
 

MINUTES OF SWANA CALIFORNIA LEGISLATIVE  

TASK FORCE MEETING , SACRAMENTO 

March 6, 2008 

By:  Mark Urquhart, Secretary  

   

The Legislative Task Force (LTF) meeting started at about 10:00 AM.  A quorum was 

present as there were 13 voting members present, including alternate voting members, 

and at least one voting member from each chapter.  A list of people that participated is 

in Attachment A.  The agenda is Attachment B
1
.  The items from the agenda below 

were not all discussed in the order listed. 

I. BUSINESS ITEMS AND LTF ACTIVITIES  

 Approval of Minutes from February 7, 2008 LTF Telephone Meeting 

Grace Chan asked if there were any comments on these minutes.  There were none. 

  

 Motion: 

Mike Mohajer made a motion to approve the minutes.  William Merry seconded the 

motion.  The motion carried, as all were in favor. 

Next Meeting Date 

It was discussed that the next meeting will be a telephone meeting on April 3, 2008 

at 10:30 AM until noon. 

Treasurerôs Report 

Nancy Ewert said that the balance as of the end of February was $49,199.95, 

according to the report in Attachment C.   

 

Motion: 

John Gulledge made a motion to approve the treasurerôs report for February 2008.  

Mike Mohajer seconded the motion.  The motion carried, as all were in favor. 

 

II. LEGISLATIVE MATTERS 
 

Paul Yoder discussed select bills on the bill matrix distributed with the agenda. 

 

AB 2030 ï DROP - LTF will drop this bill from the list of those tracked. 

 

AB 2058 ï SUPPORT - There were some concerns expressed about plastic bag 

banning versus other materials but since the bill focuses on requiring a 

retailer/producer recycling take-back program the LTF decided to support the bill.  

 

                                                 
1
 Handouts at the meeting (not attached) included [1] Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors from 

Permitted Landfills within the BAAQMD [2] information on CIWMB survey and workshop on 

organic waste facilities [3] Solid Waste Industry for Climate Solutions (letter 2/26/08 to CARB 

on ETAAC Report) [4] 3/5/08 SFGAte.com on global warming [5] 3/3/08 letter from Sierra Club 

on AB 2347 [6] Technical Paper, Impact of MSW Management on GHG in US, September 2002, 

Journal of Air and Waste Management Association [7] PowerPoint Presentation by 

SCS/CWIMB on Technologies and Management Practices for Reducing GHG Emissions from 

Landfills, February 26, 2008.  
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AB 2071 ï WATCH. 

 

AB 2245 ï WATCH. 

 

AB 2347 ï SUPPORT WITH COMMENTS - This bill would require a collection program by 

retailers for mercury switches.  The LTF supports the concept, however, will submit comments 

indicating that mailing materials for recycling and other counterproductive measures 

(environmental impacts and cost of methods) should not be included. 

 

AB 2415 ï WATCH 

 

AB 2539 ï WATCH 

 

AB 2640 ï OPPOSE ï A long discussion included that the LTF will send an oppose letter 

citing the following issues and need for more research in some areas, which may indicate 

that a ban ADC and other organic materials in landfills is not appropriate.  The issues 

discussed included but were not limited to: 

 

 Carbon footprint for rural and many other jurisdictions needs to be considered 

recognizing that there is a lack of compost facilities or markets for compost. 

 Market development is needed along with an understanding of the segment of organics 

that is not economically or readily composted or processed. 

 Consideration of compost quality and lack of markets for low quality material, a 

considerable amount which is currently managed and processed at landfills. 

 Comparison of GHG and other emissions from composting to landfills with LFG control 

(or LFG control and energy).  LASAN will be issuing a study soon on this topic 

indicating that landfills with LFG control systems can have lesser emissions than is being 

recognized compared to composting.   

It was decided that the LTF would meet with the authorôs office to discuss the above concerns.  It 

was noted that the bill authorôs office is open to talk about the bill but has a number of concerns 

about ADC diversion credit including the fact that he is opposed to any separate green waste 

collection materials being used for ADC and being given diversion credit. 

 

AB 2656 ï SUPPORT ï Regarding recycling of single use beverage container tops. 

 

AB 2679 ï WATCH ï Spot bill. 

 

AB 2695 ï WATCH 

 

AB 2829 ï SUPPORT ï Recycling bill regarding plastic carry-out bags. 

 

AB 2866 ï OPPOSE - This bill , sponsored by Waste Management Inc., would impose an increase 

in landfill tipping fees of $0.60/ton.  Paul Smith of the Regional Council of Rural Countyôs 

ESJPA discussed that $0.15 is proposed for hauler collection truck retrofits, $0.15 is proposed for 

landfill gas control projects, $0.15 is proposed for conversion of landfill gas to liquid natural fuel 

gas projects, and $0.15 is proposed for closure and postclosure cleanup care for non-responsible 

sites.  The LTF discussed that it does not support landfill tip fee increases to pay for programs 

that are typically funded by the industry with existing mechanisms and does not support these 
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specific initiatives because: retrofitting of many trucks has already occurred and private haulers 

have already been paid for these under contract amendments or they would occur under bidding, 

conversion of landfill gas to liquid natural gas is a special interest of Waste Management Inc. and 

there are many other landfill gas or other projects that would not be funded, and public entities 

that typically cannot dissolve like private corporations should not pay to a fund they will never 

use, which will end up going to non-responsible private parties that escape their liabilities.  It was 

discussed that some sort of surcharge will probably pass so the LTF will include in the letter a 

request that funding goes to targeted market development, cleanup of illegal dump sites, or other 

more worthy projects that can be spread equitably across the public and private solid waste 

industry.  Paul Yoder will draft a letter and circulate it to the LTF for input.   Paul Smith indicated 

that the ESJPA is also similarly opposed to the bill. 

  

SB 1278 ï WATCH 

 

SB 1321 ï (This bill was not discussed due to timing within the meeting). 

SB 1016 ï SUPPORT (Potentially with Comments)  

Initially , Ania Garbian, from Senator Wiggins office, discussed this bill.  She indicated that the 

bill would use per capita disposal rates as an ñindicatorò of compliance with AB 939 or 

subsequent diversion bills.  The bill would use a given base year (2006 or aver rage of years) as 

the basis for a diversion rate and calculation of the associated disposal per capita rate.  In 

subsequent years compliance would be based on the per capita disposal figure as an ñindicatorò to 

determine generally if the jurisdiction was in compliance with 50 percent diversion (or the 

diversion rate required in other future legislation).  If the indication is lack of compliance the 

CIWMB would look into whether the jurisdiction has not fully implemented their SRRE 

programs, or other reasons for the change or lack of compliance.  Ania Garbian indicated that SB 

1016 is meant to be a stand alone bill compared to SB 1020, which would require an increase to a 

75 percent diversion rate.  SB 1016 also streamlines and reduces reporting. 

 

After discussion by Ania Garbian from Senator Wiggins office, CIWMB staff including Elizabeth 

Huber, Howard Levinson, Mark Leary (Executive Director), and other CIWMB staff attending 

the meeting.  Elizabeth Huber gave a PowerPoint presentation about SB 1016.  This was followed 

by a discussion period.  Some of the points that were discussed in the presentation and then 

afterward during questions from the LTF included: 

 

 SB 1016 would use per capita disposal and indicator and focus on program 

implementation for compliance 

 Reports would be due every four years.  Upon discussion, the CIWMB staff indicated 

that a five year similar to the current review cycle was not included on order to provide 

staff more time to work on implementation rather than report and compliance review. 

 This system would provide a more timely and accurate basis. 

 The LTF questioned why economics were not included in the measurement with 

population.  CIWMB staff indicated that economic factors on not available on a timely 

fashion. 

 The LTF questioned that the current language stipulated that the CIWMB would make 

the decision on what programs are needed to correct deficiencies and not the local 

agency.  The CIWMB staff indicated it is not the intent for the CIWMB to act 

unilaterally.   
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 The LTF brought up the concern that if disposal per capita rates vary significantly by 

jurisdictions in compliance it will raise arguments between jurisdictions.  This will be a 

public relations/education challenge for the CIWMB.  The CIWMB recognized that per 

capita disposal rates can vary significantly for jurisdictions even with similar diversion 

compliance because of the variance in the makeup of communities. 

 The CIWMB staff said they feel this new system will give the CIWMB more latitude in 

judgment regarding ñgood faith effortsò. 

 The CIWMB staff brought up the example that if a jurisdictions is currently at 60% that 

the per capita disposal rate could actually increase and not trigger of review of programs 

if the resulting change did not correlate to the associated diversion rate falling below 50 

percent. 

 Other discussion points raised by the LTF included the need for more producer 

responsibility and commercial recycling, particularly if higher diversion rates are enacted 

(i.e. SB 1020). 

 The LTF expressed some concerns that the ñtoolboxò (available programs and methods to 

achieve compliance) has not gotten enough discussion.   

 

III. REGULATORY MATTERS  

 
The following regulatory issues were discussed.  This did not include all agenda items. 

CIWMB Survey On Barriers To Siting Organic Diversion Facilities (deadline 
extended to 3/7/08) 

Tressa Wallace noted that the deadline to respond to the surveys had been extended.   

CIWMB March 18, 2008 Board Meeting (Agenda in meeting packet) 

Due to timing, this item was not discussed. 

The Air Resources Board public workshop on Monday, March 24, 2008 in 
Sacramento to discuss CARB's draft proposed control measure for reducing 
landfill methane emissions 

It was discussed that the Committee report presented to CARB at its February 28, 2008 meeting 

included a number of provisions targeting landfills includes increasing tip fees to support 

composting initiatives and removing organic material from landfills and diversion credit for 

ADC.  Grace Chan again noted that the LASAN would be coming out with a study on the relative 

emissions from landfills and composting facilities, which would be circulated to the LTF.  It was 

discussed that the LTF needs to get involved with workshops and push to have more science 

involved in solid waste policy decisions of the CARB, CIWMB and other involved parties.  

 

IV. ADJOURNMENT 
       

The meeting was adjourned about 2:40 PM.   
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ATTACHMENT A 

 
 

 

 


