
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Group Memory
 
Public Information Meeting on Landfill Siting Process 


King Kaumuali‘i Elementary School 


Department of Public Works 

County of Kaua‘i 


Monday, October 11, 2010, 7:00 to 9:00 PM 


The meeting opened with welcoming remarks from Mayor Bernard P. Carvalho, Jr., highlighting the 
following points: 

• 	 Kaua‘i must site a new landfill because the current landfill at Kekaha is running out 
of space quickly. The landfill siting will be fast-tracked at the same time that waste 
diversion activities are proceeding. The County wants the new landfill to be the 
smallest component of its solid waste management portfolio. 

• 	 Tonight’s discussion will describe the Ma‘alo site and its features. 

• 	 Benefits to the County include: 
--	 The site is more central, reducing costs for waste transportation while reducing negative 

impacts to the environment. 

--	 The site has the potential for preserving and expanding agricultural activities on other 
lands. 

--	 The site offers the chance to further efforts at renewable energy 

--	 The site offers the chance to lessen traffic in the town cores of Hanamā‘ulu and Līhu‘e. 

--	 The site offers the chance to develop a resource recovery park. 

• 	 The community will learn how they can stay involved in the process and insure that 
their concerns are heard. 

The facilitator reviewed the meeting purpose and outcomes. The purpose of the meeting was to provide 
information to the community regarding the status on the siting of a new landfill. The outcomes 
anticipated from this meeting are for the community to understand the status of the County’s efforts to 
site a new landfill, how the community can continue to be involved in the siting process, and for the 
community to voice their concerns about siting and what issues they felt need to be dealt with during the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process. The audience was also reminded that comment forms 
were available that could be mailed back should anyone have further comments after tonight’s meeting.  
The comment forms are three-fold and have the address printed on them to make it easy to mail them 
back. Comments would be most useful if provided within thirty days. 

Prior to the presentation those attending were asked if there were any issues that they hoped the 
presentation would cover to provide some guidance to the presenters as they proceeded. The following 
issues were identified: 

• 	 Water pollution issues including streams, wells, well development and reservoirs 

• 	 Traffic in the area especially around the school 

• 	 Community compensation for hosting a landfill 

• 	 Will there be a full EIS prepared? 
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Brian Takeda from R. M. Towill Corporation made a presentation regarding the proposed Ma‘alo site and 
the process that would be used to evaluate and study the site. (The presentation will be posted on the 
County’s website: www.kauai.gov/newlandfillsite). Jim Dannemiller from SMS Research also covered 
Environmental Justice issues and Host Community Benefits during the presentation. 

The meeting was then opened for community input and concerns. It was noted that the siting process was 
at an early stage so that answers to specific questions would probably not be available at this time. The 
County stated that the questions raised tonight would be noted and that answers would be posted on the 
web when they became available. A summary of the comments and questions included:  

• 	 The County needs to make environmental concerns the prime concerns in this process. 

• 	 Alternatives to the Ma‘alo site, including no action, must be discussed. 

• 	 The EIS must be used as the method for evaluating and selecting the new landfill. The 
landfill site cannot be selected before the EIS is completed. 

• 	 The County is not good at Environmental Justice. 

• 	 Does Senator Inouye’s support of the project indicate federal involvement that would trigger 
Environmental Justice requirements? 

• 	 This site has the potential to have very serious impacts on the water resources in the area. 

• 	 The use of the Ma‘alo site for a landfill might require relocation of the potable water wells in 
the vicinity, which would incur high costs to taxpayers. 

• 	 Use of this site for a landfill would require very costly mitigation measures in general.  

• 	 Need to assess impacts to streams and in-stream flows that are required to support stream 
and near-shore water ecosystems.  

• 	 Hanamā‘ulu Stream is one of the top 10 polluted streams in the nation. 

• 	 Ma‘alo is the best farmland and stream system on Kaua‘i. It must be maintained. 

• 	 Use of the site for landfill will displace ranching and agricultural uses that are vital to the 
island’s food security. 

• 	 This project is an attempt to subdivide the State land for other purposes. This land cannot be 
subdivided. 

• 	 There are Nēnē and lots of other animals on the site that must be protected. 

• 	 Obama is a socialist and part of a Marxist and communist plot to destroy our economy. 

• 	 The County should consider plasma arc technology. It can eliminate solid waste with little 
environmental impact and generate cheap electricity. If the government would support this 
technology, we would have virtually free electricity. 

• 	 Consider putting an incinerator in at Kekaha. It’s already polluted there so it won’t hurt to 
try it out. 

• 	 We need to encourage increased recycling.  

• 	 We need to make less trash so we can reduce or eliminate the need for landfills.  

• 	The Mayor is commended for moving in the right direction with the Resource Recovery 
Park. 
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• 	 How will you protect or redevelop drinking water sources that will be impacted by the 
landfill? 

• 	 How are you going to move the reservoirs that supply water to Wailua Stream and 
Hanamā‘ulu Stream. Do you plan to move the reservoirs?  

• 	 How will flooding be controlled and flood-related impacts be mitigated?  

• 	 Will the powerpoint be posted on the web site? 

• 	 Where is the planned Kalepa agricultural park in relation to the landfill site and how will it 
be integrated with landfill planning?  

• 	 Where is the planned motocross park in relation to the landfill site and how will it be 
integrated with landfill planning?  

• 	 What is the timeline on Materials Recovery Facility (MRF)? Consider expediting the 
scheduled development of the MRF. 

• 	 What is the design of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee’s (CAC) decision-making process 
for Host Community Benefits? Please describe the framework for CAC decision making. 

• 	 How will the community survey be structured? The survey instrument needs to be reviewed 
to ensure it does not contain bias. 

• 	 The priority should be on diverting solid waste from the landfill. Fast track the materials 
recovery facility. 

• 	 Consider using the Bulk Sugar Facility at the harbor for the MRF. The facility already has 
well-developed roads and a weigh station and is located near the export point for recyclable 
materials. 

• 	 Need to assess truck traffic impacts on area roads. 

• 	 Locating a compost facility, construction debris disposal, and material reuse facility at a 
central location is a good idea.  

• 	 Alternatives for MRF operations, locations and lifecycle costs should be covered in the EIS. 

• 	 It is necessary to carefully plan collection system operations in conjunction with the resource 
recovery park (e.g., use of 3-can systems to start separating waste streams at the household). 

• 	 The State does not own this land so it cannot approve use of the land for a landfill. The State 
is a trustee managing the land. The trust land is owned under Grant 347 granted in 1851 to 
the Kokaiaupuni (sic?) and Manini families. This hui owns the land. Documents supporting 
this claim are on file at the County Auditor’s office. These lands are also under joint 
tenancy. Supporting documentation can also be found at the State Archives. 

• 	 The EIS needs to properly document ownership of the proposed site. 

• 	 The State and County need to bring their ownership documents to the table with the Kanaka 
Hui to determine who owns the land. 

• 	 Will the County run the recovery center? 

• 	 Clarify who is the approving agency for the EIS. In the public presentation, the County is 
identified as the approving agency. However, because the site is on State land, shouldn’t the 
State be the approving agency? 

• 	 The public should understand that the EIS process will take a long time. Citizens are 
encouraged to participate by sending in written comments during EIS comment periods. By 
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law, all written comments must have a written response from the agency and must be 
addressed in the EIS. 

• 	 The Ma‘alo site was one of the original candidate sites evaluated by the Mayor’s Advisory 
Committee on Landfill Siting. Why was it originally rejected in favor of Umi and Kekaha? 

• 	 The landfill site cannot be selected prior to completing the EIS process.  

• 	 Hanamā‘ulu is a sacred area. The waters of Hanamā‘ulu  are sacred and need to be 
protected. It is culturally inappropriate to consider this area for a landfill. 

• 	 The land needs to be protected and preserved for cultural uses by future generations.  

• 	 Does this project in any way involve the Kapa‘a Relief Road? If so, then it is a federal 
project subject to National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106, and many other 
federal review requirements. 

• 	 This project is one more part of a larger, segmented federal action that includes three on-
going roadway and path projects and the Kūhiō Highway By-Pass project. 

• 	 The NHPA Section 106 consultation process has not been completed for any of these 
projects. 

• 	 All of the alternative landfill sites must be included in the EIS, not just the Ma‘alo site. 

• 	 Who will conduct the necessary studies for the EIS, how are they qualified to do so, and how 
will they evaluate cumulative impacts to environmental, spiritual and cultural resources? 

• 	 The native Hawaiian community is not interested in mitigation measures. Mitigation 
measures, such as interpretive signage, are not sufficient to justify use of culturally 
significant sites. 

• 	 It is against the law to undertake a federal project without first consulting with Native 
Hawaiians. 

• 	 What will be done about wind-driven garbage and odor from the landfill? 

• 	 How will grievances during operation of the landfill be handled? 

• 	 What is the estimated timeframe for the completion of the EIS? 

• 	 We are approaching “peak oil” conditions. Cheap oil, upon which our economy is based, is 
going away. We will face extreme changes to our way of life in the short-term. The near 
future is going to resemble conditions 100 years ago. 

• 	 Consider multiple, dispersed locations for landfills in order to reduce the amount of fuel 
required to transport solid waste. The cost of fuel to transport solid waste is going to be 
prohibitively expensive in the near term. 

• 	 We will be forced to consume less in the future, and therefore will generate less solid waste. 

• 	 Keep the waste generated on the island, on the island. Do not ship waste off-island. 

• 	 Support composting. Also consider bio-char which is more useful and has less impact on air 
quality. 

The Mayor closed the meeting following the conclusion of comments and questions from the community. 
He thanked everyone for their attendance and input and reminded the audience that this is the first 
meeting in the process of selecting the new landfill site and that he looks forward to future comments and 
participation. 
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Notes (2): 

(1) One written comment was received on October 4th, prior to the meeting on October 11th. The 
following two comments were offered: 

“1. 	 IF the landfill is located at Ma'alo, don't you think Kapaia should be considered as a Host 
Community? We would be affected by the landfill as much as, if not more than Hanamā‘ulu. 
Kapaia IS a community!!” 

“2. 	 What safeguards will the county have to prevent pollution seepage into our streams and 
surrounding agricultural fields? What specific plan will be put in place for monitoring and 
testing the soil and water in the region?”  
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(2) Approximately 100 persons attended the meeting with 39 individuals signing in. A list of those who 
signed in are below. 
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