historical
Book Value

% of
Portfolio

GASB 31 ADJ
Market Value*

Interest/
Dividend
Earned

$

5,306,369

$ 15,237

6,777,277

11,042

12,083,646

26,279

Liquid Investments:

Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF)

0.99%
0.78%

6,782,867

44%
56%

Total - Investments

0.87%

12,089,236

100.00%

0.09%

4,127,224

4,127,224

3,647

0.12%

1,198,562

1,198,562

1,464

Total - Bond Accounts

0.10%

5,325,786

5,325,786

5,111

GRAND TOTAL OF PORTFOLIO

0.63%

$ 17,415,022

$ 17,409,432

$ 31,390

San Mateo County Investment Pool (COPOOL)

Bond Accounts - Cash with Fiscal Agents
BNY Western Trust - Blackrock Treasury Trust Instl 62
2009A Reserve Fund Account
BNY Western Trust - Blackrock Treasury Trust Instl 62
2009A Payment Fund Account

$

5,306,369

Total Interest/ Dividend Earned This Quarter
Total Interest/ Dividend Earned Fiscal Year-to-Date

31,390
84,389

Note: SBWMA Board approved the following investment mix at its January 22, 2015 meeting:
LAIF
‐ 50% to 70%
COPOOL ‐ 30% to 50%

*Difference in value between Historical Value and Market Value may be due to timing of purchase. Investments in the investment pools may have been
purchased when interest rates were lower or higher than the end date of this report. As interest rates increase or decrease, the value of the investment pools
will decrease or increase accordingly. However, interest rate fluctuations does not have any impact to SBWMA's balance in the investment pools. The market
values are presented as a reference only.
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Attachment 2

South Bayside Waste Management Authority Investment
Portfolio
03/31/2017
San Mateo County Pool
30%

LAIF
39%
San Mateo County Pool
Bond Accounts
31%

LAIF
Bond Accounts

________________________________________________________
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Attachment 3

South
Bayside
Waste
Management
Authority
Historical
Summary
South
Bayside
Waste
Management
Authority
Historical
of Investment
Portfolio
Summary
of Investment
Portfolio
100%
100%
90%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
50%

#REF!
Bond Accounts

40%
40%
30%
30%
20%
20%
10%
10%
0%
0% Mar‐15
Mar‐15

LAIFLAIF
SMSM
County
Pool
County
Pool

Jun‐15
Jun‐15

Sep‐15
Sep‐15

Dec‐15
Mar‐16
Jun‐16
Dec‐15
Mar‐16
Jun‐16
Sep‐16

Sep‐16
Dec‐16

Dec‐16
Mar‐17

South Bayside Waste Management Authority Portfolio

SM County Pool
LAIF
Bond Accounts
Grand Total

Mar-15
5,700,859
10,864,026
5,264,849
$ 20,712,063

Jun-15
5,719,002
7,971,342
6,296,018
$ 21,829,734

Sep-15
5,728,746
10,878,169
4,631,288
$ 19,986,362

Dec-15
5,739,190
8,385,354
5,662,254
$ 21,238,203

Mar-16
5,750,398
9,593,633
5,289,337
$ 19,786,798

Jun-16
5,762,103
10,003,104
6,320,831
$ 20,633,368

Sep-16
6,274,875
6,513,338
4,636,705
$ 22,086,038

Dec-16
5,289,351
6,723,255
5,669,053
$ 17,681,659

Mar-17
5,306,369
6,782,867
5,325,786
$ 17,415,022
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6C
STAFF REPORT
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

SBWMA Board Members
Joe La Mariana, Executive Director
May 25, 2017 Board of Directors Meeting
Authorizing the Executive Director to Execute a Letter of support for AB 1158; AB 1219;
AB 954; AB 1288: AB 1036; AB 1594 and SB 705

Recommendation
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2017-20 attached hereto authorizing
the following action: The Executive Director will provide a letter of support for AB 1158; AB 1219; AB 954;
AB 1288; AB 1026; AB 1594; SB 705.
Summary
The 2017-2018 California Legislative Session is currently in full swing and hundreds of bills have been introduced
into the State Assembly and State Senate for consideration to become law. During this annual process, many
introduced bills can directly or indirectly impact the solid waste industry, or the environmental community at-large.
The SBWMA has strong interest in laws or regulations that affect our operations, facilities and programs.
Recently, Staff has become more involved in this process and we work closely with many industry colleagues and
advocates to track these bills to determine their value or threat to our overall programs and communities.
During this early portion of this new Legislative session, seven (7) bills have been identified and evaluated as
being in direct alignment with SBWMA goals. Executive summarized fact sheets for each bill have been attached
for your review. Additional information on these bills, or any others, can be accessed through the following link:
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov. The bills recommended for support are:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

AB 1158
AB 1219
AB 954
AB 1288
AB 1036
SB 705
AB 1594

California’s Carpet Stewardship Act of 2017
The California Good Samaritan Food Donation Act
Food Waste Reduction
Tip Fee Reform
Composting Goal Adjustments Between State Agencies
Safe and Sustainable Takeout Food Packaging
Ocean Plastic Takeout Food Packing

Fiscal Impact:
There is no direct fiscal impact of these bills on the SBWMA’s FY 17-18 Operating Budget.
Attachments:
Attachment A: Fact Sheets
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017-20
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
WHEREAS, THE GOALS OF THE SBWMA AND THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OF LIFE OF OUR
MEMBER AGENCY’S COMMUNITY MEMBERS ARE STRONGLY SERVED BY THE ADVANCEMENT OF THE
FOLLOWING BILLS THAT HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED IN THE 2017-2018 CALIFORNIA LEGISLATIVE
SESSION: AB 1158; AB 1219; AB 954; AB 1288; AB 1036: AB 1595; and SB 705
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the South Bayside Waste Management Authority hereby
approves the authorization of the Executive Director to Execute a Letter of Support for AB 1158; AB 1219; AB 954;
AB 1288; AB 1036; AB 1595 and SB 705.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority, County of
San Mateo, State of California on the 25th day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
Agency
Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

West Bay Sanitary Dist

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2017- 20 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of
the South Bayside Waste Management Authority on May 25, 2017.

ATTEST:

______________________________
Bob Grassilli, Chairperson of SBWMA

_________________________________
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary
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AB 1158 (Chu) – California Carpet Stewardship Act of 2017
SUMMARY
Existing law requires carpet manufacturers that sell
carpet in California to implement a stewardship program
to increase the recycling rate of carpet in the state. The
current carpet stewardship program has not met goals
set in statute resulting in California fee payers unable to
recycle their carpet, waste management costs remaining
on local governments and waste haulers, recyclable
materials in landfills and incinerators, and missed
opportunities to expand California’s carpet recycling
processing capacity and develop new markets.
BACKGROUND
Authored by Speaker Perez, AB 2398 (Chapter 681,
Statutes of 2010), required carpet manufacturers to
implement a stewardship program to increase the
recycling rate of carpet in California. The program is
paid for by a consumer fee per unit of carpet sold in the
state. At the time AB 2398 passed, carpet was one of the
top 10 materials landfilled consuming 3.2% of landfill
space, making it a priority to recycle to help California
achieve the 75% diversion goal by 2020.

recommendations to enhance the performance of the
stewardship program recycling rates. Progress on
increasing carpet recycling under this program has
remain very slow despite numerous recommendations
by the CCCR to improve program performance.
On December 23, 2016, CalRecycle disapproved
CARE’s California Carpet Stewardship Plan 20172021, on the basis that it does not sufficiently
demonstrate a plan for “continuous meaningful
improvement” in recycling and diverting carpet from
landfills in the state, as required by statute. Along with
the disapproval, CalRecycle provided some
recommendations on fixes to the current program.
CARE submitted a revised plan in February and it is
currently being reviewed by CalRecycle.
Aside from requiring CARE to revise its plan,
CalRecycle filed an administrative accusation against
CARE on March 10, 2017, citing its failure to meet
legislative guidelines for three consecutive years
resulting in more than $3 million penalties.

The weight and bulk of discarded carpet are difficult to
manage, and thus impose a significant burden and cost
to local governments. Success from a robust carpet
stewardship program can greatly impact places such as
Los Angeles County, which is running out of landfill
space and could be pressured to incinerate more used
carpet. Numerous secondary products can be
manufactured from recycled carpet, including carpet
itself and carpet cushion, so an effective stewardship
program is both economically and environmentally
beneficial for California.

The carpet industry’s inability to meet the legislated
performance standards and the goals of its own
stewardship plan has and will result in burdens on local
governments, crowded landfills, carpet being shipped to
Georgia for recycling instead of building California’s
recycling infrastructure, and incineration of useful
material that could otherwise be recycled. As the
program run by CARE is being paid for by California
consumers, we need to ensure that it will be convenient
for California fee payers to recycle carpet. It is
beneficial for all for the goals of AB 2398 to be met.

PROBLEM
The Carpet America Recovery Effort (CARE) is the
stewardship organization designated by the carpet
industry to carry out their responsibilities under AB
2398. From 2013-2016, CARE has failed to meet the
required continuous and meaningful improvement of
diverting carpet from landfills as prescribed in the
legislation. As the regulatory agency overseeing the
stewardship program, The Department of Resources
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) found CARE to
be noncompliant from 2013-15.

SOLUTION
AB 1158 will form an advisory committee within
CalRecycle. The bill will require the carpet stewardship
plan to establish a process to receive, consider and
provide reasons for rejecting recommendations from the
advisory committee.

In February 2016, CARE announced the formation of
the California Council on Carpet Recycling (CCCR), an
advisory council formed to consider all aspects of the
carpet stewardship program and provide

SPONSOR
National Stewardship Action Council
STAFF CONTACT
Annie Pham
Office of Assemblymember Kansen Chu
916-319-2025
annie.pham@asm.ca.gov

________________________________________________________
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Assemblymember Susan Eggman, 13th Assembly District
AB 1219: California Good Samaritan Food Donation Act
SUMMARY
This bill would create the California Good
Samaritan Food Donation Act to clarify and
expand existing protections for food donors.
BACKGROUND
California became the first state in the country to
limit the liability of food donors in order to
encourage food donation. In 1996 Congress
responded to the need of more uniform
protections by enacting the Bill Emerson Good
Samaritan Act which protected good faith food
donors from civil and criminal liability.
Despite these protections, much of the wholesome
surplus food in the state is discarded. A survey
conducted by the Waste Reduction Alliance found
that 44% of manufacturers, 41% of restaurants
and 25% of retailers identified fear of liability as
their primary barrier to food donation.
Meanwhile food insecurity in the state affects one
in every eight Californians, including one in four
children. Food is the most prevalent item in our
waste stream, with over 5.5 million tons of food
dumped in landfills every year in the state.
Uneaten food and other organic waste in landfills
release 8.3 million tons of greenhouse gases each
year in California, contributing to 20 percent of
the state’s methane emissions.
Current law lacks clarity in some provisions and is
limited in scope. Limitations in the federal Good
Samaritan Act and in California law include:
1) Current law does not explicitly state that
donations of past-date foods or those that
are mislabeled are protected from
liability.
2) No liability protection is given when
donors donate directly to final recipients
without going through a nonprofit food
recovery intermediary.

3) Donated food must be distributed to final
recipients for free in order for the
protections to apply.
4) There is no education and awareness
component for food donor protection
laws.
THIS BILL
AB 1219 will:










Explicitly state that donated food that is
mislabeled is subject to liability
protection.
Explicitly state that donated food which
has exceeded the sell-by date is subject to
liability protection.
Expand protection to nonprofits and their
donors when they sell or charge for food,
which can fill a specific need in many
communities.
Provide liability protection for donations
made directly to end-users.
In order to provide education and
awareness, Environmental Health Officers
will be required to promote the donation
of edible food for human consumption.

By more explicitly stating what kinds of food
donations are currently protected under Good
Samaritan laws, many potential donors will feel
reassured that they are, in fact, protected.
SUPPORT
Californians Against Waste (co-sponsor)
California Association of Food Banks (cosponsor)
California Association of Nonprofits
California Food Policy Advocates
California League of Food Processors
Community Action Agency of Butte County, Inc.
Emergency Food Bank Stockton/San Joaquin
Feeding San Diego

Office of Assemblymember Susan Talamantes Eggman

-

AB 1219 – 3/20/2017
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Food Bank of Contra Costa & Solano County
Food Finders
Food for People, Inc.
FoodLink Tulare County
Imperial Valley Food Bank
Jacobs & Cushman San Diego Food Bank
Merced County Food Bank
Redwood Empire Food Bank
Second Harvest Food Bank Orange County
Second Harvest Food Bank Santa Cruz County
Second Harvest Food Bank of San Joaquin &
Stanislaus Counties
Yolo Food Bank
Yuba-Sutter Food Bank
FOR MORE INFORMATION
Maria Ramos
916.319.2013
Maria.Ramos@asm.ca.gov

Office of Assemblymember Susan Talamantes Eggman

–

AB 1219 – 3/20/2017
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ASSEMBLY BILL 954 (CHIU)
THE FOOD WASTE REDUCTION AND DATE LABELING ACT OF 2017
SUMMARY
To reduce food waste and help consumers make
informed decisions when making food purchases,
AB 954 creates standardized guidelines for food
date labels that better describe food freshness and
safety.

BACKGROUND
A shocking 40 percent of food produced in the
United States never gets eaten. Meanwhile, 1 in 8
Californians is food insecure, including 1 in 4
children. According to a recent NRDC report, 4
percent of the country’s total energy budget, 12
percent of land, and 23 percent of all fresh water is
used to grow this uneaten food. Discarded food is
not only a significant waste of natural resources; it
is also a drain on our economy that costs consumers
and industry $162 billion each year.
Americans throw away an estimated 21 percent of
the food they bring home, equivalent to more than
20 pounds of food per person every month.
Reducing food waste just by a third (if distributed
appropriately) would save enough food to feed
every hungry American.
Food is the single most prevalent item in California’s
waste stream, with over 5.5 million tons of food
dumped in landfills every year in the state. Dumping
uneaten food and other organic waste into landfills
releases more than 8.3 million tons of greenhouse
gases each year, which makes up a fifth of the
state’s methane emissions.

THE PROBLEM
Misinterpretation of the date labels on foods is a
key factor leading to food waste in American
households. Surveys show that a vast majority of
consumers discard food prematurely as a result of
misinterpreting food date labels. The lack of
standardization around date labels makes it
impossible to educate consumers on their meaning.
Confusion around date labels also contributes to
industry food waste. A grocery manufacturing
industry report concluded that about $900 million
worth of dated product is removed from the shelves
before ever reaching consumers, even though those
dates are not always associated with expiration,
food safety or freshness.

Inconsistent and unclear food labeling also
contributes to wasted food that would have
otherwise gone to hungry Californians. Some food
banks have policies to turn away food that has gone
past its food date label out of fear that the food
may be spoiled or a health hazard to their guests.
With the exception of baby formula, there are
virtually no federal regulations around food date
labeling and rules vary widely by state. There are
many areas of the country where much of the food
supply has some type of printed date and other
areas where almost no food is dated.
Improving date labeling policies and practices can
decrease consumer confusion, which will not only
reduce food waste, but also improve food safety.
Date labels on food come in a dizzying number of
forms, including “use by,” “best before,” “sell by,”
and “freshest by” dates, yet these simple markers
are poorly understood and surprisingly underregulated—their meanings and timeframes are
generally not defined in law.

THE SOLUTION
AB 954 directs the California Department of Food
and Agriculture and the Department of Public
Health to create voluntary uniform language for
food date labels to communicate quality and safety
to consumers. These standards would include:
(1) A “BEST if used By” date to signify the date
after which the food’s quality may begin to
deteriorate; and
(2) A “USE By” date to signify the safety date
after which there is a high level of risk
associated with the consumption of the
product.
National industry leaders, including the Grocery
Manufacturers Association and the Food Marketing
Institute, recently opted to create voluntary date
label guidelines using this exact model to date their
products.
Standardizing the language on date labels with
uniform phrases and definitions is the foundation
for educating consumers on the meaning of labels,
which will lead to reduced food waste.

________________________________________________________
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SUPPORT
Californians Against Waste (Sponsor)

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Riana King | Office of Assemblymember David Chiu
Riana.king@asm.ca.gov
Nick Lapis | Californians Against Waste
nicklapis@cawrecycles.org
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SUMMARY

SB 705 will reduce the amount of toxic waste that
pollutes our beaches,
oceans, and inland
waterways; chokes our landfills and litters our
communities by phasing out takeout food packaging
that cannot be recycled or composted in the
communities where it is distributed.
BACKGROUND

Plastic food service containers, which are usually
made of polystyrene, expanded polystyrene (EPS)
or polystyrene foam (most commonly known as
Styrofoam), are a major component of urban litter
and often wind up in waterways, bays and
eventually the ocean, where they leach toxins into
the water. Polystyrene foam and plastic food
packaging are also some of the biggest culprits in
clogging municipal storm drains.
This marine debris is a growing problem for
California’s $43 billion ocean-dependent sector of
the economy. Expanded polystyrene is especially
dangerous because it breaks apart into light, nondegradable and buoyant pieces that are transported
by wind and rain into the marine environment. Once
expanded
polystyrene
enters
the
marine
environment, it creates a toxic “soup” of plastic
particles that threaten the basic food chain of the
ocean.
The Ocean Protection Council estimates that the
current cost of cleaning up marine debris annually
may exceed $1 billion. Nonrecycled single-use
food packaging costs California families hundreds
of dollars annually in hidden litter clean-up costs.
Local governments are also hard hit by these costs.

The City of Los Angeles estimates that compliance
with Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for its
impaired waterways, including those for litter
pollution, will cost more than $1 billion.
Recycling opportunities for expanded polystyrene
and most other plastic take-out food packaging are
limited, and no widespread recycling program for
polystyrene
has
ever
been
successfully
implemented. Only clean dry foam products, like
packing peanuts, can be recycled.
The American Chemistry Council has stated that the
cost of transporting and washing food-contaminated
EPS containers outweighs the benefits. Dart
Container’s guide to municipalities indicates that
wet and food-contaminated containers are not
recycled. Almost no residential EPS recycling
exists.
In addition, Styrene, a neurotoxin and a chemical
known to the State of California to cause cancer,
migrates from foam containers into food and
beverages. Workers are particularly vulnerable
with increased risk of leukemia, lymphoma, and
damage to the nervous system.
Consumer preference for more sustainable and
healthy packaging has driven demand for
alternatives and created jobs in innovative food
packaging
manufacturing.
Even
foam
manufacturers, including Dart and Pactiv, make
compostable food ware and other plastics and paper
products.
Recyclable alternatives (such as paper and some
plastic) are comparably priced and sometimes even

________________________________________________________
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cheaper than expanded Styrofoam. Large companies
such as Dart, International Paper, Fold-Pak, and
Pactiv are manufacturing alternatives, which
account for more jobs in California than foam food
packaging jobs.
Ninety-nine jurisdictions in California have enacted
a patchwork of local restrictions. Santa Monica has
banned non-recyclable packaging, while San
Francisco and others have banned polystyrene
packaging. Oakland has enacted a ‘litter tax’ on the
fast food sector.
SOLUTION

SB 705 will prohibit food providers such as
restaurants, grocery stores, supermarkets and food
trucks from dispensing “take-out” or prepared food
in disposable polystyrene food container by January
1, 2020. It would further prohibit, by January 1,
2021, food providers from dispensing prepared
food in a plastic container that that is not recyclable
or compostable through the jurisdiction’s curbside
program in the local municipality where that
provider is located. This creates a material-neutral
standard that leaves it up to the marketplace to
support those materials that can be cost effectively
recycled or composted.
SUPPORT

5Gyres
7th Generation Advisors
Azul
Black Women for Wellness
Breast Cancer Prevention Partners
Californians Against Waste
California Alliance for Retired Americans
California League of Conservation Voters
California State Parks Foundation

California Public Interest Research Group
Center for Biological Diversity
Center for Environmental Health
Center for Food Safety
Clean Water Action
City of Santa Monica
COARE
Community Water Center
Consumer Attorneys California
Defenders of Wildlife
Environment California
Environmental Working Group
Green Science Policy Institute
Heal the Bay
Laane
Napa Recycling & Waste Services
Natural Resources Defense Council
Pacoima Beautiful
Parents for a Safe Environment
Physicians for Social Responsibility
Plastic Pollution Coalition
Save the Bay
Save Our Shores
San Francisco Baykeeper
Sierra Club California
Sonoma County AB939 Task Force on Waste
Diversion
Stop Waste
Surfrider Foundation
Team Marine
The Story of Stuff Project
Tri-City Economic Development Corporation
Tuolumne River Preservation Trust
Upstream
Voices for Progress Education Fund
Wholly H2O
Wishtoyo Chumash Foundation
Women’s Voices for the Earth
Zero Waste San Diego
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Zero Waste USA
CONTACT

Tina Andolina
Office of Senator Ben Allen
(916) 651-4026, (916) 651-4926 (Fax)
tina.andolina@sen.ca.gov
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6D
STAFF REPORT
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

SBWMA Board Members
Hilary Gans, Operations & Contracts Manger
May 25, 2017 Board of Directors Meeting
Resolution Approving South Bay Recycling MRF Equipment Refurbishment Expense

Recommendation
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2017-21 attached hereto
authorizing the following action:
Approving South Bay Recycling Non-fire MRF Equipment Refurbishment Expense in the amount of
$304,000.
Summary
Due to the fire damage and subsequent restoration work, the Shoreway MRF was out of service for approximately
four-months. SBWMA and SBR coordinated to use this facility down-time to perform many pending equipment
replacement and refurbishment projects. These replacement/refurbishment projects were budgeted and
anticipated in the Agency’s MRF Equipment Replacement Capital Reserve and were waiting to be completed at a
time that did not disrupt daily MRF operations.
Analysis
The MRF down-time caused by the fire presented a unique opportunity to complete major work projects on the
MRF sort equipment. Recognizing the opportunity to complete the equipment replacement/refurbishment projects
and to save money by utilizing SBR’s idle MRF maintenance personnel (as compared to the cost of using an
outside contractor), SBWMA and SBR staff completed critical MRF equipment refurbishment projects and
followed the process-steps below:
1) identify critical equipment replacement/refurbishment projects,
2) develop a parts and labor cost estimate,
3) the SBWMA issued SBR a Work Order for each project,
4) completion of work and verification of hours and parts costs by project manager.
An onsite project manager tracked the parts and labor hours for each project performed on site (fire related and
non-fire related) and closed-out each project by verifying the parts and labor hours associated with each work
order and invoice from SBR. The sum of money being requested by this resolution is the total of all the work
orders bundled into this one capital approval request. (Note that SBR also completed some fire related cleanup
and restoration projects that have billed and reimbursed by the insurance carrier). Between the months of
September–December 2016 over 179 MRF equipment replacement/refurbishment projects were completed at the
direction of the SBWMA staff by SBR maintenance personnel (see Attachment A for a detailed list of projects). A
labor and parts reimbursement request in the amount of $304,000 has been submitted by SBR to the SBWMA for
the total of all non-fire related MRF equipment replacement work projects.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Background
When the SBWMA purchased the MRF sort equipment, a capital replace reserve (MRF Equipment Replacement
Reserve) was established to cover needed replacement of equipment at scheduled intervals. Large portions of
the MRF sort equipment were replaced/refurbished as part of the fire-related and non-fire related work recently
completed by SBR and BHS. Staff will continue to monitor the wear of the MRF sort equipment and additional
refurbishment/replacement projects will be brought to the Board for consideration as needed.
Fiscal Impact
The SBWMA began the FY16/17 Budget year with a MRF Equipment Replacement Reserve balance of
$1,736,098. The Budget anticipated spending of $212,687 of capital on MRF equipment replacement and an
additional $304,000 was spent and will be drawn from the MRF Equipment Replacement Reserve. The FY17/18
Budget has a MRF Equipment Replacement Reserve balance of $1,192,148.
Attachments:
Resolution 2017-21
A – List of MRF Equipment Replacement / Refurbishment projects.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017- 21
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
APPROVING SOUTH BAY RECYCLING NON-FIRE MRF EQUIPMENT EXPENSE
WHEREAS, the SBWMA recognized the need to replace and refurbish the MRF sort equipment as
components wore out, and
WHEREAS, the Agency established a MRF Equipment Replacement Reserve to cover replacements and
refurbishment cost of the sorting system.
WHEREAS, SBR has performed MRF Equipment Replacement services at the direction of the SBWMA and is
seeking reimbursement for parts and labor,
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the South Bayside Waste Management Authority hereby
approves South Bay Recycling Non-fire MRF Equipment Refurbishment Expense in the amount of $304,000.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority, County of
San Mateo, State of California on the 25th day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
Agency
Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

West Bay Sanitary Dist

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2017- 21 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting
of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority on May 25, 2017.

ATTEST:

______________________________
Bob Grassilli, Chairperson of SBWMA

_________________________________
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary
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Attachment A
# EQUIP PROJECT SCOPE
List of MRF Equipment Replacement / Refurbishment projects
1
10 RESIDENTIAL METERING BIN
2
14 RESIDENTIAL INFEED CHAINBELT
3
16 COMMERCIAL INFEED CHAINBELT
4
20 RESIDENTIAL PRESORT CONVEYOR
5
22 RESIDENTIAL TRASH COLLECTION CONVEYOR
6
24 COMMERCIAL PRESORT CONVEYOR
7
26 COMMERCIAL TRASH CONVEYOR SYSTEM
8
28 BAG COLLECTION CONVEYOR
9
32 BHS BAG BREAKER INFEED CONVEYOR
10
34 BHS BAG BREAKER
11
36 BAG BREAKER UNDERS CONVEYOR
12
38 FILM COLLECTION CONVEYOR
13
40 TRANSFER TRASH CONVEYOR #1
14
42 TRANSFER TRASH CONVEYOR #2
15
44 RESIDENTIAL BHS OCC SEPARATOR ‐ SECTION A
16
44 RESIDENTIAL BHS OCC SEPARATOR ‐ SECTION B
17
44 RESIDENTIAL BHS OCC SEPARATOR ‐ SECTION C
18
46 COMMERCIAL BHS OCC SEPARATOR ‐ SECTION A
19
46 COMMERCIAL BHS OCC SEPARATOR ‐ SECTION B
20
46 COMMERCIAL BHS OCC SEPARATOR ‐ SECTION C
21
48 RESIDENTIAL BHS DEBRIS ROLL SCREEN
22
50 COMMERCIAL BHS DEBRIS ROLL SCREEN ‐ SECTION A
23
50 COMMERCIAL BHS DEBRIS ROLL SCREEN ‐ SECTION B
24
52 OCC OVERS CONVEYOR
25
54 OCC STACKING CONVEYOR
26
56 RESIDENTIAL GLASS COLLECTION CONVEYOR
27
57 COMMERCIAL GLASS COLLECTION CONVEYOR
28
58 GLASS TRANSFER CONVEYOR
29
59 COMMERCIAL RESIDUE BYPASS TRANSFER CONVEYOR
30
60 RESIDENTIAL GLASS COLLECTION CONVEYOR #2
31
62 GLASS TRANSFER CONVEYOR #2
32
64 GLASS BREAKER UNDERS CONVEYOR
33
66 GLASS TRANSFER CONVEYOR #1
34
68 4" MINUS COLLECTION CONVEYOR
35
70 4" MINUS TRANSFER CONVEYOR #1
36
71 4" MINUS TRANSFER CONVEYOR #2
37
72 CONTAINER COLLECTION CONVEYOR #1
38
74 CONTAINER TRANSFER CONVEYOR #2
39
76 BHS GLASS BREAKER
40
78 CONTAINER LINE BYPASS CONVEYOR
41
80 CONTAINER LINE BYPASS TRANSFER CONVEYOR #2
42
82 GLASS BREAKER OVERS CONVEYOR
43
84 RESIDENTIAL OCC UNDERS CONVEYOR
44
86 COMMERCIAL OCC UNDERS CONVEYOR
45
90 TRASH TRANSFER CONVEYOR #3
46
92 TRASH TRANSFER CONVEYOR #4
47
94 COMMERCIAL POLISHING SCREEN INFEED CONVEYOR
48
98 NEWSORTER #1 ‐ OVERS CONVEYOR
49
100 BHS NEWSORTER #1 OVERS CONVEYOR
________________________________________________________
_____________________________________
________________________________________________________
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Attachment A
# EQUIP PROJECT SCOPE
List of MRF Equipment Replacement / Refurbishment projects
50
104 POST SORT TRASH COLLECTION CONVEYOR
51
106 OCC QC FIBER RETURN CONVEYOR
52
108 BHS NEWSORTER UNDERS BELT
53
110 BHS NEWSORTER #2 ‐ A
54
110 BHS NEWSORTER #2 ‐ B
55
110 BHS NEWSORTER #2 ‐ C
56
112 BHS NEWSORTER #2 OVERS CONVEYOR
57
114 BHS NEWSORTER #2 OVERS TRANSFER CONVEYOR
58
116 BHS NEWSORTER #2 SORT CONVEYOR
59
120 POST SORT TRASH COLLECTION CONVEYOR
60
122 BHS NEWSORTER #2 UNDERS CONVEYOR
61
124 RESIDENTIAL DEBRIS ROLL SCREEN
62
126 RESIDENTIAL POLISHING SCREEN ‐A
63
126 RESIDENTIAL POLISHING SCREEN ‐B
64
126 RESIDENTIAL POLISHING SCREEN ‐C
65
128 COMMERCIAL POLISHING SCREEN ‐ A
66
128 COMMERCIAL POLISHING SCREEN ‐ B
67
128 COMMERCIAL POLISHING SCREEN ‐ C
68
130 3RD SORT COLLECTION CONVEYOR
69
132 THIRD SORT TRANSFER CONVEYOR
70
136 CONTAINER COLLECTION CONVEYOR #2
71
138 RESIDENTIAL POLISHING SCREEN OVERS CONVEYOR
72
140 RESIDENTIAL MIXED FIBER TRANSFER CONVEYOR #1
73
142 RESIDENTIAL MIXED FIBER SORT CONVEYOR
74
144 RESIDENTIAL MIXED FIBER TRANSFER CONVEYOR #2
75
146 POST SORT TRASH COLLECTION CONVEYOR
76
148 COMMERCIAL POLISHING SCREEN OVERS CONVEYOR
77
150 COMMERCIAL MIXED FIBER TRANSFER CONVEYOR
78
152 COMMERCIAL MIXED FIBER SORT CONVEYOR
79
154 POST SORT TRASH COLLECTION CONVEYOR #4
80
156 CONTAINER TRANSFER CONVEYOR #1
81
158 ONP LEVELING CONVEYOR #1
82
160 ONP LEVELING CONVEYOR #2
83
162 MIXED FIBER LEVELING CONVEYOR
84
164 GCUS COMBI SEPARATOR UNDERS CONVEYOR
85
166 OCC LEVELING CONVEYOR ‐ POSSIBLE FIRE
86
168 HARRIS BALER TRANSFER CHAINBELT
87
170 HARRIS BALER TRANSFER CONVEYOR #2
88
172 HARRIS BALER INFEED CHAINBELT
89
174 IPS BALER TRANSFER CHAINBELT
90
176 IPS BALER INFEED CONVEYOR
91
180 CONTAINER LINE PRESORT CONVEYOR
92
182 FIBER RETURN CONVEYOR
93
186 FERROUS COLLECTION CONVEYOR
94
194 MULTISORT IR ACCELERATION CONVEYOR
95
196 PET COLLECTION CONVEYOR
96
198 PET TRANSFER CONVEYOR
97
200 SPYDIR #1 INFEED CONVEYOR
98
202 SPYDIR #1 ACCELERATION CONVEYOR
________________________________________________________
_____________________________________
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Attachment A
# EQUIP PROJECT SCOPE
List of MRF Equipment Replacement / Refurbishment projects
99
206 MULTISORT ES ACCERATION CONVEYOR
100
210 ALUMINUM/PET CONVEYOR
101
212 QC RETURN CONVEYOR #1
102
214 SPYDIR #2 ACCELERATION INFEED CONVEYOR
103
216 HDPE QC CONVEYOR
104
218 QC RETURN CONVEYOR
105
220 SPYDIR #2 ACCELERATION CONVEYOR
106
222 #1 ‐ #7 RESIDUE QC CONVEYOR
107
224 CONTAINER RESIDUE CONVEYOR #2
108
226 CONTAINER RESIDUE CONVEYOR #3
109
230 PET BUY BACK CONVEYOR
110
234 ALUMINUM BUY BACK CONVEYOR
111
236 GLASS FINES CONVEYOR
112
238 GLASS OVERS CONVEYOR
113
240 GLASS TRANSFER CONVEYOR #3
114
242 CONTAINER LINE BYPASS TRANSFER CONVEYOR #3
115
244 CONTAINER LINE BYPASS MANUAL SORT CONVEYOR
116
246 CONTAINER LINE BYPASS RESIDUE CONVEYOR
117
248 CONTAINER BIN COLLECTION CONVEYOR
118
250 RESIDUE TRANSFER CONVEYOR #1
119
252 RESIDUE TRANSFER CONVEYOR #2
120
253 RESIDUE TRANSFER CONVEYOR #3
121
254 RESIDUE TRANSFER CONVEYOR #4
122
254 TRANSFER STATION RESIDUE TRANSFER CONVEYOR #5
123
500 HYDRAULIC POWER UNIT FOR BHS NEWSORTER 1 & 2
124
504 HYDRAULIC POWER UNIT FOR BHS POLISHERS 1 & 2
125
505 HYDRAULIC POWER UNIT FOR FERROUS BIN 1
126
507 FILM COLLECTION SYSTEM ROTARY AIR SEPARATOR
127
508 FILM COLLECTION SYSTEM FAN
128
509 KEITH HPU 618, 620, 622, & 624
129
509 KEITH HPU COOLER FAN
130
510 NEWSORTER DUST COLLECTOR ‐ AIR LOCK
131
510 NEWSORTER DUST COLLECTOR ‐ CENTRIFUGAL FAN
132
510 NEWSORTER DUST COLLECTOR ‐ BAG SHAKER
133
514 BYPASS WINDSHIFTER #1 ‐ ROTARY AIR SEPARATOR
134
514 BYPASS WINDSHIFTER #1 ‐ FAN
135
516 FIBER RECOVERY ‐ ROTARY AIR SEPARATOR
136
524 GCUS COMBI SEPARATOR ‐ AIR LOCK
137
528 #1 ‐ #7 PNEUMATIC TRANSPORT
138
530 HDPE‐N PNEUMATIC TRANSPORT
139
532 HDPE‐C PNEUMATIC TRANSPORT
140
534 ALUMINUM PNEUMATIC TRANSPORT
141
535 ALUMINUM PNEUMATIC TRANSPORT ‐ ROTARY AIR LOCK
142
536 PET PNEUMATIC TRANSPORT
143
607 SPYDIR #1 AIR KNIFE
144
614 SCREW CONVEYOR ( LOAD LEVELER )
145
632 MAINTENANCE AIR COMPRESSOR
146 178 A POWERED BUNKER GATE WITH HOIST ALUMINUM
147 178 B POWERED BUNKER GATE WITH HOIST HDPE NATURAL
________________________________________________________
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#
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179

EQUIP
178 C
178 D
178 E
208 A
208 B
208 C
511 A
511 B
511 C
520 A
520 B
520 C
526 A
526 B
526 C
602 A
602 B
604 A
604 B
605 A
606 A
606 B
608 A
608 B
610 A
610 B
612 A
612 B
626 A
626 B
626 C
626 D

Attachment A
PROJECT SCOPE
List of MRF Equipment Replacement / Refurbishment projects
POWERED BUNKER GATE WITH HOIST HDPE COLORED
POWERED BUNKER GATE WITH HOIST #3‐#7
POWERED BUNKER GATE WITH HOIST PET
BHS EDDY CURRENT SEPARATOR
BHS EDDY CURRENT SEPARATOR
NOSE ROLLER
POLISHING SCREEN DUST COLLECTOR ‐ AIR LOCK
POLISHING SCREEN DUST COLLECTOR ‐ CENTRIFUGAL FAN
POLISHING SCREEN DUST COLLECTOR ‐ BAG SHAKER
FIBER ASPIRATOR DUST COLLECTOR ‐ AIR LOCK
FIBER ASPIRATOR DUST COLLECTOR ‐ CENTRIFUGAL FAN
FIBER ASPIRATOR DUST COLLECTOR ‐ BAG SHAKER
GCUS DUST COLLECTOR ‐ AIR LOCK
GCUS DUST COLLECTOR ‐ CENTRIFUGAL FAN
GCUS DUST COLLECTOR ‐ BAG SHAKER
DINGS ELECTRO MAGNET ‐ RECTIFIER
DINGS ELECTOMAGNET ‐ CONVEYOR
NRT MULTISORT IR PET
MULTISORT IR NOSE ROLLER
MULTISORT IR AIR KNIFE
NRT SPYDIR #1 ALL HDPE
SPYDIR #1 NOSE ROLLER
NRT MULTISORT ES HDPE COLOR SORT
MULTISORT ES NOSE ROLLER
NRT SPYDIR #2 3‐7
SPYDIR #2 NOSE ROLLER
GCUS VIBRATORY GLASS FINES SCREEN
GCUS VIBRATORY GLASS FINES SCREEN
MAIN AIR COMPRESSOR
MAIN AIR COMPRESSOR
MAIN AIR COMPRESSOR
AUXILLARY AIR COMPRESSOR

________________________________________________________
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6E
STAFF REPORT
To:
From:
Date:
Subject:

SBWMA Board Members
Hilary Gans, Operations & Contracts Manager
May 25, 2017 Board of Directors Meeting
Resolution Approving FY16/17 Capital Budget Reprioritization

Recommendation
It is recommended that the SBWMA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2017- 22 attached hereto
authorizing the following action: Approving FY16/17 Capital Budget Reprioritization.
Analysis
At the close of FY16/17 it is anticipated that certain capital expense accounts will have an unspent balance of
funds whereas other capital expense accounts are overspent. Prior to the end of the fiscal year, Staff is seeking
Board approval to transfer $39,750 of funds from unspent accounts to cover overspending the accounts shown
below.
Act #
SF051
SF053
SF056
SF061
SF068

Capital Account Name
MRF Building Maintenance
Site Maintenance
Repair of landfill tipper
MRF tip area canopy
LED lighting
TOTAL

Original
Budget
125,000
30,000
15,000
450,000
274,000

Amount
Unspent

3,750
36,000
$39,750

Amount
Overspent
-30,000
- 6,750
- 3,000

$ -39,750

Background
SBWMA Policy requires Board approval for the transfer of funds between capital budget accounts.
Fiscal Impact
No fiscal impact.
Attachments:
Resolution 2017- 22
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017-22
RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTH BAYSIDE WASTE
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
APPROVING THE FY16/17 CAPITAL BUDGET REPRIORTIZATION
WHEREAS, the SBWMA Board of Directors approved the FY16/17 Capital Budget, and
WHEREAS, certain capital line items have remaining unspent balances while certain capital line items were
overspent, and
WHEREAS, Board approval is required to move funds between accounts,
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the South Bayside Waste Management Authority hereby approves the
Executive Director to transfer $39,750 between capital accounts.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the South Bayside Waste Management Authority, County of San
Mateo, State of California on the 25th day of May, 2017, by the following vote:
Agency
Atherton
Belmont
Burlingame
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Hillsborough

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

Agency
Menlo Park
Redwood City
San Carlos
San Mateo
County of San Mateo

Yes

No

Abstain

Absent

West Bay Sanitary Dist

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Resolution No. 2017- 22 was duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of
the South Bayside Waste Management Authority on May 25, 2017.

ATTEST:

______________________________
Bob Grassilli, Chairperson of SBWMA

_________________________________
Cyndi Urman, Board Secretary
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