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To: Dr. Eric Takamura
Director, Department of Environ ental Services

Fr: Councilmember Gary H. Okino

Chair, Committee on Planning & ust in bility

Re: City Council Comments on the Draft In rated Solid Waste Management Plan (ISWMP)

Enclosed for your review, and submission to the Solid Waste Advisory Committee
(SWAC) for its review and consideration, are copies of comments, questions and concerns
regarding the ISWMP that have been submitted to me by my fellow Councilmembers.

It is my understanding that the SWAC will be convening shortly to review, discuss, and
propose amendments to the ISWMP. The attached comments are specifically intended to
assist the SWAC in that effort.

Also enclosed are relevant pages from the Minutes of the November 27, 2007 meeting
of the Planning & Sustainability Committee. Pages 6 through 15 of those minutes summarize
the Committee’s discussion on the ISWMP and highlight many of the specific comments,
questions and concerns members had regarding the adequacy, intent and apparent
shortcomings of the Draft ISWMP.

Please forward this entire memorandum to each member of the SWAC, as well as to
representatives of R.W. Beck, the consultant responsible for preparing the ISWMP, prior to the
convening of the next SWAC meeting. I trust that all of these comments and concerns will be
considered by your department, the SWAC and the consultant when revising the Draft ISWMP.

Thank you for your prompt attention.

COUNCIL COM. 10
CCM
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: January3,2008

TO: CouncilmemberGaryH. Okino
Chair,Planning& SustainabilityCommittee

FROM: CouncilmemberCharlesK. Djou

SUBJECT: Draft IntegratedSolid WasteManagementPlan

Thankyou for theopportunityto commenton therecentlyreleasedDraft IntegratedSolid Waste
ManagementPlan,presentedto the Council on November20, 2007.

After readingthe document,I foundtherewasvery little in thewayof specificrecommendations
for thefuture. Theanalysisandsubsequentstatisticsofferedin theplanshowedmoreofahistoric
analysisofpreviousplans,thingsthat bothmyselfandotherCouncilmembersarealreadyfamiliarwith.
In readingthe document,I wasleft with questionsabout:

• whereexactlya future landfill shouldbe locatedon Oahu;
• what typeoftechnologyshouldbeadoptedfor thenext generationofH-POWER,the

garbage-to-energyplant; and
• what is theCity Administration’sspecific plansare for comprehensiverecycling.

Becausethis issueis so importantto thefuture ofthe islandandits residents,it is vitally
importantthat therebespecificanswersto theseandotherquestionsthat will comeupastheCouncil
fully examinesthedraftdocument.I look forwardto continueddiscussionson this documentandthe
ability to obtainspecific answersfrom theAdministrationon theoverallSolid WasteManagementPlan,

Thankyou againfor the opportunityto commenton this document.Bestwishes!
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January8, 2008

TO: GaryOkino

FROM: BarbaraMarshall

RE: Draft IntegratedSolid WasteManagementPlan

As you requested,herearemy writtencommentsaboutthedraft transmittedto theCouncil.You
haveassuredus thesecommentswill be passedalonguneditedto the Solid WasteAdvisory
Committee.

First, the Council was promised—andtheAdministrationwas legally boundto provide—a25-
year-planto theCouncil by Januaryof2007(Ordinance06-27).InsteadtheCouncil on
November16, 2007,receiveda draft5 yearplan. This is not a25 yearplan andit is currently
on a timetableto be two yearslate.

Second,this is not a plan. This is a compilationofactivities underwayandcontemplatedby the
Administrationcurrently andin thenext few years. It givesno appearanceofgoingbeyondwhat
wastold to theexorbitantly-paidconsultantby theCity’s own EnvironmentalServices
Department,specificallytheemployeedesignatedby job descriptionandwithin thereport as
havingresponsibilityfor planning(seep.12-12below). -

Third, therearegreatgapingholesevenin the commentaryprovidedin this document.Someof
the statementsmadearemystifying: Page1-2, for example,makesthecomment“Hawaii is
uniquebecausein additionto a residentpopulationofover912,000in 2005,thereare 4.7 million
visitors to the islandeachyear.” What is thereaboutvisitors that makesHawaii unique?All
majormetropolisesin Americahavemillions ofvisitorsayear. This is thekind of statementthat
castssuspicionon theentiredocument.

Otherspecifichigh (or low!) spots:
P. 1-14: Thediscussionof theCommunityRecyclingbins makesno mentionof the coststo the
city for this program—yettalksaboutexpandingit with no discussionof thefactthat thecity is
currentlyPAYING rising ratesto recyclepaper.

P. 1-19: Thediscussionon GreenWasteon page1-19 includesno discussionof theproblems -

associatedwith thepilot programon automatedGreenWastecollection—andstatesthat one-
third ofthehouseholdsareusingthe “automatedblue-bincollectionsystem”which is greater
thanthefigureprovidedto usby ENV in thecourseof thepilot program. Additionally, thereis
no discussionof how thecity will dealwith excessgreenwastein areaswhich now havetwo to



four bins for automatedcollection of greenwaste. Currentlyin thepilot program,greenwasteis
collectedtheday aftertrashpickup—allowingresidentsto usetheirgrey binsto handleexcess
greenwaste.This won’t be possibleunderthenewsystemas conceived—butthereis no
discussionof any ofthis in thereport.

P. 2-9: Table2-8 lists annualweightamountsby categoryfor H-PowerandWaimanaloGulch
landfill. While theTOTAL columnat thebottomofthepagecomputes,the totalsof the
individual materialsdo not. Why?

P. 3-7: Theplastic bagissueis givenshortshrift—with no discussionof theprosand consof
banningplasticbags,eventhoughthis hasbeenproposedhereand in othercities.

P. 4-2: Acknowledgesthat thestatedoesnotrecognizewaste-to-energyasrecycling—andnotes
therefore thattheCity doesnot meettheregulatorygoal—butmakesno mentionofwhether
thereshouldbe a changein thestate’sattitude,orwhy waste-to-energyis not regardedas
recycling—orwhetherthecity should thereforeabandonH-Power. Furtherthereis no
discussionof whathappensif thecity doesnotpurchaseH-POWERorwhatcostsmight be
incurredif that wereto happen.And it’s unclearwhethertheISWMP accountsfor addingathird
boiler at H-POWER.

P. 4-7: Section4.3.3: Thesearestatements,not discussion. Thereis no listing ofprosandcons,
andthe sameis trueofthe subsequentsections. Section4.3.4—again,referringbacktop. 1-14
on communityrecyclingbins—whatis thecostto the city? Shouldn’ttherebeanestimateat
least,whenwe know thecostsarerising? Shouldn’tcostenterinto thepolicy-making?And how
doesthecity’s planto do island-widecurbsiderecyclingjibe with addingcommunityrecycling
bins?Thechaptergoeson in thesamevein.

P. 8-18: Thereis mentionof theRFPfor optionson alternativeenergy—anda notethat no
vendorhasbeenselected(eventhoughthe Council wastold thevendorwould bechosenby
Septemberof 2007)andthereis no discussionasto the valueof suchafacility andthereport
seemsotherwiseto focusonly on H-Powerexpansion.We needa discussionoftheprosand
consofthesesystems—nota restatementofAdministrationprocess.

P. 8-21: Thediscussionof shippingis cursoryat best—andlists pricesfar beyondthose
mentionedby specificvendorsin thepast,which werein the$70-a-tonrange,andknownto the
currentRefuseDivision managementwho providedtheinformation forthis report.R.W. Beck
representativestold Councilmembersthey obtainedthesenumbersby piecingtogethervarious
elementsof shipping—asopposedto talkingto a vendororusinga comprehensiveprice.
Additionally, thereportsays“the contracttermwould commencein 2011” but thereis no
discussionof gettingit donesooner—norof anon-city ownedfacility.

P. 8-22: It’s assumedtheCity will “transportanddisposeof600,000tonsof MSW peryear?”
On what wasthis figure based?And where is thediscussionofhow this mightaffectH-POWER
and landfill tipping fees?



P. 9-4—9-7: Theseareparagraphsrelatingwhat others—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 thedramaticdropin paperpricesin
2006—withno updates—andlists casuallyin the last line thatpapermight bestbe usedasfuel at
H-Power—butthereis no suggestion,e.g., for changesin the ordinancethatrequirescity
buildingsto recyclepaper,etc. This is particularlysignificantgiventherevelationin the
ExecutiveSummary(seeES-4below).

P. 12-2: Table 12-1: The Solid wastemanagementscenariosarelacking any listing ofour
currentsystem—assumingthat anyscenariois betterthanwhatwe have,but giving no reasonor
discussionasto why. MSW collection andGreenWastecollection give no hint of current
operations—onlywhat is currentlyplanned.Theonly referenceto shippingsayscostsnot
available—butotherscenariosdon’t mentioncosts. And sincecostsarementionedin otherparts
of thereport—whywould this tablelist “costsnot available”?

P. 12-6: Discussionof thevariousscenarioslists specificamountsof MSW andgreenwaste
recyclableswith no indicationof howthoseassumptionsaremade.

P. 12-12: Section 12.6.1 clearlystatestheRefuseDivision Chief’s main responsibilitiesinclude
long-rangeplanning,conductingstudiesandpreparingannualbudgets.Given thattheRefuse
Division Chiefis one ofthehighestpaidemployeesof City Government,whywasit necessary
to spenda million dollarsto haveR.W. Beckwrite downwhat he thinks?

P. 12,9:Conclusionsstatethe BaseCasehasthelowestoperatingexpense—butlistsno reason,
then,to changeand wedid not find this in thediscussion.

P. ES4: Thediscussionof prosand consof recyclingpaperversusburningit admitsthat the
analysiswasdonewithout knowing theenvironmentalimpactofAsianpapermills, wheremost
Honolulu paperis recycled. Without that, any discussionis empty—andweareunableto
determinewhetherto continuerecyclingpaper. A “plan” shouldcontainspecificamountsof
paperwastegoing to anydestinationand how it is handledthere,including its environmental
impacts.

P. ES8:Table ES1: Solid WasterManagementScenarios,specificallystates“all wastenot
recycledor usedasfuel at H-POWERis disposedofatthe landfill through2014”. This allows no
otheroptionfor disposal.R.W. Beckspokespersonssaythey did considerotheroptions—but
thereis no discussionofsuch. Any planshould include sucha discussionwith supportingdata,
particularlyas theCouncil hassetpolicy to includealternatemethodsasgoalsfor reducingor
eliminatingthe useof a landfill.
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In response to Committee Member Cachola’s queries, Mr. Takemoto stated that
there are only two or three large landowners doing active farming and six others
that are inactive. The majority of the landowners belong to LURE. Statewide
there are about 2,000 plus acres in prime Ag. A great portion of the farmers in
the HFB lease their property.

Mr. Takemoto stated his appreciation for the City Council’s ADTF because it
showed Council’s support for Ag.

Mr. Arakawa stated LURF’s support of the Resolution and noted that he had
submitted written testimony outlying their comments.

Committee Member Cachola suggested that all lands leased to farmers be
designated as IAL, irrespective of their location. Mr. Arakawa responded that he
would look into that suggestion. Mr. Takemoto stated that the HFB had a
different perspective. It does not want to the make the IAL a strictly land use
initiative but to also be economically driven to ensure that farming and productive
farmlands be included in the equation.

Action on Resolution 07-374 deferred.

AYES: APO, CACHOLA, KOBAYASHI, TAM, OKINO —5.
NOES: None.

Related communications in support:

M-1536 Calvin W. S. Lum, D,V.M., North Shore Cattle Company
M-1537 David Robichaux
M-1538 Jeffrey Kalani Alameida
M-1539 Frederick M. Mencher, East Oahu County Farm Bureau
M-1 540 David Arakawa, Executive Director, LURF

FOR DISCUSSION:

3. COMMUNICATION D-817

DRAFT INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE.
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Administration/Others

Eric Takamura, Director, Department of Environmental Services (ENV)
Robert Craggs, National Director, R. W. Beck Solid Waste Consulting

Practice
Karen Luken, Senior Director, R. W. Beck Solid Waste Consulting

Practice

Mr. Craggs introduced the draft Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan
(ISWMP) Update. The thick document has an Executive Summary that pulls out
the key pieces of the ISWMP and the appendix provides supporting
documentation.

Ms. Luken noted that the plan included State Department of Health (DOH)
requirements because ultimately the report is approved by the State DOH. She
briefly reviewed some of the planning level costs and described the next steps
for compliance with the State planning approval process.

Following the consultant’s presentation, a lengthy question and answer session
ensued.

In response to Council Chair Marshall, Mr. Craggs stated that R. W. Beck was
hired in June of 2006. The original agreement cost was $800,000, change
orders brought the cost up to approximately $1 million. To date $700,000 in
payments were made to R. W. Beck.

Mr. Craggs responded to Council Chair Marshall’s question by stating that they
became aware of ROH Section 9-1.13 significantly into the process of doing the
plan. When the scope of work was negotiated it was specifically suggested that
it was an update to the ISWMP and was developed to be consistent with the
State statute that requires a five-year update, every five years. Council Chair
Marshall interjected that the five year due date was in 2006.

Ms. Luken informed that in the spring of 2007, R. W. Beck promised the
Planning and Sustainability Committee that a draft ISWMP would be submitted in
the fall of 2007. In September, they found out that it should be a 25-year plan,
but given the circumstances and time frame, made a decision to submit the draft
plan as written to the Council. It is their intent that during the 120-day review
period they will make revisions, project out waste quantities and do the financial
analysis to meet the 25-year time span.
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Council Chair Marshall stated that she had a million questions on the report and
commented that a large part of the report seemed to contain statistics spewed
out by the ENV. She queried as to what percentage of the report could be
attributed to R. W. Beck.

Mr. Craggs stated that he took issue with the Council Chair’s characterization of
the report. The ISWMP is an interim planning process. For the key pieces of
the plan they worked with ENV to understand the programs and to discuss
strategies. They also met with the Solid Waste Action Committee (SWAC) to get
feedback. The cost analysis is a comprehensive undertaking, involving
considerable effort, financial modeling and is more than taking information from
the staff and plugging them into tables.

Council Chair Marshall questioned whether any exploration of alternative
technologies had been done and why those details, if any, were not included in
the report.

Mr. Craggs said they discussed with SWAC such alternatives as Plasma Arc,
municipal solid waste (MSW) composting and different types of waste to energy
facilities as well as the expansion of the waste to energy facility. The RFP is the
first step in doing that process. In the revisions they will incorporate a section to
address alternative technologies more fully.

Mr. Craggs responded to Council Chair Marshall stating that R. W. Beck did not
have access to the data on emissions from the mills in China and pointed out that
it was not part of their work. The statement in the report merely acknowledges
that not all but some of the waste paper that is recycled back to paper does make
its way specifically to China and to Asia.

Council Chair Marshall commented that she was concerned because conclusions
in the report seemed to be drawn from incomplete data.

Committee Chair Okino asked Council Chair Marshall if she wanted to meet with
the consultants privately to go over her concerns.

Council Chair Marshall replied in the negative stating that it is important that
Council concerns/issues be raised and be made in a public forum rather than
privately in the office. Most of the public is not going to wade through the thick
ISWMP.
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Councilmember Djou remarked that he joined Council Chair Marshall’s
expression of surprise at the ISWMP. It struck him as being more of a report
than a plan.

Councilmember Djou questioned whether R. W. Beck was going to provide any
recommendation or guidance with regard to HPower. What is their plan for the
City, should the City go into a different technology or to a third boiler?

Mr. Craggs responded that the strategies laid out in 8.4.3 outlines some of the
key pieces relating to HPower: 1) Supports upgrading its air pollution control
equipment to meet Federal regulations, and 2) Describes the RFP that has been
circulated, and 3) Describes the proposals that are being evaluated relating to
expanding the waste to energy capacity.

Ms. Luken offered to clarify the role of the plan. Honolulu has a comprehensive
solid waste management system where only 10% of what the City does now may
have to change. It is not like the island of Kauai where they are making a 180-
degree change in their ISWMP.

With respect to Councilmember Djou’s question on waste to energy, Section 8
will be modified to talk about the different technologies that were evaluated. At
this point, in their research about technologies such as plasma arc and MSW
composting, they found that there are no full scale operating facilities in the
United States that can comply with EPA regulations that would be appropriate for
Oahu’s use at this time. That is why they are recommending that the City pursue
expanding the waste to energy capacity versus technology such as plasma arc.
There is no plasma arc facility in the United States that can manage MSW.

The towns utilizing alternative technologies effectively manage a waste stream
that is homogeneous. A plasma arc facility is used for medical waste and
processes the same type of waste every day. The processing of MSW
fluctuates on a daily basis. It could be a seasonal variation or a tourist variation
that is why the recommended technology is one that can accept variations in the
waste stream.

Councilmember Djou requested that the response given by Ms. Luken be in the
revised report.

Councilmember Djou questioned Section 11 on landfill, again why was no
guidance provided if the Land Use Commission (LUC) denies the permit for the
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Waimanalo Gulch Landfill. There was a big fight on the Council floor two years
ago on this issue.

Mr. Craggs responded that R. W. Beck looked at and evaluated the scope of
potential expansion at Waimanalo Gulch relative to the volumetric capacity and
the amount of tonnage that could go in based on the existing fill rate. Part of the
work done was dependent on several different variables and the capacity could
be extended as much as 15 years or as little as nine years.

Mr. Craggs responded to Councilmember Djou regarding a contingency plan in
the event no permit was issued by the LUC for Waimanalo Gulch. There was a
relatively limited discussion in 8.5.3. The City has a contract with a private
landfill operator with set prices for disposal of particular materials that would
serve as one alternative and another alternative is the trans shipment of waste.
The SWAC had representatives from Oahu’s private solid waste management
industry and they expressed interest in transshipment as an interim measure.
That discussion can be incorporated in the report.

Councilmember Djou questioned if there was any reason for flow control when
they projected a high estimate of $245 to $341 per ton to ship waste.

Mr. Craggs responded that if the contract is competitively bid, the cost could be
significantly less. In some circumstances the price could be bid low enough that
it could under cut the present tipping fees for a short period of time, depending
on the focus of the agreement and its specific terms. Flow control is critical to
meeting the contract requirement at HPower.

There are municipalities that have waste to energy facilities and curbside
recycling and over the years have used a combination of statutory flow control
and economic flow control to keep the flow of waste going to their facilities.

There are several waste to energy facilities in the northeast and one that actually
litigated the ability to legislate flow control and won that Supreme Court case.

Committee Member Apo expressed similar sentiments to Council Chair Marshall
and Councilmember Djou, by questioning what the consultants felt was the
purpose of the document for the Council. Is it a roadmap for the next five years
or is it a document to be used by Council to set policy and for the Administration
to use as an operating body to deal with and to make decisions about solid
waste.
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In response Mr. Craggs stated that R. W. Beck was asked to get a plan approved
that would be an update first and foremost to meet the State statutes. In part it
should serve as a road map for the next five years and the cost analysis
effectively should provide the City with thoughts and options.

Ms. Luken added that Table 13.1, the actual implementation schedule, contains
all of the line items that are in the plan. The information is somewhat buried in
text of what is currently going on. The table is the road map and action items
that R. W. Beck in conjunction with SWAC are supporting for the five-year
period.

Committee Member Apo commented that the City is in the situation where the
LUC permit says that Waimanalo Gulch Landfill closes in May 2008. He asked if
R. W. Beck had any recommendations for a City back up plan should the LUC
not grant the City an extension or expansion.

Ms. Luken stated that their recommendation is to pursue the Waimanalo Landfill
with a private landfill or shipping as back ups. The City has to get the
procurement document on the street in order to find out what the actual bid costs
of shipping waste to the mainland would be.

Committee Member Apo asked why the report recommended extended the
landfill over Oahu’s sole source aquifer.

Mr. Craggs responded that there is an ElS presently being done and it will study
that issue. Ms. Luken added that other factors such how close the landfill is to
the aquifer and also the flow rate of the aquifer affect where a landfill can be
located. The DOH is not going to approve a permit if it does not meet the EPA
standards.

Committee Member Apo commented he was concerned because the report did
not address that issue.

Mr. Craggs stated that Section 11 talks about a citing process with a set of
criteria that includes the environmental issues. The plan itself provides a process
that could be used to move forward when it comes to citing a new facility.

Committee Member Apo stated that he has questions about the citing process
and found that the numbers in the report to be misleading. No one would be
shipping at the rates quoted, with $245 per ton being the low end.
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Mr. Craggs responded that time and thought have gone into the report. The
appendix is more than piecing parts together. It was an analysis of the cost
based on the realities of doing it. It was specific to Honolulu and specific to a
destination. To avoid misleading statements, one of the approaches would be to
have dialogue with the contractors who are proposing to offer the services. It
would be beneficial to have conversations with the vendors to find out how they
are going to do it in a cost competitive way. The term of the contract is key to
cost competitiveness.

A lengthy discussion ensued with Committee Member Apo.

Committee Member Apo recalled that when he was a member of the public a
potential shipper provided the City with a written unsolicited bid of $70 per ton.
At least three potential shippers have had conversations with the City over the
past five years, but none of those discussions were part of the report..

Mr. Craggs responded that it was not included because there was no formal
written proposal from a contractor provided to R. W. Beck when they were
preparing the report.

The City staff conveyed to them that there are interested vendors and that is why
Information For Bid (IFB) is being developed. As your consultants, we suggest
that the best approach is to request competitive proposals with a set term and to
see actual written proposals.

Ms. Luken added that in Appendix C there is a very detailed analysis of what
steps are involved in transshipment and what the range of costs could be. They
are uncertain if vendors would give away their business assumptions. That is
why they are stressing that until the City goes out to bid there will be no answers.

Committee Member Apo expressed dismay that information about potential
shippers was left out of the report because it lends itself to a bigger question on
the credibility of the report itself.

Mr. Craggs responded by stating that the discussion this afternoon has led to a
good dialogue in understanding the a role of the plan and of the role of R. W.
Beck as seen through the eyes of the Council.

As the City’s consultant, they viewed their role as representative of the City’s
interests, but from the perspective of providing an independent cost assessment
as its first step. The best response is that they did not receive and did not
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understand that there was a formal proposal made in writing. If there is
information that has been put down in writing that can be characterized and put
into the plan, it will be done.
Committee Member Apo stated that he would be extremely concerned if this
portion of the report did not get revised.

Committee Member Okino interjected that the contradicting statements should be
taken out or restated, otherwise doubt would be cast on the report’s contents.

Committee Member Apo questioned where the information for Section 11, page
11 .2 came from “... the process also identified Waimanalo Gulch the existing
site as the best alternative for further development since when all criteria were
applied, it ranked higher than the other four sites.”

Mr. Luken responded that it came from the Blue Ribbon Commission report and
from discussions with the Commission’s Facilitator, Dee Dee Letts.

Committee Member Apo explained the background of the Blue Ribbon Panel’s
position regarding ranking of sites. The panel was very clear from the onset that
the rankings were not to be used to identify what would be a best site or a
second best site or third best site. It would not be used externally for any of
those purposes. The double blind rankings were not to be used as a conclusion
that this is the best site to have the landfill. It was purely information for the
panel to use to further evaluate sites.

Committee Member Apo’s major concern was that anyone reading the report
would think that the Blue Ribbon Panel did a ranking and selected Waimanalo
Gulch as the best place to do land filling. That was not a conclusion ofthe panel.

Ms. Luken responded that she was not aware of the Blue Ribbon Panel
background and the report will be corrected.

Committee Member Apo also noted that there was not much discussion pro or
con relating to HPower and no guidance on whether it should be purchased or
not.

Mr. Craggs responded that the financial arrangement is complicated, because it
is a lease back arrangement and there is an exchange of funds between the City
and the operators. The contract document specifies a particular dollar amount
that is associated with the buy back for the City prior to the end date of the
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operations agreement. In their work here, R. W. Beck have provided an estimate
of $15 million as a base line to cover the cost of the HPower buy back.

Ms. Luken added that in light of the Supreme Court decision if the City owns a
solid waste facility, the case for flow control is significantly strengthened.

Mr. Craggs pointed out that it is a sensitive issue because the City is in
negotiations with a potential purchaser. The benefits provided to the City by
HPower both financially and from an environmental perspective, the $15 million
price tag is a bargain.

Committee Member Apo questioned whether the consultants had looked at all
the legislation related to the City’s waste to energy conversion tonnage.

Mr. Cragg’s responded that they had not and would like to be familiar with the
Council’s expectations.

Council Chair Marshall questioned the need for hiring a consultant to prepare the
ISWMP since $2 million is already spent for the Administrative Refuse Division
staff whose main responsibility, as noted in the report, is to do long range
planning.

Mr. Craggs responded that he coordinated the scope of work with the staff and
did not want to sell them short. Their work involves more than long range
planning but involves the day-to-day operations of the Division.

Ms. Luken responded to Council Chair Marshall stating that they will clarify the
roles of the scenarios. Typically in an ISWMP, a description of what is current is
provided with a plan for the future. The reason for the scenarios was to address
the fact that the City has two different approaches on how to roll out recycling.
She apologized that the descriptions included caused more confusion than
necessary.

Mr. Craggs commented that what is listed in the Executive Summary
references the IFB process but does not include the cost for trans shipment.

Ms. Luken added that the financial analysis for shipping was not included
because until the bid prices come in they do not have numbers to plug in. The
implementation plan in Section 13 does say that the City plans to request bids to
ship waste and that the City plans to develop an alternative waste to energy
facility to be operational by 2011.
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Committee Member Cachola raised questions relating to the accuracy of their
projections for tonnage costs - $222 to $284. He commented that a bid for $70
is very low and if a contract is signed and the company does not make a profit,
the bidder might not do the proper job

Mr. Craggs stated his agreement and said that they did research to find specific
contracts doing the same type of thing, specifically New York City and evaluated
that type of approach. There is nothing comparable that would be an effective
comparison for Oahu. When the City develops its RFP, it should include
insurance policies to hold the contractor accountable and if he fails to fulfill the
contract to hold him financially accountable. He added that sample contracts
from local governments who long haul waste to a landfill can be procured, but it
would not include bailing and barging. Hawaii will be the first U.S. municipality to
ship waste across the ocean,

Committee Chair Okino remarked that Alaska ships their trash to Seattle putting
them first on trains and moving them to Klickitat.

Committee Member Apo asked that the Resolution indicating that the May 2008
closing date be met be included in their report because it is an important policy
statement from the Council.

Committee Member Apo then requested that the consultants read the 2003
Planning Commission report because it contained specific statements from the
City about the commitment to close.

Mr. Craggs responded that based on Committee Member Apo’s statements, it is
important that the whole story be told and getting that information in the report is
critical. Their recommendation remains that the City and County needs a landfill
to manage its solid waste and that the operating permit for the landfill be
extended.

Committee Member Okino reminded Committee Members to provide their written
comments and recommendations on the report by the end of December to his
office for transmittal to SWAC for its consideration.

Related communication:

M-2541 PowerPoint presentation by Karen Luken, Senior Director, R. W.
Beck
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