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January8, 2008

TO: GaryOkino

FROM: BarbaraMarshall

RE: Draft IntegratedSolid WasteManagementPlan

As you requested,herearemy written commentsaboutthedraft transmittedto theCouncil. You
haveassuredusthesecommentswill bepassedalonguneditedto theSolid WasteAdvisory
Committee.

First, theCouncil waspromised—andtheAdministrationwaslegally boundto provide—a25-
year-planto theCouncil by Januaryof 2007(Ordinance06-27).Insteadthe Council on
November16, 2007,receiveda draft5 yearplan. This is not a 25 yearplanandit is currently
on a timetableto be two yearslate.

Second,this is not aplan. This is a compilationof activitiesunderwayandcontemplatedby the
Administrationcurrentlyand in thenext few years. It givesno appearanceofgoingbeyondwhat
wastold to theexorbitantly-paidconsultantby theCity’s own EnvironmentalServices
Department,specificallytheemployeedesignatedby job descriptionand within thereportas
havingresponsibilityfor planning(seep. 12-12below).

Third, thereare greatgapingholesevenin thecommentaryprovidedin this document.Someof
thestatementsmadearemystifying: Page1-2, for example,makesthe comment“Hawaii is
uniquebecausein additionto a residentpopulationof over912,000in 2005,thereare4.7million
visitors to the islandeachyear.” Whatis thereaboutvisitors thatmakesHawaii unique?All
majormetropolisesin Americahavemillions ofvisitorsayear. This is thekind of statementthat
castssuspicionon theentiredocument.

Otherspecifichigh (or low!) spots:
P. 1-14: Thediscussionof theCommunityRecyclingbins makesnomentionof thecoststo the
city for this program—yettalksaboutexpandingit with no discussionof thefactthatthecity is
currentlyPAYING rising ratesto recyclepaper.

P. 1-19: Thediscussionon GreenWasteon page1-19includesno discussionoftheproblems
associatedwith thepilot programon automatedGreenWastecollection—andstatesthatone-
third ofthehouseholdsareusing the“automatedblue-bincollectionsystem”which is greater
thanthe figure providedto usby ENV in thecourseofthepilot program. Additionally, thereis
no discussionofhowthe city will dealwith excessgreenwastein areaswhichnow havetwo to
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four bins for automatedcollecuonofgreenwaste. Currentlyin thepilot program,greenwasteis
collectedthe day aftertrashph. cup—allowingresidentsto usetheir grey binsto handleexcess
greenwaste.This won’t be pus~ibleunderthenewsystemas conceived—butthereis no
discussionof any of this in th~report.

P. 2-9: Table 2-8 lists annualweightamountsby categoryfor H-Powerand WaimanaloGulch
landfill. While theTOTAL columnat thebottomof thepagecomputes,thetotalsof the
individual materialsdo not. Why?

P. 3-7: Theplasticbag issueis given shortshrift—with no discussionof theprosandconsof
banningplasticbags,eventhoughthis hasbeenproposedhereandin othercities.

P. 4-2: Acknowledgesthat thestatedoesnot recognizewaste-to-energyasrecycling—andnotes
therefore that the City doesnot meettheregulatorygoal—butmakesno mentionof whether
thereshouldbe a changein thestate’sattitude,or why waste-to-energyis not regardedas
recycling—orwhetherthe city shouldthereforeabandonH-Power. Furtherthereis no
discussionof what happensif thecity doesnot purchaseH-POWERorwhat costsmight be
incurredif that wereto happen.And it’s unclearwhetherthe ISWMP accountsfor addingathird
boilerat H-POWER.

P. 4-7: Section4.3.3: Thesearestatements,not discussion.Thereis no listing ofprosand cons,
andthesameis trueof thesubsequentsections.Section4.3.4—again,referringbacktop. 1-14
on communityrecyclingbins—whatis thecostto thecity? Shouldn’ttherebe an estimateat
least,whenwe know the costsarerising? Shouldn’tcost enterinto thepolicy-making?Andhow
doesthecity’s planto do island-widecurbsiderecyclingjibe with addingcommunityrecycling
bins?Thechaptergoeson in thesamevein.

P. 8-18: Thereis mentionofthe RFPfor optionson alternativeenergy—anda notethatno
vendorhasbeenselected(eventhoughtheCouncil wastold thevendorwould be chosenby
Septemberof 2007)and thereis no discussionasto thevalueofsucha facility and thereport
seemsotherwiseto focusonly on H-Powerexpansion.We needa discussionoftheprosand
consof thesesystems—nota restatementof Administrationprocess.

P. 8-21: Thediscussionof shippingis cursoryat best—andlists pricesfar beyondthose
mentionedby specificvendorsin thepast,which werein the$70-a-tonrange,andknownto the
currentRefuseDivision managementwhoprovidedthe informationfor this report.R.W. Beck
representativestold Councilmemberstheyobtainedthesenumbersby piecingtogethervarious
elementsof shipping—asopposedto talking to a vendoror usinga comprehensiveprice.
Additionally, thereportsays“the contracttermwould commencein 2011” but thereis no
discussionof gettingit donesooner—norofa non-cityownedfacility.

P.8-22: Ii’s assumedtheCity will “transportanddisposeof 600,000tonsofMSW peryear?”
On what wasthis figure based?And whereis thediscussionof how this might affectH-POWER
and landfill tipping fees?



P. 9-4—9-7: Theseareparagraphsrelatingwhatothers—fromnon-profitsto thestate—are
doing in regardsto recycling—butthereis no discussionof howthis affectsor doesn’taffect the
city’s plans.

P. 9-9: Thefigureson costsfor paperrecyclingfinally list thedramaticdrop in paperpricesin
2006—withno updates—andlistscasuallyin the last line that papermight bestbe usedasfuelat
H-Power—butthereis no suggestion,e.g., for changesin theordinancethatrequirescity
buildingsto recyclepaper,etc. This is particularlysignificantgiven therevelationin the
ExecutiveSummary(seeES-4below).

P. 12-2: Table 12-1: The Solid wastemanagementscenariosare lacking any listing of our
currentsystem—assumingthat any scenariois betterthanwhatwehave,but giving no reasonor
discussionasto why. MSW collectionand GreenWastecollectiongive no hint of current
operations—onlywhat is currentlyplanned, Theonly referenceto shippingsayscostsnot
available—butotherscenariosdon’t mentioncosts. And sincecostsarementionedin otherparts
of thereport—whywould this tablelist “costs not available”?

P. 12-6: Discussionof thevarious scenarioslists specificamountsof MSW and greenwaste
recyclableswith no indication of how thoseassumptionsaremade.

P. 12-12: Section12.6.] clearlystatestheRefuseDivision Chiefsmain responsibilitiesinclude
long-rangeplanning,conductingstudiesandpreparingannualbudgets.Given thattheRefuse
Division Chiefis one of thehighestpaidemployeesof City Government,why wasit necessary
to spenda million dollarsto haveR.W. Beckwrite downwhat he thinks?

P. 12.9: Conclusionsstatethe BaseCasehasthelowestoperatingexpense—butlists no reason,
then,to changeand we did not find this in thediscussion.

P. ES4: Thediscussionof pros and consof recyclingpaperversusburningit admits that the
analysiswasdonewithout knowing the environmentalimpactofAsianpapermills, wheremost
Honolulupaperis recycled. Without that, any discussionis empty—andwe are unableto
determinewhetherto continuerecyclingpaper. A “plan” shouldcontainspecificamountsof
paperwastegoing to any destinationandhow it is handledthere,including its environmental
impacts.

P. ES8:TableES]: Solid WasterManagementScenarios,specificallystates“all wastenot
recycledor usedas fuel at H-POWERis disposedof at the landfill through2014”. This allowsno
otheroptionfor disposal. R.W. Beckspokespersonssaytheydid considerotheroptions—but
thereis no discussionof such. Any planshould include sucha discussionwith supportingdata,
particularlyastheCouncil hassetpolicy to includealternatemethodsasgoalsfor reducingor
eliminatingtheuseof a landfill.


