Upper Valley Waste Management Agency

Department of Conservation – Division of Recycling Grant # 5005-212
Reporting Period: February 2006 through June 2006

Status Report # 2

1)  A statement of the tasks or milestones implemented during the reporting period and a summary on the status of each.

· Completed baseline data for each venue (see Attachment A). As mentioned in our first report, this has proven more of a challenge than anticipated. See question # 3 below.  However, using this as “best available data” we have calculated the following diversion rates for the targeted facilities: Copia – 34%, Culinary Institute – 23%, Expo – 21% (all Expo diversion is made up of yardwaste, asphalt, construction & demolition) and County Fairgrounds -20%.  Please see notes on baseline spreadsheets describing sources of information, assumptions used, and conversion factors used.
· Ordered large equipment for three of the four facilities.  As anticipated in our grant proposal, each facility required different sizes and types of equipment to meet the needs of their distinct facilities.  This process took a considerable amount of staff time with eight vendors involved and because several of the items were greater than $500, we needed to obtain three quotes for most of the items ordered.  Unfortunately we were not given approval by DOC for purchase of some essential equipment and this caused some problems. See question #3 below. 

· The County’s Temporary Events Manual – which outlines requirements for all applicants – now contains several guidelines related to recycling. All temporary event permit applications submitted for County approval now contain wording asking applicants to indicate how many recycling containers will be provided at the proposed event (see Attachment B).  We are working with the Department of Environmental Management staff responsible for reviewing the applications, to evaluate the applicant’s response and provide further guidance to meet the recycling requirement if necessary. Please note that the Temporary Events Permits apply only to events in the unincorporated County and not to events in the County’s five incorporated Cities.  City of Napa event permits (permits are only required if the event impacts a public street) are reviewed by County Department of Environmental Management.  Over the next reporting period we will research how the other four incorporated Cities handle event permitting.  

As indicated in our first report, we are working on compiling a list of events in the County to include location, size, and type of event to evaluate the appropriateness of conducting outreach or providing technical support for event recycling - given the resources we have available to do so.  The computer program
· Drafted agreement for facilities outlining roles and responsibilities of both parties (us and them). This task was not outlined in our grant proposal but we believe it could serve to re-enforce the expectations of all parties and help formalize or institutionalize the recycling programs at the facilities. We were unable to find a model for any such agreement in the state so we have proposed the attached version.  The basic agreement has been submitted to legal counsel at the County for review and will need input from the venues/facilities as well.  The Exhibits (roles and responsibilities) will need more detail. We welcome our DOC grant manager’s comments as well.  See Attachment C 

· Met with City of Napa Finance Department, Napa Valley Expo CEO, and the City’s franchised service provider to discuss desirability of one recycling/garbage service provider (instead of multiple providers) contracting with the Expo to maximize recycling and achieve the most accurate reporting by which to measure diversion program effectiveness.  This would require the City to agree to offer special rates to the Expo as it is a state-run facility and is thus not mandated to use the franchised provider. The City of Napa expects to bring those special rates to their City Council for approval in August.
· Started work on the educational and signage component of the grant. This is a substantial challenge as there is no uniformity to the equipment or operational procedures at the facilities so the signage and education must be customized.  As indicated previously there are also numerous “target audiences” to educate (including staff, vendors, the public, and different languages speakers). We are working to develop a template that is general enough to address multiple audiences and lend itself to customization for each facility. Our goal is to use images of the specific containers used on each site accompanied by clear, concise text. We are researching the best and most durable signage for the various types of containers.  
· We assisted in the set-up for recycling at several events at the facilities to obtain diversion data and observe how efforts could be improved. (See Attachment D - photos, reports)
Copia - Mustard Festival, concert 

Napa Valley Expo – Home & Garden Show, Crab Feed

Napa County Fairgrounds – Cinco de Mayo, County Fair

2)  If applicable, the volume of empty California Refund Value (CRV) beverage containers collected (in pounds or tons) by material type (i.e., aluminum, glass, bimetal, and plastic by resin type) and revenues received for the CRV beverage containers.

Please see reports of events attached.
3)  A discussion of all unanticipated problems or concerns and corrective actions taken.

a. Baseline data challenges -  We listed several issues of concern in our first grant report. We have had to rely heavily on the service providers to interpret the written records (invoices) and further, to distinguish actual service from what the records show. For example, Copia’s invoices identify an original service level that was contracted for when service to the facility began. In actuality the invoices do not reflect the level of service (pick-ups) the facility receives, according to the route driver who picks up from the facility. Also the level of recycling service indicated on Napa Garbage Service’s invoices was sketchy at best, and basically non-existent.  We relied solely on information from the route driver to estimate recycling at Copia.  
A second example: Although we understand that Napa Garbage Service provided recycling for several events at the Expo (contracted separately by the event host) we have no reliable way of calculating the volume of recyclables collected at those events so it has not been included in the diversion estimates for the Expo. 
b. DOC rejection of trash containers (selected for pairing with recycling containers) as an eligible expense – One of the fundamental principles of recycling programs is the pairing of trash and recycling containers. Another key principle is that recycling and trash containers should be easy to distinguish from each other. When we sent our equipment selection to DOC for approval, the Brute containers selected for the Fairgrounds and the trash hoppers selected for the Expo were rejected as eligible grant expenses.  Although this issue has been resolved in the short term (we have secured other funding sources for that equipment) we believe it still warrants consideration by the DOC as we believe those containers are critical to the success of the recycling programs at those venues. Many recycling containers are purchased in pairs with trash containers for aesthetic reasons and to make the two distinct “waste” streams obvious to the users. Our selection of the inexpensive gray Brute containers for the Fairgrounds was meant to replace the old trash containers, which are larger than the recycling containers selected and BLUE (like the recycling containers selected).  We believe this sends the wrong message on both counts.  The new gray trash “hoppers” selected for the Expo will always be paired with the new blue hoppers for recycling and will not be used otherwise. We were fortunate to have been able to find other funding for these purchases. We respectfully request that DOC reconsider this policy for future grantees, and potentially outline clearer guidelines as to when the purchase of containers for trash might be allowed relative to the establishment of comprehensive infrastructure for recycling programs.
c. Coordination of timing for program “roll-out.”  - The timing of equipment arrival is highly variable with some items taking up to 10 weeks for delivery so we have asked that the venues store equipment until all equipment and signage and educational components are in place.  The Agency had a late May cut-off for purchases over $500, so this forced purchase of some items that we knew would arrive before we were ready to install them.  The signage and educational materials are being developed currently and could potentially delay program “roll out” event if all equipment has been delivered. 

d. Obtaining quotes for items that had no real counterpart because of their unique nature – Some items selected by the facilities (e.g. EcoPop containers for Copia) have no real counterpart so we did our best to obtain quotes for comparable containers.
e. One venue, the Culinary Institute, needed to postpone the decision on equipment purchase for internal reasons so, depending on their decisions in the next weeks, they may be behind the other venues for program “roll out.” 
f. AB2176 – We are still working to understand the how the AB2176 criteria apply to the four selected venues and events held at the venues. None would be considered a “large venue” under AB 2176 definition but several have “large events” which qualify. We will also need to determine what will be required of the venues in terms of reporting as we understand from the California Integrated Waste Management Board staff that local jurisdictions have discretion regarding the requirements. 
4)  A statement of all data collection completed during the reporting period and findings to date.
Please see previous questions.

5)  A description of all expenditures during the reporting period.

Please see table in Attachment E showing expenditures to date.  As mentioned previously, we have purchased the majority of the equipment for three of the four venues.  Records of staff time for the Environmental Health Technician show 212. 39 hours from November 15, 2005 through June 15, 2006.  Several other key staff people have spent considerable time on the venues grant over the first over the first 8 months of the grant; the Environmental Resource Specialist logged 183 grant-related hours during that period. We plan to submit a Request for Reimbursement in the next two weeks as we hope to have invoices in-hand for most of the large expenditures.
6)  A description of all approved changes made to the project during the reporting period.

None to report.
List of Attachments

A  
Baseline diversion estimates for: 

Copia 

Napa Valley Expo

Culinary Institute

Napa County Fairgrounds

B 
Napa County Temporary Events License Application Packet (with revised recycling wording incorporated)

C
Draft Agreement for Venues

D
Reports and photos from selected events held at targeted Venues spring/summer 2006


Copia – Mustard Festival (March) & outdoor concert (June)

Expo – Crab Feed (February), Home & Garden Show (May)


Napa County Fairgrounds – Mardi Gras (February), Cinco de Mayo (May)

E
Expenditures to date
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