STATE OF MICHIGAN =Y
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY DE!.L’.
LANSING
RICK SNYDER DAN WYANT
GOVERNCR DIRECTOR

December 2, 2015

Mr. Robert Showers, Chairperson
Clinton County Board of Commissioners
100 East State Street

St. Johns, Michigan 48879-1571

Dear Mr. Showers:

The locally approved amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan
Amendment) received by the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), dated
October 6, 2015, is hereby approved.

The Plan Amendment makes the following changes:

» Updates the import Authorization Table by adding the following counties: Clare,
Hillsdale, Lenawee, and Mecosta counties.

e lpdates the Export Authorization Table by adding the following counties: Clare,
Hillsdale, Lenawee, and Mecosta counties.

The DEQ would like to thank Clinton County for its efforts in addressing its solid waste
management issues. If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Christina Miller, Solid
Waste Planning, Reporting and Surcharge Coordinator, Sustainable Materials Management
Unit, Solid Waste Section, Office of Waste Management and Radiological Protection, at
517-614-7426; millerc1 @michigan.gov; or DEQ, P.O. Box 30241, Lansing, Michigan
489090-7741. . /

Sincerely, - /
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Bryce Feighner, P.E., Chief
Cffice of Waste Management and

Radiological Protection
517-284-6551

cc. Senator Mr. Rick Jones
Senator Ms. Judy Emmons
Representative Mr. Tom Leonard
Ms. Kate Neese, Clinton County DPA
Mr. Dan Wyant, Director, DEQ
Mr. Jim Sygo, Chief Deputy Directar, DEQ
Ms. Maggie Pallone, Director of Legislative Affairs, DEQ
Mr. Larry Bean, DEQ
Mr. Duane Roskoskey, DEQ
Ms. Rhonda S. Oyer/Ms. Christina Miller, DEQ/Clinton County File
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ENVIRONMENTAL CALENDAR November 2, 2015

PART I:
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES, PERMITTING AND RELATED REGULATIONS

Permit Decisions Before the Office of the Director

NONE |

Other Decisions Before the Office of the Director

AIR QUALITY JOY CONSTRUCTION AND LEASING, INC., DETROIT, WAYNE COUNTY (N8078). Written

DIVISION comments are being accepted on a proposed consent order to administratively resolve alleged air

See Map - @ pollution violations. Copies of the proposed consent order and Staff Activity Report are available at
www.deg.state.mi.us/aps/downloads/Enforcement/AQD-Consent-Orders.shtml. Submit written
comments to Jason Wolf, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division,
P.O. Box 30260, Lansing, Michigan 48909. Written comments will be accepted by email and all
statements must be received by November 18, 2015 to be considered by the decision-maker prior
to final action. If a request is received in writing by November 18, 2015, a public hearing may be
scheduled. Information Contact: Jason Wolf, Air Quality Division, wolfi2@michigan.gov or
517-284-6772. Decision-maker: Lynn Fiedler, Air Quality Division Chief.

AIR QUALITY TUSCOLA ENERGY, INC., AKRON, TUSCOLA COUNTY (SRNs: N0962, N1586, N2259, N3228,

DIVISION N7954, N7955, N8274, N8275, N8276, N8277, P0142, P0169, P0199, P0200, P0202, P0242,

See Map - ® P0286, P0388 and P0493). Written comments are being accepted on a proposed consent order to

OFFICE OF WASTE

administratively resolve alleged air pollution violations. Copies of the proposed consent order and
Staff Activity Report are available at www.deq.state.mi.us/aps/downloads/Enforcement/AQD-
Consent-Orders.shtml. Submit written comments to Malcolm Mead-O'Brien, Michigan Department
of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division, P.O. Box 30260, Lansing, Michigan 48909. Written
comments will be accepted by email and all statements must be received by November 18, 2015 to
be considered by the decision-maker prior to final action. If a request is received in writing by
November 18, 2015, a public hearing may be scheduled. Information Contact: Malcolm Mead-
O’Brien, Air Quality Division, meadml1@michigan.gov or 517-284-6771. Decision-maker: Lynn
Fiedler, Air Quality Division Chief.

OTTAWA COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT: Consideration of

MANAGEMENT AND | Department of Environmental Quality approval of the locally-approved amendment to the Ottawa
RADIOLOGICAL County Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan Amendment). Ottawa County submitted this locally-
PROTECTION approved Plan Amendment received on October 7, 2015. Information Contact: Christina Miller,
See Map - © 517-614-7426, millercl@michigan.gov. Decision-maker: Bryce Feighner, P.E., Chief, Office of

OFFICE OF WASTE

Waste Management and Radiological Protection.

CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT: Consideration of

MANAGEMENT AND | Department of Environmental Quality approval of the locally-approved amendment to the Clinton
RADIOLOGICAL County Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan Amendment). Clinton County submitted this locally-
PROTECTION approved Plan Amendment received on October 6, 2015. Information Contact: Christina Miller,
See Map - © 517-614-7426, millercl@michigan.gov. Decision-maker: Bryce Feighner, P.E., Chief, Office of
Waste Management and Radiological Protection.
WATER PROPOSED WETLAND MITIGATION BANK IN PARMA TOWNSHIP, JACKSON COUNTY. The
RESOURCES Water Resources Division has received a proposal for a wetland mitigation bank in Town 2S,
DIVISION Range 3W, Sections 23 and 24, Parma Township, Jackson County. The administrative rules for
See Map - © wetland mitigation banking allow for the use of credits from established mitigation banks to fulfill

permit requirements associated with wetland permits. The Bank sponsor proposes to restore
approximately 32.7 acres of wetland in the Kalamazoo River Watershed consisting of 20 acres of
forested wetland, 1.7 acres of scrub-shrub wetland and 11 acres of emergent wetland. Written
comments should be submitted to Michael Pennington, Water Resources Division, P.O. Box 30458,
Lansing, Michigan 48909-7958, no later than November 10, 2014. Information Contact: Michael
Pennington, Water Resources Division, 517-284-5539. Decision-maker: Bill Creal, Water
Resources Division Chief.



‘ éﬁ’ooﬂ, 4. Clinton County Department of Waste Management
of TG, 1307 E. Townsend Rd., Ste. 102, St. Johns, M| 48879
'1{ %lﬁ'ﬁ Phone: 989-224-5186, Fax: 989-224-5102

October 2, 2015

Christina Miller

DEQ Solid Waste Planning
545 W. Allegan, PO Box 30241
Lansing, MI 48933

Dear Ms. Miller,

As you are aware, Clinton County has been asked to consider amending the
current Solid Waste Management Plan to include four additional counties.
These four counties include Clare, Hillsdale, Mecosta and Lenawee. Here is
the approved amendment language for the DEQ's final review and
consideration:

[In Section 5.5, entitled "IMPORT AUTHORIZATION,” to the table entitled “Import
Volume Authorizations of Solid Waste” on page 43, the following counties are added as

rows

IMPORTING | EXPORTING | FACILITY | AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED
COUNTY COUNTY NAME QUANTITY/DAILY | QUANTTTY/ANNUAL { CONDITIONS
Clinton Clare ALL unlimited* unlimited*® p*

Clinton Hillsdale ALL unlimited* unlimited* p*

Clinton Lenawee ALL unlimited* unlimited*® p*

Clinton Mecosta ALL unlimited* unlimited* P

Authorization indicated by P= Primary Disposal; C= Contingency Disposal; and *=0Other
conditions exist.

*ANNUAL CAP: The sum of all waste disposed of in facilities within Clinton

County, which were owned by Granger at the time of the wrﬁgﬁlﬁﬁleD

oct 96 2015
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may not exceed 2,500,000 cubic yards per year. See Section 6.8 of this Plan
document.

In all other respects the remaining content of this table and of Section 5.5 as contained

in the 2000 Plan is ratified, preserved and confirmed]

Xx Xk Xk

[In Section 5.6, entitled “"EXPORT AUTHORIZATION,” to the table entitled “"Export
Volume Authorizations of Solid Waste” on page 45, the following counties are added as

rows
‘ EXPORTING | IMPORTING | FACILITY | AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED
| COUNTY COUNTY NAME QUANTITY/DAILY | QUANTITY/ANNUAL | CONDITIONS
Clinton Clare ALL unlimited* unlimited* p*
Clinton Hillsdale ALL unlimited* unlimited* p*
Clinton Lenawee ALL unlimited* unlimited* p*
Clinton Mecosta AlLL unlimited* unlimited* p*

Authorization indicated by P= Primary Disposal; C= Contingency Disposal; and *=0ther
conditions exist.

In all other respects the remaining content of this table and of Section 5.6 as contained
in the 2000 Plan is ratified, preserved and confirmed]

Enclosed you will find all of the required materials for your review. Please
feel free to contact our office if you need additional information.

Sincerely,

Kate Neese

Waste Management Coordinator
Clinton County Department of Waste Management




Enclosures:

Signed and approved minutes and/or resolution indicating approval of the amendment by the
Solid Waste Management Planning Committee. (1 — approval prior to the 90-day public
comment period — January 22, 2015 and 2 ~ approval before the Board of Commissioners
formal action May 14, 2015)

Signed and approved minutes and/or resolution indicating approval of the amendment by the
County Board of Commissioners.
A copy of the notice of public hearing that includes the date of publication. (Notice must be a

minimum of 30 days prior to the public hearing date.)

Notes taken at the public hearing, including all written and oral comments on the Plan.

Signed resolution or approval of the amendment from at least 67 percent of all municipalities.

A list of all municipalities within the County — all of which received the information through
regular mail dated June 4, 2015 and email on May 26, 2015 (and received subsequent follow up
phone calls and emails).

List of the Solid Waste Management Planning Committee members and their areas or
representation.




MINUTES OF THE MEETING_OF THE CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMITTEE (SWMP} HELD

CTHURSDAY, JANUARY 22, 2015} AT THE CLINTON COUNTY COURT HOUSE, 100 EAST STATE STREET, 5T. JOHNS, MICHIGAN 4887

MEMBERS PRESENT: Denise Donahue, Tim Fair, Anne Hill, Tim Machowicz, Tonia Olson, Roger Simon, Walt Sorg,
Rodney Taylor and Lori Welch

MEMBERS ABSENT: Dan Coss, John Lancour, Susan Palmer, Julie Powers and Christine Spitzley

STAFF PRESENT: Kate Neese, Chris Hewitt and Therese Koenigsknecht

GUESTS: Terry Link

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER;
Department of Waste Management Coordinator {DWMC) Kate Neese called the meeting to order at 5:36 p.m.
2. ELECTION OF OFFICERS:

DWMC Neese stated according to the by-laws, a Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Secretary are to be elected each year. A

)

motion

was made by Member Oison to nominate Rod Taylor for the Chairperson position, supported by Member Machowicz. Motion carried.

Time was offered for additional nominations or comments.

DWMC Neese asked for nominations for Vice-Chairperson., A motion was made by Member Fair to nominate County Commissioner Hill

Jor the Vice-Chalrperson position, supported by Member Olson. Motion corried. Time was offered for additional nominat
comments,

DWMC Neese asked for nominations for Secretary. A motion wos made by Member Oison, supported by Member Taylor to no
Dan Coss as Secretary. Motlon carrled. Time was offered for additional nominations or comments.

3, APPROVAL/ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA

Chairman Taylor asked for additions/deletions to the agenda. He noted there were two additions, #5 Approval of the March 2

ions or

minate

7, 2014

meeting minutes and #6 Approval of Per Diem Vouchers. A motion was made by Member Foir, supported by Member Donghue to

opprove the agendo with two additions os noted. Motion carried.
4. PUBLIC COMMENT
Chairperson Taylor called for public comment.

e Terry Link, stated his main concern with this plan is that it moves waste further from its" generation point and the
environmental impact to that.

Chairperson Taylor asked for any other public comment.

5. APPROVAL OF MARCH 27, 2014 MEETING:

re's an

A motlon wos made by Member Welch, supported by Member Olson to approve the minutes from the Morch 27, 2014 meeting.

Motion carrled,

6. APPROVAL OF PER DIEM VOUCHERS
A motion was made by Member Sorg, supported by Member Falr to approve payment of the Per Diem Vouchers, Motion corrie
7. REVIEW DRAFT AMENDMENT

DWMC Neese stated the Resolution is a draft resolution discussed, at length, in March with a few edits. Chairman Taylor stated
a significant question and answer handout and asked Ms. Olson to go through the handout with the committee.

& Member Olson stated Granger is requesting to amend the Plan to allow the County to import waste from 4 additional ¢
1o the 19 already allowed, Granger’s request is that the County would consider import and export authorization. She
waste is managed in this state through a solid waste plan, which means that each county does their own plan and it's ap
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by the state. This also requires that each county authorizes whether they will accept waste from the other. Granger has
increased their footprint and has recently acquired transfer stations in Jackson and Alma. Member Olson stated thg waste
would not be trucked In the type of truck that picks up at residents; it would go to the transfer station and be reloaded into
large container-type trucks and transported back to the Wood Street facility for disposal. Member Olson also stated the four
counties are Clare, Hillsdale, Lenawee and Mecosta. Clare is the only one that has an active landfill and they may be pafticular
about the reciprocity being import/export. '

Chairman Taylor asked if there have been conversations with those counties in terms of the likelihood for any adjugtment.
Member Olson stated their approach was to come to Clinton County first and since that process is not completed, Granger has
not reinitiated any conversations with the other counties. There was discussion on the unusually high amounts of gas being
produced and the system at Granger not being able to accommodate that.

Member Sorg inguired about the projected lifespan of the Wood Street facility if these changes were to occur and the increase
of traffic on Wood Road. Member Olson stated this is difficult to project as the amount of volume they will be recelvirlg from
these other counties will be minimal, She stated it is a matter of ease of transportation and making sure that Granger can cross
aroad that is in a different county. Member Olson stated Wood Street was designed and Granger helped to contribute|money
to help handle truck traffic. Traffic will be limited to the 120 yard transfer trailers so the repetition of traffic is less dug to the

size of the truck.

Export concerns were brought up by the Committee members. Member Olson stated for every cubic yard that Is received at
the Granger facility, the County receives funding that supports their environmental programs; recycling; and waste reduction.
Member Fair stated the draft speaks only to importing and asked If it’s going to be an issue to redraft to address importjng and
exporting, Ms. Olson requests that the SWMP committee consider this since other counties would expect that they would have
the same opportunity for their local haulers that aiso do business in this market.

Chairman Taylor clarified that tonight’'s action is not to pass a resolution; it's to set a public hearing. This resolution isja draft
and any changes would be directed to staff to be brought back to the committee. Chairman Taylor asked for any other

comments or questions.
Member Welch would like to see If there is a good example that would encourage recycling and waste reduction,

Member Olson stated their ultimate goal is to be a successful business that is not solely based on trash coming into the Jandfill;
it is on the environmenta! stewardship that they provide overall with the thinking of waste as a resource that can be used.

Several board members remarked that Granger provides for recycling; has a handle on controlling the methane gas smagli; is an
excellent business neighbor who provided detailed information at public forum.

Member Machowicz spoke about Michigan’s 15% recycling rate; his frustrations to push politicians to raise that rate and also
asked if there are other solid waste plans in Michigan that wouid do a better job of addressing the concerns brought up today.
DWMC Neese stated waste reduction is addressed in the Master Plan,

Member Simon spoke about landfill diversion and stated if it has value it will come out of the waste stream. He also feels the
15% recycling rate is due to the returnable law on carbonated beverages and believes education in the schools with kids on
recycling is the key as well as recycling has to be funded,

Member Olson stated the cap would not change with adding volume from the 4 counties; the amendment request has|only to
do with the addition of the 4 counties and does not change anything in the Solid Waste Plan.

Member Welch agrees that education and outreach is critical and feels services has to be more convenient and available to
more residents of this state.

Member Donahue questioned if funds to the County would be decreased if the word “export” Is placed in the Amendment that
would allow the reciprocity. There was also discussion regarding the .25 cent tipping fee per cubic yard that Granger pays to
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Clinton County. It was noted this amount has not changed since those fees were established in the 1990’s, That amounts to
approximately $315,000 to run all of the programs through the Dept, of Waste Management.

« Chairperson Taylor asked for a recap. DWMC Neese stated the following:

&

o

e,

f.
g

h,

The SWMP Committee will review the draft resolution; make comments and edits so the Committee can agree to a
that can be forwarded for public comment and to establish a public hearing. Once the SWMP Committee agreeson a
{tonight or the Committee can meet again to finalize a draft),

Hraft
draft

There will be a press release stating the draft resolution is available through email or paper mail, however, requests will

have to come through the DWM,
There is a 90 day public comment period followed by a public hearing. The public hearing will be advertised heavily.

After the public hearing, the SWMP Committee will meet again to finalize a draft to recommend to the Commissioners for

review and approval.

The Commissioners can either approve or deny it. If they deny it, It will come back to the SWMP Committee with
comments and the SWMP Committee will debate it and present it again.

Once it receives the Commissionar's approval, it goes out to all of the municipalities for their review and vote.

their

If It doesn’t pass by a 2/3 majority of the municipalities, the SWMP Cammittee will meet again. If it passes by thd 2/3

majority;
The DWM will then take over after that.

e Chairpersan Taylor raised the question if this vote 1s 16 townships or if it includes cities and villages. DWMN Neese will check
on the total but feels it includes cities and villages as well. Member Hill asked how the City of East Lansing falls into this since
there Is a section that is in Clinton County. BWMC Neese stated she included Lansing Township and the City of East Lansirg on
the emails.

¢ Chairperson Taylor asked for clarification if the SWMP Committee is not approving the resolution but recommending the
resolution to the Board of Commissioners, why is a public hearing held prior to making that recommendation. DWMN Neese
stated this Is in the DEQ requirements in moving this request forward.

A motion was made by Member Fair to concur with the Draft Resolution as modified (exporting end Importing language) and to
establish a Public Heoring. Member Donahue supported the motion, Chairman Taylor asked for discussion and public comment.

Mr. Link spoke regarding more resistance from pecple If the exporting language is added. Member Olson stated that Granger would
prefer that the trash not be exported, however, there are other counties Involved in this proposal.

Chairman Taylor recapped what was discussed at tonight's meeting reference the expense of establishing landfills; transportation ndeds;
the importance of recycling; increasing transportation uses and Granger providing a viable service to the community.

The above motion carried.

*DWMC Neese stated the tentative date for the Public Heoring Is Thursdoy, Aprif 30, 2015 at 5:30 In the Board of Commissioner’s

Room.

B. OTHER BUSINESS

9. ADJOURNMERNT

There being no further business, it was moved by Member Fair, supported by Member Hill to adfourn. Motion carried. The meating

adjourned at 6:40 p.m.
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MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC HEARING OF THE CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMITTEE {SWMP) HELD

@UKS@V;KPRIL'BO,_ZOIS;AT THE CLINTON COUNTY COURT HOUSE, 100 EAST STATE STREET, ST. JOHNS, MICHIGAN 48879

EMBERS PRESENT: Dan Coss, Denise Donahue, Tim Fair, Anne Hill, John Lancour, Tonia Olson, lulie Powers, Kurt Ray,
Christine Spitzley and Rodney Taylor
MENBERS ABSENT: Tim Machowicz, Roger Simon, Lori Welch & Walt Sorg (Mr. Sorg present via telephone)*
*change made at May 14, 2015 meeting
STAFF PRESENT; Kate Neese, Chris Hewitt and Therese Koenigsknecht
GUESTS; David Stewart, Gayle Miller, Jane Dehoog, Richard Rogers, John Bell, Becky Bell, Bettina Brander,

Jane Dailey, Johanna Balzer, Keith Granger and Christina Miller
1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER:
SWMP Chairman Rod Taylor called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m.
2. APPROVAL/ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA

Chairman Taylor asked for additions/deletions to the agenda. Member Coss asked to move Other Business to #6 and prior to that add
#5 Acceptance of the Public Comment Correspondence that was received and add an item to consider the next meeting date would
be #7 and Adjournment would be #8. This motion was supported by Member Fair. Motion carried.

3. APPROVAL OF PER DIEM & MILEAGE VOUCHER

A motion was made by Member Coss supported by Member Ray to approve payment-of the Per Diem Vouchers. Motion carried.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

Chairman Taylor explained to the audience that Public Comment is limited to 3 minutes and ask DWM Coordinator Neese to keep track
of the time. He also explained that the purpose of the public hearing is to take comments from the public on the change that has been
requested to the Solid Waste Plan. He noted that the SWMP Board is not in attendance to respond to questions or providing answers,
however, he stated they may do so. He stated the primary purpose of tonight’s hearing is to receive public comment and at a later date

are will be a subsequent meeting where discussion of the Board will take place at that time and a recommendation will be made to
wne Clinton County Board of Commissicners. He asked the Board members

David Stewart, 12595 Wood Road, Dewitt, M| 48820:

« Mr. Stewart stated he sent a letter of protest and noted that this is not about Granger as a company. His concern is the large
amount of traffic on that road by large compacted trucks and stated 5 trucking companies are on Wood Road. He is concerned
about the health of safety of residents and suggested that a Class A road, such as Old US-27, be used instead of Wood Road,
which is a Class B road. He also suggested that Granger use their own road, which goes directly to the landfill He was also
concerned that the environmental impact study conducted by a third party should have been handled by the state instead and
also complained about the odor coming from the landfill.

Bettina Brander, 1537 Valley View, Lansing, Ml 48906:

« Ms. Brander thanked Granger for the beautiful park, recycling center and their cleaning of Wood Road. She expressed concern
with the stench coming from the landfill as well as the lack of notification advertising the Public Hearing as well as the letters of
support from the Public Comment handout is from people who do not live in the area. She stated her concern is regarding the
value of her home; the chemicals in the ground and drinking water, traffic on Wood Road and why Granger is taking other
counties trash.

Jane Dailey, 17206 Autumn Lane, Lansing, M| 48906 {Groesbeck Area - Lansing Township):
= Ms. Dailey stated she appreciates the Granger company and what they give back to the community. She stated that last year
was a bad year as far as the smell and recently spoke with Mr. Nuerenberg from Granger as well as the DEQ. Mr. Nuerenberg
explained to her that last year was a bad year for odor because Granger had accepted a large amount of sludge but has
discontinued this. She is also concerned with the increase in traffic not only on Wood Road but Lake Lansing Road as well.

Keith Granger, 19680 Wood Road, Lansing, M| 48909 (business address)
= Mr. Granger stated he is the President/CEO of Granger. Mr. Granger explained the strategy of Granger and what they are
trying to accomplish by asking for 4 additional counties and stated that currently they can bring trash in from 20 counties and
recently began doing business in Gratiot and Jackson counties. He stated they have a recycling and disposal center in both of
those counties and stated the counties they are asking to expand into abut the existing counties Granger is in currently. He
stated he understands the concerns of adding 4 more counties, however, explained that the waste Granger recelves trash from,
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90% of it comes from 3 counties. He stated the whole purpose of this request is to remain competitive, stated Granger is a very
small player in the solid waste and recycling business. He ended by stating that in order to remain competitive and provide
sustainable jong-term employment, Granger needs these types of options to provide flexibility. He also stated Granger is
continuing to work on the odor problems and noted that the last 12-18 months the odor was high due to sludge that they tock
in and have since discontinued.

Jane Dehoog, 1285 Mayfield Drive, Lansing, Mi 48506:

Ms. Dehoog she stated she understands the need for a business to expand and grow, however, she stated the SMWF
Commission represents the people who are in attendance and not the business. She explained that her main complaint is the
odor coming from the landfill not only when she’s outside but in her home as well. She also complained of the noise from the
generators as well as the dust and dirt coming from Granger and seepage of chemicals into the ground. She asked the SWMF
Cornmission to consider the citizens of that area when making a decision.

Rebecca Bell, 1424 Valley View Road, Lansing, M| 48906:

Ms. Bell expressed the importance of health issues especially for people living in ciose proximity to Granger and stated she and
5 other people in her subdivision have been diagnosed with cancer. She is asking for some form of diversity within Granger's
business other than to bring in more garbage and feels it is not in the best interest or health and weli-being for a huge landfill
to be in such proximity to a residential area.

Gayle Miller, 9395 Taft Road, Ovid, M1 48866:

Ms. Miller intrcduced herself and explained that she worked for the Clinton County Department of Waste Management for 11
years. She is concerned that the Solid waste Plan was first developed in 1990, has rarely been modified since and feels this
may be the only opportunity for the next 20 years to modernize the Plan. She stated that currently the user fee Is 5.25 per
cubic yard and was established 25 years ago and the DWM's budget has been continually cut. Ms. Miller feels the SWMP
Commission should ask for an increase to %.75 per cubic yard in exchange for allowing Granger to expand. Ms. Miller also
stated she feels the other 4 counties should do something to reduce their own waste or Granger must be required to offer a full
range of waste reduction service to their customers, She also feels one public hearing with a 3 minute time limit for comments
is not adequate.

Chairperson Taylor asked for any other public comment; seeing no additional commaents he closed the Public Hearing.

Chairperson Taylor asked DWM Coordinator Neese for an overview on the process. DWMC Neese stated that all public
comments heard tonight and received in writing will be transcribed into minutes, share with the SWMF Committee at the next
meeting and review the public comments. It will be up to the SWMP Committee to decide if they want to incorporate any of
these comments. into the actual language of the proposed amendment. if and when the SWMP Committee comes to a
consensus on the proposed language, it will be presented to the Board of Commissioner’s Finance & Personnel Committee first
and then to the Board the next week. The Commissioner's review it and put it to a vote and depending on how they vote, it will
then go to all of the local municipalities within the county for their review and thelr vote. It cannot pass without a 2/3 majority.
At that juncture, it comes back to the Department of Waste Management for the DWM office to put together per DEQ
guidelines and then submit it to the Department of Environmental Quality for final review and State of Michigan has the final
decision as to whether or not amend the 5olid Waste Management Plan.

Chairman Taylor asked if any of the SWMP Board had any questions. Member Coss asked if any amendments from the SWMP
Committee forwarded to the Board of Commissioners are only for item that has been proposed and nothing additional.
Modifications can be made but nothing additional?

DWHMC Neese stated yes and if the SWMP decides to change the fanguage in a substantial way, you begin the process over.

Chairman Taylor asked for substantial to be defined.

Christina Miller, Solid Waste Planning Coordinator, Departrent of Environmental Quality, Lansing, Mi:

Ms. Miller explained that she is the only employee for the DEQ who does Planning at this time and she Is currently working with
19 other counties in the process of amending their Solid Waste Plan.  Currently Clinton County’s proposal to the Solid Waste
Plan update is regarding import/export authorization. She stated if Clinton County wanted to add another county to the SW
Plan that would be considered minor. She stated that substantial means adding something not related to the particular section
of the Plan itself. Ms. Miller stated she has looked at the public comment emails that DWIMN Neese has forwarded to her and
noted limitations concerns; volumes would not be considered substantial since it's still in the same section. She stated that
going above and beyond that section you are currently looking at would be substantial. She stated that requiring recycling of
those 4 counties, the import/export table, is not something that is it not in there. '
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Chairman Taylor asked if the SMWP Committee could chose additional requirements without relying on the Board of
Cormmissioners to make that recommendation to the SWMP Committee,

Ms. Miller stated it is the SWMP’s prerogative and time for the SWMP Commission to make decisions/changes with the Clinton
County Solid Waste Management Plan, She stated this is the time if the County wants a facility to expand, allow for additional
counties, this is the time to look at what you want to do for the implementation for your county’s solid waste management
including recycling and composting. She stated if the County wanted to add recycling initiatives, you could start a second
amendment process and take care of those issues and still pass this amendment forward. She stated that getting a committee
together and people understanding what's going on is the hardest part.

Member Lancour asked if it would be easier to start a second amendment as opposed to putting language into the current
amendment such as the fees going into the Solid Waste Plan.

Ms. Miller stated since you have a committee together and there were some issues brought up today and previous emails and
the SWMP Committee should really be looking at this. She also stated that the law says that a county should update their Plan
every 5 years and the department has failed on that part and the DEQ hasn’t required counties to amend their Plans. She
stated that all of the Plans are old and have been functioning as is. She emphasized that if the SWMP Committee wants to
pursue additional amendments, now is the time to do that.

Member Fair asked Ms, Miller if it would be substantially different from the import/export amendment before the SWMP
Committee to require the 4 other counties to go into recycling. If not, what would be substantial?

Ms. Miller stated that you could not add recycling for only the 4 counties being requested; it would have to be added to the
other 20 counties that garbage is being taken from. She was also unsure if that would be substantial or not as there are county
plans who have that requirement and others who authorize other requirements and others that are closed counties.

Ms. Miller gave an éxample of something substantial would be to authorize the siting of an expansion to the Granger facility
and this is completely different from an import/export table. Changing different sections (ordinances) is another example of a
substantial change. Ms. Miller stated if you could insert the 4 counties into your current approved Plan, then they would be
inserted.

Member Lancour asked for clarification on the amendment at hand.

Member Coss stated this can be a 2-prong request. The SWMP Committee can maove forward with this amendment and
request from Granger and if the SWMP Committee and/or BOC request that the County look at tipping fees or other items,
there can be a second process or amendment,

Member Spitzley was concerned about that process of an additional amendment and dragging this update out for too long.
Ms. Miller stated there are many counties out there who take a long time to update their Solid Waste Plans.
Chairman Taylor asked DWMC Neese how this group differs from the Solid Waste Council,

DWMC Neese stated the SWC is a group of five (5) members that meets quarterly and discusses everything that is going on with
the Department of Waste Management (DWM) as a whole. She explained they are a sounding board for the DWM and a
checks and balance system for the department,

Member Coss asked when the last amendment to the Solid Waste Plan took place.

Ms. Miller stated there have not been any amendments since the October 2000 update to the Solid Waste Plan.




5. ACCEPTANCE OF PUBLIC COMMENT CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED PRIOR TO APRIL 30, 2015 PUBLIC HEARING:

motian was mode by Member Spitziey, supported by Member Lancour te approve the acceptance of Public Camment
~arrespondence Received Prior to Public Hearing and placed on file. Motfon carried.

The foflowing Public Comments were received prior to the Public Hearing via email or letter form;

Jane Dailey, 1726 Autumn Lane, Lansing, M} 48912;

Fivein the Grosebeck neighborhood., It is located at the intersection of 127 and Lake Lansing Road.

This marning as | went out to get the morning pager, yet again, the air was foul with the methane released by Granger.

its typical with temperature changes, which are cbviously very common in Michigan. It has become WORSE over the 5 years
{ive lived here 25}

! like Granger as a rule. | don’t have roadside pickup for recycle {Im in Lansing Township} so | take my items to their recycle bins
on Wood street. Their work man are nice, the service Is good and price seems reasonable,

tve called Granger and complained about the smell, they are nice but Im talking to some young person who is basically PR.

Last year f SW the Clean afr folks more than a couple times.

Granger needs to get control of this smell before they expand thelr service.

They already take trash from 21 other counties, why does 2 Lansing URBAN AREA have to be the storage point?

if you lived here, which is about 1.5 miles from the site, and smelled this routinely, you’d understand

Let them find somewhere away from HOMES to generate this stench,

Gerald H. De Voss, 9357 W. Grand River Highway, Grand Ledge, M| 48837

This email is in regards to the proposed expansion of service area for Granger Landfills. {*'ve been a neighbor of the Granger
Grand River Landfill for close to 30 years. They are good neighbors and | believe they run a good landfill with the safety of the
area in mind. .

Having said the above, I'm opposed to further expansion of their service area. | think Clinton County had borne more than it's
share of being a landfill for Mid-Michigan area. i'm happy to hear that their business has decfined given the recycling efforts.
Perhaps, they need to consider moving their efforts more towards that area.

Thanks for the opportunity to provide comments.

Tim Daman, Lansing Regional Chamber of Commerce

Graham

in the April 26 edition of the Lansing State Journal | noticed an article about the request Granger made to add four counties to
their service area. | would like to encourage your support of this request.

The greater Lansing region benefits from the landfill, recycling and renewable energy resources responsibly owned and
operated by Granger. The Lansing Regional’ Chamber of Commerce supports businesses [ike Granger that are growing, investing
and providing job opportunities in the Greater Lansing region.

Granger should have the opportunity to create more family sustained jobs. They should have the opportunity to increase the
amount of renewable energy available to businesses and residents served by the Lansing Board of Water and Light, Marketing
and expanding their services to new areas creates these opportunities.

A landfit], while not a popular {and use, shouid be recognized as a regional resource. Thank you for your consideration.

Filler, 12130 Airport Road, Dewitt, M] 4882D:

My name Is Graham Filler, | am an attarney in Lansing with residence in Watertown Township. | am writing in suppart of
Granger being aflowed to provide service in muitiple new counties and bring back waste to Clinton County. The new
amendment will truly add no further burden on the citizens of Clintan County.

No one enjoys landfills, but they are necessary for our state. Granger operates these {andfills in a transparent manner and dealt
effectively with an odor issue last year. Granger is a good community actor in the Clinton Ceunty area, sponsoring [ocal events
and giving back to the community, Their economic impact is a tremendous blessing: on top of Granger paying property taxes,
they also employ numerous Granger employees living with their families in Clinton County.

Thank you for your time. i know the devastating impact of businesses leaving Clinton County (see Lear Corp in Elsie) and | want
ta ensure our major empioyers feel welcome to do business in Clinton County.

Thomas Clay Hardenbergh, 4136 Hamlet Cove, Bath, M1 48808:

Granger is a good company and a benefit to the community. Proper waste disposal is a must. However, | have twa concerns
about allowing the company to handle additional waste from four other counties.
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Clean air is uppermost. The stench from the landfill is awful. The wind carries it far from the landfill into residential
neighborhoods, shopping centers, and parks. Doesn't the Clean Air Act have a provision about the responsibility of a company
to control its odor emissions? In any case, it makes Granger a very bad neighbor at times. | think the expansion of Granger's
operations should be made contingent on controlling its obnoxious odors.

Second is concern about the waste-hauling trucks' impact on road surfaces and safety. The wear and tear on road surfaces
caused by these heavy trucks is very evident. They arrive and leave in all directions using whatever road they want to.
Fortunately, the roads adjacent to the landfill appear to have been built to withstand their weight. Wood Street and State
Road are in good condition now. However, | am concerned that an increase in the number of trucks on them and connecting
roads will decrease their life-span. | think the Clinton and Ingham County road commissions {or agency responsible} should be
required to prepare an estimate of the increased cost to keep these roads in good condition to withstand the increased truck
traffic. [ think an entrance to the landfill from BR-127, either on Coleman Road or a new road south of Granger Meadows Lane
should be considered. It should be a priority to minimize the increase in the number of trucks going to and from the landfill on
Lake Lansing Rd, State Rd, and Wood Street.

Granger landfill isn't far outside of the nearby communities anymore. The communities have grown out to meet it and are
continuing to do so, Granger's desire to improve its bottom-line is commendable, but government must tell them thereisa
cost to do it. The quality of life in Lansing, East Lansing, Lansing Township, and DeWitt Township is very important to me.
Business and government {i.e., we citizens) must pay the cost of maintaining it.

Leroy Harvey, 4440 DeCamp, Holt, M| 48842:

Given the broad multi-partisan support for waste reduction and recycling in Michigan, 1 would suggest that any expansion of
the [andfill {usage, tonnage, area served, etc.) be contingent on expansion in recycling and related waste reduction efforts.

To thoughtfully and creatively address this opportunity, | would strong recommend a study of similar agreements in other parts
of the U.S. that tie permits and landfill usage to sustainability goals set by the community. An example would be to require a
minimum 20% recycling (by volume or weight) of any materials that would otherwise be landfilled {20% diversion rate). Thank
you for considering these suggestions

Terry Link, 8767 Price Road, Laingsburg, M| 48848:

Due to previous business commitments in Ann Arbor on Thursday afternoon, | will not be able to attend the hearing Thursday
evening. Of course the committee has heard some of my concerns before some of which were reworked in the City Pulse
column from twao weeks ago. | believe that column gets at the essence of the decision points for the committee and
commissioners. | would ask that the column be entered into the public record along with this note.

Let me just synthesize a couple of points that underlie my concerns and that [ would wish the decision makers ~bath the solid
waste committee and the commissioners would consider.

There are more options other than the one being offered by Granger. Not to explore them or search for additional ones is a
disservice to the community they are representing.

The object for the public good is to reduce waste. Granger or any landfill operator should not be punished because of it.
Realigning policies that support waste reduction from cradle to grave is essential for government to fulfill its obligation to the
public good.

| would be glad to be part of group that attempts to find a solution that is in the public interest.

Terry Link, letter to the editor in City Pulse column:

The long haul - Granger plan for transporting waste hurts the public good by Terry Link

Recently Granger Il & Associates, which run the Wood Street [andfill, has requested Clinton County to amend the county’s solid
waste plan. The proposed amendment would allow fGranger to collect and haul refuse from additional counties — Clare,
Mecosta, Lenawee, and Hillsdale — even further away from their existing approved collection territory.

This is certainly reasonable from the private interest perspective of the Granger business. It makes money from the hauling and
the landfilling of the refuse. But | would remind the decision-makers in this process that county government should reflect the
public good first and private gain only secondarily.

In this case the request to move more trash a greater distance (the add:ttonal countjes as measured from their county seats
range from 70 to 120 miles from the landfill} is not in the public interest, clearly not environmentally. The discussion, especially
given the growing cancern from the scientific community of the threats from climate disruption and ecological unraveling,
should follow the old Hippocratic maxim, “First, do no harm.”

This proposal harms the public good in several ways. By moving waste farther and farther from its point of origin, we
unnecessarily add more greenhouse gases from the trucks to the already overburdened atmosphere. In additicn, as we all
know, the mantra of responsible solid waste is “reduce, reuse, recycle.” There is nothing in this proposal that addresses or



attempts to improve any of those priorities of that well established practice. As such, it does not reduce waste but simply adds
environmental burdens.

» Butllike to go back to the responsibility of governmental bodies to protect, preserve and enhance the public good. The
Granger company has been a reasonably good local steward of our landfill operation for more than 40 years. We need a landfill
to safely dispose of unusable or unrecyclable materials while protecting our groundwater, atmosphere and land. The economic
model on which many businesses and supportive policies are constructed is one of growth. In this case, the more refuse
Granger can collect, haul, and bury, the better their economic bottom line. The now soon-to-be-retired old myth of MORE is
BETTER, or unlimited economic growth {note the similarity to cancer cells), doesn’t work anymore, and certainly not in terms of
solid waste. By asking our community members to reduce, reuse and recycle, we’re asking them to shrink waste hauling. Thus
Granger wisely got invoived in recycling and composting efforts and more recently with capturing the methane from the landfill
for energy use.

s Butit would seem from this proposal that Granger has hit the wall. Its only proposal is to simply ignore the solid waste trilogy
as a way out. | believe it falls upon county officials to assist Granger, as a company with local roots and in good standing, by
exploring other remedies to their "wall” that are more in line with the public good -— i.e., reducing, reusing, and recycling. As a
private citizen, | see no evidence that this tact has been explored with any sincere due diligence by either of the parties. The
lack of imagination and collaboration to create something better is certainly disappointing to me, both as a former county
commissioner and as someone with more than a little knowledge about solid waste and environmental issues.

¢ On afinite planet with a growing population, the simple math tells us we must reduce waste, including greenhouse gases.
Doing so will require a different set of incentives if the work must bring some entities profit. Government officials are overdue
in reviewing the rules of the game. There is plenty of room for creativity in finding solutions. Until some alternatives are
offered, this proposal should be tabled and players should take this opportunity to explore — together with a committee of
citizens, government officials, and Granger — possible alternatives which might benefit us all and the children and
grandchildren we !eave behind.

Gayle Miller, 9395 Taft Road, Ovid, M| 48866:

s My name is Gayle Miller. For eleven years, from 1990 ta 2001, | worked for the Clinton County Department of Waste
Management as Assistant and then Acting Solid Waste Management Coordinatar. | have over 25 years of experience in solid
waste and environmental policy making. ] live in Ovid Township and now run my own small business. I'm writing because of my
serious concern over Granger's request to expand their service territory.

e You will soon be deliberating Granger’s request to modify the Clinton County Solid Waste Plan to add four more counties to the
20 counties that can already send trash to Clinton County for disposal. | urge you to read this letter and attached document and
seriously consider the points | raise as you make this decision.

s Grangeris a good company, and [ believe that Granger is well suited to operate the two landfills that exist in Clinton County.
Granger will surely profit from expanding their service territory. However, | believe that certain changes must be made to the
Solid Waste Plan to protect Clinton County citizens before Granger’s request is approved.

s In the following pages I lay out an argument for increasing the Solid Waste User Fee that Granger collects from its customers,
and for modifications to the Solid Waste Plan that should be made before the County grants an expansion.

s Granger will, no doubt, oppose these recommendations. Their executives will claim that raising the User Fee wiil force them to
raise their prices and that we, as customers, will pay more. But this is not necessarily the case. There are numerous scenarios
possible that would benefit and protect Clinton County’s interests, improve recycling and waste reduction in other areas of the
state, and allow Granger to profit - without increasing costs to Clinten County residents.

s | putthese issues to you as a former employee of the County, and as a Clinton County resident, business owner and taxpayer.
Thank you for your consideration and thoughtful deliberation of this matter. l'd be happy to answer any questions you may
have, and am available by phone or email. | am also available to attend meetings if required.

Gayle Miller - Testimony handed out at Public Hearing:

* Local landfill owner Granger is requesting approval from Clinton County to add Clare, Hillsdale, Lenawee and Mecosta counties
to the 20 counties already allowed to send trash to Granger’s two Clinton County landfilis for dispeosal. If approved, Granger
could import an unlimited amount of waste from these additional four counties, Granger claims they need to increase their
service territory to remain competitive.

s  Whileitisin the interest of Clinton County government to do what they can to help specific local companies remain profitable,
it is even more essential for County government to protect the interests of Clinton County residents, and the thousands of
other businesses located here. It should be Clinton County's primary abligation to ensure that landfill space remains available
for Clinton County’s waste as economically as possible, for as long as possible. Allowing more counties to use Granger’s landfill
space will inevitably mean that space for our own waste will run out sooner.
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The addition of these counties requires an amendment of the County’s Solid Waste Plan, Modifications to the Plan are time
consuming and expensive and any changes should be considered permanent. The County Sofid Waste Plan was first developed
prior to 1550 ~ and has been modified very rarely since then. in conjunction with Granger’s request, the County Solid Waste
Plan should be updated now. It is passible that this Is the only opportunity Clinton County will have to modernize its Solid
Waste Plan for the next 20 years.

Granger's request is not as simpile as deciding whether ar not they should be allowed to expand their service territory. itisa
much more complex question of the improvements the County should adapt in its Plan in exchange for ailowing Granger to
expand. By striking the right balance, Granger can expand while meeting the needs and protecting the interests of Clinton
County residents and businesses for the long term.

Below are changes to the Solid Waste Plan that 1 believe are essential and should be made before Granger is aliowed to axpand.
increase the Landfill User Fee

in 1989, Clinton County adopted its first Solid Waste Management Plan which requires ail haulers to rollect a $0.25/cubic yard
User Fee from customers, to be paid to the County for trash disposed of in Clinton County. The User Fee helps compensate the
County for the unpleasant impacts of being “host” to twa landfils. For more than 25 years this fee has helped implement local
racycling programs, paid for special disposal programs, and financed critical waste reduction and environmental education
programs in Clinton County.

But inflation has eaten away at the User Fee so that it is now worth about $.11 {less than haif) cormpared to when it was first
established. Because of this reduced funding, the Department of Waste Management has cut staffing by a third; scaled back
education programs to help reduce waste; and poputar waste reduction programs themselves {such as the Clean Community
Events) are at risk - all to the detriment of Clinton County residents and businesses.

The Department of Waste Management’s fund balance is also shrinking. Due to an inadequate operating budget, the
department will likely have to dip into the Fund Balance to cover programming costs in 2015. The fund balance was also
reduced when approximately $200,000 was taken to buy parkland a few years ago —a use | believe is inconsistent with the
original intent of the User Fee’s creation.

With an adequate User Fee in place, the Clinton County Department of Waste Management can ramp back up to a fully funded
department and an effective service provider.

Recommendation: Maodify the Solid Waste Plan to increase the User Fee to 50.75/cubic yard, with annual inflationary
adjustment. The Plan should also explicitly specify that User Fee funds are to be used only for activities associated with
reducing and managing waste. The Planning Committee could also consider reducing the User Fee charged to Clinton County
residents while increasing the User Fee charged to customers of other counties. in any case, the shrinking budget of the
Department of Waste Management should not be allowed to continue.

Establish Adequate Fund Balance & Emergency Fund

Having a local [andfill is both a blessing and a curse. Clinton County clearly benefits from the jobs and economic activity of the
landfill business. We benefit by having a local place to dispose of our waste. And, as a community-minded company, Granger
gives charitably and is involved in many aspects of Clinton County community life. But uniike most other businesses, landfills
impose unique impacts on the communities where they exist,

As a "host county” of two landfills, Clinton County faces real risks, tangible and intangible costs, and unpieasant side-effects of
these operations. Granger’s landfifis are both well run and “state-of-the-art.” But this does not mean that they don‘t have
impacts and costs~ which exist now {such as odors) and in the future {such as feaks}.

Odor compiaints are common with any landfill operation, While Granger usuatly does a fairly good job with odor management,
trash smeils bad — that’s a fact. Granger has been working for manths to try and improve operations in order to contro! the
odors. This will be a battle they will continue to fight for as long as the landfills are in operation. Simply put, two entire regions
of Chinton County are kely to smell bad {sometimes it’s worse and sometimes better) for decades to come.

The aquifer that provides the water that all of us in Clinton County drink is in close proximity to millions of tons of buried waste
in Granger’s two landfils. Should Granger’s landfili liners leak, their water fiitration system malfunction, or some other natural
disaster occurs that compromises the [andfilis’ integrity and their protection systems, our water is at risk.

Traffic, dust and blowing trash are also concerns to nearby residents of the landfills, Property values near the landfill are likely
lower. No-one spends top dollar for a house within the odor footprint of a landfifl.

Finally, while hopefully rare, major.disasters do accur, Granger surely has prevention and mitigation plans in place. But whether
it's a tornado, a rare earthquake, or a landfi! fire, Clinton County residents face issues and dangers that communities without
tandfills do not have to warry about.

The Department of Waste Management’s Fund Balance is vastly inadequate to help county residents deal with any of the above
scenarios if Granger can’t. if, for example, Granger had a catastrophic failure in their wastewater treatment system and then
went bankrupt, how much money would Clinton County need to purchase bottled water for DeWitt and Watertown Township
residents indefinitely? If Granger had a bad fandfill fire like the ones in Hamilton or Stark Counties in Ohio, would enough
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money be available to help nearby residents reiocate? What would be the. cost in air pollution to nearby neighbors? Landfill
fires are commen - according to Waste Management World there are about 8,300 landfill fires in the US per year. They can
bum for a very long time,

Recornmendation: Modify the Solid Waste Flan to create a comfortabie fund balance that wouid be avaiiable to assist County
residents in case of a landfili disaster. A fund of this sort would be raised by the increased User Fee. The fund balance should be
used only for projects directly refated to waste reducticn and recycling in Clinton County. The emergency fund should be
reserved for use only in the case of an emergency.

Require Meaningful Reciprocal Agreements

The space available in a landfill development is finite. Vertical and horizontal expansions are possible, but the two Clinton
County landfills are uitimately restricted by developed property surrounding the landfills, Significant expansions to these
landfills will be expensive, lengthy and controversial,

According to the current Solid Waste Plan, counties sending their trash to Clinton County have agreed to reciprocate in the
future — to take our trash if and when they ever site a landfill in their counties. Yet, according to the Michigan Department of
Envircnmental Quality, none of the four counties under consideration are planning to build iandfills. it is extremely unlikely that
they wiil ever-build landfills.

If Granger’s requast is granted, Clinton County will give up irreplaceable landfill space to counties that have no real obligation
to reciprocate when the time comes. Only counties that have existing landfills or thosa that are in the process of buitding or
expanding a landfill should be aliowed to send waste to Clinton County.

Recommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan to ensure that real landfill space is avatlable for Clinton County residents when
that need arises. Counties that do not have a landfill now should not be allowed to send waste to Clinton County. The County
should take a very long-term view of this issue —~ 50-75 years at least,

Require Exporting Counties to Reduce Their Waste

Clinton County has very good waste reduction and recycling programs available to residents, Yet some of the counties that send
their waste to Clinton County do nothing to reduce waste. Clinton County works hard to reduce waste and recycle specifically
to extend the life of our existing landfill space and reduce the ameount of harmful chemicals buried there. Why would we aliow
other counties to send their waste here if they’ve done NOTHING to reduce their own waste?

As documented on Governor Spyder’s Environmental Dashboard, of the four counties Granger wants to add to their service
territory, only Clare County has even the most basic waste reduction and recycling services available. Hillsdale, Lenawee and
Mecosta Counties have little available to help their residents reduce waste,

Available landfil] space is at a premium. The DEQ recently reported that Michigan landfiils have approximately 26 years of
capacity available before they have to start expanding existing landfills or building new ones, which will be extraordinarily
expensive.

Recommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan to allow only those counties that have comprehensive and convenient waste
reduction and recycling programs in place to send their waste to Ciinton County landfiils.

Require Granger to help Custormers Reduce Waste

There are many ways to encourage people to participate in recycling, but “Pay As You Throw” {PAYT) programs are one of the
most effective, Ideally, PAYT programs should he the norm, rather than the exception — the more you throw away, the more
you pay, Howaver, most of today’s Cart/Container programs fail to reward waste reduction, composting and recycling. One or
two cart sizes are generally available and customers can squeeze as much as they want into each container without paying any
more.

Granger currently offers an aptional PAYT service by allowing residents to pay "Gy the bag” for their trash disposal. Thisis a
very good deal for those of us who aggressively reduce our waste. But there is limited participation, primarily because it isn't
promoted. The County shouid require Granger to offer and aggressively promote a PAYT trash collection optien to customers in
Clinton County and all counties that send thefr waste to Clinton County.

In addition, Granger should offer convenient recycling services to their out-of-county customers. For example, if Lenawee
County doesn’t have convenient recycling programs for their residents, Granger couid only service their trash customers if they
also provide free or low-cost drop-off ar curbside recycling services. Granger shouid not be allowed to cherry pick profitable
trash contracts without also offering recycling services.

Recommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan to require Granger to offer and aggressively promote PAYT programs to all
customers, coupled with free or jow-cost recycling services to customers that don’t otherwise have access to effective waste
reduction programs.

Conclusion

Environmentally, it makes little sense to transport waste here from distant counties when closer landfills are available. The
transport of waste should be avoided compietely if at all possible. However, given the fact that the County is likely to approve
Granger's request anyway, it is in the County’s best interests to update the Solid Waste Pian as recommended above,
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» Granger is-a good company and we are lucky to have them operating the landfills in Clinton County. It:i5.also a very profitable
company, Granger executives will not like these recommendations. However, Clinton County officials must look beyond what
Granger wants for the short term and consider what is best for Clinton County citizens in the long term.

« Insummary, the Solid Waste Planning Committee, the 5olid Waste Council and the County Board of Cammissioners should
amend the Solid Waste Fian to:

= [ncrease the User Fee established in 1989 from $0.25/CY to 50.75/CY.

» (Create an adequate fund balance and emergency fund using the User Fee.

= Require meaningful reciprocal agreements with counties sending their waste to Clinton County.

=  Require counties that send their waste to Clinton County {andfills to have adequate waste reduction programs of their own.

» Require Granger to offer waste reduction programs such as Pay-As-You-Throw and curbside recycling services to customers in

~ counties whose waste they want to dispose of in Clinton County.

«  Fnaily, Granger’s request should open the door to further and more deliberate discussions about’how our county - and
counties Granger wishes to operate jn — can.move forward toward zero waste. Endless scenarios are possible that would allow
Granger to get what it wants while protecting the interests of Clinton County ~ and ultimately benefiting the environment in
every county where Granger operates

Paul Opsommer, 315 East Main Street, Dewitt, MI 48820:

+  Thank you for your service to our county and your consideration of the request from Granger to add four counties to the solid
waste plan. | am writing to encourage your support of the proposed amendment.

+  We are fortunate to have this responsibie, family-owned company cperating in our county. Granger provides jobs for residents
of the greater region, environmental stewardship with.their recycling and renewable energy programs and corporate
philanthropy that benefits numerous charitable organizations. | would like to continue to see Granger prosper as their success
benefits our county and the entire reglon. ’

* | have had the opportunity to visit and tour the Granger facilities on a number of occasions. They operate in a manner that
exceeds regulatory requirements.. They have high safety standards. They have demonstrated, numerous times, their
commitment to serving the interests of the community and minimizing nuisance fromn a type of operation that can often be a
concern.

we Pfaff, 12167 Airport Road, Dewlitt, Mt 48820;

« Each county or specific area should be responsible for the waste created there. This couid be an incentive for waste reduction.
Recycling is an inefficient, and in the whale, uneconomical, ‘feel good’ system. The entire waste stream has increased greatly
over the years. There is currently no incentive to reduce waste. Perhaps with a if you make’it, you handle it' systemn, changes
would be made.

» My opinion, don't approve the changes Granger is requesting.

Stephen Serkaian, Executive Director, Lansing Board of Water & Light:

s In 2008, thelansing Board of Water & Light-{BWL] partnered with Granger to bring renewable energy to residents in the
greater Lansing area. As trash deposited in the Granger Clinton Courity iandfills decomposes it produces fandfill gas. Engine
generators at the:Granger Wood Road Generating Station in’' Lansing produce renewabie energy from landfill gas for the BWL.
The station has seven engines with the capacity to generate encugh power for about 10,000 homes in the BWL service
territory. BWL also receives landfili-generated renewable energy from the Granger Grand River Generating Station in Grand
Ledge. Combined, the stations can preduce enough power for nearly 14,000 homes.

=  Through this partnership, both the 8BWL and Granger have helped to reduce emissions of methane and decrease the need'to
generate energy from fossil fuels, in addition, the partnership has helped to create jobs associated with the design,
construction and operation of energy recovery systems.

=  Asyou consider the request by Granger to add to their service territory' we hope you will keep these valuable renewable energy
‘benefits in-mind. Support for this request means more renewable energy and more jobs in the mid-Michigan region.

David Stewart, 12595 Wood Road, Dewitt, Ml 48820:
* (see Attachment])

Tony Webster, 13063 Hide Away Lane, Dewitt, M| 48820;

* | am notin favor of granting Granger the right to haul trash into our area from four additional counties. P[ease do not approve
the request. Thank you.

Yairman Yaylor stated the Public Hearing has closed, however, he will allow the public a quick opportunity to make any last comments
or if anyone has questions at this time limit them to 1 3 minutes.




Bettina Brander, 1537 Valley View, Lansing, M! 48905:
» s, Brander asked if this information and minutes will be on the Clinton County’s website'and DWMC Naese gave her the

following information www.Clinten-County.org and it will be placed under the Department of Waste Management. Ms,
Brander felt if this Pubjic Hearing was advertised better, there would have been a larger crowd.in attendance this evening.

+ DWMC Neese advised her that this was posted on the Clinton County website and Facebook page, Lansing State Journal,
Dewitt/Path Review, and Clinton County News,

Chairman Tayior stated that the SWMP Commission has met ail of the requirements as far as pubic notices in the newspaper as well as
an article.

Gayle Miller, 9395 Taft Road, Qvid, Mi 43866: o
« Ms. Miller recommended that the SWMP Committee should use the Plan Amendment process as a negotiating process. She
stated the only way that the SWMP Committee will. be able to accomplish any major update to the Solid Waste Management
Plan, and Ms. Miller stated that Granger does not like the jdea of anincreasc in their user fee, is to withhold the 4 county
expansion until the SWMP gets to a point where you can yse it as a bargaining chip. Ms, Miiler’'s recommendation is not to do
it as a 2 part amendment but as one package as this 2 part amendment will also drive the local municipalities crazy.

[t

lane Dailey, 17206 Autumn Lane, Lansing, M1 {Lansing Township}: -~

» Ms. Dailey asked if there will be another public avenue for peopie toco mmunt on this process and asked what other avenues
she can go to.regarding the air quaiity. - e .

« DWMC Neese informed Ms. Dailey that Lansing Tuwnship has.boen inciu’d'éd in afl cor;esuundhnc‘e regarding this Pian Update
and she can contact them with any questions ot toncerns. The Deuartmenr of Environmental Quality can also be contacted
regarding the air guality.

f Chairman Taylor stated the next agenda item is to decide the next meeting, He stated, in addition, there are muitiple opportunities for
| the public to speak. Individuals are encouraged to speak at the County Finance & Personnat meeting and Board of Commissioner’s
meeating.

.

Christina Miller also stated that citizens can go to the local munii:ipaiiw meetings where' this will be voted on by local boards,

5. OTHER BUSINESS

! No other business,

7. NEXT MEETING DATE

Chairman Taylor stated ‘that the next meeting date s scheduled for Thursday, May 7 however there are several board members
unable to attend that Board meeting, That being the case, he asked if the week of May 117 - 15" would be avaitable for all SWMP
Commission members. He also stated there were a couple of comments regarding the time of the today’s meeting heing difficult to
attend. DWMC stated' that“the next meeting may need to be held in the First Floor conference’ room due to the Board of
Commissioner’s Roort being booked that night. " She will post all of this information on the County Website as well as the County
Facebook page. It will also be advestiéed En the Lansing State fournal, Clinton County News & Dewitt/Bath. Review.

A matien was made by Member Lancour, supported by Member Fair to set the next meeting for Thursday, May 15" @ 6:00 pm.
Matiop cornied,

8. ADIDURNMENT

There being no further business, it was moved by Member Foir, supported by Member Coss adjourn. Motion carried, The meeting

adjourned i - 5:30 p m,
/CM/C//

Rod Taylor, Cha;rmafz Kate Nreese Waste Man?vent Coordinator

\Mjfkw O CrEy L{(}&M&ﬁ"
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMITTEE (SWMPC) HELD
THURSDAY; MAY 14, 2015, AT THE CLINTON COUNTY COURT HOUSE, 100 EAST STATE STREET, 5T. JOHNS, MICHIGAN 48873
, ot £ i

MEMBERS PRESENT: Dan Coss, Denise Donahue, Tim Fair, Anne Hill, John Lancour, Tim Machowicz, Tonita Olson, lulie
Pawers, Kurt Ray, Roger Simon, Walt Sorg, Christine Spitzley, Rodney Taylor and Lori Welch

MEMBERS ABSENT: All present

STAFF PRESENT: Kate Neese, Chris Hewitt and Therese Koenigsknecht

GUESTS: No guests

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER:
Chairman Taylor cailed the meeting to order at 6:00 g.m.
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA/ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA:

Chalrman asked to add 2a Public Comment at the beginning of the meeting and 7a Public Comment on the end. A motion was made hy
Member Fair, supparted by Member Powers to approve the agenda with omendments os requested. Motion corried,

24, PUBLIC COMMENT:
Mo public comment.
3. APPROVAL OF PER DIEM VOUCHERS

A motion was made by Member Machowicz, supported by Member Coss to apprave payment of the Per Diem Vouchers. Motion
carried.

4, APPROVAL OF JANUARY 22, 2015 MEETING MINUTES & APRIL 30, 2015 PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES:

A mation was made by Member Fair, supparted by Member Loss to apprave the minutes fram the January 22, 2015 and April 30,
2015 meetings. Matlon carried. Chairman Taylor asked for comments. Member Sorg asked If the minutes could reflect that he was in
attendance {via telephone] for the April 30, 2015 Public Hearing.

5. REVIEW PUBLIC COMMENTS

Chairman Taylor called for questions on the public comments that were received at the Public Hearing and stated if not he feit it would
be efficient to move into the reviewing amendment [anguage section and talk about comments that were received.

6. REVIEW AMENDMENT LANGUAGE

Chairman Taylor asked DWMC Neese to recap what the committee’s purpese is; what the specific action is and taik about the resolution
as a discussion item.

DWMC Neese explained that tonight the SWMP Committee Is going to review the language for the proposed Plan Amendment, which
is in the original memo that was shared in February. She stated that originally in January she sent out a draft resclution, however, the
DEQ has since asked her to send it in memo form. She explained that the committee’s job is to review the request; ianguage and agree
on a draft document, which is basically the final version of the document. At that time if agreed by the SWMPC, it wil} go forward to the
Board of Commissioners {BOC}, who will review the request and the draft Plan Amendment and will take a vote on it. if they vote yes, it
will go to the municipalities far their review and vote. If they vote no, it will come back to the SWMPC for a revision. If the BOC votes
no, they have to give their list of reasons.

DWMC Neese aiso stated the SWMPC has bwo options. They can state they are finished and not go further with the amendment or
agree to a Draft Plan Amendment; agree to the Janguage in it and DWMC Neese will put into Resolutian to be presented to the BOC for
their review and vote. Chairman Taylor asked if all SWMPC members had a copy of the proposed resofution. DWMC Neese stated she
also attempted to contact Christina Miller from DEQ, regarding questions pertaining to other county plans that had recycling language in
the reciprocity section of their Plan and was unsuccessful In reaching her.
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Chairman Taylor called for a motion. A motion was made by Member Fair, supported by Member Lancour to review and consider the
memo and proposed language so the committee could move into discussion. Motion carried. \

o Member Lancour questioned the language and if it made sense to state the annual cap is not changing. DWMC Neese stated 1t
is already in the language and it hasn’t changed. Chairman Taylor clarified that section is simply replacing what’s already
there but adding the additional counties.

o Member Powers asked if this memo, as currently written, does nothing more than add the additional counties as requested
and if it doesn’t, add any of the suggestions, recommendations or public comments that were heard at the public hearing,
She also asked if it changes the fees that were set in 1989 and have not been changed since that time.

s Member Ray asked if changes were only to Sections 5.5 and 5.6.

¢ Chairman Tayior asked DWMC Neese when the BOC established the SMWPC, did they provide any direction to the Committee,
in terms of what their charge was. DWMC Neese stated it was to move forward with this specific amendment. Member Olson
read from the January 28, 2014 BOC minutes that the Board recommended the approval of the reopening of the Solid Waste
Management Plan for the sole purpose of reviewing an export/import agreements for the counties of Clare, Hillsdale, Lenawee
and Mecosta and it was unanimously approved.

s DWMN Neese stated at the Public Hearing there was discussion about adding additional amendments/changes to the Plan and
after having conversations with County Administrator Wood, she feels there is little to no support from the BOC to do any
additional amendments at this time. Part of that is because the state is currently reviewing PA 115 in hopes of updating and
revamping the program. This could mean there may be some changes as early as next year.

s Member Lancour stated likewise with recycling where the Governor is also initiating a new plan. Member Welch asked DWMC
Neese if what she said also includes any language pertaining to recycling and waste reduction. DWMC Neese stated that
language could be included in that section, however, it wouldn’t be for just the 4 counties. Member Olson stated that each of
those counties would have to amend their plans, which is not likely, unless you ask them to and pay them to do it.

» Member Coss stated the proposed legislation is to revamp solid waste management plan review processes to make them more
regular and that would potentially cause the existing plan to be looked at and go through some sort of an update. DWMC
Neese agreed and said it could create a state mandate at which point, Clinton County could redo the entire plan. Ms. Neese
would prefer to do this with everything going on at the state level, however, it is up to the SWMPC to decide.

* Member Coss asked if any amendments outside of these sections would start the process over again and DWMC Neese stated it
would.

¢ Member Powers asked at the time the request was made by the BOC, were they specifically apprised that tipping fees and
other pieces of the Plan had not been amended since 1989 and wanted to be clear of what the BOC was informed of when
they made the charge to the SWMPC. She also remarked that the state standard is five years. Discussion followed among the
SWMPC members regarding the tipping fees and DWMC Neese stated the BOC is aware that it’s been 15 years since the last
update has taken place and she regularly puts this in the DWM’s budget. Member Olson stated that the state standard is five
years but it is not required.

Chairman Taylor asked for additional discussion on the languoge proposol and called for a vote to forward the proposed amendment
changes to the Solid Waste Plan to include the additlon of the four (4) additional counties. YEAS: Dan Coss, Denlse Donaghue, Tim
Fair, Anne Hill, John Lancour, Tim Machowicz, Tonla Olson, Roger Simon, Walt Sorg, Christine Spitzley, Rodney Taylor and Lori Welch
NAYS: Julie Powers & Kurt Ray. Motion carried.

7. OTHER BUSINESS:

¢ Member Sorg stated there was testimony and significant concern regarding increased efforts on recycling and reduction and
asked members for ideas on how to send the message to the BOC and the other counties. There was discussion and several
members felt this is coming from the state level.
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* Member Olson stated she is assigned to the Governor’'s Recycling Council and she is seeing good leadership on the issue of
recycling, waste reduction, and sustainability.

s Member Machowicz suggested that in order for Clinton County to move forward, perhaps an unpaid advisory committee could
be established that could support this recycling effort solely for this county.

¢ Member Taylor agreed that the group did receive testimony and it would be appropriate to make a recommendation for the
County to potentially reevaluate the existing Plan and see if there’s a broader opportunity for analysis. He also stated that as
a planning group, this commission could make this recommendation to the County BOC and ultimately it is up to them to
make that decision.

* Member Ray stated he supports this philosophy and that he voted no on the language proposal not because of objections to
any of these 4 (four) counties but the concern being volume without addressing issues such as recycling.

e Member Machowicz clarified that this advisory committee would not be limited by just amending the Solid Waste Management
Plan, however, there could be positive assistance to county government and local businesses to provide recycling and
educational resources

¢ Member Lancour stated he feels Clinton County does a good job with the Department of Waste Management and stated with
the Governor’s committee this is about studying markets and what it takes to pull it out of the waste stream and find viable
markets for this.

» Member Fair stated that he feels recycling is a personal choice and if recycling options are provided; more people do it. He also
remarked on what took place at the Public Hearing that he rarely smells Granger as was remarked by many in attendance and
stated that Granger is a good business partner to its’ neighbors. He doesn’t see the conflict.

e Member Ray stated he doesn’t dispute that it’s a personal choice to recycle but also a good business choice and encourages
looking at more recycling options.

e Member Sorg stated that Granger is not the issue but the fact that you’re working with many counties that are all over the
ballpark contributing to this landfill that are not being as responsible as Clinton County, Lansing, MSU or Granger.

* Member Weich asked what the SWMP Commission could do as a group and asked to move forward with language in the
Resolution that would suggest some kind of action at the Clinton County level. Member Welch also remarked now is the time
to add any other language.

* Chairman Taylor clarified that the resolution voted on in the past; the SWMPC could make a separate motion in terms of a
recommendation back to the BOC.

o Member Olson stated the Questions & Answers document answers addresses Member Sorg’s concern about recycling in the
other communities.

s Member Fair stated he doesn’t see how it is Clinton County’s responsibility to make other counties be more responsible and
recycle. He agrees with encouraging but not with enforcing recycling,. Member Sorg pointed out that Clinton County has to
then accept their trash that they don’t recycle.

» Member Welch stated that anytime you are involved in a solld waste planning committee of any kind and have an open plan,
she would try to encourage recycling.

¢ Member Lancour stated all of these programs are subsidized and he feels it won't happen by itself as a business entity; it can’t
sustain as it has to be funded. He is unsure if it's this committee’s ability to determine how the monies are going to come in
(funding), what programs and debating on how to spend it.

¢ Member Machowicz stated the committee is talking two {2) issues and they should be separate. One is the mandate and
funding part of it and the other is providing support to the Department of Waste Management to assist them with recycling
efforts. He attended the Governor's Summit on Recycling and stated one of the gaps is access to recycling; the DWM could
provide greater access to help the community to recycle.

¢ Chairman Taylor stated the SWMPC is debating solutions but suggested the Committee forward this to the BOC and encourage

them to re-evaluate the existing Plan,

|

@ There was additional discussion among the SWMPC regarding the advisory/citizen council that could research and study the
issues so when a plan amendment is sought, there are ideas of what needs to be accomplished.

e Member Olson asked if this is something the Solid Waste Management Council {(SWC) could lead and DWMC Neese stated they
could as they meet quarterly and have representation from a broad area,
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s Member Sorg asked if a clear message could be sent to the people who testified at the Public Hearing and is unclear on how the
SWMPC will do this. Member Spitzley stated there is a lot going on with the state that is not being disseminated beyond
industry professionals and stated it may be worth putting together regional dialogue to share this with all of the county
commissioners at this point. Member Fair agreed with this suggestion.

¢ Member Donahue suggested if Members Welch & Machowicz could create a resolution asking the BOC to consider an adhoc
task committee to the standing SWC. She also remarked that when she testifies publicly, she doesn’t expect a letter in return
unless the SWMPC would supply a letter to the editor to citizens. She also noted the SWMPC did what they were asked to do
and to put this back in the BOC’s hands.

Member Welch made the motion, supported by Member Powers to recommend to the Clinton County Board of Commission to
conslder forming a Citizens Advisory Committee in conjunction with the Clinton County Solld Woste Council to explore recycling, waste
reduction, user fees and other Issues that the SWMP Committee was not specifically charged with dealing directly. YEAS: Dan Coss,
Denise Donohue, Tim Falr, Anne Hill, John Lancour, Tim Machowicz, Tonia Olson, Julie Powers, Kurt Ray, Walt Sorg, Christine Spitzley,
Rodney Taylor and Lorl Welch NAYS: Roger Simon Motion carried.

7a. PUBLIC COMMENT

8. ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, it was moved by Member Fair, supported by Member Hill to adjourn. Motion carried. The meeting

Rod Taylor, Chalrman Mme?rdmator
SRS m

Therese Koenigsknecht, Recordlng Secre

Z:\Master SW Plan\2014 Update - Reciprocity\Minutes\SWMP 5.14.2015 minutes.dgp




CLINTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

COURTHOUSE pomen .

Chalrperson 100 E. STATE STREET HEN X
Vioo. Chatrhereon ST. JOHNS, MICHIGAN 48879-1571 6 N
David Pohi 989-224-5120 RS
Members .,_2,-,:&::,:2_,.
Bruce Del.ong
Kenneth B. Mitchell Administrator
Anne Hill
Adam C, Stacey Ryan L. Wood
Kam J. Washbun Clerk of the Board
Diane Zuker

RESOLUTION 2015-7
ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the Board of Commissioners of the County of Clinton, Michigan, held at the
County Building in St. Johns, Michigan on the 26th day of May, 2015, at 9:00 o’clock a.m. local time.

PRESENT: Commissioners: Kam Washburn, David Pohl, Bruce DeLong, Kenneth B, Mitchell,
Robert Showers, Anne Hill and Adam Stacey.
ABSENT:  Commissioners: None

It was moved by Commissioner Hill and supported by Commissioner DeLong that the following
resolution be adopted.

WHEREAS, Part 115 of Michigan’s Solid Waste Management Act (MCL §324.11501 et seq.)(“Part
115”) requires Clinton County to promulgate and periodically amend a Solid Waste Management Plan
(l:PlaIl”);

WHEREAS, Clinton County has adopted such a Plan and its Solid Waste Planning Committee has
presented this Resolution as a Plan amendment for Board Approval

WHEREAS, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners determines that approval of the Plan
amendment incorporated in this Resolution is in the best interests of the County’s citizens;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the following amendment to the Clinton County Solid
Waste Management Plan of 2000 are hereby approved:

* & %

{In Section 5.5, entitled “IMPORT AUTHORIZATION,” to the table entitled “Import Volume
Authorizations of Solid Waste” on page 43, the following counties are added as rows




Chalrperson
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DATE 05/26/2015

MOMENT OF SILENCE AND
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

‘ROLL CALL

COUNTY PERSONNEL

VISITORS

AGENDA

MINUTES OF 04/28/2015

COMMUNICATIONS

PRESENTATION OF

CERTIFICATE OF
APPRECIATION

05/26/2015
Brd. Mtg. Minuates

COURTHOUSE
100 E. STATE STREET
ST. JOHNS, MICHIGAN 48879-1571
989-224-5120

Administrator
Ryan L. Wood
Clerk of the Board
Diane Zuker

The Clinton County Board of Commissioners met on Tuesday, May 26,
2015 at 9:00 a.m. in the Clinton County Board of Commissioners Room,
Courthouse, St. Johns, Michigan with Chairpersen Robert Showers
presiding. '

Chairperson Showers called for a moment of silence. The pledge of
allegiance was given to the flag of the United States of America.

Roll was called and a quorum reported. Present were Commissioners
Kam Washburn, David Pohl, Bruce DelLong, Kenneth B. Mitchell, Robert
Showers, Anne Hill and Adam Stacey.

Kate Morrow, Phil Hanses, Kate Neese, Ryan Wood and Craig
Longnecker,

Tom Thelen, Bob Kudwa, Dave Cook, Shannon Schiegel, Joe Pulver,
Tonia Qlson, Denise Palmer, Mark Schlegel, Eric Voisinet, David Schlegel,
Sandra June, Roger Lerg and Patti Schafer. .

The agenda was reviewed.

BOARD ACTION: Commissicner Washburn moved, supported by
Commissioner Mitchell to approve the agenda as printed. Motion carrled.

The minutes of April 28, 2015 were presented for review and approval.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner Hill to approve the agenda as printed. Motion carried.

The following Communications were reviewed:

1. Cheboygan County Resolution regarding scheduling of Code Inspector
Conferences '

2. Huron County Resoclution opposing consolidation of State Departments

3. Department.of Treasury report of valuations of Michigan counties as equalized
by the State Tax Commission

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner Washburn to acknowledge receipt of the communications.
Motion carried.

Chairperson Showers presented a certificate of appreciation to Earl (Bing)
T. Barks, Sr. for his years of dedicated service to Clinton County on the
County Board of Supervisors, County Zoning Commission, County
Planning Commission and County Appeals Board/Zoning Board from 1967
to 2015. ‘




ADMINISTRATOR'S
REPORT

FRESOLUTION2015-7 |
, TO AMEND THE SOLID]
FWASTE MANAGEMENT
[ PLAN |

PUBLIC COMMENTS

RESOLUTION 2015-8
IMPOSING SUMMER
PROPERTY TAX LEVY AND
CERTIFICATION OF
COUNTY MILLAGE RATE

PA-116 FARMLAND
APPLICATIONS

05/26/2015
Brd. Mtg. Minutes

Ryan Wood, County Administrator noted that the amendments to the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) take effect July 1, 2015. There are
significant changes to the act an as a result we need to revise our FOIA
Policy. A drafl of the revised policy will be presented to the Board in June.

Kate Neese, Waste Management Coordinator reported that the Solid
Waste Management Planning Committee has recommended approval of
the Amendment to the Solid VWaste Management Plan to the Board of
Commissioners. The Solid Waste Committee worked closely with the
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Granger and the public
during this process. The amendments to the plan will add four additional
counties for waste import and export.

Commissioner Pohl noted that our recycling/reuse programs are helping
reduce the amount of materials coming into the [andfill and that the life
expectancy of the Granger landfill is 50 years.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Hill moved, supported by Commissioner
Delong to adopt the Resolution to amend the Solid Waste Management
Plan as recommended by the Solid Waste Management Planning
Committee. Voting on the motion by roll call vote, those voting aye were
Mitchell, Pohl, Washburn, DelLong, Stacey, Hill and Showers, Seven ayes,
zero nays. Motjon carried. (INSERT RESOLUTION)

Chairperson Showers called for public comments. There were no public
comments.

Ryan Wood introduced a Resolution imposing the 2015 Summer Property
Tax Levy pursuant to Public Act 357 of 2004, and Notice of Certification of
the County Allocated Tax Levy in the amount of 5.8000 mills.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Pohl moved, supported by

Commissioner Washburn {o adopt the Resolution imposing the 2015
Summer Property Tax Levy and the County Allocated Tax Levy of 5.8000
mills and authorize the Chair and the County Clerk to sign the L-4029
2015 Tax Rate Request on behalf of the County, Voting on the motion by
roll call vote, those voting aye were Washburn, Hill, Stacey, Pohl, Mitchell,
DelLong and Showers. - Seven ayes, zero nays. Motion carried. (INSERT
RESCLUTION)

The following PA-116 Farmland Applications were submitted for review
and approval:

20151 E.B. Ridge Dairy, LLC, Duplain Township
2015-2 E.B. Ridge Dairy, LLC, Duplain Township
2015-3 E.B. Ridge Dairy, LLC, Duplain Township
2015-4 Douglas T. and Amber K. Irrer, Bengal Township
2015-5 Alvin J. Jr. and Karen M. Smith, Westphalia Township
2015-6 David W. and Joyce P. Pohl, Dallas Township
2015-7 David W. and Joyce P. Pohl, Dallas Township
2015-8 Erron T. and Marie A. Barks, Ovid Township
2015-9 Erron T. and Marie A. Barks, Ovid Township
2015-10 Erron T. and Marie A. Barks, Ovid Township
2015-11 Erron T. and Marie A. Barks, Ovid Township

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by

Commissioner Washburn to approve the PA-116 Farmland Applications
and forward to the State. Motion carried.




RESOLUTION 2015-9
PLEDGING THE FULL FAITH
AND CREDIT OF THE
COUNTY OF CLINTON TO
BACK THE SALE OF THE
CUTLER AND EXTENSION
DRAIN NOTES, SERIES
2015

APPROVAL OF
COMMISSIONERS'
EXPENSE ACCOUNTS

COMMITTEE REPORTS:

FINANCE COMMITTEE
MEETING

ATTENDANCE AT
COMMITTEE MEETING

CALL TO ORDER

PUBLIC COMMENTS

RESOLUTION PLEDGING
FULL FAITH AND CREDIT
OF THE COUNTY TO BACK
THE SALE OF THE CUTLER
AND EXTENSION DRAIN
NOTES

05/26/2015
Brd. Mtg. Minutes

Phil Hanses, Drain Commissioner reported that this matter was presented
to the Board in detail at their Finance meeting on May 19, 2015. The
Resolution presented at the committee meeting has been revised and the
draft being presented to the Board today incorporates all the revisions
recommended,

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Washburn moved, supported by
Commissioner DelLong to adopt the Resclution pledging the full faith and
credit of the County to back the sale of the Cutler and Extension Drain
Notes — Series 2015. Voting on the motion by roli call vate, those voting
aye were Stacey, Pohl, Washburn, DeLong, Mitchell, Hill and Showers.
Seven ayes, zero nays. Motion carried. (INSERT RESOLUTION)

Commissioners’ expense accounts were presented far review and
approval.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner Pohl to approve the expense accounts, subject to review by
the Chair and Clerk. Motion carried.

The following are reports of Committee meetings:

Commissioner Stacey, Finance Chairperson reported on a Finance
Committee meeting held May 19, 2015.

Members Present

Adam Stacey, Finance Chairperson
Kam Washburn, Bruce Delong

Ken Mitchell, Anne Hill, David Pohl
Robert Showers, Ex-Officio Member

Staff Present

Ryan Wood, Penny Goerge
Craig Longnecker, Phil Hanses
Kate Neese, Rob Wooten
Chris Collom, Larry St. George
Tom Olson, Chris Hewitt

1. Finance Chairperson Stacey called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m.

COMMITTEE ACTION: Commissioner Washburn moved, supported by
Commissioner Mitchell, to approve the agenda as amended. Motion carried.

s Addition to Agenda: Emergency Services — Homeland Security
Grant Program (HSGP) - 3A

2. Finance Chairperson Stacey requested limited public comments. There
were none.

3. Finance Chairperson Stacey intfroduced Drain Commissioner Phil
Hanses to discuss a resolution pledging the full faith and credit of the
County to back the sale of the Cutler and Extension Drain Notes.
¢ The Cutler and Extension Drain was petitioned for improvements in

2013; construction plans were developed and bids were opened on
April 29"
The computation of cost for the project is set at $315,000;

+ Watertown Charter Township is pre-paying their portion of the
assessment and Notes will be sold to finance the balance of the
project over 12 years; a pledge of full faith and credit of the County
wili be beneficial to the district by receiving lower interest rates
from bidders;

* The Board is being asked to approve a resolution (to be provided
for the Members’ review prior to the May 26th Board of
Commissioners meeting) that pledges their suppeort for the project;
if approved, a request for bids will be prepared and sent to local
ienders with a bid opening planned for June 3rd.

3




HOMELAND SECURITY
GRANT

FY 2014 HOMELAND
SECURITY GRANT
PROGRAM REGION 1
BOARD SUB-RECIPIENT
AGREEMENT WITH
INGHAM COUNTY

REGIONAL PLANNER
AGREEMENT

HOMELAND SECURITY
GRANT FY 2014
PRE-FUNDING REQUEST

05/26/2015
Brd. Mtg. Minutes

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Pohl moved,
supported by Commissioner Washburn, to recommend approving a
Resolution (pending review prior to the May 26" BOC meeting) pledging
the full faith and credit of the County to back the sale of the Cutler and
Extension Drain Notes. Motion carried. (See page 3 of minutes for Board
Action)

3A. Finance Chairperson Poh! introduced Larry St. George, Emergency
Services Director, to discuss the Homeland Security Grant.

A. FY 2014 Homeland Security Grant Program Region 1 Board Sub-
Recipient Agreement with Ingham County:

¢ This proposed agreement allows Clinton County to be a sub-
recipient of the 2014 Homeland Security Grant Program; this
federal grant is passed through the State and then to the Region 1
Homeland Security Planning Board;

* Ingham County is currently the fiduciary agent for this grant; in
prior years, the City of Lansing was the fiduciary;

* The agreement outlines some of the conditions that the County
must adhere to in order to be reimbursed; we have participated in
this program since 2004.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Mitchell moved,
supported by Commissioner DelLong, to recommend approving the 2014
HSGP Region [ Board Sub-Recipient Agreement authorizing Ingham
County to serve as the fiduciary for the region. Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner DelLong to concur with the committee recommendation.
Motion carried.

B. Regional Planner Agreement; Finance Chairperson Stacey introduced
discussion regarding the Regional Planner Position for Emergency
Services.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Hill moved,
supported by Commissioner Mitchell, to recommend approving the
agreement between Ingham County and Clinton County to fund the
Region 1 Regional Planner position in the amount of $65,000 for the
period of May 11, 2015 through April 30, 2016. Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner DelLong to concur with the committee recommendation.
Voting on the motion by roll call vote, those voting aye were Mitchell, Pohl,
Washburn, Delong, Stacey, Hill and Showers. Seven ayes, zero nays.
Motion carried.

C. Homeland Security Grant — FY 2014 Pre-Funding Request; Finance
Chairperson Stacey introduced discussion regarding a pre-funding

request from Emergency Services.

* Mr. St. George is asking for pre-funding of Clinton County’s local
share of the FY 2014 Region 1 Homeland Security Grant in the
amount of $35,877.65;

* Mr. St. George outlined the proposed expenditures of the 2014 grant
funds; these expenditures are the result of requests from Emergency
Operations Center staff representatives, resource needs identified in
disaster exercises, planning efforts and known deficiencies in eligible
grant target areas;

e Grant funds must be used for Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention
Activities,
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Mitchell moved,
supported by Commissioner DelLong, to recommend approving the pre-
funding of Clinton County’s local share of the FY 2014 Homeland Security
Grant (HSGP) funds in the amount of $35,877.65. Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner Mitchell to concur with the commmittee recommendation. Voting
on the motion by roll call vote, those voting aye were Pohl, Washbum,
Delong, Mitchell, Hill, Stacey and Showers. Seven ayes, zero nays. Motion
carried,

4. Waste Management:

A. Granger Contract Extension for Recycling Services: Finance
Chairperson Stacey infroduced Kate Neese, Waste Management
Coordinator, to discuss a one year extension for the rural recycling
sites service contract with Granger.

* Granger s requesting a contract extension for a one year period
for the current Recycling Site Servicing Contract;

s The rural recycling sites are located within the Village of Fowler
and the Village of Maple Rapids;

o The Department of Waste Management supports the request to
renew our current contract for another year as Granger continues
to provide excellent service at these drop-off sites.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Pohl moved,
supported by Commissioner Washburn, to recommend authorizing a
contract extension for a one year period for the current Recycling Site
Servicing Contract with Granger, Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supporied by
Commissioner Washburn to concur with the committee recommendation.
Motion carried.

B. Solid Waste Management Planning Committee — Proposed
Amendment to Solid Waste Management Plan: Finance Chairperson
Stacey introduced discussion regarding the proposed amendment to
the Solid Waste Management Plan.

e Granger has requested an amendment to our County Solid Waste
Management Plan to include four additional counties for waste
import and export;

¢ The process to amend the County Solid Waste Management Plan
(SWWMP) began in February 2014 and the Board moved to
establish the SWMP Committee on March 27, 2014; since that
time, the Department of Waste Management has worked closely
with the SWMP Committee, Michigan Department of Environment
Quality (MDEQ), Granger and the Public;

¢ The Members are being asked to approve the draft Plan
amendment; cnce approved, the draft Plan amendment will be
sent to all Jocal municipalities for their review and vote; the
amendment requires a 67% majority (villages, townships, cities) to
pass or fail, it would then go to the MDEQ for final approval.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Comrnissioner Hill moved,

supported by Commissioner Pohl, to recommend approving the draft Plan
amendment to the Solid Waste Management Plan as presented. Motion
carried. (See page 2 of minutes for Board action)
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5. Capital Improvement Requests: Finance Chairperson Stacey
introduced discussion regarding the following capital improvement
requests:

A, Jail Air Conditioning Units:
+ Administrator Wood noted that C2AE’s services will be ulilized for
this project,

COMMITTEE ACTION: Commissioner Pohl moved, supported by
Commissioner DelLong, to approve $162,250 for the replacement of five
rocf-top air conditioning units at the Jail, as outlined in the capital
improvements section of the 2015 budget. Motion carried.

B. Parks and Green Space —~ Clinton Lakes County Park Erosion Basin

Fill;

¢ The Clinton Lakes County Park properly contains an erosion control
basin, located on the north end of Big Clinton Lake, which was put in
place before the parcel's acquisition; the basin was installed to collect
sediment and runoff that could potentially flow south into Big Clinton
Lake; -

« A topsoil and grass seeding project took place in the fall of 2014 in
order to further establish erosion control in key areas and creale more
green space around the former sand gravel pit; volunteers from the
DNR also completed an additional over-seed project early this spring;

* The Drain Office has determined that the grass seed is well-
established and the sediment runoff issue has virtually been
eliminated; the erosion coniro] basin needs to be filled with sand in
order to remove any safety hazards it may pose to future park users,

e |twas noted that the original water level control area will remain in
place and continue to function as it always has;

* The Parks and Green Space Commission Is requesting $12,000 in
funds in order to complete this project as soon as possible.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Pohl moved,
supported by Commissioner Washburn, to recommend approving
$12,000 in funds along with the appropriate budget adjustment within the
public improvement fund to fill the former erosion control basin with sand
at Clinton Lakes County Park. Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner Washburn to concur with the committee recommendation.
Voting on the motion by roll call vote, those voting aye were Mitchell,
Delong, Hill, Washburn, Pohl, Stacey and Showers, Seven ayes, zero nays.
Motion carried.

C. Central Dispatch — CAD Computer Replacement:

e The Board is being asked to approve $76,000 for the replacement
of Computer Aided Dispatch hardware and contract services with
SunGard Public Sector;

s The current hardware was purchased five years ago and is at the
end of its useful life;

*  The new procedures will provide offsite backup and allow a more
efficient and timely recovery in the event of a hardware failure.

COMMITTEE ACTION: Commissioner Mitchell moved, supported by
Commissioner DelLong, to approve $76,000 for the repiacement of
Computer Aided Dispatch hardware and contract services with SunGard
Public Sector, as outlined in the capital improvements section of the 2015
budget, Motion carried.
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D. Central Dispatch — 911 Next Generation GIS Mapping:

¢ At the September 2014 meeting, Central Dispatch received
approval from the Board to post a request for proposal (RFP) for
911 Next Generation GIS Mapping;

+ A committee made up of representatives from Central Dispatch,
GIS and Equalization reviewed the five responses that were
received and eliminated four of them based on costs or failure to
meet the expectations of the project;

s Central Dispatch is requesting authorization to contract with
Amalgam LLC for 911 Next Generation Mapping as their response
meets all the requirements listed in the proposal;

¢ Central Dispatch did a budgetary assessment for this project in
early 2013 and it was budgeted for $65,000; Amalgam'’s quote is
for $85,000 which is the lowest quote for the services requested.

s The physical drive of the county is the highest cost factor in the
project; the physical drive is extremely important as it provides an
eye view of the structures and greatly reduces the possibility of
error,

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissicner Washburn moved,

supported by Commissioner Pohl, to recommend approving $85,000 to

contract with Amalgam LLC for 911 Next Generation Mapping for Clinton
County, Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner Pohl to concur with the committee recommendation. Voting on
the motion by roll call vote, those voting aye were Stacey, Hill, Washburn,
Mitchell, Pohl, DeLong and Showers. Seven ayes, zero nays. Motion carried.

6. Finance Chairperson Stacey infroduced discussion regarding re-
activation of the Building Committee,

s Over recent years the Building Committee has been convened to
provide oversight of major building projects; these prejects include
construction of the Courthouse, Heaith Department, Jail
renovation/expansion, Phase 1 of the Communications System
Enhancement Project and ofhers;

* In order to be consistent with past practice, it is suggested that the
Building Committee be formally activated to oversee the Southeast
Tower — Communications System Enhancement Project (Phase
2),

s Administrator Wood provided an update to the Members regarding
some concerns from several Victor Township and Bath Township
residents relative to the current site location of the project; the goal .
is to determine if the tower can be moved and what impact it will
have on maintaining the required radio coverage in the southeast
portion of the County and the regulatory mandates.

COMMITTEE ACTION: Commissioner Washburn moved, supported by
Commissioner Mitchell, to activate the Building Committee (Commissioner
Stacey, Commissioner Pohl and Commissioner Showers) for the purpose
of authorizing final design of the project, awarding contracts, approving
change orders, approval of contract progress payments and other actions
necessary to complete phase 2 of the Communications System
Enhancement Project (southeast tower) within the project budget
approved by the County Board of Commissioners. Motion carried.
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7. Finance Chairperson Stacey introduced discussion regarding the capital
improvement projects schedule.
e The Members briefly discussed capital improvement projects and
Ppriorities for various funds including public improvement, vehicle and
MIS for the period from 2016-2020.
No action taken.

8. Finance Chairperson Stacey introduced discussion regarding the Clinton

Post-Secondary Success Network.

* Last month the Board of Commissioners heard a presentation from
Denise Palmer and Pat Jackson from Clinton County Regicnal
Educational Service Agency (CCRESA) regarding their efforts with
the Clinton Post-Secondary Success Network (CPSN);

e The CPSN was formed in September 2014 when it was awarded.a
Planning Grant through the Michigan College Access Network
(MCAN};

* The mission of the program is to increase the percentage of Clinton
County students who pursue and obtain a post-secondary credential
following high school to build  a workforce equipped to compete in a
global economy;

* The Board unanimously agreed to support this effort by matching
their grant in the amount of $15,000 per year for the next two years,
subject to a written agreement;

s A proposed agreement between the County of Clinton and CCRESA
regarding the Clinton Post-Secondary Success Network was
presented to the members; it was noted that the tenm of the
-agreement (section 3) should be two (2) years instead of three (3)

years,

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Washburn moved,
supported by-Commissioner Pohl, to recommend approval of a two (2)
year agreement between the County of Clinton.and CCRESA regarding
the Clinton Post-Secondary Success Network. Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner Washbum to concur with the committee recommendation.
Voting-on the motion by roll call vote, those voting were Pohl, Washburn,
DelLong, Mitchell, Hill, Stacey and Showers. Seven ayes, zero nays. Motion
carried.

‘9. Finance Chairperson Stacey introduced Chairperson Showers to discuss

communication services provided by Michigan Association of Counties.
s Chairperson Showers discussed the importance of public relations
with our local municipalities, school districts and leadeérship
groups/volunteer organizations; it was suggested that MAC assist
the County In creating a communication piece/update that would be
distributed to these entities as part of this mission.
No action taken.

10. Finance Chairperson Stacey introduced discussion regarding the 2015
Summer Property- Tax Levy and County Allocated Tax Levy.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Pohl moved,
supported by Commissioner Hill, to recommend adoption of the 2015
Summer Property Tax Levy Resolution and authorize sighature of the
Board Chair-on the Millage Request Report to County Board of
Commissioners. Motion carried. (See page 2 of minutes for Board Action)
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11. Finance Chairperson Stacey intreduced discussion regarding a planning
update.
Na action taken.

12. Finance Chairperson Stacey introduced discussion regarding the June
2015 Open Meetings and Events Calendar,
¢ Administrator Wood asked the Members to amend the May 2015
Calendar to add a Building Committee Meeting on Wednesday, May
27" at 12:30 p-m., due to the reactivation of the Building Committee.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Washburn moved,
supported by Commissioner Mitchell, to recommend adding the May 27"
Building Committee meeting to the May calendar as requested by
Administrator Wood and approving the June Open Meetings and Events
Calendar as presented. Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Stacey moved, supported by
Commissioner Pohl to concur with the committee recommendation. Motion
carried.

13. Finance Chairperscn Stacey introduced discussicn regarding the
Accounts Payable Invoices Paid. '

COMMITTEE ACTION: Commissioner Pohl moved, supported by
Commissioner DelLong, to approve the invoices paid from April 4 through
May 8, 2015 in the amount of $919,889.06. Motion carried.

14. Finance Chairperson Stacey requested Commissioners’ comments.

* Commissioner Showers provided updates on behalf of MAC and the
Regional Council of Governments;

+ Commissioner Pehl provided an update on behalf of Tri-County
Regional Planning;

* Commissioner Hill referenced the Sheriffs report and expressed her
concern with-the number of seniors that have had first-hand
expefiences with fraud recently;

* Commissioner Mitchell provided an update on behalf of the Mid-
Michigan District Health Department;

e Commissioner Stacey briefly discussed government funding to fix
the roads;

*» Commissioner Washburn provided an update on behalf of
Community Mental Health;

e The Administrator's Report was provided to the Members,

15. Finance Chairperson Stacey adjourned the meeting at 4:04 p.m.

Commissioner Washburn, Personnel Chairperson reperted on a Personnel
Committee meeting held May 19, 2015.

Members Present

Kam Washburn, Personnel Chairperson
Adam Sfacey, Ken Mitchell

Anne Hill, David Pohl, Bruce DelLong
Robert Showers, Ex-Officic Member

Staff Present
Penny Goerge,
Craig Longnecker




CALL TO ORDER 1. Personnel Chairperson Washburn called the meeting to order at 4:14
p.m.

COMMITTEE ACTION: Commissioner Pohl moved, supported by

Commissioner Hill, to approve the agenda. Motion carried.

PUBLIC COMMENTS 2. Personnel Chairperson Washburn requested limited public comments.
There were none.

2015 MERS DELEGATES TO 3. Personnel Chairperson VWashburn infroduced discussion regarding the
ANNUAL MEETING appointment of Employee and Employer Delegates to the 2015 MERS
Annual Meeting.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Pohl moved,

supported by Commissioner DelLong, to recommend the approval of Barb
Moss as the employee delegate and Cindy Moser as the employee
alternate 1o the 2015 MERS Annual Meeting as selected by secret ballot,
and the appointment of Craig Longnecker as the Officer Representative
and Ryan Wood as the officer alternate to the 2015 MERS Annual
Meeting. Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Washburn moved, supported by

Commissioner Mitchell to concur with the committee recommendation.
Motion carried.

RETIREE HEALTH CARE 4. Personnel Chairperson Washburn introduced Craig Longnecker,
TRUST FUND Deputy Administrator, to discuss the Clinton County Retiree Health
Trust Fund.

The Members reviewed the investment report from Fifth Third for
the first quarter of 2015 ending March 31, 2015;

The investment report showed a return rate since inception
{5/1/02) of 6.0%; the 3 year performance indicates an 8.4% return;
rolling 5 year history indicates a 7.7% return; the fund has an
actuarial performance assumption of 7%;

Asset allocation as of March 31, 2015, fixed income is 48.3% and
equities at 51.7%; -

According to the most recent actuarial analysis, we have reached
over 100% funding;

Mr. Longnecker notified the Members that the Trustees of the
Clinfon County Retiree Health Trust Fund recently conducted a
review of our assumptions, specifically the interest rate
assumption;

A supplemental actuarial valuation has been completed and our
investment advisor will be bringing forward a recommendation on
whether or not to decrease the interest rate assumption slightly;
A recommendation will be brought to the Board of Commissioners
later this summer,

No action taken.

COMMITTEE/COMMISSION 5. Personnel Chairperson Washburn introduced discussion regarding the
APPOINTMENTS appointments to various Committees and Commissions,

05/26/2015
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Del.ong moved,
supported by Commissioner Mitchelf, to recommend reappointing Deb
Green to the Clinton County Library Board for a five (5) year term expiring
June 30, 2020. Mation carried. ‘

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Washbum moved, supported by
Commissioner Mitchell to concur with the committee recommendation.
Chairperson Showers called for further norninations. None were offered.
Motion carried.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner DeLong moved,
supporied by Commissioner Hill, to recommend appointing Commissioner
Dave Fohi as Board Representative and Ken Mitcheil as the Altemate
Representative to the Clinton Post-Secondary Success Network-RESA.
Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Washbum moved, supporied by
Commissioner Del.ong to concur with the commitlee recommendation.
Chairperson Showers called for further nominations, None were offered.
Motion carried,

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner DelLong moved,
supporled by Commissioner Pohl, to recommend appointing
Commissioner Kam Washburn to replace Dave FPohl as Liaison to the
Clinton County Farm Bureau. Motion carried.

BOARD ACTION: Commissioner Washburn moved, supported by
Commissioner Mitchell to concur with the committee recommendation.
Chairperson Showers called for further nominations. None were offered.
Motlon carried.

6. Personnel Chairperson Washburn requested Commissioners’
comments, There were none.

7. Personnel.Chairperson Washburn adjourned the meeling at 4:45 p.m,

BOARD ACTION: With no further business to come before the Board,
Chairperson Showers declared the meeting adjourned at 9:25 a.m. Motion
carried.

r, Hlexicof the Board

Diane Zuke

NOTE: These minutes are subject to approval on June 30, 2015,
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.0 East Lenawee, Lansing 48919
ate of Michigan, County of Clinton

IN THE MATTER OF: CCN- 1182392
CLINTON COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMEN

Being duly sworn, says that he/she is authorized by the publisher of
Clinton Community News, to swear that a certain notice, a copy of
which is annexed here to, was published in the following
publication:

1. Published in the English language for the dissemination
of general and/or legal news, and

2. Has a bonfide list of paying customers or has been
published at least once a week in the same community
without interruption for at least 2 years, and

3. Has been established, published and circulated at least
once a week without interruption for at least one (1)
year in the community whére the publication is to occur.

//1201 5
SHELLY ADAMS ‘%/’/

| ¥S{JBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME THIS( ;

Clinton Community News, 3/1/2

SARAH MUNRO, NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF
MICHIGAN, COUNTY OF INGHAM, MY COMMISSION
EXPIRES DECEMBER, 11TH, 2020, ACTING IN THE
County of Clinton
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Koenissknecht, Therese

‘rom: : jane dailey <janede@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 10:43 AM

To: Neese, Katherine

Ce: Hewitt, Christopher; Koenigsknecht, Therese
Subject: Re: GRANGER EXPANSION OF SERVICE
Jane DAILEY

1726 Autumn Lane
Lansing M! 48912

thanks, If | get out of work on time, il try to make the mtg.
Jane

Thank you for your comment, however, we need your full name and mailing address in order to include this
comment.into our file,

Please reply to this email with the information and | will share your comment with the Solid Waste
Management Planning Committee during our Public Hearing on Thursday April 30", This Public Hearing is.open
to the everyone and will begin.at 5:30pm in the Board of Commissioners Room at the Clinton County
Courthouse located at 100 East State Street in 5t Johns, M1 48879,

Thanks again,

Kate Neese — Recycling & Waste Management Coordinater
Clinton County Depariment of Waste Management

1307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102

St Johns, MI 4B879

| {989) 224-518a

Fax {989} 224-5102

recycle@clinton-county.org

Like us on Facebook! https://www facebook.com/ClintonCauntyM|

This message has been prepared on resources awned by Clinton County, M1, it is subject ta the Internet ond Online Services
Use Palicy of Clinton Caunty.

From: jane dailey [mailto:janede@®c L.net)
Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2015'9:03 AM

To: Neese, Katherine

Subject: GRANGER E)(F'ANSION OF SERVICE

| live in the Grosebeck ne;ghborhcod It is located at the intersection of 127 and Lake Lansing
Road.

This morning as | went out to get the morning paper, yet again, the air was foul with the
methane released by Granger.

its typical with temperature changes, which are obviously very common in Michigan. it has
become WORSE over the 5 years (ive lived here 25)




| like Granger as a rule. | don't have roadside pick up for recycle (Im in Lansing Township) so |
take my items to their recycle bins on Wood street. Their workman are nice, the service is
good and price seems reasonable.

lve called Granger and complained about the smell, they are nice but Im talking to some
young person who is basically PR.

Last year | SW the Clean alr folks more than a couple times.

Granger needs to get contro! of this smell before they expand their service. '
They already take trash from 21 other counties, why does a Lansing URBAN AREA have to
be the storage point?

If you lived here, which is about 1.5 miles from the site, and smelled this routinely, ybu'd

understand ‘ .
Let them find somewhere away from HOMES to generate this stench.

Jane D Dailey




Neese, Katherine

From: GHDeVoss@ao!.com

Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2015 10:37 AM
To: Neesé; Katherine
Subject: Contact from Website

This email is in regards to the proposed expansion of service area for Granger Landfills. I've been a
neighbor of the Granger Grand River Landfill for close to 30 years. They are good neighbors and |
believe they run a good landfill with the safety of the area in mind.

Having said the above, I'm opposed to further expansion of their service area. | think Clinton County
had borne more than it's share of being a landfill for Mid-Michigan area. !'m happy to hear that their

business has declined given the recycling efforts. Ferhaps, they need to consider moving their efforts
more towards that area.

Thanks for the opportunity to provide comments,

Gerald H. De Voss
9357 West Grand River Highway
Grand Ledge, Michigan 48837




LANSINGREGIGNALCHAMBER

Tuesday, April 28, 2015

Clinton County

Solid Waste Planning Committee
107 E. Townsend Rd.

St. Johns, M1 48879

Clinton County'Solid Waste Planning Committee Members:

In the April 26 edition of the Lansing State Journal | noticed an article about the request Granger
made to add four counties to their service area. | would like to encourage your suppott of this
request.

The greater Lansing region benefits from the landfill, recycling and renewable energy resources
responsibly owned and operated by Granger. The Lansing Regional Chamber of Commerce supports

businesses like Granger that are growing, investing and providing job opportunities in the Greater
Lansing region.

Granger should have the opportunity to create more family su'stainedjobs.'They should have the
opportunity to increase the amount of renewable energy available to businesses and residents
served by the Lansing Board of Water and Light. Marketing and expanding their services to new
areas creates these opportunities.

A landfill, while not.a popular land use, should be recognized as a regional resource.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Vi e
Tim Daman

President and CEQ
Lansing Regional Chamber of Commerce

500 E. Mlichigan Avenue, Suite 200
Lansing, Ml 48912

p 517.487.6340
f 517.484.6910

www.lansingchamber.org




Neese, Katherine

N L L
rom: Graham Filier <grahamfillerl0@gmail.com>
sSent: Thursday, April 30, 2015 9:59 AM
To: ’ Neese, Katherine.
Cc: : Koenigsknecht, Therese; Hewitt, Christopher
Subject: ' Re: Proposed Amendment, Granger

Thank you Kate. Here is my information:
Graham Filler

12130 Airport Road
Dewitt, MI 48820

On Thu, Apr 30, 2015 at 8:22 AM, Neese, Katherine <NeeseK(@clinton-county.org> wrote:

Thank you for your comment, however, we need your full name and mailing address in order to include this comment
into our file.

Please reply to this email with the information and 1 wili share your comment with-the Solid Waste Management
Planning Committee during our Public Hearing on Thursday April 30™. This Public Hearing is open to the everyone and

will begin at 5:30pm in the Board of Commissioners Room at the Clinten County Courthouse !pcated at 100 East State
Jtreet'in 5t Johns, Mi 48879,

Thanks again,

Kate Neese ~ Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator
Clinton County Depariment of Waste Management |

1307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102

StJohns, Mi 48879

{989) 224-5186

Fax (989) 224-5102

recycle@clinton-county.org

ke us on Facehook! https://www.facebook.com/ClintonCountyi!




Neese, Katherine

om: Tom Hardenbergh <greenview2004@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2015 1:27 PM
To: Neese, Katherine
Subject: Re: Granger Expansion
Katherine,

Sure would have if that instruction was included in the "Comments Wanted" notice in the DeWitt-Bath Review.
Here it is:

Thomas Clay Hardenbergh
4136 Hamlet Cove
Bath, MI 48808-8781

On Thu, Apr 30, 2015 at 1:23 PM, Neese, Katherine <NeeseK@clinton-county.org> wrote:

Thank you for your comment, however, we need your full name and mailing address in order to-include this comment
into our file.

~lease reply to this email with the information and | will share your comment with the Solid Waste Management
Planning Committee during our Public Hearing on Thursday April 30" This Public Hearing is open to the everyone and

will begin at 5:30pm in the Board of Commissioners Room at the Clinton County Courthouse located at 100 East State
Street in St Johns, Mi 48879.

Thanks again,

Kate Neese -- Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator
Clinton County Department of Waste Management

1307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102

St Johns, M| 48879

{989) 224-5186

Fax (989) 224-5102

recycle@clinton-county.org



Like us on Facebook! https://www.facebook,com/ClintonCountyMi

This message has been prepared on resources owned by Clinton County, Mi, It is subject to the Internet and Online Services Use Policy
of Clintor County.

From: Tom Hardenbergh [maiito:greenview2004@gmafl.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2015 1:21 PM

To: Neese, Katherine
Subject: Granger Expansion

For public comment hearing -

Granger is a good company and a benefit to the community. Proper waste dispesal is a must. However, | have
two concerns about allowing the company to handle additional waste from four other counties.

Clean air is uppermost. The stench from the landfill is awful. The wind carries it far from the landfill into
residential neighborhoods, shopping centers, and parks. Doesn't the Clean Air Act have a provision about the
responsibility of a company to control its odor emissions? In any case, it makes Granger a very bad neighbor at
times. [ think the expansion of Granger's operations should be made contingent on controlling its obnoxious
odors.

Second is concern about the waste-hauling trucks' impact on road surfaces and safety. The wear and tear on
road surfaces caused by these heavy trucks is very evident. They arrive and leave in all directions using
whatever road they want to. Fortunately, the roads adjacent to the landfill appear to have been built to
withstand their weight, Wood Street and State Road are in good condition now. However, I am concerned that
an increase in the number of trucks on them and connecting roads will decrease their life-span. I think the
Clinton and Ingham County road commissions (or agency responsible) should be required to prepare an
estimate of the increased cost to keep these roads in good condition to withstand the increased truck traffic. |
think an entrance to the landfill from BR-127, either on Coleman Road or a new road south of Granger ‘
Meadows Lane should be considered. It should be a priority to minimize the increase in the number of trucks:
going to and from the landfill on Lake Lansing Rd, State Rd, and Wood Street.

Granger landfill isn't far outside of the nearby communities anymore. The communities have grown out to meet
it and are continuing to do so. Granger's desire to improve its bottom-line is commendable, but government
must tell them there is a cost to do it, The quality of life in Lansing, East Lansing, Lansing Township, and

2




DeWitt Township is very important to me. Business and government (i.e., we citizens) must pay the cost of
maintaining it.

Tom Hardenbergh

Bath Township




Meese, Katherine

‘rom: LeRoy Harvey <harvey@meridian.mi.us>
Sent Tuesday, April 21, 2015 3:34 PM

To: MNeese, Katherine ‘
Subject: comments

To Whom It May Concern,

Given the broad multi-partisan.support for waste reduction and recycling in Michigan, | wouid suggest that any
expansion of the landfill (usage, tonnage, area served, etc.) be contingent on expansion in recycling and related waste
reduction efforts. ‘

To thoughtfully and creatively address this opportunity, | would strong.recommend a study of similar agreements in
other parts of the U.S. that tie permits and landfill usage to sustainability goals set by the community. An example
wouid be to require a minimum, 20% recycling (by volume or weight) of any materials that would otherwise be landfilled
{20% diversion rate}.

Thank you far considering these suggestions,
LeRoy .

LeRoy Harvey
4440 DeCamp
Aojt Mt 48842

LeRoy Harvey
Harvey@meridian.mi.us
http://recycle.meridian.mi.us
(517)853-4466




Neése, Katherine

_ I — O
“om: Terry Link <link@msu.edu>
sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 10:37 AM
To: Neese, Katherine
Subject: Granger Expansion

Hi Kate,

Due to previous business commitments in Ann Arbor an Thursday afterncan, 1 will not be able to attend the hearing
Thursday evening. Of course the committee has heard some of my concerns before some of which were reworked in the
City Pulse column from two weeks ago. | believe that column gets at the essence of the decision points for the
committee and commissioners. I would ask that the column be entered into the public record along with this note,

Let me just synthesize a touple of points that underlie my concerns and that | would wish the decision makers — hoth the
sotid waste committee and the commissioners would cansider.

1} There are more options other than the one being offered by Granger. Not to explore them or search for
additionai ones is a disservice to the community they are representing.

2} The object for the public good is to reduce waste, Granger or any landfill operator should not be punished
because of it. Realigning policies that support waste reduction from cradle to grave is essential for government
to fulfiil its obligation to the public pood,

t would be glad to be part of group that attempts to find a solution that is in the pubfi¢ interest.
All gond things,

Terry Link

8767 Price Rd.

Laingsburg, Mi 48848

link&@msu.edu
www.startingnowlic.com

Senior Fellow, U.S. Partnership for Education for Sustainable Development
www.uspartnership.org

BLOG: httn://possibilitator.blogspot.com

One Planet, One Family, One Future
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From: Neese, Katherine [mailto:NeeseK@cdlinton-county.org]

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 9:55 AM

To: 'Dave'

Ce: Hill, Anne; Cathy with CoEL; Christine Spitziey; City of DeWitt; City of EL Clerk; Clare County; Denise Donohue;

NeWitt Twp Rep; Doug VanEssen (dwv@silvervanessen.com); Gayle Miller (glkrieger77@gmail.com); Goerge, Penny;
«eheler, Deb; Hewitt, Christopher; Hilisdale Chair; Hillsdale County; John Lancour; Julie Powers; Koenigsknecht, Therese;
Kurt Ray Ind Waste Gen Rep; Laurie from City of EL; Lenawee County; Lenawee Solid Waste; Marle Howe; Mecosta

County; Miller, Christina (ODNRE) (MILLERC1@michigan.gov); Roger Simon from Padnos; Stacey, Adam; Terry Link; Tim

Fair; Tim M Dept of Nat Res; Tonia Olson (Tolson@®grangernet.corm); Walt Sorg; Welch, Lori (Lori,Welch@lansingml.gov);

1




Wood, Ryan; Zuker, Diane
Subject: RE: Granger Expansion

Thank you for your comments. They have been received and will be shared with the Solid Waste Management Planning
Committee during our Public Hearing on Thursday April 30™. This Public Hearing is open to the everyone and will begin
at 5:30pm in the Board of Commissioners Room at the Clinton County Courthouse located at 100 East State Street in St
Johns, M 48879. ‘

Kate Neese — Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator
Clinton County Department of Waste Management

1307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102

St Johns, M1 48879

(989) 224-5186

Fax (989) 224-5102

recycle@clinton-county.org

Like us on Facebook! https://www.facebool.com/ClintonCountyM!

This message has been prepared on resources owned by Clinton County, MI. It is subject to the Internet and Online Services Use Policy
of Clinton County.

From: Dave [mailto:davepfaff@hotmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2015 11:10 AM

To: Neese, Katherine

Subject: Granger Expansion

Comments: Each county or specific area should be responsible for the waste created there. This could be an
incentive for waste reduction. Recycling is an inefficient, and in the whole, uneconomical, 'feel good' system.
The entire waste stream has increased greatly over the years. There is currently no incentive to reduce waste.
Perhaps with a 'if you make it, you handle it' system, changes would be made.

My opinion, don't approve the changes Granger is requesting.
Dave Pfaff

12167 Airport Road

DeWitt

48820

517-669-3798
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Wedneaday, April 15,2015

The long haul

Granger plan for transporting waste hurls the pubiic good
by Terry Link

Recemly Granger Hli & Assoclates, which run the Woad Sirest land[Pl, has requested CEnton County to amend the courty's scfid waste plan The proposed

amandment woud afiow fGranger o collect and hau refuse fram addiional counties - Clare, Mecosta, Lenawee, ard Hillsdale — even huriter away from their
; exisling approved coflection territory.

T3 i3 canainly reascnable from the private interest perspective of the Grangsr business, i makes manay from the hauting and the fandfiling of the ralute, B §

weui remind the decision-makars in this process that county povernmerd shoud reflect tba pubiic goed first and private gain only secondariy.

Inikia case the request ta mave moee trash a greater distance {the additional counties Bs moasured fram thair courty seats range fremn 70 o 520 miks fram Ihe
lanafi) is not in the publc intaresd, dearly not ervirenmentally, The discussion, aspecialy given the growing concern from the scientific community of the thyeata from
¢clirmate digruption and ecoiagical uaravoling, should follow the old Hippocratic maxim, *Firat, do no harm.*

This proposal harma the public good in saveral ways, By moving waste farther and farther from Als poimt of origin, we unnecessarlly add mora greenhouse gasea
from the trucks to the already overbwdened almosphere, In addiion, as we all know, the mamra of responsible sofid waste is "raduce, reuse, recycle,” Thece v

nothing in this proposal thel addresses or attemp!s to improva any of those priorilies of ihat weliestablished praclice. As such, il does no! reduce waste but simply
adds environmantal burdens.

But 1 e 10 go back fo the responsibifly of govemmental bodias to protect, preserve and enhancs the public good, Tha Granger compary has been a reasanably
paad local steward of our fandlill operation for more than 40 years. YWe need a landfiil to safely dispose of unusable or unrecyclablie materlals white prolecting owr
groundwater, 2tmosphere and jand, The eccromic madel oo which many rsinasses and supportive pelicies are canstrueted is cne of growth. In this case, the mare
reluse Geanger can collect, hawl, and biry, the better their economic bottom ling, The now soon-to-be-retired cid myth of MORE is BETTER, or unfimited economic
growth {note Lhe similarity ta cancer calls), doesnt work anyriore, and cerlainly not in terms of solid waste. By asking owr community merrters ia reduce, reuse and

recycls, wa're asking them to shrink waste hauting, Thus Grange: wisaly got rsoived in recycling end camposting ef{lorts and mare recenlly with capturing the
methane fram tha Jard (il for energy use,

: But it would seem fzcm this proposal that Granger has hit tha wall. its only proposal is to simply ignore the solid waste ¥iogy as 3 way out. | beliave R falls upcn

i A county officials to assist Granger, as & compary wilh lceal roots and in good slanding, by exploring ather ramedies to their "wall” that are more in kne with tha pulblic
| good — 1.8, reducing, reusing, and recycling, As a private citizen, | sea no evidance thal ihis act has been explored with any sincere due diligence by eithsr of tha
parties. Tha fack cf imagination and colleboration to create something better 15 canalnly disappaintng 1o me, both as a formar county commissioner and as somaone
wilh mare than a Htle knowiedge abowt sofid woste and anvirenmenlal issues,

On a finita planet with a growing popuation, tho simple math tells vs we must fediee waste, incleding greenhouse gases, Doing so will requre a dfterant set of
incentives if the work rmust bring some entitles prof. Government cHicals are everdue in revieming the rves of the gamo, Thera is plenty of room for crenthvity in
firding soluions, (ntil scme afleraativas are offered, this proposal should be tabied and ployers $houid take ths opperturity to explore — together with a commitiec
of citizens, government officials, and Granger -- poasitle aiernatives which might benefit us all and the chilkdzen and grandchildren we leava behind.

{Consultart Terry Link was the founding direcicr of MSL's Office of Campus Sustainabiity amd i a serior felipw with tha LS. Parlngcahlp for Eduzation for
Sustainsble Development, He can ba reached at #nk @lansingcitypulse, com,)
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Neese, Katherine

‘om; Paul Opsommer <popsommer@goctii.com>
Sent; Thursday, April 30, 2015 11:30 AM
To: Neese, Katherine -
Subject: Written comments on granger
Attachments: Opsammer Letter tc Clinton.docx.

Piease {ind attached my comments concerning the request by Granger. Having served in the Michigan Legislature and
having the honor of serving on the House Energy cammittee for 3 legislative terms | feel | have an in depth knowledge of
the issues involved in this request. | strongly support their efforts.

Thank you for your time.

Paul E. Opsommer
Central Transport
Warren, Mi,

Cell {810} 516 5437




Aprit 28, 2015

Clinton County Solid Waste Planning Committee:

Thank you for your service ta our county and your consideratian of tha request from Granger to add
four counties ta the sofid waste plan. | am writing to encourage your support of the proposed
amendment.

We are fortunate to have this responsible, family-owned company aperating in our county. Granger

~ provides Jobs for residents of the greater region, enviranmental stewardship with their recycling and

renewable energy programs and corporate philanthropy that benefits numerous charitable
organizations. | would like to continue to see Granger prosper as their success benefits our county
and the entire region.

| have had the opportunity to visit and tour the Granger facilities on a number of occasions. They
aperate in a manner that exceeds regulatory requirements. They have high safety standards. They
have demonstrated, numerous times, their commitment to serving the interests of the community
angd minimizing nuisance from a type of operation that can often be a coneern.

Sincerely,




Neese, Katherine

S — ST T ]
“rom: Dave <davepfaff@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2015 11:10 AM
Ta; MNeese, Katherine
Subject: Granger Expansion

Comments: Each county or specific area should be responsible for the waste created there, This could be an
incentive for waste reduction. Recycling is an inefficient, and in the whole, uneconomical, ‘feel good’ system.
The entire waste stream has increased greatly over the years. There is currently na incentive to reduce waste.
Perhaps with a 'if you make it, you handle it' system, changes would be made.

My apinion, dan't approve the changes Granger is requesting.

Dave Pfaff

12167 Airport Road
DeWitt

48820

517-669-3798
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Hometown People. Hometown Power,

April 29, 2015
Dear Clinton County Solid Waste Planning Committee Members:

In 2008, the Lansing Board of Water & Light {BWL) partnered with Granger to bring renewable
energy to residents in the greater Lansing area. As trash deposited in the Granger Clinton
County landfills decomposes it produces landfill gas. Engine generators at the Granger Wood
Road Generating Statian in Lansing produce renewable energy from landfill gas for the BWL.
The station has seven engines with the capacity to generate enough power for about 10,000
homes in the BWL service territory. BWL also receives |andfill-generated renewable energy
from the Granger Grand River Generating Station in Grand Ledge. Combined, the stations can
produce enough power for nearly 14,000 homes.

Through this partnership, both the BWL and Granger have helped to reduce emissions of
methane and decrease the need to generate energy from fossil fuels. in addition, the
partnership has helped to create jobs associated with the design, construction and operation of
energy recovery systems,

As you consider the request by Granger to add to their service territory we hope you will keep
these valuable renewable energy benefits in mind. Suppert for this request means more
renewable energy and more jobs in the mid-Michigan region.

Sincerely,

Stephen Sexfaian

Stephen Serkaian
Executive Director, Public Affairs
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Koenigsknecht, Therese — — —

I L
rom: Neese, Katherine
asent: Monday, April 27, 2015 11:35 AM
To: ‘webstertw@comcast.net’ .
Cc: Hill, Anne; Cathy with CoEL; Christine Spitzley; City of DeWitt; City of EL Clerk; Clare

County; Denise Donchue; DeWitt Twp Rep: Doug VanEssen (dwv@silvervanessen.comy;
Gayle Miller {(gikrieger77@gmail.com); Goerge, Penny; Hebeler, Deb; Hewitt,
Christopher; Hillsdale Chair; Hillsdale County; John Lancour; Julie Powers;
Koenigsknecht, Therase; Kurt Ray Ind Waste Gen Rep;. Laurie fromn City of EL; Lenawee
County; Lenawee Solid Waste; Marie Howe; Mecosta County; Miller, Christina (DNRE}
{MILLERC1@michigan.gov); Roger Simon from Padnos; Stacey, Adam; Terry Link; Tim
Fair; Tim M Dept of Nat Res; Tonia Olson {Tolson@grangernet.com); Walt Sorg; Welch,
Lori {Lori Welch@Iansingmi.gov); Wood, Ryan; Zuker, Diane

Subject: RE: Granger Expansion- Four More Counties (OFPPOSED)

Thank you for your public comments and information. They have been received and will be shared with the Solid Waste
Management Planning Committee during our Public Hearing on Thursday April 30™. This Public Hearing is open to the
everyane and will begin at 5:30pm in the Board of Commissioners Room at the Clinton County Courthouse located at
100 East State Street in 5t Johns, M1 48879,

Thanks again,
Kate Neese — Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator
Clinton County Department of Waste Management
307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102
St Johns, M1 48879
{989) 224-5186
Fax {989] 224-5102

recycle@clinton-county.org

Like us an Facebook! https://www.facebock.com/ClintonCountyii!

This message has been prepared on resources awned by Clintan County, ML, it Is subject to the internet ond Online Services Use Palicy
af Clinton County.

From: webhste co t.net [mailto:webstertw@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 11:30 AM

To: Neese, Katherine
Subject: Re: Granger Expansion- Four More Counties (OPPOSED)

Tony Webster
13063 Hide Away Lane
Dewitt, Mi. 48820

Please only share this with those entities where there is a legal requirement. Thank you.

rom: "Katherine Neese" <NeeseK@clinton-county.org>

To: "webstertw@comgcast.net" <webstertw@comcast.net>
Cc: "Therese Koenigsknecht" <KOENIGST@clinton-county.org>, "Christopher Hewitt"

1



<hewittc@clinton-county.org>
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 9:54:15 AM
Subject: RE; Granger Expansmn- Four More Counties (OPPOSED)

Thank you for your comment, however, we need your full hame and mailing address in order to inciude this comment
into our file,

Please reply to this email with the information and 1 will share your comment with the Solid Waste Management
Planning Committee during our Public Hearing on Thursday April 30™. This Public Hearing is open to the everyone and
will. begin at 5:30pm in the Board of Commissioners Room at the Clinton County Courthouse located at 100 East State
Street in St Johns, M1 48879,

Thanks again, :

Kate Neese — Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator
Clinton County Department of Waste Management

1307 E. Townsend Road *5uite 102

5t Johns, M1 48879

{989) 224-5186

Fax (989} 224-5102

recycle@clinton-county.org

Like us on Facebook! https://www.facebook.com/ClintonCountyM{

This message has been prepared an resoaurces owned by Clinton County, My, it Is subject'tc the internet and Onfine Services Uise Poficy
of Clintan County.

From: webstertw@®comcast.net [maitto:webstertw@comcast.net)
Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2015 2:52 PM

To: Naese, Katherine

Subject: Granger Expansion- Four Mare Counties (OPPOSED)

| am not in favar of granting Granger the right to haut! trash into our area from four additional
counties. Please do not approve the request. Thank you.




April 30, 2015

Clinton County Solid Waste Planning Committce
Clinton County Commissioners

Clinton County Solid Waste Council Members
100 E. Cass St.

St. Johns, MI 48879

Dear Clinton County officials,

My name is Gayle Miller. For eleven years, from 1990 to 2001, I worked for the Clinton County
Department of Waste Management as Assistant and then Acting Solid Waste Management Coordinator. I
have over 25 years of ‘experience in solid waste and environmental policy making. I live in Ovid
Township and now ' run my own small business. I'm writing because of my serious concemn over
Granger’s request to.expand their service territory.

You will soon be deliberating Granger’s request to:modify the Clinton County Solid Waste Plan to add
four more counties to the 20 counties that can already send trash to Clinton County for disposal. Furge

you 1o read this letter and attached document and serionsly consider the points I raise as you make this

decision.

Granger is a good company, and I believe that Granger is well suited to operate the two landfills that exist
in Clinton County. Granger will surely profit from eéxpanding their service territory. However, 1 believe
that certain changes must bé made to the Solid Waste Plan to protect Clinton County citizens before
Granger’s request is approved.,

In the following pages I lay out an argument for increasing the Solid Waste User Fee that Granger collects
from its customers, and for modifications to the Solid Waste Plan that should be made before the County

grants an cxpansion.

Granger will, no doubt, oppose these recommendations. Their exccutives will ¢laim that raising the User
Fee will force them to raise their pnces and that we, as customers, will pay more. But this is not
necessartily the case. There are numerous s¢enarios possible that would benefit and protect Clinton
County’s interests, improve recycling and waste rednction in other areas of the state, and allow Granger to
profit - without increasing costs to Clinton County residents.

I put these issues to you as a former employee of the County, and as a Clinton County resident, busmess
owner and taxpayer. Thank youn for your consideration and thoughiful deliberation of this matter. I'd be
happy to answer any questions you may have, and am available by phone or cmail. T am also available to
attend mectings if required.

9395 Taft Rd., Ovid MI 48866
(517) 420-71987

glkrieger?7@gmail.com




Public Testimony
from
Gayle Miller (former Clinton County Solid Waste Management Coordinator) on

Granger’s Request to Add Four Counties to Their Service Territory
April 30, 2015

Local landfill owner Granger is requesting approval from Clinton County to add Clare, Hillsdale,
Lenawee and Mecosta counties to the 20 counties already allowed to send trash to Granger’s two
Clinton County landfills for disposal. If approved, Granger could import an unlimited amount of
waste from these additional four counties. Granger claims they need to increase their service
territory to remain competitive.

While it is in the interest of Clinton County government to do what they can to help specific
local companies remain profitable, it is even more essential for County government to protect the
interests of Clinton County residents, and the thomsands of other businesses located here. [t
should be Clinton County s primary obligation to ensure that landfill space remains available
Jor Clinton County's waste as economically as possible, for as long as possible. Allowing more
counties to use Granger’s landfill space will inevitably mean that space for our own waste will
run out SGOmner.

The addition of these counties requires an amendment of the County’s Solid Waste Plan.
Modifications to the Plan are time consuming and expensive and any changes should be
considered permanent. The County Solid Waste Plan was first developed prior to 1990 — and has
been modified very rarely since then, In conjunction with Granger’s request, the County Solid
Waste Plan should be updated now. It is possible that this is the only opportunity Clinton County
will have to modemize its Solid Waste Plan for the next 20 years.

Granger’s request is not as simple as deciding whether or not they should be allowed to expand
their service termtory. It is @ much more complex question of the improvements the County
should adopt in its Plan in exchange for allowing Granger to expand. By striking the right
balance, Granger can expand while meeting the needs and protecting the interests of Clinton
County residents and businesses for the long term.

Below are changes to the Solid Waste Plan that I believe are essential and should be made before
Granger is allowed to expand.




1. Increase the Landfill User Fee

In 1989, Clinton County adopted its first Solid Waste Management Plan which requires all
haulers to collect a $0.25/cubic yard User Fee from customers, to be paid to the County for trash
disposed of in Clinton County, The User Fee helps compensate the County for the unpleasant
impacts of being “host” to two landfills, For more than 25 years this fee has helped implement
local recycling programs, paid for special disposal programs, and finauced critical waste
reduction and environmental education programs in Clinton County.

But inflation has eaten away at the User Fee s0 that it is now worth about $.11 (less than half)
compared to when it was first established. Because of this reduced funding, the Department of
Waste Management has cut staffing by a third; scaled back education programs to help reduce
waste; and popular waste reduction programs themselves (such as the Clean Community Events)
are at rigk - all to the detriment of Clinton County residents and businesses,

The Department of Waste Management’s fund balance is also shrinking, Due to an inadequate
operating budget, the department will likely have to dip into the Fund Balance to cover
programming costs in 2015. The fund balance was also reduced when approximately $200,000
was taken to buy parkland a few years ago — a use I believe is inconsistent with the original
intent of the User Fee’s creation.

With an adequate User Fee in place, the Clinton County Department of Waste Management can
ramp back up to a fully funded department and an effective service provider.

Recommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan to increase the User Fee to 80.75/cubic yard,
with annual inflationary adjustment. The Plan should also explicitly specify that User Fee funds
are to be used only for activities associated with reducing and managing waste. The Planning
Committee could also consider reducing the User Fee charged to Clinton County residents while
increasing the User Fee charged to customers aof other counties, In any case, the shrinking
budget of the Depariment of Waste Management should not be allowed to continue.

2. Establish Adequate Fund Balance & Emergency Fund

Having a local landfill is both a blessing and a curse. Clinton County clearly benefits from the
jobs and economic activity of the landfill business. We benefit by having a local place to dispose
of our waste. And, as a community-minded company, Granger gives charitably and is involved
in many aspects of Clinton County community life. But unlike most other businesses, landfills
impose unique impacts on the communities where they exist.

As a “host county” of two landfills, Clinton County faces real risks, tangible and intangible costs,
and unpleasant side-effects of these operations, Granger’s landfills are both well run and “state-
of-the-art.” But this does not mean that they don’t have impacts and costs — which exist now
(such as odors) and in the fiure (such as leaks),

Odor complaints are common with any landfill operation. While Granger usually does a fairly
good job with odor management, trash smells bad — that’s a fact. Granger has been working for




months to try and improve operations in order to control the odors. This will be a baitle they will
contimue to fight for as long as the landfills are in operation. Simply put, two entire regions of
Clinton County are likely to smell bad (sometimes it’s worse and sometimes better) for decades
to come.

The aquifer that provides the water that all of us in Clinton County drink is in close proximity to
millions of tons of buried waste in Granger’s two landfills. Should Granger’s landfill liners leak,
their water filtration system malfunction, or some other natural disaster occurs that compromises
the landfills’ integrity and their protection systems, our water is at risk.

Traffic, dust and blowing trash are also concerns to nearby residents of the landfills. Property
values near the landfill are likely lower. No-one spends top dollar for a house within the odor
footprint of a landfill.

Finally, while hopefully rare, major disasters do occur. Granger surely has prevention and
mitigation plans in place. But whether it’s a tornado, a rare earthquake, or a landfill fire, Clinton
County residents face issues and dangers that communities without landfills do not have to worry
-about.

The Department of Waste Management’s Fund Balance is. vastly inadequate to help county
residents deal with any of the above scenarios if Granger can’t. Tf, for example, Granger had a
catastrophic failure in their wastewater treatment system and then went bankrupt, how much
money would Clinton County need to purchasé bottled water for DeWitt and Watertown
Township residents indefinitely? If Granger had a bad landfill fire like the ones in Hamilton or
Stark Counties in Ohio, would enough money be available to help-nearby residents relocate?
What would be the cost in air pollution to nearby neighbors? Landfill fires are common —
according to Waste Manzagement World there are about 8,300 landfill fires in the US per year.
They can burn for a very long time,

Recommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan to create a comfortable fund balance that
would be available to assist County residents in case of a landfill disaster. A fund of this sort
would be raised by the increased User Fee. The fund balance should be used only for projects
directly related to waste reduction and recycling in Clinton County. The emergency fund should
be reserved for use only in the case of an-emergency.

Require Mggnmﬁul Reciprocal égreements

The space available in a landfill development is finite. Vertical and horizontal expans:ons are
possible, but the two Clinton County landfills are ultimately restricted by developed property
surrounding the landfills. Significant expansions to these landfills will be expensive, lengthy and
controversial.

~ According to the current Solid Waste Plan, counties sending their trash to Clinton County have
agreed to reciprocate in the futiire -- to take our trash if and when they ever site a landfill in their
counties. Yet, according to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, none of the four
counties under consideration are planning to build landﬂlls Itis extremely unlikely that they will
ever build landfills.




If Granger’s requestis granted, Clinton County will give up irreplaceable landfill space to
counties that have no real obligation to reciprocate when the time comes. Only counties that have
existing landfills or those that are in thé process of building or expanding a landfill should be
allowed to send waste to Clinton County.

Recommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan to ensure that real landfill space is available for
Clinton County residents when that need arises. Counties that do rot have a landfill now should
not be allowed 1o send waste to Climton County. The County should take a very long-term view of
this issue — 50-75 years at least.

4. Require Exporting Counties to Reduce Their Waste
Clinton County has very good waste reduction and recycling programs available to residents, Yet

some of the counties that send their waste to Clinton County do nothing to reduce waste. Clinton
County works hard to reduce waste and recycle specifically to extend the life of our existing
landfill space and reduce the amount of harmful chemicals buried there. Why would we allow
other counties to send their waste here if they 've done NOTHING to reduce their own waste ?

As documented on Governor Snyder’s Environmental Dashboard, of the four counties Granger
wants to add to their service territory, only Clare County has even the most basic waste reduction
and recycling services available. Hillsdale, Lenawee and Mecosta Couanties have little available
to help their residents reduce waste,

Available landfill space is at a premium. The DEQ recently reported that Michigan landfills have
approximately 26 years of capacity available before they have to start expanding existing
landfills or building new ones, which will be extraordinarily expensive.

Recommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan to allow only those counties that have
comprehensive and convenient waste reduction and recycling programs in place to send their
waste to Clinton County lemdfills.

5. Require Granger to help Customers Reduce Waste

There are many ways to encourage people to participate in recycling, but “Pay As You Throw”
(PAYT) programs are one of the most effective. Ideally, PAYT programs should be the norm,
rather than the exception — the more you throw away, the more you pay. However, most of
today’s Cart/Container programs fail to reward waste reduction, composting and recycling. One
or two cart sizes are generally available and customers can squeeze as much as they want into
each container without paying any more.

Granger currently offers an optional PAYT service by allowing residents to pay “by the bag™ for
their trash disposal. This is a very good deal for those of us who aggressively reduce our waste,
"But there is limited participation, primarily because it isn’t promoted. The County should require
Granger to offer and essively promote a PAYT trash collection option to customers in
Clinton County and all counties that send their waste to Clinton County.




In addition, Granger should offer convénient recycling services to their out-of-county customers.
For example, if Lenawee County doesn’t have convenient recycling programs for their residents,
Granger could only service their trash customers if they also provide free or low-cost drop-off or
curbside recycling services. Granger should not be allowed to cherry pick profitable trash
contracts without also offering recycling services,

Recommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan.to require Granger to offer and aggressively

promote PAYT programs to all customers, coupled with free or low-cost recycling services to
customers that don’t otherwise have access to effective waste reduction programs.

Conclusion

- Environmentally, it makes little sense to transport waste here from distant counties when closer

landfills are available. The transport of waste should be avoided completely if at all possible.
However, given the fact that the County is likely to approve Granger’s request anyway, it is in
the County’s best interests to update the Solid Waste Plan as recommended above.

Granger 13 a good company and we are lucky to have them operating the landfills in Clinton
County., It is also a very profitable company. Granger executives will not like these
recommendations. However, Clinton County officials must look beyond what Granger wants for
the short term and consider what is best for Clinton County citizens in the long term.

In summary, the Solid Waste Planning Committee, the Solid Waste Council and the County
Board of Commissioners should amend the Solid Waste Plan to:

1. Increase the User Fee established in 1989 from $0.25/CY to $0.75/CY.

2. Create an adequate fund balance and emergency fund using the User Fee.

3. Require meaningful reciprocal agreements with-counties sending their waste to Clinton
County.

4. Require counties that send thejr waste to Clinton County landfills to have adequate waste
reduction programs of their own.

5. Require Granger to offer waste reduction programs such as Pay-As-You-Throw and
curbside recycling services to customers in counties whose waste they want to dispose of
in Clinton County.

Finally, Granger’s request should open the door to further and more deliberate discussions about
how our county -- and counties Granger wishes to operate in — can move forward toward zero
waste. Endless scenarios are possible that would allow Granger to get what it wants while
protecting the interests of Clinton County — and ultimately benefiting the environment in every
county where Granger operates.
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON
BATH CHARTER TOWNSHIP

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TQO CLINTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

-

At a regular. meeting of the Bath Charter Township Board of Trustees held in Bath,
Michigan on August 3, 2015 at 7:00 p.m.

PRESENT: Clark, McQueen, Garrity, Cronk, Pett, Puttler
ABSENT: Fewins-Bliss
The following resolution was offered by McQueen and supported by Pett:

WHEREAS, Clinton County ("County") has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
("Plan") under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 ("Part 115") as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and
BRECONLIOW YDOLA

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a Plan
Amendmient in-Résolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS |, Part] 15 tequires ‘Teviéw and apptoval of the Plan Amendment by at least 67
percent of the mumc1pa11t1es located w1thm Clinton County; and .

WHEREAS the Bath Charter Township Board of Trustees has reviewed the Plan
Amendment .and finds that it promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interésts of the
citizens l1v1ng therein;

\ .!‘.n.

NOW | THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Bath Charter Township Board of
Trustees approves the proposed Plan. Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management
Plan;

, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the

Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.

Johns, MI 48879 and may be iricluded as a matter of record in the Appendix of the ‘Solid Waste
Management.Plan or its Plan Amendment.

Lo !\fin(}‘ “'f AT rJ'lh) "? I IR L : 'u.! R" J'F" P S e

YEAS: nPettaPuttler Gamty,”Cronk, McQueen WS I R SENGIIGET A ST JOERT Q)
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED

fm FIRISUCGR T : ( g 9}7%

Kathleen B McQueen, Clerk




STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY O¥F CLINTON ‘
Name of local unit: @%M

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the WM held in .ﬁc% ~, Michigan on
ef’f}«x’-p , 2015, at 7@ am.

PRESENT: A%t~ 5odefee Lbrct) B gt Berceas Fdectitboce,
Vi Pee Onell Kico Icicelnans ”

ABSENT: Sl

The following resolution was offered by & .54 #24ec,.’  and supported by
V, Fuobnss .

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County”) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan™) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115™) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be penodically vpdated in light of changing
circumstances; and .

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clintor County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the Zi ¢ty #7L has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the ‘Zorpt. Fnvalys) Brr i~
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Wéste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, M1 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

YEAS: JW W ééﬁ@,’ W fsz
NAYS:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED
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STATE OF MICHIGAN }
} ss:

COUNTY OF CLINTON )

The undersigned, duly qualified and acting Clerk of Bengal Township, Clinton County,
Michigan, herby certifies that the foregoing constitutes a true and complete copy of the
Resolution Approving Amendment to Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan by said
Board at a regular meeting held on July 8, 2015, the original of which is part of the Board’s
minutes. The undersigned further certifies that notice of the meeting was given to the public
pursuant to the provisions of the Open Meetings Act {Act 267 of 1976, as amended).

Cle?k, Bengal Township ’
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TOWNSHIP OF BINGHAM
RESOLUTION #2015-08-10

At the Regular Meeting of the Township Board of Trustees (the “Township Board”) of
the Township of Bingham (the “Township”), Clinton County, Michigan held at 4179
South BR 127, St. Johns, Michigan on August 10, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. there was:

PRESENT: James Ostrowski, Helen Kus, Jessica Smith, Eric Harger, Tony
Hufnagel

ABSENT: None
The following resolution was offered by Kus and supported by Hufnagel.

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID
WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County”) has adopted a Solid Waste Management
Plan (“Plan”) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (*Part 115”) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of
changing circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners
adopted a Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at
least 67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, BINGHAM TOWNSHIP has reviewed the Plan Amendment and
finds that it promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens
living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the TOWNSHIP OF
BINGHAM approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste
Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to
the Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend
Road, Suite 102, St. Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record
in the Appendix of the Solid Waste Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.




A Roll call Vote on the foregoing resolution was taken and is as follows:

Yeas: 5

Nays:  None
Abstain: None
Absent: None

The resolution was declared Adopted

Helen Kus, Clerk

CERTIFICATION

I, the undersigned and duly qualified and elected Clerk of the Township, hereby certify
that, (1) the foregoing is a true and complete copy of Resolution 2015-08-10 adopted by
the Township Board at the regular meeting held on August 10, 2015, at which meeting a
quorum was present and remained throughout, the original which is on file in my office,
(2) the meeting was conducted and public notice was given pursuant to and in compliance
with Act No. 267, Michigan Public Acts of 1976, as amended, and (3) the minutes of
such meeting were kept and will be or have been made available as required thereby.

" ‘u‘.‘J Yoo,
ﬁﬂ\\ ii{ﬂjh L

Helen Kus, Bmgham Townshlp Clerk =~ o
b l\ B LA

Dated: August 10,2015 = N ST e

By order of the Bingham Townshlp Board ., fi

Helen Kus, e TR
Bingham Townshlp Clerk ey 4T



STATE OF MICHIGAN

COUNTY OECLINTON __-
Name of local unit: j)uﬁw / wgp

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the '7—2/0;7 ~g@f‘moL held in \éﬁw@g_ﬁdichigan on
LJ“Q‘—. 7 2015, at 72 m.

ENTQQ(MU&WWA-CX/&K %w

émkmqé.ﬂ\ N Mg‘% )
ABSENT: *6“

f? he fol]owmg resolution was offered by &j @Mﬂd supported by
WHEREAS, Clinton County (*County”) has adopted a Solid Waste Managernent Plan

(*Plan™) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115”) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the "7 wy Farcd has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid'waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the-l200a 7 pfbanal _
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Managethent Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Wuste

Management Plan or its Plan Amendment. K M |
vuas: S\ Sehoder, G spera F&&% A ﬁ@ww
NAYS: ’9

RESOLUTION ADOPTED wmu
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

COUNTY OF CLINTON

DeWitt Charter Township
R2015-06-12

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANGEMENT PLAN

Al a regular meeting of the Township Board held in DeWitt, Michigan on June 22, 2015,
at7 p.m.

PRESENT: Supervisor Galardi, Clerk Mosier, Treasurer Daggy,
Trustees Balzer and Musselman

ABSENT: Trustces Ross and Secger
The following resolution was offered by Musselman and supported by Daggy:

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County™) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan™) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115"") as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHLEREAS, the Township has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it promotes
and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that thc Charter Township of DeWitt
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, M1l 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

YEAS: 5§




NAYS: ©

Resolution declared adopted.

o
AIANL_ Wpgett

Diane Mosicr, Township Clerk

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
)58
COUNTY OF CLINTON }

1, the undersigned, the duly qualified Clerk of the Charter Township of DeWitt, Clinton County,
Michigan, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and complete copy of the proceedings
taken by the Township Board at a Regular meeting held on the 22nd day of June, 2015.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto affixed by official signature this 22nd day of June,
2015.

Diane.Mosier, Township Clerk




STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON
Name of local unit: City of DeWitt

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
N MANAGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the DeWitt City Council held in DeWitt, Michigan on July 14",
2015, at 7 p.m.

PRESENT: _Mayor_ Rundborg, Council memhers Cooper, Hunsaker, landgraf

Leeming, Ostander and Stoker

ABSENT: None

The following resolution was offered by Leeming and supported by
Hunsaker

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County™) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan™) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115”) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the City of DeWitt has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of DeWitt approves the
proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment,

YEAS: ©

NAYS: ©

RESOLUTION ADOPTED



STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON

Name of local unit: £ Qg /% Zaggﬁ&é&?_’

RESQLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of thezﬁ%}é Tuwye &mw held in & é/ ¢ . Michigan on
Talyry 2015 atea0om .

ABSENT: (\\ﬁ nd

The following resolution was offered bﬁw&lgg;_ and supported by

"Jggﬁngi’gf AT

WHEREAS, Clinton County (*County™) has adopted a Solid Waste Manapement Plan
(“Plan”) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (*Part 115™) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted 2
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, fh%"ﬂw_h&iﬁ__ has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid Waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that thedslt Ture Ron 0D
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, MI 48879 and may be.included as a matter of record in the Appéndix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

YEASTpadie S SurHh - Toutlie s
NAYS: \kon i

RESOLUTION ADOPTED

1
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MEMBERS

Marein Heran

Andy McG lashen, Chaiy
Nella Davis-Ray

Sue Wamen

Darinda YanKempen
Kemrin O'Brien

Kewvin Sayers

Fohr Kingly, Vice Cheiz
ERiz Kanipz Mmclynan

City Councit Liaison
Moyor Natian Triplest

Siufl Liakon
Cathy LiaShambo
(51T 156936

Ciry of Eost Lansing
DEPARTMENT OF FUBLIC
WORKS &
ENVIRONMENTAL
SERYICES

t800 L, State Road

East Langing, MI[ 48823

(517 337-9459
wyvw cityofeastiansiap.com

COMMISSION ON THE ENVIRONMENT

Quality Services for a Quality Community

September 2, 2015

Dear Ms, Neese,

The City of East Lansing Commission on the Environment has given consideration the
Clinton County Part 115 Solid Waste Management Plan Amendment. The Commission
understands their role in the process of this amendment to be one of review and potentially
recommendation for approval to our City Council of the Resolution. However, atier much
thoughtful discussion and deliberation at cur regular meetings on June 15", 2015 and
August 17 2015, the Commission will not be making, a recommendation on the resolution
to our City Council for the following reasons:

s [nsufficient information concerning the quality of waste being transported from the
additional counties to the Granger Landfill;

= Insufficient information conceming recycling and waste reduction opportunities
provided in these additional counties;

s Concemns about increased wear, tear, and emissions resulting from the long
distance hauling of this waste from these additional counties into the region; and

¢ Belief that the above concerns could not be adequately addressed and processed
through our City Council prior to the September 1%, 2015 deadline.

On behaif of the Ciry of East Lansing Commission on the Environment, [ would like to
thank you for presenting your proposed smendment at our June 15™ meeting and for
providing the Commission with the opportunity to review and consider the proposed
amendment.

Sincerely,

Kmﬁw '

o1 7L
Kerrin O’ Brien
Commisioner




0811212015  11:08 Village of Elsie (FAX)9388625287 P.002/002

Resgolution 5-2015
Village of Elsie

STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON
Name of local unit: Village of Elsie

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TQ CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTY,
MANGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the Village Councilheld in Elsie , Michigan on
~BAugust 11 ,2015,at 7 p .m. :

; PRESENT: Scott Carie, Tom Frink, Joe Ondrusek,
Jason Freeman, Susanne Bensinger

ABSENT: none

The following resolution was offgred by _J. Ondrugek _ and supported by
8. Bensinger :

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County™ has adopted a Sclid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan™) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (*Part 115”) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodicalfy updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2013, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at leest
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the vill. of Elsgiheas reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and pratects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the __ yi13 age. Couni)
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Manapgement Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St,
Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment,

YEAS: 8, Carle, J. Ondrugek, J Freeman, T. Frink, S, Bansinger

NAYS: npne

RESOLUTION ADOPTED

42 i, EW,@,&_) - V;/(J‘F?g, Cle i




STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON
TOWNSHIP OF ESSEX

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE

MANAGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the Essex Township Board heid in Clinton County, Michigan on August

2015, at 7:00 p.m.

PRESENT: NM&&&1?€\\~0§M.‘ @t&ﬁm;\hg (‘;e’h(ti}f :E)‘dﬁ{\

ABSENT:  \owg,

The following resolution was offered by &\”{5’1 ?)d N and supported by E\Q{X Q’!’

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County™) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan (
ihe authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115™) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing ¢
and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners ad
Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at lea
munijcipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the Essex Township Board has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds t
and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, TI{EREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Essex Township Board approves the. propo,

Plan Amendment to' the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the Clinton County

Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suvite 102, St. Johns, MI 4887

included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

YEAS: . A A a) vldx

NAYS:

T
RESOLUTION ADOPTED

9 and may

19,

“Plan™) under
ircumstandes;
opted a Plan
st 67% of the
at itipromgtes

sed

be

4
Carla Wardin
Essex Township Supervisor




STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON
GREENDBUSH TOWNSHIP

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

At a répular meeting of the Greenbush Township Board held in St. Johns, Michigan on
July 6, 2015, at 7:00 p.m,

PRESENT: Eugene Jones, Dan Jorae, Ramona Smith, Julie Havens, and Bemadette Hayes.
ABSENT: None

The following resolution was offered by Bernadette Hayes and supported by Julie
Havens:

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County™) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
(“Pian™) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115”) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Pian to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of thc municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the Greenbush Township has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds thal
it promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Greenbush Township Board
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded Lo the
Clinton County Department of Waste Managemenl at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, M1 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Wasle
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

YEAS: Eugene Jones, Dan Jorae, Rarona Smith,.Julie Havens and Bernadette Hayes.

NAYES: None

RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED.

A.“w & ol Sl & «-4—-’ F2.:.---:12} :"
Bernadcette Hayes, Town




RES #2015-03
STATE OF MICHIGAN
CGUNTY OF CLINTON
Name of local mnit: Village of Fowler

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the Village Council of the Village of Fowler, Michigan held in
Fowler, Michigan on August 10, 2015, at7:00 PM.

PﬁESENT' g\m X—-h Cﬁf!tlflmi %{M&m% 'p!}f-s—&{f”‘f V. ﬂ&wﬂﬁ,

hi L"jzin.

ABSENT: ﬂ L

\A i&ge following resolution was offered by S’lf\'\y}"h and supporied by
C AR o

WHEREAS, Clinton County (*County™) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan”) under the nuthority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115”) as amended; and

WHERFEAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Pian Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review ond approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the Fowler Village Council has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds
that it promotes dnd protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Fowler Village Council approves
the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton Coupty Department of Waste Manapgement at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suitwe 102, St.
Johng, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment. :

YEAS: C/\{\{-‘f‘; %’H'\! .(\h]iwgi EM{}*_’%’WLM [a} {)5_‘?’3@’ ; }fﬂJ}ﬁM’gﬂk

NAYS: K/\»‘g;{\

RESOLUTION ADOPTED




STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON __
Name of local unit; £&~¢& b.gwao / e 3’7,

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the Zbﬁ‘gﬂar, ?‘W,P held in gpw/b/', Michigan on
B , 2015, at Foopm, |

PRESENT: Dar, Snitd . Cove @w@"% fﬁ.ﬂﬂg it patiiek
2y Iy @ﬁf/sf ALY &ﬂyAJMW@, o

ABSENT: /2> =n e

The followﬁng resolution was cffered by Ls/,,,, Lt and supported by

u\/q _;_/(7/,.

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County”) has adopted a Solid Wastc Management Plan
(*Plan”) under the authority of 1594 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115™) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115.requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS on May 26, 2015 the Clmton County Board of Commissmncm adoptcd a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part [15 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the 2 4 .. Z% 7 has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the / ’% é@z . fwﬁ
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Managemen! Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

YEAS:_ S [AA Crggrort, Klocs A=t Fitigatoiot

NAYS: O

RESOLUTION ADOPTED




STATE OF MICHIGAN COUNTY OF CLINTON
Village of Maple Rapids

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the Village of Maple Rapids held in Maple Rapids, Michigan
on July 1, 2015, at 7:30 p .m.

W Wiasr- Ne€f e _ Fra~lC Y oo
PRESENT: éc\\m\(\,\"f - Sﬂ?\\fns %Emne}"’r lﬁi,?'}ﬂr\ - L-Et \Qi.]

ABSENT: %ol Seorecwn

The following resolution was offered by De £F S -\{?\’\ 2nS

and supported _ LD« W\yame  SChwvn A

WHEREAS, Clinton County ("County™) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
("Plan") under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 ("Part 115" as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it promotes and protects
the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Village of Maple Rapids
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resclution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Read, Suite 102, St.

Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

YEAS:“'5" MSC.\\V“\"-L"" S"--{’p\nerls-“ b-@v\,“e'}-’}'* U‘P}‘Dr‘l" LeLL’V

NAYS:- O -

RESOLUTION ADOPTED

} Q w
) v
Daryl I, Trefil
Maple Rapids Village President
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON
Name of loeal unit:_Olive Township

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeling of the Olive Township Board held in DeWitt, Michigan on July 13,
2015, at 7:30 p.m.

amsent:_ (A (L Sy Vo <Tuns 2
; The %ilowing resolution was offered by i iz \ikﬂ UE |! S\bf kﬁd supported by
(T w0

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County”) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan™) under thé authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115™) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
cirenmstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clintor County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review. and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities Jocated within Climton Counry; and

WHEREAS, the Olive Township Board has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds
that it promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;
4

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Olive Township Board approves
the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment. -

yeas._2ocl2 L (R UoiSmet  Fonvor”

NAYXS:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED (7~ 13|15




STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON
Name of local unit: Village of Ovid

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANGEMENT PLAN

At-a regular meeting of the Village of Ovid held in the Council Chamber’s Room at 114 E. Front
Street, Ovid, Michigan on the 13*, day of July, 2015, at 7:00 p.m.

PRESENT: Ms. Padilla, Mr, Ordiway, Mr, Zwick, Mr, Moore, Mr. Brown aud Mr. Lasher.

ABSENT: Mr. Tew.
The following resolution was offered by Ms. Padilla and supported by Mr. Ordiway:

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County™) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan (“Plan”)
under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115”) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

‘'WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a Plan
Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least 67% of
the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the Village of Ovid Council has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Council of the Village of Ovid approves the
proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the Clinton
County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St. Johns, Ml 48879
and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste Management Plan or its
Plan Amendment.

YEAS: Ms. Padilla, Mr. Brown, Mr. Zwick, Mr. Ordiway, Mr. Moore and Mr. Lasher

NAYS: None
ABSENT: Mr. Tew
RESOLUTION ADOPTED

Josefina Medina, Clerk
Village of Ovid



STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON

Name of local unit:_City of St JJohns

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
' MANGEMENT PLAN

of the Cfty GﬂmmESSion held in St. Johns MiChigaﬂ on

a regular mee
June 24 2015, 2 9150

PRESENT: Dana C. Beaman, Heather Hanover, Etic Hufnagel, Bob Craig, Robert Bellgowan

ABSENT; None

The followmg resolution was offered by Hanover and supported by
Bellgowan

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County”) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan™) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115”} as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2013, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the Cy Commission s reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;,

Gity G issi
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the _ @ oo

approves the propesed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan; |

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment,

YEAS: Beaman, Hanover, Hulnagel, Craig, Bellaowan

NAYS:_None

/SESOLUTION ADOPTED

@ .Epﬁw
Dana C. Beaman, Mayor




STATE OF MICHIGAN Q‘D U
COUNTY OF CLINTON }y
Name of local anit: \/y L:H:r “Townsh: a 2

Resolubion B 0EOY 2015 ~A

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON CQUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the _~ Tdwond W, ) held in} qo; ggsbgrﬁ Michigan on
Aucs y# ,2015,at 7 am. .

PRESENT: Preskor, Mmﬁk;ﬁ'}\'\t‘kgﬁ;@\d; Wali aﬁd Wi ilﬂughby

ABSENT:__None, | - o | 1

The following resolution was offered by M edWir . and supported by \

\gmmﬁ;ﬂhﬁ, P

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County™) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
. (“Plan”) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115”) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 reqnires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and. '

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the " Taiwonahi has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

~ NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the “Town Shiip
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a éopy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the*Appendix of the Solid Waste

Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

vEAS: Malkin el  Preston, Mﬁlhoﬁa, d _and il’ltou?hlgy

Nays:  Nonge

RESOLUTION ADOPTED




STATE OF MICHIGAN

COUNTY 0 LINTON /
Name of local unit: ,F _ A &

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANGEMENT PLAN

- At a regular meenng of the If[f ¥g é;gg‘ﬁﬁgz held mﬁj@_ﬂ}@ég@ Michigan on
A\ hi / , 20135, at

PRESENT: [ Ytut Vw/mm,m Ton_brue
S Dol Prcied T

ABSENT:__ Vb r+ ﬁ(gm 17,

L

}\) } | The following resolution was otfered by Wm &M&/E’/ and supported by
i Tt S

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County”) has adopted a Snlid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan”) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (*Part 115™) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumnstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2615, i‘.{le (flintoh County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the { g / has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the }/;//zz~ f L -/m{ el
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Wastd Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

¥ Z)GCU&.. Et’f-"wﬁrf/

NAYS: O

RESOLUTION ADOPTED




STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF CLINTON
Name of loeal unit: WESTPHALIA TWP,

" RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE

MANGEMENT PLAN

At a regular meeting of the Township held inWestphaliaMichigan on
June 08 , 2015, atz; 0O pm. :

PRESENT: Sypervisor Thelen, Clerk Blerstetel, Treasurer Smith,
Trustee Pung and Trustee Trierweller

ABSENT: None

The following resolution was offered by Pung and supported by
Trierweiier

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County”) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan™) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (*Part 115”) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
07% of the munieipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the Basrd has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it
promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein;

NOVW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLYVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E, Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, M1 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

YEAS: Five (5)

NAYS: Zero (1))

RESOLUTION ADOPTED




Westphalia Township
Regular Meeting June 08, 2015
103 Oak St., Westphalia Ml, 48894

MINUTES

Supervisor Thelen called the meeting to order with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag at 7:00 pm. All board
members were present. Guest: Officer Barber, Commissioner Pohl, & Sara Morrison from Briggs Public Library.

A motion was made by Smith, supported by Trierweiler to accept the minutes of the May 11, 2015 regular meeting
as submitted. Motion carried.

Guest: Officer Barber updated the board on county enforcement issues, she will be going to classes for a new
program called TEAM, and talked about the CodeRED Emergency Notification System. Discussion followed.
Commissioner Pohl updated the board on things happening in the County, Tom Qison is the new Parks & Green
Space Coordinator, and the County Bond is paid off. Discussion followed. Sara Morrison presented the board with
the Annual Report on the Briggs Public Library. Discussion followed.

A motion was made by Bierstetel, supported by Trierweiler to make a donation of $300.00 to the Briggs Public
Library and Portland District Library and an $800.00 donation to Westphalia Parks and Rec. Motion carried.

A motion was made by Bierstetel, supported by Pung to approve the FOIA Resolution #15-10. Motion carried

Smith presented the invoices to the board and made a motion to approve the invoices for payment, seconded by
Pung. Motion carried.

Bierstetel made a motion to accept Portland Area Ambuilance Service Agreement for July 1, 2015 — June 30, 2016,
seconded by Pung. Motion carried.

A motion was made by Pung to approve the following Resolution Approving Amendments to Clinton County Solid
Waste Management Plan, supported by Trierweiler. A roll call vote was taken Yeas: five (5} Trierweiler, Pung,

5mith, Bierstetel & Thelen. Nays: zero {0). Motion carried.

There being no further business a motion to adjourn was made by Trierweiler at 8:50 p.m., supported by Pung.
Motion carried.

Next meeting is July 13, 2015

Respectfully submitted,

Jane Bierstetel, Clerk Alden Thelen, Supervisor
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Watertown Charter Township Resolution No. 7-20-2015-1
e e e Bl

WATERTOWN CHARTER TOWNSHIP
CLINTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO
CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANGEMENT PLAN

WHEREAS, Clinton County (“County”) has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan
(“Plan”) under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 (“Part 115”) as amended; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing
circumstances; and

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and

WHEREAS, Part 115 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and

WHEREAS, the Charter Township of Watertown has reviewed the Plan Amendment and
finds that it promotes and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living
therein;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Charter Township of Watertown
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan;

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite 102, St.
Johns, MI 48879 and may be included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment.

CERTIFICATION

I, the undersigned duly qualified Clerk of Watertown Charter Township, Clinton
County, Michigan do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and complete copy of a
resolution duly adopted by the Township Board of Trustees of the Charter Township of
Watertown, County of Clinton, Michigan at a regular meeting held on July 20, 2015 at
7:00PM prevailing Eastern Time and that said meeting was conducted and public notice
of said meeting was given pursuant to and in full compliance with the Open Meetings
Act, being Act 267, Public Acts of Michigan, 1976.
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Watertown Charter Township Resolution No. 7-20-2015-1

I further certify that the following Members were present at said meeting: Supervisor
Maahs, Clerk Adams, Treasurer Thelen, Trustee Hufnagel, Trustee Overton, and Trustee
Weitzel

And that the following Members were absent: Trustee DeLong

A motion to adopt the foregoing resolution was made by Treasurer Thelen and
seconded by Trustee Overton.

A vote on the foregoing resolution was as follows:

Yes: Overton, Weitzel, Maahs, Thelen, Hufnagel, Adams
No: None
Absent: DeLong

Resolution Declared: Adopted.

_' July 20, 2015
eborah G. Adams Clerk Date
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Dan Coss, Administrator (#16335)
City of Dewitt

300 Riverview

Dewitt, Michigan 48820

Work: 517-669-2441

Denise Donahue (#16343)
416 West Dill Drive
Dewitt, Michigan 48820

Tim Fair (V#14215)
15463 Wood Road
Lansing, Michigan 48906
517-202-9605

Anne Hill

District #5 Commissioner

695 Phoebe Lane

East Lansing, Michigan 48823
Work: 517-410-6534

John Lancour (V #16338)
Friedland Industries

8653 West Winegar Road
Laingsburg, Michigan 48848
Work: 517-482-3000

Tim Machowicz (#10706)
6738 East Price Road
5t. Johns, Michigan 48879

Tonia Olson, Director {no per diem)
Granger Governmental Services
16980 Wood Road

Lansing, Michigan 48906

Work: 517-371-9720

Julie Powers (#16342)

Mid-MI Environmental Action Council
224 North Magnolia Avenue

Lansing, Michigan 48912

Cell: 301-452-3693

Kurt Ray (#17094)
12780 Wood Road
Bath, Michigan 48808
Cell: 517-404-9796

Roger Simon (#16337)

Louis Padnos Iron & Metal
2546 Koala Drive

East Lansing, Michigan 48823
Work: 517-372-6600

Walt Sorg (V#16920)
121 East Jolly Road, Apt D1
Lansing, Michigan 48910-6686

Christine Spitzley, AICP (no per diem)
Tri-County Regional Planning Comm.
3135 Pine Tree Road, Suite 2C
Lansing, Michigan 48911

Work: 517-393-0342 ext. 15

Rodney Taylor (#16340)
Dewitt Charter Township
2047 Arbor Meadows
Dewitt, Michigan 48820
Work: 517-668-0270

Lori Welch (#16341)

Capital Area Recycling & Trash
2511 Grovenburg

Lansing, Michigan 48911
517-483-4400



2015 SWMP Amendment — adding counties for import/export

e 4 Representatives from Solid Waste Management Industry
0 Granger —Tonia Olson
0 Friedland Industries — John Lancour
0 Capital Area Recycling & Trash — Lori Welch
0 Padnos— Roger Simon

e 2 Representatives from Environmental Interest Groups
0 Julie Powers — Green and Healthy Homes
0 Walt Sorg — Mid Michigan Environmental Action Council

e 1 County Government
0 Anne Hill - Clinton County BOC

e 1 City Government
0 Dan Coss — City of DeWitt Administrator

e 1 Township Government
0 Rod Taylor — DeWitt Twp

e 1 Regional Planning Agency
0 Christine Spitzley — Tri- County Regional Planning

e 1 Industrial Waste Generator
0 Kurt Ray - Mahle

e 3 General Public
0 Tim Machowitz
O Tim Fair
0 Denise Donohue

UPDATED: April 2, 2015



From: Neese, Katherine

To: Miller, Christina (DEQ)

Subject: RE: Amendment process

Date: Monday, October 26, 2015 2:20:21 PM
Attachments: 2015 SWMP Committee.docx

Please see attached.

Thanks!

Kate Neese — Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator
Clinton County Department of Waste Management

1307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102

St Johns, M1 48879

(989) 224-5186

Fax (989) 224-5102

recycle@clinton-county.org

Like us on Facebook! https://www.facebook.com/ClintonCountyMl|

This message has been prepared on resources owned by Clinton County, MI. It is subject to the Internet and Online Services
Use Policy of Clinton County.

From: Miller, Christina (DEQ) [mailto:MILLERC1@michigan.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 1:41 PM

To: Neese, Katherine

Subject: RE: Amendment process

Importance: High

Can | please get a copy of each of the solid waste management planning committee members and their
representation?

Thanks,

Christina Miller

Solid Waste Planning, Reporting and Surcharge Coordinator
Office of Waste Management and Radiological Protection
Department of Environmental Quality

Constitution Hall
4 South

525 West Allegan
P.0O. Box 30241
Lansing, MI 48933

(517) 614-7426 NEW


mailto:NeeseK@clinton-county.org
mailto:MILLERC1@michigan.gov
mailto:recycle@clinton-county.org
https://www.facebook.com/ClintonCountyMI
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(517) 373-4051 fax

From: Miller, Christina (DEQ)

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 11:47 AM
To: 'Neese, Katherine'

Subject: RE: Amendment process

Kate,

| did receive the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan Amendment submittal; however, | have not
had an opportunity to review the document to confirm that all of the necessary documentation was
included. (I hope to get to this soon.) If | find anything that is missing or have any questions | will contact
you.

Thanks,

Christina Miller

Solid Waste Planning, Reporting and Surcharge Coordinator
Office of Waste Management and Radiological Protection
Department of Environmental Quality

Constitution Hall
4 South

525 West Allegan
P.O. Box 30241
Lansing, MI 48933

(517) 614-7426 NEW
(517) 373-4051 fax

From: Neese, Katherine [mailto:NeeseK@clinton-county.org]
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2015 2:21 PM

To: Miller, Christina (DEQ)
Subject: Amendment process

Good Afternoon,

| am just writing to follow up on the packet of information we mailed into you in regards to our proposed
SWMP amendment. Did you receive the packet and was it complete?

Please let me know if you need any additional information or if you have any questions.

Thanks and have a great weekend,

Kate Neese — Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator
Clinton County Department of Waste Management

1307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102

St Johns, M1 48879

(989) 224-5186

Fax (989) 224-5102


mailto:NeeseK@clinton-county.org

recycle@clinton-county.org

Like us on Facebook! https://www.facebook.com/ClintonCountyMl|

This message has been prepared on resources owned by Clinton County, MI. It is subject to the Internet and Online Services
Use Policy of Clinton County.
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/ STATE OF MICHIGAN
L g

=
. JOHN ENGLER, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

“Better Service for a Better Environment”
HOLLISTER BUILDING, PO BOX 30473 LANSING M! 489097973

INTERNET: www .deq.state mi us
RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director

October 16, 2000

Mr. Richard Hawks, Chairperson
Clinton County Board of Commissioners
100 East State Street

St. Johns, Michigan 48879-1571

Dear Mr. 'Hawks:

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) received the locally approved
update to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Pian (Plan) on March 27,
2000. Except for the items indicated below, the Plan is approvable. As outlined in
the June 14, 2000 letter to Ms. Ann Mason, Director, Clinton County Department of
Waste Management, from Ms. Lynn Dumroese, DEQ, Waste Management Division,
and as confirmed in your letter dated August 28, 2000, the DEQ makes the following
modifications to the Plan:

On page 73, under the heading, Section |l Process, item number 3, states that the
applicant must submit payment of an application fee to cover costs associated with
the review. (stipulated in the Solid Waste Ordinance, Article 7 (7.4)). The Clinton
County Solid Waste Ordinance found in Appendix D-3 does not contain section 7.4.
The fee information is found in section 7.3 of Article 7. Therefore, the reference to
Article 7 (7.4) shall be replaced with Article 7 (7.3).

On page 73, under the heading, Section !l Process, item number 7, states that
successful host agreements will result in the elimination of certain steps of the siting
process. Clinton County (County) intended to eliminate the Local Planning Agency
(LPA) review if successful host agreements are executed; however, the application
will still need to be reviewed by the Site Review Committee (SRC). The step
numbers referenced in this paragraph do not correspond to the correct siting
processes that are intended to be bypassed. In the final Plan, the correct siting
processes that will be referenced are steps 8, 9, and 10.

On page 74, under the heading, Section Il Process, item number 9, reiterates the

bypassing of certain siting processes if host agreements are successfully negotiated.

Again, the references to the siting processes that are intended to be excluded are
incorrect. Subsection a) shall state the applicant will not be required to proceed
through Step 8 and Step 9 rather than Step 6 and Step 7. Subsection b) shall
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reference Step 10, which explains the process of the application being forwarded to : /
the SRC. ed

On page 75, under the heading, Section |l Process, item number 12, states, “The
SRC shall make and send the final determination of consistency for the proposal to
the applicant.” The County’s intent was that the Board of Commissioners (BOC) will
have the final determination of consistency, as indicated in Step 13, by signing the
letter that is forwarded to the DEQ. Therefore, “SRC” shall be replaced with “BOC” in
this sentence.

On page 75, under the heading, Section Il Process, item number 13, states that a
letter of consistency will be forwarded to the DEQ from the BOC. As previously
mentioned, the BOC accepts responsibility for the determination of consistency by
signing the letter; however, there is no information in the Siting Process that
specifically states this. In addition, the BOC may choose not to sign the letter;
therefore, the facility would not be consistent with the Plan. If the BOC should
choose not to sign the recommendation of the SRC, they must be responsible for
developing a letter of inconsistency that will be forwarded to the DEQ. Further, a
time frame and defauit mechanism have not been established if the BOC should not
take action on the determination of consistency. In order to clanfy these issues, the
following language will be added to item number 13:

Within 30 days of receiving the SRC determination, the BOC will review

the SRC recommendation and determine if the facility is consistent or ,
inconsistent based on the criteria established in the Plan. If the BOC ( ,
determines the proposed facility is inconsistent with the Plan, they will '
be responsible for sending the DEQ a letter of inconsistency. By

signing the letter of consistency, the BOC accepts the responsibility for

the determination of consistency. Failure by the BOC to send a letter of

consistency to the DEQ within the 30-day time frame will result in the

application being deemed to be consistent with the Plan.

On page 75, under the heading, Section |l Process, item number 14, states that the
applicant will have the opportunity to provide additional information if the proposal is
found to be inconsistent and the SRC may amend its initial finding based on this
submitted information. There is no time frame or default action established for the
SRC to make their determination if this process should need to occur. In addition,
the BOC will still be responsible for reviewing the SRC’s determination and making
their own determination of consistency. The County indicated a 30-day time frame
should be sufficient for the SRC to complete their review of additional information and
another 30-day time frame should be sufficient for the BOC to make their
determination of consistency. In order to clarify this process, the following language
will be added to item number 14:

The SRC shall have 30 days to review the additional information and
submit a determination of consistency to the BOC. If the SRC fails to ‘ P
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complete the review of additional information within 30 days, the
application shall be deemed consistent and shall be forwarded to the
BOC. Within 30 days of receiving the SRC’s recommendation, the BOC
shall review the SRC’s recommendation and send a letter of
consistency to the DEQ. If the BOC fails to send the letter of
consistency to the DEQ within 30 days, the application will be
considered to be consistent with the Plan.

On page 75, under the heading, Section Il Process, item number 15, states that if the
applicant does not agree with the decision of the SRC, the developer may appeal to
the DEQ. Once again, the County intends on having the BOC be responsible for
making the determination of consistency; therefore, the applicant may not agree with
the decision of the BOC. In this sentence, “SRC” will be replaced with “BOC.”

On page 76, under the heading, Section |V Criteria, item number 1, discusses the
opportunity for the LPA and the SRC to refuse siting of a facility as long as 66 months
of available capacity has been established. Section 11537a of Part 115, Solid Waste
Management, of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act,

1994 PA 451, as amended, states, “If any county is able to demonstrate to the
department that it has at least 66 months capacity, that county may refuse to utilize
its siting mechanism until the county is no longer able to demonstrate 66 months of
capacity or ...” The decision is to refuse the use of the siting mechanism, which
means this decision cannot be part of the siting criteria. Additionally, only one
responsible party may have the authority to make this decision on behalf of the
County. Usually, the BOC is the responsible party; however, the BOC can delegate
this authority to another party. The County indicated if only one party could have this
authority, the BOC would choose to be responsible for the decision, as indicated in
item number 4 on page 73. ltem number 1 shall be deleted from the Siting Criteria,
and the Siting Process shall remain the same indicating the BOC will make the
determination whether or not to proceed with the Siting Process.

On page 77, under the heading Section IV Criteria, item number 10, states, “A facility
shall not be located in a regulated area as defined in Part 323, Shorelands Protection
and Management, of Act 451, ...” “Regulated area” is not a term that is defined in
Part 323. However, the terms “environmental area” and “land to be zoned or
regulated” are defined. The County’s intent was to include both of these definitions as
part of the criterion. The term “regulated area” shall be replaced with both
“environmental area” and “land to be zoned or regulated.”

On page 80, under the heading New Disposal Facility Siting Process, the last
process in the Responsibility column states “the applicant may appeal to the DEQ if,
and only if, less than 66 months of capacity remains for the Plan area.” The Plan
cannot set limitations on the developer’s right to submit an application to the DEQ for
a construction permit. Even though this table seems to be included for paraphrasing
purposes, the last process in this summary table shall be deleted in order to alleviate
any discrepancy regarding the siting process.
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On page 94, under the heading, Disposal Facilities — Operational Issues, the last
paragraph states, “the negotiated terms of the agreement shall have precedence
over the Ordinance and this Plan, so long as it is not in conflict with state and federal
laws.” A host agreement shall not overrule the authority of the Plan therefore, the
term “Plan” will be deleted from this sentence.

With these modifications, the County’s updated Plan is hereby approved and the
County now assumes responsibility for the enforcement and implementation of this
Plan. Please ensure that a copy of this letter is included with copies of the approved
Plan distributed by the County.

By approving the Plan with modifications, the DEQ has determined that it complies
with the provisions of Part 115 and the Part 115 administrative rules concerning the
required content of solid waste management plans. Specifically, the DEQ has
determined that the Plan identifies the enforceable mechanisms that authorize the
state, a county, a municipality, or a person to take legal action to guarantee
compliance with the Plan, as required by Part 115. The Plan is enforceable,
however, only to the extent the County properly implements these enforceable
mechanisms under applicable enabling legislation. The Plan itself does not serve as
such underlying enabling authority, and DEQ approval of the Plan neither restricts
nor expands County authority to implement these enforceable mechanisms.

The Plan may also contain other provisions that are neither required nor expressly
authorized for inclusion in a solid waste management plan. The DEQ approval of the
Plan does not extend to any such provisions. Under Part 115, the DEQ has no
statutory authority to determine whether such provisions have any force or effect.

The DEQ applauds your efforts and commitment in addressing the solid waste
management issues in Clinton County. If you have any questions, please contact
Mr. Seth Phillips, Chief, Solid Waste Management Unit, at 517-373-4750.

Sincerely,

Russeﬂ J. Harding
Director
517-373-7917
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cc: Senator Mike Rogers
Representative Larry Jullian -
Representative Valde Garcia
Mr. Arthur R. Nash Jr., Deputy Director, DEQ
Mr. Timothy R. Sowton, Legislative Liaison, DEQ
Mr. Jim Sygo, DEQ
Ms. Joan Peck, DEQ
Ms. Elizabeth Browne - Shiawassee
Mr. Seth Phillips, DEQ
Ms. Lynn Dumroese, DEQ
Clinton County File

October 16, 2000






CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

1999 PLAN UPDATE COVER PAGE

........
oooo

AMNTON, "=
- o<' Al co .,
AR ‘5 L
& X
cw: A
o it
*", Fx:
. @é..‘n.‘ ..'.° ?’e.‘.
-' L¥/ Cenanvt® .

DATE SUBMITTED TO THE DEQ:

~~ MUNICIPALITIES FROM OUTSIDE THIS COUNTY WHO HAVE
\....A.EQUESTED AND ARE INCLUDED IN THE PLAN: None

DESIGNATED PLANNING AGENCY PREPARING THIS PLAN UPDATE:

Clinton County Department of Waste Management

CONTACT PERSON: Ann Mason

ADDRESS: Clinton County Department of Waste Management
100 Cass Street
St. Johns, M1 48879

PHONE 517/224-5188 FAX: 517/224-5102
E-MAIL: masona@clinton-county.org
CENTRAL REPOSITORY LOCATION(S): Clinton County Department of

Waste Management

—

/.

“““)ATE APPROVED BY THE DEQ:




.//
1
2
3
P
{
4
5

Tablc of Coments.doc 12/03/99

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PART ONE - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1  Process Used When Developing/Approving Plan............cccccoveevvevnvrioennn. 1
1.2  Problems Encountered and Overcome ..........cccoeeeieiooecooiieeeeaeeeeeeeennan. 1
1.3 Overview of the County.....cccovmmiiiieiieiieee e 2
1.4 ConClUSIONS......ooieeeiiieiie ettt nenreaaan 2
1.5  Selected Alternative System for Integrated Waste Management.......... 4
PART TWO - INTRODUCTION .......uoiieveeenreccreersreessessssssnssssssssanssssssssnssnses 5
2.1 Goals and OBJeCtiVES .....coceeieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeee e et e et eeae s s e 5
2.2 DefIDITIONS ...vverieieiee e et e er e e e e e e es e e e aeeeaae s seaennane 7
2.3 SeVerability......coieiieiiiiieeiieee e nnee s 10
PART THREE - DATA BASE ... reeeerrereenrteecssersnssennesessesessssmmnssnseessses 11
3.1 Waste Generation and Projections ...........cc.cocoevevvemmvsiersieresrneneennsnnnsenns 11
3.2  Solid Waste Disposal AT€AS .........oooeeveiveiiiieiiiiiieee e e 11
3.3  Current Collection SYSteml.........uuiivivieeirieiieeeiecreeeencrseersrersensenreranns 13
3.4  Deficiencies and Problems ............cccooveeeiioeiiiiciceeieeiiie e 19
3.5  Information SOUTCES .........ccceveeireiereeetiiieeneieeeseeseeeeeeeeeseeseesraraneeneennnes 21
3.6 DemOZraphiCs ......cccoiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeceieie et sese s et e e e nneaes 23
3.7 Land Developmient ............coeieeeiiiiee et 27
PART FOUR - SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
ALTERNATIVES ...t corettieireirisresssteeeesssessnameessessestsssnesassssssrsssssessenessssstases 34
4.1 INtrOdUCEION ...cooeeeiiiectiee ettt e et e e n e e e e e nnenaneaeanres 34
4.2  Evaluation of Solid Waste Management Alternatives .........c.ccoouvveeeees 34
4.3  Evaluation of Optional Components ........ccccceceeivrmaeeeieeieesesorvseenennieeeess 36
4.4  Solid Waste Management Alternatives Ranking ..........ccccccovvvvvrvninnenns 37
PART FIVE - SELECTED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. 39
5.1  Introductlon....cocoeiiiiiie e e e e ea e e e e ee e e 39
5.2  Basis for SElection ..........ceeiiieiniiieieiieie et ere e s e ene 39
5.3 Advantages and Disadvantages of Selected System..........cccccvvvevineees 40
5.4  Counties Approved for Plan Inclusion........ccccccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienneence 42
5.5 Import AUthOriZAtIONS ......cccoeieiiiiiiiieiiierieeeeaieieree e e veeererseeeeaaeeeees 43
5.6 EXport Authorizations........ccccoviireriiieeerieeeiereieiee e et s e ee e e e 45
5.7 Solid Waste Disp0Sal AT€AS ........cveeieveieeeiieieeriieeeeeeeerrencrenereareseeeeseesenees 46
5.8  Facility DesCriptions ....c.cccceiieuiiieeeiieeeee et eeeeereer e ere e aeea e e eeenranes 48
5.9 Solid Waste Collection Services and Transportation .........ccccceeeveeeeeee. 49
5.10 Resource Conservation Efforts .........ccooeeviiiiimiiieiiiiiiiieee e 50
5.11 Waste Reduction, Recycling & Composting Programs ............. evernrenees 53
Introduction

Volume Reduction Techniques




Table of Contents. doc 120379

Map - Recycling and Composting Sites, Population, &

Transportation NetWork ......ccoooveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeaas 54
Types and Amounts of Materials Recycled.........cccoveeevvvevennnnenn. 55
Current and Proposed Recycling Programs .......cccccveveveuvveennene. 58
Current and Proposed Composting Programs.......c....ccceevveenn.n. 59
Current and Proposed Hazardous Materials Programs ............ 60
Resource Recycling Mgmt Entities and Service Providers........ 61
DIAVETSION ceiieieiiiiiiiiieieeeeeee e e e e s e ieeeeean 62
Market Avallablhty ..................................................................... 63
5.12 Educational and Informational Programs ...........cccccocvvvveiiviveviinneeennnn. 64
Publications ...cccooeeeeiiiiceeeeeee e e e 65
Presentations and Workshops.......cooecuueveeieeeieeiiieiiiieiiiiiieeeeeeene. 66
Youth Education Programs...........ccccceeeeiieiiiiieeiiiieiiieeeeeeeeeeas 66
SPeCial EVENTS ..oovueeeeeeeee e 67
Regional Events . ... 67
Misc. Promotions and Activities ........ccccccevveeeeieeiveerereeieeeieeee e, 67
5.13  TIMELADLE .....eeiiiiieieeeee e e e e e e e e et a e e e e nnas 69
5.14 Siting New Facilities or EXpansions .......ccccccceeeeeeeevvvieeeeesciieeeeeeieeeeenns 71
Siting Procedure - New Disposal Areas.....ccccccceeeeeeveeeeceececnnnnne. 71
Siting Process Fee Backup Information .........cccccevvevineininnnnnee. 79
Summary of Siting Process ......coeevvvveereeieeieieeeeeeeeeeecreeee e 80
PART SIX - MANAGEMENT COMPONENT ... eeeeeeeeeeececrnneneerecsesnens 82\
6.1 Identification of Responsible Parties......cccccooveiiiiieiiiiieiiiiiieieiieiiieecenenn. 82
6.2  Gaps and Problem Areas in Existing Management System ................ 83
6.3 Plan Implementation Components.........ccccioveeeeeereeieeereeeeeeeeeeeeeaeineneennns 84
Administrative STrucCture .........ccccvevvvieiieiecieeieeccree e 84
Education Programis......cccccoeuuvieiieiiieeccieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenenns 84
ColleCtion SYSTeIIS. ....ccvvruereeieeeeeeeeeeeiieceeeeeeeereaeeeaeeeeeeeereeeseaenens 85
Analysis and Policy Making; Evaluation Components ............ 85
Enforcement.........oouuuuiiiiiiiiiieeiee e e e e e e e e 86
6.4 Roles and Responsibilities ...........cveveivieeeriiieiiiiiiiieeeeeeeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeees 86
Board of CommisSSIOnersS......cccouuuuerenieeeeiieieeeeeeeeereeeeeeaaeaeseeenee 86
Solid Waste Council...........eueeeeieeimiieieeiieiieeineeerereenneesneenennrnereenneees 87
Department of Waste Management........c.cccoeeeeeeeeeiereeeeniecenenne 88
Waste Management Coordinator..........cccevvvueieereeeiieieieneeeennnnnen. 88
Legal Capacities of Entities Assigned Plan Responsibilities .... 90
6.5 Acceptance of Responsibilities Assigned ........coeeieeeereeririvecieeeeenannnne. 90
Local Units of Government .........cccovvviereeeeiineneeeerieeeeeeeeeeneneneee 90
Regional Solid Waste Management Planning Agency ................ 90
6.6  Coordination with other Plans and Programs within the Plan Area .. 90
6.7 Training and Professional Development ........cccccccoiiiiiiiiiiininiiininninnn. 92
6.8 Enforcement, Local Ordinances and Regulations..........cccccoccceevennnnnes 92—
GEMETAL. ... e ettt e e e et e e e e eaa e e s nnnaes 92
AULOTIEY e e et e e e r e e e e e e e e e enes 92
il



‘Tablc of Contems doc 1203799

Solid Waste Handling..........cococuveeeieiiieceieiiiee e 93

Disposal Facilities - Located Within the County .......c..cccoee..... 93
Other Counties and Facilities Recognized in the Plan .............. 93
Disposal Facilities - Operational Issues ......ccccccceevvveionnnnnn....o. 94
Host Agreements and Memorandums of Understanding 94
Solid Waste Ordinance ..........ccccveveeeeeeeiireeeeiiriesrreeceesaens 95
LICEMSIIIE ceevviiieniiteeieeeeere et e eeeeeatr e e e e e e e e e esee e e eenenns 97
Certified Health Department............c..coeeeevecvmeiimneeiiiceeecenneeee... 98
6.9 Funding Program ........coccooiiieiiiioiiiiccciieeeeeee e 98
USET FEO ..ttt et et e e e rrae e e et e eeanes 98
Through Agreement.........ccccceoeiiiiiciviiieeeeee e e 98
Through Levy ..o 99
Other Funding Sources ......... Feeeseestesreeessnetreterernrsasrnnranrrrnrrarrans .99
Funding Management Requirements...........cceceeeeeeeeoeeeereennnnnns 100
6.10 Capacity CertifiCation .......ccceeviereeeiieeceeeiee et ee e e e v eeerne e 100
6.11 Amendmentofthe Plan ...........ccccoooiiiee e, 101
APPENDIX A
A-1  Selected System Background Information.........ccccoevveeveeveciiiinrinneenennnnes 1
a. Narrative Evaluation..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiniicccee e 2
b. Evaluation of system components......c..ccccceeeveeeiiiieeeieeierneeecieee e 6
c. Prosand Cons MAatTIX ........ccceieeeiiieiiieieeiiee e e e ee e eeveeeaeeea e 9
d. Program Priorities ........c.ccooeiriiiiiiieor i 12
e. Funding Estimates & Revenue and Cost projections.................... 18
f. Program Expenses from previous years........ccccceeeeveerirercnnirenecceenen. 21
User Fee Agreement, Addendum, Legislative Findings ................. 23
A-2 Feas1b1hty of Recycling/Composting/HHW
A NAITATIVE ..oveiieeiieiiieeiiee ettt eeetreee e eetete s s as s ee e eennraae e e aesesnenneeees 42
b. County drop off recycling site COStS......cccoreeivieiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeer e, 44
c. Residential Services.......occcioiieiiiiciiiiei it ieeee et e e e 46
d. SUIVEY SUINIMATY ...oiiiiiieiieiierineeieieeeeraeeeerereestnneaessesneeanatrnaeeasaeeraaanaes 50
€. Data COLeCtioN . ....ccoiviiiiiieee et e ae e 63
A-3  Materials Available for Recycling .......ccccommeeimiiiimmmmiminieeeeeeieen 64
A-4 Projected Diversion Rates.......ccccomuiiiimireemiiiieeieieevieeieiicceeeereeeenraeeeeeeerenas 65
A-5 Impediments and Benefits to Recychng.........ccooviiiviiiiiiiiiiiiiriiiieceeeeeenn. 66
APPENDIX B
Information on Non-Selected SyStems .....coovveeeeieiii i 1
APPENDIX C
Public Participation and Approval
C-1 Appointment of Solid Waste Planning Committee ................ccooeneenee 1
C-2 Dates/Meetings/Minutes (Attendance) ......cccoeeeeceeeonemmneiieeeaennnn. s 14
(O T 101 7] 721 o) (=TSO P RSP R RO PO OPPR PRSP PON 56
C-4 Comments by Public (Reviews and Public Hearing) and Responses ... 57

1



Table of Contents. doc 120349

C-5 Comments by MDEQ and Responses .....ueveveeeveeieieiieieeciierieiieiecenrnneee 120
C-6  Record of APProvals........cociiimiiiiieieciiieee s ee et 137
APPENDIX D
D-1 Letters of Commitment regarding Capacity Assurance............cc.cccceueee. 1
D-2 Acceptance of Roles and Responsibilities .........cccocoecvcvrerireeeeeieineneenenenes 38
D=3  OXAINANCE .cooceeeeeeeeeeeeiiiereeeeeieeeeiiee e e e eeeeeannnaateneeseseaaeaaasasesareaaas s ansnsenes 42
D-4  LACENSINE.. . cireieiiieieeeeeeeeieeeeeee e et seen e e e s aens e an e eeninns 58
D-5  PoSition DeSCrIDTIONS ....ccciiiiiiveiiiiiiiiiecceeeceeerevereneiiieeeesaanensesseenseannnnneeens 61
b
N,
iv

ﬁ_»
et






PART ONE - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 PROCESS USED WHEN DEVELOPING/APPROVING
PLAN |

In the development of this updated Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan)
Clinton County followed the process prescribed by law. The only structural
alteration was the added use of ad hoc work groups made up of Solid Waste
Planning Committee members. These smaller groups were able to more
thoroughly discuss specific and somewhat difficult topics. The work groups
were advisory only; final decisions on items recommended for Plan inclusion
were made by the full Committee. Appendix C contains documentation

verifying process.

1.2 PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED AND OVERCOME

A number of challenges have influenced the planning process that will impact
services in the coming years, and the nature of this Plan.

Waste hauling companies are being consolidated into ever larger corporate
entities. Consolidation of the solid waste industry leads to concerns regarding
monopolistic control in local jurisdictions due to lack of competition, inflated
pricing and challenges in communication with managers of disposal facilities.
Much of the solid waste market in Michigan is controlled by two or three
multi-national corporations. At present, however, both landfills located
within Clinton County continue to be owned by Granger Company, one of the
few remaining independent hauling and disposal companies in the State.

The legislative climate surrounding the solid waste planning process in
Michigan is unsettled. Legislative efforts to streamline the planning process
and deal with issues pertaining to flow control have been ongoing for years.
However, these efforts have yet to produce any substantive revisions to the
existing system.

Strained relationship between the County and local landfill owners have
challenged this planning process. In the past, relationships between the
County and local disposal facilities have been established through negotiated
agreements. However, those agreements have not withstood differing
interpretations without dissolution or litigation.

Finally, the county’s changing nature in termis of population, land use, retail
development, and changing character challenge current approaches to
integrated solid waste management.

The challenges identified above have motivated the development of a Plan;
which will be viable under change and establishes clear baselines, and which
accommodates possible state-level policy modifications. The new Plan will
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emphasize increased educational focus on businesses, waste reduction and
purchasing efforts. It provides a uniform regulatory environment under
which disposal facilities and waste generators are expected to operate.
Agreements with disposal facilities to address local operational issues are not
precluded. Should they fail, however, certain operational standards are
provided for through the Plan.

1.3 OVERVIEW OF THE COUNTY

Clinton County’s population increasingly consists of citizens who work in the
city and live in the country. Estimates indicate that the population has
grown between 9% and 12% from the 1990 census of 57,883. Continued (and
perhaps accelerated) growth is expected in the coming years.

Though it maintains its agricultural character and a strong agricultural
economic base, the county’s land use patterns are moving away from
agriculture, toward suburban, low-density housing. The completion of a new
north/south expressway fuels this change. New commercial and
manufacturing interests are attracted to the convenience offered by the new
expressway. Growing suburban population centers will likely result in an
increase in retail establishments.

An inicrease in population, and the changing nature of the Clinton County
resident, yields evolving waste generation patterns and service needs. This
Plan recognizes some of these changes and offers flexibility to meet the needs
of a rapidly growing county.

1.4 CONCLUSIONS

The following decisions were reached by Clinton County after going through
the planning process and considering selected alternatives to the current
integrated waste management system.

Build on 1990 Plan

One of the most important decisions made during the planning process in
Clinton County was to maintain focus on the relevant goals included in the
1990 Plan. This Plan update continues a commitment to those priorities,
outlines improvements to existing programs, and provides strategies for
implementing new initiatives. |

Continue Education but Modify Focus

Education will remain the cornerstone of Clinton County’s Solid Waste
Management Plan (Plan). The Plan continues to focus on household recycling,
but introduces new emphasis on education programs that will encourage the -
purchase of products made from post-consumer materials as well as increase
residential and business waste reduction and recyching efforts.



™

Assure Capacity

The Plan preserves disposal capacity by regulating the rate at which capacity
may be used at disposal facilities located within the County. The Plan caps
waste volumes at a level to prolong availability of space for Clinton County
residents while providing flexibility to the landfill owner/operators. The Plan
assures capacity for the next ten years through written commitments by
disposal facility owner/operators in Clinton and other counties.

Provide Technical Support

The County will provide both financial and technical support to local
municipalities, allowing communities to meet their specific waste
management needs. In addition, the County will assist municipal leaders in
evaluating and/or implementing new or improved solid waste services for
their residents.

Continue to be Service Provider of Last Resort

This Plan continues to favor a diversified solid waste management handling
structure in which citizens and/or municipal governments contract with their
choice of private sector vendors for services. Clinton County continues to be
the service provider of last resort, offering services when and where private

sector service 1s lacking.

Develop Regional Approaches

The County will consider developing regional approaches to the collection of
items which pose disposal or recycling problems. The county will also initiate
and participate in cooperative purchasing of recycled products. Attention will
be devoted to the relationship between Clinton County’s strategy for
addressing solid waste issues and other counties’ strategies, especially in
areas such as handling household hazardous, farm or universal wastes.

Enforce Standards of Conduct

The County believes it has a responsibility to protect the public and
environment through enforcement of laws and other implementing
mechanisms that establish safe waste handling practices for generators.
Additionally, the county finds that large footprint developments such as
disposal facilities should meet operational standards that consider and
protect the public health, safety and welfare. Such standards should consider
the welfare of citizens who live in the facility’s vicinity as well as the facility
owner/operator’s need to succeed as a business.

Disposal facilities shall, at minimum, adhere to all operational standards for
large disposal facility developments allowed by law, as defined by the Plan or
locally applicable laws. Enforcement of prescribed solid waste management
handling practices will be implemented through the Plan and a Solid Waste

Ordinance.




Maintain Current Administrative Structure

The Plan prescribes an implementation structure that includes a Department
of Waste Management to execute policy and provide services; a Solid Waste
Council acting in an advisory capacity to the Department; and the County
Board of Commissioners as the final decision maker on matters of staffing,
budgets, and programs.

1.5 SELECTED ALTERNATIVE SYSTEM FOR
INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT

Clinton County’s approach to an integrated solid waste management system
takes into consideration the county’s various constituents: citizens,
municipalities, private solid waste or recycling service providers, and
businesses. The updated Plan demonstrates a three-pronged approach to
solid waste management. It focuses heavily on education to deal with solid
waste management behaviors among individuals, business and
municipalities. It focuses on regulation to establish baselines for solid waste
handling activities. And, the County will fill service gaps where the private
sector fails to meet the needs of citizens.

A variety of the County’s solid waste service delivery systems will continue
unchanged. Local municipalities, residents and businesses will continue to
contract for recycling and waste collection services by their preferred hauler.
Population density, local government infrastructure, and citizen preferences
will dictate the role municipalities will play in the provision of waste
handling services to residents. To some degree, these same factors will also
influence the variety of services offered by the haulers. The Plan does not
mandate recycling or particular forms of collection.

The county will continue in its role as provider of last resort by
supplementing services of the private sector in the areas of recycling and
special collections. Drop-off recycling sites made possible by a Solid Waste
Alternatives Project Grant from the State of Michigan will continue until at
least 2004. Local grants offered by the County will continue to provide local
communities opportunities to identify and address service gaps specific to
their areas. The County will perform these functions while assuring
adequate solid waste disposal capacity for citizens in a manner that protects
public health, safety and welfare, economic vitality and the environment.

This updated Plan differs from the previous Plan in two primary ways; in
education the focus shifts from pure recycling to waste reduction and
purchasing issues, and it establishes a regulatory baseline of waste handling
behavior. Expectations for individuals, businesses and disposal facilities
located within the county are specifically identified. Providing such a
baseline not only protects the health, safety and welfare of citizens, but also
provides a clear point from which solid waste handling in this County can
improve. ‘

-






2 PART TWO - INTRODUCTION
2.1 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The primary purpose of the Clinton County Solid Waste Plan is to
demonstrate capacity, meet the requirements of Part 115 and identify a
comprehensive, integrated approach to management of waste generated by
citizens and businesses of this County. This section defines the County’s
strategy through goals and objectives which emphasize: purchasing and use
of products containing recycled content; maximizing recovery, waste
reduction, and diversion from disposal facilities; and minimizing risk in
waste handling practices.

Goal One

Achieve maximum purchasing and use of products that have been
manufactured from recycled materials, in both the commercial and municipal
sectors throughout the County.

Objective 1: Assemble and review status of current purchasing practices in
governmental units, schools and businesses throughout the county ‘

o Objective 2: Assemble samples of purchasing policies, examine cooperative
(. purchasing programs, track prices of commonly used commodities in
N government and business environments, and make such information
available through educational and promotional programs.

Objective 3: Work regionally to target commonly used commodities which
may benefit from cooperative purchasing.

Objective 4: Track and work on State and Federal initiatives which favor
purchase and use of products made of recycled content.

Goal Two
Achieve maximum efficiencies in existing county programs.

Objective 1: Assemble and promote best management practices for sohd
waste management as derived from existing programs in this county and
other municipalities.

Objective 2: Maintain the Department of Waste Management as the ‘
implementing arm of the Solid Waste Plan and provide for adequate funding
and staffing.

Objective 3: Track actual costs of existing programs and assess impact.

Objective 4: Utilize various external and internal methods of evaluation to
assess current delivery mechanisms and alternatives.




Objective 5: Identify and implement options, including: no change,
alternatives, new programming or program elimination.

Goal Three

Achieve maximum participation in waste reduction, reuse and recycling
programs.

Objective 1: Assess current recycling program participation levels and
effectiveness of existing programs for promoting recycling.

Objective 2: Work to identify best management practices, including local
case studies, which demonstrate the economic benefits of recycling and reuse,
and make such information available to governments and businesses.

Objective 3: Continue education and promotional programs through schools
and community organizations.

Objective 4: Work with developers, home owner associations, and
municipalities to promote the establishment of minimum levels of solid waste
services in high density areas, including but not limited to, waste pickup,
recycling, and yard waste services.

Goal Four

Decrease dependency on disposal facilities through increased recycling,
composting, waste reduction and reuse of resources in the solid waste stream

Objective 1: Provide education to the general public about the various waste
reduction or handling options, including but not limited to consumer
purchasing practices and volume based waste collection systems.

Objective 2: Work regionally to assess which commodities continue to be
disposed of that have value and should be targeted for recovery. Work
regionally to develop a promotion and education strategy to target such
commodities.

Objective 3: Implement an active education and promotional strategy that
favors purchase of commodities in recyclable containers.

Objective 4: Continue educational programming to promote recycling,
composting and waste reduction.

Goal Five

Promote waste handling strategies and policies in Clinton County which
protect public health and the environment.

Objective 1: Define the County’s appropriate role in protecting the public
health and environment as it relates to solid waste management.

Objective 2: Develop and maintain information about successful
programming strategies in other parts of the state and country which address
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2.2

issues of local concern. Make such information available regionally and
through local networks.

Objective 3: Continue enforcement work against illegally handled waste.

Objective 4: Track and assess impact of various legislative initiatives which
maintain, modify or introduce public policies impacting solid waste handling
issues - including but not limited to, pollution prevention, solid waste
disposal, waste reduction, recovery and composting.

Goal Six

Promote proper disposal and/or recycling of waste streams other than
municipal solid waste which include, but are not limited to, household
hazardous waste, used automotive fluids, universal wastes, appliances, tires,
and other large, hard-to-dispose of items, etc.

Objective 1: Work regionally to identify alternative disposal methods.

Objective 2: Work regionally to assess the feasibility of a tri-county used auto
fluids recycling program.

Objective 3: Work regionally to assess the feasibility and impact of
establishing a universal wastes recycling program.

Objective 4: Continue implementation and support for programs which
recycle or properly dispose of ‘hard to dispose of items, such as local and
county-wide ‘Dump Your Junk’ or ‘Clean Sweep’ days.

DEFINITIONS

Annual Cap - Annual limitation on the quantity of solid waste permitted for
disposal in Clinton County.

Authorized Local Official - a police officer or other personnel of a county,
city, village, township, or regional parks and recreation commission created
under section 2 of Act No. 265 of the Public Acts of 1961, being section 46.352
of the Michigan Compiled Laws, legally authorized to issue municipal civil
infraction citations. [MCLA 600.8701(a)] For the purposes of this Plan, the
WMC is designated by the Board of Commissioners as an Authorized Local
Official.

Board of Commissioners (Board) - Clinton County Board of
Commaissioners

Construction and Demolition Waste (C&D Waste) - Refers to waste
building materials, packaging, and rubble that results from construction,
remodeling, repair, and demolition operations on houses, commercial or
industrial buildings, and other structures. Construction and demolition
waste also includes trees and stumps which are more than 4 feet in length
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and 2 inches in diameter and which are removed from property during
construction, maintenance, or repair. [Rule 299.4102]

Contingency Disposal Capacity - For the purposes of this Plan,
contingent disposal capacity is defined as capacity identified by an approved
solid waste management plan that is available to a particular county under
certain extenuating circumstances, or when primary capacity is no longer
available.

Department of Waste Management (DWM) - Department of Clinton
County responsible for implementation of the Solid Waste Management Plan
and any other duties as may be assigned by the Board of Commaissioners.

Designated Planning Agency (DPA) - Agency and/or person designated by
the Board of Commissioners as responsible for the Solid Waste Management
Plan development, amendment and/or update; currently the Clinton County
Department of Waste Management.

Disposal Facility - a solid waste transfer facility, incinerator, sanitary
landfill, processing plant, or other waste handling or disposal facility utilized
in the disposal of solid waste. ,

Franchised Services - Solid waste, recycling and/or composting services
contracted for by a municipality or other organization on behalf of a group of
residents and/or businesses.

Hauler - Any person who owns or operates a solid waste transporting unit.

Household Hazardous Wastes (HHW) - Refers to certain waste types
excluded under waste management regulations. More specifically,
potentially hazardous wastes which, because they are generated from within
the home are not regulated under RCRA subtitle C. Such wastes can include:
universal wastes, leftover paints, garden pesticides, household cleaners,
small quantities of fuels, nail polish, etc.

Legally Executed Agreement - For purposes of this Plan, a Legally
Executed Agreement means a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), Host
Community Agreement (HCA), Special Use Permit (SUP) or any other
agreement or contract referenced by law, and entered into by and between the
County and another organization, including but not limited to another county,
solid waste services vendor, municipality, the state, a county department, or
disposal facility owner/operator for the purpose of addressing solid waste
management issues, recycling and compost services, or operational matters at
a disposal facility.

Materials Recycling Facility (MRF) - A facility that receives source
separated or un-separated waste materials for the purpose of recovering
component materials for reuse or recycling. Only those facilities which
receive materials that are not source separated are regulated by this Plan.
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Municipal Solid Waste Incinerator Ash - substances remaining after
combustion in a municipal solid waste incinerator.

Part 115 - Part 115, Solid Waste Management, of the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (Part 115).

Pay As You Throw/Volume-based Waste Collection - Solid waste
collection systems which charge the solid waste generator in direct proportion
to the quantity of solid waste that is generated and presented for collection
and disposal.

Primary Disposal Capacity - For the purposes of this Plan, primary
disposal capacity is defined as capacity identified in an approved solid waste
management plan that is available at all times to a county for end disposal
use, provided there is adherence to any specified conditions.

Solid Waste Council (SWC) - A Council appointed by the Board of
Commissioners, consisting of membership and holding terms as designated in
the Plan and by the Board, which serves in an advisory capacity on issues of
solid waste to the Department of Waste Management and Board of
Commaissioners.

Solid Waste Generator - Any person(s) or organization(s) producing solid
waste.

Solid Waste Management Coordinator (WMC) - Person appointed or
employed by the Board of Commissioners to implement the approved Solid
Waste Management Plan.

Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan) - Approved Solid Waste
Management Plan for Clinton County.

Type II Waste - For the purpose of this Plan, Type II waste is defined as any
municipal solid waste, non-hazardous industrial waste, commercial waste
and construction and demolition waste legally accepted at a municipal solid
waste sanitary landfill.

Type III Waste - For the purposes of this plan, Type III waste is defined
specifically as construction and demolition waste and non-hazardous
industrial waste (which may be accepted at a Type II or Type III municipal
solid waste disposal facility).

Universal Wastes - Refers to batteries, fluorescent lights, unused herbicides
and pesticides, and thermostats containing mercury. [Federal Rule R
299.9228(1)]

User Fee - Fee paid by users of disposal facilities within Clinton County for
end disposal of solid waste. May be addressed through agreement or levy.

Terms not defined herein are interpreted to have meanings ascribed by Part
115 of PA 451 of 1994 and associated regulations. Definitions are not intended




2.3

to conflict with State or Federal law. Where discrepancies exist, State and/or
Federal law definitions prevail.

SEVERABILITY

The Plan and various sections, clauses, implementing agreements or
ordinances thereof, are hereby declared to be severable. If any part,
sentence, paragraph, section, clause or word is adjudged unconstitutional or
invalid for any reason, by any Court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity
shall not affect the remaining portions or applications of this Plan which can
be given effect without the invalid portion or application, provided such
remaining portions are not determined by the Court to be inoperable.
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PART THREE - DATA BASE

The following information is based upon information gathered from disposal
facilities receiving Clinton County waste: The Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality Report of Solid Waste Landfilled; data collected on
recycling programs from service providers; and projections based upon EPA

guidance.

3.1 WASTE GENERATION AND PROJECTIONS

WASTE GENERATION SUMMARY - 1997 DATA

1997 Total 5 Year Annual 10 Year Annual
Population 63,087 69,075 73,104
Waste Type
Residential SW 23,436 Tons 25,558 Tons 27,048 Tons
Commercial & 8,234 Tons 8,980 Tons 9,504 Tons
Industrial SW
Recovered 3,756 Tons 5,285 Tons 6,745 Tons
Compostables 2,810 Tons 3,199 Tons 3,516 Tons
C & D Debris 1,905 Tons 2,681 Tons 3,421 Tons
TOTAL 40,141 Tons 45,703 Tons 50,234 Tons
Per Capita
Generation _
Residential - per .51 Tons Or 3 lbs./person/day (365 days/yr)
person
Commercial/Ind. 7.56 Tons Ave. of 58 lbs./business/day (260 days/yr)
(1,089 businesses)

No major problems are anticipated in managing the County’s solid waste. Current resource
recovery programs have potential for growth, and participation in existing waste reduction and
recycling programs has made an impact on the amount of waste needing disposal. Population
and commercial growth areas may experience increased levels of solid waste generation, most
notably construction and demolition materials. Increases are anticipated in more densely
populated areas of the county which are also logical geographic targets for more aggressive
curbside waste reduction collection systems as well as curbside recycling and recovery. Retail
waste is likely to increase significantly with the planned construction of a Meijers store in St.
Johns and the commercial development that often follows such new businesses.

TOTAL WASTE GENERATION: 120,423 CY
TOTAL WASTE REQUIRING DISPOSAL: 95,000 CY

3.2 SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREAS

The following table summarizes disposal areas authorized in the previous
Plan to serve Clinton County solid waste disposal needs. For more specific
information please refer to the facility descriptions contained in the following

pages.

New Master Plan doc 12/03/99
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Granger facilities each have in excess of 30 years of capacity remaining if
current fill rates continue. Clinton County waste comprises only about 8% of
the total waste received by Granger. Granger accommodates about 75% -
80% of the waste generated from within Clinton County. Remaining
amounts go primarily to Venice Park. This trend is expected to continue.

The following information is taken directly from each facility’s own facility
description form. Clinton County assumes no responsibility for the accuracy
or consistency of the information. As the County has ample disposal capacity
assured, conversions of the following information to a common denominator
has not been performed.

Name Location Volume Current Estimated

Capacity Lifetime

Granger Land Development Co.,}Clinton 600,000 CY | 7,617,000 CY 32 Years

Gr. River Rd., Watertown Twyp.

Granger Waste Management Clinton 600,000 CY 10,981,000 CY| 34 Years

Co. Wood Street, DeWitt Twp.

Pitsch Sanitary Landfill Ionia 83,000 T 40,000 T .5 Years*

'Venice Park Recycling & Shiawassee 526,000 CY 1,300,000 CY | 2.5 Years™

Disposal Facility

Daggett Sand and Gravel,. Ingham 7,500 CY 60,000 CY 8.8 Years

*Pitsch Companies has a pending construction permit that will extend landfill life an
additional 30 years; Venice Park has an expansion permit pending as well.

Facility descriptions follow.
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Facility Descriptions and Maps for Facilities Used
Under Previous Plan

Facilities are contained within the following Counties
Clinton (a)
Ingham (e)
Ionia (f)
Shiawassee (m)

(letters at the bottom of the facility description pages
correspond to all facility descriptions contained in 5.8)



SELECTED SYSTEM
FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II

Facility Name: Granger Grand River Avenue YLandfill

Coumy: __ Clinton Location: Town: 5K Range: 3W  Section(s): 29

Map idenifying location included in Attachrment Section: Yes If Requested Mo

Iffacﬂnyxsanmcmmo:amfcrmn,hs:meﬁnaldzsposaimeandlocznonformcmcmorzshor
transfer station wastes :

Public _ X Privare Owner: _ Granger Land Development Companvy

Operating Status (check) ‘Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X opex 1 X residential

—_— closed % X commercial

—X.  ~ [licensed X industial -

— . uniicensed Y constroction & demolidon

X construction permit I contaminated soils

—— open, but closure T special wastes *

pending —%.  oher _Tupe TTT Wastes

* Explanaton of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
All As Agthorized

Site Size: ' 1
Total area of facility property: * 1809 acres
Total area sited for pse:  (Plam) 120.9 acres

Total area permitted: (For Disposal,i.e.SWB) gag 7 acres
Operating: (Licensed & Cert:l.fled) 84 1. acres

Not exeaveted: Developed 31.6 acres
Current capacity: 7,617,000 <wenssryds' Air Yards
Estimated lifetime: 32 years
Estimated days open per year: 200 ddys
Estimated yeariy disposal volume: 600 000  demseryds Gate Yaxds
(if applicable)

Landfill gas recovery projects: 4.0 megawans

‘Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatls

xl, Includes acres of (separate) closed facility to be consistent with
DEQ mumbers on permits and licemnses.







Granger Grand River Landfill - Legal Description

Landfill facility located in Watertown Township within Clinton County. The
legal description of this facility is as follows:

Com. At a point on the E-W 1/4 line distant S89°58'41”E 1316.40’ from the W
1/4 cor. of Sec. 29, T5N-R3W, Watertown Township, Clinton County
Michigan, th. NO0O° 19°38”E alg. the W 1/8 line 2278.35" to a pt. on the S. r/o/w
In. of I-96, as now located, th. alg. sd. S. limited access r/o/w on the arc of a
curve to the right, sd. curve having a delta angle = 14°03'45”, radius of
5626.58’, long chord bearing and distance = S77°29'16”E 1377.50’, a distance
of 1380.96’<th. S66°05’38”E 153.95’ to the P.C. of a curve to the right, sd.
curve being the S. limited access r/o/w In. of I-69 eastbound turning roadway
as now proposed, and having a delta angle of 31°08°'16”, radius of 2784.79’,
long chord bearing and distance = S50°25’03”E 1494.86’, a distance of
1513.41; th. S34°50’55”E a distance of 545.20’ to a point on the S. In. of the N.
4/5 of NE 1/4 Sec. 29, th. N89°42’41”"W alg. sd. S. In. 85.60°, th. S34°50°55"E
73.21’, th. S00°21’03W” 1774.96’ to a pt. on the ¢/l of Grand River Avenue
formerly U.S.16 sd. ¢/l being the ¢/l of the 100 foot, being 50 feet either side of
the ¢/l r/o/w, th. alg. sd. ¢/l, the following courses: N74°53'07"W 1654.94’,
N76°4531"W 1083.81’ N76°49°’55"W 263.56’ to the intersection of sd. ¢/l and
the W 1/8 In. th. N00°22’07”E alg. sd. W 1/8 In. 576.69" to the POB. "






SELECTED SYSTEM

FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Faciiity Type: __Type TI

Facility Name: _ Granger Wood Street Landfill

Clinton 5N L
Cownty:, Ingham Location: Town:__ 4N Range: 2W__ Section(s); 3
Map idenrifying Jocation inclnded in Attachment Section: . YesIf Requested " ’No
If facility is mmmamm,mmcmmmmmformmmrashor
tramsfer station wastes :
— Publie _x_ Pm Owner: Ww
Operating Srams (chesk) Waste Types Received (check all that aprly)
O open - residenmial
closed #1 ¥ commercial
X licensed X indostial
unlicensed . X constrection & demolition
X consuucnb nctla permit X contaminated soils -
. opexn, but closare . X speciz.l wastes *
N pending . OheT _yne TII Wastes .

l ) *
. /*Explanmonofspecxalwasws. mhxﬁngaMcﬁamﬂawnﬁm

All) as amthorized

Site Size: - 1 :
Total area of facility properzy: * 302.8 acres
Total arza sited for nse; (Plam) _194.8  acres + 67 (future permitting in
Tota] area permitted( for disposal,i.e.SWB) 104.3 104.3 acres Ingham County) =
Operating:(Licensed & Certified) 49,5 acTes ; ‘
Not exeevated: Developed 54,8 aCTeS
Cuzrent capacity: 0081 0nn  emsesryds’ Air Yards
M days opeq per yer: 260 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: £00 000 lonsoryds’ Gate Yards
(if applicahle)
Landfiil gas recavery projects: 3.2 megawatrs
Waste-to-energy incineruors: megawatis
*1: Tncludes acres of (separate) Paulson Street :Eac:_'l_lty to be consistent with
DEQ mumbers on pemts and licenses.
:\/d Also incdudes spo:i.lfborrow areas to be consistent with DEQ mumbers on permits
N and licenses.






( 'NOOD STREET LANDFILL AND NORTH OF COLEMAN
ROAD (CLINTON COUNTY)

A parcel of land on that part of the S % of the SE % and the SE % of the SW % of
Section 34, T5N, R2W, Dewitt Township, Clinton County, Michigan described as:
Commencing at the SE corner of said Section 34; thence N 89°44’06”W along the
Clinton-Ingham County line 2,636.80 feet to the S % corner of said Section 34;
thence N 89°42°23”W along said county line 1,318.40 feet to the W 1/8 line; thence N
00°02’55”E along said W 1/8 line 709.91 feet; thence S 89°42’ 23”E 50.00 feet; thence
N 00°01’23”E, 609.94 feet to a point on the S 1/8 line of said Section 34; thence S 89°
42’34”E along said S 1/8 line 3,906.15 feet to a point on the East line of said Section
34; thence S 00°04’39”W along said East line 1,318.79 feet to the point of beginning.
Also containing NE % of SE % & E % of NW % of SE % of Section 34, T5N, R2W,
Dewitt Township, Clinton County, Michigan. The combined parcels containing
179.12 acres more or less.



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

‘acility Type: Type Wl Landfill

Facility Name: Daggett Sand & Gravel

County: Ingham Location: Town: T4N Range: R2W Sections(s)
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: Yes x No

if facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station

wastes:
Public X Private Owner. Daggett Sand & Gravel, Inc.
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check aii that apply)
X open residential
closed commercial
X licensed industnal
unlicensed X construction & demolition
construction permit : contaminated soils
open, but closure specials wastes ™
) pending other:
P — m——
(\
* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: nfa
Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 10 acres
Total area sited for use: 6.4  acres
Tota! area permitted: 6.4 acres
Operating: 2-3 acres
Not excavated: acres
Current capacity: 60,000 ters or yds®
Estimated lifetime: 7 years
Estimated days open per year: 250 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 7,500 tors or yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfiil gas recovery projects: megawatts
~ . Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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__FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

" _-acility Type: Type Il Landfill

Facility Name: Pitsch Sanitary Landfill

(see attached)
County: lonia Location: Town: Range: Sections(s)

x l

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: Yes No

if facifity is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station

wastes:
Public b 4 Private Owner: Pitsch Companies
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
closed X commercial
X licensed industrial
unlicensed : X construction & demolition
construction permit X contaminated soils
open, but closure X specials wastes *
pending other:
P
\ 2

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
Street Sweepings, Asbestos

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 148.44  acres
Total area sited for use: 28.36 acres
Total area permitted: 78.44 acres
Operating: 9.87 acres
Not excavated: 70 acres
Current capacity: 40,000 tons or —yds®
Estimated lifetime: ‘ 5 6 months
Estimated days open per year: 307 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 83,000 tons or —yds®
(if applicabie)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: N/A
Waste-to-energy incinerators: N/A
S
.
Notes:

Have a pending construction permit that will extend landfill life another 30 years.

f-1

After Proposed

Expansion

300 acres
140 acres
140 acres
10 acres
40 acres

2,308,225 tons
20+ years
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality .
Waste Management Division o

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREA OPERATING LICENSE

This license is issued under the provisions of Part 115 Solid Waste Mamgement of the Nsmir} Resources and Envisonmental Protecdon Act, 1993
PA 451, MCL 324.11501 gt seg, (Part 115), to authorize the operation of the solid wastc disposal asea (Facility) in the State of Michigsh, This ,
lisense does not obviate the necessity of oduining other clearsnces and permits as may be required by stete law,

DEQL

FACILITY NAME: Pitwsch Sanitary Landfill
GRANTED TO: Pitsch Sanitary Landfill, Inc.
T T TYPE OF FACILITY: Type Ii Landfll
FACILITY TD: 34-000016
COUNTY: Ionia
LICENSE NO. 8456
ISSUE DATE: May 22, 1997
EXPIRATION DATE: May 22, 1999
FACILITY DESCRIPTION: The Pitsch Sanitary Landfil] consists of 78.44 acres located in the N 1/2 of thie
NE 1/4 of Section 7, T8N, R7W, Orleans Township, Ionia County, Mzchlgan., a8 (
identified in Anachmemt A and fully described in this license. .
AREA AUTHORIZED FOR DISPOSAL OF SOLID WASTE: Phases Il and IV
RESPONSIBLE PARTY TO CONTACT: Mr. Gary Pitsch, Vice President
Pitsch Sanitary Landfill, Inc.
675 Richmond, N.W,
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504
616-363-4895
(8 FIRST OPERATING LICENSE: This License No. 8456 is the first license issued for Phase IV,
B RENEWAL OPERATING LICENSE: This License No. 8456 supersedes and replaces Solid Waste Disposal

Area License No. 8061 issued to Pitsch Wrecking Company on April 12, 1993, as it pertains to Phases |
through III

This license is subject 10 revocation by the Director of the Michigan Deparmnent of Environmenal Quality (Director) if the Director finds thal xhe
disposal 2res is not being construeted or operared in accordanse with the apprvvcd plans, the condidons of & permit or Ticense, this act, or the .
promulgated under this sct,  Failure 10 comply with the terms and provisions of this license may result in l:ga! acrion jeading o civil ax:i.or

triminal penatties as stipulated in Part 115. This license shall be available throuph the licensee during the entire effective darz and rernams the
property of the Direczor,

THIS LICENSE IS NOT TRANSFERABLE.

" JoanA. Peck, Acting ghicf. Soli§ Waste Program Section (.ffff_l

Waste Management Division

Foam Revised 132998
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: __Solid Waste Transfer Station

Facility Name: _ECO Systems Transfer Station - Waste Management

Ionia Location: Town: 7N Range: 6W Section(s): 32

{

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section; X Yes No

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer

starion wastes ; " S€€ Below
___ Public _X Private Owner: _Waste Management of Michigan Midwest

Operating Status (check) ‘Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
x open X residential
closed X commercial
X ficensed x ndustrial
uniicensed X construction & demolition
construction permit : contaminated soils
cpen, bur closure X special wastes *
pending X other: _Recyclables

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
Recyclables are glass, :metal, plastic, newspaper, cardboard
Special Wastes are grinding, sludges. Demolition Processing

Site Size
Total area of facility property: 12.21 acres
Total area sited for use: 12.21 acres
Total area permitied: 12.21 acres
Operating: 12.21 - acres
Not excavared: N.A. acres
Current capacity: N.A.
Estimated lifetime: N.A.
Estimated days open per year: 300 days
Estimared yearly disposal volume: N.A,
(if applicable)
Axnnual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: N.A. megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: N.AC megawatts
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DEQ | Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
% Waste Management Division )

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREA OPERATING LICENSE

This kicense is issued undaer the provisiens of Part 11S Sofid Waste Management of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Act, 1954 PA 451, MCL 324.11501 et seq, {Part 115), to authorize the operation of the solld waste disposal arez (Facility) In the State of
Michigan. This license daes not obviate the necessity of obtaining other clearances and parmits as may be required by state law.

FACILITY NAME: Eco Systems Transfer Station
GRANTED TO: Waste Managemsent of Michigan - Midwest
TYPE OF FACILITY: Sbolid Waste Transfer Station
FACILITY 1D: 34-000003

COUNTY: lonia

LICENSE NUMBER: 8621

{SSUE DATE: May 18, 1989

EXPIRATION DATE: May 18, 2001

FACILITY DESCRIPTION: The Eco Systems Transfer Station is located in the NW 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of

Section 32, T7N, RSW, lonia Township, lonia County, Michigan, as fully
described in this license. <

AREA AUTHORIZED FOR THE ACCEPTANCE AND/OR PLACEMENT OF SOLID WASTE: Identified
in Attachment A of this license.

RESPONSIBLE PARTY TO CONTACT: Mr. Keith Hester, District Manager
Waste Management of Michigan - Midwest
1668 Porter Street, S.W.
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49509
616-538-1921 (Ext. 120)

[1 FIRST OPERATING LICENSE: N/A

X RENEWAL OPERATING LICENSE: This License Number 8621 supersedes and replaces Salid

VVaste Disposal Area License Number 8441 issued {0 Waste Management of Michigan ~ Midwest on
February 27, 1897.

This ficensa is subject to revacation by the Director of the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality {Director) if the Directer finds
that the disposal area |s not being constructed or oparated In accordsnce with the approved plans, the conditions of 2 pecmit or llecense,
thig act, or the rules promulgated under this act, Failure to comply with the terms and provisions of this license may resul in legal action
teading to chvil and/or criminal penaities as stipulated in Part 115, This license shatt be available through the licensee during the antire
effective date and remains the property of the Director.

THIS LICENSE 1S NOT TRANSFERABLE.

. Peck, Chief, Solid Waste Program Section
Waste Management Division
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YEACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

{

.~

acility Type: Recycle and Disposal Facility - Non-hazardous

Facility Name: Venice Park Recycling and Disposal Facility

County: Shiawassee Location: Town: 7N

Map idenlifying location included in Attachment Section: X

Range: 4E Sections(s) 27

No

14 faciiiky is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station

wastes:
Public X Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc.
Operating Status {check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
closed X commercial
licensed X industrial
uniicensed b 4 construction & demolition
construction permit X contaminated soils
open, but closure X specials wastes *
e pending X other: Non-hazardous liguids for solidification
(\‘ .

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific fist andfor conditions:

Contaminated soils,sludges, filter cake,process wastes,coal ash,foundry sand,chemical containing equipment,used

containers,treated medical waste,contaminated demolition debris,street sweeping,sediment trap materials,asbestos.

Site_Size:
Total area of facility property:
Totat area sited for use:
Total area permitted:
Qperafing:
Not excavated:

Current capacity:

Estimated lifetime;

Estimated days open per year:
Estimated yearly disposat volume:

(if applicable)

Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects:
}{_\{azste—tocenergy incineratars:

331 _acres

80 acres
69 acres
41 acres
2.5 acres

1,300,000 tsRs or yds® bank remaining
2.5 years
286 days

526,000 teme or yds®

12,500 megawatts
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3.3 CURRENT COLLECTION SYSTEM

This section outlines Clinton County’s existing waste management system,
addressing programs for the collection of solid waste, recyclables, yard waste,
household hazardous waste, pesticides, and other items. The chart in
Appendix A-2c¢ identifies which municipalities offer each type of service.

Solid Waste

The county currently generates between 95,000 - 110,000 cubic yards
(approximately 30,000 - 38,000 tons) of solid waste per year requiring
disposal. ’ ‘

Waste collection services are provided in two forms; through individual
subscription with a private hauling company, or a municipally franchised
contract for service. In franchise situations the municipality contracts, on
behalf of its residents, with a private hauling company for waste (and often
other) collection services. The following municipalities currently franchise
collection services for the listed items:

o City of DeWitt - trash, curbside recycling
e City of St. Johns - trash, curbside recycling
[ e Village of Ovid - trash, curbside recycling
o Village of Maple Rapids - trash
o Village of Elsie - trash
e Watertown Charter Township - curbside recycling

Waste collection services throughout the county are provided exclusively by
private hauling companies. A limited number of residents take their waste
directly to a landfill or bury household waste on their own property. Because
markets continue to be somewhat competitive, residents and municipalities
have some choice over the types and costs of services they want provided.

Franchised services offer advantages, including cost-effectiveness,
environmental efficiencies, and a broader range of services. Some private
service providers, however, contend that franchising artificially depresses
pricing, preferring to contract directly with homeowners.

The following companies are currently doing business in Clinton County:
. Allied Disposal Company
L e Granger Container Service
e Pick-A-Dilley

e Waste Management
13

New Master Plan doc J2/03/99



e Sunrise Disposal (a subsidiary of Republic Industries)
o Daggett Container Service (Construction/demolition containers only)

Waste hauling companies in Clinton County may dispose of residential,
commercial or industrial waste at any of four landfills: the Granger Grand
River Landfill in Watertown Township; Granger Wood Street Landfill in
DeWitt Township; Pitsch Landfill in Ionia County and Venice Park Landfill
(currently owned by Waste Management, Inc.) in Shiawassee County.
Individuals may take their own waste to the Granger facility located in
Watertown Township, but not the facility in DeWitt Township; they may also
take their waste to either of the other two facilities located in Shiawassee
and Ionia counties. Construction and demolition debris may be disposed of at
Daggett Recycling’s Type III landfill in Lansing or any of the Type II
facilities.,

Recycling

The County recovers more than 3,700 tons of household recyclables per year.
Residents receive recycling services in one of three ways: subscription
curbside recycling, municipal (franchised) curbside collection, and drop-off
sites. Businesses may contract for recycling collection or they may use the
drop-off sites. None of the haulers operating in Clinton County provide
subscription curbside collection to all parts of the County. This is particularly
the case in areas having low population densities. Curbside recycling is
offered to residents through franchise services in the cities of St. Johns and
DeWitt, the Village of Ovid, and Watertown Township.

Through the Solid Waste Alternatives Grant Program, the County provides
drop-off recycling services where private recycling services are lacking. The
County runs four sites in the following communities: Village of Maple Rapids,
Village of Fowler, Pewamo/Westphalia, and Eagle Township. Over 250 tons
of recyclables are processed annually from these sites.

The St. Johns Lion’s Club provides a 24-hour drop-off recycling site. The
County provides a subsidy to the site, but it continues to be managed by the
Lions Club. Though the site is located within a city that offers curbside
recycling, it services outlying areas that do not have such services available.
It processes over 500 tons of recyclables annually.

Granger also operates a 24-hour, self-serve recycling drop-off site on Wood
Rd. in DeWitt Twp. The site draws from Ingham and Eaton Counties, as well
as Clinton County. Based upon a survey conducted in 1994, approximately
28.5% of recycled materials accepted at that site come from Clinton County.
Data contained in Appendix A-2e provides details. Strategic location of the
various sites throughout the county provides good coverage and substantial
opportunities for recycling by residents (Selected System, Part 5.4). The City
of DeWitt and City of St. Johns offer curbside services as a part of their
franchised arrangements.

New Master Plan doc 1263479 ]. 4

P

N

s




Information regarding services, locations, materials collected and operation
times are kept current and published in quarterly issues of the Garbage
Gazette. See Appendix A-2c.

Yard Waste

Using state level statistics, Clinton County generates approximately 2,810
tons of yard waste. Under Part 115, yard waste may not be landfilled in
Michigan. National and state level statistics estimate that this reduces the
quantity of waste going to disposal facilities by 12 to 14%. Clinton County
uses 7%-8% as its generation rate because of the large community of farmers
who have been disposing of yard waste and other compostables on their own
land for years. Some yard waste is collected through municipal services and
delivered to compost facilities owned and run by private companies or
municipalities. Citizens may take their own yard waste to such facilities, or
compost yard waste in backyard compost piles as long as their composting
practices do not cause a nuisance. Education programs urge the
establishment of backyard compost piles and encourage citizens to leave
grass clippings on lawns.

Household Hazardous Wastes

The County periodically provides household hazardous waste (HHW)
collection services for citizens. Initially, the county provided dedicated one-
day HHW collections for all county residents. One year, the county co-
sponsored a HHW collection with the City of St. Johns. Most recently, the
county accepted HHW materials as part of a larger collection program called
Dump Your Junk Day (see Special Collections on next page). The County
contracts for staffing of such days. The City of St. Johns still offers periodic
collections of household hazardous wastes for its residents. However, instead
of offering a one day collection, the City allows residents to bring materials to
the City Waste Water Treatment Facility for a period of days prior to pickup
by a hazardous materials hauling and handling company.

A battery collection program consisting of 34 drop-off sites throughout the
County was offered from 1992 to 1997. The purpose of the program was to
reduce the amount of mercury disposed of in local landfills. Re-evaluation of
the program revealed, however, that the program did not achieve desired
results; it is estimated that the program captured between 1% and 5% of the
batteries generated. This, coupled with altered requirements pertaining to
landfill construction, new manufacturing practices that render batteries less
toxic, and the fact that much of the waste being disposed of in this county
originates from other counties which may or may not have such collections,
did not justify the costs (approximately $10,000 per year) associated with the
program. It has been discontinued.

Pesticides

Clinton County does not provide ongoing services to collect unwanted
pesticides. Ionia County, however, runs a facility whose disposal costs are

New Master Plan doe 12/03409 . 1 5



funded by the Department of Agriculture where Clinton County residents

may take their unwanted pesticides. Prior to development of this facility,

Clinton County did cooperatively run a Clean Sweep collection of pesticides
with four neighboring counties, also funded by the Michigan Department of .
Agriculture. Because of the availability of the Ionia facility, it is not
anticipated that the County will develop additional programming.

Special Collections

Dump Your Junk Day: Once every other year, the County runs Dump Your
Junk Day where residents may bring items that pose disposal problems to a
central collection site. Items collected include: scrap steel, appliances, tires,
household hazardous waste, junk, useable second hand furniture and
household items.

Municipal Junk Collections: Dewitt Charter Township, Bath Charter
Township, City of St. Johns, Village of Maple Rapids, Village of Fowler,
Essex Township and Watertown Township have run special collections for
large hard-to-dispose-of items. Such collections have been funded in part
through the County’s local grant program. In years when the county does not
run Dump Your Junk Day, local grant funds are increased. Local projects like
this allow municipalities to tailor collections to local needs.

Text Book Recycling Collection: The County provides an annual text book )
collection for many of the county’s schools. Schools collect books in boxes and {
County personnel collect and deliver them to a recycling company for
processing.

s

Junk Vehicles: During 1997, the County offered a pilot project to help
citizens get rid of junk vehicles. The project was relatively simple in design,
using local towing companies to transport them to scrap dealers. The County
offered residents a coupon they used as payment for tow companies. The
companies received a fixed payment for each coupon submitted to the County.
In this manner, citizens were guaranteed free disposal of their vehicle
regardless of towing distance to the scrap yard.

Waste Reduction

Waste Generation at the Curb: The City of St. Johns is the only municipality
within the County to provide volume based waste collection to residents.
When this system was first implemented, even without curbside recycling,
the waste generation rate fell by nearly 40%. When St. Johns supplemented
the drop off recycling program with curbside recycling, the amount of waste
collected in St. Johns fell nearly 50% and has remained at this low level.

Some haulers provide volume-based (pay per bag) collection service if
requested by individual customers. Haulers note, however, that most
individual subscribers tend to prefer a ‘cart’ system, based upon the

- convenience of a rigid, wheeled container. Such services are not priced purely

.
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according to volume or weight, though most haulers do offer larger and
smaller sized carts to customers at variable rates.

Purchasing: Some educational efforts have been initiated under the previous
Plan, primarily through the Garbage Gazette and local press releases, that
challenge residents to consider the quality of items they purchase, encourage
them to repair rather than throw away and to consider the impacts of
packaging on garbage generation.

Construction And Demolition

Daggett Sand and Gravel, Inc. houses a materials recovery facility to recover
construction and demolition materials. As the southern part of Clinton
County continues to develop, such a facility and service will become
increasingly important. Currently, Daggett receives about 5,714 cubic yards
of material from Clinton County of which they recover approximately 65%.
They dispose of the 2,000 remaining yards (1997 data).

The attached map shows the location of various recycling services. Daggett’s
facility 1s also indicated on the lower portion of the map.

Other disposal facility owner/operators may also selectively recycle C&D
materials brought to their facilities.

New Master Plan.do¢ 12/03/99 17



Clinton County Recycling Programs
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3.4 DEFICIENCIES AND PROBLEMS

Data Collection

One of the most difficult challenges facing the County is obtaining credible
data with which to measure impact and success of programs. For example,
the lower tier of the County is experiencing considerable growth, including
numerous new housing developments. We suspect, but do not know, that this
is creating a marked increase in landfilled C&D debris. The County does not
know what portion of landfilled Clinton County waste is residential as
opposed to C&D or commercial/industrial waste.

The MDEQ’s 1997 data report separates waste into Type II and Type III. For
that year, separations in reporting were made by facilities in this County and
others outside the County who received Clinton County waste. Such
information at least provides grounds for speculating about how much waste
may be residential and commercial versus C&D waste or Non-Hazardous
Industrial Wastes. However, 1998 data does not provide any differentiation
among Type II and III wastes. The ability to aggregate good data with which
to provide a comprehensive picture of county waste generation, was a
deficiency and challenge for the 1990 Plan, and remains a challenge for this
Plan.

Collection System

The population of Clinton County may increase substantially over the next
five years, with densities in some rural areas growing considerably. Even
now, a number of pockets of dense development exist in the county, such as
subdivisions in Victor, Watertown and Bath Townships. Currently, these
developments do not franchise waste collection services, resulting in a
greater frequency of truck traffic, higher costs, less comprehensive services
and higher environmental impact.

Where densities are very low, residents may have a limited choice of service
providers.

Landfill System

Residents located in the DeWitt/Bath area of the county have expressed
concern over being unable to use the landfill located in DeWitt Township to
dispose of their solid waste. Only the landfill located in Watertown Township
will accept waste from individuals.

Waste Reduction

Only one community in Clinton County provides a waste collection system
that utilizes Pay as You Throw (PAYT) pricing. PAYT pricing systems are
one of the most effective strategies for reducing the amount of waste disposed
of by residents; residents reduce their waste when they know they have to
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pay for its disposal based upon the quantity they generate. This strategy has
proven effective regardless of whether or not curbside recycling is also
offered. Residents, however, appear to prefer a cart system over the use of
bags, making PAYT programs more costly and challenging to implement.

Recycling and Purchasing

Markets for recycled materials continue to be depressed. This negatively
affects the delivery of both drop-off and curbside recycling by depressing
materials revenue. With the exception of a positive spike in pricing in 1995,
the market for materials are so low they do not offset the cost of collection,
processing and shipping. As a result, private haulers - unable to collect
sufficient fees from households to cover their costs - are considering the
elimination of curbside services unless contracted for by municipalities or
businesses.

The largest roadblock to successful markets continues to be depressed
demand for products made with post consumer materials. Federal subsidies
to virgin materials industries, weak corporate and governmental recycled
content purchasing practices, and depressed economies in Asian and
European countries are issues that dominate this trend.

Household Hazardous Waste

Residents are still in need of methods for disposing of household hazardous
waste materials. The County does not have a permanent collection facility,
which is an inconvenience, particularly for families moving out of the area.

The County has conducted special one-day collections in the past, however,
participation is generally low while costs high. The County has reduced its
frequency of collections to once every one or two years. There is a need to
provide such a service less expensively and more conveniently.

In 1991, the County applied for, and was awarded, a Solid Waste
Alternatives Program (SWAP - administered then under the MI Department
of Natural Resources) grant to fund a permanent household hazardous waste
facility. However, it became apparent that ongoing overhead costs would be
substantial and not proportionate to the needs of the County. Therefore, the
County declined the funding.

Financing for Implementation and Enforcement

In 1990, the County authorized the establishment of a user fee on disposal
areas located in Clinton County through the Ordinance, implemented
through the 1990 Plan. However, this levy was not used. Instead, two
agreements were developed between the County and the landfill
owner/operator, whereby the landfill owner/operator would collect a user fee
from landfill users and pass it through to the County. This funding
mechanism was challenged by the landfill owner/operator, however, resulting
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in litigation. The new Plan formalizes a funding method that is less
vulnerable to such actions.

Education and Outreach

The prior Plan focused extensively on the process of recycling; the challenge
of this Plan is to go a step further and aggressively promote environmentally
preferable purchasing practices. Messages regarding the purchase of products
with less packaging, packaging that is truly recyclable and which are made
from recycled content is complex. It needs to be delivered to a wide variety of
audiences.

New construction will increase within the county over the coming years.

New efforts must be initiated which reach general contractors, builders and
architects to assure that, as the county builds, it incorporates the purchase
and use of recycled content materials to the extent that it is economically
feasible. Further, waste materials from new construction is recyclable. With
a C&D recycling facility located in the county, it is appropriate to direct more
of these waste materials to recycling.

Relationship Between Disposal Facilities and the County

Through the 1990 Plan, the regulatory and operational relationship between -
the County and disposal facility owner/operators located within the County
were addressed through negotiated agreements. Over the course of time,
however, these agreements became the victims of differing interpretations,
and deteriorated, expired or fell into litigation. As a result, standards of
operation, including but not limited to, noise, odor, litter, mud-tracking,
annual caps, and hours of operation were left unaddressed. This Plan seeks
to remedy such weaknesses by establishing minimum operational standards
for any disposal facility located within the County. Agreements are still
preferred and not precluded, but should agreements fail, a baseline standard
is provided for in the Plan, and may be implemented through the Plan itself
or the approved Solid Waste Ordinance.

3.5 INFORMATION SOURCES

The following sections derive data and information from a variety of sources,
most of which are specifically footnoted, and are one or a combination of the
following:

e Michigan Department of Environmental Quality Report of Solid Waste
Landfilled in Michigan

e Michigan Information Center Internet Website:
www.state.mi.us/DMB/mic

e Clinton County Equalization Department

¢ Clinton County Cooperative Extension
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e Environmental Protection Agency “Measuring Recycling - A Guide for
State and Local Governments”

¢ C(Clinton County Department of Waste Management data on Recycling

Data in Clinton County is submitted voluntarily from recycling
service providers

Data collected pertains primarily to residential recycling activity
¢ Various Solid Waste Management Facility Owner/Operators
e Clinton County Geographic Information Service (GIS) System

Where inadequate information exists, projections are made with the
assistance of base figures and trend experiences of other municipalities.
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3.6 DEMOGRAPHICS

Population projections

Township or 1990 1990 % Of 1997 % Of | Projected Population
Municipality Population*| Households | Total | Proj Pop** | Total | 2000 2005 2010
Countywide 57,883 20,959 63,087 65,269] 69,0751 73,104
Bath Township 6,387 2,396] 11.0% 7,200 | 11.4%| 7,449] 7,883} 8,343
Bengal Township 989 313 1.7% 982 | 1.6% 1,018{ - 1,075/ 1,138
Bingham Township 2,546 838 4.4% 3,019 | 4.8% 3,123 3,306| 3,498
Dallas Township 1,234 3271 2.1% 1,228 | 1.9%| 1,270 1,345] 1,423
DeWitt City 3,964 1,347 6.8% 4,530 | 7.2%| 4,687, 4,960 5,249
DeWitt Township. 10,448 4,192] 18.1% 11,788 | 18.7%12,196{ 12,907| 13,660]
Duplain Township 1,278 4421 2.2% 1,308 | 2.1%} 1,363} 1,432| 1,516
233%’1& Village 120 421 0.2% 1251 0.2% 129 137 145
§_a_§le Township 2,031 704 3.5% 2,207 3.6%{ 2,376 2,5615] 2,662
Elsie Village 957 378 1.7% 9621 1.5%| 995/ 1,053 1,115
Essex Township 997 3221 1.7% 1,047 1 1.7%] 1,083 1,146} 1,218
Fowler Village 912 339, 1.6% 903 1.4%| 934 989, 1,046
Greenbush Township 2,028 662] 3.5% 2,156 | 8.4%! 2,281f 2,361] 2,498
Lebanon Township 644 207 1.1% 628 | 1.0% 650 688 728
Maple Rapids 680 263] 1.2% 712} 1.1%| 737 780 825
Olive Township 2,122 764 3.7% 2,2511 3.6%| 2,329 2,465| 2,608
Ovid Village 1,442 570f 2.5% 1,501 1 2.4%] 1,553 1,643| 1,739}
Ovid Township 1,663} 5721 2.9% 1,732 1 2.7%| 1,792| = 1,896 2,007
Riley Township 1,543 509 2.7% 1,561 2.5% 1,615 - 1,709{ 1,809
St. Johns City 7,284 2,870] 12.6% 7,564 | 12.0%| 7,826 8,282 8,765
Victor Township 2,784 936| 4.8% 3,179 1 5.0%| 3,289 3,481} 3,684
Watertown Township 3,731 1,286! 6.4% 4104 | 6.5%| 4,246] 4,494] 4,756
Westphalia Village 780 294 1.3% 717 1.2%] 804 851 900
Westphalia Township 1,319 386] 2.3% 1,533 1 2.4%! 1,586 1,679 1,776

* 1990 Data - Census

**1997 Total Population derived from Census Data; Municipal
proportions of data derived from Tri-County Regional Planning
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PROJECTED WASTE GENERATION

Projections
Township or 1997 | 1997 Waste] 2000 |2000 Waste] 20056 |2005 Wastef] 2010 |2010 Waste
Municipality Proj Pop*| Generation || Proj Pop|Generation||Proj Pop|Generation{ Proj. Pop.|Generation
Countywide 63,087 40,141 65,269 41,772 69,075 45,702 73,104 50,235
Bath 7,200 4,608 7,449 4767 || 7,883 5,203 8,343 5,757
Bengal 982 628 1,016 650 1,075 710§ 1,138 785
Bingham 3,019 1,932 3,123 1,999 H 3,306 2,182 3,498 2,414
Dallas 1,228 786 1,270 813 1,345 8817|) 1,423 982
Dewitt 4,530 2,899 4,687 2,999 || 4,960 3,274 5,249 3,622
DeWitt Township 11,788 7,644 12,196 7,805 12,907 8,619] 13,660 9,425
Duplain Township 1,308 837 1,353 866 1,432 945 1,616 1,046
Eagle 125 80 129 83 137 90}l 146 100
Eagle Township 2,297 1,470 2,376 1,521 2,516 1,660)| 2,662 1,837,
|Elsie 962 616 995 637 1,053 695 1,115 769
Essex Township 1,047 670 1,083 693 1,146 757 1,213 837
Fowler 903 b78 934 598 989 653 1,046 722
Greenbush Township 2,156 1,380 2,231 1,428 2,361 1,558 2,498 1,724
Lebanon Township 628 402 6560 416 688 454 728 502:
Maple Rapids 712 456 737 471 780 515 825 569
Olive Townshp 2,251 1,441 2,329 1,490 2,465 1,627 2,608 1,800
Ovid 1,501 961 1,663 994 1,643 1,085 1,739 1,200
Ovid Township 1,732 1,108 1,792 1,147 1,896 1,252 2,007 1,386
{Riley Township 1,661 999 1,615 1,034 1,709 1,128) 1,809 1,248
St. Johns 7,564 4,841 7,826 5,008 8,282 5,466} 8,765 6,048
Victor Township 3,179 2,035 I 3,289 2,105 3,481 2,297 3,684 2,642
Watertown Township 4,104 2,627 4,246 2,717 4,494 2,966} 4,756 3,281
Westphalia 771 497 || 804 514 851 561 900 621
Westphalia Township 1,533 981 [| 1,586 1,015 E 1,679 1,108 1,776 1,226

Annual per capita waste generation rate = 997: .64 Tons/person  2005: .66 Tons/person 2010; .69 T'(;;islp:;on
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Clinton County Household Densities
Per Square Mile
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3.7 LAND USE AND ECONOMIC BASE

§

!

% LAND USE % ECONOMIC

5 |- 5 |=
> 8 > &
EEl 13 |5 |§ |5 | |-|z |E |¢
5 || |E |O |[& |8 |2 |E|€ |O £
2 | 8|5 |s 8 |2 |8 |€|% 2,

— ) S [ — Q 3= S
= L | o o Q = L | o 2
. s |Elzl= |2 |3 |8 |8 |Bl2 |2 |3
Township or ¥ 2|3 |'g > g 2|2 | >
« . . o (=} c 9] opei [«*] of Q a M} o [+3]
Municipality < |0 | |/ | A <€ 10O |m|K | a
Countywide 17%| 5% 1%| 76%{ 0%| 1%| 15%| 9%| 2%| 74%| - 0%| 1%
Bath Township 4%{ 3%} 1% 91%| 0%| 1%| 3%| 9%|0%|87%| 0%| 1%
Bengal Township 58%)| 0%| 0%| 40%| 0%| 0%| 54%| 1%]| 0%| 46%| 0%] 0%
Bingham Township 26%| 5%} 1%| 57%| 0% 11%| 20%}| 18%| 1%| 56%| 0%| 4%
Dallas Township 36%| 6%| 0%| 58%| 0%| 0%]| 37%| 4%|0%|59%| 0%| 0%
DeWitt City 0%] 4%]| 0%| 95%] 0%| 1%| 0%| 5%|0%|93%| 0%|2%
DeWitt Township 2% T%| 1%| 88%] 0%| 1%| 2%| 19%| 1%| 78%| 0%]| 1%
Duplain Township 28%| 6%| 1%| 65%| 0%] 0%| 37%| 2%|2%|59%| 0% 0%
Eagle Township 26%| 2%| 2%| 68%| 0% 2%} 19%| 3%} 0%|76%| 0%| 1%
Essex Township 32%| 3%| 0%| 64%| 0%| 0%| 39%| 2%]|0%| 59%| 0%} 0%
Greenbush Township | 28%| 2%| 2%| 64%| 0%| 3%|27%| 5%| 1%| 65%| 0%| 1%
Lebanon Township 66%| 0%} 0%| 33%| 0%| 0%| 77%}| 0%] 0%] 23%| 0%} 0%
~ive Township 29%| 1%| 1%| 68%| 0%| 1%| 25%| 1%| 0%| 73%| 0%| 0%
_7id Township 21%| 6% 1%| 71%| 0%| 0%]| 26%| 6%| 4%|65%| 0%| 0%
Riley Township 40%| 0%| 0%| 60%]| 0%| 0%} 36%| 0%]| 0%|63%| 0%| 0%
St. Johns City 0%] 9%| 2%| 88%| 0%| 0%| 0%| 17%| 4%| 79%| 0%]| 0%
Victor Township 11%} 1%] 0%| 88%| 0% 0%] 12%]| 1%]| 0%| 87%| 0%| 0%
Watertown Township | 12%| 5%| 3%| 79%| 0% 1%] 9%| 9%| 7%| 73%| 0%} 2%
Westphalia Township | 35%| 4%| 0%| 61%] 0%| 0%] 32%| 2%] 0%| 66%| 0%} 0%

Data Source: 1999 Clinton County Equalization Department Report

Both the allocation of land use and economic base figures indicate the importance of
Agriculture to land use planning, service considerations and relative worth (SEV) of
preservation of such land. It is clear that such primary land useage and land values

-

i
|

focus on residential and agricultural property.
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3.8 LAND DEVELOPMENT

The maps on the following page indicates current land use. The County has
the responsibility for planning and zoning functions except in the cities of St.
Johns and DeWitt, as well as Watertown, DeWitt and Bath Charter
Townships. With the exception of St. Johns, the other geographic areas are
contiguous to metropolitan Lansing, East Lansing and Okemos. Not
surprisingly, suburban development has escalated most dramatically in these
areas and will continue to do so.

Completion of US-27 through the center of Clinton County may also bring
industrial and manufacturing development as far north as St. Johns. At
minimum, it has made the rural townships of the County very appealing for
the resident seeking a country living environment while still being able to
work in the city. Preservation of farmland in the County is a high priority,
but many farmers find it increasingly lucrative to sell land to developers or
split properties for large-lot residential building sites.

The impact of this growth is twofold: Larger populations means increased
waste generation and increased need for services; and an increase in
population density may necessitate modifications in the types of services
provided to new residents.

Development is provided for in the Clinton County Comprehensive Land Use
Plan by prioritizing four types of land uses: Rural Development, Agricultural
Development, Residential Development and Suburban Development.

e Agricultural Development - Protected agricultural land providing
unique production critical to the county’s economy.

e Rural Development - Least intensive development - the primary focus
being on open space preservation.

e Residential Development - Low to moderate density with typical city
dwellings, businesses and utilities.

e Suburban Development - Moderate to High development density - with
concentrated areas of dwellings.

The Land Use Plan prioritizes development in this order:
e Predominant Focus - Rural and Agricultural Development
e Secondary Focus - Residential Development
e Tertiary Focus - Suburban Development

Areas in the county have been classified as containing eight different soil
types. Each type is conducive to a certain kind of development. This
information, plus the location of currently developed areas have led to
identification of areas within the County most appropriately slated to be the
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target of increased development in the coming years. They are Bingham,
Victor, Olive, Riley and Eagle Townships. Bingham Township surrounds the
city of St. Johns, and encompasses Business Route US-27 and the new US-27
expressway; Victor, Olive and Riley townships flank the southern most
townships in the County which have already experienced substantial
increases in residential development. Eagle Township is the only township
along the southern border of the County which is not a Charter Township.
Each of these townships are identified as areas of future growth and have
individual plans being developed for them.

The County is in the process of implementing a GIS system which will allow
overlay of land use activity in maps that highlight such features as drains,
rivers, wetlands and farmland. This is a powerful planning tool that will
allow the County to view housing densities in specific areas in some detail
which will assist with solid waste service planning in the coming years.
Aerial photos have been completed and data is in the process of being entered
into the County's system. Once all land use data is entered and plans for the
growth townships complete, a comprehensive future land use map will be
produced. Map detail will, of course, include current disposal area locations
and land owned by current facility operators.

Without question, agriculture continues to be the key focus of the County’s
economic base, and farmland preservation efforts are expanding. The waste
disposal needs of the agricultural community for such items as.pesticides and
unwanted farm equipment present problems to be addressed in this Plan.

New Master Plan doc 1203/99 2 8
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PART FOUR - SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The Act requires the evaluation of alternative solid waste management
systems. The management system in use since 1990 has, by in large, worked
well for this County. Continuation of the existing system would be one viable
approach. The existing management system is presented as Management
System Alternative 1.

Over the last seven years, evaluation of the existing management system has
resulted in recommendations for improving its enforcement and education
aspects. A second alternative would be to preserve the existing system,
while incorporating the recommended improvements. This enhanced system
1s presented as Management System Alternative 2.

Finally, to maintain the County’s awareness of service delivery options and
their advantages and disadvantages, it is useful to consider an approach that
is the antithesis of the existing management system. This system is
presented as Management System Alternative 3.

The following narrative contains brief summaries of each management
system alternative. A chart in Appendix A-1h ranks the three systems in
order of appropriateness and cost effectiveness. Additional details describing
the non-selected systems are contained in Appendix B.

Any service management system may consist of components that address the
way waste and recycling services are provided, and how waste reduction is
accomplished. Following the section describing service management system
alternatives is a section which includes brief descriptions of various
components that may (or may not ) be used as part of each system. The
components identified in this section are only those that rose to the top
during the planning process and warranted special review.

4.2 EVALUATION OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1: Continuation of the Existing System

Part Three of this Plan provides a comprehensive description of the existing
solid waste management system as developed under the previous Plan.
Continuation of this basic structure, as well as the programs and services
designed to implement the previous Plan, would certainly be feasible, but
would fall short of addressing deficiencies described in the Deficiencies and
Problems section of this document. The existing system includes a well-
developed recycling component, provides for composting, and emphasizes a
strong education program. The administrative structure is in place, as is the
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funding mechanism. (The funding mechanism, however, has undergone some
legal challenge.) County roles and responsibilities have been defined and
assumed, and municipalities approve of the distribution of services and
sharing of resources that the current system provides.

However, the current system falls short in addressing waste reduction, the
business and construction/demolition sectors, hazardous household wastes
and unwanted agricultural chemicals. It is weak in addressing purchasing

‘and packaging issues. And, the current system inadequately defines

enforcement responsibilities and relationships with disposal facilities.

Alternative 2: Current System with Enhancements

As stated in Alternative 1, the existing system adequately addresses the
fundamental requirements of the 1990 Plan. Alternative 2 preserves the
integrity of the current system, while addressing inadequacies identified in
the Deficiencies and Problems section of this Plan document.

A modified system would incorporate the following changes and additions:

Educational program

Shift emphasis from the classroom to the business sector, including the
building and construction sector.

Implement a comprehensive education campaign to teach and encourage
the purchase and use of products that:

a) have less packaging;
b) have packaging that is truly recyclable; and
c) are pi‘oducts made with recycled content.

Implement an education program targeting local governments, housing
assoclations and developments (subdivisions, apartment complexes,
modular housing communities) and residents describing solid waste
collection options and their advantages.

Hazardous waste

Establish a convenient and cost effective method for addressing disposal
and handling of household hazardous materials and unwanted
agricultural chemicals.

Responsibilities and relationships

Revise the solid waste ordinance to clarify waste generator and disposal
facility owner/operator responsibilities pertaining to waste hauling and
disposal in the county. Establish standards for waste handling practices
and solid waste disposal for companies doing business in this County.
Work with service providers to acquire more meaningful data such that
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program effectiveness is better measured, and programs are better
designed to meet evolving needs.

Alternative 3: Uniform Service Contracting

¢ In this alternative, the County would contract for solid waste services on
behalf of all single family residences. The County would develop a means
of collecting a tax or fee to pay for the contract(s). The County would
develop a transition plan and timetable to facilitate the change from the
current system to a county-wide uniform housing service contract system
that would be satisfactory to residents and municipalities.

e One advantage of such an approach is the economy of scale the County
could achieve through a single contract, providing cost savings. Some
residents may also receive a wider variety of services than are currently
available to them - such as curbside recycling in rural townships. Volume
based waste collection and curbside recycling could result in substantial
waste reduction as well as increased recovery of recyclable materials.
Other benefits include reducing truck travel on county roads, thereby
minimizing emissions, road wear and fuel consumption.

e The disadvantage of such an approach is that the County would require
authority from municipalities and residents to contract for services. This
political challenge, and the difficulty of meeting such a wide variety of
needs, present significant barriers to this option. Additionally, there may
be risk in contracting with a single company (or group of companies) to
service the needs of an entire area; it could make the County vulnerable to
monopolistic control.

4.3 EVALUATION OF OPTIONAL COMPONENTS

Component 1: Waste Disposal

Waste Disposal strategies (such as construction of a waste to energy facility),
other than landfilling at the two local facilities located within the County
were not considered. The two existing facilities adequately meet Clinton
County’s needs. As a contingency, neighboring counties also have landfills to
which Clinton County may export its waste.

Component 2: Mandated Curbside Recycling Services

Mandating that haulers provide curbside services would increase the
tendency of a limited number of non-recycling residents to recycle,
particularly those in rural areas. Based upon the findings of the 1998
residential survey, the availability of curbside recycling could potentially
induce in as many as 2,000 households (an optimistic estimate) to begin
recycling. The additional materials collected could be as much as 720 tons.
The problem with such a mandate, however, is that it does not take market
conditions into account. In addition, the per-stop costs of providing curbside
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4.4

recycling in rural areas is high. Mandating collection systems where it is not
economical may result in increased costs passed back to the consumer, or
increases in the cost of recycled content products. It could be argued that this
1s not good for the industry as a whole.

{ s

Component 3: Mandated Licensing

The County could require hauler licensing as a means to mandate recycling
and volume based pricing for waste collection services and data reporting.
For the purposes of this plan, licensing is identified as a contingency, which
could be implemented if need arises. Review of this tool during the planning
process indicated a strong disinclination to employ such tactics as a primary
strategy at this point in time. "

Component 4: Mandate Volume-Based Pricing

Many pricing methods for collection services reward waste generators for

- creating more waste; the generator’s cost per unit goes down the more waste

they place at the curb. This approach to pricing garbage is a disincentive to
waste reduction. Volume based collection favors a direct relationship between
the cost of trash collection services and the quantity of waste generated: a 30
gallon container costs $X/month and a 60 gallon container costs $2X/month.

The experiences of many municipalities have shown that volume-based
pricing for waste collection has an impact on waste reduction.- However,

mandating volume based pricing at the county level, would pose A
administrative difficulties for companies operating between Clinton County

and counties that do not require volume based pricing.

Solid waste companies argue vigorously against such requirements. Some

argue that residents prefer carts to bags to hold their waste. However,

volume based pricing can work for carts as well as bags.

Companies have also pointed out that certain costs reflected in $X are

constant whether the container is large or small (the truck, fuel and driver to
perform the collection, for example). If such a component were to be used,

these constants could and should be factored out as the base charge, so that
residents can clearly see the doubling of charges for differing sized

containers. For example: a 30 gallon container would cost A(fixed costs)+X

(disposal costs). A 60 gallon container would cost A+2X.

An alternative to mandating such services is to educate consumers. This

strategy is more acceptable to haulers and maintains choice for

municipalities and individual consumers.

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES o
RANKINGS (.

An informal ranking of alternatives (on following page), combined with the
findings of the Solid Waste Planning Committee, indicate that Alternative 2
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1s best suited for use in this planning cycle. The survey conducted in 1997
(Appendix A-2d) confirms that Alternative 2 most closely meets the needs of

the County’s residents.

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES RANKINGS

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Criterion & Current Current System County Uniform
Potential Value System w/Modification Contracting
Technical Feasibility ++ ++ +
Economic Feasibility + + -
Energy Consumption + ++ ++
Environmental Impacts - + ++
Public Health Effects + + ++
Public Acceptability ++ ++ -
Industry Acceptability + ++ -

Total "+"'s +=8 +=11 +=7
Total "-"'s -=1 -=3
Ranking 2 1 3
Values:

++ = High Impact

+ = Average Impact

- = Negligible Impact

iRankings provide an approximation of the degree to which one alternative or |
lanother has a positive impact on the criterion listed. Value assignments are
Ibased on independent survey results, staff assessments and research on |
iprograms conducted in other areas. Narrative in the Plan and in Appendix B
ipresent further discussion on these criterion. ‘
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5 PART FIVE - SELECTED SOLID WASTE
T MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

5.1 INTRODUCTION

This Plan continues a decentralized and privatized system of services. The
Plan maintains a strategy in which local municipalities and individuals
control the type of services they receive, and their own levels of participation
in various aspects of an integrated solid waste management system. Asa
service provider, the County continues its role as ‘provider of last resort.’
Primarily this means assisting with management of ‘hard to dispose of or
recycle’ items, and/or assisting in geographic areas of the county that do not
presently receive adequate services from the private sector.

Education efforts will continue as the cornerstone of modifying behaviors
which impact waste reduction, recycling and recycled product use. The
administrative structure developed under the previous Plan is maintained in
this planning cycle. The County will however, maintain stronger roles in
areas of policy making, enforcement, and partnering with businesses and
local municipalities to enhance services to citizens. The Education component
of this Plan is enhanced to address issues of waste reduction, purchasing and
oo business recycling.

The Plan maintains an integrated approach to solid waste management
which includes waste reduction, resource conservation and recovery with
waste disposal being the choice of last resort for managing remaining waste
materials. Incineration is not included as an optional component.

5.2 BASIS FOR SELECTION

The primary reason for maintaining a decentralized system is public
preference for such a system. However, there are other reasons which make
this approach appropriate. Population densities in this County vary
significantly. GIS research indicates that densities go from six households
per acre in the county to over 700 per acre in the city. The southern end of
the County is filling with suburbanites accustomed to and wantihg extensive
services - while much of the northern part of the County maintains its rural
agricultural character. This accounts for wide diversity in service
expectation. For this reason, the selected management system monitors
development, suggests service alternatives as population densities change,
and coordinates service provision where there are gaps. The County will
continue to serve as a coordinating umbrella, through which emerging needs
o are identified or met.

An Ordinance is the central mechanism for establishing and enforcing
minimum standards for the handling of solid waste and operation of disposal
facilities located in the County.
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5.3 ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF -
SELECTED SYSTEM

Public Health

While the selected system is decentralized in nature, in this Plan Update, the
County will play a stronger role in the establishment of baseline waste
management standards and enhance educational programs to address waste
reduction, hazardous materials disposition and needs evolving from increased
development occurring in the County. Establishment of such standards, and
better enforcement of illegal waste handling, reduces the public’s risk in
handling solid waste and its ultimate disposal. Stronger efforts will be made
to address household hazardous waste and auto fluids. Provision of such
services to address these waste streams decrease the risk that such materials
end up in drains or on the ground.

Environmental Affects

In the County’s role as an overall coordinator and educator or technology
transfer agent, the environmental impacts of the decentralized system in the
County will continue to improve. The strong educational component,
together with a strategy of local grant giving, provide incentive to local
municipalities to implement clean-ups or upgrade waste handling strategies
(recycling, composting, etc.). Additionally, stronger, more consistent solid
waste handling standards will protect individuals as well as the
environment.

-

Energy Use

This system fails somewhat to address energy use. Individual contracting for
subscription services results in multiple companies traveling a single road to
collect trash and/or recyclables. The focus of this Plan, to educate
municipalities and residential developments about the advantage of
contracting as units with a single hauler, may impact this situation
somewhat.

Siting

Siting of new disposal capacity appears not to be necessary during this Plan
period. Sufficient capacity has been promised to the County by Granger.
Both Granger landfills have substantial capacity available; 30+ years each.
However, the County has determined that inclusion of a siting process is
important to a system based on the private sector and local determination.
Such a process standardizes review criteria should the need arise.
Establishment of standards provides the county with a tool to use in the
event that anticipated needs and/or services are dramatically changed. (/\ o
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Economic Costs

Because services in the County are, by in large, provided through the private
sector, costs of programs will tend to be based upon the economic viability of
such services. Contracts enacted by municipalities or local developments
tend to have lower per unit costs due to the economies of scale in servicing a
large number of household units per geographic area. Costs for
implementing the Plan where the County is not active in direct collection
services are far more reasonable than they would be if a stronger provider
role was assumed by the County. '
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Counties

Barry
Calhoun
Eaton
Genesee
Gratiot
Ingham
Tonia
Isabella
Jackson
Kalamazoo
Kent
Livingston
Montcalm
Oankland
Ottawa
Saginaw
Shiawassee
Washtenaw
Wayne
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5.5 IMPORT AUTHORIZATION

Listed in 5.7 are licensed solid waste disposal areas currently operating in
Clinton County. Disposal of solid waste generated from within Counties
‘named below is authorized by Clinton County in unlimited amounts except

as specified by the Annual Cap and Conditions.

IMPORT VOLUME AUTHORIZATIONS OF SOLID WASTE

IMPORTING | EXPORTING | FACILITY | AUTHORIZED |AUTHORIZED | AUTHORIZED
COUNTY COUNTY NAME QUANTITY/ QUANTITY/ | CONDITIONS
DAILY ANNUAL
Clinton Ingham All unlimited* unlimited* p*
Clinton Eaton All unlimited® unlimited* pP*
Clinton Shiawassee All unlimited* unlimited* pP*
Clinton Gratiot All unlimited® unlimited* pP*
Clinton Ionia All unlimited* | wunlimited* p*
Clinton Allegan All unlimited* unlimited® pP*
Clinton Barry All unlimited® unlimited® pP*
Clinton Calhoun All unlimited* unlimited* p*
Clinton Genesee All unlimited* unlimited* p*
Clinton Isabella All unlimited* unlimited* P*
Clinton Jackson All unlimited® unlimited* pP*
Clinton Kalamazoo All unlimited* unlimited* pP*
Clinton Kent All unlimited® unlimited™ p*
Clinton Livingston All unlimited® unlimited® p*
Clinton Montcalm All unlimited* unlimited* p*
Clinton Oakland All unlimited* unlimited* p*
Clinton Ottawa All unlimited* unlimited* p*
Clinton Saginaw All <84 Tons/day |Approx 75,000 p*
cy
Clinton Washtenaw All unlimited* sum of all 83 p*
counties
cannot exceed
500,000 cy
Clinton Wayne All unbimited* unlimited*

Authorization indicated by P = Primary Disposal; C = Contingency Disposal; * = Other
conditions exist.

* ANNUAL CAP: The sum of all waste disposed of in facilities within Clinton County, which
were owned by Granger at the time of the writing of this Plan, may not exceed 2, 500 000 cubic
yards per year. See Section 6.8 of this Plan document.
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* CONDITIONS: Each County must name Clinton County in their Plan as a County to which
they will export waste. Each County which has a disposal facility must also name Clinton
County in their Plan as a county from whom they will accept waste for disposal. Those Counties
currently without disposal facilities must warrant that if they should construct a facility during
this Plan period, they will agree to accept Clinton County waste for import. These warranties
may be secured through a letter submitted to the Clinton County DPA which is signed by the
DPA of the Exporting County. Municipal solid waste incinerator ash is not accepted for disposal
in Clinton County.
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5.6 EXPORT AUTHORIZATION

If a licensed solid waste disposal area is currently operating within the
counties named below, disposal of solid waste generated from within Clinton
County is authorized for disposal in facilities within those counties in

unlimited quantities, except as may be specified by the receiving county's

authorized Solid Waste Management Plan.

EXPORT VOLUME AUTHORIZATION OF SOLID WASTE

EXPORTING| IMPORTING FACILITY AUTHORIZED ;| AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED
COUNTY COUNTY NAME QUANTITY/ QUANTITY/ CONDITIONS
DAILY ANNUAL

Clinton |Shiawassee All unlimited unlimited pP*
Clinton |{Eaton** All unlimited | unlimited p*
Clinton |lonia All unlimited unlimited P*
Clinton |Gratiot** All unlimited unlimited pP*
Clinton _|[Ingham All unlimited unlimited p*
Clinton _|Allegan™** All unlimited unlimited pP*
Clinton |Barry ) All unlimited unlimited P*
Clinton |Calhoun All unlimited unlimited P*
Clinton |Genesee All unlimited unlimited pP*
, unlimited unlimited pP*
~ " Clinton |Isabella** All unlimited unlimited P*
- Clinton |Jackson All unlimited unlimited P*
Clinton |Kalamazoo™* All unlimited unlimited P*
Clinton |Kent All unlimited unlimited P*
Clinton _|Livingston** All unlimited unlimited pP*
Clinton |[Montcalm All " unlimited unlimited p*
Clinton |Oakland All unlimited unlimited pP*
- unlimited unlimited p*
unlimited unlimited pP*
Clinton [Ottawa All unlimited unlimited P*
unlimited unlimited P*
Clinton [Saginaw All unlimited unlimited P*
unlimited unlimited p*
unlimited unlimited pP*
Clinton [(Washtenaw All unlimited unlimited pP*
Clinton |Wayne All unlimited unlimited pP*
unlimited unlimited P*
unlimited unlimited pP*
unlimited unlimited P*

suthorization indicated by P = Primary Disposal; C = Contingency Disposal; * = Other
conditions exist
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* Each County which has a disposal facility must name Clinton County in their Plan as a county from
whom they will accept waste for disposal. Each County must name Clinton County in their Plan as a
County to which they will export waste. Those Counties presently without disposal facilities must
warrant that if they should construct a facility during this Plan period, they will agree to accept Clinton
County waste for import. These warranties may be secured through a letter submitted to the Clinton
County DPA, signed by the DPA of the Importing County. Counties may not export municipal solid
waste incinerator ash to Clinton County for disposal.

5.7 SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREAS

This List identifies facilities operating within each county authorized in this
Plan at the time this Plan was completed. It does not intend to exclude
facilities that may come into existence during this plan period. Additionally,
while transfer facilities are disposal facilities, they are not end disposal sites.
Any transfer facility located within the authorized counties is authorized for
use so long as waste leaving that transfer facility which originated in Clinton
County is disposed of at the end disposal facility located within the counties
authorized in 5.6 of the Plan. Additionally, waste coming into Clinton
County for disposal may come from any of those transfer facilities so long as
the waste orginates from within the counties named and authorized in 5.5 of
this Plan.

Information listed below was provided by each facility and Clinton County
accepts no responsibility for its accuracy. For the purpose of this plan, 1 gate
yard equals approximately .5 air yards. Capacities labeled “CY” are
unspecified as gate or air yards. Capacity and life data are not provided for
MRFs and transfer stations, as these are not end disposal sites.

Type I Landfills Size & County Capacity Life

Granger Grand River 120.9 acres | 7,617,000 Air 32 years life

Avenue Landfill located on sited in Yards

Grand River in Watertown Clinton

Charter Township County

Granger Wood Street 194.8 acres 10,981,000 Air | 34 years life

Landfill located on Wood - sited in Yards (1998)

Road in DeWitt Charter Clinton

Township and Lansing County

Township in Ingham County

Venice Park Recycling and 80 acres 1,300,000 air 2.5 years life -

Disposal Facility in Lennon, | sited for use | yards expansion

Shiawassee County pending

Pitch Sanitary Landfill in 28.36 acres 40,000 tons .5 years

Kiddeville, Ionia County sited in Ionia remaining -
pending
expansion.

City Environmental Barry 3 million CY 10+ years, 18
add’l. acres
pending

C&C Calhoun 3,360,000 CY 7 Years

(air yards) '
Citizens Disposal Genesee 5,300,000 CY 25 years
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Brent Run Genesee 10,247,000 CY | 18 Years

MeGill Rd. Jackson 740,000 CY 5 Years

South Kent Kent 7,600,000 Tons | 38 Years

Central Sanitary Montcalm 373,428 CY 2 Years

Collier Road Oakland NA NA

Eagle Valley Oakland NA NA

Oakland Heights Oakland 3,500,000 4 Years

Autumn Hills Ottawa 20,750,000 30.2 Years
Tons

Ottawa County Farms Ottawa 16,500,000 CY | 25-30 Years

People’s Saginaw 5,301,641 Tons | 20 Years

Saginaw Valley Saginaw NA 1 Year

Taymouth Saginaw 1,300,000 CY 7-8 Years

Arbor Hills Washtenaw | 6,177,000 Gate | 17.6 Years
Yards

Carleton Farms Wayne 23,674,000 CY | 35 Years

Riverview Land Preserve Wayne 17,800,000 CY | 28 Years

Sauk Trail Hills Wayne 19,486,236 CY | 17 Years

Woodland Meadows Wayne 27,861,000 CY | 16 Years

See attached facility descriptions for more detail.

Type III Landfill (C & D) Size Capacity Life

Daggett Sand and Gravelon | 6.4 acres sited | 60,000 air | 7 years life

Sheridan Road in Lansing, for use yards

Ingham County

Incinerator

None

Transfer Facilities

None

Waste to Energy Incinerator

None '

Processing Plants

Type II (Granger processes | N/A

source separate materials

only) ,

Type III (Daggett Sand and | N/A Approx. 400 | N/A

Gravel - separates cy/day

construction/demolition 100,000

materials prior to cylyear

landfilling)

Waste Piles and Other

None
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5.8 FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Descriptions are lettered to correspond with the following:

a) Clinton County
b) Barry County
¢) Calhoun County
d) Genesee County
e) Ingham County
f) Ionia County
g) Jackson County
h) Kent County
1) Montcalm County

- j) Oakland County
k) Ottawa County
1) Saginaw County
m) Shiawassee County
n) Washtenaw County

o) Wayne County
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SELECTED SYSTEM

FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: ___ Type II

Facility Name: | Granger Grand River Avenue Landfill

Coumy: _ Clinton ‘ Location: Town:_ 5K Ranpe: 3W  Section(s): 29

Map identifying location included in Antachment Section: _Yes IE Bequested _~ No

Iffacilny:sanmcmcramroraumsfm'smnnn, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or
transfer station wastes :

Public X Private Ownerr Granger Land Develo r any_

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open i ’ X residential
closed % b4 commercial
X licensed ‘ X industrial ‘
unlicensed X construction & demolition
X construction permit X contaminated soils
, open; but closure X special wastes ®
pending X omer: _Tvpe YIT Wastes

Site Size: 1
Total aree of facility s 180.9 acres
Total area sited for nse: (Plan) 120.90 acres

Not W Developed 31.6 acres
Currem capacity: 7,617,000 3iosseryds’ Air Yards
Estimated lifecime: 32 years
Estimated days open per year: 200 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 600,000  #emseryds Gate Yards
(if applicabie)

Annual epergy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 4 Q  mepawais
Waste-to-energy Incinerators: TRegawals

*1: Includes acres of (separate) closed facility to be consistent with
DEQ numbers on permits and licemses.






Granger Grand River Landfill - Legal Description

Landfill facility located in Watertown Township within Clinton County. The
legal description of this facility is as follows:

Com. At a point on the E-W 1/4 line distant S89°58'41”E 1316.40’ from the W

1/4 cor. of Sec. 29, T5SN-R3W, Watertown Township, Clinton County
Michigan, th. N0OO° 19°38”E alg. the W 1/8 line 2278.35 to a pt. on the S. r/o/w
In. of I-96, as now located, th. alg. sd. S. limited access r/o/w on the arc of a
curve to the right, sd. curve having a delta angle = 14°03'45”, radius of
5626.58, long chord bearing and distance = S77°29'16”E 1377.50", a distance
of 1380.96'<th. S66°05’38”E 153.95’ to the P.C. of a curve to the right, sd.
curve being the S. limited access r/o/w In. of I-69 eastbound turning roadway
as now proposed, and having a delta angle of 31°08°16”, radius of 2784.79’,
long chord bearing and distance = S50°25’03”E 1494.86’, a distance of
1513.41; th. S34°50°55"E a distance of 545.20’ to a point on the S. In. of the N.
4/5 of NE 1/4 Sec. 29, th. N89°42'41"W alg. sd. S. In. 85.60°, th. S34°50’55"E
73.271°, th. S00°21’03W” 1774.96’ to a pt. on the ¢/l of Grand River Avenue
formerly U.S.16 sd. ¢/l being the ¢/1 of the 100 foot, being 50 feet either side of
the c/1 r/o/w, th. alg. sd. c/l, the following courses: N74°53'07"W 1654.94’,
N76°45’31"W 1083.81’ N76°49'55"W 263.56  to the intersection of sd. ¢/l and
the W 1/8 In. th. N00°22’07’E alg. sd. W 1/8 1n. 576.69 to the POB. '
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(\ - * Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:

SELECTED SYSTEM

FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: ___Type IT

Facility Name: _Granger Wood Street Landfill

ciinton 55 3%
Coumy: __Ingham ’ Location: Town:__ 4N Range: ZW Section(s): 3
Map idemifying location incinded in Atachment Section: ____ Yes If Requested B No

If facility is anmnmmmrurau-ansfcrmnnn,hs:ﬂxeﬁnaldxspossl sneandlocananform:msramrasho:
mmsfcrsmnonwastes

.. Public ._x._V Private  Owner: WWV

Operating Stants (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
open ) demial
closed * X . commercial
i i b indastrial
unlicensed X construction & demolition

- construction permit X contaminated soils
open, but closure . X special wastes * :
pending X other _ome TTT Wastes

All as =uthorized

Site Size: 1 ;
Total zrea of faeility property: * 302.8 acres
Total area sited for use: (Plan) - _194.8  acres + 67 (future pemltung :Ln

Total ares permined(for disposal,i.e.SWB) 104.3 104.3 acres . Ingham Coum:y)
Operating:(Licensed & Certified) 49.5% acTes

* Not exeavated: Developed 4.8 aCTeS
Cuzrent capacity: 10,981,000 tonseryds® Air Yards
Estimated lifedme: 34 years
M days Open per year: 260 days
Estimated yeatly disposal volume: _60n 0o  tonseryds’ Gate Yards
(if applicable)

Anunal energy production: :
Landfill gas recovery projects: 1.2 megawars
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatis

Includes acres of {(separate) Paulson Street fac:_'tu:y to be congistent with
DEQ numbers on perm:_ts and licenses.

%l

- Also includes spo:.ll‘borrow areas to be consistent with DEQ numbers on permits

and licenses.
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NOOD STREET LANDFILL AND NORTH OF COLEMAN
ROAD (CLINTON COUNTY)

A parcel of land on that part of the S % of the SE % and the SE % of the SW % of
Section 34, T5N, R2W, Dewitt Township, Clinton County, Michigan described as:
Commencing at the SE corner of said Section 34; thence N 89°44’'06”"W along the
Clinton-Ingham County line 2,636.80 feet to the S % corner of said Section 34;
thence N 89°42°23"W along said county line 1,318.40 feet to the W 1/8 Line; thence N
00°02’55”E along said W 1/8 line 709.91 feet; thence S 89°42’ 23”E 50.00 feet; thence -
N 00°01'23”E, 609.94 feet to a point on the S 1/8 line of said Section 34; thence S 89°
42’34”E along said S 1/8 line 3,906.15 feet to a point on the East line of said Section
34; thence S 00°04’39”W along said East line 1,318.79 feet to the point of beginning.
Also containing NE % of SE % & E % of NW % of SE % of Section 34, T5N, R2W,
Dewitt Township, Clinton County, Michigan. The combined parcels containing
179.12 acres more or less.
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EACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

lity Type: Processing & Recycling Transfer Facility

Facility Name: Daggett Recycling Inc. -- ID#33-000021

: SW1/4
County: Clinton Location: Town: T5N Range: R2W Sections(s) 34

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X Yes No

For MSW (Type Il) residuals not disposed of in owners (Type lll) Landfill Facility --

list the final disposél site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station

wastes: Granger Land Development Class |l Landfill
X Public Private Owner: Granger Land Development Co.
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
closed X commercial
X licensed ‘ industrial
unlicensed X construction & demolition
construction permit contaminated soils
) open, but closure X special wastes *
T pending other:

* Expianation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:

Garbage Bags, Oil Based Paints, Roofing, P.C.B. Transformers, Etc.

Total area of facility property: 8.74 acres
Total area sited for use: ) 8.74  acres
Total area permitted: 8.74 acres
Operating: 2+ acres
Not excavated: - - acres
Current capacity: N/A . tons or yds®
Estimated lifetime: N/A years
Estimated days open per year: 300 days
Estimated yearly yards into processing facility. 50,000 tess or yds®

(about 25% risidual)

(if applicable)

Annual energy production:

_~Landfilt gas recovery projects: megawatts
( ste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts

.
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BRIEFING MEMO FOR

Dagygett Sand and Gravel, Inc.
Processing Plant and Recycling Facility

OPERATING LICENSE
October 1996 and modified by SWPS on December 4, 1996

FACTLITY INFORMATION

1 Name: Daggett Sand and Gravel, Inc., Processing and Rccycling Facility
2 Owner: Daggett Sand and Gravel, Inc. ”
3 Location; 1010 East Sheridan Road

Lansing, Michigan 48906
4, Contact: Mr. Curt Daggett

517-487-2224

/ Arca 1o be permitted: 8 74 acres located in the SW 1/4, Scction 34, TSN, R2W, Dewint

Township, Clinton County

EXISTING COMPLIANCE STATUS

There are no compliance issues as this ime.

N

AREA TO BE LICENSED/PERMITTED ADEQUACY

1 Facility Description

The facility is a2 100 foot by 150 foot building where Daggett conducts Type [1I waste sorting
activities, There is also an active Type 11T tandfill consisting of approximatcly 10 acres at the
same sitc which has a scparate operating licensc issucd under Part 115 of the Natural Resources
and Environental Pratection Act, 1994 PA 45), as amended. Four of the acres have been
capped with clay and are certificd closed. The processing facility is located in Clinton County.
The existing landfill operation is located in Ingham County.

2. Leachate Collection System

All processing activitics are done in the building on a concrete floor. The floor is sloped to a
sump that collects Icachate. The leachate will flow by gravity from the sump to the sanitary
scwer. The entire floor, including the leachate collcction sump, was sealed with Decksaver C
scafant by Metalerete, and Flexfill joint fillcr by Meuwlcrete.

3. Lincr Design
Not applicable
4, Variances

None ‘ (:
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type U Landtill
Facility Name: City Environmental Services Landfill Inc. of Hastings
County: Barry Location: Town:3W Range:8N Section(s) :6

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: PJ Yes [] No

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer
Station wastes :

[} publicd Private  Owner: ' Whs TC¢ M| WL
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
N closed X commercial
X licensed X industrial .
0] unlicensed construction & demolition
X construction permit 4| contaminated soils
1 open, but closure X special wastes *
() pending X other:  asbestos

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
foundry sand, fly ash, waste water sludges, trees and stumps

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 335 acres
Total area sited for use: 108 acres
Total area permitted: 30 acres
Operating: 19.5 acres
Not excavated: 10.5 acres
Current capacity: * [ tons or [Jyds®
Estimated lifetime: 10+ years
Estimated days open per year: 308 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 175,000 X tonsorf ] yds®
(if applicable)
Anmal energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: NA megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: NA megawatts

*Current construction permit capacity is 3 million cubic yards. The Barry County Solid Waste Plan and the Bax:ry
~-unty, City Management Host Community Agresment authorizes 18 additional acres of cell development. This 18 acre
‘\ __-pansion will increase total capacity to 5 million cubic yards. 18 acre expansion was submitted to the MDEQ on

12/30797.
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Facility Type: Type Il Landfill

Facility Name: C&C Landfill

County: Calhoun Lacatibn: Town: 15 Range: 6W §ectian(s):ﬁ 28
Map identifying location included in Appendix D: _X _Yes __ No

If facility is an incinerator or transfer station, list the fina! disposal site and location for
incinerator ash or transfer station wastes:

Public _X_Private Owner: Browning-Ferris industries of SE Michigan

Operating Status Waste Types Received
X Open X Residential
Closed X Commercial
X Licensed X industrial
Unlicensed X Construction and Demolition
Construction Permit X Contarginated Soils
Open, But Closure Pending X Special Wastes*

¢

Other: _Type Il Wastes

{ o
‘Wfanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: Non-hgzardous solid
and semi-solid wastes: no hazardous or liquid wastes

P

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 224 Acres
Total area sited for use: 154 Acres
Total area permitted: 129 Acres
Operating: “ , 33 Acres
Not excavated: 21 Acres
Current capacity: 7,570,000  Cubic Yards
Estimated lifetime: 7 Years
Estimated days open per year: 286 Days
Estimated yearly disposal volumes: 1,000,000  Cubic Yards
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 3 Megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: " NA Megawatts

In accordance with this Plan and an agreement between BF| and Cathoun County, the C&C
Landfill is authorized to expand by 16 acres of refuse fill area in addition to the existing facility.
When combined with the existing available landfill space, this additional area will result in toral
capacity of 14,000,000 cubic yards and an estimated lifetime of fourteen (14) years.

T ndfill and final elevation after closure shall be no higher than 1090 feet abeve sea level.
Suce final elevation shall be certified by @ Michigan registered land surveyor or Michigan
licensed engineer
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FACILITY DESC (0]
Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Citizen’s Disposal

County:Genesee

Location: Town: 6 N Range: 6 E Section(s): 23__

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: _ Yes X No

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer ‘

Station wastes: N/A

_Public X Private Owner: Allied Waste Industries, Inc.

Operating Status (check)
X open

closed
X licensed
unlicensed
construction permit
open, but closure
pending

Waste Types Recetved (check all that apply)
residential

commercial

industrial

construction & demolition
contaminated soils

special wastes *

other: asbestos

PP XX

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:

All special waste requires prior review and approval including analytical data and waste profile - non-hazardous only.

Site Size:
Total area of facility property:
Total area sited for use:
Total area permitted:
Operating:
Not excavated:

Current capacity:

Estimated lifetime:

Estimated days open per year:
Estimated yearly disposal volume:

(if applicable) Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects:
Waste-to-energy incinerators:

00 +/-  acres
3004/~ acres
S2 acres
52 acres
80 acres
5.3 million _ tons or X yds®
25 years
300 days

Smillion _ tons or X yds®

24 megawatts
N/A megawatts

Note: Numbers are listed as they were reported from facility.

d-1



ACILITY DESC S
Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Brent Run Landfill
County:_Geneses Location: Town: S N Range:SE éccticn(s): 23
Map identifving location included in Attachment Section: _ Yes X No

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer
Station wastes: N/A

_ Public X Private Owner: USA Waste/Waste Management

Operating Status (check) ‘ Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
_ closed X commercial
X licensed X industial
_ unlicensed X construction & demolition
- construction permit X contaminated soils
- open, but closure - special wastes *
pending - other: __ i

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: i/\ ,
Total area of facility property: 160 acres
Total area sited for use: 90 acres
Total area permitted: 30 acrss

Operating: As acres

Not excavated: . 45 acres

: I o

Current capacity: - 10,247,000 _ tons or; X yds®
Estimated lifeume: a8 years \
Estimated days open per year: 312 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 720000 _topsor X yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:

Landfill gas recovery projects: N/A megawalts

Waste-to-energy incinerators: N/A megawatts

Note: Numbers are listed as they were reported from facility.

o

/M
)
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

‘acility Type: Type lil Landfill

Facility Name: Daggett Sand & Gravel

County: Ingham Location: Town: T4N Range: R2W Sections(s)

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: Yes X No

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station

3

wastes:
Public X Private Owner: Daggett Sand & Gravel, Inc.
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open residential
closed commercial
X licensed industrial
unlicensed X construction & demolition
construction permit contaminated soils
open, but closure specials wastes *
pending other:
* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: n/a
Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 10 acres
Total area sited for use: 6.4 acres
Total area permitted: 6.4 acres
Operating: 2-3 acres
Not excavated: acres
Current capacity: 60,000 iens or yds®
Estimated lifetime: 7 years
Estimated days open per year: 250 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 7,500 toms or yds®
(if applicable)
. Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: megawatts
.. Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

-

| ‘
. dlity Type: Type Il Landfill

Faciiity Name: Pitsch Sanitary Landfill

(see attached)
County: lonia Location: Town: Range: Sections(s)

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X Yes No

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the finat disposai site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station

wastes:
Public X Private Owner: Pitsch Companies
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
closed X commercial
X licensed industrial
unlicensed X construction & demolition
construction permit X contaminated soils
open, but closure X specials wastes *
pending other:

~

L

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
Street Sweepings, Asbestos

After Proposed
Site Size: Expansion
Total area of facility property: 148.44  acres 300 acres
Totat area sited for use: 2836  acres 140 acres
Total area permitted: 78.44 acres 140 acres
Operating: 9.87 acres 10 acres
Not excavated: ) 70 acres 40 acres
Current capacity: 40,000 tons or —yds® 2,308,225 tons
Estimated lifetime: .5 6 months 20+ years
Estimated days open per year: 307  days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 83,000 tons or —yd{;3
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: N/A
Waste-to-energy incinerators: N/A
(.
“Notes:

Have a pending construction permit that will extend landfill life another 30 years.

f1
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Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
Waste Management Division

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREA OPERATING LICENSE

pea

This licensc is issued under the provisions of Part 115 Solid Waste Management of the Nanral Resoarces and Environmenta! Prowetion Act, 199%

PA 45), MCL 324,11501 £t seq, (Parr 115), to authorize the operation of the solid waste disposal area (Facility) in the Smie of Michigdss, Thfs
license does not obviate the necessity of obaining other clearances and permits as may be required by state law,

FACILITY NAME: Pitsch Sanitary Landfill
GRANTED TO: Pitsch Sanitary Landfill, Inc.
TYPE OF FACILITY: Type I Landfll
FACILITY ID: 34-000016
COUNTY: lonia
LICENSE NO. 8456
ISSUE DATE: May 22, 1997
EXPIRATION DATE: May 22, 1999
FACILITY DESCRIPTION: The Pitsch Sanitary Landfi}l consists of 78.44 acres logated in the N 1/2 of e
NE 1/4 of Section 7, T8N, R7W, Crleans Township, Ienia County, Michigan, a
identified in Anachment A znd fully described in this license. .
AREA AUTHORIZED FOR DISPOSAL OF SOLID WASTE: Phases Il and IV
RESPONSIBLE PARTY TO CONTACT: Mz. Gary Pitsch, Vice President
Pitsch Sanitary Landfl, Inc.
675 Richmond, N.W,

Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504
616-363-4895

21 FIRST OPERATING LICENSE: This License No. 8456 is the first license issued for Fhase IV,

& RENEWAL OPERATING LICENSE: This License No. 8456 supersedes and replaces Solid Waste Disposal
Area License No. B061 issued to Pitsch Wreeking Company on April 12, 1993, as it perains to Phases |
through III

This Yicense is subject 1o tevocation by the Direstor of the Michigan Deparmment of Enviremmental Quality (Director) if the Director finds diaf the

disposal 2re2 is not being constructed or operated in accordance with the approved plans, the conditions of 1 permit or license, tns 48t, or the tifes

promulgated under this act, Failure 1 comply wilh (he terms and provisions of this licenss may result in Jegal action leading 10 civil andior
criminal penalties as stipulated in Part 115. This license shail be available through the licensce during the entire cffective date and remains mef
propenty of the Direc1gr,

THIS LICENSE IS NOT TRANSFERABLE.

" JoanA. Peck, Acting gicf, Solig Waste Program Section ‘

Waste Management Division

Faren Revited 112945
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: __S0lid Waste Transfer Station

Facility Name: _ ECO Systems Transfer Station - Waste Management

Couaty: Ionia Location: Town: 7N Range: 6W Section(s): 32

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X Yes No

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer statjon, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer

___ Public _X Prvae Owner: _Waste Management of Michigan Midwest

Operating Stams (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
closed X commercial
X licensed X industrial
volicensed X ~ construction & demolition
construction permit . contaminated soils
open, but closure X special wastes *
pending X other: __Recyclables

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
Recyclables are glass, :metal, plastic, newspaper, cardboard

Special Wastes are grinding, sludges. Demolition Processing

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 12.21 acres
Total area sited for use: 12.21 acres
Total area permitted: 12.21 acres
Operating: 12.21 acres
Not excavated: N.A. acres
Current capacity: N.A.
Estimated lifetime: N.A.
Estimated days open per year: 300 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: N.A.
(if applicablc)
Anmual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: N.A. megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: N.A. megawans

f-2
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6 ” Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
D % Waste Management Division

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREA OPERATING LICENSE

This kcenge is Issued under the previsions of Part 115 Solid Waste Management of the Naturat Resources and Envirenmental Protection
Act, 1934 PA 451, MCL 324.11501 &t seq, (Part 115), to authorize the operstion of tha solld waste disposal ares (Facillty) in tha State of
Michigan. This license does not obviate the necessity of chialning other clearences and permits as may be required by state law.

FACILITY NAME: Eco Systems Transfer Station

GRANTED TO: Waste Management of Michigan - Midwest

TYPE OF FACILITY: Solid Waste Transfer Station

FACILITY JD: 34-000003

COUNTY: lonia

LICENSE NUMBER: 8621

ISSUE DATE: May 19, 1989

EXPIRATION DATE: May 19, 2001

FACILITY DESCRIPTION: The Eco Systems Transfer Station is located in the NW 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of

Section 32, T7N, R6W, lenia Township, fonia County, Michigan, as fully
described in this license.

o

s,

AREA AUTHORIZED FOR THE ACCEPTANCE AND/OR PLACEMENT OF SOLID WASTE: |dentified
in Attachment A of this license.

RESPONSIBLE PARTY TO CONTACT: Mr. Keith Hester, District Manager
Waste Management of Michigan - Midwest
1668 Porter Street, S.W.
Grand Rapids, Michigan 48509
616-538-1921 (Ext. 120)

[ FIRST OPERATING LICENSE: N/A

X RENEWAL OPERATING LICENSE: This License Number 8621 supersedes and replaces Solid

Waste Disposal Area License Number 8441 issued 10 Waste Management of Michigan ~ Midwest on
February 27, 1997.

This lleanse ks subject to revocation by tha Diractor of the Michigan Department of Enviranmental Quality {Diractor) if the Dicegtor finds
that the disposal area |s not being constructed or operated in accordance with the approved plans, the conditions of a permlt or licanse,
this act, or the ryles promulgated under this ast, Failure to comply with the terms and provisions of this ficenses may reault in legatl action
taading to elvil and/or criminal penaliies as stipulated in Part 115, This license shalf be available through the licensee during the entire
¢ffective date and remains the property of the Director.,

THIS LICENSE IS NOT TRANSFERABLE.

. Peck, Chief, Solid Waste Program Section
Waste Management Division —
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A DES ONS

Facility Type: Type I landfll

Facility Name: McGill Rd. Landfill

County:  Jackson Location: Town: 2§ Ranmge: IW  Section(s): 24
Map ideatifying location inciuded in Attachment Section: __X_Yes No

T facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for
incinerator ash or transfer station wastes;

Public __ X Private Owner; Waste Management. fnc
Operating Status Waste Types Received
—X__open -~ _X_ residential
. closed X __commercial
X licensed | X_industrial
—__Construction permit X__ construction and demolition

open, but closure comtaminated soils
——Dending - —X_special wastes*

. .other:

. Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: Incinerator ash

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 50.5  acres
Total area site for use: 50.5  acres
Total area permitted: 18.7 acres
Operating: 7.8 _ acres
Not excavated: : . &cres
Current capacity: 740,000 cubic yards
Estimated lifetime: 5 _ years
Estimated days open per year: 310 _ days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 148,000 cubic yards
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: e _megawatts



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type Il Landfill .

Facility Name: South Kent Landfill

County: Kent Location: Town: 5N Range: 12W Sections(s) 36

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: Yes X No

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station
wastes: ‘

x Pubtic Private Owner: Kent County
QOperating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
closed X commercial
X licensed b 4 industriat
unficensed X construction & demoiition
X construction permit X contaminated soils
open, but closure ) 4 specials wastes *
pending X other: incinerator ash
— o
i\,
* Expianation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: )
Total area of facility property: 250 acres
Total area sited for use: 112 acres
Total area permitted: 112 acres
Operating: 31 acres
Not excavated: 81 acres
Current capacity: 7,600,000 tons or —yds™(1,500,000 tons ash)
Estimated lifetime: 38 years
Estimated days open per year. 310 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 155,000 tons or —yds®
{if applicable)
Annual energy production: ,
Landfill gas recovery projects: NIA
Waste-to-energy incinerators: N/A




FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type:  Landfill

Facility Namé:  Central Sanitary Landfill

County: Montcalin Location: Town: 11 Range: 10_ Section(s): 21
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X Yes [ ] No

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer
Station wastes:

[ Public X Private Owner: Allied Waste

Operating Status (check) ‘Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
O closed X commercial
X licensed X industrial
O unlicensed X construction & demolition
| construction permit X contaminated soils
| open, but closure X special wastes *
pending || other:

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: foundry sand, asbestos

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 315 acres
Total area sited for use: 35.92 acres
Total area permitted: 20.37 acres
Operating; 2037 acres
Not excavated: 283 acres
Current capacity: 373428 [ ]tons or X yds®
Estimated lifetime: 2 years
Estimated days open per year: 306 days
_ Estimated yearly disposal volume: 100000 [ tons or X yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: ) N/A megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: N/A megawatts




SELECTED SYSTEM
FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facllity Type:  Landfill

Facility Name: Eagle Valiey RDF

County:Oakland Location: Town:4N Range: 10E Section(s): 26, 27
Map idenrifying locarion inclnded i Amachument Section: X1 Yes [] No

If facility is 2n Incinerator or a Transfer Station, hsuheﬁnaldxsposalsmandlocanonformcmcramrashor
Transfer Station wastes: N/A

Public ] Privae  Owner: Waste Management

Operating Stams (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
E3| open = residential
O closed (E3 commercial
= licensed = - industrial
0] unlicensed = construction & demolition
X construction pexmit = contaminared soils
.| open, but closure (3] special wastes *
peading =l other:

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:

Contaminated soils, chemical containing equipment, coal ash, filtter cake, contaminated
residuals, incinerator ash, industrial process waste, non-friable asbestos, treated

medical wastes, freatment plant sludge, paint filters.

Site Size:

Toral area of facility property:

Toral area sited for use:

Total area permined-
Operating:
Not excavated:

Current capacity:

Estimared lifetime:

Estimared days open per year:

Estimated yearly disposal volume:

(if applicable)

Annual epergy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects:
Waste-to-egergy incinerators:

330

330
89
76

13

4,700,000

5.9

286

1,650,000

N/A
N/A

i1

acres
acres
acres

[ tons or X1 yds®
years
days
[ tons or ] yds®

megawans
megawatts

N
{



SELECTED SYSTEM
FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type:  Landfill

Facility Name: Qakland Heights Development
Couaty: Oakland Location: Aubum Town:ilg,‘ Range: _1}2_@ Section(s): 2

mPMﬁfﬁnglocaﬁonincludedinAnachmmSecﬁomEYes ] No

Iffacﬂ;ryxsanmcmroraTransferSrauon,hsttheﬁmldzspesalmeandlocauonforlncmeramrashor
Transfer Station wastes: N/A

[J Public X] Private  Owner: Allied

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check 2ll that apply)
Xl open [E3) residenia)
. closed Bx] commercial
= licensed [E3 industrial
O unlicensed &d construction & demolition
O construction permir [E3) contaminated sails
O open, but closure [E3 special wases *
/ pending O otherz
* Explangtion of special wastes, includimg a specific list and/or conditions:
Any non-hazardous material
Site Size: .
Total area of facility property: - 17874 acres
Total area sited for use: e acres
Total area permined: 63.87 __ acres
Operating: 63.87 acres
Not excavared: 22.1 acres
Currenr capacity: 3,500,000 [ vens or Xlygs®
Estirnated liferime: 4 years
Estimated days open per year: 309 days
Estirgated yearly disposal volume: 500.000 [] tons or B yds®
(if applicable)
Axmual epergy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: N/A megawas
Waste-to-epergy incinerators: N/A Imegawans




FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill

Facility Name: Ottawa County Farms Landfill

County: Ottawa Location: Town:8N Range: 14WSection(s): 26,27
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X Yes [] No

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Staﬁdn, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer
Station wastes:

[ Public X Private Owner: Allied Waste

Operating Status (check) ‘Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
| closed X commercial
K licensed X industrial
H unlicensed X construction & demolition
X construction permit X contaminated soils
F‘ open, but closure X special wastes *
. Pgnr“rm D athar:

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 240 acres
Total area sited for use: 197 acres
Total area permitted: ~ 240 acres
Operating: 37 acres
Not excavated: 125 acres
Current capacity: 16.500.000  [XI tons or [ Jyds®
Estimated liferime: 25-30 years
Estimated days open per year: 286 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 500,000 B tons or_] yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 4.565 megawatts 3,500 volts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: NA megawatts
-
{
S
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Facmty Name Autumn Hills Recycling & Disposal Facility

Location: Town: 5N Range:_14W_ Section(s): _36

County: Ottawa
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: ® Yes O No

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for
incinerator ash or transfer station wastes: NA__

Public x__Private  Owner:_Autumn Hills RFD - A Division or Wasge Managemgnt of

Michigan, Inc.

Operating Status Waste Types Received

® open b residential

] closed = commercial

R licensed ® industrial

o unlicensed b construction & demoilition
= construction permit B contaminated soils
o open, but closure = special wastes™
o

Pending other:

*Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:

exhausted oak wood trays, minor first aid waste, contaminated pharmaceuticals manufacture,
paint booth filters, dewatered waste water treatment sludge, out of spec/out of date food
supplements, spent epoxy powder coatings, sand blasting sand, woodchips/dust from
production, shot blast, construction and demolition materials, foundry sand, filter press cake,
incinerator ash, saw dust, contaminated soils, auto fluff, asbestos, grinding sludge, carwash
sand pit/traps, and food materials.

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 314 acres
Total area sited for use: 197 acres
Total area permitted: 99.3 acres
Operating: 35.1 acres

Not excavated: 64.2 acres

Current capacity: 20.75 mil ® tons or O yds®
Estimated lifetime: 302 years

Estimated days open per year: 286 days

Estimated yearly disposal volume: 500.000. ® tons or O yds®
Annual energy production:

Landfill gas recovery projects: NA acres
Waste-to-energy incinerators: NA acres

k-2
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Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: People’s Landfill

County: Saginaw_Location; Town:10N Range: 5E Section(s): 15
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X Yes - No

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer Station
wastes: N/A
_Public XPrivate Owner: USA Waste/Waste Management

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
- closed X commercial
X licensed X industrial
- unlicensed . . X construction & demolition
- construction penmit X contaminated soils
- open, but closure X special wastes *
pending - other: __

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
asbestos, sludge, soil, ash

ite Size:

Total area of facility property: 163 acres
~~ - Total area sited for use: e acres
Total area permilted: 29.1 acres
" Operating: 2 acres
Not excavated: Joo acres
Current capacity: 5301641 _tonsor X yds®
Estimated lifetime: 20 years
Estimated days open per year: 234 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: _1000 X tops or _yds®
(if' applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfilt gas recovery projects: 32 megawatts
W aste-to-energy incinerators: N/A megawatts

Note: People’s Landfill has been approved by the Site Review Committee in 1993 for a 53 acre expansion. The permit was
issued in 1993, but it has lapsed. People’s has plans to renew the permit and begin excavation within a year.
Note: Numbers are listed as they were reported from facility.

** This is a combined total for People’s Landfilt and Taymouth Landfill.
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

(\ Lity Type: Typelll

Facility Name Saginaw Valley Landfill

County: Saginaw Location:

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:

Town: T11N

Yes

Range: R3E

Sections(s) NW1/4 Sec.1

No

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station.

wastes:
Public X Private Owner: USA Waste /, Whste Murvatemers™
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
closed X commercial
X licensed X industrial
unlicensed X construction & demolition
construction permit X contaminated soils
open, but closure X specials wastes *
o pending other:
P
(\ ‘
N
* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
Sludge, Ash
Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 84.25 acres
Total area sited for use: 90 acres
Total area permitted: 51 acres
Operating: acres
Not excavated: acres
Current capacity: tons or yds®
Estimated lifetime: one year
Estimated days open per year: 260 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 240,000 tons or —yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfili gas recovery projects: None megawatts
megawatts

/;V\Hlaste-to-energy incinerators:
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type Il

Facility Name Taymouth Landfill

County: Saginaw Location: Town: 10N Range: 5E Sections(s) 15
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X Yes v No

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station
wastes: N/A

Public X Private Owner: ‘Q‘E 28 BLAC
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)

X open X residentia

closed X commercial
X licensed X industrial

unlicensed X construction & demalition
X canstruction permit X contaminated soils

open, but closure X specials wastes *

pending other

|

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:

Asbestos

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 138.89 acres
Total area sited for use: 43 acres
Total area permitted: 25 acres

Operating: 15 acres

Not excavated: 10 acres
Cumrent capacity: 1.3M.CY toms or yds®
Estimated fifetime: 7-8 years
Estimated days open per year; 260 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: : 216,000 tomrs or yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:

Landfill gas recovery projects: Granger Elect.

Waste-to-energy incinerators: Methane Plant

|

Notes:

Final height is 730 feet above sea level.
120 feet above ground level.

Grazing livestock after closure

1-3



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

7

{

Facuity Type: Recycle and Disposal Facility - Non-hazardous

Facility Name: Venice Park Recycling and Disposal Facility

County: Shiawassee

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:

Town: 7N Range: 4E Sections(s) 27

X Yes No

if facifity is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station

wastes:

Operating Status {check)
b4 open
ciosed
licensed

unlicensed
construction permit
open, but closure
pending

Public x

Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc.

Waste Types Received (check alt that apply)

X residential

X commerciat

X industrial

X construction & demnofition

X contaminated soils

X speciais wastes *

X other: Non-hazardous liguids for solidification

* Explanation of special wastes, inciuding a specific list and/or conditions:
Contaminated soils,sludges, filter cake,process wastes,coal ash,foundry sand,chemical containing equipment,used

containers,treated medical waste,contaminated demolition debris,street sweeping,sediment trap materials,ashestos.

Site Size:
Total area of facility property:
Total area sited for use:
Total area permitted:
Operating:
Not excavated:

Current capacity:

Estimated lifetime:

Estimated days open per year:
Estimated yearly disposal volume:

(if applicable)

Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects:
Waste-to-energy incinerators:

[

331 acres
80 acres
€9 - acres
41 acres

2.5 acres

1,300,000 tors or yds® bank remaining
2.5 years

T 286 days

526,000 tops or yds®

12,500 megawatts
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TACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Typc: Type 11 Landfil}

Facility Name: Arber Hills Landfill

County: Washtenaw Location: Town: 3§ Range: 7E Scction(s): 13

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: _of  Yes __ No

If factlity is an Incincrator or a Transfer Station, Jist the fina) disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer
Stalion wastes: n/a

Iublic  of  TPrivate
Owner: Browning Ferris Industries, Inc.

Opcrating, Status (cheek) Wasle Types Received {check all thal apply)
v open v residentinl
closed e commercial
v licensed v industrial
unlicensed v/ construction & demolition
v construction permit v contaminated soils
open, bul closure v special wasles *
pending e other; Incinerator ash, asbestos, foundry sund,

wastewater sludges, trecs and stumps.

* Kxplanation of special wastes, including e specific list and/or conditions:

Site Size: ‘
Total area of facility property: 337 acres
Total arca sited for use: acres
‘Yotal area permitled: 217 acres
Operating: 113 acres
Not excavated: 104 acres
* Current capacity: 6,177 Kmgy'
Estimated lifctime: 17,6 ycars
Estimated days open per yeur: 264 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 3,500,000 cubic yards
Awnual enerpy production:
¥.ondfill gas recovery projocts: 18  mepawatts
Wasle-10-energy incinerators: n/a_ megawarls
Propused uses of facility site afler closure: not aveilable
The Arbor Hills Landfill is located at the Southwest corner of Napier and Six Mile Roads in Salem Township, casily
aceeswible by 1-275 and M-14. The landfill is owned and operated by Browning Ferris Industries of Southeast

Michigan ("BF1“).

The Athor Hills Focility consists of Arbor Hills East; a 161 acre closed Jandfill, and Arbor Hills Wost, & 337 nere active
landfill. The Arbor Hills Landfill was started in 1970 by Holioway Sand and Gravc). The firs{ development, now
referred o as Arbor Hills East, was statted as a pravel extraction operation. The site was then Jined with clay and
permitied as a sanitary Jandfill. Jolloway also designed and permitied Arbor Hills West as a clay lined sanitary landfil)
under Michigan Act 641.

Prior to any construction beginning on Arbor Hills West and when Arbor Hills kast was approximately half filled,
Holloway Sand and Gravel sold the entire site 10 BFL BF1 continued to opcrate Arbor Hills East and began construction
of Arbor Ilills West Ccell 1. BF] also improved the design of Arbor Hills West by upgrading the liner system to a doublc
composite Jiner, each consisting of throe feet recompacted clay and 2 60 mit high density polyethylene (1IDPL) lines.

In 1990, BFI closed (he Arbor Hills Rast facility per MDNR regulations. They installed active gas extraction and

~ leachnte colicction systems in Arbor Hills Lias), remedijated the area (o the east of the landfill, and made numerous

improvement W the design and operation of the Jandfill.




‘The Arbor Tills West Expanded facility was permiuned after the 1989 County Solid Wasto Plan Update, and has become
the long-tesm disposal sitc for Washicnaw County waste. 3t is constructed with a double composilc lincr, and is
equipped with environmental controls that include leachate collection and leak detection systems, groundwaler
monitoritig, and a metfrane gas management system.

The landfills are just one part of a Jarger complex in what is now called "The Arbor Hills Center for Resource
Management.” Other facilitics on site include a material recovery facility, compost site, wood chipping operation,
mcthanc gas recovery plant, and an education cenier. Additional informalion on the recycling and composting facilities
can be found in Section 1.

Washtcnaw County has entered inio a Jong torm agreement with BFI that guarantces disposal capacity for all waste

generated within Washichaw County through June of 2015. In addition, the agreement calls for a capacity fee to be
paid to the County that helps finance local waste seduction and recyvling programs. A copy of the agreement is

meluded in Appendix D.
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DATA BASE

FACILITY DUSCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Trausfer Station
Facility Name: City of Ann Arbor Transfer Station

County: Washtenaw Location: Town: 38 Rangc: 6 E Sectionds): 18
Map idontifying lfocation included in Attachment Section: __ o _ Yes No

I facility is an Inciuctator or a Transfer Station, Jist the final disposal gitc and location for Incinerator ash or Trausfer
Station wastes: Arbor Ilills Landfill; Salem Township, Michigan

_ of___Public o Private
Ownor: Partnership; owned by City of Ann Arbor; operated by Resource Recovery Systems

Operating Status (check) Waste Jypes Received (check all that apply)
v open v residential
closed v/ commercial
v licensed industriat
unlicensed construction & demolition
consteuclion permit contaminated soils
open, bul closure special wastes *
pending other:

* Explanation of specisl wastes, including a specific Jist and/or conditions:

Site Size:
Total arca of facility property: 12 acres
Total arca sited for use: 12 acres
Total area permilied: 12 acres
" Operating: n/a acres
Not excavaicd: n/a acres
Current capacity: u/a [ wons or [ Jyds’
Estimated fifetime: 20 years
Lstimated days open per yoar: 260 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 50,000 TONS
Annual energy production:
Landfi) pas recovery projects: n/a megawalts
Wastc-lo-enorgy incincrators: n/a megawatls
Proposed uses of facility site after closurc: not available

“Ihe City of Ann Arbor Transfer Station is located on the site of the closed Ann Arbor Landfill. The facility is ownced by

the City of Ann Arbor and operated by Resuurce Recovery Systems through a public-private partnership. Officially
opened in September 1998, the building also cncompasses a Material Recovery Facility. Over 250 tons of solid wastc
and 75 wons of recyclables ure processed at the facility each day. Additional information on the Material Recovery

Facility can be found in Sectiop 111
‘The transfer station aceepts both residential and commercial solid waste gonerated within the City of Ann Arbor. In

addition, the University of Michigan has signed a ten-ycar agreement to deliver materials to the facility. The fucility
has the capacity to accommodate additional customers, and the operator js aclivoly marketing the service.
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TACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Trunsfer Station
Facility Name: Village of Chelsea 1ransfer Station -
County: Washtenaw 1.ocation: Town: 18 Range: 3E Scetion(s): 28

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: o Yes No

If facility is an Incincrator or 4 Transfor Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incincrator ash or Jransfer
Station wastes: Arbor Hills Land§il), Salem Township Michigan

o Public Privatc

Owner: Village of Chejsen

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Reeeived (check all that apply)
v open J residential
closed J commercial
v liconsed industrial
unticensed v construction & demolition
consiruction pcrmit comaminated soils
open, but closure special wastes *
pending other:
* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
Site Size:
Total arca of facility propesty: 80 _acres
Total area sited for usc: 10 _acrcs
Tolal arca peamitted: 10_acres
Operating: 10_acres
Not excavated: n/a acres
Current capacity: n/a [] tons or [Jyds® ﬁ\ |
Fstimated Jifetime: 30 years e
Estimated days open per year: 208 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 25,000 ‘TONS
Annual encrpy produciion:
Landfill gas recovery projects: n/a mepawalls
Waste-lo-energy incinerators: n/a megawails
Proposed uses of tacility site afier closure: not availahle

The Village of Chelsea Transfer Station is located at 8027 Werkner Road in Lyndon Township, adjacent to the closed
Chelsea Landfill. After their landfill closed in 1991, the Vitlage of Chelsea was required to find alternative disposal
sites Jor waste gencrated by citizens and businesses. The Arbor Rills Jandfill in Salem Township was sciccted. Located
over 45 milcs away, an cconomical incans of transporiation was necded.  Tn 1994 the Chelsca Transfer Station was
opencd on the site of the closed Jandfill, to meet the needs of the Village and the citizens of adjacent Townships.
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type 11 Landfill
Facility Name: Carleton Farms

County: _Wayne

Map identifying location inciuded in Attachment Section: [ Yes

Location: Town:_48 Range: 8 B Section(s): 36 __ _

[INo

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, Jist the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or

Transfer Station wastes :

Clpublic (Private  Owner: CityMamzgement€or KePo®ilc - Cosl Yon Tarmes bandfo(] Tre

%erating Status (check)

open
closed
licensed
unlicensed
construction permit
open, but closure

pending

LIEIRCOXC

Waste Types Received (check all that apply)

X residential

| commercial

industrial

X construction & demolition
X contaminated soils

X special wastes *

[ other: _[ncinerator ash

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific Tist and/or conditions:

Asbestos. sludge

Total arca of facility propernty:

Total area sited for use

Total area permiticd:
Operating:

Not excavated.:_

Current capacity:

Estimated lifetime:

Estimated days open per year:
Estimated yearly disposal volume:

(if applicable)

Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects:
Waste-to-energy incinerators:

Pt

i

144,620

2
2

|

Z
>

|
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acres
acres
acres
acres
acres

[ tons or (X yds®
years
days
] tons or Kyds®

megawatts
megawatts




FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: = Type Il Landfill

Facility Name: _ Riverview Land Preserve
County;__Wayne Location: Town:_4S8 Range: J0FE Section(s): 114 12
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: D Yes [CINe

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or

Transfer Station wastes : N/ A

BQpublic [JPrivate  Owner: __Cj-:ru‘ 0'@ ng SRvisw

%erating Status (check)
open
0 closed
licensed
O unlicensed
] construction permit
) open, but closure
Cl pending

*

Site Size:
Total area of facility property:
Total area sited for use
Total area permitted:
Operating:
Not excavated:_
Current capacity:

Estimated lifetime:
Estimated days open per year:

-Estimated yearly dispasal volume:

(if applicable)

Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects:
Waste-to-energy incinerators:

Waste Types Received {check all that apply)
residential
commercial
industrial

- construction & demolition
contaminated soils
special wasteg *

other: Type II wastes

HNXRXIEREK

Explanation of special wastes, including & specific list and/or conditions:

404.95 acres

_239.55 acres

212.5 acres

109,69 acres

33.46 acres

J17.8m [ tons or [X] yds*
28 years

306 days

—880,000 [ tons or yds®
max 2.400 megawatis

N/A megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Sanitary Landfill

Facility Name: Sayk Trail Hills Land{ill
County: Wayne Location: Town:_2 8 Range: 8 E  Section(s): _
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: BJYes [INo

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and lecation for Incinerator ash or

Transfer Station wastes :

[(public KPrivate Owner: Wayne Disposal - Canton. Inc. Alied - Sawic Vs b \l > k‘w‘ ‘:LUQ
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
X open X residential
closed commercial
DX licensed ] industrial
| unlicensed X construction & demolition
construction permit X contaminated sofls
O open, but closure X special wastes *
O pending 0 other: _
* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
Asbestos
" Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 200.7 acres
Total area sited for use 4602 acres
Total area permitted: 743 acres
Operating 4.3 acres
Not excavated: 85.9 acres
Current capacity: 19,486,236 (3 tons or BJ yds®
Estimated lifetime: 12 years
Estimated days open per yeasr: -310 days
Estimated yearly disposat volume: 1,838 848 d tons or yds*
(3f applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: N/A megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: N/A megawatts




FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Sanitary Landfill

Facility Name: Woodland Meadows Recyeling & Disposal Facility
County: Wayne Location: Town: 38 __ Range: BE ___Section(s): _1
Map identifying location included in Atachment Section: [X] Yes [ No

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer
Station wastes;

[ public Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc.

%)erating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
open residential
] closed X commercial
X licensed | industrial
O unlicensed X construction & demolition
X construction permit X contaminated soils
0 open, but closure X special wastes *
pending (] other: _____

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:

Site Size: :
Total area of facility property: 213.9%6 acres
Total area sited for usc: 148 acres
Total area permitted: 13.37 acres
Operating: 337 acres
Not excavated: 7443 acres
Current capacity: 27,861,000 [ tons or [Jyds®
Estimated lifetime: 16 years
Estimated days open per year: 32 da
Estimated yearly disposal volume: J1.522.000 ijs tons or Plyds?
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: N/A mepawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: N/A megawaits
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