SPECIAL MEETING

MAY 23, 2007

The Special Meeting of the Council of the County of Kaua‘l was called to
order by the Council Chair at the Council Chambers, Historic County
Building, 4396 Rice Street, Room 201, Lihu‘e, Kaua‘l, on Wednesday, May 23, 2007
at 9:37 a.m., after which the following members answered the call of the roll:

Honorable Jay Furfaro
"Honorable Shaylene Iseri-Carvalho
Honorable Ronald Kouchi ?
Honorable Mel Rapozo
Honorable JoAnn A. Yukimura
Honorable Bill “Kaipo” Asing, Council Chair

Excused: Honorable Tim Bynum
PETER NAKAMURA, COUNTY CLERK: Just for the record Council Chair,
Councilmember Bynum is excused. He circulated a letter that he had a previous

engagement.

Chair Asing: Thank you.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA:

Mr. Furfaro moved for approval of the agenda as circulated, seconded by
Mr. Rapozo, and unanimously carried.

Mr. Nakamura: _ Council Chair, I'm sorry...just for the record, I made an
error on the posted agenda for today on C 2007-205, that would actually be
C 2007-221, and C 2007-206, that should correctly be C 2007-222, and I apologize,
that was a mistake on my part.

Chair Asing: Thank you. With that if there are no objections, we’ll do it

as read.
Mr. Furfaro: As amended?
Chair Asing: Yes.

There being no objections, the agenda was amended as stated.

Mr. Nakamura:  Thank you.
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Chair Asing: With that, can we have the first item please?

COMMUNICATION:

C 2007-204 Communication (05/10/2007) from Mel Rapozo, Public Works
Committee Chair, requesting agenda time at the May 23, 2007 Council meeting for
the Administration to update the Council on the Integrated Solid Waste
Management Plan:

Chair Asing: Thank you. What I'd like to do now is suspend the rules.
With that Troy you going to take it?

There being no objections, the rules were suspended.

TROY TANIGAWA, SOLID WASTE PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE
OFFICER: Okay, good morning Councilmembers.

Chair Asing: Good morning.

Mr. Tanigawa: If I could beg your indulgence. We have a presentation to
update the Council on the Integrated Waste Management Plan Update project, and
we have today our consultants represented by Karen Luken here to do the
presentation. So, without further adieu I'd like to turn it over to Karen, so she can
do the presentation.

Chair Asing: Thank you. With that, Karen?

KAREN LUKEN, R.W. BECK: Thank you. In general, this is the same
presentation that you saw in March, but I'd like to stop at certain junctions to
address some of the comments that came out of the workshop.

Chair Asing: Karen, I think for the captioner in Honolulu, name
please?

Ms. Luken: Oh, Karen Luken.

Chair Asing: Thank you.

Ms. Luken: As you are aware, we were hired about a year and a half

ago to help Kaua'‘i develop a comprehensive and integrated solid waste management
plan. And so what I'd like to go over today is the results of that plan in process, as
far as upstream diversion recommendations, downstream facility management
recommendations, the impact of these programs and recommendations on your
waste stream, the financial impacts and obviously questions and answers.
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We formed a Solid Waste Advisory Committee that was comprised of
residents, businesses, environmental organizations, representatives from the
County, and together we developed the goal for the plan, which is to develop a
financially feasible plan for the residents and businesses of Kaua‘i that maximizes
waste diversion, insures adequate disposal capacity, and protects the health of the
State. :

So during our nine (9) month planning process with the Advisory Committee,
we looked at a number of different alternatives to help the County achieve that
goal. To evaluate which strategies, which programs, which facilities would be the
best for Kaua‘i, we developed evaluation criteria, which was comprised of increasing
landfill diversion, minimizing cost to the County and customers, establishing a
direct relationship between services and rates, promotes sustainability, support
small businesses, and increase participation and diversion programs. So with each
strategy, the Solid Waste Advisory Committee was provided with issue papers,
which was on the County’s website as well, it looked at the strategies, the strengths
and weaknesses of achieving this criteria, and then we narrowed those down to
what we thought would be the best strategies for the island. :

Following the US EPA hierarchy, the first thing we looked at was source
reduction...is basically producing less garbage. To do that there has to be an
education element. So we looked at what the County was currently doing and what
was available. Right now there’s something called Aloha Shares Network, which is
a way for businesses to share materials. One (1) of the things that we
recommended is to promote that availability to more businesses. Not only will that
reduce waste, but it will also decrease cost to County businesses.

Enhance the backyard composting program. Allison Fraley, your recycling
coordinator, has done an excellent job of not only promoting backyard composting,
which is common throughout the Mainland and throughout the islands, but also
developing a mechanism to make sure that people are actually doing it. If you
contact Allison, you will receive a backyard composting bin, but to receive that bin
at no charge, you must come and watch a video on how to backyard compost. So
she’s not just giving things away, hoping that people will backyard compost. They
also must agree to fill out a survey at the end of year saying how much they used
the backyard composting bin so that Allison can also quantify waste reduction,
which is a very challenging thing to quantify if you are trying to quantify something
that you are not producing.

The other key element of the program that we’re proposing is to institute a
pay as you throw program. As you are aware, right now on the island residents do
not pay a direct fee for garbage collection, and what we’re proposing is to institute a
pay as you throw program, along with a curbside recycling program that we’ll
discuss a little bit later. I had an opportunity to chat with Councilmember
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Yukimura about pay as you throw and automated collection. And what we’ve seen
is many communities that go to an automated collection system charge one (1) rate
for a 96 gallon carts and another rate for 48 gallon carts, and a lower rate for 32
gallon carts. San Francisco has a 67% recycling rate, and they have gotten there
because residents are provided with either a 32 gallon cart for $20 a month, or a 20
gallon cart for $15 a month. Tacoma,. Washington also has over a 65% recycling
rate. They use four (4) levels of carts. If you want a 96 gallon cart, you pay $41 a
month, so there is incentive. Yes?

Ms. Iseri-Carvalho:I'm sorry, can you repeat those figures again?
Ms. Luken:-. ~ Sure,
Ms. Iseri-Carvélhb:San Francisco was...

Ms. Luken San Franmsco as far as.. has a recychng rate of 67%, and
1f you get a 32 gallon cart you pay $20 a month, if you get a 20 gallon cart you pay
$15 a month. In Tacoma, their 96 gallon cart, residents pay $41 a month. So the
more you recycle, just like any other public utility, the more garbage you put out the
more you are going to pay. '

Ms. Yukimura: |, ' I'm ‘sc;rry?what‘w.a;. ..what Wa; ’NI‘azlcOma’s rate?

Ms. Lukenf:-_’ ' | The recycliﬁg rate was ébout 65%.

Ms. Yukimura: , QE,Mokay._ o . .

Ms. Luken: " And tﬁei‘r'garﬁggé rate as far (aéwhat they charge is $41 a

month for a 96 gallon cart, and that gets lower as you get smaller carts.

Ms. Iseri-Carvalho:Are these the highest in th.e’ country? Or are there higher
ones? ' . '

Ms. Yukimura:  Recycling rates.

Ms. Luken: Those ‘are probably...well the two (2) highest in the
country, yes. I think Los Angeles is getting higher, primarily because they've
allowed residents to put construction demolition debris in their recycling carts. So
on a weight basis, that gets you up there pretty quickly. So..

- The other thing. with both of those communities is they have a very
aggressive organics recycling program. Both have curbside collection of green
waste, which we are proposing for Kaua‘i. They also target food waste. In San
Francisco, residents are actually able to put food waste out on the curb. We
suggested trying a pilot program on that here, just because of your heat and
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humidity, there may be problems with vector, so we propose trying it, but we don’t
know what the results are going to be here.

The other is both of those communities heavily target biosolids, basically it’s
sewage sludge. And so we’re also recommending in the plan that a centralized
composting facility be developed to keep your sewage sludge out of the landfill and
compost it. Right now Maui and O‘ahu both have programs that have been very
effective of converting biosolids into compost. O‘ahu is now looking at taking
biosolids and converting it into...and I have a hard time saying this, fertilizer
pellets, so Synagrow is doing that here in the islands. But we also are (inaudible)
with food waste as far as getting more food waste to the pig farmers. Right now,
that infrastructure is in place, but they could use trucks, they could use some
assistance in getting the information to the hotels, and making sure that the hotels
are participating, and so we do recommend promoting that as well.

So as I said before, implementing a curbside green waste collection program
is a key part of this program, not only because there’s a lot of green waste in your
waste stream, but it’s one (1) of the few items that...they call it a closed loop
recycling system, that is can be produced here, composted here, and reused here. So
it makes it one (1) of the most cost effective materials to target as well.

To make it even further, we’re going to say that once you have access to
curbside green waste collection, that residents or green waste will be banned from
disposal. And right now commercial green waste is banned from disposal at the
landfills, but not the transfer stations, so we’re proposing to take that a step further
as well.

Currently, you have four (4) transfer stations on the island, and we did a lot
of analysis of your transfer stations. And all four (4) of them need some level of
upgrading, whether it be upgrading to allow them to have drop off recycling at the
facilities, some of them need some structural upgrades, so we want to have the goal
of making those a more multi-purpose center. We heard from residents that they
like the HI-5 program, they like drop off recycling, they like having the transfer
stations, but they don’t like having to go three (3) different places and shop
basically...you know they want one (1) stop shopping for their recycling and their
redemption. And so to accomplish that obviously we need to have a better layout of
the transfer stations, and better infrastructure there.

- With commercial recycling, right now Allison Fraley kind of does it all. as far
as residential, education, commercial. We feel to maximize that commercial
recycling you really need a business development person to go out to the businesses,
look at their waste streams, show them the economics of recycling, make sure that
they are participating and complying with the bans, so we do recommend that a
new position be developed. The County right now is trying to get the resource
center up and operating again, and what was the goal of them...having the new
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operator is to allow all businesses, not just the operator of the recycling center be
‘ able to bring the recyclables there for no charge. We feel that if that is in place, the
| chances of more businesses recycling is going to be greater, because the cost is going
to be less. So that’s a key effort that is being developed actually as we speak. :
|
|
\

Insuring compliance with the corrugated ban at the landfill. The corrugated
is not being disposed. I know there’s a greater effort right now of looking at that
waste stream and keeping it out of the landfill. We do recommend that the current
language in the ordinance probably needs to be modified somewhat, in fact we
recommend in the first year that all of your solid waste ordinance be reevaluated to

| make sure they comply and support the program you are going towards. For

‘ example, we talked about going to an automated collection system. Well automated
garbage collection only really works if people keep all the garbage in the cart. If you
have to get out of your truck, and pick up all the garbage that’s outside of the cart,
you lose all of your efficiency. But currently you don’t have legislation that requires
that, so we want to look at all of your legislation.

part of the community here. We want to make sure that we're doing a good effort of

educating people on recycling in their homes, that they don’t forget about doing that

at special events.  And so some events need some funding, containers, they have

separate collection, so we've included a budget for that. And also working with the

hospitality industry to identify what their barriers are to not having recycling, and

also with their purchasing and product handling. One (1) of the things I did today
v just out of curiosity, that from the time I left the shower, to when I left my door at
|

With respect to special event recycling. Obviously special events are a big

the hotel, I have an entire bag of materials that were provided to me at that hotel
that cannot be recycled. The plastic bag can’t be recycled. This tissue paper that
they brought my dry cleaning in cannot be recycled. The plastic cups, instead of
having glass cups, my hotel had little plastic cups, the lid on the coffee cup, do I
really need this extra lid? Things like the sewing kit, that’s totally disposal, this
little packaging. Do you have to have it in a separate package? So it’s just getting
people to think. And even those, and I can’t even find it now, but those lovely little

- shampoo bottles, I don’t know if anyone knows, but they get thrown away, even if
you don’t open them. They have a policy, they have to be thrown away, and the
bottles that they come in are actually plastic number three (3), which is low density
polyethylene. There are no recycling markets for it. Even the pens, which are
great, they can’t be recycled, but there are parts of these pens that can be recycled,
but by the time you dismantle them, it’s so expensive that they are not recyclable
anymore. So I'm saying you know they try to give you all these little great perks
when you're there, and they seem very nice, but for an island like yours that’s got 8
million tourists a year, think of the impact of all of this on your waste stream. So,
we are trying to work with that. I won’t show you my makeup either, but...it’s just
getting them to think about it.
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With the residential recycling, once again, we want to get KRC up and
operating again so small, little businesses can go and provide curbside recycling
again.

But then the ultimate goal, as I said before is to have curbside recycling
island-wide. What we’re suggesting is target on getting the County on green waste
and automated collection first, because green waste is such a significant portion of
the waste stream. Getting savings as far as not having three (3) person crews out
there anymore, getting KRC up and operating, then going out for bid for curbside
recycling services. Historically it was costing about $15 a month for a resident to
sign up for curbside recycling. We're thinking that if the County goes island-wide
with it, and has KRC up and going again, that that cost should come down, but we’ll
never know the cost until you go out for bid. I know O‘ahu is estimating, even with
the $70 processing fee, that their curbside cost per house per year is going to be
about $25, so I think if you get some economies of scale, so that will come down.

Electronics, another huge, huge current portion of the waste stream, and once
that...yes?

Ms. Yukimura: $25?

Ms. Luken: Per household, per year, yes.
Ms. Yukimura: Per year?
Ms. Luken: - Per year, yes, yes. No, it’s not, no it’s not, so...now

granted they’'ve got some things going for them that you do not as far as they’ve got
more population density, so that helps quite a bit. But they are even...in their
analysis estimated $50 a ton processing fee, but like I said you know we won’t know
the costs until we go out for bid. So for planning purposes, I plan on what it ...it
was historically costing. The other thing we’re hoping is that your previous
curbside recycling program required residents to do a lot of separating of materials,
which for people who want the convenience may not do it by having all these
different bins. And so I know JoAnn you had asked us to look into what’s called a
single stream MRF, which is a MRF that residents can put all the recyclables into
one (1) cart. And once again it could be very large cart, and you can even use
automated collection to collect all those materials. And then in a single stream
MRF it has more technology and equipment to source separate the material at the
facility, rather than asking the residents to separate it at the curb. And so that
does decrease once again the cost of collecting these materials, which once again
could bring it down.

Ms. Yukimura: Um hum, um hum. And just to clarify for listeners, MRF

is a...
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Ms. Luken: A material recovery facility.
Ms. Yukimura: A materials recovery facility.
Ms. Luken: Right, right.

Ms. Yukimura: Okay.

Ms. Luken: So it’s the...the facility where the recyclables go, and the
paper gets bailed, the glass gets combined and crushed so it can go to markets to
become new products, so it’s the middle step.

Ms. Yukimura: Thank you.

Ms. Luken: The other material obviously that’s growing in a part of
our waste stream is electronics, and once again, just look around the room. I mean
I've got a remote control, and I've got a microphone, and we’ve got cell phones, and
all these things have an end life. And so one (1) of the things we requested budget
for is that Kaua‘i establish a once a year collection event for electronics, but
eventually vow to assist them where people can bring electronics and household
hazardous waste to a permanent facility. Maybe not every day of the week, maybe
twice...three (3) times a month, but once again, if the people have the convenience
factor, it will deter them from throwing those materials away and they don’t want
to hold on to them. Yes?

Ms. Yukimura: Excuse my ignorance, what is HHW?
Ms. Luken: I'm sorry, it’s household hazardous waste.
Ms. Yukimura: Oh, okay.

Ms. Luken: It’s your pesticides, your cleaning products. Right now
there are collection events for those products, but once again we’d like to make it so
that residents can take it somewhere throughout the year when they don’t want to
hold on to those materials until the next event. .

The other part of the pie I guess, we talked about collecting recyclables, and
processing recyclables, but unless there’s an end market for those recyclables, you
are not closing the loop, you're not really recycling. In fact I had an opportunity
early in my career to get invited to the White House on a recycling summit, and
Fran McPoland, who was the first White House Chair that had a recycling position
at the White House always said that if you're not buying recyclable, all you are
doing is taking garbage and putting it in neat little piles. And so we feel like the
County should be a leader in this and that the County should have a product
stewardship policy to buy recycled content products. Some cities and counties
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where I've worked they actually can have a little bit of a buffer as far as if a recycled
product is 10% of the price of a non-recycled product, that even though you have to
have the lowest bid, that it allows recycled content product to have a little bit
higher bid, because some things like paper are very cost competitive, other
materials aren’t quite as cost competitive. Evaluate consolidating materials in
larger loads with other counties and cities, and then also developing an innovative
grant to promote local creative ideas for recycling. You already have a great glass
recycling program. Let’s see if we can find more ideas to take prod...or take
garbage, create it into products that can be used right here on the island, because
one (1) of the biggest cost barriers that you have is you are an island. And except
for things like compost that can be used right here, many of these materials have to
be shipped to the Mainland, or the Asian...or you know Asia for becoming a new
product, obviously those shipping costs make the cost of recycling higher. And also
shipping those materials to distances, you are using fuel to get there, and if the goal
is to become sustainable, we want to make this island sustainable and use products
right here.

As I said before. going to an automated collection system. Not only will that
save you cost, but it will save your driver’s backs. I mean if you think about, they
collect 10 tons of garbage a day. They are picking up 10 tons of garbage, their backs
can’t handle it. Many garbage men don’t have long careers because of that, so going
to automated, like I said can save money. You can use those savings for more
services, and then have more sustainable lives for your garbage haulers.

So we looked at the impact on the waste stream as far as where you’re at
today, and as you can see where you’re at today, green waste is the major...the
highest as far as the materials that you recycle. We're proposing that to capture all
of that...and once again will be the highest, almost 25,000 tons of green waste has
the potential that we recovered here on the island by making infrastructure for
more convenient for residents. You can also see that we’re looking at you know
increasing mixed recyclables, having more OCC recovered, the HI-5 program. Right
now, we had the opportunity to do your waste sort right after the HI-5 program
began, and at that time about...was at 6%, 3 to 6% of your waste stream was still
HI-5 materials. We've done waste characterization studies in communities that
have mature programs, (inaudible) programs in California, and Iowa, and Maine,
and in general most of those states, only about 1% of your waste stream are your
HI-5 materials, so we think there’s still huge potential to get more of those
materials out of the waste stream.

And then finally food waste, like I said just simple things, like getting food
waste to pig farmers, but then looking at getting more food waste from restaurants
in general to a centralized composting facility.

Ms. Yukimura: What is OCC?
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Ms. Luken: It’s corrugated cardboard.
Ms. Yukimura: Oh, okay.

Ms. Luken: It’s just a term for old corrugated cardboard. I don’t know
why they don’t have an o behind anything else, but that’s just the way it has been
said.

The other thing we’re asked to look at as far as the plan is not just you know
one (1) year, but you know five (5) years out, and where are you going? And
working with the Planning Department, there looks to be quite a bit of growth
that’s planned on the We...the Po‘ipu area, Lihu‘e area expected to grow, not so
much in population, but in commercial development, so you can see the yellow bar
is the amount of waste they are projecting to be generated. Now, they’re
projections, and I think our methodology is sound, but I do qualify that it is a
projection. What you see from the blue line in the middle is that is upstream
diversion as far as the amount of waste that’s going to be recovered from these
additional programs. In fact we’re projecting that right now you’re at about 23%
recycling, that you’ll be able to get.up to 35% recycling in about five (5) years, which
doesn’t sound like huge jump, but we’re talking tens of thousands of tons.

3

Ms. Yukimura: Is your vertical...your vertical axis, is that in tons?

Ms. Luken: Tons, yes that is tons. And so you can see right now
you're at about 23,000 tons, and we're looking at about 55,000 tons of recycling, so
it’s almost 20,000 tons more materials that will be recycled, and what that does
basically is it’s keeping your disposal (inaudible) relatively constant. The
generations going up, but also we’re getting your recycling going up as well through
new programs, and so you're looking at in 2012 about 100,000 tons of waste that
would still require some type of final management. And so the next step in this
process was once again to look at different ways of final management, and I want to
spend a little bit of time on each one (1) of these to explain what they are.

Pyrolisis is basically the burning of garbage, and the garbage can be burned.
Many of you heard of plasma arc, you're hearing a lot of discussion about plasma
arc, so we spent quite a bit of time evaluating plasma arc, in fact we sent some
people from R.W. Beck to Japan to look at their facilities.

Ms. Iseri-Carvalho:What is plasma arc?

Ms. Luken: Plasma arc is basically taking garbage and heating it to a
temperature and solidifying it, and in that process it creates energy. The problem
right now with plasma arc, and even the facilities in Japan that take mixed
residential garbage, is they are using more energy than they are producing. The
whole technology actually...I worked at a law firm that did a lot of superfund work,
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and the whole technology was developed to clean up superfund sites. To basically
heat contaminated soil to such a temperature that no more hazardous waste could
be emitted, it basically solidified it. So they are trying to use that technology in the
waste industry, and so far it’s not at the point of being a viable technology. They do
use it in things like hospitals. Once again, they have...you know medical waste that
needs to be treated in a different way than solid waste.

The other area we looked at is MSW composting, as far as taking all of the
garbage and composting...or the organic garbage...it’s like this paper that can’t be
necessarily recycled, and putting it into compost, and right now the cost of that is
still relatively expensive. The other challenge right now in Hawai‘i, and once again
I think is state regs...I'm sorry if there are any State people here, are really
outdated. I mean they are 20 years old, and so the State doesn’t even have any
regulations of testing the compost so you could use it as a product. So you could
develop it, you could have a great compost, but the State will never allow you to use
it, because they don’t have regulations of you know there’s going to be a certain
amount of heavy metals in it, but what’s too much and are we going to do the
drinking water standards? So they need to get their regs updated.

The same with the anaerobic digestion. They have no regulations to regulate
anaerobic digestion. Once again, this is a technology I think that’s very close to
being  a viable technology. You see a lot of anaerobic digestion, which is basically
composing garbage and creating energy from it. Right now, the majority of facilities
are for a single stream, you see a lot of anaerobic digestion for sludge. Farmers use
anaerobic digestion. I've not yet seen a facility that’s taking MSW and
anaerobically digesting it, and the problem is that every day the waste stream is a
little bit different. I mean think about your own home. You are not saying you got
the same materials every single day. For an anaerobic digestion system to work
properly, it needs to have the same mix of materials every day. But, that being
said, there’s a lot of research, and that’s when I think like in five (5) years, I think
you will see it. I think they are very, very close to getting an anaerobic system that
will work.

The other is obviously we looked at waste to energy, which I'll spend some
more time on and then landfilling. You know the one (1) thing that we were asked
is let’s not just landfill, because that’s the easiest and cheapest, so we focused next
on waste to energy. And what we ended up recommending is that a waste to energy
facility could be developed and be compatible with significant upstream diversion.
We really looked at every material that has a market, or a technology to be recycled,
and included that in the plan for targeting those materials. Literally, what is left
are the things that I picked up at my hotel today, the things that do not have
recycling markets and cannot be composted. Those would be the materials that
would go to the waste to energy system. In fact what we’re recommending is that
it’s a system very similar to...what they have on O‘ahu that anything that could be
combusted and not recycled go to the Waste to Energy, and that the landfill only be
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used for materials that cannot be combusted, and the byproducts of waste to energy
which is ash. Because if you have materials that can...what I say convert to energy
recycling, you don’t want those going to the landfill, and so once again your
ordinances need to be revised, so that if a material has the potential to become
energy, you do not want that going to the landfill.

And also to keep your bans in place, that things like you know corrugated
cardboard, if it can become a product, ban that from waste to energy. So it’s kind of
three (3) tiered system, upstream diversion, recycle it into the product.
Downstream diversion, you're recycling it into energy, and then what we’re looking
is maybe like 10 to 20% of your waste stream will either be landfill disposed because
it’s the ash from the waste to energy, or it cannot be burned at a waste to energy
facility, things like conctete.

™

And so we did look at the costs as far as what a waste to energy facility will
cost, and as what we show here, it will take about 40,000 tons a year. That’s just
your waste, now obviously our goal is to have the private sector partner with you to
bring their waste there was well. I don’t know if any of you saw the recent Supreme
Court ruling that says that communities do now have the ability to require garbage
to be delivered to a facility, which is called flow control. However, what’s still
ambiguous in the ruling is whether it is for facilities that were already developed, or
for future facilities. What the Supreme Court had some sensitivity to is the fact
that cities and counties invested millions of dollars in developing facilities, landfills,
waste to energy facilities, thinking that they were going to get all the garbage
- generated in their community. And then in 1994 the Supreme Court ruled that
they did not have that ability, and put cities and counties in a situation where they
had tens of millions of dollars in debt, but no guaranteed revenue source. And so
there’s still some interpretation as far as whether or not the Supreme Court ruhng
would apply to a facility that wasn’t already developed.

Ms. Iseri-Carvalho:And what is the name of this case?

Ms. Luken: It’s...the first case was Carbone, Inc. v. Town of
Clarkstown. It’s...

Ms. Iseri-Carvalho:Oh, Clark_stown.

Ms. Luken: Yea, New York,. and the new one '(1) was Oneida, I think
versus Hennepin County, but I will double check that for you.

Ms. Iseri-Carvalho:Okay, and you don’t have the cite with you?

Ms. Luken: I don’t, but I can email to you, because I have it on my
laptop, so... ,
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Ms. Iseri-Carvalho:Great, thank you. That’s probably easier, so.

Ms. Luken: Yea. So, oh he has it, okay.

Ms. Yukimura: To all of us?
Ms. Luken: Yes, yes. So what we're looking with the facility is you

have your development costs obviously, and then your operating costs, and that we
looked at the amount of energy that would be produced annually in megawatt
hours. I think that was estimated to...the energy that would be produced would be
enough for 7,000 homes a year, to put something into more layman’s terms. A
tipping fee of about $123 to $141 a ton, and that the waste to energy facility would
require about six (6) to eight (8) acres. Now, as I've said before, having the waste to
energy facility is not going to eliminate the need for a landfill, because you will have
ash, and you will have products, especially your construction and demolition debris
materials that cannot be recycled, would have to go to a landfill, but a much smaller
landfill than what you are currently using. We're estimating that about 19,000 tons
would go to this facility, that the landfill would cost about $4.3 million to develop for
the first cell. Unlike a waste to energy facility, you build the facility all at one (1)
time, and you develop it all at one (1) time. Landfills are developed in five (5) years
at a time. You buy all the land, but you do one (1) cell at a time.

Your 2003 operating cost for the landfill would be about a million dollars, the
tipping fee would be about $101, and for a landfill that would have a life of 20 years
you’d be looking at 86 acres. So waste to energy has higher development costs, but
use a significantly less land. Now obviously if you did a whole landfill for the entire
island, you’d probably be looking at about 200 to 300 acres of capacity requirements.

Some of the pricing signals. Obviously, and I guess I heard some discussion
on this during the budget process. There was some consideration about raising
-landfill tipping fee, but it sounds like you have decided not to do that at least for
now. '

Ms. Yukimura: We did pass it.

Ms. Luken: Oh, okay.
Ms. Yukimura: We passed the commerical tipping fees.
Ms. Luken: Okay. You did? Okay. I wasnt quite sure. And

obviously once again sending that price signal to residents...

Ms. Yukimura: But we passed it with great concern that the businesses
are shouldering more of the burden for solid waste or an inordinate part of the
burden of solid waste.
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Ms. Luken: Yea,A because the majority of your services are for
residents, right?

Ms. Yukimura: Well, and the residential and all the costs not covered by
business tipping fees are paid through the real property tax, and the businesses
have not gotten all the residential tax breaks...that the businesses have not got the
residential tax breaks, so they are paying more in real property taxes too.

Ms. Luken: Than the residents, okay, thank you. But we are
proposing residents share a little bit more of that burden, that residents start
paying some type of fee. On Maui residents have paid $12 a month for once a week
refuse collection, and they are talking about raising that to $16 a month. On Maui
if you want to have curbside recycling you have to contract with a private company
for that, which is another $17 to $20 a month. O‘ahu where...in fact I'm catching a
plane in an hour and a half to go to a meeting over there, their Mayor is proposing
that they get away from twice a week garbage collection and that if you are a
resident who wants twice a week garbage collection, then you will pay $10 a month.
So more and more communities are looking at the fact that treating garbage like-
any other utility, that it’s not just part of the general fund, that there has to be a
price signal and that the more you generate, the more you are going to pay, which is
the hybrid pay as you throw system. Yes?

Ms. Yukimura: And when you have a pay as you throw system doesn’t
that decrease the amount of garbage that’s generated usually?

Ms. Luken: Yes. It makes people think about their garbage. It thinks
of your consumer habits, and you know people tend to you know not throw away as
much food waste and not buy as much packagmg if you have to pay for it, so yes, it’s
just like..

Ms. Yukimura: Or they recycle more.

Ms. Luken: Or they recycle more, and you actually see both things
happening. You see reduction in the generation and you see an increase in the
recycling. So like I said, I think that the pay as you throw approach I would
recommend for over here, because you know like I said you don’t want...no one
wants new landfills, nobody wants to build solid waste facilities, so the best way to
do that is to send a price signal. Like if you generate more garbage, you are going to
pay a higher bill than your neighbor who recycles and doesn’t generate as much.

Obviously the new system is a...you are introducing many, many new things
in this new system, and so what this chart shows is that you've got the red line,
which is your gross total system cost, but then we've got the net costs, and the
difference between those two (2) lines is the revenue that you would be charging
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either through the residential user fees, or your tipping fees if the disposal
facilities...a little bit of the fees is from the sale of materials, but you do not get
much revenue off the sale of your recyclables so we were very conservative with
that. And as you can see, that the bottom two (2) lines are what your system would
have been if you had done nothing at all, as far as not changing at all, so that
bottom line basically represents the same system, the cost increasing due to
inflation, not new programs.

And so where we’re at today. We've actually had two (2) County Council
workshops, one (1) at the very beginning of this process, and one (1) back in March.
We did four (4) public meetings at the beginning of this process, and that’s where a
lot of our ideas came from as far as what we were hearing from the public and what
they wanted. We had a wonderful Solid Waste Advisory Committee that probably
read about 600 pages of reports, probably much more than they ever thought they
were getting into when they started this, and at each meeting they were provided
with issue and briefing papers which are on the County’s website, as well as all
meeting minutes, and all meeting agendas. So our next steps is to get the draft
plan to the Department of Health by the beginning of June, have another public
hearing in the middle of the summer, modify the plan based on Department of
Health comments in the early fall, submit the final to the Department of Health in
the late fall, and then the Department of Health either approves, conditionally
approves, or denies the plan, and one (1) bullet that is missing in there is that after
we modify the plan in early fall, we will come back to the County Council and that
is when you officially approve or disapprove the plan. So that will be inbetween us
modifying the plan, and submitting the final plan to the Department of Health. So
we will be coming back to you once again with the public hearing, and then final
plan for your consideration. Yes?

Ms. Yukimura: You said that on your third bullet of the list, the R.W.
Beck modifies the plan based on Department of Health comments, you must also
mean based on public review and...

- Ms. Luken: Yes, yes, I'm sorry, yes. And actually we will, exactly, I'm
sorry, it will be based on both of those items.
Ms. Yukimura: And then where does the Council approval come in?
Ms. Luken: After we modify the plan based on Department of Health

preliminary comments, and the public hearing.
Ms. Yukimura: And before you submit it for final approval to the State?

Ms. Luken: Yes, yes.

Ms. Yukimura: So it will be like the fourth bullet.
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Ms. Luken: Yes, sorry about that.

Chaif Asing: Any £'e;asbn that wasn’t pﬁt 1ni7

Ms. Luken: No, it was...a pufe 6veréight, I'm sorry. Pure oversight.
Ms. Yukimura: Yea, we've always talked about...

Ms. Luken: Yea, and it’s actually part of the statute, I mean it’s not

an optional, that is your role. With that, that’s my presentation, but I'm definintely
here for questions. Public questions first or...

Mr. Fﬁrfaro: You I think I have a couple questions about your
statistics.

Ms. Luken: Okay.

Mr. Furfaro: And I have to tell you, you know for me, for Kaua‘i County

it’s very clear that whatever your plan.comes up with as far as solutions, the reality
is it has to be based on very good data that we have here. And first of all, we don’t
have eight (8) million visitors. Your presentation referenced eight (8) million
visitors. The fact of the matter is we have 1.2 million visitors.

Ms. Luken: Okay.

Mr. Furfaro: I think the number you got was for all the islands
combined. ‘

Ms. Luken: I aétually got that out of your 2020 plan.

Mr. Furfaro: Well, I can tell you we need to have a start with really

good data, and I have to tell you if the 2020 plan reflects that, that is quite contrary
to what the community message was in the General Plan the first time around,
where the State Office of Economic Development was trying to promote a daily
census of 45,000 people on this island, and the community rose up and basically
said look, we’re at 19,000 today, we cannot get ourselves beyond with the existing
inventory, beyond 22,000 or 23,000, and there is a current plan in the way of a
resolution on any new zoning. So, the number is suspect, and that’s all I want to
share with you. '

Ms. Luken: Okay.

_ Mr. Furfaro: And I want to get back to the commerical part about
having very good data, because although you brought some very
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interesting...plastics and papers, some of the resort industry here practices some of
the very best recycling and optional distribution of waste as they can. For example,
glass through liquor sold in restaurants and so forth, in most higher end hotels
here, the bottles are not put into recirculation because they want to protect
themselves from people bringing empty bottles from home that can be recycled into
their beverage inventory. So typically those bottles are broken. They individually
collect those. They work very closely with people like Garden Island Disposal, the
broken glass is then sold for recycling for asphalt products and roadways. They do
the same with cardboard. They have incentives for housekeepers on non-alcoholic
bottles and cans that they actually allow the housekeepers to take them with them,
so that they can recycle for the refund on the particulars. And many hotels...

Ms. Luken: And it’s not...it’s what the visitors are expecting, and
that’s the mindset we need to change.

Mr. Furfaro: No, no, I would like to continue. And money out...much of
what you have shared with us today are the smaller components that are driven at
the expectations of the visitors. You know it’s very often in...very difficult to
suggest to them to recycle a towel, when in fact they are paying $230 a night for a
room, but it is in place with many of our hotels and resorts.

Ms. Luken: Right.

Mr. Furfaro: And they do try and practice that. What I'm trying to say
is we need to make some really good information about the commercial aspects of
our waste line, but we need to make it on very good data, and I think, I just want to
share with you some of your numbers to me are a bit suspect.

Ms. Luken: Okay.'

Mr. Furfaro: Also aé...oh, the screen’s gone, that’s okay, let’s talk about
some of the operating costs. :

Ms. Yukimura: If you want it we can put it back.

Mr. Furfaro: No, no, let’s talk about some of the operating costs, and it

gives me an opportunity to clarify a comment I saw from my friend Mr. Ray Chuan,
in The Garden Island recently about what we have done with tipping fees. You
know currently the total operating cost for our Solid Waste on this island is about
$10.8 million. That’s our number. The fact of the matter is, we currently collect
about $2.4 million from tipping and so forth. This action that you referred to with
the earlier budget review, which was a workshop in the Committee of the Whole,
and not necessarily publicized, the reality is the new increases will generate about
you know $1 million in new fees, but the terminology I used there is we’re not trying
to...at one (1) shot resolve all of the operating costs, but we are methodically trying
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to get there. And therefore as we pass this charges for increased tipping onto our
commercial users, we are able also to look at giving them some portion of that back
in the way of property tax relief. And it leaves us with a net operating cost, or at
least in our projection of $7.4 million. Now in your presentation, you implied with
two (2) options and I just want to know that the operating...

Chair Asing: What page are you making reference to?

Mr. Furfaro: Page 11 on the slide you have. You are looking at
operating costs on page 11 as it relates to the operating costs in a new waste
treatment facility, still to have about $3.6 million in operating costs. And I guess
my question is what is that...what is the methodology used there to arrive
at...operating costs, because what this says to me, even if we were able to do that
today, we still have to look at ways to reduce our current costs by about $3.2
million. But what is the methodology used in...

Ms. Luken: If you refer to...

Mr. Furfaro: I'm on page 11, and again...

Ms. Luken: In the action plan there’s a...

Mr. Furfaro: Ah, okay. You want to také us through that and I'll go
there.

Ms. Luken: Page 25... | 3

Mr. Furfaro: Go ahead.

Ms. Luken: I'm just going to read through the bullets...

Mr. Furfaro: Yes, go ahead.

Ms. Luken: Respect to process and capacity, that 90% of the weight

delivered to the facility would be able to be used at the waste to energy facility.
That it would be a facility that could have a maximum of 200 tons per day capacity.

Mr. Furfaro: Okay.

Ms. Luken: The capital hard costs, if you go to the next major bullet is
that it would be 197,220 tons per day of installed capacity, which..that’s where we
came up with the development costs of $39.4 to $44 million. That there would be
soft development costs, engineering, siting costs, permitting costs, and that would
be about 15% of the hard development costs. For the operation and maintenance,
those expenses include labor, parts, supplies, extraordinary renewals and
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replacements, general administration, operator profit, electricity, fuel, pass through
costs such as chemicals, insurance, and the utilities, and it does not include the
property taxes, host fees, or residual disposal costs. And that’s where we came up
with about $78 and $90 per ton of waste received, and that’s how...we applied that
tonnage number to...

Mr. Furfaro: Okay, I will study it a little bit more, but when you make
reference to...you do have replacement cost in there?

Ms. Luken: Yes.

Mr. Furfaro: As a reserve?

Ms. Luken: Yes.

Mr. Furfaro: And you do have...when you say no host fees, is that the
land rent?

Ms. Luken: Ah, no, some communities...and this usually happens

more when you have a county with a number of political jurisdictions, but
sometimes you’ll say to...I'm from the city of Cincinnati, if you host the waste to
energy facility for Hamilton County, you can add on a dollar a ton that you keep,
so...and one (1) thing, the County of Hawai‘i just received a bid for waste to energy,
it came in almost exactly of what is proposed here, so...

Mr. Furfaro: Okay, so if you propose this host fee, and it is not
actually...and it is pretty similar to what I said, basically it’s kind of...for the
facility to be on that land in that community...

Ms. Luken: Right, it’s an incentive, financial incentive.

Mr. Furfaro: There’s an incentive, how would a county like Kaua‘i
handle something like that as it relates to...I mean would we put in that host...is it
recommended that that host fee would go into some kind of a capital reserve that’s
earmarked for that specific area?

Ms. Luken: It could, for example...
Mr. Furfaro: And we could build a swimming pool for that community.
Ms. Luken: Over on O‘ahu, the new Mayor has instituted a host

community fee for the neighborhoods that surround the Waimanalo Gulch landfill,
and so it goes into a reserve, and you are absolutely correct, I mean he’s upgrading
their parks there, he’s upgrading you know playgrounds there, and so they get
treated a little bit differently than the rest of the island because he feels that if you
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are going to host garbage from the rest of the island, then you should be rewarded
for that.

Mr. Furfaro: Okay.
Ms. Luken: That’s how that would work.
Mr. Furfaro: And again I’'m not an advocate one (1) way or the other, I

just want to make sure I got some clarification...

Ms. Luken: Yes.

Mr. Furfaro: On the terminology you’re uéiﬁg and how we got to...
(Change to side B of tape 1)

Mr. Furfaro: ...but, you know unless we clearly understand your
methodology, but my concern is here that is you know we don’t necessarily have...in
my opinion I think we need to do a little bit more work, especially on our
commercial waste stream, as understanding what’s really being generated by
businesses. -

Ms. Luken: And we ‘actually did a very detailed study that I can
provide you that looked at the commerical waste stream and the residential waste
stream separately. I will gladly...

Mr. Furfaro: Oh great, I would like to see that. Thank you so much.
I'm sure the other members would like that as well.

Chair Asing: With that, Councilmember Rapozo?

Mr. Rapozo: Thank you, and thanks for being here today. I have some

questions...just for the benefit of myself and the public, because this plan...it'll be a
while before we implement the plan, so 'm more concerned of the current situation
of the landfill. I don’t know if you're prepared to answer that, or maybe we can get
Troy up later. In your report you talk about the current capacity...well the
number...

Chair Asing: What page are you making reference to?

Mr. Rapozo: Oh I'm sorry, according to the report, it’s page 21, not the
slide show, but the actual report, and based on the data provided by the contractor
as of May 19, 2006, which is a year ago, they had almost 385,000 cubic yards left
remaining. I don’t know what that equates to in time. According to the chart we're

~looking at an estimated closure date of December of 08, which...
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Ms. Luken: - Correct, if you look at the table...there’s no expansion.

Mr. Rapozo: Right, so as of today, and I don’t know what occurrred in

‘the last year with the amount of construction, and so I'm not sure where we’re at

today, but as of ’06 and the numbers that they provided a year ago, we are set to be
full at December of ’08, correct?

Ms. Luken: Correct.

Mr. Rapozo: Okay, now this also states that the Administration is
currently considering a...or apply for a...another horizontal expansion. Do you
know what the status of that is?

Ms. Luken: That I'm going to have to defer to Troy.

Mr. Rapozo: Okay, okay. Now, providing that expansion gets approved
by the State, and then another extension is...will be requested, so they’re asking
basically...potentially asking for two (2) more horizontal expansions, which will add
a few more years, will take us into January. If all goes well and all our estimates
are correct, we will have landfill space up until January of 2013, which is...what is
that about five (5) years? Five (5) years, okay, in your experience, how long does it
take to put up on a...in a perfect world, a waste to energy facility?

Ms. Luken: Well, the first challenge you are going to face, and this is
why we recommend finding a site as soon as possible...

Mr. Rapozo: Okay.

Ms. Luken: The siting process is probably...could be the most long
term part of it.

Mr. Rapozo: Okay.

Ms. Luken: But then we built into when you find a site, it’s going to

take between two (2) and three (3) years to get your financing, and then get the site
developed and operating.

Mr. Furfaro: If we get permitting.
Mr. Rapozo: . Right.
Ms. Luken: I'm sorry (inaudible), yea, yea.

Mr. Furfaro: It’s a little longer during the...
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Mr. Rapozo: Well let me just tell..when I visited a site in
Pennsylvania, the operator at the facility, waste to energy said that if they got the
go ahead today, permitting, land purchase, everything was in place, and they could
come out and start building the facility, in a perfect world, good weather and all of
that, five (5) years. Okay?

Ms. Yukimura: And that was a retrofit wasn’t it?

Mr. Rapozo: ~ No, brand new facility.

Ms. Yukimura: Brand new? Okay.

Mr. Rapozo: Brand new facility, not knowing the economic, not
knowing the environmental, not knowing the conditions of Kaua‘, so permitting,
land acquisition, land selection I think, you know just public hearings, so I'm just

saying construction, what they told me to...if they got the go ahead, five (5) years.
Now how long does it take to build a landfill? I was told... '

Ms. Luken: Starting at the saying that you’re finding a new site?

Mr. Rapozo: Yea. |

Ms. Luken: (Sigh), seven (7) years.

Mr. Rapozo: Exactly what I was told. That’s a good estimate, seven (7)
years.

Mr. Furfaro: You got to add design before construcfcion.

Mr. Rapozo: Well I'm talking about...

Ms. Luken: The whole process.

Mr. Rapozo: - In a perfect world from start to finish, seven (7) years,

that is very conservative, and I would say seven (7) years would be tough to hit. So
that leaves us with a gap of some time where we’ll have nowhere to take our trash,
which is what I think we’ve been saying for...well for me, for four (4) years now. So
that is a concern. Has the plan addressed that as far as contingency, crisis? We're
at a crisis right now if you ask me, because the numbers don’t work out.

Ms. Luken: Right.

Mr. Rapozo: There is no provisibn, no plan for the crisis, which we're
here...so that is...again has been our...this Council has funded the site selection for
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a landfill because we knew regardless of what technology was out there, you would
always need a landfill, but yet the focus was more on other technologies, which to
me is okay, but I am more concerned about that gap in service. There is no
guarantee that we’ll even get the horizontal expansions.

Ms. Luken: Correct.

Mr. Rapozo: If we don’t get that, we're screwed, in layman’s terms.
But you know we’ve been saying this for a long time, so what are we to do when that
crisis hits, and it will. My prediction today, you can mark my word that it...we will
be in a world of hurt soon, because I don’t believe we could put any kind of facility
up. I don’t think we could build a landfill in the time required before we fill up
Kekaha. And I've been told by the Navy now, and I don’t know if Troy even knows
this, I believe he...I know Donald does, that the current height of the landfill is five
(5) feet away from the flight path of the airport or the runway, which concerns me,
because if in fact we get into the flight path of the runway, then we may have some
further issues, but that is not your problem. And I guess we’ll wait for Troy to come
up as far as the status of the landfill expansions, but wouldn’t you agree that we’re
headed for some major problems in the very near future?

Ms. Luken: Yes, and we have been saying that as far as you know
regardless of your position on waste to energy or landfill, that you cannot delay
trying to find a site, because that’s a huge unknown as far as finding that site,
and... ’

Mr. Rapozo: Have you made that known to the Administration?

Ms. Luken: Um hum.

Mr. Rapozo: Okay.

Ms. Luken: It’s (inaudible) of the plan that they would start that
process.

Mr. Rapozo: Well, again, we've been saying that for four (4), going on

five (5) years. And you know I'm going to tell you the reality was the waste to
energy was the magic bullet, that was the...that was going to be the save the world
technology that somebody would come in get a contract, build a facility, and burn
everything, and throw the little ash in the Kekaha landfill, which would be...the life
would be extended, another 20 years because the ash is a very small percentage of
the total waste stream. Which I think was totally irresponsible, but that’s what
was decided. So, I just wanted the public to understand, and that’s why I'm glad
you’re here, that we are headed for trouble, and that recycling may be a priority
right now. We need to divert from the waste stream to extend the life of Kekaha as
long as we can, because that is a priority, and you know it’s something that we
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talked about years ago and we’re here years later still wondering what we’re going
to do. So, thank you very much.

Chair Asing: With that, Councilmember Yukimura?

Ms. Yukimura: I really appreciate Councilmember Rapozo reminding us
all of the context we’re in right now, and I can (inaudible) into the plan, which is the
agenda item. Taking off on his last comments, I cannot understand why the plan’s
prediction is at 35% recycling, because we’re doing...what are we doing right now?
20%?

Ms. Luken: 23%.

Ms. Yukimura: 23%, and we’re doing it with a system that pretty much
says don’t recycle, I mean really. And so I mean...and I have a personal experience,
which I may have shared. I had a carload of mixed paper, and I went to the Kmart
site, and there was this little dumpster with a two (2) inch hole for me to put a car
load...and this was at 10:00 at night, of mixed paper into that dumpster. And I was
going to the next day come back and pile all my bags of recycling, and say do not
recycle, because that was the message to me. Okay, so, and I called Allison and she
said they've changed it and they put in one (1) with a six inch high window. But
okay, if we did a real recycling program with curbside recycling, with pay as you
throw, how can we only be at 35% when communities that are doing that, really
committed to it are achieving 65% and 70%?

Ms. Luken: And honestly, I mean I spent, if you look at table 11, I
mean I got into this profession because I believe in zero waste, and I believe in
recycling, I mean this is why I chose this job...

Ms. Yukimura: (Inaudible)

Ms. Luken: But I had to look...but I had to look at what was in your
waste stream, and what materials you have. And I very methodically looked at
each component and said realistically, okay curbside recycling with pay as you
throw, if you get 70% of the people participating and targeting these materials, how
much will you divert out of the landfill? And it does take you...if you go through
each material, that’s how I came up with the 35%.. Many times communities that
have very high recycling rates have a lot of industry that’s recycling a significant
amount of metal. Now you have commercial establishments that aren’t
manufacturing cars that you have a lot of scrap metal that you process, so I'm not
saying that you can go...that you won’t go beyond that, I mean to me the 35% is the
minimum. You may get 100% of your people participate in recycling.

Ms. Yukimura: Well you know, the thing is if we aim for a minimum,
were more likely to get the minimum than the maximum. If we aim for a
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maximum, we’re more likely to get somewhere between the minimum and the
maximum. I mean

|

|

Ms. Luken: Right, and I'm not saying the plan can’t read that you |

want 50% recovery, but to come up with numbers and quantities, I need to...I need ’
to err on the side of being conservative.

Ms. Yukimura: Okay, well the other part of this is the growth curve that
Councilmember Furfaro asked about, and I mean we all know...I mean we'’re at one
(1) million tourists a year...

‘Mr. Furfaro: 1.2

Ms. Yukimura: And with 8,000 visitor units plus, okay? So...and we have
on the books another 6,000, which is making all of us very upset because we don’t
think this island, which is already reeling from the existing growth can handle a
75% increase. Okay, so...but even if we went 75%, that’s $2 million conservatively,
tourists a year. Now I don’t know if the eight (8) million is eight (8) million visitor
days or if there’s another way to...

| Ms. Luken: I'll have to pull that report out again, but I...
‘ Mr. Furfaro: I think we need to revisit that because if it’s a number
| that came from the State Economic Development Office, it’s a number that we have
not bought off on here.
Ms. Luken: Now we did have someone on our advisory

committee...who was it from the Planning Department?

Ms. Yukimura:  Keith (Nitta), who never showed up.

Ms. Luken: Keith, so he reviewed all this data.
Ms. Yukimura:  But he never was there at the meeting.
‘ Ms. Luken: Yea,' so I mean I had to kind of depend on the person on

my advisory committee that was supposed to be helping with the planning.

Mr. Furfaro: In defense of him, I want to say again, when the General
Plan was done in 2000, there was an old economic development number which was
close to that, but the General Plan that expires in 2010 did not buy in to the same
number as the State office was telling us.

Ms. Luken: And I will gladly, gladly revisit those numbers. |
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Mr. Furfaro: So that might be where the error is.
Ms. Luken: But I was dependent upon...and...
Mr. Furfaro: That might be where the error is, so...
Ms. Yukimura: But you know if so, that’s an assumption that we need to
look at. :
Ms. Luken: Right and I definitely will.

Ms. Yukimura: Okay, and then what if we you know aggressively...I
mean, it’s two (2) fold right? We need to establish these bans at our landfill, no
green waste, no cardboard, and we have some of them in existence now, but then
the second step is enforcement. I mean I did hear there was a huge load of green
waste that went from Koke‘e Park, from the DLNR to the landfill, and that’s not
supposed to be allowed, institutional green waste as I understood it. It was huge.
Okay, and there were people who wanted to use the wood, so I mean...and
yesterday we were on the Big Island where they were looking at their energy
sustainability plan and they had these reports from Yale University’s forestry
industrial ecology group. They showed Puerto Rico, the one (1) example was Puerto
Rico bringing in millions of tons of cardboard and exporting millions of tons of
cardboard, you know, used cardboard to recycle. I mean there were so many
disconnects in...when you looked at the material flow in an island. And I mean the
same thing with glass, so I guess you know we’re saying, where are the
opportunities and if we were committed...I mean this community is recycling at
22% when there’s hardly any support for recycling.

Ms. Luken: Right.
Ms. Yukimura: So I think if...and...

Ms. Luken: And the other thing too to keep in mind, if in fact we did
over estimate the population. Obviously, that’s going to have a huge impact on the
projections of generation.

Ms. Yukimura: Right.

Ms. Luken: So if our generation quantity goes down, this plan
actually may be getting you to 50%, because the way we come up with the recycling
rate is taking recycling quantity divided by generation. I feel very sound that our
approach, of...we looked in the landfill and very methodically took each waste
stream, each component and said what could we get out. So it may actually be
higher if the generation goes down.
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Ms. Yukimura: = Okay, then what if...what if we estimated a 60% diversion
rate over the next five (5) years? What would be the life of our landfill then? I
mean because Councilmember Rapozo says we're in a crisis, and we've known that.

~ Ms. Luken: Right.
Ms. Yukimura: Council Chair Asing has talked about that over and over
again, so, and we’re in a bind. ' , ‘
Ms. Luken: ' Right.
Ms. Yukimura: If we all say hey, we're in a crisis, not only do we have to

- recycle because it’s the right thing to do, we have to recycle because...

Ms. Luken: We have nowhere to take our garbage.
Ms. Yukimura: We don’t have any other options at this point.
Ms. Luken: Right.

Ms. Yukimura:  And we just do like a sp'utnik like, you know post-sputnik

when we said science and math are important to this country and we do it, and we

go for 60%, and we get it. How much...how many more years on our landfill will we
have? '

Ms. Luken: Right, and that we'll have to reCaIculate, because to come
up with the... =~ o ' : :

 Ms. Yukimura:  Yea, you need the population. ¢

Ms. Luken: - Disposal quantity. I need generati(v)n,“ minus recycling to
give us disposal, and so until I get that generation number solid, I will just be
making things up.

Ms. Yukimura: Okay, and then one (1) more question is, at the beginning
of the process I asked, because I had heard that there was no new waste to energy
plant started in the United States in the last 10 years, and I asked you folks to
confirm that and you confirmed it. Is there any change in that trend?

Ms. Luken: Yes, definitely, and the change is fuel prices. You know
for many years, oh two (2) fold, when the Supreme Court ruled that you could not
have flow control in 1994.

Ms. Yukimura:  Which was two (2) months ago.
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Ms. Luken: . No, the 1994, when they said you could not have it...
Ms. Yukimuré: Oh 94, I'm sorry.

Ms. Luken: You saw very little development of new public...either
landfills or waste to energy facilities because they could not guarantee the waste
stream. With waste to energy these days, the interest is the higher fuel costs, and
so the economics of developing a waste to energy facility are greater than they were
when fuel prices are low. The other component of this is that the technology has
changed. Ten (10) years ago, you only could have facilities that you know were
sustainable on a thousand, two (2) thousand tons of garbage a day. There are
vendors out there who have been able to develop smaller facilities, and so that
makes it more appealing. And then like I said so you have smaller facilities, and
now communities said well maybe we could have it just for our waste, and we don’t
have to force the private sector to use it, and then the fuel prices increased. So it
has been kind of a systematic...

Ms. Yukimura: So how many new plants have started over this last year
then?

Ms. Luken: Well none, because as this gentleman said it’s going to
take five (5) years to get a facility developed, but we've got four (4) clients asking
about waste to energy. . o

Ms. Yukimura: Well asking about waste to energy doesn’t mean that...

Ms. Luken: 'No, no, no, nb, no, as far as their plan, they are év,aluating
whether or not they should have waste to energy. Ohio, where I'm from, one (1) of
my clients has a transfer station that used to be a waste to energy facility that they
closed because after the new Clear Air Act amendments came into place, the
economics were not there. Well now with the fuel prices being high, the economics
are there, and so they are asking us should we take this transfer station and make
it a waste to energy facility.

. Ms. Yukimura: And what is your answer?

Ms. Luken: We're still studying whether or 'nbi:, because in Ohio;
unlike here, they are paying $19 a ton tipping fee for garbage disposal.

Ms. Yukimura: And here we're paying?
Ms. Luken: $70, so once again it’s all economics.

Mr. Furfaro: What we're paying, but what our cost is...
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Ms. Luken: Right.

Ms. Yukimura: Yea, we're not reflecting our reél costs.

Mr. Furfaro: Cost is...

Ms. Luken: Yea, which (inaudible) another report that Ann Hinnash

from our firm is just...has finalized is, we did a cost to service study for you so you
will know each cost center...of what is actually costing you...projecting the cost into
the future.

Ms. Yukimura: Okay, but now, if the waste stream is...can be

commandeered, do you think it’s politically or economically wise to commandeer a

waste stream and tell people you have to send this trash to the waste to energy and
pay $100 a ton, or rather than send your recycling, recycled material to China and
get paid $20 a ton?

Ms. Luken: I...I think it is correct, because...
Ms. Yukimura: It is?

Ms. Luken: What we’re saying to people is we want you to recycle,
and for the materials that cannot be recycled into a new product, we want you to
convert it into energy, and make this island sustainable and not be as dependent
upon fossil fuels. ‘

Ms. Yukimura: But what if you don’t have a MRF that you
know...that...where people can actually recycle, and so then they are
forced...because their county hasn’t prepared a good recycling system to do...and
the county has instead chosen a waste to energy and they need that garbage to

make the waste to energy feasible, then they go that way. I mean what about the

opportunities forgone in making this decision?

Ms. Luken: Well as I said, I feel very confident that I looked at your

waste stream and tried to pick out every material I could that could be recycled, and
it’s reflected in this plan.

Ms. Yukimura: And you’re assuming that that material will be 100%
recycled? :

Ms. Luken: Yes, what we’re saying is the material...well, I take that
back. I'm assuming things like 70% of the people will participate in curbside
program, so no I did not say 100% of the people will participate. I've never seen
that anywhere, so I tried to use my experience.




T SSSESEBEBBEEEE

SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING 30 . MAY 23, 2007

Ms. Yukimura: And if there’s no MRF in the plan, as there isn’t to my
understanding, how are we going to ever really get a good recycling program off the
ground?

Ms. Luken: Well, I had been informed that KRC and the operator of
Garden Island Disposal had the ability to process recyclables for (inaudible).

Ms. Yukimura: And those who know recycling know that that fécility is
not adequate to be actually a good MRF, so...and the other question is how fast does
it take to put up a MRF?

Ms. Luken: Once again, excluding siting, because even though it’s
recycling you still have to site it and people ch'allepge any kind of facility, probably
about two (2) to three (3) years, because you are going to have to go out for bid, you
are going to have to...

Ms. Yukimura: Okay, but compared to five (5) to eight (8) years on a
waste to energy or a landfill, that’s much faster.

Ms. Luken: Right, but it’s still...a very sophisticated MRF can process
materials more effectively and allow people to put it in a single container like I said
so you get more people participating because it’s convenient. A single stream MRF
is still not going to be able to find a market for this, and so there are still materials
that either the technology is not there, or the market is not there. So there’s still a
portion of the waste stream, no matter how much you recycle, at least today, and I
appreciate what you’re saying is, are we closing the door on future...you know that
some day this can be recycled.

Ms. Yukimura: Well then mining...I mean they are saying there’s so
much gold and metals from computers, in computers there’s a huge amount and
look at how much copper now is costing...I mean that’s just still..

Ms. Luken: They'’re stealing it from (inaudible), excuse me.

Ms. Yukimura: They’re stealing it right, that’s the point, that the
material costs start to change and recycling makes it much more flexible for us to
respond to that changing market then a waste to energy that’s going to bind the
community to $50 million in a mortgage, you know basically.

Ms. Luken: Right, and I agree with everything you are saying, but
we’re in a situation right now that not everything can be recycled. And so where
were going to...] mean maybe in five (5) years the markets for recyclables will
change, but right now the data I have to look at is saying you’ve got a significant
portion of your waste stream that cannot be recycled. What are you going to do
with it? And like I said, you know we can build a plan saying that you know doing a
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landfill versus waste to energy if that’s the direction I hear, but I would be a
horrible consultant to you to say you are not going to need somewhere to take a
portion of your waste stream based on the technologies in the markets that we have
today for recyclables.

Ms. Yukimura: Yea, well I think to assume a 35% recycling when we'’re
already at 22% with a system that doesn’t really encourage recycling is really
underestimating what thls commumty can do in recycling.

- Ms. Luken: And as I said, that may end up being a 50% recycling
program with the same tonnages, because the generation may not be as high as we
had estimated based on the...excuse me, tourist industry, so it could be a 50%.
Because 1 feel like this program is very aggressive. I mean you are targeting, you
know food waste, and green waste and mixed recyclables, and you have a bottle bill.
And so like I said it may actually be higher if our generation quantity is lower.

Chair Asing: ~ Any other questions Councilmembers? Councilmember
Kouchi? = : -
Mr. Kouchi: I don’t have a question for Karen, I just wanted to say

that I don’t recall, Troy, if it was 2000, 2001, but the County made a conscious
decision not to renew the recycling program for the junk mail. And the per ton cost
was excessively high, and the local contractor was taking it voluntarily until their
attorney stopped théem from having people walking on their property, because of
liability. A lot of ground swell, public sentiment came to the County Administration
to restore the program. Part of the reason that the program was discontinued is
because the opening for the recycling was of a size that people were throwing their
household garbage there. And so the community was saying that the operator of

the recycling program was in fact not even recycling, but just throwing it in the

landfill not realizing that you open up the bin, you have all the junk mail mixed
with household garbage. Troy gets called, he inspects the pile, it’s now
contaminated, commercial backend operations will not take contaminated paper,
Troy authorizes it to be hauled to the landfill, and it was going in mass to the
landfill, and tons of paper were being spoiled. And so you know it’s incorrect to
leave the impression that the size of that opening is discouraging recycling. It was
the compromise on trying to preserve the integrity of the paper so that people who
were consciously trying to recycle could be insured that their efforts weren’t going to
waste. And in fact it would be kept clean, and would get to the proper source and
not be contaminated and not wind up at the landfill because those are residential
recycling bins, not commercial. And there are commercial programs to deal with
the paper, and you know if there’s some reason why...you know some people don’t
like that size. Hopefully with better education and people being more responsible
about what they would do, may allow a change, but until then, the Administration
didn’t know how else to try to preserve the integrity of the product, and to keep the
stream clean so the recycling could occur. And so there was great thought that
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went into that to try to insure the integrity of the program, and you know I think
it’s an unfair characterization to insinuate that the Administration was approving a
program that was saying not to recycle and that was how we got to where we got on
those residential bins.

Chair Asing: Councilmember Yukimura? I'm going to try to give the
public time for input on this, so Councilmembers?

Ms. Yukimura: Yes, thank you. Appreciate the history on that. The point

is that for somebody trying to recycle, and doing it seriously it was ludicrous to have

that two (2) inch thing. I think there’s ways to do it that other communities have
done it, and one (1) of the things we saw at the Max 3R conference was the
importance of a public education program that really built people’s commitment to
and understanding of the recycling. And at that conference, Pete Grogan from
Weyerhauser said that this country I think either landfilled or burned 2 billion
dollars of paper that could have been sold to China if it had been properly prepared,
and that’s how the markets have changed in the last five (5) years, and what kind of

opportunities there would be for us. So you know those are the issues, but my

question for Karen was your study on commercial, on the commercial and
residential waste streams, is that part of your papers? One (1) of your...

Ms. Luken: Should be, should be online, but I'll double check.
Ms. Yukimura: Okay, okay. And is this draft plan online?

Ms. Luken: The action plan is, yes, yés.

Ms. Yukimura: When you say the action plan...

Ms. Luken: The March 129. ..what you have right here, yes.

Ms. Yukimura: Okay, so...

Ms. Luken: So all the issue papers and this are online, and then
eventually...right now we’re taking all these issues papers and suggestions and
actually writing the plan sections.

Ms. Yukimura: nght, ‘ok'ay' so this is on the County’s web at
www.kauai.gov. |

Ms. Luken: Right.
Ms. Yukimura: Right? And then is it under Public Works, Solid Waste?

Ms. Luken: I think you can just go to recycling.



