Solid Waste Management Advisory Council

Minutes, January 5, 2009
Council members present: Jeff McGown, Kevin Roche, Mark Draper, Bob Peabody, Sue Millett, Greg Keene, Joe Kazar, Don Hudson, Ferg Lea, Jody Harris (designee for ex-officio member Martha Freeman), Paula Clark (designee for ex-officio member David Littell).  Staff from SPO: George MacDonald, Sam Morris
Chair Greg Lounder convened the meeting at 1:02 PM with introductions. The council accepted the December 10, 2008, minutes and approved today’s agenda. 

Review of plan comments
Sam Morris of SPO reviewed two documents that had previously been sent to the council, one a verbatim transcription of all comments received, and two a summary of key points. The committee walked through each of the key points and other council member comments.
Discussion:

· A 2018 end date-of-life date for WTE plants is not realistic. Suggest that plants will go for well over 30 years. 
· Response: The plan currently states that WTE plants, as long as they are maintained, should continue to operate for the foreseeable future and does not project any end of life dates for these facilities.
· The projected 4% growth rate may be too aggressive. 
· Response: 2007 statewide numbers show a constant for waste generation over 2007, primarily because of an increase in the generation of CDD waste (which are often handled outside of the WTE plants). The Office intends to be conservative in order to provide plenty of buffer in projecting the consumption of landfill capacity to assure that the state maintains adequate capacity. We will put some qualifications on the projected growth rate and offer differing scenarios for a less than robust economy. 

· Other comments: 

· ecomaine is experiencing just the opposite and has been for several years. Their current 5-year plan projects a 3% reduction in tonnage (Roche) 

· the new direction of an annual capacity report (rather than biennial) combined with plan allows these projections to be monitored more closely (Lounder).

· Search document for other assumptions predicated on the 4% projection and qualify those (Peabody)

· Maine’s definition of MSW leads to a very high pounds per person generation rate, we combine construction demolition debris with household trash. Does this help or hurt our efforts? There should be an expanded explanation and an exploration of options.
· Response: 

· Tied to the 4% growth rate question is the issue of the importation of waste. There are questions as to whether or not it will really decline and be supplanted by the growth of instate waste. 
· Response: this number is closely tied to 4% projection rate. SPO will similarly qualify this.

· There is a lack of state incentives whether they are grants or other means to grow both business and municipal recycling programs.
· Response: the plan suggests some targeted incentives pending available funding. SPO can strengthen the language in this regard.
· Other comments: Even in these tough times, we should not be silent on these issues. For example, we need to sustain the public education campaign. Would like the group to formulate some aggressive recommendations on this, perhaps outside of the plan process (Roche) 

· In the run up to 50% section, education is not mentioned and should be (Lea)

· Identify what steps are needed to plan for managing an increased tonnage (Hudson)

· Landfill compaction rates are too aggressive leading to overstatement of capacity
· Response: These numbers are based on actual numbers provided by facilities’ actual experience. 

· Municipal capacity is questionable when counted towards statewide capacity projections
· Response: Because local programs govern landfills and when and what wastes are accepted, projections here are based only historical fills rates only and the plan recognizes that.

Sam concluded that there was not any comment that SPO can’t or won’t make modifications. He thanks the council for all their comments saying they will result in a better plan. The goal is to have a final draft of the plan for SPO management to review and adopt by January 15.

Paula Clark noted that DEP had additional comments to submit separately. DEP had made some comments previously, which have already been incorporated.
Ferg Lea asked if the Office wanted the council to endorse the plan. Jody Harris responded that if the council wanted to endorse the plan, we would welcome it. SPO is not expecting an endorsement, rather wanted to hear all the viewpoints that the diverse council members with their different interests can provide, not necessarily work towards consensus. Our goal is to be able to say that the Council provided public input to the plan.

Greg Lounder offered the council’s sincere thanks to Sam Morris for all his hard work and extra hours on the plan.

Upcoming Session

Sam noted he would like to notify the council of pertinent bills as they come up and keep everyone updated. Also, he will provide a summary of solid waste legislative action at the end of the session.

Refined Strategy

Kevin Roche asked about using the council, as a group of energetic professionals, to formulate 1-5 points of consensus and some recommendations to try and influence the legislature, of strategies we would like to see continued, perhaps beginning with education. Education is the key to waste management in the future. This would give purpose to the council and establish a tone.
Greg Lounder suggested holding off. The Council’s role (in statute) is to provide input to and advise the State Planning Office. Not sure whether this would be an appropriate activity for the council. He is very interested in seeing the good efforts and momentum of this council continue and pledged to work towards that end.

Mark Draper asked Greg to discuss this issue with staff of State Planning Office about an appropriate way for the council to move forward.
Meeting adjourned at 2:20 PM.
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