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Preface

Report Mandate

Supplemental Report Language in the 1999 Budget Act required the Integrated Waste Management Board to report to the pertinent fiscal and policy committees by January 10, 2000 on (a) the status of the Board’s implementation of the California Integrated Waste Management Act and, (b) statutory and budgetary actions needed to ensure compliance with the Act’s provisions, including landfill permitting requirements.  On December 21, 1999, the Board requested an extension of the report deadline until March 1, 2000.

About the Integrated Waste Management Board

The full-time, six-member Integrated Waste Management Board, established by the Act, is responsible for administering the State’s solid waste management regulatory, programmatic, and policy activities.  The Board’s membership represents a cross-section of interests, including four gubernatorial appointees: one representing the solid waste industry, one representing environmental concerns, and two representing the public.  The Senate Rules Committee and Speaker of the Assembly also appoint one Board member each to represent the public.  Board members elect the Board Chair.

The Board is organized into five divisions and five offices, with approximately 475 employees operating more than 90 programmatic activities.  The five divisions are Waste Prevention and Market Development; Permitting and Enforcement; Diversion, Planning and Local Assistance; Administration and Finance, and the recently formed Special Waste Division.  The five offices are Policy and Analysis; Public Affairs; Legal; Organizational Effectiveness; and Legislative Affairs. The Appendix provides an organizational chart.

The Act also created a nine-member Local Government Technical Advisory Committee with members appointed by the Governor, Senate Rules Committee, and Speaker of the Assembly to advise the Board on local government solid waste issues.  Under the terms of the Act, the committee’s charter expired January 1, 1999.

Report Organization

This report addresses the issues raised in the Supplemental Report of the 1999 Budget Act.  In addition to an Executive Summary, Section 1: History of the Integrated Waste Management Act provides a brief history of IWMA, key provisions of the Act, and details the Board’s organizational, structural, and funding sources.  Section 2: Board Implementation of the Integrated Waste Management Act discusses a decade of program accomplishments, including how programs evolved and some of the challenges faced along the way.  Section 3: Looking to the Future, outlines actions not only necessary for full achievement of the Act, but also trends and issues beyond the confines of the current Act.  Additionally, throughout the report there are specific links to the Board’s Web site, www.ciwmb.ca.gov, to allow the reader to access more detailed information.  Finally, an appendix of technical information is provided for reference.
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An appendix to this report is available as a separate document titled Achievement, Progress, and Promise––A 10-Year Status Report on the California Integrated Waste Management Act, Appendix, Publication #500-00-010.

Executive Summary

There was a time when most Californians thought of their trash as the exclusive property of the local landfill.  Reduce, reuse, recycle, and buy recycled was the road less traveled—the waste stream was a current that flowed largely in the direction of disposal.  In 1988, Californians disposed of more than 38 million tons of solid waste—more than one ton of garbage every second of every day each year.  And with each Californian throwing away 2,500 pounds annually, California's per capita disposal rate was more than twice that of most industrialized countries.

But then a funny thing happened on the way to the dump.  People began to realize that while landfills are an important, necessary part of the state's infrastructure, indiscriminate waste disposal was an imprudent strategy for California.  Concerns about public health, diminishing landfill capacity, and threats to the environment all combined with recognition that there was market potential in much of what was being discarded.  

In addition, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, through Subtitle D of the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), was working to establish national standards for managing solid waste, including the design, construction, and operation of landfills.  States would have to meet the Subtitle D standards to earn federal approval to manage the waste within their borders.  

California's response to these pressing challenges began with passage of Assembly Bill 939 (Sher, Chapter 1095, Statutes of 1989) and Senate Bill 1322 (Bergeson, Chapter 1096, Statutes of 1989), signed into law as the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Act).  The Act established the basis for a new approach to managing California's waste stream.  The centerpiece of the Act: mandated goals of 25 percent diversion of each city's and county's waste from disposal by 1995, and 50 percent diversion in 2000, along with a process to ensure environmentally safe disposal of waste that could not be diverted.

The Act created the Integrated Waste Management Board and made it responsible for oversight of this far-reaching effort.  The Board plays a central role in promoting achievement of the waste diversion mandates that must be met by the state's local jurisdictions.  It also endeavors to foster markets for recovered recyclables—a key component of its overall mission.  And it enforces provisions of law designed to protect the environment and the public's health and safety.

The AB 939 Legacy Unfolds

California continues to make progress toward the 50 percent diversion mandate.  The statewide diversion rate reached 37 percent in 1999, continuing an upward trend that started with a rate of about 10 percent in 1989.  The 1999 numbers also demonstrate how aggressively Californians have charted the shift from disposal to diversion: Between 1998 and 1999—a period of tremendous economic growth—statewide waste generation increased by 3.8 million tons, or 7 percent of total generation; incredibly, during the same period, statewide disposal increased by only 100,000 tons.  With searing clarity, this demonstrates that the programs and the infrastructure are working: of the nearly 4 million additional tons of waste generation, 97 percent was diverted and source reduced.  See the graph below.

Estimated California Solid Waste Tonnages and Diversion Rates

	
	Estimated

 Diversion b
	Reported

 Disposal b
	Estimated

 Generation b
	Estimated Diversion Rate

	1989 a
	5.0
	44.0
	49.0
	10%

	1990
	8.5
	42.4
	50.9
	17%

	1991
	9.7
	39.5
	49.2
	20%

	1992
	10.2
	38.4
	48.6
	21%

	1993
	11.4
	36.7
	48.1
	24%

	1994
	12.4
	36.3
	48.7
	25%

	1995
	13.7
	36.0
	49.7
	28%

	1996
	15.9
	35.0
	50.9
	31%

	1997
	17.0
	35.5
	52.5
	32%

	1998
	18.5
	37.4
	55.9
	33%

	1999
	22.2
	37.5
	59.7
	37%


a 1989 estimates are based on the best available data at that time.  All later estimates are derived from base year data, including adjustments approved by the Board since 1996 that reflect jurisdictions' more extensive review of the data.  These adjustments have increased the generation estimates, causing a jump in the diversion rate from 1989 to 1990.

b Data values in millions of tons.
AB 939 also set the stage for a series of reforms affecting waste management at the State and local levels, which resulted in the creation of a statewide collection infrastructure and a cultural shift that has elevated conservation of resources over the convenience of disposal. 

The Act, along with Title 14 and Chapter 15 of California's environmental regulations, also provided the foundation to put the state on course to comply with Subtitle D.  In 1993, California became one of the first states to receive federal approval to assume authority over its solid waste activities, having actually exceeded the federal standards through the adoption of more stringent State regulations.  Since then, landfills posing threats have been shut down, and the environmental performance of waste handling facilities in California have steadily improved and today rank the state as a world leader.
In fact, one outcome of Subtitle D, which actually helped in local compliance with the Act's recycling and waste reduction mandates, is clearly illustrated by the decline in the number of operating landfills in the U.S., dramatically decreasing from more than 18,000 in 1975 to less than 2,500 today.

In the AB 939 era, the sight of fully packed garbage trucks delivering waste to local landfills (including some landfills made obsolete by new standards) has been supplanted by a network of material recovery, recycling and transfer station facilities, and state-of-the-art landfills.  This network is recovering recyclables from hundreds of daily deliveries, and consolidating the residual solid waste into trailers for more efficient and less environmentally problematic transportation to regional landfills dozens to hundreds of miles away. 

A Consensus for Change

When AB 939 was signed into law by then-Governor George Deukmejian, California was diverting only about 10 percent of the more than 40 million tons of waste generated in the state.  Per capita waste disposal was more than twice the national rate.  And much of this waste was being disposed of in aged, unlined landfills, which could have perilous implications for public health and safety.

In a massive stroke, the Act delivered a plan for course correction.  It was forged from consensus, reflecting input from the full range of public and private sector stakeholders.  It was passed by a Legislature controlled by one party and signed into law by a governor of another party.  It was accepted by competing private sector interests, and embraced as a thoughtful approach to a daunting challenge.  

…the new board…would be required to encourage planning that reduces, recycles and reuses garbage to the maximum extent possible…the Sher approach makes the most sense because it seeks to bring some regulatory order to the garbage mess.

Editorial, Sacramento Bee, May 11, 1989
A decade later, the state of waste in California demonstrates that:

· Tremendous progress has been made in response to the Act and related legislation.

· Many of the achievements are permanent in nature, and represent a continuing benefit to the state well into the future.

· Key issues have been identified to achieve successful implementation of the Act. 

· The Act has no sunset date.  Yet, a number of questions remain unanswered as to how the State will address the 50 percent requirement beyond 2000 or 2006 (Senate Bill 1066, Sher, Chapter 672, Statutes of 1997 extension). 

Achievement in Response to the Act

Waste Diversion

Since 1990 Californians have diverted nearly 140 million tons of solid waste from landfills—enough to fill a line of garbage trucks that would circle the earth more than four times.  California's rate of waste diversion has more than tripled since the time AB 939 was enacted.  
Two issues that are going to be scrutinized relating to implementing the Act and accomplishing its objectives are (1) a statewide diversion rate of less than 50 percent in 2000, and (2) an observation that the perceived landfill capacity crisis that spurred waste reduction and recycling campaigns around the country has not materialized.

In California's case, these messages must be placed in perspective.  Most important is the fact that aside from numerical rates, there are other indicators even more reflective of the success of the statewide effort.  Notable among these is the establishment, in a relatively brief period of time, of a waste management infrastructure that embodies California's renowned penchant for progress.  

In just 10 years, local governments have quantified and characterized their waste and identified, selected and voted on programs designed to achieve the mandates.  In concert with the range of stakeholders and private industry, an infrastructure was and is being designed, specified, funded, built, equipped, blessed by governing bodies, and operated.  Today, California has a broad-based infrastructure in place and growing that will accommodate diversion of at least half the state's entire waste stream.

It is also instructive to note that the state's progress in waste reduction and recycling is sternly tested by a number of factors.  One is California's soaring economy, which has the effect of increased waste generation.  Another is the fact that many waste reduction programs being implemented by local jurisdictions still have not reached their full potential; others are coming on line and hold great promise.  Finally, while California's marketplace may set the standard for accepting postconsumer materials into the mix, segments of the economy remain untapped, and some are subject to fluctuating, and often meager, secondary materials markets.  The latter has presented a particularly difficult challenge for the Board as it has devised strategies designed to stimulate markets and promote entrepreneurial activity without intruding into a marketplace that belongs to businesses and consumers.

To deal with these factors, legislation has been signed into law in recent years affording local jurisdictions time extensions to meet the mandate, and reductions in the mandated rate where conditions exist that make achievement all but impossible or impose prohibitive burdens on a jurisdiction.  Senate Bill 1066 (Sher, Chapter 672, Statutes of 1997), in particular, enables the Board to grant extensions of up to five years beyond 2000 to jurisdictions that are struggling to meet the mandate but have in place a plan to comply with the law within the period of the extension.

With regard to the landfill capacity crisis, California's leadership in recycling is not, and never has been, exclusively a product of landfill capacity.  While capacity may not be the clarion call it once was nationally, California remains a place where new landfill proposals are subject to an intense review over a period of time that normally exceeds a decade.  More important, however, is the fact that the Act responded to the dire need for an integrated approach to waste management.  This integrated approach, which is enabling California to more sensibly handle its waste and conserve resources, is embodied in a new infrastructure, which will benefit the state for generations to come.

The Infrastructure

The state's new waste management infrastructure is the crown jewel in California's quiet revolution in waste management.  Put into place by private industry and local government over the last decade, it represents an investment of hundreds of millions of dollars.  And as an infrastructure now ensconced in every region of the state, its benefits to California will be delivered not just over the short term, but well into the future.

Where once only landfills stood, scattered across California today are technologically and environmentally sound facilities adeptly designed to divert waste for reuse.  Material recovery facilities (MRF), transfer stations, composting operations, and other facilities are an integral part of California's waste handling activities.

Other important elements of the infrastructure include waste reduction and recycling programs developed and implemented by local jurisdictions, and partnerships involving public and private sector interests working to break down barriers and expand material recovery opportunities for local governments and private businesses.  One of the ongoing benefits realized through these resilient partnerships is the growing acceptance among private enterprise that waste reduction and recycling activities are good for the bottom line as well as the environment.  Programs integrated into business operations large and small are reaping millions of dollars in annual savings through reuse and avoided disposal costs.

Public Commitment

Californians, for their part, have embraced what makes the Act so unique: this effort, above most other environmental protection programs, allows everyone the opportunity to participate—to make a difference by reducing, reusing, recycling, and buying products made with recovered materials.  Today, an estimated 28 million Californians have access to curbside recycling.  And, since passage of the Act, residential yard waste collection has expanded by an astounding 450 percent.

While recycling and waste reduction have become common household practices, many people are taking action outside the home as well.  For instance, elimination of excessive packaging for many items, including compact discs and fast food meals, was the direct result of consumer demand.  Interestingly, the intensity of this consumer awareness is partly driven by the recycling message that children bring home from school.  The Board and other environmental organizations have promoted this trend through the development of instructional resources.
Public Health and Safety

The Board's implementation of the Act, combined with Subtitle D compliance and local enforcement, has substantially improved the level of public health and safety as it relates to the siting and operation of waste handling facilities including landfills.  The Board has certified 56 local enforcement agencies (LEA) that ensure operating standards are adhered to at the local level.  The Board has revised and brought up to date more than 500 permits to reflect new standards of performance.  The number of facilities defined as long-term violators has been reduced from 48 to 18.  Nearly 90 closed, illegal, or abandoned waste sites have been, or are in the process of being cleaned up.  And the Board, through the State-funded tire pile cleanup program, has removed more than 10 million tires from 30 sites around the state.
The Board has also been innovative in its efforts to build a solid regulatory framework.  In 1994, the Board established a tiered permitting structure to ensure that waste facilities are regulated at a level reflecting the environmental risks associated with their particular operations.  This tiered approach—lauded by industry, local government, and environmental interests—is one of several reforms undertaken by the Board to simplify, streamline, and otherwise improve regulatory efficiency.

Toward Full Implementation of the Act

Priority Areas

In 1997, as part of its revised strategic plan, the Board, through collaboration with affected parties, identified four elements as key to achieving 50 percent diversion of waste: greater recycling and reuse of organic materials and construction and demolition waste, which collectively account for nearly half of the state's waste stream; improving facility compliance; and assistance to local jurisdictions accountable for meeting the mandate.  While considerable progress has been realized in all areas, more work remains to be done, and several obstacles must be hurdled before 50 percent is achieved.

Market Development

As stated earlier, expanding markets for recovered recyclables is absolutely essential to making further progress in the state's waste diversion efforts.  Central to this is solidifying a "buy recycled" ethic, especially in the commercial sector.  To date, the Board has aggressively assumed an advocacy role in support of market development, implementing key initiatives outlined in its two market development plans (1993, 1996).  As of result of these plans and the market development aspects of SB 1066 (Sher, Chapter 672, Statutes of 1997), the Board sought and received additional funds, 
$4 million in each of the last three years, to bolster its efforts.  The Board has applied these additional funds to conduct grasscycling campaigns, demonstration grant programs, green building efforts, buy recycled pilot programs, and other activities designed to promote and expand markets for recovered recyclables.

An important part of the Board's advocacy role is its Recycling Market Development Zone program.  Created as the first of their kind in the nation, these enterprise zones for recycling-based manufacturing activity today number 40 around the state.  Startup and expanding recycling businesses located in the zones are eligible for technical and financial assistance, including low-interest loans and tax credits.  Through this program, more than 4,000 new jobs have been created, and each year more than 7.6 million tons of waste is being diverted.

Beyond implementing specific elements of its market development strategy, the Board’s statutory enforcement role is also fostering the expansion of markets.  In the area of plastics, for instance, the Board is responsible for ensuring minimum recycling rates for a wide range of plastic packaging material.  Through oversight, technical assistance, and (when necessary) compliance agreements with product manufacturers, the Board spurs expanded recycling and use of recycled plastics in the marketplace. 

Nevertheless, markets for recovered recyclables have not nearly reached their full potential as sought by the Act.  In many cases, price is a fundamental impediment: some secondary materials are not yet competitively priced in relation to their virgin counterparts.  Infrastructure and programs are hampered where markets are lagging.  Making ground on the demand side will be critical; "closing the loop" through a buy-recycled ethic must continue to be the focus of our best efforts.  

These efforts will be pivotal in the commercial sector, which generates more than half of the state's waste.  While many businesses have embraced the benefits of waste reduction and recycling, most have yet to capitalize upon historically untapped resources in the form of recovered recyclables.  Businesses are not subject to the mandates of the Act; thus the state's challenge will continue to be helping private companies identify prudent, productive voluntary programs, while encouraging cooperative efforts between private enterprise and local jurisdictions. 

Public Outreach and Environmental Education 

A public education and outreach component exists for virtually every Board program, as required by law.  In addition to program-specific education and outreach efforts, the Board has embarked on several initiatives to increase the public's awareness of and participation in waste reduction and integrated waste management.  Currently, the Board's award-winning Web site has expanded the Board's capacity to deliver these initiatives to the public.  

Targeting Californians and California schools, the Board's efforts are designed to establish a new dynamic today and a foundation for commitment by future generations.  The Board's environmental education efforts provide an opportunity to help improve education and make school operations more resource efficient.  The Board achieves this through a variety of initiatives, including its Closing the Loop curriculum, by facilitating partnerships among environmental organizations, and by providing grant funding for school waste reduction programs.  These initiatives are designed to help schools realize the benefits of environmental education and help their communities achieve the waste reduction goals of the Act.  Ultimately, schools can be models of innovation and resource conservation.  

State Agency Responsibility

Aside from local jurisdictions, State agencies are also statutorily responsible for establishing recycling programs and buying recycled-content products.  The Board promotes and monitors progress by each State agency through its Project Recycle program, which focuses on the establishment of recycling programs, and the State Agency Buy Recycled Campaign, through which the Board tracks procurement efforts.

Historically, State agencies have not adequately addressed waste diversion and reduction.  Many agencies are responsible for substantial waste generation, and in the absence of recycling and waste reduction programs, some disproportionally impact the diversion efforts of the local jurisdictions in which they are located.  Of obvious importance is the fact that State agencies should be an example for others and a force around California in the area of recycling and resource conservation.

Some progress has been made.  Under Project Recycle, the number of State facility recycling programs has increased from 150 in 1991 to more than 1,800 today; the amount of material recycled during this period has expanded from only 2,000 tons a year to more than 63,000 tons a year.  Nevertheless, the overall level of performance trails far behind the percentages of local jurisdictions striving to achieve the diversion mandates of the Act.  

To this end, Assembly Bill 75 (Strom-Martin, Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999) established State agency diversion mandates of 25 percent in 2002 and 50 percent in 2004, requiring each agency to also adopt an integrated plan to achieve the mandates.  The Board is responsible for assisting agencies in developing their plans and programs, has provided agencies with a model plan, and will soon conduct a series of workshops to help them escalate their efforts.

The Board is also the driving force behind the State's Green Building Task Force, comprising of a number of State agencies.  The goal of the task force is to institutionalize sustainable building practices as part of State construction projects in an efficient, practical and cost-effective manner.

Tires

California generates approximately 30 million tires every year, roughly equal to the combined total generated in Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, and Missouri.  It is generally accepted that development and use of products made from used tires is the ultimate solution to the waste tire problem.  Strong markets are the most effective deterrent to tire piles and illegal dumping.

Since 1990–91, market development expenditures related to used tires has totaled 
$13.95 million.  Areas of special emphasis include use of rubberized asphalt concrete and playground mats.  For example, the Board estimates that rubberized asphalt concrete has the potential to consume 6 million waste tires a year if local public works departments and the California Department of Transportation adopt it as a standard road repair technology.  To promote greater acceptance and use of rubberized asphalt concrete by local governments, the Board has allocated more than $1.5 million to establish two technology centers, one each in Los Angeles and Sacramento.

Many of the Board's efforts to reduce the flow and eliminate piles, however, are offset by the exportation of waste tires into California by neighboring states.  This is due primarily to the fact that several states provide rebates to haulers who transport waste tires out of the state; many of these tires find their way to California. 

The Board has also facilitated secondary uses for waste tires in the implementation of its waste tire stabilization and abatement program.  Of the 10 million tires removed from illegal and abandoned sites around the state since 1995, 84 percent went to productive end uses, including use as alternate daily cover, in waste-to-energy facilities, and in civil engineering applications; the remainder went to legal disposal.
Measuring Accuracy

One of the most important pieces of follow-on legislation to the Act came in 1992, when Assembly Bill 2494 (Sher, Chapter 1292, Statutes of 1992) changed the measurement of 25 and 50 percent diversion from diversion-based, which proved to be unworkable, to measurement of disposal reduction.  Since then, the planning and implementation process has been largely successful, and preliminary analysis indicates that more than 100 cities and counties had reached the 50 percent diversion mandate as early as 1998.  Moreover, about 70 percent of all jurisdictions are tracking a continuing rise in diversion—an impressive trend during a period of economic prosperity and increased waste generation.  

However, measurement of waste reduction, which matches reporting year disposal to the disposal in an identified base year (for most jurisdictions 1990), continues to present some accuracy problems.  Initial estimates of generation and disposal amounts made by many local jurisdictions proved to be inaccurate, owing to a number of factors such as the absence of scales at landfills, disposal tonnage unaccounted for, and flawed volume-to-weight calculation formulas.

Today, challenges persist for some localities struggling to establish reliable numbers.  A recent workshop conducted by the Board highlighted some of the reasons, including the fact that in the state's complex metropolitan waste markets, it is often difficult to correctly sort out which jurisdiction's waste is winding up in whose landfill.

The Road Ahead

While unparalleled achievement has been made in the past decade, there remain a number of issues and action items demanded by the drive toward 50 percent diversion.  A few of these include:
· Enforcing of diversion mandates beyond 2000.

· Greening government by expanding purchasing of products made with recycled content by, and employing green building techniques in construction of State agencies, local schools, colleges, and universities.

· Increasing sustainable/green building design and construction practices in both the public and private sectors.

· Fostering greater waste prevention and recycling in the commercial sector through promotion of sustainable practices.

· Intensifying efforts in the Board's environmental education and school program activities.

· Stepping up efforts to protect the environmental health and safety of California through such means as increased enforcement to remediate closed, illegal, and abandoned sites.

· Promoting public outreach and providing key data and information to stakeholders.

· Ultimately, promoting the emergence of a "systems approach" for materials management, in which long-term costs and benefits are not accepted as being fully determined until all direct and residual impacts of our actions are addressed.

To ensure success in the future, this report identifies recommendations for budgetary and statutory changes related to matters addressed in this executive summary and elsewhere in the report.  A detailed discussion of these recommendations is included in Section 3: Looking to the Future. 

Progress and Promise

After a decade of implementation, the California response to the Integrated Waste Management Act underscores considerably more than numerical progress.  It reflects a sea change in attitude and action.  With an imposing infrastructure in place, programs coming on line and maturing, and millions of Californians committed to making a difference at home and as consumers, California's campaign to more sensibly handle its waste is well positioned to achieve greater success.  Much of this success will be dependent upon responsive measures taken by State leaders as they address the Act and its future.  

Section 1:  
History of the Integrated Waste Management Act

Pre-Act Setting

Historical Overview

In 1988, Californians disposed more than 38 million tons of solid waste (almost 2,500 pounds per person), more than any other state in the country and more than twice the per capita rate of most industrialized countries.  Experts at that time estimated that more than 90 percent of California's solid waste was disposed in landfills, some of which posed serious threats to ground water, air quality, and public health and safety.  It was calculated that this level of disposal would exhaust the capacity of California’s available landfills by the mid-1990s.  Moreover, there was no single coherent State policy to ensure that California’s solid waste would be managed in an effective and environmentally sound manner. 

These issues called out for a significant policy response.  The Integrated Waste Management Act was the cooperative action propelled by the Legislature, the private waste industry, the environmental community, and local government to address these solid waste issues.  The Act declared the responsibility for solid waste management to be shared between State and local governments, and that the State shall ensure an effective and coordinated approach to the safe management of all solid waste generated within California.  

Legislative History

Landmark Legislation

Assembly Bill 939 (Sher, Chapter 1095, Statutes of 1989), and Senate Bill 1322 (Bergeson, Chapter 1096, Statutes of 1989) were groundbreaking pieces of legislation that were largely responsible for the revolution in California’s waste management practices.  These two bills established the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989.  The bills enacted provisions to protect public health and safety and the environment through regulation of solid waste facilities and promotion of the waste diversion hierarchy.
AB 939 created the California Integrated Waste Management Board and charged it with ensuring that local agencies, as subdivisions of the State, make adequate provisions for solid waste handling within their jurisdictions.  Under AB 939, jurisdictions were required to divert 25 percent of all solid waste from disposal in 1995, and 50 percent in 2000, through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities.  

To accomplish this, each jurisdiction was required to develop a comprehensive plan that evaluates and describes needed diversion programs and other programs to meet the diversion mandates.  This comprehensive plan includes each jurisdiction’s “source reduction and recycling element” (SRRE), “household hazardous waste element”  (HHWE) and “nondisposal facility element” (NDFE).  In addition, each county or regional agency is required to prepare, adopt, and submit to the Board for approval a countywide or regional agency “siting element” and “summary plan.”  These elements and plans were developed at the local level through a public process with the aid of local task forces that were mandated by AB 939.  Ultimately reviewed and approved by the Board, these plans are the foundation of local governments’ efforts to achieve the statutory mandates.
SB 1322, a companion bill to AB 939, created a number of waste diversion programs to be administered by the Board, including: market development; recycled-content paper; compost; plastic recycling; technical assistance; office paper recovery; and public information and education.

Key Provisions of the Act

Key Programs
Key provisions and programs required by the Integrated Waste Management Act and subsequent amendments include:  

· Review and approval of local integrated waste management plans.

· Operation of a statewide integrated database describing California’s waste management infrastructure.

· Technical assistance to local governments, businesses, and industry.

· Used oil recycling and household hazardous waste programs.

· Market development, business assistance, waste diversion, and various grant and loan programs to promote recycling based industries and alternatives to land disposal.

· Minimum content rigid plastic packaging containers, trash bags, and newsprint programs.

· State agency waste diversion and buy recycled programs.

· Public outreach and education programs.

· Permitting, inspection, and enforcement activities pertaining to solid waste facilities and the cleanup of abandoned solid waste sites.

· Training, certification, oversight, and evaluation of local enforcement agencies.

· Programs to promote recycling of used tires, remediate illegal tire piles, and regulate tire facilities.

For a catalog of amendments to the Act see the table of California Integrated Waste Management Legislation 1989–1999 under “Key Provisions of the Act” in the Appendix.

Fees and Funding Sources

The Integrated Waste Management Fee

Revenue Projection

The Integrated Waste Management (IWM) Fee is the Board's principal source of funding for its solid waste programs.  Statutory changes to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 48000 in 1993 set the IWM Fee at $1.34 per ton beginning July 1, 1994.  This fee had been $0.75 per ton prior to July 1994.  At the same time, statute was revised to provide the Board with the administrative authority to increase the fee to a maximum of $1.40 per ton so that revenues are generated “equivalent to the approved budget…including a prudent reserve.”  The intent of this change was to provide the Board reasonable latitude to institute a limited fee increase to meet the business needs of the Board.

The activities funded by the IWM fee include:

· Permitting and inspection of solid waste facilities.

· Cleanup of abandoned solid waste sites.

· Providing technical assistance to local jurisdictions preparing integrated waste management plans.

· Review and approval of local integrated waste management plans.

· Research and investigations of new or improved solid waste handling, disposal, or recycling methods.

· Public awareness and education programs.

· Market development and business development programs to promote recycling-based industries and alternatives to land disposal.

· Operation of statewide integrated database describing California’s waste management infrastructure.

The Board's revenue has increased slightly from $47.7 million in fiscal year 1998/99, to $48.4 million in fiscal year 1999/00, and finally to $49.8 million in fiscal year 2000/01.  However, since 1994 when the fee was set at $1.34, inflation has reduced its purchasing power by 10 percent.  Consequently, the value of the current fee in 1994 dollars is approximately $1.18 per ton.  The passage of SB 515 (Chesbro, Chapter 600, Statutes of 1999) will also affect the Board’s revenue.  This bill specified that the disposal of solely inert waste at an inert waste disposal facility is not subject to this fee if the disposal is in accordance with an approved mine reclamation plan.

The Oil Recycling Fee

The California Oil Recycling Enhancement Act (Sher, Chapter 817, Statutes of 1991) requires the Board to administer a statewide used oil recycling program to promote and develop alternatives to the illegal disposal of used oil.  Funds for the program are derived from a $0.16 per gallon fee paid by lubricating oil manufacturers.  Industrial oil, which represents more than 50 percent of the oil sold within the state, is exempt from this fee.

Since the onset of the program, the Board has been steadily building a statewide used oil collection infrastructure that provides recycling opportunities to at-home mechanics who change their own oil.  The Board has done this through a Certified Used Oil Collection Center program and a number of grant programs.  The number of businesses willing to take oil from the public has increased from just a few hundred in 1992 to more than 2,700.  The number of curbside used oil collection programs has increased from 2 in 1992 to 68.  Certified and registered used collection programs are eligible to receive used oil recycling incentive payments of $0.16 per gallon of lubricating oil recycled. 

Four grant programs established by the California Oil Recycling Enhancement Act (CORE) have fueled the growth in used oil recycling infrastructure: block; opportunity; nonprofit; and research, testing, and demonstration.  Revenues are also used to support the annual inspection of used oil recycling facilities and investigation and enforcement efforts at used lubricating oil handling storage and transfer facilities by the Department of Toxic Substances Control.

Revenues collected from lubricating oil sales provide the fund with approximately $21 million per year. 

The Tire Recycling Fee

Legislation enacted in 1989 (AB 1843, Brown, Chapter 974, Statutes of 1989) established the California Tire Recycling Act to oversee the management of waste tires.  This Act mandated the Board to develop waste tire facility regulations establishing technical standards to promote the safe storage of waste tires and establish a permitting system for waste tire facilities.  The Tire Act also initiated a tire recycling program allowing the Board to award grants to businesses, enterprises, and public entities involved in tire recycling activities, to promote and develop markets for used tire products as alternatives to landfill disposal and stockpiling of used whole tires.  Subsequent legislation (SB 744, McCorquodale, Chapter 511, Statutes of 1993) enacted requirements for waste tire hauler registration.  These programs were funded by a $0.25 per tire fee on waste tires left at tire dealers for recycling or disposal.  

AB 2108, (Mazzoni, Chapter 304, Statutes of 1996) restructured the fee provisions of the tire act.  Beginning January 1, 1997 the $0.25 per tire fee is collected on the retail purchase of new tires.  It is important to note that the fee is not collected on an estimated 25 percent of new tires sold in the state.  Tires exempt from the fee include tires on new vehicles and fleet purchases.  At $0.25, California’s fee is the smallest fee collected by any state that has a tire management program.  Tire fees established in other states range from $1.00 to $2.00 and their programs often include a rebate that is paid to the end user of a waste tire.  The effect on California is that tires from nearby states (Oregon, Utah, and Nevada) have displaced California-generated waste tires in the end-use markets.  AB 117, (Escutia, Chapter 1020, Statutes of 1998) extended the fee provisions of the act to January 1, 2001.
Section 2.  
Board Implementation of the Integrated Waste Management Act

Local Government Responsibility

By 1995, each city, county, and region was required to divert 25 percent of its solid waste from landfills and transformation facilities, and 50 percent diversion is required in the year 2000.  In addition to the diversion mandates, each county is required to secure 15 years of landfill capacity to ensure adequate and environmentally safe disposal.  The Board is responsible for ensuring that local governments adequately plan, implement, and report results of programs for the environmentally safe and economically efficient collection, transfer, diversion, and disposal of solid waste.  To facilitate this end, one of the priority areas of the Board’s strategic plan is the provision of enhanced technical assistance to local governments.  

At the beginning of the planning process, cities and counties worked with local task forces and identified their specific waste stream materials and specific needs.  They obtained local approval of plans to select and fund waste diversion programs and disposal capacity.  Cities and counties, in coordination with the waste management service providers, have created a significant infrastructure within the last 10 years.  They have almost doubled the number of diversion programs in California.  This infrastructure has fueled the dramatic increase in diversion statewide. 

Program Activities

Local Planning Documents

To achieve the Act’s mandates, each county or region was required to develop a comprehensive plan (countywide or regional “integrated waste management plan”) that evaluated and described needed diversion programs and other programs required to meet the Act.  The integrated plans include five elements, two that are county- or region-wide, and three that must be prepared by each jurisdiction.  The county or regional “summary plan” summarizes the diversion programs and disposal capacity of all the jurisdictions in the county.  The county or regional “siting element” describes the facilities needed to meet the required 15-year disposal capacity.  Each jurisdiction in the county or region prepares a “source reduction and recycling element,” which identifies the diversion programs that will be implemented, a “household hazardous waste element,” which identifies programs to promote the safe handling, collection, and disposal of household hazardous waste, and a “nondisposal facility element,” which identifies the diversion facilities needed to meet the diversion goals. 

Because of small geographic size or low population density and small quantity of waste generated, Statute allows rural jurisdictions to request a reduction in the planning and diversion requirements.  In addition, the Board is required to develop programs and materials to assist these jurisdictions.  To date, 30 jurisdictions have received reductions in the diversion or planning requirements.

The Board assists local governments in preparing and implementing local plans and the Board reviews and approves the plans and elements.  Through its review, the Board determines if local jurisdictions are experiencing difficulties in implementing their diversion programs and provides technical assistance to help overcome barriers.  To date, the Board has reviewed more than 1,700 local elements and plans from more than 500 local governments and regional agencies.

Establishing Base Levels  

The local planning documents established a base year from which to measure future achievement of the diversion mandates.  Each local plan provides base information on each jurisdiction’s waste stream, including amount of waste diverted, disposed, and generated (generation=disposal+diversion).  Each jurisdiction was required to include in the base information a solid waste generation study identifying the types and amounts of solid waste generated within the jurisdiction.  The solid waste generation study was used locally as the basis for designing diversion programs as well as the base amount from which to measure future achievement of the diversion mandates. 

These solid waste generation studies that established the base level were the first attempt ever in California to quantify the amounts and types of wastes generated, diverted, and disposed.  As a result many jurisdictions lacked experience and knowledge, and many studies ultimately included inaccurate or incomplete data.  In many cases, large segments of their waste streams were not tracked or adequately accounted for, such as waste hauled to disposal facilities by someone other than an authorized local hauler, e.g., roofers, landscapers, etc.  Over half of the state’s landfills didn’t have scales to establish and accurately track tonnage.  There were no standard statewide conversion factors relating volume to weight for the waste delivered to these facilities.  

It was also difficult for jurisdictions to obtain accurate information on waste that was source reduced.  Because source reduction is focused on the reduction of waste generated rather than management of materials after they have become waste, quantifying source reduction proved virtually impossible.  

Determining quantities and types of wastes recycled also proved difficult in some areas because that required obtaining information for private as well as public waste diversion activities.  Private recyclers were concerned about protecting proprietary information.  Much of the data jurisdictions included in their initial studies was later found to be incomplete.  

Data collected from 490 jurisdictions’ waste generation studies show the 1990 waste stream composition (not including diversion of excluded waste types, such as inert solids, concrete, and asphalt). 
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Jurisdictions conducted these studies and prepared plans during the early years, receiving limited guidance from the IWMB while State planning regulations were being developed.  During this process, legislative revisions continued to refine the requirements of the Act. 

Over the last several years, the Board has worked with the jurisdictions to develop better estimates that more accurately reflect base year figures.  It is critical to have the most accurate figures available to numerically measure achievement of the diversion rate that reflects program implementation. 

Program Implementation

To meet the goals of the Act, jurisdictions began to implement diversion programs even before they received Board approval of their planning documents.  In 1990 there were about 1,000 residential and commercial recycling programs and drop-off and buy-back centers.  By 1996, there were nearly 2,000 of these programs throughout the state.  The diversion efforts also include a wide variety of programs such as public education, curbside collection, buyback strategies, composting, materials recovery facilities, business waste reduction, and buy recycled procurement policies.  The total number of diversion programs increased from about 7,000 programs statewide in 1990 to more than 13,000 programs statewide in 1996, out of 62 diversion program categories.

Specific Program Examples

The following are specific examples of the types of programs that have been implemented by local communities in the state. 

City of Palo Alto: Organics Management.  The largest organics management program in the City of Palo Alto is the composting facility, which began operating in March 1977. Today this facility processes 17,000 tons of yard trimmings each year.  The yard trimmings are received from city crews, franchise refuse collectors, gardeners, tree contractors, and residents.  Residents are also offered free composting workshops.

City of Carson: Creative Partnerships.  Carson, along with its hauler, USA Waste, developed a unique cooperative waste reduction and recycling program in partnership with UCLA Extension Waste Management and Recycling Program, Cal State Dominguez Hills, Cal State Fullerton, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the Integrated Waste Management Board.  During 1997 and 1998 student interns from the various universities were trained by Dr. Eugene Tseng of UCLA, the U.S. EPA and the Board on how to conduct on-site waste audits.  As a result, the students conducted 120 audits of businesses throughout the city.  The audits involved assessing and quantifying existing recycling practices and programs and any additional programs that could be implemented; providing literature; notifying the hauler and/or third party recyclers or potential recycling opportunities; assisting businesses in implementing recycling programs; and databasing audit results.

Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority (CCCSWA): Waste Prevention Strategies. The Home Composting for Busy People program provides basic instruction on small-scale home composting for residents within the Central Contra Costa Solid Waste Authority and the City of San Ramon.  The authority encompasses the cities of Walnut Creek, Lafayette, Orinda, Moraga, Danville, and the unincorporated portions of the county.  The program has several components to make it simple for residents to compost food, yard waste, and other organic materials at home.  They include home composting workshops at local nurseries and gardens; an in-home instructional videotape on composting; a telephone information line that provides technical assistance and arranges services; and garbage rate discounts for residents that have become certified composters through the program.

City of Eureka: Rural Waste Reduction.  Fourth graders in Eureka are learning all about reducing waste, thanks to the commitment of local high school students who produce lessons on waste reduction, using puppetry and skits.  The main themes of the School Waste Education Project focus on buying smart to reduce waste and reusing waste materials.  The program's success has come from the basic approach of peers teaching peers.  The high school students act as positive role models for the fourth graders, encouraging them to reuse waste in the hope of reducing the amount of garbage in local landfills.

City and County of San Francisco: Innovative Program.  In the San Francisco Bay Area, 400 supermarkets and 110 cities and counties have partnered to bring the message to shoppers about the importance of waste prevention and buying reusable products. In 1996 an analysis of product sales in one supermarket chain showed that sales of minimal packaging and recycled-content products increased 19.4 percent during the campaign, while sales of overpackaged products declined 36 percent. By 1997, 84 percent of shoppers surveyed said that their shopping habits were changed based on the campaign messages.  Over the three years of the campaign, it has included various supermarket displays, brochures, posters, a drawing, an information hotline and kickoff events, all backed by extensive media campaigns.

City of Berkeley: Organics Management Program.  The city has a multifaceted program, including green waste collection, green waste and wood diversion at the transfer station, and a food scraps collection project.  The city, in cooperation with commercial businesses, helps to divert 8,000 tons of organic waste per year from the landfill from all its organics programs.

City of Watsonville: Construction and Demolition Debris Management Program.  
In August 1998 the city remodeled a portion of its downtown City Hall.  During the “deconstruction phase” valuable materials were saved for reuse in other parts of the city.  In addition to reuse during the remodel project, tons of materials were removed from the waste stream and recycled, saving valuable space in the landfill.  The city closed the loop by using recycled-content products during the construction stage of the project.

Lake County: Recycling Program.  Lake County instituted an aggressive curbside recycling program through a 1998 contract extension negotiated with its two franchise haulers for the unincorporated area of the county.  The haulers now provide curbside collection of glass, plastic, metal, newspaper, cardboard, drycell batteries, film plastic, styrofoam, metal, used oil, oil filters, and green and wood waste.  In addition, the county required the haulers to assume responsibility for drop-off/buyback programs for green waste, tires, used oil, and white metal that was previously handled by the county.  Response to the program has been very positive and has resulted in substantially increased diversion from the county’s Eastlake Landfill.

County of Santa Cruz: Schools Program.  The Public Schools Resource Conservation Program was created in 1997 through a cooperative effort of local government, local schools, and community nonprofit organizations.  Under the guidance of the Santa Cruz County Integrated Waste Management Local Task Force, the county and the incorporated cities jointly solicited a proposal for a comprehensive schools program that would combine classroom teaching with hands-on recycling.  The County Office of Education administers the program and works with each school district to make sure the program achievements are recognized and cost savings from reduced disposal charges are properly acknowledged and channeled back to the individual schools.

City of Pittsburgh: Procurement Program.  The city’s procurement policy, adopted in 1998, demonstrates the city’s commitment to recycling by purchasing recycled-content materials and fostering markets for recycled materials.  The city is also purchasing re-refined oil for all its vehicles; recycled-content plastic lumber benches at the city golf course; and converting city letterhead, envelopes, business cards, and many other print items to recycled-content paper.  Implementing the policy has increased employee awareness of recycled content procurement opportunities and debunked myths regarding the quality of recycled products.

City of Los Angeles: Procurement Program.  As part of the City of Los Angeles' Facilities Recycling Program, staff has implemented Buy Recycled 2000.  This program educates the buyers and supply clerks to include recycled-content specifications for city products ordered through various contract mechanisms such as annual contracts, one-time orders, and blanket purchases.  The program's procurement component also requires closed-loop purchasing.  This program requires suppliers, vendors, or contractors of various products to purchase recycled feedstock from the city's contract recyclers and use the material to manufacture new products for the city.

City of Los Angeles: Construction and Demolition Debris Management.  To encourage the recycling and reuse of construction and demolition debris, the City of Los Angeles' Integrated Solid Waste Management Office developed the Building Industry Recycling Tool Kit.  The tool kit helps building industry professionals develop programs to recycle construction, demolition, and landscaping materials.  The kit also promotes the use of recycled-content building products and space allocation of recycling at local projects. During the recent construction of the Los Angeles Police Department Emergency Vehicles Operations Center, the contractor used the tool kit to recycle over 13,000 tons of inert materials.  The contractor also used the kit to find a facility that could recycle mixed loads of construction and demolition debris from the project.

Infrastructure

Local implementation of programs has created a diversion infrastructure that includes collection and processing facilities and equipment, bins, trucks and personnel.  Material recovery facilities or MRFs, transfer stations, composting operations, and other facilities used for collection and diversion of materials have become prominent in California’s waste management system.  Significant investments have been made in these infrastructures throughout California.  Put in place by private industry and local government over the last decade, these infrastructures can now accommodate diversion of half of the state’s entire waste stream.  They also represent an investment of hundreds of millions of dollars.  

In Orange County, for example, $80 million has been invested in four material recovery facilities.  Included in this infrastructure are waste reduction and recycling programs developed and implemented by local jurisdictions in partnership with private industry.  As a result of these investments, jobs have been created, adding to the local economy; and an estimated 28 million residents and businesses in California have access to curbside collection programs.  From 1990, residential and commercial diversion programs in 1996 almost doubled.
In addition: 

· Commercial green waste pickup increased by 417 percent.

· Residential curbside pickup increased by 29 percent.

· Material recovery facilities increased by 326 percent.

· Residential green waste pickup increased by 448 percent.

· Residential drop-off increased by 40 percent.

Regional Agencies

In addition to the establishment of new facilities and investment in programs, changes brought about by the Act have resulted in establishment of cooperative relationships between cities, counties, and service providers that did not exist before.  Cities and counties realize many benefits from working together as regional agencies to achieve economies of scale in developing and funding solid waste diversion programs, reducing duplication in preparation of waste management plans and progress reports, and improving accuracy of diversion measurement.  Regional agency members must rely on one another to succeed and they will jointly share the consequences of failure.  

Since 1993, when regional agencies were first allowed, 100 cities and unincorporated counties have entered into binding agreements to form 20 regional agencies.  More regional agencies are located in rural areas than in urban areas.  As of December 1999 regional agencies are located in the counties of Amador, Butte, Colusa, Contra Costa, Del Norte, Glenn, Inyo, Kings, Lassen, Marin, Merced, Napa, Sacramento, San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Sierra, Siskiyou, Sonoma, Sutter, Tehama, Tulare and Yuba.  The number of regional agencies continues to increase as jurisdictions see the benefits.

Disposal Reporting System

The original measurement system was diversion-based and required jurisdictions to quantify diversion and disposal in 1995 to find out if they met the 25 percent diversion goal, and again in 2000 to find out if they met the 50 percent diversion goal. 

Accurate information is essential for each jurisdiction to use in measuring its diversion program successes.  Jurisdictions expressed concerns that the most difficult and costly requirement was obtaining accurate information on quantities and types of wastes recycled or otherwise diverted, and calculating source reduction. 

The solution was to redesign the measurement system.  With the passage of AB 2494 (Sher, Chapter 1292, Statutes of 1992), measurement of 25 and 50 percent diversion was changed to a disposal-based measurement system and the Board was required to establish a mechanism to track disposal tonnages.  Diversion achievement would be determined by comparing jurisdiction disposal amounts (as measured by the disposal reporting system) to the calculated annual waste generation, adjusted for changes in population and economics.  Regulations were developed to provide minimum reporting requirements for collecting disposal data and to allow flexibility at the local level to customize the data collection to local needs.  After considering much public input on the regulations, the Board and the Office of Administrative Law approved the final regulations in 1994.  With the disposal reporting system in place, counties began disposal reporting in 1995.  

In 1999, with nearly four complete years of disposal reporting, the Board has acquired a clearer picture of disposal activities in California, including waste flow patterns and waste flow variation.  Along with this, jurisdictions expressed concerns about the difficulty in getting accurate information regarding self-haul and waste allocated to jurisdictions.

The Board held a special hearing in November 1999 on the disposal reporting system to discuss issues related to data accuracy in these areas and to gather ideas for improvements.  At the hearing the Board directed staff to begin publicizing successful local government disposal measurement techniques and to develop additional training programs for local governments.  The Board will be considering whether additional changes, including regulatory and statutory changes, are needed to improve data accuracy.

Tools and Assistance

Responsibility for solid waste management activities is shared between the State and local governments.  Board assistance helps local governments reduce costs of implementing plans and programs.  To accomplish this, the Board has developed many assistance strategies.  These resources help jurisdictions save from $3,000 to $30,000 in consulting fees by using the Board’s model documents.  To date, the Board has developed more than 100 separate tools and resources to assist those working to increase diversion around the state (see Appendix).  Among the tools are guidelines, standards, models, research reports, media events, seminars, public education curricula, grants, loans, and direct technical assistance.  

Targeted Implementation Assistance

In 1996, the Board determined that the statewide diversion rate for 1995 was 28 percent.  In order to assist local governments to achieve 50 percent in 2000, in 1997 the Board conducted a series of workshops for local jurisdictions to discuss barriers and share potential solutions to achieve 50 percent diversion.  As a result of the workshops and strategic planning efforts, the Board increased efforts to help cities and counties reach the 2000 waste diversion requirements.  Specifically, the Board created teams of staff with diverse expertise (Targeted Implementation Assistance teams or TIA) to lend hands-on support to the jurisdictions that were the farthest behind in getting to 50 percent.  

Through this cooperative process, the TIA teams and local agencies together identify specific programs tailored to the local waste stream and conditions, and reach agreements  for implementing these diversion programs.  Using this approach, the Board is already helping 48 cities, 9 counties, and 4 regional agencies get on target for achieving 50 percent diversion.  

Tehama County and its three incorporated cities offer a prime example of the TIA approach.  In 1995 they could not document any diversion.  By contrast, today the county expects the final tally to show that they will meet the 50 percent diversion mandate in 1999.  This remarkable turnaround can be attributed to the creation of a new regional agency that is implementing new education programs, improved commercial waste reduction and recycling, residential variable can rates, and green waste collection.  

Trash Cutters Award Program

In 1998, the Board, along with the Local Government Technical Advisory Committee, established the annual Trash Cutters awards program.  These awards recognize local government’s efforts to develop the best waste reduction and recycling programs in the state.  The winning programs were cost-effective, innovative, and easily replicated by other jurisdictions.  The Board has developed case studies of these programs to share with other communities.  The case studies, which are on the Board’s Web site (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/TrashCutters/), contain cost information on these specific programs, outreach strategies, and tips for success. 

Case Studies Conference

To further publicize and share successful diversion techniques, the Board has funded a contract to prepare case studies and present the case study information via a videoconference to reach the maximum possible audience at the lowest cost.  This conference is planned for spring 2000.

Local Jurisdiction Compliance

The Integrated Waste Management Act requires cities, counties, and regional agencies to (1) prepare “adequate” waste management plans to achieve 25 percent diversion in 1995 and 50 percent diversion in 2000 and (2) implement the Board-approved plans.  Local governments that fail to prepare adequate waste management plans, fail to implement the programs identified in their approved plans, or fail to meet the diversion mandate after a Board hearing may be placed on compliance schedules.  If a jurisdiction fails to meet the provisions of the compliance schedule, the Board may hold a hearing to determine whether to impose fines of up to $10,000 per day.  

In 1993, the Board adopted a policy for reviewing and evaluating waste management plan adequacy, called the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan Enforcement Policies Part I: Plan Adequacy.  In 1995 the Board adopted the second half of the policy concerning program implementation and the Biennial Review process known as the Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan Enforcement Policies Part II: Plan Implementation.  The plan implementation policy was incorporated in statute by reference with the passage of SB 1066 (Sher, Chapter 672, Statutes of 1997).  

After several years of working with jurisdictions to urge them to submit their overdue plans, in 1997 the Board developed a step-wise compliance process.  This graduated compliance process includes notifying the jurisdiction of late documents, notifying local elected officials of the jurisdiction’s failure to submit documents, setting deadlines for the jurisdiction’s submittal of documents, scheduling a Board hearing to consider a compliance order, and finally, scheduling a Board hearing to consider penalties if the jurisdiction fails to meet the compliance order.  

At the start of the process, approximately 67 plans had not been submitted or were deemed inadequate.  In April of 1997, 50 cities and counties were placed on compliance schedules and 46 cities and counties complied, making the total number of jurisdictions in compliance 532 out of 536.  Consequently, in January 1998 the Board held plan adequacy hearings for three cities (Santa Fe Springs, Guadalupe, and Point Arena) and one county (Mariposa).  All four received fines, and all are now in compliance.

Biennial Reviews

Each year every city, county, or regional agency submits an annual report to the Board that is used as an ongoing evaluation of its progress toward implementing diversion programs and meeting the diversion mandates.  Plan implementation is verified through the “biennial review”—the Board’s biennial evaluation of implementation of diversion programs to achieve 50 percent.  The Board may determine that a city, county or regional agency has either implemented its plan and achieved the diversion requirements; made a good faith effort to implement its plan, but not achieved the diversion requirements; or failed to implement its plan and failed to achieve the diversion requirements.  The Board has completed almost all of the biennial reviews for 1995 and 1996.  The Board is expected to commence the biennial review for 2000 in August of 2001.

The Board has determined through its 1995-96 biennial review process that about 86 percent of California cities, counties and regional agencies achieved 25 percent diversion, or made a good faith effort in implementing their diversion programs.  About 14 percent of cities and counties have been placed on compliance orders to resolve measurement issues and/or implement diversion programs.  The summary of biennial reviews table (below) provides the numbers of local governments in each group, and counts each regional agency as a single local government.

1995-1996 Board Biennial Reviews
	Waste Management Plan Implementation
	Approval
	Compliance Order Issued
	Board Review Not Yet Completed

	
	(Number of Cities, Counties and Regional Agencies)

	Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE)
	397
	64
	1

	Household Hazardous Waste Element (HHWE)
	447
	2
	12


The table below identifies the number of jurisdictions by diversion rate category (for a complete list of each jurisdiction’s diversion rates see the Appendix). 

1995-1996 Number of Jurisdictions by Diversion Rate Category*

	Category
	1995
	1996

	
	(Number of Cities, Counties and Regional Agencies)

	0-24% Diversion
	60
	42

	25-49% Diversion
	249
	257

	50% or Higher Diversion
	63
	73


*This table does not include all jurisdictions.  It does not include jurisdictions on compliance orders or jurisdictions that resolved measurement issues in 1997 or 1998.
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Jurisdictions that need to resolve number issues or implement programs were placed on compliance orders in the 1995 biennial review process.  They are working to meet the requirements.  For other jurisdictions, diversion rates are an indicator of success of diversion programs implemented.  The graph below demonstrates significant statewide diversion progress as a result of the diversion programs implemented in the last 10 years. 
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The Board will continue to verify the information submitted annually by each local government on diversion programs implemented and diversion rate achieved through the Board’s biennial review process.  The biennial reviews for 2000 will commence in the fall of 2001.

Used Oil and Household Hazardous Waste Programs

The Board has been very active, working with local jurisdictions and others to establish and maintain a strong used oil and household hazardous waste (HHW) collection infrastructure statewide.  Statute authorizes the collection of 4 cents per quart of oil sold or transported into California.  Since 1992 the Board has provided over $110 million in grants to fund used oil collection programs.  Statute also authorizes a transfer of up to 
$3 million a year for local government household hazardous waste programs.  Over the last decade the Board has provided some $30 million in grant funding to local governments for HHW programs.  

By providing technical assistance and financial support, the Board has contributed significantly to alleviate the threat that the improper handling of used oil and household hazardous waste pose to the environment.  Along with providing technical assistance, the Board has awarded 455 household hazardous waste grants.  As a result of these efforts, the number of HHW programs has increased from 88 in 1991/92 to 198 in 1998/99—
a 125 percent increase.  As a consequence, the amount of household hazardous waste collected in California increased from 13 million pounds in 1991/92 to 35 million pounds in 1998/99; an increase of 170 percent. 

While the Board is concerned about all of California, environmentally sensitive areas are of particular concern.  Below are specific examples of HHW and used oil programs, funded by Board grants, designed to protect environmentally sensitive areas.  

Lake Tahoe’s Marina Program. The water quality of Lake Tahoe contributes to the scenic beauty of the basin, yet it depends upon the fragile balance between the natural environment and human stewardship.  The El Dorado County Environmental Management Department, in cooperation with surrounding counties, has implemented an HHW collection program at 21 of the marinas throughout Lake Tahoe.  This program has contributed to an increase in HHW collected in 1995 to 1998 by over 200 percent. 

Santa Monica’s “Fly Right” Program.  The City of Santa Monica, the Santa Monica Airport and the Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project established a used oil recycling and HHW program at the airport, known as Fly Right.  This program promotes the safe handling of hazardous materials and minimizes the contamination of Santa Monica Bay.  

Kings County’s Agricultural Used Oil Program.  The county established the agricultural used oil collection program.  This particular recycling program is being run by the farming community for small/medium sized farm operations including row crop, orchard, fruit growers, dairy farms, and livestock operations.  This recycling effort is a financial benefit to local farmers because now they have a free disposal option for their used oil. 

Other Programs.  There are other types of effective HHW programs such as (1) regional programs that leverage jurisdictional resources to be more cost effective, (2) Waste Exchange programs that put potentially hazardous discards back into service before they enter the waste stream, and (3) outreach campaigns that focus on prime target audiences who generate potentially large amounts of HHW and need immediate and convenient collection services.  Prime target audiences include people who are about to move or are living in multifamily dwellings with little storage; and disabled persons and seniors who cannot participate in regular programs and need a door-to-door collection option. 

Conclusion

Over the last decade, local jurisdictions have made significant progress in implementing programs designed to divert waste from disposal.  There has been a huge investment in a recycling and diversion infrastructure, and hundreds of programs and facilities have been established.  However, certain issues have contributed to jurisdictions not being able to achieve 50 percent diversion including base level and current measurement issues; time required to develop regional cooperative efforts; lack of up-to-date information about the waste stream and successful diversion methods; lack of information and/or active diversion by State agencies, schools, colleges and universities; and lack of markets. 

To ensure that each jurisdiction can achieve 50 percent there are some steps that must be taken including resolving issues with the measurement system; providing up-to-date, detailed information on the types and amounts of waste disposed by businesses and residents; increased information sharing and assistance through targeted implementation assistance teams; case studies and Web site enhancements; increased State agency and schools diversion; and increased market development.  For a further discussion of these issues, please see Section 3: Looking to the Future.
Waste Prevention

The Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 established a hierarchy of material management practices with waste prevention at the top of the hierarchy.  Also called source reduction, waste prevention focuses on reducing the use of resources.  As a result, the generation of waste can be minimized, resources are used more efficiently, and monetary savings can be realized. 

The Board has developed a broad waste prevention program through the implementation of the 1993 Statewide Waste Prevention Plan (publication #304-93-002).  This plan seeks to create awareness, acquire and disseminate information, assist local governments, encourage businesses, and provide incentives to embark on the first steps of sustainability.  

Businesses can directly realize the benefits of instituting measures to prevent waste, and several are leading the way, notably in the area of packaging design and use.  Xerox, by converting from a system that used many different size one-way shipping containers to one that relies on nine standardized reusable corrugated package sizes, is diverting a large volume of packaging and wooden pallets from disposal and cutting storage and shipping costs by millions of dollars.  Furniture manufacturer Herman Miller, through identifying the 10 parts of an office chair that are used in the greatest number during assembly, and shipping in returnable packaging, saves at least $70,000 a year, and avoids unnecessary resource consumption.

The Board increasingly provides waste prevention information to Californians for use at home and at work, in an effort to achieve the real benefits available through not generating waste in the first place.

Program Activities

Business Resource Efficiency

The engine behind California’s affluence and economic strength is its thriving business community.  Providing jobs locally and producing goods for the global community, the approximately 1 million businesses in California also generate more than half of the state’s solid waste.  With no specific mandate to reduce waste generation, the business community must identify, or be shown, other benefits to actively participate in the state’s disposal reduction efforts.

Recognizing that the business community is more interested in saving dollars than diverting tons or conserving landfill capacity, the Board developed guidance materials with the theme of cost savings, specifically associated with avoided disposal.  In 1994, the Board embarked on an education campaign to provide businesses with information on the economic benefits of waste reduction.  The result was a collection of more than 70 fact sheets, case studies, and guides that are customized into kits targeting specific business needs.  These “business kits” have been distributed to every local government in the state for use in their outreach efforts, as well as directly to thousands of businesses.

As the business waste reduction program matured and the Board learned more about where and how the most significant cost savings could be achieved—namely in reduced procurement and extended material use—the message evolved into one of efficient use of resources. “Resource Efficiency” means doing more with less—achieving both profit and waste reduction interests simultaneously.

The program evaluated which business sectors are the largest generators of waste overall, as well as what types of materials are generated by which sector.  Nationwide, the majority of the commercial waste stream falls into three broad types: paper (43 percent), organics (29 percent), and plastics (10 percent).  Business sectors have certain materials that reflect their operations.  For example, retail grocery stores generate packaging materials (including cardboard and plastic) and food waste.  In California, five business sectors alone generate over 40 percent of commercial waste disposal.  

At the State level this information guides efforts to establish parterships.  One notable result was the securing of a grant from the California Bar Association’s Foundation to conduct a paper waste reduction campaign within the legal community.  This success built on established efforts in other paper intensive sectors, such as the Board’s leadership role in the Recycled Paper Coalition, and the development of new paper waste reduction components for the aforementioned business kit.  Local governments are also responding to this information by adjusting collection strategies.  The City of San Francisco has initiated an effort to collect waste from businesses with a significant portion of food waste.  Waste from these customized routes go to a compost facility rather than direct to the landfill.

To further leverage the effectiveness of its informational materials in 1995 the Board developed a business waste assessment training component.  Designed in a “train the trainer” approach, the waste assessment training materials focus on conducting business waste assessments at the local level, thus providing increased opportunity for waste reduction information to get into the hands of business owners and operators.  Contracted assessment training activities, as well as the embracing of this approach by several cities, such as Carson, have identified material and dollar savings for countless businesses, not to mention contributing toward AB 939 goals.

Concurrent with the development of the business kits was the establishment of the Waste Prevention Information Exchange.  Tapping into the emerging information management and distribution power of the Internet, the Board began collecting, cataloging, and disseminating the growing body of information available on waste prevention.  The exchange is a unique collection of more than 1,000 articles, brochures, reports, videos, posters, and other materials that focus on waste prevention.  Fielding between 300 and 500 inquiries monthly, the Board operates the exchange to learn from others and to share their successes using a Web-based database.  

For more information on the Board’s business resource efficiency and waste reduction efforts, please see www.ciwmb.ca.gov/BizWaste/.

Results

· Every local government in California and thousands of businesses have received business kits for use in their outreach efforts.

· The Board pioneered the use of emerging Internet tools to gather and distribute information on waste prevention, and in doing so demonstrated the waste preventing power of this medium.

· The Waste Prevention Information Exchange has national notoriety and provides valuable information to between 300 and 500 requesters monthly.

· Waste assessment training materials are available to local governments and businesses as downloadable documents through the Board’s Web site, forming the basis for subsequent business waste audit training provided to local governments as part of base year and diversion measurement adjustments 

CalMAX and Reuse

Reuse, the second of the “three Rs” (reduce, reuse, and recycle), is a vital component of the Board’s waste prevention efforts.  Extending the life of a material or product through reuse conserves resources and saves money.  The Board has taken several steps to promote reuse in concept and practice.  

In 1991, the Board established the California Materials Exchange program (CalMAX) to help businesses find new outlets to reuse materials, reduce disposal costs, and create business opportunities.  The CalMAX quarterly catalog and its Web-based service, list available and wanted materials.  CalMAX also showcases how businesses are successfully using the service through “Connections” and “Creative Reuse” features. Through CalMAX connections, businesses, schools, nonprofits, and other groups can access inexpensive materials and learn about multiple ways to reuse those materials.  The program also produces “special focus” editions of the quarterly catalog highlighting priority materials and resource efficient activities.  

Use of the online service has grown dramatically (from 13,000 database queries in 1996 when the Web site was established to nearly 40,000 in 1999).  The online service has allowed continued growth of the program while at the same time resulting in a 25 percent decrease in catalog subscriptions, reducing publication and mailing costs over the last two years (that’s waste prevention).

The trash-to-treasure concept of CalMAX creates business and resource conservation opportunities for a wide range of endeavors.  Whether it’s an agricultural concern converting hundreds of thousands of tons of organic residue into soil nutrients, an electronics entrepreneur refurbishing hundreds of thousands of dollars worth of computer equipment, or a local park district finding new uses for old bricks, CalMAX makes reuse work.  

Through cooperative partnerships CalMAX also assists local jurisdictions in their regional materials exchange activities.  Collaboration continues with the handful of autonomous local material exchanges or “MiniMAXes”, while CalMAX also promotes the theme: "Let CalMAX be your MiniMAX".  With technological advances, CalMAX can offer database management assistance, promotional materials and general assistance to jurisdictions as they develop their local reuse programs. 

KidMAX is the CalMAX school donations program that provides the opportunity for businesses to list materials and target them specifically to California schools.  With a new “free” listing option, materials designated by a “free” icon can be easily located throughout the catalog.  This feature increases the usability of the CalMAX catalog for California teachers and schools.  In addition, schools in search of computers need only turn to CalMAX in the “available” listings section, refer to the “Resources” section at the back of the catalog, or utilize one of the links provided on the CalMAX Web site. 

To further expand the practice of reuse, particularly among the schools community, the Governor’s budget proposes a local reuse assistance grant program.  This grant program will allow the Board to partner with other State and local agencies to strengthen the states reuse infrastructure.

For more information on the Board’s materials exchange and reuse efforts, please see www.ciwmb.ca.gov/CalMAX/. 

Results

· The Board established an infrastructure allowing local material exchanges to thrive.

· Through the KidMAX feature, CalMAX participates in California’s quest to make resources available to schools.
· CalMAX introduced the Catalog Bulk Purchase Project to jurisdictions, offering the opportunity to purchase catalogs at the time of publication for the marginal cost of printing. 
· Since its inception, CalMAX has helped California businesses exchange more than 650,000 tons of materials, saving more than $5.5 million in purchase and disposal costs.

Waste Reduction Award Program (WRAP)

In 1993, the Board established the business Waste Reductions Awards Program (WRAP) to encourage and recognize waste reduction accomplishments of California businesses. Successful applicants receive statewide media promotion, an award certificate, and camera-ready WRAP winner logo artwork for use in their own marketing materials.  

Facing no other mandate than the rules of a competitive economy, California businesses that enact waste reduction and recycled-content procurement practices deserve—and appreciate—recognition for their contribution to the state’s overall effort.  And, whether they are proudly displaying the winner WRAP logo on the door of their business, embossing it on invoice stationary (Dole Fresh Vegetables), screening it onto corrugated packaging (Fender Musical Instruments) or the bottom of a six-pack holder (Mad River Brewing), or even printing it on the back of the phonebook (Pacific Bell), WRAP winners use the recognition to inform their customers of their achievements.  

Participation in the program has grown steadily, from 149 winners in 1993 to 566 in 1999.  The winners are further evaluated and the top 10 exemplary applicants are designated as “WRAP of the Year” winners.  These best-of-the-best winners are presented with an award made of recycled-content materials and further publicized within their respective industries.  The Pebble Beach Company, Kraft Foods, Target Stores and Beaulieu Vineyards are among the outstanding examples of resource efficient businesses acclaimed with this honor.   

With WRAP, everyone wins.  From the qualifying WRAP applications, the Board has developed models and case studies to share with other Board programs, local governments, and the business sector.  For more information on the Board’s business waste reduction awards program, please see www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WRAP/. 

Results

· Since its inception, WRAP has bestowed more than 2,300 awards on businesses that are proving resource efficiency makes good business sense.

· In 1998 alone, the 400 WRAP winning businesses collectively reported savings of more than $50 million through resource efficient practices.  Furthermore, these businesses reduced disposal tonnage by more than 1.5 million tons. 

In-House Waste Reduction

Practicing what it preaches since 1990, the Board has continually experimented with practices to reduce waste generation at its offices.  The Board formalized its long-standing staff-initiated waste reduction program in 1994 by adopting an in-house waste prevention policy.  The program was further strengthened in 1999 as the Board adopted an updated in-house waste reduction and recycled-content product procurement policy that unified its in-house waste reduction and buy recycled efforts.  Among the policy points are:

· Show leadership in waste reduction and procurement practices.

· Optimize the procurement of recycled content products.

· Continually improve waste reduction and recycled-content product procurement practices.

· Maximize budget resources through the efficient use of all resources.

· Help ensure the State does its part in assisting local jurisdictions in meeting their solid waste diversion mandates.

The Board's exemplary waste reduction efforts involve a wide range of resource and money-saving practices.  These include reducing paper consumption through exhaustive use of electronic media, especially the Web; reusing copier paper that has only been used on one side as draft paper, fax paper, and notepaper; reusing large mailing envelopes and other packing materials for regular Board mailings; recycling a variety of paper grades (from white and mixed to newspaper and cardboard); and even using worms to compost appropriate vegetable trimmings from the on-site cafeteria, then using the compost on landscape plantings.  

Since 1993, the Board has reduced its white office paper use by 25 percent, reduced its waste disposed per employee per day by 80 percent (1.5 pounds vs. 3.4 ounces) and achieved an annual savings of $100,000.  Additionally, over 6 tons of food scraps from the cafeteria have been diverted through vermicomposting.

Most any office setting, public or private, can learn from the Board’s experiences and achieve similar results.  The Board’s in-house success is documented in the 1995 Board publication, You Can Do it Too!  Preventing Office Waste at the California Integrated Waste Management Board.  This publication is being revised and will serve as a guidebook, along with a revised model policy, to assist other State agencies establish and expand waste reduction and recycled-content product procurement programs.  In this way the Board is positioned to a leader in the implementation of AB 75 (Strom-Martin, Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999) as discussed in the section on State Agency Responsibility.

Results

· The Board’s waste reduction program has achieved a 25 percent reduction in white office paper consumption and corresponding significant reductions in photocopying and mailing costs.  The efforts also reduced waste disposed per employee per day by 80 percent (1.5 pounds vs. 3.4 ounces)—demonstrating that reduction in excess of 50 percent is readily achievable—and achieved an annual savings of $100,000. 

· The Board became a charter governmental member of the US EPA’s WasteWi$e program in 1997. 

· The Board’s documented waste reduction achievements will serve as a model for other State agencies striving to comply with the mandates of AB 75.

Conclusion

With the Statewide Waste Prevention Plan as its guide, the Board established highly successful waste prevention programs targeting businesses, the public, and even itself.  However, even with this success, Californians must assume more responsibility at home and at work for not only waste prevention and recycling, but also for employing resource efficient and sustainable practices.  These topics are discussed in Section 3: Looking to the Future.

Market Development

The Board has always considered market development—stimulating demand by individuals, businesses, and the public sector for recycled-content products (RCP)—as one of the long-term keys to the success of the Act.  Market development, though, requires massive investments in collection, processing, and manufacturing infrastructure and, at the same time, detailed understanding of how prices and demand for recycled commodities and products are buffeted by national and international economic trends.  Not surprisingly, moving tens of millions of tons of newly collected materials into products that people want to buy is not something that can readily happen overnight.

In its early years, the Board of necessity focused its efforts and limited discretionary funding on providing technical assistance to local jurisdictions developing diversion programs and the state’s collection and processing infrastructure.  It also expended considerable resources in promulgating the regulatory structure for the Act’s planning and local reporting processes.  

Even so, the Board understood that market development efforts needed to start long before the 2000 deadline loomed.  Through the mid-1990s, for example, the Board implemented the nation’s first Recycling Market Development Zone program, with low-interest loans to manufacturers; sought and received legislative changes in State procurement policies regarding RCPs; and began funding compost demonstration projects in agriculture.  It also strengthened implementation of legislatively-mandated “minimum content” programs for newsprint and plastic trash bags by including criteria for triggering audits of regulated entities by including audit criteria.  And, based on extensive staff research and public input, the Board adopted a market development plan in 1993 (publication #303-93-001), and a revised version in 1996 (publication 
#400-96-058).

In the last four years, the Board has been able to devote more of its resources to direct market development activities.  In addition, the Legislature allocated $4 million in 1998 and again in 1999 to support these activities.  The Board’s approach has been multifaceted, including:

· Using the State’s purchasing power to increase demand for RCPs.

· Targeting staff and discretionary funding resources on “priority” areas such as organic materials and construction and demolition debris.

· Increasing enforcement of mandated programs, such as the newsprint and plastic trash bag minimum content programs and the rigid plastic packaging container program.

· Streamlining and improving services provided by the Recycling Market Development Zone program.

· Developing new information sources, such as its Web-accessible database of RCPs that contains information on more than 1,000 manufacturers and several thousand products. 

Through all of these and related efforts, the Board has used its resources to help form and support alliances with private industry, local government, and other stakeholders to overcome barriers to increased demand for RCPs.

Program Activities

Recycled Market Development Zone Program

The Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) program was authorized by the Legislature in late 1989 with the enactment of SB 1322 (Bergeson, Chapter 1096, Statutes of 1989).  The RMDZ program objective is to promote local and regional markets for the materials recovered by local governments to meet their disposal reduction mandates.  The program is a partnership between the Board and local governments, with local governments providing a variety of business incentives and the Board providing low-interest loans to support recycling manufacturers. 

In 1990, the Board set a goal of establishing 40 zones throughout the state.  Over the next eight years, the Board established the zones after local government applications were competitively evaluated, based on the availability of recovered materials and local business incentives, commitment of program resources, and completeness of a marketing plan for attracting recycling-based manufacturers.  Once the zones were established, the Board assured the success of the RMDZ program by providing technical assistance to local zone administrators and funding the low-interest loans for zone-located, recycling-based manufacturers.

Technical Assistance

The RMDZ program fosters the development of local markets for recovered materials.  Zones are business development areas targeted by local jurisdictions and the Board.  The Board provides support to the administrator of each zone, and to recycling-based manufacturers, in the form of feedstock analysis, siting information, training, and referrals to a wide array of business development resources.  In 1999, in response to a reduction in local government resources, the Board developed a zone incentives program that provides direct reimbursement to zones for business outreach activities.  To address the high turnover of zone administrators and to ensure that existing zone administrators have the needed resources to be effective in their role, the Board has sponsored biannual RMDZ training conferences.  These conferences have been very productive and well received by zone administrators.
Loan Program

The companion to the local RMDZ and Board technical assistance function is the RMDZ loan program.  Many recycling businesses and municipalities have encountered difficulties in obtaining funds to create secondary markets for recovered materials.  The Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan program provides financing to viable businesses to create or expand their manufacturing processes to use recycled materials.  The original legislation for this program allowed loans of up to $1 million or 50 percent of the project, whichever was less, and a 10-year maximum term for all loans.  

The Recycling Market Development Revolving loan program is funded from the IWMA account into the loan program sub-account.  From inception of the program through June 30, 2000, Public Resources Code (Section 42023.1) required a $5 million annual transfer from the IWMA for the loan program.  Beginning fiscal year 2000/01 and ending fiscal year 2005/06, Public Resources Code authorizes a transfer not to exceed $5 million as necessary to meet the anticipated loan demand under the program.  The loan program sunset date is July 1, 2006. 

Local governments may also borrow funds to expand necessary infrastructure to support recycling industries.  Recycling manufacturers utilizing a variety of recovered materials have been funded.  RMDZ loan funds have been used to finance machinery and equipment, purchase real property and leasehold improvements, and for working capital. 

Borrowers generally have obtained the required matching 50 percent financing from private lenders such as banks.  Through their continued exposure to the program, private lenders have become more willing to finance recycling based businesses, because of the Board’s efforts to educate the lenders on the recycling industry and the Board’s willingness to share the risk in lending to these businesses. 

The Board loan portfolio of 83 loans has performed well, with few losses.  One clear indication of the strength of that portfolio was a Board-initiated loan sale—the first by a State agency.  In June 1996, the Board sold 17 RMDZ loans to the Community Reinvestment Fund, a nonprofit organization.  That loan sale provided the Board with an immediate additional $4.6 million to lend to recycling-based manufacturers.

To better leverage its limited loan funds, the legislature authorized the Board to enter into a cooperative agreement with the California Pollution Control Financing Authority to participate in its California Capital Access Program (CalCAP).  Under that agreement, the Board contributed $500,000 to provide much-needed funds to smaller, yet riskier recycling manufacturers.  Based on the existing high leveraging ratio (20:1) for the CalCAP program, up to $10,000,000 of additional public funds is now available to recycling manufacturers from the Board’s initial contribution.

As the recycling manufacturing industry has emerged during the first nine years of the RMDZ loan program, there has been a greater demand for access to capital.  To meet this need, AB 1364 (Migden, Chapter 467, Statutes of 1999), which went into effect on January 1, 2000, authorizes loans up to $2 million or 75 percent of a project, whichever is less; and repayment up to 15 years when secured by real estate.  The RMDZ loan program will also be allowed to participate in other programs that provide additional types of financial assistance to recycling based businesses.  

Detailed information on the RMDZ program can be found on the Board’s Web site at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/RMDZ/.

Results

· To date, there are 40 zones, widely distributed throughout the state, that service more than 60 percent of the state’s population.

· Through local zone administrators efforts approximately that 1,300 recycling based manufacturing businesses have been assisted, 4,000 jobs have been created, and approximately 7,600,000 tons per year of materials are being recovered, since inception of program.  Of those totals, approximately 5.3 million tons of materials per year recovered and approximately 900 jobs have been created as a result of the Board’s funded RMDZ loans.  

· Since the inception of loan program in 1993, the Board has granted 83 loans totaling approximately $39 million in 18 of the 40 designated RMDZ zones.

· Completion of a first-ever State agency public loan sale by Board, which immediately provided approximately $4.6 million in additional loan funds to recycling manufacturers.

· Private lenders have become more willing to take greater risk in lending to recycling manufacturers

Jobs Through Recycling

Over the last several years, the Board has received three Jobs Through Recycling (JTR) grants from U.S. EPA.  The purpose of these grants is to maximize the joint benefits of waste recovery and job creation.  The first, received in 1994, established a comprehensive statewide assistance center for recycling manufacturers.  A second more targeted grant, received in 1996, focused on developing recycling manufacturers near or on closing military bases.  With the most recent grant, received in 1998, the Board and a number of other private and local partners are in the process of developing a regional market for recyclables model, similar to an eco-industrial park, within Alameda County.  With both the 1994, and 1996 grants, the Board was very successful in assisting recycling-based manufacturers.  With the 1998 JTR grant (scheduled to be completed by October 2000), manufacturers have been sited, and the Board and its multiple partners are actively working with over 20 prospective businesses. 

Results

· To date, the Board JTR efforts has provided a wide variety of direct and referral assistance services to more than 3,200 businesses, created more than 4,200 jobs, and annually recovered over 8.2 million tons of materials.

· Success of 1994 JTR grant led to the establishment of a comprehensive recycling business assistance center.

Priority Materials
Two of the four priorities identified by the Board in 1997 as part of its revised strategic plan were greater recycling and reuse of organic materials and construction and demolition waste, which collectively account for nearly half of the state's waste stream.  These priority materials in addition along with other materials are a focus for the Board as key to achieving 50 percent diversion of waste.
Organic Materials

Organic materials—yard trimmings, grass clippings, food scraps, wood waste—make up more than 30 percent of California’s waste stream.  This does not include rice straw and other agricultural and forest residues that are not typically landfilled today but which may be in the future.

In the early 1990s, the Board concentrated on identifying major issues in organic materials management and on developing tools oriented towards California homeowners.  For example, based on early feedback, the Board developed a video and fact sheet on backyard composting and distributed these widely to local jurisdictions.  At the same time, the Board initiated staff research on the increasing role organic materials could play in reaching 50 percent diversion and on barriers, (such as lack of workable regulations and concerns about product quality and costs.  Activities to address these barriers were included in the Board’s 1993 Market Development Plan and subsequently implemented.  

1993 was important for another reason.  The enactment of AB 1220 (Eastin, Chapter 656, Statutes of 1993) included a fee consolidation that allowed specified funds to be used by the Board for market development projects.  As described below, some of the funds were targeted at organic materials projects. 

Over the ensuing years, local jurisdictions and private industry also made tremendous investments in programs and infrastructure to collect and process organic materials.  To date, for example, almost two-thirds of local jurisdictions have planned or implemented separate collection programs for yard trimmings; these efforts potentially encompass more than 80 percent of yard trimmings generation in California.  

Even so, a substantial portion of organic materials is still disposed in landfills.  As a result, the Board’s 1998 performance plan for this priority area has a target to divert an additional 5 to 7 million tons of organic materials annually.  The plan calls for collaboration with partners in local and State government, the recycling and manufacturing sectors, and agriculture and other end-use sectors such as landscapers and nurseries.  The Board has a long-term goal of sustainable and cost-effective use of organic materials.  Detailed information on the Board’s organic materials management programs can be found on the Board’s Web site at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Organics/.

Development of Compost and Mulch Partnerships

Two major products can be made from organic materials—mulch and compost.  Mulch is ground-up yard trimmings and/or wood chips.  It is usually applied in a layer to the top of the soil and is not tilled in.  Mulch is commonly used for erosion control and weed suppression.  Compost is a soil amendment resulting from the decomposition of organic materials.  It is usually incorporated into the soil.  Commercial compost producers must subject the material to a “time and temperature” process that kills pathogens and weed seeds.

The 1993 market development plan identified major barriers to developing markets for compost and mulch: lack of end user knowledge about product benefits, questions about product quality, and cost.  Using funds from the AB 1220 fee consolidation, in 1994 the Board funded five agricultural demonstration projects around the state to address these issues.  These initial projects were centered in Fresno, Tulare, Stanislaus, Santa Clara, and Monterey Counties.  The Board focused on a “partnership” approach, involving collaborative effort among growers, composters, local jurisdictions, and cooperative extension personnel, as well as an extensive technical research and outreach component.  

In the last three years, the Board has funded additional projects, with continued emphasis on the partnership approach, and expanded the scope of projects to include innovative uses such as erosion control.  In 1997, the Board funded three projects, including continuation of an existing University of California at Riverside study on the use of mulch in avocado orchards.  In 1998, the Board funded four new projects, including one in the Coachella Valley and two that address erosion control in hillside vineyards.  In December 1999, the Board issued a new solicitation for additional projects, with continued emphasis on innovative projects such as using compost for bioremediation.  For information on the demonstration projects, see the Board’s Web site at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Organics/Processing/Results.htm.
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At the same time that it was funding these projects, the Board recognized that safe, high-quality products are critical to increasing markets.  Beginning in 1993, the Board facilitated the development of a voluntary, independent industry association known as the California Compost Quality Council.  Compost producers registered with the Council must be in compliance with applicable regulations and agree to provide laboratory-verified information about their products to interested buyers.  

The Board also worked with Caltrans to develop specifications for using compost and mulch for erosion control on highway rights-of-way, and with Cal Poly Pomona to develop a series of publications on guidelines for applying compost and mulch in different landscaping applications.  For additional information on procurement see www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Organics/Procurement/.  In 1999, the Board funded additional work by the California Compost Quality Council to upgrade its testing and inspection protocols and to coordinate more closely with the U.S. Composting Council on nationwide compost standards.  

Results

· Through the demonstration projects, growers and other compost and mulch users around the state have been educated about the benefits of compost and mulch.  These benefits include improving soil, adding beneficial microorganisms, providing a source of slow-release nutrients, improving water retention, suppressing selected diseases, controlling erosion, and suppressing weeds.  

· For example, about 60 percent of the avocado orchards in California suffer acute tree loss due to Phytophthora root rot.  In the project funded by the Board, researchers at the University of California at Riverside found that use of mulch made from yard trimmings can suppress avocado root rot.

· The number of registered compost producers is growing; they account for nearly 
1 million tons of sales annually, a significant portion of the compost market.

· Specifications on compost and mulch use for erosion control are available to Caltrans districts and their contractors, which use roughly 1 million cubic yards of mulch and compost per year.

· As a result, whereas using compost and mulch was once considered a fringe activity, growers, farm advisors, and industry organizations now routinely consider using compost and mulch in soil management regimes.

Commercial Landscaping

A significant amount of the organic materials generated in California are related to landscaping practices.  During the 1990s, the Board sponsored and staffed numerous exhibits at major landscaping trade shows around the state to promote grasscycling (see below), landscaping that generates less waste, on-site composting and the use of compost and mulch.  In 1998, the Board expanded this initial outreach effort with dedicated contract funding for more technical programs targeting commercial landscaper industry.  In 1999, the Board funded three regional landscape management outreach programs—in Orange County, the Inland Empire, and the San Francisco Bay-Delta region—focused on commercial landscaping contractors and property managers.  

In 2000, the Board will be continuing the Orange County and Bay-Delta programs and beginning new ones with the City of Sacramento and with San Joaquin County.  
A significant aspect of these programs is their attention to “cross-media” issues.  For example, the Orange County program is working with the Municipal Water District of Orange County on certifying commercial landscapers that use waste- and water-efficient landscaping practices.  The 2000 Bay-Delta program is considering partnering with Bay Area storm water management agencies on using mulch to reduce storm water runoff.  
A significant barrier in all programs, however, is reaching building and property owners to convince them of the economic and environmental benefits of incorporating sustainable landscaping practices into their building designs and contracts.  More information on the Board’s commercial landscaping programs can be found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Organics/Landscaping/.

Results

· Results of surveys conducted at trade shows indicate that the practice of grasscycling by landscapers grew from 47 percent in 1995/96 to about 54 percent the following year.

· Professional landscapers, local water districts and storm water management agencies, and the Board are now working together to realize the multiple economic and environmental benefits that accrue from the use of waste-efficient and water-efficient landscaping practices. 

Grasscycling

Waste prevention is a key component in all of the Board’s efforts to divert materials from landfills.  In the area of organic materials, the Board has focused on promoting grasscycling to both residents and landscapers, including a Web site, www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Organics/Grasscycling/.  Grasscycling is the practice of leaving grass clippings on the lawn, where they decompose and add nutrients back into the earth.

In 1994 and 1997, the Board partnered with businesses in the lawn care industry to promote grasscycling.  With funding and marketing assistance from companies like Toro, Snapper, Troy-Bilt, Environmental Care, and the California Landscape Contractors Association, the Board developed an aggressive campaign to market this concept.  The campaign included brochures and other informational materials, and a motivational poster.  Media demonstrations resulted in information about grasscycling on television and radio stations, in newspapers, and on the shelves of hardware and home building stores statewide.

During this time, the Board also worked with the Department of General Services (DGS) on a demonstration project at Capitol Park in Sacramento.  The project showed that mowing time at Capitol Park was cut from more than two hours with a conventional bagging mower to only 45 minutes with a mulching (grasscycling) mower. 

In 1998, the Board furthered its grasscycling efforts by providing funds for the southern California “Mowdown” program, in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles, the County of Los Angeles, Orange County, Southern California Edison, and others.  In 1999, the Board funded regional grasscycling outreach campaigns in the Inland Empire and the Bay-Delta region.  It also developed a promotional grasscycling video and brochure that have already been requested by hundreds of recycling coordinators around the state. 

For 2000, the Board has funded campaigns for the Sacramento and Los Angeles regions and plans to fund continuation of the Inland Empire and Bay-Delta campaigns.  As part of the year 2000 programs, the Board is continuing its efforts to coordinate with local Air Quality Management District programs that promote electric mowers as a means of reducing air emissions.  For example, Board funds for the Sacramento campaign will be used to add the grasscycling message to the highly successful mower rebate program that already exists in that region.  In addition, the Board will be working with DGS to enhance current landscaping and recycling activities at Capitol Park and to incorporate these activities into the Capitol Park Master Plan revision being undertaken by the DGS over the next several years.  Information on public agency landscape management practices can be found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Organics/Landscaping/WasteEff.htm.

Despite these efforts, much more can be done to promote grasscycling.  A survey commissioned by the Board before the spring 1999 campaigns, for example, indicated that only approximately 14 percent of homeowners grasscycle. 

Results

· The Board had great initial success in developing a partnership with businesses in the lawn care and landscaping industries to promote grasscycling.  The campaign earned a “best bang for the buck” award from the State Information Officers Council.

· As a result of the grasscycling demonstration project at Capitol Park, DGS has converted its entire lawnmower fleet in the area to mulching mowers. 

· More recently, the Board has fostered regional campaigns to promote grasscycling.  However, the estimated level of grasscycling in the state—14 percent—points out the need for prolonged outreach and promotion of this time- and cost-saving practice.  

Biomass and Biotechnology

In the early 1990s, a large amount of organic materials—1 to 2 million tons annually of feedstock otherwise destined for landfills—was used as fuel by biomass plants.  Many of these plants operated under “Standard Offer-4” contracts, developed in the 1980s under federal and State energy directives, that allowed their energy to be sold at higher-than-current-market prices.  With major deregulation of the energy industry in the late 1990s and termination of most of these contracts, many biomass plants went out of business and fewer organic materials were managed as biomass fuel. The banning of rice straw burning will also make this issue even more critical. 

The Board  prepared several reports during the 1990s, regarding wood, forestry, and agricultural waste materials as they relate to this subject.  Reports in 1994 included the Nonyard Wood Waste Report (publication #500-94-045, updated in 1995 as publication #443-95-026) and the “Urban Wood Waste Report.”  Federal and State policy initiatives in 1999, though, have refocused attention on biomass, primarily from the perspective of developing new technologies that can convert biomass feedstock into ethanol and other “bio-based” products.  

Construction and Demolition (C&D) 

About one-fourth of the solid waste stream in California is construction and demolition (C&D) debris consisting of concrete, asphalt, wood, dirt, cardboard, glass, and metals. 

The Board’s need to assist local governments to address C&D debris management became apparent following natural disasters such as the Central Valley flooding in 1996 and the Loma Prieta and Northridge earthquakes.  A huge amount of C&D debris was generated in short periods of time.  Following these events, the infrastructure to manage large amounts of C&D debris grew to meet the demand and continued to expand as the burgeoning economy increased the demand for more housing and commercial building. 

The Board recently allocated grant money available to local governments to promote the practice of deconstruction.  Staff is currently developing the framework for evaluating applications for the grant.  Evidence of established C&D management practices, such as having an existing deconstruction/construction training program including the Youth Build Program, is one of the criteria that would be considered when evaluating applications.
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Mixed demolition debris
The Board’s construction and demolition recycling program aims to encourage maximum diversion of C&D debris.  Up until 1995, the Board’s chief action to deal with disaster debris was to temporarily waive the maximum daily tonnage limits at local landfills as there were few options for reuse or recycling and all debris from flooding was contaminated and required to be landfilled.  

In 1995, the Board approved the “C&D Debris Management Plan” and in 1997 the Board identified C&D debris as a priority material for diversion and adopted the Integrated Waste Management Disaster Plan (publication #310-97-006).  The Board now provides fact sheets, case studies, processor lists, and reports on C&D material reuse and recycling to the construction and demolition industry, local governments, trade associations, and other interested parties.  The C&D recycling program also works closely with the Board’s green building program (see next page) and military base closure groups to provide recycling information and document demolition activities at closing military bases.  For more detailed information see the Board’s Web site at www.cimwb.ca.gov/ConDemo/. 

The Board is also working with the California State Contractors Licensing Board (CSLB) to include C&D reuse/recycling questions in the contractors licensing exams and with the California Department of Transportation to develop specifications for recycled aggregate for use in Caltrans projects and by the greater construction industry.  Also, the Board has contracted with the Building Industry Institute (or BII, the training arm of the California Building Industry Association) to provide construction site waste management concepts to developers, project owners, project managers, and job site superintendents.  Through training classes, seminars, statewide case studies, local industry trade meetings, and trade publication articles, this contract will increase the acceptance and practice of C&D debris recycling and reuse. 

Another important C&D debris diversion tool is the deconstruction (the careful dismantling of a building to recover reuseable construction materials) of structures.  Closing military bases offer a great opportunity for C&D debris reuse and recycling and the Board’s involvement with deconstruction began with the Presidio of San Francisco deconstruction projects, which resulted in case studies with photos (see the Board’s C&D Web site at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ConDemo/CaseStudies/Presidio/).  

More recently, the Board participated in Kaufman and Broad’s deconstruction project at Mather Field Air Force Base in Sacramento.  Deconstruction is labor intensive, as most successful deconstruction is done with hand tools and hand labor.  The Board provided $100,000 in contract assistance to Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) for training of workers to deconstruct obsolete military housing at Mather Field.  The deconstruction training involved field training, classroom training, and development of training manuals that can be used by all local governments and contractors to train new deconstruction workers. 
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Presidio of San Francisco deconstruction project
Results

· The CSLB has published IWMB sponsored C&D articles in its newsletter (circulation of 270,000) and regularly provides the IWMB C&D Recycling Program fact sheets at all eight of its testing centers.

· After three years of Board support to perform analyses and testing, Caltrans concluded its work and published a new specification for Class 2 aggregate base including material processed from reclaimed asphalt concrete and Portland cement concrete.

· The training of low-income students from the SHRA preapprenticeship construction training program was highly successful and of great benefit to the community.
· The BII construction site waste management training given to developers, project owners, project managers, and job-site superintendents has been enthusiastically accepted by the building industry.

Green/Sustainable Building

Buildings account for one-sixth of the world’s fresh water withdrawals, one-quarter of its wood harvests, and two-fifths of its material and energy flows
.  Building “green” is an opportunity to create healthier and more comfortable buildings, provide long-term cost savings, and demonstrate outstanding environmental leadership.  Building “green” also provides a tremendous opportunity to improve the markets for used and recycled-content materials and to divert construction and demolition debris from entering landfills.  For these reasons it has become one of the Board's innovative measures to prevent or reduce waste generation.  

A green building is a structure that is sited, designed, constructed, operated, and deconstructed in an ecological and resource-efficient manner.  Green buildings are designed to meet certain objectives, such as enhancing indoor air quality; using energy, water, materials, and other resources efficiently; and reducing the structure’s overall impact on the environment through its construction and long-term operation.  Design and construction practices used in green buildings include: 

· Using recycled-content construction materials and products.

· Choosing materials with zero or low emissions to improve indoor air quality.

· Orienting the building to maximize the capture of natural light and solar energy.

· Selecting highly energy efficient mechanical and electrical systems.

· Designing the building to provide adequate space for recycling collection.

· Designing landscaping to conserve water and minimize pesticide use and plant trimmings.

· Employing water efficiency through water conserving fixtures, gray water collection, or water recycling systems.

· Minimizing waste generation during the demolition and construction process.

· Monitoring building performance to ensure systems operate as designed.

The Board has focused staff time and considerable fiscal resources over the past two years in furthering green building acceptance at both the state and local level.  This effort began with a green building design “charette” for the soon-to-be-completed Cal/EPA building.  Although the Cal/EPA building will incorporate numerous green building features such as recycled-content carpet, many significant opportunities were missed because the building was designed before green building practices were considered.  This missed opportunity helped the Board understand the enormous market development and waste diversion opportunities that exist in buildings.  The State alone spends more than 
$2 billion annually for building design, construction, renovation, and other capital outlay projects.

In 1999, the Board developed and approved a “Sustainable Building Plan” (a conceptual plan) and a “Sustainable Building Implementation Plan” with assistance from leading green building professionals.  Together these plans provide background, strategy, and state the Board’s long-term vision, goals, two-year objectives, and implementation steps for its green building program.  The Board approved (1) the creation of an executive committee, which is being implemented through the Green Building Task Force (described below), (2) staff efforts to create a California Green Building Council that will integrate and coordinate green building efforts across California, (3) a green building grant program that will award its first grants in spring 2000, and (4) an educational program that including training and guidelines development.  In 2000, the Board will award $2.1 million in grants to local organizations for development of guidelines, educational programs, and to underwrite the design and construction of model green buildings.

Meanwhile, in spring 1999 the Board and sister agencies turned their attention to the proposed $400 million Capitol Area East End Office Complex in downtown Sacramento.  This project became was the first to have an environmental team, comprised of representatives from the California Energy Commission, Department of Health Services, California Air Resources Board, and the Integrated Waste Management Board.  This team became a part of the design/building selection process and through its efforts a significant number of green building design measures and specifications were incorporated into the request for proposal.  When completed, this collection of five office buildings will be exemplary in modeling green building concepts and practices. 

To build on the lessons learned from the East End Project, an informal State government green building task force began meeting in August 1999.  The task force objective is to institutionalize the inclusion of green building practices into State construction projects in an efficient, practical, and cost-effective manner. 

To meet this objective, the taskforce is developing a tiered approach for incorporating green building practices into other projects, whereby buildings of a certain size or type automatically have certain cost-effective green building practices incorporated into them.  Efforts are also underway to formalize the task force under a charter with Cabinet-level executive sponsors.  By working together, the task force will pool its collective expertise so all environmental and economic benefits are maximized for the State of California.

Paper

Paper, including printing and writing paper, newsprint, corrugated cardboard and paperboard, comprises a significant portion of California’s waste stream. While the quantity of paper recovered in California has grown significantly over the past several years, the generation of paper, due in part to a booming economy, continues to grow at an alarming rate.  A tremendous quantity of paper still finds its way into the landfill.  A recent Waste News article stated that “the United States throws away enough office and writing paper annually to build a 12-foot-high wall across the country."
Although not mandated by statute, in 1994, the Board adopted a method to calculate the recovery rate of California postconsumer paper and delineated annual postconsumer paper recovery goals.  These goals require 50 percent recovery by 2000.  The Board annually calculates California’s postconsumer paper recovery rate to track progress (or lack thereof) towards meeting the goals.  While initial years saw steady growth in the recovery rate for postconsumer paper, the last few years have shown declines due to the sharp decrease in Asian demand for California recovered paper due to the Asian economic crisis, as well as continued growth in paper generation due to a robust California economy.

Paper Recovery Rates

	Year
	Recovery Rate Goal
	Calculated Recovery Rate

	2000
	50.0%
	N/A

	1999
	47.6%
	N/A

	1998
	45.3%
	29.68

	1997
	42.9%
	30.62

	1996
	40.5%
	31.22

	1995
	38.1%
	34.24

	1994
	35.8%
	31.86

	1993
	33.4%
	26.30


Much of the paper that is not recycled in California is recyclable; however, California faces unique challenges to boosting its postconsumer paper recovery rate.  For example, most recycled paper mills are located in the southern and eastern portions of the U.S.  As a result, California has traditionally had to rely on export markets for a large portion of its recovered paper.  While this is a benefit when overseas markets are strong, it is a liability when markets are weak.

Of course, recycling is only a part of the solution to the growing generation of postconsumer paper.  Early on, the Board recognized the need to promote waste prevention strategies to businesses and local governments in order to effect real change in postconsumer paper generation.  To begin with, the Board first sought to put its own house in order by developing and implementing a comprehensive waste prevention strategy.  

For the most part, this strategy focused efforts on realizing system efficiencies available through existing technologies, such as the electronic dissemination of information via e-mail and a comprehensive intranet system (BoardNet).  Additionally, through the implementation of this policy, the Board strove to create a corporate culture where if paper is used, it will be used as efficiently as possible.  Printers and copiers purchased were required to be capable of printing on both sides (duplex printing) and staff was expected to construct documents to use as little paper as possible.  

Through these efforts, the Board reduced white office paper use by 25 percent, producing annual savings of 1.8 million sheets of white paper and over $10,000 in reduced purchasing costs.  Additionally, the Board will save another $90,000 annually in reduced postage, photocopying, and printing costs, demonstrating the financial benefits of resource efficiency.  Additionally the Board only purchases 30 percent recycled-content paper. 

To encourage a similar paradigm shift in local government and the business community, the Board developed fact sheets and a Web site describing its program and how others could benefit from it.  The Bank of America provides an excellent example of paper reduction through waste prevention.  Bank of America reduced the weight of its automated teller machine paper and in the process saved 228 tons of paper and $500,000 annually.

The Board also participates in the Recycled Paper Coalition (RPC) at both local and national levels.  The RPC is a voluntary organization (with more than 260 corporate members as of April 1999) of primarily large businesses whose mission is to create a sustained demand for recycled paper through proactive procurement programs.  RPC members include businesses such as Bank of America, Hewlett Packard, and Kinko’s.

The Board has also provided paper waste reduction assistance to specific institutions known for paper generation.  For instance, to encourage the practice of printing on both sides of paper ("duplex printing"), staff prepared a fact sheet about the California rules of court pertaining to duplex-printed briefs and papers, and the benefits of duplex-printed documents.  The Environmental Law Section of the State Bar of California then made this fact sheet available to its members.

Minimum Content Programs

Minimum content programs were established by the Legislature to foster markets for recycled postconsumer materials.  The minimum content programs being administered by the Board are:

· Newsprint program, established by Public Resources Code (PRC) sections 42750-42756.

· Rigid plastic packaging containers program, established by PRC sections 42300-42345.

· Plastic trash bag program, established by PRC sections 42290-42297.

Through the rigid plastic packaging container and trash bag programs, the Board is addressing about 45 percent of the plastic that is landfilled in California. 

Newsprint

California’s recycled-content newsprint law mandates that newsprint consumers use a minimum amount of recycled-content newsprint in their operations.  Newsprint must contain at least 40 percent postconsumer paper fiber to be considered recycled content. Minimum use of recycled-content newsprint is a graduated requirement.  The initial rate for recycled-content newsprint began at 25 percent in 1991 and gradually increased to 50 percent for the year 2000. 

The amount of recycled content newsprint consumed compared to the total amount of newsprint used has steadily increased from 47 percent in 1996 to 53 percent in 1997 and 61 percent in 1998, the last year for which records are available.  The number of businesses complying with the terms of the statute has also steadily increased from 75 percent of 183 newsprint consumers in 1996 to 83 percent in 1997 to 85 percent in 1998 of 170 newsprint consumers for both years.  For 1998, California newsprint consumers collectively reported that 1.84 million metric tons of newsprint was consumed, of which 1.1 million metric tons were recycled content newsprint.

Several times, the Board has found it necessary to take enforcement action against newsprint consumers who failed to comply with the statute.  During the enforcement proceedings, the Board discovered the statute gave the Board authority only to fine late filers and those that filed false or misleading certifications and not to fine those that failed to meet the basic recycling goals of the law.  The Board has since developed a legislative concept requesting a statutory change to allow the Board to fine those that do not meet the recycled content use requirements.  

Results 

· Since 1995, there has been a steady increase in the amount of recycled-content newsprint used by consumers in California.  In fact, the mandate has been exceeded by more than 10 percent as shown in the chart below.
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Rigid Plastic Packaging Containers 

All forms of plastics comprise at least 7 percent of the waste stream by weight and 20 percent by volume.  The use of plastic in packaging is increasing dramatically.  Plastic recycling, however, is not keeping pace.  For example, the volume of polyethylene terephthlalate (PET) soda bottles, sold nationally, increased 50 percent from 1994 through 1997.  The recycling rate for these containers, however, increased by only 11 percent during the same time frame.  According to the Board’s most recent 1999 waste characterization study, the disposal of RPPCs in California landfills increased 62.4 percent from 1995 to 1999.  In addition, the median recycling rate for all RPPCs is trending downward, from 24.6 percent in 1995 to 23.2 percent in 1995 to 21.9 percent in 1997.

In 1991, the California Legislature mandated, through the passage of SB 235 (Hart, Chapter 764, Statutes of 1991), that every rigid plastic packaging container (RPPC) sold or offered for sale in California comply with one of six criteria specified in statute.  The law also required the Board to annually calculate an aggregate recycling rate for all RPPCs and a recycling rate for polyethylene terephthalate (PET) containers.  The statute requires the Board to calculate these rates for previous years, rather than prospectively, as is done by the State of Oregon. 

If these recycling rates are above the levels specified in statute, companies may use them to demonstrate compliance.  If the recycling rates fall below the statutory levels, then product manufacturers doing business in California must demonstrate that they complied with the law by using one of the other four compliance criteria.  These criteria were designed to increase the amount of postconsumer resin used in packaging or reduce the amount of virgin resin in new containers.  If the recycling rates fall below the mandated levels, companies using RPPCs must demonstrate compliance by one of the following  methods: (1) RPPCs must be made with 25 percent postconsumer resin, (2) RPPCs must be reusable or refillable at least five times, (3) RPPCs must be source-reduced by 10 percent, or (4) RPPCs must have a recycling rate of 45 percent if the RPPC is a brand-specific container.
The Board was first required to calculate the RPPC recycling rates in 1995.  The aggregate rate was determined to be within a statistically acceptable range.  The PET rate was below the statutory minimum.  The aggregate 1996 and 1997 recycling rates were also determined to be below the statutory minimum, thus causing the Board to conduct a certification process for the 1996 calendar year.  The Board certified 500 companies from throughout a cross-section of American industry.  The certification process assisted greatly in educating product manufacturers about their responsibility for products packaged in RPPCs and sold in California.  The Board is currently embarking on a certification for the 1997 compliance year, which will target 1,000 product manufacturers and many container manufacturers.

Over the course of the decade, the use of plastics has increased dramatically.  The expanded use of plastics is displacing other packaging materials that have historically had high recycling rates such as glass and aluminum.  Most municipal collection programs allow for the collection of some plastics, primarily soda bottles, milk jugs, and detergent containers.  Processors, however, have had great difficulty in locating stable markets for some of this recovered plastic, and particularly other types of plastic containers. 

Another factor that will affect the RPPC recycling rate is SB 332 that passed in October 1999 (Sher, Chapter 815, Statutes of 1999).  The bill expanded the types of containers that are covered by the California Beverage Container Recycling and Litter Reduction Act (AB 2020, Margolin, Chapter 1290, Statutes of 1986).  This new legislation will result in more plastic being collected.  According to the Department of Conservation, 
2 billion new containers will be recycled as a result of this bill.  This will increase the pressure on local governments and plastic processors to find markets for this recycled material. 

As a result, the Board must intensify its efforts to establish and expand markets for postconsumer plastics in order to assist local governments that have expended millions of dollars on the collection and processing infrastructure for plastics.  New legislation will result in increasing amounts of plastics being collected, hampered by limited and unstable markets for the end use of the plastics collected.

The Board will continue with its public education efforts aimed at product manufacturers using RPPCs by initiating and participating in conferences, workshops, and informal discussions.  Two educational conferences are planned for early 2000.  These will bring product manufacturers, container manufacturers, regulators and other interested parties together to discuss the law, the technological difficulties in, and opportunities for using postconsumer resin in some applications, as well as possible changes to the law which would expand the types of containers covered.  The Board will also continue to actively pursue the certification of companies that use RPPCs.  

In the past, the Board has also supported research into efficient plastic packaging design through grants.  In addition, staff developed a Web site (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Plastics/) to provide information on resin prices, contacts for container manufacturers regularly using postconsumer resins in the production of containers, and links to other informative plastics Web sites.  Most importantly, the Board offered financial incentives such as low interest loans via the RMDZ program to businesses interested in using postconsumer resin in the production of new products.

Results
· To address the inadequate recycling rates, the Board established a certification program that has significantly increased awareness of the law among product manufacturers and container manufacturers throughout the United States.  As a result, product manufacturers and trade associations have been asking staff for assistance in locating container manufacturers that make compliant containers.  Staff has provided this assistance.  

· The Board also entered into compliance agreements with companies such as The Toro Company, 3M, and The Pennzoil/Quaker State Company.  These agreements will ensure their compliance with the law for the year 2000 and beyond.  These agreements will also ensure that more recycled, postconsumer plastic is used in new RPPCs sold in California.

· To assist in the development of new markets, the Board has recently begun outreach efforts to businesses that already use postconsumer plastics to offer assistance such as low interest loans for new equipment or space that would allow an expansion of the business.

Trash Bags

It was estimated that around 850,000 tons of film plastics were generated in California in 1990.  To increase the diversion of film plastics and other polyethylene plastics from landfills, trash bag manufacturers are required to use a specified amount of postconsumer material in their products.  Both trash bag manufacturers and wholesalers are required to submit certifications annually to the Board.  Wholesalers certify the names of companies from which they purchased trash bags from, while manufacturers certify to the Board the amount of postconsumer material used in their plastic products.  

To satisfy the legal requirements of the program, the postconsumer material should be either equal to at least 10 percent by weight of regulated bags offered for sale in California, or at least 30 percent by weight of all of its plastic products offered for sale in the state.  A regulated bag is one with a thickness of 0.7 mil or greater.  If a trash bag manufacturer does not manufacture a regulated bag (i.e., one thinner than 0.7 mil) or does not sell them in California, then it can request to be taken off of the Board’s list of manufacturers.

For the 1998 reporting period, of the 56 trash bag manufacturers known to the Board, 37 have certified, and the remaining 19 did not submit certifications to the Board.  All 29 of the 37 that certified as having sold regulated bags in California, met the recycled plastic postconsumer material use requirement.  Thus, the largest difficulty is getting regulated companies to certify, rather than enforcing compliance with the postconsumer use requirement.  Audits are conducted on selected companies to determine accuracy of information submitted on their certifications.

Results

· The annual tonnage of recycled plastic postconsumer material used by trash bag manufacturers has steadily increased since 1993 as shown in the following chart.
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Tires 

California generates approximately 30 million tires every year, roughly equal to the combined total generated in Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, and Missouri.  The program is funded by a $.25 per tire fee levied at the retail level on the sale of each new tire.  This is the lowest tire program fee assessed by any state.  The collection of the current program fee is scheduled to terminate on January 1, 2001.  Roughly year ago AB 117 (Escutia, Chapter 1020, Statutes of 1998) required the Board to submit a comprehensive report to the legislature on the tire program.  (The report is located at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/default.asp?pubid=769).  The permitting, enforcement and remediation aspects of the Board’s tire program are discussed in other sections of this document.

Virtually everyone agrees that development and use of products made from used tires is the ultimate solution to the waste tire problem.  If markets were strong enough there would be no tire piles or illegal dumping.  Ultimately, economic factors are the driving influences that determine the flow of used tires.  

During the early years of the market development program, 1991–1994, the Board funded grant programs to identify and develop technologies to develop markets primarily in the area of higher technology, such as rubberized asphalt, roofing tiles, and pyrolysis.  While several promising technologies were identified, with the exception of rubberized asphalt concrete and playground surfacing, there was a general lack of success in having commercial investors come forward to develop major new markets.  The chief barriers to developing technologically sophisticated uses for tire derived products are purely economic.  Low landfill disposal fees and the relatively high costs to produce the crumb rubber necessary for most of the end products are the factors adversely affecting higher tire diversion rates.

Since 1995, emphasis has shifted to projects that have the potential to consume large numbers of tires and increase the amount of crumb rubber produced.  These projects include:

· Levee reinforcement.

· Landfill leachate and gas collection.

· Light-weight fill in highway construction projects.

· Energy source for cement kilns and cogeneration facilities.

· Athletic field soil amendment.

· Septic-tank leach fields.

· Alternative daily cover.

· Rubberized asphalt concrete.

· Crumb rubber production and molded rubber products, i.e., playground mats, running track surfacing, tarp retaining systems, etc. 
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Applying Rubberized Asphalt Concrete (RAC)

Results
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Since 1990/91, market development expenditures related to used tires has totaled $11.3 million.  Areas of special emphasis include use of rubberized asphalt concrete and playground mats.  For example, the Board estimates that RAC has the potential to consume 6 million waste tires a year if local public works departments and Caltrans adopt it as a standard road repair technology.  To increase familiarity among local governments, the Board has funded the establishment of two technology centers, one in Los Angeles and one in Sacramento, at a total of $1.5 million.

Current vs Potential Uses for Passenger Tires

Conclusion

Although there are still many challenges, the Board has had success in working with both local jurisdictions and the private sector to develop and expand markets for collected recyclable materials.  The Board’s programs targeting its priority materials have increased waste diversion and increased markets.  However, there is much more to be done in the areas of compliance and enforcement of minimum content programs, promoting green building and procurement standards, creating regional markets, and developing partnerships and economic incentives.  These topics are explored in Section 3: Looking to the Future.

State Agency Responsibility

Local jurisdictions are not the only group responsible for diverting and reducing waste.  Each State agency is responsible for establishing recycling programs and for procuring recycled-content products.  The Board is responsible for monitoring the progress of State agencies as well as for providing program establishment assistance.  There are two Board programs to accomplish this: Project Recycle, which oversees the establishment of State agency recycling programs, and State Agency Buy Recycled, which monitors agencies’ progress in procurement.
Historically, State agencies have not done a good job addressing waste diversion and reduction issues.  During the 1998-99 and 1999-2000 budget sessions, the Legislative Analyst Office raised various issues about the poor performance of State agencies in the waste diversion and buy recycled areas.  Supplemental Report language to the budget required the Board to prepare a report on the Project Recycle program identifying program activities and barriers to State agency waste diversion efforts, and recommendation to improve program effectiveness.

Program Activities

Project Recycle

Project Recycle is the State’s waste reduction and recycling program administered by the Board.  Project Recycle is designed to assist State agencies in decreasing the amount of waste they generate and dispose in landfills through waste diversion activities.  Specifically, the Board manages State recycling contracts, provides waste prevention training and technical assistance, purchases recycling and source separation equipment, and tracks waste diversion and revenue data.  

Originally, Project Recycle primarily operated as a white paper recycling program in the Department of General Service (DGS).  After the passage of AB 939 and AB 4 (Eastin, Chapter 1094, Statutes of 1989)—the law requiring State agencies to develop recycling programs—Project Recycle administration was transferred to the Board.  The Board adopted two program goals:  (1) implement recycling programs in all State-owned and/or leased facilities, and (2) divert 50 percent of the waste generated at facilities from landfills by the year 2000.

Project Recycle accomplishments and progress during the period 1991 to 1999 include:

· Increased the number of State facility recycling programs by 1,100 percent (from 150 to more than 1,800).

· Increased the amount of materials recycled by 3,150 percent (from 2,000 tons/year to more than 63,000 tons/year). 

· Expanded from primarily a paper only collection program to include 77 different types of materials.

· Executed 14 contracts to recover scrap paper, metals, textiles, pallets, telephone directories, and laser toner and ink jet cartridges.

· Purchased more than 70,000 pieces of recycling and waste reduction equipment, including metal and plastic containers, workstation bins, seven hydraulic balers to compact large amounts of corrugated cardboard, and two organic digesters.

· Implemented three model interagency waste reduction agreements with Humboldt State University, San Francisco State University, and San Marcos State University. 

· Developed and managed a waste diversion operational network, including local conservation corps, nonprofit organizations, recycling-based businesses, and departmental recycling coordinators.

· Developed various educational and promotional materials.

Design for Recycling

Recycling at State facilities is often not considered until a State agency moves into a building.  The Board is working with DGS to incorporate space and equipment for recycling into the design of new State buildings.  The Board has provided recommendations for facility designs to facilitate recycling at the following buildings: the Elihu M. Harris Building in Oakland, the San Francisco Civic Center, the Cal/ EPA Building in Sacramento, the Attorney General Building in Sacramento, San Bernardino Government Center, and the East End Project in Sacramento.  For the East End Project, Project Recycle provided recommendations concerning the baseline requirements for recycling infrastructure, planning for source separation, loading dock design, and recycling equipment recommendations.

State Agency Buy Recycled

All State agencies must report to the Department of General Services (DGS) and the Board on their progress in meeting recycled-content product procurement goals.  The Board markets the program to State agency procurement officers and tracks agency progress toward achieving the procurement goals annually.  Reporting for each of the four fiscal years for which the Board has received reports has not changed dramatically.  The percentage of recycled-content product purchases of the total reported purchases has historically been approximately 50 percent.  The total dollars reported and the total recycled product purchases have also remained fairly steady.  A significant increase in both total reported purchases and in RCP purchases is expected for fiscal year 1998/99; however, the increases will primarily be due to increased reporting of steel product purchases.

However many purchases are not being tracked and reported each year.  Agencies have not yet established accurate or comprehensive procurement tracking systems, be they manual or electronic.  Therefore, many procurements, whether typical commodity purchases, or products, goods, materials, and supplies obtained through service contracts and public works projects are not being captured.  The Board estimates that less than 10 percent of all reportable procurements are being tracked and reported each year.

Of note is DGS’s renewed commitment to support this program.  Recently, a senior-level staff person was hired to oversee department procurement activities and to spearhead a buy recycled products taskforce aimed at increasing State agency participation.

Used Oil

In 1995, staff from Board and the Caltrans headquarters equipment service center met with members of the DGS procurement office to present extensive research findings concerning current re-refined oil quality and technology.  As a result, in August 1995, DGS modified its existing two-year 1994 lubricant contract to purchase re-refined lubricants.  For the 1996 two-year lubricant contract, DGS expanded the number of re-refined oil grades and amounts, and for the 1999 two-year contract, continued to expand by purchasing even more re-refined oil grades.  To date, DGS, Caltrans headquarters equipment service center, and the Board have not experienced any adverse quality or performance problems associated with the use of re-refined oil.
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Rubberized Asphalt Concrete
Governor Davis recently signed SB 827 (Sher, Chapter 816, Statutes of 1999), which may positively affect the use of rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC) by Caltrans.  The bill requires the Director of Transportation to make a determination of the cost effectiveness of using recycled versus virgin paving materials.  In doing so, the director must consider the life span, durability, and maintenance cost of the pavement containing recycled materials.  Because RAC has been demonstrated to exceed conventional asphalt concrete in these areas, its use should be increased. 

The use of RAC by Caltrans has fluctuated over the last 10 years.  From 1989/92 Caltrans' RAC use grew, peaking at 550,000 tons in 1992.  In 1993/94 use decreased to 260,000 tons, then increased to 460,000 tons in 1996.  In 1997 usage declined again to 270,000 tons, then increased to 300,000 tons in 1998. 

The Board has funded two research based interagency agreements with Caltrans totaling $1 million.  The first agreement was to investigate the material properties of RAC.  The second agreement was to field test various strategies to maintain highways.  The Board has worked over the last eight years to assist Caltrans in carrying out its RAC program and is currently partnering with Caltrans and RAC industry representatives to resolve issues that are hindering the increased use of RAC by Caltrans.

Conclusion

State agencies have not always stepped up to the plate in the area of meeting the diversion mandates.  Overall there is a poor record of participation and more is needed to help ensure that we achieve the Act’s mandates.  This has been the subject of legislative reports and bills including the recently enacted AB 75.  For a further discussion of needed actions see Section 3: Looking to the Future. 

Public Outreach and Environmental Education

A public outreach and education component exists for virtually every Board program and activity from waste prevention to market development to enforcement, consistent with Public Resources Code section 42600.  Statute requires the Board to establish a statewide public information and education program “to encourage participation by the general public, business, government, and industry in all phases of integrated waste management.”  In addition to program specific education and outreach efforts, the Board has embarked on several independent initiatives to increase the public's awareness of waste reduction and integrated waste management.  Currently, the Board's award-winning Web site is now one of the primary instruments to deliver these initiatives to the public.  The Board’s efforts can be broken down into two main areas—public outreach and environmental education.

Program Activities

Public Outreach

Campaigns

During the past 10 years, the Board conducted one major statewide media campaign that spanned several years, and participated in numerous regional campaigns to encourage California's residents to increase their waste reduction and recycling efforts.  These campaigns have played a central role in enhancing public awareness and changing behavior as it relates to resource conservation issues.

Between 1991 and 1996 the Board implemented its only statewide media campaign, entitled “Leave Less Behind for the Future.”  This $6.4 million campaign was designed to survey the public's knowledge of waste reduction strategies and, in so doing, help local governments meet the mandates of the Integrated Waste Management Act.  Market research from this campaign served as the basis for many Board efforts to educate Californians on how to prevent waste generation.  Pilot advertising campaigns were introduced in Bakersfield and Sacramento and, eventually, the campaign went statewide after the Board formed a marketing partnership with the California State Association of Counties, the League of California Cities, the California Broadcasters Association, and a national advertising firm.  

The campaign provided residents with information on how to reduce waste by practicing such things as buying in bulk, reducing junk mail, and composting food and yard wastes.  The State placed television, radio, and print ads in major media markets and gave media kits to local governments.  These media kits provided the tools to coordinate local efforts with the statewide campaign.  Included were step-by-step instructions on how to use the television/radio public service announcements on waste reduction, composting, excess packaging, and illegal dumping; camera-ready ads and brochures; educational videos; and artwork for garbage truck placards.

As part of the Leave Less Behind for the Future campaign, the Board also funded a number of pilot waste reduction projects.  These included a hotel waste stream audit by a consortium of five southern California cities and follow-up workshops, a junk mail audit by the City of Albany, a yard waste audit by the City of Glendale, and a school food waste audit by the City of Berkeley.

In 2000, the Board will initiate a new statewide public awareness effort to help local jurisdictions with a final "push" towards the AB 939 diversion goals.  This effort will be coordinated with the expanded Bottle Bill education and outreach program being developed by the Department of Conservation in response to SB 332, Sher (Chapter 815, Statutes of 1999).
Sponsorships

Over the years, the Board, through sponsorships or other in-kind services, has been actively involved in numerous regional, statewide, and national recycling and waste reduction events and campaigns that include: 

· Several holiday waste reduction media campaigns between Thanksgiving and New Year, dovetailing with the national Use Less Stuff Day, held each November.  This effort concentrates on Christmas tree recycling, reducing and reusing wrapping paper and greeting cards, etc.

· America Recycles Day, a national effort to promote recycling and buying recycled goods.  Over the past three years, the Board has participated in dozens of America Recycles Day events throughout the state.

· 2nd Chance Week, one of nation's largest promotions of consumer reuse and waste prevention.

· "Save Money & the Environment, Too", a multilingual (English/Spanish/Chinese) advertising campaign in the Bay Area emphasizing waste prevention and buying recycled.

· Market-specific advertising that promotes waste prevention, recycling, and hotline access to community information on such venues as KCBS Radio's "Trash Talk" program in San Francisco.

· Public education campaigns incorporated into every used oil block grant and most household hazardous waste grants awarded by the Board to local jurisdictions.

· The annual State Fair, various county fairs, conferences, trade shows and environmental events at schools, colleges, churches and businesses, where Board members and staff promote waste diversion, provide technical expertise and discuss waste management issues on a continuous basis.

· The use of recycled-content premiums to reinforce the waste-wise ethic.

Public Outreach Tools

How-To Guides

Among the more than 500 publications available from the Board are numerous how-to guides designed for the general public as well as specialized audiences that include school districts, businesses, recyclers, builders, and local governments.  Practical information is available on a wide variety of topics including appliance recycling, construction and demolition materials recovery, green building, curbside collection cost planning, disaster planning, fire prevention at used oil collection centers, conducting diversion studies and waste assessments, playground grant programs, and writing and submitting planning documents.  Also, there is a wealth of information on waste reduction and recycling in homes and businesses, composting, and grasscycling.  

Environmental Hotline
Beginning in 1992, the Board established a toll-free hotline to provide the public with waste diversion information including how and where to participate in local recycling programs.  In order to provide expanded service, in 1997, the Board’s hotline information was merged into Earth’s 911, also known as the California Environmental Hotline (1-800-CLEANUP).  Earth’s 911 is a bilingual English/Spanish, ZIP-code driven, 24-hour, seven-day-a-week hotline that provides information tailored to each caller, including where their closest recycling centers are, and a wide range of other environmental information.  

The hotline is funded by grants from the Board, the U.S. Postal Service and various private-sector partners such as Microsoft, BP Solar, Bank of America, and the Home Depot.  During a recent testing period of Earth's 911, the Board found that the state-of-the-art automated recycling hotline and mirrored Web site (www.1800cleanup.org) successfully provided important environmental information to nearly 4,000 Californians each month.

Worldwide Web Site (www.ciwmb.ca.gov)
The Board’s award winning Web site is an ideal tool for reaching a public that is spread over such a large geographical area.  The Board continually works to make the information easy to access and to expand the site with more services and information.  The site includes: 

· A catalog of more than 500 publications, most of which are available electronically (the rest can be ordered on line).

· An interactive waste management quiz for children and adults.

· A site where individuals can enter their ZIP code and find the nearest place to take their used oil or other recyclables.

· Information for teachers, including K-12 curriculum, workshop announcements, and sample lessons.

· More than 3,000 pages of information on market development, permitting and enforcement, grant opportunities, upcoming events, Board agenda items, and waste management topics.

· Hyperlinks to nearly 500 other waste diversion sites, contacts, and references.

Rather than making a phone call, trying to locate the correct person at their desk, and/or possibly waiting for something in the mail, the public has instant access to information.  This saves staff time, paper, and mailing and reproduction costs, thereby saving money for California taxpayers.

Environmental Education

The Board has two school education mandates:

· PRC section 42603 requires the Board, with the assistance of the California Department of Education (CDE), to develop and implement instructional programs to teach the concepts of integrated waste management at the 8,000 K-12 schools throughout the state.  

· PRC section 42620 requires the Board to develop and implement a source reduction and recycling program targeting the more than 1,200 school districts.  

To develop and implement these mandates, in 1992, the Board surveyed school districts to determine, among other things, the number of recycling programs, the need for technical assistance, and the types and amounts of materials generated and collected.  In its first step to meet the school education and diversion mandates, the Board held two successful education symposia to bring together representatives from State and local government, business and industry, and education professionals to provide input in the development of education programs in California schools.  Recommendations from these symposia were used to develop a strategic school diversion and environmental education plan.

School Instructional Program

Compendium

In 1991, the Board and the CDE partnered to develop the Environmental Education Compendium for Integrated Waste Management (publication #502-93-001).  This publication is part of a series of six compendia provided in partnership with the California Department of Education and used by educators nationally to identify and evaluate quality instructional materials in integrated waste management.  In 1993 the National Association of Professional Environmental Communicators ranked the compendium first among individual communications tools.  Currently the Board and CDE are now completing a revision of the compendium that will be available early spring 2000.

Closing the Loop

Through the compendium review process, California educators identified Closing the Loop as the best curriculum for teaching students about integrated waste management.  Consequently, the Board purchased the copyright for this curriculum and adapted it to California technical concepts and education frameworks.  This interdisciplinary curriculum, available in both English and Spanish, is action oriented and allows teachers to incorporate waste prevention, recycling, and composting into classroom lessons.

Recently, California teachers suggested that the technical content and educational pedagogy of this nine-year-old curriculum be updated.  Thus, with the assistance of the California Department of Education, the Board is now completing a revision process that focuses on project-based learning, alignment with California’s new educational content standards and frameworks, improved teacher usability, and more applicability to kindergarten through grade six.  In addition, a template has been developed that enables the curriculum to be customized by local governments to reflect local themes and issues.  The City/County of San Francisco is one jurisdiction that is taking advantage of this feature.  In the recent revised compendium review process, the new Closing the Loop  curriculum (publication #322-99-009) was ranked number one in both K-3 and 4-6 grade level categories.

The Board’s current efforts to link the revised curriculum to education standards and redesign its school Web site (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Schools/) to make it more interactive should also increase its use in the classroom. 
Project Learning Tree Municipal Solid Waste Module

The Board recently adopted the interdisciplinary Municipal Solid Waste Module for seventh through twelfth grades.  This module was prepared in partnership with a national education organization, Project Learning Tree, and is coordinated through the California Department of Forestry.  The module is geared to assist upper grade teachers incorporate current solid waste issues into their lessons and helps students realize that they can create a positive change in their community and environment. 

Earth Resources—A Case Study: Oil

Through a partnership with the K-12 Alliance and the California Department of Education, the Board published a high school science module, entitled Earth Resources—A Case Study: Oil (publication #333-98-010).  While oil is used as the case study for activities and investigations, the concepts apply to all resources.  This broad conceptual design was critical in making the curriculum appeal to teachers and the students.  Through hands-on laboratory investigations, students identify the environmental impacts of using natural resources and the positive actions they can take to protect the environment.  Implementation of this education program is facilitated in part by local jurisdictions’ used oil and household hazardous waste grants, which provide resources for cities and counties to sponsor teacher-training workshops. 

Worms, Worms, and Even More Worms

In a school setting, vermicomposting can set the stage for a variety of interdisciplinary activities using school cafeteria waste for the worm bin, conducting experiments while maintaining the bin in the classroom, and using the finished product in the school garden.  This resource guide (publication #322-98-008) is designed to help teachers get a vermicomposting system started and provides lessons to link the projects to student learning.

Teacher Training Workshops

Since 1994 interested educators have been able to receive a copy of Closing the Loop, and since 1998, copies of Earth Resource—A Case Study: Oil, and the Municipal Solid Waste Module by attending one of the Board’s teacher training workshops.  Each educator who participates in a workshop receives a copy of the curriculum, training on how to use the curriculum, and becomes part of the Board’s teacher database.  By June 30, 2000 the Board estimates it will have completed 225 workshops, reaching a total of 4,688 participants. 

Education Partnerships

In an effort to become a national and international leader in environmental education, the Board has partnered with various educational organizations including: 

· The Board is a member of the California Environmental Education Interagency Network, a consortium of education staff from all of the agencies under Cal/EPA, Resources Agency, and the California Department of Education (CDE).  This network facilitates collaboration and resource sharing in K-12 education initiatives.  One of the highlights of this network is a partnership with The Walt Disney Company in the promotion of Jiminy Cricket’s Environmentality Challenge, a fun and challenging way to inspire fifth graders statewide to learn more about their environment and apply their understanding through the development of responsible environmental action projects.  More projects selected by students focus on school and community waste management issues than any other environmental theme.  Participation in Environmentality started at 12,000 in 1994 and increased to more than 60,000 students in 1999.

· The California Regional Environmental Education Coordinator Network (CREEC) is sponsored by CDE.  There are 11 regions within the state with environmental leaders in each region building partnerships with local teachers, community organizations, agencies, and businesses to support K-12 environmental education.  The Board provides resources and support to the CREEC’s and utilizes this network to market its education programs.

· The Board is a member of the Golden State Environmental Education Consortium, a diverse group representing public, private and nonprofit organizations with an interest in promoting environmental education in California.  This consortium receives funding from U.S. EPA and is developing a strategic plan for the state in 
K-12 environmental education.

School Diversion

Waste prevention and recycling programs in the schools can significantly assist cities and counties in meeting the solid waste diversion goals; even though schools are not mandated to implement such programs.  School waste prevention and recycling programs also educate children on the importance of these activities, and teach them waste management skills that will last throughout their lives.  The Board works with schools throughout the state to implement waste prevention and recycling programs

As part of the original 1992 school survey, the Board found that, of those reporting school districts, just four percent engaged in district-wide recycling programs.  Results of the survey showed that existing recycling programs were typically organized by an enthusiastic teacher or through an environmental club.  School-wide, and certainly district-wide, programs were rare.  The Board realized that if districts were going to divert large amounts of waste, then programs would need to include the cooperation of the entire district.  

To understand the implementation barriers school diversion programs faced, the Board selected five school districts to participate in pilot waste prevention and recycling programs.  In 1994 information gathered from these pilots and regional training workshops was used to develop three how-to guides:  A District-wide Approach to Recycling (publication #500-94-009), Seeing Green Through Waste Prevention (publication #500-94-010), and Going Beyond Recycling, Buy Recycled (publication #322-95-001).  These guides were distributed to local government recycling coordinators, school district personnel, and private industry to assist schools in establishing waste diversion programs. 

From the 1992 statewide survey, staff developed a database of school district programs; local government representatives working with schools, industry contacts, and environmental organizations.  This database works as a networking resource to link schools with local contacts and school districts of comparable size that can serve as a model for new program development.

In 1999, the Board conducted a second survey and found the number of districts with programs had increased to 260 (26 percent).  Despite the improvement, the survey revealed that nearly half of all school districts still had no recycling programs and most recycling programs operate at the individual school level and not through school districts.  The survey also showed that, given schools’ priority to improve academic standards, diversion programs are difficult to develop and sustain. 

An Integrated Approach

As originally indicated, the Board took a two-track approach to school programs—treating diversion programs and education curricula separately.  However, in 1998, staff realized by investing in a comprehensive integrated waste management program approach, linking instructional programs to on-site recycling efforts would improve diversion rates and enable students to put into practice what they learned in the classroom.  

Two model school contracts, one with San Bernardino County and one with the Alameda County Waste Management Authority, provided seed funding to develop pilot integrated education and diversion programs.  Students, faculty, and administrative/custodial staff of these schools worked together to conduct waste audits, develop recycling measures, promote composting of yard waste and cafeteria waste, and established instructional school gardens. 

As a result of these pilot programs, the Board developed case studies and is currently implementing a school district diversion assistance grant program.  Additionally, the Board entered into a partnership with the California Department of Education to provide grants for school gardens.  Hopefully these projects, coupled with staff technical assistance, will help jump start school district waste prevention and recycling statewide.  

Conclusion

While progress has been made in educating the various sectors of the population about waste diversion and proper waste management, there is much more work to be done.  
As discussed in Section 3, Looking to the Future, public outreach campaigns and partnerships, participation in public recognition programs such as America Recycles Day, Web site development, case studies, and knowledge management will play a key role in the public education and awareness efforts that are critical to changing behavior as the Board continues to implement programs targeting different audiences and wastes. 

In addition, what happens in our schools will have a profound effect on California’s future.  The discussion in Section 3 will show that the Board is poised to invigorate its programs designed to help California’s schools realize the benefits of strong environmental education and diversion program implementation.  Booming school growth will also provide an opportunity to design and build schools utilizing green construction techniques and materials.

Permitting and Operations

The Integrated Waste Management Act requires the Board to ensure that nonhazardous solid waste and recovered recyclables are stored, processed, and/or disposed of in a safe and environmentally sound manner.  This is accomplished through the development and enforcement of environmental and health regulations (www.ciwmb.cw.gov/Regulations/) at solid waste facilities, including landfills, transfer stations, composting operations, material recovery, and transformation facilities. 

Regulatory Framework 

Passage of the Act and issuance of federal Subtitle D regulations in 1991 significantly expanded the Board’s regulatory oversight and responsibility over solid waste facilities.  The Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Subtitle D established a new regulatory framework for protection of public health and safety and the environment from the potential impacts of landfills.  The U.S. EPA-adopted federal standards require design and construction of engineered liners and final covers; standards for daily cover, vector control, and exclusion of hazardous wastes; financial assurances; and leachate and landfill gas monitoring and control systems.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 40598, the Board is designated as the State waste management agency for federal requirements affecting solid waste.  In 1993, the Board revised the State’s solid waste landfill regulatory program in partnership with local enforcement agencies and the State Water Resources Control Board to achieve federal approval under Subtitle D. 

Historical Landfill Design

The potential public health and safety impacts associated with landfills (see illustration, next page) included: 

· Landfill gas contains methane, a flammable gas, carbon dioxide and trace volatile organic compounds.  These products are the result of the natural biological decomposition of waste.  It can accumulate in on-site structures or migrate off site, posing a risk of fire or explosion.  In addition, landfill gas can displace air, posing an asphyxiation threat and damaging vegetation while the volatile organic compounds can pose potential long term human health threats.

· Leachate is the liquid formed by the drainage of liquids from waste or by the percolation or flow of liquid through waste.  Leachate can contaminate groundwater, including domestic water supplies.

· Litter.  Besides being unsightly, accumulations of litter can attract vectors (e.g., flies, rats) and pose a fire hazard.

· Odor can also attract vectors and may induce a serious reaction from landfill neighbors whether or not there is an associated health risk.

· Dust is a health hazard and can obscure the vision of landfill workers or users. 

· Site security.  In unmanned, unfenced landfills it is virtually impossible to control illegal dumping such as the disposal of hazardous waste, how and where the waste is deposited, user contact with exposed waste, fires, etc.

Historical Landfill Design
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Modern Landfill Design and Control Systems

The complex design and containment of landfills (see illustration, next page) required by California State regulations approved under Subtitle D to address these impacts:

· Landfill gas is controlled through a system that collects the gas in wells and pipes it to either a flare where it is burned and destroyed or to a mini power plant for the generation of electricity.

· Leachate is controlled through a collection and removal system consisting of a low permeable base liner, collection pipes, pumps, and storage tanks.  The leachate can be treated on site or may be piped to a waste water treatment facility.

· Litter is controlled by application of daily cover material (soil or equivalent) and a litter prevention and collection program.

· Odor is controlled by the application of daily cover material.  The landfill gas collections system also controls odors associated with landfill gas.

· Dust is controlled through a suppression program, which primarily involves the application of water and restrictions on activities during windy periods.

· Site security.  With personnel on site at all times, the operator has control on all site operations.  Fencing keeps the site secured when closed.

Modern Landfill Design
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Solid Waste Enforcement Agencies
Legislation established joint responsibility between the Board and local enforcement agencies (LEA) for the effective management of solid waste in California.  Although the Board and LEAs act in partnership to provide regulatory oversight of all solid waste facilities, each entity performs a distinct role in the process.  The State empowers the local enforcement agencies to enforce solid waste laws, and to implement Board policies for correct operation, permitting, and closure of California's solid waste facilities.  

As part of the environmental health profession, local enforcement agencies receive training in a broad array of environmental and public health aspects of waste management.  In the local government structure, local enforcement agency staff works within a Health Department or an Environmental Health Department of a city or county. Occasionally, a city local enforcement agency resides in a code enforcement division or community services department.  Local enforcement agencies also establish and enforce local ordinances adopted pursuant to State solid waste statute and regulations.  Finally, local enforcement agencies are much more familiar with the unique circumstances that each operation presents.
Designation and Certification of Local Enforcement Agencies 

The Board traditionally relied on local government to implement State regulatory programs at solid waste facilities.  During the 1990’s, the Board began a strong working partnership starting with the certification of local agencies shown in the following steps.

The local governing body (city council or county board of supervisors) designates an enforcement agency.  The agency designation must preclude conflict of interest with local waste management entities (ownership and operation).  The Board assesses the agency for adequacy of staffing, technical expertise and budget resources.  Local enforcement agencies must employ Registered Environmental Health Specialists in order to provide the broad-based environmental expertise required by solid waste law.  If the local enforcement agency meets all the criteria, the Board certifies the agency to regulate solid waste for its jurisdiction. 

The Board may rescind a local enforcement agency’s designation approval and certification if the agency is found to be not adequately fulfilling its responsibilities, for example: 

· Process and maintain current and accurate permits and closure plans.

· Inspect sites according to their inspection frequencies.

· Take appropriate and timely enforcement actions 

· Maintain certification requirements (budget, personnel, training, etc.).

If the Board rescinds a local enforcement agency’s designation approval and certification, the Board serves as the enforcement agency until the Board approves the designation of and certifies a new agency.

The Board has certified 56 local enforcement agencies covering enforcement duties throughout the state (see www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEACentral/LEADirectory/ for a listing of local enforcement agencies).  Some LEAs oversee jurisdictions that include multiple counties. 

Board staff monitors the quality of local enforcement agency performance and of the documents they submit, and conducts an overall program evaluation every three years (or more frequently as determined by the Board) following the initial certification.  Specific regulations and statute govern local enforcement agency performance and are used when staff conducts evaluations.  In the initial round of evaluations, conducted between 1993 and 1997, the Board identified deficiencies in the following areas: inspection and reporting, timely enforcement action and follow-up on enforcement actions, permit processing and review, and local resource allocation.  Through the evaluations and technical assistance provided by the Board, local enforcement agencies have corrected many deficiencies.  

Board staff is currently conducting the second round of local enforcement agency evaluations.  The Board’s Web site for evaluations provides all the information needed by local enforcement agencies to describe the process and tips for improving program performance (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEAEval/).

Realizing Partnership Between the Board and Local Enforcement Agencies

In April 1996 the Board and the California Conference of Directors of Environmental Health, representing the majority of local enforcement agencies, agreed to work in partnership to identify and resolve issues to better promote mutual interests for meeting solid waste management legislative mandates.  This joint effort was called “Partnership 2000,” a name which has carried forward to the present.  A complete description of partnership efforts is located in the section titled “Assistance.”

Program Activities

Permitting 

Tiered Permits/Streamlined Regulations

To achieve the diversion mandates of the Act, the Board, local governments, and the private sector aggressively implemented diversion programs and recycling market development efforts (e.g., residential curbside collection and commercial separation of recyclables, zoning changes for composting, residential drop-off and buyback centers).  Programs like these and others such as the handling and disposal of less traditional types of wastes brought to light that the regulatory structure in place in the early 1990s was not appropriate for the variety of emerging handling methods.

Prior to 1994, virtually all solid waste handling facilities were required to obtain a "full" solid waste facility permit, or an exemption, from the local enforcement agency with concurrence by the Board.  In November 1994, the Board adopted regulations (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Regulations/Title14/) implementing a tiered regulatory structure for all solid waste facilities and solid waste handling operations.  The structure is designed to be flexible to accommodate the variety of handling methods and provide a level of regulatory oversight commensurate with the impacts associated with the solid waste handling or disposal activity. 

The regulations established four tiers in addition to the existing full solid waste facilities permit.
1. Full

· Requires operator to submit a significant amount of information including an application, proof of compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, and a “report of facility information.”

· 150 day permit process (not including California Environmental Quality Act compliance, local land use, or other regulatory/government agency approvals).

· Board concurrence is required.

· Enforcement agency issues permit with “site specific” conditions.

· Subject to state minimum standards.

· Enforcement agency inspects monthly.

2. Standardized

· Requires operator to submit a significant amount of information including an application, proof of compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, and a “report of facility information.”

· 75-day permit process (not including California Environmental Quality Act compliance, local land use, or other regulatory/government agency approvals).

· Board concurrence is required.

· Enforcement Agency issues permit with “standardized” conditions set forth in regulation.

· Subject to State minimum standards.

· Enforcement agency inspects monthly.

3. Registration

· Requires the operator to complete a one-page application and provide limited information, including a general description of the facility, site map, location map, and facility and operator information.

· 30-day process.

· Board delegates authority to concur in permit to the local enforcement agency.

· Subject to state minimum standards.

· Enforcement agency inspects monthly.

4. Enforcement Agency Notification

· Requires operator to notify enforcement agency prior to commencing operations.

· Requires operator to provide minimal information including location of the operation, location where the owner and operator may be contacted, and a description of the operation.

· No permit issued.

· Subject to state minimum standards.

· Inspection frequency determined by enforcement agency unless set in regulation.

5. Excluded 

· Is for those operations that pose no environmental or public health and safety concerns.

· Allows operator to commence operations without notifying the local enforcement agency.

· No permit issued.

· Not inspected.

State minimum standards are operational and closure-related requirements adopted by the Board and applied to all solid waste facilities for the protection of public health, safety and the environment.  They include requirements for the control of dust, litter, and noise, maintenance of roads and equipment, load checking for hazardous waste, and the placement of cover material and monitoring of explosive gases at landfills.  For landfills, see www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Regulations/Title27/default.htm#chapter3.  For all other transfer or processing operations, see www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Regulations/Title14/default#chapter3.

The regulations established only the tiered structure.  To be applicable, the Board must adopt regulations to set minimum standards and place different types of operations and facilities in the tiers.  The Board has adopted tiered regulations for composting, non-hazardous contaminated soil, non-hazardous ash, and transfer/processing.  The Board is currently developing tiered regulations for construction and demolition debris (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Rulemaking/CDMater/).  Additional information regarding the tiered regulatory structure is available at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEACentral/Regs/Tiered/). 

Permit Process

Long before the Board reviews a permit, the operator of a solid waste facility addresses local requirements such as zoning and land use permits.  Typically this is the time that a complete environmental assessment is made as required by the California Environmental Quality Act.  Local enforcement agencies and Board participate in the California Environmental Quality Act process, as do other agencies with regulatory responsibility for the facility’s design and operation.  

After an application is submitted, the local enforcement agency reviews all the technical documents and determines if the facility will be compliant with all solid waste facility requirements.  The local enforcement agency then prepares a solid waste facility permit then forwards the permit to the Board for review.  The Board has from 30 to 60 days in which to concur with or deny the permit.  The LEA issues the permit after Board concurrence.  Board review ensures that applicable laws, regulations, and procedures have been followed; that financial assurance is available for operating liability and for closure/postclosure maintenance; and that operating conditions are delineated.  The Board also reviews permits for consistency with local waste management plans and California Environmental Quality Act documents.  Permits are required to be revised upon changes in design or operation that affect the permit conditions.

In addition, local enforcement agencies review permits every five years or more frequently if necessary.  The local enforcement agency summarizes and makes their findings in a permit review report submitted to the Board.  The findings may indicate a permit should be revised to accurately describe planned changes to design and operations. The planned changes may also require additional environmental review and revisions to some or all of the local approvals. 

Permits Updated

Management of solid waste at facilities is not static.  Operators are constantly adjusting their facility design and operations to adapt to changes in the solid waste infrastructure.  In many cases these changes require the permit to be revised to reflect the new designs or operations at the facility.  In some situations there is a lag between the determination of the need for a permit revision and the completion of the process to update the permit.  There are a variety of reasons for this lag.  The delays in updating permits may be attributed to a lengthy local review and approval process, outstanding compliance problems, and litigation.  

[image: image18.wmf]0

10

20

30

40

50

60

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

(millions of tons)

Statewide Reported Disposal

Estimated Statewide Diversion

Early in 1998, as part of a strategic planning effort, the Board initiated a focused effort to update all permits issued prior to 1990.  This effort resulted in a 40 percent reduction in the number of permits needing to be updated.  As indicated in the charts below, of the 589 permitted facilities, 85 needed updated permits at the beginning of 1998.  By the end of 1999, this number was reduced to 51 or 8.5 percent of all solid waste facility permits.

Permit Update Status

A new loan program now supports the facility permit update effort.  In 1999 the Legislature created the Facility Compliance Loan program to mitigate compliance barriers at small, rural solid waste facilities.  The program will provide a total of $2.88 million in no-interest loans over two years for that purpose.  The funds may be used for upgrading environmental monitoring and control systems, upgrading operating equipment, providing all-weather internal roads and dumping pads and to correct other problems which have been compliance barriers at small, rural solid waste facilities.  Correcting these kinds of chronic problems will allow many small, rural facilities to be properly permitted and operated within State standards.

Operations and Enforcement
Local enforcement agencies perform monthly facility inspections (less frequent inspections for some operations), prepare inspection reports, and issue any resultant corrective actions, cease-and-desist orders and/or penalties.  On request of a local jurisdiction Board staff may be contracted to act as the enforcement agency.  Board staff serving as the Enforcement Agency performs all duties of the local enforcement agency for solid waste regulatory oversight.  Currently, the Board serves as the enforcement agency in the counties of Stanislaus and Santa Cruz and the cities of Berkeley, Paso Robles, and Stockton.  The Board may also assume enforcement agency duties if it finds that a local enforcement agency is not fulfilling one or more of its responsibilities. 

Board personnel review local enforcement agencies inspection reports, may recommend enforcement actions, review local enforcement agencies’ orders, inspect all active landfills every 18 months, and inspect other facilities as needed to evaluate local enforcement agency performance.  

Appeals 

The Board may hear an appeal of a local hearing panel decision.  Appeals to the Board are limited to the review of the written decisions made by a local hearing panel.  Specific issues subject to the local hearing panel process include local enforcement agency permit and enforcement actions as well as the local enforcement agency’s failure to act.  If an appellant fails to raise substantial issues or failed to participate in the local hearing panel the Board may choose not to hear the appeal.  Appeals heard by the Board are usually conducted during a public hearing.

Inventory of Solid Waste Facilities Not in Compliance

The Board is statutorily mandated to maintain and publish an inventory of facilities that violate State minimum standards.  After violations for one or more standards are noted during two consecutive months the Board sends a letter of intent to the facility operator.  The letter indicates that if the violations are not corrected within 90 days the facility will be included on the inventory.  The inventory is currently published twice a year on the Board’s Web site following a public hearing.  A facility is removed from the inventory when the violation(s) has been corrected.
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Inventory of Solid Waste Facilities Violating State Minimum Standards

In 1998 the Board initiated a focused effort to address long-term violations.  Increased assistance to the local enforcement agencies and operators helps reduce the number of chronic violation situations.  However, gas control systems take many months or years to develop, fund and implement thus slowing progress toward full compliance with requirements.
There are currently 18 facilities (reduced from a high of 48) on the inventory (see the Appendix for a complete listing).  Fourteen of the facilities are currently on the inventory because of noncompliance with the landfill gas control requirements (93 percent of the facilities on the inventory because of gas control problems are make significant progress toward compliance).  Four are included because of cover, litter, or record violations. These facilities will be eligible for Board assistance to address these violations through the new Facility Compliance Loan Program

Closure and Postclosure for Landfills

Landfill decomposition and resultant generation of landfill gas and leachate continues to be a significant threat to public health and safety and the environment after a landfill ceases to accept waste.  The decomposition process and resultant threat is believed to extend to possibly as long as over 200 years in the future after a landfill ceases to accept waste.  Therefore, the Board’s regulations require implementation of closure plans and postclosure maintenance plans to ensure that disposal sites are controlled to prevent environmental problems. 

Closure plans require construction of final cover and environmental monitoring and control systems shortly after the landfill ceases to accept waste to control leachate and landfill gas.  Postclosure maintenance plans are required to monitor and maintain the landfill during the postclosure maintenance period which is the period of time after closure when the waste poses a threat to public health and safety and the environment.  The Act requires the operator to provide financial assurances for closure, postclosure, and corrective action are required to ensure that funds are in-place to properly close and maintain landfills for a minimum of 30-years after the site ceases accepting waste.  Without these requirements, funds may not otherwise be available to prevent a catastrophic threat that could occur to public health and safety and the environment, and the State could be faced with the responsibility of cleaning up the site.

The Board evaluates preliminary and final closure and postclosure maintenance plans for landfills in coordination with the local enforcement agencies and the regional water quality control boards.  The Board reviews the technical, engineering, and financial aspects of solid waste landfill closure and postclosure maintenance plans and disposal site postclosure land use proposals, in addition to conducting site investigations and assistance.  

Prior to regulatory changes promulgated in 1997, the Board was responsible for coordinating the review and approval of closure and postclosure maintenance plans.  With the modified regulations, the Board no longer serves as the coordinating agency; therefore, the Board’s authority is limited in directly ensuring that closure and postclosure maintenance plans are submitted and implemented as required.  This has resulted in multimedia coordination issues with the other landfill regulatory agencies.  
To help determine the extent and possible solutions of multimedia issues, the Board is currently implementing a landfill study.  This study will address all issues concerning landfills to enhance the record of compliance and technological improvements, including closure and postclosure.
Postclosure Land Use 

To implement the Act, the Board adopted regulations on disposal site closure and postclosure to include specific requirements governing postclosure land use.  Prior to these regulations, disposal sites may not have been properly identified (i.e., located and characterized).  In such cases a local agency reviewing a proposed development would not have been aware that the project was on or near an old disposal site.  If the disposal site was identified, there may still have been a lack of full understanding of the implications of development practices on disposal sites.  Because of the unique characteristics of disposal sites, postclosure land use must be carefully designed and engineered to avoid hazards to public health and safety such as: explosive landfill gases; toxic exposures from landfill gas, leachate, and exposed waste; and settlement and stability problems with inhabited structures. 

Implementation of the Board’s postclosure land use regulations has shown that, in contrast with the past problems, new land use changes at closed landfills can be developed in a manner to significantly benefit local communities.  Postclosure land uses successfully implemented in accordance with these regulations include solid waste transfer stations and recycling facilities, composting facilities, parks, golf courses and commercial and industrial developments.  Local enforcement agencies are a key entity in ensuring that postclosure land use development is properly designed, controlled, and tracked. 

Postclosure land use development has also benefited recently from the focus on “brownfields,” defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency as abandoned, idled, or underused industrial and commercial facilities where expansion or redevelopment is complicated by real or perceived environmental contamination.  
The Board is increasing its coordination and work with local governments on brownfields issues as they relate specifically to disposal site postclosure land use.

Additional information on postclosure land use is available on Local Enforcement Agency Advisory #51 (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEAAdvisory/51/).
Closed, Illegal, and Abandoned Waste Disposal Sites 

Closed, illegal, and abandoned solid waste disposal sites include older disposal sites that ceased accepting waste prior to the existence of closure and postclosure regulations, illegal sites that dump waste without required controls or permits, and abandoned sites which are sites that have no identifiable responsible party.  These sites pose a potential threat to public health and safety and the environment from exposed waste, leachate, landfill gas, vectors, and hazardous materials. 

Board staff is also investigating these sites to address concerns on environmental protection for school sites and low income and minority areas (environmental justice issues).  The Board’s current records include 2,675 closed, illegal, and abandoned sites, with approximately two-thirds identified as not having adequate preliminary assessments and considerations of enforcement.  The Board’s mandate to investigate these sites to ensure protection of public health and safety and the environment was adopted as part of the Act (Public Resources Code Section 44105), subsequently revised in Public Resources Code Section 45013.

The Governor’s Budget contains $1.337 million for a program to address the enforcement challenges posed by closed, illegal, and abandoned sites.

Cleanup

The Board initiated the Solid Waste Disposal and Codisposal Site Cleanup Program (AB 2136, Eastin, Chapter 655, Statutes of 1993) in 1994 (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEACentral/GrantsLoans/SolidWaste/).  The program’s purpose is to clean up solid waste disposal and codisposal sites that pose a risk to public health and safety, and the environment, and the responsible party either cannot be identified or is unable or unwilling to pay for timely remediation.  

The Board can expend funds directly for cleanup using the Board’s contractors, provide loans to responsible parties who demonstrate the ability to repay State funds, provide matching grants to local governments to assist in site remediation, and provide grants to certified local enforcement agencies for abatement of illegal disposal sites. Assembly Bill 992 (Wayne, Chapter 496, Statutes of 1999), effective 1/1/2000, modified the program to allow loans to all parties, not just responsible parties, and grants for illegal disposal site clean up to public entities, not just local governments.  Assembly Bill 992 also provides the Board with additional flexibility to spend funds the Board collected through cost recovery.

The program received $8 million startup funds in January 1994.  Every July thereafter it received $5 million for a total of $38 million.  To date, the Board has appropriated $36 million and approved 102 sites for clean up, remediation at 88 of those sites is complete.  The general locations of the remediated and approved sites can be found in the Appendix.

Project costs have ranged from $12,000 to $1 million.  Examples of larger projects include: 

· Mendocino County, where the Board provided a matching grant for the Caspar Landfill cover, which incorporated materials from a woodwaste site, resulting in a clean closure of the woodwaste site.
· Sand City, where the Board relocated a burn dump that had been sloughing off into Monterey Bay further back on the property, achieving a 50-year erosion setback.
· San Diego County, where the Board provided loans in excess of $1 to install gas control systems at four landfills.
· Choperena tire fire site, where the Board’s staff and contractor, in partnership with the US EPA, consolidated and covered the ash and metal remains of a pile of 1 million tires. 
· Tulare County, where the Board provided a local enforcement agency grant to clean up 26 acres of solid waste.
The Board also implements the Senate Bill 1330 (Lockyer, Chapter 875, Statutes of 1997) Farm and Ranch Solid Waste Cleanup and Abatement Grant Program, under which cities and counties may seek financial assistance for the cleanup of illegal solid waste disposal sites on farm or ranch property.  There must be verification that the landowner is not responsible for any of the illegal waste.  Grants can be used for waste removal and disposal, and for site remediation activities (see the Appendix for additional information on eligible grant activities).  Grants are limited to $10,000 per project, with a limit of $50,000 per year for any city or county. 

This program receives a total allocation of up to $1 million annually.  The funds are derived from the California Tire Recycling Management Fund, Integrated Waste Management Fund, and the California Used Oil Recycling Fund.  For fiscal year 1999-2000, the Board adopted a funding allocation of $920,000.  To date, the Board has nine applications from various counties to clean up more than 30 sites where illegal dumping has occurred.  The applicants are currently in various stages of implementing their grant agreements.

Assistance

Local Enforcement Agency Training, Guidance, and Technical Assistance

The Board enhances and supports the local enforcement agency programs through training, technical assistance, and guidance.  This is planned and accomplished through “Partnership 2000,” (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Part2000/) a joint communication, training, and skill development effort of the Board and local enforcement agencies.  Training and workshops are often open for operators to attend; thus furthering knowledge sharing and learning strategies.  

Partnership 2000
In April 1996 the Board and the California Conference of Directors of Environmental Health, representing the majority of local enforcement agencies, agreed to work in partnership to identify and resolve issues to better promote mutual interests for meeting solid waste management legislative mandates.  This joint effort was called “Partnership 2000,”and from this partnership, all agreed to promote several problem-solving efforts culminating with an annual local enforcement agency/Board conference.  Three successful annual conferences have been conducted and participants were able to enjoy each others’ company while working on problems and resolutions.  
Direct, On-Time Assistance 

The Board strives to provide local enforcement agencies with timely guidance, direction, assistance, and/or any support deemed appropriate at the time an issue arises.  The Board developed a set of "triggers" not to evaluate programs but to determine the appropriate time to initiate the offer of assistance to local enforcement agencies.  These triggers are intended to flag trends in a local enforcement agency’s performance, thereby giving the Board staff reasons to offer assistance and reinforce the components needed to maintain a successful program.  Although many situations are handled on a case by case basis, the triggers allow staff and the local enforcement agencies to understand common goals in the shared programs.  Ultimately, they help the local agency to resolve program implementation issues.  (See the Web site at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEAEval/PrgrmIssue/CheckLst.htm).

Technical Training

The intent of the training program is to assist in meeting statutory goals for integrated solid waste management the safe and environmentally sound handling and disposal of solid waste.  A major objective of the program is that LEAs and others will increase their knowledge base, skills, and resources, and will be more effective in promoting an integrated approach to waste management oversight (see the Appendix for a listing of types of training offered).  
Technical Assistance

Currently, the Board provides technical assistance to local enforcement agencies, local governments, and public and private facility operators in the form of engineering services.  Engineering services include: 

· Early consultation and technical review and oversight of closure documents and activities.

· Technical assistance and training relative to landfill closure, remediation, design and operational issues, and the assessment and monitoring of closed, illegal, and abandoned sites.

· Oversight of postclosure land use documents and activities.

· Technical review and training for slope stability at landfills, mitigation of landfill gas, landfill liners/covers, erosion control, revegetation, closure construction management, quality assurance and quality control training, and scopes of work for contracts.

· Assistance in the analysis of efficacy of alternative daily cover proposals.

Engineering services also include reviewing new technologies affecting solid waste operations and analysis of new waste management practices and procedures and forwarding this information to various stakeholders.

Solid Waste Information System

The Board maintains an automated database called the solid waste information system (SWIS) to manage information about core program activities.  The solid waste information system keeps track of information related to permitted and unpermitted waste facilities, waste tire facilities, and closed disposal sites.  The system captures permit, inspection, enforcement, California Environmental Quality Act, and landfill closure information provided by 50 different local enforcement agencies.  The Solid Waste Information System exists for the following purposes:

· Monitoring facility compliance with State standards.

· Tracking solid waste trends, management information, geographic information, and performance standards.

· Providing public information.

· Supporting local enforcement agency evaluations.

Currently, SWIS includes information for about 5,000 facilities.  A subset of SWIS information is available to the public and local enforcement agencies at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/ and receives about 3,000 visitors every month.  The system is currently being upgraded to provide better integration with other environmental databases to achieve a multimedia perspective. 

Appurtenant to SWIS is the solid waste information center.  This file retention center includes about 150,000 documents organized into more than 20,000 volumes related to solid waste and tire facilities in California.  The filing system keeps safe the original environmental and regulatory documents pertaining to each regulated facility.  
An automated index into the filing system allows research by State program staff and the public.

Local Enforcement Agency Network

In 1998 the Board interconnected 56 different local government solid waste enforcement agencies via the Internet.  This local enforcement agency network provides electronic mail, Worldwide Web, and file transfer services among its members and the Board.  In addition to its stated purpose of improved communications, the new network will serve as a launch pad for future services, including electronic filing of inspection and monitoring data and teleconferencing.  To implement the network, the Board provided hardware, software, Internet service, and technical assistance to many of the local enforcement agencies.  The new network has already proven itself through dramatically shortened time frames for broadcasting essential program information and soliciting feedback from network members.

As part of the enhanced internet-based communication, the Board established a Web site tailored to local enforcement agencies, “LEA Central” (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEACentral/).  LEA Central offers an array of information from meeting dates to current events and policies that concern local enforcement agencies.  Thousands of users log on monthly to view the Web site.

A unique part of LEA Central, Local Enforcement Agency Talk, further strengthens the commitment to meet the needs of local enforcement agencies.  It provides a format for LEAs to raise issues, ask questions, and dialogue with other local enforcement agencies, and allows for an exchange of experiences and ideas.  In this way, the learning process is not restricted to specific scheduled training events or publications; thereby giving LEAs an opportunity to exchange information with each other at any time.

LEA Advisories

Local enforcement agency advisories are formal publications that communicate Board staff advice and technical expertise to the local enforcement agencies.  In five years the Board has published more than 50 advisories.  Often published in response to the local enforcement agencies’ requests for technical assistance, the advisories include procedures, suggested approaches to problem solving, and guidance on development of mandated programs and scientific methods.  They also provide statutory, regulatory, and policy guidance.  They can be accessed at (www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEAAdvisory/).  

Conferences/Round Tables 
The Board strengthens communication with local enforcement agencies through a "roundtable" forum.  The forum provides an opportunity for Local enforcement agencies at a number of locations around the state to address local issues and concerns and provide feedback on this information to various Board divisions.  The LEA round tables currently provide representatives to the Board's Enforcement Advisory Council, which in turn forwards policy issues to the California Conference of Directors of Environmental Health's Solid Waste Subcommittee.  The round tables also provide procedural recommendations to the Board.  The round tables meet three times a year—in the fall, winter, and spring.  The schedules are posted on the Web at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEAMeeting/.

Further communication occurs through meetings with the California Conference of Directors of Environmental Health.  Most local enforcement agencies are local public and/or environmental health agencies that participate in solid waste issue development.

The Board continues to sponsor a nine-member Enforcement Advisory Council  representing various regions of the state and disciplines engaged in solid waste enforcement.  The Enforcement Advisory Council works to achieve a coordinated, consistent statewide enforcement program by providing ongoing communication and a partnership between local enforcement agencies and the Board.  Through local enforcement agency round tables and Enforcement Advisory Committee discussions, the Board can develop a more complete understanding of emerging issues and policies.

In April of 1996, the Board and the California Conference of Directors of Environmental Health, representing the majority of local enforcement agencies developed an agreement to promote a better understanding of issues involving solid waste.  The annual local enforcement agency/Board Conference was developed out of this partnership to foster good working relationships and provides specific training to meet the needs of local enforcement agencies and Board staff.  The three Board sponsored conferences have been well received; with each conference attended by close to 200 local enforcement agencies and Board staff.  The fourth conference is scheduled for August 2000 and will be held in San Diego.

Grants

Statute requires the Board to expend funds for making grants to local enforcement agencies to carry out their solid waste regulatory programs.  Since 1992, $1.5 million in noncompetitive grant funds have been available annually from the Integrated Waste Management Account and distributed to local enforcement agencies based on population and number of solid waste facilities, but no less than $15,000 each.  To date, the Board distributed more than $13 million over the eight grant cycles to local enforcement agency programs.  Typically the Board awards individual grants to 97 percent of the certified local enforcement agencies. Common uses for the grant money include equipment (vehicles, gas monitors, video and digital cameras, computers), training, consultant services, and laboratory services.

Local Enforcement Agency Equipment Loan Program

Since its inception in October 1995, the local enforcement agency equipment loan program has provided assistance to local enforcement agencies throughout the state by loaning out air-monitoring instruments and related equipment.  Recently, the Board approved additional funding to support the program allowing the purchase of new and/or replacement field instrumentation. 

Special Waste

The Board is required to conduct specific permitting enforcement and clean-up activities related to “special waste”.  For the Board’s purposes special waste consists of tires, used oil and household hazardous waste. AB 117 (Escutia, Chapter 1020, Statutes of 1998) required the Board to submit a comprehensive report to the legislature on the tire program.  (The report, publication #540-99-006, is on the Web at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/default.asp?pubid=769).  The market development and public education aspects of the Board’s special waste program are discussed in other sections of this document.

Tires

California generates approximately 30 million tires every year, roughly equal to the combined total generated in Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, and Missouri.  The program is funded by a $.25 per tire fee levied at the retail level on the sale of each new tire.  This is the lowest tire program fee assessed by any state.  The collection of the current fee is scheduled to terminate on January 1, 2001.  From the inception in the early 1990s, program resources have totaled $34.1 million, with $13.2 million going toward permitting, enforcement, and remediation of legacy waste tire piles. 

Waste Tire Facility Permits

The goal of the tire inspection and enforcement programs is to bring all tire storage facilities into compliance with State regulations.  The Board’s permitting and enforcement program defines tire volume and storage conditions for various waste tire storage facilities (WTF); identifies, permits, and monitors such facilities; and regulates non-compliant and/or unlicensed facilities.  

State law requires any person storing more than 500 waste tires to obtain a WTF permit from the Board. Any site containing fewer than 500 tires is not considered to be a waste tire facility and does not need to obtain a permit.  There are two types of permits, based on the number of tires stored: minor waste tire facilities—those with between 500 and 4,999 tires and major waste tire facilities—those with 5,000 or more tires.  

All facilities at a minimum must meet Board-specified standards for fire safety and vector (mosquitoes, rodents and snakes) control.  Local fire districts must sign off that the facilities are in compliance and may impose more stringent fire standards.  In addition to a permit, a major waste tire facility must establish financial assurance mechanisms for closure, liability insurance for environmental pollution, and a closure plan.  

Waste tire facilities can have one of the following three classifications:

1. Permitted (has obtained a waste tire facility permit from the Board).

2. Excluded (are one of six types of facilities exempted from permitting requirements).

3. Unpermitted (illegal facility that is not currently permitted by the Board).

[image: image20.png]o CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
§ INTEGRATED WASTE
i M ANAGEMENT BOARD




Waste Tire Shredding Facility

During the past year the number of permitted major facilities (more than 5,000 tires) increased from seven to fifteen.  During the same time period, the number of permitted minor waste tire facilities (500 to 4,999 tires) increased from 25 to 44.  As of January 1999, only 33 major and minor waste tire facilities had exclusions.

In addition to the identification and classification of tire storage sites, the Board is responsible for inspecting facilities and enforcing safety regulations governing facilities.  The inspection process includes determination of the number of tires at each facility, site security and access, fire prevention measures, and vector control measures.  Since 1994, both Board and local enforcement agencies have inspected 488 individual sites.  Five State inspectors, three in Southern California and two in Northern California perform these enforcement activities.  

Over the last five years, an average of 73 percent of the facilities inspected complied with State storage requirements.  The Board also issued and enforced 265 clean up and abatement orders and made 32 criminal referrals.  The net result of these enforcement actions has been the removal and remediation of 5.7 million illegal tires by owner/operators at no expense to the State.

Waste Tire Hauler Program

The purpose of the Waste Tire Hauler Program (SB 744, McCorquodale, Chapter 511,  Statutes of 1993), which began in 1995, is to track the flow of waste tires from waste tire generators (tire dealers, truck fleet maintenance yards, discount stores, tire retailers, gas stations, etc.) to productive end use or disposal.  The goal of the program is to prevent illegal stockpiling and/or illegal dumping of tires. 
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Waste Tire Hauler

State law requires every person who transports five or more waste tires to hold a valid tire hauler registration, and observe the requirements of the waste tire hauler manifest system.  Tire haulers must register annually with the Board, possess manifests during transport, transport only to Board-authorized facilities, and return the completed manifest to the generator of the waste tires, if requested.  State law requires persons receiving tires from unregistered haulers to report the hauler to the Board.  The voluntary nature of many aspects of the program and lack of requirement to submit information directly to the regulatory agency has resulted in a relatively ineffective program that is not able to track the flow of tires.  The Board is pursuing a statutory remedy to require manifests to be forwarded to the Board for monitoring.
The hauler program consists of two separate components: registration and enforcement.  The number of companies registering vehicles has increased from 579 to 900, and the number of registered vehicles increased from 3,209 to 8,000 over the four years of the program.  The large increase in registrations between 1997 and 1998 was due to the registration of several fleet haulers with large numbers of trucks.

Waste Tire Manifest Program

The current manifest system requires the generator, hauler, and legal end user of waste tires to record transport detail on a manifest that accompanies the tires as they are transported.  Participants maintain a copy of the manifest for their own records.  Recent inspections by Board staff of waste tire facilities, waste tire haulers, tire dealers, and disposal facilities show that, in many cases, either the manifest is not used to transport waste tires from one location to another or it is not filled out correctly.

Local Enforcement Grants
The Board provides grants to local governments to fund enforcement of State regulations governing tire handling and storage.  Since fiscal year 1997/98, 23 grants totaling $880,000 have been awarded for facility inspections and surveillance of tire dealers and storage facilities.  In fiscal year 1999-2000, an additional $500,000 has been allocated for local enforcement with grant awards anticipated in the spring of 2000.

California Highway Patrol Contract

Since 1997-98, the Board entered into an interagency agreement totaling $440,000 with the California Highway Patrol (CHP).  The purpose of the agreement was to conduct training for all 6,500 CHP officers and other peace officers statewide, assist in the enforcement of the waste hauler regulations, and assist in the location of illegal waste tire piles.  For example, in 1999 the California Highway Patrol aviation section was engaged to find previously undiscovered tire piles.  

To date, about 30 percent of the state has been covered and 93 previously undetected illegal sites identified.  Ground confirmation of 26 of the sites with 88,700 illegal waste tires has been accomplished and these sites have been added to the enforcement program.  Other detected sites will be added to the enforcement program as they are confirmed by ground inspectors.  The Board and Highway Patrol will continue efforts to enforce the waste tire regulations using aerial detection of illegal sites, “sting” operations to apprehend illegal operators, and roadblocks at strategic locations to check for vehicle registration decals and the use of tire manifests.

Waste Tire Stabilization and Abatement.  

In 1994 the Board implemented the State-funded tire pile cleanup program, officially known as the Waste Tire Stabilization and Abatement program, with the goal of eliminating tire piles that pose a threat to public safety or the environment.  After the responsible party fails to comply with a Board order to clean up the tire pile, State law allows the Board to use Tire Fund monies to contract for abatement of abate tire piles. 

Since 1995, the Board has removed more than 10 million tires from 30 sites for a total cost of approximately $6.2 million.  Of the 10 million tires removed since 1995, 84 percent went to a productive end use, such as use as alternate daily cover, waste-to-energy facilities, and various civil engineering applications; the remainder went to legal disposal.
Tire Program Enforcement
Enforcement efforts by the Board have resulted in the clean up of an additional 3.5 million waste tires since 1994.  Either the operator or property owner removed these tires.  Using historical cost data from State-funded tire cleanups, we estimate that this enforcement effort has saved $1.9 million in potential State costs to remove tires from illegal sites.
In those situations where the operator or the property owner failed to correct conditions found to violate State requirements, the Board has initiated further enforcemetn action.  Since 1994, the Board has issued the following enforcement actions:
· 157 cleanup and abatement orders.
· 68 administrative complaints.
· 23 criminal complaints.
In its enforcement efforts, the Board has imposed nearly $740,000 in fines against those owners and operators who have failed to comply with tire program requirements.
Used Oil and Household Hazardous Waste

The California Oil Recycling Enhancement Act (Public Resources Code, Sections 48600 et seq.) mandates the Board to certify used oil recycling facilities.  This Act also requires the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) to annually inspect used oil recycling facilities, and submit inspection reports to the Board.  The Board works closely with DTSC and uses the information in these annual inspection reports to consider a used oil recycling facility for certification.  If a facility has serious compliance problems or demonstrates a recurring pattern of noncompliance that poses a significant threat to public health and safety or the environment, the Board denies certification.

In addition, the Board funds construction of permanent and temporary household hazardous waste collection facilities through grants to local government entities.  To assure compliance with local, State, and federal health and safety laws, DTSC has developed an oversight and monitoring program called the Unified Program.  Appropriate local agencies have become Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPA) responsible for implementing the Unified Program within each jurisdiction.  The CUPA may use other participating local agencies to implement portions of the Unified Program.  These CUPAs are responsible inspection and enforcement activities related to HHW collection facilities.

Conclusion

California generates the largest volume of solid waste of any state in the nation.  Disposing of this waste in a safe and environmentally sound manner has been one of the state’s greatest challenges.  During the past 10 years the Board has successfully met this challenge by significantly improving the quality of California waste disposal facilities throughout the state.  To do this the Board has spearheaded significant improvements in landfill design and operation.   It has greatly strengthened the role of local government in solid waste management by building a strong and mutually beneficial partnership.  Lastly it has improved the regulatory process through permit reform and streamlined regulations.

Since 1990, landfilling and stockpiling of “new” scrap tires has been reduced 25 percent, from 66 percent in 1990 before the program began, to 40 percent in 1997.  Legacy piles have been significantly reduced and all of the known “megapiles” (more than 500,000 waste tires) have been eliminated.  An aggressive program is underway to detect all illegal piles for remediation, while, at the same time, the enforcement program is being expanded to reduce the ability to create new illegal waste tire piles.
Section 3:  
Looking to the Future

For many years, California has enjoyed a national reputation for leadership in environmental protection.  In the case of solid waste management, this reputation is forged from having raised the bar a decade ago—an action taken with an eye to the future, and how existing practices would negatively impact the state and generations of Californians to come.  Today, looking back on the success of the Act in these first 10 years, it is essential that the Board preserve its focus on the future in assessing the caliber of ongoing efforts, and in considering new initiatives to promote further achievement.

The Board continues to examine what its contribution can and should be toward a more sustainable future wherein Californians are meeting their own needs in the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs.  The Board can play a key role in moving California toward sustainability by focusing on materials management, and through its continuing support and development of waste prevention efforts and education, the recycling infrastructure, development of markets, and by establishing positive incentives to do more with less.  The Board can lead by example, beginning with its own efforts in the area of the greening of government.  The Board is committed to providing all stakeholders with the additional support and assistance they need, and to create new incentives and tools to achieve its vision of a sustainable world.

Strategic Planning

In July of 1997, the Board adopted a strategic plan (publication #520-97-005) that articulates a vision and a mission for the organization, as well as goals that focus on the AB 939 diversion mandates and on protecting public health and safety and the environment.  Sections 1 and 2 of this report described the programs and activities the Board has undertaken over the last decade to achieve those goals.  In continuing to work with our stakeholders toward meeting the statutory mandates, it became clear that all Californians were facing a number of challenges, including population and cultural changes, consolidation in the waste industry, technological advances, and many others.  

To prepare for these and other challenges, and to better define the role of the Board in the future, the 21st Century Policy Project was initiated in 1998.  In partnership with stakeholders, the Board reviewed the most current trends and issues in waste management and used that information to stimulate fresh thinking about the future of California.  The Board crafted and adopted the vision statement that follows, depicting a sustainable society for California.  

In the future, materials are managed as part of a "sustainable" system in which long-term costs and benefits are not accepted as being fully determined until all direct and residual impacts of our actions are identified.  As part of this, the "systems approach" compels us to capitalize upon historically untapped resources in the form of recovered recyclables.
This system minimizes our dependency on the use of virgin materials, considers social equity issues, minimizes pollution and discards, and safely manages unavoidable discards.  In all actions, this system considers and responds to cross media environmental impacts, and assesses emerging needs and trends in the context of California's statewide integrated waste management infrastructure.

All stakeholders, including business, government, environmental groups and citizens, work together as equal partners to preserve and strengthen this system.

This is accomplished through:

· Sharing of information on an open, consistent basis.

· Balanced use of economic incentives and regulatory authority.

· A planned and open process for participation in decision making by all parties.

The Board is an aggressive advocate for sustainable materials management practices and their associated benefits to the public, businesses and government.  The Board does this through education, practical assistance, current and comprehensive information on materials management, and progressive research and development programs.  The Board, as part of Cal/EPA and the Administration, will also vigorously promote and support legislative efforts designed to improve the performance and responsiveness of California's integrated waste management program.

The Board views this vision of a sustainable California as the critical underpinning for the future development of policies and strategies in the future.  The Board understands that Cal/EPA is embarking on its own strategic planning process.  The Board would see its 1997 strategic plan and more recent efforts on the 21st Century Project as being the foundation for any future document it may develop as part of the broader Cal/EPA effort.

Enforcement of Diversion Mandates Beyond 2000 

Despite the tremendous investment by California jurisdictions in the diversion infrastructure and the implementation of thousands of diversion programs, a large proportion of jurisdictions have not yet reached 50 percent diversion because of challenges they face.  As described in Section 2 of this report, major challenges include: 

· Additional time required to develop large-scale infrastructure to maximize diversion at the lowest cost.

· Base level and current diversion measurement issues.

· Lack of up-to-date information needed to make data-driven diversion program decisions.

· Lack of markets for diverted materials.

· Lack of active diversion by State agencies, schools, colleges, and universities and coordinated efforts with their host communities.

The law only allows Board enforcement of diversion requirements in 2000, unless a jurisdiction is granted a short-term time extension or a short-term reduced diversion requirement through the year 2005.  Changes in law are needed to require jurisdictions to maintain the 50 percent diversion requirement after the 2000 enforcement year.

Year 2000+ Enforcement

Jurisdictions facing the challenges outlined above sought flexibility from the legislature in meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement.  SB 1066 (Sher, Chapter 672, Statutes of 1997) allows a jurisdiction to request a time extension or an alternative (reduced) diversion requirement to the 50 percent diversion goal for up to five years beyond 2000.  As many as 60 percent of California’s jurisdictions are anticipated to request single or multiyear time extensions under SB 1066.  

Prior to being approved by the Board, all requests must demonstrate that the jurisdiction will achieve 50 percent disposal reduction within the requested time extension.  The Board is gathering extensive information through statewide workshops to develop model petitions and guidance for jurisdictions.  Board consideration of requests for time extensions and reduced diversion requirements are anticipated to begin in late 2000.

Past experience with jurisdictions that are not achieving the diversion requirements shows that close monitoring and hands-on Board assistance, in partnership with local governments, is most effective in increasing diversion program efforts and achieving diversion requirements.  The Board expects a six-fold increase in jurisdictions needing hands-on assistance as a result of anticipated future SB 1066 petitions.  Additional resources will be needed to fully implement the expanded assistance.

Measurement System

The original measurement system, as described in Section 2 of this report, required all disposal and diversion to be determined.  This proved costly and inaccurate, so the law was changed to a disposal-based measurement system and the Board was required to establish a disposal reporting system to track disposal tonnages. 

Now, with four years of disposal reporting experience, the Board has acquired a better picture of disposal activities in California.  Many assumptions about California’s waste stream that were used in establishing the base level are not supported by current data.  Waste flow patterns within counties and between counties, variation in tons disposed and the amount of both commercial and residential waste delivered by “self-haulers” are much more variable and complex than originally assumed in 1990.  Many jurisdictions still face the problem of an inaccurate base level that does not accurately reflect their current diversion efforts.  The base level is critical in measuring future diversion levels.  To correct these problems, the Board will provide hands-on assistance to jurisdictions and their business communities to prepare new, accurate base-level measurements of both disposal and diversion.  

The change to disposal-based measurement has resulted in fewer measurement accuracy issues than in 1990; however, the challenge for both the Board and jurisdictions is to obtain accurate information from a very complex and variable disposal system.  Given the complexity of the system, the Board will:

· Undertake a series of disposal reporting training and problem-solving sessions for local jurisdictions and the waste management industry.

· Identify and promote successful jurisdiction and waste management industry solutions to measurement issues such as self-haul and accurately identifying the jurisdiction of waste origin.

· Investigate disposal reporting discrepancies and reported problems.

· Promote regional agencies to reduce errors with jurisdiction of waste origin.  

Additional changes to regulations and law may be needed if disposal reporting problems persist.  Such changes could include penalties for inaccurate or untimely disposal reporting. 

Data-Driven Local Decisions

A decade ago jurisdictions prepared their waste management plans quickly to meet the deadlines in the law.  Base-level data were often inaccurate and diversion program selection was not closely linked to the amount and types of waste in the waste stream.  Now, with the possibility of up to 60 percent of California jurisdictions requesting time extensions, it is vital that each jurisdiction know the amounts and types of waste being disposed to select appropriate programs to divert those wastes.  

Changes in California businesses and in the habits of residents have changed the characteristics of the waste stream over the last 10 years.  Up-to-date data are needed by the jurisdictions that have not yet achieved 50 percent diversion and will be requesting time extensions.  Businesses’ waste comprises approximately 60 percent of California’s waste stream and businesses will need characterization data to do their part to achieve 50 percent diversion.  

The Board’s new statewide disposal characterization study is the first in the nation to provide information on what is still delivered to landfills by residents and groups of similar businesses (see Appendix).  This data will be a key tool to identify materials to target for diversion when providing hands-on assistance to jurisdictions that receive time extensions.  The characterization data is also vital to the Board as it determines the focus of Board programs and assistance.  The new data from the Board’s statewide disposal characterization study will be added to the Board’s Web site by the summer of 2000.

One of the key questions asked of the Board is “What makes a jurisdiction successful in achieving 50 percent diversion?”  Until now, answers have been anecdotal—not based on data.  The Board has developed a compendium of data on jurisdiction diversion programs, diversion rates, disposal, and waste characterization that will require complex data analysis in order to begin answering this question.  

In 1999 the Board significantly increased the diversion rate measurement and reporting tools available to jurisdictions on its Web site.  The result was an astounding 20-fold increase in use of the diversion rate measurement and reporting Web site.  Susan Gress of Allied Disposal in Visalia e-mailed the Board:

Dear Cathy, [Web site developer]

Whoever you are, I will bless you in my prayers tonight.  I would rather have a root canal while standing in a snake pit than fill out another annual report, so I was not looking forward to starting the two I am responsible for.  Finding the new outline form is better than winning the lottery …  THANK YOU!

Jurisdictions have demanded more data, more data analyses and more problem-solving tools.  Beginning in 2000, the Board will be increasing its efforts to develop the data, analyses and tools jurisdictions have demanded to increase data-driven local decisions.  However, additional resources would be required to fully implement these efforts.

Promoting Coordinated Local Diversion Efforts

As State agencies, schools, colleges, and universities are required to increase their efforts to divert waste, coordination with the jurisdictions will be required to maximize diversion at lowest costs.  Developing cooperative efforts requires time, but the payoff is more cost-effective diversion. Jurisdictions that are not achieving the diversion requirements need hands-on Board assistance in developing partnerships between local governments, schools and State agencies, to effectively increase diversion programs and achieve diversion requirements.  The Board expects a significant increase in jurisdictions needing the hands-on assistance as a result of requests for time extensions.  See discussion of SB 1066 above concerning the number of jurisdictions needing assistance.
Beyond 50 Percent

What will the future of diversion be after the year 2000?  Although the law now implies that jurisdictions will at least maintain 50 percent diversion, the law does not give the Board enforcement authority to require that 50 percent diversion be maintained.  What will be the effects of lack of enforcement authority on the massive investments made in California's integrated waste management infrastructure?

Results of the 1999 statewide waste disposal characterization study indicate that recyclable materials such as paper still comprise about 30 percent of the waste stream.  Should new and different diversion requirements be set? What costs are associated with diverting additional materials?  Should characterization data be used to identify sectors that have relatively high disposal?  Should different diversion goals or standards be considered for different sectors of the waste stream, for example public schools, commercial (business) sector, single-family dwelling residential, and/or multi-family dwelling residential.  What will be the appropriate balance between diversion and disposal after 2000?  If new diversion requirements are set we will need to resolve measurement issues based upon the experience gained in the last decade. 

As we consider the questions raised above and the legislative changes and resource support needed to address those issues, what lies ahead for the future of the Act? Strong evidence exists to show that the programs that have been implemented are working and that we are realizing the benefits.  Our latest data shows that between 1998 and 1999, statewide waste generation increased by 3.8 million tons, or seven percent of total generation.  At the same time, and in great contrast, statewide disposal increased by a mere 100,000 tons. Of the nearly 4 million additional tons of waste generated, 97 percent was diverted and source reduced. 

Incredibly, this all occurred in what has been acknowledged as a booming economy. With a clear demonstration that the programs and the infrastructure are working, our course for the future is illuminated. 
Greening Government

California takes great pride in being a leader among its sister states. However, there are several other governmental entities, both State and federal, that are well on their way toward greening their buildings and schools and making their operational practices more sustainable.  The opportunity to learn from them and take the greening of California government including State agencies, local schools, colleges and universities, to a new level is simply much too large to ignore.  This will require coordination among all stakeholders, and most importantly, commitment of top State and local officials.
State Agency Waste Reduction: AB 75

In October 1999, AB 75 (Strom-Martin, Chapter 764, Statutes of 1999) was signed into law, requiring State government to reduce its waste by 50 percent by 2004.  With this mandate the Board is focusing on specific State agencies that have a major impact on California’s waste stream.  Those agencies include Caltrans, Corrections, State Parks, State Fairs, Community Colleges, and California State Universities.

As required by law, the Board is preparing a model integrated waste management plan for use by State agencies required to implement AB 75.  With the passage of AB 75, the Board has taken on the responsibility for monitoring the progress of an additional estimated 300 reporting agencies in meeting the 50 percent diversion mandate.  To achieve the new advanced goals of the program, the following efforts will be taken:

· Review plans.  A group of staff will be trained to review, analyze, and recommend approval or denial of the estimated 300 plans required to be submitted under AB 75.  Once the Board has taken action, information will be made available to reporting agencies and other interested parties to address questions and issues concerning AB 75 implementation.  Staff will also monitor the overall achievement of the entire program and recommend program modifications to the Governor and the Legislature.

· Provide technical assistance.  Focusing on specific large quantity materials and generators will result in increased diversion.  To accomplish this the Board will collect, develop, and disseminate a series of waste diversion “best practices” and “how-to” case studies. The Board will increase efforts with State department recycling coordinators to identify large quantity or unusual waste materials and locate markets or alternative products. 

· Identify and implement waste diversion pilot programs.  The Board will increase its efforts to identify and implement waste diversion and recycling programs that show promise for increased diversion.  Through interagency agreements, the Board will fund waste diversion pilot programs 
(i.e., food waste, office paper, road and building construction projects, parks, and computer recycling) to examine the benefits and feasibility of similar projects by other State agencies.

· Increase State agency participation in U.S. EPA’s Waste Wi$e program.  The Waste Wi$e program is a voluntary partnership with U.S. EPA whereby public and private sector entities set goals in each of three areas: waste prevention, recycling collection, and buying or manufacturing recycled-content products.  Waste Wi$e participants must also commit to design programs that implement their goals and track their progress.  To date, the Board remains the only California State government Waste Wi$e member.  With the implementation of AB 75, the Board will be promoting Waste Wi$e to other State agencies and encouraging them to become registered partners, with legislative and Governor’s Office support.

· Initiate waste diversion partnerships.  Partnerships between the State of California, local governments and the private sector can foster waste diversion that can sustain the overall waste reduction infrastructure.  These partnerships can take the form of waste diversion cooperatives, marketing of recyclables, recycled-content product purchasing, etc.  

· Develop and implement a State agency awards program.  The Board recognizes that State agency excellence in the areas of waste diversion or recycled-content product procurement needs to be recognized and rewarded.  To accomplish this, the Board will develop an awards program to recognize State agency accomplishments.  An award of this nature will serve two purposes: 
(1) provide recognition to State agencies that excel; and (2) motivate others to develop cleaner, cheaper, smarter, and more efficient waste diversion practices.  

To lead by example, the Board plans to expand the reach of its in-house waste reduction program by proposing to Cal/EPA that the Board coordinate waste reduction/recycled-content product procurement activities at the new Cal/EPA building.

Current information indicates a strong need for diversion program implementation at Community Colleges and California State Universities.  For the last 10 years the Board has been helping schools educate students from kindergarten to the 12th grade.  Those students with increased awareness are now moving into the college and university system.  Students are demanding that diversion programs be implemented and they seek information about how recycling is managed on campuses statewide.  The Board is beginning to work with the Community Colleges and California State University campuses to implement programs to meet the student demand.  Programs to be evaluated include beverage container collection and paper recycling, as well as site maintenance practices including grasscycling, use of site-derived mulch materials, and alternative landscaping techniques. 


Ultimately the efforts of the Board in implementing AB 75 will be designed to pull together local governments, the private sector and the State to forge a strong environmental ethic that will continue to keep California on the leading edge of reducing, reusing, recycling, buying recycled, and partnering to save California’s resources and environment.  However, to continue this effort the Board will need to have a greater presence throughout the state.  To accomplish this, adequate resources and staff will need to be dedicated to achieve the success shown by other Board programs.  

Buy Recycled and Procurement Standards

State Agency Buy Recycled

As stated previously in this report, State agencies historically have had minimal participation in recycling and buy recycled activities.  Recently a few State agencies have taken some encouraging steps, however, one impediment to expanded commitment is that while AB 939 provides for penalties for local governments that do not comply with the diversion mandate, there are no consequences for State agency failure to recycle or buy recycled.  One of the linchpins for State agency performance in these areas is the Department of General Services (DGS), which makes key State procurement decisions.  There remains tremendous untapped opportunity for DGS to facilitate achievement of the State Agency Buy Recycled Campaign requirements.  DGS has administered some State purchases of recycled content products; a suitable goal would be to make recycled-content product procurement more commonplace, and elevate the practice to levels sought by the State Agency Buy Recycled Campaign requirements. 

Overall, noncompliance by State agencies must be matched with meaningful consequences if the State is going to serve as an example of what can be achieved in recycled-content product procurement.  A woefully inadequate level of recycled-content product procurement undermines the State's leadership role in integrated waste management, of which a notable part is persuading others to capitalize on largely untapped resources in the form of recovered recyclables.  Agencies that ignore or fail to make reasonable efforts to meet State Agency Buy Recycled Campaign requirements should be held accountable for that failure. 

Promote Green Procurement Standards

Green products minimize environmental impacts during their production, throughout their useful life, and ultimately during their final disassembly.  Green products use innovative design and production methods that consider and minimize all lifecycle costs and environmental impacts.

California State government purchases $4 billion of products annually.  The State can and should steer some of that buying power toward recycled-content products (RCP).  The State can lead the private sector by example through purchase of RCPs.  The Board will work to promote this through expanded outreach, education, awareness, and securing State agency commitment to the mandates that currently exist.  

Finally, the Board proposes to improve the potential for achievement of the existing mandates by:

· Clarifying that procurement mandates apply to product expenditures made through service and public works contracts.

· Clarifying the State Agency Buy Recycled Campaign responsibilities of the Board and the Department of General Services.

· Clarifying and making specific the statutory responsibilities in order to foster a better understanding of the requirements.

· Increasing State agency commitment to the mandates by requiring agencies to assign a contact person of authority, requiring each State agency to adopt a green procurement policy, and proposing penalties for noncompliance.

Green Building

The State of California, including the Board and its Cal/EPA sister agencies, is poised to be a leader in promoting “green building.”  Green building practices combine an environmental ethic with pragmatic construction and technology that can yield enormous savings over the long-term operation and maintenance of a building.  The Board will promote this practice as part of its vision of a sustainable future for California.  Green building also supports the Board’s goals of improving public health, conserving resources, reducing pollution, improving markets for used and recycled-content building and landscaping materials, and reducing construction and demolition waste entering landfills.  

Unfortunately, the marketplace does not currently consider lifecycle costs to be on par with first cost.  Some, but not all, green building systems command a premium over their conventional counterparts; however when cost is viewed over a reasonable payback period the green system is often advantageous.  It is incumbent upon private sector and government leaders to underscore the sound business principles for green building and procurement.  These include increased worker health, comfort, and productivity, improved indoor air quality, and reduced operational costs as well as enhanced resale value and desirability for green buildings in general.
Given that $82 billion in capital outlay needs have been identified for State infrastructure over the next decade, an opportunity exists for California government to become a leader in green building design and construction.  A solid footing has been formed with the precedent-setting East End Office Complex to be constructed in Sacramento.  New State building projects have already started to incorporate and expand on the concepts established in the East End Project.  

The Board will work to ensure that green building design and construction becomes a standard practice of the State.  Efforts are underway to set up a Green Building Task Force with multiagency sponsorship.  The Board will strive to ensure that the Green Building Task Force is formally created and moves ahead with a well-organized agenda, seeking practical solutions.  

The Board will encourage green building at the local level, by making available over $2 million in grants to local organizations for development of guidelines, educational programs, and to underwrite the design and construction of model green buildings.  
These efforts will support local governments and provide models of success, fostering additional green building projects.  Additionally, staff will develop green building guidelines and present education and training seminars to architects, local building officials, and contractors statewide.  The Board will also explore the creation of a California chapter of the U.S. Green Building Council. 

Toward a Sustainable California

"We know the price of everything and the cost of nothing." Paul Hawken

As California’s population continues to grow, there will be corresponding increases in the demand for food, water, goods and services.  For every 100 pounds of product manufactured in the United States, at least 3,200 pounds of waste is created.  The land required to support populations in industrial countries has risen from 2.5 acres per person in 1900 to 10 acres today.  Sooner or later, with this increased consumption and reduced available land and resources, we will "hit the wall" of the ecological funnel.  

However, there are lucrative opportunities for astute businesses in this era of approaching environmental limits.  Forward-looking businesses are already reaping competitive advantage in adopting a new business paradigm.  Such businesses may integrate a sustainability framework or principles in making their core business decisions.  Some of the resulting trends include turning waste into new business opportunities, adopting zero-waste or closed-loop systems, and shifting from the sale of goods to the provision of services.  These businesses are better positioned to meet customer needs, increase profits and restore the environment, all at the same time.

The Board can play a role in this transformation by:

· Quantifying nonmonetary environmental benefits.

· Working with the Public Employees Retirement System to bring sustainability principles into the boardrooms of corporate America.

· Sharing practical information and U.S./California case studies on businesses adopting sustainable practices.

· Investigating strategies to gradually reverse incentives so that instead of being rewarded for producing goods at the lowest price, business is rewarded for producing at the lowest overall cost.

· Reinventing the Board itself as a “materials management” Board instead of the Waste Management Board.

Business Participation in Waste Prevention and Recycling

Cities and counties can directly connect the AB 939 mandate with their local mandate to collect and manage municipal waste.  However, the largest portion of the waste stream in many communities comes from the commercial/business sector.  Business responsibility for waste reduction and recycling is largely outside local jurisdictions’ direct control; businesses generally hire independent haulers to dispose of unwanted materials.  Jurisdictions can only work to persuade and educate the commercial sector to contribute to waste reduction efforts.  If further progress is to be made, enhanced government-business partnerships must focus on the untapped commercial waste stream, reaching out to the business community and encouraging businesses to be responsible for reducing and diverting their wastes. 

Business Resource Efficiency

Individual businesses may be exemplary in reducing and managing wastes, but may not have the means or motivation to share information about the potential rewards.  The Board can take a more active role in encouraging local jurisdictions to seek out commercial partners, starting with local Chambers of Commerce and other business leaders in their community.  

The Board’s Targeted Implementation Assistance program (TIA) currently performs business waste audits, prepares case studies, and works with local communities and businesses in targeted counties that are not meeting the Integrated Waste Management Act mandates.  TIA uses Board outreach materials, including business kits and waste audit guides, to help businesses reduce and divert materials.  Waste audit case studies show that cost savings are often associated with better management or avoiding wastes.  The Board should encourage more public private partnerships between local government, local commercial haulers, Chambers of Commerce and other business associations to educate the commercial sector.  
Additionally, the Board administers the Waste Reduction Awards Program (WRAP) to recognize the outstanding contribution exemplary businesses are making toward California’s waste reduction efforts.  The success of the “winning” businesses translates directly into both dollar and resource savings—experience that other businesses will emulate when the competitive advantage of resource efficient operations is publicized.  

However, solid waste is just one manifestation of the impacts of squandered resources.  As pollution prevention becomes more widely recognized as a form of waste minimization, a broader cross-media review of waste reduction activities may be warranted in the WRAP program.  This would serve to stem the growing number of individual “awards” programs by merging a range of environmental considerations under one banner.  It would also encourage business to take a more holistic view of the impacts of their operations, both regulated areas and otherwise, as well as enhance integration within and between governmental agencies. 

Future issues to be faced by WRAP in recognizing and publicizing business resource efficiency potentially include:

· Proliferation of “award” programs, thereby diluting the meaning of the recognition.

· Continual “raising of the bar” to encourage continuous improvement in environmental performance.

· Incorporation of industry specific benchmarks for best management practices.

· Expansion to a multimedia assessment to fully integrate other environmental considerations.

· Potential unknown regulatory issues associated with other media.

Additional resources would be required to fully manage these issues and implement recommended improvements.

Sustainable Practices

Participation by business in local waste reduction and recycling efforts is critical because businesses generate more than half of California’s municipal solid waste.  The question communities are grappling with is “What will motivate the private sector?”  Reductions in disposal by California residents are dependent on recycling services, consumer education, and personal behavior choices associated as much with convenience as with environmental concerns.  Waste issues from the business sector, however, will be driven primarily by economic concerns and, to a lesser extent, regulatory programs. 

As a start, California and the rest of the country must move their view of waste issues beyond the current confines of municipal solid waste diversion and into the realm of a greater materials management perspective.  Business, with its eye on the bottom line, must cease to view the material filling its dumpsters as simply garbage and instead view it as wasted resources, representing lost opportunity—unnecessary procurement that is returning nothing on the initial investment.  This will only occur if there are economic implications for wasteful or ineffective material use.  

The State must be willing to consider policies that focus on multilevel resource flows, from extraction through processing and manufacturing to product use and reuse, and their multi-media environmental impacts.  Government and business must work collaboratively to demonstrate the effectiveness of product design for the environment, and that short-term economic interests can be balanced with lifecycle considerations.  Bold consideration by the state of extended producer responsibility initiatives, as already undertaken by the European Union, may be in order.  

Private Buy Recycled 

As the tab for local governments’ massive investment in recycling infrastructure comes due, an essential element that underscores one of the main purposes for making these investments is lacking. That element is demand.  Specifically, demand by California businesses and residents for products derived from materials recycled by the local collection infrastructure.  Essentially, the Act created supply—a supply of recycled material that entrepreneurs would use as inexpensive feedstock for their products instead of using virgin counterparts.  Unfortunately, a relatively small number have elected to participate.  

Even though businesses generate more than half the state's waste, they are not subject to the mandates of the Act.  In order to realize and sustain the vision of the Act, business must be called upon to do its part not only in reducing and recycling the waste it creates, but also in making more of a concerted effort to buy and use recycled content products (RCP).  An excellent example of how one group of businesses joined together is the Recycled Paper Coalition: Bank of America, Pacific Gas & Electric, GAP, Inc., George Lithograph and others have remained committed to buying 20 percent postconsumer paper.   

Nevertheless, without consequences for inaction such as those facing cities and counties, substantial commercial sector participation may appear elusive.  And yet, Board research has shown that the public does not perceive products made from recycled materials to be inferior to those manufactured from more traditional materials.  While some businesses have seized upon the opportunities presented by this positive public perception, many more assert the demand is insufficient to manufacture RCPs.  The Board will endeavor to do a better job of bridging this gap.  

The State should scrutinize existing law, including tax codes, to remove barriers—even provide additional incentives—to the use of secondary feedstock, reusable goods and RCPs.  The Board could then leverage the expenditure of State funds with requirements on business to consume, produce or deliver services using RCPs.

Environmental Management Systems

Increasingly, customers and investors expect the business sector to demonstrate a stewardship ethic, as evidenced by a recent global poll on the role of business in the next millennium and announcement of the U.S. Dow Jones Sustainability Index.  

Environmental Management Systems (EMS) are emerging as a potentially important tool for enhancing compliance with environmental laws and for incorporating pollution prevention and resource conservation into an organization's activities.  An overall management system is the organizational structure, procedures, processes, and resources needed to implement and maintain policies, objectives and responsibilities, as determined by the management function, through all planned and systematic activities, including control mechanisms and continual improvement.  As part of the overall management system that relates to achievement of environmental objectives, EMSs are an innovative and comprehensive way to manage an organization's environmental responsibilities.  

So far, the business community has led the way in developing EMSs—at both the corporate and plant level.  EMSs have great potential for helping small and medium-sized businesses improve environmental performance because they offer a type of operational template that can be easily adapted.  Based on their potential for helping organizations gain a better awareness of how environmental responsibilities fit into their overall operations, the U.S. EPA has been requiring companies with compliance problems to develop EMSs when they settle enforcement cases.  Some states are developing “high performance tiers” in their regulatory programs that include demonstration of a fully functional EMS.

The Integrated Waste Management Board is looking to find more effective and innovative ways to achieve superior environmental protection through participation with our sister boards and departments in the Cal/EPA Environmental Management System Innovation Initiative, signed into law (AB 1102, Jackson, Chapter 65, Statutes of 1999) by Governor Gray Davis.  

The purpose of the initiative is to determine whether and how the use of an Environmental Management System:

· Increases public health and environmental protection.

· Provides better information to stakeholders than existing regulatory requirements.

For several pilot projects, data on regulatory compliance, pollution prevention, and resource conservation will be collected, as well as information on the types and quality of information available to stakeholders.  Facilitating the establishment of partnerships between communities, environmental organizations, industry, government, and academia is a major element of the initiative.  This approach will help ensure that the Board’s process is inclusive, cooperative, creative, and provides the information necessary to better our understanding of the potential value of EMSs. 

California is also participating in a national study through the Board’s involvement in the Multi-State Working Group.  More than one hundred organizations are participating as pilot projects in the United States. 

Information on the performance of pilot project EMSs will be collected by Cal/EPA and reported to the Governor and Legislature quarterly, beginning January 1, 2000 through January 1, 2002.

Priority Materials

Organic Materials

Local jurisdictions and businesses have made substantial investments in programs and facilities designed to reduce, reuse, and recycle organic materials—for example, 56 percent of local jurisdictions have separate green material collection programs, and almost 90 composting facilities are permitted in the state.  Despite this, millions of tons of organic materials are still landfilled every year—comprising 35 percent of all disposal, according to the Board's latest waste characterization study.  Furthermore, the potential exists for more materials—such as rice straw that cannot be burned, and waste from wood processing operations (such as sawmills and furniture plants) and logging—to head to landfills. 

To cope with these trends, the Board will take new approaches to partner with State and local agencies, including (1) expanding food diversion and other programs in schools, 
(2) collaborating on "cross-media" issues (such as storm water runoff, manure management, and pesticide reduction), and (3) promoting procurement of compost and mulch by State agencies as part of AB 75 and the State Agency Buy Recycled Campaign, and by local governments as part of their AB 939 programs.

The Board will also work on expanding markets for compost and mulch in the growing sustainable agriculture industry, the nursery sector, and other innovative arenas such as hillside vineyard erosion control and bioremediation.  Another area suggested by lab research in Europe is using compost as a final landfill cover to oxidize methane emissions.  (Also see “Biomass-Based Products” section below.)

In the landscaping sector, the Board will work with professional landscaper associations to include grasscycling and compost and mulch use in their certification programs.  It also could work with State landscaper licensing authorities and universities and colleges to enhance landscape management curricula, and with building owners and property managers in implementing more sustainable landscaping practices.

Siting any new organics processing operation or expanding existing ones is difficult in many areas.  The Board will continue its efforts to increase public confidence in the safety of composting and mulching operations.  This will include increased emphasis on helping operators and local enforcement agencies understand and implement best management practices for odor control, as well as consideration of potential changes in existing regulations.  Additional issues include how to address requests from project proponents and local officials to testify at local hearings on behalf of proposed facilities, and the economic impact on composting operations of using green material for alternative daily cover at landfills.

All of these activities will require maintaining current staffing levels, and some may require new legislation.  For example, the Board lacks explicit authority to implement a grant program for compost and mulch projects.  In addition, a portion of existing State grant programs could be dedicated to projects that include compost as a component of sustainable soil management strategies.  The Board and other State agencies also could assess fiscal and other policy incentives for promoting the long-term benefits of compost and mulch use.

Biomass-Based Products

Even with increased efforts to prevent the generation of organic materials and increase markets for compost and mulch (see "Organic Materials" section above), some organics will still be destined for landfills because of cost or contamination issues.  In the past, some of these materials were used as feedstock at “biomass-to-energy” plants, but the number of these plants diminished with electricity deregulation.  Recent State and federal initiatives, though, are promoting “biomass/bio-based product” technologies (such as anaerobic digestion and gasification) that can convert organic materials to fuels, chemicals, and fertilizers.  These technologies, which can be combined with aggressive, up-front waste prevention and recycling practices, can help improve air quality (by replacing open-field burning); reduce the use of landfills; revitalize rural economies; and provide sources of renewable energy.  

The Board will explore biomass issues as part of its organics program and as a participant in a new State interagency biomass task force (see section on "Bioreactor Landfills" for information on that disposal method).  The advent of biomass/bio-based technologies may require legislative reconsideration of the maximum 10 percent diversion credit allowable for “transformation.”

Paper 

If California is to significantly increase its postconsumer paper recovery rate, it must find ways to reduce generation (use) of paper in the first place.  Without significant measures to reduce paper generation, it will be exceptionally difficult for paper recovery to keep pace with the present rate of growth in paper generation.  Paper generation typically mirrors the economy, and California's robust economy only portends future growth in paper use.

Continued growth of computers in the workplace and in the home will likely contribute to continued growth in paper generation.  This is ironic, since computers were predicted to usher in the "paperless office." However, computers have had just the opposite effect, allowing each office and home work station to serve as its own printing shop.  Furthermore, the increasing popularity of shopping online will inevitably lead to an increase in consumer packaging.  To recover the majority of this paper, businesses and municipalities will have to implement increasingly diversion-effective and cost-effective measures, which will be challenging.  
Another paper recovery issue that we will need to address is the trend for municipalities to recover residential paper "commingled" with other recyclables.  While commingled collection systems typically yield higher recovery rates due to their convenience for residents, they also increase the contamination of the recovered paper, which presents problems for the paper mills that recycle that paper.  Commingling of residential paper with other recyclables, in fact, has been one of the U.S. paper recycling industry's greatest concerns over the past several years.  

Plastics 

Senate Bill 332 (Sher, Chapter 815, Statutes of 1999) added a number of new containers to the California Redemption Value (CRV) system administered by the California Department of Conservation (DOC).  These containers include noncarbonated water, sports drinks, juices, tea, and coffee.  It is estimated that as many as 2 billion additional CRV containers may be recycled annually beginning in the year 2000 as a result of the bill.  This compares to almost 7.38 billion CRV containers that were recycled in 1998, according to DOC.  Plastic CRV containers sold in California during 1998 totaled 9.27 billion.

These additional recycled plastic containers will be stockpiled or landfilled unless the market demand is increased commensurately.  This situation is exacerbated by the fact that significantly more rigid plastic packaging containers (RPPC) were disposed in 1999 than in 1995, according to the Board’s 1999 waste characterization study.  The primary reason for this is that the production of plastic soda bottles has increased at a much faster pace than the recycling of those containers, even though the recycling of plastic has increased over the past few years.  

In addition, two other emerging issues may affect the demand for postconsumer resin.  First, there is increasing pressure on beverage makers to use more postconsumer resin in their soda bottles.  Some carpet manufacturers are concerned that this trend may restrict the supply of postconsumer resin available to produce carpet.  As a result, carpet manufacturers are beginning to support “bottle bills” in other states, so that the supply of recycled plastic will increase, if the demand jumps dramatically over the short-term.  Second, there are technologies under development that would allow the production of biobased plastic and the combined processing of various types of plastic which are now incompatible. These technologies may have an impact on the markets for postconsumer resin, but more study is required before these impacts will be known.

The Board will continue to monitor these market changes and technological developments.  The use of plastic packaging is increasing steadily, and is increasing at a faster pace than the recycling of plastic.  In response to this situation, the Board will also ratchet up its efforts to stringently enforce California’s rigid plastic packaging container law. This should ultimately result in the use of more recycled or postconsumer resin in RPPCs which package products sold in California.  

Finally, the Board will be considering the calculation of prospective RPPC recycling rates, in addition to calculation of actual rates.  The concept has been successfully implemented in Oregon.  The purpose would be to provide the Board, industry and the environmental community with information with which to plan procurement, policy development, and enforcement action.

Biodegradable Plastic 

Concerns about high price, uncertain performance, and little availability, currently limit the use of biodegradable plastics in California. While the average price of virgin plastic resins is only $0.60/lb, the average price of one pound of biodegradable plastic is $15.  Second to the high price, the lack of performance standards and specifications, makes biodegradable plastic products difficult to specify and maintain product quality when purchased by consumers and local and State government agencies.  Added to the above, there are few companies in the United States manufacturing biodegradable plastic products.

Considering that the most efficient applications of biodegradable plastics are in the agricultural industry, the Board will develop and make available to farmers a list of companies manufacturing such products.  With the expansion of the market, the Board expects a decline in the prices of some of those biodegradable plastics used in agriculture.  Degradable plastic films, known in the industry as degradable plastic mulch, are about 25 percent more expensive (about $240 an acre, compared to conventional plastic films at about $170 an acre) than conventional plastic films, but about $80 an acre is saved at the time of disposing the film.  Board staff will visit various sites to document the performance of the biodegradable plastic films, as there have been complaints about incomplete degradation of the materials.  

The Board will also encourage nurseries to sell plants in biodegradable containers.  Currently, almost all of the used pots are landfilled.  The Board will also work with the California Landscaping Association to promote the collection of leaves in compostable bags.  As far as the development of performance and testing standards, the Board will review and develop the list of approved testing methods by the American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM).  By reviewing the ASTM standards our staff will be better prepared to write procurement standards for biodegradable plastics.
In spite of the challenges to reduce price and increase performance, the demand for degradable plastics is expected to be one of the fastest growing sectors of the plastics industry. The total degradable plastics market in the U.S. and Japan stood at $23 million in 1997, but should get a big boost from new, fully degradable polyester resins.  
By October 1998, some 27 companies were marketing degradable resins in U.S. and Japanese markets.  One of the most successful applications of degradable plastics is in agriculture.  Recent figures indicate California growers have about 500 acres planted using degradable plastic films.  

End-use markets with the highest growth rates include compost bags, trash bags, sporting goods, yogurt cups, and plastic foamed loose fill. Some anticipated uses include moisture-resistant disposable cups, paper coatings, food service clamshell containers, supermarket deli trays, medical garments, surgical gloves, diapers and other hygiene products.

Major Appliances

Many areas of the state are experiencing growing problems with improperly discarded major appliances.  No more than about 5 percent of the discarded appliances currently landfilled or sold for scrap metal recycling are properly processed in compliance with existing State laws which require the proper removal and handling of hazardous waste contained in major appliances.  In California alone, unprocessed major appliances illegally release an estimated 1.1 million pounds of ozone-depleting CFC/HCFC refrigerants annually; more than 290,000 gallons of contaminated used oils; 160 tons of PCBs; and 20 tons of mercury.  It will be necessary for the Board to implement a recycling program in order to (1) divert recyclable materials and hazardous wastes from landfills, (2) reduce illegal dumping of appliances, and (3) prevent the continuing release of hazardous wastes into the State’s air, soil, and water. 

The cost of funding efforts at both the Board and the Department of Toxic Substances Control would be significant.  At this time neither agency has the resources for implementation.

Enforcement of Minimum Content Programs

Rigid Plastic Packaging Containers

The Rigid Plastic Packaging Container law, (SB 235, Hart, Chapter 769, Statutes of 1991), established rate calculations (conducted beginning in 1995) as a measure of industry compliance.  With almost five years of program implementation experience, the Board now has an opportunity to evaluate the effectiveness of the current programs and examine opportunities for improvement.  

The past decade has seen a substantial increase in the use of plastic as a packaging medium.  The sharp rise in the supply of "virgin" plastic resin however, has far outpaced the quantity of recycled resin used in similar applications.  This has resulted in an “all-container recycling rate,” the measure of industry success, to fall below the statutory threshold of 25 percent for 1996 and 1997.  Moreover, there still appears to be a continuing downward trend.  

While the law focuses on actions that have happened in the past, purchasing decisions are being made 12 to 24 months in advance.  Thus it appears that product manufacturers, as the entity legally responsible for compliance with the law, are using incomplete information to make decisions affecting their future operations.  If product manufacturers knew that plastic packaging was not being recycled or incorporated as manufacturing feedstock at a sufficient rate, this would likely alter their plastic packaging design and purchase decisions.  The Board will be looking at approaches to increase the use of post-consumer plastic in ways that complement procurement cycles.  

The Board is evaluating models that have been implemented in other states that retain a recycling rate as the determining factor for compliance, yet project that rate into the future.  The ability to project or anticipate what the recycling rate will be gives industry an opportunity to modify its purchase commitments to achieve compliance.  Future discussions could also evaluate radically different approaches such as the implementation of a credit system based on post-consumer plastic resin use.  The Board will be holding a plastics conference in April 2000 to focus on the technological issues affecting post-consumer resin use and the translation of these potential opportunities and barriers into modifications to the existing RPPC program.

Trash Bags

Current statute prohibits State agencies from soliciting, awarding, or extending contracts with businesses that are not in compliance with trash bag minimum content requirements.  The Board actively notifies State agencies of noncompliant companies and of the statutory provisions prohibiting State agencies from contracting with non-compliant companies.  The Board is also pursuing legislation to impose fines on companies that do not file certifications or file late certifications.  

Newsprint

The recycled-content newsprint law is administered by the Board and requires printers/publishers to certify their consumption of recycled-content newsprint.  The Board tracks the statewide use of recycled-content newsprint to verify compliance with program requirements.  Summary data on recycled-content newsprint consumption is compiled from reporting forms (Form 430) submitted annually by California’s known 170 printers/publishers that file the certification.  In addition, at least 13 manufacturers of recycled-content newsprint that supply California consumers submit annual certification letters to the Board.

Current statute allows fines only for late filers of annual certifications and for instances of fraud, thus limiting the Board’s ability to enforce regulations which has resulted in an unacceptably low rate of statutory compliance.  The Board has proposed legislation to: (1) allow civil penalties of up to $10,000 per violation, 2) provide a definition of ‘supplier’ which includes foreign companies an assures that confidential information would not be released by the Board, (3) deny State contracts to newsprint suppliers and consumers who violate the newsprint statutes, and (4) allow the Board to assess penalties against any person who fails to utilize the specified percentages of recycled content newsprint in conformance with Article 2, commencing with PRC section 42760.

Market Development

The future of market demand and supply challenges the Board to redesign an effective and well-coordinated market development approach.  The increasing trend in recycled-content products in the marketplace requires a new focus in promoting market forces to encourage proper uses of recovered materials, manufacturing new consumer products, and clearing the market of recovered materials.  Collective efforts, including legislative initiatives, will be needed to fashion a more effective market development policy, strategy, and program to support market sustainability for the coming years.  

Market operations in California will continue to face various types of constraints and barriers, and will require some incentives and assistance in market development for the recycling business sector to become viable.  The current needs for market incentives by the public and private producers, however, remain to be balanced against the long-term benefits and sustainability of our society.  Increasing public awareness of recycled-content products, producer responsibility, life cycle analysis, greening of supply chain, and other key concepts of sustainability will intensify these challenges.

There is increasing concern about the threat to the environment, safety, and transportation (fuel consumption, air pollution, global warming, ozone depletion, transportation costs, etc.) caused by various aspects of waste management and recycled-content product manufacturing.  The Board will need to promote public and consumer education on the real costs and benefits of recycling and market development for recycled-content products.

Markets for recovered materials and recycled-content products have often displayed wide swings and instability in recent years.  Through strategic partnerships with the private sector and economic incentives, the Board will engage in developing sustainable markets for recovered materials and recycled-content products in both domestic and foreign markets

Recycling Market Development Zone Program

Nearly 7.5 million tons of materials are diverted annually in the state's 40 Recycling Market Development Zones (RMDZ)—almost one-third of the total statewide diversion. Business incentives provided in the RMDZs, including low-interest State loans, give their host jurisdictions added tools to enhance diversion by strengthening local markets for recovered materials.  With a number of local jurisdictions still needing to meet their 50 percent disposal reduction mandate, there is still a need to continue this program to assure appropriate local and regional markets for recyclables are established.

Following the establishment of the RMDZs, mandates and demands on local government services have increased in many areas while funds have decreased.  As a result, resources available to local RMDZ administrators have decreased.  This has triggered a significant reduction in their efforts to attract new and retain existing recycling businesses, at a critical time in the development of regional markets.  

Notably, the impact will be felt by local jurisdictions working to meet the diversion mandates; they will be hard pressed to make appreciable diversion gains without the development of adequate regional markets.  Regional markets are crucial because the cost of transporting materials from collection centers to processors and manufacturers is often prohibitive.  Regional projects can eliminate or dramatically reduce that cost by positioning the processor and manufacturer in the same vicinity or in close proximity to waste processing facilities and other entities in RMDZs.  To overcome this local funding shortfall, RMDZs should be provided a permanent source of funding.  Legislative changes may be required to achieve this.

In addition, the Board will be looking at the need to establish additional RMDZs.  The program has been effective and from time to time jurisdictions and interested businesses have inquired about the designation of additional zones.

Recycling Market Development Loan Program

The Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Program has provided over 
$40 million in direct loans to recycling-based business that divert solid waste from California's landfills. 
In order to ensure continued success of the RMDZ Loan program and provide needed funds for recycling businesses, efforts need to be initiated to make the loan fund self-sustaining.  This could be achieved by maintaining sufficient annual contributions from the IWMA to the sub-account, and minimizing diversion of funds for related market development activities.  If the annual funding level is significantly reduced or diversion of funds to other programs continues, it is likely funds could be depleted in two years.  
After 2006, when this program is scheduled to sunset, there will still be a need for the Board to provided financial assistance to recycling businesses.  Currently private banks are still hesitant to lend to recycling business, especially those who are using new technologies and developing novel products.  Also at this time, there could still be many jurisdictions needing assistance in developing sustainable markets for recyclables, so they are able to meet the 50 percent disposal reduction mandate.  The extension of this program could assist in taking care of these related needs.  

The Board should also look at use of grant funds or combination of grant and loan funds to assist in the development of the higher risk businesses; those that have completed technology development and need additional funds to startup their businesses. In states like Minnesota and Wisconsin the use of a grant or combination of a grant and loan program are integral parts of their successful market development programs. Legislative authority will be needed to pursue the establishment of a grant for recycling businesses program.  

Tire Market Development

Virtually everyone agrees that market development is the ultimate solution to the waste tire problem.  If markets were strong enough there would be no tire piles or illegal dumping.  Recognizing the limitations of the markets, which existed in 1990, the Board funded grant and loan programs to develop new technologies and lower the costs of processing waste tires.  To build upon its efforts, the Board must continue to support markets, which can consume large numbers of waste tires.  The following are recommendations for specific efforts:

· Require Caltrans to develop guidelines on the use of rubberized asphalt concrete within one year.

· Work with Caltrans and local governments to incorporate use of shredded tires as light-weight fill material in road embankments.

· Expand the use of tire shreds as media in leach fields, levees, and landfill gas collection systems.

· Work with the coal-fired cogeneration facilities to increase the use of tire chips as a coal substitute.

· Continue to modestly fund the procurement of molded crumb-rubber products such as playground mats and surfacing for running tracks by local government entities.
Rubberized-Asphalt Concrete

The Board has met with some success in promoting the use of rubberized-asphalt concrete (RAC) by local governments, largely through the Los Angeles and Northern California RAC Technology Centers.  Of course, an important element of RAC efforts is the involvement of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  While RAC demonstration projects have proven successful in the past, progress in expanding its application around the state had been slow.  

Recently, however, Caltrans has magnified its focus on RAC, having established a substantial RAC project in every one of its regions in California; some of these projects will encompass hundreds of lane miles of highway.  This far-reaching effort is the result of a score of field observations conducted by senior Caltrans maintenance officers to better assess the opportunities available for RAC application throughout the state.  To build upon this initiative, the Board is continuing to provide support through projects such as our Technical Guidelines report.  This report will provide Caltrans' district personnel (and other public works engineers) with step-by-step information on RAC, appropriate locations for use, and methods of application.

Environmental Education and School Programs

More than any other activity, the education of our children will have a profound effect on California’s future.  The Board is committed to helping California’s schools realize the benefits of environmental education and help their communities achieve waste reduction goals.  Within the broader context of sustainability, schools are poised to rise to the challenge of becoming models of innovation and resource conservation.

Environmental Education

Education is California’s highest public policy and funding priority.  In recent years, environmental education has become an important part of schools’ curriculum as efforts to improve education have expanded beyond traditional core subjects.  Many teachers, schools and school districts are interested in environmental education—a method with significant potential to impact both the quality of the environment and the quality of education through improved student performance.  

Using funds provided by the Pew Charitable Trust, the State Education and Environment Roundtable (SEER) conducted a study on the effects of using the environment as a context for learning.  “The Effects of Environment-Based Education on Student Achievement” is a compendium of studies conducted at schools in California and throughout the nation, targeting diverse student populations and demographics.  The findings for California schools reveal that, when using the environment as a context for teaching all subject areas—literacy, math, science, etc.—as compared to more “traditional” settings, students score higher in 72 percent of academic assessments.  Literacy scores were higher in 76 percent of assessments.  

This study demonstrates that teaching students in an environmental context has multiple benefits: schools become active participants in resource conservation; students become connected to their communities through “hands-on” learning and community action projects; and student learning and performance on standardized tests increase significantly.  An additional finding in the report was that student attendance improved in 77 percent of the cases, evidence that students embraced the curriculum because it was interesting and relevant to their lives.  

Unfortunately, current resources and support for environmental education are limited.  Additionally, the current lack of awareness and understanding of Environmental Education by key decision-makers limits the potential of the existing resources and expansion of those resources.  Further collaborative efforts will succeed if environmental education receives broader support from the Administration, the Legislature and educational agencies.  Additionally, the infusion of environmental education into school programs, combined with more proactive leadership from the California Department of Education and educational organizations, will enhance the drive to improve education through an environment-based program.

Numerous public agencies and private entities currently have environmental education resources to share with educators and often work independently to train teachers and support classroom programs.  While these organizations help schools realize the benefits of environment-based education programs, the potential impact has yet to be realized.  Along with these organizations, the Board participates in the California Environmental Education Interagency Network (CEEIN) in part to increase coordination, promote a cross-media environmental education approach, and secure much needed resources for their curriculum programs.  To this end, the Board is taking the lead in Cal/EPA’s new initiative to coordinate a cross-media approach among agencies with Environmental Education curriculum.

Actions necessary to fully realize the benefits of environmental education include: 

· Expanding support of environmental education curriculum at the State and local level.

· Increasing resources for the Office of Environmental Education at the California Department of Education.

· Incorporating environmental education into subject matter framework and standards.

· Coordinating with the Commission on Teacher Credentialing and the State Board of Education to incorporate environmental education as a component of the core curriculum.

In response to increasing student enrollment and smaller class size requirements, many new teachers will soon enter the education system.  These teachers need innovative educational resources and training.  The Board just completed a comprehensive update of its nationally recognized Closing the Loop curriculum, a key environmental education resource to help teachers.  Training will take place throughout the state to increase the number of schools and teachers implementing Closing the Loop as well as the Board’s other curriculum.  In conjunction with Closing the Loop, the Board will develop an interactive, Web-based environmental educational game.  This innovative approach of using educational software compliments both Closing the Loop and the Board’s award-winning Web site.  

Another emerging educational concept is “resource conservation schools.”  These schools incorporate resource conservation activities with environmental education curriculum, and serve as a platform to achieve the Board objectives of linking environmental education efforts with waste reduction programs.  The Board will work to increase the number of resource conservation schools and provide needed assistance.

Green Schools

Schools should serve as models of resource conservation for students, teachers and surrounding communities.  In the next few years, thousands of schools will be constructed or renovated through State and local bond initiatives. This presents a timely opportunity to institute resource conservation in schools through “green building” concepts—designing schools with optimal efficiency in all areas, including energy use, water use, air quality, and integrated waste management.  This integrated approach supports broader sustainable development goals along with more efficiently operating schools.  

The Board intends to hold workshops based on the model established with the Los Angeles Unified School District where more than 150 architects and building designers have been trained on innovative green building techniques.  The Board will coordinate with key decision-makers in the school design and construction process to fully implement these techniques.  Additionally, the Board will develop resource materials, case studies and design specifications for green school construction. 
School Programs

As local jurisdictions strive to meet the 50 percent mandate, more are looking to schools to reduce waste and help educate our newest generation about waste reduction.  As mandated by law, Board staff facilitates coordination between schools, local jurisdictions, recyclers and waste haulers to establish and improve waste reduction and recycling efforts at schools.  Through technical assistance and supplemental grant funding, a handful of districts have voluntarily institutionalized these efforts.  

However, schools are not mandated to participate in waste reduction programs, and they are not required to assist local jurisdictions in meeting State waste reduction requirements.  While AB 75 requires State agencies to implement waste reduction plans and achieve diversion goals, schools are excluded from these requirements.  To ensure compliance with AB 939, statutory changes may be necessary to significantly increase waste reduction programs and recycled content procurement in school districts and schools.

The Board plans to encourage more school districts to voluntarily implement programs through a variety of initiatives.  In early 2000, school waste diversion grants will be awarded competitively to school districts and local governments.  These grants will support waste reduction projects at the school or district level.  Additionally, schools will be eligible for a new food waste diversion grant program currently under development.  Based on the results of these and other activities, case studies of model programs will be developed for use by school districts throughout the state.  

The Board will also explore partnering with the California State University and Community Colleges systems to help school districts near these campuses establish programs.  Opportunities also exist for partnering with the California Department of Conservation to expand recycling at schools, another critical issue resulting from SB 332 (Sher, Chapter 815, Statutes of 1999) which significantly expanded the types of containers subject to California Redemption Value (CRV).

Recent legislation established the School Gardens Program (AB 1014, Cardoza, Chapter 713, Statutes of 1999) and the Playground Safety and Recycling Act (AB 1055 Villaraigosa, Chapter 712, Statutes of 1999).  The Board has taken the lead on administering these programs in coordination with the California Department of Education.  School Gardens educates students about nutrition and provides a hands-on environmental education experience.  The playground program provides grants of up to $25,000 to upgrade playgrounds using recycled-content materials.  These programs expand the use of recycled content materials and help improve educational environments.  Additionally the parks bond on the March 7, 2000 ballot includes $7 million for improvement to playgrounds with specific requirements for the use of recycled-content materials.

At both the school and district levels, increased coordination between curriculum use and waste reduction efforts is needed to fully achieve the goals of the Act.  Having students practice what they are taught will improve student understanding and personal commitment to integrated waste management both at school and home. 

Communities throughout California are realizing the contribution the business sector community can make to school environmental education programs.  Schools need many resources—from paper to computers—that businesses no longer need or use.  As a result, a variety of reuse programs have emerged to facilitate this transfer of resources.  The Board will work to expand these types of programs, building on the existing models of L.A. Shares, Resource Area For Teachers (RAFT), the East Bay Depot for Creative Arts and Sacramento CARES.  The Board will soon initiate a reuse program, providing funding and assistance to establish and expand such programs and promoting the Board’s current “Kid MAX” materials exchange program.

Environmental Health and Safety

As current law and practice are structured, waste facility oversight is dependent upon the specific media impact at issue, and is the responsibility of each individual board or department.  For example, issues related to water quality fall under the jurisdiction of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)/Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB), and issues related to air quality fall under the authority of the California Air Resources Board (CARB)/local air districts.  

While development of regulations involving waste facilities is coordinated between boards and departments, their operational policies and practices may not fully take into account the impacts on other media.  Site inspections are also media specific and may be duplicative.  Under these circumstances, identification of violations that affect more than one media, and coordination of any resulting investigation and enforcement, is cumbersome under the current AB 1220 structure.  

Development of a multi-media process to coordinate regulations and operational policies and practices related to waste facilities would better serve the regulated community as well as regulators in achieving compliance with all environmental regulations.  This would apply not only to the multimedia issues found at landfills, but also to other types of solid waste operations, including the cleanup of closed, illegal, and abandoned waste disposal sites.  At the same time, the creation of an integrated multi-media database about each waste site would provide a more complete picture of compliance status.  The following steps would address these issues.

· Identify the Board as having lead responsibility for environmental issues at nonhazardous solid waste facilities, and for coordination of attendant regulatory and enforcement issues.

· Identify all environmental aspects at solid waste facilities and, in partnership with State and local agencies, develop an integrated regulatory and operational approach to ensuring environmental compliance.

· Develop memoranda of understanding with other agencies on a coordinated, cross-media approach to inspection and enforcement that identifies all issues at a site and brings the appropriate agencies technical expertise to bear.

· Develop an integrated cross-media data collection and display system that provides a complete environmental profile of each solid waste facility.

In addition to the steps listed above, the Board is initiating a comprehensive study on MSW landfill performance across the environmental media of air, water, and gas, which is discussed immediately below.

Environmental Performance of Solid Waste Landfills 

California’s regulatory program is primarily shared among the following three State agencies:  

· The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), which regulates water quality aspects of landfills through nine independent Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB).

· The California Air Resources Board (CARB), which oversees regulation of  the air quality aspects of landfills through 35 independent air pollution and air quality management districts (air districts).

· The Board, which regulates all other aspects of solid waste disposal through 54 local enforcement agencies (LEA).

The Board is designated in California statute (Public Resources Code Section 40508) as the lead State solid waste agency for all purposes stated in the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, which contains Subtitle D, and any other federal act affecting solid waste.  However, because the regulation of MSW landfills is shared among three State agencies, the Board does not have access to landfill performance data or information across all environmental media and cannot provide a comprehensive assessment of landfill environmental performance in the state.  In fact, no one agency has such an understanding.  

The Board is initiating a major effort, the first of its kind in California that will provide a complete picture of MSW landfill performance across the environmental media of air, water, and gas.  This study will ensure that the current status of landfills and the environmental impacts that may result are fully comprehended.  At the same time, the study will look at all levels of environmental regulatory requirements (federal, State, and local) to fully understand all aspects of regulation and their affect on MSW landfill performance.  

Alternative methods for disposal that differ from the “dry tomb method,” which is currently required by Subtitle D, will also be examined.  Research has shown that waste disposed using the dry tomb method will continue to pose a threat to health and safety and the environment for decades or even centuries beyond the required postclosure maintenance period.  This includes assessing the emerging technology of  bioreactor landfills as an alternative landfill management approach for reducing the environmental impacts of landfilling waste.  

Bioreactor landfill technology may meet the need for a more environmentally sound and sustainable alternative to the traditional "dry tomb" landfill.  A bioreactor normally involves controlled leachate recirculation, controlled and enhanced landfill gas collection, and energy recovery.  Accelerating the natural decomposition process results in a relatively inert low-threat residue over a much shorter period of time, while at the same time providing methane gas for generation of energy in the form of electricity.  This method can also significantly increase landfill capacity.  In addition, by using the methane gas for energy, the release of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere is minimized

Closed, Illegal, and Abandoned Sites—Increased Enforcement 

There are currently over 2,600 closed, illegal, and abandoned sites on the Board’s database system.  These sites can present a variety of potential hazards to the health and safety of the public as well as adverse impacts to the environment.  However, many of these sites have not been assessed for potential threat to public health and safety and the environment.  Moreover, many of the listed sites have not been located.  Several of those where assessment has occurred indicate problems with landfill gas migration toward adjacent and nearby structures, inadequate cover resulting in exposed waste, and postclosure land use taking place without proper design and precautions.
The Governor's proposed 2000-01 budget includes an increase of $1.3 million and 10 positions to enhance the Board’s closed, illegal and abandoned sites program.  The enhanced program will focus on:

· Locating, inspecting, and evaluating all closed, illegal, and abandoned sites.

· Increasing enforcement actions by local enforcement agencies and the Board, when necessary, requiring the responsible party to remediate those sites where remediation is necessary.

Tire Program 

Assembly Bill 117 (Escutia, Chapter 1020, Statutes of 1998) required the Board to submit a report to the Governor and the Legislature describing State waste tire management in California.  Looking to the future, this report included 21 recommendations to clean up illegal stockpiles, increase enforcement of tire facility permitting and hauler registration regulations, and create sustainable end uses for the waste tires generated in California.  Highlights of the most significant recommendations are: 

· Revise the amount of the tire fee.

· Create a permanent, voluntary, noncompetitive grant program to reimburse local jurisdictions for enforcement efforts aimed at the generation, collection, and disposal of waste tires.

· Initiate an aggressive three-year program to eliminate illegal major tire piles.

· Modify the current tire manifest system to better track the flow of tires.

· Change definitions in statute to make the permitting process less demanding on facilities that present minimal environmental risks. 

A tracking system to follow the movement of waste tires from the point of generation to the final point of use or disposal has been included in pending legislation.  The bill would empower the Board to implement a tracking system with copies of manifests required to be submitted to the Board by the generator, the hauler, and the processor/end user or final disposal site.  The manifest would track the number of tires picked up at one or more locations by a hauler and list the amounts dropped off at one or more end users.  
With the information collected in the manifests, the Board could determine what percentage of the annual flow of tires is recycled, what percentage of the flow is disposed, where illegal disposal is occurring, and where regional market centers are located.
SB 876 (Escutia) and AB 603 (Cardoza) include improvements to the Board’s enforcement process against illegal tire sites or haulers.  Currently, the length of time to bring an enforcement action against a facility has been a detriment.  The number of appeals, the need to get local district attorney or State Attorney General participation, and a reluctance to put anyone out of business has slowed the process considerably.  The pending legislation would provide the Board with stronger enforcement penalties and a clear-cut process to follow.

Regional Landfills

California has seen the beginning of a trend toward the establishment of regional landfills.  This trend has been spurred by federal Subtitle D regulations that forced the closure of many small landfills that did not meet the requirements, and that could not afford the costly improvements to come into compliance with the new laws.  How the waste diversion goals of AB 939 will continue to be addressed by the change to disposal at regional landfills will be monitored by the Board, especially the commitment of these projects to support recycling and the waste diversion infrastructure already in place.

There are basically two types of regional landfills; those that replace “neighborhood” landfills with a more centralized, regional site that serves surrounding communities (regional landfill), and those that offer a large capacity at a more remote location and can serve a much larger area (mega-landfill).  Both types receive waste from a network of material recovery and transfer station facilities that allow the recovery of recyclable materials and the removal of hazardous waste, including household hazardous waste.  The residual waste is then consolidated and transported to regional landfills by transfer trailers or route trucks, or, in the case of mega-landfills, the waste is transported by rail. 

Mega-landfills provide an option that could benefit local jurisdictions by allowing them to send their waste out of their jurisdictions, meeting their long-term capacity needs.  It is not uncommon for a mega-landfill to be able to accept up to 20,000 tons of waste per day with a capacity that will allow them to operate for up to 100 years.  These large landfills are usually sited in areas where land is available and weather conditions are favorable.  The use of rail lines (railhaul) and the consolidation of residual solid waste offer the potential for more efficient and less environmentally problematic transportation. 

In California, there are currently two mega-landfill projects.  Both are located in remote, arid regions of the state, adjacent to rail lines, and could provide Southern California, including the Los Angeles Basin, with long-term disposal options.  Both have conditions in their Solid Waste Facilities Permits that limit the acceptance of waste to AB 939 compliant cities and that require the waste to be processed through a material recovery facility prior to disposal at the mega-landfill.  This allows the recovery of recyclable materials and the removal of hazardous waste prior to the residual waste being consolidated and transported for disposal.
Operator Training and Certification

As the business of solid waste management becomes more complex and the regulation of solid waste landfills becomes more stringent, it is imperative that landfill operators and regulators be knowledgeable of current requirements and best practices.  With the ultimate aim of protecting public health and safety and enhancing environmental quality, the Board is developing a landfill operations training/certification program, to be implemented this year that will improve facility management.  The objective of this program is to provide consistency in how landfills are operated and inspected, to ensure regulatory compliance, and to maximize available landfill airspace.  The Board will initially be implementing this program on a voluntary basis, with a longer-term goal of requiring landfill operators and inspectors to attend training and become certified.

In the new millennium, the traditional forms of face-to-face classroom training and field tours will continue, yet increasingly supplemented and expanded with teleconferences, Internet-based training modules and on-line discussions.  Training topics will be selected with input from advisory committees to insure that the subjects are high priority issues. In this way, LEAs and operators can receive the latest information in a truly cost-effective manner.

Funding Issues

As discussed previously in this section, the Board has developed a number of recommendations and suggestions designed to improve the State's capacity to meet pressing waste management challenges.  If the Legislature and the Administration ultimately determine that some of these suggested initiatives should be undertaken, the Board's current fund status would likely compel the Board to consider either a fee increase, scaling back some of its existing activities, or otherwise take measures to make additional resources available.

Board Fees

IWM Fee

The Board's revenue has been increasing slightly from $47.7 million in fiscal year 1998/99, to $48.4 million in fiscal year 1999/00, and finally to $49.8 million in fiscal year 2000/01.  However, since 1994 when the fee was set at $1.34, inflation has reduced its purchasing power by 10 percent.  Consequently, the value of the current fee in 1994 dollars is approximately $1.18 per ton.  Further impacting revenue was the passage of SB 515 (Chesbro, Chapter 600, Statutes of 1999) that specified that the disposal of solely inert waste at an inert waste disposal facility is not subject to this fee if the disposal is in accordance with an approved mine reclamation plan.

Therefore, despite increasing revenue, the Board may be faced with a need to revisit the current fee structure and its existing programmatic functions.

Tire Fee

Legislation, SB 876 (Escutia), proposed during the 1999-2000 Session would repeal the sunset date and increase the $0.25 fee to $2.00 per tire.  California generates more scrap tires than any other state yet its program ranks at the bottom in funding.  One impact of the minimal funding has been the relatively slow pace in cleaning up illegal tire piles, resulting in greater public exposure to the dangers associated with large tire fires.  Increased funding to the tire program by assessing a pass-through fee of $2.00 per tire at the retail level would support a $40 million annual program.  The revenue collected by a fee increase would provide the resources to eliminate the major tire piles, set up a local enforcement element, and provide a viable market development/business retention program for reclaiming or recycling scrap tires.

Oil Fee

Revenues collected from lubricating oil sales provide the fund with approximately 
$21 million per year.  The lubricating oil sales volumes have remained fairly stable since the program began.  On the other hand, industrial oil sales have nearly doubled since 1993.  This trend follows California’s economic recovery.  Currently, oil manufacturers do not pay a fee on the industrial oil consumed in the state.  If the fee of $0.16/gallon were collected on the volume of industrial gallons sold, the Used Oil Recycling Fund would have collected an additional $24.4 million in 1998.  Levying the used oil recycling fee on industrial oil sales would be a viable method to supplement the four existing grant programs. 

Waste Export

In 1998, more than 675,000 tons of municipal solid waste was exported to landfills outside the State of California.  The amount of waste exported out-of-state has increased over the last several years, but is still a very small percentage of the total waste disposed of in California each year.  Waste that is exported out of state is not assessed the Integrated Waste Management Fee, and has led to equity issues between those groups who are paying the fee and those who are not.  Funds realized from this fee support a wide range of programs including promoting reuse and recycling, and ensuring the safe management of landfills in California.  Some fee payers have reported being placed at a competitive disadvantage when competing for waste contracts against those who do not pay the fee and other fee payers have cited concerns about fewer dollars being available for grants and services to local jurisdictions.  

Although the Board does not have the authority to change the point of collection for this fee, it has examined limiting services or benefits to those who are not paying their fair share into the Integrated Waste Management Account through this fee.  The Board has found that this approach would be detrimental to achieving its overarching goals and therefore has not pursued this option.  The Board continues to monitor the amount of waste that is being exported out-of-state in order to track revenue and provide information to those who request it.

Public Outreach and Information Management

The ultimate success of California's investment in its integrated materials management infrastructure depends on the long-term behavior of its resident and business populations.  Our investment will pay off if residents and businesses continue to separate recyclable resources and buy products that contain them, and if manufacturers keep reusing these resources in their products.  The Board can help insure this investment by encouraging consumer demand for recycled-content products and making them easy to identify in the market place.

Another key component in our success is how we share the information and knowledge we have developed as an organization over the last 10 years to inform and motivate our own staff, the public, business and industry, and our regulatory partners.  We need to examine the value of implementing “knowledge management” systems, map sources of internal expertise, and create information networks to support collaborative and effective efforts to get our message out.  

Public Outreach

Public Outreach Partnerships

Beginning in 2000, the Board plans to reinvigorate its efforts to change public behavior favoring recycling, reuse and resource conservation.  Funding has been allocated from the Board's 1999-00 budget to initiate a statewide public awareness campaign that will:

· Link in the public's mind, their actions to separate recyclable materials from the waste stream to the productive reuse of those materials in another form.

· "Brand" products made with recycled materials in a way that encourages manufacturers to increase the use of recyclable materials in their production and rewards them when they do. 

Recognizing that its campaign must be both bold and enduring to be effective, the Board will be examining its resource options for continued funding.  One way to optimize the budget will be to coordinate with the education and outreach program being developed by the Department of Conservation for the newly enacted expansion of the State Beverage Container Redemption Program (SB 332, Sher, Chapter 815, Statutes of 1999).  The Board will endeavor to dovetail its effort with the Department's in a way that leverages both the messages and the budgets of each entity to support those of the other.  Among the many possibilities for coordinating the campaigns are: joint advertising that combines messages to a similar target audience, cross-tagging ads to reinforce the connection between these similar resource conservation efforts, leveraging State expenditures through corporate advertising partners, and joint research efforts to benchmark and track program effectiveness.

America Recycles Day Participation 

November 15, 2000, will mark the fourth annual America Recycles Day.  First designated as a time for businesses and individuals to reflect upon and redouble their efforts to conserve resources through recycling, America Recycles Day has become a pulpit for preaching the need to close the loop through buying recycled.  With a vision to be a recognized national and international leader in the field of integrated waste management, the Board has a vested interest in remaining an important part of this evolving event. Using an established forum such as America Recycles Day to spread its own message to a wide audience affords the Board a relatively inexpensive opportunity to counter the messages of mass consumption with one of smart and environmentally sound purchasing.

Web Site Development

The Board launched its award-winning Web site in 1995 to provide 24-hour access to publications, data, grant and loan information, forms, agendas, news, laws and regulations, calculation and reporting tools, and general information on waste prevention and management topics.  The site, which includes more than 2,500 pages and 18 interactive databases, serves a wide array of audiences including enforcement agencies, businesses, local government, teachers, and the general public.  

The site has continued to grow and elicit increased use by the Board’s customers (about 
2 million hits per year) and the Board expects that this trend will continue as Internet access expands.  The Board is committed to using new technology (such as video and interactive features) appropriately to enhance ease of use rather than for flashy design that can slow access for users, and will continue to focus on fast access to useful information, based on customer and staff input. 

Case Studies

Case studies are a good way to provide information on successful programs.  They appeal to businesses and local governments because the information comes from peers and represents ideas that are actually working in the real world.  To date, the Board has provided case studies on waste diversion programs in rural areas, deconstruction and “green building” projects, and businesses with successful recycling and buy recycled programs.  Additional efforts will be focused on local waste diversion programs and the use of green waste.  The Board will make the first group of local government diversion programs available on the Internet by summer 2000 and will add new case studies as they are developed.

Knowledge Management

Part of the Board’s strategic vision is to become the “…recognized national and international leader in the integrated management of waste and recovered materials…”  To accomplish this, one of the Board’s key roles is managing and disseminating all of the knowledge contained within the organization regarding nonhazardous solid waste management.  In its role as California’s solid waste information clearinghouse, the Board is answering questions and providing the data needed for informed decisions through informative publications (such as the local government newsletter infoCycling and LEA advisories) and staff assistance.

As computer technology has evolved and society has embraced the Internet, the expectations for timely, accurate, and easily accessible information have also increased exponentially.  In response, the Board has developed an excellent data-driven Web site that includes numerous searchable databases.  In addition, WasteLine (a new e-mail and phone service for data requests) has already provided quick, accurate answers to hundreds of customer information requests.  

The next step in this series of improvements is the California Waste Stream Profiles System.  The system will integrate and coordinate information from the Board’s individual databases, and provide customers with Internet access to information about California’s waste management infrastructure, regulatory oversight, the progress of Board programs, and the efforts of the Board’s partners in local government and the solid waste industry.

California Waste Stream Profiles will be a one-stop shop to obtain solid waste information.  It will provide easily accessible answers to the questions decision-makers need to make informed decisions and staff needs to do their jobs most effectively.  Rather than having to query multiple databases sequentially, the profiles will let users see the “big picture” on one screen with most commonly requested information on a topic.  Users will also get information displayed graphically with the use of maps, charts, graphs, tables, reports, lists, etc.

The first two profiles are government and geographic profiles (Board assistance and actions, demographics, and diversion rates for a city, county, area, or the state) and tire profiles (permit issues, cleanup status, inspection information, and capacity for a county or a specific site).  These two profiles are scheduled for debut on the Internet in late spring of 2000.  

The profiles also present an excellent opportunity to explore possible ways to more fully integrate information across all media (air, water, soil, etc.) and across the Cal/EPA boards and departments.  The profiles have the potential to set a new standard for fully integrated and accessible environmental management information.  As the Board develops future profiles, it will continue to lead the way in managing and providing solid waste management information and to adapt as advances in technology change the way its customers access and use solid waste information.  
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		PLASTIC TRASH BAG PROGRAM

		TONS OF RECYCLED PLASTIC POSTCONSUMER MATERIAL USED

		YEAR		TONS OF RPPCM USED		TONS OF REGULATED BAGS		Percent Content

		1993		1900		15000		13%

		1994		2900		18000		16%

		1995		8800		31000		28%

		1996		7400		30000		25%

		1997		9400		34000		28%

		1998		15000		73000		21%

		Note:  For 1998, not only regulated bags were used as basis, but companies had the option to include other plastic products in their calculations.






