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Foreword

Thisisthe report of the Audit of the 2003-04 Mililani Curbside
Recycling Pilot Project. The city auditor initiated this audit pursuant
to the authority of the Office of the City Auditor as provided in the
Revised Charter of Honolulu. This audit was also conducted
pursuant to Resolution 04-48, CD1, Requesting a Financial and
Performance Audit of the Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot Project,
to determineif the pilot project was efficiently and effectively
operated, cost effective, and successful in causing the recycling, not
disposal, of most of the designated recyclable materials collected
from residences served.

We wish to acknowledge the assistance and cooperation of the
officials and staff of the Environmental Services Department, the
Department of Budget and Fiscal Services, and others who we
contacted during this audit.

Ledliel. Tanaka, CPA
City Auditor
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Audit of the 2003-04 Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot
Project

Report No. 08-04, November 2008

This Audit of the 2003-04 Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot Project
wasconducted pursuant totheauthority of the Officeof the City Auditor
asprovidedintheRevised Charter of Honolulu, and wasincludedinthe
City Auditor’ sAnnual Work Planfor FY 2007-08. Thisauditwasalso
conducted pursuant to City Council Resolution 04-48, CD1, Requesting
a Financial and Performance Audit of the Mililani Curbside
RecyclingPilot Project, todetermineif thepil ot project wasefficiently
andeffectively operated, cost effective, and successful incausingthe
recycling, not disposal, of most of thedesignatedrecyclablematerials
collectedfromresidencesserved. Thisauditfocused onreviewingthe
department’ sperformanceof curbsiderecycling operationsduringthe
2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecycling pilot project, andthecost of the
project.

Background The2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecycling pilot project wasacurbside
recyclingcollection project conducted by thecity’ sEnvironmental
ServicesDepartment over aninitial four month periodfrom November
2003through February 2004. Theproject covered 11,000single-family
homesinMililani, withcity crewsprovidingaternatingweekly scheduled
pickupsof selected mixed recyclablesand greenwaste. Accordingto
thedepartment, thepil ot project wasintendedto provideinformationon
designelements, costs, andfeasi bility of integrating curbsidecoll ection of
mixedrecyclablesandgreenwastewiththecity’ sresidential refuse
collectionoperations, withanultimategoal of expandingthemost
workablecurbs decollectionsystemidand-wide.

Summary of 1. Designflawshamperedthedepartment’ sability tofulfill thepilot
Findings project’ soperational goals.

2. Failuretoisolateor separately identify costsfor therecycling pil ot
project fromother departmental operationspreventedthe
determinationof theproject’ scost benefit.



Report No. 08-04

November 2008

Finding1: Design FlawsHamper ed theDepartment’ sAbility to
Fulfill thePilot Project’ sOperational Goals.

Project design contributedtoimplementation problems, which
impacted theeffectivenessand efficiency of thepil ot project. For
exampl e, thepilot project permitted theuseof existinggray refuse
containersfor storing bothrefuseandrecyclingfor collection, rather
thanrequiringall parti cipantsto useaseparatecontainer for recycling
collections. Thisresultedincollection problemsand contamination.
Inpart, duetotheseproblems, thedepartment did not realizeits
project goal sand objectives, particularly material recovery and
contaminationrates, toeffectively demonstratetheoperational

feas bility of thecurbs derecycling coll ectionsystemempl oyed.

Departmental control operationsdidnot reducecontamination. The
department devel oped control operationstoenhancethe
effectivenessandefficiency of curbsiderecyclingcollection
operationsandto encouragehousehol d compliancewith separation
requirements. However, thecontrol operationswereineffectivein
limitingthecontaminationof recyclingmateria scollectionduringthe
project, duetoinsufficient staffing of control rolesand non-targeted
useof publiceducationto correct problemsobserved during
implementation.

Asdesigned, thepilot project did not answer substantivequestions
regarding conducting curbsiderecyclingasapart of thecity’ ssolid
wastemanagement. Thepreviouspilot project and study were
inconclusiveonwhether thecity shouldperformcurbsiderecycling
collectionoperations, duetotheir finding of substantial start-upcosts
andthenegligibleimpact of removingrecyclablemateria susing
curbsidecollectionversusother morecost-effectivealternativessuch
ascommunity drop-off recycling. Thisfundamental issueremained
unaddressed by the2003-04 Mililani pilot project becauseitwas
designedtoevaluatetheparametersof thesystemimplemented,
rather than addressthe substantivequestionssuch astheoperational
and cost effectivenessof curbsiderecyclingcollection.

Finding 2: Failuretolsolateor Separately | dentify Costsfor the
RecyclingPilot Project from Other Departmental Oper ations
Prevented the Deter mination of the Project’ sCost Benefit.

Pilot project operationsweresupported by existing departmental
operationsand servicecontracts. Thisprovided needed support
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Recommendations
and Response

servicesand goodsto support project activities, at limited apparent
additional costs. However, thisdistorted thedepartment’ sability to
assessthecostsof theproject becauseof their ssimilarity toongoing
operationsand services, andlack of differentiationinbillingsfrom
contractedserviceproviders.

* Thedepartment prematurely incurred costsfor anidand-wide
curbsiderecyclingcollection. Contrary totheintent of conductinga
pilot project, thedepartment incurred costsduringtheproject, such
asthosetoextend curbsideoperationsbeyondtheinitia four month
periodand purchasing contai nersto support anisland-widesystem.

* Thepilot project wasnot optimizedfor cost efficiency. Sincethe
project wasdirected by thecouncil’ sbudget proviso, thedepartment
piecedtogether thesupporting servicestoimplement and support the
project. Assuch, certaindesignelementswerecost unfavorable,
suchasthepay for processing arrangementswith processorsthat
had norevenueoffset provisions. Also, theproject wasnot
designedtoassessthecost benefit of theoperations, suchas
comparingthematerial recovery versusthecost to operatethe
collectionsystem.

Thedirector of theEnvironmental ServicesDepartment should:

a. conduct curbsiderecyclingprojectsaccordingto current ordinance
requirements, including project designandreportingrequirements,
assessment of cost benefit, andimplement best practices, as
appropriate;

b. setuppilot projectsindependently, withadequatefunding and
staffing sothat current contractsor operationsarenotimpaired;

c. notusepilotprojectsasavehiclefor unfunded administrative
priorities; and

d. adheretofundingrestrictionsfor useof pilot project funds, useof
contract fundsand operational funds, and seek council authorization,
whenappropriate.

Initsresponsetoour draft audit report, the Environmental Services
Department characterized our report ashaving found nothing new or
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differentthanthefindingsintheir 2003 pil ot eval uationreport, and
provided brief commentsrelated to our findings. Thedepartment took
Issuewithour point that thepil ot proj ect did not achievegoal sand

obj ectivesbecauseitsdesign contributed to problems. They notedthe
trial anddiscoveryvalueof conducting pil ot projects, whereproblems
withcurbsiderecyclingcollectiondesignscouldbeidentified, andlater
contributetothefutureimprovement of programs. Whilewe
acknowledgetheval ueof |earningfromtheexperienceof apilot project,
westand by our report that thedepartment did not meet itsplanned

goal sand objectivesbecauseit did not meet itsown planned outcome
measuresregarding material recovery, contaminationrate, andreducing
disposal. Theseissueswerepromoted by designproblemsfound by our
report, and prevented theattainment of planned goal sand objectives.

Thedepartment responded to our commentsregardingthelimited
avallabledataand accountingavailabletoreview during theaudit,
indicatingthat it madeitsbest efforts, giventhetimethat had passed
sinceitsown project evaluationandthestateof their records. We
appreci ateand acknowl edgethecooperation of departmental staff in
providingavail ableinformationontheproject, but stand by our
assertionsthat certain aspectsof theproject werenot reviewabledueto
thestateof therecords.

Lastly, thedepartment assertsthat dueto theshort term natureof the
project, it used existing resourcesand contractswherepossibleto
minimizecosts. Westand by our finding that project costsweredifficult
todetermineduetotheuseof existing resourcesand contracts, and
thereforecannot agreewith theassertionthat thisaspect of project
management resultedinminimized costs. Therewerenosubstantive
changesmadetothereport based onthedepartment’ sresponse.

Leslie I. Tanaka, CPA Office of the City Auditor

City Auditor 1001 Kamokila Boulevard, Suite 216
City and County of Honolulu Kapolei, Hawai'i 96707

State of Hawai'i (808) 768-3134

FAX (808) 768-3135
www.honolulu.gov/council/auditor
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Thisauditwasconducted pursuant totheauthority of the Officeof the
City Auditor (OCA) asprovidedintheRevised Charter of Honol ul u.
Theauditwasal so conducted pursuant to Resol ution 04-48, CD1,
Requesting a Financial and Performance Audit of the Mililani
CurbsideRecycling Pilot Project, whichwasadopted by theHonolulu
City Council onMarch 24, 2004. Itisincludedinthe OCA’ sProposed
Annua Work Planfor FY 2007-08, whichwascommunicatedtothe
mayor andthecity council onJunel, 2007.

Background

2003-04 Mililani Curbside
Recycling Project

OnMarch 24, 2004, thecity council passed Resolution 04-48, CD 11,
whichrequestedafinancia andperformanceaudit of theMililani
curbsiderecyclingpilot project by thecity auditor. Thecouncil indicated
itssupport of theadministration’ sintenttoestablishanidand-wide
curbsiderecycling program, perceivedtheenvironmental benefitsof such
aprogramincluding conserving landfill space, and sought assurancesthat
thepilot project wouldbewel | planned andtransfer |lessonslearnedtoan
island-wideprogram. Thecouncil sought anaudittodetermineif the
pilot project wasefficiently and effectively operated, cost-effective, and
successful incausingtherecycling, not disposal, of most of the
designatedrecyclablematerialscollectedfromresidencesserved.

TheMililani CurbsideRecycling Pil ot Project wasacurbsiderecycling
project conducted by thecity’ sEnvironmental ServicesDepartment over
aninitial four-month periodfromNovember 2003 until February 2004.
Theproject covered 11,000s ngle-family homesinMililani, withcity
crewsprovidingalternatingweekly schedul ed pickupsof sel ected mixed
recyclables(e.g., auminumcans, glassbottlesandjars, plasticbottles
andjugs, newspaper, corrugated cardboard) and greenwaste.
Accordingtothedepartment, thepil ot project woul d provideinformation
ondesignelements, costsandfeasi bility of integrating curbsidecol lection
of mixedrecyclablesandgreenwasteintothecity’ sresidential refuse
collectionoperations, anditsgoal wastheid and-wideexpansionof the
mostworkablecurbsiderecycling collectionsystem.

Thedepartment plannedtoincorporatecurbsidecollection of mixed
recyclablesand greenwasteintoitsregul ar twice-a-week collection of
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trashpickup, using existing automated ref usetrucksto collect bothrefuse
andrecycling containersset out curbsideby residents. Duringthepilot
project, Mililani res dentscould el ect tousetheir existinggray, 96-gallon
refusecontainer for all threeseparatecollections, or they couldrequesta
second green, 96-gallon container to bededi cated only togreenwaste
andmixedrecyclables. Thedepartment setatrashandrecycling
collectionschedul efor thepil ot project by sectionsof Mililani: Central,
Northeast, Southwest, and Upper Mililani Mauka.

Therewasan additional collectionday added per week for recycling
collectionduringthepilot project. Theschedulefor collectingrecycling
wasonceper week, with aternating collection of greenwasteand mixed
recyclablesevery other week onthedesignated collectionday. Regular
trash pickup al so continued onatwiceper week basis, accordingtothe
followingschedule.

Exhibit 1.1

Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot Project
Refuse and Recycling Collection Schedule
November 2003 — February 2004

Pilot Project
Areas Served Refuse Collection Recycling Collection*

Northeast Mililani
and Monday and Thursday Wednesday
Upper Mililani Mauka

Central Mililani Tuesday and Friday Thursday

Southwest Mililani  Wednesday and Saturday Friday

* Note: On recycling collection days, green waste and mixed recyclables were
collected on alternating weeks (every other week by material).

Source: Environmental Services Department; Office of the Mayor, 2003

Theproject wasconductedintwo phasestotest recyclingandrefuse
collectionaternatives. Duringthefirst phase, city crewsperformed
twiceper week regular curbsidetrash collection. Ontheday after the
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firsttrashpickup, they collected greenwasteor mixedrecyclables,
dependingontheweek. Halfway throughtheproj ect, thedepartment
initiated asecond phase, wherepartici pating househol dswereasked to
try once, rather thantwice, per week trash collection. Participantswere
giventheoptionto continuetwiceper week refusecollection, if they
reportedthat they still required two pickupsper week. Thoserequesting
asecondday of collectionwereprovidedwithasecond day garbage
collectionsticker toapply totheir container, sothat it woul d becollected
when set out onthesecondrefusecollectionday.

Duringthepilot project, Environmenta ServicesDepartment’ sRecycling
Branchstaff weretaskedwith conductingin-fieldmonitoring, suchas
notingthenumber of containersper collection (i.e. setoutrates) inthe
neighborhoods, inspecting containersprior tocollection, andobserving
theunl oading of material sby collectiontrucksat compostingand
recyclingfacilities. Thesestaff operationswereintendedtoensure
participant compliancewiththeprogram, andlimitthecontamination
collectedduringtheproject.

InMarch 2004, at theend of thefour-month pilot, theformer
administration provided areport tothecity council, based onsurveysof
project participantsand observedfieldresults. Thecity administration
deemedthepilot project successful, and announced curbsiderecycling
would continueonamonth-to-monthbasis, whilethey negotiated al abor
agreement withtheUnited PublicWorkerstoestablishanisland-wide
curbsiderecycling program. However, thecity and theunioncouldnot
reachan agreement and curbsiderecycling operationsstoppedin August
2004.

Project Contractors

Thedepartment engagedfour contractorsduringtheMililani Curbside
Recycling Projecttoprovideservices, suchasmixedrecyclingandgreen
wasteprocessing, publiceducation consulting, and pil ot project
evauation.

Island Recycling sorted and processed themixed recyclablescol lected
duringthepilot project. Initialy, thedepartment had plannedfor mixed
recyclablestobedeliveredtoall interested, |ocal, multi-material recycling
facilitiesinrotationtoallowfor first hand experiencesof handlingand
marketingthematerial scoll ected, and sought anexempt procurement of
theserequired services. Thecity’ spurchasingdivisionauthorizedthe
non-competitivepurchaseof recyclablematerial sprocessingservices,
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andthreelocal permittedfacilitiesweresolicitedtoparticipateinthe
project. However, only Iand Recycling acceptedthecity’ ssolicitation
toprocessthemixedrecyclablescollected fromthe2003-04 Mililani
curbsiderecyclingpilot project.

Hawaiian Earth Productsagreedto processthecollected greenwaste
fromthepilot project under anexisting threeyear mulching contract with
severa city departments. Inthecontract, Hawaiian Earth Productshad
agreedtoaccept and processgreenwastefrom current manual curbside
collectionand drop-off collectionfromtheL eeward O ahu area.
Duringthepilot project, city refusetrucksdelivered collectedgreen
wasteto Hawaiian Earth Product’ sL eeward compostingfacility.

Hastings& Pleadwell (Hastings) workedwiththedepartment todevel op
community educational material sandwebsiteinformationunder an
existing consultant contract for publicoutreach servicesrelatedtothe
department’ swastewater programs. Itsoriginal contract wasamended,
sothat Hastingscould providepublicoutreach on solid wasteissues,
includingthecurbsiderecyclingpilot project. Hastingssubcontracted
with SM SResearchtodevel opand analyzephoneandwrittensurveys
whichevaluated publiceducationand househol d participationduringthe
pilot project.

Lastly, thedepartment sel ected R. W. Beck to eval uatetheresultsof the
curbsiderecyclingpilot project duetotheir extensiveexperiencewith
curbsidecollectionsystemsnationwide. R.W. Beck had devel oped
knowledgeof Honolulu’ swasteandrecycling systemthroughprevious
work for thecity, includingrefuseoperationscost studiesand evaluating
thefeasibility of applyingthe SanFrancisco Fantastic Threerecycling
programasamodel for Honolulurecycling. R.W. Beck wasprocured
onasolesourcebasis, becausethedepartment determinedthat there
werenolocal consultantswiththerequired expertiseineval uating
curbsidecollectionissues.

Pilot Project Budget

Thecity council budgeted $340,000in FY 2003-04 for thedepartment
toconduct acurbsiderecyclingpilot project. InMarch 2004, the
department reported tothecity council that it had spent $249,475 onthe
four-monthpilot project.

TheEnvironmental ServicesDepartmentischargedwithadministering
thecollectionand processing of recyclablematerials,andwas
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respons blefor conductingthe2003-04 Mililani CurbsideRecycling Pilot
Project. Theproject wasadministeredfor thedepartment by its
recyclingcoordinator, who established andimplemented thecurbside

recyclingpilot program.
Environmental ServicesDepartment

TheEnvironmental ServicesDepartment plans, directs, operatesand
administerstheCity’ swastewater and solidwasteprograms. This
includesoperationand mai ntenanceof thewastewater collection,
treatment and di sposal system, thecollectionanddisposal of solidwaste,
and management of thestormwater program. Thedepartment’ smission
istoprotect publichealthand theenvironment by providing effectiveand
efficient management of thesesystemsfor theCity and County of
Honolulu.

Thedepartmentindicatedthat theinitiationof anidand-wideresidential
curbsidegreenwasteandrecyclablematerial scollectionprogramwasa
major budget initiativefor FY 2004-05. It alsosought approval fora
residential solidwastecollectionfeeto promotedepartmental self-
sustainability andfundidand-widecurbsiderecycling.

Cityrecyclingcoordinator conductscityrecyclingpilot projects

In 1989, thecity council passedthreeordinancestoestablishrecycling
operationswithinthecity. Oneauthorizedthecreationof acity recycling
coordinator withstaff whoareall now withintheEnvironmental Services
Department. Another enabledtheconduct of recycling pilot projects,
andthelast createdamandatory programof city government recycling.
Section9-1.9, Revised Ordinancesof Honolulu (ROH), placedthe
functionsof thecity recycling coordinator withinthedepartment. The
coordinator isenabled by ordinanceto conduct andimplement recycling
demonstrationand pilot projects, andisresponsi blefor establishingand
implementingrecyclingprograms, education, and promotionof recycling
by thecity government. Thedepartmentinitiatedthreecurbside
recycling pilot proj ectssincetheenactment of theordinance: the
1990-91 curbsiderecycling pil ot project, whichtested different
collectionsystems, wasimplementedin Kailuaand K aneohe; asecond
pilot project wasconductedin Mililani in2003-04; and themost recent
recyclingpilotprojectinHawai‘i Kai and Mililani in2007-08.
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Previous city recycling
pilotprojectwas
inconclusive

Thedepartment conducted acurbsiderecycling project under the
recycling pilot project ordinancein 1990-91. Thisproject hadthree
elements, includingKailuaand Kaneoheres dential curbsiderecycling,
andschool community recyclingdrop off. Thispilot project wassubject
totherequirementsof Section9-1.10, ROH. Therequired purposesof
theproject weretotest thefeas bility and cost-effectivenessof recycling,
rather thandisposing, certainmateria sintroducedintothedisposal
system. Duringtheproject, thedepartment wasrequiredto meet these
requirements:

select areasof thecity wherethepilot project shall be
implemented;

specify totheownersor occupantsof residencesand businesses
withinsel ected areasto separatespecifiedrecyclablerefuse,
whichwill becollected, fromrefuseor other recyclablerefuse;

collecttherecyclablerefuseunder proceduresseparatefromthe
proceduresfor collectionof other refuse, notingthat recyclable
refusemay becollected at | esser interval sthanfor collection of
otherrefuse;

collectrecyclablerefuseat nocharge;

may transport therecyclabl erefuseto adesignated disposal
facility or other city facility for storageprior tosaleor causethe
recyclablerefusetobetransporteddirectly tothefacility of a
personengagedinthebus nessof recyclingorintheconversion
of recyclablerefuseto new products,

sell therecyclabl erefuseto aperson engagedinthebusinessof
recyclingor conversionof recyclablerefusetonew products,
withrevenuesfromthesal edirectedtothegeneral fund,

not disposeof therecyclablerefuseby incinerationor placement
inalandfill exceptinanemergency Situationorwhennoviable
marketsareavailable;

may imposethefine, after at | east twowarnings, uponanowner
or occupant whorefusesor neglectsto separaterecyclable
refuseinthemanner established by thedepartment;
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* may contractwithaprivatepersontocollect, store, sell or
trangport therecyclablerefuseon behal f of thedepartment; and

* ifthedepartment makesany authorized aterationorwaiver,the
department shall notify thecity council atleast 30dayspriorto
theeffectivedateof thealterationorwaiver.

Therewasal soareporting requirement at theend of thepil ot project.
Thedepartment wasrequiredto prepareand submittothecouncil afinal
report, includingarecommendationonthefuturestatusof recycling. The
reportwasrequiredtoevaluate:

* thedifferenceinthecost of collectionanddisposingof recyclable
refuseby incinerationor placementinalandfill andthecost of
collectingandrecyclingtherecyclablerefuse;

* thecost-benefit of recyclingtherecyclablematerial scompared
todisposal;

* thedegreeof complianceby ownersand occupantsof
residenceswiththerecyclablerefuseseparation procedures;

* theefficiency andeffectivenessof themandatory andvoluntary
sourceseparationof recyclablemateria sinremovingrecyclable
refusefromsolidwaste;

* theamount of landfill spacesavedby recyclingtherecyclable
refuse; and

* theimpact ontheH-power project of removingtherecyclable
refusefromthedisposal system.

After thecompletion of theproject, thedepartment reported that the
pilot project had significantly narrowedvariabl esforimplementationand
showedthecost-effectivenessof commingled collection, but community
drop of f centersappearedto bethemost cost-effectivemethodto
collectresidential recycling. Thereport concludedthat further testing
wasrequired, but project resultsgenerally pointedtoacurbside
recyclingcollectionsystemwhichintegratesmonthly commingled
collectionintotheexistingrefusecollection system, andresidentsshould
beprovided with 96-gallonwheel ed containersto set out recyclable
materia sfor collection. Thestart-up cost of anisland-widecurbside
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1999 consultant studies
supportcurbsidegreen
waste rather than
recyclables collection

recycling collection systemwasestimated to bebetween $12 and $15
million, withasignificant start-up cost to purchasethe 160,000
containersrequired.

Two collectionmethodsweretested, commingled and curb-sort. Inthe
commingledmethod, residentsplaced recyclablesunsorted by materials
into bagsfor collection. Whereas, inthecurb-sort method, residents
wereprovidedwiththreebinsfor glass, plastic, newspaper and
aluminumtosorttheir recycling prior tocollection. Atcurb-sort
collection, thematerial swerefurther sortedintosix categories. The
report foundthat commingled collectionwasmorecost efficient than
curb-sorted collection. Despitetherevenuepotential of curb-sorted
material, thecollection costsassociated with curb-sortingwere
sgnificantly higher thancommingledcollection, resultinginahigher
overall net operating cost— $463 per ton for curb-sorted versus$265
per tonfor commingled. Itwasfurther notedthat many largecities(e.g.,
L osAngeles, Phoenix, SanDiego, SanJose, etc.), wherethegoal isthe
highestrecovery ratefor thel owest cost, haveimplementedsingle-
stream (commingled) curbsiderecycling collectionsystems, usingfully or
semi-automated coll ection systems. However, noneof thecollection
methodstested duringthispil ot project weremorecost-effectivethanthe
then-currentrefusecollectionindisposal cost per ton.

Thedepartment estimated that idand-wideresidential curbsiderecycling
collectionwould reducethewaste stream by no morethan 3 percent. At
thetime, commercially generated wastewasthelargest contributor tothe
city’ swastestream. Assuch, thereport recommendedthatisland-wide
curbsiderecycling collectionshould beimplementedonlyif itmade
economicsense, andthat school and community drop of f centerscould
providesufficient collectionservicefor residentiad communities. School
and community drop off centerswerereported aspromisingly cost
efficient, withrecycling collectioncostsat theend of theproject of $136
per ton, comparedto $147 per tonfor regular refusecollectionat the
time

In1999thedepartment hired R.M. Towill tostudy six areasof thecity’s
wastecollectionanddiversionprograms,including:
¢ asolidwastecompositionanayss;

* astudy of managed competitionincollectionandtransfer
sarvices,
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e anevauationof greenwastecollection, processing, and
marketing;

* anevauationof curbsiderecyclingcollectionfromsinglefamily
dwdlings

* anevaluationof emergingwastemanagement technol ogies; and

* anevauationof market subsidiesfor recyclablematerials.

Thesestudieswereintended to determinethecomposition of thesolid
wastestreamfor O ahu, evaluatevariousdisposal anddiversion
aternativesfor city refuseandrecycling operations, and assessthe
methodsandtechnol ogiesfor providingcollectionservices.

Atthetimeof the 1999 studies, theconsultant indicated that it did not
perceivethevalueof re-assessing curbsiderecycling collection, dueto
theresultsof the1990-91 recycling pil ot project andtherecovery
effectivenessof thecity’ s existingrefuseandrecyclingcollection
systems. It noted that the previousrecycling pilot project showed that
curbsiderecyclingwassuccessful intermsof participation but not cost
beneficia, whilethecity’ scommunity recyclingdrop-off programwasa
well participatedand effectivedternative. However, thecity till
requested that theconsultant examinecurbsiderecycling asapart of the

study.

In1999, R.M. Towill compl eted the Oahu Municipal Refuse Disposal
Alternatives Sudyfor thedepartment, whichincluded theseparate
analysisof residentia curbsiderecyclingcollectionandcollectionof
greenwaste. It concludedthat thestudy resultsdo not supporta
conclusionthat curbsiderecyclingof mixedrecyclablesshouldbe
implemented on O* ahu, becauseof increased solidwastemanagement
costs, theeffectivenessof existingrecovery systems, andtheins gnificant
impactonlandfill use.

However, thereport did endorseexpansion of thecity’ scurbsidegreen
wastecollection programon O' ahu, onanincreased basistotwice
monthly usingautomated collection, despitehigher collectioncosts. It
foundthat greenwasteconstituted asi gnificant percentageof theoveral
solidwastestream, about 29 percent of theresidential streamat thetime.
Despiteincreased operational costs, thecity could offset thesecostsby
using processed compost resulting from collectionsonitsmanaged lands,
adjustingtipfeeswith processors, and environmental benefits.
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ijectives of the 1. Reviewandassessthe2003-04Mililani CurbsideRecyclingPilot
Audit Project’ soperations, costs, andresults.

2. Makerecommendationsasappropriate.

Sco pe an d Thisauditfocused onthe2003-04 Mililani CurbsideRecyclingPilot

Methodology Project conducted by theEnvironmental ServicesDepartmentfrom
November 2003 through February 2004. Our review focusedonthe
planning, thecosts, and theresultsof thepilot project. Wealso
reviewedthesix month extensionof curbsi deoperationsfor costsand
applicationof project resultsaslessonslearned. The2007-08 Hawai‘i
Kai andMililani curbsidepil ot projectisbeyondthescopeof thisaudit.

Wereviewed project filesheld by thedepartment and the Department of
Budget and Fiscal Servicesto assesstheefficiency and effectivenessof
thecity’ srecyclingpilot project. Wereviewed city ordinances, policies,
procedures, rules, practicesand other documentationtodetermine
operational, monitoring, reporting, and eval uationrequirementspertaining
totheproject. Wenotethat thecurrent recycling pilot project ordinance
didnot apply tothe2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecycling pil ot project, but
theorigina formof theordinanceprovidesworthwhilecriteriafor
assessment of operational feas bility and cost benefit.

Weal soreviewed contract termsand agreementswith project
contractorsfor performancecriteria, and departmental planning
documentsfor goal s, objectives, and management criteria. Weassessed
Environmental ServicesDepartment’ seffortstoimplementandreporton
thepilot projectinaccordancewithitsown planning goalsand
objectives. Weused spreadsheetsto compileand analyzethedata
obtained. Weal so assessed thedepartment’ splanning andtheproj ect
management for itseffectivenessincontrollingthecostsand promoting
effectiverecyclingresults,inorder todetermineif plannedgoa sand
objectiveswereattained. Inadditiontodocument reviews, we
interviewed pertinent departmental and consultant staff toobtain
informationonthepilot project.

Theaudit wasconductedinaccordancewithgenerally accepted
government auditing standards.



Chapter 2

The City’s 2003-04 Mililani Curbside Recycling
Pilot Project Did Not Meet Its Goals and
Objectives, Due to Design Flaws and an Inability
to Assess Project Costs

By 2005, approximately 9,000 municipalitiesnationwidehad
implementedacurbsiderecycling program. However, theCity and
County of Honoluluhad not yetimplemented anid and-wideresi dential
curbsiderecycling collectionsystem becausepreviouscurbsiderecycling
pil ot operationsand studiesinHonolulufoundthat it wasnot cost
beneficia. Wefoundthat the2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecyclingpilot
project wasnot designed to answer the substantivequestionsabout
whether thecity should conduct curbsiderecyclingasapart of itssolid
wastemanagement system, and alsodid not providetheinformationto
fecilitatethat decision.

Thecity’ s2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecycling pil ot project wasaby-
product of thecity’ sbudgetary process. Theformer administration
intendedtoimplement anidand-widecurbsiderecyclingcollection
systeminFY 2003-04, but did not receivetheapproval of thecity
council. Thecity council instead authorized acurbsiderecyclingpilot
projecttofacilitateitsdecisionmakingtofundanisand-widecurbside
recycling collectionsystemfor thefollowingfisca year.

Withnoapplicableordinancetoguideitsdesignandimplementation, the
Environmental ServicesDepartment designedandimplementedthe
Mililani curbsiderecycling pilot project tomeet itsowngoal sand

obj ectives, andincludedtesting of theformer administration’ srefuse
collectioninitiatives. However, thepil ot project did not meet them, due
todesignflawsandaninability toassessproject costs. Duringthepilot
project, certainproject designelementscontributedtoimplementation
problems, suchascontamination control swhichwerenot completely
effectivebecausethey could not beimplemented asdesigned. Asa
result, thedepartment did not reali zeitsproject goal sand objectives,
particularly inrecovery and contaminationrates, todemonstratethe
effectivenessof curbs derecyclingoperationsduringthepil ot project.
Moreover, itdid not report theinformation necessary tofacilitate

decisionmakingonanidand-widecurbsiderecyclingcollectionprogram.

11
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Summary of
Findings

Design Flaws
Hampered the
Department’s Ability
to Fulfill the Pilot
Project’s
Operational Goals

Projectdesign
contributedto
implementation problems

Thedepartment al so coul d not assess pil ot proj ect costsbecauseproject
operationswerenot separatefrom ongoing departmental operations.
Thisrendered thedepartment unabl eto determinethecostsof the
Mililani curbsiderecyclingpilot project or show thecost efficiency or
effectivenessof theoperation. Weal sofound that thedepartment
incurred costsfor anisland-widecurbsiderecycling projectwhile
conductingthepilot project, whichwasincompatiblewiththeintent of
conductingacurbsiderecyclingpilot project.

1. Designflawshamperedthedepartment’ sability tofulfill thepilot
project’ soperational goals.

2. Failuretoisolateor separately identify costsfor therecyclingpilot
project from other departmental operationspreventedthe
determinationof theproject’ scost benefit.

Efficientdesignelementsarevita tothesuccessof aresidential curbside
recyclingproject. TheEnvironmental ServicesDepartment designedthe
2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecycling pil ot toassesstheviability of a
curbsidecollectionsystemfor mixedrecyclablesand greenwastefrom
single-family homesinHonolulu. Tosupportthedesign, it created
control operationsto enhancetheefficiency and effectivenessof the
curbsiderecycling operationsimplemented, reducethecontamination of
recyclablescollected, andtoencourageparticipantstocomply with
Separationrequirements.

However, duringthepilot project, certain project designelements
contributedto problemswithimplementationand control operations.
Asaresult, contaminationratesweresubstantial and showedlittle
improvement over theproject, whichledtoincreased processing costs
andneedfor disposal. Thedepartment alsodidnotrealizeitsproject
goalsand objectives, or demonstratetheviability of thecurbside
collectionsystemempl oyed.

Thedesignof the2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecycling pilot project
contributedtoimplementation problems, whichimpactedthe
effectivenessand efficiency of theproject. For example, thepilot project
allowedtheuseof existinggray automated coll ection contai ners, usedfor
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refusecollection, toalsobeusedfor recyclingcollection, rather than
requiringthat all participantsuseaseparategreen container for the
collectionof recyclablematerials. Thisresultedincollectionproblems
and contamination. Alsostemmingfromtheuseof thosecontainers, the
closeplacement of recycling collectiondaystorefusecollectiondays
resultedinhigher contaminationoverall. Inpart, duetotheseproblems,
thedepartment did not realizeitsproject goal sand obj ectives,
particularly recovery and contaminationrates, toeffectively demonstrate
theoperationa feasibility of thecurbs derecycling collectionsystem
employed.

Curbsiderecyclingprocessfor pilot proj ect

Based ontheresultsof the 1990-91 recycling pil ot project and
evaluationof other jurisdiction’ sbest practices, thedepartment designed
andimplemented asinglestream, commingledcollectionsystem, where
mixed recyclablesor greenwastewoul d beplacedinacontainer for
automated pickup onthescheduled collectionday. Thestated benefits
of thedesignwerecompatibility withtheexisting systemof automated
refusecollection; higher participationandrecovery ratesobservedin
communitiesempl oying themethod; reduced coll ectioncostswhen
comparedtotheprevious1990-91 pilot project’ scurb-sorting
experience; anddecreasedlitter.

Mixed recyclablessuch asnewspaper, cardboard, glass, plastic, and
aluminum, and greenwastewerecollected fromtheparticipating
householdsinMililani onanalternatingweekly basis, ontheday after the
firsttrash pickup of theweek. Participating househol dswereto separate
mixedrecyclablesand greenwastefromtheir refuse, bagthemif
necessary, then placetheminthecontainersfor collection. Oncollection
days, househol dsweretoleavetheir containerscurbsidepriorto 6:00
a.m.for pickup.

Onrecyclingcollectiondays, thedepartment had staff fromtheir
Recycling Branchmeet at thebaseyardin Wahiawaby 5:30a.m. The
staff wouldformtwoteams, witheachteam going by vantotwo
collectionroutes, 30 minutesprior totheautomated collectiontrucks
arriving. Theteamswouldinspect containersset out for collectionfor
unacceptabl eitemsand contamination. Uponfindingtheseconditions,
theteamswoul d movethecontainersoff thecurb, |leaveacorrectiontag
indicatingtheerror, and thecontai ner would not becollected.
Additionally, for contai nerswith 25 percent or morecontamination, a
letter woul d besent totheresident toindicatethecontamination
observed and advisethemof theseparationfor recyclingcollection.

13
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Exhibit 2.1
Automated Collection of Recycling Container

An automated collection truck collects a recycling container.

Source: Environmental Services Department

Onmixedrecyclablecollectiondays, thetruckstook their loadstolsdland
Recycling. Atthefacility, thetruckswereinitially weighedwiththeir
loads. Thetruckswouldthendumptheirloads, and bewe ghed empty.
Thenet weight of eachload waschargedtothecity for processing. A
departmental staff member wasassi gnedto observethedumpingand
sorting, and provideanestimateof contamination. Thisinformationwas
collected sothat follow-upinspection could occur onrouteswith
substantial contaminationtoreducecontaminationandimprove
compliancewithseparationregquirements.

Ongreenwastecollectiondays, thetrucksdeliveredtheir loadstothe
Hawaiian Earth ProductsL eewardyard. Thesameweighing process
wasemployedasfor recyclables, withthenet weight of eachload
chargedtothecity for processing. Similarly, anobservation processwas
employedtoinspect unl oading operationsandidentify routeswith
substantial greenwastecontamination.

Useof thegray refusecontainer sfor recyclingmaterialsresulted
incollection problemsand contamination

Thedepartment permitted theuseof existinggray refusecontainersfor
setting out mixedrecyclableitemsand greenwastefor recycling



Chapter 2: The City’s 2003-04 Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot Project Did Not Meet Its Goals and Objectives, Due to

Design Flaws and an Inability to Assess Project Costs

collectionduringthepilot project. It did not mandatetheuseof a
separatecontainer for refuseandrecyclablematerial scollectionduring
theproject. Thedual useof gray refusecontainerscreated a
requirement that recyclablemateria sbebagged to prevent contamination
by refuse, which createdinspection problemsbecausebagswerenot
opened prior to processing.

Prior totheproject, thedepartment of fered partici pating househol dsthe
optiontorequest agreen container for recyclingwhichwouldberotated
between storing mixedrecyclablesand greenwastefor collection, and
limittheuseof their existing gray container torefusecollectiononly.
Approximately 80 percent of partici pantsrequested agreen contai ner for
recyclingcollection. Thedepartmentindicated that thisdesignelement of
rotatingonecontainer only for all collectionswasintendedtoexplore
whether separatecontai nerswererequired, sincethepurchaseof
additional containerswasexpensiveandresi dentswereconcerned about
storingmultiplelargecontainers.

Exhibit 2.2
Automated Collection Containers

At left, the gray refuse container used for both refuse collection,
and bagged recyclables and green waste collection. At right,
green recycling container used for recyclables and green waste,
with gray refuse container for refuse collection only.

Source: Environmental Services Department
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Exhibit 2.3

Therecyclingteamsused visual inspectionof containersprior to
automated pi ckupto prevent thecoll ection of contaminated|oads, and
provideanopportunity to correct househol dswithcitationtagsor | etters.
Theteamsal so coll ected dataon thenumber and col or of contai nersset
outonagivencollectionday. Duringour fieldwork, wefoundthat there
wereonly twomonthsof inspectiondatacollectionformsavailablefor
our review, covering November and December 2003. Thefollowing
exhibitsshow thecontamination estimatesof greenandgray containers
for bothmonths. Fromthislimited dataset, contamination of recyclables
increased over theprior monthfor both col orsof containers, but
comparatively, greencontai nerswerelesscontaminated onaverage.

Mixed Recyclable Collection, Contamination of Green and Gray Containers

Green Green Gray Gray
Containers Containers Percent Containers Containers Percent
Month Collected Contaminated Contaminated Collected Contaminated Contaminated
November 1256 47 3.74% 386 43 11.14%
December 1209 64 5.29% 250 89 35.60%
Total 2465 111 4.50% 636 132 20.75%
Source: Environmental Services Department
Exhibit 2.4
Green Waste Collection, Contamination of Green and Gray Containers
Green Green Gray Gray
Containers Containers Percent Containers Containers Percent
Month Collected Contaminated Contaminated Collected Contaminated Contaminated
November 1016 52 5.12% 333 58 17.42%
December 1265 145 11.46% 339 70 20.65%
Total 2281 197 8.64% 672 128 19.05%

Source: Environmental Services Department
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Thepilot project eval uation report acknowl edged thecontamination
problem of using existing gray contai nersfor bothrefuseandrecycling
collectionduringthepilot project. Itfoundthat greencontainers
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appeared substantially lesscontaminated duringfiel dinspections, 10
percent for greenwasteand 7 percent for mixed recyclables, compared
toanaverageof 30 percent for both materialsingray containers. Onthe
other hand, thecontaminationof recyclablesingray containers
decreased over theproject’ sduration, whilecontamination of
recyclablesingreencontainersincreased. Overall, materialscollected
fromgray containershad a20 percent higher contaminationrate
comparedtogreencontainers. Fromtheseresults, thereport concluded
that alternatingthesamecontainer, whether gray or green, for
recyclablesand greenwastemakesit difficult tokeepresidentsfrom
cross-contaminatingmaterias.

Anunforeseen contaminationissueresulted fromtherequirement of
havinggray container usersbagtheir recyclablematerials. Anticipatinga
contaminationproblemwithstoringrecyclablemateriasinthegray refuse
containers, thedepartment required thebagging of recyclablematerias
prior tostorageinthesecontainers. Departmental project supervisors
anditsconsultant concluded that thiswasamajor causeof contamination
becausebagged material scould not bevisually inspected prior to
collection, andwouldonly beobservableat thetimeof processing. We
further notethat refusecollectionrulesal sorequirethat refusebebagged
prior toplacement for collectioningray containers, sotherewassome
probability that participant error could al soresultincontamination of
recyclingcollections.

However, thisrel ationship could not beindependently reviewed or
verifiedusingthedataavailabletous. Wefoundthat thiscausedthe
project evaluationreport andrecycling staff toindicatethat accuratefield
Ingpectionsareprevented by bagging, withthecontaminationoftenbeing
thewrongitemfor thescheduled day, andthat thepracticeof bagging
materia sfor collectionshouldbeprohibitedif theprojectisimplemented
idand-wide.

Closeplacement of recycling collection daystorefuse collection
daysresulted in occasional high contamination

Thecloseplacement of recycling collectiondaystorefusecollectiondays
resultedinoccasi onal highcontamination. Duringtheproject, recycling
collectiondayswerescheduled ontheday after thefirst refusepickup of
theweek. Thedepartment’ sevaluationreportindicatedthat therewasa
significant contamination problemwiththegray containerscollected
duringtheninthweek of theproject, whichfollowedthe Christmasand
New Y ear holidays. Theseholidaysarerefuseworker holidays, and
thereareno collectionsof refuseor recycling. Thedepartment attributed

17
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thecontamination problemtopartici pant confusion, indicating that
participantsset out their refuseontheseholidaysexpecting pickup, then
|eft thelr gray containerscurbs deexpectingamakeup collectionrather
thanrecyclingcollection. Refusecollectiondaysthat areskipped dueto
holidaysarenot collected onthefollowingday, sothesegray bins
containingrefusewereinstead collected asrecycling.

Departmentd staff a sodescribed thedifficulty of inspectingondays
followingthefirst refusepickup of theweek, sincebagsprecluded
inspectionandgray refusecontainerscoul d beused to set out
recyclables. Onerecommended that settingrecyclingdaysmorethana
day apart fromrefusecollectionor providing separatecontainerscould
havepreventedthissituation. Thepilot project reportsimilarly noted that
additional containersfor recyclingitemscoul dresolvetheseissues. The
department al so notedthat therewerenot enough staff toinspectal the
routesoncollectiondays, which preventedidentification of gray
containerswithrefuseinthemrather thanrecyclables.

Pr oj ect goalsand obj ectiveswerenot realized

The2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecyclingpilot projectdidnotrealizeits
project goal sand objectives, and could not demonstratetheviability of
thecurbsidecollection systememployed. Thedepartment expectedto
collect 80 percent of thetotal generation of recyclablesand greenwaste
fromparticipating households. Thedepartment’ sconsultant eval uated
theproject’ simpact onrecycling; participation/setout ratesand contai ner
preference; compositionand contaminationlevel's; customer satisfaction;
andwillingnesstoreducethefrequency of refusecollection.

Theconsultant reported that 68 percent of €ligiblehouseholds
participated during theproject, withacontai ner set out rate per
collection of between 30and 40 percent. Thecity recycling coordinator
indicatedthat participationisconsidered akey el ement toeval uatethe
viability of acurbsiderecyclingsystem. However, therewasnoeffortto
connect participationwiththeresultsof theprojects; inparticular, how
project participationrel atestorecovery rateof theproject.

Recovery rateistheestimated percentageof thetotal generation of
mixed recyclablesor greenwastecaptured by acollectionsystem. Total
generationisderivedfromthedepartment’ ssolidwastestatistics. The
analysisof theprevious1990-91 pilot project, involvingKailuaand

K aneohe, emphasi zed that participation measuredinthecontext of
recovery rateisamoreaccurate measurethan set out rates. The
2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecycling pil ot project assumed an 80 percent
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recovery ratefor all mixedrecyclablesand greenwastegenerated by the
householdsinvolved, or atotal of 1,065tonsof mixedrecyclablesand
1,778tonsof greenwaste. However, thepilot project collected only
319.66tonsof mixedrecyclables. Also, wewereonly abletoverify
423.45tonsof greenwastecollected fromrecordsavailable, but ENV
self-reported collecting 501.48tonsduring theproject. Thiswasless
than 25 percent recovery of theestimatedtotal generation of greenwaste
and 50 percent of mixedrecyclablescollected, both bel ow thelowest
level estimatesexpectedfor thenumber of househol dsinvol ved.

Inadditiontothelow recovery rate, thedepartment’ sanalysisof pilot
project parti cipation promptedtheconclusionthat the project did not
influencemany non-recyclingfamiliestostartrecycling. While63
percent of eligiblehousehol dsparticipatedintheproject, nearly all
reportedthat they werealready recycling prior tothepilot project, using
thecommunity drop-off and school recyclingbins. Althoughtherewasa
modest participationgaindueto convenience, thereport admitsthat
theseparticipantswould havestill recycled through other school and
drop-off recycling binsintheabsenceof curbsiderecycling.

Withrespect to contaminationrate, thepilot project did not meet
contract performancecriteriafor contaminationor fal intherangeof
contaminationratesexperienced by similar jurisdictions, citedas
examplesfor switchingtosinglestream processing. By scopeof work
and contract, thedepartment agreed to providel oadsof mixed
recyclablesand greenwastewithin specified contaminationratesor face
additional processingfees. Theproject experiencedanoverall
contaminationrateof 25.5 percent for mixedrecyclables,and27
percent for greenwaste, exceedingthecontracted maximumof 15
percent for mixedrecyclablesand 3 percent for greenwaste.

Oneof thereasonsthedepartment sel ected thecommingled, single
stream collectionmethodfor theMililani curbsiderecyclingpilot project,
rather thanacurb sort method, wasthat jurisdictionswhich convertedto
singlestream collection, experienced contaminationratesintherangeof
1-2 percent to 19 percent. Theevaluationconsultant, R. W. Beck,
concededthat communitiesthat converttosingle-streamrecyclinginitialy
experiencesomewhat increased contaminationrates. However, when
theincreaseof recyclablesdiverted fromdisposal isconsidered, most
communitiesachieveanetincreaseinthequantity of recyclables
recovered. The2003-04 Mililani pilot project did not generatethe
estimated diversionquantitiesof an80 percent recovery rate, sothe
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Departmental control
operations did notreduce
contamination

assumption of increased net recyclableswasnot met duetothelack of
volumeof recyclablescollected, ascompared to planning estimates.

Thedepartment’ scontrol operationswereineffectiveinlimitingthe
contaminationof recyclingmaterial scollected duringthepil ot project.
Thecontrol operationswereusedto enhancetheefficiency and
effectivenessof thecurbsi derecyclingoperationsandtoencourage
househol d compliancewith separationrequirements. However, designed
control operationswereineffectiveinlimiting contaminationdueto
insufficient staffinglevel sandtheuseof publiceducationduringthe
project.

Department set up contr ol oper ationstor educecontamination of
recyclingcollected

Tosupport theeffectivenessof pil ot project coll ections, thedepartment
created control operations, such asinspection, observation, and public
education: toenhancetheefficiency and effectivenessof thecurbside
recyclingoperationsimplemented; tolimitthecontamination of recycling
collected; andtoencouragecompliancewith separationrequirements
duringthepilot project.

I nspection of recycling containersprior totheir pickup by collection
truckswasemployedto prevent thecoll ection of contaminated | oads,
and providean opportunity to correctincorrect participationwithcitation
tagsor | etters. Observationof recyclingloadsat processingfacilitieswas
usedto assesscontamination of specificloads, andlink themback to
sourceroutesfor follow-upinspections. Publiceducationwasutilizedto
ensurecorrect materia sseparationduringtheprojectandlimit
contaminationof material scoll ected, by communicatingbasicinformation
about thepilot project (i.e. collection days, separation requirements,

etc.) viadirect mail flyers, community newsd etters, and newspaper
articles.

Staffing levelsprevented effectiveinspection and obser vation

Insufficient staffing of control rolesmay havepreventedtheeffective
Implementation of theinspectionand observationcontrolsduringthe
project. Departmental staff wereunabl eto performinspectionand
correctionof al routesprior toautomated coll ection by thetrucks, due
tolack of coverageof all collectedroutes. Also, staff did not always
attend unl oading and observation of processing of materialscollected.
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Thesefactorsmay haverendered theinspectionand observation process
partialy ineffectivetocons stently reducecontamination.

Duringtheproject, inspectionof containersby recyclingteamsprior to
collectionwasintendedto prevent thecoll ectionof contaminated
recyclingloads, and providean opportunity to addressincorrect
participation. Onagivenrecycling collectionday, automated coll ection
wouldoccur onsix routes. However, departmental staff wereonly able
toperforminspectionand correct four of thesix routesprior to
automated collection by thetrucks, duetolack of staffingtocover al
collectedroutes. Theinability totagand set off all offending containers
may haveadditionally contributed tothecontaminationobserved, and

limited theeffectivenessof theinspectioncontrol duringthepil ot project.

After collection, astaff member went totherecyclingfacility or green
wastesite, observed theunl oading of materials, and reportedonavisua
estimateof |oad contamination. Thecollectionrouteof acontaminated
load couldthen beidentified, andfurther inspectionor correctiveaction
couldbetaken. However, themixedrecyclablesprocessor reportedin
January 2004, that thedepartmental observer had not attended
unloading and observationfor several weeks, whichcallsthe
observationsduringtheearly portionof theprojectintoquestion. We
alsonoted that observersdidnot alwaysreport routeor vehicle
informationontheir observationforms, sothecontrol’ seffectivenessas
feedback onrouteswith contaminati on problemswasdimini shedwithout
thisbasicinformation. Webelievethesefactorslimitedtheeffectiveness
of theobservation processtoreducecontamination.

Publiceducationwasconducted primarilytoinformof proj ect, not
correctimplementationissues

Publiceducationasacontrol wasineffectivebecauseit wasnot used
actively toimprovepilot project effectivenessor enhancecorrect
participation. Educational material sweregeared primarily toward
announcementsabout theproject. Duringtheproject, massmailingsand
articlesfor publiceducationwerenot used asacontrol to correct user
partici pationissuesobserved duringinspection or observation.

Prior tothestart of theproject, householdsinthepilot areaweresenta
direct mail flyer informingthem of theduration of theproject, useof
containers, collection schedulebased onlocationinMililani Town,and
theappropriatematerial sto separatefor recycling. Aroundthemidpoint
of theproject, thedepartment informed parti ci pantsthat refusecollection
would bereduced to once per week, but al so of the optionto continue
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withtwiceaweek refusecollectionuponrequest. Attheend of the
project, thedepartment mailed short questionnairesurveysto assess
househol d partici pationand sati sfaction.

TheEnvironmental Protection Agency suggeststhat oneof thekey
elementsindesigningandimplementingamunicipa recyclingprojectisto
regularly communicatewith partici pants, and modify theprojectto
addressobservedissues. Duringthepilot project, thedepartment
utilizedtheeducationconsultant tohel p produceinformationa materias
for rel easeat defined pointsduring the project and devel op content for
thedepartment’ swebsite. They werenot usedto advisestrategic
communi cationsinresponsetoresultsobserved during theproj ect.

Furthermore, thedepartment did not usepubliceducationasanactive
control to correct problemsobserved duringtheproject. Therecycling
coordinator indicated that to massmail acorrection messagewoul d not
betimely enoughto addressimmediatecontamination problems, andthe
project’ ssystemof correctionby inspectionwasappropriate. However,
asdiscussedearlier, therewereproblemswithinspectionand corrective
noticecoverageduringtheproject, whichleft tworoutesuninspected
eachrecyclingcollectionday. Thedepartment alsodidnot usepublic
educationtocommunicateabout or addressuser participationissues
observed duringimplementation.

Contaminationratesof recyclingcollected wer esubstantial and
showed littleimprovement over thepr oj ect

Atthebeginning of thepil ot project, thedepartment anticipated acertain
amount of refuseto contaminatetherecyclablescoll ected, whichwoul d
improveastheproject progressed. However, contaminationratesof
recyclingcollectedweresubstantial and showedlittleimprovement over
theproject. Duringtheproject, thecontaminationrateof mixed
recyclablesaveraged 25.5 percent, whiletheaveragecontaminationrate
for greenwastewas27 percent. Thetrendfor themonthly contamination
rateof mixed recyclablesincreasedfor thefirst threemonthsof thepilot
project. Thefollowingexhibit showsthecontamination of mixed
recyclablescollected duringthepil ot project period.
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Exhibit 2.5
Monthly Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot Project Mixed Recyclables Contamination

November 2003 December 2003 January 2004  February 2004 Total Weight

(in pounds) (in pounds) (in pounds) (in pounds) (in pounds)
Total Mixed
Recyclable
Collection 202,660 188,320 263,214 204,237 858,431
Contamination 26,893 30,960 109,686 51,575 219,114
Percent
Contamination 13.3% 16.4% 41.7% 25.3% 25.5%

Source: Environmental Services Department

Thedepartment managed to keep contamination of mixedrecyclables
under the 15 percent contaminationratefor thefirst month of theproject.
However, over thenext two months, thecontaminationrateshowed a
trend of increasing eachmonth, beforedecliningin February 2004 yet
still exceedingthecontracted contaminationrate.

Therewerenorecordsavailablefromthedepartment todocument the
monthly |oad contaminationfor greenwastecollection. Thepilot project
evaluationreportindicatedthat theaveragecontaminationrateof green
wasteduringtheprojectwas27 percent, substantially exceedingthe
contractedratefor greenwastedeliveredwhichwas3 percent.

Theamount of contaminated material scollected during mixedrecyclables
collectionduringthepilot project was219,114 pounds, or 25.5 percent
of themixedrecyclablescollected. Theproject evaluationreport
indicated anaverageof 27 percent contaminationof greenwaste
collected. However, theamount of contamination of greenwaste
reported by thedepartment could not beverified duetolack of records
fromthepost-coll ection processor regardingload contamination. Using
thispercentageto generatean estimateof contamination, theamount of
contaminated material scoll ected duringgreenwastecollectionwas
approximately 270,799 pounds. Thesecontaminationamountsare
significant becausecontaminated material isrefusethat requiresdisposal
orincineration.

Thedepartmentindicated that contaminationisunrecyclableand mustbe
disposed asrefuseor incinerated at H-Power. Thescopeof work for
themixedrecyclablesprocessor, Idand Recycling, permittedthe
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disposal of unrecyclablemateria sfromthepilot project at nochargeto
theprocessor at theK eehi Transfer station. Themixedrecyclables
processor reported thedisposal of 158,940 poundsusing thismethod.
However, 219,114 poundsof contaminationwasreported by Island
Recycling, whichisanadditional 60,174 poundsof contaminationthat
alsorequireddisposal, but therewerenorecordstoestablishits

disposal.

Thecontract withthegreenwasteprocessor, Hawaiian Earth Products,
hadnoprovisionallowingthedisposal of unrecyclablematerialsfromthe
pilot project, becausethecontract existed prior totheproject and hadits
owndisposal termsfor excesscontamination. Whenagreenwasteload
iIsmorethan 3 percent contaminated, thetermsof theexisting contract
permitted either the processor to chargeuptothecost per ton ($50/ton)
for sorting or disposal costs, or thecity could sort and disposeof the
contaminationitself. Inthiscase, anestimated 270,799 poundsof
contaminated materia requireddisposal.

Thedepartmentindicated that therewasno disposal of specified
recyclablematerials. However, thesgnificant amount of contamination
requiringdisposal, over 25 percent of all material collected or an
estimated 245tons, caused by theinefficiency or ineffectivenessof
control sgoesagainst theintent of collectingthematerial ssothat they
may bedivertedfromdisposal orincinerationto preservelandfill or
incinerationcapacity. Notonly didthecontaminationincreasethe
disposal required, itincreased theprocessing costsof recycling
collected.

Contamination increased processing costsof recycling collected

Duringthepilot project, thecity’ sagreementswithbothrecycling
material processorswerebased onaset priceper tonof materials
delivered. Thegreater theamount of contaminated material containedin
agivenloadat thematerial sprocessingfacility, thehigher theprocessing
cost per load, sincecontaminationwoul dincreasetheweight of theload.
Thisgavesomeincentivetothedepartment toreducecontamination
usingitssystemof control sbecausetheweight of contaminationinaload
of materialswould addtothecost of processing.

Boththemixedrecycling scopeof work and greenwasteprocessing
contract had acceptabl el oadsprovisions, which provided limitsof
contamination of 15 percent for mixedrecyclablesand 3 percent for
greenwaste, respectively. Usingthepilot project controls, stayingwithin
thesetol erancescoul d havebeenacost control purposefor thepilot
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project. However, duetoineffectivecontrols, greenwastel oadswere
contaminated at anaveragerateof 27 percent, resultinginapproximately
135tonsof contamination being charged at $50 per ton, addingto
collectioncosts. Additionally, mixedrecyclablesloadswere
contaminatedat anoverall rateof 25.5 percent, resultingin
approximately 110tonsof contamination being charged at $55 per ton,
alsoaddingtocollectioncosts.

Althoughwediscoveredthat inspectionand observationwerepartly
ineffectiveandincreased project costs, wea sofoundthat thepilot
project wasnot designed to gather dataor report onthesubstantive
guestionsregardingincorporating curbs derecyclingoperationsasapart
of thecity’ ssolidwastemanagement system. Previousstudiesand pilot
project experienceindicated concernthat residential curbsiderecycling
washot themost cost-effectivemethodtocollect residential recyclable
materias.

Thedepartment placed emphasisontestingtheformer administration’s
refuseinitiativesduringthepilot project. Theseinitiativeshadfailedto
gaintheapproval of thecity council duringthebudget process. Instead,
thepilot project appearedinstead toimplement theformer
administration’ svisionof acurbsidecollectionsystem, rather than
assessingtheviability of acurbsiderecycling collectionoperation. The
fundamental question of whether thecity shouldperformcurbside
recycling collectionwasrai sed by theprevious1990-91 pil ot project
and 1999 consultant studies, asbothfoundthat thestart-up costsand
negligibleimpact of removingrecyclablesfromthecity’ swastestream
operationwerenot economical inlight of other morecost-effective
alternatives. Thesequestionsremained unanswered by the2003-04
Mililani pilot project becauseit wasdesignedto eval uatetheparameters
of thecurbsidecollectionsystemimplemented, rather than substantive
guestionsabout thecity conducting suchanoperation.

Previousstudiesand pilot project wer enot supportiveof thecity
conductingregular curbsider ecyclingoper ations

The1991 curbsiderecycling pilot project report and 1999 curbside
recyclingstudy werenot supportiveof thecity conductingregular
curbsiderecycling operations. They both citedtheissueof economy, or
cost-effectiveness, of thecity conducting such an operation because
costsexceededthebenefits. Intermsof recovery, spaceinthecity’s
landfill isanotableconcern, but aseval uated curbsiderecyclingwould
not divert enough material swhen comparedtotheoperational costsof
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thistypeof collection. Moreover, thereweremorecost-effective
measuresto collect theseitemsal ready inplace, specifically community
drop off centersand ongoing greenwastecol lection.

Theevaluationof thepreviouspil ot projectinK ailuaand K aneoheof
1990-91 foundthecity wouldincur substantial start-up coststoestablish
andoperateacurbs derecycling collectionsystem, which shouldbe
considered versusitsimpact onreducingthewastestream. The
department estimated that idland-widecurbsiderecyclingcollection
wouldreducethewastestream by nomorethan 3 percent, anditwould
not bethemost productiveoptioninreducingtheoverall solidwaste
stream, especialy whencomparedtothes gnificant volumeof
commercia wastegenerationon O’ ahu.

Alternatively, itfoundthat school sand community drop of f centerscould
providesufficientrecyclingcollectionservicefor resdentia communities.
School and community drop off centerswereindicated aspromisingly
cost efficient, with costsafter theconclusion of the 1990 program at
$136 per ton, whichwerelessthan the$147 per tonfor refuse
collection. Therefore, thereport concludedthat curbsidecollection
shouldbeimplementedonly if it madeeconomicsense.

Similarly,in 1999, thedepartment contracted aconsultant toeval uatethe
viability of curbsiderecycling collection of mixedrecyclablesandgreen
waste. Theconsultant’ sreport did not support theimplementation of
curbsiderecycling of mixedrecyclableson O* ahu, becauseof increased
solidwastemanagement costs, thecost-effectivenessof existing school
andcommunity recovery systems, andtheinsignificantimpacton
reducinglandfill disposal. However, thereport did endorseexpansion of
thecity’ scurbsidegreenwastecollectionprogram.

Thus, therewasnodecisivesupport for thecity conducting curbside
recycling collectioncomingfromthepreviouspilot project or the 1999
studies. Instead, therewasstill aneed for thedemonstration of the
feas bility and cost-effectivenessof acurbsiderecycling collection
system. However,the2003-04 Mililani pilot project wasdesignedto
testthefeasibility of certain parametersof theeventual implementation of
curbsiderecycling, rather than show that acurbsiderecycling collection
system now madeoperational and economicsense.

Recyclingpilot project ordinancedid not apply tothisproj ect

Therecyclingpilot project ordinanceat Section9-1.10, ROH, which
provided guidelinesfor establishment, implementation, andreportingona
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recycling pilot project did not apply tothisproject. Ordinance89-115
contemplatedasingle, oneyear pil ot project that wasto beimplemented
and reported on by theend of FY 1990-91. The substance of the
ordinance’ sobjectivesfor conductingarecycling pilot project wasto
assessoperational feas bility, cost-effectiveness, user effectiveness,
programefficiency andeffectiveness, and context withinthecity’ ssolid
wastemanagement system. Theserequirementsexistedtofacilitate
decisionmakingonthefutureof recyclingby thecity council. The
1990-91 pil ot proj ect, which consisted of Kailuaand Kaneohe
residentia curbsiderecyclingand community drop-off recyclingat
schools, wassubj ect totherequirementsof theordinance. Therefore,
thedepartment wasnot technically requiredtofollow thesectionwhen
designing, implementing, or reportingonthe2003-04 Mililani curbside
recyclingpilot project.

Sincetheassessment of theoperational and cost viability of acurbside
recycling programhadyet to bedetermined fromthepreviouspil ot
project and consultant studies, weinguired whether thedepartment
consultedthepertinent criteriaintheordinancefor the2003-04 Mililani
curbsiderecyclingpilot project toanswer thesesubstantivequestions
relatedto cost-effectivenessof thecity operatingacurbsiderecycling
collectionoperationaspart of itssolid wastemanagement system. The
department indicated that therecycling pil ot project sectionof the
ordinancewasnot consultedtoguideitsactivitiesindesigning,
implementing, or reporting, andfurther commented that thesectiondid

notapply.

Departmental staff further indicated thispil ot project wasan unwanted
by-product of thebudget process, wheretheformer administration
plannedtoimplement anidand-widecurbsi derecycling programamong
other refusecollectioninitiatives, but thecouncil instead approved money
for acurbsidepilot project and required anisland-widecurbside
programinthefollowingfiscal year. So, thedepartmentimplementedthe
former admini stration’ splanned curbsidecollection programtofitthe
smaller scaleof thepilot project, and al soused theproject asavehicle
totesttheformer administration’ srefusecollectioninitiativeswhichfailed
tomeet council’ sapproval.

Department tested unrelated refusecollection initiatives of the
former administrationviathepilot project

InitsFY 2003-04 budget, theformer admi nistration proposed afiscal
sustainability planfor theEnvironmental ServicesDepartment. Oneof its
goa swastoadvancedepartmental self-sustainability viatheinitiation of
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asolidwasteresidential collectionfeeto partly fundtheimplementation
of anidand-wideautomated greenwasteand curbsiderecycling
collectionprogram.

Theformer administrationintroduced Bill 17 (2003),insupport of its
budgetary initiativestoauthorizecity collectionof greenwasteand
designatedrecyclablematerias; toincreasetheunit chargeat disposal
facilities, andtoestablishauser feefor twice-a-week refusecollection.
Theoperativerefuseinitiativesinthebill wereto:

* provideonce-per-week refusecollection, but permit ahousehold

tochooseasecond refusecollectionduringaweek for acharge;
and

* imposemandatory separationand collectionof recyclable
materialsandgreenwaste.

INn2003, therefusecollection system picked up refusetwi ce-per-week
fromsinglefamily households. Theformer administration proposed
substitution of oneof therefusecollectiondayswithanalternating
weekly greenwasteor recyclingcollectionday. Accordingtothe
proposal, res dentswho desired thecontinuati on of twice-per-week
refusecollectionhadto pay $8 per month. Thecity council didnot
approveeither refuseinitiative. However, it approved aproviso of
$340,000 sothat thedepartment could conduct arecycling pil ot project,
withthedirectivethat anidand-widecurbs derecyclingprogramshould
bein placeby thebeginning of FY 2004-05.

Thefollowingexhibitcomparestherefuseandrecyclingcollection
schedul eproposed by theformer administration, withtheoneempl oyed
by thepilot project:
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Exhibit 2.6
Comparison of Refuse and Recycling Collection Systems

Collection
System Refuse Collection Recycling Collection
Mayor’s Preferred system Once per week.
Proposal Reduce regular trash
collection to once per week. Separated green waste and
mixed recyclables collected
Variance permitted on alternate weeks.
Upon request, twice per week
trash collection continued for
a monthly fee.
Mililani Pilot Preferred system Same as mayor’s proposal.
Project During 2" phase of the

project, reduce regular trash
collection to once per week
(to allow for adjustment
period to separation
requirements).

Variance permitted

Upon request, twice per week
trash collection continued
using a designated sticker.

Source: Environmental Services Department; Office of the Mayor, 2003

Initsdesignof theMililani curbsiderecyclingpilot project, the
department’ sschedulemirrored theoneproposed by theformer
administration. Thesecond phaseof theproject asked participantsto
reducetheir refusecollectionto onceper week, similar totheprevious
budgetary proposal of theformer administration. Also,intheevaluation
of theproject, parti cipantsweresurveyed onthesel ectedimplementation
andtheissuesof their willingnesstoreducerefusecollectionor pay for
anadditional refusecollection, smilartotheformer administration’s
unapproved proposals.

Pilot proj ect evaluation assessed publicresponsetoformer
administration’scollectioninitiatives

Theevaluationof thepil ot project assessed parti ci pant responsestothe
former administration’ scollectioninitiativesand did not appear toassess
thesubstantiveissuesof operational feasibility or cost-effectiveness.
Instead, eval uation centered ontheformer administration’ spreferred
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Implementation, partici pationand satisfactionwiththerefuseand
recyclingcollectionimplemented, andwillingnesstoreducerefuse
collectiontoonceper week/willingnessto pay afeefor asecond day of
trashpick up.

For example, prior tothepil ot project, surveyorsidentifiedthekey
questionintheir pre-survey as.

Suppose the City provided a weekly curbside recycling
program, with green waste collected one week and
recyclable containers/paper collected the following week,
would you be willing to reduce the frequency of your
garbage collection to once a week?

Inthiscase, prior totheproject, thesurvey solicited publicreactionto
thepreferredimpl ementati on of theformer admini stration. Throughout
theproject, thesurvey eval uated other questionsrel ated totheformer
adminigration’ sinitiativessuchas.

* Areyou willing to reduce the frequency of your garbage
collection to once a week?

* |f keeping the second day of garbage pick up meant paying
a fee, would you prefer to keep the second day and pay the
fee, or reduce pick up to once a week?

e |ftrash pick up occurred only once a week, but you could
use two containersto set out your trash, would that work
for your household?

Thesequestionshaveno obviousrel ationshipto curbsiderecycling
collection, andinstead arean assessment of househol d preferencesof
refusecollectionor payingfor refusecollection, both of whichreflectthe
fiscal sustainability and operationa initiativesthat werenot approved by
council inFY 2003-04 budgeting. M oreover, therewerewasno

eval uation of theunderlying assumptionthat asecondrefusecollection
day becomesunnecessary duetothereduction of refusequantity created
by separatingtheappropriaterecyclablematerialsfor recycling
collection. Queryingonthisassumptionwould constituteagoodfaith
attempt to assesstheapparent whysfor reducing refusecollectionor
chargingfor additional refusecollection. Instead, therewereno post-
proj ect questionsasking parti cipantswhether asecond refusecollection
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day becameunnecessary duetotheir experienceswith separating
recyclablesfromtrash.

Instead, participantswereasked about thesuitability of the
implementation. Severa questionsonthesizeof containersfor recycling
collection, needfor additional contai ners, and whether onewoul d pay for
extracontainers, wereasked of participants. Thesequestionsappear
prematuretotheintent of apil ot project, and moresuitabletoassessing
reactionstoapreferredimplementation. Thepurposeof arecyclingpilot
proj ectisto assesswhether thedepartment should even beconducting
such anoperation, and thesekindsof questionsaresecondary toan
assessment of viability. Thesequestionsareassessing participant
reactiontowardsreducingrefusecollectionandwillingnesstopay foran
extracollection. Inthisrespect, thepilot project wasmoretheproduct
of implementation creepand pollingresidents, rather thantoprovide
informationtofacilitatethecity council’ sdecisionmakingonanidand-
widecurbsiderecyclingcollectionsystem.

Thepilot project’ seval uationa sodid not answer substantivequestions
regardingthecity operatingacurbsiderecycling collectionsystemasa
part of itssolidwaste management system. I nstead, thepilot project
eval uationreported onimplemented variablessuchasimpact on
recycling; participation/set out ratesand contai ner preference;
compositionand contaminationlevels, customer satisfaction; and,
willingnesstoreducethefrequency of refusecollection. Assuch, thecity
council didnotreceliveinformationtofacilitateitsdecisonmakingon
fundinganidand-widecurbsiderecyclingcollectionprogram.

Apartfromitstestingtheformer administration’ srefusecol lection
initiatives, thedepartment focused onthedesignandreportingon
variablesgeared towardsassess ng parti ci pation and satisfactionrather
thanissuessuchas: operational cost differences; cost benefit of the
operation; landfill or H-Power impact. Thus, thedepartment derived
informationthat wasmoreappropriatefor itsown decisionmaking about
implementation, rather thantofacilitateexterna decisionmaking. For
example, thereiseval uation of thecontai ner-rel atedimplementation
Issues, such astheappropriatesizeof acontainer, theappropriatefeeto
chargefor acontainer, andwhether thereshould beasingleor multiple
containers. Theseissuesareappropriatefor aplannedimplementation,
rather thanto assesswhether curbsiderecycling collectionoperationsare

appropriate.
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Failure to Isolate or

Separately Identify
Costs for the
Recycling Pilot
Project from other
Departmental
Operations
Prevented the
Determination of
the Project’s Cost

Pilot projectoperations
were supported by
existing departmental
operations and service
contracts

Thedepartment failedto separately i dentify costsfor thepil ot project as
well asdifferentiatetheproject fromexisting operations, which prevented
thedetermination of thepilot project’ scost. Previousstudiesand pilot
project experiencehighlighted concernsover thecost of aresidential
curbsiderecyclingcollectionoperation, andrequiresfurther exploration.
However, prior totheconclusionand assessment of theppilot project, the
department had already incurred costsfor anisland-widecurbside
recyclingproject.

Thepilot project waslargely supported by existingdepartmental
operationsand servicecontracts. Thedepartment separately procured
only themixed recycling processing servicesandthedesignand

eval uation servicestosupport only thepilot project. Theremaining
required goodsand servicesweresuppliedfromexisting service
contractsandreall ocationof previoudy purchased goods.

A consequenceof using existing contractsand goodsto support pil ot
project activitieswasincreased costs. Refuseworker |abor was
provided at anovertimeratebecausetheir |abor agreement withthecity
didnot cover recyclingcollection. Another consequenceof supporting
aspectsof thepil ot project with existing contracts, goods, and operations
wasthat someproj ect costsweredifficult to determinebecauseof
similarity toandfundingfromongoingoperations.

Department used existingcontractstosupport pilot proj ect
activities

Thedepartment used exi sting contractsand goodsto support pilot
project activities. Thisprovided needed support servicesand goodsto
theproject, at limited apparent additional costtotheproject. However,
theuseof existing contractsand goodsto support thepil ot project
distortedtheability of thedepartment to assessthecostsof theMililani
pilot project.

Costsof greenwasteprocessingwereappliedto anexisting contract
whichthedepartment hadwithHawaiian Earth Productsto processand
mulchgreenwastefor Leeward O' ahu. Thedepartment paid $50 per
tontoHawaiian Earth Productsfor theprocessing service. Thecontract
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wasfor aspecified quantity of greenwasteprocessingfromregular city
curbsidecollectionof greenwaste. Infiscal reports, thecurbsidepilot
project wascharged nothing for the processing of greenwastecollected
becauseit washilledtoanexisting contract.

Thedepartment al soamendedthecontract serviceswithitspublic
education consultant for wastewater andwater quality toprovide
servicesforthepilot project. Under thecontract amendment, the
consultant would providesolidwasteoutreach, tosupport thepublic
outreach needsof thecurbsiderecycling pilot project.

Lastly, thepil ot project received 5,800 automated coll ection containers
that werepreviously purchasedto supply itsneedsfor recycling
collectioncontainers. Duetothereallocation, thedepartment charged
nothingtotheproject for thecontainers. Previousreportsregardthe
purchaseof contai nersasoneof themost significant expensesto start-up
automated curbsiderecycling collections, withthepurchaseof anisland-
widesupply formerly regarded ascost prohibitivewithout demonstration
of thecost benefitinconductingcollectionoperations. Excludingthe
cost of thecontai nersfromthereport on pilot project costsresultsinthe
proj ect stayingwithinthe$340,000 budgetedfor it. Althoughit may
havebeenintendedtolimit costs, thedepartment instead accrued higher
thannormal costsby applyingexistingcontracts.

Department used labor at an overtimerateto cover needed
activities

Thedepartment applied refuseworker |abor at an overtimerateto cover
recyclingcollectionactivities,increasingthecollection costsof thepilot
project. Anovertimeratewaschargedfor becauseit wasextrawork
outsideof theexisting coll ectivebargaining agreement. Thecity andthe
refuseworker union concluded asupplemental agreementtocover the
labor requiredfor thepil ot project, and even modified theagreement to
extend operations. However, theunderstanding did notincludethe
normalizationof labor costs. Asaresult, thepilot project usedrecycling
collectionlabor at apremiumfor 42weeks. The 17 weeksof thepilot
project, plusthe25weeksof extended operationswerecharged at
overtimeratesbecausetherewereno coll ectivebargai ning agreement
termsinplacetoproviderecyclingcollections.
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Somecostswer edifficult todeter minebecause of similarity to
and fundingfrom ongoingoper ations

Somepilot project costsweredifficult to determinebecauseof smilarity
toandfundingfromongoing operations. Thedepartment approvedthe
payment of costsattributabletothepil ot project, whichwerenot
separately itemizedtoidentify their contribution. Thisdiminishedthe
ability toverify actual costsof serviceshilled, andtheir contributionto
overall pilot project costs.

Thedepartment appliedthecostsof greenwasteprocessingtoan
existing contract whichit hadwith Hawaiian Earth Productsto process
andmulchgreenwasteinLeeward O ahu. Itwashilledforthe
processing of greenwastel oadsdelivered based ontheserviceareain
Leeward O* ahufromwhichloadswerereceived. Thebillsfor
processingdidnot separately identify | oadsasattributableto the2003-
04 Mililani curbsiderecyclingpilot project. TheDepartment of Budget
and Fiscal Servicesconfirmedthat therewereno separatebillingsfor the
pilot project regarding greenwaste processing. Assuch, anaggregate
total cost of greenwasteprocessingwaschargedinbillingstoMililani-
Wahiawadivision, whichincluded costsfor theongoing, baggedgreen
wastecurbsidecollectionfromMililani andWahiawa. Without
itemization or narrativeto describecostsattributabl etothepil ot project,
theproject’ sgreenwaste processing costscannot beverified or
identifiedfromexistinggreenwastecoll ection operationcosts.

Another exampleof difficulty indetermining project related costs
concernedthepubliceducation servicesrendered tothedepartment by
itsconsultant for thepil ot project versusitsservicesfor ongoing
departmental outreachinitiatives. Thedepartmentinitially contracted
withHastings& Pleadwel | for publiceducationand outreach consulting
regardingastrategic planand publicoutreachin FY 2002-03, to
promotethedevel opment of apublicoutreach strategicplanand provide
support for communicationsabout wastewater issues. Thedepartment
amendedthecontract withthefirmin November 2003, toprovidesolid
wasteoutreachinthreeareas, includingfor thecurbsiderecyclingpil ot
project.

Thecontract category inwhich pilot project work wasplacedwas Solid
Wasteoutreach. Thiscategory of servicesincluded two other major
activities. Thecategory washilledlumpsum, anddidnotidentify costs
attributedtoeachactivity. Without itemizationor narrativeto describe
work attributabletothepilot project, itisdifficult toverify or account for
servicecosts. Thelack of itemizationinbillingandthesubsuming
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Thedepartmentincurred
costs for anisland-wide
curbsiderecycling project

additional dutiesintoanexisting publicoutreach contract hinderedthe
identificationandreporting of publiceducationcostsfor thepil ot project.

Contrary totheintent of conductingapilot project, thedepartment
incurred costsfor anisland-widecurbsiderecycling project, suchas
extendingtheoperationsusingpilot project fundsand purchasing
containerstosupport anisland-wideproject. Theseactivitiesand costs
tosupport anisland-widecurbsiderecycling project werenot authorized
by thepil ot project budget authori zation of thecity council or the
department’ soperatingbudget.

Depar tment pur chased container sfor theexpanded cur bside
recyclingproject prior totheproject

Thedepartment purchased contai nersfor anisland-widecurbside
recycling project prior tothepilot project. UsingFY 2002-03
encumberedfunds, 40,000 green 96-gallonrecycling contai nerscosting
$58.03 per container wereprocured. Thedepartment did not charge
thiscosttotheprojectinitsreporttothecity council. Theamount of
containerswaseventually reducedto 21,604 containersat atotal cost of
$1,253,680, duetolack of operatingfunds.

Theproblemwiththepurchaseisthat thecurbs derecyclingpilot project
had not begun, sotherewasno assessment of theviability of thecity
conducting curbsiderecycling operationsto basethe purchaseupon.

L argerecycling containersareasubstantial start-up costfor any curbside
recycling program, andthepast pilot project and study suggested that
thestepto purchasethem shoul d not betakenwithout devel opingan
economical designfor curbsiderecycling. Itwasanunwarranted
purchasepriortolettingthepil ot project resultsfacilitatedecisionmaking
oncomprehensvecurbsiderecycling program.

Department conducted cur bsideoper ationsfor an additional five
monthstoramp upfor theexpanded pr oj ect

Althoughthepilot project period concludedinFebruary 2004, the
curbsiderecycling operationscontinuedfor anadditional fivemonthsto
ramp upfor anexpandedid and-widecurbsiderecycling program.
Curbsiderecycling operationswerecontinued through August 19, 2004,
despitetheunion’ scomplaint that therewasnoauthority to providelabor
for thepilot project past March 31, 2004. Theextension of curbside
operationsincurred anestimated $37,575in collectionservicecosts; an
estimated $24,447 ininspection, observation, supervision, and project
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The pilot project was not
optimized for cost
efficiency

development; and an estimated $69,288 for processing coll ected
materias. Thetotal additional costsof extendingcurbsiderecycling
operationswerean estimated $131,310through August 2004. Thecost
of curbsiderecycling operationsplusrel ated purchases, coveringthe
pilot period and extensionthrough August 2004, wasan estimated $1.94
million.

Thepilot project wasnot optimizedfor cost efficiency. Sincethepilot
project wasdirected by council’ sbudget proviso, thedepartment pieced
together therequired supporting servicestoimplement thepil ot project,
anddid not designtheproj ect to assessel ementsthat i mpacted pil ot
project costs. Assuch, certaindesignelementswerecost unfavorable
whenimplemented, and therewereno designed revenueoff setsof
operational costs. L astly, thedepartment did not assessthelow
recovery ratefor thepil ot project versustheoperational costsof thepilot
project.

Pr oj ect costswer emor ethan repor ted by thedepartment

Project costswerehigher thanreported by thedepartment. The
department reported costsand expendituresof $249,475for the
curbsiderecycling pilot project. However, thedepartment did not
possessmany of thedocumentstoverify project cost data, including
somecontractsandbillingrecords. Asaresult, weconsultedwiththe
Department of Budget and Fiscal Servicestoobtainexpenditure
records, contracts, andbillingrecords. Thebudget andfiscal services
department produced missing contracts, supplieduswithexpenditure
records, but could not provideacomprehensiveset of billings. Assuch,
someproject costswerenot verifiableand reasonabl e cost estimates
weredevel opedto promoteatotal pilot project cost estimate.

Wefoundthat costsand expenditureswere$560,364 during thepilot,
andour calculationof costslargely differsbecausethedepartment did
not cost the’5,800recycling contai nersfromapreviouspurchasewhich
wereusedfor thepilot project. Thefollowingtablecontainsthe
estimatedtotal costfortheMililani curbsiderecyclingpilot project:
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Exhibit 2.7
Estimated Total Cost for Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot Project
November 2003 — February 2004

Item Cost Description

Containers $310,815 e 5,800 96-gallon green collection carts distributed to households.
e Department previously purchased 10,000 carts at $51.28 per
cart, price includes tax and shipping charges.

Collection Service $25,551 e Automated pickup; three recycling collection days per week
e Operators at overtime rate: $1375 per week, 17 weeks =
$23,375
e Supervisors at overtime rate: $128 per week, 17 weeks =
$2,176
Opala Team and $32,236 e Field Inspections: 288.5 hours, $23 per hour = $6,636
Staff e Recycling Staff (phones, survey data) @20% = $15,600

e Supervising/Project Development Staff ~ estimated $10,000

Materials $48,762 e Mixed Recyclables: $55 per ton, 430.69 tons = $23,688
Processing Costs e Green Waste: $50 per ton, 501.48 tons = $25,074
Community $50,000 e Instructional brochures (mailed);
Education and e “Opalagies” cart hangers (correction tags);
Outreach o 2™ Day refuse surveys (mailed);

o 2M Day refuse stickers;

¢ Media coordination; and

e Community publication ads
Public Surveys $43,000 e Three phone surveys; and

e Written and online final survey
Project Evaluation $50,000 e Data collection;

e Program monitoring; and

e Evaluation report
TOTAL $560,364

Source: Environmental Services Department, Department of Budget and Fiscal Services
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Wealsofound additional costsduringour review that werecurbside
recyclingrelated but not reported. Therewerecoststoextendthe
curbsiderecyclingoperationsinMililani through August 2004, and costs
topurchasecontainersfor anisand-wideexpansionof curbside
recycling. Thetotal additional costsof extendingcurbsiderecycling
operationsthrough August 2004 werean estimated $131,310. Thecost
of purchasing contai nersfor anisland-wideexpansionof curbside
recycling operationsprior totheconclusion of thepilot project was
$1,253,680. Thecost of curbsiderecycling operationsplusrel ated
purchases, coveringthepil ot period and extensionthrough August 2004,
wasanestimated $1.94million.

Ascontracted, thematerialsprocessing cost of the pr oj ect
increaseswith moreparticipation

Ascontracted, thematerial sprocessing cost of thepilot project
increased with moreparticipation. Thepost-collection processorsof the
material scollected werepaid by thedepartment for eachton of
unprocessed material delivered duringthepil ot project, whichincluded
recyclablematerial andload contamination. Under theprocessing
contractsfor thepilot project, thegreater theamount of materials
collectedduringthepilot project, thehigher thepriceper loadto process
thematerids.

Thedepartment indicatedthat thepay for processing arrangement
resultedfromtheconstraintsof thepil ot project, expediency of the
project, unwillingnessof al eligibleprocessorsto participate, andthe
short durationof theproject. Thecity recycling coordinator noted that
morefavorabletermsmay bepossibleinalongtermagreementwith
processors, andthat therearemorefavorabl earrangementsavail able
than pay for processingthat can be negotiated.

Thedepartment had agreementswith two post-coll ection processorsto
processthematerial scollected. Themixedrecyclablesprocessor, Island
Recycling, charged $55 per ton of material sdelivered, whilethegreen
wasteprocessor, Hawaiian Earth Products, charged $50 per ton of
materialsdelivered. Duringthepilot project, 430.69tonsof material
wasdeliveredtoldand Recyclingfor processing, for whichthecity was
billed $23,688, and 501.48tonsof greenwastematerial wasdelivered
toHawaiian Earth Productsfor processing, for whichthecity washilled
$25,074.

If thepilot project collected at theexpected 80 percent recovery rate of
thetotal generationof theparti cipating households, it would have
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collected 1,065 tonsof mixedrecyclablesand 1,778tonsof green
waste. Thiswould havecost thecity $58,575to processthemixed
recyclablesand $88,900to processthegreenwaste. Comparedtothe
lessthan 25 percent recovery rateobserved during thepil ot project of
greenwasteand | essthan 50 percent of mixed recyclablescollected, this
demonstratesthat thegreater theamount of material scollected duringthe
pilot project, thehigher thepriceper load toprocessthematerials.

Excesscontamination levelsarecostly in apay for processing
system

Excesscontaminationlevelsarecostly inapay for processing system.
Thegreater theamount of contaminated material receivedinagiven
load, thehigher the price per |oad because contamination addstothe
total load weight to beprocessed. Theincreaseinprocessing costsis
dependent on participationand unavoidableinapay per load processing
system, sothereisanincentivefor thecity toreduceavoidable
contamination.

Bothrecycling processing agreementshad acceptablel oadsprovisions,
limiting contaminationto 15 percent or lessfor mixedrecyclablesand 3
percent or lessfor greenwaste, respectively. Assumingal5 percent
contaminationratefor mixedrecyclablescollectedduringthepil ot

proj ect, themaximum acceptabl econtaminationis65tons, with$3,575
inestimated processing costs. Assuming a3 percent contaminationrate
for greenwastecollected duringthepil ot project, themaximum
acceptablecontaminationis15tons, with $752in estimated processing
costs.

However, therewasanaverageof 25.5 percent mixedrecyclable
contaminationduringthepilot project. Thisresultedinapproximately
110tonsof contamination, whichwasprocessed at $55 per ton, or
$6,026in contamination processing costsfor mixedrecyclableloads.
Duringthepilot project, therewasan averageof 27 percent greenwaste
contamination. Thisresultedinapproximately 135tonsof contamination,
whichwasprocessed at $50 per ton, or $6,770in contamination
processing costsfor greenwaste.

Therewereno cost recaptureor revenue provisionsto offset city
oper ational costs

Therewereno cost recaptureor revenueprovisionsappliedduringthe
pilot project to offset or reducetheoperational coststoruntheproject.
Selling collected material scoul d haveoffset someoperating costs. Inthe
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context of solidwastecollectionand ownership, thecity ownsthe
material scollected, andthemateria scollected haveval ue. Therefore,
thesaleof thematerial isestablishedinrecyclingordinancecriteriaasa
prudent revenuegenerating activity tooffset operational costs. If there
wasno market for thematerials, thedepartment coul d assessthi saspect
of theviability of curbsiderecycling, inlight of norevenueoffset for
operating costs. However, thedepartment did not establishrevenueor
cost recaptureprovisions, sothecost benefit of sellingrecyclable
materialscollectedduringthepil ot project wasnot determined. The
department indicated that only oneprocessor agreed to participatefor
theshort durationof theproject, soithadlimitedflexibility inseeking
revenueor cost recaptureprovisions.

Unmet material collection estimatesraisestheissue of
oper ational cost-effectiveness

Unmet material collectionestimatesrai sesthei ssueof operational cost
benefitforthecurbsiderecycling collectionsystemusedduringthe
project. Therecovery rateof material swaslessthan 25 percent of the
estimatedtotal generati on of greenwasteand 50 percent of mixed
recyclablesfor participating househol ds, bel ow thel owest estimated
ratesfor bothmaterials. Total mixedrecyclablecollections
underperformed project planning estimatesby 745tonsand greenwaste
collectionunderperformed project planning estimatesby 1,276tons.
Thefollowingexhibitscomparepl anning estimatesandactual mixed
recyclablesand greenwastecollected duringthepil ot project:
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Exhibit 2.8

Mixed Recyclables Collections

Estimates Compared to Results Observed for
2003-04 Mililani Curbside Recycling Project

Estimated Actual
Net Weight Net Weight Difference
Item (in tons) (in tons) (in tons)

Aluminum 74 10.35 -63.65
Glass 155 42.88 -112.12
Plastic 74 14.58 -59.42
Newspaper 460 186.54 -273.46
Cardboard 302 65.31 -236.69
Contamination — 109.56 109.56
Total (in tons) 1,065 429.22 -635.78
Less: Contamination — -109.56 -109.56
Net Total (in tons) 1,065 319.66 -745.34

Source: Office of the City Auditor

Exhibit 2.9

Green Waste Collections

Estimates Compared to Results Observed for
2003-04 Mililani Curbside Recycling Project

Estimated Actual
Net Weight Net Weight Difference
Item (in tons) (in tons) (in tons)
Green Waste 1,778 501.48 -1,276.52
Contamination — 135.40 135.40
Total (in tons) 1,778 636.88 -1,141.12
Less: Contamination — -135.40 -135.40
Net Total (in tons) 1,778 501.48 -1,276.52

Source: Office of the City Auditor

Thecollectionsestimateswerecontingent onan 80 percent recovery rate
of total generation of theparticipating households. However, project
resultsindicated|essthana25 percent recovery ratefor greenwasteand
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Conclusion

50 percent for mixedrecyclablescollected. Asdiscussedearlier, if the
recovery rateestimatewasmet, thiswoul dincreaseoperational costs
sincethecity paid processorsper load of material. Also, givenprevious
concernsabout thecost-effectivenessof thecity operatingacurbside
recycling collection system, an assessment of what |ow recovery rate
meant intermsof thecollection costsexperienced by theproject would
havebeen pertinentinformationtoreport. However, thedepartment did
not report onthisissue, or thecost-effectivenessof thecurbside
collectionsystememployed by theproject.

The2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecyclingpilot project wasnot designed
toanswer thesubstantivequestionsabout whether thecity should
conduct curbsiderecycling asapart of thecity’ ssolidwaste
management system, andit did not demonstratethecost-effectivenessof
thecity employingacurbsiderecyclingcollectionoperation. Thegoals
of theproject asimplemented weredesigned totest andimplement the
former administrationand department’ srefuseinitiatives, andtoestablish
theformer administration’ sdesign of acurbsiderecycling program
without eval uatingitsmeritssubstantively.

TheMuililani pilot project did not meet thegoal sand obj ectivesof the
department becauseitsdesign contributedtoimplementation problems.
Issuessuchasuseof gray refusecontainersfor recyclingaswell as
refusecollection, thecollectionschedul e, andunderstaffed or ineffective
control rolescontributed to thecontamination problemsof theproject.
Ultimately, theproject did not comeclosetorecoveringtheamount of
recyclablematerial sit projected, andinstead created asubstantial need
for disposal duetoitsoperations.

Also, thedepartment coul d not assessoperational costsbecausethe
pilot project wasnot adequately set apart fromexisting departmental
operationsor existing contracts. Fromour estimate, thecost of the
project wasmorethan reported, and thetotal cost of thepilot project
andrelated operational costsweresubstantial. Thisislargely because
thedepartment al soincurred costsfor anisland-widecurbsiderecycling
project, suchascontinuing operationsbeyondthepil ot period and
purchasingrecycling containersduringthepilot project. Therewerealso
elementsof theproject that increased theproject’ scostswhilenothing
was set up to offset project costs.
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Recommendations

However, theresultsof the2003-04 Mililani curbsiderecycling pil ot
project notwithstanding, theissueof whether or not thecity will havea
comprehensivecurbsiderecycling collectionsystemissettied. 1n2006,
thecity charter wasamendedtorequireacomprehensivecurbside
recyclingcollectionsystem. Moreover, theconformingamendment to
theCollectionand Disposal of Refuse ordinance section now requires
areport onthefutureprogramof curbsiderecycling, rather thanthe
futureof curbsiderecycling.

Whether recycling pil ot projectsremain necessary inlight of mandated
island-widecurbsiderecyclingcollectionisapolicy issuetobedecided
by theadministrationandthecity council. Theamendedrecyclingpilot
project ordinanceindicatescouncil’ sintent that therecent pil ot projects
inHawai‘i Ka andMuililani weresubject toitsestablishmentand
reporting requirements. Assuch, therecent pilot project must evaluate
thespecifiedcriteriaintheordinance, evenif thedepartment already
planstocontinuerollingout curbsideresidential recyclingoperationsin
several communitiesover thenextfewyears. Althoughacomprehensive
curbsiderecycling collectionsystemmay beinevitableby law and current
implementation, therequiredreporting onthesepil ot projectsmay help
facilitatethecity council’ sconsiderationof thefutureid and-wide
program, and minimizeproblemsexperienced duringthispil ot project
relatedtoadministration’ sisland-widecurbsiderecyclingimplementation
creepoutsideof thecity council’ sreview.

Thedirector of theEnvironmental ServicesDepartment should:

a. conduct curbsiderecyclingpilot projectsaccordingtocurrent
ordinancerequirements, including project designandreporting
requirements, assessment of cost benefit, andimplement best
practices, asappropriate;

b. setuppilot projectsindependently, withadequatefundingand
staffing sothat current contractsor operationsarenotimpaired;

c. notusepilotprojectsasavehiclefor unfunded administrative
priorities; and

d. adheretofundingrestrictionsfor useof pilot project funds, useof
contract fundsand operational funds, and seek council authorization,
whenappropriate.

43



44

Chapter 2: The City’'s 2003-04 Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot Project Did Not Meet Its Goals and Objectives, Due to

Design Flaws and an Inability to Assess Project Costs
]

This page intentionally left blank.



Comments on
Agency Response

Response of Affected Agency

Wetransmittedadraft of thisreport tothe Environmental Services
Department on October 8, 2008. A copy of thetransmittal letteris
included asAttachment 1. Thecity auditor granted thedepartment an
extensionto submititsresponsetothedraft report to October 29, 2008.
Thedepartment submitted awrittenresponsetothedraft report onthat
day, whichisincludedasAttachment 2.

Initsresponsetoour draft audit report, the Environmental Services
Department characterized our report ashaving found nothing new or
differentthanthefindingsintheir 2003 pil ot eval uationreport, and
provided brief commentsrel atedto our findings.

Thedepartment took i ssuewith our point that thepil ot project did not
achievegoal sand objectivesbecauseitsdesign contributed to problems.
They notedthetrial and discoveryvalueof conducting pilot projects,
whereproblemswith curbsiderecyclingcollectiondesignscouldbe
identified, andlater contributetothefutureimprovement of programs.
Whileweacknowledgetheva ueof |earningfromtheexperienceof a
pilot project, westand by our report that thedepartment did not meet its
planned goal sand objectives. Toclarify, weidentified duringfiel dwork
that the proj ect wasdesi gned to demonstrate by specificoutcome
measuresthat curbs derecycling collectionwoul drecover specified
quantitiesof collecteditems, providetheseitemstorecycling processors
at aspecifiedquality, and ultimately minimizethedisposal of collected
materials. However, theresultsof theproject fell far short of material
recovery estimates, andtherewass gnificant contaminationof collected
material swhichincreased processing costsand ultimately required
disposal. Theseissueswerepromoted by design problemsfound by our
report, and prevented theattai nment of planned goal sand objectives.

Thedepartment responded to our commentsregardingthelimited
availabledataand accountingavailabletoreview duringtheaudit. It
indicatedthat it had madeitsbest effortsto provideuswithinformation,
explainingthat not al recordsandformswereretained after itsproject
eval uation, andthat our audit took placethreeyearsafter theproject.
Weappreciateand acknowledgethecooperation of departmental staff in
providingavailableinformationontheproject, but stand by our
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assertionsthat certain aspectsof theproject werenot reviewabledueto
thestate of therecords.

Lastly, thedepartment assertsthat dueto theshort term natureof the
project, it used existing resourcesand contractswherepossibleto
minimizecosts, andthat it had separately cal cul ated costsfor theproject
eventhoughit may not havebeen obviousfromhistorical accounting
documents. Westand by our findingthat project costsweredifficultto
determineduetotheuseof existing resourcesand contracts, and
thereforecannot agreewith theassertionthat thisaspect of project
management resultedinminimizedcosts.

Weacknowl edgethedepartment’ simportant roleindevel oping
recycling programsand educationwhich preservethequality of our
environment, anditseffortstomakeimprovementstothecurbside
collectionsystem soonto beemployedidland-wide. Therewereno
substantivechangesmadetothereport based onthedepartment’s
response.



ATTACHMENT 1

OFFICE OF THE CITY AUDITOR

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
1001 KAMOKILA BOULEVARD, SUITE 216, KAPOLEI, HAWAIl 95707 / PHONE: (808) 768-3134 / FAX: (808) 763-3135

LESLIE |I. TANAKA, CPA
CITY AUDITOR

October 8, 2008
COPY

Dr. Eric S. Takamura, Director
Environmental Services Department
1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 308
Kapolei, Hawai'i 96707

Dear Dr. Takamura:

Enclosed for your review are two copies (numbers 12 and 13) of our confidential draft audit report,
Audit of the Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot Project. If you choose to submit a written response to our
draft report, your comments will generally be included in the final report. However, we ask that you

submit your response to us no later than 12:00 noon on Wednesday, October 22, 2008.

For your information, the mayor, managing director, and each councilmember have also been provided
copies of this confidential draft report.

Finally, since this report is confidential, still in draft form, and changes may be made to it, access to this
draft report should be restricted to those assisting you in preparing your response. Public release of the
final report will be made by my office after the report is published in its final form.

Sincerely,

%f/fll-(_,.:\_. J ""’“*‘-»{)(3'“-.___

Leslie [. Tanaka, CPA
City Auditor

Enclosures

a7
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MUFI HANNEMANN

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

1000 ULUOHIA STREET, SUITE 308, KAPOLEI, HAWAII 96707
TELEPHONE: (808) 768-3486 @ FAX: (808) 768-3487 @ WEBSITE: http://envhonolulu.org

ERIC S. TAKAMURA, Ph.D., P.E

MAYOR DIRECTOR

KENNETH A. SHIMIZU
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

ROSS S. TANIMOTO, P.E.
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

October 28, 2008 IN REPLY REFER TO:
RR 08-058
Mr. Leslie |. Tanaka, CPA ; .
Office of the City Auditor 08 OCT29 A 47
City and County of Honolulu '
1001 Kamokila Boulevard, Suite 216 ~ 2 C GF HONGLULL
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 CTATY AUDITOR

Dear Mr. Tanaka:

We have reviewed your report, “Audit of the Mililani Curbside Recycling Pilot
Project,” and found nothing substantially new or different from the findings that were
presented in our 2003 pilot evaluation report.

We might take issue with comments indicating the pilot did not achieve goals
and objectives because its design contributed to problems. The problems were
indicators for improving the design. The purpose of pilot programs is to probe various
system designs to determine best directions. This pilot provided clear confirmation that
a successful curbside recycling system would need to employ separate, color-coded
carts for refuse and recycling, and that implementation would require a financial
commitment from the City to purchase these containers. The pilot further probed the
extent to which residents might be willing to forgo the second refuse pickup, which
paved the way to the next pilot program which was implemented recently in Mililani and
Hawaii Kai to much success.

Your report made several comments regarding limited available data and
accounting. It would be important to note that your audit was conducted more than
three years following the close of the 2003-04 pilot program. Our department staff did
its best to gather original data for your review, but all forms and records were not
retained once the evaluation was completed. Further, this short-term, four-month pilot
was conducted using existing resources and contracts where possible to minimize
costs. Separate costs were calculated at the time, but may not have been reflected in
separate accounting documents for historical review.



Mr. Leslie |. Tanaka, CPA
October 28, 2008
Page 2

The City is currently rolling out an islandwide curbside recycling program which
utilizes three automated carts-—gray for refuse, green for green waste, and blue for
mixed recyclables. The twice-weekly refuse collection service is shifting to once-per-
week refuse and once-per-week recycling, alternating weekly between the blue and
green recycling carts. The 2007-08 pilot programs in Mililani and Hawaii Kai, upon
which the expansion is based, proved successful with more than 90% of the surveyed
households reporting that they liked the program and found it easy to do. Getting to
this point of success has required a great deal of hard work and resolve.

Sinferely,
f/ m, Ph.D., P.E.

Director
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