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Name: Erika Ellis
Representing: County of San Bernardino, Public Works, Solid Waste Mgmt Div.
Email: erika.ellis@dpw.sbcounty.gov

Phone: 909-386-8968

Please provide your comments in the boxes below corresponding to the sections of the Plan.

Introductory Information
Thoughts From the Director

No comment at this time.

The Numbers! What Does 75% Recycling Mean?

Unclear as to how the jurisdictions can be under one method of calculating diversion
and the State utilize the method of calculating recycling. Especially if the State
decides to place some of the responsibilities of meeting this goal on the local
jurisdictions. Would also like to see how the 10.7 baseline value was reached.

Policy Drivers

No comment at this time.

1. Increase Recycling Infrastructure
1a. Funding for Infrastructure

Without additional funding for additional infrastructure, areas that do not have the
facilities to handle specific materials, will have to pay more to transport that material
to far away locations and not be able to implement recycling that material at a
reasonable rate to their constituents. The State needs to take the EPR approach to

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

@ Critical O Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant
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1b. Regulatory Oversight

Having an approved list of facilities that are certified by the State and inspected by
the State will assist jurisdictions with managing waste. One certification by the State
is more effective than each jurisdiction having their own.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

@ Critical O Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

1c. Strategic Facilitation and Incentivizing Of Facility Siting

Since more facilities are needed but difficult to site, CalRecycle should focus some
on assisting with setting up recycling operations at the landfills sites. This will
promote recycling at the sites and may not be as difficult to site new facilities on an
already operating site. In addition it will keep the tipping fee coming into the facility

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

1d. Modify RMDZ Program To Be Statewide

The State taking on this program will assist more jurisdictions and businesses with
recycling resources and make the process more neutral. The State should make
sure that funds are spent where the most need is. That being said, if a jurisdiction
needs additional markets developed, funds should be focused in those areas before

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

le. Increase Recycling Manufacturing Business Assistance

Supporting businesses in California's economy is needed especially to attract more
businesses. Establishing business manufacturing that has comparable rates to
current market prices should be the ultimate goal. Time is needed to make sure
there are enough market sources to handle the materials and rates and to make

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant



1f. Increase Collection Efficiency/Quality

No comment at this time.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant

1g. Streamline Planning Documents

Facilities will still need to jump through the hurtles at the local jurisdiction level and if
additional California Regulators don't streamline their process, it won't make much
of a difference unless everyone is on board.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant

1h. Communications Outreach on Infrastructure

More of the population will see what the impact will be and without that education
the public may protest new facilities just because of NIMBY. A true education
campaign on how these facilities benefit the community will assist with changing the
mind sets of the consumers who ultimately want something done with their waste

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

@ Critical O Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

1. What Did We Miss?

Landfills will still need to operate and the responsibility of landfill maintenance is not
going away. Less materials going into landfills are a noble goal and needed but just
because nothing goes into a landfill does not alleviate the financial responsibility of
the jurisdiction who is maintaining that landfil. Some form of assistance to



. Organics
2a. Greenwaste ADC

Landfill operators will take a huge hit if this moves forward. If it has to move
forward, allow landfills to site compost operations at their facilities to address the
need but also collect the tipping fee. Partnerships with the other State Agencies
(SCAQMD and RWQCB) is a must if this will work. An additional thought is to

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

2b. Organics Disposal Phase-out

The greatest obstacle here is getting all the State agency players to communicate
and compromise on siting facilities. This will not be effective with out that
partnership. Facilities also need to be placed on operating landfill sites to maintain
those sites and provide an additional recycling options for the public who already

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

G Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

2c. Funding for Organics Infrastructure

See answer above.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

2d. Indirect Incentives

No comment at this time.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

G Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant



2e. Regulatory Changes re: ADC, food, etc.

There is concern that ADC will be accepted as an alternative to landfilling under the
AB 939 regs but under the AB 341 regs they would not count towards anything
substantial. ADC is also a portion of the waste stream that local jurisdictions who
manage landfills use to pay for operations/maintenance of these sites. Taking away

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

2f. Cross-Agency Regulatory Issues

Communication between all agencies who have the potential to permit future
facilities is a must. One agency being a little more lenient than the others does not
simplify the process much.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

@ Critical O Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

2g. Biomethane Pipeline Issue

The ability for California landfills to inject biomethane into the California pipeline
would assist landfill operators in using the methane collection system to assist with
other clean energy production systems.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

2. What Did We Miss?

Taking all organics out of landfills at one time will hurt the jurisdictions who provide
landfill services. This may mean the closure of sites and the transfer of materials
longer distances resulting in increased costs. Simplifying the permit process/siting
facilities on landfills, so that tipping fees can still be collected for maintenance and




. Increase Commercial Recycling
3a. Reduce Thresholds for Commercial Recycling

Since AB 341 is not in effect yet. It is difficult to see all the challenges that may
come along with this. An estimation of recycling is projected but actual figures from
business recycling efforts will not be available for some time. Requiring businesses
that generate less than 4 cubic yards of waste a week may have additional

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

3b. Increase Requirements for MRF (Material Recovery Facility) Performance

No comment at this time.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant

3c. Establish Business Enforcement Component

Depending on what the State decides to do with this aspect will affect businesses
and jurisdictions in different ways. At this time may jurisdictions don't have the staff
available to do much of the enforcement. Additional fees and resources will be
needed which will put a burden on the jurisdiction and the business. In addition,

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

3d. Grants for Multi-Family Recycling Programs

Financial assistance is always a benefit but money does not always fix the problems
that need to be addressed. Scavenging, education and container space are the
three biggest issues with recycling at multi-family complexes that were established
before the regulations. New complexes have a recycling component because of the

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant



3e. Awards for Businesses
Recognition for recycling activities is an important benefit to businesses when

addressing additional measures they must undergo. Whether it be through a WRAP

award or the DTSC version, some sort of program is needed to recognize
businesses.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

3. What Did We Miss?

The important aspects from this section that need serious evaluation are financial
impact to jurisdictions and businesses, staffing impacts, reporting impacts and
promoting additional measures taken.

4. Establish Extended Producer Responsibility
4a. Authority to Decide Products and Targets

EPR is a necessary action that needs to be supported. May require a substantial
amount of time to put into place. California needs to lobby to make EPR a national
effort-state level efforts create an uneven playing field and creates a business
disadvantage for those states that implement.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

@ Critical O Somewhat Useful G Irrelevant

4b. Packaging

See comment above.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant



4. What Did We Miss?

State level efforts are ineffective and create disincentives to do business in
California. Pursue EPR & packaging at a national level.

5. Reform Beverage Container Program
5a. Redefine Commingled Rate

An increase in containers collected under CRV would bring in additional funds to
deal with those containers. If there are not enough markets to deal with the
additional containers coming in, those markets would need to be developed locally
as well as end market uses.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

@ Critical O Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

5b. Expansion of Minimum Content Requirements

Developing additional markets for recyclable materials is a must to make the goal
successful. Instead of the approach of punishment ($1,000 annually - which is not a
great motivator) work with businesses and jurisdictions to incentivize using the
material either through a tax break or award system or grant.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

5c. Program Expansion of All Ready-to-Drink Beverages

Expanding the CRV program will assist with recycling totals, though jurisdictions
who maintain and operate landfills will see a reduction in materials and therefore a
reduction in tipping fees. In addition to increasing recycling, additional assistance to
those jurisdictions with landfills is needed as well.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant



5d. Elimination of 14581 Fixed Dollar Expenditures

This would affect current programs that use the annual money to maintain the
program. If a grant were received for 2-3 years, there would be more time to spread
that money out though it might not be as much as before. The money would be
designated for a specific program for a set time period and other programs will be

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant

5e. Fiscal Reform to Provide More Funding

Need extensive education program; if the fee is not significant it may not affect
source reduction, may push the consumer to choose non CRV recycled containers
so the need to expand the CRV containers would need to partner with this.
Aluminum and PET containers not affected are the most bought yet they would not

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

5. What Did We Miss?

. Increase Procurement/Demand
6a. Increase PCRC and EPP Purchases by the State

This will help with the state purchasing policies but not sure how this will overall help
the goal. Local jurisdictions are already putting into place green purchasing policies
and though we need to create more end use markets so recycled content products
are purchased, this would not have a significant overall effect on the goal.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant
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6b. Reform SABRC Requirements and Add Enforcement

See above. Some enforcement is needed and an enforcing agency would best be
from the CalRecycle offices.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

6c. Interagency Agreements with Caltrans and Other Procuring Agencies For
Testing TDPs

Per the 5 Year Tire Plan put out by CalRecycle, the current diversion of tires is at
70-75% with the goal of diverting 90% of tires by 2015. Innovated programs and
ease of demonstration projects will assist in increasing tire diversion and will help
with the 75% but will not have a huge effect on the 75% recycling goal.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

6d. Minimum Content Requirements

This will help to increase the availability of recycled content materials in the
consumer market and will make tracking those materials through construction
projects more detailed. Trying to tie together different programs such as LEED and
energy efficiency just reinforces the idea of managing our waste differently than we

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

6e. Sales Tax Breaks on Private Sector Purchase of RCPs/EPPs

Will this apply to all purchasing policies not just the state? How will it be
tracked/enforced? What items would this apply to? Good incentive for purchasing
recycled content materials but only if it applies to all and if it is tracked based on
different sales tax rates across the state.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant
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6f. Financial Incentives for Manufacturer Use of Recycled Materials

What about grant funds to manufacturing businesses but make it easy for them to
apply. For groups who depend on certain tax allocations, a reduction will be difficult.
Would RMDZ funds be used for this type of program? What about incentives for
jurisdictions with landfill operations?

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

6. What Did We Miss?

. Other Materials
7a. Tire Incentive Payments, EPR, or More Market Demand

Per the 5 Year Tire Plan put out by CalRecycle, the current diversion of tires is at
70-75% with the goal of diverting 90% of tires by 2015. Innovated programs and
ease of demonstration projects will assist in increasing tire diversion and will help
with the 75% but will not have a huge effect on the 75% recycling goal.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

7b. Plastics

Landfill bans of plastics would be detrimental to the landfill systems. Development
of biodegradable plastics and the ability to reuse plastics are the best options for
recycling as well as developing markets locally to handle plastics.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant
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7c. E-Waste

Development of additional EPR standards will assist with this.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

7d. C&D Funds for Retrofitting Equipment To Meet AQ Standards

Would the fee on ADC be used for "stationary sources" for inerts or other non
organic materials at the landfills? If the ability to county ADC is no longer an option
for recycling/diversion, would this fee then be applied to all C&D materials and not
just organics? Additional funds to assist jurisdictions with equipment necessary to

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

7e. C&D: Expand CALGreen For Deconstruction and Add Enforcement

Including deconstruction will assist for materials that are able to be reused but
materials too old or damaged would still need an outlet for disposal/diversion.
Additional resources need to be spent requiring recycling facilities to document the
waste that comes into their site better. Many facilities only put the bare bones

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

7f. Fiber: Bans on Cardboard Going Into Landfills

Encouraging other forms of material storage other than cardboard would assist in
the reduction of cardboard usage. MCR should also be able to capture more
materials for recycling. Banning the materials from landfill would be an additional
hinderance of the jurisdictions who operate and maintain landfills. Severely

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant
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7g. Fiber/Resin: Grants/Payments for Mid-Scale Manufacturing & Source
Reduction

Encouraging the use of recycled content materials or reductions in virgin materials
would be more effective than banning them from the landfill system. utilizing Cap
and Trade funds would be a better option than raising tipping fees at landfills
because other components may also increase the tipping fee which could make

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

@ Critical O Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

7h. Used Oil LCA Follow-ups’
No comments at this time.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant

7. What Did We Miss?

Banning materials from landfills is just another way to "create" markets for material.
Unfortunately, its a artificial market, not driven by demand, which results in
increased cost of the covered material.

8. Governance/Funding
8a. New Models for Funding Waste/Materials Management

Though increased tipping fees will result in decreased disposal, if tipping fees are
raised to high and not enough materials come in from tipping fees, CalRecycle

would not be able to collect as much from landfills in addition to landfills will not be
able to generate enough funding to maintain landfill sites long term. If CalRecycle

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant
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8b. Other Code-Level Ideas

No comment at this time.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant

8c. Authority For Waste and Bottle Bill Functions Such As Enforcement, Data
Gathering, Monitoring, Etc.

No comment at this time.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant

8. What Did We Miss?

9. Source Reduction
9a. Organics Food Programs, Backyard Composting, Vermicomposting

Increased tipping fees from food waste entering the landfill system would not be the
way to collect funds. First and foremost as stated in this document in several
places, an increase in tipping fees from multiple components of this proposal will
hurt jurisdictions who maintain landfills and as food waste declines, not as much

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant
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9b. Greener Products Through Product Certifications/Eco Labels

This would assist with recycling manufacturing as well as incentivize companies to

produce recycled content materials the public would buy. A constant certification or
standard would make the consumer aware that this product is a "green" product and
to purchase it over virgin material products. This would occur over time and may be

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

9c. Promotion of Local Zero Waste Activities

This would only be effective if additional markets (cost effective markets) are
developed in areas where zero waste activities are needed. To require jurisdictions
to push towards zero waste when there are no markets to take specific materials or
if the markets are not cost effective is detrimental to the cause. Jurisdictions

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

9. What Did We Miss?

10. The Other 25%
10a. Define Post-Recycled Residuals

If the facilities are doing what they say they are doing (pulling out all recyclable
materials before sending it to an energy recovering facility) then the residual would
not have materials that can be recovered.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical O Somewhat Useful @ Irrelevant
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10b. Define Beneficial Use For Policy for Other 25

If a use can be developed for residual energy recovery residuals then exploring the
options for that waste product would assist with diversion as long as the jurisdiction
who that initial waste is from, does not have a clause in their franchise agreement(s)
that the material needs to come back to their landfill system.

How useful would this concept be in helping achieve the 75% statewide recycling goal?

O Critical @ Somewhat Useful O Irrelevant

10. What Did We Miss?

General Comments

Should have had a harmful circle to check. Limiting the responses to somewhat useful
and irrelevant is such an extreme because some of the ideas presented would be
useful to the 75% certainly but can cause significant harm to some jurisdictions for
example.
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	02Represents: County of San Bernardino, Public Works, Solid Waste Mgmt Div.
	03Email: erika.ellis@dpw.sbcounty.gov
	04Phone: 909-386-8968
	05Thoughts: No comment at this time.
	06Numbers: Unclear as to how the jurisdictions can be under one method of calculating diversion and the State utilize the method of calculating recycling.  Especially if the State decides to place some of the responsibilities of meeting this goal on the local jurisdictions. Would also like to see how the 10.7 baseline value was reached.  
	07Policy: No comment at this time.
	1a: Without additional funding for additional infrastructure, areas that do not have the facilities to handle specific materials, will have to pay more to transport that material to far away locations and not be able to implement recycling that material at a reasonable rate to their constituents.  The State needs to take the EPR approach to funding their programs from fees assessed on businesses that create the waste material in the first place and not punish the landfills for that waste. State should offer real solutions to convert landfills to recovery facilities. 
	1b: Having an approved list of facilities that are certified by the State and inspected by the State will assist jurisdictions with managing waste.  One certification by the State is more effective than each jurisdiction having their own.  
	1c: Since more facilities are needed but difficult to site, CalRecycle should focus some on assisting with setting up recycling operations at the landfills sites.  This will promote recycling at the sites and may not be as difficult to site new facilities on an already operating site.   In addition it will keep the tipping fee coming into the facility to help maintain the site long term.  Plus it will create an additional use for the land.  
	1d: The State taking on this program will assist more jurisdictions and businesses with recycling resources and make the process more neutral.  The State should make sure that funds are spent where the most need is.  That being said, if a jurisdiction needs additional markets developed, funds should be focused in those areas before jurisdictions that already have some markets developed.  Continuing to send money to already established areas that have end market sites, will not help create more recycling than assisting jurisdictions who need to develop end markets.  
	1e: Supporting businesses in California's economy is needed especially to attract more businesses.  Establishing business manufacturing that has comparable rates to current market prices should be the ultimate goal.  Time is needed to make sure there are enough market sources to handle the materials and rates and to make California an attractive place to start businesses and process materials so that it does not have to go overseas.
	1f: No comment at this time.
	1g: Facilities will still need to jump through the hurtles at the local jurisdiction level and if additional California Regulators don't streamline their process, it won't make much of a difference unless everyone is on board.
	1h: More of the population will see what the impact will be and without that education the public may protest new facilities just because of NIMBY.  A true education campaign on how these facilities benefit the community will assist with changing the mind sets of the consumers who ultimately want something done with their waste product.
	2a: Landfill operators will take a huge hit if this moves forward.  If it has to move forward, allow landfills to site compost operations at their facilities to address the need but also collect the tipping fee.  Partnerships with the other State Agencies (SCAQMD and RWQCB) is a must if this will work.  An additional thought is to phase it in over time.  Start with a 10% diversion of this material each year over 10 years to give jurisdictions who operate landfills time to adjust and come up with additional funding sources and maintenance practices.  An all at once approach will hurt not only the jurisdictions who operate landfills but those jurisdictions who take their greenwaste materials there and use ADC as a diversion credit.  In addition, seek to collect additional funding not from the IWMF but from landscape companies who are helping to create this waste.  A strong education campaign with water companies as well to assist home owners in reducing the amount of green waste generated by using native landscaping will also take time but should reduce the amount of waste being generated.
	2b: The greatest obstacle here is getting all the State agency players to communicate and compromise on siting facilities.  This will not be effective with out that partnership.  Facilities also need to be placed on operating landfill sites to maintain those sites and provide an additional recycling options for the public who already sends their materials to that landfill.  The loss of revenue from the reduction of greenwaste from entering landfills, will result in those sites not being able to generate enough finds to maintain them.  Since landfills have to be monitored and maintained for many years after they have been closed, the jurisdiction who loses that funding will not be able to continue with proper maintenance.  
	2c: See answer above.
	2d: No comment at this time.
	2e: There is concern that ADC will be accepted as an alternative to landfilling under the AB 939 regs but under the AB 341 regs they would not count towards anything substantial.  ADC is also a portion of the waste stream that local jurisdictions who manage landfills use to pay for operations/maintenance of these sites.  Taking away this material at one time, will financially hurt jurisdictions who operate landfill sites.  
	2f: Communication between all agencies who have the potential to permit future facilities is a must.  One agency being a little more lenient than the others does not simplify the process much.
	2g: The ability for California landfills to inject biomethane into the California pipeline would assist landfill operators in using the methane collection system to assist with other clean energy production systems.
	3a: Since AB 341 is not in effect yet.  It is difficult to see all the challenges that may come along with this.  An estimation of recycling is projected but actual figures from business recycling efforts will not be available for some time.  Requiring businesses that generate less than 4 cubic yards of waste a week may have additional challenges that need to be addressed logistically.  For example, a trash service vehicle will have to run two routes to a business instead of one which will result in more greenhouse gas emissions and increased cost to the business.  In addition, businesses that were established long before AB 341 may not have the space to place an additional bin or staffing to handle recyclable materials.  By creating a Bill of Lading type paper trail, this will also add additional responsibilities to the business.  If the State chooses to place the responsibility of the program on the local jurisdiction, additional staffing will be required.  A centralized database will be needed to keep track of the recycling data and would be more effective than each jurisdiction having their own.  This could pose more problems than can be addressed with out AB 341 occurring in full force.
	3b: No comment at this time.
	3c: Depending on what the State decides to do with this aspect will affect businesses and jurisdictions in different ways.  At this time may jurisdictions don't have the staff available to do much of the enforcement.  Additional fees and resources will be needed which will put a burden on the jurisdiction and the business.  In addition, without a centralized database for recycling information, different jurisdictions will be tracking information differently.  Some jurisdictions do not have businesses license programs.  This will pose an issue to both the State and the jurisdiction on business tracking.  The jurisdiction may be required to put in place a system for business licensing, which will be additional costs to the businesses and the jurisdiction at a time where it is not economically feasible.  A centralized enforcement policy would make this program more uniform across the state.  
	3d: Financial assistance is always a benefit but money does not always fix the problems that need to be addressed.  Scavenging, education and container space are the three biggest issues with recycling at multi-family complexes that were established before the regulations.  New complexes have a recycling component because of the CalGreen Code but existing communities still have to deal with the major issues.  Education is something simple to combat but the high rate of turnover will pose issues to jurisdictions who have to constantly come back to give updates.  Spacing for containers is an issue if the community was built in a place where no expansion can take place and local ordinances require containers to be in an enclosure and without strong scavenging laws, this will continue to be a problem which can pose health and safety issues for local communities. 
	3e: Recognition for recycling activities is an important benefit to businesses when addressing additional measures they must undergo.  Whether it be through a WRAP award or the DTSC version, some sort of program is needed to recognize businesses.  
	4a: EPR is a necessary action that needs to be supported.  May require a substantial amount of time to put into place.  California needs to lobby to make EPR a national effort-state level efforts create an uneven playing field and creates a business disadvantage for those states that implement.  
	4b: See comment above.  
	5a: An increase in containers collected under CRV would bring in additional funds to deal with those containers.  If there are not enough markets to deal with the additional containers coming in, those markets would need to be developed locally as well as end market uses.
	5b: Developing additional markets for recyclable materials is a must to make the goal successful.  Instead of the approach of punishment ($1,000 annually - which is not a great motivator) work with businesses and jurisdictions to incentivize using the material either through a tax break or award system or grant.     
	5c: Expanding the CRV program will assist with recycling totals, though jurisdictions who maintain and operate landfills will see a reduction in materials and therefore a reduction in tipping fees.  In addition to increasing recycling, additional assistance to those jurisdictions with landfills is needed as well.  
	5d: This would affect current programs that use the annual money to maintain the program.  If a grant were received for 2-3 years, there would be more time to spread that money out though it might not be as much as before.  The money would be designated for a specific program for a set time period and other programs will be lost if they do not have funding for that time.  Jurisdictions will lose already established recycling efforts because they will lose funding.
	5e: Need extensive education program; if the fee is not significant it may not affect source reduction, may push the consumer to choose non CRV recycled containers so the need to expand the CRV containers would need to partner with this. Aluminum and PET containers not affected are the most bought yet they would not carry the extra fee.  What prop 26 issues would we have to deal with?
	6a: This will help with the state purchasing policies but not sure how this will overall help the goal.  Local jurisdictions are already putting into place green purchasing policies and though we need to create more end use markets so recycled content products are purchased, this would not have a significant overall effect on the goal.
	6b: See above.  Some enforcement is needed and an enforcing agency would best be from the CalRecycle offices.  
	6c: Per the 5 Year Tire Plan put out by CalRecycle, the current diversion of tires is at 70-75% with the goal of diverting 90% of tires by 2015.  Innovated programs and ease of demonstration projects will assist in increasing tire diversion and will help with the 75% but will not have a huge effect on the 75% recycling goal.  
	6d: This will help to increase the availability of recycled content materials in the consumer market and will make tracking those materials through construction projects more detailed.  Trying to tie together different programs such as LEED and energy efficiency just reinforces the idea of managing our waste differently than we have been is good.
	6e: Will this apply to all purchasing policies not just the state?  How will it be tracked/enforced?  What items would this apply to?  Good incentive for purchasing recycled content materials but only if it applies to all and if it is tracked based on different sales tax rates across the state.
	6f: What about grant funds to manufacturing businesses but make it easy for them to apply.  For groups who depend on certain tax allocations, a reduction will be difficult.  Would RMDZ funds be used for this type of program?  What about incentives for jurisdictions with landfill operations?
	7a: Per the 5 Year Tire Plan put out by CalRecycle, the current diversion of tires is at 70-75% with the goal of diverting 90% of tires by 2015.  Innovated programs and ease of demonstration projects will assist in increasing tire diversion and will help with the 75% but will not have a huge effect on the 75% recycling goal.  
	7b: Landfill bans of plastics would be detrimental to the landfill systems.  Development of biodegradable plastics and the ability to reuse plastics are the best options for recycling as well as developing markets locally to handle plastics.  
	7c: Development of additional EPR standards will assist with this.
	7d: Would the fee on ADC be used for "stationary sources" for inerts or other non organic materials at the landfills?  If the ability to county ADC is no longer an option for recycling/diversion, would this fee then be applied to all C&D materials and not just organics?  Additional funds to assist jurisdictions with equipment necessary to operate landfills is beneficial as long as the additional fees don't make the tipping fee for that landfill non-competitive with other landfills in the geographic region.
	7e: Including deconstruction will assist for materials that are able to be reused but materials too old or damaged would still need an outlet for disposal/diversion.  Additional resources need to be spent requiring recycling facilities to document the waste that comes into their site better.  Many facilities only put the bare bones information on receipts which are then turned into jurisdictions to review with their waste management plans.  More recycling information can be captured if the information required on reporting from facilities that take that material is enforced.
	7f: Encouraging other forms of material storage other than cardboard would assist in the reduction of cardboard usage.  MCR should also be able to capture more materials for recycling.  Banning the materials from landfill would be an additional hinderance of the jurisdictions who operate and maintain landfills.  Severely reducing the tipping fees will make it harder for jurisdictions to keep competitive pricing and utilize funds for long term maintenance.
	7g: Encouraging the use of recycled content materials or reductions in virgin materials would be more effective than banning them from the landfill system.  utilizing Cap and Trade funds would be a better option than raising tipping fees at landfills because other components may also increase the tipping fee which could make landfills in various areas not as able to compete with other landfills.  
	7h: No comments at this time.
	8a: Though increased tipping fees will result in decreased disposal, if tipping fees are raised to high and not enough materials come in from tipping fees, CalRecycle would not be able to collect as much from landfills in addition to landfills will not be able to generate enough funding to maintain landfill sites long term.  If CalRecycle were to increase fees collected from recyclers, those funds may assist with recycling programs that will need funding in the future.  CalRecycle should pull funds not only from landfills but from private recyclers as well. 
	8b: No comment at this time.
	8c: No comment at this time.
	9a: Increased tipping fees from food waste entering the landfill system would not be the way to collect funds.  First and foremost as stated in this document in several places, an increase in tipping fees from multiple components of this proposal will hurt jurisdictions who maintain landfills and as food waste declines, not as much material would be collected and charged.  Long term solutions for collecting funds from food waste should come from the commercial food sector.  This would be a form of EPR as they are the ones who generate that material therefore, they should be able to help address the problem with the waste.  Either collection at the time they register with the BOE or pull other permits is the time to collect fees to cover this program.
	9b: This would assist with recycling manufacturing as well as incentivize companies to produce recycled content materials the public would buy.  A constant certification or standard would make the consumer aware that this product is a "green" product and to purchase it over virgin material products.  This would occur over time and may be a slow process. 
	9c: This would only be effective if additional markets (cost effective markets) are developed in areas where zero waste activities are needed.  To require jurisdictions to push towards zero waste when there are no markets to take specific materials or if the markets are not cost effective is detrimental to the cause.  Jurisdictions especially in this economy would not be able to move towards this goal.  
	10a: If the facilities are doing what they say they are doing (pulling out all recyclable materials before sending it to an energy recovering facility) then the residual would not have materials that can be recovered.  
	10b: If a use can be developed for residual energy recovery residuals then exploring the options for that waste product would assist with diversion as long as the jurisdiction who that initial waste is from, does not have a clause in their franchise agreement(s) that the material needs to come back to their landfill system.  
	General: Should have had a harmful circle to check.  Limiting the responses to somewhat useful and irrelevant is such an extreme because some of the ideas presented would be useful to the 75% certainly but can cause significant harm to some jurisdictions for example.

Jurisdictions with landfill systems cannot support all the various fees and programs if they also have to maintain the landfill system while it is open and for many years after it is closed.  Other sources of funding is needed such as EPR type fee recovery from food facilities for food waste, Cap and Trade funds for covering other recycling/GHG reduction programs.  A fee is collected from consumers when they purchase e-waste to assist in the costs of disposing of that waste properly; additional fees should be collected from the sources that created that waste, not the landfill system.  Landfills are already seeing a reduction in materials coming in and unless something is done to assist landfills in becoming diversion/recycling facilities themselves, there will be a huge problem for local jurisdictions in the future when there is not enough funds to help maintain them long term. 
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	1what: Landfills will still need to operate and the responsibility of landfill maintenance is not going away.  Less materials going into landfills are a noble goal and needed but just because nothing goes into a landfill does not alleviate the financial responsibility of the jurisdiction who is maintaining that landfill.  Some form of assistance to jurisdictions who have landfills is needed if their major funding sources (tipping fees) are taken away.  Placing facilities on landfill sites that still have capacity and will be operating, will assist with recycling processing on site but can also still charge a tipping fee for materials coming in.  An incentive to jurisdictions siting recycling facilities on landfill properties is that if the waste comes in for landfill disposal it will be charged a higher IWMA Tipping fee while allowing the bulk of material that is going in for recycling to be charged a lesser rate.
	2what: Taking all organics out of landfills at one time will hurt the jurisdictions who provide landfill services.  This may mean the closure of sites and the transfer of materials longer distances resulting in increased costs.  Simplifying the permit process/siting facilities on landfills, so that tipping fees can still be collected for maintenance and operational costs will assist with the diversion but also with preventing landfills from shutting down.  
	3what: The important aspects from this section that need serious evaluation are financial impact to jurisdictions and businesses, staffing impacts, reporting impacts and promoting additional measures taken.
	4what: State level efforts are ineffective and create disincentives to do business in California.  Pursue EPR & packaging at a national level.
	5what: 
	6what: 
	7what: Banning materials from landfills is just another way to "create" markets for material.  Unfortunately, its a artificial market, not driven by demand, which results in increased cost of the covered material. 
	8what: 
	9what: 
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