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EXECUTIVEUMMARY

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

This report updates the study that was prepbhyefCS Engineers (SC&)y the Hampton Roads

Planning District Commission (HRPDC) in November 2008 (SCS, 2008). The report titled

A F i1 n aim Rdportt Selid Waste Management for Southside Hampton Roads Planning
Horizon20182 0470 (commonly referred t,wasatenddediioe A 20 1
provide nformation and analysis to current SPSA member communities to aid in their decision

as to whether they should continue to coopera
pursue an alternative course of action. The Study was primarily forward looking, considering

solid waste management approaches for the Regior2pastthat bedit the current and

anticipated regulatory, institutional, facility, financial, market, ldgators, and other

constraints, which differ significantly from when the use and support agreebetweerSPSA

and the member communitiegre originally estialished in 1983 and 1984.

The 2008 Study report was considered a AFinal
changes that were occurring within SPSA at the time, as well as the high degree of uncertainty
regarding the future operations of tRefuge Derived FURDF) Waste to Energy (WTE)

Facility and SPSA itself. The Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs) of the SPSA member
communities decided at the time that their efforts needed to focus on the immediate fiscal
challenges facing SPSA and icated that they wanted to revisit the 2018 and Beyond Study

after the institutional and financial issues were satisfactorily addressed. Since the SCS Study

was completed in November 2008, the following major events or changes have occurred:

1 SPSA reorgazied andh new Boardwvasinstalled (Janary2010) with a focus on
fiscal transparency and busindik® approach to management of SPSA.

1 WTE Facilitywassold to Wheelabrator (April2010) substantially r ed:!
outstanding debt and stabilizing dispbrates.

1 Amount of waste being disposed at the SPSA Regional Langfdsignificantly
reduced following the consummation of the agreement with Wheelabrator.

SPSAceased providingecyclingservices to member communiti@dth responsibility assumed
by Cities/Counties (2010)

The purpose of the current effort is to update the scenarios available to the Region to manage the
disposal of solid waste and assess the advantages and disadvantages, institutional factors, and

costs of each, and to provide reconmal&tions for the Region to consider betwg2éhland

2018 as well as from 2018 to 2047. The governmental entities involved in this effort include the

cities of Chesapeake, Franklin, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Suffolk, and Virginia Beach, and the
countiesoflI¢ of Wi ght and Sout hampton. These c¢o0ommt
throughout this report.
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ASSUMED 2018 CONDKONS

The following conditions have been assumed for 2018.

T

SPSASPSAO6s use and support agreements with
expire near the end of January 2018. The future of SRSAthis dates yet to be

decided. The analysis presented in this report considers the status quo, with SPSA
managing the Regnal Landfill and transfer station network, a SPSA that only

manages the landfill or transfer stations, and if SPSA no longer exists, and a system
configuration without the regional authority.

Municipal versus Commercial Wastéunicipal waste is generglicollected by the

eight member communities, with commercial waste being collected by private
haulers. As such, the municipalities, through SPSA or individually, only can control
what happens with the waste they collect, unless they enforce or enacofibl
ordinances. The analysis presented in this report focuses on municipally collected
waste, although several of the scenarios considered envision SPSA also transferring
commercial waste through its transfer stations to the Wheelabrator WTE Facility.

In-Region Disposal CapacityWith the sale of the WTE Facility to Wheelabrator,

the diversion of noiprocessable waste to enft-region landfills, and the temporary

diversion of ash to the Virginia Beach No. 2 Landfill, sufficipatentialdisposal
capacity appears to exist at the Regional
during the 30year planning period. This assumes that permits can be obtained for

future expansions; however, expanding these existing facditipsars to bmore

feasible than siting a new regional landfill (See Sections 2.0 and 3.0).

Out-of-Region Disposal Capacity Several privately owned and operated municipal
solid waste and construction and demolition debris landfills are located in Eastern
Virginia that codd provide disposal capacity for the Region. These facilities

currently service irstate and oubf-state cities and counties, and numerous

independent commercial clients. Waste is transported to these facilities vizalaing
transfer trailers, bargeaif, and other collection vehicles (e.g., packer trucks; roll

offs, selthaul). SCS evaluated the location and skennh and longerm disposal
capacities of these facilities which are permitted to accept of municipal solid waste
(See29.2. 1 f t he Regi onds wa s t-odregion langlfillsgthesep o s e d
appears to be sufficient disposal capacity, assuming future anticipated expansions are
approved.

Transfer Station Network The transfer station network is adequate to meet the
Regionds needs assuming any necessary upg
a routine basisSee Section2.0and3.0). Post2018, these facilities can either be

owned or operated by SPSthe member communitigsr private firms

Wasteto-Erergy. The existing Refuse Derived Fuel WakidEnergy Facility (WTE
Facility) was purchased from SPSA in 2010 and is now owned and operated by
Wheelabrator Technologies, Inc. (Wheelabrator). This facétybe maintained and
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upgraded to serve the Regifor the 30year planning periadResource recovery

through use of the existing WTE Facilitgn bean important longerm component

of the Regionb6s solid waste system since
construction and operational costs fog RRegional Landfill and allows this landfill

asset to last longer. Although inclusion of this facility in the system slightly increases

the overall costs of the system, it provides a hedge against the potential significant
impacts of escalating fuel prieeA new service agreement with Wheelabrator will

need to be put in place peA®18 if the facility is to be used by the Region. The

service agreement can be accomplished through SPSA or new agreements negotiated
separately with the member communities.

1 Construction and Demolition DebrisSufficient privatelyowned and operated
disposal capacity for construction and demolition debris will exist in the Region and
not require additional Regionallywned and operated facilities (See Section 2.0).

1 Solid Wage Quantities. SPSA keeps records on municipally and commercially
collected solid waste received at its transfer stations, as well as construction and
demolition debris, sludges, and other special wastes received at the Regional Landfill.
Private facilites also handle construction and demolition debris (CDD), yard waste,
and other special wasteb 2010, SPSA managdd009,000 tons of solid waste
through itsnetwork oftransfer stations and landfill, includird87,200tons of
municipally collectedsolid wasteat its transfer stations and landfill, 8,100 tohs o
residential sefelivered and other solid waste, and 513,700 tons of commercial
waste, navy waste, construction demolition debris, sludges, and other special waste
In fiscal year®2007 and2008, SPSA managed in excess of 1,500,00 tons per year.
The reduction in solid waste quantities is largely due to depressed economic
conditions since that time. Demographic growth projections are used to project future
solid waste quantities.

1 Feasible Echnologies.No new viable technologies for the near term were identified
that could be costffectively employed to substantially change the way solid waste is
managed in the Regiafter Januarg018, although various biological, chemical,
biochemical onversion technologies were considered. The primary feasible solid
waste management stratedileat the Region shouidplement during the planning
period include recyclinggard waste managememtasteto-energy, and landfilling, in
that order (See Secti3.0)

1 Recycling. SPSA no longer provides recycling or yard waste processing services to
its members, with the exception of household hazardous waste management, white
goods, and tirprocessingt the Regional Landfill. The SPSA member communities
are individually managing their respective household recycling and yard waste
programs and are expected to continue doing se38ds.

FUNDAMENTAL VALUBPSPRESSED BY MEMBERMMUNITIES

A critical element of this study was coordination with the Chief Adstriative Officers from the
| ocal governments. SCS initially meet indiuvi
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and/or administrative staff to discuss their expectations regarding this study and their

perspectives regarding solid waste manageinethe Region now and in the future. These

meetings were held to identify the perceived current strengths and weaknesses of the current

solid waste management system, its governance, scope of services provided, financial structure,
and operations. Indalition, in 2008 and again in 2011, a series of facilitation meetings were

held with the CAOOGSs stay interimeandrprelsninary fihdingsp di scus s
conclusions, and recommendations (See Section 1.0).

SCS was especially interested in idigimg key factors, values, and criteria (e.g., cost versus
services, cost versus environmental protection and conservation) that each community would
apply when deciding how to manage its solid waste in the future, and where changes were
needed to estalh a better solid waste management system in the future. The results of these
discussions with the CAOs and their respective staffs are summarized below:

1 Future Decision DriversHalf the community members interviewed indicated that
they believe thatcos wi | | be the primary factor gove
decisions regarding future solid waste management plans, while the other half
indicated that they would prefer a broad
cost, and that costs be reporteaitransparent manner.

1 Importance of Environmental Factor&veryone indicated thahgironmental
factors are important, butost said thatost considerations likely will govern
decisions

1 Support for RecyclingConceptually all support recycling; hewer, practical cost
considerations have limited certain programs

1 Energy and Climate Change Issueknergy and climate change issaesnot
considered major factem decision process, althougiey area consideration.

1 Importance of a Comprehensive kb Waste Management SystenMost indicated
support for a comprehensive solid waste management system, although in 2011, the
Western Communities (Franklin, Isle of Wight, and Southampton) indicated interest
in cooperating separately from the current eigetmbers of SPSA to manage the
disposal of its municipal solid waste. Some questioned whether-teastergy
should be pursued in the future, although with the sale of the WTE Facility to
Wheelabrator, this has become less of an issue.

1 Acceptance of Oubf-Region Waste All indicatedsomereluctane toward
accepting oubf-region especially if landfill capacity is significantly reduced for
disposal oRegion's waste. Two communities were somewhat supportive-dfeut
regionwaste goes to WTE to meetpeity needs.

1 Support for Flow Control.Six communities have voted support for flow control.
Two communities have not taken action on the iseaeever, the issue has not been
actively discussed or pursued since 2008, and became less of an issue after the sale of
the WTE Facility to Wheelabrator.
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1 Support for a New Regional LandfillMost were uncertain about siting a new
landfill in the Regim, although all recognize that disposal capacity is important.
Southampton was frequently identified as the most logical location for a new regional
facility given land availability. Suffolk indicated that it was not necessarily opposed
to continuing tchostthe RegionalLandfill in the future.

1 Regional Cooperation All think regional cooperation makes sense, but with
qualifications( e . g. , fAreasonabl ed costs, comprehe
governance and management structure). One comment washagailedbes not
make sense to cooperate for cooperation sake; there needs to be compelling financial,
operational, and environmental reasons why cooperation is beneficial to all parties.

1 Suggestions for Future Cooperation

- Seven of the eight communitiédt thatthe political structure othe SPSAboard
has its limitationgiven complex technical, environmental and financial issues
facing SPSA.The general sense from the interviews was that political decisions
have been made in the past that were notarb#st interest of the Region. One
example given was the almost yearly decision in the past to not significantly raise
disposal rates to fully cover operational expenses because of the political
pressures to keep rates down. The result was that adtidelrtavas encumbered
to meet operational expenses, which is one of the factors that have letiighthe
systentip fees. However, the general sense is that the changes to the board
structure of SPSA in 2010 have been positive and have addressed shene of
historical issues the member communities have had.

- One feltthe current SPSA votingtructure was reasonable and seriRedion well
over the years.

- Several felt more strategic planning was needed as well as better presentations of
alternatives.

- Seveal felt that a different management structure was needed.

- All felt that debt must be managed differently in the future. The approach of
deferring payment of principal for political expediency or borrowing to cover
normal operating expenses is viewed @a®a@ management practice and should
be disallowed under any new regional organization.

- A desire was expressed by several for m
making process.

- Several felt that SPSA needed to be more proactive and less reactive.

- Somefelt that any new cooperative organization needed to have proportional
representation on the governing board either as a function of population or waste
delivered to the system. Others felt that the current Board representation of one
vote per member didot need to be changed.
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- Potential cooperative arrangement between smaller communities might make
some sense, if an overall regional solution is not achieved.

- One suggested that a fixed value of the
regional landfillbe calculated upfront so that all parties understand the value of
the fideal 06 and it is not continually re

- Several expressed the desire that no special deals be cut, although there was a
general realization that some giaed take will likely be needed to accommodate
and compensate a community hosting a new regional landfill, if such is sited and
developed.

RECOMMENDED INSTIMNAL MODEL FOR REXN

Section4.0 presents the evaluation of the following institutional models that were considered
during the study to identify the required organizational structure, staffing, cooperative
agreementsneededla nage t he Re gaitemcéoperatively ar iddeperadentlye |,

i Status quo.SPSA continues to provide existing services on behalf of member
jurisdictions post 2018.

1 SPSA contracts for all serviceSPSA continues to provide existing services on
behalf of member jurisdictions post 2018; but all transfer and disposal services are
contracted to the private sector.

1 SPSA contracts for dispossérvices only SPSA negotiates for private disposal
capaciy on behalf of members and establishes a regional tip fee (post 2018). No
transfer serviceareprovided.

1 Independent systemsEach municipality independently manages its own solid waste
stream and develops contractsequired services. SPSA ceaseexist after 2018.

9 Cooperative SystemsSelect municipalities agree to cooperate together to manage
their solid waste and develop contracts for collection, processing, and disposal
services.

1 A newregional authority. Coul d i ncl ude s oxistengneembees, | o f
additional jurisdictions that are not currently members, or could result out of a merger
with another existing regional authority.

1 Public/private partnership under a new regional authorityA fully integrated,
publicly-owned and privatetpperated transfer/disposal system (established with all
or some existing member jurisdictions not currently members of SPSA, or resulting
from a merger with another existing regional authority).
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If the Region elects to continue cooperating to managelis waste, SCS recommends that
SPSA continue to function, with modifications, for the following reasons:

1 SPSA is a welkstablished authority that manages municipal solid waste for the
South Hampton Roads Region.

T Future cooperati on mtiksnapalowdosmomefficierda r ¢ o mmu
development and operation of the various solid waste facilities needed to recycle,
transfer, process, convert, and dispose o
economies of scaleggardless of whether the RegioAaithority handles
municipally collected waste only or provides services for commercially collected
solid waste as wellThe cost implications of regional cooperation is more fully
evaluated in Section 5.0 of this report.

1 The personnel, facility, and ongiaational infrastructure exist to support its continued
operation into the future with appropriate modifications as recommended.

1T The shortcomings of SPSAG6s structure and
the member communitiegppear to have beendgly addressed by the restructuring
of the SPSA Board in 2010 and future refinements can be made to address other
concerns.

1 As demonstrated by other solid waste authorities operating around the country, an
organization like SPSA can be operated and adienaid in a coséffective manner
to serve the solid waste needs of its member communities either through development
of facilities and operations owned and operated by the Authority or through
contracted services.

T Concerns regar di ng agmRé&taddshe ability of theAuthatity bt ma
to obtain future financing exist with some members. Deciding to maintain SPSA
after 2018 may allow the authority to obtain financing in order to construct new
facilities or upgrade existing solid waste facilities.

1 The SPSA member communities have substantial capital invested in a regional
landfill, transfer stations, rolling stock, administration buildings, maintenance
facilities, and other support facilities. Many of these facilities will have not reached
their ugful life by 2018 and could serve the Region well into the future. Many of
these support facilities (e.g., transfer stations) will be needed to support the safe and
efficient transport of solid waste, regardless of how it is processed and ultimately
dispesed. The maximum utility of these capital investments should be sought.

1 The current members of SPSA will have joint obligations beyond 2018 (e.g., closure
and postclosure care of the regional landfill); therefore, some degree of future
cooperation will continue.

1 For the Region as a whole, including municipal, institutioaati commercial sectors,
Regional cooperation could provide significant reduction in costs through the
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potential siting of a new Regional Landfihen and if neededThis significant cost
control advantage would be lost if the Region does not coopdRataining the
ability to costeffectively site a new Regional Landfill would beiseful factor in
negotiating beneficial terms for short or letegm transportation and disposal
contracts for the waste streams that are under the direct controlReédlomal
governments.

1 Regionalcooperation would make it easier to achieve the integrated solid waste
management requirements and goals of the Virginia Waste Management Board. The
size, organization, and responsibilities of the Regional Authority would depetic:
assets it would be required to manage (e.qg., landfill or transfer station), and the
services requested by its members (e.g., collection, recycling, yard waste, household
hazardous wastes).

1 Maintaining a Regional Authority to provide for transfegycling, and disposal
services is a | ogical approach to managi n
development of facilities and operations owned and operated by the Authority or
through contracted services.

Finally, a minor procedural issue emipetiin the Virginia Water and Waste Authorities Act also
supports continuation of SPSA versus development of a new authority. For a new authority to
form, member localities and the new authority will be required to make the determination under
§ 15.251210f the Act (four findings) that formation of the new authority will not result in
displacement of private companies (see Section 4.4.6.1). SPSA currently is exempt from this
requirement.

The future organizational structure and size of SPSA will be depeadevhether it continues

to operate the Regional Landfdhd/or transfer station network the Regional Landfillwere to
close or the transfer stations divestadipstantial changes in the organizaticuld be required

in terms of its responsibilés and the number of administrative, technical, operational, and
support personnel employed by SPSA. SPSA could then operate similar to the Virginia
Peninsula Public Services Authority (VPPSA), which serves its communities by contracting for
various recgling, transfer, and disposal services, and consideration could be given to merging
SPSA6s operations with VPPSA.

This section presents the recommended changes
structures (namely, the number of members on the Bddddectors and their respective

gualifications), debt management, and mission assuming it maintains its autonomy. SCS
recommendshat highlevel collaboration and representation by all affected jurisdictions within

SPSA regarding management structurauototh before and after the use and support

agreements expire or are renewed.

Section4.5addresses the specifics of implementing this recommendation including the
following:

 Recommended Administrative Structure
1 Process for Changing the Administrative Structure
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1 What Should the tture Use and Support Agreements for SPSA Look Like?
1 Debt Management

1 Communication and Transparency of Operations

1 System Funding

1 Mission

ALTERNATIVES EVALIONT

Sectiord.0 presentaneconomicanalysis ofalternative scenarios fonanagingsolid waste in
theRegionduring the 36year planning period following the expiration of the Agreements
betweerthe member communitiesndSPSA (2018047). SCSdevelopeda Pro Forma Model
specifically for this studyo provide preliminary, planninggvel cost estimates which can be

used to evaluate alternative cooperative strategies for managing solid waste in the Region. The
Pro Forma Model is a spreadsheet program thaégi©opnnual costs to construct, operate,
administer, and maintain the Regionds |l andfil
facilities, and provides a means for comparing alternative operational, institutional, and facility
scenarios. One of thpurposes of the pro forma analysis is to assess whether significant value
(i.e., cost savings) can be realized in the Region by continuing to manage solid waste disposal in
a cooperative manner or whether it is more-edfgctive for each community to mage its own

solid waste system, or in combination with a smaller number of communities in the Region. The
model addresses major capital and operational costs to operate a solid waste system under
various cooperative scenarios, as described in more detavl.

The model is fairly complex in that there are eight communities involved in the system, eight
different accounting approaches for allocating costs to residents, differing levels of recycling
participation, two member communities that own their ¢andfills, and six of the eight

communities that have enacted flow control ordinances that became effective in early 2009, but
have not been enforced. Various assumptions are made regarding yearly solid waste quantities,
demographic information, escalati factors for waste growth and costs, administration costs,
transportation costs, landfill and wasteenergy disposal costs, future cell development and

landfill sequencing, closure and pa$bsure care, and availability of out of regional disposal
capacity.

Table ES1 andTable ES2 present alescriptive and matrisumnary, respectivelypf the

scenarios evaluated to assess the-teng costs associated with continuing the status quo with a
SPSAtype organization, disbanding SPSA or further divesting certain solid waste functions to
the SPSA member communities (e.g. transfer statiortrandportation), and selecting various
disposal strategies. The scenarios consider the following major variables:

1 Cooperative Structures
- The eight regional communities cooperate as they do now through SPSA.

- Western communitie@=ranklin, Isle of Widnt, and Southampton) own and
operatetheir transfer stations and contract haul waste m$t e Manage ment 0
Atlantic Waste Disposal Landfill ivaverly, Virginia.
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Table ES1. 2018 and Beyond Scenarios

Scenario Description

Status Quo, All communities stay in SPSA under current arrangement.

Eastern communities municipal and commercial waste disposed at the Wheelabrator WTE Facility, western communities dispose
municipally collected waste at WM's Waverly LF, ash is disposed at the Regional LF at tip fee, SPSA maintains LF and transfer
station network, VB keeps its landfill open for its purposes.

Eastern communities municipal and commercial waste disposed at the Wheelabrator WTE Facility, western communities dispose
at WM's Waverly LF, ash to Regional LF at tip fee, SPSA maintains Regional LF and transfer station network conveyed to
members, VB keeps its landfill open for its purposes.

Eastern and western communities municipal waste disposed at out of region landfill (ORLF), Wheelabrator is responsible for ash
disposal at its own internal facilities, Regional LF closed/sold, SPSA maintains transfer station network, VB keeps its landfill open
for its purposes, commercial haulers develop private transfer stations for commercial waste.

Chesapeake, Norfolk, Suffolk, and Virginia Beach municipal waste disposed at an ORLF, Portsmouth municipal and commercial
waste disposed at the Wheelabrator WTE Facility, western communities dispose of its municipally collected waste at WM's
Waverly LF, Wheelabrator is responsible for ash disposal at its own internal facilities, the eastern and western communities own
and operate their own transfer stations, Regional LF closed, VB keeps its landfill open for its purposes, commercial haulers
develop private transfer stations for commercial waste.

Chesapeake, Norfolk and Suffolk municipal waste disposed at an ORLF, Portsmouth municipal and commercial waste disposed
at the Wheelabrator WTE Facility, Virginia Beach municipal solid waste disposed at the VB Landfill No. 2, western communities
dispose of municipally collected waste at WM's Waverly LF, and the communities own and operate the transfer stations,
commercial haulers develop private transfer stations for commercial waste.

Eastern communities municipal waste disposed at the Regional LF until capacity depleted, Regional LF expanded through Cell
8/9, after which waste would be disposed at Wheelabrator WTE Facility or an ORLF, western communities municipally collected
waste disposed at WM's Waverly LF, commercial haulers develop private transfer stations for commercial waste. Wheelabrator
handles disposal of ash. SPSA operates LF & TSs.

Eastern communities municipally collected waste disposed at the Regional LF until capacity depleted, the Regional LF is
expanded through Cell 8/9, after which waste would be disposed at Wheelabrator or out of region landfill (ORLF), western
communities deliver waste to WM's Waverly LF, commercial haulers develop private transfer stations for commercial waste,
Wheelabrator delivers ash to Regional LF while open. SPSA operates LF and TSs.

Eastern communities municipally collected waste disposed at the Regional LF until capacity depleted, the Regional LF is
expanded through Cell 8/9, after which waste would be disposed at Wheelabrator or an ORLF, western communities deliver waste
to WM's Waverly LF, commercial haulers develop private transfer stations for commercial waste, Wheelabrator manages disposal
of ash at its own facilities. The eastern and western member communities own and operate the TSs.

Eastern communities municipal and commercial waste disposed at the Wheelabrator WTE Facility, ash residue delivered to
Virginia Beach LF, VB gets tip fees for ash, communities own and operate the transfer network, Regional LF closed, western
communities deliver waste to WM's Waverly LF.

Eastern communities municipal and commercial waste disposed at the Wheelabrator WTE Facility, ash residue to other WM
internal facilities, communities own and operate transfer network, Regional LF closed, western communities deliver municipally
collected waste to WM's Waverly LF, Virginia Beach maintains its landfill for own purposes.

Virginia Beach goes own way, constructs a new WTE facility, other eastern communities municipal and commercial waste
disposed at the Wheelabrator WTE Faciltiy, ash residue to other Wheelabrator internal facilities, communities own and operate
transfer network, Regional LF closed/sold, western communities deliver municipally collected waste to WM's Waverly LF.

Virginia Beach develops a new WTE Facility, Chesapeake, Norfolk, Virginia Beach, and Suffolk go to new VB WTE Facility, ash
from new facility delivered to VB LF, Portsmouth goes to Wheelabrator, ash residue from Wheelabrator disposed at another
Wheelabrator internal facility, communities own and operate transfer network, Regional LF closed, western communities deliver
waste to WM's Waverly LF.

Suffolk takes over Regional LF for its own waste, remaining eastern communities go to Wheelabrator, ash delivered to
Wheelabrator/WM LF, communities own and operate transfer network, western communities deliver waste to WM's Waverly LF.

Similar to Scenario A.1, except that Portsmouth is not part of SPSA, but disposes its municipally collected waste directly at
Wheelabrator.

Note: More detailed information on each scenario is presémi&gdpendix A
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Table ES2. Summary of Key Scenario Factors and Assumptions

Waste to Energy Landfill Transfer Stations Commercial

SPSA Through
Scenario Continues RDF WTE SPSA-RLF | Suffolk-RLF VB LF #2 Wheelabrator| SPSA TSs
Yes® \CE | No |

Al No No Yes
A2 No
A3 No
B.1

B.3
Cc1l
C2
C3

D1 | No RV

Yes

S
S

B.2
S

€

€
N

e
N

Y
Y
Y

D.2 o Yes
El | No  [BRES
E2 Y Ves
F1 BT

G1 ves

Notes:

. Assumes SPSA includes Chesapeake, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Suffolk, and Virginia Beach

. Assumes SPSA includes Chesapeake, Norfolk, Suffolk, and Virginia Beach (Portsmouth delivers directly to WTE Facility)
. Asssumes VB LF No. 2 open but only for City use (nominal disposal rate)

. Assumes VB LF No. 2 open to receiwve all City's MSW.

. Assumes Portsmouth disposes waste directly to WTE Facility, all others to ORLF.

. Assumes SPSA includes all current member communities.

o0 N WNR
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- Eastern communitig€€hesapeake, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Suffolk, and Virginia
Beach)either stay with SPSA or sgtlerform all transfer and disposal operations
and Portsmouth delivers its municipally collected waste directly to the
Wheelabrator WTE Facility.

- SPSAOrganizational alternativekandfill + Transfer Operation3ransfer
Operations OnlyLandfill Operations Only

91 DisposalAlternatives

Wheelabrator WTE (through SPSA@ntracted directly with municipalitigs
- SPSA Regional Landfill (Cell 7 ardells 8/9 (MSW and/or ash).

- Out of Region LandfillORLF) (MSW and/or ash).

- Virginia Beach LandfillNo. 2 (MSW and/or ash).

- Other Privateonstruction and demolition debris landfills are available for
handling the MSW or as hllisweotopestiosat. r e a ms i

- New WTE Facilityin Virginia Beach (separately or in cooperation with other
eastern communities).

- Organics Treatment Facilitgrrently private facilities are available to manage
yard waste and other organic waste streams; nelWtiéscnot considered in
evaluation).

1 Transfer Station and Transfer Alternatives
- SPSA ows and operate(either sefperform all operations or contract haul)

- Eastern mmber communiésown andoperate. For all the scenarios considered,
the assumption is made that the western communities will own and operate their
own transfer stations.

M Landfill Alternatives

- SPSA owns and operat@sith or without revenue from ash from the WTE
Facility).

- Suffolk owns and operatdwithout revenue from WTE ash).

- Use of Virginia Beach Landfill for WTE ash disposal, with the City receiving
offsetting revenue for providing disposal.
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- Out of Region Landfil/l (Waste Managemen
servethe western communities and the Bethel Landfill for the eastern
communities).

- $23 million in road improvements are included in all options wtiez®egional
Landfill is operational during the planning period.

- In SCSds 2008 Repor of sitinga® &y, regdral0addfillin t he o
Southampton County was considered. The updated anatykager considera
new regional landfilduring the planning period, because it appears that the
existing Regional Landfill could be more easily expanded dwvige disposal
capacity throughout the planning peri@kll 7 andCells8/9 could be developed
if new capacityis needed

The focus of the scenario evaluations is municipally collected waste. The assumption is made
that the commercial haulers will ehcooperate with the municipalities or develop alternative
transfer and disposal approaches.

SCS analyzed a variety of solid waste management options for disposing of the balanee of non
recycled, municipal solid waste in tRegionin the planning perio20182047) after the

expiration of theR e g i are@mentsavith SPSA. Based on a review of the major management
options, as discussed elsewhere in the Report, SCS constructed a Pro Forma Model to calculate
preliminary, planningevel costs which can hesed to evaluate future solid waste policies

strategies for th®egion The Pro Forma Model was built as a tool that can be used to evaluate
future strategies as more detailed information becomes available. Sensitivity analyses were then
developed to dern differences within these various management subsets. The costs of various
programs and disposal options were estimated using exaé&ttagromSPSA programs, prices

and escalation factors typical of the solid waste industry, and platevalbcostestimates

prepared by SCSTable 43(In Section6.0) presents a summary of the implementation steps for
each scenario, the advantages, the relative complexity of implementing the scenarios, the relative
environmental impact of each, thet present valueNPV) cost ranking for each member

community (lowest amber being the lowest net NPV cost), and the advantages and
disadvantages of each.

The followingsummaryconclusionsare offered:

1 Overview of NPV Cost ResultSeeTable ES3). With the exception of Virginia
Beach, the other member communities do not own theirroumicipal solid waste
(MSW) landfill. As such, the disposal optiors these communities are limited to
SPSA, an oubf-region landfill, or the Wheelabrator WTE Facility. The NPV costs
for the outof-regionlandfill scenarios (Scenario B.1 and Ba2ggenerally
comparable to thA Scenariogor Chesapeake, Isle of Wight, Norfolk, Portsmouth,
and Virginia Beachhowever for Franklin and Southampton, shipping to an-oit
region landfill appears to be more expensive than continuing with SPSA. This is
largely due to the allocation of the SP8ansfer station costs to these two
communities.
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Table ES3. Summary of NPV Analysis, $Millions 20182047(30 years)
NPV Tabulation
Net Present Value, $millions (over 30 years @ 4%)
Isle of | | Virginia |
Scenario Scenario Description Chesapeake Franklin Wight Norfolk Portsmouth | Southampton Beach Suffolk
Al All SPSA LF/TS/WTE 434.8 26.0 66.6 352.3 232.7 34.8 761.1 219.0
A.2 Eastern SPSA LF/TS/WTE 449.6 29.7 67.6 361.0 237.8 43.1 777.9 229.4
A3 Eastern SPSA LF/WTE/Muni TS 436.3 29.7 67.6 367.0 222.5 43.1 781.5 228.8
B.1  All to ORLF/SPSA LF Closed/SPSA TS 428.8 29.7 67.6 348.0 230.3 43.1 753.1 222.2
B.2  All to ORLF/Muni TS/SPSA LF Closed 425.4 29.7 67.6 371.0 211.5 43.1 771.0 199.0
B.3 VB to LF No. 2/All Others to ORLF/Muni TS/ SPSA LF Closed 425.4 29.7 67.6 371.0 2115 43.1 646.7 199.0
C1 SPSA LF/TS/Expand LF/WTE/No Ash 348.8 29.7 67.6 300.3 202.3 43.1 661.4 155.3
C.2 SPSA LF/TS/Expand LF/WTE Ash 346.1 29.7 67.6 298.8 201.4 43.1 658.4 147.9
C.3 SPSA LF/Muni TS/Expand LF/No Ash 344.4 29.7 67.6 323.5 184.7 43.1 678.9 155.3
D.1 No LF/WTE/Muni TS/VB Ash 405.6 29.7 67.6 348.1 211.5 43.1 633.6 214.7
D.2 No LF/WTE/Muni TS/No VB Ash 405.6 29.7 67.6 348.1 211.5 43.1 745.4 214.7
E1l VB Only Waste/VB WTE/Others to Wheelabrator WTE/SPSA LF Closed 405.6 29.7 67.6 348.1 2115 43.1 894.8 214.7
E.2 VB WTEthers to VB WTESPSA LFClosed 434.6 29.7 67.6 387.1 2115 43.1 732.4 221.3
F.1 Suffolk Ops LF/Other WTE 405.6 29.7 67.6 348.1 2115 43.1 745.4 225.0
G.1 Portsmouth to WTE Not Part of SPSA 469.2 29.7 67.6 372.9 211.5 43.1 800.6 242.7

NPV Summary Comparison Table Against Scenario A.1 (Status QUNPNRY

Virginia

Scenario Scenario Description | Chesapeake Franklin Isle ofWight | Norfolk | Portsmouth | Southampton Beach | Suffolk
A.1 Al SPSA LF/TS/IWTE 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
A.2  Eastern SPSA LF/TS/WTE 103% 114% 101% 102% 102% 124% 102% 105%
A.3  Eastern SPSA LF/WTE/Muni TS 100% 114% 101% 104% 96% 124% 103% 104%
B.1  All to ORLF/SPSA LF Closed/SPSA TS 99% 114% 101% 99% 99% 124% 99% 101%
B.2  All to ORLF/Muni TS/SPSA LF Closed 98% 114% 101% 105% 91% 124% 101% 91%
B.3 VB to LF No. 2/All Others to ORLF/Muni TS/ SPSA LF Closed 98% 114% 101% 105% 91% 124% 85% 91%
C.1  SPSALF/TSDRLF or /WTBNo Ash 80% 114% 101% 85% 87% 124% 87% 71%
C.2  SPSALF/TSDRLF or WTBWTE Ash 80% 114% 101% 85% 87% 124% 87% 68%
C.3  SPSA LF/Muni TSExpand LANo Ash 79% 114% 101% 92% 79% 124% 89% 71%
D.1  No LF/WTB¥uni TSYB Ash 93% 114% 101% 99% 91% 124% 83% 98%
D.2  No LF/WTBVuni TSNo VB Ash 93% 114% 101% 99% 91% 124% 98% 98%
E.1 VB Only Waste/B WTEDthers to WheelabratoN TESPSA LElosed 93% 114% 101% 99% 91% 124% 118% 98%
E.2 VB WTEDthers to VB WTESPSA LFClosed 100% 114% 101% 110% 91% 124% 96% 101%
=1 SuffolkOps LFDther WTE 93% 114% 101% 99% 91% 124% 98% 103%
il Portsmouthto WTENot Part of SPSA 108% 114% 101% 106% 91% 124% 105% 111%
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The NPV cost for the status quo (A.1, all communities cooperating together), appears
to have the lowest NPV of the A scenarios. The NPV costs for the Scenario B
scenarios are highly dependent on future fuel pricaffic conditions, and uncertain
competitive market conditions

The lowest projected NPV costs are associated with the Scenario C series and D.1
(Virginia Beach), which involve disposing all the eastern member communities
municipally collected waste dt¢ Regional Landfill, and in the case of Virginia

Beach under D.1, disposing of the Cityds
offsetting revenue from the disposal of WTE ash. The primary issues associated with
Scenarios @Gre 1) is the uncertaintpf successfully permitting the expansion of the
Regional Landfill into Cells 8/and Virginia Beach Landfil2) a 100% disposal

approach is not consistent with the waste management hiesdopted by the

Region in its Regional Solid Waste ManagemenhPdad 3) the uncertainty

regarding the disposition and market disposal rate for the WTE ash

Scenario D, which involves the eastern member communities negotiating individually
with Wheelabrator for disposal and operating their own transfer statioearagp

have a NPV codbwer than the A scenariogiowever, the uncertainty and risks
associated with this alternative include the ability of the communities to individually
negotiate a similar disposal and transfer agreement with Wheelabrator as SPSA
currently has, because the current cooperative arrangement leverages the total waste
stream from the municipalitiesThis leverage providesstronger negotiating

position.

1 New Regional Landfill Need.The Regional Landfill and Virginia Beach Landfill
No. 2 appear to have capacity to serve th
the planning period. However, each facility has various site constraints that could
affect future expansion of theseilgies. The Regional Landfill Cell 7 expansibas
been permittechowever, expansion into Cells 8/9 will require substantial wetlands
permitting and site review, all of which is feasible and easier to do than siting a new
landfill. The City of Virgina Beach has concluded it is technically feasible to expand
its landfill beyond Phase 4 into Cells 2B and 3; however, it understands it will face
difficulties in doing so.Siting a new landfill in the Region it critical at this
juncture.

1 Waste to Emgyy. Utilizing the Wheelabrator WTE Facility or constructing a new
WTE Facility will result in less volumes of waste being landfilled (conserving landfill
capacity), and will reduce the reliance on fossil fuels for energy generation through
the use of sadl waste as a renewable energy resource. With the improvements to the
Wheelabrator WTE Facility and operations, there is little need to construct a new
WTE facility in the Region, although the NPV analysis suggests that constructing a
new WTE facility th&a would handle the municipally collected waste from
ChesapeakeNorfolk, and Virginia Beach could be cost competitive with the status
quo. The risks associated with constructing a new WTE include securingstes
streamand negotiating longerm interlocal agreements with the member
communities, permitting, and financing. If the municipally collected waste that
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currently is disposed at the Wheelabrator facility were diverted to a new WTE
Facility, Wheelabrator likely would import waste to the Portsindactility from out

of the region to provide fuel for the facility. Chesapeake has historically expressed
concerns regarding the importation of significant quantities of waste from out of the
region, especially if it is delivered via barge, and others Ima&g concerns regarding
potentially increased traffic depending on how waste is transported to the facility
(barge or transfer trailers) and the transportation routes selected. A new WTE facility
likely could not be permitted and constructed by 2018 farider refinement of the
estimated costs would be needed to confirm the basic assumptions used for the
conceptual estimates.

|l ncineration is preferred over | andfillin
management hierarchy. SPSA has the right, iroisdiscretion, to extend the term

of the agreement with Wheelabrator for an additional period of 10 years, but must

notify Wheelabrator by December 31, 2014 if it intends to do so. SPSA has indicated

that several provisions of the agreement would likelgd amending based on its

experience since the facility was sold to Wheelabrator in 2010. In addition, some

have expressed the opinion that a lower service fee might be possible; however, that

is all speculation at this point.

1 Existing Landfills in Regin. The existing Regional Landfill and City of Virginia
Beach LandfillNo. 2are important assets for controlling the long term solid waste
management costs for the member communities. The Regional Landfill operation
scenario (Scenario C) establishes teptial benchmark for future lortgrm
negotiations with Wheelabrator or other disposal options.

1 Importance of Regional LandfillLandfilling of all municipally collected waste at
the Regional Landfill, although the apparent lowest NPV cost for the Refjtbe
scenarios considered, is inconsistent with the solid waste management hierarchy (See
FigureES1) cont ained in the Regiono solid wa
2011). Disposal is the least preferred management option, with incineration preferred
over direct disposal.

Source Reduction

Reuse

pasiajaid 1son

Recycling and Composting

Resource Recovery

Incineration

paliajald 1sean

Disposal

Figure ES1. Waste Management Hierarchy
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1 Out-of-Region Disposal.For the eastern member communities (Chesapeake,
Norfolk, Portsmouth, Suffolk, andirginia Beach) he pro forma modelingesults
suggesthat the disposal of solid waste at an-ofitegion landfillcould result in
slightly lowerNPV costs;however, as noted above, the B Scenarios are highly
dependent ofuel prices which in recent yaa have been volatile. For the Western
Communities, the scenario of ownitigeir own transfer stations and contracting
directly with an ouf-region landfill (WM Atlantic Waste Disposal Landfill) would
appear to result in a higher NPV costmpared tahestatus quo (A.1)Disposing at
an outof-region landfill has a higher degree of uncertainty relative to future disposal
tip fees and transportation costs compared to the other scenarios consitigheithe
availability of the Wheelabrator WTE Facilignd the existing publicaltpwned
landfills in the Region, reliance on an aftregion disposal facility likely is not
neededn the immediate futurebut it is an available option

91 Ash Disposal. Substantial cost savings can be realized if either SBSi#e City of
Virginia Beach is able to negotiate an ash disposal agreement with Wheelabrator
(Scenarios A.1, A.2,C. 2,and D.1).

1 Transfer Station Ownership and OperatiorSPSA currently operates all the transfer
stations and waste transfer operationthe Region. SPSA is making improvements
to its existing Transfer Station network. After 2018, the transfer stations can be either
owned or operated by SPSA or by the member communities. Incorporation of
transfer station and waste transfer operatiotwstiee municipal infrastructure should
not be difficult given the scope of most public works operations in the Region.
However, the analysis presented in Seclidirsuggests that operating the SPSA
network as currently configured would be more cost effective than the municipalities
owning and operating them; however, additional review with SPSA and the member
communities is required to more fully review the keyt@location assumptions
made by SCSIf the municipalities took over the transfer operations, they each
would need to hireew staff establishoperation and maintenance protasol
incorporateequipment into existing fleet operations, gndvideoverhea support
for health and safety, accounting, environmental compliance, permitting, and
engineering.

The primary advantage of the current management of the transfer station and transfer
operations is that the entire system resources can be coordind&rdone

management structure, which would not be the case if the transfer station and transfer
operations were taken over by the municipalities. Currently, equipment and

personnel can be shifted as needed between facilities to address problemsethat aris
which would be more difficult, if not possible to do if the cities took over the
operations. However, if the cities took over the operations, they could more directly
control the facilities within their jurisdictions.

SCSrdesvi ew of tsterstatBriPopekadians didmat identify inefficiencies

in staffing or equipment assignments. The analysis suggests that some of the
overhead, maintenance, and support functions currently provided separately by SPSA
could be absorbed by the member comresiat no major additional cost. Divesting
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the transfer stations would complicate the management or the transfer stations and
transfers operations since many of the communities routinely use the transfer stations
located outside of their immediate juiis¢ t i ons (e. g. , Portsmoutt
Virginia Beach may use Chesapeakeb6s, etc.
arrangements would need to be made for {ptesdictional use of these facilities.

Additional, unforeseen costs and inefficienciesldaesult, which are not reflected in

the cost figures presented in this report.

1 Role of the Private SectorThe private sector is capable of providing many, if not all,
of the basic services associated with solid waste management, including collection,
transfer, recycling, resource recovery, special waste management, and disposal. In
fact, the private sectaurrently provides many of these services within the Region.

In the past, many governmental entities have elected tpadtdrm many solid waste
management functions because it allowed them to retain full control of the level of
services provided and make adjustments easier without having to renegotiate
contracts with various vendors each time a change was made. Some have also argued
that government provided services can be more reliable andftestive; however,

there is sufficient evidence thrghout the country that both the government and

private sectors can reliably and ceéfiectively provide these services.

The role of the private sector in providing solid waste management services in the
Region after 2018 will be dependent in larget parthe decision of whether the

Region will cooperate again to own and/or operate the Transfer Station network, a
Regional Landfill, and other supporting facilities. The advantages and disadvantages
of contracted are discussed in more detafl.in3

The private sector will most likely continue to provide collection and recycling
services throughout the Region, both for the commercial sector and for publically
contracted collection services. In addition, various private MSW disposal facilities
located ouf-region will likely continue to receive commercial wastes, unless strict
flow control is enforced. Private disposal capacity should be considered by the
Region if transportation and disposal costs can be shown to be the same or lower than
that of transporting waste to a new disposal facility sited within the Region. Another
role private firms may play is assistance with siting, permitting, constructing and
operating a new municipal owned landfill in the Region. The approach has been
successfully implemented by other regions through the issuance of request for
proposals for such services.

1 CDD Disposal The private waste haulers and disposal facility owoersently play
an important role in the collection, handling and disposal of CDD waste. Significant
permitted capacity exists in the Holland Landfill ghd Centerville Road Landfill for
CDD disposal. In addition, private material recovery facilitieshsas the Waterways
Recycling facility report that they can achieve a CDD recycle rate of over 90 percent.
Because of the location of these facilities hauling costs are minimized. Therefore, the
Region appears to be well served by the private firmsnegpect to CDD recycling
and disposal.
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1 Yard Waste The Region has had difficulty with its yard waste management program.
A comprehensive regional processing facility was constructed by SPSA in 2005 at
Virginia Beachos L andfoOr followiny oppositon fromut was
surrounding residents and the City of Virginia Beach after persistent nuisance
complaints and public health concerns. Most of the yard waste in the Region
currently is being landfilled or transported to McGill Environmentat&ws for
processing. The McGill facility is | ocat
Disposal Landfill located in Waverly, Virginia. The facility processes and composts
yard waste and other organic wastes. Collection systems are in place thkaugkb
of the Region to collect yard waste separately. It can be readily processed and
recycled for beneficial use either as compost, wood chips, soil amendment, or other
beneficial uses. A regional facility may be appropriate for the urban areas thehin
Region (Chesapeake, Norfolk, Suffolk, Portsmouth, and Virginia Beach), but an
alternative approach may be appropriate for the more rural areas (City of Franklin and
Isle of Wight and Southampton Counties).

1 Rail Haul Rail haul may be a viable optian the future for transport of solid waste
to a new regional or private disposal facility. The viability of this transport option
should be made if a new disposal facility is selected so that the specifics of the rail
network, transloading, and transgation facilities can be assessed. In addition, if a
new landfill is unable to be sited in the Region when needed, rail haul could be a
significant component of the transfer system, since it could potentially allow for the
more costeffective transpordf solid waste to facilities more remotely located.

1 Tip Fee After 2018.If the system tip fee model currently employed by SPSA
continues for Scenario A.1 (status quo), the projected system tip fees after 2018
would be approximately $&on (Sedrigure 19. This tip fee includes all operational
costs for transfer, landfilling, and disposal, including administrative overhead, and
potential offsetting revenues fromet disposal of other waste streams at the landfill,
transfer of commercial waste to Wheel abr a
dollars that would be approximately®6t o n . Al l of SPSAG6s curr
off at that time. However, sevéragnificant capital expenses are projected for the
landfill facility in 20222023 to address needed roadway improvements at the facility,
and by 2023 the system tip fee is projected to be approximat@tp$9

RECOMMENDATIONS
The followingrecommendations are offered for future consideration:

9 Future Regional Authority. For the Region as a whole, including municipal,
institutional, and commercial sectors, Regional cooperation could provide significant
reduction in costs through the operataf the Regional Landfill. This significant
costcontrol advantage would be lost if the Region does not cooperate. Retaining the
ability to costeffectively operate the Regional Landfill would be a useful factor in
negotiating beneficial terms for shantlongterm transportation and disposal
contracts for the waste streams that are under the direct control of the regional
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governments. In addition, Regional cooperation would make it easier to achieve the
integrated solid waste management requiremerdgyaals of the Virginia Waste
Management Board. The size, organization, and responsibilities of the Regional
Authority would depend on the assets it would be required to manage (e.g., landfill,
transfer station), and the services requested by its mefebgrscollection,

recycling, yard waste, household hazardous wastes).

Future cooperation of the Regionbds member
of the eight) will allow for more efficient development and operation of the-arge

scale solid wastfacilities needed to recycle, transfer, process, convert, and dispose of
the Regionbs solid waste as a result of e
Regional Authority handles municipally collected waste only or provides services for
commercidly collected solid waste as well. Maintaining a Regional Authority to

provide for transfer, recycling, and disposal services is a logical approach to
managing the Regionds solid waste either
operations owned and opted by the Authority or through contracted services.

However, many of the member communities have moved forward with providing

recycling, yard waste, and household hazardous waste services in the absence of a
reliable regional approach, and returningtegional approach may be difficult in

light of past experiences within the Region.

At a minimum, Chesapeake, Franklin, Isle of Wight, Norfolk, Suffolk, Portsmouth,

and Southampton will not have their own municipal solid waste landfills; therefore,
thee communities will need to contract for or otherwise provide for transportation

and disposal of municipally collected waste, and assure that a reasonable plan is in
place to manage commercially collected solid waste. In the short term and potentially
in the longterm, the City of Virginia Beach has capacity to dispose of municipally
collected waste in its Landfill No. 2 and has indicated that it would rely on the private
sector for residential recycling services and for the collection and disposal of
commecially collected waste in otdf-region disposal facilities. Therefore, if the

City of Virginia Beach elected to manage its own waste, Chesapeake, Franklin, Isle of
Wight, Norfolk, Suffolk, Portsmouth, and Southampton could still realize the above
mentiacned advantages of regional cooperation through leveraging their buying power,
expanding the existing Regional landfillgiting a new landfill, or maintaining the
Regional Landfill Facility in the event that contracted disposal costs become too high.

1 Mission SPSA'sstatedmissionis to dispose of wastand to acomplish this by
disposing of waste in an environmentadlgnsitive manner, minimizing damage for
current and future generations and reusing waste whenever possible, turning it into a
useful poduct. Its visionis to be the regional choice for fidervice solid waste
managementf the Region wishes to implement a comprehensive, integrated solid
waste management system through SPSA, SPES
approach (as describedmsfe) should be integrated so they do not work at cross
purposes, and the members should work together, versus independently, to
accomplish the mission and vision through the organization.

Final v1.1 ES20 10/6/2011



Update to HRPDC Solid Waste Study

1 Governance SPSA is an established authority that manages mungopdlwaste for
the Region.If the Region agrees to cooperate together in the future, the following
changes to the governance, board make up, and financial management of a future
regional authority should be considered to address concerns that haveressesl:

Proportional RepresentationA change in the governance model should be
considered to reflect proportional representation. This approach better reflects
fiscal and solid waste contributions of its members; however, the proportional
representatin should be structured such that no one member can on its own
control the direction of the regional authority, otherwise future cooperation is
unlikely. SPSA members are divided regarding the effectiveness of the current
governance model. Several membdwase indicated that the current governance
model will not be acceptable to their communities on a going forward basis after
2018, although the changes to the SPSA Board have alleviated these concerns
somewhat. However, others believe the current goveenanodel has served the
Region well over the years and should be continued.

Board Membership.The regional authority board members should be a
combination of individuals with specific qualifications or expertise in business,
engineering, environmentakgal, finance, construction, or solid waste
disciplines. The current board has many of these characteristics and is
functioning to provide critical review of business and technical matters to allow
for the independent governance of the Authority to aehies stated mission
without undue political interference.

Debt Management.Concerns regarding debt management by SPSA exist with
some memberskull debt payments should not be deferred in response to political
pressures to keep system rates low,asskieen the case in the past. Debt should
be paid and accounted for during the useful life of an asset.

Facility and System Ownershiplf all members of the Region decide to

cooperate beyond 2018, consideration should be given to possibly bringing the
ownership and control for all disposal assets currently owned and operated by the
member communities (i.e., City of Virginia Beach Landfill No. 2 and City of
Portsmouth LCID Landfill) under the regional solid waste authority. Although

the cost of transfeing ownership of these assets is not specifically addressed in
this report, this approach would allow for the maximum utilization of these
resources by the Region and likely would reduce overall system costs (e.g.,
transportation costs). If such an apare were adopted, any future intecal
agreements would need to include conditional use approval for the various
elements of the solid waste systems that may be implemented at the sites so that
the host community would not be able to use the conditissebr site

development approval process as a future negotiating tactic to delay or obstruct
the intended use of the site for whatever reason.

System Funding If SPSA continues as provider of transfer and disposal services
to the RegionSCS recommendsat the current tip fee structure be modified to
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more accurately reflect the cost of services provided to each of the member
communities. This can be accomplished through a special assessment or a
modified tip fee structure. An alternative tip fee apphoaould likely result in

in a tiered tip fee structure, with each community paying somewhat different rates
depending on the services provided.

We understand that a special assessment has been considered in the past by the
Region, but that a consensusesment implementing a special assessment has
never been reached. A waste generator fee system more fairly allocates system
costs based on the mission and objectives that have been established by the
Region for managing its solid waste. It provides &bé funding source, which

has multiple benefits including positive cash flow, improved bonding capacity

and ratings, and lower financing costs. A system funded by a waste generation
fee would better support the mission of a comprehensive Regionahsslid
management approach, such that the focus would be more on doing the right thing
rather than figuring out a way to increase waste flows to support the system costs.
This approach has been successfully implemented elsewhere as discussed earlier
in Sedion 4.0.

SPSA currently establishes the tip fee for the year, based on the quantity of waste
delivered, and each member then calculates what their respective charges will be
for their residential customers and distributes those estimated charges through
their respetive ad valorem tax systems. The current approach only covers the
residential customers that receive municipal collection services. Commercial
customers pay the tip fee directly to SPSA through their collection contractors.
The tip fee funding approactvhich has waste disposed as the denominator, can
result in actions that can be at cross purposes with resource conservation and
recovery (e.g., recycling), because if waste is diverted from the system, revenues
are reduced, and so the focus is on seguaimd increasing waste flow into the
system versus resource conservation and recovery.

A system funded by a waste generation fee would better support the mission of a
comprehensive Regional solid waste management approach, such that the focus
would be moe on doing the right thing rather than figuring out a way to increase
waste flows to support the system costs. SCS recommends that further evaluation
of this funding approach be studied to assess the feasibility of implementing it in
the Region.

9 Utilization of Existing Facilities.The Region, through SPSA, has substantial capital
invested in the Regional Landfill, transfer stations, rolling stock, administration
buildings, maintenance facilities, and other support facilitany of these facilities
will have not reached their useful life by 2018 and could serve the Region well into
the future. Many of these support facilities, e.g., transfer stations, will be needed to
support the safe and efficient transport of solid waste, regardless of how it is
processed and ultimately dispos€elthe maximum utility of these capital investments
should be soughtKk e epi ng t he Regi onal Landf il | und
operation provides the Region significant market control regarding future disposal

Final v1.1 ES22 10/6/2011



Update to HRPDC Solid Waste Study

rates, regareiss of whether it elects to dispose at the Wheelabrator WTE Facility or
another oubf-region landfill.

- Sale of Regional Landfill to SuffolkSection5.0 presents a scenario where the
City of Suffolk owns and operates the Regional Landfill (Scenarid Ris
scenario demonstrates that the Landfill could be operated by Suffolk, or any other
member community, in a cogtffective manner. Howevelhe cost to purchase
the landfill from SPSA is not included in the NPV cagglysis fotthis scenario;
thereforethe final NPV cost would have to be increased to incorporate this cost,
which could besignificant. With the exception of the City of Virginia Beach,
none of the communitidsave recent experience or staff capable of operading
municipal solid wasténdfill. New staff would have to be hired and systems put
in place to manage the landfilECS does not recommend the Regional Landfill
be sold to one of the member communities, unless the Region decides to no
longer operate the landfill through SPSA.

- Sale/Lease of Regional Landfill to Private Companyhe sale or lease of the
Regional Landfl to a private company was not directly considered in this
analysis; however, it is a potential option. The structure of such a sale/lease could
vary widely depending on the companies responding, but the benefits could
include an upfront payment, potetiongterm host fees, and reduced letegm
liability for the closure and posiosure of the facility

1 Host Fee If SPSA continues to operate the Regional Landfill, consideration should
be given paying the City of Suffolk a host fee for waste digpas¢éhe Landfill,
which should be established in a new use and support agreement with the City. A

Ahost feed provides recognition of the in
community. Virginia Code 810:1413.1B provides that facility owners may pieei
Aan accounting of the facilitybdés economic

located including the value of disposal and recycling facilities provided to the locality

at no cost or reduced costs, direct employment associated with theg facititother
economic benefits resulting from the faci
There is no exact science to establishing the dollar value of the host fee, but there has
been precedence for such fees in Virginia and elsewhere. For exan#f)@7 host

fees paid to various communities in Virgi
facilities which receive significant owtf-state wastes ranged from $445,000 (Bethel

Landfill to Hampton) to over $8 million (Atlantic Waste Disposal to Sus3aunty)

(Solid Waste Managed in Virginia, 2007). The current approach which provides

Afree disposal o for Suffolk has proved to
some members to not be equitable. The analysis presented in Section 5.0 acludes

$1/ton host fee in the future cost projections.

1 Yard Waste ManagementFrom a policy perspective, SCS recommends that a
regional facility be sited and constructed to serve the Region as soon as possible. The
facility should be located as close as prattto the centroids of generation, which is
one of the primary reasons the facility at Landfill No. 2 was constructed. The
Regional Landfill is the most logical location for such a facility in order to reduce
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transportation costs which are now beingimed by some of the member

communities that transport their yard waste to the McGill Environmental Services
facility in Waverly, Virginia. The facility could be owned and operated by SPSA, or
owned by SPSA and operated by a contractor. AlternativBl$AScould issue an
request for proposal for private companies to develop, permit, construct, and operate
a new yard waste facility to serve the SPSA members.

1 Recycling. The Region currently exceeds the 25 percent recycling rate mandated by
the State throgh its existing programs and programs implemented by the private
sector. The HRPDC has taken responsibility for collecting recycling data within the
Region and reporting to the State. It is expected that the HRPDC will retain this
responsibility even iSPSA no longer exists. Other programs fovaste,
commercial recycling, and organics diversion should be evaluated for future
implementation. SCS recommends that achieving or exceeding thenstadated
recycling goal be a fundamental goal of the Regiothe future. SCS understands
that there is not a single program that can be uniformly aneetfestively applied to
the entire Region, and that the programs will need to be developed to take into
account varying demographics and geographic chaistatsrof the Region.

1 Implementation ScheduleThe basic implementation steps for the various scenarios
considered in this report are presente@able 43 Table ES4 presents important
schedule milestones for the Region to consider. The two key dates are the deadline
for extending the Wheelabrator service agreementdiber 31, 2014) and the
expiration of the use and support agreements with SPSA (January 24, 2018). The
implementation steps vary depending on the scenario selected. The SPSA member
communities need to make a decision regarding their future relationghiSRSA
sooner (i.e., before the December 31, 2014), ra#tter $0 that SPSA can decide how
it will manage itself between now and 2018 and beyond, and the local communities
can take the stepmededo secure appropriate transfer and disposal services.
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SCS ENGINEERS

Table ES4.

Task

Deliberations by member
communities on whether to pursue
a cooperative approach

| Dates

October 201tDecember 31, 2014

ImplementationSchedule

| Comments

The sooner this decision is made tf
better with respect to SPSA staff
retention and the viabilitgf SPSA
operations between now and 2018

Negotiate with Wheelabrator on
terms and conditions for extending
contract.

January 2012November 2014

This would allow issues that have
arisen during the initial term of the
contract to be addressed; however
the financial terms would likely be
different (either higher or lower)
depending on market conditions.

Option: SPSA decision on
extending service agreement with
Wheelabrator: December 31, 2014

DecembeBl1, 2014

Option: SPSA Continues Operating
the Transér Station andor Landfill:

January 2018

Negotiate new use and suppor
agreements between SPSA an
member communities.

January 20140 August 2017

Member Board actions on new|
use and support agreements

Septembed December 2017

Option: MemberCommunities Own
and Operate and Transfer Stations

January 2018

Establish legal basis for sale of
assets.

January 20110 December 2014

Negotiate sale price

January 20150 December 2016

Effect sale and facilities and
equipment

January 20176 DecembeR017

Hire staff and train staff, and
establish operation and
maintenance systems

Julyd December 2017

Establish intdocal agreements

January 20170 December 2017

Establish rates

January 2018
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

In November 2008, SS Engineers (SC®r esent ed the findings of th
Solid Waste Management for Southside Hampton Roads Planning Horizo2 ZD¥87 0

(commonly referredtosa t he fA2018 and Beyond Studyo) to tt#
Public Service Authority (SPSA) and the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission

(HRPDC). This study effort was funded and managed thrthegyhlRPDC.

The focus of theriginal Study(SCS,2008) was on a 3§ear planning period beginning in 2018

because the Use and Support Agreements between SPSA and its member communities expire in
January 2018. The Study was intended to provide information and analysis to current SPSA
member commuties to aid in their decision as to whether they should continue to cooperate
together to manage the Regionédés solid waste o
was primarily forward looking, considering solid waste management approachies Region

post2018 that best fit the current and anticipated regulatory, institutional, facility, financial,
market,legalfactors, and othezonstraints, which differ significantly from when the use and

support agreements with SPSA were originallyldsthed in 1983 and 1984.

The20®B Studyr e port was considered a AFinal I nt er i mc
changes that were occurring within SPSA at the time, as well as the high degree of uncertainty
regarding the future operations of tRefuge Derived FURDF) Waste to Energy (WTE)

Facility and SPSA itself. The Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs) of the SPSA member

communities decided at the time that their efforts needed to focus on the immediate fiscal

challenges facing SPSA and icalted that they wanted to revisit the 2018 and Beyond Study

after the institutional and financial issues were satisfactorily addressed. Since the SCS Study

was completed in November 2008, the following major events or changes have occurred:

1 SPSA reorgazied andh new Boardwvasinstalled (Janary2010) with a focus on
fiscal transparency and busindik® approach to management of SPSA.

1 WTE Facilitywassold to Wheelabrator (April2010) substantially r ed:!
outstanding debt and stabilizing dispbrates.

1 Amount of waste being disposed at the SPSA Regional Landfill is significantly
reduced following the consummation of the agreement with Wheelabrator.

1 SPSAceased providingecyclingservices to member communitj@gth
responsibility assumed byit@@s/Counties (2010)

SCS has been subsequently retained by the HRPDdime he 2008 Study andeport The

purpose of the current effort is to update the scenarios available to the Region to manage the
disposal of solid waste and assess the advantgedisadvantages, institutional factors, and

costs of each, and to provide recommendations for the Region to consider between now and 2018
as well as from 2018 to 2047. The governmental entities involved in this effort include the cities
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of Chesapeakéd;ranklin, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Suffolk, and Virginia Beach, and the counties of
|l sl e of Wight and Southampton. These communi
this report.

This Report is intended to provide information and analysis to HRBx@ber communities to

aid in their decision as to whether they should continue to cooperate together to manage the
Regionds solid waste or pursue an alternative
performed the following tasks:

1 Task 1i UpdateBackground Information and Assumptions
1 Task 2i Conduct SPSA Facility Visits and Evaluations

1 Task 3i Conduct Scenario Evaluations

1 Task 4i PrepardJpdate taReport

1 Task 5 Facilitation Meetings

The methods and results of each of these tasks are sumdnarthin the body of this report.
Analyses and recommendations @rovided for the following:

1 Technologies that will provide a stable, reliable, environmentally responsible and cost
effective means for managing waste in the Region.

1 Public/Private coopetion needed to cosfffectively manage solid waste disposal
needs for a 3@Qear planning period (following 2018).

1 [Institutional models that will effectively serve the Region and balance financial,
technological and administrative factors.

1 Key tasks to baccomplished and a schedule for implementation.

1 Pre2018 recommendations.

1.2 REPORT ORGANIZATION

Following this introductory section, which includes an overview of the coordination activities
with the Region, the report is organized as follows:

2.0 ExistingSouth Hampton Roads Regional Solid Waste Management SysiEms
section presents an overview of the current solid waste management systems in the
Regi on, including SPSA6s facilities, oper a
handled separately blgg member communities, and solid waste private processing and
disposal facilities. Solid waste projections and demographic information used throughout
S C Sanalysiss also presented.

Final v1.1 2 10/6/2011



Update to HRPDC Solid Waste Study

3.0 Future Solid Waste Technology and Facility Need his section msents the federal
and state regulatory framework for managing solid waste, and reviews and assesses the
applicability of alternative technologies for collecting, recycling, processing, and
disposing solid waste in the Region, including associated capiiabperational cost
requirements, advantages and disadvantages of each, and operational status and
performance histy of the various technologies.

4.0 Alternative Institutional Models This section presents an evaluation of the current
institutionalorganization structure for managing solid waste in the Region (i.e., SPSA), a
review and evaluation of solid waste institutional models used elsewhere in the United
States, an assessment of alternative institutional models, and a recommended institutional
approach if the HRPDC communities elect to manage solid waste cooperatively on a
regional basis following the expiration of the intecal agreements in 2018.

5.0 Pro Forma Analysis This section presents the system alternatives that were developed
for more detailed evaluation. Tlreo formaModel projects the capital and operational
costs for the alternativéeom a Regional and municipal perspectigad provides a basis
for comparing alternatives and making policy decisions.

6.0 Findings and Recommeradions. This section presents a summary of the key findings
and recommendations resulting from this study.

7.0 References This section lists the references cited in this report.

1.3 COORDINATION WITH WMBER COMMUNITIES AND
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIOEFICERS

A critical element oboththe 2008 8udy as well as thistudyupdatewas coordination with the

Chief Administrative Officers from the local governments. SCS met individually with each of

the CAOG6s and their techni c ahkirespacthfionsrregadingni ni st
thestudy and their perspectives regarding solidt@ananagement in the Region tlae in the

future. These meetings were held to identify the perceived dtieeagtl weaknesses of the

existingsolid waste management systéts governance, scope of services provided, financial
structure, and operations. In addition2008a series of five facilitatiomeetings weréeld

with the CAO6s or their staff to discuss the
conclusions, ancecommendationsTable 1presents a list of the participamtsthe facilitation

process both during the 2008 Study process and for this update

Table 1. Chief Administrative Officers and
Facilitation Participants

CAO Initial
Jurisdiction Participants Title Meetings Interviews

Chesapeak (2008)
Mary Ann Saunders Assistant City Manager
Jan Proctor Deputy City Attorney Dz Di
David Thompson Solid Waste Administrator Dz
(2011)
William Harrell City Manager
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Table 1. Chief Administrative Officers and

Facilitation Participants

CAO Initial

Jurisdiction Participants

Meetings

Interviews

Eric Martin City Engineer Dz Dz

David Thompson Solid Waste Administrator Dz
Franklin (2008)

Bucky Taylor City Manager (former) Dz

Lin Darden General Services Superintendent Dz

Chad Edwards Deputy Director of Public Works Dz

Paul Saunders Dz

Andy Rose Director of Finance D>

Russell Pace Director of Public Works Dz
(2011)

June Fleming City Manager Dz

Taylor Williams Dz

Chad Edwards Deputy Director of Public Works Dz

Russell Pace Director of Public Works D>
Isle of Wight County (2008)

Douglas Caskey County Administrator Dz Dz

Wayne Roundtree General Servicegormer) Dz Dz
(2011)

Douglas Caskey County Administrator Dz Dz

Edwin Wrightson General Services Dz
Norfolk (2008)

Stanley Stein Assistant City Manager Dz Dz

John Kiefer Department of Public Work Dz
(2011)

Marcus Jones City Manager Dz Dz

Stanley Stein Assistant City Manager Dz

John Kiefer Department of Public Work Dz

Alice Kelly Public Works Dz

Walter Coley Solid WasteSuperintendent
Portsmouth (2008)

Ken Chandler City Manager Dz Dz

Judy Duffy Asst. Director, Dept. of Public Works Dz Dz

Joe Grillo Management Analyst Dz

Bill MGlaughlan Director of General Services Dz
(2012)

Jarvis Middleton Public Works Director Dz
Southampton County (2008)

Mike Johnson County Administrator Dz Dz
(2011)

Mike Johnson County Administrator Dz Dz
Suffolk (2008)

Selena CoffeeGlenn City Manager Dz

Eric Nielsen Director of Public Works Dz Dz

Wesley King Asst. Director of Public Works Dz
(2011)

Selena CoffeeGlenn City Manager Dz

Eric Nielsen Director of Public Works Dz Dz

LJ Hansen Dz
Virginia Beach (2008)

Jim Spore City Manager Dz

John Barnes Waste Mgt. Administrator Dz Dz
(2011)

Jim Spore City Manager Dz

Phil Davenport Dz

John Barnes Waste Mgt.Administrator Dz
SPSA (2008)

Bucky Taylor Executive Director (new) Dz

John Hadfield Executive Director (retired) Dz Dz

Louie Jordan Deputy Executive Director Dz Dz
(2011)

Bucky Taylor Executive Director Dz Dz

Liesl DeVary Executive Director Dz
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Table 1. Chief Administrative Officers and
Facilitation Participants

CAO Initial

Jurisdiction Participants Meetings Interviews
HRPDG2008)

Art Collins Executive Director (retired) Dz

Dwight Farmer Executive Director (new) Dz

John Carlock Deputy Executive Director Dz
(2011)

Dwight Farmer Executive Director Dz

John Carlock Deputy Executive Director Dz

Jay McBride Principal Regional Planner Dz

Whitney Katchmark Principal Water Resource Planner Dz

1.3.1 Initial Meetings with Cities and Counties

SCS met separately with representatives from each City and Countygl8le€) in February

and March of 200&nd then agaim Winter/Spring2011 (for this update)p better understand

their perspectives and general views about sediste management. SCS was especially
interested in identifying key factors, values, and criteria (e.g., cost versus service, cost versus
environmental protection and conservation) that each community will apply when deciding on
how to manage its solid wte in the future. A comprehensive questionnaire was developed and
used dung the 2008neetings to guide the discussions. The questionnaire addressed a variety of
topics including:

1 Will cost, service, or other factors drive the decision making procgasdiag solid
waste management?

How figreend are people willing to be even
Views of current SPSA operation and governance.
Suggestions for future cooperative arrangements.

What are the deal breakers (e.g., governance, cost, service)?

= =2 =4 =4 -

Persgctives on continued or expanded resource recovery?
1 Perspectives on the future of landfilling in the Region.

A compilation of the survey findings is provided below:

1 Future Decision DriversHalf the community members interviewed indicated that
theybeliee t hat cost will be the primary fact.
decisions regarding future solid waste management plans, while the other half
indicated that they would prefer a broad
cost, and that costs beported in a transparent manner.
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1 Importance of Environmental Factor&veryone indicated thaheironmental
factors are important, butost said thatost considerations likely will govern
decisions

1 Support for RecyclingConceptually all support rechng; however, practical cost
considerations have limited certain programs

1 Energy and Climate Change Issueknergy and climate change issaesnot
considered major factem decision process, althougirey area consideration.

1 Importance of a Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Systelost indicated
support for a comprehensive solid waste management system, although in 2011, the
Western Communities (Franklin, Isle of Wight, and Southampton) indicated interest
in cooperating eparately from the current eight members of SPSA to manage the
disposal of its municipal solid waste. Some questioned whether-teastergy
should be pursued in the future, although with the sale of the WTE Facility to
Wheelabrator, this has become legan issue.

1 Acceptance of Oubf-Region Waste All indicatedsomereluctance toward
accepting oubf-regionwaste, especially if landfill capacity is significantly reduced
for disposal oRegion's waste. Two communities were somewhat supportive-if out
of-regionwaste goes to WTE to meet capacity needs.

1 Support for Flow Control Six communities have voted support for flow control.
Two communities have not taken action on the issue; however, the issue has not been
actively discussed or pursued since hd became less of an issue after the sale of
the WTE Facility to Wheelabrator.

1 Support for a New Regional LandfillMost were uncertain about siting a new
landfill in the Region, although all recognize that disposal capacity is important.
Southampton was frequently identified as the most logical location for a new regional
facility given land availability. Suffolk indicated that it was not necessarily opposed
to continuing to hodihe RegionalLandfill in the future.

1 Regional Cooperation All think regional cooperation makes sense, but with
qualifications( e. g. , fAreasonabl ed costs, comprehe
governance and management structure). One comment was made that it does not
make sense to cooperate for cooperation sake; teedsiio be compelling financial,
operational, and environmental reasons why cooperation is beneficial to all parties.

1 Suggestions for Future Cooperation

- Seven of the eight communitiédt thatthe political structure othe SPSAboard
has its limitationgyiven complex technical, environmental and financial issues
facing SPSA.The general sense from the interviews was that political decisions
have been made in the past that were not in the best interest of the Region. One
example given was the almost ylgatecision in the past to not significantly raise
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disposal rates to fully cover operational expenses because of the political

pressures to keep rates down. The result was that additional debt was encumbered
to meet operational expenses, which is on@éefactors that have led to the high
systentip fees. However, the general sense is that the changes to the board
structure of SPSA in 2010 have been positive and have addressed some of the
historical issues the member communities have had.

- One feltthecurrent SPSA votingtructure was reasonable and seriedion well
over the years.

- Several felt more strategic planning was needed as well as better presentations of
alternatives.

- Several felt that a different management structure was needed.

- All felt that debt must be managed differently in the future. The approach of
deferring payment of principal for political expediency or borrowing to cover
normal operating expenses is viewed as a poor management practice and should
be disallowed under any new regab organization.

- A desire was expressed by several for m
making process.

- Several felt that SPSA needed to be more proactive and less reactive.

- Some felt that any new cooperative organization needed to have proportional
representation on the governing board either as a function of population or waste
delivered to the system. Others felt that the current Board representation of one
vote per member did not need to be changed.

- Potential cooperative arrangement between smadi@munities might make
some sense, if an overall regional solution is not achieved.

- One suggested that a fixed value of the
regional landfill be calculated upfront so that all parties understand the value of
theedl 6 and it is not continually reneg

- Several expressed the desire that no special deals be cut, although there was a
general realization that some give and take will likely be needed to accommodate
and compensate a commuiitosting a new regional landfill, if such is sited and
developed

1.3.2 RecentMeetings with Cities and Counties

As stated previously, for this update of the 2008 St8@Sagain meet wittsPSAmember

communities to better understand their perspectives andajjerews about solid waste

management, especiallylightofr ecent changes in the solid was
since the 2008 Study. SCS was again interested in identifying key factors, values, and criteria
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that each community will apply when deéing on how to manage its solid waste in the futuke.
compilation of the interviews findings is provided below:

9 Discussions with the western communities (City of Franklin, Southampton and Isle of
Wight Counties) indicated thdbllowing the end of theiUse and Support
agreements with SPS#hey will most likelytransport their disposable waste to
Waste Management 0 ssalAdndfibnedr Waverl{fBassexe Di s p
County) Virginia. Recent successful cooperation with recyclimgativeshave
corvinced many in these communities that the involvement of SPSA in waste
managemenhitiativesis not required.These communities are interested in having
SPSA divestts assets before the use and support agreements end in 2018.

1 The results of recenliscussions with the City of Portsmoutidicate that the City
will most likely come to an agreement with Wheelabratat transport its disposal
waste to the WTE RDF Facilitather than continue as a member of SPSA-p0$8.

1 Several communities seemdgree thabverallthere appears to be greater potential
for regional cooperation now that the SPSAtdssue appears to be under control.
The most often mentioned potential area of cooperation is with transportation of
wastein the Regiorincluding opeation of the transfer stationglthough,at least
onecommuniy seesthe reduction in SPSA services as a reason not to continue to
cooperate together in a regional authority.

1.3.3 2008 CAO Facilitation Meetings

SCS conducted a series of facilitation meetwgst h t he CAO6s in 2008.
meetings are summarized in the SCS Interim Final Report on the 2018 and Beyond Study (SCS,
200).

1.3.4 2011 CAO Facilitation Meetings

SCS met with the CAOs on the following dates in 2011 to discuss the statiisdamgks of the

study updatend receive comments on the development of the scenarios evaluated for the study
update and the draft reppoMay 19, June 22July 21,and September 15. In addition, SCS met

with SPSA staff on several occasions to discussi¢ails of the pro forma analysis and

scenarios being considered and presented an update to the SPSA Board on July 27.

1.4 COORDINATION WITH EHPRIVATE SECTOR

During the course of th2008study, SCS and the HRPDC solicited input from the private sector.
Threemeetings were held with interested solid waste companies to discuss the scope of the
study, present preliminary findings, and solicit input into the evaluation process. The companies
that participated in these meetings included Bay Disposal (Mr. Brivioetre), Allied Waste

Systems (Mr. Tad Phillips), Waste Industries (Mr. Rodney Rosebrough), Waste Management
(Rob Clendenin), and the Rubin Communications Group (Joel Rubin). These companies
expressed appreciation for having their perspectives condidéoe the current study update,

SCS meet again with Rob Clendenin and Joel Rubin to discuss the current solid waste
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management landscape. In addition, SCS meet with Ed Farmer of Tidewater Fibre Corporation
to discuss TFCO6s c¢ uwaste managementtand aetyclimganspartieular.h r e g

Public/Private partnerships are an i mportant
The private sector can and does provide municipal, commercial, and industrial collection,

transfer, recyclingconstruction and demolition debris processing and disposal, and commercial
solid waste disposal service€urrentlymo st o f t IsgosaRepgvidestidoreughd
Wheelabratad ¥VTE Facilityandout ofregional landfill facilities. The private sdlwaste

companies are interested in expanding their role to provide comprehensive disposal services to
the Region.To evaluate the potential for further waste disposal in out of region facilities, as part

of the 2008 StudySCS has requested specific infrom Allied Waste Services, Waste

Industries, and Waste Management regarding the remaining and projected future disposal
capacity of their landfills that could service the Region. This information is discussed in more
detail in Section 2SCSalso regested input on the tip fees that would be charged at these
facilities to dispose of the Regionbds wast e;
information for competitive reasonisut indicated that they would be willing to negotiate a

favorable tip fee if the Region were to commit to a kiegn contract
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2.0 EXISTING SOUTH HAMIINI ROADS REGIONAL
SOLID WASTE MANAGENESYSTEM

Historically, solid waste generated in the South Hampton RRed®onwas managed by
individual communities. Communities typically collected sivegle family residentialvaste
within their individual boundaries and either disposed of the waste within its boundaries or
transported the waste to a neighboring jurisdictiordfsposal. Many communities were facing
a growing challenge of how to effectively manage their waste.

In 1973, the local communities created the Southeastern Water Authority of Virginia to act as a
regional water suppl y segpsnsiklitites werelexpanted énclude h e a
implementation of a regional solid waste disposal system and it was renamed as the Southeastern
Public Service AuthoritySPSA)

2.1 SOUTHEASTERN PUBEERVICE AUTHORITY

The following is a general overview of SPSAluding its mission, structure, and services
provided.

2.1.1 Mission and Responsibilities

The SPSA Board of Directors and staff annually adopt a Strategic Management Plan to address
the future of solid waste management in the SPSA region and to outline spesisi@agd

objectives which should be addressed during the upcoming year. Many atertorgpals

which will take several years to complegt@wever, all are reviewed annually by the Board of
Directors to assess progress and to examine any changes reepdedties or action plans.

In December 201,dheSPSABoard of Directors and staff adopted a new mission statement and
vision statement. To achieve the mission and vision of SPSA, the Board also adopted several
core goals:

1 Mission StatementTo Manaye and Operate Safe, Cost Effective and
Environmentally Responsible Solid Waste Disposal

1 Vision Statement.SPSA Will be a QualiyFocused Organization which Seeks
Improvement and Cost Effectiveness

1 Cores Values Integrity, Excellence, Accountabilitgooperation, Teamwork.

1 Core BusinessOperate and Manage the Regional Landfill, Operate and Manage all
Transfer Stations, Provide for the Transportation of Processible Waste.

i Goals These represent the accomplishments the organization would bkbitve over
the next five years:
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SCS ENGINEERS

. Goas_ | _ __ __ Objectives |

Goal 1 Establish Financial Policies

l
T
T

Objective 1. To Provide Effective Financia

Management

Objective 1.1: Maintain a Level and/or

Declining Municipal Tipping Fee

Objective 1.2: Actions:

- Develop Financial Policies for Board
Approval

- Monitor Financial Costs and Develop
Trend Analysis

Goal 2  Consider Outsourcing SPSA
Functions

Objective 2: Sell or Lease the SPSA Porti
of the Regional Office Building

Objective 2.1: Determinthe Feasibility of
Outsourcing Transportation Services
Objective 2.2: Determine Feasibility of
Operating Household Hazardous Waste,
Used Oil, Tire Shredder, White Goods
Disposal and Freon Extraction Services
Programs

Actions:

A.Devel op a 6White
Various Options for Selling/Leasing the
Regional Office Building

B. Perform Analysis of Existing

Transportation and Equipment and

Vehicle Maintenance System

Perform an Analysis of the Household

Hazardous Waste, Used @ihd Freon

Extractions Programs to Determine if

Programs Should Be Discontinued

Goal 3: Develop Employee Incentive an
Retainage Program

Objective3: Establish a Board Policy

Providing For an Employee

Incentive/RetainagerBgram

Objective 3.1: Identify Key Employee

Positions

Objective 3.2: Determine the Type and

Level of Incentive Program

Actions:

A. Develop a Board Policy That Governs
the Program

B. Develop a Listing and Justification for
Positions Placed in This Program

Goal4 Obtain Communi
Regarding SPSAd6s Ro

Objective 4:
2018

Det er
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. . Goas ... |  Objectives |

After January 24, 2018 1 Actions:

A.Obtain Communiti e:j
Role in Regional Waste Disposal After
2018

B. Work with SCSEngineers As They
Update the Post 2018 Study

Goal5: Define AMil est Objective 5: Recor
Objective 5.1 Provide a Description of the
AMi |l estoneo Date
1 Objective 5.2: State the Significance of Eg
Date
1 Actions:
A.List AMil estonebo
and Potential Impacts

= =4

Goal 6: Obtain the Permit for Cell {1 Objective 6: Submit required information
finalize the Part B Applicatio(note: this has|
been accomplished)

Goal 7:  Determine the Future of the {1 Objective 7: Determine the Feasibility of

Regional Landfill by December 32012 Selling/Contracting Operations/Closing of
the Regional Landfill

1 Objective 7.1: Develop an emergency
operations plan for waste disposal

71 Objective 7.2: Establish opportunities for
Board of Directoros
and Conso of operat

1 Actions:

A. Perform Legal Research to Determine
the Regional Landfill Can Be Sold,
Leased or Closed Based Upon the
Parametey of the Use and Support
Agreements

2.1.2 Inter-local Agreements

The members of SPSA are the cities of Chesapeake, Franklin, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Suffolk, and
Virginia Beach and the counties of Isle of Wight and Southamptbeight of the member

cities andcounties have entered into Agreements for Use and Support of a Solid Waste Disposal
System with SPSA. Each community agrees to deliver to SPSA at least 95 percent of all
disposable solid waste generated within, collected by, or otherwise under the afothieol
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contracting community. In turn, SPSA agrees to dispose of the waste delivered to SPSA by the
contracting community. SPSA has an Ash and Process Residue Agreement with the City of
Virginia Beach for disposal of ash generated byMhiE Facility.

For seven of the members, the use and support agreements became effective on January 22,
1985, the date on which SPSAO6s | andfill began
agreement for the City of Virginia Beach became effective on the date fixied arcontract

with the U.S. Navy that began in 1984 as the tprtlate of th&VTE Facility. Under the Navy

Contract, RDF produced at tMéTE Facilitywas to be provided to the Navy to produce steam

and electricity at the U.S. Navyodos power pl an

The ug and support agreements will remain in effect until Jar2grg018.
2.1.3 Institutional Structure

The makeund responsibilitiesf the SPSA Board of Directors since January 2010 is discussed
in Section4.2.3 An Executive Director oversees the financing, construction, operation and
maintenance of SPSA's solid waste management system. Daily operations are managed by
SPSA staff.

2.1.4 Governing Legislation

SPSA is gublic body politic and corporate that was formed in 1973 pursuant to the Virginia

Water and Waste Authorities Act (formerly the Water and Sewers Authorities Act). This

legislation Section 15.25100 et seqof the Code of Virginipallows ®unties, citis, or towngo
jointtyfooma A public service authorityo to provide
control, and garbage and refuse collection and disposal services.

2.1.5 Services Provided and Wastes Managed

Solid waste generated in tRegion is manged through a combination of services and service
providers. A summary of waste and recyclable collection pradic&PSA and its membeis
provided inTable 2 Generally, municipal solid wasi®collected by local governments and
private haulers and taken toeithera SPSA transfer statiar to Wheelabratay 8 TE Facility
(Portsmouth¥or disposal. At the current time, the hggenerated from th&/TE Faciity is sent

to VirginiaBeacld s L a n d fSP3$Al alsd\bperate2regional prams for white goods,
household hazardous wagkeHW), tire processing, used oil collectiand battery recycling

2.1.6 Flow Control

The SPSA system was built under the assumpitianSPSA members could control the flow of

both residential and commercial solid waste generated within their borders and that adequate

waste flows would create sufficient revenues to finance construction and maintenance of the

system. In 1994, the U.Supreme Court ruled (Carbone case) that flow control was
unconstitutional . After this decision, SPSA®S
an attempt to regain lost waste flows, SPSA negotiated contracts with private haulers, both in

and ouside of the Region, which included a reduced tipping fee.
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Table 2. Solid Waste Services
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