Planning & Organization Committee and
Recycling Board Members
Tim Rood, President
City of Piedmont
Toni Stein, 1st Vice President
Environmental Educator
Dianne Martinez, 2nd Vice President
City of Emeryville
Adan Alonzo, Recycling Programs

AGENDA
MEETING OF
PLANNING AND ORGANIZATION COMMITTEE
AND
ALAMEDA COUNTY RECYCLING BOARD
Thursday, February 11, 2016

Greg Jones, City of Hayward

4:00 P.M.

Bernie Larrabe, Recycling Materials Processing Industry
Peter Maass, City of Albany
Daniel O’Donnell, Environmental Organization
Michael Peltz, Solid Waste Industry Representative
Jerry Pentin, City of Pleasanton
Steve Sherman, Source Reduction Specialist

StopWaste Offices
1537 Webster Street
Oakland, CA 94612
510-891-6500

Wendy Sommer, Executive Director

Meeting is wheelchair accessible. Sign language interpreter may be available upon five (5) days’ notice to
510-891-6500.
I. CALL TO ORDER
II. ROLL CALL
III. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDENT
Page

IV. CONSENT CALENDAR (P&O & RB)

1

1. Approval of the Draft Minutes of January 14, 2016

Action

5

2. Board Attendance Record (Wendy Sommer)

Information

7

3. Written Report of Ex Parte Communications

Information

V. OPEN PUBLIC DISCUSSION
An opportunity is provided for any member of the public wishing to speak on any
matter within the jurisdiction of the Board, but not listed on the agenda. Each
speaker is limited to three minutes.
VI. REGULAR CALENDAR (P&O & RB)
1. Community Murals (Judi Ettlinger)
This item is for information only.

Information

11

2. Annual Audit for Fiscal year 2014-15 (Pat Cabrera & Gina Peters)
Staff recommends that the P&A and the P&O Committees review and
forward the audit report to the Waste Management Authority and Energy
Council for acceptance and filing, and that the Recycling Board accept and
file the audit report.

Action

69

3. Assessment Criteria for Product Decisions Activities (Justin Lehrer)
Staff recommends that the Board review and approve the proposed criteria
for evaluating targets and programs.

Action

77

4. Municipal Panel Presentation: Special Events Recycling
(Meghan Starkey)
Provide staff direction on future topics.

Information

9

VII. OTHER PUBLIC INPUT
VIII. COMMUNICATIONS/MEMBER COMMENTS
IX. ADJOURNMENT

Information
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DRAFT
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
PLANNING & ORGANIZATION COMMITTEE
AND
ALAMEDA COUNTY RECYCLING BOARD
Thursday, January 14, 2016
4:00 p.m.
StopWaste Offices
1537 Webster Street
Oakland, CA 94612
510-891-6500
I.
CALL TO ORDER
President Tim Rood called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.
II.
ROLL CALL
Tim Rood, City of Piedmont, Chair
Adan Alonzo, Recycling Programs
Greg Jones, City of Hayward
Bernie Larrabe, Recycling Materials Processing Industry
Peter Maass, City of Albany
Dianne Martinez, City of Emeryville
Michael Peltz, Solid Waste Industry Representative
Jerry Pentin, City of Pleasanton
Daniel O'Donnell, Environmental Organization
Toni Stein, Environmental Educator
Steve Sherman, Source Reduction Specialist
Staff Present:
Wendy Sommer, Executive Director
Tom Padia, Deputy Executive Director
Jeff Becerra, Communications Manager
Debra Kaufman, Senior Program Manager
Wes Sullens, Program Manager
Audrey Beaman, County Counsel
Arliss Dunn, Clerk of the Board
Others Participating:
Matt Dostal, Creative Growth
III.
ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE PRESIDENT
There were none.
IV.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1.

Approval of the Draft Joint Minutes of December 16, 2015 (Wendy Sommer)

Action

2.

Board Attendance Record (Wendy Sommer)

Information

3.

Written Report of Ex Parte Communications (Wendy Sommer)

Information

Board member Martinez made the motion to approve the Consent Calendar. Board member Jones seconded
and the motion carried 8-0-1 (Sherman and Stein absent, Pentin abstained).
1
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V.
OPEN PUBLIC DISCUSSION
There was none.
VI.

REGULAR CALENDAR

1.

Creative Growth-Non Profit Update (Wendy Sommer & Meri Soll)
This item is for information only.

Information

Debra Kaufman provided an overview of the staff report in Meri Soll’s absence. The report is
available here: Creative Growth-01-14-16. A video presentation is available here:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/2s0zjnby2saq4ir/Creative%20Growth%204.mp4?dl=0
Matt Dostal, Creative Growth, thanked the Board for allowing him to present an overview of grant
activities and outcomes of the program. Mr. Dostal provided samples of the reusable bags created
by the clients of Creative Growth. Board member Sherman stated that based on the sale prices of
the bags the agency was able to significantly leverage the $10,000 in grant funding and inquired
about the allocation of the revenue. Mr. Dostal stated that the revenue is allocated 50/50 between
the artists and the program, although he could not recall the exact amount of revenue raised. Mr.
Padia stated that he purchased one of the bags shown at $25. Mr. Dostal encouraged Board
members to visit the studio and meet some of the artists.
President Rood thanked Mr. Dostal for the presentation.
2.

Communications Planning 2016 (Wendy Sommer & Jeff Becerra)
This item is for information only, however discussion and feedback from
Board members will be used to help plan communications-related spending
for the FY 16-17 budget.

Information

Jeff Becerra provided an overview of the staff report and a PowerPoint presentation. The combined
report is available here: Communications 2016-01-14-16.
Mr. Becerra distributed copies of the new agency brochure and a list of talking points and clarified that
the brochure is not intended for the general public but rather a tool for Board members to utilize when
communicating with their constituents and key stakeholders about StopWaste.
Board member Jones commended staff on a great start with the new agency brochure. He added the
brochure will enable Board members to communicate StopWaste services and programs to their
constituents as well as their own staff. Board member Maass stated that it would be helpful to have a
list of talking points distinguishing which initiatives are managed on the local level as opposed to state
and which initiatives are within StopWaste’s purview. Board member Martinez suggested adding
information on CCAs. President Rood added the elevator speech stating “StopWaste through its Energy
Council currently administers building energy efficiency programs in Alameda County” would be an
appropriate response to questions regarding StopWaste role in formation of CCAs, and added that is a
function that a CCA could choose to take on in the future, if one is formed. Board member Sherman
suggested adding information on Measure D’s contributions towards recycling and reuse through loans
and grants as well as mentioning job creation and revenue. He added we should also mention our role in
greenhouse reduction efforts. He added with respect to food scraps and food soiled paper, it is not only
being made into compost but also renewable energy in Alameda County.
Mr. Becerra distributed copies of the most recent Benchmark report that will go out to all account
holders by next week. The format of the report is designed to be specific to each jurisdiction. Board
member Alonzo inquired about the consistency of the bin colors countywide. Mr. Becerra stated that
the bin colors are not customized but the information is customized for each jurisdiction and we try and
go with the most common bin colors countywide.
2
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The Board thanked Mr. Becerra for providing a very informative report.
4.

Recycling in the Age of Product Transparency (Wendy Sommer & Wes Sullens)
Information
This item is for information only, however discussion and feedback from Board
Members will be used to help adjust strategic plan targets for the recycled
content products.

Wes Sullens provided an overview of the staff report and presented a PowerPoint presentation. The
combined report and presentation is available here: Recycled Content-01-14-16.
Ms. Sommer informed the Board that staff plans to provide a list of criteria for assessing our targets and
how we select programs in the future and if agreement is reached regarding the criteria staff plans to
come back to the Board in March with modifications to the current targets.
Board member Jones commented that the inconsistency with respect to product labeling breeds
cynicism and the better we can do with standardization on the product side the more people will feel
confident that they are purchasing environmentally preferable products. He added that he is pleased
that the agency is involved in this area as it is very important work. President Rood stated that the USDA
took over the organics labeling and it is standardized. Ms. Sommer stated in terms of budgeting for this
target it is primarily staff time. Staff has been invited to participate in these forums and Mr. Sullens has
been involved in the building materials standards area and Justin Lehrer in packaging. Most standard
setting groups consist of manufacturers and trade groups, so it is important to have an environmental
agency’s perspective on these committees. Our involvement can make a difference in the types of
materials produced and sold.
Board member Maass inquired if we should be working legislatively to get standards incorporated into
California law that could possibly later be taken on at the national level. Mr. Sullens stated that there are
standards for claiming recycled content, e.g. a percentage of recycled content must follow ISO
(International Organization for Standards) rules or face action from the FTC (Federal Trade Commission).
However, health attributes of recycled content have not been standardized.
Board member Stein stated the importance of the government and large buyers to take leadership in
adopting standards as this will breed confidence with the public. She added the importance of
StopWaste work in this area as well as Alameda County as across the country we are perceived as
leaders in this arena. Board member Sherman stated that he is fully supportive of staff strategy and
advocacy towards addressing the issues of environmental and public health with respect to recycled
content and considers it a necessary and not optional component of what we do as an agency. Board
member Sherman inquired if ACWMA or the Recycling Board has adopted The Precautionary Principle
with respect to recycled content or materials use in general. Ms. Sommer stated no.
Board member Stein stated that we could possibly establish a grant to look at legacy issues to look at
how certain materials can be used in specific areas (breathable vs. non-breathable) .
The Board thanked Mr. Sullens for a very informative presentation and discussion and encouraged staff
to continue working in this area.
VII.
OTHER PUBLIC INPUT
There was none.
VIII. COMMUNICATIONS/MEMBER COMMENTS
There was none.
IX.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 5:10 p.m.
3
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2016 - ALAMEDA COUNTY RECYCLING BOARD ATTENDANCE
J

F

M

A

M

J

J

A

S

O

N

D

REGULAR MEMBERS
A. Alonzo

X

G. Jones

X

B. Larrabe

X

P. Maass

X

D. Martinez

X

D. O'Donnell

X

M. Peltz

X

J. Pentin

X

T. Rood

X

S. Sherman

X

T. Stein

X
INTERIM APPOINTEES

D. Biddle
S. Young

Measure D: Subsection 64.130, F: Recycling Board members shall attend at least three
fourths (3/4) of the regular meetings within a given calendar year. At such time, as a
member has been absent from more than one fourth (1/4) of the regular meetings in a
calendar year, or from two (2) consecutive such meetings, her or his seat on the Recycling
Board shall be considered vacant.
X=Attended

A=Absent

I=Absent - Interim Appointed
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DATE:

February 4, 2016

TO:

Recycling Board

FROM:

Wendy Sommer, Executive Director

SUBJECT:

Written Reports of Ex Parte Communications

BACKGROUND
Section 64.130 (Q)(1)(b) of the Alameda County Charter requires that full written disclosure of ex
parte communications be entered in the Recycling Board's official record. At the June 19, 1991
meeting of the Recycling Board, the Board approved the recommendation of Legal Counsel that
such reports be placed on the consent calendar as a way of entering them into the Board's official
record. The Board at that time also requested that staff develop a standard form for the reporting
of such communications. A standard form for the reporting of ex parte communications has since
been developed and distributed to Board members.
At the December 9, 1999 meeting of the Recycling Board, the Board adopted the following
language:
Ex parte communication report forms should be submitted only for ex parte communications
that are made after the matter has been put on the Recycling Board’s agenda, giving as much public
notice as possible.
Per the previously adopted policy, all such reports received will be placed on the consent calendar
of the next regularly scheduled Recycling Board meeting.
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DATE:

February 11, 2016

TO:

Programs & Administration Committee
Planning & Organization Committee/Recycling Board

FROM:

Wendy Sommer, Executive Director

BY:

Judi Ettlinger, Senior Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Community Murals

SUMMARY
Beginning in April 2015, StopWaste and Oakland-based muralists from Community Rejuvenation Project
teamed up to use art to encourage people to compost food scraps. With the talents of artists Desi
Mundo and Pancho Peskador, StopWaste launched a series of murals across Alameda County to raise
awareness about the importance of composting food scraps and food-soiled paper to help create
healthy, water-conserving soil for local community gardens and urban farms.
With each unique mural, Community Rejuvenation Project, StopWaste and communities throughout
Alameda County are communicating the importance of food scrap recycling, promoting local community
gardens and greening neighborhoods throughout the County.

At the February 11 meeting, staff will present a slide show of the murals.

RECOMMENDATION
This item is for information only.
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DATE:

February 11, 2016

TO:

Programs and Administration Committee
Planning and Organization Committee/Recycling Board

FROM:

Wendy Sommer, Executive Director
Pat Cabrera, Administrative Services Director

BY:

Gina Peters, Chief Financial Officer

SUBJECT:

Fiscal Year 2014-2015 Audit Report

SUMMARY
California state law requires that the Agency issue a complete set of financial statements annually
and that an independent firm of certified public accountants audit the financial reports. The
Agency’s fiscal year (FY) closed on June 30, 2015, at which time Agency staff prepared the financials
in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) and the firm of Maze and
Associates audited the reports. Staff and the auditor will present the Audit Report to the
Committees for review.
DISCUSSION
The auditor’s responsibility is to express opinions on the financial statements. We are pleased the
Agency received an unmodified (clean) audit opinion for FY 2015 from the external auditors. In
addition, there were no internal control weaknesses noted.
The Annual audit report for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2015 is attached. The Management’s
Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) section of the report (pages 5-8) provides an overview of the
Agency’s financial activities for the year. The report includes a total Agency (WMA, Recycling Board
and Energy Council) Statement of Net Position (page 9); total Statement of Revenues, Expenses and
Changes in Net Position (page 10); and total Statement of Cash Flows (page 11). On pages 32-37,
the report shows the Statement of Net Position and the Statement of Revenues, Expenses and
Changes in Net Position by Board and by fund. The two Boards and the Energy Council are distinct
legal entities (but function as one Agency); therefore these statements are of particular importance
as they separately outline their respective financial activity for the year.
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REVENUE & EXPENSES
The audit report shows total revenues (excluding Revolving Loan Fund income) of $36.3 million. This
is a 17.4% reduction in revenues compared to mid-year budget estimates. The decrease is due
primarily to the timing of grant funding. Total expenses (Revolving Loan Fund expenses excluded)
were $30.7 million, a 28% reduction compared to the amended mid-year budgeted expenses. The
decrease is attributable primarily to the timing of grant expenses which are linked to grant funding.
REVOLVING LOAN FUND (RLF)
At the end of the fiscal year, the loans receivable balance was $367,729. $48,057 repayments from
outstanding loans were collected and one loan for $175,000 was issued during the year.
NET POSITION
Total net position is the difference between the Agency’s assets and deferred outflows and its
liabilities and deferred inflows of resources. Deferred Outflows represents a consumption of net
assets that applies to a future reporting period/periods (equivalent to a prepaid expense). Deferred
Inflows is the acquisition of net assets that applies to a future period/periods (equivalent to
deferred revenue). The Agency’s total net position was $46.8 million (Authority’s portion $38.2
million or 81.5%; Recycling Board’s $8.6 million or 18.5 % and Energy Council $4,000). The total net
position is comprised of $14.4 million net investment in capital assets (land, buildings, furnishing
and equipment) and $32.4 million unrestricted. $14.4 million of the unrestricted $32.4 million are
reserved and designated for specific purposes by the Board. The remaining $18 million may be used
to meet the Agency’s ongoing obligations, including outstanding contracts.
The Authority’s portion (including Household Hazardous Waste fees) of the unrestricted net
position as of June 30, 2015 was $23.7 million which includes $13.7 million reserved for specific
purposes by the Board. The Recycling Board’s unrestricted net position (excluding revolving loans)
was $6.6 million including $0.7 million in reserves.
The Revolving Loan Fund’s unrestricted net position was $2.1 million consisting of $0.4 million in
loan receivables and $1.7 million s unreserved. As indicated above net position is the difference
between the Agency’s assets and deferred outflows and its liabilities and deferred inflows of
resources. Not all assets can be readily converted to cash (i.e liquid) such as the investments in
capital assets (building, furniture and equipment); the prepayment of Other Post Employment
Benefits (OPEB) is an asset but this asset is not available for the Agency to meet its ongoing
obligations, neither are the deferred outflows. Conversely, not all liabilities are due within one year,
some are long-term liabilities that may be paid off over a long period of time or from specified
funds (not operating revenues), such as the net pension liability. Recognizing these factors and for
purposes of determining what portion of the net position (per audit report) is available to
supplement the following year’s budget, we eliminated the net OPEB assets, deferred
outflow/inflows, accrued vacation and the net pension liability to arrive at a new calculated
available net position. This new available net position (after making provisions for Board approved
reserves and contract commitments) is what we refer to as “adjusted beginning fund balance
7/1/15” in the FY 15/16 midyear budget. We consider this amount as available because these are
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additional funds (addition to projected revenues) that may be used to spend on Agency programs
and projects.
IMPLEMENTATION OF GOVERNMENTAL ACCOUNTING STANDARDS BOARD (GASB) 68ACCOUNTING FOR PENSIONS
The Agency participates in a cost-sharing multiple-employer pension plan (Miscellaneous Risk Pool)
and has disclosed its share of the plan’s collective net pension liability ($3,501,440) as a liability in
the Statement of Net Position (balance sheet). The net pension liability is the unfunded liability for
pension benefits promised to current employees, retirees, and their beneficiaries. Prior to GASB 68,
the miscellaneous risk pool’s total unfunded liabilities, based on the annual CalPERS Actuarial
valuation were disclosed in the notes to the financial reports. CalPERS actuary will continue to
annually issue (for a fee) the additional report called GASB 68 Accounting Valuation Report that will
provide the net pension liability number that will be recorded on subsequent statement of net
position reports.
There are three main components of GASB 68:
1) Net pension liability - The net pension liability balance shown on the statement of net position is
one year in arrears. CalPERS actuaries valued the pension liability as of 6/30/2013 and applied roll
forward procedures to come up with a liability as of 6/30/2014. This 6/30/2014 liability is what is
reflected on the statement of net position.
2) Deferred pension contributions - As a result of the net pension liability being a year in arrears,
the pension contributions ($640,526) made in FY 2014-15 will be applied to the following year’s
(FY 2015-16) liability and is therefore reflected on the statement of net position as “deferred
outflow of resources” (the equivalent of prepaid expense).
3) Differences between expected and actual earnings on investments- GASB 68 requires that these
differences be amortized on a straight-line basis over five years.
At the November 18, 2015 meeting, the Board approved a $0.6 million pay down of the net pension
liability.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the P&A and the P&O Committees review and forward the audit report to
the Waste Management Authority and Energy Council for acceptance and filing, and that the
Recycling Board accept and file the audit report.
Attachment: Audit Report for FY14-15.
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DATE:

February 11, 2016

TO:

Programs & Administration Committee
Planning & Organization Committee/Recycling Board

FROM:

Wendy Sommer, Executive Director

BY:

Justin Lehrer, Senior Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Assessment Criteria for Product Decisions Activities

SUMMARY
As part of the mid-term review of the 2020 strategic plan progress, staff has developed proposed criteria
for evaluating the efficacy of current or future Agency projects. The criteria will be used to make
adjustments to the Product Decision Targets identified in the Strategic Workplan. At the February 11
meetings, staff will review the proposed criteria with the Board.
DISCUSSION
The objective of the mid-term review and recalibration of the strategic plan is to assess our progress and
consider the value of the activities we engage in. Today we have information and knowledge that was
not available at the time the plan was approved in 2010. Projects have matured, lessons have been
learned and applied, and external conditions may have changed. Our goal is to take a thorough look at
the project portfolio, assess our progress, advance to new goals where possible, and evolve or coursecorrect as needed based on current needs and conditions.
In order to have a thoughtful and consistent assessment process, staff developed a set of criteria that
can be applied to existing projects or future activities the Agency is considering. These criteria first took
shape during strategic review of the eight Product Decisions “targets” projects (Attachment B). Lacking a
formalized, consistent approach to how we evaluate the projects we undertake, questions arose of what
factors we should consider when setting priorities for existing work and potential future projects. These
factors evolved into a Project Assessment (Attachment A) that our teams are utilizing to help determine
whether a project aligns with Agency priorities and is an effective use of our limited resources.
The criteria provide an important reality check on the overall achievability of the targets. Effective goals
are ambitious, while still attainable. If there are technical or financial barriers, or other factors outside of
our influence, we need to identify them and adjust our strategy accordingly.
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For example, the food service ware target states that 90% of food service businesses with organics
collection will use utensils and food ware considered readily recyclable, compostable, or reusable.
However, there are numerous technical issues, varying acceptability by jurisdictions and mixed success
with collection, sorting, and processing (recycling or compost) of the wide variety of compostable and
recyclable single-use food ware & packaging. In many cases these items get screened out and landfilled,
end up as contamination in the wrong stream, or as residual overs bound for the landfill, as in the case
with compostable utensils that don’t fully decompose. Rather than pushing forward and driving more of
these problematic products into the waste stream, we can reconsider our level of influence and best
role in this area – including participating in policy and technical dialogues working to address some of
the issues, while in the meantime supporting the reduction of these hard-to-recycle products by
promoting waste prevention and reusable food service ware as preferable alternatives with technical
assistance and outreach to a smaller receptive universe of businesses.
A similar effort to develop evaluation criteria recently took place as part of the planning discussion for
the Organics Processing Development (OPD) Reserve. Subsequently, the two sets of criteria were
integrated, and we are in the midst of a similar process to merge with criteria utilized for BAYREN and
other Energy Council projects. We plan to apply similar criteria to grant proposals we receive.
Hierarchy, Priority & Impact Areas
In addition to the evaluation criteria, the Project Assessment (Attachment A) identifies the project’s
place in the waste management hierarchy (Reduce, Reuse, Recycle, Rot), and how a project addresses
Priority Areas and Impact Areas.
The US EPA’s current initiatives and strategic plan for Sustainable Materials Management through 2022
calls out three focus areas for action: Organics, Packaging, and Built-Environment. Just about all of the
Product Decisions work already fits within these three focus areas. Organics includes food waste
prevention and our recycled content compost & mulch projects; we have several packaging-related
efforts such as reusable transport packaging, the reusable bag ordinance, and food service ware; and
the built-environment not only pertains to green building materials, but also to operation of the built
environment, including energy conservation and efficiency work that the Energy Council is focused on.
Adopting these as Priority Areas and structuring our projects around them presents an opportunity to
improve our operational efficiency, administratively merging some smaller projects together that can
leverage shared effort and resources within a specific priority area. Aligning our priority areas with
other agencies such as the US EPA also increases our opportunity to apply for external funding.
Impact Areas represent the (often multiple) expected environmental benefits that will result from a
project, such as waste prevention or diversion from landfill, energy conservation, or water savings.
Identifying where multiple benefits exist early in the project evaluation process will help staff assess
where we can achieve the most impact, or “bang for our buck.”
Summary and Next Steps
The criteria are not meant to be a quantitative exercise; they are a tool for decision-making. Successful
projects may not meet all the criteria, and professional judgment plays an equally important role in this
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process. The idea is to ensure the right questions are asked, consistently, so that informed decisions can
be made.
We are interested in receiving input from Board members on the criteria and if anything is missing. Staff
will use the adopted criteria to adjust the Product Decision Targets, propose organics projects and
develop future programs.

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Board review and approve the proposed criteria for evaluating targets and
programs.
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ATTACHMENT A

PROJECT ASSESSMENT
Project/Concept Name (incl. Project #): ________________________________________
Priority Area:  Organics
Impact Area:

 Packaging

 Built Environment (Energy, Green Building, C&D)

 Landfill Conservation (Prevention or Diversion)
 Energy Conservation
 Hazardous Waste  Reduce GHGs  Recycled Content / Market Dev
 Other (Soil, Water, etc.)

Place in Hierarchy:  Reduce  Reuse
Criteria

Response
Yes, No,
Maybe

 Recycle

 Rot

Assessment/Comments

Influence
Are we positioned to effectively
influence the target audience? Can
the project be achieved within
Alameda County or is broader
geographic reach needed (i.e.
would this be better suited as a
regional, state or federal
initiative)?
Technical Feasibility
Aside from cost or other factors,
can it be done? Is the technology
available and the pieces in place to
make it work? (e.g., if goal is
recyclable/compostable food
service ware, are these products
acceptable and recoverable in
local facilities?)
Timeliness & Leverage
Is the project timely given the
current societal and political
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environment and/or internal
considerations? (Are the stars
aligned, are there current
opportunities to leverage?).
Criteria

Response
Yes, No,
Maybe

Assessment/Comments

Member Agency, Partner &
Funder Alignment
Does the project align with or
support goals/initiatives of our
Member Agencies and other
potential partners (e.g., water
agencies)? Is there opportunity to
collaborate? Is it equitable among
member agencies?
Innovation & Leadership
Is the project innovative or does it
experiment with a new
concept/idea? Seed for future
funding?
Measurability
Practically speaking, can progress
be measured? Note the
metric/method.
Budget
Is current project budget
sufficient, or is adequate funding
readily available? Is there a plan
for funding?
Potential Impact & Cost
Effectiveness
Consider the overall expected
magnitude of impact of the
project, along with expected costs
to determine the overall "bang for
your buck." When feasible, use
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metrics such as cost per ton (or
other)

Questions:
Recommendation:
Additional Considerations:
• Available Staff – Can the concept be executed at existing project staffing levels?
• General Community/Social Impact – Does the goal provide a benefit/value to the general
public? What does the broader community think of this effort? Consider receptivity, need for
stakeholder input.
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ATTACHMENT B
The following product decisions targets were approved by the Boards at the end of 2011:
1. Waste Prevention:
A. Institutional Food Service/Commercial Cafeterias
Institutional kitchens and high volume food service operators located in Alameda County that
participate in technical assistance or other support services from the Authority, reduce food and
other inputs by an average of 25% or more from an established baseline.
B. Reusable Transport Packaging
90% of businesses in Alameda County with appropriate shipping and receiving circumstances are
utilizing reusable transport packaging when economically advantageous.
2. Household Hazardous Waste:
A. HHW Alternatives
90% of stores that sell products destined for HHW facilities will stock and promote nontoxic/less-toxic HHW alternative products.
3. Recycled Content:
A. Bulk Compost
90% of permitted landscape projects in Alameda County use locally produced or sourced
compost.
B. Bulk Mulch
90% permitted landscape projects in Alameda County use local, recycled mulch.
C. Building Materials
90% of building material supply centers will stock and promote recycled content building
materials that support local green jobs.
4. Hard To Recycle:
A. Institutional and Commercial Food Service Ware & Packaging
90% of customers (institutional and commercial) with separate organics collection purchase and
use readily recyclable/reusable/compostable food service ware and packaging.
B. Packaging Life Cycle Analysis and Recyclability Labeling
90% of Alameda County brand owner/manufacturers will incorporate life-cycle metrics
consistent with the Global Protocol on Packaging Sustainability into their packaging design
process to reduce the environmental impact of their packaging, utilize accurate recyclability
labeling which is compliant with the Federal Trade Commission's (FTC) Green Guides, and where
possible, use the Sustainable Packaging Coalition’s (SPC) How2Recycle label.
C. Single Use Plastic Bags
Single use plastic bags are strongly discouraged from distribution in retail stores.
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DATE:

February 4, 2016

TO:

Source Reduction and Recycling Board

FROM:

Wendy Sommer, Executive Director

BY:

Meghan Starkey, Senior Program Manager

SUBJECT:

Municipal Panel Presentation: Special Events Recycling

SUMMARY
Approximately every quarter, StopWaste staff assembles a panel of representatives from the member
agencies to speak on a topic previously selected by the Recycling Board. The topic for the February
Municipal Panel is Special Events Recycling. Representatives from Alameda, Berkeley and Newark will
participate in this panel.
DISCUSSION
Panelists will address the following questions at the meeting:
1. What are the large events are held in your city, and approximately how many participants
attend each one? Please include both one-time events such as festivals, as well as smaller
events such as Farmer’s Markets.
2. How are logistics for recycling arranged? Do you have partners? What are the results for
collection of recycling and/or organics?
3. What are the chief challenges of event recycling?
In addition, it is time to choose the topics for the next round of Municipal Panels. The Technical Advisory
Committee (comprised of staff from each Member Agency) has suggested the following for
consideration by the Recycling Board, and Board members should feel free to suggest topics not on this
list.
1. Trash and Recycling Enclosures. Planning ahead for adequate space and the challenges of
implementing Mandatory Recycling with existing enclosures.
2. Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling. Understanding Municipal Code changes and
ordinance implementation best practices.
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3. Mandatory Recycling. Considerations when phasing in requirements, such as organics collection
and accounts with less than four cubic yards of service.
4. Measuring Diversion. Assessing success in local programs.
5. Outreach. Using social media to support participation in diversion programs.
RECOMMENDATION
Provide staff direction on future topics.
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