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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Legislative Basis for the Plan

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill
[AB] 939), mandates that by January 1, 1985, each California city and
county must divert 25 percent of all solid waste generated within the juris-
diction from landfill or transformation facilities through source reduction,
recycling, and composting activities. By January 1, 2000, the required
waste diversion is 50 percent of the solid waste generated in each Califor-
nia city and county. AB 939 responds to the pressing need to divert mate-
rials from disposal in landfills in order to preserve decreasing site-capacity
and diminishing natural resources.

AB 939 and related legislation require that each city prepare, adopt, and
submit to the county a source reduction and recycling element (SRRE)
that includes the following:

+ waste generation study (Section 2}

+ source reduction component (Section 3)

+ recycling component (Section 4)

» composting component {Section 5)

+ special waste component (Section 6)

+ education and public information component (Section 7)
» disposal facility capacity component (Section 8)

» funding component (Section 9)

+ integration component (Section 10)

Executive Summary
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« household hazardous waste element!

The integrated waste management hierarchy established by AB 939
consists of:

« Source reduction to reduce generation of wastes
+ Recycling and composting of materials

« Environmentally safe transformation of wastes, such as
incineration, destructive distillation, gasification and

pyrolysis
« Environmentally safe landfilling
This hierarchy served as a planning tool in the selection of programs

designed to meet the City's 25 and 50 percent diversion goals by 1995
and 2000, respectively.

Goals for SRRE

The primary goal of the City's SRRE is to meet the state-mandated waste
diversion goals of 25 and 50 percent by 1995 and 2000, respectively.

The following goals have guided the development of the SRRE:

1. Meet or exceed state-mandated waste diversion rates
through source reduction, recycling, and composting.

2. Maximize source reduction, recycling, and composting
opportunities within the City of Milpitas. ;

3. Minimize adverse environmental impacts and ensure pub-
lic health and safety.

4. Increase public awareness of the need to reduce and
recycle the solid waste stream and provide information on
how to participate in the local community programs.

5. Expand and develop a sense of community pride in order
to maximize participation in source reduction, recyciing,
and composting programs.

1" Following the enactment of AB 2707, the household hazardous waste component was
elevated to the status of an element, to be prepared as a separate document. This
element is therelore presented under separate cover.

Executive Summary
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6. Encourage and foster the paricipation of solid waste
refuse collectors and the commercial sector in the solid
waste management pianning process and the implemen-
tation of necessary programs.

7. Develop and expand iocal and regional markets for
diverted materials, including the City's purchase of prod-
ucts made from recycled materials.

8. Ensure proper disposal of wastes that cannot be reduced,
reused, recycled, or composted.

9. Diven hazardous wastes from disposal in landfills.

10. Extend the lifetime of existing landfills in the County.

MANDATED FORMAT OF SRRE

Title 14, Chapter 9 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) specifies
the required substance and format of the SRREs to be prepared by each
city and county in California. The components of the SRRE that address
source reduction, recycling, composting, and special waste must contain
the following sections:

+ Obijectives

+ Existing Conditions Description
« Evaluation of Alternatives

+ Program Implementation

* Monitoring and Evaluation

The regulations dictate that the alternatives considered for these four
components must be evaluated in accordance with ten criteria that reflect
a wide range of technical, economic, institutional, and socio-political
issues.

The remaining four components of the City's SRRE—education/public
information, disposal facility capacity, funding, and integration—deviate
somewhat in format from the first four, as will be noted from a review of
the SRRE. The apparent lack of consistency in the format is thus dictated
by the regulations for Planning Guidelines and Procedures for Preparing

Executive Summary
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and Revising Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (Title 14,
CCR, Division 7, Chapter 9, Articles 3, 6.1, 6.2, 7, and 8).

WASTE GENERATION STUDY

Waste Disposal Characterization

In compliance with AB 939, the City of Milpitas is required to identify quan-
tities of solid waste that are currently being diverted or have the potential
of being diverted from the Newby Island Landfill. In addition, the City is
required to identify the composition and quantity of solid wastes disposed
of in the landfill.

A summary of the City's waste quantities is presented in Table ES-1 and
the composition of the wastestream is shown in Table ES-2. The results
of the waste characterization study indicate that paper currently
represents about 29 percent of the City's residential, commercial, indus-
trial, and self-haul waste stream.

A total of 79,036 tons of solid waste were disposed of by the City of
Milpitas in 1990 {or about 217 tons per day on a seven-day week basis).

Waste Diversion

In compliance with AB 939, the City also conducted a waste diversion
study to estimate the quantities of materials diverted from the Newby
Island Landfill through recycling, composting, and source reduction.

The diversion results were obtained from (1) City records, (2) the collec-
tors of recyclable materials, and (3) a mailed survey of virtually all busi-
nesses in the City concerning their waste diversion activities.

The data from the City records and from the surveys were assumed to
refiect the total diverted quantities (i.e., the data were not extrapolated).
Thus, the study results reflect a conservative diversion estimate total of
7.5 percent.

Table ES-3 presents a summary of wastes disposed, diverted, and gener-
ated in Milpitas. Tables ES-4 and ES-5 present diversion by matenal for
the residential and non-residential sectors, respectively.
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PJE E930101H.EOW iv Rev. 0 August 13, 1991



‘Materials Targeted for Diversion

The following categories of materials currently disposed of in the City are
targeted for diversion through programs identified in the source reduction,
recycling, composting, and special waste components of the SRRE:
paper, plastics, glass, metals, yard waste, other organics, and selected
other wastes, including inert solids such as asphalt, concrete, and soit.

Overview of SRRE Components

Source Reduction

Source reduction activities reduce or prevent the generation of solid
wastes that must otherwise be managed by recycling, composting, trans-
formation, and dispcsal. Source reducticn is achieved by changing pro-
duction, packaging, and consumption practices, resulting in decreased
consumption, reduced material weight and volume, and increased product
durability. Production and packaging practices are changed at the state or
national level, while consumption patterns are targeted locally.

The current estimated diversion from source reduction programs is
0.8 percent annually. This is a very conservative estimate that reflects the
fact that source reduction efforts to a large degree occur on the national
level. Manutacturers of products marketed nationally continue to reduce
and modify their packaging, thereby impacting the generation of wastes
within cities and counties.

The source reduction programs selected to help meet diversion goals for
the City of Milpitas have the potential to effectively change consumption
patterns. Specifically, the programs selected include (1) technical assis-
tance, (2) education programs, (3) rate modifications and (4) procurement
preferences and targets.

The City intends to emphasize impiementing available national source
reduction programs and educating the public concerning these programs.
The success of the source reduction program will have positive impacts on
consumption, production and packaging patterns that will ultimately con-
tribute to a decrease in the guantity of wastes landfilled.

Executive Summary
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Recycling

As defined by the EPA-sponsored national Recycling Advisory Council
(RAC), recycling is the result of "a series of activities by which materials
that would become or otherwise remain waste are diverted from the solid
waste stream for collection, separation, and processing and are used as
raw materials or feedstocks in lieu of, or in addition to, virgin matenals in
the manufacture of goods sold or distributed in commerce, or the reuse of
such matenals as substitutes for goods made from virgin materials.”

Milpitas initiated a curbside recycling program in January, 1991. In addi-
tion, the City has several drop-off and buy-back recycling centers, includ-
ing the Recyclery at Newby !Island Landfill. In 1990, prior to the imple-
mentation of the curbside program and the Recyclery, the City had a
diversion rate of 7.5 percent. In order for the City to reach the diversion
goals mandated by AB 939, the following recycling programs are
proposed:

Short-term planning period (1991-1995)

+ Continue source-separated recycling program for single-
family dwellings (existing program) .

+ Develop source-separated recycling program for multi-
family dwellings.

« Establish a source-separated curbside recycling program
for non-residential sector.

 Develop a manual material recovery opera-
tion/mechanized material recovery operation.

+ Develop non-residential recycling programs, including
providing public education and technical assistance
services.

+ Divert inert solids generated by City public works projects
to a matenrals processor2,

Medium-term planning period (1996-2000)

+ Separate additional waste types through the residential
curbside program

2 Examples of inen solids include concrete and asphalt.
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The successful impiementation of the recycling programs listed above is
projected to divert an estimated 12.6 to 17.5 percent of the City's total
solid waste stream by 1985. With the expansion of the residential
curbside program in the medium-term planning period, recycling programs
offered by the City will divert an estimated 13.6 to 19.5 percent of the
waste stream by 2000.

Composting

Composting is a process of biological decomposition of solid organic
debris, such as leaves, grass clippings, and other organic materials com-
monly found in the municipal waste stream. The end product of compost-
ing is a stable humus or soil-like material that can be used as a soil condi-
tioner, muich, or fertilizer, depending on its physical propenrties.

In Milpitas, yard wastes -comprise approximately 12 percent by weight of
the total wastestream. Composting therefore makes an important contri-
bution to reducing the amount of the City's waste that is disposed of at the
Newby Island Landfill.

The composting programs selected to help meet the City's waste diversion
goals are the following:

Shon-term planning period (1991-1995)

+ Develop residential yard waste collection program

+ Establish mechanized yard waste separation

Medium-term planning period (1996-2000)
« Windrow composting system

These composting programs are projected to divert an estimated 6.7 to
7.1 percent of solid waste from disposal by 1995. The windrow
composting system to be implemented by 2000 will not contribute to
additional diversion of waste, but will enhance the quality of the compost.

Special Waste

Special waste is solid waste requiring coliection, processing, and disposal
procedures that differ from those typically needed for other municipal solid
wastes. Examples of special waste are sewage sludge, ash, asbestos,
tires, white goods, mattresses, abandoned vehicles, and dead animals.

Executive Summary
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White goods and a limited number of tires are the only special wastes that
are accepted for disposal at the Newby Island Landfill.

The special waste program selected to help meet Milpitas' diversion goals
is the prohibition of the disposal of white goods at the Newby Island Land-
fill. Diverted white goods will be recycled for use as scrap metal following
removal of their capacitors; cooling units, insulation and wiring. White
goods are currently collected and stockpiled at the Newby Isiand Landfill,
but are also still present in the waste being disposed of at the landfill. By
prohibiting the disposal of white goods, the City can divert approximately
330 tons of these wastes annually. The City's Community Development
Department will be responsible for monitoring the effectiveness of this
program.

Education and Public Information

Education and public information are essential to the successful imple-
mentation of the recycling, source reduction, and composting components.
To reach waste diversion goals of 25 and 50 percent, Milpitas will target
the non-participating sectors of the community to promote the implemen-
tation of selected waste diversion programs. The City will alse inform the
entire community about expansions and modifications to existing pro-
grams so that the City can effectively reach its stated diversion goals.

A key contributor to the City's public information outreach efforts is the
Solid Waste Reduction Advisory Committee (SWRAC).. Formed in
early 1991 to provide guidance to the City in the preparation of the SRRE,
SWRAC has assisted in the development of the SRRE's goals and objec-
tives and has contributed to the development of recommended programs.
SWRAC will serve as advisors to the City for an indefinite period of time
following the adoption of the SRRE. The Committee will provide input to
the City during the implementation phase and will help monitor the
progress of programs that have been selected to meet the diversion tar-
gets mandated by AD 939.

The education and public information component presented in the City's
SRRE describes a wide variety of City programs that focus on educating
and informing the community about solid waste issues. Education and
public information programs promoted by businesses and community
groups in the City are also described.
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PJE E930101H.EOW Vil Rev. 0 August 13, 1991



The education and public information activities selected to enhance exist-
ing programs are multi-faceted in scope, encompassing media, community
outreach, campaigns, and schoo! curricula.

Disposal Facility Capacity

The Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 requires that jurisdictions
identify their current and future solid waste disposal capacity needs in the
SRRE. Specifically, the City of Milpitas is required to identify its disposal
capacity over the 15 year period 1991 through 2006. In Milpitas, there are
no permitted solid waste disposal facilities within the incorporated limits of
the City; all of the City's solid waste destined for disposal is currently
exported to permitted solid waste disposal facilities in the City of San Jose.
{It should be noted, however, that Newby Island Landfill borders the City of
Milpitas.) Currently no plans exists to establish a new disposal facility in
Milpitas during the short-or medium-term planning pericds.

Results of the solid waste disposal facility needs projection indicate that
Milpitas will not require additional disposal capacity during the 15-year
planning penod.

Funding

Solid waste management programs in the City of Milpitas are funded by
the City's General Fund. Revenue sources for this Fund include the City's
franchise fee for refuse collection by BFi; in fiscal year 1990-1991, the
franchise fee is estimated to account for approximately $417,000 of the
General Fund's revenues.

Programs selected by Milpitas to help meet mandated diversion goals will
be funded by the City's General Fund.

Additional City staff will be required to help implement source reduction,
recycling, composting, and public education programs. One staff position
will be added in 1992; the need for an additional staff position will be
reviewed by the end of calendar year 1992.

Integration

To reach the waste diversion goals mandated by AB 939, the City must
integrate source reduction, recycling, composting and special waste pro-
grams and activities following the integrated waste management hierarchy

Executive Summary
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of (1) source reduction, (2)recycling and composting, and
(3) environmentally safe transformation and disposal. A combination of
existing waste diversion programs, planned expansions of existing pro-
grams, and new source reduction, recycling and composting programs
and activities together will contribute to the City's achieving the diversion
targets mandated by law.

Currently Milpitas diverts an estimated 7.5 percent of its solid wastes from
the landfill. By 1995, the City projects a diversion rate of 26.1 to
31.5 percent. A range of diversion rates is presented in order to reflect the
variables involved in implementing new programs.

Summary of Diversion Programs

Summarized in Table ES-6 are the source reduction, recycling, special
waste, and composting diversion programs selected for the City of
Milpitas. Included is (1) date of implementation; (2) percent diversion of
the total waste stream that each program would achieve; (4) planning,
development, and capital costs; and (5) annual operating and monitoring
costs.
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Table ES-1
SUMMARY OF WASTE DISPOSAL QUANTITIES (1990)
City ot Milpitas

Tons Tons
Per Per
Source Day-7* Year Percent
Residential 36 13,032 16
Commercial 37 13,473 17
Industrial/Roll-Off 83 30,371 38
Self-Hau 61 22,160 28
Total** 217 79,036 100

* Based on a 7-day week.
** Numbers are rounded. Data reflects quantities disposed of at the Newby
| Island and Zanker Road landfills, and through transformation.
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Table ES-4

DIVERSION RATES BY MATERIAL FOR RESIDENTIAL WASTE (Tons, 1990)

Clty of Miipitas
COMPONENT DISPOSED DIVERTED GENERATED DIVERSICN
RATE
Residential Recycling Source {percent)
Reduction
PAPER: (lotal) 5,887 6,057
cormugated containers 879 0 0 679 0
newspaper 1,880 170 o 2,050 8
high grade ledger paper 186 0 0 186 0
mixed paper 1,928 0 4] 1,928 0
other paper 1,214 ) 0 1214 0
PLASTICS: (total) 819 833
HDPE containers 1t1 0 o] 114 0
PET containers 38 14 o] 52 27
film plasucs 313 0 O 313 0
other plastics as7 0 0 357 0
GLASS: (total) 656 785
refillable bev, containers 128 0 0 128 0
CA redemption value 212 114 0 328 35
other recyclabie glass 247 15 0 262 6
other non-recyclable glass 70 0 Q 70 0
METALS: (iotal) 413 437
aluminum cans 40 23 0 64 37
bi-metal containers 7 0 0 7 0
tin cans 152 o 0 152 o
other ferrous 143 0 0 143 0
other aluminum 44 0 Q 44 0
other non-ferrous 7 0 0 7 0
white goods 21 0 0 21 0
YARD WASTE: (total) 2,997 2,997 0 s 2,997 2,987 0
OTHER ORGANICS: (total) 2,118 2,183
food wasle 1,185 0 0 1,185 0
tiresfrubber 80 0 o 80 0
wood wastes 213 0 ¢ 213 0
agricultural crop residues 0 0 ¢] 0 ¢
manure 15 0 0 i5 o
texlikeseather 176 o] 0 176 ¢]
other misc, organics 450 o] 64 514 12
OTHER WASTES: (total) 141 141
iner solids 113 0 0 113 Q
hazardous wasies 28 0 0 28] 4]
SPECIAL WASTES: (total) 0 0
ash 0 0 G 0 )
sewage sludge 0 0 o 0 e
industrial siudge 0 o 0 0 ¢]
ashestos 0 0 0 0 0
aulo shreddar waste 0 0 0 0 0
aulo bodies 4} 0 0 0 ¢
other spacial wastes 0 0 4] 0 Q
TOTAL 13,032 338 64 13,432 3
° Numbers are rounded.




"pepunc: 812 siequinyN

{0861 ‘suol) FLSVYM IVILNIQISTH-NON HOH WIHILVA A S3LVH NOISHIAIG
§-53 e[gel

* S8’ Ll r4: 1.3 08 1°2T Lic'oe ELv'EL Ivi0L

Ll € s QO 4] z s6I8eM BRadE M0

0 0 ] 0 0 0 Bipoq |me

0 0 4] 0 0 0 PEEM JOpPaIYE me

0 0 e} 0 0 0 wWEEGER

0 0 0 0 o 0 ebprys pulEnpul

0 0 0 0 0 0 efpns aliemss

0 ] [} 0 0 [} . yse
£ 0 0 4 (le101) :S3LEVM TVIDADS

1] +v28 0 2ve 28V 0 £]52M ENOPIBTRY

i Z2GL'EL 5591 oL EEB'¥ 1 Sp1os Leu)
9.5'¢1 L08°L CIE'S s {10} ‘5ILSYM HIHLO

0 2546°'2 0 (i3] 996’1 L0S ©1uedio 51w JBYlo

0 GEB'E 0 esy'e 192'1L ¥Ll JByesysolixe)

o o 0 0 0 0 aunew

] 12 0 [} 0 %4 senpse) dor reurmnoule

[ €826 862’2 SP9'E 6689'¢ 059 S]5EM POOM

el 020t 6E1L a €ES LBE JagqnuseIn

0 lsiz'e ] 121 LLE 1820 8158 M pOO)
0£0°'61 o0e'9 EE8'9 TS (fe101) 1SDINVOUO HEHIO

0 26’9 526°9 0 86L°C 86€'E 6¥E'Z BYE'T BIL'L :FA Nt {ewl) FLISVM OHYA

I €L [ 4 0 4:74 82 spool ejium

) tre I fer A8 6l 2 £N0.18J-L0U J84l0

0 SOl 0 el 1S or wnwne JBuylo

g S0Y'S ¥se 1661 YEP'Z Lzl sroua) Jeylo

0 2] 0 0 e T4 SUED UR

4 2 ] ] 0 L £45UIBILD fE)BIL-IG

02 LB L} 4 Sy e HUBS WNLWN e
05E'9 9Z1L'2 /662 gre (mo)) §Ivian

0 €61 o g rel €9 sse/0 siqupiie.-Lou Jeylo

|54 Gie €L 9 ELZ £Z s5E(0 oigqej2Lo0) Joyl0

Ze yor it} 0 SiL BS1 aneA Uogdwepas yD

S 54l 9 0 £E 9/ SJOUMEIUOS "ABK) 5{GB(|Y8)
a20’l Ll (7:14 1ZE {iso1) 58V

€ S61°C 501 86/ 619'1L €49 vogwe|d Jeylo

2 195k FAS [F A BSE 4 24 sopeBid Wiy

¢ LS 4] r45 g 61 Slaumuoed 13d

ST BGL 061 0 LLIE 161 LBUEILD IJOH
LLS'S €50°L z98'2 LZE'L (mey) :gDUEYId

4] c92't 4] 612 0SE'L 961'L Isded seylo

¥ 099'y 864 £l 9gE'2 £€E0°Z stfed pexjw

it ri2'2 gge 6L eFL'L 969 Joded Ja0pa| ape.t yOiy

1 yZe'l ol 82 619 99§ Jededsmeu

Zi 13 W] €ze FA:14 990 2:FAN! $19UIELOD pa1edni LoD
05’8l 99t | ¥ES'6 g9E2'9 {myo)) :H3dVd

{luaniad) Gunohoey IneH Hes [EwISnpy| [eRIBWWOD
3ivd
NOISHIAIO Q3iVdINID QL HIA 0380dsIia LNANOIAOD
seudnw jo Ay




1661 ‘€1 1snbny | "Asy

MOT'HLOLOEET 3ird

S1BJ UCISIGAIP 066 BL Sluawe|ddns uiSIsalp [BUCIHIPDE SIY) ‘SBIEI 066 | BY) 18A0 SBJEI UDISIBAIP Ui asesioul ue o) Buipes) ‘| g6] Ul pajusius|diul slem uonae|joo episqino pui lapisey eyl

Wwesed 57 jo

L
‘peuluelepeq ol 9
‘(s10ded el 1oedw) A)[eryusAs 0} pejoadxe SI Yoiym) 10108s ejeaud Ag paunsulsiso) AD aliseooN  §
‘weiboud juswainsoid Buidojaaep yim PoIEKOSSE SISOD BAEASIUWPE SIoBeH 'V
‘weiboid simonns s1el s|qeues & Buguawe)dw) 1o} 51502 eagensiunupe pue buluueld s A0 sioeled €
"{signey eyeaud o} siso2 Lue apnpxe “6'e) sendiw Jo AuD sy Ag peunour Apceup selnypusdxe asou Ajuo 190o. Ay 'SIB)|OP LE6L Ul 618 UMOYS 51500 2
(16/8) Alephoey ey pue
{1671} opISqIno Eeluspisad lose sweifosd pojuswed AQuetes 8ssyl UWINGD SIY] JO WIOHOG BU} 18 oyl aul| sleiedes e se pepnjoul St 1661 Ui polegiul swiiBoud om o) enp uogIsA] L
S1E- 192 sweifold Bunsix3 pue maN ‘uojsiaAlq |BI0L
eLL-gL (pawawodwy Anuadey sweiboid 0l anQ UOISIBAIQ
Sz (0661) sweiBoig Bups|x3 ‘uoisiaAlq eI0L
005'2r$ 000'25% L'TL-80L swelbold maN uo paseq -- €10
000'8€ 000°LE V/N 26/L uojleuuoul Ignd pue Lojpesnp3
g0 g0 ¥o-£0 26/L Inpue) Je buibeajes spoob spum -
3IseM lepddg
50 g0 by -6 26/L wajsAs paziueyosy -
g0 g0 0£-8¢ Z6/L UoID9||00 BlSem pIeA [ElUBPISAY e
Bujisodwo)
Juauedwon uoilewom oyand pue
UGHESNP3 Ul papnau| V/N £6/1 sweiboud BuioAoal je1osawWwod spIM-AllD) Ys|qelsy -
¥e-2¢ 26/9 10ssa20.d SjEUSIEW B O) SPIjOS HAUI UBAI(] »
o@dlL 9@dl §2-S'1 £6/1 sassauisnq 10§ weibord uolos|jod spiIsqny -
0 50 e0-10 £6/1 welBoad BuioAsas Ajwepynw dojdasqg -
[ pajuawajdw) uaaq seH A1aioAosy ayL
[ pawswajdw usaq seH UOI}D3]]00 SPISQIND [BUBPISSY
Bupnaisey
000'2 » 000°01L V/N 26/L swesboud Liojenbay «
0052 ¢ 000°01 V/N £6/9 sugiedipow ey .
Wwauodwon yoIBULIOI| Dqnd PUe
uole2NpP3 Ui papniou| Vv/N 2611 a2URISISSE [B2IULDS] PUR UCHEINPS JIIQNd «
uoIINPAY J0IN0G
{$) {$) (S661L-1661) yuoneuswaldw weiboid paosies
Buuonuopw pue [exdes pue wuaj uoys Buung weaboig JYHS
Bunesado jenuuy wawdojanaaqg sweiboid 10} weans alsep [BRIOL
‘Buiuued JO UGISI9AI] JUBdIad palewns]

2AlD) 3y} 0] SISOD JEUOHIPPY

(5661-1661) pouad Buue|d wia [-uoys syl 10} paajes swelbold ucisiaag maN jo Arewung

9-53 s|qel




INTRODUCTION






1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Legislative Basis for the Plan

In September 1989, the California House and Senate passed Assembly
Bill (AB) 939, the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 19889.
This statute legisiation was drafted in response to the need to divert
materials from landfills in order to preserve decreasing landfill capacity
and natural resources. AB 939 mandates that, by January 1, 1995, each
California city and county must diverd 25 percent of all solid waste
generated in the junsdiction from landfili or transformation facilities through
source reduction, recycling, and composting activities. By January 1,
2000, the required diversion is 50 percent.

AB 939 replaces the existing County Solid Waste Management Pian
(CoSWMP) process with a source reduction and recycling element
(SRRE) for each city and county and an Integrated Waste Management
Plan (IWMP) for each county. AB 939 dramatically restructures the solid
waste management program in California with the objective of implement-
ing an aggressive integrated waste management program, promoting, in
order of priority, the following waste management practices.

» Source reduction
+ Recycling and composting

» Environmentally safe transformation (incineration, pyroly-
sis, and biological conversion)

+ Environmentally safe land disposal

1.1.1 City Requirements

By July 1, 1991, each city must prepare, adopt, and submit to the county
an SRRE that includes a component focusing on each of the following
areas for management of solid waste generated within the city.

+ Waste generation
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+ Source reduction

* Recycling

+ Composting

+ Disposal facility capacity

+ Education and public information
* Program funding

« Special wastes

» Program integration

1.1.2 County Requirements

By July 1, 1991, each county must prepare a SRRE for its unincorporated
area with components identical to those required in the city elements.
Each county must also prepare a county-wide integrated waste manage-
ment plan and a county-wide siting element specifying areas for transfor-
mation or disposal sites to provide capacity needed for a 15-year period,
so that solid wastes generated in the county that cannot be reduced or
recycled will be handled safely. :

1.1.3 General Requirements

The required waste diversion amounts will be based on the calculated
amount of solid waste existing on the date of approval of the city or county
SRRE.

To determine the base rate of solid waste from which these recycling lev-
els will be calculated, "solid waste" includes only two categories:

+ Materials that are normally disposed of at a landfill or
transformation facility; and

+ Solid wastes currently diverted from a landfill or transfor-
mation facility because of source reduction, recycling, or
composting programs.

Agricultural wastes, and other wastes not normally disposed of at landfills
are not included in this base rate calculation.
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For any plan submitted after January 1, 1995, the 50 percent diversion
may include up to 10 percent transformation, provided that the front-end
removal of recyclable materials and other specified conditions are met.

1.1.4 Other Provisions of AB 939

Revisions to existing law in AB 939 include (1) replacement of the former
Waste Management Board by the current Integrated Waste Management
Board with six full-time members; (2) implementation of new requirements
in the city and county waste management planning process; (3) recasting
of the waste management framework; and (4) various funding mecha-
nisms for the required programs and plans. There are six additional provi-
sions of AB 939.

Solid Waste Facilities. AB 939 establishes a comprehensive statewide
system of permitting, inspections, enforcement, cleanup, maintenance,
and closure for solid waste facilities. While the system will continue to be
implemented by local jurisdictions where applicable, the state’s role has
generally been strengthened. Specifically, local enforcement agencies
(LEAs) will be subject to Board certification. The Board will prepare and
adopt .certification regulations specifying requirements that a local
enforcement agency shall meet before being designated officially as an
enforcement agency.

The Board will also adopt minimum standards for solid waste handling and
disposal to protect air, water, and land from pollution. Owners or opera-
tors of solid waste landfills must also provide financial assurances for clo-
sure and postclosure maintenance.

Enforcement. AB 939 outlines a system of civil penalties, corrective
actions, appeals, and judicial review for the enforcement of terms and
conditions of solid waste facility permits. The Board may issue a cease
and desist or cleanup and abatement order if (1) the LEA fails to issue
such orders and (2)the Board agrees that such orders need to be
imposed.

Solid Waste Disposal Site Cleanup and Maintenance. Every operator
of a solid waste landfill required to have a permit will be assessed a fee,
which will be placed in the existing Solid Waste Disposal Site Cleanup and
Maintenance Account in the Solid Waste Management Fund. Money in
the account will be controlled by the Board and allocated to cities and
counties for uses regarding the safe operation, closure, and maintenance
of solid waste landfills.
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Household Hazardous Wastes. AB 939 requires the Board to develop
and implement a public information program to provide information on
source reduction, recycling, and proper disposal of household hazardous
wastes, and technical assistance to local public agencies to establish
household hazardous waste management programs.

Finances. Every operator of a solid waste landfill shall pay a quarterly fee
to the Board of Equalization, based on all solid waste disposed of at each
disposal site on or after January 1, 1990. The money will be used for
administration and other purposes specified by the legislature, which will
appropriate funds from the account.

Garbage and Refuse Disposal. AB 939 establishes criteria for (1) the
formation of garbage disposal districts, funded by property taxes;
(2) franchise waste manhagement within a county; (3) contract waste man-
agement within a city; and (4) solid waste enterprises to operate within a
community. |t also contains restrictions on burning garbage.

1.1.5 Relationship of AB 939 to Other Legislation

Several pieces of legisiation related to AB 939 have passed that modify
the impact of the legislation, including the following four bills.

Senate Bill (SB) 1322. This bill establishes a comprehensive set of state
programs to promote (1) integrated waste management, (2) source reduc-
tion, and (3) market development for recovered materials. SB 1322 will
establish recycling market development zones with regulatory and fiscal
incentives. In addition, the Board will be required to provide technical
assistance to enable LEAs to conduct waste reduction evaluations and
implement recovery of high-grade white office paper. A state-wide public
information and education program will be initiated to encourage participa-
tion by the general public, business, government, and industry in all
phases of integrated waste management.

Assembly Bill (AB) 1820. AB 1820 permits the use of pre-existing data
or studies that accurately characterize the waste generated and disposed
of within the jurisdiction. This bill allows for three basic changes to AB
939: (1) only the amount of seasonal sampling necessary to achieve the
25 percent diversion target for the 1995 deadline (rather than the
"maximum extent possible”); (2) the constituent materials identified in the
waste characterization to be representative of the solid waste generated
(in contrast to the former language: to be representative "to the maximum
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extent feasible;" and (3) waste quantities to be "as accurate as possible” to
enable the Board to accurately measure the diversion requirements.

Assembly Bill (AB) 2707. This bill requires each city to submit a sepa-
rate household hazardous waste element to the county by July 1, 1991.
AB 939 had inciluded a household hazardous waste component in the
SRRE; as a result of AB 2707, this component was elevated to the status
of an "Element.”

Assembly Bill (AB) 3992. This bill defines "solid waste" for the purpose
of determining the base amount from which diversion levels shall be cal-
cutated. It also requires the Board to consider only relevant circumstances
in determining civil penalties for any city or county which fails to implement
its SRRE.

1.2 Waste Diversion Efforts

The City of Milpitas disposes of its waste at the Newby Island Landfill in
Santa Clara County. Residential waste collection is handled by an exclu-
sive contract with Browning-Ferris Industries (BFI); commercial and multi-
family collection is handled by several haulers under a competitive, vari-
able rate system. ' '

The City's contract with BFI, which expires in 2007, provides for uniimited
curbside service, as well as a curbside residential recycling program initi-
ated in eany 1991,

Source Reduction

The City of Milpitas has a number of current source reduction activities
ongoing within the community. These include efforts and programs by
both the City government, as well as by private individuals, groups, and
businesses.

The City's own source reduction program consists of a number of activi-
ties, including (1) making scratch paper tablets and two-sided copies at
the City print shop; {2) and using reusable cloth shop rags and uniforms at
the City garage. Additionally, there are thirty three businesses known to
the City to be operating as thrift, salvage, or repair shops that refurbish or
repair used items for reuse. A survey of businesses in Milpitas also
revealed that a number of offices and businesses are actively pursuing
source reduction activities,

Introduclion
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Recycling

Milpitas has a weekly curbside residential recycling program collecting
newspaper, glass, tin cans, aluminum cans, PET, motor oil, and HDPE. In
addition, Milpitas sponsors a curbside Christmas tree collection program in
conjunction with the Sierra Club!. The City also has an informal office
recycling program for aluminum cans and scratch paper through the print
shop.

The City's primary waste hauler (BFI) conducts commercial and industrial
recycling activities. There is also a materials recovery facility, the Recy-
clery, located at the Newby Island landfil! that diverts from disposal items
such as corrugated cardboard, mixed paper, wood and brush, and metals.
This center also accepts aluminum, paper, copper and brass, plastics, and
glass, as well as junk mail, polystyrene, and telephone books.

In addition, the City has several drop-off and buy-back centers for CA
redemption value matenals. The Boy Scouts maintain two newspaper
drop-off bins in the City and there is a pilot program for old telephone
directories with two drop-off bins in Milpitas.

The City offers a 5 percent purchase preference for goods with recycled
content. :

Composting

The City of Milpitas is poised to take part in the development of a com-
posting program at the Recyclery located at the Newby Island landfill.
Upon approval of the requisite permits, the Recyclery will include a wood
waste processing and composting system, turning wood and yard waste
into wood fuel and compost. The portion of the organic waste stream that
is diverted in this manner through composting qualifies as diversion under
AB 939. After 1995, up to ten percent of the material diverted as wood
fuel will receive credit as diverted material under AB 939.

1.3 Goals for the SRRE

Definition of Goals and Objectives

The primary goai of the City of Milpitas SRRE is to meet the state-man-
dated waste diversion goals of 25 and 50 percent by 1995 and 2000,
respectively.
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Goals are stated in general terms and are not quantified by target dates,
waste types, or volumes. Goals are general statements of policy and will
be used to guide the overall direction of the solid waste management pro-
gram within the City of Milpitas.

Goals for the City of Milpitas

1. Meet or exceed state-mandated waste diversion rates
through source reduction, recycling, and composting,

2. Maximize source reduction, recycling, and composting
opportunities within the City of Milpitas.

3. Minimize adverse environmental impacts and ensure pub-
lic health and safety.

4. Increase public awareness of the need to reduce and
recycle the solid waste stream and provide information on
how to participate in the iocal community programs.

5. Expand and develcp the sense of community pride in
order to maximize participation in source reduction, recy:
cling, and composting programs.

6. Encourage and foster the paricipation of solid waste
refuse collectors and the commercial sector in the solid
waste management planning process and the implemen-
tation of necessary programs.

7. Develop and expand local and regional markets for
diverted materials.

8. Ensure proper disposal of wastes that cannot be reduced,
reused, recycled, or composted.

9. Divert hazardous wastes from disposal in landfills.
10. Extend the lifetime of existing landfills in the County.

Objectives for the City's SRRE are more specific and serve to target
certain aspects of the overall goals. Objectives are based in part on local
considerations necessary to achieve state-mandated diversion rates.
Generally, objectives are stated in measurable and quantifiable terms.
Objectives for programs are presented in the respective components of
the SRRE.
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1.4 Mandated Format of SRRE

Title 14, Chapter 9 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) specifies
the required substance and format of the SRREs to be prepared by each
city and county in California. The components of the SRRE that address
source reduction, recycling, composting, and special waste must contain
the following sections:

+ Objectives

« Existing Conditions Description
+ Evaluation of Alternatives

» Program Implementation

+ Monitoring and Evaluation

The regulations dictate that the alternatives considered for these four
compeonents must be evaluated in accordance with ten criteria that reflect
a wide range of technical, economic, institutional, and socio-political
issues.

The remaining four compeonents of the City's SRRE—education/public
information, disposal facility capacity, funding, and integration—deviate
somewhat in format from the first four, as will be noted from a review of
the SRRE. The apparent lack of consistency in the format is thus dictated
by the regulations fer Planning Guidelines and Procedures for Preparing
and Revising Countywide integrated Waste Management Plan (Title 14,
CCR, Division 7, Chapter 9, Articles 3, 6.1, 6.2, 7, and 8).

1.5 Evaluation of Alternatives in the SRRE

The Planning Guidelines and Procedures for Preparing and Revising
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plans, Section 18733.3,
Chapter 9, Division 7, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, require
certain criteria to be used in evaluating alternative programs that identified
in the source reduction, recycling, composting, and special wastes com-
ponents. These criteria reflect a broad range of technical, economic, and
socio-political considerations. As presented in Section 18733.3 of Atticle
6.2 of Title 14, the evaluation criteria are as follows:

+ Effectiveness

« Hazard
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+ Ability to Accommodate Change

« Conseguences on the Waste Stream

« Implementation Period

« Facility Reguirements

+ Consistency with Local Plans and Policies
* Institutional Barners

» Estimated Cost

+ End Uses

As structured by the regulations governing AB 839, some of the criteria by
which the alternatives are evaluated are positive in tone (e.g,
effectiveness), while others are inherently negative (e.g., hazard). A high
rating for a positive criterion implies a positive rating; a high rating for a
negative criterion implies few or no impacts associated with the potential
problem. A detailed discussion of the evaluation criteria and the method
used to rank their impact on the alternatives is presented in Appendix A of
this SRRE.

1.6 Organization of the SRRE

In accordance with the regulations implementing AB 839, the SRRE is
presented in the following sections:

« Solid Waste Generation Study - Section 2

+ Source Reduction Component - Section 3

* Recycling Component - Section 4

+ Composting Component - Section 5

+ Special Waste Component - Section 6

« Education and Public Information Component - Section 7
+ Disposal Facility Capacity Component - Section 8

+ Funding Component - Section 9

*+ Integration Component - Section 10
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The organization of topics within each component generally follows the
format presented below. The format deviates slightly for specific compo-
nents.

* Introduction

» Objectives

+ Existing Conditions Description
» Evaluation of Alternatives?

+ Selection of Programs

+ Program Implementation

+ Monitoring and Evaluation

1 A description of the criteria used to evaluate the altematives is included in
Appendix A.
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2 WASTE GENERATION STUDY

2.1 Introduction

This section presents the results of a waste disposal and diversion char-
acterization study performed for the City of Milpitas. The waste charac-
terization was conducted to satisfy the requirements of an AB 939 initial
study. As required by AB 939, the study was divided into two pars: a
waste disposal characterization and a waste diversion characterzation.
When combined, the results of the disposal and diversion characterization
yield the total amount of solid waste generated in Milpitas according to the
equation defined by AB 939:

GEN = DISP + DIVERT

where: GEN = the total quantity of solid waste generated within the
jurisdiction
DISP = the total quantity of solid waste, generated within the

jurisdiction, which is transformed or disposed in per-
mitted solid waste facilities

DIVERT

the total quantity of solid waste, generated within the
jurisdiction, which is diverted from permitied solid
waste transformation and disposal facilities, through
existing source reduction, recycling, and composting
programs.

The waste disposal characterization was performed using comparable
jurisdiction data for waste disposal composition and junsdiction specific
data for waste quantities. Waste diversion quantities were determined
using a material accounting system that collected information from both
the generators of diverted materials and from the collectors of those mate-
rials. When combined, the information from the two sources amounted to
a comprehensive accounting of solid wastes diverted from the Milpitas
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waste stream. Moreover, in many cases, the combined information pro-
vided a cross-check of reported quantities from two sources.

The waste generation study also attempted to measure the amount of
source reduction occurring in Milpitas. As with the diversion study, a sur-
vey technique was developed to estimate the amount of source reduction
occurring with several clearly defined materials or products. Details of the
source reduction, waste disposal, and waste diversion studies are pre-
sented in the following sections. Using information from the waste gener-
ation study and the other components of the SRRE, a 15-year projection is
included for the amounts and types of waste expected to be generated
under the current solid waste management conditions as well as those
proposed in the SRRE.

2.2 Demographic Information

The City of Milpitas is located 45 miles south of San Francisco in northern
Santa Clara County, adjoining the City of Fremont to the north and the City
of San Jose to the south. The City is 13.5 square miles in area and con-
sists of a mixture of residential, commercial, industrial, and open-space
land use. According to information provided by the City's Planning
Department, the preliminary data from the 1990 Census shows 14,465
housing units and a population of 50,686.

The preliminary census data reports the density of the population to be
about 3,680 persons per square mile. Approximately 18 percent of the
popuiation is Hispanic, 33 percent Asian, 5 percent black and 42 percent
white. According to ABAG Projections '90, the estimated mean family
income is $51,200.

The Chamber of Commerce reports that the Milpitas business community
is made up of numerous smali businesses and 280 large manufacturing
companies, including computer and semiconductor firms, the school
district, a warehouse, City government, developers, and a large depart-
ment store. Together these larger businesses employ approximately
16,000 workers. Also within City limits are a County park, a correctional
facility, and two golf courses. ABAG Projection '90 estimates 37,820 jobs
in the City in 1990.
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2.3 Waste Stream Flow

in keeping with the requirements of AB 939, the City's waste stream has
been segmented into the following sources:

- Residential; waste originating from single- and multiple-
family dwellings.

« Commercial: waste originating from wholesale and retail
distribution operations, institutions (e.g., hospitals and
education facilities), service operations (offices and repair
facilities), and governmental operations.

« |Industrial/roll-off: wastes coliected in roll-off containers
and typically originating from industrial, commercial, con-
struction/demolition, and other sources.

« Other: AB 939 allows other source categories to be
defined. For this study, self-haul wastes were defined as
a separate category; these are wastes self-hauled by
residents or businesses directly to the Newby Island
landfill.

Because Milpitas has a considerable amount of commercial/industrial
activity, the residential waste segment is relatively small compared to the
nonresidential segments (i.e., commercial, industrial, construction, demoli-
tion, and self haul). Residential waste accounts for approximately
16 percent of waste from Milpitas.

Solid wastes flow from the generators of Milpitas’ wastes into disposal or
recovery channels through a variety of flowpaths, including

« City-franchised residential and nonresidential garbage
collection (via BF1)

+ City-franchised curbside collection of selected recy-
clables, for all single-family dwellings in the City (via BFI)

+ Refuse self-hauled to the landfill

* A landfill drop-off facility that accepts a variety of materials
dropped off by self-haulers

+ Several private collection programs that focus on nonresi-
dential sources
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* Numerous nonprofit and private collectors that collect a
vanety of recyclable materials

After collection, wastes generated in the City of Milpitas enter one of four
channels: landfill disposal, transformation via incineration, composting, or
recycling. Under the present regulations, channeling waste into recycling
and composting qualifies as waste diversion. Details of the waste disposal
and diversion studies are presented in the following subsections.

2.4 Solid Waste Disposal Characterization Study

The purpose of the solid waste disposal study was to estimate the quanti-
ties of materials that were generated by the residential and business seg-
ments within the City of Milpitas and are being disposed of by landfilling.
Both waste quantity and composition information were collected during
1990 to provide baseline information for SRRE planning efforts.

2.4.1 Current Waste Collection and Disposal Practices

Most of the solid waste destined for disposal is collected by the City's
franchised hauler, BFI. BFI collects both residential and non-residential
garbage, including commercial, industral, and construction/demolition
wastes. All of the wastes collected by BFI for disposal are landfilled at the
BFl-owned and operated Newby Island landfill, which is located nearby in
San Jose. A small portion of industrial/roll-off waste is collected by other
permitted haulers and is taken to the Zanker Road Landfil. A small
amount of waste destined for landfilling is delivered by the City or other
governmental agencies to the Newby I[sland Landfill, including the Elm-
wood correctional facility. Small haulers, residents, and contractors also
self-haul wastes directly to the landfill. Self-haul wastes generally consist
of bulky items that are not suitable for collection by conventional residen-
tial and commercial packer trucks.

There are no pefmitted waste disposal facilities located in Milpitas; all of
the waste from the City that is destined for disposal is delivered to facilities
located in San Jose.

2.4.2 Methodology

The waste disposal characterization consists of two elements of informa-
tion that, when combined, yield the results required by AB 939. The first
element is an estimate of the composition of each of the waste stream
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segments defined in Section 2.3, which are residential, commercial, indus-
trial/roll-off, and self-haul waste. Waste composition is a description of the
proportions by weight of various materials in a waste stream.

The second element measures the total flow rate of each waste stream
segment. Flow rate is based on scalehouse records and is expressed in
units of weight per time, such as tons per day.

Multiplying the flow rate for a waste stream segment by the corresponding
segment's composition yieids an estimate of flowrate by material types for
that segment, such as the number of tons per day of newspaper or alu-
minum cans.

Waste Quantity Investigations. The waste quantity investigation con-
sisted of gathering scalehouse records from the various disposal facilities
and soliciting quantity records from the private haulers. In some cases,
particularly for commercial waste, quantities reported by the waste haulers
were important for this study because coilection routes commonly cross
jurisdictional boundaries. In cases where collection routes pickup waste
from more than one jurisdiction before being weighed at the disposal facil-
ity, jurisdiction specific waste quantities cannot be measured directly. As a
result, the commercial waste hauier cooperated with the City and the study
team by providing apponrtioned quantities for Milpitas, based on routing
details. Similarly, waste quantities from those mixed commercial and resi-
dential routes were also apportioned by the hauler (BFI).

Quantities of industrial/roll-off and self-haul waste originating from the City
were obtained from BF! - Newby Island Landfill records.

Waste Composition Investigation. Waste composition for the "disposed
of" portion of the waste stream was obtained employing the use of compa-
rable jurisdiction solid waste generation studies and data. Aricle 6.1,
Section 18724 (Additional Requirements and Guidelines for the Initial
Solid Waste Generation Study) states that a jurisdiction may use pre-ex-
isting solid waste generation studies that have been prepared subsequent
to 1984, by the Board and/or by jurisdictions in Califernia that have similar
demographic, economic, and solid waste characteristics. -

The following three data sources from north Santa Cilara County were
used for the Solid Waste Disposal Characterization for the City of Milpitas:

» City of Santa Clara Initial Waste Characterization Study,
December, 1990 [1]
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« Solid Waste Generation Study for the City of Palo Alto,
August, 1990 [2]

« City of Sunnyvale's Initial Waste Charactenization Study,
October, 1990 [3] '

Located in the north County, Milpitas is an integral part of the urban
expansion that comprises Santa Clara County. Milpitas has residential,
commercial, and industrial sectors similar in makeup to other cities in the
north county; it is commonly referred to as the "Silicon Valley." Table 2-1
summarizes demographic data for the comparable jurisdictions included in
this analysis.1

The three studies used as a basis for estimating the City's waste composi-
tion encompass data from three neighboring cities. Each comparable
study was conducted in compliance with AB 939 guidelines within the last
year, and each employed the quantitative field analysis method.

The generated waste composition database developed from these three
studies and used as a basis for the generated waste composition for Mil-
pitas is detailed in Appendix Tables B-1 through B-3.

The waste generation habits in all the cities were assumed to be similar.
However, each of the cities had different recycling rates. Therefore, the
comparable data used in this analysis was based on the sum of disposal
plus diversion. That is, the composition of waste generated, not disposed
of, in the three comparable cities was used as a basis for determining the
composition of waste generated in Milpitas. More specifically, to obtain
the waste-generated composition for Milpitas, the waste-generated
compositions from the three data sources were averaged. The average
generated waste composition from these three jurisdictions is presented in
Appendix B, Table B-4. Multiplying the average generated waste
composition for residential, commercial, industrial, and self-haul segments
by the total waste quantity for each segment yielded a list of annual waste
quantities by material type and segment. [For example, percent aluminum
cans (residential} x residential waste quantities generated = tons of
aluminium cans generated (residential)].

Finally, the portion of the generated waste stream that was landfilled was
computed by subtracting waste diversion quantities from the list of

1 Alltables are presented at the end of this component.
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annually generated waste quantities. [For example: tons of aluminum
cans generated (residential} minus tons of aluminum cans diverted
(residential} = tons of aluminum cans disposed of (residential}].

Waste diversion quantities are discussed below in Section 2.5. Waste
disposal quantities were also expressed as a "disposed of" waste
composition by dividing the annual quantity of the material component by
the total annual gquantity of the respective wastestream and then
multiplying by 100, [For example: 700 tons/year of aluminum cans
disposed of, divided by 70,000 tons/year of all waste disposed of
(residential} equals percent aluminum cans disposed of {residentidl)/year].

2.4.3 Reslulis

Table 2-2 summarizes "disposed of" waste quantities for the City of Milpi-
tas from residential, commercial, industrial/roli-off, and self-haul wastes:
together these waste types totaled 79,036 tons in 1980. Expressed in
terms of landfill volume, assuming an in-place density of 1,200 lbs/yd3, the
79,036 annual tons is equivalent to 131,727 yd3. (The source of the in-
place density value is EMCON's Landfill Engineering Group, June, 1991).

Regarding the seasonal variation in disposed of waste quantities, landfill
records for the Newby Island Landfill indicate that the tota! flow rate of
waste received at the landfill varies from month to month. Compared to
the average monthly flow rate, the total disposed of waste flow rate is
highest in October, at 22 percent more than average month, and lowest in
December, at 39 percent less than the average monthly rate. The tota!
disposed of flow rate inciudes the combined effect of waste flow from
residential, commercial, industrial, and self-haul sources. The usually low
flow in December appears to result from the combined effect of the holiday
and plant shutdowns, and a seasonal low in yard waste generation.

The average weight percentages for component materials in residential,
commercial, industrial/roli-off, and self-haul wastes are presented in
Table 2-3. The composition data are presented on a net (wet weight)
basis. Table 2-4 presents the annual waste flow for residential, commer-
cial, industrial/roil-off, and self-haul wastes in terms of tons.
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2.5 Solid Waste Diversion Characterization

2.5.1 Objective of the Study

The objective of the waste diversion characterization study is to determine
the quantity and types of materials that are currently being diverted from
permitted solid waste disposal facilities. The diversion quantities reflect
the amount of materials that are generated in the City and diverted from
the landfill via source reduction, recycling, and composting. Only those
materials normally disposed of at permitted solid waste landfills, repre-
senting at least 0.001 percent of the waste stream, count towards diver-
sion. It is essential to document the existing level of waste reduction in
order to determine what type of programs need to be implemented to
reach state mandated diversion rates of 25 percent by 1995 and
50 percent by 2000.

2.5.2 Solid Waste Diversion Flow Process

The flow of materials diverted from the waste stream is more complex than
that for materials destined for disposal at a landfill. This complexity occurs
because the various materials follow many different paths from generators
to collectors to intermediate processors to final processors end users.
Collected materials must be separated and processed (e.g., contaminants
removed, material baled) to meet market specifications, and the
processing is often done in facilities dedicated to only one type of material.
Several processors might be involved between the generator and the end
user.

Much of the collected materials in the City follows a similar path, flowing
from the generator to a collector, who may sell the material to a dealer. in
turn, the dealer processes the material before it is ultimately sold to an end
user; in some cases the dealer also acts as a collector.

2.5.3 Current Solid Waste Diversion

The following recycling programs were available to waste generators in
the City in 1990. These programs were in the solid waste diversion study:

+ four California certified redemption centers
+ a City - sponsored source reduction program

+ one non-profit program that collects newspapers
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« commercial/industrial collection of inert solids, wood
waste, tires and rubber

« private collectors diverting paper, plastic, glass, metals,
organic material and special waste (e.g., white goods and
tires).

In 1991 two recycling programs were implemented by City's hauler, BFI,
that are expected to contribute significantly to diversion rates in future
years. In January 1991, a residential curbside coliection program for
recyclables was implemented, and in March 1991, a material recovery
facility (the Recyclery) went on line.

Also initiated in 1991 was a Christmas tree collection sponsored by BF|
and the Loma Prieta chapter of the Sierra Club. This program wiil not
count toward diversion until after 1995 because the waste trees are used
as fuel. Pursuant to section 41783 of the Public Resources Code,
incineration (transformation) can be counted toward diversion only
after 1995. Another program initiated in 1991 was a drop-off program for
telephone books, co-sponsored by Pacific Bell. Two telephone book drop-
off bins were made availabie for this pilot program.

The City government and businesses within the City employ source reduc-
tion practices, as described in Section 3, Source Reduction Component.
In addition, repair and reuse businesses operate within the City, including
at least one diaper service.

2.5.4 Methodology

The solid waste diversion characterization used a multi-prong approach to
estimate the quantity and types of materials that were diverted from dis-
posal in the City in 1990. Waste diversion data was obtained by the fol-
lowing: (1) a mail survey of commercial and industrial businesses, (2) a
mail survey of collectors and processors of recyclable maternials, (3) City
data, (4) commercial hauler data, and (5) telephone and fax communica-
tions (to clarify and supplement, whenever possible, incomplete data col-
lected through the mail survey, as well as to obtain data from additional
sources).

Mail Survey. A total of 1,500 businesses were surveyed, with 23 percent
responding, and 89 private collectors of recyclable materials were sur-
veyed. Follow-up telephone calls were made to 25 who did not respond to
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the survey of private collectors. Through a County-sponsored effort,
46 additional collectors were surveyed, resulting in additional usable
responses for the City.

The mailing lists used for the surveys were developed from the following
sources:

+ City of Milpitas business license list

« San Jose State University, Center for the Development of
Recycling

» Santa Clara Valley Manufacturing Group's "Commercial
Recycling Guide”

» Sierra Club's "Where to Recycle in Santa Clara County”
« City of Santa Clara's list of recyclers
« Telephone books

Landfill operators, transfer station operators, and BF|, the City's contracted
waste hauler, were also contacted for data on their residential and non-
residential recycling programs and scavenging activities.

The mail survey included a source reduction questionnaire that was
designed to document source reduction activities in the City. In addition,
telephone calls were made to a diaper service operating in the City.

Cross Checking. To avoid double counting, the materal flow was
charted for each waste type. The surveys requested that the businesses
and the recyclers involved in recycling, collecting, or processing report the
purchasers of their recyclable materials. Data from nonresidential gener-
ators that reported collectors for a waste type were eliminated from tabu-
lation when those collectors also reported data for that waste type. Data
obtained from colliectors that reported purchasers for a waste type were
eliminated from tabulation when those purchasers also reported data for
that waste type. This approach allowed material to be counted only once
and quantities to be estimated with the best available data.

Data Reduction

Waste diversion data was entered into a database. Quantities presented
in this report are shown by waste type on an aggregate basis only, in order
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to ensure confidentiality of the survey respondents. The foliowing data
were tallied:

- source (residential or commercial/industrial waste
generators)

» program type (e.g., curbside, drop-off, buy-back)
« quantitative estimates of materials diverted

When recyclers' information was reported for the entire County, the City's
share was apportioned according to population projections, as published
in Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projections '90.

Conversion Factors

Survey data reported in volume were converted to weight using conver-
sion factors from The National Recycling Coalition's Measurement Stan-
dards and Reporting Guidelines, October 31, 1989, (see Appendix C).
Source reduction data for diapers was calculated using a conversion factor
from Diapers in the Waste Stream.? Landfill operators and recyclers also
reported the following average weights of specific materials:

battery 44 |bs
mattress 40 - 50 Ibs
laser toner cartridge 4 |bs. (empty)
25 Aluminum cans 11b

6 PET liter bottles 11b
Christmas tree 19.4 Ibs

tire 25 Ibs

flower pot 11b

2.5.5 Results

The waste diversion charactenzation results reflect a conservative diver-
sion estimate of 9 percent of the total solid waste stream. The data
obtained from the business and the recycler surveys and from the hauler

2 Lehrburger, Carl, Diapers in the Waste Stream: A Review of Waste Managemeni and
Public Policy Issues, December 1888. Beaudry Communications, Washington, D.C,
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and City records were assumed to be the total diversion for the City. Data
were not extrapolated. The results of the diversion characterization are
presented in Table 2-5 for the residential waste stream and in Table 2-6
for the non-residential waste stream. The quantities shown are estimates
in annual tons for 1990. A brief discussion of the results is presented
below.

Source Reduction

Except for information on cloth diapers, the source reduction mail survey
and the telephone calls provided largely qualitative data on source
reduction activities occurring in the City of Milpitas. A total of 63.6 tons of
single-use diapers were diverted from the City's residential waste stream
in 1990 through the use of reusable cotton diapers. A major diaper
service operating in the City reported serving 110 households, each using
50 diapers per week3. Therefore, the number of cloth diapers used per
year is estimated as 110 (number of household) x 50 (number of diapers
per child per week) x 52 {(number of weeks in year) = 286,000 diapers per
year.

Dividing this number of diapers by 4,500 disposable diapers per ton of
garbage yields an estimate of 63.6 tons of garbage per year that were
source reduced in the City in 1990, accounting for less than 1 percent of
the total solid wastes generated. Thus, 286,000 (diapers per year) divided
by 4,500 {disposable diapers/ton)4 = 63.6 tons/year approximately.

Residential Recycling

Based on the survey of recyclers and City recycling programs, an esti-
mated 336 tons of solid wastes were diverted in the City in 1990 through
residential recycling programs, not including oil {see Table 2-5). These
programs include AB 20/20 California redemption programs (114 tons)
and Boy Scout newspaper dropoff (170 tons). The estimated amounts by
material type that were diverted in 1990 are listed in Table 2-5. The waste
type accounting for the largest amount of diversion was newspaper, with
170 tons diverted. California Redemption Value glass was second, with
114 tons diverted.

3 Data from other diaper services in Milpitas were not available.
4 See Footnote 2.
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Non-Residential Recycling

The estimated quantity of solid wastes diverted from the non-residential
sector was 5,982 tons (see Table 2-6). Of this quantity, 143 tons are
special wastes, including tires and white goods. The results show that
paper (including corrugated containers, high grade ledger paper, and
mixed paper), wood wastes, inert solids, and ferrous metal comprise the
majority of the diverted waste from the non-residential sector. it is likely
that additional quantities of ferrous metals are also being diverted;
however, some scrap metal dealers were unwilling to provide data
because of proprietary concerns.

Composting

Currently, there are no operating composting programs serving the City of
Milpitas; however, BFI, the City's refuse hauler, has plans for future yard
waste collection and composting programs at their Recyclery facility. In
addition, a composting facility is proposed at the Zanker Road Sanitary
Landfill.

2.6 Solid Waste Generation Projections

The planning guidelines for preparing solid waste generation studies
require a forecast of solid waste to be generated within the City of Milpitas,
and that portion to be diverted and disposed of. A 15-year projection is
specified following local adoption of the SRRE. Since the SRRE is due in
1991, the forecast period extends to the year 2005.

The planning guidelines specify acceptable sources of information on
which to base forecasts. From the list of acceptable sources, the City
elected to base projected growth in waste generation on the State
Department of Finance forecast for residential population growth and on
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) publication titied
"Projections 90" for the growth in business and industrial activity.. The
Department of Finance projects a population growth rate of 2 percent per
year. ABAG projects a growth rate in employment for Milpitas of
3 percent. Combining the growth rates of 2 percent for residential and
self-haul waste and 3 percent for commercial and industrial waste (in
accordance with their current respective proportions in the waste stream)
yields an average annual growth rate in the waste stream of 2.48 percent.
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Waste generation projections are presented in Tables 2-7 and 2-8.
Table 2-7 presents projections of waste diverted and disposed, assuming
continuation of current programs. Table 2-8 presents projections assum-
ing implementation of the programs selected by the SRRE.

2.7 Waste Generation Analysis

The solid waste generation analysis is based on the results of the solid
waste generation study. it identifies the quantities of materials generated
in the City of Milpitas, by waste category, that are currently being diverted
and disposed.

The waste generation analysis contains a list of the materials that are cur-
rently being disposed of that will be diverted through the programs identi-
fied in Sections 4 through 7 of this SRRE. The analysis also addresses
the materials that will not be diverted from disposal.

2.7.1 Quantities Diverted and Disposed

Table 2-9 lists, by waste category, the quantities of materials that are
currently being diverted and disposed. Only those materials that are
defined by AB 939 as "solid waste" are included in the quantities. Some
special wastes generated in Milpitas are not considered as "solid waste"
under AB 939. Therefore, those quantities are not shown in the table.

2.7.2 Materials Targeted for Diversion

The foliowing is a list of materials that are currently disposed of in Milpitas
that are targeted for potential diversion through the programs identified in
the Source Reduction, Recycling, Composting, and Special Wastes com-
ponents (Sections 4 through 7). Only those materials that can be counted
towards the AB 939 diversion mandates are shown.

Waste Generationh Study
PJE ES30101H.EOW 2-14 Rev. 0 August 13, 1991



Paper: Metals:

corrugated containers aluminum cans
mixed paper other ferrous
newspaper non-ferrous metals, including
high-grade ledger paper aluminum scrap
bi-metal containers
white goods

steel food and beverage cans

Plastics: Other organics:
PET containers yard waste
HDPE containers tires/rubber
film plastics wood wastes
polystyrene foam textiles/leather

other plastics®

CGlass: Other wastes:
CA Redemption Value inert solids
other recyciable glass
refillable beverage containers

2.7.3 Materials for Disposal

The following list identifies the matenals that are currently being disposed
of in Milpitas that will not be diverted from disposal by the programs identi-
fied in Sections 4 through 7. The programs identified in Sections 4
through 7 do not target the following list of matenals because (1) the mate-
rials are either nonrecyclable, (2)the quantity being disposed of is
insignificant, or (3) there is no market (existing or future). Only those
materials that qualify as solid waste under AB 939 are shown.

Paper: _ Glass:

other paper other non-recyclable glass
Plastics: Other organics:

other plastics® food waste

5 \ncludes plastic pipe, electrical components, and foamed plastics other than
polystyrene foam,
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After reviewing waste characterization data from the solid waste genera-
tion study and the solid waste generation analysis, the City proposes to
target the following solid waste generators as recipients of the City's edu-
cation and public information programs:

» Commercial/industrial, including institutional and local
government

+ Residential, including single-family dwellings, apartments
and townhomes

+ Schools, including education curricula for grades K
through 12

The commercial and residential sectors generate different quantities and
types of waste. Each sector also has its own unique needs; these differing
needs will be addressed in the City's education and public information
program {Section 7).

Table 2-10 presents an outline specifying sources of documentation on
waste quantities generated, diverted, and disposed of.
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Table 2-2
SUMMARY OF WASTE DISPOSAL QUANTITIES {1990)
City of Milpitas

Tons Tons
Per Per
Source Day-7" Year Percent
Residentia! 36 13,032 16
Commercial 37 13,473 17
Industrial/Roll-Oft 83 30,371 38
Seif-Haul 61 22,160 28
Total** 217 79,036 100

* Based on a 7-day week.
** Numbers are rounded. Data reflects quantities disposed of at the Newby
Isfand and Zanker Road landfills, and through transformation.
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Table 2-5

DIYERSION RATES BY MATERIAL FOR RESIDENTIAL WASTE (Tons, 1990}

City of Hilpiac
COMPONENT DISPOSED DIVERTED GENERATED DIVERSION
RATE
Residental Recycling Source {parcent)
Reduction
PAPER: (wotal) 5,887 6,057
COmuQaed Conaners 879 0 0 679 0
NEWSpAPGT 1,880 170 0 2.050 B
high grade ledgot paper 186 o 0 186 0
mixed paper 1,928 v} o 1,028 o}
olher paper 1,214 0 0 1214 o
PLASTICS: (totad) 8189 833
HDPE containers 111 0 C 111 0
PET containors kY. 14 0 52 27
fiim plastics 313 0 0 312 0
olher plastics 357 0 [+ 357 0
GLASS: (total) 656 785
refillable bov. contanons 128 0 0 128 0
CA redemplion vaiue 212 114 (v} 326 35
olher recyciable glass 247 15 0 262 &
olher non-recyciable glass 70 0 0 70 o]
METALS: (total) 413 437
aluminum cans 40 23 0 64 37
bi-metal comainers 7 0 0 7 0
1in cans 152 0 0 152 o]
other ferTous 143 0 0 142 0
other akuminum 44 0 Q 44 0
othar non-lermous 7 0 0 7 0
while goods 21 0 ] 21 o]
YARD WASTE: (wial) 2,997 2.997 0 0 2.997 2,997 0
OTHER ORGANICS: (total) 2,119 2,183
food wasio 1,185 0 [+ 1,185 0
tires/rubbir 80 0 4] 80 o
wood waskas 213 0 0 213 0
agricultural crop residues 0 0 0 0 0
manure 15 0 o 15| 0
Lox thaskaather 176 0 ¢] 176 0
other mesc. organics 450 o] 64 514 12
OTHER WASTES: (lotal) 141 141
-ineri solide 113 0 0 113 0
hazardous wasies 28 0 /] 28 0
SPECIAL WASTES: (total) 0 0
ash 0 0 0 [+ 0
sawage siudge 0 0 0 0 0
industrial sludge 0 0 0 0 0
asbosios 0 0 0 0 0
aulo shredder waske o] 0 0 0 0
auto bodias o 0 V] 0 0
other spocial wasies 0 O 0 0 0
TOTAL 13,032 336 ¢4 13,432 3
* Numbers are rounded.
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Table 2-7

15 Year Waste Generation Projections
Assuming Current Diversion Rates

City of Milpitas
18391 1882 )
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal Diversion| Generation] Percent Dispasal | Diversion | Generation | Percent
Paper
coffugaled containers 7,183 803 8,096 11.1% 7,333 820 8,253 11.1%
nawspapar 3,147 197 3,344 5.9% 3,208 20 3,409 5.9%!
high grada ledger paper 2,205 259 2,464 10.5% 2,248 264 2512 10.5%
mixed paper 6,559 217 6,776 3.2%| 6,686 221 6,907 3.2%
other paper 4,576 o 4,576 0.0% 4,665 0 4,665 0.0%
Subtotal| 23,680 1,576 25,256 24,139 1,607 25,745
Plastic
HDPE containers 672 208 880 23.7% €685 212 897 23.7%
PET containers 72 16 88 17.8% 74 16 B0 17.8%
Film plastics 1,895 41 1,836 21% 1,932 41 1,874 2.1%
Other Plaslics 3,881 115 3,696 31% 3,650 117 3,768 3.1%
Subtotel| 8220 380 6,600 6,341 387 §,728
Gluss
Refililable glass 257 7 264 2.6% 262 7 268 2.6%
CA redemption glass 528 267 792 33.8% 538 273 807 33.8%
Other recyclable glass 519 §7 616 15.7% 530 g8 628 15.7%
Other non-recyclable giass 264 0 264 0.0% 2569 ¢ 269 0.0%)
Subtotel 1,565 3 1,936 1,596 378 1,874
Maotals
Aluminum cans 132 44 176 25.2% 134 45 179 25.2%
Bi-metal Containers 0 0 0 0.0% 0 3} 0 0.0%
tin cans B 352 0 as2 0.0%| 359 o} 389 D.0%l
other ferrous 5,447 27% 5720 4.9% 5547 284 5,831 4.9%
other aluminum 176 0 176 0.0% 178 0 179 0.0%
other nan-ferrous 262 2 264 0.6% 268 2 269 0.6%)
whiteé goods 348 4 352 1.4% 355 4 359 1.1%
Sublote! 6712 328 7,040 5,842 335 7477
Yerd Weste
Yard wasis 16,208 0 1¢,208 0.0% 10,406 0 10,406 0.0%
Subtotat| 10,208 4 10,208 10,406 ¢ 10,406
Organics
Food waste 3,608 [« 3,608 0.0%| 3,678 [¢] 3,678 0.0%
Tires and rubber 982 152 1,144 §3.3% 1,011 158 1,166 13.3%
Wood wasle 7.248 2,520 8,768 25.8% 7,388 2,565 9,658 25.8%
Crop residues 0 4] ¢ 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%)
Manure 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Textiles and leather 4,136 0 4,136 0.0% 4216 o] 4216 0.0%l
Qther misc. organics 3,098 70 3,168 2.2% 3,158 72 3,229 2.2%
Subtotall 1o081 2743 21824 19,451 2706 22,248
Other Wastes .
inert 5olids 12,660 1,596 14,256 11.2% 12,506 1,627 14,633 11.2%
Hazardous wasle 880 0 880 0.0% 897 0 887 0.0%
Subtotal| 13,540 1,596 15,136 13,803 1,627 15 430/
Totsl Other Wastes
Ash 0 ¢ ] 0.0% 0 9] 0 0.0%)|
Sewage sludge 0 0 Q 0.0% 0 0 o 0.0%
Industrial sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 v} 0.0%
Asbestos 0 3] ¢ 0.0%)| O o 0 0.0%)|
Aulo shredder Iy [¢] 4] 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Aulo bodies 0 0 ¢ 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Other spedial wasls ] ¢ 0 0 0.0% 0 0 o 0.0%
Subtotsl 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Weste ° 81,000 7,600 68,000 7.5% 83,000 7,oooL 80,000 7.5%)

*  HAounded to the nearest 1,000 tons




Table 2-7 cont'd
15 Year Waste Generation Projections

Assyming Cuirent Diversion Ralas

City of Milpitas
1993 1994
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion]| Generalion| Percent | | Disposal | Diversion | Generation | Percent
Paper
comugated containers 7,515 943 8458 11.1% 7701 866 8,668 11.1%
newspapar 3,287 208 3,493 5.9% 3,369 21 3,580 59%
high grade kedger paper 2,304 270 2574  10.5% 2,361 277 2,638 10.5%
mixed paper 6,852 227 7,078 32% 7,022 232 7,254 3.2%
other papear 4,780 0 4,780 G.0% 4,899 ] 4,890 0.0%
Subtotal| 24,738 1,647 26,385 25,352 1,687 27,039
Plastic
HDPE containers 702 218 919 23.7% 719 223 942, 23.7%
PET containers 76 16 g2 17.8% 7 i7 94 17.8%
Film plastics 1,960 42 2,023 21% 2,026 43 2,073 2.1%
Other Plastics 3,741 120 3,861 1% 3,834 123 3,957 3.1%
Subtotal 6,498 397 6,895 6,659 407 7,086
Glass ’
Refillable glass 265 7 276 28% 275 7 283 2.6%
CA redemplion glass 548 278 827| 33.8% 562 286 848 33.8%
Other recyclable glass 543 101 644 15.7% 556 103 659 15.7%
Other non-recyclable glass 276 0 276 0.0% 283 o 283 0.0%
Subtotal 1,635 387 2,023 1,678 397 2,073
Matels
Aluminum cans 138 45 184] 25.2% 141 47 188 25.2%
Bi-matal Containars 0 ¢ 0 0.0% 0 0 o 0.0%
tin cans 368 a 368 0.0% ar7 0 Y 0.0%|
other ferrous 5,685 2H 5976 49% 5,826 298 6,124 4.9%
other aluminum 184 0 184 0.0% 188 4] 188 0.0%
othar non-fersous 274 2 276 0.6% 281 2 283 0.6%
white goods 364 4 388 1.1%) 373 4 377 1.1%
Subtotal 7,012 343 7,355 7,185 352 7,537
Yard Wasto
Yard wasle 10,664/ ¢ 10,664 0.0% 10,929 0 10,929 0.0%
Subtotal| 10,864 0 10,664 10,929 0 10,929
Organics
Food waste 3,769 0 3,768 0.0% 3,863 0 3,663 0.0%
Tires and rubber 1,036 158 1,195  13.3%, 1,062 163 1,225 13.3%
Woad wasle 7.571 2,633 10,2051 258% 7,759 2,698 10,458 25.8%
Crop residues o 0 Q 0.0% 0 ¢ 0 0.0%
Manure 0 0 0 0.0% o 0 0 0.0%
Textiles and leather 4,321 0 4,321 0.0%| 4,428 0 4,428 0.0%|
Other misc, organics 3,236 73 3,310 22% 3,316 75 3,382 2.2%|
Subtotall 18,834 2,856 22,799 20,428 2,937 23,365
Other Wastes
Inart solids 13,226 1,667 14,893) 11.2% 13,654 1,708 15,262 1.2%
Hazardous waste 919 0 919 0.0% 942 0 942 0.0%
Subtotal] 14,145 1,667 15,812 14,496 1,708 16,205
Total Other Wastes
Ash 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%)
Sewage sludge 0 o 0 0.0% 0| g 0 0.0%
Industrial sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbasios 0 0 0 0.0% (] 0 0 0.0%)|
Auto shredder 0 0 0 0.0%, 0 0 0 0.0%)
Auto bodies 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Other spadial waste 0 0 +] 0.0%| ¢ 0 0 0.0%
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 o 0
Total Waste * 85,000 7,000 92,000 75% 87,000 7,000 84,000 7.5%)

* _Rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons




Table 2-7 cont'd

15 Yeas Wasle Ganeration Projections
Assuming Current Diversion Rates

City of Milpitas
1995 1996
WASTE TYPE ‘ Diversion Divarsion
Disposal | Diversion| Generation]  Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation | Percent
Paper
coiTugaled containers 7,882 890 8,883 11.1%) 8,088 1,015 9,103 11.1%
newspaper 3,452 217 3,669 5.8% 3538 2 3,760 5.9%
high grade ledger paper 2,418 284 2,703 10.5% 2479 291 2,770 10.5%
mixed paper 7.196 238 7,434 32% 7.374 244 7,619 3.2%
othef paper 5,021 o] 5021 0.0% 5,145 0 5,145 0.0%J
Subtots|| 25980 1,729 27,710 26,625 1,772 26,357
Plastic
HDPE containers 737 229 865 23.7% 758 234 889 23.7%
PET containers 79 17 87 17.8% B1 18 99 17.8%
Film plastics 2,080 45 2,124 214% 2,131 45 2177 2.1%
Othar Piastics 3,929 126 4,055 31i% 4,026 129 4,156 3.1%
Sublotal 6,824 417 7243 6,954 427 7,421
Glass
Refillable glass 282 7 290 2.6% 289 8 287 2.6%
CA redemptlion glass 576 293 869 33.8% 590 301 850 33.8%
Other recyclable glass £70 106 676] 157% 584 109 603 15.7%
Other non-recyclable glass 250 "0 290 0.0% 297 0 27 0.0%
Subtote! 1,717 407 2,124 1,760 417 2,177
Motais
Aluminum cans 144 49 193 25.2% 148 50 198 25.2%
Bi-metal Containers ] [ 0 0.0% v 0 0 0.0%)
tin cans 388 0 386 0.0% 386 0 366 0.0%
alher ferrous 5870 306 6,276 4.9% 5,118 313 5,431 4.9%)
alher altminum 183 0 193 0.0% 188 0 198 0.0%
other nor-{errous 288 2 280 ¢.6% 295 2 297 0.6%
white goods 382 4 386 1.1% 381 4 386 1.1%
Subtotal 7,364 360 7724 7,546 369 7,918
Yard Waste
Yard wasie 11,200 0 11,200 0.0%| 11,477 0 11,477 0.0%
Subtotat) 11,200 0 11,200 11,477 0 11,477
Organics
Food wasle 3,959 Y 3,955 0% 4,057 [+ 4,057 0.0%
Tires and rubber 1,088 167 1,255 13.3% 1,115 171 1,286 13.3%
Wood wasle 7,952 2,765 10,717 25.8% 8,14 2,834 10,883 25.8%
Crop residues 0 0 0 0.0% Y 0 0 C.0%
Manure 0 0 Yy 0.0% 0 0 o 0.0%|
Texliles and leather 4,538 0 4,528 0.0% 4,650 o 4,650 0.0%|
Other misc. organics 3,388 77 3476 22% 3,483 79 3,562 2.2%)
Sublotal] 20,935 3,010 23,944 21,454 3,084 24,538
Other Wastes
Inerl solids 13,880 1,751 15,641 11.2% 14,235 1,784 16,025 11.2%
Mazardous wasle 865 0 965 0.0% 989 0 869 0.0%)
Subtotal| 14,856 1,751 16,606 15,224 1,784 17,018
Total Other Wastes
Ash 0 0 O 0.0% 0 0 O 0.0%)
Sewage sludpe 0 0 [+] 0.0% 8] i 0 0.0°%]
Industrial sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%l
Asbeslos 0 [s] 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%)
Auto shredder 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 O 0.0%]
Auto bodies 4} O 0 0.0% ¢ 0 0 0.0%
Other special wasle 0 0 4] 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0'VJ
Subtots! 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tote! Wasts * 89,000 7.000 97,000 7.5% 92,000 7,000 99,000 7.5%!

' Rounded to the neerest 1,000 fons




Table 2-7 cont'd

15 Year Waste Generalion Projections
Assuming Current Diversion Rates

City of Milpitas
1997 1998
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion| Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion| Generation| Percent
Paper
corrugated containars 8,288 1,040 9329 11.1% 8,484 1,066 9,560 11.1%
newspaper 3,626 227 3,863 5.9% 3,716 233 3,648 5.9%
high grade ledger paper 2,541 298 2,836 10.5% 2,604 305 2,810 10.5%
mixed paper 7,557 250 7,808 3.2% 7.745 256 8,001 3.2%)
other paper 5273 o §,273 0.0% 5,403 0 5,403 0.0%|
Subtotall 27,285 1,816 29,101 27,962 1,861 25,823
Piastic
HDPE containers 774 240 1,014 237% 783 248 1,038 23.7%
PET containers 83 18 [] 17.8% 85 19 04 17.8%
Film plastics 2,184 47 2,231 2.1% 2,238 48 2,288 2.1%
Other Plastics 4,126 133 4,259 3.1% 4,228 136 4,364 3.1%
Subtotsl 7167 438 7,605 7,345 448 7,783
Glass
Refillable glass 206 8 304 2.6% 304 8 312 2.6%
CA redemption glass 604 aos 913 833.8% 619 316 935 33.8%
Other recyclable glass 599 111 710 15.7% 613 114 727 15.7%
Crher non-recyclable glass 304 0 304 0.0% 312 0 312 0.0%
Subtotal 1,804 427 2,231 1,848 438 2,286
Motals
Aluminum cans 152 51 203 25.2% 156 52 208 25.2%
Bi-melal Containers 0 0 0 0.0% 0 Q 0 0.0%
tin cans 408/ 0 406 0.0% 416 0 416 0.0%)|
other ferrous 6,270 a1 6,591 4.9% 6,425 329 6,754 4.9%)
other aluminum 203 0 203 0.0% 208 ol 208 0.0%
other non-ferrous 302 2 304 0.6% 3o 2 312 0.6%)
white goods 401 5 406 1.1% 411 5 416 1.1%
Subtotal 7,733 378 8112 7,825 388 8,313
Yard Waste '
Yard wasle 11,762 0 11,762 0.0% 12,054 0 12,054 0.0%|
Subtotel| 17,762 0 11,762 12,054 0 12,054
Organics
Food waste 4,157 0 4,157 0.0% 4,250 0 4,260 0.0%
Tires and rubber 1,142 176 1,318] 13.3% 1,171 180 1,351 13.3%
Wood wasle 8,351 2,904 11,255 25.8%) 8,858 2,976 11,534 25.8%
Crop residues 0 ¢ ¢ 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Manure 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Textiles and leather 4,766 0 4,766 0.0% 4,884 0 4,884 0.0%)
Other misc. organics 3,569 81 3,650 22% 3,658 83 3,741 2.2%
Sublotej| 21,986 3,161 25,146 22,531 3,239 25,770
Other Wastes .
Inert solids - 14,588 1,838 16,426] 11.2% 14,949 1,884 16,834 11.2%
Hazardous wasle 1,04 0 1,014 0.0% 1,038 4] 1,039 0.0%)
Subtotel| 15,602 1,839 17,440 15,588 1,884 17,873
Total Cther Wastas
Ash 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Sawage sludge C 0 4 0.0%) 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%)
Asbeslos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 [+ 0.0%)
Auto shredder 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%)
Auto bodies 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%|
Other special wasie 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 O
Total Waeste * 94,000 8,000 101,000 7.5% 98,000 8,000 104,000 7.5%

*  HFounded to the nearest 1,000 tons




15 Year Wasle Goneralion Projactions

Table 2-7 cont'd

Assuming Current Diversion Rales

City of Milpitas
1999 2000 T
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion| Generation| Percent Disposal| Diversion| Generalion] Percent
Paper
coyrugalad containers B,705 1,082 8,757 11.1% 8,621 1,119 10,040 1.1%
newspapar 3,808 239 4,047 5.8% 3,802 245 4,147 5.9%
high grade ledger paper 2,668 313 2,882 10.5% 2,735 a1 3,056 10.5%
mixaed paper 7,837 263 8,200 3.2% 8,134 269 8,403 3.2%
other paper 5,537 0 5,537 0.0% 5,675 0 5675 0.0%
Subtotall 28 655 1,807 30,562 28,366 1,955 31,320
Plastic
HDPE conlainers 813 252 1,085 23.7% 833 258 1,091 23.7%
PET containers 88 19 106 17.8% 80 18 108 17.8%
Film plastics 2,294 49 2,343 2.1% 2,351 50 2,401 2.1%
Other Plastics 4,332 139 4,473 3.1% 4,441 143 4,583 31%
Subtots! 7,827 460 7,087 7,714 471 8,185
Glass
Refillable glass a 8 319 2.6% 319 8 az? 2.6%
CA rademption glass 635 324 858 33.8% 651 332 982 33.8%
Other recyclable glass 629 117 745 18.7% 644 120 764 15.7%
Other non-recyclable glass 319 0 319 0.0% 27 g az7 0.0%
Subtotal 1,894 449 2,343 1,841 460 2,401
Motals
Aluminum cans 158 54 213 25.2% 163 55 218 25.2%
Bi-metal Contairers 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 4] C.0%
{in cans 426 o 426 0.0% 437 O 437 0.0%
other ferrous 6,585 337 §,922 4.9% 6,748 345 7,083 4.9%
ather aluminum 213 "0 213 0.0% 218 0 218 0.0%
othar non-ferrous 318 2 319 0.6% 325 2 327 0.6%
white goods 421 5 426 1.1%, 432 5 437 1.1%
Subtotal 8,122 397 8.519 8,323 407 8,730
Yard Westle
Yard waste 12,353 ¢ 12,353 0.0% 12,658 0 12,659 0.0%
Subtotall 12,353 0 12.353 12,659 0 12,658
Organics
Food waste 4,366 0 4,366 0.0%) 4,474 0 4474 0.0%
Tires and rubber 1,200 184 1,384 13.3% 1,230 189 1,419 13.3%
Wood waste B,770 3,050 11,820 258% 8,588 3,126 12,113 25.8%
Crop residues 0 0 0 0.0% 0 o] 0 0.0%
Manure ¢ 0 0 0.0% 0 o 0 0.0°%
Textiles and leather 5,005 0 5,005 0.0% 5129 ] 5120 0.0%
Other misc. organics 3,749 85 3,834 2.2%| 3,842 87 3,928 2.2%
Subtotel| 23,090 3,318 26,409 23 662 3,402 27,064
Other Westes .
Inert sclids 15,320 1,931 17,251 11.2% 15,700 1,879 17,679 11.2%
Hazardous wasle 1,065 0 1,065 0.0% 1,091 o] 1,091 0.0%
Subtotall 16,385 1,931 18,316 16,791 1,979 18,770
Yote} Other Wastes
Ash 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Sawage sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial sludge 0 o 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbeslos v Q0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto shredder o 0 0 0.0% o o 0 0.0%
Auto bodies 0 4] 0 0.0% o] o o 0.0%
Cther special wasta 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Subtotal 0 Q G o] 0 0
Total Waste * 89,000 8,000 106,000 7.58% 101,000 8,000 109,000 7.5%

* _Rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons




Table 2-7 cont'd

15 Year Wasle Generalion Projactions
Assuming Current Diversion Rates

City of Milpitas
2001 2002
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion| Generation|  Percent
Paper
corrugated containers 8,142 1,147 10,289  11.1%| 9,368 1,176 10,544 11.1%
newspaper 3,999 251 4,250 59% 4,098 257 4,355 5.9%)|
high grade ledger paper 2,802 329 3131  105% 2,872 337 3,208  105%
mixed paper 8,335 276 8,611 3.2% 8,542 283 8,825 3.2%)
other paper 5,815 0 5815  0.0% 5,960 0 5,960 0.0%)
Subtotal] 30,004 2,003 32,097 30,840 2,053 32,893
Plastic
HDPE conlainers 854 265 1,118] 23.7% 875 ral 1,146 23.7%
PET containers g2 20 112] 17.8% 84 20| 115 17.8%
Film plaslics 2,405 52 2,460 2.1% 2,469 53 2,521 2.1%
Othar Plastics 4,551 146 4,697 31% 4,664 150 4,814 3.1%
Subtotall 7,905 483 8,388 8,101 495 8,506
Giass
Refillable glass 327 g 336 2.8% 335 9 344 2.6%|
CA redemption glass 667 340 1,007] 33.8% 683 348 1,031 33.8%
Othar recyclabla glass 660 123 783 15.7% 877 126 802 15.7%
Other non-recyclable glas% 338 0 36 0.0% 344 0 344 0.0%
Subtotal] 1,989 471 2,460 2,039 483 2 521
Motals
Aluminum cans 167 56| 224 252% 172 58 229 25.2%
Bi-metal Containers 0 0 0 0.0%| 0 0 0 0.0%
tin cans 447 0 447 0.0% 458 0 458 0.0%)
other terrous 6,915 354 7,268 4.9% 7.087 363 7.450 4.9%
other aluminum 224 0 224 0.0% 229 0 229 0.0%
other non-ferrous 334 2 336 0.6% 342 2 344 0.6%
while goods ) 442 5 447 1.1% 453 5 458 1.1%
Subtotall 8,530 447 8,947 8,741 428 9,169
Yerd Waste
Yard wasle 12,873 0 12,873 0.0% 13,295 0 13,205 0.0%)
Subtotal| 120673 0 12,973 13,205 0 13,205
Organics
Food wasle 4,585 0 4,585 0.0% 4,609 0 4,689 0.0%
Tires and rubber 1,260 184 1,454 13.3% 1,281 199 1,480 13.3%
Wood waste 9,211 3,203 12,414| 258% 9,439 3,283 12,722 25.8%
Crop residues ~ 0 0 o 0.0%) 0 0 0 0.0%,
Manure 0 o 3] 0.0% L+ 0 0 0.0%)|
Textiles and lealher 5,256 0 §,256 0.0% 5,387 0 5,387 0.0%l
Other misc, organics 3,037 89 4026 22% 4,035 N 4126  22%
Subtotal| 24,249 3,486 27,735 24,851 3573 28,423
Other Wastes
Inert solids - 16,089 2,028 18,117 11.2% 16,488 2,078 18,567 11.2%
Hazardous waste 1,118 0 1,118 0.0% 1,146 0 1,146 0.0%
Subtotal| 17,208 2,028 19,236 17,634 2,078 19,713
Total Othet Wastes
Ash O 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%,
Sawage sludge ¢ 0 0 0.0%l ¢ 0 0 0.0%)
Industrial sludge 4] 0 0 0.0% 0 0 4] 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%)]
Aulo shredder 0 g ol 0.0% o 0 0 0.0%)
Auto bodies 0 0 0 00% 0 0 0 0.0%)|
Other special waste 0 0 ] 0.0% 0 Q 0 0.0%,
Sublotal 0 L) 4] 4 0 0
Total Waste * 103,000 8,000 112,000 7.5% 106,000 ,000 115,000 7.5%)

* Rounded o the nearest 1,000 tons




15 Year Wasle Genaration Projections

Table 2-7 cont'd

Assuming Cument Diversion Rales

City of Milpilas
2003 2004
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal| Diversion] Generation| Percent Disposal] Diversion | Genaration| Percont
Paper
comrugated containers 6,607 1,205 10,806 11.3% §,839 1,235 11,074 11.1%
Newspaper 4,200 263 4,463 59% 4,304 270 4,574 5.9%
high grade ledger paper 2,643 345 3,289 10.5% 3,018 354 3,370 10.5%
mixed paper 8,754 280 6,044 3.2%) 8,671 287 8,268 3.2%
other paper 6,108 ¢ 6,108 0.0% 6,259 0 6,259 0.0%
Subtotall 31,605 2,104 33,708 32,389 2,156 34 545
Piastic
HDPE eontainers BG6 278 1,175 23.7% 919 285 1,204 28.7%
PET containers g7 21 1171 17.8% 99 21 120 17.8%
Film plastice 2,530 54 2,584 2.1% 2,593 56 2,648 2.1%
Othar Plastics 4,779 154 4,833 3.1% 4,898 158 5,055 3.1%
Subtotal 8,302 507 8,809 8,508 820 9027
Glass
Refillable glass 343 g 352 2.6% as2 8 361 2.6%
CA redempton glass 700 asy 1,087/ 33.8% 718 366 1,083 33.8%
Other recyclable glass 683 129 822 15.7% rak! 132 843 15.7%
Other non-recyclable glass 352 0 382 0.0% 361 0 36t 0.0%
Subtotal 2,088 495 2,584 2,141 507 2,648
Metale
Aluminum cans 176 59 235 25.2% 180 &1 241 25 2%
Bi-metal Containers 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
tin cans 470 0 470 0.0% 481 o 481 0.0%
other ferrous 7,263 a7z 7,634 4.9% 7443 381 7,824 4.9%
othar aluminum 235 0 235 0.0% " 241 0 241 0.0%
othar non-ferrous 350 2 as2 0.6% 358 2 351 0.6%
while goods 465 5 470 1.1% 476 5 481 1.1%
Subtotal 8,958 438 9,366 8,180 449 9,629
Yard Waste
Yard waste 13,624 0 13,624 0.0% 13,062 0 13,962 0.0%
Subtotel| 13,624 0 13,624 13,962 0 13,962
Organics
Food waste 4816 0 4,816 0.0% 4,835 0 4935 5.0%
Tires and rubber 1,323 203 1,827 13.3% 1,356 208 1,565 13.3%
Wood waste 9673 3,364 13,037 25.8% 9,913 3,447 13,360 25.8%
Crop residues 0 0 0 0.0% [ 0 o 0.0%
Manure 0 0 0 0.0%| 0 0 0 0.0%
Textiles and leather 5520 [+ 5,520 0.0% 5,657 0 5,657 0.0%
Other misc. organics 4,135 o4 4,228 2.2% 4,237 95 4,333 2.2%
Subtotall 25 467 3,661 29,128 26.099 3,752 29,850
Other Westes .
Inen solids 16,897 2,130 18,027 11.2% 17,316 2,183 18,499 11.2%
Hazardous wasle 1,175 0 1,175 0.0% 1,204 [ 1,204 0.0%
Subtotell 18,072 2,130 20,202 18,520 2,183 20,703
Totai Other Wastes
Ash o Y] 0 0.0% [ 0 0 0.0%
Sewage sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial sludge 0 0 0 0.0%| 0 o 0 0.0%
Asbastos [+] 4] o] 0.0%| [¢] 0 0 0.0%
Aule shredder 0 8] [+ 0.0%, 0 0 0l 0.0%)|
Aulo bodies 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Other spacial wasie o g 0 0.0% 0 o 0 0.0%
Subtotal 0 0 0 0, 0 O
Total Weste * 104,000 8,000 117,000 7.5% 111,000 9,000 120,000 7.5%

* Rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons




Table

2-7 contd

15 Year Wasle Generation Projeclions
Assuming Current Diversion Rales

City of Milpitas
2005
WASTE TYPE Diversicn
Disposal | Diversion | Generation| Percent
Paper
comugatad containers 10,083 1,265 11,348 11.1%
nawspapar 4,411 277 4,687 5.9%
high grade ledger paper 3,091 363 3,454 10.5%
mixed paper 8,194 ao4d 9,498 3.2%
ofher paper 6,414 0 6,414 0.0%
Subtotall 33,162 2,209 38,401
Plastic
HDPE containars 541 292 1,233 23.7%
PET containers 101 22| 123 17.8%
Film plastics 2,657 57 2,714 2.1%
Other Plastics 5019 161 5,181 3.1%
Subtotal 8,719 532 9,251
Glass
Refilable glass 361 10 370 2.6%|
CA redemption glass 735 a7s 1,110 33.8%
Other recyclable glass 728 135 863 15.7%
Other non-recyclable glass 370 0 370 0.0%
Subtotal| 2,104 520 2714
Meotals
Aluminum cans 185 82 247 25.2%
Bi-metal Containers 0 0 0 0.0%
tin cans 493 0 493 0.0%|
other farrous 7.627 390 8,018 4.9%
other aluminum 247 0 247 0.0%
othar non-ferrous 368 2 370 0.6%
white goods 488 6 493 1.1%
Subtotal $,408 460 9,868
Yard Wasle
Yard waste 14,309 0 14,309 0.0%
Subtotal| 14,309 0 14,309
Organics
Food waste 5,057 0 5,057 0.0%
Tires and rubber 1,390 214 1,604 13.3%
Wood waste 10,158 3,533 13,692 25.8%
Crop residues 0 0 0 0.0%
Manure 0 0 0 0.0%
Textiles and leather 5,797 0 5,797 0.0%
Other misc, organics 4,342 a8l 4,441 22%
Subtotal| 26746 3,845 30,501
Other Wastes
Iner sclids 17,746 2,237 19,083 11.2%
Hazardous wasle 1,233 0 1,233 0.0%
Subtotall 18,979 2,237 21,218
Total Other Wastes
Ash 0 0 0 0.0%
Sewage sludge 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial studge 4] 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto shredder 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto bodies o 4] Q 0.0%
Other special wasle 0 0 0 .0%
Subtotal 0 0 0
Total Waste * 114,000 9,000 123,000 75%

*  Rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons




Table 2-8

15 Year Wasle Generalion Projections

Assuming AB 939 Diversion Requirements

City of Milpitas
1991 1992
WASTE TYPE Divérsion Diversion
Disposal| Diversion| Generation] Percent Disposal Diversion | Generation Percent
Paper
corrugated containers 7,183 903 8,096 11.1% 7,333 9z0 8,253 11.1%
newspapes 3,147 197 3,344 5.8% 3,208 201 3,409 59%
high grade ledger paper 2,205 259 2,464 10.5% 2,248 264 2,512 10.5%
mixed paper 8,559 217 6,776 3.2% 6,686 221 6,907 3.2%
other paper 4576 o 4,576 0.0% 4,665 0 4,665 0.0%
Subtotal| 23,680 1,576 25,256 24,139 1,607 25,746
Plastic
HDPE conlainers 672 208 850 23.7% 685 212 897 23.7%
PET containers 72 16 a8 17.8% 74 16 90 17.8%
Film plaslics 1,895 a1 1,936 2% 1,832 a1 1,974 2.1%
Other Plastics 3,581 115 3,696 3.1% 3,650 117 3,768 3.1%
Subtotal 6,220 380 6,600 6,341 387 6,728
Gless
Refilable glass 257 7 264 26% 262 7 269 2.6%
CA redemption glass 525 267 792 33.8% 535 273 807 33.8%
Other recyclable glass 519 97 616 15.7% 530 98 628 15.7%
Other non-recyclable glass| 264 0 264 0.0% 269 y 269 0.0%
Subtotal 1.565 371 1,936 1,596 378 1,874
Metais
Aluminum cans 132 44 176 25.2% 134 45 179 25.2%
Bi-metal Containers o] 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
tin cans 352 0 352 0.0% 359 g 359 0.0%
other farrous 5.441 279 5720 4,9%, 5,647 284 5,831 4 9%
other aluminum 176 0 176 0.0% 179 0 179 0.0%
other non-ferrous 262 2 264 0.6% 268 2 269 0.6%
white goods 348 4 352 1.1% 355 4 359 1.1%
Subtotal 6,712 328 7.040 5,842 335 777
Yard Waaste
Yard wasle 10,208 0 16,208 0.0% 10,406 0 10,406 0.0%
Subtotal| 10.208 0 10,208 10,406 0 10,406
Organics
Food waste 3,608 0 3,608 0.0% 3678 Q ig78 0.0%
Tires and rubber 9g2 152 1,144 13,3% 1,011 155 1,166 13.3%
Wood waste 7,248 2,520 9,768 25.8% 7,388 2,568 §,958 25 8%
Crop residues 0 0 o] 0.0% 0 0 o] 0.0%|
Manure 0 0 0 0.0% oy 0 0 0.0%
Texliles and teather 4,136 0 4,136 0.0% 4,216 0 4,216 0.0%
Cther misc. organics 3,098 70 3,168 2.2% 3,158 s 3,228 2.2%
Subtotal| 19,081 2,743 21,824 18,451 2,786 22,248
Other Wastes
Inert solids 12,660 1,586 14,256 11.2% 12,806 1,627 14,533 11.2%
Hazardous wasle 880 0 880 0.0% 897 0 8a7 0.0%
Subtotal] 13,540 1,596 15,136 13,803 1,627 15,430
Total Other Wastes
Ash 4] 0 o] 0.0% a 0 0 0.0%
Sewage sludge o 0 0 0.0% o 0 0 Q.0%)|
Industrial sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 Q 0.0%
Asbeslos 0 Q 0 0.0% o 0 0 0.0%
Auto shredder 0 0 0 0.0%| 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto bodies 0 0 0 0.0% o 0 0 0.0%
Cther special waste 0 0 0 0.0% o 0 0 0.0%
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 Q 0
Total Waste * 81,000 7,000 88,000 7.5% 83,000 7,000 90,300 7.5%

Rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons, Totals refiect achievement of 25% diversion by 1995, and 50% diversion by 2000, based on

diverting the targeted waste types identified in the SRRE. See Tables 10-1 10 10-11 for a yearly estimate of the lal wastes diverted
and disposed of based on implementing the SRRE.




15 Year Wasle Generalion Projections

Table 2-8 cont'd

Assuming AB 939 Diversion Requiremenls

City of Milpitas
1943 1984
WASTE TYPE Diversion Divarsion
Disposal| Diversion| Gererationd Percent Disposal | Divession | Generalion Percent
Paper
corrugaled containers 7815 943 8,458 11.1% 7,701 966 8,668 11%
newspapsr 3,287 206 3,493 5.5% 3,369 211 3,580 5.9%
high grade ledger paper 2,304 270 2.574 10.5% 2,361 277 2,638 10.5%
mixed paper 6,852 227 7,079 3.2%) 7,022 232 7,254 3.2%
other paper 4,780 0 4,780 0.0% 4,899 0 4,899 0.0%
Subtotal| 24738 1,647 26,385 25,352 1,687 27,039
Plastic
HDPE containers 702 218 918 23.7% 719 223 942 23.7%
PET containers 78| 16 92 17.8% 77 17 94 17.8%
Film plastics 1,480 42 2,023 2.1% 2,029 43 2,073 2.1%,
Other Plastics 374 120 3,861 3.1% 3,834 123 3,857 3.1%
Subtotal 6,498 357 6,895 6,659 407 7,066
Glass
Refillable glass 269 7 276 2.6%] 275 7 283 2.6%
CA redemption glass 548 279 827 33.8% 562 286 848 33.8%
Cther recyclable glass 543 101 644 18.7% 558 103 650 15.7%
GCther non-recyclable glass 276 0 276 0.0% 283 0 283 G.0%
Subtotal 1,635 387 2,023 1,678 397 2,073
Metals
Aluminum cans 138 48 184 25.2% 141 47 188 252%
Bi-metal Conlainers 0 0 0 C.0% 0 0 [y 0.0%
tin cans 368 0 368 0.0% 377 0 77 .0%)|
other ferrous 5,685 281 5,976 4.9% 5,828 298 6,124 4.9%
other aluminum 184 0 184 0.0% 188 0 188 0.0%
other non-lerrous 274 2 276 0.6% 281 2 283 0.6%
white goods 364 4 368 1.1%, 373 4 377 1.1%
Subtotal 7.012 343 7,385 7,185 452 7.537
Yard Waste
Yard wasle 10,664 Q 10,664 0.0%)| 10,929 ¢ 10,929 0.0%
Subtotel| 10,664 0 10,664 10,929 0 10,829
Organics
Food wasle 3,765 g 3,768 0.0% 3,863 o] 3,863 0.0%|
Tires and rubber 1,036 159 1,186 13.3% 1,062 163 1,225 13.3%
Wood wasle 7.5714 2,633 10,205 25.8% 7,758 2,898 10,458 25.8%
Crop residues 0 O 0 0.00%| o] 0 o 0.0%
Manure o 0 0 0.0% 0 o] 0 0.0%
Texliles and leather 4,321 0 4,321 0.0% 4,428 0 4,428 0.0%
Other misc. organics 3,236 73 3,310 2.2% 3,316 78 3,392 2.2%
Sublotal| 19534 2,866 22,799 20,428 2,937 23,365
Other Wastes
iner solids 13,226 1,667 14,893 11.2% 13,554 1,709 15,262 11.2%
Hazardous waste 19 0 818 0.0%) 942 0 942 0.0%) "
Subtotall 14,145 1,667 15,812 14,456 1,709 16,205
Total Other Wastes
Ash 0 ¢ 0 0.0%) 0 0 0 0.0%|
Saewage sludgs 0 0 o 4.0% 0 0 0 0.0%,
Industrial sludge 0 0 0 0.0%l 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbestos o] 0 o 0.0%)| 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto shredder 0 0 ¢ 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Auto bodies o 0 o 0.0%) 0 0 o 0.0%
Other special wasle 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Waste * 85,000 7,000 92,000 7.5%) 87,000 7,000 94 000 7.5%

Rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons. Totals reflect achievement of 25% diversion by 1995, and 50% diversion by 2000, based on

diverting the -mrgetedwastektyp'es‘.idenljﬁad in.the SARE. See Tables 10-1 to 10-11 for a yearly estimate of the total wastes diverted
end disposed of based on impiementing the SRRE.




15 Year Wasle Generalion Projeclions

Table 2-8 cont'd

Assuming AB 939 Diversion Requirements

City of Milpilas
1895 1996
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal | Diversicn| Genesation| Percent Disposal [ Diversion | Generation Percent
Paper
corrugated conlainers 6,116 2,787 8,883 I1.1% 6,267 2,835 9,103 3N.1%
newspapsr 2,718 950 3,669 259% 2,786 974 3,760 259%
high grade ledger paper 1879 825 2,703 30.5% 1,825 845 2,770 30.5%
mixed paper 5708 1,725 7.434| 23.2% 5,851 1,768 7619 23.2%
other paper 4016 1,004 5,021 20.0% 4116 1,029 5,145 20.0%
Subtotel| 20438 7.271 27710 20,945 7,451 28,397
Piastic
HDPE containers 544 422 965 43.7% 857 432 989 43.7%
PET containers 60 37 97| 378% 62 37 9% 37 8%
Film plastics 1,655 469 2124 22.1% 1,656 481 2177 221%
Other Plastics 3,118 937 4085 231% 3,195 961 4,156 23.1%
Subtotal 5376 1,865 7.241% 5510 1.911 7,421
Glass
Relilable glass 282 7 290 2.6% 288 8 2497 2.6%
CA redemplion glass 402 467 8698 53.8% 412 479 890 53.8%
Other recyclabie glass 435 241 676 35.7% 448 247 6493 35.7%
Ciher non-recyclable glass 290 o 290 0.0% 287 0 297 0.0%
Sublotal 1.408 716 2,124 1,443 733 2177
Metals ’ i
Aluminum cans 106 87 163 452% 108 89 198 45.2%
Bi-metal Conlainers ¢ o] 0 0.0% o] 0 0 0.0%] .
tin cans 309 77 386 20.0% N7 79 396 20.0%
other ferrous 4,715 1.561 6276 24.9% 4,832 1,599 6,431 24 .9%
other aluminum 154 39 193] 20.0% 158 40 198 20.0%
other non-ferrous 230 B0 290 20.6% 236 61 297 20.6%
white goods 305 82 386 21.1% 312 a4 . 396 21.1%
Subtotal 5819 1.905 7,724 5.651 1,869 7.520|.
Yard Waste
Yard waste 8,860 2,240 11,200 20.0% 9,182 2,295 11,477 20.0%
Subtotal 5.060 2,240 11.260 9,182 2.285 11.477
Crganics
Food wasle 3,959 0 3,959 0.0% 4,087 o 4,057 0.0%
Tires and rubber 1.088 167 1,255 13.3% 1115 1T 1,286 13.3%
Wood wasle 5,808 4,909 10,717 458% 5,952 5,030 10,983 45.8%
Crop residues G 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Manure 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Textiles ard leather 4,538 8] 4,538 0.0% 4,650 4] 4,650 0.0%
Other misc, organics 3,399 77 3,476 2R% 3,483 79 3,562 2.2%
Subtotal| 18,791 5153 23,944 19,267 5,281 24,538
Other Wastes
Iner solids 10,762 4,879 15,641 31.2% 11,029 5,000 16,028 3N2%
Hazardous waste 865 0 965 0.0% 969 0 989 0.0%
Subtotel 11,727 4,879 16,606 12.018 £.000 17,018
Total Other Wastes
Ash 0 0 Q 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Sewage sludge 4] 0 a 0.0% [ 0 Q 0.0%
Industria! sludge 0 0 ¢ 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbeslos o] 0 0 0.0% o] 0 4} 0.0%
Auto shredder & 0 O 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Aulo bodies ¢ o 0 0.0% a 0 0 0.0%
Other special waste 0 0 0 0.0% u 0 0 0.0%
Substotal 0 0 0 o 0 0
Total Wasta * 73,000 24,000 97,000 24.9% 74,000 25,000 86,000 24 9%

Founded to the nearest 1,000 lons. Totals reflect achievement of 25% diversion by 1995, and 50% diversion by 2000, based on

diveriing the targeted wasite types identified in the SRRE. See Tables 10-1 to 10-11 lor a yearly estmate of the total wastes divered
and disposed of based on implementing the SRRE.




15 Year Waste Generalion Projections

Table 2-8 cont'd

Assuming AB 939 Diversion Requiraments

City of Milpitas
1997 1998
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal] Diversion| Generation  Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation Percent
Paper
corrugaled conlainers 8,423 2 906 9329 31.1% 6,582 2,978 9,560 31.1%
newspaper 2,855 998 3,853 25.9% 2,926 1,023 3,949 25.9%
high grade ledger paper 1,973 866 2,838 30.5% 2,022 888 2,810 30.5%
mixed paper 5,996 1,812 7808 23.2% 6,145 1,857 8,001 23.2%
other paper 4218 1,058 8273 20.0% 4,323 1,081 5,403 20.0%
Subtotall 21,465 7,636 29,101 21,987 7826 20,823
Plastic
HDPE containers 571 443 1,014 43.7% 585 454 1,039 43.7%
PET containers 63 38 101 37.8% 85 ag 104 37.8%
Film plastics 1,738 493 2,231 22.1% 1,781 505 2,286 221%
Other Plastics 3,274 o84 42531 23.1% 3,355 1,006 4,364 23.1%
Subtotal 5 646 1,959 7,608 5,786 2,007 7,793
Glass
Refillable glass 286 8 304 2.8% 304 8 312 2.6%
CA redemption glass 422 491 913 53.8% 432 503 935 53.8%
Other recyclable glass 457 253 710 357% 468 259 727 36.7%
Other non-recyclable glass 304 0 304 0.0% 312 0 312 0.0%
Subtotal 1,479 752 2,231 1,518 770 2,286
Metals
Aluminum cans i 92 203 45.2% 114 94 208 45.2%
Bi-metal Containers ¢ 4] 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
tin cans 324 81 408 20.0% 333 83 416 20.0%
other ferrous 4,952 1,639 6,591 24.9% 5,074 1,680 8,754 24 5%
other aluminum 162 41 203| 20.0% 166 42 208 20.0%
other non-ferrous 242 63 304 20.6% 248 64 312 20.6%
while goods 320 86 406 21.1% 328 88 416 21.1%
Subtotal 8,781 1,915 7,706 5435 1,963 7,887
Yard Waste
Yard wasle 9,410 2,352 11,762 20.0% 9,643 2,411 12,054 20.0%
Subtotal 9,410 2,382 11,762 9,643 2,411 12,054
Organics
Food waste 4,157 o] 4,157 C.0% 4260 s} 4,260 0.0%
Tires and rubber 1,142 176 1318 13.3% 1,171 180 1,351 13.3%
Wood waste 6,100 5,155 11,285 45.8% 8,251 5,283 11,534 45.8%
Crop residues 0 o] 0 0.0% o] 0 [3] 0.0%
Manure [¢] o ¢} €.0% G 0 0 0.0%
Textiles and leather 4,766 0 4,766 0.0% 4,884 0 4,884 0.0%|
Other misc. organics 3,568 81 3,650 2.2% 3,658 B3 3,741 2.2%|
Subtotal| 19,735 5412 25,146 20,224 5546 25770
Other Westes
Inert solids 11,302 5124 16,426 31.2% 11,583 5,251 16,834 31.2%
Hazardous wasle C 1,014 0 1,014).  0.0% 1,039 0 1,038 ¢.0%
Subtotal| 12,316 5,124 17 440 12,622 5,251 17,873
Tota! Other Wastes
Ash 0 i) o] 0.0% 0 0 o 0.0%
Sewage sludge 0 4] 0 0.0% 0 0 O 0.0%
Industrial sludge ¢ 4] 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Asbeslos 0 0 [ 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Aulo shredder 0 o G 0.0% 4] 0 0 0.0%
Aulo bodies 0 0 0 0.0% 0 o] 0 0.0%
Other special waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 o 0 0.0%
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 [ 0
Total Waste * 76,0001 25000 101,000 24.9% 78,000 26,000 104,000 24.9%

*  Rounded to the nearest 1,000 ons. Totals reflect achievement of 25% diversion by 1995, and 50% diversion by 2000, based on

diverting the-targeted waste types-identified in the-SARE. See-Tables 10-1 to 10-11 for & yearly estimate of the total wasles diverted
and disposed of based on implementing the SRRE.




Table 2-8 cont'd

15 Year Waste Generation Projections
Assuming AB 838 Diversion Requirements

City of Milpitas
1999 2000
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
D‘tsposél Diversion | Generation| Percent Disposal | Diversion | Generation Percent
Paper
corrugaled containers §,745 3,052 9797 31.1% 4,001 £,039 10,040 80.1%
newspaper 2,598 1,048 4047 25.9% 1,870 2.277 4,147 54 9%
high grade ledger paper 2,072 910 2982 305% 1,237 1,818 3,656 59.5%
mixed paper 6,297 1,803 B200| 23.2% 4,016 4,387 8,403 52.2%
other paper 4,430 1,107 5,537| 20.0% 2,894 2,781 5,675 49.0%
Subtotel| 22543 8,020 30,562 14,019 17.301 31,320
Plastlc
HDPE containers 600 465 1,065 43.7% 298 793 1,091 72.7%
PET containers 66 40 106) 37.8% 36 73 109 56.8%
Fitm plastics Co1.828 518 2343 221% 1,174 1,227 2,401 S1.1%
Other Plastics 3439 1,034 4473 23.1% 2,195 2,388 4,583 52.1%
’ Subtotal 5,830 2,057 7.987 3,703 4,482 8,185
Glass
Refillable glass a1 8 319 2.6% 319 8 327 2.6%
CA redemplion glass 443 515 958 53.8% 169 813 982 82.8%
Other recyclable glass 480 266 745 357% 270 464 764 64.7%
Other nen-recyclable glass! 319 0 319 0.0% az27 Y 327 0.0%
Subtotal 1,683 . 789 2,343 1,086 1.315 2,401
Metals
Aluminum cans 117 96| 213 45.2% 56 162 218 74.2%
Bi-metal Containers 0 0 Q 0.0% o] 0 0 0.0%
tin cans 341 85 426 20.0% 223 214 437 49.0%
olher ferrous B 5,200 1,721 6,922 24 .9% 3272 3,821 7.083 53.9%
olher aluminum 170 43 213] 200% 11 107 218 45.0%
other non-ferrous 254 66 318| 206% 165 162 327 49.6%
while goods 336 20 426 21.1% 218 219 437 80.1%
Subtotal 6,082 2.811 8,083 3,828 4.466 §5.294
Yard Waste
Yard waste 9,882 2.471 12,353 20.0% 6,456 B,203 12,659 48 0%
Subtotal G882 2,471 12,353 6,456 6,203 12,659
Organics
Food waste 4 366 ¢ 4,366 0.0% 4,474 0 4,474 0.0%
Tires and rubber 1,200 184 1,384 13.3% 818 60C 1,418 42.3%
Wood waste 6,406 5414 11,820 45.8% 3.062 9,061 12,113 74.8%
Crop residues 0 0 0 0.0% [+] ¢ 0 0.0%
Manure o] 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Textiles and leather 5,005 0 5,005 0.0% 5129 0 5,129 0.0%
Other misc. organics 3,749 85 3834 2.2% 3,842 87 3,929 2.2%
Subtotal| 20726 5,683 26,408 17,315 9,749 27,064
Other Wastes
Iner solids 11,870 5,381 17,251 31.2% 7,037 10,642 17,679 60.2%
Hazardous waste 1,065 ) 1065  0.0% 1,091 0 1,081 0.0%
Subtotal| 12,935 5,381 18,316 8,128 10,642 18,770
Totat Other Wastes
Ash v} [} ] 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Sewage sludge 4] G 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industrial sludge 4] 0 [4] 0.0%) 0 i} [+ 0.0%)|
Asbestos o] Q 0 0.0% s} ] o] 0.0%
Auto shredder 0 0 o] 0.0% o] 0 0 0.0%
Auto bodies o] 0 0 0.0% o] 0 o 0.0%
COther special waste a 0 o 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Weste * 80,000 27,000 106,000 24.9% 55,0600 54,000 109,000 45 8%

.

Rounded to the neares! 1,000 tons. Totals reflect achievement of 25% diversion by 1995, and 50% diversion by 2000, based on

diverting the targeted waste types identified in the SRRE. See Tables 10-1 10 10-11 for a yearly esimate of the tola) wasles diveried

and disposed of based on implementing the SRRE,




Table 2-8 cont'd

15 Year Waste Generalion Projections
Assuming AB 939 Diversion Requirements

City of Milpilas
2001 2002
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal| Diversion| Generation| Percernt Disposal | Diversion | Generation Percent
Paper
corrugated containers 4,100 6,189 10,2689 60.1% 4,202 6,342 10,544 60,1%
newspaper 1,816 2,333 4250 549% 1,964 2,391 4,365 54.9%
high grade ledger paper 1,268 1,863 3,121 59.5% 1,300 1,810 3,209 59.5%
mixed paper 4,116 4,496 8,611 52.2% 4,218 4,607 8,925 52.2%
other paper 2,966 2,850 5815 45.0% 3,039 2,920 5,960 49.0%
Subtotal| 14,366] 17,731 32,097 14,723 18,170 32,893
Plastic
HDFE containers 308 813 1,118 72.7% 313 833 1,146 72.7%
PET containers 37 75 112] 66.8% 38 77 115 65.8%
Film plasiics 1,203 1,257 2,460 51.1%! 1,233 1,288 2,521 51.1%
Other Plastics 2,249 2,448 4,697 52.1% 2,308 2,508 4,814 52.1%
Subtotall 3,795 4,583 8,388 3,889 4,707 8,596
Glass
Refitable glass 327 9 336 2.6% 335 9 344 2.6%|
CA redemption glass 173 833 1,007 82.8% 178 854 1,031 82.8%
Other recyclable glass 277 506 783 64.7% 283 519 802 64.7%
Other non-recyclable glass| 336 o 336 4.0% 344 0 344 0.0%)|
Subtotal 1,112 1,348 2,460 1,140 1,381 2521
Metais
Aluminum cans 58 166 224 74.2% 59 170 229 74.2%
Bi-malal Containers 0 0 v} 0.0% 0 ¢ 0 0.0%
lin cans 228 218 447 49.0% 234 225 458 49.0%
other ferrous 3,353 3,916 7,269 £3,9% 3,435 4,013 7,450 53.9%
olher aluminum 114 114 224 49.0% 117 112 229 49.0%
other non-terrous 168 186 338 48.6% 173 170 344 49.6%
white goods . 223 224 447 50.1% 228( 230 458 50.1%
Subtotal| 3,922 4577 8,500 4,020 4,691 8,710
Yerd Waste
Yard waste 6,616 6,357 12,873 AS.0% 6,780 6,514 13,285 49,0%
Subtotal| 6,616 6,357 12,973 6,780 6,514 13,285
Organics
Food waste 4,585 o 4 585 0.0% 4,699 0 4,698 0.0%
Tires and rubber 838 615 1454) 423% 859 631 1,490 42.3%
Wood wasle 3,128 9,286 12,414 74.8% 3,205 9,516 12,722 74.8%
Crop residues 0 [+ ¢ 0.0% 0 O 0 0.0%
Manure o 0 0 0.0% 0 0 o 0.0%
Textiles and leather 5,256 0 5,256 0.0%| 5,387 0 5,387 C.0%
Other misc. organics - 3,937 89l 4,026 2.2% 4,035 91 4,126 2.2%
Subtotel| 17,745 9,980 27,735 18,185 10,238 28,423
Other Wastes
Inert solids 7,212 10,808 18,117 60.2% 7,391 11,176 18,567 860.2%
Hazardous waste 1,118 0 1,118 0.0% 1,148 0 1,146 0.0%|
Subtotall 8,330 10,908 19,236 8,537 11,176 18,713
Total Other Wastes . -
Ash o 0 0 0.0% o 0 0 0.0%
Sewage siudge 0 0 0 0.0% al. [+ 0 0.0%|
Industrial sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 Q ¢ 0.0%)
Ashestos G 0 0 0.0% o 0 0 0.0%
Auto shredder 3] 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%|
Auto bodies Q 0 0 ¢.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Other special waste 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%)
Subtotal 0 4] 0 0 0 Q
Total Waste * 56,000 56,0000 112,000, 49.8% 58,000 57,000 115,000 48.8%

* Rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons. Totals reflect achievement of 25% diversion by 1995, and 50% diversion by 2000, based on
diverting the targeted waste types identified. in the SARE. .See Tables 10-1 to 10-11 for a yeary estimate of the total wastes diverted

and disposed of based on implementing the SRRE,




Table 2-8 cont'd

15 Year Waste Generation Projections
Assuming AB 939 Diversion Requirements

Cily of Milpitas
2003 2004
WASTE TYPE Diversion Diversion
Disposal| Diversion| Generation] Fercent Disposal | Diversion| Generation Percent
Paper
corrugated containers 4,306 6,500 10,806 60.1% 4,413 6.661 11,074 60.1%
newspaper 2,013 2,450 4,463 54 9% 2,063 2,511 4574 54 9%
high grade ledger paper 1,332 1,957 3,289 59.5% 1,365 2,005 3,370 59.5%
mixed paper 4,322 4,721 8,044 52.2% 4,430 4,838 9,268 52.2%
other paper 3,115 2,993 6,108 49 0% 3,192 3,067 6,258 49 0%
Subtotal| 15.088 18,621 33,7089 15,462 19,083 34,545
Plastic
HDPE conlainers 321 854 1,175 72.7% 329 875 1,204 72.7%
PET containers 39 78 117 66.8% 40 80 120 £6.8%
Film plastics 1.264 1,320 2,584 51.1% 1,295 1,383 2,648 51.1%
Other Plastics 2,362 2,571 4933 52.1% 2421 2,835 5,085 52.1%
Subtotal 3,986 4,823 8,808 4,084 4,943 9,027
Glass
Refillable glass 43 9 352 26% 352 9 361 256%
CA redemptlion glass 182 875 1,067 82.8% 187 897 1,083 82.8%
Other recyclable glass 290 532 §22 64.7% 208 545 843 64 7%
Other non-recyclable glass 352 6 352 0.0% 361 0 361 0.0%
Subtotal 1.168| . 1.416 2.584 1,397 1,451 2,648
Metals
Aluminum cans &1 174 235 74.2% 82 179 241 74.2%
Bi-metal Containers 0 8] 0 0.0%, o] 0 0 0.0%
tin cans 240 230 470 49.0% 246 236 481  49.0%
other ferrous 3,522 4,113 7.634 83.9% 3,609 4,215 7,824 53.9%
other aluminum 120 115 235 49.0% 123 118 241 48.0%
other non-ferrous 178 175 352 49.6% 182 176 361 49 6%
while goods 234 235 470 50.1% 240 241 481 50.1%
Subtotai 4,118 4807 8,926 4.222 4,526 9,148
Yard Waste
Yard wasle 6,948 6,676 13.624 45.0% 7,121 5,842 13,962 49.0%
Subtotal 5.948 6,676 13,624 7.12% 6.842 13,862
QOrganics
Food wasle 4816 0 4,816 0.0% 4,935 0 4,635 0.0%
Tires and rubber 881 646 1.527 42.3% 902 662 1,565 42.3%
Wood wasle 3,285 9,752 13,037 74.8% 3,366 5,994 13,360 74 8%
Crop residues Q s} 4] 0.0% ] 0 0 0.0%
Manure 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Texliles and leather 5,520 0 5,520 0.0% 5,657 [¢] 5,657 0.0%
Other misc. organics 4,135 94 4,228 2.2% 4,237 96 4,333 2.2%
Subtotal| 18,636 10,492 29,128 19,088 10,782 23,850
Other Wastes
Inert solids 7574 11,453 19,027 60.2% 7.762 11,737 19,499 60.2%
Hazardous waste 1,175 0 1,175 0.0% 1,204 0 1,204 0.0%
Subtotal 8,748 11,453 20,202 8,965 11,737 20,703
Total Other Wastes
Ash 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Sewage sludge 0 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0.0%
Industriai sludge 0 0 0 0.0% o 0 o] 0.0%
Asbestos 0 ¢ 0 0.0% 0 o o 0.0%
Auto shredder 0 o 0 0.0% 0 b a 0.0%
Auvto bodies o o 0 0.0% 0 a 0 0.0%
Clher special waste a Y 0 0.0% 0 Q 0 0.0%
Subtotal 0 Y 0 0 0 0
Total Waste * 59,000 55,000 117,000 49.8% 60,000 60,000 120,000 49.8%

Rounded 10 the nearest 1,000 tons. Totals reflect achievement of 25% diversion by 1995, and 50% diversion by 2000, based on

diverting the targeted waste types Identified in the SRRE. See Tables 10-1 to 10-11 for a yearly estimate of Ihe lal wastes diverted
and disposed of based on implementing the SRRE.




Table 2-8 cont'd

15 Year Wasie Generation Projeclions
Assuming AB 939 Diversion Requirernants

City of Milpitas
2005
WASTE TYPE Diversion
Disposal| Diversion| Generation u’eroem
Paper
corrugalted conlainers 4,522 6,826 11,348 60.1%
newspaper 2,114 2,574 4,687 54.9%
high grade ledger paper 1,399 2,058 3,454 59.5%
mixed paper 4,540 4,958 9,498 52.2%
other paper 3271 3,143 6,414 49.0%
Subtotal| 15,845 19,556 35 401
Plastic
HDPE containers 337 897 1,233 72.7%
PET conlainers 41 a8z 123 66.8%
Film plastics 1,327 1,387 2,714 51.1%
Other Plastics 2,481 2700 5,181 52.1%
Subtotal 4,186 5,066 9,251
Glass
Refillable glass 361 10 370 2.6%
CA redemplion gliass 191 919 1,110 82.8%
Other recyclable glass 305 558 B&63 64.7%
Other non-recyclable glass 370 0 370 0.0%|
Subtolal 1,227 1,487 2,714
Metals
Aluminum cans 64 183 247 74 2%
Bi-metal Conlainers 0 0 0 0.0%)
tin cans 252 242 493 49.0%
olher ferrous 3,699 4,319 8,018 53.9%
other aluminum 126 121 247 48.0%
other non-ferrous 187 183 370 49.6%
white goods 246 247 493 50.1%
Subtotal 4,326 5,048 9,375
Yard Waste ‘
Yard waste 7,297 7,011 14,308 49.0%
Subtotal 7.297 7,01 14,309
Organics
Food waste 5,057 0 5,087 0.0%)
Tires and rubber 925 679 1,604 42.3%
Wood waste 3,450 10,242 13,692 74.8%
Crop residues ¢ & 0 0.0%
Manure Q 0 0 0.0%
Texlites and leather 85,797 0 5797 0.0%
Other misc. organics 4,342 98 4,441 2.2%
Subtotall 19572 11,019 30,561
Other Wastes
inart solids 7,954 12,028 19,983 60.2%
Hazardous waste 1,233 0 1,233 0.0%
Subtotal 9,188 12,028 21,216
Tatal Other Wastes
Ash 0 0 0 0.0%
Sewage sludge 0 0 0 0.0%)
Industnal sludge 0 o 0 0.0%
Asbestos 0 ¢} 0 0.0%
Aulo shredder 0 4] 0 0.0%
Auto bodies 0 0 0 0.0%
Other special wasle o] 0 ¢ 0.0%|
Subtotal 0 4] 0
Total Weste * 62,000 61,000 123,000 50%

*

Rounded to the nearest 1,000 tons. Totals reflect achievernent of 50% diversion,

based on diverting the targeted waste types identified in the SRRE.
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Table 2-10
Cutline of Sources for Diverted
and Disposed of Quantities and Composition of Solid Wastes!

Resource Data Type

Disposal/Generation

Browning-Ferris Industries Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and
Selt Haul Quantities

Waste Management incorporated industrial Quantities

Zanker Road Resource Management Company Industrial and Seff Haul Quantities
Diversion

Browning-Ferris Industries Residential, Commercial, and Industrial

Quantities, and Recyclery Quantities

Zanker Road Resource Management Company Commercial/Industrial Sector Quantities

Certified California Redemption Centers CA Redemption Value Material Quartities

Waste Management Incorporated Commercial/industrial Sector Quantities

Private Non-Profit Groups Residential, Commercial/Industrial Sector
Quantities

Private Collectors/Recyclers Commercial/Industrial Sector Quantities

Grocery and Department Stores Commercial Sector Quantities

Landscapers Composting Quantities

Survey Private Businesses \jource Reduction Information

1. The City's hauler, BFI, will submit monthly reports on waste quantities. The remaining data wili be
collected on an annual basis by the City.

PJE ES30101H.EOW Rev.0 August 13, 1981
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3 SOURCE REDUCTION COMPONENT

3.1 Introduction

Source reduction is defined in Assembly Bill 939 (Public Resources Code,
40196) as "...any action which causes a net reduction in the generation of
solid waste. Source reduction includes, but is not limited to, reducing the
use of non-recyclable materials, replacing disposable materials and prod-
ucts with reusable materials and products, reducing packaging, reducing
the amount of yard wastes generated, establishing garbage rate structures
with incentives to reduce the amount of wastes that generators produce,
and increasing the efficiency of the use of paper, cardboard, glass, metal,
plastic, and other materials. Source reduction does not include steps
taken after the matenal becomes solid waste or actions which would
impact air or water resources in lieu of land, including, but not limited to,
transformation.”

Source reduction precedes waste management and addresses how progd-
ucts are designed, manufactured, purchased, and used so as to reduce
the quantity and toxicity of waste produced when the products reach the
end of their useful lives. Technical options for communities considering
source reduction include product reuse, reduced material volume, reduced
toxicity, increased product litetime, and decreased consumption.

Source reduction as a component of waste reduction is not currently a
widely applied concept. It is, therefore, difficult to estimate the actual
impact that source reduction activities will have on the solid waste stream.
At the local level, source reduction activities are often limited to changes in
consumer behavior and consumption patterns as well as local manufac-
turing and production processes. Table 3-1 presents a list of typical
source reduction activities practiced at the local level. Local source
reduction activities and programs can be implemented through education,
financial incentives and disincentives, and regulation, as well as research
and technological developments.

Source Reduction Component
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This component describes existing conditions and presents source reduc-
tion objectives for the City of Milpitas; evaluates a broad range of alterna-
tives that may be used to achieve those objectives; describes the process
for selecting among the alternatives; and identifies a plan of action to
implement and monitor the selected source reduction alternatives.
Throughout this component the terms "City," "municipality,” and
"community” are used inter-changeably to refer to the City of Milpitas.

3.2 Objectives

The source reduction objectives presented in this section have been
developed to meet the goal of reducing the amount of solid waste gener-
ated in the City of Milpitas. These objectives are to be implemented in the
short-term planning period (1991-1995) and continued during the medium-
term planning period (1996-2000). Through the following objectives, the
municipality anticipates reductions in the total solid waste generated.

* Reduce the use of non-recyclable materials

+ Replace disposable materials and products with reusable
materials and products

+ Purchase products with a reduced pac'kaging. conient
+ Purchase repaired or repairable products
» Purchase durable products

+ Increase the efficiency of materials used in the commer-
cial and industrial sectors

+ Reduce generation of yard waste by promoting backyard
or on-site composting

+ Reduce the amount of unsolicited mail received by Milpi-
tas residents

Targeted Materials. Target waste types for source reduction have been
identified from the results of the solid waste generation study and are
based on six factors: (1) the effectiveness of meeting the source reduction
objectives; and (2) the volume and weight of the matenial; (3) the hazard
created by the material; (4) the percent content of non-renewable
resources; (5) the durability of the material; and (6) the recyciability of the
material. These target waste types are outlined below.

Source Reduction Component
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+ Paper and plastic packaging materials
+ Yard waste

- Construction matenals, including concrete, asphalt,
metals, and lumber

« Paper and plastic cups, utensils, office supplies, and
personal care products

+ Metal and plastic repairable products, including
appliances and electronic items

« Paper, including high grade, corrugated and mixed waste
paper

Source reduction alternatives, targeting the above waste types, are evalu-
ated in Section 3.5 according to their effectiveness in meeting the source
reduction objectives outlined above.

3.3 Existing Conditions Description

3.3.1 Local Source Reduction Efforis

The City of Milpitas currently has an exclusive contract for residential
curbside collection with BFI that expires in the year 2007. Subscription
rates for residential curbside service are based on a fixed fee, including a
surcharge for the recently implemented curbside recycling program. The
curbside recycling program covers newspaper, plastic containers, glass,
and aluminum cans.

Collection for multi-family and commercial generators is also handled
under the same exclusive contract with BFI, with variable rates charged
based upon frequency of collection, type and volume of container, and
other factors. Temporary refuse bins and commercial/multi-family recy-
cling is handled through a non-exclusive, competitive bid system. Milpitas
allows residents to dump self-haut wastes at the landfill twice a month free
of charge. This practice results in 65,000 cubic yards of waste being
added 1o ihe landfill each year and provides a strong disincentive for
source reduction. A change in the disposal fee structure at the landfill to
favor recyclables is currently being considered.

Source Reduction Component
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Milpitas has a number of current source reduction activities ongoing within
the community. These include efforts and programs by both the City gov-
ernment as well as by private individuals, groups, and businesses. An
estimated 63.6 tons of solid waste are diverted from disposal through the
use of cloth diapers in the City. Miipitas has not attempted to quantify
amounts of waste diverted by other existing programs because adequate
records and data are not available. The current source reduction activities
in Milpitas are not likely to be decreased in scope in the future and will
continue to contribute to the attainment of mandated waste diversion
goals. Recordkeeping in the future should allow Milpitas to quantify
source reduction activities occurring in the City.

The City of Milpitas engages in the following source reduction activities:

+ The City's print shop makes scratch tablets from used fly-
ers and office paper and makes two-sided copies on 75
percent of the material sent to them.

« The City garage uses cloth shop rags and employee uni-
forms that are reusable.

 The City has a 5 percent purchase preference for materi-
als with recycled content. |

There are thirty-three businesses known to the City to be operating as
thrift, salvage, or repair shops that refurbish or repair used items for reuse.
These businesses deal in items ranging from electronics, appliances and
tools, to furniture, toys, clothing, and books.

Additionally, a survey taken of businesses in Milpitas revealed that a num-
ber of offices and businesses are actively pursuing source reduction activ-
ities. Some of the activities cited in the source reduction survey conducted
for the City are listed below.

+ Reusing packaging material

+ Creating scratch pads from blank sides of paper
* Using cloth towels and sponges in the cafetena
» Using routing memos

+ Reusing file folders

Source Reduction Component
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Posting source reduction and recycling reminders on bul-
letin boards and memos

Using refillable pens and mechanical pencils
Using scrap paper for interoffice communications
Renting equipment instead of purchasing
Donating old equipment to schools and charities
Storing reports on microfiche instead of paper
Using reusable coffee filters

Keeping binders of information shelved in the library for
general staff use instead of providing copies for personal
files

Using shredded paper for packaging material
Reusing cardboard boxes

Instituting electronic mail

3.3.2 National Source Reduction Efforts

Many of the source reduction activities affecting the waste generated by

the City of Milpitas are being conducted at the national level.

efforts can affect the products consumed by residences and businesses

within the City.

The following are some examples of major national source reduction
efforts:!

Some manufacturers offer concentrated versions of prod-
ucts which use less packaging (e.g., frozen juices, con-
centrated pesticides, and concentrated soaps).

Packaging changes initiated by one manufacturer include

1
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- Disposable diapers and diaper packages changed so
that net total amount of materials in product and pack-
age was 50 percent less then preceding design.

- Detergent with bleach eliminates need for separate
purchase of bleach.

« One manufacturer changed the tub of a dishwasher from
enameled steel to engineered plastic, which enables the
warranty on the dishwasher to be increased because the
tub is more durable.

« A new blow-molding tool for plastic {HDPE) milk bottles
reduces their weight 10 percent while increasing strength.

+ A heat-set technology makes it possible to use PET con-
tainers for liquids that must be hot-filled. The new tech-
nology allowed a juice company to switch from glass to
plastic bottles, resulting in a 25 percent reduction in
weight and long-term cost savings in bottling and

shipping.

+ Plastic bags bought by a major "fast food" chain to ship
products to its stores are designed to be reused as
garbage bags.

+ A large video rental and saies chain, trains its sales peo-
ple to reuse the distinctive plastic bags that tapes are car-
ried in and to ask customers to return tapes in the bags.
This results in a savings of about $1 million and over
25 million bags annually.

3.4 Evaluation of Alternatives

This section presents four alternatives representing a variety of
approaches that can achieve the objectives identified in Section 3.2. Each
of the alternatives is evaluated according to a set of criteria specified in the
regulations issued by the California Integrated Waste Management Board
(CIWMB) pursuant to AB 939.

For each evaluation criterion, a rating of high, medium, or low is assigned,
and the potential issues are discussed. As structured by the regulations
governing AB 939, some of the criteria by which the alternatives are
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required to be evaluated are positive in tone (e.g., effectiveness), while
others are inherently negative (e.g., hazard). A high rating for a positive
criterion implies a positive rating; however, a high rating for a negative
criterion corresponds to few or no impacts associated with this potential
problem. The results for the evaluation are summarized in Section 3.6,
Table 3-2. Source reduction alternatives evaluated for Milpitas are
described below.

Many of these alternatives are complementary to each other and depend
significantly on the implementation of other alternative, programs pre-
sented in the recycling, composting, and special wastes components.
Where possible, these relationships have been indicated in the criteria for
evaluating the alternatives. An additional consideration in evaluating the
alternatives is that their effectiveness and impact need to be considered
on the basis of how several alternatives or programs will work together as
a system, rather than as alternatives independent of one another.

The source reduction alternatives have been grouped into four general
categories:

(1) Rate structure modifications, including local waste dis-
posal fee modifications and quantity-based local user fees

{2) Economic incentives, including loans, grants, and loan
guarantees, reduced business license fees, and deposits,
refunds, and rebates

(3) Technical assistance and public education, including
waste audits, technical assistance to industry and con-
sumer organizations, educational efforts, public recogni-
tion activities, and ncn-procurement programs

(4) Regulatory programs, including adoption of local ordi-
nances to enhance source reduction, procurement pro-
grams, source reduction planning requirements by waste
generators, product bans, and local land-use
requirements.

3.4.1 Alternative 1 - Rate Structure Modifications

Source reducticn activities can be encouraged through rate structure
modifications, including disposal fees and quantity-based user fees for
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garbage collection services. Rate structure modifications, described
below, address all source reduction objectives identified in Section 3.2 and
may be applied to both residential and non-residential generators.

Disposal Fees. Disposal fees at the landfill could be modified to promote
source reduction by making the cost of disposal for non-recyclable and
non-reusable wastes relatively high. Fees could also be imposed for the
disposal of goods and products that can be repaired, salvaged, or com-
posted. This type of fee structure is currently being considered at the
Newby Island landfill.

Quantity-Based User Fees. These fees involve calculating collection and
disposal fees based upon the amount of waste collected. This is similar in
principle to other service-based utility charges, such as water and electric-
ity. Generators are charged fees according to the number of cans used,
the number of bags collected, or the frequency of collection. Variable rate
fees are directly proportional to actual disposal costs; consequently, resi-
dents have the opportunity to reduce costs by generating less waste.

There are a number of variants to the rate structure alternative, including:

+ Use of a base subscription fee to cover fixed collection
costs, plus an additional per-unit volume charge;

» Fees that rise according to increasing volume; and
+ Charges based upon weight instead of volume.

Jurisdictions implementing quantity-based user fees or variable rate
schemes have frequently found that they do result in reduced quantities of
disposed waste. Because of the reduction in waste quantities, however,
the projected revenues generated by the system (tipping fees) are often
insufficient to cover fixed costs for the solid waste management program.
This problem may be solved through the use of a subscription fee to cover
fixed costs, plus a variable fee for the actual quantities of waste collected.

Quantity-based user fees are most successful when free or low-cost col-
lection of recyclables is provided in addition to collection of non-recy-
clables for disposal.

This alternative is evaluated as follows:
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Effectiveness. High.! Rate structure modifications can be very effective in
encouraging source reduction, since the cost of disposal or collection of
disposables can be high. Additionally, varable rate structures provide an
incentive for increased participation in recycling and community compost-
ing programs. Studies have shown that, during the first year of operation,
a volume-based rate system can reduce the volume of waste requiring
disposal by 25 percent. However, there is an upper limit to the variable
rate structure beyond which illegal dumping will begin to occur.

Hazard. Medium.2 There is no direct hazard associated with rate structure
modifications. However, increased disposal and coliection costs could
result in an increase in illegal disposal, resulting in public health concerns,

Ability to Accommodate Change. High. Modifications to rate structures,
in general, are easily adapted to existing programs. Rate structures can
also be further changed and modified as circumstances warrant. This
alternative is flexible over both the medium- and long-term. Milpitas' con-
tract with BFI for curbside recycling includes two "windows of opportunity”
for review of the contract as well as a full-scale review in 1992 of the col-
lection contract.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. High3 Rate structure modifi-
cations can be designed to reduce waste at the source and avoid substitu-
tion of a product or material that results in an equivalent or greater amount
of waste being generated. The impact of this alternative, in concert with
recycling and composting programs, is that the waste stream may be of
lower volume, higher density, and contain much lower proportions of recy-
clables and yard wastes.

Implementation Period. High. This alternative could be implemented
during the short-term planning period.

Facility Requirements. High.# No additional facilities are needed to
implement rate structure modifications.

V' Refers to relative rating of the alternative with respect to this criterion.
2

Note that several of the criteria—hazard, consequences on the waste stream, facility
requirements, institutional barriers, and estimated cost—on the waste stream—are
inherently negative. A rating of high for these criteria comresponds to few or no impacts
associated with these poteniial problems.

3 See Footnote 2.

4 See Footnote 2.
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Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. Medium. This alternative is
generally consistent with the plans and policies of the City of Milpitas.

institutional Barriers. Medium.5 Although Milpitas’ contract with BF
includes built-in flexibility and periodic review, implementation of this alter-
native would depend on the ability of BFI to provide mechanisms for
administering the variable rate charge.

Estimated Cost. High.® The costs associated with implementing rate
structure modifications are a function of the City staff time required to pur-
sue negotiations with the waste haulers, develop the rate structure and
program, seek approval for the program from the City Council, conduct
public hearings, and develop a public information campaign to introduce
the program to the rate payers. These costs are not expected to be high
for the City of Milpitas.

End Uses. Not applicable.

3.4.2 Alternative 2 - Economic Incentives and Disincentives

Source reduction activities can be encouraged through economic incen-
tives and disincentives. Economic incentives and disincentives address all
source reduction objectives identified in Section 3.2.

Economic Incentives. Economic incentives can foster source reduction in
two ways: (1) direct economic benefits provided to businesses and con-
sumers who participate in source reduction programs, and (2) economic
assistance to groups and organizations who foster source reduction and
supporting the community's waste management goais and objectives.

Direct economic benefits can include tax credits and/or exemptions to
businesses that implement formal source reduction activities for manu-
facturing or procurement. Loans, grants, and loan guarantees can provide
direct economic assistance to businesses for the purpose of implementing
source reduction activities. Reduced business license fees can also be
granted to businesses that implement source reduction activities.

Economic assistance incentives are primarily intended to support groups ~
and programs that contribute to the education and technical assistance
efforts of the community's source reduction campaign. For example, the

5 See Footnote 2.
6 Ssee Footnote 2.
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City could provide loans, loan guarantees, or grants to encourage the
economic development of businesses, non-profit groups, or associations
that promote source reduction or otherwise foster waste reduction.

This program emphasizes the provision of nominal amounts of support to
facilitate volunteer efforts of local or regional groups and associations
seeking to foster source reduction efforts at the community level. This
alternative enables the community to take advantage of the of volunteer
interest groups in the community.

Economic Disincentives. Disincentives are designed to place a penalty
on the waste generator. Under this approach, two kinds of disincentives
are considered: advanced disposal fees, and direct penalties or fines.

Advanced disposal fees can be imposed by the community on certain
products that are either non-recyclable or non-reusable. Products offered
for sale that have excess packaging could also be made economically
unatiractive. A state-wide program to implement advanced disposal fees
is currently being considered by the CIWMB. Under such a program, a fee
would be imposed on products that meet the following criteria; disposable,
non-recyclable, or non-reusable provided that a substitute durable,
reusable, or-recyclable product is available.

Penalties and/or fines could be imposed by the municipality on businesses
that do not develop and implement source reduction programs and prac-
tices. The requirements of this type of program couid be restricted to large
commercial or industrial waste generators and would serve to highlight the
importance of community waste reduction efforts.

This alternative is evaluated as follows:

Effectiveness. Medium. The potential effectiveness of economic
incentives is difficult to assess. Advanced disposal fees, however, present
an excellent mechanism for creating an incentive for consumers to source
reduce.

Hazard. High. There are no hazards created by the economic incentives
and disincentives presented in this alternative.

Ability to Accommodate Change. High. Economic incentives can be
modified to accommodate changes in consumption patterns, availability of
materials, and the economy. Economic incentives are readily adaptable to
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new source reduction techniques and approaches as the latter become
available, and as new methods and programs are developed.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. Medium. Economic incentives
should not result in shifts in waste type generation.

Implementation Period. High. Economic incentives and disincentives
must be approved by the City Council. The amount of time required for
the approval process and implementation of the program can be accom-
plished in the short-term planning period.

Facility Requirements. High. No facilities are needed to implement eco-
nomic incentives in the City of Milpitas.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. Low. Providing economic
assistance to businesses within the municipality or charging an advanced
disposal fee may have no historical precedent. In this respect, this alter-
native may be viewed as inconsistent with local plans and policies.

Institutional Barriers. Low. This alternative presents potential problems
for vendors who must collect any advanced disposal fee at the point of
sale.

Estimated Cost. Medium. The costs of this -alternative would include the
use of the City's staff resources to develop and administer the incentive
and disincentive programs. Staff resources would be necessary to
develop, approve, implement, and administer each community project
funded by the jurisdiction. Additional costs include the direct dollar
amounts of any grants or funding provided under the incentive programs.

End Uses. Not applicable.

3.4.3 Alternative 3 - Technical Assistance, Education, and Promotion

The programs presented in this alternative address all source reduction
objectives identified in Section 3.2. These activities include waste evalua-
tions, technical assistance, educational efforts, promotional programs (i.e.,
public recognition and awards), and commercial procurement programs.

Waste evaluations are used to identify the waste types generated by a
business that can be targeted for source reduction activities. Data col-
lected from the waste evaluations can also be used for:

(1) Assessing waste disposal fees;
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(2) Controlling the disposal of banned wastes into the waste
stream (e.g., corrugated cardboard, organic wastes, and
household hazardous or special wastes); and

(3) Establishing a baseline for waste generation data from
which to measure future progress in waste reduction.

The primary purpose of the waste evaluation alternative is to increase
commercial awareness of the need for, and benefits of, waste reduction
programs and to assist businesses to design and implement programs
reducing waste generation.

Technical Assistance. Technical assistance to businesses and con-
sumers can be accomplished through workshops and seminars that
address practical ways in which businesses and consumers can reduce
the quantity of wastes generated. Topics to be addressed include
(1) decreased consumption; (2) reuse and recycling of materials, including
encouraging and assisting waste exchanges between businesses;
(3) procurement practices with preferences for reduced packaging,
(4) increased durability, and increased recycled materials content;
(5) increased manufacturing efficiency; and (6) composting of yard wastes
at the site of generation (backyard composting).

Educational Efforts. Educational efforts can be a valuable means of
developing consumer awareness about the benefits of source reduction.
Educational efforts include developing and sponsoring consumer aware-
ness programs, school curricula, seminars, and public forums. The City
will provide information on backyard composting to residents.

Public Recognition and Awards. Public recognition can be used by the
community to acknowledge businesses that have implemented successiul
source reduction activities. Awards can also be presented to community
groups or individuals that are promoting source reduction in Milpitas either
through example or through education.

Non-procurement Programs. These programs require the City to
undertake activities aimed at altering the behavior of its own staff and
operations to reduce the amount of waste generated on a day-to-day
basis. These activities can include education programs familiarizing
people with source reduction practices such as: double-sided copying,
increasing the use of scraich paper, making fewer drafts of reports, and
using electronic mail. This program provides an opportunity for the City of

Source Reduction Component
PJE ES30101H.EOW 3-13 Rev. 0 August 13, 1991



Milpitas itself to develop and implement a model source reduction program
that can be used as an example for other private, public, and commercial
entities in the area.

The following evaluation of technical assistance, education, and promotion
activities for source reduction includes waste evaluations, technical assis-
tance, composting programs, educational efforts, public recognition and
awards, and non-procurement programs.

This alternative is evaluated as follows:

Effectiveness. High. An effective technical assistance program combined
with education and promotion can be effective in reducing quantities of
solid wastes generated. Actual quantities are difficult to estimate and are
dependent upon the types of procgrams selected, the scope of each pro-
gram, and the materials and generators targeted for program impact.

Hazard. High. There are no hazards associated with the programs pre-
sented by this alternative. The City of Milpitas may seek to ensure that
proper backyard composting techniques are used so that no public health
or safety concerns are created.

Ability to Accommodate Change. High. This alternative is adaptable to
change as new methods and programs are developed. This alternative
also readily accommodates change in the waste stream as well as
changes in consumer purchasing behavior and available products and
alternatives. |

Consequences on the Waste Stream. High. The most likely areas for
impact on the waste stream would be from programs aimed at backyard
composting, commercial purchasing and procurement, office source
reduction, and consumer-purchasing awareness. The waste stream mate-
rials affected by these types of programs are yard wastes and wood cut-
tings, office paper and plastic packaging, corrugated cardboard, and other
packaging products.

Implementation Period. High. Initial efforts in technical assistance, pub-
lic education, and promotional activities can be implemented in the shor-
term planning period. The need for additional staffing and the more
involved aspects of the alternative, such as developing school eurricula,
are areas that can be implemented in the medium-term.
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Facility Requirements. High. No additional facilities in Milpitas would be
required. Existing educational facilities could serve as locations for semi-
nars and educational workshops.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. High. Technical assis-
tance, education, and promotional activities are consistent with current
conditions in Milpitas. The City of Milpitas has historically considered
technical assistance and educational activities for waste management to
be superior to regulatory controls.

Institutional Barriers. High. There are no institutional barriers to imple-
menting technical assistance, education, and promotional activities for
source reduction.

Estimated Cost. Medium. The costs for technical assistance, education,
and promotion will vary depending on the City's level of funding avaifable
for a broad spectrum of programs. Although staffing would constitute the
majority of the costs of implementing technical assistance, public educa-
tion, and promotional activities.

End Uses. Not applicable.

3.4.4 Alternative 4 - Regulatory Programs

Several alternative regulatory programs that address the source reduction
objectives outlined in Section 3.2 are available to the City of Milpitas.
These programs include local procurement ordinances, required waste
reduction planning and reporting, local product bans, and local land-use
planning requirements. One aspect common to all regulatory programs is
that they require continuous enforcement efforts.

Local Procurement Ordinances. The City of Milpitas aiready has in
place a five-percent purchasing preference program for recycled paper.
The City may extend this program to include other products that are
durable, recyciable, and reusable, and that certain recycled matenal con-
tent. Milpitas can require contractors with the City to have a source
reduction plan or program in place and provide products or materials
according to the above criteria.

Waste Reduction Plans. These plans involve establishing waste reduc-
tion planning and reporting requirements for large, commercial or industrial
waste generators in the City. Waste reduction planning and reporting
would require each business to establish a source reduction plan outlining
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what source reduction activities will be implemented. Businesses would
also be required to report quantities of wastes source reduced.

Product Bans. These are bans on targeted products and packaging
techniques to the extent that the ban resuits in a reduction of waste at the
source and has a net environmental benefit. Bans might be considered on
products and packaging that do not lend themselves to easy recyclability
or source reduction. Communities that pursue this kind of alternative often
adopt a time limit or phase-out period for the ban to take effect, providing
time for businesses and others to adjust to the policy and identify
substitutes.

Land Use and Development Requirements. These requirements involve
establishing incentives and disincentives to land use and development
that promote source reduction. For example, regulations can be adopted
that prohibit an entity from opening a new business, relocating an old one,
or building or otherwise developing property for commercial or residential
purposes without presenting a plan describing the wastes that will be
added to the waste stream, and the programs that will be implemented to
encourage source reduction on the developed area.

This alternative is evaluated as follows:

Etfectiveness. Medium. The effectiveness of regulatory programs would
depend on the level of regulation imposed by the City, the materials tar-
geted, adherence to the regulations by the community, and the level of
enforcement.

Hazard. High. There are no known hazards associated with regulatory
programs.:

Ability to Accommodate Change. Low. The regulatory measures out-
lined in this alternative vary in their flexibility to changing social and eco-
nomic conditions.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. Medium. Changes in the waste
stream composition will depend on the effectiveness of each program.
Changes in the waste stream are affected by the availability of alternative
products for procurement programs and the ability of institutional or com-
mercial generators implementing a waste reduction plan to identify and
target specific waste categories (such as disposable diapers, high-grade
paper, or corrugated packaging and cardboard). A product ban will reduce
the quantities of the banned product present in the waste stream. How-
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ever, the ban will also tend to increase the presence of product substitutes
in the waste stream.

implementation Period. Medium. Procurement programs, waste reduc-
tion plans, and land-development plans can all be implemented in the
short-term time period. With product bans, however, communities usually
allow a period of time for consumers, producers, and retailers to adjust to
the effects of the ban,

Facility Needs. High. There are no facility requirements for this
alternative.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. Medium, Regulatory pro-
grams may be viewed as inconsistent with municipa!l policy given current
plans for implementing veluntary waste diversicn programs.

Institutional Barriers. Low. Purchasing and procurement programs
within the diverse City agencies will have to be coordinated in order to
achieve a City-wide impact from a source reduction procurement program.
There are no institutional barriers presented by a product ban program,
although there may be unknown legal ramifications associated with
excluding a product from the market by implementing a local product ban.
Land-use requirements and waste reduction planning can be expected to
encounter stiff opposition from the affected businesses and industries.

Estimated Cost. Medium. Costs for regulatory programs largely depend
on the level of regulatory programs that the City chooses to pursue. Each
of the programs outlined in this alternative would require resources from
the City for developing, administering, implementing, and monitoring the
program.

End Uses. Not applicable

3.6 Selection of Program

This section will describe the alternatives and programs selected as well
as the basis for their selection. There are two factors critical to the selec-
tion process: (1)the degree to which each alternative and program is
appropriate to the conditions of the jurisdiction (i.e., goals, objectives, pol-
icy environment, waste stream, and solid waste management system),
and (2) the degree to which the alternatives and programs complement
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each other and form a coherent, comprehensive, and cost-effective
package.

A summary of the evaluation results of each alternative can be found in
Table 3-2. The selected alternatives are described below.

Selection 1: Public Education and Technical Assistance. The City of Mil-
pitas will implement public education and technical assistance programs in
an effort to foster source reduction in the City. In addition to its ranking
according to the evaluation critena, this alternative was selected because
it will be uniguely effective in achieving results for a program element
whose fundamental emphasis is on changing the behavior of producers
and consumers.

Anocther factor in the selection of the public education and technical
assistance alternative is the City's ability to implement this alternative in
conjunction with the efforts of other jurisdictions, including the State
Department of Conservation, and the CIWMB. The development of pro-
motional and public education materials can be coordinated with neighbor- -
ing jurisdictions in Santa Clara County. Joint funding for any materials to
be disseminated by means of broadcast or print media covering more than
one jurisdiction can be explored.

Programs implemented under this alternative will target both residential
and non-residential generators and impact materials that comprise a sig-
nificant proportion of the waste stream (e.g., all types and grades of paper;
all types of paper, plastic and styrofoam packaging; and yard wastes).

Selection 2. Rate Modifications. The City of Milpitas will implement modi-
fications to the current rate structure for collection and disposal of both
residential and commercial wastes. These modifications will take the form
of a variable rate structure designed to encourage source reduction of
materials that are not reusable, recyclable, or compostable. The
commercial rate modifications will provide financial incentives for source
reduction and recycling.

In addition to its ranking according to the evaluation criteria, this alterna-
tive was selected because (1) the City's contract with its waste hauler
(BFI} will undergo a review and revision in the near future and (2) the
alternative will support alternatives and programs selected under the recy-
cling and composting components of this SRRE.
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Selection 3: Regulatory Programs. The City of Milpitas will expand and
enhance its existing procurement program to encourage source reduction
on the part of local government and to set an exampie for other non-resi-
dential generators in the City. Purchase preferences will be extended to
materials and products that have packaging that is minimal, reusable,
recycled, or recylable.

Estimated Quantities and Types ot Wastes to be Diverted

An estimated 63.6 tons of solid waste were diverted from landfilling in
1990 by source reduction through the use of cloth diapers. Additional
information on source reduction diversion quantities is not currently
available. The City will pursue methods of evaluating, monitoring, and
reporting on source reduction diversion as programs are implemented.
The City will revise source reduction estimates when it conducts follow-up
waste generation studies in 1994, Additional data will result from waste
diversion reports, and program evaluation and monitoring.

The types ot materials that are anticipated to be source reduced through
the selected alternatives inciude:

» Paper and plastic packaging materials
« Yard waste

= Construction materials, including concrete, asphalt,
lumber, and metals

= Plastic cups, utensils, and personal care products

« Metal and plastic non-repairable products, including
appliances and electronics

+ Paper, including corrugated, high grade, and mixed
waste paper

3.7 Program Implementation

3.7.1 Responsibility for Implementation

The City of Milpitas Community Development Department will be
responsible for implementing all of the source reduction programs and
activities selected in this component.
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The City currently has one staff planner assigned to develop, administer,
monitor, and evaluate solid waste programs in Milpitas. However, in order
to fully implement the program alternatives selected in this SRRE, the City
will require one additional full-time staff member assigned to solid waste
planning.

The source reduction program is based primarily upon the public educa-
tion and technical assistance alternative selected in this component. Fur-
ther information on program implementation can be found in Section 7.6.1
of the Education and Public Information Component of this SRRE.

3.7.2 Required Implementation Tasks

See Table 7-1 for public education implementation of source reduction
programs.

See Table 3-3 for rate modification and regulatory program
implementation for source reduction.

3.7.3 Implementation Schedules

See Table 7-1 for public education implementation.

See Table 3-3 for rate modification and regulatory program
implementation.

3.7.4 Implementation Funding Requirements

The implementation costs for the alternatives and programs selected in
this component have been combined with those for the Education and
Public Information Component and can be found in Chapter 7,
Section 7.6.4. Costs for Rate Structure modifications are presented in
Section 9, Funding Component.

3.8 Monitoring and Evaluation

3.8.1 Methods to Measure Achievement

The objectives of the Citys' source reduction program are to increase the
public's participation in source reduction programs. The following methods
will be implemented in order to monitor the achievement of these
objectives:
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« Future waste generation studies to measure changes in
both waste types and waste quantities. Such studies can
be combined with future waste characterization studies.

« An annual survey of businesses and the City government
to monitor procurement practices and source reduction
progress in general.

« A bi-annua! residential survey to ascertain the participa-
tion rates for backyard composting programs and the
general level of awareness regarding source reduction
issues.

« Continued monitoring of national trends in source reduc-
tion with respect to production and packaging practices
resulting in volume and weight reduction. National trends
will be monitored to receive "credit” for diversion resulting
from reduction measures applicable to products and
material types distributed, sold, or otherwise consumed in
the City. The City will also monitor these trends to
encourage purchase of preferred products exhibiting

“these reduction charactenistics.

* Annual reports to monitor progress and compliance with
the requirements of AB 939 will be used to monitor and
measure the achievements of the City programs.

Additional monitoring activities to be implemented are described in Section
7.7.1 of the Education and Public Participation Component.
3.8.2 Evaluation Criteria

The City of Milpitas will evaluate the effectiveness of the source reduction
program by regularly addressing the following issues in a written format
and presenting the results in annual progress repors.

*+ Are the source reduction objectives being achieved?

+ Do residents have a greater understanding of the concepi
of source reduction?

+ Have businesses' procurement practices changed?
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3.8.3 Responsibility for Monitoring and Evaluation

The City of Milpitas Community Development Department, Division of
Planning, will be responsible for monitoring and evaluating all of the edu-
cation and public information program activities selected in this
component.

3.8.4 Monitoring and Evaluation Funding Requirements

Funding requirements for the monitoring and evaluation of the source
reduction programs selected in this component include funds for record-
keeping and surveying participation rates. These funds are included in
estimates presented in Section 7.7.4 of the Education and Public Informa-
tion Component.

3.8.5 Contingency Measures

The following measures will be implemented if the source reduction objec-
tives identified in Section 3.2 are not achieved.

+ Evaluate the need for increased funding for source reduc-
tion programs such as waste audits, specialized technical
assistance, and more aggressive source reduction
awareness campaigns.

+ Modify any source reduction programs that are deter-
mined to be inadequate.

+ Identify additional source reduction programs for consid-
eration, including grant funding for technical assistance
and public education, land-use requirements, modified
disposal fees, and economic incentive/disincentive
programs.

Source Reduction Component
PJE ES930101H.EOW 3-22 Rev. 0 August 13, 1991



J8dey payoAssy UD pouL4

Aunqepp£oaa 1o asnaa 10y ubisag
weiboid abueyoxa ajsem e as()

BuiAnq uey} Jayles Juawdinba yuay

aus uo diyo 1o yojnw ‘sodwion

2119)9)BO U} Ul SAYSIP PUB JIBMIDA|IS IS()

yojelaos Joy laded Jo sapis jyuejq asnay

sbnw 2309 oalwelad as

yuawdinba pasn ajeuog

slaulejuod HBuibexoed ajqeuln)al asnjapiaold
jenajews Bupjoed 1o Buibeyoed asnay

S9IH0q djqeudn)al ‘sia)iy J1e ajqesnal ‘suad
a|qe|yal ‘sali) papealdial ‘sjamo) yloja asn

wawdinba jJo ajf ay} puaxa
0] S}oeqluod 3dueuajuiew asn/aplaoid

sjonpold 3jqeanp ubisag

spoob ajqeinp aseyaind

Alljiqeing 19Npoid oseaiou]

saalojdwa
0} S9AIJUIOUI UoloNpal JASeM 130

ying ul Ang
jlew 2(uo4}29jd as)
sdijs bunnods asn

saldoo papis-om] ajen

SWIN[OA [elidjejN 9onpay

4SN3d 1VIHI1VIA

NOILdWNSNOD
aisv3idodd

¢ NOILONA3d 3294NOS SI LYHM @

L-€ eIqe]




VN wnpauw MO wnipaw swesboid Kiojejnbay
v AroBaie)
V/N wpaw yoy yomy UoIEOND @ 'ISISSY [BOIUYDB |
¢ Aobajen
Vv/N wnpaw MO MO| SBAJUBU} JILOU0sT
Z AioBialen
V/N ybiy wnipaw wnipaw SUOHEDIJIPOW 3iNJONUIS aley
1 Asobajen
SB1010d pUE Sueld
sasM) sieueg 12207 YUM sauobajen weiboid
pu3 1500 (euonnuisu Aousjsisuon
sSuoneISPISUC) |BUCIHPRY
ubiy wpaws wnipow MO] ubiy wnpaul sweiboid Aoeinbay
v AioBate)
yoiy Yoy oy MO uby ubiy uoneINP B 'ISISSY [BAUYOS L
¢ Aobalen
ybiy ybiy wnpaw ubiy ybiy wnipawl SOAUBIL| DHUIOUCOT
Z LoBalen
4oy uby oy ubly wnipaw Yoy SUOHEDHIPOW 3JNoNuLG aieY
| AroPajen
WEaNG abueyn
sjuswannbay pouad 8)SEM BYJ UO | Slepowoody sauofizlen weaboid
Aupoe uoyeuswaldw| | sasuanbasuo) o) Aupqy piezeH SSUBAI0SYHT

Bl3}|1D uojien|eal

swelfoid uoglanpay 3aInos 10}
uoen|eA] SaA|leuwId)y

c-€ JlqeL




sweiboid uononpel B21N0S Jo uoleUawa|dw; uoneoanps signd 10} |-/ B|QE] BES °1Xd) Byl Ul IR1ap Ul paqIasep ele seijialjoe welbold |

BLBJIID uonoNpal
82.N0s 88w Jeyl-sionpold p ue sjeusjewl Jo
siopuaa Anuepr ‘weliboud Wwawsinsoid ul papnjoul

send|IN

L6661 8le aq o} s|eualew 4o} eualio dojaasp ‘Aouabe 10} weuboisd Wwewainooid welboly

Bujuuibag Aun Asae yim swelboud uawainaoud dojaasq apm-Aly dojaas( JuawaINa0ld
siaded ajel
Joj uoneunon 2yqnd sledaud ‘sbuueay oygnd ploy

‘pounon Aun o) welboud asodoud {salel sjgeuea stuesboid uonoaj 0o
£661 Ade Jaisiuiwpe o} welbosd dojaaap ‘ainjoruls ajel [EuUapISal 10} 8injonus 81NN
Buuibag | sreudoidde suiwialap {sia|ney (800 yim ejeljobopn alel ajqeleA juswsidul aley e|qeuep
«SOIHARDY
a[npayossg mv_mmhﬂco:ﬁ:mEm_aE_ Auanoy welbolyd wezbold

S3NANOY uonejuawadui]
NOILONA3Y 3IADHNOS

E-€ 8ige]







 PROCESSING OR
REMANUFACTURING

RECYCLED
PRODUCTS

RECYCLING






4 RECYCLING COMPONENT

4.1 Introduction

Recycling is defined by the National Recycling Coalition as the series of
activities by which materials that would otherwise remain wastes are col-
lected, separated, or processed and used in the form of raw matenals.
Recycling is an old practice that is taking on an increasingly important role
in today's solid waste management programs. This form of waste diversion
helps preserve natural resources and reduces the environmental impacts
associated with waste disposal.

As stated in the definition, recycling goes far beyond merely collecting and
separating post-consumer waste; in order to truly recycle, the materials
must be remade into new products. Thus, markets are critical for the full
recycling process to be complete. Accordingly, recycling planning must
include market development along with program development.

The existing recycling programs in Milpitas are dedicated to the recyciing
of a range of materials. These programs, which represent the first step in
recycling--separation and collection--are described in the following pages.
In addition to the description of existing programs, this section includes an
evaluation of recycling program alternatives, the selection of recom-
mended alternatives, a discussion of end markets, and plans for imple-
menting and monitoring recycling programs. Costs given for programs are
approximate and program details should be considered preliminary.
These will be refined once additional details are known.

4.2 Objectives

The City of Milpitas selected the following objectives for this component to
be accomplished during the short-term planning period (1991-1995) and
the medium-term planning period (1996-2000). These objectives have
been established in conjunction with the objectives in the other compo-

Recycling Component
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nents of this document in order to achieve the required diversion rates of
25 percent by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000.
4.2.1 Short-Term Planning Period

in early 1991 two recycling programs were implemented: (1) residential
curbside collection, and (2) a manual/mechanical material recovery facility
(The Recyclery) at the Newby Island Landfill. Presented below are
recycling objectives that will be met by new programs during the
remainder of the short-term planning period.

A diversion of 3.8 to 5.2 percent of Milpitas' total wastestream is expected
to be achieved through the following objectives. See Section 4.6.2 for a
breakdown of diversion numbers by waste type and recycling program.
Residential
+ Establish programs for the collection of recyclable materi-
als from multi-family dwellings.
Non-Residential

» Establish source separation programs for small guantity
non-residential waste generators.

» Increase source separation recycling programs for large
quantity non-residential waste generators.

* Increase recovery of recyclable materials from City offices
and programs.

+ Salvage items at the Newby Island Landfill.
+ Recover recyclable materials currently being collected in
roll-off boxes.
4.2.2 Medium-Term Planning Period

A diversion rate of 4.8 to 7.2 percent’ of the City's total wastestream is
expected to be achieved as a result of continuing the two programs

includes diversion expected trom new programs begun in the short-term planning
period; see Section 4.6.2," Quantities and Types of Waste Anticipated to be Diveried.”

Recycling Component
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implemented in the shont-term planning period and achieving the following
objective during the medium-term planning-period:
Residential
« increase the types of materials collected through the
residential curbside program.
4.3 Waste Types Targeted for Diversion

Based on the results of the waste generation study, the following materials
are targeted for diversion. Many of these waste types are currently being
collected in Milpitas; these programs will continue, or be expanded to
increase the quantities collected.

* mixed paper

« newspaper

+ corrugated cardboard

+ white ledger, computer paper, and colored ledger
+ PET, HDPE, and polystyrene foam

+ glass

+ aluminum and tin cans

+ inen solids (asphalt, concrete)

+ telephone books

+ magazines and catalogs

4.4 Existing Conditions Description

In 1990, an estimated 7.5 percent of the total waste stream in Milpitas was
diverted. Milpitas’ programs for the collection of selected recyclable
materials are discussed in the following pages. Programs are provided for
the residential sector and the non-residential sector. These programs will
be continued, or expanded during the short-term and medium-term
planning periods, as described in Section 4.5.

Recycling Component
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4.4.1 Residential Programs

Curbside collection of recyclables. A weekly curbside recycling pro-
gram began on January 28, 1991 in Milpitas for all single-family homes in
the city. Duplexes and townhomes were also included, as these dwellings
are considered single-family dwellings in Milpitas. The program, called
RecycleNOW, is operated by the City's hauler for residential refuse,
Browning-Ferris Industries (BFI). BFI is experienced in curbside recycling
programs, having established RecycleNOW programs in over 200 com-
munities nationwide. Materials collected include newspaper, glass, tin
cans, aluminum cans, PET, motor oil, and HDPE. All recyclables except
newspaper are collected in one 14-galion bin on the same day that refuse
is collected. Newspaper must be tied or bagged separately.

The average set-out rate (number of residents putting out their recyclables
every week for a given month) after four weeks of beginning the program
was approximately 40 percent; this was the projected rate. That set-out
rate corresponds to a 75 to 80 percent participation rate (number of
households putting out their recyclables at least one week in a given
month). These percentages were determined via a BFI study during which
staff monitored homes in Milpitas every week for one month to monitor the
number of times recycables were set out. This participation. level is
consistent with other curbside programs BFI has operated nationwide,
including the program in the City of San Mateo. Increased participation is
expected to be brought about via public education efforts. BFI has a
contract with the City to provide public education for one year; see Section
7, "Education and Public Information Component” for further discussion of
public education programs.

Curbside collection of Christmas trees. The Loma Prieta chapter of the
Sierra Club and BFI provided a Christmas tree collection program in Jan-
uary 1991, Residents, at no charge, placed their trees at the curbside on
their regular refuse collection day and BFI picked up the trees at no cost to
the City. A portion of the trees were converted into mulch, which was
used at Newby Island Landfill, as well as by the City of Milpitas. The
remaining trees were sold to Western Forest Power for hog fuel. The use
of trees for fuel cannot be counted toward diversion until after 1995,
pursuant to Public Resources Code 41783.

Recycling Component
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4.4.2 Non-Residential Programs

City recycling program. Current City recycling activities include the
informal collection of aluminum cans by employees and a scratch paper
program whereby the City's print shop recycles used City fliers and office
paper into scratch pads for employees' use. In addition, a collection
program for white paper and mixed paper was begun in City facilities in
May, 1991.

Commercial/industrial collection programs. Collection of source-
separated recyclable materials from the commercial/industrial sectors is a
nonexclusive portion of the BF! franchise. BFI, Zanker Road Resource
Management, and Waste Management, Inc., tailor recycling collection
programs to fit the needs of a particular business and make this service
available to any business in Milpitas. Until March 1991, BF| programs
were primarily set up by request, whereby the interested business would
contact BFI and arrange the service. BFI, due to its increased collection
capacity with the opening of The Recyclery™ (see Section 4.4.3,
"Residential and Non-Residential Programs"), now contacts businesses
directly to offer its collection services, in addition to continuing the on-call
program. Materials collected, and fee structures for the service, vary with
each company. BFl's commercial/industrial service also encompasses roll-
off boxes; BF! estimates it services more than 90 percent of this business.

4.4.3 Residential and Non-Residential Programs

Drop-off and buy-back recycling centers. Several drop-off and buy-
back recycling centers exist in or near Milpitas. The Recyclery, a state-
certified recycling center at the Newby Island Landfill, includes a Public
Recycling and Buyback Center where Milpitas residents, non-profit
organizations, and small commercial recyclers bring their materials to be
weighed on electronic scales in a drive-through area. Because the
Recyclery is certified under AB 2020, the general public is paid California
Redemption Value, as opposed to scrap value, for aluminum cans, glass,
PET, and bi-metal containers that are marked "California Redemption
Value." The State Department of Conservation (DOC) will certify a recy-
cling center if it is open a minimum of 30 hours per week, of which five
hours must be other than 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday. The
proceeds from the sale of the materials can be donated to a charity if the
recycler chooses. The Center purchases many materials from the public,
including numerous aluminum products (e.g., cans, foil, pots and pans,

Recycling Component
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roasting pans), paper products (e.g., colored ledger, computer paper, and
white ledger; glossy paper and magazines; newspaper), copper and brass
products, plastics, and glass. Junk mail, polystyrene, and telephone books
are also accepted; however, the public is not compensated for these
wastes.

Three additional state-certified recycling centers currently operate in
Milpitas: (1) Lucky Grocery Store on Park Victoria Drive, (2) Fry's Food
Store on W. Calaveras Bivd., and (3) Nob Hill Foods on Jacklin Road.

Another recycling program is offered by Goodwill Industries, which
operates a state-certified collection truck on N. Milpitas Blvd. In addition to
collecting the usual items at this site (e.g., clothing, books, household
items), Goodwill accepts California Redemption Value containers at this
location.

In addition, Boy Scouts of America has maintained two newspaper drop-
off bins at Abbott and Rudyard in Milpitas since about 1988. The unstaffed
bins are open at all times and are cleared weekly by the Scouts.

The Recyclery. In addition to the Public Recycling and Buyback Center
described earlier, large items from the landfill are diverted at the Recy-
clery. These items inciude corrugated cardboard, mixed paper, wood and
brush, and metals.

Telephone book collection. In March 1991, Pacific Bell began a pilot
drop-off program for old telephone directories in Santa Clara County; two
of the drop-off bins are in Milpitas. The program will run untii May 15,
1991, and can be utilized by both the residential and non-residential sec-
tors. Pacific Bell is considering making this an annual program.

4.5 Evaluation of Program Alternatives

The City of Milpitas evaluated the following ten recycling alternatives that
could be implemented to meet its diversion goals. For ease of evaluation,
these have been divided into alternatives for the residential sector and
those for the non-residential sector. Each alternative is evaluated
according to criteria specified in the regulations implementing AB 939.
Program costs are approximate and program details should be considered
preliminary. Cost and program details will be refined during development
of the specific programs.

-
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Many of these alternatives are complementary to each other and depend
significantly on the implementation of other alternatives, programs, or
SRRE Components, such as Source Reduction, Composting, and Educa-
tion and Public Information, Where possible, these relationships have
been indicated in the criteria for evaluating the alternatives. in addition, the
effectiveness and impact of the alternatives must be considered on the
basis of how several programs will work together as a system, rather than
independently. In compliance with the regulations implementing AB 939,
the Source Reduction Component addressed the purchase preference for
goods with recycled content (see Section 3.4.4).

The following ten alternatives are evaluated within their respective cate-
gones based on the evaluation approach presented in Appendix A. For
each evaluation criterion, a rating of high, medium, or low is assigned, and
a discussion of potential issues is given. The results of the evaluation are
summarized in Table 4-1.
Residential Alternatives

Alternative 1 - Separate additional waste types through the curbside
program. - -

Alternative 2 - Develop mobile collection system.

Alternative 3 - Develop buy-back center.

Alternative 4 - Establish source separated recycling program: multi-family
dwellings

Non-Residential Alternatives

Alternative 1 - Implement source-separated recycling program:.curbside
program.

Alternative 2 - Develop manual material recovery operation/mechanized
material recovery operation.

Alternative 3 - Salvage at solid waste facility.

Alternative 4 - Establish City-wide recycling programs for the non-residen-
tial sector.

Alternative 5 - Divert inert solids generated from City public works projects
to a matenals processor.

Recycling Component
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Residential and Non-Residential Alternative

Alternative 1 - Drop-off recycling center
4.5.1 Residential Alternatives

Alternative 1 - Separate additional waste types through the curbside
program. ‘

This alternative addresses the objective of collecting recyclables from sin-
gle family homes. Once the new curbside program is fully established,
additional materials, such as corrugated cardboard, magazines, and mixed
paper, should be added to the list of acceptable "collectibles” to increase
recovery through curbside collection. Another option is to begin wet/dry
collections at the curb, similar to systems in Europe. Because few, if any,
such programs currently exist for the residential sector in the U.S., the
logistics and considerations for such a program are not known at this time.

One type of wet/dry collection system that has been used in Europe
involves three cans. One can contains all the recyclable materials that will
go to a MRF for processing: this is essentially commingled collection. The
second can contains all food scraps and other designated organic wastes.
These materials would likely be composted. The third can contains all
other materials that cannot be separated; these would probably be taken
to the landfill.

BFl's contracts with many processors allows the hauler to offer assured
markets for many waste types to its customers. In addition, the planned
McMRF™ will allow for efficient processing of additional commingled
waste types from the curbside program.

Effectiveness. High.! This alternative would be effective in reducing the
amount of targeted material(s).

Hazard. High.2 This alternative presents no known hazards.

Ability to Accommodate Change. High. This alternative is readily adapt-
able to changing conditions.

1" Refers to relative rating of the alternative with respect to this criterion.

2 Note that several of the criteia—hazard, consequences on the waste stream, facility
requirements, institutional barriers, and estimated cost—on the waste stream—are
inherently negative. A rating of high for these critena comresponds to few or no impacts
associated with these potential problems.
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Consequences on the Waste Stream. High.3 This alternative has no
known impact on the waste stream.

implementation Period. High. This alternative would likely be completed
by 1995.

Facility Requirements. Medium. The McMRF™ will provide the neces-
sary facilities. Also, vehicle modifications might be required when adding
new materals (depending on what the materials are).

Consistency with Loca! Plans and Policies. High. This alternative is
consistent with local plans.

Institutional Barriers. High.4. No known barriers exist.
Estimated Cost. The cost will depend on which materials are selected.
End Uses. See Section 4.6.7, "Market Conditions.”

Public vs. Private Operation. This alternative will be a private operation.

Alternative 2 - Develop Mobile Collection System

A mobile collection system, by definition, is one that moves and can ser-
vice more than one area. Mobile systems are ideal for rural areas with
low-density populations. Under AB 939, the City is required to evaluate
this alternative. Establishing a mobile coliection system does not specifi-
cally address any of the City's recycling objectives.

Etfectiveness. Low. Because Milpitas has many recycling coliection
systems in place, a mobile collection system is expected to have negligible
effects on reducing the amount of waste diverted.

Hazard. High. There are few or no potential hazards.

Ability to Accommodate Change. High. This alternative is readily
adaptable to changing conditions.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. High. This alternative would not
impact the waste stream.

Implementation Period. High. This alternative would likely be imple-
mented by 1995,

3 See Footnote 2.
4 See Footnote 2.
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Facility Requirements. Medium. It is likely that existing facilities would
need to be expanded or altered since a mobile collection system would
require a trailer for customer transactions and a storage area for material
collected. The collection site should also be secured at night to prevent
scavenging.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. High. This alternative is
consistent with City policies.

Institutional Barriers. Medium. Milpitas has many collection systems in
place, establishing a mobile collection system could potentially impact the
success of the existing operations.

Estimated Cost. Medium. Capital costs to establish a mobile collection
system are estimated to range from $50,000 to $100,000.

End Uses. See Section 4.6.7, "Market Conditions."

Public vs. Private Operation. A mobile collection program could be
operated by either a public or private entity.

Alternative 3 - Develop Buy-back Center

In comphance with AB 939, the City is required to evaluate a buy-back
center alternative. A buy-back center is essentially a drop-off center at
which participants are paid for the materials they deliver. These materials
typically include aluminum cans, newspaper, glass, metal cans, plastic
(PET and HDPE), corrugated cardboard, and high grade papers. This
alternative does not specifically address any of Milpitas' recycling objec-
tives, although it might have some minor impacts on waste diversion. At
BFl's Public Recycling and Buy-back Center (a short distance from
Milpitas), many materials can be sold (see Section 4.4, "Existing
Conditions"). Because of the nature of the programs, buy-back centers
must have regular business hours and be staffed full-time; they are often
more labor intensive than drop-off centers and can require equipment not
needed at drop-off centers.

Effectiveness. Low. Offering more buy-back centers in the City of
Milpitas would likely be ineffective in diverting additional waste from
landfilling. If anything, the waste would just be transferred from another
recycling program, such as curbside, where the generator is not paid for it.
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Hazard. High. Although this alternative presents few or no hazards,
broken glass could potentially be a problem.

Ability to Accommodate Change. High. This alternative is readily
adaptable to changes by adding more staff or equipment.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. High. This alternative would have
no impact on the waste stream.

Implementation Period. High. This alternative would likely be completed
by 1995,

Facility Requirements. Low. New facilities would be required. A site,
facility, and processing equipment (e.g., scales, cash register, safe, cal-
culators, hand cars) would be needed.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. High. This alternative is
consistent with City policies.

Institutional Barriers. Medium. Some institutional barriers exist for this
alternative. A iocation would have to be selected and any necessary per-
mits filed. It is possible that a buy-back center could be located in a
vacated building, such as a service station or small warehouse. What is
important is that it be located on a weli-traveled thoroughfare. In addition,
the center would have to be cerified by the State DOC as a buy-back
center for California Redemption Value beverage containers under
AB 2020. According to the DOC, this would require filing an application to
become a certified recycling center.

Estimated Cost. Medium to Low. Capital costs will vary depending on the
site selected (e.g., whether new construction is required) and the type and
size of the facility (e.g., will any processing be done? If so, more sophisti-
cated equipment may be needed). Labor costs would be additional and
would again vary depending on the size of the facility.

End Uses. See Section 4.6.7, "Market Conditions.”

Public vs. Private Operation. A buy-back center would likely be privately
operated.
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Alternative 4 - Establish source-separated recycling program: muiti-
family dwellings

This alternative addresses the objective of establishing programs for the
collection of recyclable materials from muiti-family dwellings. Multi-family
dwellings typically house apartment renters, condominium and townhome
owners or renters, residents of senior citizen homes, and mobile home
park residents. In Milpitas, most duplexes and townhomes are considered
single-family homes and are serviced by the curbside program. For this
reason, these dwellings will not be considered in this alternative. By spe-
cial arrangement, the one senior citizen residence in the City, "Terrace
Gardens”, will be serviced by curbside collection until at least 1993. This
alternative will include Terrace Gardens, in the event that it is no longer
serviced by the curbside program after 1993.

Currently there are no on-site recycling programs at the
approximately 3,358 multi-family dwelling units. The number of multi-
family units in the City is projected to increase approximately 15 percent
by 1995, when such units will represent approximately one-third of the
total number of housing units in Milpitas. Programs will likely be tailored to
the particular multi-family area; for instance, a senior citizen's residence
may have different needs than an apartment complex.

Effectiveness. High. A recycling program for multi-unit dwellings is
expected to be effective in reducing the amount of targeted material(s) in
the solid waste stream. Materials collected would likely be newspaper,
glass, aluminum cans, and PET plastic. The success of the program will
depend on how weli the particular needs of each type of multi-unit dwelling
are considered.

Hazard. Medium. Recycling programs at muiti-unit dwellings present
moderate hazards, which will depend on the type of program in place. For
instance, broken glass or other miscellaneous items can be a problem with
multi-bin or multi-compartment systems.

Ability to Accommodate Change. Medium. Multi-unit dwelling recycling
programs are readily adaptable to changing conditions. If the program
grows quickly, it could pose some logistical problems, due to lead times
required for purchasing new collection containers, or overflowing
containers from increased participation. In addition, the program is more
readily adaptable to changing conditions if residents and multi-family
dwelling managers are kept up-to-date on changes in the program, etc.
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This task could be accomplished by the hauler, City staff, or volunteer
groups.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. High. Multi-unit dwelling recycling
programs would not impact the waste stream.

Implementation Period. High. This alternative would likely be completed
by 1995; BFI has plans to begin servicing more multi-unit dwellings in
1991.

Facility Requirements. Medium. Existing facilities would have to be
expanded or altered. Some existing multi-family facilities could have a
space problem as the program grows, since space is generally at a pre-
mium. "Trade-off's" may be required in order to utilize parking areas or
open areas for recycling collection containers. In addition, in Milpitas City
policy may require that garbage/recycling collection areas be enclosed, a
requirement that could result in changes to accommodate recycling.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. Medium. Minor changes to
existing plans and policies would be required. These could include
changes to any agreements between the City or hauler with a given multi-
unit dwelling with regard to its garbage collection. In addition, City policies
may need 1o be adapted to allow for unenclosed garbage/recycling collec-
tion areas, if this is needed, and City policies currently prohibit it. Lastly,
the City could require changes to zoning and building ordinances to
require that recycling collection areas be built into all new multi-unit
developments.

Institutional Barriers. Medium. Moderate barriers exist. With rental prop-
erty, turnover in property managers, on-site managers, and tenants often
makes it difficult to keep residents apprised about recycling programs and
any changes made in these programs. Also, the facility manager may
have to give up parking or other space in order to accommodate recycling.
This can be remedied with strong public education efforts.

Estimated Cost. BFi is currently evaluating costs for a widespread multi-
family dwelling recycling program and are not available at this time. Cost
considerations include type of collection container, type of collection
service (e.g., door-to-door versus central locations), coliection vehicle
(new trucks may be needed), and labor (i.e., one or two-person crew).

End Uses. See Section 4.6.7, "Market Conditions.”
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Public vs. Private Operation. This will likely be a private operation.

4.5.2 Non-Residential Alternatives

Alternative 1 - Implement source separated recycling program:
curbside program.

This alternative addresses the objective of establishing source separation
recycling programs for small volume non-residential waste generators,
such as those in downtown Milpitas, a high-density commercial area of
many small businesses with little room to store recyclable materials. The
potentially small volumes of waste generated from these businesses may
make it unfeasible for BFI to collect from them. Other small business parks
and shopping areas could also be targeted. BFI and the City will work
together to set up an efficient and economically-feasible program for this
downtown area. It is possible that this program will be an extension of the
existing residential curbside program; trucks would drive a specified route
around downtown, with stops to pick up materals left at the curb by busi-
nesses. This would be a weekly service that would coincide with the day -
refuse is collected.

Effectiveness. High. This alternative would be effective in reducing the
amount of targeted material(s) in the waste stream. Materials collected
would likely include corrugated cardboard; newspaper; PET; glass; tin and
aluminum cans; white ledger, computer, and colored ledger paper.

Hazard. High. This alternative presents no known hazards.

Ability to Accommodate Change. High. This alternative is readily adapt-
able to changing conditions.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. High. This alternative has no
impact on the waste stream.

Implementation Period. High. This alternative would likely be completed
by 1995. ‘

Facility Requirements. Medium. Existing facilities may need to be
expanded or altered, i.e., at the businesses, in order to provide room for
one week's worth of recyclable materials.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. High. This alternative is
consistent with local plans and policies.
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Institutional Barriers. Medium.. No known barriers exist.

Estimated Cost. This will depend on the extent of the program. Costs
may include purchasing coliection containers for each business, new
trucks, additional staff, and processing costs.

End Uses. See Section 4.6.7, "Market Conditions.”

Public vs. Public Operation. This will be a private operation.

Alternative 2 - Develop manual materiai recovery
operation/Mechanized material recovery operation

This alternative addresses the objectives of (1) salvaging items at the
Newby Island Landfill, (2) recovering recyclable materials currently being
collected via roli-off boxes, and (3)increasing the types of materials
recovered through established programs from the non-residential sector, A
mechanized material recovery facility involves sorting loads of waste in
order to recover recyclable materals. This type of a facility requires the
commitment to a large capital investment for a site, buildings, and equip-
ment. BFl has established such a facility in San Jose, where The
Recyclery at Newby Island was opened in March 1391, This processing
center is one of nine operated nationwide by BFI; the one at Newby Island
is the second largest of any such facility in North America. As a
consequence of its processing capabilities, it allows commercial entities to
establish comprehensive integrated recycling programs in a cost-effective
manner,

The objective of The Recyclery is to receive recyclable matenals, remove
the contaminants, and prepare the materials for transportation to markets.
Full operations at The Recyclery will be phased in; the facility's current
permit is for 210 tons-per-day (TPD), and it has the capacity to handle 800
TPD. If necessary, the facility can be expanded to 1,600 TPD. A pilot pro-
gram of approximately 30 loose or compacted commercial loads per day
were being processed in the first month of operations. The facility includes
manual floor sorting, in addition to providing a 22-station sorting room.

The curbside residential loads go to the McMRF™, a small-scale
mechanized material recovery facility, within The Recyclery. Wood loads
delivered to the facility are directed to the wood processing area; those
wood matenals that are not recoverable as reused lumber, soil
amendment, or compost are processed into fuel and transported to
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cogeneration plants. As discussed above, 90 percent-plus of the roll-off
boxes in Milpitas are BFl's and are, or will be, processed at The
Recyclery.

Effectiveness. High. This alternative is effective in reducing the amount of
targeted material(s) in the solid waste stream by creating non-recyclable,
unmarketable, or otherwise undesirable matenals.

Hazard. Medium. This alternative presents moderate hazards. These
include the possibility of fire and explosion from any shredder operations
and the possibility of explosion from compacting the residual load.
Because some of the materials collected are combustible, there is a minor
fire hazard associated with their storage. There are also health risks
associated with manual sorting of refuse.

Ability to Accommodate Change. High. The Recyclery is readily adapt-
able to changing conditions, and in fact, has the capacity to process a
much greater guantity of waste.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. High. This alternative does not
impact the waste stream by creating non-recyclable, unmarketable, or
otherwise undesirable materials.

Implementation Period. N/A; already in progress.

Facility Requirements. High. The Recyclery meets the facility require-
ments for this alternative.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. High. The Recyclery is
consistent with local plans and policies.

Institutional Barriers. Medium. The Recyclery cannot expand its capacity
without getting a new permit.

Estimated Cost. N/A
End Uses. See Section 4.6.7, "Market Conditions."

Public vs. Private operation. The Recyclery is a private operation.

Alternative 3 - Salvage at solid waste facility.

This alternative addresses the objective of salvaging items at the Newby
Island Landfill. Salvaging at solid waste facilities refers to landfill workers
removing large items from incoming loads. This activity is very similar to a
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manual material recovery operation, except for the waste types separated,
which include white goods, mattresses, wood paliets, and large metal
pieces. Generally this type of operation takes place at the tipping area at
the landfill face. Currently at Newby Island, an auditor at the scales turns
trucks around if their load is salvageable. For example, trucks carrying
wood loads are directed to the wood processing area. Also, a local
recycler, Markovits and Fox, is currently hauling away white goods from
the landfill.

Effectiveness. High. This alternative is effective in reducing the amount of
targeted material(s) in the waste stream. Because the Newby Island
Landfill is used by many jurisdictions, the diversion rate for such a
program would have to be determined by apportioning by population.

Hazard. Medium. Workers may be at risk due to trucks coming in and out
regularly and from working around large, moving equipment, such as
loaders, dozers, and compactors. Also, hazards could arise from workers'
exposure to potentially hazardous materials in the waste.

Ability to Accommodate Change. Medium. Salvaging at the landfill is
moderately adaptable to change. Too many trucks at the tipping area
could create a traffic flow problem.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. High. This alternative would not
create non-recyclable, unmarketable, or otherwise undesirable materials.

Implementation Period. Medium. This alternative would likely be com-
pleted by 2000. Actually setting up the operation could be done in a matter
of weeks. However, six months to one year could be required to begin sal-
vaging at the landfill, depending on the permit revisions required.

Facility Requirements. High. This alternative can be easily integrated
into existing facitities.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. High. This alternative is
consistent with local plans and policies.

Institutional Barriers. Low. No salvaging is currently taking place at the
landfill face at Newby Island because the landfiil's permit does not allow it.
The permit would have to be revised in order to incorporate salvaging at
the face.

Estimated Cost. High. The cost of implementing this alternative is
estimated to be less than $50,000.
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End Uses. See Section 4.6.7, "Market Conditions.”

Public vs. Private Operation. This alternative would be privately
operated.

Alternative 4 - Establish City-wide recycling programs for the non-
residential sector.

This alternative addresses the objective of establishing source separation
recycling programs for both small and large volume non-residential waste
generators. BFI| offers on-call commercial coliection programs tailored to
the specific needs of the business; that is, interested companies must call
to set up the program. in late March 1991, BFI began contacting
businesses directly to offer tailored programs; this includes industrial
clients as well. A number of independent recyclers and small hauling firms
also offer source separation recycling programs.

In addition, a consulting program will be set up by the City, which will
provide a resource for companies of all sizes to determine the most
feasible and beneficial program for them. This consulting service will be
offered as a public education and information service; See Section 7,
"Education and Public Information Component.”

Effectiveness. Not applicable.

Hazard. Not applicable.

Ability to Accommodate Change. Not applicable.
Consequences on the Waste Stream. Not applicable.
Implementation Period. Not applicable.

Facility Requirements. Not applicable.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. Not applicable.
Institutional Barriers. Not applicable.

Estimated Cost. Not applicable.

End Uses. Not applicable

Public vs. Private Operation. Not applicable.
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Alternative 5 - Divert inert solids generated trom City public works
projects to a materials processor.

This alternative addresses the objective to increase recovery of recyclable
materials from City offices and programs. City public works crews in Mil-
pitas are responsible for a very small portion of the construction projects in
the City; most are contracted to private construction firms. The City is
unaware of any used asphalt or concrete being diverted, although it is
recyclable and is often used as road base. This alternative assumes that
the contractors hired to do the work will be responsible (under contract
agreement with the City), for taking the used materials to the processor. |t
is further assumed that materials will be taken to an established proces-
sor. Recycling requirements for small quantities (e.g., 4tons or less)
would need to be further explored.

Effectiveness. High. This alternative is effective in reducing the amount of
targeted material(s) in the waste stream.

Hazard. High. This alternative presents no known hazard.

Ability to Accommodate Change. High. This alternative can readily
adapt to changing conditions, due to the fact that the local market for
asphalt and’concrete is stable.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. High. This alternative will have no
impact on the waste stream.

Implementation Period. High. This alternative will likely be completed by
1995,

Facility Requirements. This alternative is intended to be integrated into
existing processing facilities.

Consistency with Local Plans and Policies. High. This alternative is
consistent with local plans and policies.

Institutional Barriers. Medium. This alternative is impacted by moderate
barriers; the contractors may object to having to take the used materials to
a processor; the City can include this in their bid requirements.

Estimated Cost. High. Operating costs would include transpontation and
tipping fees. Tipping fees at Raisch Products, one local processor (San
Jose) for asphalt and concrete, vary, depending on the load; this company
does not estimate costs on a per-ton basis. However, Raisch estimates a
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7-ton load would cost $15 for asphalt and $30 for concrete. Zanker Road
Resource Management (San Jose) also recycles concrete and asphalt
and charges $5 to $6.50 per cubic yard, depending on whether the load
includes mesh or rebar. Stevens Creek Quarry, Inc. (Cupertino) also
recycles concrete and asphalt and charges $95 per 20 cubic yard load.

End Uses. High. Recycled inernt solids are used primarily as road base,
processors in the South Bay can use quantities of these matenials.

Public vs. Private Operation. This would be a private operation.
4.5.3 Residential and Non-Residential Alternative

Alternative - Drop-off recycling center

This alternative addresses the objectives of (1) establishing source sepa-
ration programs for smali volume non-residential waste generators, and
(2) increasing the types of materials coliected through residential source
separation programs. Drop-off recycling centers range in size, from "igloo"
style domes, to large centers. They require that the generator source sep-
arate recyclable materials and take them to the drop-off site. These sites
are often unstaffed, and must be conveniently located and easily accessi-
ble in order to be successful. For this reason, drop-off recycling centers
are generally located in parking lots of grocery stores, shopping centers,
churches, or schools. Participation tends to be higher in rural areas where
generators are required to bring their refuse to a central location. Drop-off
recycling centers can make recycling more convenient for persons who do
not have curbside service and also provide a back-up for those who have
curbside.

Effectiveness. Medium. Additional drop-off recycling centers in Milpitas
would have a minor effect on reducing the amount of targeted matenal(s)
in the residential solid waste stream. Given the fact that Milpitas has a
curbside program in place, and that several drop-oft/buy-back opporuni-
ties exist for residents (see Section 4.4, "Existing Conditions Descrip-
tion.”), additional drop-off programs would not be expected to contribute to
any important degree to additional waste diversion. In fact, the Boy Scouts
have noticed a considerable decline in the newspapers collected via their
drop-oft bins since curbside began. For the small volume businesses (e.g.,
in downtown Milpitas), however, drop-off centers may be effective; this
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depends on whether they are pant of a larger program (please see Non-
Residential Alternative 1).

Hazard. Medium. Drop-off recycling centers present moderate hazards.
Because these sites are often unstaffed, they can become "dump sites.”
As a result, potential hazards include broken glass or other debris around
the drop-off containers. In addition, for the safety of the users, sites need
to be well-lit and provide adjacent parking.

Ability to Accommodate Change. Medium. Drop-off recycling centers
are moderately flexible, in that matenal types can be added quickly, as
new markets develop. Increased contamination of materials, however,
would render drop-off sites less flexible.

Consequences on the Waste Stream. Medium. Adding drop-off recycling
centers in Milpitas would have a moderate impact on the waste stream.
The potential for contamination of materials could render these materials
less marketable.

Impiementation Period. High. ‘This alternative would likely be completed
by 1995.

Facility Requirements. Low. Drop-off centers would have to be built or
set up in designated sites. Consideraticns include a central, accessible
site; protection from weather (i.e., to keep paper dry); plenty of storage
area for materials; good vehicle access (for both collection trucks and the
public); and security (i.e., locked containers).

Consistency with Locai Pians and Policies. High. Drop-off recycling
centers are consistent with City plans and policies.

Institutional Barriers. Low. Store owners and properly owners are often
reluctant to aliow a drop-off bin in their parking lot, primarily due to the
mess that can result if these drop-oft areas become dump sites. Drop-off
programs require the stores' and properly owners' approval and
cooperation. In addition, a use permit from the City may be required.

Estimated Cost. Medium. The level of expense associated with drop-oft
centers depends on the type of center selected. Costs include those for
site acquisition, preparation, capital, and operating expenses.

End Uses. Please see Section 4.6.7, "Market Conditions.”
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Public vs. Private Operation. Drop-off recycling centers can be owned
and operated by either public agencies, or private non-profit or for-profit
entities.

4.5.4 Other Program Considerations

A. Zoning and building code practices. Milpitas is aware of Recycling
Market Development Zones established under SB 1322 and is considering
this option in conjunction with San Jose and other local jurisdictions. A
community that is a designated Zone offers state and local government
incentives to draw to that community industries that use post-consumer
waste as the feedstock in their manufacturing processes. Zones will help
stimulate economic development in communities by increasing jobs and
increasing the tax base. In addition, the City will consider a zoning ordi-
nance that would require all new land development projects to plan and
provide for recycling needs in building and site design, with the exception
of single family homes.

B. Solid waste disposal rate structure. The City will consider a rate
structure modification, for both the residential and commercial sectors.

C. Methods to increase markets. Since the passing:of an ordinance
amendment in February 1990, the City has given a price preference to
vendors who provide recycled paper products for City use.

D. Handiing methods. BFi leaves tags or sends letters to residents who
have placed the wrong types of the materials at the curb (e.g., paint
containers in the garbage can).

4.6 Selection of a Recycling Program

Milpitas' current recycling programs will continue; the programs selected
and listed below are either new programs, or additions to successful
existing programs. The selection of programs was based on the evaluation
criteria and the ease of implementation in the City.

4.6.1 Alternatives Selected

Short-term planning period.

The programs selected to reduce the amount of waste being landfilled or
incinerated during the short-term planning period inciude:
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+ Establish source-separated recycling program: multi-
family dwellings

« Implement source-separated recycling program: curbside
program for non-residential sector.

» Develop manual material recovery operation/mechanized
material recovery operation.

+ Establish City-wide recycling programs for the non-resi-
dential sector.

+ Divert inert solids generated from City public works pro-
jects to a materials processor.

Establish source-separated recycling program. _multi-family dwellings -
Residential Alfternative 4. Multi-family dwellings make up a significant
portion of Milpitas’' population that should have easily-accessible, on-site
recycling opportunities available. Milpitas' voluntary new curbside program
for single-family homes had a very successful start (approximately
40 percent set-out rate after one month) and the City's next step will be to
address multi-family dwellings. BFI is pursuing recycling programs for
multi-family dwellings and will begin a widespread City program upon the
City's approval. However, this program will not be reflected in BFI's
contract until 1993, BF! has many such programs nationwide; these can
be reviewed to determine what type of a program would best fit Milpitas'
needs.

Implement source-separated recycling program. curbside program - Non-
Residential Alternative 1. The "Main Street” area of Milpitas, as well as
other small commercial areas throughout the City, include many small
businesses with little room for collection of recyclables. Given these
considerations, they should be handled differently than other commercial
entities in Milpitas, in order to offer the most convenient service for these
businesses. BFI currently tailors collection programs to the needs of indi-
vidual businesses; the Main Street area and other areas with a lot of
smaller businesses would be a subset of BFl's current
commercial/industrial collection program. Consideration is being given to
achieving this objective through rerouting by BFI.

Develop manual material recovery operation/mechanized _material
recovery gperation - Non-Residential Alternative 2. The Recyclery is
currently in the early phases of operation and BFI is conducting a pilot
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program on selected loads each day. As operations expand, BFI will work
with Milpitas to tailor programs to meet the City's needs, if these programs
currently do not exist.

Establish _City-wide recycling programs for the non-residential sector -
Non-Residential Alternative 4. BFI has had commercial/industrial pro-
grams in place for some time, and tailors these to the needs of the given
business. Until March 1991 these programs were set up on an on-call
basis, whereby interested companies called BFI to set up a program. Due
to its increased processing capability with The Recyclery, BFI initiated a
program in mid-1991 whereby businesses will be contacted directly to set
up tailored programs. BFI has commercial/industrial collection programs
operating nationwide, which provides valuable experience that brings an
added benefit to Milpitas businesses. Small, independent haulers and
recyclers may also wish to provide programs to Milpitas businesses.

Because the commercial/industrial sector will be weil-served by BFI's pro-
grams as well as those offered by small independent recyclers and
haulers, there is no need for the City to set up its own. For this reason, the
City will support programs by offering a commercial/industrial consulting
service to encourage businesses to recycle. The City will team with BFI
and interested independent recyclers to offer, as part of this program,
services such as visual waste compostion analyses, identification of
recyclable materials, cost/benefit analyses comparing recycling to
disposal, and recommendations on how to begin and maintain a
successful recycling program at the workplace.

The consulting service will be offered as a public education program to
businesses; please see Section 7, "Education and Public Information
Component.”

Divert inert solids generated from City public works projects to a matenals
processor - Non-Residential Alternative 5. City crews have very little
involvement with public works projects involving removal and replacement
of asphalt and concrete; the majority of such projects are contracted to
local firms. The market for these materials is steady and local processors
have been identified. Currently, asphait and concrete are accepted for
disposal at the Newby Island Landfill at no cost if the material meets the
landfill's criteria; maximum size pieces of 12" x 12" x 8"; no rebar, wire
mesh, or other material. Concrete and asphalt make up a large portion of
Milpitas' waste stream which could be diverted by having the material
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taken to one of the processors described in Section 4.5 "Evaluation of
Program Alternatives.” The City is amenable to including a section in its
construction specifications that would require the contractor to take
materials to a processor. Small quantity generators (e.g., 4 tons or less)
would be exempt. Another source of comparison: the City of Santa Clara
All Purpose Landfill Gate Fee Schedule (1990) lists a cost of $11.90 per
cubic yard to landfili versus $5.05 to recycle concrete and asphalt.

Medium-term planning period. The programs selected to reduce the
amount of waste being landfilled or incinerated during the medium-term
planning period are:

- Separate additional waste types through the residential
curbside program

Separate additional waste types through the residential curbside program -
Residential Alternative 1. Once the new curbside program is fully up and
running and both the City and BFI have a feel for the participation to be
expected, etc., more materials will be added. This is not to say that no
materials will be added untii 1995; just that the matenals collected will
definitely be evaluated at that time. Such materials may include mixed
paper, corrugated cardboard, additional plastics, and magazines. With the
McMRF™ at The Recyclery, BFI has the capacity to process many more
commingled materials from the residential curbside program. Another
medium-term option is to begin a wet/dry curbside collection program for
single-family homes (See Section 4.5, "Evaluation of Program
Alternatives).

4.6.2 Estimated Quantities and Types of Wastes Anticipated to be
Diverted

The recycling programs selected are expected to divert the following
percentages by waste type from Milpitas' total waste stream.

The following two programs were implemented in early 1991: residential
curbside collection, and The Recyclery (manual/mechanical material
recovery) at the Newby Island Landfill. These programs are expected to
continue through the short-term and medium term planning periods and
together are anticipated to divert 23.7 to 24.7 percent of the total waste
diversion stream, assuming that the percentage of waste types generated
will remain constant throughout the life of the plan. Presented below are
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new programs that will be implemented during the short-term and medium-
term planning periods.

Short-term planning period

1.  Establish source-separated recycling program - multi-family

dwellings
Newspaper: 0.08 to 0.2 percent
Glass: 0.02 to 0.06 percent
Aluminum/
Tin cans: 0.002 to 0.03 percent
PET: 0.003 to 0.001 percent
TOTAL 0.1 to 0.3 percent

2. Implement source-separated recycling program: curbside
program for non-residential sector

Newspaper: 0.2 to 0.4 percent

PET: 0.01 to 0.02 percent

Glass: 0.1t0 0.2 percent

Aluminum/

Tin cans: 0.05 10 0.2 percent

Ledger paper: 0.3 10 0.4 percent

OCC. 0.8 to 1.3 percent

TOTAL 1.5 to 2.5 percent

3. Establish City-wide recycling programs for the non-
residential sector - Not applicable; primarly public
education. See Section 7, "Education and Public Information
Component.”

4.  Divert inert solids generated from City public works projects
to a matenals processor

Asphalt: 1.1 to 1.2 percent
Concrete: 1.110 1.2 percent
TOTAL: - 2.2to 2.4 percent

Total diversion from the four new programs listed above: 3.8 to 5.2
percent
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Medium-term planning period

Separate additional waste types through the residential curbside program

HDPE,

polystyrene foam,

plastic pipe,

and electrical

components: 0.2 to 0.5 percent
Mixed paper: 0.6 to 1.1 percent
OCC: 0.2 10 0.4 percent
TOTAL: 1 to 2 percent.

Total diversion from the new programs introduced in the short-term
and medium-term planning periods: 4.8 to 7.2 percent.

4.6.3 Applicable End Uses

Please see Section 4.6.7, "Market Conditions.”

4.6.4 Handling and Disposal Methods

Please see Section 4.5.4, "Other Program Considerations, part D."

4.6.5 Facilities to be Utilized for Implementation
Short-term planning period.

Establish source-separated recycling program: multi-family dwellings -
common areas of multi-family dwellings (e.g., parking lots, community
rooms); The Recyclery (specifically, the McMRFTM),

Implement source-separated recycling program: curbside program for non-
residential sector - individual businesses; The Recyclery.

Develop manual material recovery operation/mechanized material
recovery operation - The Recyclery.

Establish City-wide recycling programs for the non-residential sector - not
applicable; primarily public education. Please see Section 7, "Education
and Public Information Component.”

Divert inert solids generated from City public works projects to a matenals
processor - None.

Recycling Component
PJE ES30101H.EOW 4-27 Rev. 0 August 13, 1991



Medium-term planning period.

Separate additional waste types through the residential curbside program -
BFI facilities, including The Recyclery.

4.6.6 Contingency Measures

In the event of unfavorable market conditions or changes in facility avail-
ability which could prevent the City from meeting its diversion goals, the
City plans to employ the following measures

+ consider pooling resources with other cities or counties in
order to market materials cooperatively.

+ investigate the existing collection and processing activities
to be sure that materials are being prepared properly to
meet buyer's specifications.

« conduct broad research to locate markets or end uses not
previously found, both on a local level and beyond.

+ establish a contingency plan for available facilities (e.qg. if
The Recyclery is unavailable due to earthquake damage
or another such event).

4.6.7 Market Conditions

Recycling requires more than the separation and collection materials;
viable markets must exist for the recoversd matenals. This section
addresses the existing market conditions relevant to Milpitas, as well as on
a broader.scale (e.g., regional, statewide, national, and international). The
focus is on those materials most often coliected through recycling pro-
grams, such as various paper grades, plastics, metals, and glass. In addi-
tion, Milpitas is aware of the Recycling Market Development Zones estab-
lished under SB 1322 and will consider this option in conjunction with San
Jose and other local jurisdictions. Many resources exist which identify
local markets for different matenrals; most of these are in the form of lists
compiled by entities such as the California Department of Conservation
(DOC) and the California Integrated Waste Management Board. for this
reason, only highlights are addressed in this section. In addition, the DOC
is in the process of preparing a statewide database called Market Watch
which will be fully operational in approximately 9-12 months, and will
include information on markets in California, among other things.
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Milpitas is in the fortunate position of being able to take advantage of the
contracts BF| has established with various processors nationwide, which
amounts to virtually guaranteed markets for many waste types; some of
these are included in the following discussion.

Old Newspaper (ONP). Old Newspaper is the main grade of waste paper
collected in the residential sector. A number of other ONP markets are
available in northern California, including the South Bay. Currently, the
amount of ONP that is available nationwide for recycling far exceeds the
demand. However, this situation is expected to change. It is estimated
that the demand for ONP will aimost double by 1895 due to increases in
exports of ONP, increases in the paper board market, and other factors.

Because ONP is contaminated with printing inks, it is necessary to deink
this raw material before it can be recycled for certain uses. The primary
reason for excess ONP is the shortage of newsprint facilities that can
deink the newspaper or reuse it. The deinking capacity in the United
States is expected to increase in the future to meet the anticipated
demand and help balance the market.

End uses for ONP include newsprint, insulation, packing, building materi-
als, and animal bedding. Newsprint manufacture is anticipated to be the
largest market for ONP and is anticipated to increase significantly through
the year 2000. Other end uses are anticipated to increase only marginaily.

Current market prices paid for ONP in California range from $25 to
$40 per ton. However, the market price for ONP is cyclical due to
decreased collection in the winter months, paper mill shutdown for main-
tenance repair in the summer months, economic conditions, international
exchange rates, and other factors. BFI has a contract with Weyerhaeuser
Paper Company (Weyerhaeuser) for newspaper.

Old Magazines (OMG). A new market is emerging for OMG; many
newspaper recycling mills plan to use OMG in the production of newsprint.
This will result in a lowered demand--untii more newspaper recycling
opportunities emerge in the next couple of years--for ONP. OMG is now
being used in newspaper recycling mills due to their conversion from a
simple wash process to a flotation process of de-inking. The Smurfit
Companies have converted to flotation de-inking and can utilize supplies
of OMG. The nearest Smurlfit location for Milpitas is in Oakland. The cur-
rent price paid is $20 per ton; a higher price can be negotiated, based on
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volume. The main requirement for preparation of the magazines is that
they be loose--not bagged or tied with string.

High-Grade Waste Paper. High-grade paper is a general description of
vanous long-fiber grades of paper. High-grade paper includes white
ledger, colored ledger, computer paper, and tab cards. These grades are
more valuable for recycling because of their strength, and thus command
a higher price than other paper grades.

Market prices for high-grade paper are dependent on the price of pulp.
Because high-grade wastepaper is often used as a substitute for pulp,
high-grade paper prices tend to fall with the price of pulp. The market
prices for different paper grades vary independently. However, the market
price for higher grades are generally more stable than that paid for lower
grades. The higher the degree of separation from the source, the higher
the pnice paid for the paper. High-grade paper can be used in making
writing paper, computer paper, napkins, facial tissues, and paper towels.
BFI has a contract with Weyerhaeuser for high-grade waste paper.

Paperboard. The Newark Group is a national producer of recycled
paperboard made from a variety of paper and paperboard grades. The
company produces uncoated boxboard, specialty paperboard, tube stock,
coated boxboard, gypsum liner, corrugated medium, and other paper-
board. The company has locations throughout the United States; the
nearest to Milpitas is in Stockton.

Mixed Waste Paper (MWP). As implied in its name, MWP refers to a
paper stream containing more than one grade of paper. MWP is defined
in AB 939 as a mixture, unsegregated by color or quality, of at least two of
the following paper wastes: newspaper, corrugated cardboard, office
paper, computer paper, white paper, coated paper stock, or other paper.
The housing industry and the value of the U.S. dollar overseas greatly
aftect the demand for MWP. A strong doliar overseas means a decrease
in the demand for MWP. Secondary markets for recovered paper can be
found in the U.S and abroad. MWP export has increased significantly and
has allowed for growth in MWP recycling, particularly in the western
United States. Local domestic markets, however, are fairly well saturated.
Potential buyers for MWP in the Bay Area include: Weyerhaeuser in San
Jose and DAl El Papers USA Corporation in Burlingame, but other
markets need to be identified in order for recycling of MWP to be feasible
in Milpitas.
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The primary use of MWP is in the manufacture of combination boxboard
which is used to make boxes for shoes, clothing, and dry foods. Other
uses for MWP include the manufacture of roofing felt and construction
paper building materials.

Old Corrugated Containers (OCC). The amount of OCC consumed in
the U.S. is significant, approximately 15 million tons per year, due to its
use in shipping packaging for most consumer products. The quantity of
OCC in the waste stream is greater in the commercial sector than in the
residential sector. OCC that has been separated properly can be used in
the manufacture of new corrugated containers, cereal boxes, pad bases,
and wallboard.

The market for OCC in California is very strong; more than one half of the
collected OCC in Calitornia is used by milis within the state. Current mar-
ket prices for OCC range from $40 to $65 per ton. Potential buyers for
OCC collected in Milpitas are Jefferson Smurfit and Weyerhauser in San
Jose and DAl El Papers USA Corporation in Burdingame. BFI has a
contract with Weyenhaeuser for OCC.

Aluminum Cans. Approximately half of the aluminum disposed of in solid
waste is in the form of cans. The waste recovery system for aluminum
cans is highly successful. Compared to other recyclables, aluminum cans
command the greatest price per pound.

Aluminum cans that have been separated can be used by the primary
producers and are remelted and made directly into can stock. Aluminum
scrap is used primarily by secondary aluminum producers. Current scrap
value market. prices for aluminum cans range from $0.40 to $0.55 per
pound. The addition to the AB 2020 redemption value raises the total mar-
ket price. Markets for aluminum cans exist in the U.S. and abroad. BFI
has a contract with ALCOA Recycling Company for aluminum cans,

Steel Food and Beverage Containers. Tin cans that are used as food
containers are actually steel cans with a thin coating of tin. The percent-
age of tin in steel cans usually totals about 0.25 percent® and is worth
approximately $3 to $4 per pound. Even this small amount of tin can
cause contamination in steelmaking. For this reason, detinning is used to
both reclaim valuable tin and improve the quality of the steel scrap,

3 A Force in Detinning,” by Tom Watson, Resource Recovery, January/February 1989,
p. 18.
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although sometimes the post-consumer steel cans and scrap are used
directly as a raw material.4 Steel can recycling is expanding, due in part to
increased participation by steel mills and detinning mills in collecting and
purchasing used steel cans.> This is despite aggressive efforts by the
aluminum can industry to enter the steel-dominated food can market.®

The major detinning companies have opened new facilities around the
U.S. to accommodate the influx of steel cans and the demand from the
steel industry. This has helped decrease transportation distances for
recyclers.”

Glass Cullet. Waste glass usage in the U.S. is estimated at 25 to
30 percent of the glass produced. Cullet is primarily traded on the U.S.
market, so its market price remains fairly constant. A primary concern for
end use markets is the quality of the material. In the glass plant, contami-
nants can cause damage to equipment or result in poor quality product.
One of the problems with curbside collection of commingled glass is that it
produces multi-colored shards of glass. Markets for mixed-color cullet are
not as stable or lucrative as that for color-sorted containers.

The two primary end uses for recovered waste glass are cullet for new
glass and as a raw material for making secondary products, such as glas-
phalt highway paving material, foamed insulation, and construction
material. In addition, cullet is ground into sand at Zanker Road Landfill in
San Jose, for use as daily cover and other applications.

Two potential markets for recovered glass in Milpitas are Owens-Brock-
way (a division of Owens-lllinois Corporation) in Tracy and Circo Recy-
clers in Newark. Neither charges a processing fee to take the materials.
The glass market has become problematic for many recyclers recently due
to the increased quality standards being imposed and the request for
color-sorted materials.  Current market prices for sorted California
Redemption Value glass range from $0.03 to $0.05 per pound sometimes
with a stipulation that the glass be color-sorted. The addition to the
AB 2020 redemption values raises the total market price.

4 watson, p. 18.

5 “The Steel Can's Push for Recycling Respect," by Michael Misner, Waste Age,
February 1991, p. 69.

6 Misner, p.70.

7

Recyclable Steel Cans: An Integral Pan of Your Curbside Recycling Program, Stee/
Can Recycling Institute, Summer 1990, p.14,
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Plastics. Markets for plastics are fairly new, but the EPA predicts that as
processing technologies are developed, plastics recycling will grow and
new markets will develop.

Most soda containers are made out of polyethylene teraphthelate (PET)
which is the most recycled of all plastics. Over 160 million pounds of PET
bottles were recycled in 1988. Post-consumer PET is prohibited for use in
new food containers because of FDA restrictions (although cerain devel-
opments are underway that may lift this restriction). The primary end use
for PET is fiberfill, which is used in pillows, sleeping bags, and ski jacket
insulation, among other things. The most desirable market for recycled
PET is compounded, extruded, and molded plastic makers. BFI| has a
national contract with Wellman, inc. for PET, although PET coliected in
California is not sent to Wellman.

High-density polyethylene (HDPE) is used in the manufacture of jugs (e.g.,
milk, cider, distilled water} and bottles (e.g., laundry and dish detergent,
motor oil, antifreeze). Although the market for recycled HDPE is growing,
because of sanitary restrictions, these items are not recycled back into
food packaging. Major potential markets for recycled HDPE are soft dnink
basecups, plastics lumber, containers, drums, pails, and various types of
pipes. One major West Coast processor of HDPE is Partek in Vancouver,
Washington, which is adjacent to Portiand, Oregon. Partek processes
only HDPE Grade 2, and uses it to manufacture new containers. HDPE
Grade 2 is used in its natural color for milk, water, and juice jugs; and is
colored for use in laundry detergent containers, shampoo and conditioner
bottles, antifreeze containers, etc.

Low-density polyethylene (LDPE). LDPE is used primarily in the manu-
facture of various types of film, such as food wrapping. Greater than
1,310 million pounds of it is made into trash bags. 11 is also used to make
piping and to coat wires and cables.8 It is also used a1 the manufacture of
rigid items, such as food storage containers and flexible lids.® LDPE is
used in plastic grocery bags, which is one of the fastest growing segments
of recycling. Four manufacturers provide most of the grocery sacks in

8 ~Progress in Plastics Recycling”, by Jim Glenn, BioCycle, December 1980, p. 53.

9 ~All Plastics Are Not Created Equal," by Jerry Powell, Resource Recycfing, May 1990,
p.41.
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North America and are committed to separating plastic grocery sacks from
the waste stream to make them into new products.10

Some local markets for LOPE are Bay Polymer in Fremont, RPX Resins in
Scotts Valley, and Tech Polymers in Berkeley. Also, Dow Chemical
Company and Sealed Air Company have formed a joint venture to recycle
LDPE; one of its local plants is in Hayward. At this time, the program is
available to Dow and Sealed Air customers only, but expansion of the pro-
gram is being considered.11

Polystyrene. There are various forms of polystyrene; the most familiar
being the foamed or expanded polystyrene foam (EPS) commonly referred
to as styrofoam. The uses for EPS foam include fast-food single serve
cups and trays and packing materials in both rigid, molded form and in
loose form or "peanuts,” as it is sometimes calied. The |ocal market for
polystyrene products includes Free-Flow Packaging Corporation in Red-
wood City and Bay Polymer Corporation in Fremont. Recovered
polystyrene can be used in the manufacture of toys, office equipment,
insulation, and cassette casings. One potential drawback to polystyrene
collection is that the material occupies a high volume in collection vehicles
and storage areas relative to its low weight.

Telephone Books. Louisiana Pacific Company in Oroville expects to use
a steady supply of telephone books for its particle board manufacture once
it has its equipment for that part of the operation in place. The company
uses phone books to make up approximately 10 percent of the content of
its particle board. The company is presently in the early stages of acquir-
ing the additional equipment necessary to expand its capacity.

Inert Solids. Asphalt and concrete from construction demolition gets
landfilled in many areas, although it is often recyclable. Local recyclers
are Raisch Products in San Jose, Zanker Road Resource Management in
San Jose, and Stevens Creek Quarry, Inc. in Cupertino.

Overseas Markets. Strong markets exist abroad (e.g., Mexico, Saudi
Arabia, Pacific Rim nations) for many materials, especially mixed waste
paper and newspaper. Numerous brokers on the West Coast represent
these markets and are listed in various references.

10 pyastic Grocery Sack Recycling,” by Arthur Amidon, Resource Recycling, November
1990, p. 24.

11 *Dow and Sealed Air Join to Recycle LDPE Scrap,” by Susan Combs, Recycling
Times, January 29, 1991, p. 9,
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4.7 Recycling Program Implementation

4.7.1 Agencies Responsible for implementation

Agencies responsible for implementation are shown in Table 4-2.

4.7.2 Implementation Tasks

Implementation tasks are shown on Table 4-2.

4.7.3 Short-term and Medium-term Planning Period Implementation
Schedule

Implementation schedule is shown on Table 4-2.

4.7.4 \Implementation Costs

Please see Section 9, "Funding Component.”

4.7.5 Actions Planned to Deter Scavenging

The most effective means for deterring unauthorized removal of recyclable
materials is through an ordinance prohibiting this activity, Milpitas has
recently adopted such an ordinance.

4.8 Recycling Program Monitoring and Evaluation

Milpitas recognizes the need to monitor and evaluate recycling programs
in order to ascertain whether diversion goals are being met. The following
section includes the steps that will be taken to monitor and evaluate the
selected recycling programs.

4.8.1 Methods to Quantify and Monitor Achieve: ent of Objectives

The following tasks will be used to effectively monitor the success of the
recycling programs. Solid waste diversion will be quantified by tons.

Recordkeeping. For curbside, BFl has agreed to provide the City
monthly, guarterly, and annual reports including information that will help
the City ascertain whether it is meeting its recycling objectives for its resi-
dential curbside recycling program. These reports will include the number
of participating households and a breakdown of the materials collected.
Accurate recordkeeping will be the key to determining whether recycling
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objectives are being met. The City will also work with BFI and other
haulers to track progress made in non-residential recycling programs,
since so many of the City's objectives revolved around this sector.

Waste generation study. A future waste generation study, can be
conducted in order to gauge the changes in the City's waste stream and
the effectiveness of the recycling programs.

Surveys. Mailed questionnaires or telephone surveys will be conducted
approximately yearly with sample groups from both the residential and
commercial/industnal sectors to determine (a) the awareness level about
recycling {(and source reduction) programs, and (b) among those already
participating, what the satisfaction level is. For instance, are recycling
programs convenient? Are they being used to their capacity? Through the
surveys, obstacles to recycling can be identified and participation
increased.

4.8.2 Criteria for Evaluating Program’s Effectiveness

The effectiveness of each recycling program will be evaluated using the
following wntten cnteria.

« Achievement of recycling objectives

+ Total solid waste collected. Through the recordkeeping
system and the waste generation study, a determination
will be made as to whether the program is successful in
achieving the estimated reduction in solid waste volume
and weight.

« Participation rate. Regular surveying of residents and
businesses will give the City an idea about the numbers of
residents and businesses participating in recycling pro-
grams over time. An increase in the number of house-
holds or businesses participating over time is one mea-
sure of the success of these programs.

» Adherence to implementation of schedule

4.7.3 Parties Responsible for Monitoring, Evaluation, and Reporting

The City will oversee the monitoring and evaluation of recycling programs
and will be ultimately responsible for their execution. In addition, the City
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will work closely with the haulers to keep up-to-date about program
changes, new programs, etc., which could potentially impact waste diver-
sion goals. Volunteers or interns will be utilized for tasks such as con-
ducting surveys.

4.7.4 Monitoring and Evaluation Funding Requirements

Additional staffing may be needed to manage the additional recordkeeping
and evaluation for the recycling programs. This could be a task given to
the second new staff person (1992). A more detailed database may be
needed. [n addition, a budget will need to be set aside for a waste gen-
eration study and for surveying costs (primarily staff time and print-
ing/mailing costs for questionnaires).

4.7.5 Measures to be Imptemented if Monitoring Shows a Shortfall

If monitoring efforts indicate that diversion objectives are not being met,
the following measures will be employed.

+ diversion goais will be re-evaluated to determine their fea-
sibility, given empirical data.

+ evaluate public education efforts to determine whether
these need to be increased to broaden awareness of, and
participation in, recycling programs.

+ eavaluate alternative markets for recovered materials.

+ provide incentives to the commercial/industrial sector for
recycling.

+ address issues resulting from surveys that could poten-
tially be affecting diversion goals.

+ establish City ordinance making recycling mandatory.
+ institute a rate structure modification.

+ adopt more aggressive procurement ordinances.
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