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PROJECT OVERVIEW

Background and Statutory Requirements

The Board is required to prepare a report to the legislature on improvements to the disposal reporting system using a working group [Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41821.5]. The report to the legislature is due on January 1, 2002.  A brief review of diversion rate measurement and the role of disposal reporting follows.

California’s diversion rate measurement method changed from measuring both disposal and diversion in 1990 (generation-based measurement), to the current method of measuring disposal and estimating diversion (disposal-based measurement).  The change from measuring diversion to estimating diversion was made because of:

· The high cost of measuring highly dispersed diversion activities

· Lack of information on the amounts diverted by many diversion activities, in particular waste prevention activities

· The potential for double counting diversion, and 

· Concerns about releasing diversion quantities to business competitors.   

The way disposal was measured also changed because:

· Many cities and counties had limited information on the amount of waste disposed from within their boundaries by the businesses, residents and self-haul (waste delivered by someone other than a franchised hauler)    

· Some cities and counties did not include self-haul waste in base-year disposal tons, and

· Many cities and counties assigned the origin of the waste based on the proportion of the population of cities and counties believed to be using the disposal facility.

The current disposal-based measurement system was developed in the mid-1990’s using the best information available at the time.  This measurement system relies on:

· A base-year generation study that measures both disposal and diversion

· Use of an adjustment method, in conjunction with the base-year generation study, to estimate future waste generation so jurisdictions are not penalized for waste generation resulting from changes in the economy and population.

· A disposal reporting system to determine the origin of waste disposed and estimate tons disposed

· Comparing the estimated waste generation to the tons disposed to estimate the diversion rate, and

· Allowing jurisdictions to form regions to implement diversion programs and measure diversion.

The Board has heard about many issues regarding the diversion rate measurement system.  Many of these issues have been raised during the Board’s Biennial Review on the progress each city, county and regional agency has made in implementing diversion programs to achieve the diversion requirements.  Disposal reporting system issues were presented to the Board at a November 1999 hearing and adjustment method issues were identified at a September 2000 Board workshop on diversion rate measurement.  Additionally, there may be alternatives to the current system such as a determining pounds disposed per person as a more accurate indication of disposal reduction.

Structure of the Board’s Review of the Diversion Rate Measurement System

Statute requires that the Board convene working groups to assist the Board in preparing the report to the Legislature (PRC Section 41821.5).  Past working groups have been successful in obtaining input from all types of parties on technical issues and providing opportunities for public input.  At the December 2000 Board Meeting the Board accepted staff’s recommendation to conduct these two public workshops to gather information and soon thereafter establish three working groups that would run concurrently.  The three working groups are:

· Disposal reporting system

· Adjustment method, and

· Alternatives to the existing system.

Base-year issues are being addressed by the Diversion Study Guide working groups currently underway.  

The working groups will be similar to past Board working groups.  Each group will be limited in size and comprised of:

· City, county and regional agency representatives

· Urban and rural

· Northern, central and southern California

· Disposal facility operators and disposal facility users

· Waste and materials management industry

· Small and large operations

· Haulers

· Recycling facility and disposal facility operators

· Consultants 

· Environmental and other special interest groups

The working group members will participate in several day-long working group meetings (in northern and southern California), review and comment on materials prepared for each meeting, act as a liaison for reviewers or other interested parties, report others’ input to the working group, and develop recommendations for the Board to consider.

Anyone who has an interest in following the issues closely, but is not a working group member, may request to be a reviewer.  Reviewers will be provided with all materials developed for and by the working group, and may submit comments to Board staff and/or working group members to be considered by the working groups in developing recommendations.   

Each of the three working groups will develop recommendations.   To ensure that the Board identifies workable changes to the existing diversion rate measurement system, all the recommendations will be considered by a synthesis working group, made up of a limited number of members from each of the working groups.  The synthesis group will develop a final set of recommendations for the Board to consider.

Proposed Diversion Rate Measurement System Review Schedule 

The proposed schedule is contained in the table below.  The schedule may change depending on issues that develop during the review of the diversion rate measurement system.

	Diversion Rate Measurement System Review Activity
	Proposed Dates

	Public workshops to identify issues for working groups
	January 25, 2001 in Sacramento

January 31, 2001 in Diamond Bar

	Three working groups meet to consider issues and develop recommendations for each topic
	Late February 2001 to May 2001

(2-4 meetings for each group)

	Synthesis working group meets to develop recommendations for diversion rate measurement system 
	May 2001 to June 2001

After comments on draft report

	Draft report to Legislature available for 30 day public review
	July 2001

	Draft report to Legislature revised based on comments and available for public review
	August 2001

	Board considers final report to Legislature
	October 2001


Public Input Workshops

The two public workshops to gather input on diversion rate measurement issues and solutions will be held on: 

January 25, 2001

California Integrated Waste Management Board’s Former Board Room

8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, California  95826

January 31, 2001

South Coast Air Quality Management District Auditorium

21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California  91765

Participants are asked to focus on proposed solutions.  The information gathered at the public workshops will serve as a basis for the upcoming working group meetings.  If you cannot attend the workshops in person, comments may be submitted to the Board as described in the attachments to this package.

Public Input Workshop Agenda

Both workshops will begin at 9:30 a.m. and end no later than 4:30 p.m.  The workshop agenda for both meetings is contained in the table below. 

	Public Workshop Activity*
	Maximum Time Allowed

	Introduction and Overview
	30 minutes

	Disposal Reporting System
	90 minutes

	Adjustment Method
	90 minutes

	Alternatives to the Existing Diversion Rate Measurement System
	90 minutes

	Additional Public Comments
	30 minutes


* We anticipate taking two breaks (morning and afternoon) and a lunch break

DISPOSAL REPORTING ISSUES AND POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS OVERVIEW

Under the Integrated Waste Management Act each jurisdiction is responsible for meeting the diversion mandates. Jurisdictions originally were to measure all disposal and all diversion to determine achievement of the diversion mandates (Assembly Bill 939).  Concerns about how to quantify diversion including waste prevention were raised by local governments and the environmental community.  

In 1993 Assembly Bill 2494 changed California’s diversion rate measurement system from measuring disposal and diversion in 1990 (generation-based measurement) to measuring disposal and estimating diversion (disposal-based measurement).  

As part of disposal reporting, each county or regional agency is required to compile quarterly disposal information from landfills on the origin and amounts of waste disposed within their county or region and to submit the data to jurisdictions and the Board.  Jurisdictions use this data to calculate their diversion rate and Board staff verifies the information to help determine if jurisdictions have complied with the diversion mandates.  We now have more data on jurisdiction of origin and on the complexity and nature of waste flow and its variations—week-to-week, season-to-season and from one facility to another.

Since its start in 1995, many issues related to the accuracy of the disposal reporting system have been raised.  Among these are:  accuracy of disposal data, allocation of waste by jurisdiction, including self-hauled waste, and special waste accounting.  

Jurisdictions have commented that disposal tonnage accuracy is a main concern as it is critical to calculating jurisdiction diversion rates, one factor for determining fines.  Accuracy is influenced by several factors:  

· disposal attributed to self-haul; 

· reporting/allocation of waste to jurisdiction of origin; 

· frequency of origin surveys (every load, every day vs. every load each day of a one week period per quarter); 

· consistency of counting inert material as disposal; 

· lack of scales; 

· lack of standardized conversion factors of volume to weight in lieu of scales; 

· waste export to out-of-state disposal facilities, 

· federal and tribal lands; and 

· lack of enforcement penalties. 

The table outlines each specific issue and offers proposed solutions.

	DRS

Ref.#
	Issue
	Potential Solution

	DRS 1
	Allocation to Jurisdictions
	Fund innovative proposals to overcome allocation problems

Focus more on diversion programs implemented and less on diversion rates/numbers

	DRS 1-a
	Drivers for haulers and self-haulers cannot accurately identify what jurisdiction the waste is from because of complicated boundaries
	Form a region to reduce issues of waste origin

Set local or state standards for waste origin surveys

Ask where the waste is from, not the city it is from or where the driver is from

Ask self-haul driver to point to origin location on map

Self-haulers supply origin information to purchase punch card that allows disposal 

Focus on commercial self-haulers and self-haul loads greater than 1 ton

Get information on waste origin from hauler dispatchers rather than drivers

Haulers have two-part weight ticket with a code for each jurisdiction.  Hauler keeps half, landfill keeps other half

Require schools and government agencies to provide waste origin information

Allocate self-haul to host jurisdiction

Require facility operators to track amounts and origin of self-haul 



	DRS 1-b
	Language barrier may prevent accurate allocation
	Hire bilingual staff at disposal facilities for origin surveys

Post signs explaining origin surveys in several languages

Get information from hauler dispatchers rather than from drivers

	DRS 1-c
	Disposal facility limits on where waste is accepted from and different fees for waste from different places may impact accurate allocation


	Local jurisdictions establish ordinances and penalties with requirements for accuracy, type of information and timeliness of information

Establish statewide standards for information collected, and penalties for misinformation and untimely information



	DRS 1-d
	No penalties for misinformation or untimely information
	See DRS 1-c

	DRS 1-e
	Need more timely information to resolve allocation problems 
	See DRS 1-c

	DRS 1-f
	Lack of scales at disposal facilities may create allocation problems
	Require scales at all disposal facilities

Offer grants/loans to purchase scales for disposal facilities without scales



	DRS 1-g
	Lack of standard conversion weight for self-haul vehicles
	Set local conversion standards based on periodic sample of vehicles at disposal facilities

Statewide standard for conversion factors

	DRS 1-h
	One week waste origin survey not accurate because waste flows fluctuate
	Require waste origin information for a longer survey period

Require waste origin information every load, every day

	DRS 1-i
	Develop methods to reconcile allocation
	Establish local fee/business license program for waste haulers.  Conduct local audits

See DRS 1-c

	DRS 2

DRS 2-a
	Special Waste Classifications

Inequity because some waste types are counted as disposal and others are not depending on location and permit status of disposal facility
	Exclude some special waste materials from counting as disposal

	DRS 2-b
	There are limited diversion opportunities for special wastes as a whole

Special waste handling takes away from the implementation of diversion programs
	Require separation of waste at construction and demolition sites to maximize potential reuse.

Promote incentives for development of landfill alternatives



	DRS 2-c
	ADC Special waste may be overused at some landfills
	Eliminate ADC from counting as diversion

Increase focus on ADC use at inspections by Local Enforcement Agency and Board staff

	DRS 3

DRS 3-a
	Accuracy Issues

One-week survey may not accurately estimate disposal
	Require automated, electronic reports from haulers and dispatchers verified through gate survey audits.

Require all landfills to install and use scales.

Require measuring disposal on a region-wide / waste shed basis, rather than by jurisdiction

Survey and weigh every load every day

Increase incentives for forming regional agencies

	DRS 3-b
	Impact of using a survey week to estimate tonnage impacts small jurisdictions more than large jurisdictions
	See DRS 3a



	DRS 3-c
	Disposal data is more accurate for larger geographical areas (e.g., county/region)
	See DRS 3a

	DRS 3-d
	Errors in estimating disposal tons
	See DRS 3a

	DRS 3-e


	Major waste generating events that occur during the survey week skew disposal numbers
	Implement Board-approved alternative reporting system to survey in a different week

Require more frequent surveys/survey and weigh every load every day




THE ADJUSTMENT METHOD ISSUES AND SOLUTIONS OVERVIEW

 

AB 939, as amended by AB 2494 in 1992, requires jurisdictions to measure diversion goal achievement each year by (a) measuring both disposal and diversion, or (b) comparing reference-year (base-year) waste generation tons to measurement-year (report-year) disposal tons.  To avoid penalizing a jurisdiction for population and economic change when comparing base-year generation to report-year disposal, AB 2494 required the Board to identify factors affecting waste generation, and adopt a standard goal measurement formula by January 1994.  After extensive research, working group meetings, public review, and testing, the Board adopted “The Adjustment Method” as the standard goal measurement formula.  It uses factors that are readily available, easy to use, and strongly correlated with waste generation.  The factors are: employment, taxable sales, and the Consumer Price Index (CPI) to adjust for economic change, and population to adjust for demographic change.

The Adjustment Method is less costly than measuring disposal and diversion every year, and it heavily relies on an accurate base-year generation amount.  It uses population, employment, taxable sales, and CPI values published by State agencies.  These measurements are more accurate for larger geographic areas.  The method may be less accurate for jurisdictions that are distinctly different from larger adjacent or surrounding geographic areas.   

The Adjustment Method relies on accurate base-year generation, population, employment, taxable sales, and CPI.  It is not sensitive to the waste generation consequences of a disaster, military base closure, or major change in the nature of the production of solid waste.  The Adjustment Method standardizes data sources, the formula, and reports for diversion rate measurement at a low cost.    

	AM Ref. #
	ISSUE
	POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS

	AM 1
	Accuracy
	

	AM 1-a
	Is Adjustment Method premise still correct, i.e., do population, employment, and taxable sales correlate well with waste generation?


	Research adjustment methods currently used by mandatory diversion goal states that use disposal-based goal measurement formulas.  Identify factors used to estimate waste generation. 

Statistically analyze jurisdiction waste generation correlation with population, employment, taxable sales, and other demographic and economic factors.     

	AM 1-b
	Adjustment Method factors may not work well for jurisdictions at high and low ends of the scale for each factor.  
	Measure diversion goal achievement at countywide, or multiple county, levels.  

Research appropriate factors for jurisdictions at high and low ends of the scale.

Require jurisdictions to measure disposal and diversion each year.

Increase incentives to form regional agencies.

	AM 1-c
	Adjustment Method factors vary more for small jurisdictions.
	Measure diversion goal achievement at countywide, or multiple county, levels.

Increase incentives to form regional agencies.

	AM 1-d
	Changes in Adjustment Method factors are outside the range of change determined to be accurate when the method was adopted.   
	Using new data, perform statistical analysis of accuracy outside tested range.

Require a new generation study when Adjustment Method factors are outside tested range.  

	AM 1-e
	Adjustment Method factors may not be weighted correctly, e.g., increased population may not have same impact on waste generation as increased economic activity.
	See AM 1-a.

	AM 1-f
	CPI overestimates true inflation and this reduces the impact of the taxable sales adjustment factor.
	See AM 1-a.

	AM 1-g
	Changes in the nature of the production of solid waste in a jurisdiction over time may make a base-year, and Adjustment Method estimates of generation, inaccurate.
	Require a new base-year when there are significant changes in nature of solid waste produced, e.g. increased electronic waste, military base closure, new industries.

	AM 1-h
	Board of Equalization (BOE) fourth quarter taxable sales data is not available until mid-August to mid-September of the following year, and estimates of fourth quarter data may not be accurate.   
	Since taxable sales estimate error increases as taxable sales amount decreases, measure diversion goal achievement at countywide, or multiple county, level.   

Determine if BOE can release data earlier.

Move Annual Report due date from August 1 to November 1 to use actual data.

Develop better fourth quarter estimation method.

	AM 2
	Awareness
	

	AM 2-a
	The Adjustment Method is misunderstood.
	Conduct periodic Board-sponsored Diversion Rate Measurement workshops that cover Adjustment Method.

Develop tutorials for new local government diversion rate measurement staff.


 

 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PRESENT GOAL MEASUREMENT SYSTEM OVERVIEW

 

The Integrated Waste Management Act addresses California’s need to conserve resources by reducing the disposal of solid waste generated in the state.  These resources include landfill space as well as water, energy, and other natural resources.  The Integrated Waste Management Act specifies waste reduction goals that each jurisdiction in the state must meet, and a system has been developed to measure achievement of the goals.  As this new system has been implemented over the years, issues have been identified concerning the accuracy and efficacy of the system.  Potential ways to address these issues have also been identified, which range from minor or major adjustments in the present system to perhaps completely different systems designed to meet waste reduction and resource conservation goals in new ways.

The table below identifies some alternatives to the present measurement system that go beyond adjustments that can be made within the existing system.  Some of them propose eliminating the present system entirely.  While some of these alternatives may not seem viable to everyone, they may stimulate creative thinking and provide new perspectives that can lead to an improved way to reach our waste reduction goals.

	ALT Ref. #
	ISSUE
	POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION

	ALT 1
	Regional/Tiered Measurement System
	

	ALT 1-a
	California’s waste system is complex and it is very difficult and costly to accurately measure diversion at the jurisdiction level.


	Measure diversion and disposal at the county level, not city level.

Measure diversion at the county level.  If the countywide diversion rate is less than 50%, then look at diversion program implementation for each jurisdiction.

Measure diversion at the “waste shed” level, not based on jurisdiction boundaries.          

Increase incentives for forming regional agencies consisting of one or more entire counties.    

	ALT 2
	Emphasize Diversion Program Implementation, Not Diversion Rates
	

	ALT 2-a
	Small, rural jurisdictions contribute very little to the statewide waste stream (collectively less than 5%) and have very limited resources for solid waste management.  They are faced with a choice of using resources to measure or implement diversion programs.  
	Evaluate small and rural jurisdictions based on diversion program implementation, not on diversion rate measurement.  Base criteria to qualify for this approach on low disposal amounts to provide incentives for small, rural jurisdictions to maintain low disposal amounts.

	ALT 2-b
	Diversion programs, not measurement activities, reduce waste.  Since the waste system in California is complex, more diversion could be achieved through focus on programs rather than measurement activities.
	Establish a menu of diversion programs appropriate for jurisdiction characteristics and evaluate jurisdiction performance based on implementing programs and meeting effectiveness criteria such as participation levels. 


	ALT 3
	Change What Is Measured
	

	ALT 3-a
	Disposal of some materials is extremely variable year-to-year which makes it difficult for jurisdictions to plan and implement diversion programs.
	Change the definition of solid waste in PRC section 40191(a) – for example, don’t include construction and demolition waste, so that it does not count in disposal measurement.

	ALT 3-b
	Many jurisdictions say that disposal reporting system numbers are more accurate than diversion measurement, new base years and the adjustment method.  
	Change measurement system to only consider disposal data, not diversion or generation.



	ALT 3-c
	New methods of measurement, other than 50% diversion in a jurisdiction, might improve measurement accuracy.
	Use other bases of measurement in achieving goals, such as per capita generation or disposal and/or per employee generation or disposal.

	ALT 3-d
	There is no cross-check on diversion rates in new base years or those estimated using the adjustment method. 
	Use waste sorts to see if large amounts of recyclables are still being disposed as a cross check for diversion rates.

	ALT 3-e
	Focus should be on measurement of diversion not on generation (disposal + diversion) to improve accuracy.
	Measure only diversion, not disposal, and develop a standard system to measure diversion.

Measure only recycling and composting, but allow jurisdictions a source reduction credit.

	ALT 3-f
	Improve accuracy by giving set diversion credits for various diversion programs. 
	Change measurement system to give “diversion credits” towards the goals for implementation of a suite of programs – for example, 3% toward the 50% if a curbside program is implemented, 5% for green waste, etc.

	ALT 3-g
	Jurisdictions have very variable waste streams with differing amounts of waste that can be diverted.   The diversion rates they can achieve will be different based on waste stream characteristics.
	Re-evaluate suitability of 50% diversion for all jurisdictions, and determine if different levels can be based on waste stream characteristics.

Measure disposal separately for residential, commercial/industrial, and construction/demolition.  Set separate/different goals for each sector and concentrate on the sector(s) that can provide the most diversion.

	ALT 3-h
	Jurisdictions change over time and their waste streams change over time.  Focus on improving measurement accuracy by establishing accurate base for the adjustment method.
	Require a new base year every 5 years, or when there is a significant shift in the nature of production of solid waste (e.g. closure of a military base).

	ALT 3-i
	Looking at diversion rate measurement data over time may avoid problems with short-term inaccuracies in the data. 
	Look only at the diversion rate TREND within each jurisdiction.  Jurisdictions meeting the requirements would have a positive trend with increasing diversion rate.  


	ALT 4
	Emphasize Market Development Rather than Measurement
	

	ALT 4-a
	Materials are not diverted without markets.  Market development could eliminate need for waste measurement system; may be more efficient way to reduce disposal.
	Focus on developing markets for recycled materials to “pull” materials out of the waste stream, rather than focusing on measurement of waste.

	ALT 5
	Emphasize Measurement of Disposal to Promote Conservation of Landfill Capacity
	

	ALT 5-a
	Conserve landfill capacity, one of the goals of the law, and improve measurement accuracy, by focusing on disposal tons or capacity used. 
	Allot jurisdiction disposal as half of estimated generation (50% diversion) and then impose a fine per ton disposed over that limit.

Base the 50% goal on reducing landfill capacity used by 50%.

	ALT 6
	Require Responsible Parties to Meet Diversion Requirements
	

	ALT 6-a
	Jurisdictions typically don’t have control over all the waste generated within their borders.  More diversion could be achieved by moving responsibility for reducing waste “upstream” on those that may have more control or impact on waste generation.
	Move responsibility of meeting the goals to those that have control over waste, such as government agencies, schools, and local districts.

Put responsibility on generators of waste, such as manufacturers (packaging), by implementing advanced disposal fees or other system.

Increase individual awareness and responsibility for waste by requiring meaningful pay-as-you-throw programs; include true cost of disposal in garbage bills, etc.

Take “gross polluters” approach – focus on largest individual generators, largest sectors, and most common materials.

	ALT 7
	Provide Incentives to Divert, Not Penalties
	

	ALT 7-a
	More diversion might occur by providing incentives to divert than penalties for not diverting.  Positive reinforcement may be more effective than negative reinforcement. 
	Change diversion rate measurement system to provide incentives rather than fines.


ATTACHMENTS

CIWMB Goal Measurement, Disposal Reporting, and Potential Solutions

Form to Volunteer for Membership on Working Group

Members of each working group will be asked to: 

· attend up to four day-long meetings (up to two in northern California and two in southern California), 

· review and provide comments on materials discussed by each working group, 

· focus on developing solutions,

· act as a liaison for interested parties and reviewers, reporting their input to the working group,

· possibly serve on the “synthesis group” to bring together ideas from all three groups,

· other duties may also be requested

For more information on working group structure, please see the background paper included in this packet.

Please complete the information below and submit by Friday, February 2, 2001 to:

Bonnie Lilley

Waste Analysis Branch, MS-24

CIWMB

1001 I Street, P.O. Box 4025

Sacramento, CA  95812-4025

Phone (916) 341-6228

Fax (916) 341-6667


Name:

Affiliation:

E-mail address:

Phone:

Fax:

Mailing Address:

I wish to be considered for the following working group(s):

· Disposal Reporting System 

· Adjustment Method

· Alternatives

I have access to a meeting room that could be used for working group meetings:

· Yes

· No

Please briefly explain how you could contribute to each working group you have selected.

CIWMB Goal Measurement, Disposal Reporting, and Potential Solutions

Form to Participate in Reviewers Group

Members of the reviewers group will be provided with all materials developed for and by the working groups and may submit comments to Board staff and/or working group members to be considered by the groups.  This includes information developed for meetings held for the general public, and the synthesis group.

For more information on working group structure and the role of reviewers, please see the background paper included in this packet.

Please complete the information below and submit to:

Bonnie Lilley

Waste Analysis Branch, MS-24

CIWMB

1001 I Street, P.O. Box 4025

Sacramento, CA  95812-4025

Phone (916) 341-6228

Fax (916) 341-6667


Name:

Affiliation:

E-mail address:

Phone:

Fax:

Mailing Address:

I wish to receive information for the following working group(s):

· Disposal Reporting System

· Adjustment Method

(   Alternatives

CIWMB Goal Measurement, Disposal Reporting, and Potential Solutions

Comment Form

You may provide oral comments at the workshops and/or written comments using the attached forms.

Please complete the information below and submit to:

Bonnie Lilley

Waste Analysis Branch, MS-24

CIWMB

1001 I Street, P.O. Box 4025

Sacramento, CA  95812-4025

Phone (916) 341-6228

Fax (916) 341-6667


Name:

Affiliation:

E-mail address:

Phone:

Fax:

Mailing Address:

I wish to provide comments on the following topic(s):

· Disposal Reporting System

· Adjustment Method

· Alternatives

Disposal Reporting System

	DRS Ref. #
	Issue
	Potential Solutions

	
	
	 


Adjustment Method

	AM Ref. #
	Issue
	Potential Solutions

	
	
	 


Alternatives

	ALT Ref. #
	Issue
	Potential Solutions
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