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Mayor’s Advisory Committee on Landfill Site Selection

County of Kaua‘i

Department of Public Works

Meeting 7
December 16, 2008
1:00 pm - 3:00 pm

Attendance: 


Committee Members: Gary Pacheco, David Sproat, Ted Inouye, George Costa, Mike Curtis, Mary J. Buza-Sims, Jose Bulatao, Jr., Keith Nitta, Kenny Ishii, Palmer Hafdahl, Glenn Frazier


Members Absent/Excused: Diana Simao, Mike Layosa, Kathleen Hurd, Edward Kawamura 


County DPW: Troy Tanigawa, Emily Ishida

Consultant: Brian Takeda

Facilitator:  Dee Dee Letts

The meeting began with recognition from the new Mayor that the Committee was doing an excellent job with its assigned task from the late Mayor Baptiste. The new administration requested that the Committee continue its efforts and commit to at least one more meeting to apply the double blind methodology the Committee has employed to the issues of Environmental Justice and Host Community Benefits. The County DPW staff noted that R. M. Towill was being contracted with to address both of these issues.  Although this was not part of the Committee’s original charge the new administration feels strongly that this group and this process should provide the best possible recommendations to the administration regarding these two important issues. Both issues have been raised in prior meetings by Committee members. The Committee agreed to continue and to assist the new administration with these issues. The Committee was informed that this would change the agenda for today’s meeting in that the sites would remain anonymous and not be revealed during today’s meeting. 
The Committee could still ask questions regarding the application of the criteria. The Committee weighting factors would be added and scores for the various sites recalculated to reflect the weighting.

Brian reviewed the criteria developed by the Committee and how they were applied to the various sites. Following his presentation of data the following questions were raised:

Q:
How did you compute the cost of development?

A:
This was a tricky one as no in-depth study of the individual sites has taken place – however one of the most costly elements of site development involve utility costs – so we computed the distance to the site from a major roadway and multiplied that distance by a per unit cost of $300 per linear foot. Other development costs on an area basis were also considered. 
C:
I like the way you looked at it – seems like a good methodology for comparing the sites at this point

Q:
How did you do ceded lands?
A:
By the scale the Committee developed with us: 0 points - site is ceded or homestead, 2 points - site is considered ceded or homestead, and 4 points - site is not ceded or homestead.
Q:
How did you do population density?

A:
By the scale the Committee developed with us: 0 points - more than 50 persons per square mile living within one-half mile of the site, 2 points -  25 to 50 persons per square mile living within one-half mile of the site, 4 points -  less than 25 persons per square mile living within one-half mile of the site.
Q:
How about surface water?
A:
By the scale the Committee developed with us: 1 point - the site is located 0.25 miles or less from surface water resources, 2 points -  the site is located between 0.25 and 0.50 miles from surface water resources, and 3 points -  the site is located more than 0.50 miles from surface water resources.
Q:
Are there engineering criteria that would make one site better then another?

A:
Yes, the Committee was not asked to look at this directly and some of this will be addressed as part of the EIS process as the top sites are studied in detail – however the Committee did develop some criteria that go directly to this issue and these have been applied – criteria such as nos. 24 and 26 concerning access and capacity of the site are examples

Q:
How were endangered species looked at?

A:
By the scale the Committee developed with us: 0 points -  Flora and Fauna habitat located less than 0.25 miles from the site with rare, threatened or endangered species present, 2 points -  Flora and Fauna habitat exists between 0.25 and 0.5 miles of the site with rare, threatened or endangered species present, 4 points -  Flora and Fauna habitat exists at a distance greater than 0.50 miles from the site with rare, threatened or endangered species present – U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Critical Habitat identifications were used.
Following the end of the question period the Committee’s ranking of the criteria was given to the Consultant and the County and weights were assigned to each of the criteria that ranged from 1 to 10. The result was the following weighting scale which was then applied to the 7 anonymous sites:
	Weight
	Criteria

	10
	Location of site relative to the Underground Injection Control (UIC) Line

	9
	Population density near site

	9
	Cost of development

	9
	Haul distance from major municipal solid waste generation areas

	8
	Landfill Capacity or Site Life

	8
	Consistency of the designation of the site for a landfill with the Kaua‘i General Plan

	8
	Distance to nearest residence, school, hospital or non-compatible business

	7
	Cost of operations

	7
	Displacement of residences and/or businesses including agricultural businesses

	7
	Archaeological and/or historical significance

	7
	Cost of site acquisition

	7
	Proximity to surface water

	5
	Flora and fauna habitat

	5
	Annual precipitation

	4
	Site distance from major highway

	4
	Schools or hospitals along access road

	3
	Ceded or Hawaiian Homestead Land

	3
	Proximity to parks and recreational facilities

	2
	Residential units or developments along access road

	2
	Consistency of the site with the existing State Land Use Designation

	2
	Adequacy of site drainage

	2
	Availability of utilities

	2
	Availability of existing access roadway from major highway or collector street

	1
	Consistency of the site with the exiting County land use zoning designation

	1
	Prevailing wind direction relative to populated areas

	1
	Access to fire protection


These weights were then applied to the seven sites with the following scores resulting.

	Site Number
	Score

	1
	266

	2
	350

	3
	282

	4
	340

	5
	279

	6
	304

	7
	302


The identities of the sites are not planned to be identified until the Committee has finished its work regarding Environment Justice and Host Community Benefits in the spring.

The Committee next discussed items that they would like to see included in the final report as far as an Executive Summary and Background. The following items should be developed in a draft for review by the Committee prior to the next meeting.

· The County should continue to aggressively pursue an alternative means of waste disposal including such technologies as garbage to energy

· The results of this report and the recommendations forwarded by the Committee should be noted and interfaced with the Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan

· The report should make a strong statement that it is the residents and visitors to Kaua‘i that generate the waste so changes to the waste stream begin with us

· There must be a paradigm shift in the way we look at and address our waste issues

· The Committee is positive for the long term and feels its work is building for that long term

· A clear description of their charge and the process they used

The next meeting is set for: March 17th from 1:00 to 3:00 PM.
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