County of Yolo P—

PLANNING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

292 West Beamer Strest

Wooedland, CA 95695-2588

(630) 666-8775 FAX (530) 666-8728
www. yolacounty.org

Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
Attention: Linda Dickenson

1001 “I” Street, P.O. Box 4025

Sacramento, CA 95812-4025

Sent via USPS Certified Mail
April 28, 2011

Dear Ms. Dickenson

Attached you will find our final report and second and final payment request of the Fiscal Year
2008/2009 Household Hazardous Waste Grant 17™ Cycle. Below is our information:

o Grant # HD17-08-26
o Grantee Name: County of Yolo
o Grant Term Dates: January 1, 2009 — April 30, 2011

“The statements and conclusions of this report are those.of the Grantee and not necessarily those
of the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), its employees, or the State
of California. The State makes no warranty, express or implied, and assumes no liability for the
information contained in the succeeding text.”

We request that that the County is reimbursed for the $60,218.71 as presented in Attachment 11
which is our second and final payment request under this grant. Additionally we request that the
remaining 10% held in retention be released in the amount of $8,794.35 for a total reimbursement

of $69,013.06.

We would like to thank CalRecycle for the continued partnership in providing grant funds for the
projects in our community. If you have questions regarding the attached documents please
contact me directly at (530) 666-8813.

Sincerely,

Marissa Juhler
Waste Reduction and Sustainability Manager

Division of Integrated Waste Management
mjuhler@yolocounty.org







: Household Hazardous Was‘te Graat 17‘th Cycle
- “FY 2008/2009
Final Report

1. Grant Number, Grantee’s Name, and Reporting Perlod
- ‘a)- Grant number: HD17-08-26 ' C
b) Grantee: County of Yolo - Yolo County Plamnng & Pubhc Works Depa.rtment (PPW); Division
of Integrated Waste Management (DIWM)
: c) Reportmg Perlod m 1. 2009 through Aprﬂ 3{)= 2011

2 Dlsclanner Statement “’I’he statements and conclusmns of thls report are those of the Grantee and not
necessarily those of the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), its employees,
or the State of California. The State makes no: warranty, express of u:nphed and assumes no 11ab111ty for
the mformatlon contamed in the succeedmg text”  °

3. A description of activities that were undertaken, continued and completed during the reporting period,
arranged by the categones shown in our approved Work Pian Responses are included as applicable to

. the followmg questions

' a) What are the unique or new actwmes/technologles"
b) What were the successes (so far) in relation to goals and objectives?
¢) What problems/chailenges were discovered during lmplementatlon"
d) How were the problems/challenges resolved? -

: 'e) What “best practlces” mlght be shared with other _]unsdlctlons"

& Objectlve 1: Bulld knowledge and capaclty in Yolo County abont Extended Producer Responsnblllty
‘(EPR) through the following tasks:

‘o Prepare workshop power point presentations and handouts. (Task 1.1)
- . Yolo County partnered with the California Product Stewardship Council (CPSC) to
- . develop and present Power Point presentations to various stakeholder groups under
this objective. Other stakeholder group presentations (complete list included in
Objective 1.3) did not include use of a PowerPoint presentation, but consisted of a
verbal presentation only. Handouts developed by CPSC through other grant projects,
" including the document Who is CPSC, and brochures for consumers, local
government and busmesses were distributed but were not created as a part of this
grant. '

- West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce 8/1 1/09
= Winters Rotary Club, 4/7/10 - : i
'« Woodland Rotary Club, 9/14/10

‘0 Prepare and adtmmster presentation Survey to evaluate knowledge on the topic of EPR.
(Task 1.2)

= The post-presentation survey was developed in both onhne and hard copy formats.

- The survey is:-given to multiple attendees at each presentation with the hopes that at

1 HD17-08-26




least one person will complete the survey. Compliance was low, with a total of only
eleven surveys collected. Hard copy survey responses were entered into the online
data base to ensure accuracy of data collection. The CPSC Post-Presentation Survey
Results are analyzed in Attachment 1 to this report.

o Give at least four presentations to area Chamber of Commerce and other stékeholder
meetings. (Task 1.3) o _ PR
= CPSC gave five presentations to the following stakeholder groups throughout Yolo

- County.

West Sécramén‘co Chamber of Conimerce 8/11/09 _

City of West Sacramento staff recommended that the Chamber hear and
endorse the presentation prior to taking the EPR presentation to the West
Sacramento City Council. The presentation was very well received by the

- West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce, who wrote a letter to the West

Sacramento City Council- endorsing product -stewardship.  There were
approximately five attendees. A copy of this letter and all other documents
which are highlighted and underlined in blue can be found at

- http:/fwww.calpsc.org/projects/Yolo-HD17.html.
‘Winters Rotary Club, 4/7/2010 ' '

The Winters Rotary Club was a relatively small venue with épproximately 25
attendees. They were very receptive to the presentation and showed support
and appreciation for Yolo County’s sharps collection program. The presenter

" was the luncheon -keynote. speaker and was given 45 minutes for the

presentation and the question and answer period was another 20 minutes.
Davis Downtown Business Association, 6/24/10 - - '

- After some difficulty getting the presentation on the Association’s agenda,

CPSC was provided the opportunity to give a verbal presentation to this

- group. There were only about 10 attendees. They generally supported the idea

of stewardship and were particularly interested in ‘the RBRC. program for
battery stewardship. 7 _
Winters Chamber of Commerce Executive Committee, 8/13/10

There were approximately eight attendees at this presentation. CPSC was

“given the opportunity to give a very brief verbal presentation on EPR and
“discussed the business perspective and distributed the EPR brochure targeted

to the business andience: |
Woodland Rotary Club, 9/14/10 _
There were approximately 50 attendees at this meeting. They were very

supportive and offered to help CPSC get on the Woodland City Council
agenda to bring an EPR resolution before the Council.

o Compile results of workshop survey and analyze results (Task 1.4)

s The grant team used an online survey tool from www.surveymonkey.com. Post-
presentation surveys were handed out at presentations and attendees were encouraged
to either fill out the hard copy or complete the online survey, but overall compliance
was very low with a total of only 11 surveys completed. The results of the surveys
showed" that ' the presentations were effective and that the respondents were
supportive of the EPR concept. :

©® " The surveys showed: -~ - -

63% of respondents were aware of California’s Universal Waste (u-waste)
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ban prior to the presentation.
¢ Only 36% had heard of EPR prior to the presentation.

o More than 90% believed EPR laws would be a useful way to incentivize
- manufacturers to make their products less toxic and more recyclable.

= Comments and feedback were overwhelmingly positive and showed support for EPR
concepts and praise for the presenters. A complete analysis of the survey responses s
provided in Attachment 1 of this report which includes the database of presentation
attendees.

o - Provide outreach to Yolo County and the four cities on new information regarding U-waste,
sharps programs via a minimum of 4 press releases in area newspapers and 2 published
articles in other media. (Task 1.5) The surveys showed:

®= CPSC and public relations sub-contractor, cv Strategies, prepared a total of nine
. press releases throughout the grant term, which resulted in the publication of 12
" newspaper, magazine and online news articles. Additionally, three local radio
. programs featured interviews with CPSC and Yolo County staff focusing on the Yolo
__grant project in general and sharps collection in particular. CPSC generated one
... media alert to promote the presentation to the Davis Downtown Business Association
. to local press. Press releases, articles, radio and the medla alert are listed, with links

. to each item, as follows o :

Press Releases

1. Sharps Collection Project: Grant Will Create Fasy Sharps Recvcimo 4/27/09
2. .CPSC and Winters Announce City of Winters EPR Resolution; 9/16/09
3. West Sacramento Adopts Extended Producer Responsibilitv Resolution, 9/29/09
4. Mercury Thermostat Webmar Announcement, 12/2/09
5. Don’t Make Your Holidays Hazardous, 12/22/09
6. Make a Resolution to Recycle, 1/13/10 .
7. Grant Allows Easy Collection of Hazardous “Sharns” 3/8/10
8. Yolo County Needs Sharps Product Stewardship, 11/17/10
9. Woodland Supports Waste and Toxics Reduction to Protect Taxpayers. 12/16/10
Articles : - : : :
1. CPSC Helps Yolo with Sharps and EPR via CYWMB Grant, Cal Aggie, 5/5/09
2. Yolo County Starts Shams Collection Prooram Davis Enterprise, May 09
3. | A More. Sustainable Future by Sum)ortmv Effort to Reduce Waste, Foisom News Blaze,
~9/17/09
4. It's Becoming Extraordmanlv E‘q)enswe to Manace our Waste Central Valley Business
Times, 10/12/09 & referenced in West Sac Weekly, 10/20/09 -
5. Yolo Coun‘w Introduces New Opportunity to Recycle Music, Ca! Aggle 1/22/10
6. County receives $197.000 for Needle Disposal Program, Woodland Record, 3/16/10
7. Yolo County Diverts 175,000 Needles, Syringes from Landfill, Davis Enterprise, 6/25/10
8.

Yolo Sharps Disposal Works, Davis Enterprise, 11/19/10
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9. Yolo County Collects More than 82.600 Hvpodermic Needles', News Blaze, 11/20/10
10. Yolo Sharps Collection Sinks In, Daily'Democrat, 11/21/10
-+-11. County Gives Update on Sharps Program, 12/7/10 -
" 12. Confusion Abounds in Disposing of Used Needles, Sacramento Bee, 12/26/10

" Media Alert -
. 1. Davis Downtown Business Association Media Alert, 6/24/ 0

Radio Interviews
-+ 1. .Interview on Product Stewardship, Central Valley Business Times, 10/12/05
"+ 2. Recycling Sharps: Interview on KXJIV Capital Public Radio Show Insight, 12/17/10
3. Interview on KDVS 90.3 FM Show Psychnation, 12/22/10-

' Note on radio interviews: The radio interviews have very broad impact in the Yolo media
~ market. According to traffic statistics obtained ‘from KXJV (Cap;tal Public Radio), the
-Sacramento metro listener count is 5, 000 listeners at any given time during the 10-11:00 am
show on Monday through Fnday, whlch is the time slot that the radio interview was taped.
. The weekly cumulative total is 16, 000 listeners in the Sacramento Metro area. The audience
also includes listeners in the TahoefReno/StocktonModesto media markets which add
another 7,150 listeners for a cumulative weekly listener count of approximately 22,880.

Additional Documents -

1. Letter to California C-20 Contractors - CPSC performed outreach to Yolo area HVAC
wholesalers and contractors to inform them of their requirements to recycle mercury-
containing thermostats under California’s Mercury Thermostat Collection Act. CPSC
worked with the State Contractor’s Licensing Board to distribute this letter to all
California Contractors. It was decided by Yolo County that this work was an appropriate
task under Objective 1.5 as it met the grant objective of distributing information about
Universal Waste to Yolo County stakeholders and mercury thermostats are considered
Universal Waste in California. _

"o Develop and distribute survey focused on EPR as it relates to sharps and other products.
(Task 1.6).

» A mail-back postcard survey was developed by the grant team. The survey was
distributed with all sharps containers handed out through this program — both drop-
off style containers and mail-back containers. The deadline to return the surveys was
December 31%, 2010. As of January 2011, when the last data was entered
approximately 200 surveys were retumed As often happens with mail-back

~ materials, we expect additional surveys will be retuned after the deadline.

A complete Summary of Sharps Disposal Mail-Back Survey Responses is provided in
* -Attachment 2 and is followed by the corresponding database as Attachment 3.

! The number of sharps collected differs in this article from the article in the Davis Enterprise on 6/25/10 because the Davis Enterprise
article was referencing all sharps collected through Yolo’s HHW program; whereas the News Blaze article references the pilot drop-

off vs. mailfback program only.
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Objective 2; Adopt resolutions and policies in Yolo County through the following tasks:

o Provide technical assistance to the incorporated cities thhm Yolo County on drafting EPR
resolutions and policies. (Task 2.1)

CPSC contacted and/or met with staff at all four of the mcorporated cities in Yolo
County (Winters, Woodland, West Sacramento and Davis), and requested to work
with City staff to bring forward presentations, to their respective City Councils and
any required - sub-committees, in order to ultimately result in the adoption of
resolutions supporting EPR by each of the cities. CPSC provided model staff reports
and model resolutions to each of the City staff; and helped customize the staff reports
and resolutions for each by researching the per ton cost of waste disposal and the

amount spent by each city for household hazardous waste disposal, based on

information provided by Yolo County staff.

| :Add_ltionally, CPSC drafted a Model Letter of Support for EPR from Businesses, to
~help City staff gain support’ for Council 'endorsement of EPR resolutions from

business leaders and organizations. The letter was based on the letter of support
prov1ded by the West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce

o .Coﬁdﬁct "presentatiohs to the four City Counciis on EPR. (Task 2_.-2')
= CPSC worked with staff from West -Sacramento, Winters and Woodland to

coordinate presentations to their respective City Councils and various sub-

- committees. Although CPSC. reached out to City of Davis staff to offer technical
assistance and offered to give a presentation to the Davis City Council, City staff
_declined the offer of support  Despite numerous attempts to offer assistance,

including a request from a.City of Davis Planning Commission member directly to

. CPSC, CPSC was unable to gain approval from City staff to help support the

adoption of an EPR resolution. Ultimately, Davis did adopt an EPR resolution and

. CPSC Executive Director Heidi Sanborn attended the Davis Council meeting where
.- the item was passed.on the consent agenda. Heidi attended the meeting in case the

item was removed from the consent agenda and City staff needed help addressing

- any comments or questions from Council members or the audience. In December of

.. 2010, the Woodland City Council adopted an EPR resolution. The item passed
- unanimously on the consent agenda, but the meeting was attended by CPSC in case

the -item was pulled off the consent agenda for discussion. The passage of this

- resolution was the final resolution in Yolo County, making the County only the

second in the state of California to have all of its incorporated cities and the County

_ Board of Supervisors to formally support EPR through the adoption of resolutions!

In total,; CPSC prepared and/or gave seven presentations under Task 2.2. Links are
provided to PowerPoint presentations. Other presentations-are indicated as verbal or
attendance only.

1. West Sacramento Natural Resources Committee, 6/8/09

West Sacramento Economic Development Advisory Committee, 7/22/09
Winters City. Council, 9/15/09 :

Davis City Council, 7/6/10 (passed on consent)

Woodland Energy Committee, 10/12/10 {verbal presentauon)

Woodland Solid. Waste Committee, 11/ 17/10 (verbal presentation)

Woodland C1ty Councﬂ Meetmg, 12/14/10 (attended passed on consent)

-~r DYk W
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o Prepare model language for all five jurisdictions within Yolo County integrating EPR into
purchasing policies with respect to materials that will become hazardous waste. (Task 2.3)

This proved to be the single most difficult task in the grant project. Although each of

the four cities and the County agreed during the planning phase of the grant that EPR

:for green purchasing would be a significant component. of the grant, in reality, only

the City of West Sacramento followed through with adoption of a policy

incorporating EPR for - hazardous and universal waste products into their

- Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Policy (EPP). Alicia Culver of the Green

Purchasing Institute (GPI) approached each of the cities with offers to review their
existing EPPs and suggest areas where langnage could be provided to support EPR.
GP1 gave a presentation to City of West Sacramento purchasing staff and solid waste
staff in June, 2009. GPI provided model language that was originally developed for
Napa County, along with some other generic examples to Paulina Rosenthal, who
spearheaded the effort from the City of West Sacramento. Paulina then created a draft
policy based on the models provided by GPI, which GPI then reviewed and

commented on. One of West Sacramento’s primary areas of concern was
rechargeable batteries. Alicia Culver provided research on options for replacing
s111°le-use batteries with rechargeable batteries in equipment used by City
departments including. hand- held ‘radios and- -other battery-operated devices.

~Ultimately, - West Sacramento did adopt language incorporating EPR into the
- Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Policy in May of 2010.

Eventually, City of Woodland staff also began work on their EPP with assistance
from CPSC, but the policy remains unfinished as of this time because staff is

" overloaded with other priority projects. This has been a recurring problem with EPR
for green purchasing throughout the state ‘as ‘reported by green purchasing sub-
““contractors and other CPSC experiences. The reasons range from lack of support for
“recycled content product purchasing on behalf of purchasing staff, budget shortages,

w7 - otaff cut-backs, and an unwillingness to revise EPPs solely for the purpose of
" - incorporating EPR (EPPS tend to go through extremely lengthy review and approval

- processes so local staff tend to-be reluctant to te-visit the policies once they’ve been
‘put in place). Despite the various reasons, ultimately it comes down to a matter of
" priorities. Purchasmg departments - are “almost always funded by their agency’s
*“general fund and are some of the departments most hard-hit by budget shortages and

" staff layoffs so their already over-worked staff cannot take on additional tasks.
- Despite the best intentions of the solid waste staff, it is often the purchasing staff that

ultimately has to chioose to move forward on EPP revisions. The cities of Davis and
- Winters declined to accept assistance on this objective. This presented challenges to

-+ meeting.our goals in the grant however collectlvely the Junsdlctlons met this goal

- on their own..

o Provide technical assistance in integrating EPR into purchasing specifications, with respect
to materials that will become hazardous waste, for all five Yolo jurisdictions. (Task 2.4)

The Green Purchasing Institute provided technical assistance to the City of West
Sacramento. as described above, resulting in the adoption of the City of West
Sacramento’s Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Policy in May of 2010.

CPSC met with City of Woodland staff in July, 2010 to discuss incorporating EPR
into their City’s Enwronmentally Preferable Purchasing Policy. CPSC reviewed the
City of Woodland’s existing policy, as well as the County of Yolo’s as a point of

reference, and suggested language for incorporating EPR into the purchasing policy.
The policy is still in rough draft form and under review of the City’s Environmental
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Services staff. Eventually, the policy must be reviewed by the purchasing agent and

also by the City’s Solid Waste- Committee before it is presented to the Council for

possible approval. As the Solid Waste Commitiee only meets twice per year and the

last meeting was in December of 2010, it will not be conszdered by the committee
: before the end of this grant. e i

o Make avaxlable successful EPR u/waste reductzonfcollectton mltlatlves v1a CPSC, Yolo
County/C1ty web51tes list serves (Task 2.5)

. = .CPSC deveioped a Webpage to document progress th.rouc,hout thls grant The
- - webpage is located on CPSC’s website at http://www.calpsc.org/projects/Yolo-
HDI17.html. . All media coverage, documents, presentations, surveys and resolutions
- created as a resuit of this grant are posted o the grant project webpage.

e Monthiy, CPSC has an “Associates Call” with up to 60 local government
-representatives on the calls learning about all the CPSC work and each month the
agenda links to the monthly operations report which mcludes an update on this
project. Press for this project was also listed in the CPSC monthly News Mail which
is sent to 1,500 individuals inside and outside California.

= CPSC has on the January 12, 2011 Associates Call a review of all the documents
developed under the Yolo Grant to date and will ensure they all understand what they
can use and that the models are posted on the CPSC website.

= All EPR resolutions adopted as a result of this Draht are posted on CPSC’s Local
Actions Webpage. Addltlonaiiy each resolution is included in this grant report as
. Attachment 4. L e :

o City of Davis _

e City of West Sacramento o
. e City of Winters _ | |

e City of Woodland

“w Additionally, the County of Yolo has posted press releases and articles on the County
website at http://www volocounty org/Index aspx?page=26

» - Local website blogs have carried press releases and articles associated with this grant
project, including the News Blaze and online sites for the Woodland Record and
Davis Enterprise, Daily Democrat. newspapers and West Sac Weekly electronic
newsletter. .- : _

Objective 3: Develop a comparison study and tracking mechanisms between different types of sharps
disposal containers.and sharps disposal methods to establish the most convenient methed of disposal
- for. sharps products through the followmg tasks: .. C

0 Purchase 4 000 biohazard contamers/Safe Clip contamers that can be distributed throughout

. Yolo. County pharmacies, hospltals clinics, and other local government collection points free of

- . charge to residents. All containers will be labeled with tracking codes and with information

--:dlrectmg residents to properly dispose of the containers. at our PHHWEF. Disposal costs are

... -..included. in our budget for this program. Future. d1sposa1 costs for sharps will be sustained
- ..through our tipping fees at the landfill. (Task 3.1) - :

- = This task was accomplished by purchasmg 1- quart bichazard sharps containers
through Sharps Compliance, Inc. at the start of our program. You will see the
corresponding Sharps Tracking Log which summuarized the collection data showing
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- that 15% of these contdiners were returned to our PHHWF in Attachment 5, which

e corresponds to the survey data n Attachment 2

o Purchase 2,000 mail back biohazard con’cainers that.can'be' distributed throughout Yolo county
pharmacies, hospitals, clinics, and other local government collection points free of charge to
residents. All containers will be labeled with. tracking codes and with postage paid metering
directly back to a hazardous waste disposal cornpany/facmty Disposal costs are included in the
cost of the container. The County will be using this as a method of comparison to show results
on 'which containers are most conveniently and frequently used throughout the grant term. Once
aIl of the contmners have been distributed, all costs will have already been borne. (Task 3.2)

“This ‘task was accomphshed through the purchase of the sharps containers through
Sharps Compliance, Inc. at the start of our program. Attachment 6 provides the

- Sharps TRACER report generated by Sharps Compliance, Inc. which demonstrates
‘how many mail back containers were returned, and charts them by the monthly

- averages received, the weight collected and the percentages treated at the end
disposai facmty Compared to Task 3.1, where we saw a 15% return rate, the mail
‘backs resulted in a 44% return rate with is approximately 30% higher. Additionally,

-, Attachment 7 provides a Summary of the: Yolo County Sharps. Pﬂot Program through

December 31, 2010. Attachment 8 was completed at the conclusion of this grant to

present all additional data gathered after the end of the survey period, comparing the
two dlsposal methods chosen through April 30 2011,

3

_ Our survey data has concluded the following:

e 37% of the respondents currently state that they heard about the ban on sharps
disposal via “Word of Mouth” with the second highest hearing via “Local
Press Releases/Newspapers”.

e We have an even split with 28% of respondents stating the most convenient
method for sharps disposal is “Community Drop-Off Locations™ and equally
“Drop off where you buy them™.

.. »..-Over 84% of respondents state that they believe the manufacturer should be
financially responsible for their products.
e T5% responded that the cost of dlsposal should be built into the cost of the
~product. - el .

" o For bulbs and batteries, resuits show the majority of people willing to pay
approximately $0.50 more per product if proper disposal was included.

" As a best practice, we recomniend that other ]unsdlctlons utilize postage pald survey
cards with all promotlonalleducatlonal ‘premiums that “are handed “out in" their

community. The County finds that at public events, such as our booth at‘the Yolo
County Fair, residents are looking for “free stuff”, and the educational value gets lost
if you don’t have something you want in return. Our requirement was very simple,

- and residents who needed the sharps containers were happy to fill out the survey. The

' Coninty is conszdermg using this model in future Used Oil Block Grant cycles as well

- for the premiums we hand out. Since the first grant report, CalRecycle has put

;i restrictions on purchases of premium items like these, which may further limit the
'~ outreach that can be provided via this method. . While the return level was low at

approximately 5% for survey respondents, we believe this was attributable to the fact

... .- that we had little control over the. surveys handed out at public locations, such as
. pharmacies -and clinics. Seme data; however, is better than no data, and we still
encourage surveys in conjunction with premium giveaways as a best practice.
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o Purchase three sharps disposal kiosks, in partnership with the Yolo County Health Department,

to place at various community locations such as clinics and health facilities for more convenient

~ collection of sharps. We are looking to establish a location more centrally located than the

PHHWEF, and available more than once per month as an alternative to our HHW events. These

o kiosks would be serviced ‘monthly by a vendor or through our County Health Department staff.
o Dlsposal of the sharps through the klosks has been mcluded in the budget (Task 3.3)

- As stated in our first progress report the County Health Department lost its funding
.to make kiosks financially sustainable with sharps collection partners. This posed
significant problems for County staff to implement convenient drop off locations as
'was outlined in Task 3.3. While the County planned to write an amendment to our
 Joint Technical Document (JTD), and request approval for placement of a kiosk here
- at our PHHWF, we instead, in October of 2010, iricreased the hours of operation at
* our PHHWF, from once per month to two times per week, to accommodate more
*“convenient disposal hours. Being open every Friday and Saturday allowed us to
provide greater service to our residents without having to add a kiosk and go through
_extensive changes to our permits. It was suggested by our local LEA that they would
expect a sharps kiosk to be stafféd during all operating hours which simply was not
realistic from a budgetary standpoint. Because we already budgeted the staff time for
the increase in operational hours, we thought this would be the more sustainable
approach. As you will see from our sharps collectlon data noted in the Clean Harbors
disposal invoices, we have seen a 50% increase in participation since our PHHWF
went to weekly collection hours. We met our goal of doubling the amount of sharps
collected at our PHHWF from the beginning to the end of the project, as was the
" desired outcome in tracking this waste stream. Our method of evaluation proved that
" our outreach efforts resulted in a greater participation in our sharps program.
= In conclusion, we were able to evaluate our objective by comparing two of our three
-disposal methods due to the sharps kiosks not being implemented.
e Of our two different methods, we found that the drop off location here at our
 PHHWEF was utilized by 15% of the residents receiving containers. Qur
survey results indicated that the least “preferred method” of disposal was
returning sharp containers to hazardous waste facilities. However, we believe
. that the results will continue to be the same, simply due to the fact that we are
" the only source of proper dlsposal in Yolo County that offers free d:sposal to
. “all” residents.
o The sharps mail back system resulted in a 44% return rate. We found this data
- interesting since it is in contradiction to the survey results which stated
... - regidents were unhkely to use mail back with on 24% selecting this option.
-, Our assumption is that users of sharps would prefer mail back as their
- primary option of disposal if the containers continued to be free or built into
- the cost of the original purchase via EPR, but we feel that survey respondents
‘understood, when answering this question that in the fiture the mail-back
- ‘containers would no longer be free, and chose the most economical option.

Objective 4: Educate tar'geted- residents in Yolo Coimty on the new sharps disposal ban and about

HHW disposal options available to them through out PHHWF through the following tasks:

o Establish a quarterly newsletter for rural uni'hbhfpoi‘aféa residents to be distributed in the
calendar years of 2009 through 2011. (Task 4.1)
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o= “One Person S Trash” newsietter contmues to be our oniy souroe of outreach to
- residents in the umncorporated county ‘and has prov1ded us a method of
‘communication that did not exist prior to this g Drant Originally, this newsletter was
planned to be funded 100% by HD17. However, since 50% funding was ultimately
“granted, we Solved this problem by extending the focus of the educaﬂonal material,
- ‘incorporating used oil and beverage‘container information, so that other funds could
. be used to keep the newsletter published. We plan to continue publishing this
- newsletter through-a partnership with our local hauler, Waste Management, Inc.
.« (WM), and through continued use of our Used Oil Block Grant and City/County
- . payment funds. As stated in our progress report, we. have received dozen of calls
. _from residents who “had no idea that Sharps were banned and wanted to thank us for
. the free biohazard disposal. containers” (Capay Valley Resident); residents have
. ... commented that they “never knew they could recycle used oil and filters at our
~transfer station until they saw the newsletter” (Esparto Resident); and residents
. calling in to say that “residents i in rural communities normally get forgotten about
and they appreciate that they now have a resource with local information”
(Clarksburg Resident). The DIWM also received compliments from the Yolo County
" Board of Supervisors on making an effort to provide outreach on hazardous waste
- dlSpOS&l options to the-community as illegal dumping is one of our biggest problems
in the County See sample newsletters in Attachment 13 under Eco ?artners Inc.

0 Create a dlrect mall postcard for the res1dents in the C1ty of West Sacramento on the
- September 1, 2008 sharps ban and on services offered to thern through the PHHWF. (Task

42)

. This task was completed in Apnl of 2011 thh great results Whnle the data is just
starting to come in, we. received numerous phone calls within days of the mailer
going out, and have seen an increase in participation from City of West Sacramento
residents at the three events in April that have occurred since the mailers were sent.
Taking a. snapshot of the. last two fiscal years, we showed little growth in
_ pamupatlon from City of West Sacramento residents with 31 participants in FY08-
- 09 and 34 in FY 09-10. In April of this year, we have already received hazardous
‘waste from 85 West Sacramento residents as a result of this educational mailer. As
part of our normal hazardous waste operation, we survey all customers asking how
' 'they heard about the program. When City of West Sacramento customers were asked
©in April, 44% stated that they heard about our program via the direct mail postcard.
If futire g _,,raut funding bécomes available- we definitely would choose to educate
*residents via direct mail ‘as we found this to be the most successful method of
- -advertising - ‘In past years, we have printed a flyer that is inserted into utility bills and
“have had little success. We are extremely excited to see that this new approach has
- resulted in more people using our PHHWF. Now that this grant has concluded, we
- planto.sit down with the city staﬁ' to see if this is-something we could start doing on
an annual basis, pending matching funds from our city partner. See a sample of this
direct mail __ﬂye__r_m_ Attachment 13 under Assistance Plus.

Objective 5: Educate targeted customers on universal waste and hazardous waste bans to reduce the
. amount of hazardous waste materials fuund in trask bms through the foilowmg tasks
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o Create bin labels that list the various hazardous waste materials that are banned from
. .- disposal in both English and Spanish (Task 5.1)
- & The County met with the two major waste haulers to discuss what type of labels
" would be best suited for their needs in the industry, and what hazardous waste should
.. betargeted and included on the label in addition to sharps. WM felt that they see the
most illegal dumping of hazardous materials in their roll off bins, while Davis Waste
Removal Inc. {DWR) said that their focus would be on front end loader bins. Even
- though they have taken different approaches on which bins, to target, the labels have
been affixed to the containers, and can be viewed in Attachment 10. While we
printed the information. in both English and Spamsh as presented in our task, we
~ made sure that each message we wanted to convey, was also communicated in a
picture format, as we think this is the best and most affective universal language. We
‘believe that these labels have provided us another step forward in educatmo the
~ public on proper chsposal of sharps and other hazardous items. The more v131ble this
information is, the more likely we will seea reduction in improper disposal.. The task
 was completed in April of 2011; therefore, the Waste Works database, which is used
by our Yolo County Central Landfill’s scale house to track loads which are charged
special handling fees to pull out hazardous waste, would not yet generate a report
which would prowde us sufficient data to determme the effectlveness of the labels in
- reducing illegal disposal in these containers.

o Work with major local haulers to place education labels on alI temporary bins highlighting
sharps and universal waste banned materials. (Task 5.2) '

L Th1s task_was a_ccomphshed W1th task _5.1 above.

4. Measured Evaluation: Non~fac1hty constructlon and/or expa.nszon grants PrOJect Evaluatlon Data form
attached. See CaiRecycle Form 11 as Attachment 0. :

5. Evaluatlon of project outcome durmg the grant term : :
a) ‘Did the amount of HHW collected each year during the grant term increase as compared
- ‘to the year prior to the grant term? If se, by what percent? If not, why not?
. Response: In Fiscal Year (FY) 08-09, we collected a total of (19) 55-gallon drums filled
- with.sharps.. During this grant the ban on sharps went into effect, and as a result of our

. public outreach and educational efforts, we increased in FY 09-10 to.(20) 55-gallon drums

- of sharps, and in the first nine months of FY 10-11 have collected (38) 55-galion drums of
sharps. As evidént from the sumbers, we have increased the volume of sharps collected by
50%. This measurable goal was achieved. Additionally, the collective volume of
hazardous waste coming through our PHHWF increased from 990,024 pounds in FY 08-09
to 1,025,435 pounds in FY 09-10. The FY 10-11 results will not be available until October
2011 when we submit our annual 303 report to the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) however we see this trend continuing in the data we have collected to

: date.
b) Did you model your project after that of another grantee? If so, what changes did you
make to adapt the model to your jurisdiction?
Response:; The sharps ban had just recently gone into affect When the grant application was
 written; therefore, there were not many jurisdictions handling sharps for us to model after.
The EPR aspect of our grant was driven by the recent adoption of our Yolo County
resolution, which we used as a basis to assist our cities in adopting their resolutions.

¢) What aspects of the project worked well and why?
11 HD17-08-26




Response: Our partnership with CPSC provided the County a great resource by way of
utilizing their expertise in the field of EPR. Utilizing CPSC allowed us to focus our time on
the other aspects of the grant. Without this valuable resource, the County would not have
had time to implement all areas of this grant. Most importanily, Yolo County, due to
- CPSC’s efforts, became the second county in California to have all its jurisdictions pass an
' * EPR resolution with an emphasis on hazardous waste. -
d) What aspects of the project did not work well and why" =
Response: While statistically more people used the mail back system for sharps disposal, cur
survey reflected that residents preferred community drop off locations, such as pharmacies
and clinics. Additionally, due to our experience during this grant cycle we have found that
' residents are not being educated properly by the healthcare professionals in Yolo County on
- where to properly dispose of the sharps, causing much confusion among users of sharps. So,
in March of 2011, we concluded that it was best to put in a budget modification request to
provide outreach at all local pharmacies and clinics that distribute sharps, by way of an
educational magnet that would list the information for our PHHWF, and that sharps are
. accepted weekly free of charge. However, this modification was not granted. We believe
- that this aspect of our grant did not work well because of the timing. If we had come to this
. conclusion earlier in the grant term, we may have received the funding. Until EPR is passed
for sharps, our PHHWF is the only location in Yolo County that accepts sharps on a weekly
. basis, free of charge to all residents. However, limited funding is available to properly
educate sharps users on correct disposal at our facility. - =
e) What aspects of the project will be continued beyond the grant term"
Response: Collection of sharps will continue through our weekly PHHWF program. We will
also continue to educate the public about the importance of proper disposal of all hazardous
materials with the limited funds available. We will also.continue to offer door-to-door
pickup for senior and disabled residents, which includes at home collection of sharps.
f) What would you do differently if you had te redesign the project?
Response: Half way through the grant, we submitted a request to purchase additional
biohazard containers as we found this to be an excellent educational tool for publicizing our
facility. ‘The grant manager at that time asked that we think of a more sustainable way to
promote our program and proper sharps disposal. In conducting research, we found that the
County of Riverside had developed a program by way of a getting approval from the
California Department of Public Health (CDPH) for a variance to the Senate Bill 1305 to
-~ collect sharps in “general” rigid containers, such as plastic milk jugs or bleach bottles, so
-+ long as there is a biohazard label affixed to the container. We ran out of time during this
 HD17 grant cycle to pursue this option with the CDPH, but plan to work on this project in
‘FY 11-12to create a sustamable program that minimizes waste and is more cost effective to

~ 7 the consumer '

6. Samples of Premiums and Printed Material:
a) See Section 9 below. :

7. Samples of final Video and Radio Ads:-

a) CPSC has all radio interviews on audio p}ayback at the foﬂowmg web address: -
ttp //wmv calgsc org/gro;ects/Y olo 1-]1)17 html (If requested we can provzde inDVD format)
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8. Evidence of any work product identified in the scoi)e of work, photographs and descriptions of
equipment, structures, events, etc. that were produced, purchased or conducted.

a) See Attachment 10 for pictures of the following:
o Household Hazardous Waste Events
o Sharps collection containers purchased through HD17
o 55-gallon drums filled with sharps shipped from our facility
o Sharps returned survey cards
o Hazardous waste warning labels on DWR and WM bins

9. Payment Request and all required documentation, including an Expenditure ltemization Summary (EIS)
and Recycled-Content Certification Forms are attached as listed below:

a) See Attached Grant Payment Request Form 87 — Attachment 11
b) See Attached Expenditure Itemization (EIS) Summary Form 667 — Attachment 12
c) See Attached Supporting Documentation by Expense Category and Vendor — Attachment 13
i. Permanent Collection Facility - Clean Harbors Environmental Service, Inc.
1. Invoices
2. General Ledgers
ii. Publicity and Education - Eco Partners, Inc.
1. Invoices
2. Copies of Printed Materials
3. General Ledgers
4. Recycled Content Certification Form
iii. Publicity and Education — Familia Graphics
I. Invoice
2. Copies of Printed Materials
3. General Ledger
4. Recycled Content Certification Form
iv. Publicity and Education — Kewanna Screen Printing, Inc.
1. Invoices
2. Copies of Printed Materials
3. General Ledger
4, Recycled Content Certification Form
v. Publicity and Education — Assistance Plus
1. Invoice
2. Copies of Printed Materials
3. General Ledger
4. Recycled Content Certification Form
vi. Personnel/Other - California Product Stewardship Council
Invoices -
General Ledgers
Personnel Expenditure Summary Forms 165
Travel Expense Logs/Forms
Copies of Printed Materials
Recycled Content Certification Form

SN e

10. Grant Self Assessment checklist is not longer required.

i3 HD17-08-26







8. Evidence of any work product identified in the scope of work, photographs and descriptions of

equipment, structures, events, etc. that were produced, purchased or conducted.

a) See Attachment 10 for pictures of the following:

o Household Hazardous Waste Events

o Sharps collection containers purchased through HD17

o 55-gallon drums filled with sharps shipped from our facility

o Sharps returned survey cards
o Hazardous waste warning labels on DWR and WM bins

9. Payment Request and all required documentation, including an Expenditure Itemization Summary (EIS)
and Recycled-Content Certification Forms are attached as listed below:

a). See Attached Grant Payment Request Form 87 — Attachment 11

b) See Attached Expenditure Hemization (EIS) Summary Form 667 — Attachment 12

¢) See Attached Supporting Documentation by Expense Category and Vendor — Attachment 13
i Permanent Collection Facility - Clean Harbers Environmental Service, Inc.

1.

i

iv.

vi.

1. Invoices

2. QGeneral Ledgers
Publicity and Education - Eco Partners, Inc.

1. Invoices

2. Copies of Printed Materials

3. General Ledgers

4. Recycled Content Certification Form
Publicity and Education — Familia Graphics

I. Invoice

2. Copies of Printed Materials

3. General Ledger

4. Recycled Content Certification Form
Publicity and Education -~ Kewanna Screen Printing, Inc.

1. Invoices

2. Copies of Printed Materials

3. General Ledger

4. Recycled Content Certification Form
Publicity and Education — Assistance Plus

1. Invoice

2. Copies of Printed Materials

3. General Ledger

4. Recycled Content Certification Form
Personnel/Other - California Product Stewardship Council
Invoices
Copies of Printed Materials — n/a
General Ledgers
Personnel Expenditure Summary Forms 165
Travel Expense Logs/Forms
Recycled Content Certification Form — n/a

D B -

10. Grant Self Assessment checklist is not longer required.
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Attachment 1

P.O. Box 216381
Sacramento, CA 93821
916-480-9010

California Product -
C www.CalPSC.or

. Yolo HD17 Grant .-
EPR: A Better Way — Presentation
Post—Presentatmn Survey Results

Post—presentatlon SUrvevs were dlstrlbuted aﬁer each presentation given under this grant. Both a hard
copy version of the survey and an online survey were developed to facilitate the collection of survey
responses and in an effort to reduce paper waste. A total of eleven survey responses were received.

1. Were you aware of California’s Universal Waste ban prior to this presentation? Yes/No
Yes = 63.6%
No=136.4%

Conclusion: The responses ‘indicate that the majority of respoudents were aware of the
Umversai Waste ban prior to the presentat:on

2. 'Were you aware of Preduct Stewardshlp and Extended Producer Resp0n51b111ty (EPR) policies
and programs prior to this presentatlon‘? Yes/No :
Yes =36.4%
- No=63.6% -

Conclusion: The responses indicate that the ma_;orlty of respondents had not heard of EPR
prior to this presentation.

3. " _ Do you thmk the 1mplementatlon of EPR laws would be a useful way to decrease the burden on

local governments to ‘manage product waste‘? Yes/No L
.  Yes=909% - . ...
No 91% . ... .

Conclusxon- ’I‘he reSponses strongly mdlcate that EPR would be v1ewed as an effeetwe
_policy tool for reducing the burden of product management on local governments. This
- finding is encouraging because respondents represent both local government staff and
individuals from business and the private sector. This also speaks to the success of the
presenters in explaining EPR and the complex issues surroundmg product waste
management G T T

-4. Do you thmk the fmplementatlen of EPR Iaws would be a useﬁ.ll way to mcent1v1ze
manufacturers to make their products less toxic and more recyclable? Yes/No -

Yes=90.9% =
No= 9.-1%_
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Conclusion: The responses strongly indicate that EPR laws would be 2 useful way to -
incentivize manufacturers to make their products less toxic and more recyclable.

5. Comments on question #1 -
Conclusion: 6 outof 11 respondents did not provide any comments
The remaining 5 responses dare summarized as follows:
- “Increased cost that must be passed on to.consumer.”

“Interesting: we are recyclmg rehglously mthout reducmg the waste stream
. significantly.” ‘ : SR
= “It’s a big problem. Thanks for the educatlonal programs.” :

- “BPR is logical and an incentive, rather than punitive. I like how the
manufacturers design the program.”
- “Very informative.”

6. What was least useful about the presentation?

-6 out of 11 respondents did not provide any comments. The  remaining 5 responses are -
summarized as follows:

- “The presentatlon mvoived alot of language and we had a very 11m1ted
amount of time so I do not think the participants had enough time to digest the
overall value of the presentation.’ (comment received afterwards)

- “Sharps information — as it does not have a direct apphcatlon for most -
business types in Downtown Davis.”

- “Political bent not supported by process — consumption is the driver, based on
population “product.”

= “All good!” o
- “The map of other stewardshlp councﬂs

- Conclusion: . Qverall, the presentation was very well received based on these comments and
comments on guestion #5. Occasionally, the speaker was rushed through a presentatmn
because of other items on the agenda or provided a very short timeframe to begin with,
which is difficult with a subject matter as complex as EPR. With respect to the comment.
that the sharps information was not relevant to Davis businesses, this information was
provided for several reasons: a) the sharps element is part of the overall Yolo grant and

~ the’ presentatlon disciissed all of the objectives of the project and universal wastes; b) it is
unportant to prov:de information about sharps disposal to all Yolo residents as they may

“be sharps users or have friends or family that could benefit from this information; and; c)
‘itis an example of how stewardship can apply to product types. For that reason, the
presentation was not adjusted for Iater audiences to eliminate this information. The
comment that stated the “political bent not supported by process’ was not entirely clear but
appeared to be an opinion-based response so it did not support a revision of the
presentation. The map of other stewardship councils shows broad-based support for EPR
policy elsewhere, which helps establish that EPR is not 2 new concept. Also, one of the
respondents in question #7 identified the map of other stewardship councils as the most
useful part of the presentation, so this information was kept in the presentation.

Yolo HD17 Post Presentation Survey Results
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7. What was most usefu! about today’s presentation?

All but two of the respondents provide comments. The responses are summarized as follows:

. “The fact that the presenter was able to use real-life experiences when
preaching about the value of EPR.”

- “Info about availability of recycling collection bins that enhance community
outreach efforts for the businesses. RBRC program information.”

- “It was all useful information!”

- “Awareness of the waste processes”

- “Excellent speaker — clear and concise presentation!”

- “The EOL of the product is an important cost that needs to be met.”

- “Speaker’s ability to present subject”

- “Learning about successful programs in other countries.”

- “The program cost information.”

Conclusion: Based on the positive feedback, it can be concluded that the presentation was
effective and useful and no major revisions were required.

Yolo HD17 Post Presentation Survey Resuits
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- Summary of Sharps Disposal Mail-Back Survey Responses

YoloHD17-08-26

Background:

CPSC developed a post-card sized mail-back survey to gauge sharps users preference for disposal
methods for sharps containers and to gauge their awareness of and support for product stewardshib. .
Surveys were distributed with each of the 6,000 sharps containers purchased through this grant.
Additionally, Yolo County distributed surveys during the Yolo County fair in August of 2009. |

Survey Resuifs:

Most respondents surveyed first learned that sharps were banned from landfills through ‘word of
mouth,’ (37%), fol!owed by newspaper press releases (36%) This shows that educatmn efforts were '
sucressful in mformmg reSIdents of the néw law passed bannmg sharps from Iandﬂlls _ ' '

Respondents were evenly divided between the two most convenient methods of sharps disposal.  The
two highest responses, at {28%) were equally in favor of community drop-off locations and dropping off
sharps where you buy them. Community drop-off locations include City Hall, libraries and other spots - -
within each community, but do not include the Yolo County Central Landfill’s household hazardous
waste facility which is in a remote location from most residents and was a separate choice on the
survey. The second preferred method of disposal expressed by survey respondents was dropping- off
the containers where the sharps were purchased {28%) such as pharmacies. This was followed by the
mail-back option {24%), and finally drop-off at the County’s household hazardous waste facility (20%).

Early on, it became evident that there was likely a misunderstanding about how the mail-back option
worked as return rates were very low. Through discussions with personnel at the various distribution
sites and with sharps users, it was discovered that sharps users may have thought they had to pay for
postage on the mail-back containers, which could be a barrier to usage, and in general, did not
understand how the program worked. For example, some of the mail-back sharps containers were being
dropped off at the County’s household hazardous waste facility rather than being mailed back to the
sharps contractor. As a result, County staff worked with Sharps Compliance, Inc. to develop a highly
descriptive handout explaining the program. This handout was given to the distribution sites and
distributed with the remaining sharps containers and the rate of return improved for both container
types, especially the mail-back containers.

Over 84% of respondents answered that manufacturers should be financially responsible for their
products that have special disposal requirements. Over 75% of respondents also agreed that the cost
should be built into the cost of the product. This shows that respondents understand that
manufacturers should in some way be reSponsibIe for their products at the end of iife.




Respondents also agreed that the cost of disposal should be built into the cost'of the product so that no
additional fee would be charged for the product itself. This statistic confirms the following answer
posed about would residents be willing to pay a little more for hazardous household products, such as
batteries and fluorescent tubes, if the cost of recycling or disposal was included in the purchase price.

Over 69% of respondents agreed with this statement, showing that agreeing that costs of proper..
disposal being built into the cost of a product most likely means paying a little maore for a product up
front. AIthough the surveys ‘indicated that the mail-back option was preferred over the drop-off option,
and respondents indicated a preference for including the cost of the disposal into the purchase price of
the container and 2 willingness to pay-a higher purchase price, at no point was the cost of the two
options discussed: Therefore, we cannot concliide that the results would be the same if the respondents
were provided the cost information. This was an important lesson learned and would change the way
future surveys would be developed

Of these respondents who sald they would be w:!lmg to pav a bit more, 49% sa:d they would toierate an
increase of 50 cents per product 32% percent said they would be w:llmg to pay up to $1 extra for

proper disposal. Such responses show that respondents understand the importance and benefits of
manufacturers being financially responsible for their products at the end of life, but it’s clear that
respondents also understand that paying for disposal means that down the line, they may be the person -
having to uitlmate!y pay those costs. SERTR ' :
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Yolo Sharps Grant
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Local businesses, waste haulers, local government, elected
4/7/2010 Winters Rotary Club officials, University representatives Rodgers Lorie No
Local businesses, waste haulers, local government, elected
4/7/2010 Winters Rotary Club officials, University representatives Bryant Joanie No
Local businesses, waste haulers, local government, elected
447/2010 Winters Rotary Club officials, University representatives Wallace Charley No
Local businesses, waste haulers, local government, elected
4/7/2010 Winters Rotary Club officials, University representatives Kormos Ana No
Local businesses, waste haulers, local government, elected
4/7/2010 Winters Rotary Club officials, University representatives Trotter Joe No
Local businesses, waste haulers, local government, elected
41772010 Winters Rotary Club officials, University representatives Anderson Ed No
] Local businesses, waste haulers, local government, elected
4/7/2010 Winters Rotary Club officials, University representatives lones Chris No
6/24/2010 | Davis Downtown Business Association |Local Businesses loy Cohan Yes joy@davisdowntown.com
Winters Chamber of Commerce
8/13/2010 Executive Committee Local Businesses Hume Howard Yes gshmh@aol.com
Winters Chamber of Commerce
8/13/2010 Executive Committee Local Businesses Berna Mike No
Winters Chamber of Commerce
8/13/2010 Executive Committee Local Businesses Maguire Dan No
Winters Chamber of Commerce
8/13/2010 Executive Committee Local Businesses Becker Salli No
Winters Chamber of Commerce
8/13/2010 Executive Committee Local Businesses Jones Chris No
Winters Chamber of Commerce
8/13/2010 Executive Committee Local Businesses Meyer Nancy No
Winters Chamber of Commerce
8/13/2010 Executive Committee Local Businesses Myer Linn No
Winters Chamber of Commerce
8/13/2010 Executive Committee Local Businesses DeAngelo Debra No
Winters Chamber of Commerce
8/13/2010 Executive Committee Local Businesses Whitworth Valerie No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Ahlquist Bruce No

GalRecycle g

Funded by a grant from the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery {CalRecycle.)
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Yolo Sharps Grant

HD17-08-26
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Miyamoto Craig No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Mevyer Bob No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Moeller Robert No
9/14/2010 Wouodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Nordgren Ken Ne
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Pettit Tim No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Ramsay Aniewk No
9/14/2010 Woodiand Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Sanborn Carla No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Schwarzgruber |Tom No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Shertill Christian No
9/14/2010 Woodiand Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Smith Donald No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Stroski Dan zo
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Tran Amy No
9/14/2610 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Torres Rigo No
8/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Uilirch Marcus No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Vargas Pam No
§/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Venables Steven No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Wegener Gary Yes gwegenerd098@wavecahle.com
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Werum Mark No
9/14/2010 Woodland Rotary Club Local businesses, local government, elected officials Whittle Mahlon No
11/17/2010 | Woodland Solid Waste Committee  |elected officials, waste hauler, local government staff Davies Skip No
11/17/2010 | Woadland Solid Waste Committee |elected officials, waste hauler, local government staff Dote Martie No

CalRecycle “g!

Funded by a grant from the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle.)
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Attachment 4
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Mn!d

CLERK’S CERTIFICATION

I, Ann M. Waid, Deputy Citj; Clerk of the City of Davis, California, do hereby certify that the
foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of RESOLUTION NO. 10-102, duly adopted at a
regular meeting of the City Council of said city, duly and regularly held at the regular meeting
place thereof on the 6% day of July, 2010, at which meeting all of the members of said City
Council had due notice and at which meeting a majority thereof was present; that at said meeting
said resolution was adopted by the following vote:

AYES; Greenwald, Heystek, Saylor, Souza, Asmundson

NOES: None

ABSENT:  None
1 have carefully compared the same with the original minutes of said meeting on file and of
record in my office, said resolution is on file in the City Clerk’s office and is a full, true and
correct copy of the original resolution adopted at said meeting and entered in said minutes. Said
resolution has not been amended, modified or rescinded since the date of its adoption and the
same is now in full force and effect.

WITNESS my hand and seal of the City of Davis this 13% day o







RESOLUTION NO. 10-102, SERIES 2010 -

. " “RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF DAVIS -
SU?PO__RT!NG EX’I‘EN])ED PRODHCER RESPONSIBILI’IY‘ _

WHEREAS, on February 8 2006 Cal:forma S Umversai Waste Rule (CCR Tltie 22 Dms;on
4. 5 Chapter 23} bccame cffcctwe and : d

WHEREAS, the Umversal Wastc Rule bans Iandﬁﬂ dlspcsai of certain products that are deemcd
hazardous, including household batteries, fluorescent bulbs and tubes, thermostats and other
items that contain mercury, as well as-electronic devices such as video cassefte reccrders,
microwave: ovens, ceiluiar phcmes cordless phones pnntcrs, and radms and :

WHEREAS itis ant:crpatcd that the Ilst of Uniiversa! and other waste products detcrmmed to be
hazardous and therefore banned from landfills will continue to grow as demonstrated by the ban
of sharps n September 2008 and

WHEREAS, state policies cm'renﬁy make local govemments respons:blc for achlev;ng waste
dwersmn goals and enforcmg product dlsposai bans bcth of wh:ch are unﬁmded mandates and

WHEREAS the costs to manage Universal Waste and other prcducts banned from landﬁlls are
currently pazd by utility customers of the ery of Davis; and

WHEREAS there are environmental and human health 1mpacts assoc:ated with improper
management of Universal Waste, sharps and other pruducts and

WHEREAS, Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) is a pohcy approach in which producers
assume responsibility for management of waste products and which has been shown to be

effective; and

WHEREAS, when prod'ucers are responsxblc for ensuring their products are rccycled
responsibly, and when health and environmental costs are included in the product pncc there is
strong incentive to design and purchase goods that are more durable, easicr to repair and recycle
and less toxic; and :

WHEREAS, it is timely to develop and support EPR legislation to addrcss product stewardship
for hazardous and problematic products currently banned from Jandfil] dlsposal and those whlch
will be added to the list of banned items in the future; and :

WHEREAS, EPR framework legislation establishes transparent and fair principles and
procedures for applying EPR to categories of products for which improved design and
management infrastructure is in the public interest; and

WHEREAS, in January 2008 the California Integrated Waste Management Board adopted a
Framework for an EPR System in Califomia.

Page 1'of2




Resolution No. 16-102

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Davis that by
adoption of this Resolution, the City of Davis urges the California Department of Resources
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), formerly known as the California Integrated Waste
Management Board, to continue taking timely action to implement the framework for an EPR
System in California to manage Universal and other waste products; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Clty Counml urges the Cahforma Leglslatme to enact
framework EPR legislation which will give producers the mcennvc to desngn less toxic products
and make them easier to reuse.and recycle, and - : : . .

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Pubhc Works Director or designee be authonzed to
send letters to the League of California Cities, the California State. Association of Counties, the
California Department of Resources Recyeling and Recovery, and the State legislature and to use
other advncacy methods to urge support for EPR Frame’work leglsiatzon and related regulanons

and -

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Davis encourages manufacturers to share in the
responsibility for eliminating waste by minimizing excess packaging, designing products. for
durability, reusability and the ability to be recycled; using recycled materials in the manufacture
of new products; and providing financial support for collection, processmg, recychng, or
disposal of used materials. : o o

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Counctl of the C:ty of Davzs this 6"‘ day of July, 2010
by the following vote: : -

AYES: Greenwald Heystek Saylor, Souza Asmundson

NOES: - None

W%W

Rl_ith Uy Afmundson, PhD. .
. Mayor : T
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RESOLUTION 09-72

A RESOLUTION OEF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF WEST SACRAMENTO
SUPPORTING EXTENDEDiPRODUCER RESPONSIBILITY

WHEREAS approximately 45,000 tons of discarded materials and products are currently
sent 1o disposal at the Yolo County Central Léndf' if from our community on an annual basis at a
cost of $36.00 per fon; and o

WHEREAS on February 8, 2006 Cain‘omla 5 Umversal Waste Rule (CCR, Title 22,
Division 4.5, Chapter 23) became effective; and
i
WHEREAS the Universal Wasie Rule‘ bans landfill dlsposal of certain products that are
deemed hazardous, including household batteries, fluorescent bulbs and tubes, thermostats and
other iterns that contain mercury, as well as eiectromc devices such as video cassette recorders,
microwave ovens, cellular phones, cordless phones printers, and radlos ‘and

WHEREAS it is anticipated that the ias{ of Universal and other waste products determmed
fobe hazardous and therefore banned from landfills will continue to grow as demonstrated by the
ban of treated wood effectlva January 2007 and sharps in September 2008; and

WHEREAS state policies currently make local governments responsible for achieving
waste diversion goals and enforc:ng prcduct disposal bans, both of which are unfunded
mandates; and

WHEREAS Umversal Waste managernent costs are currently paid by taxpayers and rate
payers and are expected to increase subsia ntially in the short ferm unless policy changes are
made; and - :

WHEREAS Jocal governments do not have the resources to adequately address the rising
volume of dlscarded products; and

- WHEREAS costs paid by lecal govemments to manage products are in effect subsidies
to the producers of hazardous products and preducts designed for disposal; and

WHEREAS costs paid for managing household batteries is over $720.00 per ton and the
costs paid by the operator of the Yolo County Central Landiill's Hazardous Waste facility fo
properly dispose of fluorescent tubes is over $1 920.080 per ton; and

WHEREAS the City Council of Weqt Sacramento’ supporis statew:de efforts fo ho!d
producers responsible for Umversai Waste products and other product waste management costs;
and o

- WHEREAS there are significant environmental and human healih 1mpacts assomated with
improper management of Universal Waste, sharps, and other products; and

, WHEREAS Extended Producer Responsibilily (EPR) is a policy approach in which
producers assume responsibility for management of waste products and which has been shown
{0 be effactive; and i

WHEREAS when products are reused or recycied responsibly, and when_health and
environmental costs are included in the product price, there is an incentive to design products
that are more durable, easier to repair and recycle, and less toxic; and

i
!
i
i




Res. 08-72
Page 2

WHEREAS EPR framework Iegislaﬁob establishes {ransparent and fair principles and
procedures for applying EPR fo .categories of products for which improved design and
- management infrastructure is in the public interest; and

WHEREAS  the California Product Stewardship Council (CPSC) is an organization of
California focal governments working to speak with one voice in promoimg fransparent and fair
EPR systems in Califarnia; and ;

WHEREAS the City of West Sacramfenio wishes to incorporate EPR policies into the
City’s product procurement practices fo reduce‘ costs and protect the environment; and

WHEREAS in January 2008 the Calffomla Integrated Waste Management Board adopted
a Framework for an EPR System in Cahforma, and :

WHEREAS in July 2008 the National Association of Counties adopted a resolution in
support of a framework approach to EPR; ;

NOW, THEREFORE BE iT RESOLVED by the Clty Council of the City of West
Sacramento that by adoption of this Resolution, the City of West Sacramenio urges -the
Caiifornia integrated Waste Management Board 1o continue taking timely action to implement the
Framework for an EPR System in California to; manage Universal and other waste products; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of City of West Sacramento urges
the California Legislature to enact framework EPR ieglslatlon which will give producers the
incentive to design products to make them Iess toxic and easier {o reuse and recycle; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor of the City of West Sacramento be
authorized to sign the California Product Stewardshlp Council (CPSC) Pladge of Support; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of West Sacramento as a govermnment
agency, encourages all manufacturers to share in the responsibility for eliminating waste through
minimizing excess packaging, desighing products for durability, reusability and the abiiity to be
recycled; using recycled materials in the manufacture of new products; and prov:dmg financial
support for collection process:ng, recychng, or disposal of used matenafs and

BE iT FURTHER RESOLVED that f!he City of West Sacramento as a government
agency, deveiop producer responsibility policies such as leasing products rather than purchasing
them and requiring producers to offer less toxic alternatives and to take responsibility for
collecting and recycling their products at the end of their usefui life.

: PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Czty Councu! of the City of West Sacramento this 23%
day of September 2009 by the folfewmg vole:|

-AYES. Beers, Johannessen, Kr:.stoff, Villegas, Cabaldon
NOES: HNoze
"ABSENT: None _ Y

. v '
Christogﬁer L. Cabaldon, Mayor
ATTEST‘ : .

5/1-'0\4’1 /&M&’léba__

Kryss Ra#kin, City Clerk




RESOLUTION NO. 2009-49 | : y

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE .
CITY OF WINTERS SUPPORTING EXTENDED
PRODUCER RESPONSIBILITY '

WHEREAS, on February 8, 2006 balifomia’s Universzal Waste Rule (CCR, Title
22, Division 4.5, Chapter 23) became effective; and

WHEREAS, the Universal Waste Rule bans landfill disposal of certain products
that are deemed hazardous, including household batteries, fluorescent bulbs and tubes,
thermostats and other items that contain mercury, as well as electronic devices such as video
cassette recorders, microwave ovens, cellular phongs, cordless phones, printers, and radios; and

: WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the list of Universal and other waste products
determined to be hazardous and therefore banned from landfills will continue to grow as
demonstrated by the ban of treated wood effective January 2007 and Sharps in September 2008;

and
WHERFEAS, state policies currently make local governments responsible for

achieving waste diversion goals and enforcing product disposal bans, both of which are unfunded
mandates; and .

WHEREAS, the costs to manage Universal Waste and other products banned

from landfills are currently paid by the taxpayers and garbage rate payers of the City of Winters
and are expected to increase substantially in the short term unless policy changes are made; and

WHERFEAS, local governments do niot have the resources to adequately address
the rising volume of discarded products; and

WHEREAS, since local government tax payers and rate payers, rather than
produet manufacturers, currently bear the costs to properly manage Universal Waste, local
governmenis are i effect subsidizing the production of Universal Waste; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of Winters supports statewide efforts to hold
producers responsible for Universal Waste products and other product waste management costs;

and

WHEREAS, there are significant environmental and human health impacts
associated with improper management of Universal Waste, sharps, and other products; and

WHEREAS, Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) is a policy approach in
which producers assume responsibility for management of waste products and which has been
shown to be effective; and







"WHERKEAS, when produicers are responsibie for ensuring ‘their products are:
recycled responsibly, and when health and environmental costs are included in the product price,
there is strong incentive to demgn and purchase goods that are more durable, casier to repair and

recycle and iass toxic; and

: WHEREAS itis Umcly to dcvelop and suppoit EPR leglslatmn to addxess
product stewardshlp for hazardous and problematic products currenﬂy banned from landfill
disposal and those which will be added to the list of banned items in the firture; and

' WHEREAS, EPR framework législation establishes fransparent and fair
principles and procedures for applylng EPR to categoties of products for which improved des1gn

and management mfrastructure is m the pubhc interest; and

WHEREAS the California Product Stewardslnp Councli (CPSC) isan o
organization of California local governments working to speak with one voice in promoting
transparent and fair EPR systems in California; and

WHEREAS, the City of Winters wishes to incorporate EPR policies into the
City’s product procurement pracﬁces to reduce costs and protect the environment; and

WHEREAS in January 2008 the California Integrated Waste Management Board
adopted a Framework for an EPR System in California; and

WHEREAS, in July 2008 the National Association of Counties adopted a
resolution in support of a framework approach to EPR;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
WINTERS that by adoption of this Resolution, the City of Winters urges the California
Integrated Waste Management board fo continue taking timely action to implement the
Framework for an EPR System in California to manage Universal and other waste products; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council of Winters urges the
California Legislature to enact framework EPR legislation which will give producers the
incentive to design products to make them less toxic and easier to reyse and recycle; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Manager of Winters be authorized
to send letters to the League of California Cities, the California State Association of Counties,
the California Integrated Waste Management Board, and the State legislature and to use other
advocacy methods to urge support for EPR Framework legislation and related regulations; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Mayor Michael Martin be authoﬁze&
to sign the California Product Stewardship Council (CPSC) Pledge of Support; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Winters encourages ail
manufacturers to share in the responsibility for eliminating waste through minimizing excess
packaging, designing products for durability, reusability and the ability to be recycled; using




recycled materials in the manufacture of new products; and providing financml support for
collection, pmcessmg, recycling, or disposal of used materials; and

BE I'I‘ FURTHER RESOLVED, that ﬂ]ﬂ City of Wmters develop producer
responsrblhty policies such as leasing products rather than purchasing them when applicable and
requiring producers to offer less toxic.alternatives and to take. respons:b:hty for coilectmg and
recycling their products and the end of their useful life. :

- PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Council of the Clty of ‘Wmters State of
California on Septemher 15, 2009, by the foilowmg vote: . -

AYES: Council Members Aguxar-Cuu'y Anderson, Frldae Stone and Mayor Martin
NOES: .. None. o ‘ : _
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Michael Marfin, Mayor




" RESOLUTION NO. 5155

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF WOODLAND
SUPPORTING EXTENDED PRODUCER RESPONSIBILITY

WHEREAS, approximately 51,000 tons of discarded materials and products are
currently sent to disposal from Woodland on an annual basis at a current landfill disposal cost of
$37.72 per ton, for a total cost of approximately $1.9 million; and

WHEREAS, on February 8, 2006 California’s Universal Waste Rule (CCR, Title 22,
Division 4.5, Chapter 23) became effective, and the Universal Waste Rule bans landfill disposal
of certain products that are deemed hazardous, including household bafteries, fluorescent bulbs
and tubes, thermostats and other items that contain mercury, as well as electronic devices such as
video cassette recorders, microwave ovens, cellular phones, cordless phones, printers, and radios;
and

WHEREAS, it is anticipated that the list of Universal and other waste products
determined to be hazardous and therefore bamned from landfills will continue to grow as
demonstrated by the ban of ireated wood effective January 2007 and sharps in September 2008,
and there are significant environmental and human health impacts associated with improper
management of Universal Waste, sharps, pharmaceuticals, and other products; and

WHEREAS, state policies currently make local governments responsible for achieving
waste diversion goals and enforcing product disposal bans, both of which are unfunded
mandates; local governments do not have the resources to adequately address the rising volume
“of discarded products; and costs paid by local governments to manage products are in effect
subsidies to the producers of hazardous products and produets designed for disposal; and

WHEREAS, the costs paid in 2009 for managing household batieries were equivalent to
over $671 per ton and the costs paid by the opetator of the Yolo Couvnty Central Landfill’s
Hazardous Waste facility to properly dispose of fluorescent tubes were over $1,200 per ton, and
Universal Waste management costs are currently paid by taxpayers and rate payers and are
expected 1o increase substantially in the short term unless policy changes are made; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Woodland supports statewide efforts to have
producers share in the responsibility for Universal Waste products and other product waste
management costs; and :

WHEREAS, when products are reused or recycled responsibly, and when health and
environmental costs are included in the product price, there is an incentive to design products
that are more durable, casier to repair and recycle, and less toxic; and

WHEREAS, reducing the amount of materials discarded in landfills, increasing source
reduction and recycling of products, and reducing the toxic content of products are activities that







will contribute to ‘meeting City, regional, and statewide goals of reducing greenhouse ges
emissions, consistent with the mission of Woodland’s City Council Bnergy Committee; and

WHEREAS, Extended Producer Responsibility (EFR) is a policy approach in Wlﬁch
producers assume financial responsibility for management of waste products and which has been
shown to be effective; and -

WHEREAS, EPR. framework legisiation establishes transparent and fair principles and
procedures for applying EPR fo categories of products for which improved design and
management infrastructure is in the public interest; and

WHEREAS, the California Product Stewardship Council (CPSC) is an organization of
California local governments working to speak with one voice in promoting transparent and fair
FPR systems in California; and

WHEREAS, in January 2008 the California Integrated Waste Management Board, now
known as CalRecycle, adopted a Framework for an EPR System in California, and in July 2008
the Nationa! Association of Counties adopted a resolution in support of a framework approach to
EPR, in November 2009 the National League of Cities adopted EPR policy, and in June 2010 the
U.S. Conference of Mayers adopted a resolution in support of EPR;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
Woodland that by adoption of this Resolution, the City of Woodland urges CalRecvele to
continue taking fimely action to implement the Framework for an EFR System in California to
manage problematic produets, and to urge the Department of Toxic Substances Control to
implement initiatives to manage Universal and other foxic products; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Woodland urges
the California Legislature fo enact product specific and framework EPR legisiation which will
give producers the incentive to design products to make them less toxic and casier to reuse and
recycle; and '

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Mayor of the City of Woodland be authorized
1o sign the California Product Stewardship Council (CPSC) Pledge of Support; and

BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Woodland encourages ail
manufacturers to share in the responsibility for eliminating waste through minimizing excess
packaging, designing products for durability, reusability and the ability to be recycled; using
recycled materials in the manufacture of new products; and providing financial support for
collection, processing, recycling, or disposal of used materials; and communicating with haulers
and local governmenis about end of life management.




PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14_“_‘ dayr_of Decemher, 2010 by the fo!_lowing vote:

AYES: Council Members Davies, Dote, Marble and Pimentel
NOES: - None - o ) :
ABSENT:  Council Member Monroe
ABSTAIN: None '

' APPROVED AS TQ FORM:

Andrew J. Morris, City Attorey




County of Yolo (TOTALS)
HD17-08-26

Sharps Tracking Log

Distribution L.ocation:
Esparto-Clarksburg
Unincorpoarted Yolo County
Winters

Woodland

Davis

West Sacramento

TOTAL COLLECTED TO DATE

Total Containers Returned During Grant Term

Attachment 5

581

15%







Attachment 6

Received Summary By Date Range
' = “From #/1/2009 to 4/26/2011

Sharpsl

lssued Cnt ~ ReceivedCnt  Outstanding Cnt . Received Pct * Outstanding Pct
1,972 880 1,092 44.62% 55.38%
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Sharps Compliance, Inc. ) 9220 Kirby Drive Houston, TX 77054
Phone {713) 432-0300 (800) 772-5657 Fax (713) 838-0508

Report Generated on Tuesday, Apdf 26, 2011 @ 64816 PH




Received Summary By Date Range
© T From 4172009 fo 4/26/2011

Recsived Percentage
Cuitstanding Percentage :
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Sharps Compliance, Inc. 9220 Kirby Prive Houston, TX 77054
Phone (713) 432-0300 {800) 772-5657 Fax (713) 838-0508

Report Generaled on Tuesday, Apnil 26, 2011 @ 64816 PM




Received Monthly By Date Range
i From 4/1/2009 to 4/26/2011

Date Total Received Total Received Weight (Ibs) Average Received Weight {Ibs)
May 2009 1 1.15 1.15
Jun 2008 18 23.20 129
Jul 2009 35 47 65 1.32
Aug 2009 20 7565 1.28
Sep 2009 26 3290 1.27
Oct 2009 28 35.80 1.23
Nov 2009 30 38.15 ‘ 127
Dec 2009 39 50.55 1.30
Jan 2010 39 4935 1.27
Feb 2010 31 37.15 1.20
Mar 2010 80 10055 1.26
Apr2010 51 64.10 1.26
May 2010 66 85.35 1.29
Jun 2010 51 65.80 1.29
Jul 2010 56 70.20 1.25°
Aug 2010 63 8200 130
Sep 2010 21 26.15 1.25
Oct 2010 38 48.65 1.28
Nov 2010 46 59.00 1.28
Dec 2010 41 5285 128
Jan 2011 26 3361 129
Feb 2011 29 38.55 133
Mar 2011 20 26.40 132
Apr 2011 23 2050 1.28
Sharps Compliance, Inc. 9220 Kirby Drive Houston, TX 77054
Phone (713) 432-0300 {800) 772-5657 Fax (713) 838-0508

Report Generated on Tuesday, Aprif 28, 2011 @ 6:39:27 PM




Received Monthly By Date Range
" From 4/1/2008 to 4/26/2011
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' ER Received Monthly By Date Range
' From 4/1/2009 to 4/26/2011

Sharpsl

Average Received Weight By Model

Model ID Item Description Average Received Weight (ibs})
70100Y Private Label - 1 Quart - 70100Y 1.28
70100 1 Qrt MB System ) 127
10100 1 Quart Mailback Container 1.24
70140 1.4 Qrt MB System BD Private Brand 115

Average Received Weight By Mudel {lbs)

i11.24

7o100¥ 70100 10100 o140

Sharps Compliance, inc. 9220 Kirby Drive Houston, TX 77054
Phone {713) 432-0300 {800) 772-5657 Fax (713) 8380508

Report Generafed on Tuesday, April 26, 2011 @ 6:39:27 PM







Attachment 7

SUMMARY OF YOLO COUNTY SHARPS PILLOT PROGRAM
- THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2010

SECTION 1: BACKGROUND

Yolo Courity received a 17 cycle Household Hazardous Waste Grant from the Department of
Resources Recycling and Recovéry 10 evaluate consumer preference for two different types of
sharps containers and disposal'methods. Yolo County purchased 4,000 one-quart sharps -
containers to be disposed via dropping off at the County’s household hazardous waste facility
(drop-off containers) and 2,000 mail-back style sharps containers that include the one quart
container, a cardboard mailing box and pre-paid postage (mail-back containers.) These -
containers were to be returned via U.S. mail to Sharps Compliance, Inic. — the County’s
contractor for the mail-back service. The chart below shows the overall statistics as: of December
31, 2010: SEEEE

Overall Statistics:

Mail

: 'OVERALL SUMMARY | | Drop-Off | back | TOTAL
#of sharps containers given out L _ 2833, 1645 4478
# received/returned o I 4781  695] 1173
# remaining to be distributed - U 1167|355 1522
% returned, as compared to # givenout- - - o 16.87% | 4225% (. ..26.19%
Pounds returned e 5975 884 1481.5
Estlmated#ofsharps remmed‘ - .. - -} 33460| 48650 82,110

Mail-back Containers: A total of 1645 mail back containers were given out, 42% of the
mailback sharps containers were returned for treatment, amounting to approximately 884 Ibs of
sharps waste or roughly 48,650 syringes, needles, lancets and other sharps devices. '

Drop-off Containers: To date, 2833 drop-off containers have been given out. Approximately
16% of the drop-off containers were returned to the Yolo County Central Landfill collection -~ -
point, amouz;ting to around 608 1bs of sharps waste or roughly 33,460 syringes.

t Bas_e_d.on cpnvefsion factor provided by Sharp; Compliance, inc of épproximateiy 55 5harps perlb.




SECTION 2: CONTAINER DISTRIBUTION

The initial distribution of 1000 mail-back and 2000 drop-off sharps containers resulted in a
relatively low return rate for both container types. County staff, along with Sharps Compliance,
evaluated the distribution process to identify factors that may have influenced the low return rate
in order to address those factors and result in a significant increase in rate of return.

County staff and Sharps Compliance, Inc. discovered that the individuals responsible for handing
out the containers at health clinics and other distribution points, as well as the sharps users .
themselves, lacked an understanding of what to do with the sharps containers when they become
full, particularly the mail back-style containers. This was established through verbal interviews
and also evidenced by some sharps users returning their mail-back containers to the County’s
HHW collection facility rather than using the mail-back system. In order to address this, a one-
page product information sheet was developed by Yolo County, given to each distribution point
and explained to the staff at the distribution points in order to improve the correct utilization of
the mailback program.

The results of the increased and improved education were a strong improvement in proper return

of both types of containers. The collection of drop-off containers grew from a 10% percent

return rate to almost 17%. The educational literature developed for the mail-back program

- resulted in a drasuc improvement in rate of return — from a low of 13% to a post-education high
of 42%. Tt was acknowledged that some sharps users would not fill up their containers

immediately so return, likewise, would not be immediate.

County staff has recently worked with the distribution sites to re-apportion the remaining
containers so that sites that had an excess of containers could re-distribute their containers to -
other sites that had no remaining containers. This should help improve the distribution of
containers and ensure that all containers are given out to the public before the end of the grant

term.
SECTION 3: EDUCATION

As noted, after the initial distribution of sharps containers, it was realized that education for staff-
at the distribution locations and sharps users could result in an increase in the proper disposal and
rate of return of both types of containers. The simple process of developing a highly descriptive
handout explaining how to dispose of the sharps resulted in a major increase of the mail-back
sharps containers in the second phase of the program. The educational document is included as
Attachment 13 under Familia Graphics. '

County staff also found that the concept of proper disposal of sharps was relatively new to the
target audience as the sharps landfill ban had only been effect for a short time prior to the start of
this program and little to no stakeholder education had been done. Therefore, sharps users were




both learning that sharps cannot be landfilled and must be handled through an acceptable
method, and learning how to use the County’s offered programs. To that end, one of the most
effective elements of this grant project has been the outreach and education done, particularly
through press releases, articles and radio interviews, to make Yolo residents aware that sharps
cannot be landfilled and the options that the County offers for safe disposal.

SECTION 4: CONCLUSION

Although the grant ends in April, 2011, the County and Sharps Compliance, Inc. will likely
continue to receive sharps containers for a long time to come. There are several factors that may
influence the rate at which containers are returned: the rate of usage varies greatly among sharps
users, for example: some users self-inject only once daily, others self-inject multiple times daily;
the number of sharps that will fit in a one-quart container varies depending on the gauge of the
needle and syringe, causing some to fill up more quickly than others; some sharps users may
hold on to full containers until they are ready to take them to a facility or mail them for disposal,
accumulating multiple full containers rather than disposing of each one as it becomes full.
However, as a result of this evaluation, it appears that the mail-back containers have the higher
rate of return and, therefore, presumed convenience for sharps users between these two particular
disposal options. Interestingly, the results of the post-card survey showed mail-back as the third
choice of respondents (23%), with drop-off at a community location (i.e. library, City Hall, etc.)
as the first choice (28%), followed by dropping off the containers at the point of purchase (27%).

It should be noted that at no point was the cost of the different disposal options presented to or
discussed with sharps users. The retail cost of the one-quart sharps containers is roughly $4.00
and the cost of disposal , based on Yolo County’s contract with their HHW contractor, is an
additional $351.00 per 55-gallon drum at an approximate cost of $1.60 per 1-quart sharps
container. The all-inclusive mail-back containers cost approximately $20 each. We cannot
determine if the vast difference in out-of-pocket expense would lead to a different response from
sharps users in terms of preference, but the purpose of this objective was to determine the
method preferred by sharps users in order to provide that data to sharps producers for
consideration if and when a statewide sharps product stewardship system is developed.
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Attachment 9

160'S)

FOES 00°959'619) = €301
*9ACGE PAPNIOUI JoU BJe Lay) arojaisy)
sag} Buiddy |lupue ino yBnouy) palsnco aie Janamoy juels s yBnony
sjgeiq Jou aram UoHIS|I0D pue [suuosiad Jof sasusdxa sy} Juelb . Lannt
SIY} Jepun pajnguisip pue paseysind sietileucd piezeyolq sdisys suy vO'E § | ooeso'el $ - 64¥9 sdieys
pue juelB s Jspun paonpoid sjepeiew Ayogagnd pue uopeonps ey ‘JueIb
s8|yi Jepun sdieys sy} Jo jesodsip Jof JUNOSDE BAQGE UMOLS Saunbi ayi
: pesods)g Jesodsig .
SLNIWWOD e e ool | -pavsenion] -uoseon | peiseijoo spuncg leueen
M POIRSM ol punod Asea| 4o 1sod oy

13500 398fo.d uj papniou] mojaq seuoBaes 1500 yooyn

._.SN. .=,_ V-6002 Aenuep) uue) Jueil sod %9

00Z'08% HeloL
. aai ! . B
" 00 280%1 X X X 6zt $|Lle6L08  $ sv'9 m__%%m%hﬂwmm
paalag paAIeg pepeyen ’
{esodsig 380D
Ployasnoy | spjoyssnod § Audnqgnd | juswdinbg uonossjjon | |auuosied punogd pajve|ion spunog powew uoyasien
plodsues) , wefoid rej0) i
Asen eloid |- jo Jsquing AS0D 138[0dd :

IUeiS) Aq POAISS Al[ENIOY SPOYSSNOH 40 %

%001

JUeID) Aq pejebJe] SPloQesnoN 4o 5

000'c.L

£188-999-0€5

IUORDIPSNG Gf SPOUSSIOH J0 # [E10),

aqUINN suoYd WO AJUNOJO|CATGSIYNIW e
060002 uependog IBjynf essuEy BDWEN 1080
: g .
Aunog 0o 4 Honetpsting 92-80-L1GH

30 euieN

HOGIUINN JueiD

_Beq no_u.mz_wxm. .ﬁwm_.?_m

.E&EQ.E@X &.&nm&&m Em Jeyl spiay e &QQ,ES B8SE0/







Attachment 10

Evidenc_e of Work:
Photographs







Household Hazardous Waste Events
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Returned Sharps Survey Cards
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GRANT PAYMENT REQUEST
CalRecycle 87 (Rev. 03/11)

Complete the information requested.

Attach__m_ent | 11

1. GRANTEE NAME (AS APPEARS ON GRANT AGREEMENT)
YoLo COUNTY

2. GRANT NUMBER (ASSIGNED BY CALRECYCLE})

HD17-08-26

3. GRANTEE INVOICE NUMBER (OPTIONAL)
NIA L2

| 4. PAYMENT REQUEST NUMBER

5. EXPENDITURE PERIOD
VA0 - 430711

6. TYPE OF PAYMENT REQUEST {ATTACH SUPFORTING DOCUMENTATION)
I:i Advance Reimbursement Final

7. AMOUNT REQUESTED -
$60,218.71

1 8. Send warrant to:

GRANTEE NAME { €.0. , ORGANIZATION/BUSINESS NAME)
Yolo County

CONTACT NAME
Marissa Juhler

ADDRESS 7
44090 County Road 28H

CITY

Woodland

| STATE

CA 95776

ZIP CODE

9. I certify, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the Stafe of California, that the above information is true and correct
and that all costs for which reimbursement is requested herein were incurred in accordance with the above referenced

Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery Grant Agreement

/)E:/‘A,/ e / ué {C//u—ﬁ

Szgnamre/of Srg?m eAuthomy ! Ant}wnzed Designee
{as authorized in Resolution or Letter of Designation, LOD)

2124/,
Dafé !

[u ui’( t ,,im r/r mtw | Bg{m[ iJf >i§’€C_x/—©W

Print Name Titie
il .. CaRecycleStaffUseOnly <
W‘l 0. REQUESTED AMOUNT $
11. ADDITIONS OR DEDUCTIONS SUBJEGT TO WIT.E'I.HOLD : $
_ 12. SUBTOTAL $
1 13, LESS WITHHOLD {IF APPLICABLE AND AUTHORIZED IN GRANT AGREEMENT) i $
14. ADDITIONS OR DEDUCTIONS NOT SUBJECT TO WITHHOLD E $
15, APPROVED AMOUNT FOR PAYMENT $
16. COWENfS S B - o 17. DATE RECEIVED

Print Name

Approval Signature of CailRecycle Grant Manager Date Approved .

Print Name Date Approved

: Approval Signature of CalRécycle Program Meanager

Sae instructions on reverse side




GRANT PAYMENT REQUEST
CalRecycle 87 (Rev. 03/11)

lnformatlon and [nstructlons for completmg form

" SECTION TITLE . i . DESCREPTION
1. GRANTEE NAME (AS APPEARS ON THE Organization or business name as it appears on the grant agreement
GRANT AGREEMENT) : -
2 GRANT NUMBER (ASSIGNED BY Grant number assigned by CalRecycle as it appears on the gran’t
. CALRECYCLE) agreement
3. | GRANTEE INVOICE NUMBER (OPTIONAL) Number assigned to the payment request form by the Grantee
" Start with 1 for the first payment request and number all subsequent -
4. PAYME__NT REQUEST NUMBER payment requests consecutively.
; For the costs requested for reimbursement in th:s Grant Payment
5. EXPENDITURE PERIOD Request, insert the first and last dates of the period these costs were
|_incurred.
. Reimbursement- the typical payment request is paid on a
6 . TYPE OF PAYMENT REQUEST (ATTACH reimbtirsement basis
) . SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION) Advance—available only upon prior approval of grant manager
| Final- finat grant payment request for the project
7. AMOUNT REQUESTED - Amount being requested for payment
Grantee’s name, contact name, address, city, state, and z;p codeas it
8. SEND WARRANT TO appears an grant agreement o
: Print or type name and title of person authorlzed in the
! ResolutionfLetter of Designaticn included with the Grantee's
j Authorized person signs and dates
10. REQUESTED AMOUNT Amount requested by the Grantee -
| Additions or deductions to the requested amount determined by the
i : CalRecycle Grant Manager that is subject fo the withhold (e.g., the
1 . ADDITIONS OR DEDUCTIONS SUBJECT  Grantee miscalculates the requested amount). Based upon the
’ C TO WITHHOLD submitted supporting documents the CalRecycle Grant Manager will
. . adjust the requested amount to calculate a subtotal amount (line #12)
that will be subject to the withhold. o
Amount subject to the withhold and calculated by the CalRecycle
2 SUBTOTAL N Grant Manager.
13 | LESS WITHHOLD, {(IF APPLICABLE AND | Withhold amount authonzed in the grant agreement and ca!culated by
' AUTHORIZED IN GRANT AGREEMENT) - the CalRecycle Grant Manager
Additions or deductions to the requested amount determinad by the i
14 i ADDITIONS OR DEDUCTIONS NOT CalRecycle Grant Manager that is NOT subject to the withhold {e.g., at
) ' SURJECT TO WITHHOLD the end of the grant, the CalRecycie Grant Manager releases the
_____ amount withheld).
15. APPROVED AMOUNT FOR PAYMENT : Amount approved for payment by the CalRecycle Grant Manager
Comments about additions, deductions or general comments related
16. COMMENTS to this paymentrequest
17. DATE RECEIVED | Date payment request was received by the CalRecycIe

Send grant payment request with support;ng documentatron (r e., invoices and proof of payment) to:

Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CaiRecyc}e)
Attention: (Inserf name of assigned CalRecycle Grant Manager)

1001 “I* Street, P.O. Box 4025

. Sacramento, CA 95812-4025




State of California
CalRecycle 667 (Rev 2/18)

At'tachment 12

Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycele)

Expenditure Itemization Summary
Grantee’s Name: County of Yolo
Grantee’s Grant Number: HD17-08-26

For Expenses Incurred Between: 1/1/2010 - 4/30/2011
(enter reporting period dates) '

Permanent Collection Facility (Expand rows and columns as needed)

Vendor and Expense Description Invoice |Invoice Quantity Dollar Amount
Date Number
Clean Harbors - Disposal of sharps containers | 12/12/2009{6J0939401R (2) 55-gallon | % 702.00
through PHHWF (December 2009) drums @
$351/drum
Clean Harbors - Disposal of sharps containers 1/9/201016J1064258 (1)55gallon |3 351.00
through PHHWF (January 2010) drum @
$351/drum
Clean Harbors - Disposal of sharps containers | 7/31/2010[6J1041153R {15) 55-gallon | § 5,265.00
through PHHWF (July 2010} drums @
$351/drum
Clean Harbors - Disposal of sharps containers | 10/7/2010/613121672 {8)55-gallon |$ 2,808.00
through PHHWT (Cctober 2010) drums @
: $351/drum
Clean Harbors - Disposal of sharps containers (13) 55-gallon | § 4,563.00
through PHHWF (March 2011) drums @
3/26/201116J1182486R $351/drum
Subtotal $ 13,689.00
Publicity and Education* (Expand rows and columns as needed)
Vendor and Expense Description Invoice |Invoice Quantity Dollar Amount
: Date Number
Eco Partners Inc. {Winter 2010 Newsletter) 1/4/2010 6260 8000| § 1,630.00
Familia Graphics (Printing of Sharps Disposal $ 54326
by Mail Systems Flyers) 2/24/2010 16001 1200,
Eco Partmers Inc. (Spring 2010 Newsletter) 4/1/2010 6308 8000 $ 1,630.00
Eco Partners Inc. (Summer 2010 Newsletter) 6/22/2010 6349 8000 $ 1,630.00
Eco Pariners Inc. (Fall 2010 Newsletter) 10/1/2010 6391 8000} § 1,630.00
Eco Partners Inc (Winter 2011 Newsletter) 1/6/2011 6428 8000} $ 1,630.00
Kewanna (Printing of haz waste viny! bin -
iabels) 2/21/2011 50695 25001 § 1,685.45
Assistance Plus (Printing of West Sacramento '
Direct Mailers)™ 4/11/2011 38861 193711 $ 6,890.03
Subtotal $ 17,268.74

Personnel/Other (Expand rows and columns as needed)




Position Title and Duties

Hours |Rates with |Staff's Dollar Amount
. Benefits Names '
CPSC: California Product Stewardship £ 9,781.50
Council - Executive Director
(Jan. 2010 - December 2010)* 81.5 Heidi Sanborn
CPSC: California Product Stewardship ] 11,259.00
Council - Project Manager
(Jan. 2010 - December 2010} 125.1 Bonnie Low
CPSC: California Product Stewardship b3 2,172.00
Council - Accountant Naomi Gilbert
{Jan, 2010 - December 2010) 36.2 and Julia Au
CPSC: California Product Stewardship $ 2,527.50
Council - Clarity Web Studio Graphic Artist
(Jan. 2010 - December 2010) 33.7 Linda Beilharz
CPSC: California Product Stewardship $ 1,005.00
Council - CV Strategies Project Manager
(Jan. 2010 - December 2010} 6.7 Erin Gilhuly _
CPSC: California Product Stewardship Cara Van Dijk | § 3,770.00
Council - CV Strategies Associate (Jan. and Carolyn
2010 - December 2010} 37.7 Moloshco
CPSC: California Product Stewardship B 1,980.00
Council  (Jan. 2010 - December 2010} 16.5 Alicia Culver
Subtotal $ 32,495.00
Travel Expense Description Invoice [Invoice # Staff's Doliar Amount
' Date Names

CPSC: Travel from Cottonwood, CA to b 137.00
Woodland, CA  (0bj. 2.2) 2/3/2010]YS 01-2010 Bonnie Low
CPSC: Travel! from Cottonwood, CA to 5 75.00
Winters, CA  {Obj. 1.3} 5/4/20101YS 04-2010 Bonnie Low ’
CPSC: Trave! from Sacramento, CA to Davis, $ 24.00
CA (Obhl. D 7/2/20101YS 06-2010 Heidi Sanborn :
CPSC: Travel from Cottonwood, CAto 3 148.00
Woodland, CA  {Obj. 2.4) 7/2120100YS 06-2010 Bonnie Low
CPSC: Travel from Cottonwood, CA to $ 68.60
Winters, CA_ (Obj. 1.3) 9/7/2010{YS 08-2010 Bonnie Low
CPSC: Travel from Sacramento, CA to
Woodland Hotel in Woodland, CA  (Obj. 1)

- 10/7/2010[YS 09-2010 Heidi Sanborn | § 27.50
CPSC: Travel from Sacramento, CA to
Woodland City Hall for Energy Committee
Presentation in Woodland, CA — (O0)-240) | 1) o0 0100v5 100010 {Heidi Sanborn | $ 26.50
CPSC: Travel from Cottonwood, CA to
Woodland, CA  (Obj. 2.2) 12/2/2010|YS 11-2010  |BomnieLow | $ 129.00
CPSC: Travel from Sacramento, CA to Davis
Waste Recycling Facility in Davis, CA  (Obj. .
1.3) 12/31/2010{YS 12-2010 Heidi Sanborn | $ 17.50




CPSC: Travel to Sacramento State University
for Public Radio Interview in Sacramento, CA | S . : SR _ _
{Obj. 1.5) 12/31/2010(YS 12-2010 Heidi Sanborn | $ 9.50

CPSC: Travel from Cottonwood, CA to

Woodland, CA  (Obj. 2.2) 12/31/2010]YS 12-2010 Bonnie Low $ 129.00
Subtotal : ' $ 791.00
Other-Please Describe

*Difference between hours reported to the
nearest 1/10 of amount paid is different by
$1.50 due to rounding. Amount is immaterial.
No further action is deemed necessary.

*Note that $6,890.03 was expended with
Assistance Plus on this direct mail post card
however the budgeted and allowable expense
under this grant was only $2,865. The county
made up the difference of $4,025.03 for which
vou will only see the $2,865 requested on

CalRecycle Form 87.

Subtotal ' _ 3 33,286.00
EXPENDITURE ITEMIZATION GRANT 1 $ 64.243.74

Report Interest ONLY for the Grant Final (+$ )

Report and when Funds were Advanced:

*Two (2) copies or photographs of products are enclosed with this report -

CERTIFICATION

I certify, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that the above information is correct
and that all funds received have expended in accordance with the Used Oil Recycling Block Grant Agreement for
the Grant Number identified on page 1.

NOTE: 2 signatures are required
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“Signéture of PerSon Authorizéd by Resolution Print Name

Depily Duecler Mgl

Title ' Date Sig;m::df




y A KEITH LANE

Signature of Accounting Supervisor or Above Print Name
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