— Broward Solid Waste Disposal District
BR O-V\/'A\RD P.0. Box 93-4114
N Margate, FL 33093
COUNTY 954-610-7745 » FAX 954-956-5602

Resource Recovery Board

County Members: Ken Keechl ¢ llene Lieberman e Stacy Ritter ¢ Diana Wasserman-Rubin ¢ Lois Wexler
City Members: Peter Bober ¢ Jim Naugle ¢ Lou Sarbone ¢ Joseph Scuotto
Executive Director: Ron Greenstein
Counsel: Eugene Steinfeld
AGENDA

RRB Technical Advisory Committee Meeting
Friday, February 2, 2007 - 9:30 a.m.
Broward County Governmental Center West
2nd Floor Hearing Room
1 North University Drive
Plantation
(See attached instructions)

l. ROLL CALL (5 min)
Technical Advisory Committee NOTE:

. Approval of Minutes (5 min. - Al) 'I_'ot.al meeting time
December 8, 2006 TAC Meeting (. 3- 14) limited to 2 hours.

Eliner Ciccone, Recording Secretary Time extensions to be
approved by majority

lll.  Statement of Meeting Objectives (5 min.) vote. Items not
Thomas Good, Chair, Technical Advisory Committee covered prior to
IV.  RRB Executive Director Report (15 min.) adjournment will be
Honorable Ron Greenstein, RRB Executive Director carried to the next
regular scheduled

V. Strategic Plan Subcommittee Reports (15 min. ea. — DI/Al)
Infrastructure Subcommittee
Brad Kaine, Chair (p-15)

meeting.

Al = Action Item
Programs Subcommittee DI = Discussion Item
Troy Gies, Chair

VI.  Old Business (60 min. — DI/Al)
MRF 5" Amendment

VIl.  New Business (5 min. — DI/Al)
Comprehensive Solid Waste and Recycling - Future Contracting (p. 16 -31)

Open Input
VIIl. Informational Items (5 min. DI
Staff Reports
« HHW Collection Event: Miramar, Florida (p.32-34)
o Public Education Program Report (p. 35 - 37)
TAC Attendance - December 8, 2006 (p. 38)
TAC Meeting Schedule 2007 (p. 39)
Next TAC Meeting - March 2, 2007
Next RRB Meeting - March 15, 2007

IX. ADJOURNMENT



TAC Meeting

February 2, 2007 - 9:30 a.m.

Broward Government Center West
1 North University Drive, Plantation

Hearing Room, Building A, 2" Floor

Instructions:

Broward Government Center West is located on the NW corner of University
Drive and Broward Boulevard in Plantation.

The parking garage is available at no cost. Please do not park in any spaces
marked NBC.

Please go to one of the Security desks when you enter the building. You will be
required to present picture ID and wear a visitor's badge.

The Hearing Room is accessible through either set of double doors on the
second floor.

Please sign in upon entering the Hearing Room. Thank you.




MEMBERS
PRESENT:

MEMBERS
ABSENT:

K
\

MINUTES

RRB TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Sunset Lakes Community Center

City of Miramar
Friday, December 8, 2006

Tom Good, Chair, City of Miramar
Richard Michaud, City of Coral Springs
Susan Dean, Town of Davie

Mario Reboa, City of Deerfield Beach
Greg Slagle, City of Fort Lauderdale

Chris Van Vliet, City of Lauderdale Lakes
Lurleen Evans, City of Lauderhill

o9

Casey Eckels, City of Fort Lauderdale ( ) :
\/Yy

Reddy Chitepu, City of Margate A
Tom Richter, City of Oakland Park

Troy Gies, City of Tamarac y
Brad Kaine, City of Weston

Bob Taylor, City of Wilton Manors

John Benton, Unincorporated Brov@i County
John Albert, Waste Management, Inc.

Robert Jindracek, Broward C School Board
Rhonda Calhoun, Broward Lieague of Cities
Hunter Varnedoe, AILSe@cg Refuse

Richard Salamom/ia C}air, City of Sunrise
Raj Verma, Ci of Coconut Creek

Carl Mille‘f, W r City

Diane Patanelli, Cooper City

Cheryl Miller; City of Deerfield Beach

Vacant{ Town of Hillsboro Beach

yd Pittman, City of Hollywood
il"Mason, Town of Lauderdale-By-The-Sea

Manny Diez, City of Lauderdale Lakes
MVacant, Village of Lazy Lake

Art Graham, City of Lighthouse Point

Mary Pryde, City of Lighthouse Point

Mike Shields, City of North Lauderdale

Vacant, City of Plantation

Todd Larson, Town of Pembroke Park

Kenneth Kohl, Village of Sea Ranch Lakes

Malini Siew-Narine, Town of Southwest Ranches

Diane Phillips, City of Tamarac

Vacant, City of West Park

David Archacki, City of Wilton Manors

Michael Savino, Eco Waste/Public Waste



ALSO
PRESENT:

Ron Greenstein, Executive Director, RRB

Eugene Steinfeld, Legal Counsel, RRB

Jean DuPuis, City of Coconut Creek* A
Dave Rivera, City of Coconut Creek N
Oscar Petty, City of Hollywood* N
Tracy Tinker, Ace Waste Services '\ ‘ a
Sandy Gutner, Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. (MP) = &Y

Leah Richter, MPI

Tony Spadaccia, Waste Management, Inc. £ \)

Larry Dalla Betta, WMRA ‘\'

Mike Heimbach

Mary Beth Busutil, WRS Director
Jeff Turpin, WRS Assistant Director x
Ram Tewari, WRS/SWOD Director V‘ 4
Notosha Austin, WRS/RCAD

Phil Bresee, WRS/RCAD 0
Jeanne Clinton, WRS/ADMIN )

Steve Kasselakis, WRS/RCAD

D. J. McPherson, WRS/ADMIN . \Va 4
Rich Meyers, WRS/SWOD ,
Odette Reza-Brown, WRS/ADMIN y

Ketie St. Louis, WRS/ADMIN

Jim Willard, WRS/SWOD
Eliner Ciccone, WRS/ADMIN, Recqq&)

*Represented their Cities as vo‘g members

*0)
Q\S
Y



I CALL TO ORDER

The meeting of the Resource Recovery Board Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was called to
order by Tom Good, Chair, at 9:50 a.m., December 8, 2006, at Sunset Lakes Community Center,
in the City of Miramar. Roll call was taken and a quorum was present.

'\

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES '

y
Motion was made, seconded, and unanimously carried to accept the minutes of the TAC bQéqtil‘fg of
September 15, 2006, as submitted.

Motion was made, seconded, and unanimously carried to accept the minutes of thg ‘6? t RRB/TAC
Meeting of October 18, 2006, as submitted.
Y

P
[I. STATEMENT OF MEETING OBJECTIVES

Mr. Good welcomed the members to Miramar and introduced new TACV%Rhonda Calhoun, the
Executive Director of the Broward League of Cities, who was appointed at the October 19, 2006 Resource
Recovery Board meeting. C 7

ting)would be:
e Unfinished business regarding the MRF and N \/Y
e Follow-up of the RRB/TAC Joint Meeting. ’

Mr. Good told the members that the primary objectives of this day’'s m

N

V. RRB EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT | W),

Mr. Greenstein told the members that the Univgr,%it)m Florida's new population statistics were out and that the
City of Oakland Park had replaced North Laﬁerdale as a city nearest to the median in size based on
population. The other two cities in that cate@y are Coconut Creek and Margate.

As provided by the Tenth Amendm,ent@ the Interlocal Agreement, effective April 7, 2007, the Resource
Recovery Board will consist of membefs, from the three median-sized cities above, the three large cities of Fort
Lauderdale, Hollywood, and Coral [Springs, two members to be appointed by the Broward League of Cities,
and one member to be appointediby the Broward County Commission for a total of nine members. All
members will be appointed mwefterms of two years.

Mr. Greenstein suggeste that the next RRB/TAC Joint Meeting take place in June 2007 after the new RRB
members were in place andthe RRB budget was completed in May.

Mr. Greenstein up-datéj the members on the SuperBowl XLI Anti-litter Campaign. He informed them that
Broward County’s:contributions included a Broward Beautiful grant for the entrance way and the availability of
the Broward p program.

He briefly,disctssed the Plan of Operations and told them the approval of the revised Plan of Operations
wou the December 21, 2006 RRB agenda.

Hewexplained that the Business Plan would encompass the Strategic Plan and contain the good points that
had e out of the Trash Summit. He said it was his intention to contract someone to write the plan within 30
days and to have a draft within 60 days of that.

Eugene Steinfeld, RRB Legal Counsel, told the members that the District received a public records request
from the central Florida law firm of Lowndes, Drosdic, Doster, Kantor & Reed. They are representing SWS
who is in litigation with one or two of the Cities concerning construction and demolition debris. He explained
the nature of the litigation and he and Mr. Greenstein provided some history on similar suits in Florida. Mr.
Steinfeld and Mr. Greenstein took questions from the members regarding the suits and agreed to provide
additional information about them to the members.



V. STRATEGIC PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

Infrastructure Subcommittee
I

Brad Kaine, City of Weston TAC Member and Infrastructure Subcommittee Chair, discussed the Ash /Md\mjll.
He told the members that its life expectancy is approximately until the end of December 2010 or possiblysa few
months into 2011, but that the system has an obligation through August 2011. He said the Ash I\ﬁqn fill is a
system asset and is best utilized if it can be expanded. If an expansion is approved by_the=Resource
Recovery Board, it will cost approximately ten and a half to eleven and a half million dollars. This would allow
for seven to nine more years of life to deal with all the issues in the County relating to ash. "However, if the
RRB does not approve expansion, the system is faced with a critical liability of approximately twenty seven
and a half million dollars. There was a discussion among the members and Wastg.ar%&ecycling Services
staff.

Motion was made by Brad Kaine to move forward with the expansion OVA/S Monofill. The motion
passed unanimously by a show of hands.

Mr. Kaine explained the function of and the future plans for Browar tys North Trash Transfer Station
(NTTS) and the necessity of retrofitting it. He said half a million dolla tem money has been earmarked
for this project but cost estimates have risen in the meantime.

Motion was made by Brad Kaine that TAC support the retro- flttlng of the North Trash Transfer Station
which will cost approximately $1.2 - $1.4 million dollars.

Discussion followed regarding the current condition of the NTTS, reasons for the increased costs, budgeting,
etc. It was clarified that there would be a change order(to an earlier contract.

Motion was made by John Benton, Unmcorpo’N Area, to recommend that the RRB approve the
retro-fitting of the North Trash Transfer Sta}ﬁn and accept the report of a not to exceed $1.4 million.
This was seconded by Brad Kaine and paﬁs unanimously.

There was also discussion on the follown"@ issues:
o A multi-functional, centra| %I d site in the future and a possible location for it
e Amendments to the Mal;:,g rme contract and changes in the scope of services

e The Beach Glass‘Rén’\tshment Project

<

/

S .
(ﬁgrams Subcommittee

Troy Gle&ﬁy of Tamarac TAC Member Alternate, and Program Subcommittee Chair, referred the members
to the si mmittee minutes attached to the September 8, 2006 TAC Agenda. (pages 30 - 31) He said the
Pf Subcommittee meeting that took place on Tuesday, September 26, 2006, was largely in preparation
for t RB/TAC Joint Meeting that took place on October 19, 2006. He told them that additional issues such
as the Beach Glass Renourishment Project would be discussed at future meetings and brought before TAC.



VI. AD HOC SUBCOMMITTEE REPORTS

TAC-MRF Ad hoc Subcommittee

John Benton, Unincorporated Area TAC Member and TAC-MRF Ad hoc Subcommittee Chair, teld the
committee that their last meeting was held on September 1, 2007 (see minutes - page 32 of Dece/mNr/S,
2006 TAC Agenda). He pointed out that the MRF issues would be discussed on this day under "Old Buiir;@ss".

-

Joint Meeting Agenda Ad hoc Subcommittee . )

Y
Casey Eckels, City of Fort Lauderdale TAC Member Alternate and Joint Meeti Agenda Ad hoc
Subcommittee Chair, told the members that their meeting held on October 10, 2006, was inrpreparation for the
RRB/TAC Joint Meeting. She then requested the members review the minut age33 of December 8, 2006
TAC Agenda) and confirm the accuracy of the attendance list.

O
\vaZ

VII. OLD BUSINESS

MRF 5th Amendment y

N

Mr. Greenstein updated the members on the \s'gatﬁ&of the MRF contract negotiations telling them they had
come to an agreement subject to Waste Management's approval, on the move document, but they were at an
impasse on the extension document. He sa'(d‘thl would be put before the RRB at their December 21, 2006
meeting. -

There was discussion and it was clarified tﬁ‘at RRB could approve the move without dealing with any of the
issues related to the extension .0f the agreement. Mr. Greenstein explained that he was told at prior RRB
meetings to separate the two agiem nts and bring it back. At the most recent RRB meeting, he was told to
give it 30 days to work outxis*ﬂe1 rand then bring it back to the RRB. It will be on the December 18, 2006
agenda. If approved, it V(OLH; have to go before the County Commission and that even if it is denied, it
could still be referred to the C(o nty Commission.

The members expressgd opinions, made suggestions, and discussed options and possible outcomes.

The possibility’ﬁf@curing a lease extension from the property owner so the MRF would not have to move
was brought quM ."Greenstein offered that this had occurred to him in consideration of the time period after
2011 - 201%,"bw that he could not be involved in contract interference, and would require instruction from the
RRB.

(Rhm&houn left the meeting)
Mr. d said there were two very important facts before them:

1. The negotiation team is at an impasse

2. TAC's position is to not approve the move absent an extension agreement
Mr. Good asked if there were any motions.

For the purpose of discussion, Troy Gies made a motion that TAC endorse its current position of not
supporting the MRF move absent an extension agreement. There was no second and the motion failed.



John Benton made a motion to recommend to the RRB to allow the move of the MRF to the Pembroke
Pines location without the extension of the contract. The motion was seconded and Mr. Good called

the question. A roll call vote was taken with the following results:

F N
Community Member Approved Not Approved  Abstained Unavai!gbﬁ ’
“ ﬂ
Coconut Creek | Jean Dupuis* Not approved ~
r
Coral Springs Richard Michaud Approved \\V
Davie Susan Dean Not approved
Deerfield Beach | Mario Reboa Not approved
: 7
Fort Lauderdale | Greg Slagle Not appkved
Hollywood Oscar Petty* Approved
Lauderdale
Lakes Chris Van Vliet . | Not approved
Lauderhill Lurleen Evans Apprové& j
Margate Reddy Chitepu Aé)‘p%ed
Miramar Tom Good A é‘( Not approved
Oakland Park Tom Richter Approved
™
Tamarac Troy Gi Not approved
v
Weston Brad Kaine Not approved
]
Wilton Manor&ob Taylor Approved
é
Unimﬁrafed John Benton Approved
Wnicipal John Albert Abstained
Non-municipal Rhonda Calhoun Unavailable
Non-Municipal Rob Jindracek Approved
Non-Municipal Hunter Varnedoe Abstained

*Not an appointed member or alternate. Ineligible vote




RRB-TAC Joint Meeting Follow Up

Mr. Good expressed his opinion that the RRB/TAC Joint Meeting was a success. He said the topics discussed
were those listed on this day's TAC agenda: \

£ y
Transition Plan ,\" d
Storm Debris Collection — Reserves

Recycled Paper/Pencil for Schools -~

Single & Multifamily Recycling e\

Project List — Priority Request ‘\«

There was discussion regarding the actions to be taken on the issues, Mr. Greensteinst guestions from the
members, and several of the issues were referred to TAC subcommittees for, further investigation and

evaluation. v. )

TAC Meeting Dates for Calendar Year 2007 ( ) g

Mr. Good suggested that TAC meetings be held on the s;gorfd May of each month to ensure that the
meetings were one week prior to RRB meetings. .

Motion to move TAC meetings to the second Friday of eaMonth was made by Richard Michaud, City
of Coral Springs, seconded by Tom Richter, City of Qakland Park.

However, Mr. Greenstein said TAC meetings occu nw?]e week before RRB meetings would not allow time
for TAC recommendation to be put on the regular’y RRB agendas, although they could be addendums
presented at the meetings. '\

Mr. Good requested that the motions to_meve the TAC meetings to the second Friday of each month be

withdrawn. The motions were withdrawn(and a new motion was made.
A
Motion to move TAC meetings,%q Lﬁ irst Friday of each month at 9:30 a.m. was made by Mr. Michaud
ndyunani
f\

and seconded by Mr. Richter al ously carried.

y
™
VIII. NEW BUSlNE¥

P

Mr. Good thgn&d Mr. Richter for chairing the Administration Subcommittee for the last couple of years and
explained thlic{Mr. Richter's new responsibilities did not allow him to continue as chair. Mr. Good then
announc that a new chair would be appointed by the next TAC meeting.

Th@as no additional new business for discussion.



IX. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

Staff Reports

A

Mr. Good asked if there were any information items the members would like to have presented at futurth‘AC
meetings. Ms. Eckels requested that Waste and Recycling Services Public Education staff pres€htaﬂ the
latest in their educational and promotional materials and a review of where the funding comes froms

-

Mr. Good then asked Odette Reza-Brown, WRS Public Education Coordinator to make her anhouncement and
she told the committee they were invited review the educational and promotional materials that she and her
staff had placed on display in the lobby. R

S
The following staff reports may be found as attachments to the December 8, Zw%agenda:

e HHW Program Report — FY 2006

¢ Annual MRF Report ( )
\VY

e Beach Glass Report

¢ Electronics Recycling Annual Report P
o Waste Tires Annual Report

e Parks Recycling Annual Report y

There were no requests for additional information or ex@ations regarding the reports.

N

Next TAC Meeting: Jan@;y\,éom
. 0 z;‘
Next RRB Meeting: A %ecember 21, 2006
§
/\
X. ADJOURNMENT w\ 4

There being no further business to come before the committee at this time, the meeting adjourned at
11:40 a.m. 7

S
e
Y



FORM 8B MEMORANDUM OF VOTING CONFLICT FOR
COUNTY, MUNICIPAL, AND OTHER LOCAL PUBLIC OFFICERS

LAST NAME—FIRST MAME—MIDDLE NANE NAME OF BOARD, GOUNCIL, COMMISSION, AUTHORITY, OR COMMITTEE
Vare Ay Ste 77 TE€chnicef A-Juon./ Coom
MAILING ADDRESS THE BOARD, COUNCIL, COMMISSION, AUTHORITY OR COMMITTEE ON
LA Ve 3/ A€ WHICH | SERVE IS A UNIT OF:
CITY cou Qciry %Oum & OTHER LOCAL AGENCY
y = an M, M , ém M%v NAME OF POLITICAL SUBDIVISION: 7 ?
DATE ON WHICH VOTE OCCURRED e
O ELECTIVE & APPOINTIVE

WHO MUST FILE FORM 8B

This form is for use by any person serving at the county, city, or other local level of government on an appointed or elected board, coungil,
commission, authority, or committea. it applies equally to members of advisory and non-advisary bodies who are presented with 2 voting
conflict of intesest under Saction 112.3143, Florida Statutes.

Your responsdilities under the law when faced with voling on a measure in which you have a conflict of interest will vary greatly depending
on whethar you bold an elective or appeintive position. For this reason, pleasae pay close attentign to the instructions on this form before
completing the revearss side and filing the form,

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 112.3143, FLORIDA STATUTES

A person holding elective or appointive county, municipal, or other local public office MUST ABSTAIN from voting on a measura which
inures to his of her special private gain or loss. Each elected or appointed local officer also is prohibited from knowingly voting on a mea-
sure which inwes to the special gain or loss of a principal (other than a government agency) by whom he or she is retained (including the
parent organization or subsidiary of a corporate principal by which he or she is retained); to the special private gain or loss of a refative; or
to the special private gain or loss of a business associate. Commissioners of community redevelopment agencies under Sec. 163.356 or
163.357, F.S., and officers of independent special tax districts elacted on a one-acre, one-vota basis are not prohibited from voting in that
capacity.

For purposes of this Jaw, a “relativa” includes only the officer's father, mother, son, daughter, husband, wife, brother, sister, father-in-law,
mother-in-law, son-in-law, and daughter-in-ilaw. A “business associate”™ means any person or entity engaged in or carrying on a business
enterprise with the officer as a pariner, joint venturer, coowner of property, or corporate shareholder (whers the shares of the corporation
are not listed on any national or regional stock exchange).

L] L4 o L] L] L] Ld - - L] - L] - L - -

ELECTED OFFICERS:
In addition to abstaining from voting in the situations dascribed above, you must disclose the conflict;

PRICR TQ THE VOTE BEING TAKEN by publicly stating to the assembly the nature of your interest in the measure on which you
are abskaining from voting; and

WITHIN 15 DAYS AFTER THE VOTE OCCURS by completing and filing this form with the parson responsible for recording the min-
utes of the mesting, who should incorporate the form in the minutes.

* L4 L] - L L] - - L [ * * - - - *

APPOINTED OFFICERS:

Although you must abstain frorn voting in the situations described above, you otherwise may participate in these matters. However, you
must disclose the nature of the conflict before making any attempt to influence the decision, whethar orally or in writing and whether made

by you or at your direction.
IF YOU INTEND TO MAKE ANY ATTEMPT TO INFLUENCE THE DECISION PRIOR TQ THE MEETING AT WHICH THE VOTE WILL BE
TAKEN: :

+  You must complete and file this farm (before making any attempt to influence the decision) with the person rasponsible for recording the
minutes of the meeting, who will incorporate the form in the minutes. {Continued on other side)

CE FORM 8B - EFF. 1/2000 PAGE 1




APPOINTED OFFICERS (continued)

+ A copy of the form must be provided immediately to the other members of the agency.

+ The form must be read publicly at the next meeting after the form is filed.

IF YOU MAKE NO ATTEMPT TO INFLUENCE THE DECISION EXCEPT BY DISCUSSION AT THE MEETING:
» You must disclose orally the nature of your conflict in the measure before participating.

» You must complete thé form and file & within 15 days after the vote occurs with the person responsible for recording the minutes of the
meeting, who must incorporate the form in the minutes. A copy of the form must be provided immediately to the other members of the
agency, and the form must be read publicly at the next meeting after the form is filed.

DISCLOSURE OF LOCAL OFFICER'S INTEREST

l, %A’W ';é’e , hereby disciose tﬁat on p‘gc&w.één_, g 20 Tk

(a) A measure came or will come before my agency which (check one)

inured to my special private gain or loss;

inured to the special gain or loss of my business associate,

inured to the special gain or loss of my ralative,

inured to the special gain or loss of , by

whom | am retained; or
/ Inured to the special gain or loss of ___EWuShe  Semcer  dAA 4 S ;&-}Q& _which

is the parent organization or subsidiary of & principal which has retained me.

{b) The measure before my agency and the nature of my conflicting interest in the measuire is as follows:

Lbfficj o8 movis Lot o B e o
From Daué | FL b foubeibe e T

Lhidle  Coull)  besher on M g/ Senere
L@‘ﬁéé Co,

12 fglot W

Data Filed Signature

NOTICE: UNDER PROVISIONS OF FLORIDA STATUTES §112.317, A FAILURE TO MAKE ANY REQUIRED DISCLOSURE
CONSTITUTES GROUNDS FOR AND MAY BE PUNISHED BY ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING: IMPEACHMENT,
REMOVAL OR SUSPENSION FROM OFFICE OR EMPLOYMENT, DEMCTION, REDUCTION IN SALARY, REPRIMAND, OR A
CIVIL PENALTY NOT TO EXCEED $10,000.

CE FORM BB - EFF. 1/2000 . PAGE 2




FORM 8B MEMORANDUM OF VOTING CONFLICT FOR
COUNTY, MUNICIPAL, AND OTHER LOCAL PUBLIC OFFICERS

LAST NAME—FIRST NAME—MIDDLE NAME NAME OF BOARD, COUNCIL. COMMISSICN, AUTHORITY, OR cownE

ALBERT , J onn M T ecunse g Pavissunty Counarrec 7o fﬁ
MAILING ADDRESS 7 THE BOARD, COUNCIL, COMMISSION, AUTHORITY OR COMMITTEE ON

200 Aw L/y' S 7 WHICH | SERVE IS A UNIT OF;
= T Q ey 2 county D OTHER LOCAL AGENCY

‘ NAME OF POLITICAL SUBDIVISION:
p;uﬁ?wa 85#&#. FL, Bo Acwd & P 620@/{!’60
DATE ON WHICH VOTE OCCURRED Y POSTION &
[I-¥~0& Q_ELECTIVE o appOINTIVE

WHO MUST FILE FORM 8B

This form is for use by any person serving at tha county, city, or other local level of government on an appointed or elected boaard, council,
commission, authority, or committee. It applies equally to members of advisory and non-advisory bodies who are presented with a voting
conflict of interest under Section 112.3143, Florida Statutes.

Your responsibilities d'nder the law when faced with voting on a measure in which you have a conflict of interest will vary greatly depending
on whether you hold an elective or appointive position. For this reason, please pay close attention to the instructions on this form bafore
completing the reverse side and filing the form.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 112.3143, FLORIDA STATUTES

A person holding elective or appeintive county, runicipal, or other local public office MUST ABSTAIN from voting on a measure which
inures to his or her spacial private gain or loss. Each slected or appointed local officer also is prohibited from knowingly voting on a mea-
sure which inures to the speciat gain or loss of a principal (other than a govarnment agency) by whom he or she is retained (including the
parent organization or subsidiary of a corporate principal by which he or she is retained); to the special private gain or loss of a relative; or
to the special private gain or loss of a business assaciate. Commissioners of community radevelopment agencies under Sec. 163.356 or
163.357, F.S., and officers of independent special tax districts elected on a one-acre, cna-vote basis are not prohibited from voting in that
capacity.

For purposes of this law, a “relative” includes only the officer's father, mother, son, daughter, husband, wife, brother, sister, father-in-law,
mother-in-law, sor-in-law, and daughter-in-law, A "business assoclata™ means any person or entity engaged in or carrying on a business
enterprise with the officer as a partner, joint venturer, coowner of property, or corporate sharehoider (where the shares of the corporation
ara not listed on any national or regional stock exchange).

- ” - * L3 [ ] * » * L » - - L * L]

ELECTED OFFICERS:

In addition to abstaining from voting in tha situations describad above, you must disclose the conflict:

PRIOR TO THE VOTE BEING TAKEN by publicly stating to the assembly the nature of your interest in the measure on which you
are abstaining from voting; and

WITHIN 15 DAYS AFTER THE VOTE OCCURS by completing and filing this form with the person responsible for recording the min-
utes of the mesting, who should incorporate the form in the minutes.

- L4 - L] - L] L] L3 L - - * L * Ll *

APPOINTED OFFICERS:

Although you must abstain from voting in the situations described above, you otherwise may participate in these matters. However, you
must disclose the naturg of the conflict bafore making any attempt to influence the decision, whether erally or in writing and whether made
by you or at your direction.

IF YOU INTEND TO MAKE ANY ATTEMPT TO INFLUENCE THE DECISION PRIOR TO THE MEETING AT WHICH THE VOTE WILL BE
TAKEN:

= You must complete and file this form (before making any attempt to influance the decision) with the person responsibie for recording the
minutes of the meating, who will incorporate the form in the minutas. {(Continued on other side)

CE FORM 8B - EFF. 1/2000 PAGE 1




APPOINTED OFFICERS (continued)
+ A copy of the forrm must be provided immediately to the other members of the agency.
» The form must be read publicly at the next meeting after the form is filed.
IF YOU MAKE NO ATTEMPT TO INFLUENCE THE DECISION EXCEPT BY DISCUSSION AT THE MEETING:
s You must disciose oratly the nature of your conflict in the measure before participating.

« You must complete the form and file it within 15 days after the vote occurs with tha person responsible for recording the minutes of the
meeting, who must incorporate the form in the minutes. A copy of the form must be provided immediately to the other members of the
agency, and the form must be read publicly at the next mesting after the form is filed.

DISCLOSURE OF LOCAL OFFICER'S INTEREST
<) o Hr A’L@ CRT , hereby disclose that on DEC g 2006 ;

{a) A measure came or wif! come before my agency which (chack one)
inured to my special private gain or loss;

inurad to the special gain or loss of my business associate,

inured to the special gain or loss of my relative,

inured to the special gain ar loss of , by

whom | am retained; or
M_ inured to the special gain or loss of WASTE MAvbEEMENT , which

is the parent organization or subsidiary of a principal which has retained me.

{b} The measure before my agency and the nature of my conflicting interest in he m asure is as follows:
V ?/’ MAF ﬂ/ I 2*1‘ v/

Py e/ W

Date Filed ature

(/

NOTICE: UNDER PROVISIONS OF FLORIDA STATUTES §112.317, A FAILURE TO MAKE ANY REQUIRED DISCLOSURE
CONSTITUTES GROUNDS FOR AND MAY BE PUNISHED BY ONE OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING: IMPEACHMENT,
REMOVAL OR SUSPENSION FROM QFFICE OR EMPLOYMENT, DEMOTION, REDUCTION IN SALARY, REPRIMAND, OR A
CIVIL PENALTY NOT TO EXCEED $10,000.
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Ben Graber e llene Lieberman ¢ James Scott « Diana Wasserman-Rubin e Lois Wexler

Peter Bober « Jim Naugle « Joseph Scuotto ¢ Jim Waldman

Ron Greenstein

Eugene Steinfeld
MINUTES

TAC Infrastructure Subcommittee Meeting
January 10, 2007 - 8:30 a.m.
Broward County Government Center West
4™ Floor Waste Wing
1 North University Drive
Plantation

CALLED TO ORDER: 8:40 a.m.

ATTENDANCE:

Chair: Brad Kaine,

Weston

Richard Salamon, Sunrise

Richard Meyers, WRS/SWOD

John Benton, WRS/RCAD

Greg Slagle, Fort Lauderdale

Rhonda Calhoun, Broward League of Cities
Ram Tewari, WRS/SWOD Director

Rich Michaud, Coral Springs

Tom Good, Miramar

Tony Spadaccia, Waste Management
Sandy Gutner, Malcolm Pirnie

Mary Beth Busutil, WRS Director

Jeannie Clinton, WRS/ADMIN

Notosha Austin, WRS/RCAD

Peter Foye, Director, WRS/RCAD Director

Susan Dean, Davie

Gary Collette, Wheelabrator
Gary Aguinaga, Wheelabrator

DISCUSSION ITEMS:
e MRF Relocation Alternatives
e Resource Recovery System Future Infrastructure Options

MOTIONS:

e NO MOTIONS MADE

ADJOURNMENT:

10:36 a.m.
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SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL CONTRACTING EXERCISE
Information for all Parties

Background

Hingston Township islocated in Mercury County, USA. Its Municipal Committee on
Solid Waste Solutions for Hingston Township (the "Committee") is about to meet. The
Committee needs to eval uate competing proposals for managing the town's municipal
solid waste.

For 20 years Mercury County has operated under the State Solid Waste Management Act
which requires that each county be salf-sufficient in its disposal of municipal solid waste.
The system operated under a policy of “flow control” which required that municipalities
dispose of garbage in their own county or, at the very least, that counties establish long
term contracts with outside waste disposal facilities. Five years ago, in response to
population growth and rising landfill tipping fees, the Board of Freeholders of Mercury
County approved the planning and construction of a solid waste incinerator. Financing
for the incinerator was based on the security provided by flow control and along-term
contract for incinerable waste from neighboring Atlantis County. The Mercury County
Freeholders vested responsibility for the incinerator with the Mercury County
Improvement Authority (MCIA). The MCIA was given all flow-control power to direct
wastes to the facility from all municipalities within the county. MCIA floated $200
million in Solid Waste Revenue Bonds to finance the facility.

Earlier thisyear, plansfor the incinerator were scrapped after significant expenditures
had gone into planning and debt service, but before construction of facilities had begun.
An important component of the decision to scrap the incinerator was a 1994 US Supreme
Court decision--C&A Carbone, Inc. v. Town of Clarkstown--which effectively ended
flow control of waste. Counties were no longer allowed to mandate that wastes from in-
county municipal and commercial sources go to facilities within the county. The change
of policy introduced a high degree of uncertainty into the financing of disposal facilities
and solid waste planning in general. Asaresult of uncertainty, Moody’s Investor
services downgraded the credit rating on MCIA’s Solid Waste Revenue Bonds to junk
bond status, jeopardizing the county’s overall bond rating and impacting borrowing for
other projects.

The absence of flow control provides both a challenge and opportunity for municipalities.
On the one hand, they are now free to negotiate potentially cheaper contracts with outside
suppliers of solid waste management services. On the other hand, they may lose services
previously cross-subsidized through the county waste management program. Regardless
of what options are chosen, provisions must be made for the recovery of sunk costsin
order to keep the county from going into default and sacrificing a number of other
important public works projects.

The Committee has been formed to choose among competing proposals for solid waste
management in Hingston Township. The challenge before the Committeeisto develop a

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
Bloustein School of Planning and Public Policy, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ 08901-1987.
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politically defensible approach to contracting out this public service. 1t must complete
the town's transition from comprehensive, county-based provision of waste management
services to a set of municipal contracts negotiated in the freewhedling, complex,
potentially lower cost, open marketplace. The municipality also must act in away that
does not destabilize the county’ s finances.

Overview of Tasks

The three members of the Committee must evaluate competing proposals for managing
the municipality’ s solid waste. Responses to a Request For Proposals (RFP) have already
arrived, so the range of options available to Hingston is clear. The RFP was vague,
specifying key contract elements but not their relative importance, so the Committee
must make some difficult choices.

Although they may continue with the county program on a voluntary basis, the
opportunity exists to contract with private suppliers of solid waste management services.
As representatives of household, commercial, and environmental interests, the Committee
members represent diverse views on the goals and components of solid waste
management. Because these members represent the major divisions among the Hingston
community, they must negotiate trade-offs across such issues as cost, reliability, and
environmental impacts in choosing a contractor. Thewinning bid islikely to form the
basis of the municipality’ s waste program for along time into the future.

The municipality currently generates approximately 300,000 tons of municipal solid
waste per year, but estimates of future generation vary. The goal of the Committeeisto
arrive at the best solution for managing this waste now and in the future. Failureto reach
aconsensus at this late date threatens a certain downgrading of county bonds with
untenable local financial impacts. The principal issues before the committee include:

Whether to contract with the county or a private provider

Signing a contract which reflects the interests of the community with respect to issues
of cost, reliability, and the environment.

Dealing with stranded costs.

Allocating waste to (a) disposal and (b) recycling/source reduction options.

Members of the Municipal Committee on Solid Waste Solutions include:
Public Services Coordinator, Homeowners Organization for Municipal Equity
(HOME). HOME represents all property tax paying households in Hingston
Township.
President, Commercial Association for a Self-reliant Hingston (CASH). CASH
represents commercia interestsin Hingston Township.
Lead Attorney for Hingston Environmental Legal Program (HELP). HELP isagrass
roots environmental organization based in Hingston with a considerable impact on
state and local decision-making.

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
Bloustein School of Planning and Public Policy, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, NJ 08901-1987.
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A representative from the Mercury County Improvement Authority is also attending the
meeting to provide information on the county plan and to encourage voluntary
participation in its program.

Contract Elements

The Committee must decide whether to sign the county's standard contract, or one with a
private bidder. If the Committee decides to pursue a private contract with a solid waste
management (SWM) firm, committee members must determine the relative importance
they attach to the various contract elements.

The Committee has several bidsin hand, and each includes options. Bidding is now
closed, so no new contract € ements can be added, and decision-making must proceed on
the basis of the options and prices offered. Rather than review each bid individually, the
Committee has aggregated them into a menu of options. It will then select preferred
contract terms from the menu and award the contract to the bid that most closely matches
thoseterms. Elements of the contract are discussed below. Table 1 summarizes the costs
for each option. The committee must deliver a completed version of the attached contract
at the end of the session.

Cost Elements of Contract

Tipping Fee. A baseline tipping fee of $50 per ton of waste disposed pays for curbside
collection, hauling, transfer, and disposal in the landfill. It represents a short term (5
year) non-renegotiable contract from a highly reputable and reliable firm.

Length of contract. Longer contracts reduce uncertainty regarding solid waste
management costs. |f market prices are expected to rise, the municipality can benefit
from locking in alow price now. However, because long term contracts force SWM
firms to absorb more market risk, a premium of $10 is charged over the basic tipping fee.

Flexibility of contract. Thereis considerable uncertainty about whether tipping fees will
rise or fall in the future. With along term contract, municipalities will benefit if the
market value of tipping fees rise higher than the contract fee, but will misslower cost
opportunitiesif tipping fees fall below the contract fee. SWM firms will provide
municipalities with an “option” to renegotiate contractual tipping fees on contractsfor an
extra $5 per ton. Renegotiation would be allowed during the third year of the contract.
(Note that flexibility isless valuable for short term contracts).

Quality Elements of Contract

Reliability. The tipping fee of $50 per ton isfor a highly reputable and reliable firm. A
number of less reliable firms charge up to $10 less per ton. Most of these firms have
missed enough pickups in the past to cause significant community complaints. Some of

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
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these firms have also been found to be disposing of waste contractually designated as
recyclable.

Frequency. A number of service frequencies are available. The tipping fee of $50
represents collection once aweek. Twice aweek collection costs an extra $5 per ton,
while collection once every two weeks reduces the tipping fee by $5 per ton.

Recycling Elements of Contract

Recycling. Although SWM firmswill recycle material when it is more cost effective than
disposal, municipalities can contractually guarantee that a certain percentage of waste
will be recycled by the SWM firm. Because of government purchase programs and the
ease of recycling some items, SWM firms do not absorb much market risk at low levels
of recycling. However, as the percent rises, firmswill charge non-linearly increasing
rates to cover risk in the market for recyclables. None of the SWM firms contacted
would guarantee recycling of more than 40% of the waste stream. The net recycling fee
covers the gap between revenues from the sale of recycled materials and costs such as
collection, hauling, and sorting. The net number is sometimes positive (meaning that
recycling is profitable) and sometimes negative (asit is now), depending on the current
value of recycled materialsin avolatile marketplace. The fees charged apply to
recycling tonnage only.

Additional Considerations

Complicated contracts with requirements that limit the flexibility of private firms may
raise costs significantly for small customers such as municipalities. It ispossiblethat, in
these cases, the county program can provide the same services for less. Asthe contract
becomes more detailed, the county's standard offer becomes more attractive to Hingston.

In such meetings conducted elsewhere, participants have found it useful to narrow down
the range of potential contract options that members can agree on before going through
the somewhat involved cost calculations.

County Standard Offer

In the post-flow control era, Mercury County has had to transform itself into a market
player competing with private SWM firms. The county will continue to provide the
services of its previous solid waste management program to municipalities on a voluntary
basis. The core of the county program is along-term disposal contract with an out-of-
state landfill and an in-county state-of-the-art Materials Recovery Facility (MRF).

The county will offer its voluntary program to the municipality for $82 per ton of waste
generated in the county. Since 300,000 tons of waste are generated, the county fee
trandates into $24.6 million per year. Thisincludes stranded costs, discussed below, as
well as recycling and other services. The fee has been traditionally paid through
municipal property taxes. Unlike private firms, the county offersits program as bundled

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
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services, and the committee does not have access to figures on unbundled costs, although
such information may exist.

The county program includes:
curbside collection and hauling (long term contract with a highly reputable private
firm)
transfer and landfill disposal at an out of state landfill (under along-term non
renegotiable contract)
20% recycling rate at county MRF
pickup once per week
periodic review of program cost to remain competitive with market

Stranded Cost | ssues

In order to keep the county from going into default on the MCIA bonds and risking the
completion of a number of other public works projects, stranded costs must be recovered
from county citizens. Unfortunately, there will be stranded costs from the abandoned
incinerator project regardless of whether the municipality chooses private or public solid
waste management services. Dueto previoudly high recycled material pricesand a
federal grant, the MRF has already been able to pay off its fixed costs. Stranded costs of
$9 million (in present value) include the following items:

bond redemption and project
termination

incinerator financing to date
debt service on transfer station
landfill contract fulfillment

Employment | ssues

Maintaining a healthy county-wide solid waste management system ensures local jobs.
None of the waste hauling firms contacted would provide assurances of local hiring
practices, and most transfer and disposal facilities would be out of the county. County
facilities employ 200 people. Hingston Township is large by county standards, and the
reduction in flow could result in the loss of approximately 40 jobs according to a study
done as aclass project at a highly regarded local university. Although there is no way to
know which jobs would be lost, a more than proportional number of employees at county
facilities live in Hingston Township.

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
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TABLE 1: CHARACTERISTICSOF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT BID POOL

CATEGORY CRITERIA CosT
(per ton)

Cost Base Tipping Fee: Short term (5 year) non-renegotiable contract $50/ ton of waste
from a highly reputable and reliable firm. Includes curbside collected for disposal
collection, hauling, and transfer.

Length of contract. Add optional long term contract premium? add $10 per ton to
base tipping fee

Flexibility of contract. Add optional re-negotiation premium? add $5 per ton to
adjusted tipping fee

Quality Base Quality. Basetipping feeisfrom ahighly reliable firm with no change
one pick-up per week.

Reliahility. Choose optional cost saving from lessreliable firm? subtract $10 from
adjusted tipping fee
Frequency. Choose more or lessfrequent service? The cost of the
optionsis added or subtracted to the contract-adjusted tipping fee.
Twice aweek: | add $5
Once aweek: | no change
Once every two weeks: | subtract $5

Quantity Waste generated is 300,000 tons. Subtract recycling tons (below) to | Write adjusted cost
get tons collected for disposal. Multiply times adjusted cost per ton per ton here:
for total disposal cost. $

Environment Recycling. Net recycling fee equals collection costs minus recycled Net fee per recyclable
materials revenues and applies to recycling tonnage only, as ton collected:
follows:

Abandon recycling (0% rate = 0 tons) | none
Maintain current recycling effort (20% rate = 60,000 tons) | $20
Launch aggressive recycling program (40% rate = 120,000 tons) | $40

Examples of Contracts

CONTRACT A: Low cost with no recycling

aggressive recycling

Disposal Cost: $40 per ton, includes:

short term contract with no option to

renegotiate

lessreliable firm
pickup once a week

Recycling Cost: $0

CONTRACT B: High quality, flexibility and more

Disposal Cost: $ 70 per ton, includes:

long term contract with re-negotiation option

reliable firm
pickup twice a week

Recycling Cost: $40 per ton of recyclables

O tonsrecycled 120,000 tons recycled
300,000 tons disposed 180,000 tons disposed
Service Cost: (300,000 tons disposed * $40) Service Cost: (180,000 tons disposed * $70)
+ (O tonsrecycled * $20) + (120,000 tons recycled * $40)
= $12,000,000 = $17,400,000
Grand Total: $12,000,000 service cost Grand Total: $17,400,000 service cost
+ $9,000,000 stranded costs + $9,000,000 stranded costs
= $21,000,000 = $ 26,400,000

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
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Contract: To BeHanded in at End of Simulation

Using the authority vested in us by the Hingston Town Council, we, the members of the
Municipal Committee on Solid Waste Solutions, do hereby agree to the following contract terms
for managing the municipality’ s solid wastes.

1. The Town of Hingston chooses to collect its portion of the county’ s stranded costs from
(choose one):
(a) general tax revenues
(b) a special tipping fee assessed to each household
(c) other (specify)

2. The Town of Hingston chooses to contract for its solid waste management services with
(choose one):
(8) Mercury County Improvement Authority, and/or
(b) aprivate provider.

If (b) a private provider is chosen, then specify the following:

3. Length of contract (choose one):
(a) short term
(b) long term.

4. Hexibility of contract (choose one):
(a) include renegatiation option
(b) no renegotiation option.

5. Rdiahility of service (choose one):
(a) high reliability
(b) low reliability

6. Freguency of pickup (choose one):
(a) twice aweek
(b) one aweek
(c) once every two weeks

7. Recycling fraction (choose one):

(a) Abandon recycling (0% rate = O tons)

(b) Maintain current recycling effort (20% rate = 60,000 tons)

(c) Launch more aggressive recycling program (40% rate = 120,000 tons)
8. Note any other conditions of the contract you have negotiated on the back of this page.
Signatures of Municipal Committee on Solid Waste Solutions:

Commercial Association for a Self-reliant Hingston:

Homeowners Organization for Municipal Equity:

Hingston Environmental Legal Program:

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
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CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION FOR:
COMMERCIAL ASSOCIATION FOR A SELF-RELIANT HINGSTON (CASH)

As the representative of CASH, you are responsible for supporting the commercial
interests in Hingston Township. Thisisyour third year as the head of the organization,
and you stand for reappointment this year. Solid waste management has been a
contentious issue lately, and your success in these negotiations virtually guarantees
reappointment by the membership. As a business owner yoursef, you have a personal
stake in the outcome.

Commercia interests in Hingston Township have traditionally been unhappy with the
county waste program. Many operators fedl that it istoo expensive, largely due to the
demand of homeowners for frequent service and a high recycling rate. At arecent CASH
meeting, members resolved to support private contracting with a SWM firm aslong as it
would mean lower costs. They made it perfectly clear that they would not support any
contracts more expensive than the county plan ($24.6 million including stranded costs),
regardless of the level of service.

When a county representative at the meeting reminded CASH members that 1osing the
Hingston Township contract might cost 40 jobsin their area--with a corresponding local
economic impact of up to $1 million in lost revenue--members acknowledged that this
should be taken into consideration when considering which alternatives were really lower
cost.

Other specific concerns were raised on the topics of cost, quality, and recycling as
follows:

Cost

Following a private study commissioned by CASH, membership is convinced that long
term landfill priceswill rise. The members have voiced support for locking in current
prices through along term contract in spite of the extra cost. However, they see the
renegotiation clause as an unnecessary luxury. Membersfdt that in the unlikely case that
market tipping fees fell, they could organize and contract privately.

Quality

CASH has responded unfavorably to rumblings from the homeowners group that
collection be extended to twice aweek. Maost members see thisas aluxury to
homeowners who don’t want to purchase an extra garbage can and spitefulness over a
few unfortunate incidents.

Members admit that there have been cases where commercial waste (particularly from
restaurants) has created smell problems and a minor outbreak of rodents, but regard these
asisolated incidents. Citing commercial entities higher capacity for on-site storage with

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
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the purchase of afew more dumpsters, CASH members expressed their preference for
collection once every two weeks to reduce cost. Because thisissue has taken on
symbolic importance, you would be foolish to accept more collection than once a week.

Environment

Commercial enterprises would prefer to have as little recycling as possible in order to
save on costs. The private study commissioned by CASH suggests that recycling is
being cross-subsidized by the tipping fee on waste disposal, making it unfair and
inefficient. The net recycling fees quoted in the information for all parties will probably
not stay so low--in two years they will most likely be double the reported numbers. The
study recommends substituting source reduction activities (such as user fees for garbage
disposal where homeowners pay-as-they-throw) for recycling if it costs less per unit of
waste displaced. If necessary, they may accept more recycling in exchange for other
issues they care about. You fed like one member had a good point when he said: “ Why
are we paying more for recycling, when the county has that perfectly good, what to do
you call it, MURPH?’

In sum, you will not accept a private contract that is more costly than the county's
standard offer, you prefer not to have trash pickup take place more than once per week
but can be flexible if absolutely necessary, and you can (unenthusiastically) accept any
environmental stipulations that don't cause the contract to exceed your cost criterion.

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
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CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION FOR:
PUBLIC SERVICES COORDINATOR,
HOMEOWNERS ORGANIZATION FOR MUNICIPAL EQUITY (HOME)

Although homeowners have expressed interest in lower cost waste disposal, at a recent
public meeting most of the concerns centered on the reliability and quality of service.
The experience of neighboring municipalities with contractors who let garbage sit
uncollected for two weeks following the last Thanksgiving holiday did not pass unnoticed
in Hingston. Closer to home, recent conflicts over odor and rodent problems from
commercial waste have galvanized support for frequent and reliable service.

Some residents are concerned that recycling programs will be eiminated just as residents
are getting used to separating their waste for the old county program. Many households
consider thistheir important contribution to helping the environment. A recycling
education program has just been developed for the local schools and few parentsin the
Homeowners Organization want to face the disapproval of their grade-schoolers. Based
on your discussions at the last HOME meeting, your concerns are as follows:

Cost

Nervous that long-term landfill prices will be volatile, homeowners would like to hedge
againgt upside risks through along term contract, and against downside risk through the
option to renegotiate the contract. Once people move to Hingston they tend to stay, and
most homeowners want to ensure areliable deal over thelong term. You figure that
many people do not understand the re-negotiation issue, however, and you can get away
with not supporting it too strongly, particularly if you can use it as a trade-off for
something the homeowners appear to care more about.

Quality

Reflecting quality concerns, homeowners will not allow unreliable service nor accept
fewer pickups than once per week. Members were adamant about these issues, and you
are prepared to walk out over them.

Environment

Although some members are comfortable with the current 20% recycling rate, most
would settle for something less. You figure that they would find a 10% rate acceptable,
but would balk at anything less. They would probably support substituting source
reduction activities (such as charging homeowners by the bag for disposal, or buying
computer printers and copiers capable of making 2-sided copies for municipal offices and
the schools) for recycling, but you know very little about this option.

In sum, you will not agree to any contract with unreliable service or fewer pickups than
once per week. You prefer along-term contract and lower costs, but can be flexible on

O 1997 by Clinton Andrews and Thomas Beierle. Copies may be obtained at reasonable cost from the
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thoseissues. Likewise you prefer a 20% recycling rate but can be somewhat flexible on
that point.
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CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION FOR:
LEAD ATTORNEY,
HINGSTON ENVIRONMENTAL LEGAL PROGRAM (HELP)

HELP is very suspicious of private contracting. The organization pushed hard for the
construction of the county MRF, provided community assistance in the recent uproar
over smelly commercial garbage, and sponsored a recently adopted program for recycling
education in the local e ementary schools. In the push for cheaper service, HELP sees all
of its efforts overturned for a modest amount of savings.

Although you strongly prefer continuing with the county program, if other participants
insist on a private contract, HELP will fight for no net reduction in the environmental
quality of services.

Aslead attorney, you have drafted--and had approved--a position paper outlining your
negotiation goals:

Cost

HELP has chosen not to take a position on the length of the contract or opportunities to
renegotiate. In general the organization considers cost issues to be secondary to service
and environmental quality. However, you may use support for various positions as a
method to gain concessions el sewhere.

Quality

HELP is adamant about the reliability of service and will not accept low quality
contractors. They support as frequent service as possible.

Environment

More than any other issue, you are expected to push for the maximum amount of
recycling, particularly after your hard won battle with the school board about the virtue of
recycling education in schools. You would like to see a 40% recycling rate. However,
you are willing to substitute source reduction activities (such as a pay-to-throw unit
pricing program) for up to one half of the recycling, assuming its cost does not exceed
that of recycling. You will walk out of discussionsif recycling and source reduction total
less than 20 percent of waste generated.

In sum, you will not accept less than 20% recycling/source reduction. Y ou support
reliable, frequent service but can be flexible if necessary. You can be completely flexible
on cost issues.
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CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION FOR:
SOLID WASTE MANAGER,
MERCURY COUNTY IMPROVEMENT AUTHORITY

Your goal isto win the Hingston Township contract. The alternative to not winning the
contract is stark--with the layoffs that are likely to result, you may find yourself in
coveralls and rubber gloves separating food waste from aluminum cans. Faced with these
alternatives you have begun to think of solutionsinvolving contracts for subsets of

county services.

You are the only player with access to proprietary information regarding the cost of
various services. Until recently, the county itself did not realize the cost of individual
servicesin the bundled price such as that quoted to Hingston Township. All you knew
was that under flow control the county was able to cross-subsidize across a number of
services.

Recognizing the potential need for activity-based cost information, you have put your
accountants to work. 'Y ou have a hunch that such information may be important
strategically in winning the municipal contract. However, you must be careful about
revealing too much to committee members because you would prefer a compl ete county
contract. You seejobs considerations as your ace in the hole for swinging decisions
toward the voluntary county plan.

The accountants have discovered that you have been modestly cross-subsidizing
recycling as part of the bundled waste disposal service. They have come up with the
following cost-based information:

Tipping fee. Unfortunately, the county entered along term contract with its out-of-state
landfill just as landfilling prices began to fall. Asaresult, itstipping fees of $70 per ton
are significantly higher than those available to private firms. This fee includes collection
and hauling services of $0.50 per ton (thisis dightly cheaper than the private firms due
to the shorter distances covered) and transfer and processing fees comparabl e to those of
private firms.

Recycling. With the construction of the state-of-the-art MRF, Mercury County isin quite
a cost competitive situation for recycling 20% of its waste. Moreover, Freeholders are
cautioudy (and privately) confident that the State may respond to the loss of flow control
by throwing a bone to counties in the form of priority for county-generated recyclablesin
its purchasing program. Finally, unlike a private contract, the county recycling program
does not have to be monitored by municipalities. Accountants estimate that the county
can collect, process, and sdll recyclables for a net cost of $18 per ton (compared to
comparable 20% recycling private rates of $20 to $25 per ton for comparabl e contracts).
When stranded costs are taken into account, the $82 per ton bundled fee you have offered
for the voluntary county program resultsin a dight cross-subsidization from disposal to

recycling.
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Although it is clearly a worse outcome than a complete contract, if the county offers
separate recycling services to Hingston Township, it would still have to charge the
stranded cost fee of $9,000,000 in order to cover the long term landfill contract.

Source reduction. The county recently commissioned a study of source reduction which
found many cost-effective opportunities. Examples include requiring homeownersto pay
afeefor each bag of garbage disposed, purchasing computer printers and copiers for
government offices and schools, implementing portion control in school cafeterias, and
encouraging home yard waste composting, among others. The study suggested that
source reduction could reduce 5 to 15 percent of waste for an average cost of $55 per ton,
20 percent of waste for an average cost of $65 per ton, and 25 to 30 percent of waste for
an average cost of $85 per ton. Based on these numbers, you have determined that
Hingston Township could cost-effectively displace around 20% of the waste it currently
generates. However, since the county cannot charge municipalities for source reduction
theway it can for recycling (thereby also reducing the visibility of the stranded costs),
you do not want to encourage thisoption. Asa public official, you may not lie or provide
false information, however, you may choose to be quiet on thisissue. You are also not
authorized to offer discounts for source reduction as part of the county plan.
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APPENDIX: TEACHING NOTES ON GAME (Not for students)
Game's abjectives

The gameisintended to highlight the following issues:
Elements of solid waste management at the municipal level
Multi-dimensional nature of management decisions
Existence of objective criteriafor decision-making
Influence of history: cemented relationships, unbending commitment to alternatives
Williamsonian uncertainty/asset specificity gradient among public services and
resulting principal-agent problems
Local political context of municipal contracting practices
Intergovernmental political context of federal system
Changing rules of the game under deregulation
Strategies for managing change and uncertainty
Generic barriersto successful negotiation:
-- asymmetrical information
-- uncertainty and divergent perceptions of risk
-- high transactions costs associated with complexity

Players, Operators, and Context of Use

- Players could be professionals (public officials and policy actors) who need a safe way
to step outside their official roles and view the issue from other angles. Operators could
be professional meeting facilitators at alocal workshop, meeting, or conference.

- Players could also be graduate and undergraduate students with some knowledge of
planning and policy issues but little hands-on experience with negotiations. Professors
would then operate the game in the classroom.

Timerequired

- 3 hours (1/4 hour introduction, 1/2 hour reading, 1/2 hour stakeholder strategy session
for all who play the samerole, 1-1/4 hour negotiation in groups of four players, 1/2 hour
debrief)

Notes on Costs and Preferences

The costs and preferences for private contracting are such that, the following outcomes
arerelatively assured:
- long term contract (with or without renegotiation)
one pickup per week
recycling between 10% and 20%
reliable firm
total price less than $24,600,000 (because of availability of public contract).
Source reduction will not total more than half of the amount recycled
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These are assured because the following are deal breakers:
HELP will not agree to a deal with less than 20% recycling (supported by HOME).
The one exception is an experiment with 10% source reduction + 10% recycling.
HOME will not agree to adeal with unreliable service. (supported by HELP)

HOME will not agree to a deal with fewer pickups than once aweek. (supported by
HELP)

CASH will not accept an agreement more expensive than the county deal

Additionally, strong preferences further limit options, as follows:
CASH isunlikely to accept pickup more than once a week.
No party favors a short term contract.
Pressure for all parties on recycling pushes them into the 20% range.
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