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IWM Task Force Members: San Juan Bautista Councilmember Jose Aranda, San Juan Bautista 
Councilmember (Alternate) Jackie Morris-Lopez, City of Hollister Council Member Dolores Morales, City 
of Hollister Council Member Priscilla de Anda (Alternate), San Benito County Board of Supervisor Angela 
Curro, San Benito County Board of Supervisor Mindy Sotelo (Alternate)  
IWM Staff: IWM Manager Celina Stotler, IWM Staff Analyst Kathryn Ramirez, IWM Recycling 
Coordinator Frankie Sanchez, IWM Staff Services Specialist Esmeralda Gomez-Del Real, IWM 
Staff Services Specialist Laurie Tankersley  

Integrated Waste Management (IWM) Local Task Force  

Special Meeting Minutes 
April 07, 2026 - 6:00 PM  

I. Call to Order  
1. Pledge of Allegiance  
2. Roll Call  
3. Acknowledge Certificate of Posting  
 

The meeting was held in the San Benito County Chamber and by Zoom. 
The meeting was called to order by Supervisor Curro at 6:03 p.m.  

The following LTF members were present: Councilmember Morales, Supervisor Curro, 
 Councilmember Aranda 

Acknowledge Certificate of Posting 
Supervisor Curro made a motion to acknowledge the certificate of posting. Seconded by 
Councilmember Morales. Motion carried 3-0. 

II. Presentations and Discussion Items  
1.​ FY 2026-27 Recommended IWM Regional Agency Budget Presentation and Make 

a Recommendation to Governing Boards 
2.​ Franchise Agreement Term Strategy and Make a Recommendation to Governing 

Boards  
 

Details below. 

III. Adjourn 
​ ​ The meeting was adjourned at 7:18 p.m. 
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Meeting Details: 
 
Presentations and Discussion Items 

 
1.​ FY 2026-27 Recommended IWMRA Budget Presentation and Make a Recommendation to Governing Boards  

 
Integrated Waste Manager, Celina Stotler, presented on the Recommended IWM Regional Agency Budget. Staff is 

seeking review and recommendation of the Regional Agency budget. Staff is also seeking for the LTF to make a 

recommendation to the governing bodies. 

Supervisor Curro questioned the HHW grant, specifically if we were budgeting for the life of the grant or just for the 

fiscal year. She questioned if it was a 2 year grant.  

Stotler responded that we are expecting to receive the grant funds in October and anticipate expending it by FY end. 

She added that if it’s not used, the grant will be carried over to the next FY. Stotler confirmed that it is a 2 year 

grant.  

Supervisor Curro inquired about the cost share plan estimates and if the 6% & 7% raises were accounted for in these 

numbers.  

Stotler stated the staff estimates are above the current actuals, but may not reflect 7% raises.   

Curro questioned where the funds for the recycling coordinator is coming from once the grant term ends.  

Stotler stated that the Regional Agency revenue received from the exclusive hauler and non-exclusive haulers far 

exceeds the expenses for the Regional Agency for next FY’s budget.  

Curro then questioned what the basic increase was for the budget shared between all three jurisdictions between 

last FY to this FY.  

Stotler answered that the difference is about $10,000. 

Councilmember Morales noted that there is a difference between the billable and revenue. She questioned if there 

is a reserve for funds that are not used. She added that we do not want to intermingle the county funds with 

Regional Agency funds.  

Stotler clarified that each city receives their own Recology franchise revenue payments. The county has 

incorporated its payments into its own solid waste fund, which is separate from the Regional Agency fund, and the 

County uses the solid waste fund to pay its cost share portion. Stotler added that she is not sure how the cities are 

accounting for their revenue, but she’d be happy to meet with city staff to discuss.  

Morales questioned what the Staff Services Specialists tasks are, specifically the temp positions. 

Stotler clarified that the budget for the two temp Staff Services Specialists is $100k for two and they would focus on 

customer service, expanding outreach, and administrative tasks.  

Morales requested IWM share any work plans we have. She would like to know how the new positions would be 

supporting the City of Hollister, including clean-ups. She questioned if there are any major anticipated expenses for 

the upcoming year.  

Stotler stated that there are no anticipated major expenses, besides the Recycling Coordinator to support SB1383 

requirements. All Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) expenses are already covered by Recology HHW fee revenue 



​ ​ ​  
 

San Benito County Integrated Waste Management Regional Agency  
Local Task Force  
___________________________________________________________  

paid to the Regional Agency. There are no major updates or equipment needed at this time. 

Councilmember Aranda asked for clarification regarding the $200K SB1383 grant and if it’s the one that is pending 

compliance or fines for lack of compliance.  

Stotler confirmed he is correct and that there is funding to meet compliance. 

Supervisor Curro asked if we are foreseeing any State level impacts or pulling back of funds that may affect us, 

especially with any new legislation?  

Stotler stated she is not aware of any new legislation.  

Radford clarified that the biggest change right now is Senate Bill 54 (SB54), which affects the Material Recovery 

Facilities (MRFs), but is not expected to affect local government finances. She added that there is other legislation 

for E-vapes and HHW as well, but it does not affect local governments. She clarified that this is the last year for the 

SB1383 grant, so no more funding is expected thereafter.  

Curro questioned if the new recycling coordinator would be interim or permanent.  

Stotler clarified that staff is proposing the position as a new permanent cost, but costs are reflected in the Regional 

Agency budget using existing funding streams. There would be no impact to customer rates.  

Curro moves to recommend budget approval to governing bodies, as staff has recommended. Morales seconded 

and requested documentation to bring to respective boards. 3-0 motion passes. 

No Public Comment. 

 
2.​ Franchise Agreement Term Strategy and Make a Recommendation to Governing Boards 

 

Presented by Consultant Rose Radford from R3 Consulting. Staff recommended a 4 month nonbinding negotiating 

period with Recology. Staff is looking for the LTF to approve negotiators, where IWM staff and an expert consultant 

would conduct negotiations. IWM is also looking to appoint an Ad Hoc Committee with at least one official from 

each governing body to advise and provide input to staff. Lastly, staff is requesting any feedback on improvements 

for the Recology agreement that the LTF would like to see. 

Public comment was made by Waste Management District Manager Tim Morris. He explained that they are located 

in Castroville and service the Monterey County area. They are very interested in the business opportunity. He added 

that they own the Kirby Canyon Landfill, and have a landfill facility in King City. 

Supervisor Curro mentioned this is a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA), and questioned who the legal counsel is.  

Stotler responded that the County is Lead Agency under the JPA, so legal advice is seeked by County Counsel. She 

clarified that before presenting to the Cities, we seek to meet with respective city managers who at times include 

their city attorneys.  

Curro asked how the decision is made when all three jurisdictions do not agree with a recommendation. 

 Radford answered that the Franchise Agreement is jointly held by each agency, and not by a JPA.  If a jurisdiction 

does not agree, they can choose not to sign and then separately procure services themselves.  

Curro questioned how negotiations are made or who determines what the negotiating team is doing.  
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Radford restated that we are suggesting an Ad Hoc Committee to be set up to advise staff as they proceed through 

negotiations. The typical process is to seek advice from this Ad Hoc prior to reaching an agreement.  

Curro inquired that if the LTF is going to make recommendations on what their concerns are, are they allowed to 

have a close session item that allows legal to go through the contract and add their concerns or comments. She 

wants to know what it would look like if their recommendation is to go down the negotiation process.  

Radford responded that the Ad Hoc Committee would be authorized to meet privately. 

Curro inquired on the LTF’s role. She added that she recommends having a closed session conversation with counsel 

on the negotiation tactics and the advisory group’s recommendations moving forward.  

Councilmember Morales stated that she didn’t see the agreement, reports, performance evaluations, or areas of 

improvement so she doesn’t think they have the necessary documents to make a recommendation. At the minimum 

she would like to see the agreement, performance appraisals, and compliance documents. She questioned if there 

isn’t an agreement how are we to move forward and what does it look like if the jurisdictions are going to be given 

a presentation. She agreed that a closed session discussion may be best.  

Stotler clarified that this task force is an advisory committee that provides recommendations to the governing 

bodies under the current joint powers agreement and cost sharing agreement. She clarified that the LTF is not a 

negotiating body.  

Councilmember Aranda questioned if being a part of the Ad Hoc is a conflict of interest since they are part of the 

LTF. He also asked if it is normal to proceed with negotiations, even if Recology is meeting our requirements. 

 Consultant Radford clarified that it is normal because the Franchise Agreement has a defined term late.  

Radford inserted that a closed session is unlikely to be allowable. She added that a copy of the franchise agreement 

can be provided and the performance review was provided yesterday to the LTF. Radford reassured that we would 

look into outside legal counsel that is not directly the County’s legal counsel.  

Supervisor Curro stated she would like to understand the history of the JPA to understand where we are going 

moving forward. She suggested that maybe the JPA needs to be updated between the three jurisdictions. She 

wondered if that needs to happen, how that would play into the negotiations.  

County Counsel Cameron confirmed that the LTF is an advisory body, so the negotiation is formally handled by each 

of the respective governing bodies. The governing bodies hold the authority and that’s why the LTF’s 

recommendations go to them for approval or denial. He clarified that the respective boards and city councils could 

select the same individuals for the AdHoc, since it wouldn’t be the “LTF” by name as a body but it would be the 

same individuals that constitute the Ad Hoc. 

Supervisor Curro questioned if the LTF members advise the jurisdictions to negotiate and they haven’t made any 

recommendations of what the negotiations would look like, then what are they advising.  

Counsel Cameron responded that they are making recommendations that are heard by the governing bodies, but 

only to the extent that they wish to consider those recommendations. He added that the main purpose of the LTF is 

to be transparent so that there is regular communication between the agencies and to the public.  

Stotler added that the Cost Sharing Agreement outlines the role of the advisory committee, which is to review 

quarterly expenditures and recommend on the annual budget to regional agency members. IWM staff has 

expanded transparency to the LTF by providing quarterly  staff updates and presenting on legislation that impacts 
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the three members. 

Councilmember Morales stated that she would like a copy of the JPA and would like to bring it back to the City of 

Hollister for review of what it entitles and how it could meet their needs.  

Councilmember Aranda questioned if we would like a special meeting or how we would like to proceed.  

Curro mentioned that she is trying to understand what the purpose of this body is and if we should be looking at 

this differently if it is solely a financial body. She recommended an added meeting to go over the JPA and the 

formation/history of it. She added that legal should also understand the history of this to be able to move forward 

in a way that’s productive.  

Morales added that she would like to make sure the city manager is added to the special meeting.  

Stotler confirmed that the city managers and delegated staff continue to be included on the calendar invites sent by 

Katrhyn. 

 Aranda asked if there’s a deadline for this recommendation or if it can be tabled.  

Stotler suggested that a meeting be scheduled within the next month to allow plenty of time to decide whether to 

proceed with the nonbinding negotiations or not.  

Raford confirmed.  

Direction was given by the LTF members to Staff to schedule a Special Meeting for May 5, 2026 at 6pm. 

Presentation and information requested include further background on the JPA, CSA, and the performance review. 

 

Adjourn 
 

Supervisor Curro moved to adjourn. Seconded by Morales. Adjourned the meeting at 7:18pm. 


