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RICK SNYDER 
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Mr. Robert Showers, Chairperson 
Clinton County Board of Commissioners 
100 East State Street 
St. Johns, Michigan 48879-1571 

Dear Mr. Showers: 

December 2, 2015 

DAN WYANT 
DIRECTOR 

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. 

• Updates 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 
48909-7741. 

cc: Senator Mr. Rick Jones 
Senator Ms. Judy Emmons 
Representative Mr. Tom Leonard 
Ms. Kate Neese, Clinton County DPA 
Mr. Dan Wyant, Director, DEQ 

Sincerely, 
? 

~ffivv 
Bryce Feighner, P.E., Chief 
Office of Waste Management and 

Radiological Protection 
517-264-6551 

Mr. Jim Sygo, Chief Deputy Director, 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/Ciinton County File 
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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 
DIVISION
See Map -

JOY CONSTRUCTION AND LEASING, INC., DETROIT, WAYNE COUNTY (N8078). Written 
comments are being accepted on a proposed consent order to 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 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, wolfj2@michigan.gov or 
517-284-6772. Decision-maker: Lynn Fiedler, Air Quality Division Chief.

AIR QUALITY 
DIVISION
See Map -

TUSCOLA ENERGY, INC., AKRON, TUSCOLA COUNTY (SRNs: N0962, N1586, N2259, N3228, 
N7954, N7955, N8274, N8275, N8276, N8277, P0142, P0169, P0199, P0200, P0202, P0242, 
P0286, P0388 and P0493). Written comments are being accepted on a proposed consent order to 
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, meadm1@michigan.gov or 517-284-6771. Decision-maker: Lynn 
Fiedler, Air Quality Division Chief.

OFFICE OF WASTE 
MANAGEMENT AND 
RADIOLOGICAL 
PROTECTION
See Map -

OTTAWA COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT: Consideration of 
Department of Environmental Quality approval of the locally-approved amendment to the Ottawa 
County Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan Amendment). Ottawa County submitted this locally-
approved Plan Amendment received on October 7, 2015. Information Contact: Christina Miller,
517-614-7426, millerc1@michigan.gov. Decision-maker: Bryce Feighner, P.E., Chief, Office of 
Waste Management and Radiological Protection.

OFFICE OF WASTE 
MANAGEMENT AND 
RADIOLOGICAL 
PROTECTION
See Map -

CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT: Consideration of 
Department of Environmental Quality approval of the locally-approved amendment to the Clinton 
County Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan Amendment). Clinton County submitted this locally-
approved Plan Amendment received on October 6, 2015. Information Contact: Christina Miller,
517-614-7426, millerc1@michigan.gov. Decision-maker: Bryce Feighner, P.E., Chief, Office of 
Waste Management and Radiological Protection.

WATER 
RESOURCES 
DIVISION
See Map -

PROPOSED WETLAND MITIGATION BANK IN PARMA TOWNSHIP, JACKSON COUNTY. The 
Water Resources Division has received a proposal for a wetland mitigation bank in Town 2S, 
Range 3W, Sections 23 and 24, Parma Township, Jackson County. The administrative rules for 
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.
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October 2, 2015 

Christina Miller 
DEQ Solid Waste Planning 
545 W. Allegan, PO Box 30241 
Lansing, Ml48933 

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 FACILTIY AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED 
COUN1Y COUN1Y NAME QUANTTIY /DAILY QUANTTIY/ANNUAL CONDillONS 
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 *=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 wriJU:'e\:,'V'ED 
OCT 1) G l015 
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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] 

* * * 

[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 FACILTIY AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED 
COUNTY COUNTY NAME OUANTTTY[DAIL Y QUANTITY/ANNUAL CONDffiONS 
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 *=Other 
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 

·'rr\·{,o ·)1; 1_.. ,. ' 



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. 
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MINUTES OF THE_MEETING OF THE CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMimE {SWMP HELD 
[THURSDAY, JANUARY 22,_201~ AT THE CLINTON COUNTY COURT HOUSE, 100 EAST STATE STREET, ST. JOHNS, MICHIGAN 4887 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 
STAFF PRESENT: 
GUESTS: 

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER: 

Denise Donahue, Tim Fair, Anne Hill, Tim Machowicz, Tonia Olson, Roger Simon, Walt Sorg, 
Rodney Taylor and Lori Welch 
Dan Cess, John Lancour, Susan Palmer, Julie Powers and Christine Spitzley 
Kate Neese, Chris Hewitt and Therese Koenlgsknecht 
Terry Link 

Department of Waste Management Coordinator {DWMC) Kate Neese called the meeting to order at 5:36p.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 

was made by Member Olson to nominate Rod Taylor for the Chairperson position, supported by Member Machowicz. Motion 
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 Commlssi 
for the Vice-Chairperson position, supported by Member Olson. Motion carried. Time was offered for additional nomina ions or 
comments. 

DWMC Neese asked for nominations for Secretary. A motion wos made by Member Olson, supported by Member Taylor ton /nate 
Dan Coss as Secretary. Motion carried. 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 , 2014 
meeting minutes and #6 Approval of Per Diem Vouchers. A motion was made by Member Folr, supported by Member Don hue to 
approve the agenda with twa addltlans as nated. Mat/on carried. 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Chairperson Taylor called for public comment. 

• Terry Link, stated his main concern with this plan is that it moves waste further from its' generation point and th re's an 
environmental impact to that. 

Chairperson Taylor asked for any other public comment. 

5. APPROVAL OF MARCH 27, 2014 MEETING: 

A mot/on wos made by Member Welch, supported by Member Olson to approve the minutes from the March 27, 2014 eting. 
Mot/on carried. 

6. APPROVAL OF PER DIEM VOUCHERS 

A motion was made by Member Sorg, supported by Member Fair to approve payment of the Per Diem Vouchers. Motion carr/ d. 

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 here is 
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 c unties 
to the 19 already allowed. Granger's request Is that the County would consider import and export authorization. Sh stated 
waste is managed In this state through a solid waste plan, which means that each county does their own plan and it's a proved 
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by the state. This also requires that each county authorizes whether they will accept waste from the other. Gran er has 
increased their footprint and has recently acquired transfer stations in Jackson and Alma. Member Olson stated th waste 
would not be trucked in the type of truck that picks up at residents; it would go to the transfer station and be reload d Into 
large container-type trucks and transported back to the Wood Street facility for disposal. Member Olson also stated t e four 
counties are Clare, Hillsdale, Lenawee and Mecosta. Clare is the only one that has an active landfill and they may be pa icular 
about the reciprocity being Import/export. · 

• Chairman Taylor asked if there have been conversations with those counties In terms of the likelihood for any adju tment. 
Member Olson stated their approach was to come to Clinton County first and since that process Is not completed, Gran er has 
not reinitlated any conversations with the other counties. There was discussion on the unusually high amounts of ga being 
produced and the system at Granger not being able to accommodate that. 

• Member Sorg inquired about the projected lifespan of the Wood Street facility if these changes were to occur and the I crease 
of traffic on Wood Road. Member Olson stated this is difficult to project as the amount of volume they will be recelvl g from 
these other counties will be minimal. She stated it is a matter of ease of transportation and making sure that Granger n cross 
a road 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 du to the 
size of the truck. 

• Export concerns were brought up by the Committee members. Member Olson stated for every cubic yard that Is rec lved at 
the Granger facility, the County receives funding that supports their environmental programs; recycling; and waste re uction. 
Member Fair stated the draft speaks only to importing and asked If it's going to be an Issue to redraft to address import ng and 
exporting. Ms. Olson requests that the SWMP committee consider this since other counties would expect that they wou d have 
the same opportunity for their local haulers that also 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 is a draft 
and any changes would be directed to staff to be brought back to the committee. Chairman Taylor asked for an 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 andfill; 
it Is on the environmental stewardship that they provide overall with the thinking of waste as a resource that can be use . 

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

• Member Machowlcz spoke about Michigan's 15% recycling rate; his frustrations to push politicians to raise that rate a d also 
asked if there are other solid waste plans in Michigan that would do a better job of addressing the concerns brought u 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 ids 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 avai able 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 Amendm nt that 
would allow the reciprocity. There was also discussion regarding the .25 cent tipping fee per cubic yard that Granger ays 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 amou ts 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: 

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

b. There will be a press release stating the draft resolution is available through email or paper mail, however, reques will 
have to come through the DWM. 

c. There Is a 90 day public comment period followed by a public hearing. The public hearing will be advertised heavily. 
d. After the public hearing, the SWMP Committee will meet again to finalize a draft to recommend to the Commissione for 

review and approval. 
e. The Commissioners can either approve or deny it. If they deny it, It will come back to the SWMP Committee with heir 

comments and the SWMP Committee will debate It and present It again. 
f. Once It receives the Commissioner's approval, It goes out to all of the municipalities for their review and vote. 
g. If It doesn't pass by a 2/3 majority of the municipalities, the SWMP Committee will meet again. If it passes by th 2/3 

majority; 
h. The DWM will then take over after that. , 

• Chairperson Taylor raised the question If this vote Is 16 townships or If It includes cities and villages. DWMN Neese will ~eck 
on the total but feels It Includes cities and villages as well. Member Hill asked how the City of East Lansing falls into this ince 
there is a section that is in Clinton County. DWMC Neese stated she Included Lansing Township and the City of East Lansl g on 
the em ails. 

• Chairperson Taylor asked for clarification If the SWMP Committee is not approving the resolution but recommendinlthe 
resolution to the Board of Commissioners, why Is a public hearing held prior to making that recommendation. DWMN N ese 
stated this Is in the DEQ requirements In moving this request forward. 

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

Mr. Link spoke regarding more resistance from people If the exporting language is added. Member Olson stated that Granger uld 
prefer that the tr.:~sh 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 n eds; 
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 Hearing Is Thursday, April 30, 1015 at 5:30 In the Board of Commlssla er's 
Room. 

8. OTHER BUSINESS 

9. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, It was moved by Member Fair, supported by Member Hill to adjourn. Motion carried. The me~ting 
adjourned at 6:40p.m. 

tirL-7~~ 
Rod Taylor, Chalrm n 

Therese Koenigsknecht, Re ording S 
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MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC HEARING OF THE CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMITTEE {SWMP) HELD 
f!"HURSDAY;APRIL.30;-201S;-;AT THE CLINTON COUNTY COURT HOUSE, 100 EAST STATE STREET, ST. JOHNS, MICHIGAN 48879 

EMBERS PRESENT: 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

STAFF PRESENT: 
GUESTS: 

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER: 

Dan Coss, Denise Donahue, Tim Fair, Anne Hill, John Lancour, Tonia Olson, Julie Powers, Kurt Ray, 

Christine Spitzley and Rodney Taylor 
Tim Machowicz, Roger Simon, Lori Welch & Walt Sorg (Mr. Sorg present via telephone)* 
*change made at May 14, 201S meeting 
Kate Neese, Chris Hewitt and Therese Koenigsknecht 
David Stewart, Gayle Miller, Jane Dehoog, Richard Rogers, John Bell, Becky Bell, Bettina Brander, 
Jane Dailey, Johanna Balzer, Keith Granger and Christina Miller 

SWMP Chairman Rod Taylor called the meeting to order at 5:35p.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 
#S 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 

~re will be a subsequent meeting where discussion of the Board will take place at that time and a recommendation will be made to 
Lne Clinton County Board of Commissioners. He asked the Board members 

David Stewart, 12595 Wood Road, Dewitt, Ml 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, Ml 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, Ml 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 receives 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 long-term employment, Granger needs these types of options to provide flexibility. ~e 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 took 
in and have since discontinued. 

Jane Dehoog, 1285 Mayfield Drive, Lansing. Ml 48906: 
• Ms. Dehoog she stated she understands the need for a business to expand and grow, however, "she stated the SMWP 

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 SWMP 
Commission to consider the citizens of that area when making a decision. 

Rebecca Bell, 1424 Valley View Road, Lansing, Ml 48906: 
Ms. Bell expressed the importance of health issues especially for people living in close 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 well-being for a huge landfill 
to be In such proximity to a residential area. 

Gayle Miller, 9395 Taft Road, Ovid, Ml 48866: 
Ms. Miller introduced herself and explained that she worked for the Clinton County Department of Waste Management for ll 
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 $.2S 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 comments 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 SWMP 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 their 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 Solid 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? 

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

Chairman Taylor asked for substantial to be denned. 

Christina Miller, Solid Waste Planning Coordinator, Department of Environmental Quality, Lansing, Ml: 
• 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 DWMN 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 
Commissioners 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 example 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 move forward with this amendment and 
request from Granger and if the SWMP Committee and/or BOC request that the Countv. 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. 

3 



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

motion was mode by Member Spitzley, supported by Member Lancour to approve the acceptance of Public Comment 
-<>rrespondence Received Prior to Public Hearing and placed on file. Motion carried. 

The following Public Comments were received prior to the Publlc Hearing via email or letter form: 

Jane Dailey, 1726 Autumn Lane, Lansing, Ml 48912: 
• I live in the Grosebeck neighborhood. It is located at the intersection of 127 and Lake Lansing Road. 
• This morning as I 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 

(lve llved here 25) 
• I like Granger as a rule. I don't have roadside pickup fur recycle (1m in Lansing Township) so I take my items to their recycle bins 

on Wood street. Their work man are nice, the service is good and price seems reasonable. 
• lve called Granger and complained about the smell, they are nice but lm talking to some young person who is basically PR. 
• Last year I SW the Clean air folks more than a couple times. 
• Granger needs to get control 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, 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, Ml 48837 
• 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 I 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. I 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 declined given the recycling efforts. 
Perhaps, they need to consider moving their efforts more towards that area. 

• Thanks for the opportunity to provide comments. 

'lim Daman, Lansing Regional Chamber of Commerce 
• 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. I 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 like 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 create.s these opportunities. 

• A landfill, while not a popular land use, should be recognized as a regional resource. Thank you for your consideration. 

Graham Filler, 12130 Airport Road, Dewitt, Ml 48820: 
• My name is Graham Filler, I am an attorney in Lansing with residence in Watertown Township. I am writing in support of 

Granger being allowed to provide service in multiple new counties and bring back waste to Clinton County. The new 
amendment will truly add no further burden on the citizens of Clinton County. 

• No one enjoys landfills, but they are necessary for our state. Granger operates these landfills In a transparent manner and dealt 
effectively with an odor Issue last year. Granger Is a good community actor in the Clinton County area, sponsoring local 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 I want 
to ensure our major employers feel welcome to do business in Clinton COunty. 

Thomas Clay Hardenbergh, 4135 Hamlet Cove, Bath, Ml 48808: 
• Granger is a good company and a benefit to the community. Proper waste disposal is a must. However, I have two concerns 

about allowing the company to handle additional waste from four other counties. 

4 



• 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. I 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. I 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 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, Ml 48842: 
• Given the broad multi-partisan support for waste reduction and recycling in Michigan, I would 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, I 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, Ml 48848: 
• Due to previous business commitments in Ann Arbor on Thursday afternoon, I 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. I 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 couple of points that underlie my concerns and that I would wish the decision makers- both 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. 

• I 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 Ill & Associates, which run the Wood Street landfill, 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 I 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 additional counties 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 concern 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 addition, as we all 
know, the mantra of responsible solid waste is "reduce, reuse, recycle." There is nothing in this proposal that addresses or 
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attempts to improve any of those priorities of that well established practice. As such, it does not reduce waste but simply adds 
environmental burdens. 

• But I like 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 involved in recycling and composting efforts and more recently with capturing the methane from the landfill 
for energy use. 

• But it 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. I 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, I 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 a finite 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 leave behind. 

Gayle Miller, 9395 Taft Road, Ovid, Ml 48866: 
• 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 concern 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. I urge you to read this letter and attached document and 
seriously 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 expanding their service territory. However, I believe that certain changes must be 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 expansion. 

• Granger will, no doubt, oppose these recommendations. Their executives will claim that raising the User Fee will 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 Clinton County residents. 

• I put these 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. I'd be happy to answer any questions you may 
have, and am available by phone or email. I 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 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 thousands of 
other businesses located here. It should be Clinton County's primary obligation 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 
oonsuming 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.lt is possible 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 simple as deciding whether or not they should be allowed to expand their service territory. It is a 
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. 
• 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 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 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 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 f~ 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. 

• Reoommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan to increase the User Fee to $0.75/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 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 landftlls 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 leaks). 

• Odor complaints are common with any landfoll 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 oontrol 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 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. Propertv 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. 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 landfill fire like the ones in Hamilton or Stark Counties in Ohio, would enough 
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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 Management World there are about 8,300 landfill fires In the US per year. They can 
bum 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 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 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 
future- 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 landfills. It is extremely unlikely that 
they will ever build landfills. 

• If Granger's request 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 those that are in the 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 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 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 SeNice 
territory, only Clare County has even the most basic waste reduction and recycling services available. Hillsdale, Lena wee and 
Mecosta Counties have little available to help their residents reduce waste. 

• Available landfill space is at a premium. The DEQrecently 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 landfills. 

• 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 fall to reward waste reduction, compostlng 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 aggressively 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 convenient 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. 
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• Granger is a good company and we are lucky to have them operating the landfills in Clinton County. I tis 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: 

• Increase the .User Fee established in 1989 from $0.25/CY to $0. 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 landfills 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. 
• 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 

Paul Opsommer, 315 East Main Street, Dewitt, Ml 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. I am writing to encourage your support of the proposed amendment. 
• We are fortunate to have this responsible, family-owned company operating 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. I would like to continue to see Granger prosper as their success 
benefits our county and the entire region. · 

• I 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 from a type of operation that can often be a 
concern • . -

we Pfaff, 12167 Airport Road, Dewitt, Ml 48820: 
o 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. 

Stephen Serkaian, Executive Director, Lansing Board of Water & light: 
o 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 landftll gas. Engine 
generators at the Granger Wood Road Generating Station 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 BWLservice 
territory. BWlalso receives landfill-generated renewable energy from the Granger Grand River Generating Station in Grand 
Ledge. eo·mbined, the stations can produce enough power for nearly 14,000 homes. 

• Through this partnership, both .the BWL ~nd 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 territorywe hope you will keep these valuable renewable energy 
'benefits hmind. 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, Mi 48820: 
• I am noUn favor of granting Granger the right to haul trash into our area from four additional counties. Please do not approve 

the request. Thank you. 

'!airman Taylor 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 1J!i·minutes. 
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Bettina Brander, 1537 Valley View, Lansing, Ml 48906: 
• Ms. Brander asked if this information and minutes will be on the Clinton County's website•and DWMC Neese gave her the 

following information www.Ciinton-County.org and it will be placed under the Department of Waste.Management. Ms. 
Brander felt if this Public 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/Bath Review, and Clinton County News. 

Chairman Taylor sta_ted that the SWMP Commission has met ali of the requirements as far as public notices in the newspaper as well as 
an article. 

Gayle Miller, 9395 Taft Road, Ovid, Ml 48866: 
• Ms. Miller recommended that the SWMP Committee shOuld use the.• Plan. Afnendmcnt process .os a negotiating process. She 

stated the only way that the SWMP Committee will be able to accomplish any m"jor update to the Solid Waste Management 
Plan, and Ms. Miller stated that Granger does not like the .idea of an ini:reoso in their user fee, is to withhold the 4 county 
e>:pansion until the SWMP gets to a point where you can t.ISl' it as. Zl b.:1rgaining chip. Ms. Mil fer's recommendation Is not to do 
it as a 2 part amendment but as one package as this'2 part ainendrnent will '.llso drive the Iocr~ I municipalities crazy. 

Jane Dailey, 17206 Autumn Lane, Lansing, Ml (Lansing Township):··· 
·, "·· 

., Ms. D~iley asked lf there will.be another public aVenue for people to comment on this prOcess and .asked what other avenues 
she can go to regarding the air quality. '' 

• DWMC Neese informed ·Ms. Dailey that lansing' Township h<ls b~en includCd in ~11 corresDondt~nC.'e regarding this Plan Update 
and she can contact them with anv question~ of concctn'.i, Tht• DcDa.rtment of Environmental Q.uciHty can also be contacted 
regarding the air quality, 

Chairman Taylor stated the next agenda item is to decidt' the ne-xt ITIC'Cting. He stated, in '1dditlon1 there are multiple opportunities for 
the public to speak. Individuals am cncoura~~ed to speak at the CoUnty Financ-e & PtHsonnel meeting and Board of Commissioner's 
meeting. 

Christina Miller also stated that citizens c<ln go to the local r:umii:lpality meetinGs where' this will be voted on by local boardS. 

6. OTHER BUSINESS 

No other business. 

7. NEXT MEETING DATE 

Cha~rman Taylor stat~d 'that the- nc)lt mcE!ting d<~te is .sche-duled fi::Jr Thursday, May i 11 
.. however there are several board members 

unable to attend th"t Board moetin~. That being the coso, he asked if the week of May 11"- 15"' would be available for all SWMP 
Commission membNs. He also _stated there were a couple of comments regarding the time of the today's meeting being difficult .to 
attend. DWMC stated· thot··tho.noxt meeting n1ay need to be held in the First Floor conference· room due to the Board of 
Commissioner's Room boin~ bool<ed that ni~:hi.' She will post all of this information on the County Website as well as the County 
Facebook page. It will olso be advertised in thelflnslng State Journal, Clinton County News & Dewitt/Bath. Review. 

A marion wos made by Member Lancour,· supported by Member Fair Ia set the next meeting for Thursday,.May 151
• @ 6:00pm. 

Matton carried, · 

B. ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, It was moved by Member Fair, supported by Member Coss adjourn~ Motion carried. lhe 'nieeting 

a?':n:df 6:30 p.m. 

~h"J~-
Rod Taylor, Chairman 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMITTEE (SWMPq HELD 
)HURSDAV;MAV 14, 201~AT THE CLINTON COUNTY COURT HOUSE, 100 EAST STATE STREET, ST. JOHNS, MICHIGAN 48879 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Dan Coss, Denise Donahue, Tim Fair, Anne Hill, John Lancour, Tim Machowicz. Tonia Olson, Julie 
Powers, Kurt Ray, Roger Simon, Walt Sorg, Christine Spittley, Rodney Taylor and Lori Welch 

MEMBERS ABSENT: All present 
STAFF PRESENT: 
GUESTS: 

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER: 

Kate Neese, Chris Hewitt and Therese Koenigsknecht 
No guests 

Chairman Taylor called the meeting to order at 6:00p.m. 

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA/ ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA: 

Chairman asked to add 2a Public Comment at the beginning of the meeting and 7a Public Comment on the end. A motion was made by 
Member Fair, supported by Member Powers to approve the agenda with amendments os requested. Mot/an carried, 

2A. PUBLIC COMMENT: 

No public comment. 

~. APPROVAL OF PER DIEM VOUCHERS 

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

4. APPROVAL OF JANUARY 22, 2015 MEETING MINUTES & APRIL30, 2015 PUBUC HEARING MINUTES: 

A mat/on was made by Member Fair, supported by Member Coss ta approve the minutes from the January 22, 2fJ15 and April 30, 
2015 meetings. Matton carried. Chairman Taylor asked for comments. Member Sorg asked If the minutes could reRect 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 felt it would 
be efficient to move into the reviewing amendment language section and talk about comments that were received. 

6. REVIEW AMENDMENT LANGUAGE 

Chairman Taylor asked DWMC Neese to rec:ap what the committee's purpose is; what the specific action is and talk 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 resolution, 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; language and agree 
on a draft document, which is basically the final version of the document. At that time if agreed by the SWMPC, it will 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 for 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 also stated the SWMPC has two options. They can state they are finished and not go further with the amendment or 
agree to a Draft Plan Amendment; agree to the language in it and DWMC Neese will put into Resolution to be presented to the BOC for 
their review and vote. Chairman Taylor asked if all SWMPC members had a copy of the proposed resolution. DWMC Neese stated she 
also attempted to contact Christina Miller from DECL 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. \ 

• Member Lancour questioned the language and if it made sense to state the annual cap is not changing. DWMC Neese stated it 
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. 

• 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. 

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

• Chairman Taylor 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, Lena wee 
and Mecosta and it was unanimously approved. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

Chainnan Taylor asked for additional discussion on the language proposal and coiled for a vote to forward the proposed amendment 
changes to the Solid Waste Plan to include the addition of the four (4) additional counties. YEAS: Dan Coss, Denise Donahue, Tim 
Fair, Anne Hill, John Lancour, Tim Machowicz, Tanio 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. 

Z:\Master SW Plan\2014 Update- RcCiprocity\M:inutes\SWMP 5.14.2015 minutes.d~ 



• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 Welch 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. 

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

• 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 solid 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. 

• 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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o 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. 

o 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 SOC's hands. 

Member Welch made the motion, supported by Member Powers to recommend to the Clinton County Board of Commission to 
consider forming a Citizens Advisory Committee in conjunction with the Clinton County Solid Waste 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 Fair, Anne Hill, John Lancour, Tim Machowlcz, Tonia Olson, Julie Powers, Kurt Ray, Walt Sorg, Christine Spitzley, 
Rodney Taylor and Lor/ 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 

adjournedat6:~ / ~l\)eeJ-U 

BtJ,~ 
Rod Taylor, Chairman 
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CLINTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Chairperson 
Robert Showers 

VIce-Chairperson 
David Pohl 

Members 
Bruce Delong 
Kenneth B. Mitchell 
Anne Hill 
Adam C. Stacey 
Kam J. Washburn 

COURTHOUSE 
100 E. STATE STREET 

ST. JOHNS, MICHIGAN 48879-1571 
989-224-5120 

RESOLUTION 2015-7 

Administrator 
Ryan L. Wood 

Clerk ofthe Board 
Diane Zuker 

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 PI 
("Plan"); 

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 of2000 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 



CLINTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

Chairperson 
Robert Showers 

Vice-Chairperson 
David Pahl 

Members 
Bruce DeLong. 
Kenneth B. Mitchell 
Anne Hill 
Adam C. Stacey 
Kam J. Washburn 

DATE 05/26/2015 

MOMENT OF SILENCE AND 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

ROLLCALL 

COUNTY PERSONNEL 

VISITORS 

AGENDA 

MINUTES OF 04/28/2015 

COMMUNICATIONS 

PRESENTATION OF 
CERTIFICATE OF 
APPRECIATION 

05/26/2015 
Brd. Mtg. Minutes 

··L ... , . ,,, . 
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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 ofCommissioners Room, 
Courthouse, St. Johns, Michigan with Chairperson 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 DeLong, 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 Schlegel, Joe Pulver, 
Tonia Olson, Denise Palmer, Mark Schlegel, Eric Voisine!, David Schlegel, 
Sandra June, Roger Lerg and Patti Schafer. 

The agenda was reviewed. 

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

The minutes ofApril28, 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 fallowing Communications were reviewed: 
1. Cheboygan County Resolution regarding scheduling of Code Inspector 

Conferences · 
2. Huron County Resolution apposing 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. 
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ADMINISTRATOR'S 
REPORT 

rRESOLUTION-2015-7 ., 
[ TO AMEND THESOLIDJ 
'fWASTE MANAGEMENT 
[ PLA~J -·-

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 draft 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 Waste 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 landfill 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, DeLong, Stacey, Hill and Showers. Seven ayes, 
zero nays. Motion 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 to 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, 
DeLong and Showers. Seven ayes, zero nays. Motion carried. (INSERT 
RESOLUTION) 

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

2015-1 
2015-2 
2015-3 
2015-4 
2015-5 
2015-6 
2015-7 
2015-8 
2015-9 
2015-10 
2015-11 

E.B. Ridge Dairy, LLC, Duplain Township 
E.B. Ridge Dairy, LLC, Duplain Township 
E.B. Ridge Dairy, LLC, Duplain Township 
Douglas T. and Amber K. lrrer, Bengal Township 
Alvin J. Jr. and Karen M. Smith, Westphalia Township 
David W. and Joyce P. Pohl, Dallas Township 
David W. and Joyce P. Pohl, Dallas Township 
Erron T. and Marie A. Barks, Ovid Township 
Erron T. and Marie A. Barks, Ovid Township 
Erron T. and Marie A. Barks, Ovid Township 
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. 
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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 DeLong to adopt the Resolution 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 roll call vote, 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 for 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 2:00p.m. 

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

• 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 introduced 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 29th; 

• 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 
will 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 support for the project; 
if approved, a request for bids will be prepared and sent to local 
lenders with a bid opening planned for June 3rd. 
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05/26/2015 
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Pohl moved, 
supported by Commissioner Washburn, to recommend approving a 
Resolution (pending review prior to the May 261

h BOG 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 Pohl 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 DeLong, to recommend approving the 2014 
HSGP Region I 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 DeLong 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 DeLong 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; 

• Grant funds must be used for Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention 
Activities. 
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Mitchell moved, 
supported by Commissioner Delong, 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 committee recommendation. Voting 
on the motion by roll call vote, those voting aye were Pohl, Washburn, 
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 introduced Kate Neese, Waste Management 
Coordinator, to discuss a one year extension for the rural recycling 
sites service contract with Granger. 
• Granger is requesting a contract extension for a one year period 

for the current Recycling Site Servicing Contract; 
o 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, supported 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. 
• 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 
(SWMP) 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; once approved, the draft Plan amendment will be 
sent to all local 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: Commissioner 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 utilized for 

this project. 

COMMITIEE ACTION: Commissioner Pohl moved, supported by 
Commissioner Delong, to approve $162,250 for the replacement of five 
roof-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 property 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 fail of 2014 in 
order to further establish erosion control in key areas and create 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 control basin needs to be filled with sand in 
order to remove any safety hazards it may pose to future park users; 

• It was 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. 

COMMITIEE 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 roil 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: 
• The Board is being asked to approve $76,000 for the replacement 

of Computer Aided Dispatch hardware and contract services with 
SunGard Public Sector; 

• 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. 

COMMITIEE ACTION: Commissioner Mitchell moved, supported by 
Commissioner Delong, to approve $76,000 for the replacement 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; 

• 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. 

• 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: Commissioner 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 introduced discussion regarding re­
activation of the Building Committee. 
• Over recent years the Building Committee has been convened to 

provide oversight of major building projects; these projects include 
construction of the Courthouse, Health Department, Jail 
renovation/expansion, Phase 1 of the Communications System 
Enhancement Project and others; 

• 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); 

• 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. 
o The Members briefly discussed capital improvement projects and 

,priorities 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 
o Last month the Board of Commissioners heard a presentation from 

Denise Palmer and Pat Jackson from Clinton County Regional 
Educational Service Agency (CCRESA) regarding their efforts with 
the Clinton Post-Secondary Success Network (CPSN); 

o The CPSN was fanned in September 2014 when it was awarded,a 
Planning Grant through the Michigan College Access Network 
(MCAN); 

o 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; 

o 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; 

o 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 tenn 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 Washburn to concur with the committee recommendation, 
Voting ,on the motion by roll call vote, those voting were Pohl, Washburn, 
Delong, 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. 
o Chairperson Showers discussed the importance of public relations 

with our local municipalities, school districts and leadership 
groups/volunteer organizations; it was suggested that MAC assist 
the County in creating a communication piece/update that would be 
distrtbuted 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 signature of the 
soard 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 introduced discussion regarding a planning 
update. 

No action taken. 

12. Finance Chairperson Stacey introduced discussion regarding the June 
2015 Open Meetings and Events Calendar. 
o Administrator Wood asked the Members to amend the May 2015 

Calendar to add a Building Committee Meeting on Wednesday, May 
27th 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 2?'h 
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 Chairperson Stacey introduced discussion regarding the 
Accounts Payable Invoices Paid. · 

COMMITTEE ACTION: Commissioner Pohl moved, supported by 
Commissioner DeLong, to approve the invoices paid from April4 through 
May 8, 2015 in the amount of $919,889.06. Motion carried. 

14. Finance Chairperson Stacey requested Commissioners' comments. 
o Commissioner Showers provided updates on behalf of MAC and the 

Regional Council of Governments; 
o Commissioner Pohl provided an update on behalf of Tri-County 

Regional Planning; 
o Commissioner Hill referenced the Sheriffs report and expressed her 

concern with· the number of seniors that have had first-hand 
experiences with fraud recently; 

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

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

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

o The Administrator's Report was provided to the Members. 

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

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

Members Present 
Kam Washburn, Personnel Chairperson 
Adam Stacey, Ken Mitchell 
Anne Hill, David Pohl, Bruce DeLong 
Robert Showers, Ex-Officio Member 

9 

Staff Present 
Penny Goerge, 
Craig Longnecker 



CALL TO ORDER 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

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. 

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

2015 MERS DELEGATES TO 3. Personnel Chairperson Washburn introduced discussion regarding the 
ANNUAL MEETING appointment of Employee and Employer Delegates to the 2015 MERS 

Annual Meeting. 

RETIREE HEALTH CARE 
TRUST FUND 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Pohl moved, 
supported by Commissioner Delong, to recommend the approval of Barb 
Moss as the employee delegate and Cindy Moser as the employee 
alternate to 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. 

4. Personnel Chairperson Washburn introduced Craig Longnecker, 
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 
Clinton 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 10 
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APPOINTMENT TO 
LIBRARY BOARD 

APPOINTMENT TO RESA 
CLINTON POST­
SECONDARY SUCCESS 
NETWORK 

APPOINTMENT TO 
CLINTON COUNTY FARM 
BUREAU 

COMMISSIONERS' 
COMMENTS 

ADJOURNMENT OF 
COMMITTEE MEETING 

END OF COMMITTEE 
REPORTS 

ADJOURNMENT 
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COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner Delong moved, 
supported by Commissioner Mitchell, to recommend reappointing Deb 
Green to the Clinton County Library Board for a five (5) year term expiring 
June 30, 2020. Motion carried. ' 

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

COMMITIEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner DeLong moved, 
supported by Commissioner Hill, to recommend appointing ·commissioner 
Dave Pohl as Board Representative and Ken Mitchell as the Alternate 
Representative to the Clinton Post-Secondary Success Networic-RESA. 
Mallon carried. 

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

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Commissioner DeLong moved, 
supported by Commissioner Pohl, to recommend appointing 
Commissioner Kam Washburn to replace Dave Pohi 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. 
Motion carried. 

6. Personnel Chairperson Washburn requested Commissioners' 
comments. There were none. 

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

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

otan5}t:a:·t~~ Boand 

NOTE: These minutes are subject to approval on June 30. 2015. 
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200 South Main Street 
Post Office Box 11 
Ovid, Michigan 48866 
(989) 834-2264 

BILL TO 

CLINTON COUNTY DEPT OF WASTE MANAGEMENT 
KATENEESE-WASTEMGMTCOORD!NATOR 
100 ESTATE ST STE 1300 
ST JOHNS MJ 48879 

DATE 

3/3l/2015 

P.O. NO. TERMS DUE DATE 

Net45 3/31/2015 

DESCRIPTION QTY RATE 

3/29 • #!2S7 • 2X3.Sl'UBLIC HEARING 7 8.00 
sales tax 6.00% 

3. d- '1.15 SL .)ll)fJ & / ~Ji~ 
- ,;.';7-J'-Y /7 , tf/'1/s· .;J~fj':;J-..[( ~ ' 7'(::;, 7c)z:)l) 

Total 

Invoice 
INVOICE# 

114115B 

PROJECT 

AMOUNT 

56.00 
0.00 

Sl/.:5(,; ri 

$56.00 



OF PUBLICATION 
MEDIA 
East Lenawee, Lansing 48919 

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. l"ubllshed 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 interruRtion for at least one ( 1) 
year in the community w r the publication is to occur. 

Clinton Community News, 3/1/2 

SHELLY ADAMS 

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

0001182392-01, L07896 

LCN CCN:: 

--



I)J.ml! Clll!61C I:NQIIIRI!I\ LAICJ!itCit'tATS ,fOOR~I. )'QF!.T HURON T1!JII!.f HfiiAlO" 

P.o. Box 30318 
Lansing, Ml 4891!1 
RETURN SERVICE REQUESTED 

Billing 1-866-226-5~18 

LAti11Nil CC!dNUNIIY HfWS 

ADVERTISING INVOICE/STATEMEN 
Terms: 
A Finance Charge of 1 ,5% Por MenU. -MJI be uddod 1o !='CJst Duo 
Acccun.ls (Over 3D Days) 18% Per Annum A fee of$30 wlll be 
charged Dh all Non-sumclo nt runds chocks, 

RETURN THIS SECTION TO ENSURE PROPER CREDIT. 
PLEASE MAKE YOUR PAYMENT PAYABLE TO: 

Mlehlgan.com 
P.O. Box 577313, Dan .. ,"!)( 75267-7313 

L078960DODDDDDODODDD21135856120000475210510 ! CUS:fOMER'·I!II)S•(i"! INVOICE NO. 

CLINTON COUNTY WASTEMANAGEMEN 
l307 E TOWNSEND RD STE l02 
SAINT JOHNS, HI 48879-9036 
'lnli•IJIJnlll•l'lll•'l•llttii'IIIJltll'tllh •"tllll•tl••lh I• o o 1 • 1 

Please return this top section with payment in the enclosed envelope 
and lnclwde your customer number on remittance. 
NOTE, BE SURE RETURN ADDRESS ON BACI( OF THIS SECTION APPEARS IN WINDOW. 

lATE EDT ~lASS DESCRIPTION 

)302 BALANCE FORWARD 
)301 SCCN 28 PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE-CCN- 1 

-- -r-·- -- -

CURRENT OVER300AYS OVER60 DAYS 

47.52 .00 .oo 

11MES 
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2 2 

DEPTH COL 

1.78 
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.00 

L07896 
DUEDA'IE 
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TOTAL 
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RATE 
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2.113585612 
;: .;; ~MO~I!ITD!JE : 

47.52 
THRU 

03/29/15 

AMOUNT 

.00 
47.52 

TOTA~pul! .. 

47.52 

STEAD 
iign up for free e-invoi~ing now. call Jim at 517-377-1083. 

TO ENSURE PROPER CREDIT, PLEASE RETURN TOP SECTION AND INCLUDE YOUR CUSTOMER NUMBER ON REMITTANCE. For your records' 

.. oumM!iRNQ:.''i NAME INVOICE NUMBER AMOUNT PAlO 

'896 CLINTON COUNTY WASTEMANAGEMEN 2113585512 
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DUE DATE 
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Koenigsknecht, Therese 

'rom: 
Sent: 
To: 

jane dailey <janede@comcast.net> 
Monday, April 27, 2015 10:43 AM 
Neese, Katherine 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Hewitt, Christopher; Koenigsknecht Therese 
Re: GRANGER EXPANSION OF SERVICE 

Jane DAILEY 
1726 Autumn Lane 
Lansing Ml 48912 
thanks, If I get out of work on time, Ill 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 I will share your comment with the Solid Waste 
Management Planning Committee during our Public Hearing on Thursday Aprii30'h. 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, Ml48879. 

Thanks again, 

Kate Neese- Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator 
Clinton County Department of Waste Management 
1307 E. Townsend Road •suite 102 
St Johns, Ml4887.9 
(989) 224-5186 
Fax (989} 224-5102 
recvcle @eli nto n-cou ntv .o rg 

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

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

From: jane dailey [mailto:janede@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2015 9:03 AM 
To: Neese, Katherine 
Subjecti GRANGER EXPANSION OF SERVICE 

I live in the Grosebeck neighborhood. lt.is located at the intersection of 127 and Lake Lansing 
Road. 
This morning as I went out to get the morning paper, yet again, the air was foul with the 
methaRe released by Granger. 

I Its typical with temperature changes, which are obviously very common in Michigan. It has 
become WORSE over the 5 years (lve lived here 25) 

1 



I like Granger as a rule. I don't have roadside pick up for recycle (lm in Lansing Township) so I 
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 lm talking to some 
young person who is basically PR. 
Last year I SW the Clean air folks more than a couple times. 

Granger needs to get control 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, you'd 

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

Jane D Dailey 
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Neese, Katherine 

from: GHDeVoss@aol.com 
Sent: 
To: 

Sunday, April 26, 2015 10:37 AM 
Neese, 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 I 
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. I think Clinton County 
had borne more tha.n ifs share of being a ·landfill for Mid-Michigan area. I'm happy to hear that their 
business has declined given the recycling efforts. Perhaps, 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 

1 
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l "IS lNG ~AlCHAM BER 

Tuesday, April28; 2015 

Clinton County 

Solid Waste Planning Committee 
107 E. Townsend Rd. 
St. Johns, Ml 48879 

Clinton County Solid Waste Planning Committee Members: 

In the April 26 edition of the Lansing State Journal I noticed an article about the request Granger 
made to add four counties to their service area. I 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 like Granger that are growing, investing and providingjob 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 thei~ services to new 
areas creates these opportunities. 

A landfill, while nota popular land use, should be recognized as a regional resource. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Tim Daman 
President and CEO 
Lansing Regional Chamber of Commerce 

500 E. 1'-lichigan Avenue, Suite 200 
Lansing. Ml 48912 

p 517.487.6340 
r 517.484.6910 

www.lansingchamber.org 



Neese, Katherine· 

·rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subje¢ 

Graham Filler <grahamfiller10@gmail.com> 
Thursday, April 30, 2015 9:59AM 
Neese, Katherine 
Koenigsknecht, Therese; Hewitt, Christopher 
Re: Proposed· Amendment Graqger 

Thank you Kate. Here is my information: 

Graham Filler 
12130 Airport Road 
Dewitt, MI 48820 

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

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

Please reply to this email with the information and I will share your comment with the Solid Waste Management 
Planning Committee during our Public Hearing on Thursday Aprll301

h, This Public Hearing is open to the everyone and 
will begin at 5:30pm in the Board of Com missioners Room at the Clinton County Courthouse located at 100 East State 
.treerin St Johns, Ml48879. 

Thanks again, 

Kate Neese- Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator 

Clinton County Department of Waste Management 

1307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102 

StJohns, Ml48879 

(989) 224-5186 

Fax (989) 224-5102 

re cycle@clinto n-co unty .org 

.ike us on Facebook! https://www.facebook.com/CiintonCountvMI 
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Neese, Katherine 

om: 
Sent: 

Tom Hardenbergh <greenview2004@gmail.com> 
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 I 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, Ml48879. 

Thanks again, 

Kate Neese- Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator 

Clinton County Department of Waste Management 

1307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102 

St Johns, Ml 48879 

(989) 224-5186 

Fax (989) 224-5102 

recycle@ eli nton-co u nty.o rg 
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Uke us on Facebook! https:ljwww.facebook.com/CiintonCountyMl 

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

From: Tom Hardenbergh [mailto:greenview2004@gmall.coml 
Sent: Thursdayi 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 dispe~sal is a must. However, I have 
two concerns about allowing the company to handle additional waste from four other counties. 

Clean air is uppermost. The stench froq~ 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. I 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 cormecting 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. I 
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 oflife in Lansing, East Lansing, Lansing Township, and 

2 
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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 

3 



Neese, Katherine. 

·rom: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 

To Whom It May Concern, 

LeRoy Harvey <harvey@meridian.mi.us> 
Tuesday, April 21, 2015 3:34PM 
Neese, Katherine 
comments 

Given the broad multi-partisan support for waste reduction and recycling in Michigan, I would 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, I would strong recommend a study of similar agreements in 
other parts of the U.S. that tie permits and landfill usage ti:l 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, 

LeRoy 

LeRoy Harvey 
4440 DeCamp 
.iolt Ml 48842 

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

1 
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Neese, Katherine 

'"om: 
.:ient: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Kate, 

Terry Link <link@msu.edu> 
Monday, April 27, 2015 10:37 AM 
Neese, Katherine 
Granger Expansion 

Due to previous business commitments in Ann Arbor on Thursday afternoon, I 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 
Citv Pulse column from two weeks ago. I 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 couple of points that underlie my concerns and that I would wish the decision makers- both the 
solid waste committee and the commissioners would consider. 

1) 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. 

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 fulfill its obligation to the public good. 

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

All good things, 

Terry Link 
8767 Price Rd. 
Laingsburg, MJ 48848 
link@msu.edu 
www.startingnowllc.com 

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

BLOG: http:ljpossibilitator.blogspot.com 

One Planet, One Family, One Future 

From: Neese, Katherine [mailto:NeeseK@clinton-county.org] 
Sent: Monday, Aptil 27, 2015 9:55 AM 
To: 'Dave' 
Cc: Hill, Anne; Cathy with CoEL; Christine Spitzley; City of DeWitt; Oty of EL Clerk; Clare County; Denise Donohue; 
'JeWitt Twp Rep; Doug VanEssen (dwy@silveryanessen.com); Gayle Miller (glkrieger77@gmail.com); Goerge, Penny; 
.ebeler, Deb; Hewitt, Christopher; Hillsdale Chair; Hillsdale County; John Lancour; Julie Powers; Koenlgsknecht, Therese; 

Kurt Ray Ind Waste Gen Rep; Laurie from City of EL; Lenawee County; Lenawee Solid Waste; Marie Howe; Mecosta 
County; Miller, Christina (DNRE} (MILLERCl@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@laosingmj.gov); 

l 



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 April301

h. This Public Hearing is open to the everyone and will begin 
at 5:30pm in the Board of Commissioners Room at the Clinton County Co11rthouse located at 100 East State Street in St 

Johns, Ml48879. 

Kate Neese- Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator 
Clinton County Department of Waste Management 
1307 E. Townsend Road *Suite 102 

St Johns, Ml 48879 
(989) 224-5186 
Fax (989) 224-5102 
recycle@clinton-county.org 

Like us on Face book! https://www.facebool<.com/CiintonCountyMI 

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, April26, 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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be long ha!tl http://www.lansingcitypulse.comllansin~print-article-ll262-prinLhtrnl 

of I 

Wednesday, April15,2015 

The long haul 
Granger plan for transporting waste hurts tha public good 
by Terry Link. 

Click 10 Print 

Rec:enl.ly Granger !II & Associates, whh:h run lhe 1Ncod Street landiil~ has requested C!Inton County to amend tMe county's soil:! waste plan_ The proposed 
omondment wOtJd al!oW fGranger to collect and haul refuse fr<Jm additional col.!1ties -Clare, Mm::I.'I!JtOJ, Lonawee, artt Hillsdale - evan furtl'ler away from the:lt 
aEstlng aPJ=II'O\'ed' CCI!!ectlon territory. 
Th's ls certall'lly roos.cnable ffom the private interest per.~pectlve (If the Granger l:iiJsirless. Ul'tlakes nnf'll!y from thr;t Mauling and ttle lar.dfilling of the re!U:!:.e. Sui! 
would renintllhe decislon-makElrs in this process that t:ounty government should reflect lh8 pub!it geed fil"st and private g~in only secondar:ly. 

Jn frJs case the request to rno\'e more tras.h a grea!er distance (the additional r:oiZ!t.ies Blil ITIIJa.sured from thlir coor.!.)' sEmts range frcm70 to 120 mi!es tram 1ne 

lanclfi!Q is rot in the publlc inlarmt, d.earf')' rot cn'liroMJentally. Tr.e discus.ston, especially gM:m the grC"Nlng a::lncerr. from the scientific: c:ommurJty of the threats. from 
climate di5ruptlon and eeol~glcnl ul'l(avoling, ~tuuld follow the old Hlppcc:ratit: ma)lim, "First, do f'IO h!::!rm. ~ 

This proposal harms the put:JI!c good in several ways. By moving waste farther and farther rrcm fts point of qrlgin, we unnecessaritr add more greenhouse gase3 
from the truclts to the already overtl..l'dened atmosphere. In addition, as we all know, tho ~ntra of respon:s.ib\e sefid waste is "reduce, reuse, recycle." The;e hJ 
nothillg ln this propos[]] that addresses or attert'lp'ls to improve any of ttlose prforitieG of that wef!estab:lshed practice. As auch, it does not reduce waste but ~imply 
add.s envlronmantlll burdens. 

8L'111lke to go bad!. to the respormibility af gowmmer.taJ bodies to ~tt~lect, preserve and enhance ttle pubflc: good. The Granger company has been a reasanebly 
gMd local steward crf our landl'if! operation for mere than 40 year!l. We need a landfill to safely dispose of unusable or Ulfecyclable materials white protecting our 
groun~ater, atmosphere and land. The eccr.omic model oo wl".it:h ll'lilllf bt!sinasses and supportive pcl:cies are canstr~Eted is t:nc cf growth, In this case, the more 
refuse Granger can collect, haUl, and bury, the better Ulelr li!conornic; botfom line, The now soon-to-be-retired old myth of MORE is. SETTER, or uriimited economic 
growth {note the similarity ta canc:er cans), dcesn-1: "NOtlt qrh:are, o1.1rtd eerl..alnly not in terms of solid waste. By asking 0\G community mcmtors ta red~,~Ca, reuse and 
recyc:le, we're o]Sk,ing U".em lo sMnk waste ha.\.llirg. 'rhus GrMQer wisely got lrtol0!11€ld in rccyclir.g end compost!ng efforts and rmrf! recer:Jiy with capblrlng tt:e 
methane frCim thl lardrlll for energy use. 

8ut it would .seem from this proposal that Granger hll& hit the wa!t It& cnlv proposal is to simply ignore tho so!Jd wasta tri;cgv as 11 Wrlf out. I believe i'l fa!!s upon 
county official.& to a&sls.t Granger, as a c:ompany wltM local roots and in good slandir:Q, b)' expbrlng alher romodles to their ~warr that are mora tn line with tt".e public 
good -i.e., redu:ing. reusiY;, and recy.cting. A<J a private citizen, I sea no EMderce ttl.!Jt ihis tact has be en explored with any sincere <:!ue dili~ence by eitt".ac of the 
parties. Tha tack c! imagination 13nd codaboraticntc Cl'eate something better is cartalnfy dBappolnlincr to me, both as a formor county c:omrrissioner and as somoone 
witt'. rr.are than a little knaw1edge about .sor.d wosle Bnd anvironme~l issues. 

On a. liMe planet with I'! growing population, thi:l simple math teijs us we must redJJCe was.t2, int:lL11lrg greoohouso g<lse~. Dolng so wi!! reqlllre a d\l'teren!. set of 
lncenti...es if the wt:~l1t must bring soll'lO errtltleu prcnt. Government officials are overdue In reviatt.'lng the rutes or the ga.mo, Thera is plenty of room fer creotMty in 
nnding solutions. Untll scme altemntNes are orrered, this proposal should be tabled and p!nyers should lake Dis opportunity to explore- tt~gether w~h a cammlttao 
ot citizens, goverMJent offiCials. .:m::l Granger- possit:fe alternatives wl".ich might benefit u~ all and the chlldren and gremdctlildren we leave behlnd. 

(Consultant Terry Unit was tho roU'ldlng diractcr cf MSU's OtrJce of Campus Sustainabi'Jty anc'l is tJ ser.ia:' fellOW with thO U.S. Pal1ners.hfp for Edueatlon far 
Sustalnabla Development. Ho can be rooch£!c:t Bt link. @lanslngcit')'pU!se.com.) 
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Neese, Katherine 

:om: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Paul Opsommer < popsommer@goctii.com> 
Thursday, April 30, 2015 11:30 AM 
Neese, Katherine · 
Written comments on granger 
Qpsommer Letter to Clinton.docx 

Please find attached my comments concerning the request by Grange.r. Having served in the Michigan Legislature and 
having the honor of serving on the House Energy committee for 3 legislative terms I feel I have an in depth .knowledge of 
the issues involved in this request. I strongly support their efforts. 

Thank you 'for your time. 

Paul E. Opsommer 
Central Transport 
Warren, Mi. 
Cell{810) 516 9437 
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April 29, 2015 

Clinton County Solid Waste Planning Committee: 

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. I am writing to encourage your support of the proposed 

amendment. 

We are fortunate to have this responsible, family-owned company operating 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. I would like to continue to see Granger prosper as their success benefits our county 

and the entire region. 

I have had the opportunity to visit and tour the Granger fllcilities 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 from a type of operation that can often be a concern. 

Sincerely, 



Neese, Katherine 

-.:rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dave <davepfaff@hotmail.com> 

Sunday, April 26, 2015 11:10 AM 
Neese, Katherine 

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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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 Station 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 landfill-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. Support for this request means more 

renewable energy and more jobs in the mid-Michigan region. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen Serkaian 
Executive Director, Public Affairs 

.. --- ---1 
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Koenigsknecht, Therese 

'rom: 
.>ent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Neese, Katherine 
Monday, April 27, 2015 11:35 AM 
'webstertw@comcast.net' 
Hill, Anne; Cathy with CoEL; Christine Spitzley; City of DeWitt; City of EL Clerk; Clare 
County; Denise Donohue; DeWitt Twp Rep; Doug Van Essen (dwv@silvervanessen.com); 
Gayle Miller (glkrleger77@gmail.com); Goerge, Penny; Hebeler, Deb; Hewitt, 
Christopher; Hillsdale Chair; Hillsdale County; John Lancour; Julie Powers; 
Koenigsknecht, Therese; Kurt Ray !nd Waste Gen Rep; Laurie from City of EL; Lenawee 
County; Lenawee Solid Waste; Marie Howe; Mecosta County; Miller, Christina (DNRE) 
(MILLERCl@michigan.gov); Roger Simon from Pad nos; Stacey, Adam; Terry Link; Tim 
Fair; Tim M Dept of Nat Res; Tonia Olson (Tolson@grangernet.com); Walt Sorg; Welch, 
Lori (Lori.Welch@lansingmi.gov); Wood, Ryan; Zuker, Diane 
RE: Granger Expansion- Four More Counties (OPPOSED) 

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 April3o'•. 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, Ml48879, 

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

307 E. Townsend Road •suite 102 
St Johns, Ml 48879 
(989) 224-5186 
Fax (989) 224-5102 
recycle@clinton-county.org 

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

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

From: webstertw@comcast.net [mailto:webstertw@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, April2.7, 2.015 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@comcast.nef' <webstertw@comcast.net> 
Cc: "Therese Koenigsknechf' <KOENIGST@clinton-county.org>, "Christopher Hewitt" 
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<hewittc@clinton-county.org> 
Sent: Monday, April27, 2015 9:54:15 AM 
Subject: RE: Granger Expansion- Four More Counties (OPPOSED) 

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 I will share your comment with the Solid Waste Management 
Planning Committee during our Public Hearing on Thursday April30'". 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, Ml 48879. 

Thanks again, 
Kate Neese- Recycling & Waste Management Coordinator 
Clinton County Department of Waste Management 
1307 E. Townsend Road •suite 102 
StJohns, Ml 48879 
(989)224-5186 
Fax (989) 224-5102 
recvcle@clinton-county.org 

Like us on Face book! https:/lwww.facebook.com/CiintonCountyMI 

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

of Clinton County. 

From: webstertw@comcast.net [ma!lto:webstertw@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2015 2:52 PM 
To: Neese, Katherine 
Subject: Granger Expansion- Four More Counties (OPPOSED) 

I am not in favor of granting Granger the right to haul trash into our area from four additional 
counties. Please do not approve the request. Thank you. 
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April 30, 2015 

Clinton County Solid Waste Planning Committee 
Clinton County Commissioners 
Clinton County Solid Waste COJ!Dcil Members 
100 E. Cass St. 
St. Johns, Ml 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 concern 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 ean aln:ady send trash to Clinton County for disposal. I urge 
you to read this. letter and attached documellt and seriously 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 expanding their service territory. However, 1 believe 
that certain changes must be made to the Solid Waste Plan to protect Clinton County citizens before 
Granger's request is approved .. 

In the folloYting pages I lay out an argumem for increasing the Solid Waste User Fee that Granger collects 
from its customers, and for modifJCaiions to the Solid Waste Pliut that should be made before the County 
grants an expansion. 

Granger will, no doubt, oppose these recommendations. Their executives will claim that raising tbe User 
Fee will 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 pos$ible 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 Clinton County residents. 

I put these 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.ofthis matter. I'd be 
happy to answer any questions you may have, and am available by phone or email. I am also available to 
attend meetings if required. 

·~~ely, nl1 . fJ/1. 
·\~ ' ~~~~ 

" Gayle ller 
9395 Taft Rd., Ovid M148866 
(517) 420-71987 
glkrieger77@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 thousands of other businesses located here. It 
should be Clinton County's primary obligation to ensuTe 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. 

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 modernize 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 territory. It is a 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 Ginton 
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. 
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1. Increase the Landfill User Fee 

In I 989, 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 ofin 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 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 $.I I Oess than halt) 
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 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 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 $0. 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. 

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 future (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 
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months to try and improve operations in order to control the odors. This will be a battle they will 
continue to fight for as long as the landfL!ls 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 ill close proximity to 
millions of tons of buried waste in Granger's two landfills. Should Granger's landfilllinersleak, 
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 el)lthquake, or a landfjll fire, Clinton 
County residents face issues and dangers that communities without landfills do not have to worry 
·about. 

The Department ofWaste Management's Fund Balance is vastly inadequate to help county 
residents deal with any ofthe above scenarios if Granger can't.lf, 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 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 Management World there are about 8,300 landfill frres in the US per year. 
They can burn for a very long time. 

Recommendation: Modify the Solid Waste Plan to create a comfortable jund.balance that 
would be available to assist County resid£nts in case of a lancffill disaster. Ajund of this sort 
would be raised by the increased User Fee. The fund balance. should be used onlyfor projects 
directly related to waste reduction and recycling in Clinwn County. The emergency fund should 
be reserved for use only in the case of an emergency. 

3. Reouire 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 ultimately restricted by developed property 
surroundingthe 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 futltre -to take our trash if and when they ever site a landfill in their 
counties. Yet, according to the Michigan Department ofEnvironmental Quality, none of the four 
counties under consideration are planning to build landfills. It is extremely unlikely that they will 
ever build landfL!ls. 
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IfGranger''s request 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 those that are in the 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. Cminties that dn not have a lan4fill now should 
not be a,Howed to send waste to Clinton 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. ~would we allow 
other counties to send their waste here if they've dnne 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 Counties have little available 
to help their residents reduce waste. 

Availabl.e 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 Soltd 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 landfills. 

5. Require Granger to help Customers Redu~e Waste 

There are many ways to encourage people to participate in recycling, but "Pay As You Throw" 
(PAYT) programs are one ofthe 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 P A YT 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 aggressively promote a P A YT trash collection option to customers in 
Clinton County and all counties that send their waste to Clinton County. 
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In addition, Granger should offer convenient recycling services to their out-of-county customers. 
For example, ifLenawee 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 is 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: 

I. 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 their 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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Kathleen McQueen, Clerk 
Bath Charter Township 
P.O. Box 247 
Bath, Michigan 48808-0247 

Elizabeth Ayoud, Clerk 
Bengal Township 
6252 West Walker Road 
St. Johns, Michigan 48879 

Helen Kus, Clerk 
Bingham Township 
1612 South Krepps Road 
St. Johns, Michigan 48879 

Therese Koenigsknecht, Clerk 
Dallas Township 
P.O. Box 297 
Fowler, Michigan 48835 

Diane K. Mosier, Clerk 
Dewitt Charter Township 
1401 West Herbison Road 
Dewitt, Michigan 48820 

Richard Bates, Clerk 
Duplain Township 
P.O. Box 75 
Elsie, Michigan 48831 

Patti Jo Schafer, Supervisor 
Eagle Township 
10388 W. Herbison Road 
Eagle, Michigan 48822 

Angie Bunn, Clerk 
Essex Township 
4848 West Kinley Road 
St. Johns, Michigan 48879 

Bernadette Hayes, Clerk 
Greenbush Township 
1210 West Hyde Road 
St. Johns, Michigan 48879 

Daniel C. Smith, Clerk 
Lebanon Township 
14234 West Kinley Road 
Fowler, Michigan 48835 

- -~ --------------····----------------- ------

Sandra June, Clerk 
Olive Township 
1669 East Alward Road 
Dewitt, Michigan 48820 

Michelle M. Robinson, Clerk 
Ovid Township 
P.O. Hox 136 
Ovid, Michigan 48866 

Lisa Powell, Clerk 
Riley Township 
4690 West Pratt Road 
Dewitt, Michigan 48820 

Paula Willoughy, Clerk 
Victor Township 
9629 E. Round lake Road 
laingsburg, Michigan 48848 

Deborah Adams, Clerk 
Watertown Charter Township 
12803 S. Wacousta Road 
Grand ledge, Michigan 48837 

Jane Bierstetel, Clerk 
Westphalia Township 
P.O. Box 91 
Westphalia, Michigan 48894 

lisa Grysen, City Clerk 
City of Dewitt 
414 East Main Street 
Dewitt, Michigan 48820 

Marie McKenna, City Clerk 
City of East lansing 
City Hall, 410 Abbot Rd. 
East lansing, Ml 48823 

Gregory Newman, City Clerk 
City of Grand ledge 
310 Greenwood Street 
Grand Ledge, Michigan 48837 

Chris Swope, City Clerk 
City of lansing 
City Hall, 124 W. Michigan 
lansing, Michigan 48933 

Mindy Seavey, City Clerk 
City of St. Johns 
P.O. Box477 
St. Johns, Michigan 48879 

laurie Jo Zoll, Clerk 
Eagle Vi II age 
P.O. Box 11 
Eagle, Michigan 48822 

Ann Trierweiler, Clerk 
Elsie Village 
P.O. Box 408 
Elsie, Michigan 48831 

Rhonda Feldpausch, Clerk 
Fowler Village 
P.O. Box 197 
Fowler, Michigan 48835 

Judy Stockwel, Clerk 
Hubbardston Village 
P.O. Box 234 
Hubbardston, Michigan 48845 

Linda Gavenda, Clerk 
Maple Rapids Village 
P.o. Box 200 
Maple Rapids, Michigan 48853 

Joseflna Medina, Clerk 
Ovid Village 
P.O; Box 138 
Ovid, MiChigan 48866 

Sandra Smith, Clerk 
Westphalia Village 
200 North Willow Street 
Westphalia, Michigan 48894 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

BATH CHARTER' TOWNSHIP 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO 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 7:00p.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 Plari 
("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 
Amendn:ientjrt.Res~lution'2015-7; and 

.wHEREA:Si,PifrF1 15''feqillres'revi~w··iifid'apptoval of the Plan Amendment by at least 67 
percent of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and 
'~ ; . ''·'' :·' ' \ ' 

WHEREAS, the Bath Charter Township Board of Trustee; has' reviewed the 'Pian 
Amendment. ap.d finds• that it promotes and protects the· solid waste needs arid interests of the 
citizens living therein; · ' 

' ., ' . ' ;~ 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Bath Charter Township Board of 
Trustees approyes tJ;le proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management 
Plan; · 

, ··BE· IT FURTHER RESOLVED that <) copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the 
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Rmid, 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. 
J.,..,J.,.ro~.q OLflli-, ;J!(;fJ!\:!JJ,i:·!~!~,-: i'~. I.~_,·, l : :'; ·' ,~'.; •,)1/1~/ '<";.: "'':-

YE~S:;Rett?,Ptittler~ Garrity;lG:foilk;'McQtieen'''.'u,,; ::···.: :·· !·F'-l V"_;cnqmcr:! p}. •;.r fG~i?-f Q.\ 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 
I···· . 
r; ~ r.r .. mJn rr1 ur: c ;..:: ~ 1-r.i c; ~YJ.~~ 

Kathleen B. McQueen, ceik 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

Name oflocal unit: ~~ 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
MANGEMENT PLAN 

held in .k-~, Michigan on 

ABSENT: __ ~~~~--------------------------------------

The following resolution was offered by }).~ and supported by 
r./~: ,. 

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 Conunissioners 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 V4...J.t &.....t... 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~~~­
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Soli~ 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: .fd,vdh,--j ~ ~; ~ ¥* 
NAYS: __________________ ~-------

RESOLUTION ADOPTED f) 
~~~ 



-' . 

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). 

Clerk, Bengal Township 



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 I 0, 2015 at 7:00p.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 P A 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 

Hblel1KUS;Cierk 

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. 

L~ ~ '''·'"" .. ,,_ 
.._,.... ll q :1 

~' -:-... l..l '-' "' 1 ' 
I ~~~- ~-"'~ •• ~:, •. ,~/~•,~ t' ~~ ·~ , 

Helen Kus, BinghamT<lWI1SjrtjJ1lerk M·· "· J,_;. '•, 
c:" • 'J' .,· . 
.. -.,.~ ,4 1 j~·· ''•., -:.,rr · 

Dated: August 10, 20 IS ::. · ·-~, .. , ' " . · .. 
~ :•: ..- ,.. ' :J. L• • '-1 

0 :- •• ~~~-. ~·--~"'····. ~--
By order of the Bmgham Towp.ship Boaru · . ~--- _: 
H I K ; t;,. 1•'' •• ··.<...,_ 

e en us, . . (·.- ......... ·· \'~- · 
Bingham Township Clerk "•."j' :_ :;r, 0 · 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY Ol),.CLJm'ON ~ 

Name oflocal unit: ..../...)cJ..!!o_V I tvf· 
RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 

MANGEMENT PLAN 
Jj~ -~-

=~t a regular meeting of the I "-'f· :z&,CVLcl_ held in \:::DtV~Michigan on 
~-· 7 ,2015,at2F.m. 

P~ENT' 4 ~ tJ. ~ d ~OS~ 
_:0_-Sc._ A.~,· ::s' . .s;c...A___:______ 

ABSENT: 0 . '"• 

f) C"" Tpe following resolution was offered by~ L~c:r~ supported by 

( . ..... .::r::A ... '':r :... 
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 soliwaste needs and interests of the citizens living therein; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that. th~~~-~=oL 
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Manage ent 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:~ ScA~:J. C.~ f!~~:J \) ~~ 
NAYS' --0- ~ 

RESOLUTIONADOPTED ~a- ~ 
=-~~----;-; 

c:;295 ..£'... A_ 

~~M./ fYJI -+<rcr3S 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 
DeWitt Charter Township 

R2015-06-12 

RESOLUTION Al'PROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
MANGEMENT PLAN 

At a regular meeting of the Township Board held in DeWitt, Michigan on June 22,2015, 
at 7 p.m. 

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

ABSENT: Trustees Ross and Seeger 

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 
circun1stances; and 

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a 
Plan Amendment in Resolution 20 15-7; 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 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 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, 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: 5 

~----------------­--·-----~-



NAYS: 0 

Resolution declared adopted. 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
)ss 

COUNTY OF CLINTON ) 

/)' ll ' 
;~}Ju_J{L >fU4U?t 

Diane Mosier, Township Clerk 

I, 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 orthe proceedings 
taken by the Township Board at a Regular meeting held on the 22nd day of June, 2015. 

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

2015. 

Jk~L~ 

2 

-----·---- .--·-------------



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

Name oflocal unit: City of DeWitt 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 

At a regular meeting of the DeWitt City Council held in DeWitt, Michigan on July 141h, 

2015, at 7 p.m. 

PRESENT: Mayo.r Rundhorg Council members Cooper. Hu.nsaker, Landgraf 
Leeming, Ostander and StnkPr 

ABSENT:~N~o~n~e ____________________________________________ _ 

The following resolution was offered by --=L'-'e'-'e"'mc=i"'n""g ____ and supported by 
Hunsaker 

WHEREAS, Clinton County ("County") has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan 
("Plan") under the authority of 1994 P A 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 20 15-7; 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 I 02, 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: ___ 6 ____________________________________________ _ 

NAYS: ___ o ________________________________________ ___ 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

Name oflocal unit: i(Jt;;/f. btV06hftP 

RESOLUflON APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
MANGEMENT PLAN 

At a regular meeting of thei19€)tz 'r'we&ttPJJ held in ?fa(J/{ , Michigan on 
..;fy 1.\ ) If , 2015, attillQprn. . 

~~!t~:~r:~6fu~!#t~fr~Jr::~a~~~J}h 1~m AAm. a),~ 
ABSENT:~:-'-'-'-'-4------------------­

The following resolution was offered byS~~ss,g . .S ,i,Jk and supported by 
Jgw:J'f1, Ab'(S : · 

WHEREAS, Clinton County ("County") has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan 
("Plan") under the authority of 1994 P A 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 I 15 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least 
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and 

WHEREAS, th~kr~ ~rw has reviewed the Plan Amendment and fmds that it 
promotes and protects the solid aste needs and mterests of the Citizens hvmg therem; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that theirl.o,/t Tlm'' &~p 
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:r'elt\Jv 'S.~litfh;rJtMStte=:hni68·kU ,j)®nt:-Ji1$f?J.4tifl 9, S~ 
J\ · :5}f'f.flVl!.a£ ~ 

NAYS: ~()Y\ L . . 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 



MEMBERS 
Mar~a Heron 

Andy McGlashen, Cltair 
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Sue Warren 
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Kerrin O'Brien 
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Chy Co1U1r:.il Llalsoo 
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{517) Jl9-6"936 

City uf Ellst Lansing 
OEPARTMEl\liT 01< rlJDLtC 

WORKS& 
ENVIRONMENT.~ L 

SERVICES 
1800 E.Star.e Rood 

East Lansing, Ml 4!!123 

(517)337.9459 
www citwfeastlaasias.cqm 

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, after much 
thoughtful discussion and deliberation at our regular meetings on June 15/h, 2015 and 
August 11'', 2015, the Commission will not be making a recommendation on the resolution 
to our City Council for the following reasons: 

• [nsufficient information conceming 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; 

• Concerns about increased wear, tear, and emissions resulting from the long 
distance hauling ofthis waste from these additional co1mties into the region; and 

• Belief that the above concerns could not be adequately addressed and processed 
through our City Council prior to the September I", 2015 deadline. 

On behalf of the City of East Lansing Commission on the Environment, I would like to 
thank you for presenting your proposed amendment at our June 15'" meeting and for 
providing the Commission with the opportunity to review and consider the proposed 
amendment. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Kerrin 0' Brien 
Commisioncr 



0811212015 11 :OS Village of Elsie 

Resolution 5-2015 
Village of Elsie 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLlNTON 

Name oflocal unit: Village of Elsie 

(f AX~8986252!17 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
MANGEMENTPLAN 

P.0021002 

At a regular meeting of the Village Councilheld in Elsie 
August 11 , 2015, at~.m. 

Michigan on 

PRESENT: __ -=S~c~ot~t~C~a=r~i=e~,~To~m~F~r~i=n~kL,~J~o~e~O=n=d~ru=s=e=k~,~-------------­
Jason Freeman, Susanne Bensinger 

ABSENT: _ _...,....,. _________________ _ 

'The following resolution was offered by J. ondrusek and supported by 
S. Bensjnger: 

WHEREAS, Clinton County ("County") bas 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 Plim to be periodically updated in light of changing 
circumstances; and 

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Bol!td of Commissioners adopted a 
Plan Amendment in Resolution 20 15· 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 Vill. of Elsihas reviewed the P!M 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 m J l age conn:!i 1 
approves the proposed Phm Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this resolution shnll be forwl!tded 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. Carie, J. OndrLlsekt J Freeman, T. Frink, s. Bens:inger 

NAYS: none 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 
TOWNSHIP OF ESSEX 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID W STE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN I . 

At a regular meeting of the Essex Township Board held in Clinton County, Michigan · n August 9, 
2015, at 7:00p.m. 

PRESENT: \NM~\1\ '£!,!.~ G.vw~~~~ bee,(~. ~ilOI\ 
I I I I 

ABSENT: \ \~"c . 

The following resolution was offered by 1\rt~ ~ 1\Q and supported byY),£1X ~'i'\J"\'0)\.: 
WHEREAS, Clinton County ("County") has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan Q"Plan") unfler 

the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part 115 ("Part 115") as amended; and j 
WHEREAS, Part 115 requires the Plan to be periodically updated in light of changing ircumstan es; 

and 

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners a!pted a l an 
Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and 

WHEREAS, Part I 15 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at Je t 67% of he 
municipalities located within Clinton County; and 

WHEREAS, the Essex Township Board has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds 4at it< prom tes 
and protects the solid waste needs and interests of the citizens living therein; J 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Essex Township Board approvelthe:propo ed 
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 , lint<;m Co fnty 
Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Suite I 02, St. Johns, MI . 48879 and rna' be 
included as a matter of record in the Appendix of the Solid Waste Management Plan or its Plan A fl1endment. 

YEAS: Geocqr &of\Y\ 
1 

bva&Li,, \ G-0,)5® 
1 

Ga. ve1rcb 

NAYS:'-------r---------------------------------------
'· 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 

l~.? 
Carla Wardin 
Essex Township Supervisor 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

GREENBUSH TOWNSHIP 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 

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

PRESENT: Eugene Jones, Dan Jorae, Ramona Smith, Julie Havens, and Bernadette Hayes. 

ABSENT: None 

TI1e following resolution was offered by Bernadette Hayes and supported by Julie 
Havens: 

WHEREAS, Clinton County ("County") has adopted a .Solid Waste Management Plan 
("Plan") under the authority of 1994 PA 451, Part I 15 ("Part I I 5") 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 I 15 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least 
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and 

WHEREAS, the Greenbush 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 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 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: Eugene Jones, Dan Jorac, Ramona Smith, Julie Havens and Bernadette Hayes. 

NAYES: None 

RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED. 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COU~TY 01<' CLINTON 

Name of local unit: Village of Fowler 

RES #2015-03 

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 I 0, 2015, at7:00 PM. 

P~SENT~~~-\--b 0'1,)dJIAI 1:\MLbM~ /!\'a fhYJer 1 V, ~') 
!':10\:;., II{~. l , ' 

ABSENT: Yl 0U.. 

1\ . T e following resolution was offered by Svn;±-b 
nU , : 

and supported by 

WHEREAS, Clinton County ("County") has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan 
("Plan") under the authority of 1994 P A 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; ond 

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

WHEREAS, the Fowler Village Council has reviewed the Plan Amendment ond finds 
that it promotes and 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 RESOJ, VED that a copy of this resolution shall be forwarded to the 
Clinton County Department of Waste Management at 1307 E. Townsend Road, Sui\C 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: Ymd:h, Ch.,ivlvs
1 
l~l/twH1V\1 VoYkr- 1 )J.fuj e.A..-

1
Hnl: 

NAYS: \(A . . 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 



STATE 01<' MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

N arne of local unit: Le ker/1-D'>? Tc:,., f• 
RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 

MANGEMENT PLAN 

At a regular meeting of the LL.P4,.n<? Tw-e held in 6.w/e.-r, Michigan on 
8¥/C> ,2015,at~, . . 

PRESE~: 0!A s: m~ ~e ~tf.t;,t>~!!:::P)! ~r-z-fq;-f,._;~/2 
M /,4 ~c"n __ ,. ..2-~ A __ ]Z __ ::c:._~"'- 'f. _ 

ABSENT: /'Vv o e.. 

The following resolution was offered by S::,.. 4' -1-4 
'\A:..../7' · 

and supported by 

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 
PlartArncndrncnt in Resolution 2015-7; and 

WHEREAS, Part ll5 requires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least 
67% of the municipalities located "''ithin Clinton County; and 

WHEREAS, the Lc.6-rnA>" 7"«--fs has reviewed the Plan Amendment and finds that it 
promotes and protects the solid waste nee sand interests of the citizens living therein; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Lee..:.,. .. <;' r....-fj 
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Waste Managernen 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. 

NAYS:_·~L--~---------~--------~ 

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 I, ?015, at 7:30p.m. 

uv~~~~~ )~~f 
PRESENT: Sc.h..·rr"b.:\- - S·\·c~'n~ ns-

ABSENT: ~ So ro-'n 

The following resolution was offered by --'~"""""'((~~'-.P;__...cS=--\'--e..~f-'h-'-'-f.=--"-"S::;__ __ _ 

and supported W '\\\ """"'"" 

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 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'_ S c \-...""' ,'~ t · ::, -1-q he "s - 0-1' "-"' e. t--t - U--p ~ n. , le c by 

NAYS:_·~-------------------------------------------

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 

Daryl J. Trefil 
Maple Rapids Village President 



Jul 23 15 05:06p Sandra June 

STATE OF MICHIGAN . 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

Name of local unit: Olive Township 

517-668-8505 p.1 

RESOLUTION APPROVlNG AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
MANGEMENT PLAN 

At a regular meeting of the Olive To\\nship Board held in DeWitt, Michigan on July 13, 
2015, at 7:30p.m. 

WHEREAS, Clinton County (';County") has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan 
eP!an") under the authority of!994 PA 451, Pilrll15 ("Part 115") as rnnended; and 

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

WIIJ:REAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Comtnissioners adopted a 
Plan Amendment in Resolution 2015-7; and 

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

1 

NOW; THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Olive Tovmship Board approves 
the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinlon County Sblid Waste Management Plan; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of this r~solution shall be fomarded 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 ree<~rd in the Appendix of the Solid Waste 
Management Plan or its Plim Amendment 

YEAs: ~L2 , (.tl;)\0 \ Vo\~~~ , RwJor 
NAYS=---------------------------------------------

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

Name oflocal unit: Village of Ovid 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
MANGEMENTPLAN 

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 7:00p.m. 

PRESENT: Ms. Padilla, Mr. Ordiway, Mr. Zwick, Mr. Moore, Mr. Brown and 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, 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: Ms. Padilla, Mr. Brown, Mr. Zwick, Mr. Ordiway, Mr. Moore and Mr. Lasher 

NAYS: None 

ABSENT: Mr. Tew 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 

Josefiua Medina, Clerk 
Village of Ovid 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

Name of local unit:....,Ci~_ciSLJclms ___ _ 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
. MANGEMENT PLAN 

J 
At a regular meetin£

0
of the City Commission 

une 2:! 1:1:1 p 
------' 2015, at __ .m. 

held in St. Johns Michigan on 

PRESENT: Dana C. Beaman, Heather Hanover, Eric Hufnagel, Bob Craig, Robert Bellgowan 

ABSENT:_N_o_n_e ________________________ _ 

The following resolution was offered by LHM<awnl>Loyl(!;ear ____ 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, Pa~.i 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 ofthe Plan Amendment by at least 
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and 

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

City Commission 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE LT RESOLVED that the.--:-:::-:---:-:------::-:---~ 

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: Beaman, Hanover, Hufnagel, Craig, Bellgowan 

NAYS: None 

AESOLUTION ADOPTED 

·~.J~e :'E>ld-~ 
Dana C. Beaman, Mayor 



STATE OF MICHIGAN· 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

Name oflocal nnit: Vi t:.-tDt" lvLufl S h: o 
f-.~o \..,_\-; Dn ·~>- og o'f 7 ... DIS -~ ' 

RESOLUTION APPR-OVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
M.<\NGEMENT PLAN 

At a regular meeting· of the "T"w"-!. \.-.·, f' 
Au'j 4"" , 2015, at--=z__em . 

held in~Michigan on 

• 
1
_ The following resolution was offered by -"f\{'--"(1.,"""-i-'-K-"i'-'-H-'---'-· and supported by 

\!'-!• l\.>u.51' k,, . : . 
WHEREAS, Clinton County ("County'~ has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan 

~'Plan'~ under the authority ofl994 PA 451, Part 115 ("Part 115") as amended; and · 
. . 

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

WHEREAS, on May 26, 2015, the Clinton County Board of Commissioners adopted a 
Plan Amendment in Resolution 20 15-7; 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 'Town.,. hi f> 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 "'Town $hlp · 
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: !-\a.lKln 1 Wa..ll 1 }r-es\on,f'\~~OY"'IaJd C>..l)d W; llou.Jh~ 
NAYS: Non 

RESOLUTION .&..DOPTED 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY 0~ ~ALINTON 

Name of local unit: l!u~ye· of We~~? 
RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 

MANGEMENT PLAN 

~ At a regular meeting. of the Va //oje· {;ufdi{,J held inU c'Y;okh Michigan on 
,)1,j 1f 7 ,2015,at2.£Pfm. 

P1l~i~fJ:J;I/ tf!Jdi.«L:ifi:;;J{j[de t ~vr~oel1di"R~ fw"z KaeltfiriSI< 

ABSENT: /vb r•f-' 
' 

"/,,·j The foll9wing resolution was offered by JTM ~/e/ and supported by 
r -- ,>m ,·'±fl : 

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% ofthe municipalities located within Clinton County; and 

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the J/i//-{(jje.. of /;Jw(i;Jflt')l{). 
approves the proposed Plan Amendment to the Clinton County Solid Wa 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 ofrecord in the Appendix of the Solid Waste 
Management Plan or its Plan Amendment. 

YEAS:})J;ul f,Jqf&l,,---;;; bde(/Jier/L; /t;/f?t; lek'i11 &~r.~ · ~J; {_f,Jif~ 
Jp, ..J-L:K?YIL. :hswet/ 

NAY~: ________ ~Ll~----------------------~------~~---

RESOLUTION ADOPTED 



,\ 

STATE OF MICIDGAN 
COUNTY OF CLINTON 

Name of local unit: ~JESTPHALIA TWP. 

· RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENT TO CLINTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
MANGEMENT PLAN 

At a regular meeting of the Township held inW est ph a 1 ~ aMichigan on 
June 08 , 2015, atl_;_!lQJ;m. 

J>RESENT: Supervisor Thelen, Clerk Bierstetel, Treasurer Smith, 
Trustee Pung and Trustee Trierweiler 

ABSENT: None 
~~~----------------------------------------------

The following resolution was offered by _,_P""u""'n_,q,__ ____ and supported by 
1.J:.i.Brweiler 

WHEREAS, Clinton County {"County") has adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan 
("Plan") under the authority of 1994 P A 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 requ.ires review and approval of the Plan Amendment by at least 
67% of the municipalities located within Clinton County; and 

WHEREAS, the Board 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 "'B,_o,_a._rd,__ _____ ~----
approv~s 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: Five 5 

NAYS: Zero ()) 

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 7:00pm. 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 Olson 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 U15·10. 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 Ambulance 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, 
Smith, Bierstetel & Thelen. Nays: zero (0). Motion carried. 

There being no further business a motion to adjourn was made by Trierweiler at 8:50p.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 

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 P A 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 Watertm'm 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 
Watertov.'Il, 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. 

Iuly 20. 2015 

Date 

Page 2 of 2 



Dan Coss, Administrator (1116335) 

City of Dewitt 

300 Riverview 

Dewitt, Michigan 48820 

Work: 517-669-2441 

Denise Donahue (1116343) 

416 West Dill Drive 

Dewitt, Michigan 48820 

Tim Fair (V1114215) 

15469 Wood Road 

Lansing, Michigan 48906 

517-202-9605 

Anne Hill 

District 116 Commissioner 

695 Phoebe Lane 

East Lansing, Michigan 48823 

Work: 517-410-6534 

John Lancour (V 1116338) 

Friedland Industries 

8653 West Winegar Road 

Laingsburg, Michigan 48848 

Work: 517-482-3000 

Tim Machowicz (1110706) 

6738 East Price Road 

St. 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 (1117094) 

12780 Wood Road 

Bath, Michigan 48808 

Cell: 517-404-9796 

Roger Simon (1116337) 

Louis Pad nos Iron & Metal 

2546 Koa Ia Drive 

East Lansing, Michigan 48823 

Work: 517-372-6600 

WaIt Sorg (VII16920) 

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 (1116340) 

Dewitt Charter Township 

2047 Arbor Meadows 

Dewitt, Michigan 48820 

Work: 517-668-0270 

Lori Welch (1116341) 

Capital Area Recycling & Trash 

2511 Grovenburg 

Lansing, Michigan 48911 

517-483-4400 



2015 SWMP Amendment – adding counties for import/export 

• 4 Representatives from Solid Waste Management Industry
o Granger – Tonia Olson
o Friedland Industries – John Lancour
o Capital Area Recycling & Trash – Lori Welch
o Padnos – Roger Simon

• 2 Representatives from Environmental Interest Groups
o Julie Powers – Green and Healthy Homes
o Walt Sorg – Mid Michigan Environmental Action Council

• 1 County Government
o Anne Hill – Clinton County BOC

• 1 City Government
o Dan Coss – City of DeWitt Administrator

• 1 Township Government
o Rod Taylor – DeWitt Twp

• 1 Regional Planning Agency
o Christine Spitzley – Tri- County Regional Planning

• 1 Industrial Waste Generator
o Kurt Ray  - Mahle

• 3 General Public
o Tim Machowitz
o Tim Fair
o 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, MI 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 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 I 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.O. 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,
 
I did receive the Clinton County Solid Waste Management Plan Amendment submittal; however, I 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 I find anything that is missing or have any questions I 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,
 
I 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, MI 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/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 Clinton County.
 
 

mailto:recycle@clinton-county.org
https://www.facebook.com/ClintonCountyMI


EQP0100e 
(Rev 1198) 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JOHN ENGLER, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
"Better Service for a Better Environment" 

HOLLISTER BUILDING. PO BOX 30473 LANSING Ml 48909-7973 

INTERNET: www.deq.state mi us 

RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

October 16, 2000 

Mr. Richard Hawks, Chairperson 
Clinton County Board of Commissioners 
1 00 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 Plan (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 II 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 II 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 7 4, under the heading, Section II 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 



Mr. Richard Hawks 2 October 16, 2000 

reference Step 10, which explains the process of the application being forwarded to 
the SRC. 

On page 75, under the heading, Section II 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 (SOC) 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 "BOG" in 
this sentence. 

On page 75, under the heading, Section II Process, item number 13, states that a 
letter of consistency will be forwarded to the OEQ from the SOC. As previously 
mentioned, the SOC 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 SOC may choose not to sign the letter; 
therefore, the facility would not be consistent with the Plan. If the SOC 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 default mechanism have not been established if the BOG should not 
take action on the determination of consistency. In order to clarify these issues, the 
following language will be added to item number 13: 

Within 30 days of receiving the SRC determination, the SOC will review 
the SRC recommendation and determine if the facility is consistent or 
inconsistent based on the criteria established in the Plan. If the SOC 
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 SOC accepts the responsibility for 
the determination of consistency.. Failure by the SOC 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 II 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 BOG 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 SOC 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 SOC. If the SRC fails to 

i 

( 
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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 II 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 IV 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 
I, 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. Item 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, 

\ 



Mr.. Richard Hawks 

cc: Senator Mike Rogers 
Representative Larry Jullian ·· 
Representative Valde Garcia 
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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 
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( 't.IUNICIPALITIES FROM OUTSIDE THIS COUNTY WHO HAVE 
1
', ...... tEQUESTED AND ARE INCLUDED IN THE PLAN: None 

DESIGNATED PLANNING AGENCY PREPARING THIS PLAN UPDATE: 

CONTACT PERSON: 

ADDRESS: 

PHONE 

E-MAIL: 

Clinton County Department of Waste Management 

Ann Mason 

Clinton County Department of Waste Management 
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St. Johns, MI 48879 

517/224-5188 FAX: 517/224-5102 

masona@clinton-county .org 
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Waste Management 
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1 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 Pian 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 challeng·es 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 ternis 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 



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 
northfsouth 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 increase 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 recycling efforts. 
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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 is 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 
larg·e 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. 
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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 manag·e!llent 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 c-.. \·: 
baseline not only protects the health, safety and welfare of citizens, but also 
proyides a clear point from which solid waste handling in this County can 
Improve. 
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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 

Objective 2: Assemble samples of purchasing policies, examine cooperative 
purchasing programs, track prices of commonly used commodities in 
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. 

Obiective 1: Assemble and promote best management practices for solid 
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. 
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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, 
com posting·, 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 targ·et 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 L 
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. 

Obiective 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. 

Obiective 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 
Commissioners 

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 Commissioners. 

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 disJ?osal 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 ofUnderstanding (M:OU), 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 IV olume-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 
Commissioners. 

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 oj'PA 451 of 1994 and associated regulations. Definitions are not intended 
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to conflict with State or Federal law. 'Where discrepancies exist, State and! or 
Federal law definitions prevail. 

2.3 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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3 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 

Po_pulation 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) 
p_erson 
Commercial/Ind. 7 .. 56 Tons Ave. of 58lbs./business/day (260 days/yr) 
(1,089 businesses) 

.. 
No maJOr problems are anticipated m managmg the County's sohd 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 
ar1d 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. 
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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 I Estimated 
Capacii;y Lifetime 

Granger Land Development Co., Clinton 600,000 CY 7,617,000 CY 32 Years 
Gr. River Rd., Watertown Twp. 
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 landfilllile 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 DESCR.IPTIONS 

F~ilizy~:----~~e--II __________________________________________ __ 

F~Uy~: ___ Gr __ an~g~e_r __ Gr_a_n_d __ Ri_·~_e_r_.~~~-en __ u_e~l~an __ d_f_;_J_l ______________________ __ 

Coum.y: Clinton .Loc:Won: Town: SN Rallge: 3ll Section(s):_2_9_ 

Map id:::l:ltifYing locmion included in .Attachment Seetion: ____ Yes If Requested ___ No 

If facility is an ~ or a transfer scu:ion, list the firlal disposal site and location for incinerator ash or 

~~~~: ----------------------------------------------------
Public _L Privare OW:rler: Granger Land Development Cpmpany 

Oper.tting StmlS (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
X r=sidem:ial _x_ open 1 -

closed * __x_ commercial 
1icemed _:_x_ indum:ial 
nniicemed ___x_ consE11lCtion & demolition 

X ccllStl'UCtion permit ......:x;_ contaminated soils 
open, but dosure .......x..,_ special wastes • 
pem:ting --L- other: Type TIT Hastes 

* Explanation of special wastes, includlng a specific list a:ad/or condit:ions: 

All As Aut:horized 

Site Size: l 
Total area of fal::i1.Uy pmpetty: * 180 . 9 acres 
Toial area sired for use: (Plan) 120 9 acres 
Total area pcrmitied: (I!'or Disposa1,i.. e. sw.B.£.) --.~B:s;5).._J.7-- acres 

Operating: (Liceused & Certified) 54 1 acres 
Not ~..S: Devel.oped 31 6 acres 

Carrem capacity: 
Estimated life:imc: 
Est:imated days open per year: 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

(if applir:.able) 
Ammal energy ptodudion:: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: 
w aste-to-ene."'D" inchlel'aton;: 

7,617~000 ~Y~ Air Yards 
32 years 

300 days 
6DQ non ~y~ Gace Yards 

_ __.::4s:..-..s.~Or-- t.negawa.tts 

------- Jllega\Va.tts 

*1 : Includes acres of (separate) closed f.ad.lit:y to be consi.stent With 
DEQ numbers on permits and licenses. 
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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 1/4line distant S89°58'41"E 1316.40' from theW 
1/4 cor. of Sec. 29, T5N-R3W, Watertown Township, Clinton County 
Michigan, th. N00° 19'38"E alg. the W 1/8 line 2278.35' to a pt. on the S. r/o/w 
ln. 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 ln. ofi-69 eastbound turning roadway 
as now proposed, and having a delta angle of31°08'16", radius of2784.79', 
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. ln. of theN. 
4/5 ofNE 1/4 Sec. 29, th. N89°42'41"W alg. sd. S.ln. 85.60', th. S34°50'55"E 
73.21', th. S00°21'03W" 1774.96' to a pt. on the ell of Grand River Avenue 
formerly U.S.16 sd. ell being the ell of the 100 foot, being 50 feet either side of 
the ell r/o/w, th. alg. sd. ell, 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. ell and 

1 \ the W 1/8 ln. th. N00°22'07"E alg. sd. W 1/8ln. 576.69' to the POB. 



PARCELS OWNED BY GRANGER 
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

F~T~:--~~-e-II ____________________________________________ __ 

Facilily Name: Granger Wood Street Landfill 
Clinton 

County: Ingham Location: Town: 
SN 34 
4N Range:..;;;2~:w __ S.ecticm(s): 3 

Map idemjfy.i:ng location inclm!ed in .Attaclmlent Section: _.....;.· _Yes If Requested ___ No 

If facility is an im:inc::atnr or a tra%lSfer station, list the final disposal site and location for .incinerator ash or 

~~~w~: --------~----------------------------------------~ 

Operating Star:us (cht"'...k) Waste Types Received {c!Jeck all that apply) 
---L- cpeu _x_ residemial 

clo.scd *1 __x__· commercial 
---X- lli:cmed __:x_ . indastrlal 

unlice:llsed. __x_ constraction & demo.Iirlcn 
---X- coastruc:%ian perm.ii __x_ COIJcrminated soils 
_ open, but closme ...;,._,X_ special wastes.* 

"'-l pendiD,g --.L. other. 't}'pe III lilasres 

<' • Explamltion of special wastes, including a specific list :md/ar c:onditiom: 

All as authorized 

Site Size: . l 
Total area of faci11ty pmpen:y: * 302 • 8 acres 
Total amuitcd for use: (Pl.a:n) 194.8 acres + 67 (future perm:i:cting in 
Total area permitted."{ for disposal,:i. e. SW)~l.u0:4.,._3'--- acres Ingham. County) '· 

Opc:ra.tm.g:(Licensed & Certified) .&.9 . 5 ac:es 
NoteeMau= Deve1oped 54.8 acres 

Cl.1:mm.t capacity: 10,931 J non ~ydr Air Yards 
Estimated lifetime: 34 years 
Estimated days open per year: 260 days 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 600. ooo tons or yds' Gate Yards 

(!f a:pplicahle) 
Anaual energy producti.on: 
r :mtffill gas recovery projects: 3. 2 megawa:as 
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawat.ts 

:1::1: Includes acres of (separate) Paulson Street facility to be cons:isten1: wi.th 
DEQ numbers <?D. pe~ts and li..censes. 

Also inc1udes spoi1/borrow areas to be consisten-t wi-th DEQ numbers on permics 
and li.censes. 

a-2 
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( ~:N"OOD STREET LANDFILL AND NORTH OF COLEMAN 
ROAD (CLINTON COUNTY) 

A parcel of land on that part of the S Y2 of the SE 7.:4 and the SE 7.:4 of the SW 7.:4 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-lngham County line 2,636.80 feet to the S 7.:4 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 1/8line of said Section 34; thence S 89° 
42'34"E along said S 118line 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 7.:4 of SE 7.:4 & E Y2 of NW 7.:4 of SE 7.:4 of Section 34, T5N, R2W, 
Dewitt Township, Clinton County, Michigan. The combined parcels containing 
179.12 acres more or less. 
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

:acility Type: Type Ill 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: 

3 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
Public X 

Operating Status (check) 

X 

X 

open 

closed 

licensed 

unlicensed 

construction permit 

open, but closure 

pending 

Private Owner. Daggett Sand & Gravel, Inc. 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 

residential 

X 

commercial 

industrial 

construction & demolition 

contaminated soils 

specials wastes * 

other: 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: nla 

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 ***' or yds3 

Estimated lifetime: 7 years 

Estimated days open per year: 250 days 

Estimated yearly disposal volume: 7,500 ***' or yds3 

(if applicable) 

Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: -----megawatts 

Waste-to-energy incinerators: -----megawatts 

e 



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

, acility Type: Type II Landfill 

Facility Name: Pitsch Sanitary Landfill 

County: Ionia Location: 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: 

Town: 

X Yes 

(see attached) 
Range: Sections(s) 

No 

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer st_ation 

wastes: ------------------------------------------------------------------
Public X 

Operating Status (check) 

/ "-, 

(" / 

x open 

closed 

x licensed 

unlicensed 

construction permit 

open, but closure 

pending 

Private Owner: Pitsch Companies 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 

X residential 

X commercial 

industrial 

X construction & demolition 

X contaminated soils 

X specials wastes * 

other: 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list ancl/or conditions: 

Site Size: 

Total area offacitity 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: 
/ ·:\ 

~.~ 
Notes: 

Street Sweepings, Asbestos 

148.44 acres 

28.36 acres 

78.44 acres 

9.87 acres 

70 acres 

40,000 tons or ->j<J&• 

.5 6 months 

307 days 

83,000 tons or ->j<J&a 

N/A 

N/A 

Have a pending construction pennit 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 .Em·ironmental Quality 
Waste Management Division 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREA OPERATING-LICENSE 

l1lis lic:~nse is issued IIM~r the provisions of Pan llS Solid Waste M!Il3[:etncnt of the Nsllln! Resourecs and Environme:'l:al Prou:c:tion Act. 1~ 
PA 4SI. MCL 324.11501 £!!!:!!·(Pan Jl5). to autho!U: the opc:ration of the solid waste disposal area (ncility) in the Sra1e of Midligsn. nr,; . 
Ji(cnse does net obviate the n::cessil)' of obtainir.g olher cle:u·'.alecS and pennitS as may be required by su.~ law. 

FACILITY NA."1E: Pitsch Sanitary Landftll 

GRANTED TO: Pitsch Sanitary Landfill, Inc . 

. -TYPEOFFACii..I'fY: T~11G.ndfiii 

FACILITY ID: 34-000016 

COUNTY: Ionia 

LICENSE NO. 8456 

ISSUE DATE: May 22, 1997 

EXPIRATION DATE: May 22, 1999 

FACilllY DESCRIPTION: The Pitsch Sanitary Landfill consists of 78.44 acres located in the N 1/2 of Lh'e. 
NE 114 of Section 7, TSN, R7W, Orleans Township, Ionia Coun:y, Michigan,~ 
identified in An:achment A and fully described in this license. 

AREA AUTHORIZED FOR DISPOSAL OF SOUD WASTE: Phases III and IV 

RESPONSIBLE PARTY TO COl'l"TACf: Mr. Gary Pitsch, Vice Preside."lt 
Pitsch Sanitary Landfill, Inc. 
675 Richmond, N.W. 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504 
616-363-4895 

~ FIRST OPERATING LICENSE: This License No. 8456 is the f.trSt license issued for Phase IV. 

~ RENEWAL OPERATING LICENSE: This License No. 8456 supersedes and replaces Solid Waste DisppSal 
Area License No. 8061 issued to Pitsch Wrecking Company on April 12, 1993, as it pertains to Phases I 
through III 

'This l~nsc is subject to re\'ocaticn lly the Director of the: Michigan Oepanmen1 of Enviromnemal Quality (Dire;ror) if !be Director fmds th2i !he 
disposal zre2 is not 'being c:onstNcted or opcra1c.d in accorda::::c wilh the approved plans. !be conditions of a pc:mit or Jicen.~. this act. cr the rtlles .. 
promwsated Wider rhis act.. r-£ill:rc to comply wilb lllc lmn$ and provisions of Ibis licens: may result in legal action leading m civil andi~r 
criminal penallies as stipulared ill Pan 115.. This lieensc $bzU be: available lhrough the lic:cn$ee dt~rins lbe entire cffc:aive dare and rema!n,s m7 
pro~ of the Oirecror. ·· 

JoaniA. Peck, .Acting"61iJ.SOii Waste Program Section 
Waste Man3gement Division 
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1 Sanitary Landfill 

-

FP.OM PITSCH SANITARY DIV. 616 79A 1769 P.S 
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Regional Locatiqn ')fap ~ 
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Pitsch .Sanitary Landfill "-J. 
Kiddville Rood 
Ionia County 

Sela•rig, Michigan 

Aqua-Tech Consultan,ts: Inc. 
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FACn.ITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: Solid Waste Transfer Station 

Facility Name: Eco Systems Transfer Station - Waste Management 

Coumy: _______ I_o_n_i~a ____________ __ Location: Town: 7N Range:...;6::;.;.W:..___·Section{s):=3=2 _ 

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: *See Below 

Public ~ Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan Midwest 

Opcra!ing Starus (check) Waste Types Rc::ceived (cheek all that apply} 
--2L_ open _x_ residemi.a.l 

closed ___1L_ CO'Dlii'l.erCial 
x licensed ___1L_ ind.usttial 

unlicensed _z_ ~nstruction & demolition 
constrUCtion permit cont.aminated soils 
open. but closure _z_ special wastes * 
pending -2L.. other. Recyclables 

• E.:tpl.a:Dati.on of special wast=. including a speciti~ 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: 
Total area sited for use: 
Total area pe~tted: 

Opmting: 
Not exca.V3Ied: 

Cu:r.rcnt capacity: 
Estimated lifetime: 
~days open per year. 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

(if applicable) 
Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: 
W astc-to-energy .incinerators: 

--=1-=2.o:..• .::.2.:.1_ acres 
12.21 acres 

--=1-=2.o:..• .:::::.2.:.1_ acres 
--=.1.::::2..:..• .::::2-=..1_ ·acres 
~N.:.• A~. -- acres 

N.A. 
N-.A. 

~3_,0~0 __ days 
N.A. 

_,...N_. A.,-. __ megawatts 
__ N_._A_. __ megawatts 

f-2 
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09/30/99 THU 12:02 FAX 616 538 7710 WASTE MANAGEMENT 

D£fl Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Waste Management Division 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREA OPERATING LICENSE 

This license is issued under the provisions of Part 1 15 Solid Waste Management of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection 
Ac:t, 1994 PA 451. MCt. 324.11501.!!:! ~.{Part 1 15), to authocize the operation ofthe solid waste disposal area (Facility) In the State of 
Michigan.. This llcensa does not obviate the necessity of obtaining other c:learanc:es and permits as may be required by state law. 

FACILITY NAME: Eco Systems Transfer Station 

GRANTED TO: Waste Management of Michigan • Midwest 

TYPE OF FACIU·TY: Solid Waste Transfer Station 

FACILITY 10: 34-000003 

COUNTY: Ionia 

LICENSE NUMBER: 8621 

ISSUE DATE: May 19, 1999 

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. Ionia Township, Ionia County, Michigan. as fully 
described in this license. 

AREA AUTHORIZED FOR THE ACCEPTANCE AND/OR PLACEMENT OF SOLID WASTE: Identified 
ln 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) 

0 FIRST OPERATING LICENSE: N/A 

(81 RENEWAL OPERATING LICENSE! This License Number 8621 supersedes and replaces Solid 
Waste Disposal Area License Number 8441 issued to Waste Management of Michigan· Midwest on 
February 27, i 997. 

This neam;a Is subject to revaceticn by the OlrC!Clor of tl'la Michig3n Department of Environmental Quafd;' {Dirac:tor) tr the Olreetor finds 
that the dls:posal area Is not being constructed or oparated lr1 accardanc:e with the approved plans, the ~ncfdions of a permit or llc:anse. 
this act, or the rules promulg<!tec:l under thi= act. Failure to eomply wlrh the terms and provisions of this license may result in l~al action 
leading to cMI ancllor criminal pena!Ues <!S stipulated in Part 1 1 5. This llcense shall be available through the licensee during the entire 
effective date and remains the ptopel'ty of the Director .. 

Joan . Peek, Chief. Solid Waste Program Section 
Waste Management Division 
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fA~ILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

1,\ 
Facility Type: Recycle and Disposal Facility • Non-hazardous 

Facility Name: Venice Park Recycling and Disposal Facility 

County: Shiawassee Location: Town: 7N Range: 4E Sections(s) 27 --
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 

Operating Status (check) 

X open 

closed 

licensed 

unlicensed 

construction permit 

open, but closure 

pending 

Private OWner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc. 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

residential 

commercial 

industrial 

construction & demolition 

contaminated soils 

specials wastes * 

other: Non-haxardous liquids for solidification 

*Explanation of special wastes, including 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,asbestos. 

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: 

1V}{~~te-to-energy incinerators: 
{~ ~ -
·~'""/ 

m 

331 ,acres 

80 acres 

69 acres 

41 acres 

2.5 acres 

1,300,000 teAS or yds3 bank remaining 

2.5 years 

286 days 

526,000 t0R& or yds3 

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: 

• City of De Witt · trash, curbside recycling 

• City of St. Johns· trash, curbside recycling 

• Village of Ovid · trash, curbside recycling 

• Village of Maple Rapids - trash 

• Village of Elsie - trash 

• 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 

• Granger Container Service 

• Pick-A·Dilley 

• Waste Management 
13 



• Sunrise Disposal (a subsidiary of Republic Industries) 

• 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 
De Witt, 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 De Witt 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 contaiJ:!ed 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 De Witt and City of St. Johns offer curbside services as a part of their 
franchised arrangements. 
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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 
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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 boo:Ks in boxes and 
County personnel collect and deliver them to a recycling company for 
processing. 

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 is 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. 
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3.4 DEFICIENCIES AND PROBLEMS 
/ 

I, Data Collection 

One of the most difficult challenges facing the Cpunty 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. 

,--· 
I 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 De Witt/Bath area of the county have expressed 
concern over being unable to use the landfill located in De Witt 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 (P A YT) pricing. P A YT 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 P A YT 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- un~ble 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 hazarqous 
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 

f
owner

1
/opdefillrator, wheredby the.lanhdfill ohwnerh/opCeratotr wTohu~dfcollde.ct a user fee C 

rom an users an pass It t roug to t e oun y, IS un mg 
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 pri~r 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: 

• Michigan Department of Environmental Quality Report of Solid Waste 
Landfilled in Michigan 

• Michigan Information Center Internet Website: 
www .state.mi. us/DMB/mic 

• Clinton County Equalization Department 

• Clinton County Cooperative Extension 
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• Environmental Protection Agency "Measuring Recycling - A Guide for 
State and Local Governments" 

• 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 

• 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 
Municipality Population* Households Total 
Countywide 57,883 20,959 
Bath Township 6,387 2,396 11.0% 
Bengal Township 989 313 1.7% 
Bingham Township 2,546 8$8 4.4% 
Dallas Township 1,234 327 2.1% 
DeWitt City 3,964 1,347 6.8% 
DeWitt Township 10,448 4,192 18.1% 
Duplain Township 1,278 442 2.2% 
Eagle Village 120 42 0.2% 
Eagle Township 2,031 704 3.5% 
Elsie Village 957 378 1.7% 
Essex Township 997 322 1.7% 
Fowler Village 912 339 1.6% 
Greenbush Township 2,028 662 3.5% 
Lebanon Township 644 207 1.1% 
Maple Rapids 680 263 1.2% 
Olive Township 2,122 764 3.7% 
Ovid Village 1,442 570 2.5% 
Ovid Township 1,663 572 2.9% 
Riley Township 1,543 509 2.7% 
St. Johns City 7,284 2,870 12.6% 
Victor Township 2,784 936 4.8% 
Watertown Township 3,731 1,286 6.4% 
Westphalia Village 780 294 1.3% 
Westphalia Township 1,319 386 2.3% 

* 1990 Data - Census 
**1997 Total Population derived from Census Data; Municipal 
proportions of data dex·ived from Tri-County Regional Planning 
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1997 %Of Projected Population 
Proj Pop** Total 2000 2005 2010 

63,087 65,269 69,0751 73,104 
7,200 11.4% 7,449 ,343 

982 1.6% 1,016 1075 1,138 
3,019 4.8% 3,123 3,306 3,498 
1,228 1.9% 1,270 1,345 1,423 

4,580 I 7.2%

1

4.687 4,960 5,249 
11, % 196 12,907 13,660 

1, % 1,353 1,432 1,516 
125 0.2% 129 137 145 

2,297 3.6% 2,376 2,515 2,662 
962 1.5% 995 1,053 1,115 

1,047 1.7% 1~ 1,146 1,213 
903 1.4% 989 1,046 

2,156 3.4% 2,231 2,361 2,498 
628 1.0% 650 688 728 
712 1.1% 737 780 825 

2,251 3.6% 2,329 2,465 2,608 
1,501 2.4% 1,553 1,643 1,739 
1,732 2.7% 1,792 1,896 2,007 
1,561 2.5% 1,615 1,709 1,809 
7,564 12.0% 7,826 8,282 8,765 
3;179 5.0% 3,289 3,481 3,684 
4,104 6.5% 4,246 4,494 4,756 

777 1.2% 804 851 900 
1,533 2.4% 1,586 1,679 1,776 



PROJECTED WASTE GENERATION 

Projections 

Township or 1997 1997 Waste 2000 2000Waste 2005 2005 Waste 2010 2010Waste 
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 4,767 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 3,306 2,182 3,498 2,414 
Dallas 1,228 786 1,270 813 1,345 887. 1,423 982 
Dewitt 4,530 2,899 4,687 2,999 4,960 3,274 5,249 3,622 
De Witt Township 11,788 7,544 12,196 7,805 12,907 8,519 13,660 9,425! 
Duplain Township 1,308 837 1,353 866 1,432 945 1,516 1,046' 
Eagle 125 80 129 83 137 90 145 100' 
Eagle Township 2,297 1,470 2,376 1,521 2,515 1,660 2,662 1,837i 
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 903 578 934 598 989 653 1,046 722 
Greenbush Township 2,156 1,380 2,231 1,428 2,361 1,558 2,498 1,724 
Lebanon Township 628 402 650 416 688 454 728 502: 
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 1,553 994 1,643 1,085 1,739 1,200 
Ovid Township 1,732 1,108 1,792 1,147 1,896 1,252 2,007 1,385 

. Riley Township 1,561 999 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 3,289 2,105 3,481 2,297 3,684 2,542 
Watertown Township 4,104 2,627 4,246 2,717 4,494 2,966 4,756 3,281 
Westphalia 777 497 804 514 851 561 900 621 
Westphalia Township 1,533 981 1,586 1,015 1,679 1,108 1,776 1,226 

- ····· . ~::.:a. 
Annual per capita waste generation rate= 997: .64 Tons/person 2005: .66 Tons/person 2010: .69 Tons/person 
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%LAND USE %ECONOMIC 

~ - ~ 
~ ~ -:> eo= :> eo= 

~ ~ - - 0 = - - 0 = eo= eo= - ~ eo= eo= - ~ 
~ .... - eo= = ~ ~ . ... eo= = ~ 

8 - 8 = ~ eo= 
.... u = ~ eo= 

.... u ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ .... = c.. ~ .... = c.. - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ = ~ 

~ ~ ~ 0 = ~ 
~ ~ ~ 0 

~ rn "0 - ~ rn "0 -Township or .... = . ... ,.Q ~ . .... = . ... ,.Q ~ 
~ "0 rn 8 :> ~ "0 rn 8 :> 

Municipality 
~ 0 = ~ .... ~ ~ 0 = ~ . .... ~ 

< u 1-1 ~ ~ ~ < u 1-1 ~ ~ ~ 
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% 
De Witt Township 2% 7% 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% 
/.::\live Township 29% 1% 1% 68% 0% 1% 25% 1% 0% 73%. 0% 0% 

/lid 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 Councy 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 
!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. 

• Agricultural Development - Protected agricultural land providing 
unique production critical to the county's economy. 

• Rural Development - Least intensive development - the primary focus 
being on open space preservation. 

• Residential Development - Low to moderate density with typical city 
dwellings, businesses and utilities. 

• Suburban Development - Moderate to High development density - with 
concentrated areas of dwellings. 

The Land Use Plan prioritizes development in this order: 

• Predominant Focus - Rural and Agricultural Development 

• Secondary Focus - Residential Development 

• Tertiary Focus - Suburban Development 

l/ 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 fe~tures 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 1-

unwanted farm equipment present problems to be addressed in this Plan. \" 

c 
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4 PART FOUR- SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 
1 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 
is 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-lh 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 Probiems 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 products made with recycled content. 

• Implement an education program targeting local governments, housing 
associations 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 co~nties 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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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 
is not good for the industry as a whole. 

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 
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. 

4.4 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 
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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is 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. 
I 
' '-, 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES RANKINGS 

Criterion & 
Potential Value 

Technical Feasibility 
Economic Feasibility 
Energy Consumption 
Environmental Impacts 
Public Health Effects 
Public Acceptability 
Industry Acceptability 

Total "+"'s 

Total "-"'s 

Ranking 
Values: 
++ = High Impact 
+ =Average Impact 
- = Negligible Impact 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Current 
System 

++ 
+ 
+ 
-
+ 

++ 
+ 

+=8 
- = 1 

2 

Current System County Uniform 
w/Modification Contracting 

++ + 
+ -

++ ++ 
+ ++ 
+ ++ 

++ -
++ -

+ = 11 +=7 
-=3 

1 3 

IRankings provide an approximation of the degree to which one alternative or 

I

' another has a positive impact on the criterion listed. Value assignments are 
,based on independent survey results, staff assessments and research on 
!programs conducted in other areas. Narrative in the Plan and in Appendix B 
jpresent further discussion on these criterion. 
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5 PART FIVE- SELECTED SOLID WASTE 
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. As a 
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 
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 wanting 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 
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 Mfects 

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. 
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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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o.4 Counties Approved for Plan Inclusion 

Counties 
Allegan 
Barry 
Calhoun 
Eaton 
Genesee 
Gratiot 
Ingham 
Ionia 
Isabella 
Jackson 
Kala.n'lazoo 
Kent 
Livingston 
Montcalm 
Oakland 
Ottawa 
Saginaw 
Shiawassee 
Wasbtenaw 
Wayne 

Michigan Counties 
r:..g Counties Not Included 
L ::::'::1 Counties Included 
~ Clinton County 

42 

N 

~E 
s 



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* P* 
Clinton Shiawassee All unlimited* unlimited* P* 
Clinton Gratiot ~= unlimited* unlimited* P* 
Clinton Ionia unlimited* unlimited* P* 
Clinton Allegan All unlimited* unlimited* P* 
Clinton Barry All unlimited* unlimited* P* 
Clinton Calhoun All unlimited* unlimited* P* 
Clinton Genesee All unlimited* unlimited* P* 
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* 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 all83 P* 

counties 
cannot exceed 

500,000 cy 
Clinton Wayne All unlimited* 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 

43 



* 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 P* 
Clinton Eaton** All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Ionia All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Gratiot** All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Ingham All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Allegan** All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Barry " All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Calhoun All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Genesee All unlimited unlimited P* 

unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Isabella** All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clint.on Jackson All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Kalamazoo** All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Kent All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Livingston** All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Montcalm All unlimited unlimited P* 
Clinton Oakland All unlimited unlimited P* 

" 

unlimited unlimited P* 
unlimited unlimited P* 

Clinton Ottawa All unlimited unlimited P* 
unlimited unlimited P* 

Clinton Saginaw All unlimited unlimited P* 
unlimited unlimited P* 
unlimited unlimited P* 

Clinton Washtenaw All unlimit;il mited P* 
Clinton Wayne All unlimited unlimited P* 

unlimited unlimited P* 

unlimited unlimited P* 
unlimited unlimited P* 

1.uthorization indicated by P = Primary Disposal; C = Contingency Disposal; * = Other 
.!onditions 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 II 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 De Witt 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 28.36acres 40,000 tons .. 5 years 
Ki.ddeville, Ionia County sited in Ionia remaining-

pending 
expansion. 

City Environmental Barry 3 million CY 10+ years, 18 
add'L acres 
~ending 

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 
McGill 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 Gravel on 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 NIA 
Gravel - separates cy/day 
construction/demolition 100,000 

rna terials prior to cy/year 
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 

c) Calhoun County 

d) Genesee County 

e) Ingham County 

f) Ionia County 

g) Jackson County 

h) Kent County 

i) Montcalm County 

j) Oakland County 
,. 

' 
( k) Ottawa County 
\.. 

1) Saginaw County 

m) Shiawassee County 

n) W ashtenaw County 

o) Wayne County 
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SELECI'ED SYSTEM 

FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

r~~=---~~-e_I_I ________________________________________ __ 

racility Name: __ Cr.;;;.;;;.;an;;;;:;;::g:,;;e;.:;r:......;;.G;;;,ran;;;.;;;;.;d::.....;;;Ri:;;;.;·;.:.:v..;..er;.;....;;k.;;;.;:v..;;en;;;;;.;;;ue.;;;...:l;;;.;.;rn~d;;;;;f;,;;;;;;;;;u;;;;_ ___________ _ 

Coumy: Clinton Location: Town: . 5N Rzxl,ge: 3W SectioD.(s):_z __ ,_ 

Map ickntifying location included in Attachment Section: ___ Yes If :Requested ___ No 

If facility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the final disposal me and location for incmerator ash or 
transfer station wastes : · 

Public _z_ Private 0\v.uer: Granger Land Development eomuany 

Operating Smms (check) Waste Types keceived (cheek all that apply) 
_x_ open _x_ residemial 

closed *1 _.x_ commercial 
X licensed ~ inch1strial 

unlicensed __x_ constl'IICtion & demolition 
X cCIIlStl'l.lCtio permit __x_ contaminated soils 

open, bat closme --X- special wastes • 
pemlblg --L- OWer. b::ge ITT Wastes 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list at!d/or conditicms: 

All. As Authorized 

Site S1ze: I 
Total area of :fac:ility pmpeny: * 1 an . 9 acres 
Toial arca sired for nse: (Pl.an.) 120 9 acres 
Total a:reapcrmined:(For Disposa.l:~~i..e.S\i.Bl:-) ......c8~.;;5t-~-7-- acres 

Operating: (Licensed & Certified) 54 1 acres 
Not~ J)e:vel.oped 31 6 acres 

Cmrent capacity: 
Estimated lifetime: 
Esth:llated days open per yea.r: 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

(if applicable) 
Al:mual energy production: 

Landfill gas reco"Vecy projects: 
Waste-to-energy incineratoJ:s: 

7,617,000 ~Y~ Air Yards 
32 years 

300 days 
60Q ooo ~yds' Gate Yards 

_--::4t.-.Joio'-- megawa.tt:s 
----- 'Uleg!.Wa.t!S 

*1: Includes acres of (separate) e1osed facility co be cons~steut With 
DEQ numbers on permits and licenses. 
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Granger Grand River Landfill- Legal Description 

( Land:fill 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 114line distant S89°58'41"E 1316.40' from theW 
1/4 cor. of Sec. 29, T5N-R3W, Watertown Township, Clinton County 
Michigan, th. N00° 19'38"E alg. theW 1/8line 2278.35' to a pt. on the S. r/o/w 
ln. ofl-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 ln. of I -69 eastbound turning roadway 
as now proposed, and having a delta angle of31°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.ln. of theN. 
4/5 of NE 114 Sec. 29, th. N89°42'41"W alg. sd. S.ln. 85.60', th. S34°50'55"E 
73.21', th. S00°21'03W'' 1774.96' to a pt. on the ell of Grand River Avenue 
formerly U.S.16 sd. ell being the ell of the 100 foot, being 50 feet either side of 
the ell r/o/w, th. alg. sd. ell, 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. ell and 
the W 1/8 ln. th. N00°22'07"E alg. sd. W 1/8 ln. 576.69' to the ~o:a. 



PARCELS OWNED BY G·RANG·ER 
Cccenter.shp 
/:V. Primary 
!:\/.. State Trun 
/\/US Trunk 

Cctownbound.s 
; · · ·; Ccsections.shp 
R Parcel 

• Granger crosses County Line 
; 

Yellow pacels are owned by Granger and Include or are contiguous to exisllng landfill facilities. N 

WATERTOWN AND DEWITT CHARTER TOWNSHIPS w E 

~ , - ---.. 



SELECTED SYSTEM 

FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

F~T~:~~~~e~I~I~------------------------------------------
Facility Name: Granger Wood Street Landfill 

C~inton. 

Coumy: Ingham Location: Town: 
SN 34 
4N ~:"---2;;....W-~Sedion(s): 3 

Map idemiiying location inclnded in Attachment Section: __ __,_. _Yes If Requested ___ No 

If facili1;y is an incincratDr ar a transfer station, list the fiDal disposal site and location for incinerator 2Sh or 

~~w~: ----------------------------------------------------
_ Public _x_ Private Owner: Granger Waste. Hapae;ement Company 

Operating Sta.ws (check) Waste Types Received {check all that apply) 
--X- ~ ......L- .residemial 

closed *1 _x_.: commercial 
_.x.._ lieeDsed _x_ industtia1 

unlic:cnsed _x_ const.:rDCtion & demolition 
---:L- ccmstructian permit _x_ conmrdnated soils 

open, but closme ....:.-X_ special wastes * 
/ ~ pending --L.. other: TJrpe III Wastes 

( • Explanation of special wastes. iDcludhlg a specific list ami/or conditions: 

All as authorized 

Site Size: . 
1 

Total arca.offacllitypropetty: * J02.8 acres 
Total~sitedforuse: (PJ..an) 194.8 acres + 67 (future perxrl:tting in 
Total area permitted.-(for disposal,.:i.. e. SRB)~l~04~ • ._3~-.-_ acres ... ,.,..,.. Ingham Cotm~) ·· 

Operaring:(I.i.censed & Certified) 49. 5 acres 
· Not~ Deve1oped 54.8 acres 

CUn'ent ca.paci.ty! 10 ~ 981 J ooo ~ ycjsl Air Yards 
Estimatecllifetime: · · 34 years 
Esti:II:md days open per year: 2fpO chys 
Estimated yearly disposal volmne: 600. ooo to:as or ydt Gate Yards 

(lf applic:able) 
Armual e:ntrgy production: 

I andfill gas recovery projects: 3. 2 megawatts 
Waste-to-energy incineJ:awn;: megaWi!tt! 

*1: Includes acres of (separate) Pauls011. Street facility to be consistent with 
DEQ numbers ~n. pe~ts and l.i.cen.ses. 

Also includes spoil/borrow areas to be consistent vith DEQ numbers on penn:i.ts 
and licenses~ 

a-2 



GRANGER 
WOOD ROAD LANDFILL 

N 

w 

s 

E 

{ 
i 



NOOD STREET LANDFILL AND NORTH OF COLEMAN 
ROAD (CLINTON COUNTY) 

A parcel of land on that part of the S ¥2 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 theW 118 ).ine; thence N 
OOo02'55"E along said W 118line 709.91 feet; thence S 89°42' 23"E 50.00 feet; thence 
N OOo01'23"E, 609.94 feet to a point on the S 1/8line of said Section 34; thence S 89° 
42'34"E along said S 1/8line 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 ¥2 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 

lity Type: Processing & Recycling Transfer Facility 

Facility Name: Daggett Recycling Inc .. -- ID#33-000021 

County: Clinton Location: Town: T5N Range: R2W 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X Yes 

For MSW (Type II) residuals not disposed of in owners (Type Ill) Landfill Facility -­

list the final disposal site and location for incinerator ash or transfer station 

wastes: Granger Land Development Class II Landfill 

Sections(s) 

No 

X Public Private Owner: Granger Land Development Co. 

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 

X 

X 

,.. 
,, 

\., 

open 

closed 

licensed 

unlicensed 

construction permit 

open, but closure 

pending 

X 

X 

X 

X 

• Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: 

residential 

commercial 

industrial 

construction & demolition 

contaminated soils 

special wastes • 

other: 

Garbage Bags, Oil Based Paints, Roofing, P.C.B. Transformers, Etc .. 

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 yards into processing facility .. 

(if applicable) 

Annual energy production: 

/~L<:~ndfill gas recovery projects: 

(. ;te-te-energy incinerators: 
\,, 

a-3 

8.74 acres 

8.74 acres 

8.74 acres 

2+ acres 

acres 

N/A tons or yds3 

N/A years 

300 days 

50,000 ~ or yds3 

(about 25% risidual) 

-----megawatts 

-----megawatts 

SW1/4 
34 



BRIEFING MEMO FOR 

DaJQ!ett Sand and Gravel, Inc. 
Proce!l..•ing Plant and Recycling F!tcility 

OPERATING LJCENS£ 
October 1996 and modified by SWPS on December 4, 1996 

FACILITY INFORMATION 

Name: Daggett S~md and Gravel, Inc • Processing and Recycling Facility 

2 Owner: Daggett Sand and Gravel, Jnc. 

J Location: 1010 East Sheridan Road 
L.1nsing, Michigan 48906 

4. Cont~ct: Mr .. Curt Daggett 
517-487-1224 

~- Area to be permitted: ~ 74 acres located in the SW 1/4. Section .34. TSN. R2W, Dcwin 
Township, Clinton County 

H EXISTING COMPLIANCE STATUS 

IlL 

There ;~rc: no compliance issues as this time 

AREA TO BE LICENSED/PERMITTED ADEQUACY 

Facility Descriptil)n 

The facility is a I 00 fool by 150 foot building where Daggett conducts Type m W<IStc sortlllg 
iiCtivitics. There is aJso an active Type HI landfill consisting of approximately 10 acres at the 
same site which has 11 separate openuing license issued under Part 115 of the Natuml Resources 
and Enviromncnl<tl ProJection Act, 1994 PA 45 J, :1s amended. Four of the acres have been 
capped with clay and are cenilicd closed. The processing litcility is localcd in Clinton County. 
The existing landfill operation js located in Ingham County 

' 

2. Leachate (;onccthJn System 

All proo::!;sing activities are done in the building on a concrete floor. Tite floor is :doJX..'d to a 
sump that cullccts leachate. The leachate will now by gravity from the sump to the sanitary 
sewer .. The cnlil'c floor. including the !cachate collection sump, was sealed with Dccks;m:r C 
sealant by Mctalcrcte, and Flexfill joint filler by Mctalc.:rctc 

3. Liner Design 

Not applicable 

4. Variances 

None 

/ 

\ 
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Daggett Sand And Gravel Processing Facilit:r 
Type III Materials 

Current permitted area - 8.74 acres located in the SW 1/4 Section 34, TSN, R2W 

c--
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: Type 11 Landhll 
Facility Name: City Environmental Services Landfill Inc. of Hastings 
County: Barry Location: Town:3W Range:8N Section(s) :~ 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: [8l Yes D No 

If facility is an Ipcinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer 
Station wastes : 
0 Public ~ Private Owner: ~v IA.s- \G JiA-··~ 1 + \0 C:.. 

Operating Status. (check) "" . 101 open 
D closed 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
~ residential 
~ commercial 

181 licensed ~ industrial 
D unlicensed ~ construction & demolition 
181 

,--r::{ 
construction permit 
open, but closure 
pending 

~ 
~ 
~ 

• Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and! or conditions: 
foundry sand, tly ash, waste water sludges, trees and stumps 

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: 

335 
108 
30 
19.5 
10.5 

• 
10+ 
308 
175,000 

NA 
NA 

acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

0 tons or 0yds3 

years 
days 
t81 tons or[] yds3 

megawatts 
megawatts 

•Current construction permit capacity is 3 million cubic yards. The Barry County Solid Waste Plan and the Barry 
./~.,unty, City Management Host Community Agreement 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 

12/30/97. 

b 
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FacHity Type: Type II Landfill 

FaCility Name: C&C LAndfill 

County: Calhoun Location: Town: 1S Range:6W 

Map identifying location Included in Appendix D: __x_re.s _J.Jo 

Section(s): 211. 

If facility is an incinerator or transfer steltion, list the (ina/ d;sposal site and location (or 
incinerator ash or transfer station WQ.$te$: 

_Public J_Prlwrte Owner: Browning-Ferris Industries of SE Michigan 

Operrnlng StptJLs 
X Open 

-~-Closed 
X Ucensed 

-_.;;..:-- Unlicensed 
__ Construction Permit 

---- Open, But Closure Pending 
/ 

! ' ' 

»;'asr:e twes Recgivell 
X R.esideinlal 
X Commercial 
X Industrial 
X Consr~aion and Demolition 
X Conwminllted Soils 
X Special Wastes~ 
X either: Type m Wastfi 

~lant~tlon of special wasta, Including a specific list and/or o;,nditicns: Non..t:gza.rd.ou~ §olid 
and E«mj·mlld wastes: nq hazardou.( qr liquid wasre.r 

Sire Size: 
Total areA of facility prope.rry: 
Total flf'eiJ sited {Dr use: 
Total flretJ permitted: 

Operating: 
Not I'Xt:avated: 

Current capacity: 
Estimt:mtd lifetimt~: 
Estimated days open per year: _ 
Estimated yearly disposal volumes: 

Annual energy productiOn: , 
L.andfillgfls recovery projects: 
Wa.ste-to-enct!IY incinerators: 

_.........;2::-:l::-:4:---- Acres 
__ ...,1 5,_.'4 __ A.::res 
--.;.;;12;;;;;9 __ Acres 
....__..;;3.:::..3 __ Acres 

21 Acres __ ........... __ 
7,570,000 Cubic Yards 

-~--:7~..;;;;..._.- Yean 

-~2;;.:8;.:6~- Days . 
_._.1,~00::::..;0.,0_();..;:;0_ Cubic Yards 

--..,::3~-- Megawrm:s 
__ ...;.NA'-'--- Megawatts 

In ac.::ordance with this Plan and an agreement between· BFI and CAlhoun County, the C&C 
lAndfill Is flllthorized to expand by 16 acres of refuse fill area in addition ro the existing facility. 
Wf!en combined with the eKisr:ing available landfill space., this a(Jdirional area will result in total 
capacityt~f 14,000,000 cubic yurds and em esrimated lifetime. of fourteen (14) years. 

~.c:.·-

t( ndfill and final elevation after closure shall be no higher than 1090 feet abOve sea level. 
s'i.h.rr fim:ll ei~WtltiDn shall be certified by " Michigan regimtred land surveyor or Michigan 
licensed engineer 

c 

.. 

. . 



PHASE Ill 
CELl A 

PAAS£ II 
C£ll 8 

•.• c. 

PHASE II 
SE~tm I 
·~c. 

I 
.! 

C & C EXPANDED SANITARY LANDFILL 
PHASE IV CELL B ·ATTACHMENT A 

MONITORING LOCATIONS 
PAGE 1 OF 2 

15 NIL£ ftOAD _t_ 
•.,..,, -ra.,.-_-u- ~ 

... ..._ I 

PIW>t rl 
tEl\ AI 

i"'"""' u.s-=. 

PHAS( N 
CElL 81 
[AI:fM) 
t.OCIIC. 

.,...., 
• 

m:E!i S..n 
,..,, 0~ 

1 

........ +--- tAHDfiLL fllOfl>ftiNT 

I 

__! - ·-

.:....10 
f'R'Ir·IA 

011'-18 
.. •• <> ,._, ... L. -----...... ,. •-m. ~ .... ----~(~------~w-~~~-----....... , ..... ,. 
·~· 
I!!B) 

lsts N Al 

~---------'~------------~ ( II 1@:::!1 

, .. = 500' 

,.:. .... 

-· - - ·-
LEGEND 

MOMIYOR WEll 
.PtJR(l[ wru. 
OBstR'IATIOH Wt:Lt. 
CAS PROBE 
PlEZOI.ItlER 
U1RACllOH WEll 

Cot«NS'-l[ I'U\1P STAliDN 

5URfACE WAt[R MONltOfliNG POJNf 

S£COtt!J.ARY COlLECTION SYStEU 
SM!Plii\IG lOCAUON 

l 
I 
I 
I 
·tt 

I 
II . 
ti 
I~ 

J 

GRAVITY tHWif l1NE SW.PLING P('~ ~ .. "', 



L._ 

~IDWESTERN CONSULTING 
~ ""'~- .,,~ ....... -

.......___... ,.,.._ .... -· ~ '1110!1 

~HAt;;t: IV \,CL.&. u - "'I ..... ....,., .... - .... 
CONSTRUCll{·-- '·-;cHEMA TIC 

PAGE 2 b. ·2 

I 5 UI.E ROAD 

PW.SE rl 
cw. c 

t~~) 

_ft_ -, 
I 

~ -=I 

- .. --........... 

~/-', 

1 .. = 500' 

.l 
I . 
I 
I 
'If. 

I 
I~ 

% . 
li 
I t: 

RJAJII[ cotfSilii/C11cm !MIS :_j 
-·--·__!--·--·--·---- J 

....._..,___ I.Nft)f'lll fOOTI'ftltn' 

'IOTE: WJNitw.NCE RQ.lJ) Oil 'WESt 
SlOPE IS Nl)T fltW. C<M:R£0. 

lEGEND 
It PROPERlY UNt 

- -SOUO 'HASTE DISPOSH.. AAE:A rn 14.~~ ACRt'S o\CJM: AAEA 

-~ US ACRES INTEJlN COYER 

~ 9.o40 t..CRES TW& 'N. C:UL 9 

~ .:58.15 ~RES CERfrfiEO nNll.. CQ\'t:R 



( 
"-

I"' 

fACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: Type II Landflll 

facility Name: Citizen's Disposal 

County:Genesee Location: Town:..Q..N Range: ..2...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 pennit 
open, but closure 
pending 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
X residential 
X commercial 
X industrial 
X construction & demolition 
X contaminated soils 
X special wastes • 
X other: asbestos 

* 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: 

JOO +/- acres 
300 +/- acres 

~ acres 

~ acres 
80 acres 

5.3 mimon _tons or X yM 
~ years 
300 days 
.5 million _tons or X yM 

megawatts 
megawatts 

Note: Numbers are listed as they were reported from facility. 
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: Type II Landfill 

Facility Name: Brent Run Landfill 

County: Gen~ Location: Town:..2l:{ Range: 5 E Section(s): .ll.. 

Map identifying loc:1tion 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) 
X open 

X 
closed 
licensed 
unlicensed 
construction pennit 
open, but closure 
pending 

Waste Types Received (chc:::k all that apply) 
X residential 
X commercial 
X ind~al 
X construction &. demolition 
X contaminated soils 

special wastes * 
other: 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a spc:Cific list and/or conditions: 

Site Size: 
Total area offacility property: 
Total area sited for use: 
Total area permitted: 

Operating: 
Not excavated: 

Current capacity: 
Estimated lifetime: 
Estimated days open per ye:u: 
Estimated yearly disposal volwne: 

(if applicable) 
Annual energy production: 
L:mdfill gas recovery projects: 
Waste-to-energy incinerators: 

160 acres 
90 acres 

.1Q acres 

.ll acres 
45 acres=@ 

·· J024700Q _tons \!(Cyds' 
j! years \ 

.~~ j;..org 
megawatts 
megawatts 

Note: Nwnbers are listed as they were reported from facility. 
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

'acility Type: Type Ill 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: 

3 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Public X 

Operating Status (check) 

X 

X 

open 

closed 

licensed 

unlicensed 

construction permit 

open, but closure 

pending 

Private Owner: Daggett Sand & Gravel, Inc. 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 

residential 

X 

commercial 

industrial 

construction & demolition 

contaminated soils 

specials wastes * 

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 tGI'I& or yds3 

Estimated lifetime: 7 years 

Estimated days open per year: 250 days 

Estimated yearly disposal volume: 7,500 tGI'I& or yds3 

(if applicable) 

Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: megawatts 

Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts 

e 



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

.;ility Type: Type II Landfill 

Facility Name: Pitsch Sanitary Landfill 

County: Ionia Location: 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: 

Town: 

x Yes 

(see attached) 
Range: Sections(s) 

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 

Operating Status (check) 

X 

X 

/ 

l./· 

open 

closed 

licensed 

unlicensed 

construction permit 

open, but closure 

pending 

Private Owner: Pitsch Companies 

Waste Types Received (check ail that apply) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

residential 

commercial 

industrial 

construction & demolition 

contaminated soils 

specials wastes * 

other: 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific fist 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~a 

Estimated lifetime: .5 6 months 

Estimated days open per year: 307 days 

Estimated yearly disposal volume: 83,000 tons or~a 

(if applicable) 

Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: NIA 

Waste-to-energy incinerators: NIA 

~ 

(, . 
'-Notes: 

Have a pending construction permit that will extend landfill life another 30 years. 
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After Proposed 
Expansion 

300 acres 

140 acres 

140 acres 

10 acres 

40 acres 

2,308,225 tons 

20+ years 
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DEf.l Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Waste Management Division 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREA OPERATING.LICENSE 

n1is license is i$Md llnd~r the provisions of Pan llS Solid Wasu: Manaietn'll! of the Narural Resources m.f Environmen:a.l Prot=bt.:m A~. tm 
PA 451, MCL. 324.1 I .SOl 5! e. CP.arr ll.5). 10 au!home me cpmuion of the solid wasu: disposal uu (Fac:ility) in the Sza111 or MidligSb. ~ . 
li~cnse dOt$ not obviate lhc ~ of obtai.nillg other c~ and penni15 as may be required by sw.e law. 

FACILITY NA.."JE: Pitsch Sanitary Landflll 

GRANTED TO: PitsCh Sanitar)' Landfill, Inc. 

. -TYPE OF FACii..IfY: Type iYI.:andfiii 

FACILITY ID: 34-000016 

COUN1Y: Ionia 

LlCENSE NO. 84:56 

ISSUE DATE: May 22, 1997 

EXPIRATION DATE: May 22, 1999 

~- --

FACIUTY DESCRIPTION: The Pitsch Sanitary L.anOfill consists of 78 .. 44 acres located in the N 112 of me. 
NB 114 of Section 7, TSN, R7W, Orleans Township. Ionia Collllty, Micbizan, ~ 
identified in Att.aeh:ment A and fuJly described in this license. 

AREA AUTHORIZED FOR DISPOSAL OF SOLID WASTE: Phases m and IV 

RESPONSIBLE PARTY TO CONTACT: Mr. Gazy Pitsch, Vice President 
Pitsch Sanitary Landfill, Inc. 
675Richmond, N.W. 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49504 
616-363-4895 

£!l FIRST OPERATlNG LICENSE: This License No. 8456 is the first license issued for Phase IV. 

lEI RENEWAL OPERATING LICENSE: This Ucense No. 8456 supersedes anc1 replaces Solid Waste Diswsa.I 
Area License No. 8061 issued tO Pitsch Wrecking Company on April 12. 1993, as it penaim to PhaSes I 
through III 

This l~nse is subj¢ct 10 revocation tly the Dirwor of the Midlipn Depal'lllll:fll of Enviromnemal. Quslity {l)ireCIOl') it the Direaor finds mar the 
di$poS3l uea i$ not being Ccmsti'I)Cicd or opcmed in accordm:e will! the approved plans. the co=ditions of a pcmm or licen.~. lbi$ act. or the mies •. 
promulsated under !his act. Failure: to compl)' with the ~mns and provisiom of tlli5 licenst may :esuh in legal action leading 10 civil aU~' 
criminal penalties as stipul.axed in Pal'! 115. This J~ shall be availabk through !he licwee durin& me emire c:ffeetivc c!a= and remajns 111'' 
pmpeny or !be Oirccrot. 

JoanA!. Peck, ACting iCi,SOii Waste Program Section 
Waste Mana~ement Division 

l • . . 

. '· 
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h Sanitary Landfill 

FROM PITSCH SANITARY DIV. 616 794 1769 
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FACll..ITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: Solid Waste Transfer Station 

F~ilityN~: Eco Systems Transfer Station - Waste Management 

Conmy: ______ ~I~o~n~i~a~------------ Location: Town: 7N Range:.....;6:;..;.W,___Section(s):_3...;;;2.___ 

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; *See Below 

Public x Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan Midwest 

Operating Starus (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
x open _x_ residential 

closed _x_ commercial 
x licensed _x_ industrial 

unlicensed _z_ construction & demolition 
constrUction permit contaminated soils 
open. but closure _x_ special wastes * 
pending --1L. other: Recyclables 

• Explanation of special wastes, including a specifi~ 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: 
Total area sited for use: 
Total area pet:mitted: 

Operating: 
Not excavated: 

Cuncm capacitY: 
Estimat.ed lifetime: 
Estimated days open per year: 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

(if applicable) 
Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: 
Waste-to-energy iDcinerators: 

12.21 acres 
--=1~2-=-. ~2.=.1_ acres 
--:::1.::2..:.• .=.2.=.1_ acres 
-=1..::2-.. =2.;;.1_ acres 
~N-.. =.:.A.;..-- acres 

N.A. 
N.A. 

~3..-0~0 __ days 
N.A. 

"""'n'N_. A:;:--. __ megawatts 
_N_._A_. ___ megawatts 

f-2 



09/30/99 THU 12:02 FAX 616 538 7710 WASTE MANAGEMENT 

DE G. Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Waste Management Division 

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREA OPERATING LICENSE 

This licenSe is issued under the prcvislons of Part 1 1 S Solid Waste Management of the Natural Resources and Envlranrnental Ptotection 
Act, 1994 PA 41St. MCl324.11501 m !§.9, (Part 115),to authorize the operation of the soUd waste disposal area (Facility) In the State of 
Michigan. Thl~ license does not ob'liate the necessity of cbtalnlng other clearences and permits as may be requited by state law .. 

FACILITY ~E: Eco Systems Transfer Station 

GRANTED TO: Waste Management of Michigan - Midwest 

TYPE OF FACILITY: Solid Waste Transfer Station 

FACILITY 10: 34-000003 

COUNTY: Ionia 

LICENSE NUMBER: 8621 

ISSUE DATE: May 19, 1999 

EXPIRATION DATE: May 19, 2001 

FACILilY DESCRIPTION: The Eco Systems Transfer Station is located In the NW 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of 
Section 32, T7N, R6W, Ionia Township, Ionia 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 
1688 Porter Street, S.W. 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49509 
616-538-1921 (Ext. 120) 

0 RRST OPERATING liCENSE: N/A 

~ RENEWAL OPERATING LICENSE: This License Number 8621 supersedes and replaces Solid 
Waste Disposal Area License Number 8441 issued to Waste Management of Michigan· Midwest on 
February 27, 1997. 

This nc:GN:a Is subject to revacetlcn by the Dlrac:tor of tl'le Michigr:m Department of Environmental Quarrty (Director) If the Director finds 
that the dls:poc:al area Is not tieing construeted or operated ln ac:CC~rdanee with the approved plans, the cancfdions of a permit or license, 
this act, cr the rules promulg:sted under tllis act. Failure to comply with tt1e terms and previsions ot this license may re3ult in leQal ac:tian 
leading to civil al'ldlar criminal penalties u stipulated in Part 1 15. This license shall be available through the licensee during the entire 
effective date and remains lhe property of the Director .. 

lal 002 
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FACIYIY DESCRWJJONS 

Facility Type: 

Facility Name: 

Type n landfill 

McGill Rd. Landfill 

County: Jackson . Location: Town: 28 Range: lW Section(s): 24 

Map identifYing location included in Attachment Section: X Yes No 

Iffilcility is an incinerator or a transfer station, list the 1inal disposal site and location for 
incinerator ash or transfer station wastes: 

--Public X 

Operating Status 
X open 

__ closed 

· X licensed 
_ __...construction permit 
----~en, but closure 
--~:Pending 

Waste Types Received 
X residential 
X commercial 
X ··industrial 
X construCtion and demolition 

--:corrtatninated soils 
X ~~wastes* 

·other: --· 
• Explanation or special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: Inclnera.tor ash 

Site Size: 
Total area of facility property: 
Total area site for use: 
Total area pennitted: 
Operating: 
Not excavated: 

Current capacity: 
Estimated lif'etime: 
Estimated days open per year: 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

(Jf applicable) 
Annual energy production: 
Landfill gas recovery projects: 
Waste-to-energy incin.etators: 

g 

so.s acres 
so.s acres 
18.7 acres 
7.8 acres 

acres 

74tt000 cubic yards 
-.....:=5-.. years 

310 days 
148,000 cubic yards 

__ megawatts 
__ megawatts 



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: Type II Landfill 

Facility Name: South Kent Landfill 

Cc>unty: 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 Public 

Operating Status (check) 

X open 

closed 

X licensed 

unlicensed 

X construction permit 

open, but closure 

pending 

Private Owner: Kent County 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

residential 

commercial 

industrial 

construction & demolition 

contaminated soils 

specials wastes " 

other: incinerator ash 

" Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: 

Site Size: 

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 -;q:J&:..-(1,500,000 tons ash) 

Estimated lifetime: 38 years 

Estimated days open per year: 310 days 

Estimated yearty disposal volume: 155,000 tons or -;r6&3 

(if applicable) 

Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: NIA 
Waste-to-energy incinerators: NlA 

h 



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: Landfill 

Facility Name: Central Sanitary Landfill 

County: Montcalm Location: Town: ..!LRange: JJL_Section(s): 21 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X Yes 0 No 

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer 
Station wastes: 

0 PuJ?lic X Private Owner: Allied Waste 

Operating Status (check) 
X open 
D closed 
X licensed 
D unlicensed 
D construction permit 
0 open, but closure 

pending 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
X residential 
X commercial 
X industrial 
X construction & demolition 
X contaminated soils 
X special wastes * 
0 other: 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: foun~ sand, asbestos 

Site Si7.e: 
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: 
Landf.tll gas recovery projects: 
Waste-to-energy incinerators: 

ill 
~ 
20.37 
20.37 
2.83 

373,428 

~ 
~ 

lOQ,OOO 

1 

acres ,, 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

0 tons or X yds3 

years 
days 
0 tons or X yds3 

megawatts 
megawatts 
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SELECTED SYSTEM 
EACIUTY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: Landfill 

Facility Name: Eagle Valley_ RDF 

CoUllcy:Oakland Location: Towu:4N Range: 1 OE Section(s): 26. 27 

Map identifying location includt.d in ArraclJmenr Section: I&l Yes D No 

If facility is an Incixtemor or a Transfer Station, list Ehe final disposal site and locaiion for .tm:incraior ash' or 
Transfer Station wasu:s: N/A 

Public .r&l Private Owner= Waste Management 

Opetaling Sratus (check) 

lEI open 
0 closed 
I!] licensed 

D unlicensed 
lEI COIISUUCticm pemlit 

0 open. bm closure 
pendjng 

Waste Types Received (check all tbat apply) 

.IE residential 
m:J commerdal 

[E) indusuiai 

IE conmuction & demolition 

mJ COI1tm2inared soils 
[i] special wastes * 
IE other: 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: 

Contaminated soils, chemical containing equipment. coal ash, fitter cake, contaminated 
residuals. incinerator ash, industrial process waste, non-friable asbestos. treated 
medical wastes, treatment plant sludge, paint filters. 

Site Size: 
TOtal area of facility property: 
Total area sited for use: 
Total area permiaed: 

Operating: 
Not~ared: 

Current capacity: 
Estimal:ed lifetime: 
Estimaied days open per year: 

Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

(if applicable) 
Annual energy production: 

IandfiD gas reeovety projects: 
Waste-to-energy incinerators: 

330 
330 
89 
76 
13 

4,700.000 
5.9 
286 
1,650~000 

j-1 

acres 

acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

0 tons or IE yctsl 
years 
days 

0 tODS or lBl y~ 

megawms 
megawatts 



' / 

\ 
'-

SEL:ECTED SYSTEM 
FACILitY O:ESCR.IPTIONS 

Facility Type: Landfill 

Facilizy Name: Oakland Heights Development 

coumy: Oakland Location: Auburn toq:..31:l Range: /0 6Section(s): ~ 

Map idenr.itying location included in AttaelDnem Section: f.il Yes 0 No 

If facilitY is an IneiDerator or a Transfer Sration, list the final disposal site a:Dd location for Incinerator ash or 
transfer Station wastes: lJ!A 

OPublieliJPrivare ow.ner: Allied 

Opera:tiDg Status (check) Waste Types Rec:cived (check all tbat apply) 

r&J open lil residemial 

0 closed [iJ CQmlll!JCW 

liJ liCCOS'ed 1m i:adusa:ial 

0 uralb:nsed l.il ca~ & demolition 

0 ~pemtit 1m conramjnat:A sails 

D open, bm closUre [!] special wasteS * 
pending D other:_ 

* Explanalion of special wastes. meludmg a specific list and/or col:lditions; 
A:tJ.y non·hazarrlous mmerial 

Site Size: 
Total area of facility propeny: 179.74 acres 
Total area sired for use: acres 
Total atea permitted: 63.87 acres 

Operating: 63.87 acres 
Not excavared: 22.1 acres 

Current capacity: 3~5003000 0 tons or [g)yds3 

Estimated lifetime: 4 years 
Estimatecl days ope:n per year: 309 days 
Estilllated. yearly disposal volume: 500,000 0 tons or r&1 yCJi3 

(if applicable) 
Anm:la1 eaergy PfC(luction: 

I .apdfi]l gas recovery pwjects: NIA megawms 

Wasti>to-enetgy incinerators; N/A megawaas 



FACll.JTY DESCPJPTIONS 

Facility Type: Type ll Landfill 

Facility Name: Onawa County Farms I.andfi]l 

County: Onawa Location: Town:8N Range: 14WSecdon(s): 26.27 

Map identifying location included in Auachmem Section: 181 Yes D No 

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station. list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer 
Station wastes: 

D Public 181 Private Owner: Allied Waste 

open 
closed 
licensed 
unlicensed 
construction permit 
open, but closure 

1"11'1'111fino r---.. 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
181 residential 
E8l commercial 
E8l iDdustrial 
E8l construction & demolition 
15(1 
E8l 
0 ~ther: 

• 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 18J tons or (]yds3 

Estimated lifetime: 25-30 years 
Estimated days open per year: 286 days 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 500.000 £81 tons or[] yds3 

(lf applicable) 
Annual energy production: 

I andfiJJ gas recovery projects: 4.565 megawatts 3,500 volts 
Waste-to-energy incinerators: NA megawattS 



Facility Name: Autumn Hills Recycling & Disposal Facility 

County: Ottawa Location: Town: 5N Range: 14W Section(s): ~ 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: 181 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 Waste Management of 
Michigan. Inc. 

Operating Status Waste Types Received 
181 open 181 residential 
0 closed 181 commercial 
181 licensed 181 industrial 
0 unlicensed 181 construction & demolition 
181 construction permit 181 contaminated soils 
D open, but closure 181 special wastes* 

Pending D 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, filterpress 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: 
Total area sited for use: 
Total area permitted: 
Operating: 
Not excavated: 

Current capacity: 
Estimated lifetime: 
Estimated days open per year: 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

Annual energy production: 
Landfill gas recovery projects: 
Waste-to-energy incinerators: 

314 
197 
99.3 
35.1 
64.2 

20.75 mil 
30.2 
286 
500,000. 

NA 
NA 

k-2 

acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

181 tons or o yds3 

years 
days 
181 tons or o yds3 

acres 
acres 



• ACTLITY DESCRfPTIQNS 
Facility Type: Type II Landfill 
Facility Name: People's Landfill 

County: Saginaw Location: Town:.l.QN Range:_2E Section(s): ll 
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: NIA 
_Public X Private Owner: USA Waste/Waste Management 

Operating Status (check) 
X open 

closed 
X li~ 

unlicensed 
construction pemtit 
open, but closure 
pending 

Waste Types Received (cbeck: all that apply) 
X residential 
X commercial 
X industrial 
X const:ructi.on & demolition 
X contaminated soils 
X special wastes • 

other._ 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific Jist and/or conditions: 
asbestos, sludge, soil, ash 

~ite Size: 
Total area of facility property: 

·Total area sited for use: 
r otal area pennitted: 
Operating: 
Not excavated: 

Current capacity: 
Estimated lifetime: 
Estimated days open per year: 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

(i.f applicable) 
Annual energy production: 
Landfill gas recovery projects: 
Waste-to-energy incinerators: 

ill 
1.lQ. 
m 
..L 
JQQ 

S 3Ql.!2!1 
.1.Q 
254 

J.2Q.Q 

acres 
acres 
acres 

acres 
acres 

_tons or X ycJsl 
years 
days 
X tons or _ycJsl 

megawatts 
megawatts 

Nore: People's Landfill has been approved by the Site Review Committee in 1993 for a S3 acre expansion. The permit was 
issued in 1993, but it has lapsed. People's bas 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 Landfill and Taymouth LandfiJl. 
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

. 1ity Type: Type II 
~~-----------------------------------------------------------------

Facility Name Saginaw Valley Landfill 

County: Saginaw Location: Town: T11N Range: R3E Sections(s) NW1/4 Sec.1 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: 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 

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: 

Sludge, Ash 

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: 
/. 

None 

l-2 

residential 

commercial 

industrial 

construction & demolition 

contaminated soils 

specials wastes * 

other: 

84.25 acres 

90 acres 

51 acres 

acres 

acres 

tons or yds3 

one year 

260 days 

240,000 tons or -y4&3 

megawatts ---------
megawatts ---------
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Fa~eyTy~:_T~y~pe __ n __________________________________________________________ __ 

Faciley Name Taymouth Landfill 

County: Saginaw Location: Town: 10N Range: SE Sections(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 X 

Operating Status (check) 

X 

X 

X 

open 

closed 

licensed 

unlicensed 

construction permit 

open, but closure 

pending 

Private Owner: fZ;g .PG X? L,...t y 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

residential 

commercial 

industrial 

construction & demolition 

contaminated soils 

specials wastes * 

other: 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: 

Asbestos 

Site Size: 

Total area of fa~ey property: 

Total area sited for use: 

Total area permitted: 

Operating: 

Not excavated: 

Current capacity: 

Estimated lifetime: 

Estimated days open per year: 

Estimated year1y disposal volume: 

(if applicable) 

Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: 

Waste-to-energy incinerators: 

Notes: 

Final height is 730 feet above sea level. 

120 feet above ground level. 

Grazing livestock after closure 

1-3 

138.89 

43 

25 

15 

10 

1.3M.CY 

7-8 
260 

216,000 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

acres 

leA& 

years 

days 

leA& 

or 

or 

yds3 

yds3 

Granger Elect. 

Methane Plant 



{ 

FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 
?"'"". 

1'- ... .,ulty Type: Recycle and Disposal Facility - Non-hazardous 

Facility Name: Venice Park Recycling and Disposal Facility 

County: Shiawassee Location: Town: 7N 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: X 

Range: 4E Sections(s} 27 

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 

Operating Status (check} 

X 

·-\ 

open 

closed 

licensed 

unlicensed 

construction permit 

open, but closure 

pending 

Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc. 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply} 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X - X 

residential 

commercial 

industrial 

conslruction & demolition 

contaminated soils 

specials wastes • 

other: Non-hazardous liquids for solidification 

* Explanation of special wastes, including 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,asbestos. 

Site Size: 

Total area of facility property: 331 acres 

Total area sited for use: 80 acres 

Total area permitted: 69 acres 

Operating: 41 acres 

Not excavated: 2.5 acres 

Current capacity: 1,300,000 teRs or yds3 bank remaining 

Estimated lifetime: 2.5 years 

Estimated days open per year: 286 days 

Estimated yearly disposal volume: 526,000 teA& or yds3 

(if applicable} 

Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: 12,500 megawatts 

Waste-to-energy incinerators: 

m 
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fi'ACILITY PESCRlPTJONS 

Facility Type: Type 11 Landfill 

facility Name: Arbor HiJJs Landfill 

Coumy: WasJatcnaw Location: Town: JS Range: 7E Scction(s): 13 - - -
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: L_ Ve~ No 

If facUlty is an tnclnct'81or or a Tramdcr Shtlion, Jist the fimd disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or Transfer 
Station wasles:: . n/a 

Jtublic: .. £. Private 
Owner: Drowning Jle.rris Industries, lnc. 

Opcratint, Status (cbcck) 

.I open 
closed 
licensed 
unlicensed 
eonsli'Uction permit 
open, bul closure 
pending 

Waste Types Received (clu~ck all that apply) 
.I residentinl 

.I commercial 

.I 

" " ./ 
./ 

industrial 
constlllction & demolition 
eontammated soils 
S):iecia1 wasles * 
other. lncineratur ash, asbestos, foundry sand, 

wastewater sludges, trees and stumps. 

• Explanation of special wasles, including a specific list and/or conditions: 

Site Size: 
Total area offac:iUty property: 
Total area site-d for use: 
'l"otal area pennitled: 
Operating: 

,' Nbt excavated: 

\__ .· Curret1l capacity: 
Estimalcd lifetime.~: 
Estimated days open ~""'~" yc11r: 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

Annual ener~y praductian: 
J .nndfiiJ f!.3l' recovery prajoets: 
Wosle-to-et\ergy incinerators: 

Propuscd u~es of facility site af\er closure: 

337 acres 
-~~acres 

217 ag-es 

U3 acres 
104 acres 

~,177[8lmgy' 
11.6 years 
264 days 

3.500.000 r.11bic yards 

_!!_megawatts 
n/a megawans 

not available 

The Arbor Hills l..nndfill i!! located at the Southwest corner ofNapjer and Six Mile !toads in Salem 'township, easily 
ae\:Cssiblc by 1-27.5 and M-14. The landfill is owned Dnd operated by Browning FerrJs Industries of SOutheast 
Michigan (":Rf'l"). 

·n1e Arbor Hills B\cility consists of Arbor Bills East; a 161 am closed landfill, and Arbor HiJJs West, a337 acre ~clive 
ktndfliJ. The Arbor Hills Landfill was started in 1910 by IloJioway Sand and GntvcJ. Th'~ firsl development, now 
referred to as Arbor Hills 'Ea$\, was started as a gravel extraetion operation. The site was then Jincd with cJay and 
permitted es a sanitary landfill. JloJJoway also designed and pcJJ'IJjllt:d Arbor Hills West as & clay lined sanitary landlill 
under Michigan Act 641. 

Prior to any conslnJCCion bcginnin~ em Arhur Hills West end wbcn Arbor HiJJs ~st was approximately half filled, 
Holloway Sand and Ot·avcl S<'lld the entire: si1c to 'AFI. RFI continued to operate Arbor HiUsllasl and began construction 
of Arbor IliJJs West Q;IJ J. Br'J also improved the design of Arbor IUDs West by upgrading the liner system t<" a double 
composite liner. each consisting of throe ft:el r~ompacf.W clay amd a 60 mil bigb density polyethylene (JIDri!) liner. 

Jn I 990. BFI closed l)le Arbor Hills Ra~ fncility per MDNR regu1a.tlon!:. They Installed active gas extraction and 
lcaclnlle co11cction systems in Arbor Hills J~st. remedJated tbe area to the east of the landfill, and made numerous 
impmvcmcnt lo t11e design and operation of the landfill. 

n-1 



'l11c Arbor llills Wc~t El'panded facility was pennined after the 1989 County Solid Waste Plan Update, and has become 
the 1ons,-tcrm disposal site fctr Wnshtcnaw County waste. Jt is c:on:~tnrctcd with a double c;ompositc liner, ttntl is 
equipped with cnvirunmcnla1 controls \hal include leachate coUection a~nd leak de~tion systems, brruundwatcr 
monitoring, and a metfrane gas management system. 

'llte landfills are just one part of a larger complex in what is now called "The Arbor Hills Center for Resource 
Management." Other facilities on site include a material recovery facility, compost site, wood chifllling operation, 
methane gas recovery plant. and an education center .. Additional i1lformalion on the recycling and compostios facilities 
can be found in Section Ill. 

Washtcnaw C".ounty ball c.."lllcrc\1 in1.t1 11 Jons. term 11grccmcnt with BFI thll\ gmsnmtccs djsposal cap11city for all waste 
generated within Washlcnaw County through June of2015. In addition, the agreement calls for a capacity fee to be 
paid to the County tbat helps finance local waste reductiQnl!nd nNyvling prugnuns. A copy uftht: agm::mrnt is 
included in .1\ppcndi" D. 
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Anuwn n ...... ..., _.,...,.. --· .,.,. ___ -···-·- .... -- __ , _,., 

OVERALL SITE FACILITIES 
(F'OR INF'ORMA TION ONLY - NOT PART OF" ARBOR HILLS 

WEST EXPANDED SANITARY LANOF'ILL LICENSE APPLICAnON) 

-

ATTACHMENT A 

COMPOST 
AREA 

PAGE 3 OF .3 

W. SIX MILE ROAD 

L.ANOF'ILL AREA 
SEE SHEETS 
1 AND 2 FOR 
DETAILED 
INFORM A TJQN 

(. 
) 

....,_ PROPERTY UNE (TYP ) 

LAGOONS 

1" = 1000' 

l 
I 

__! . 
DETENTION 

POND 

L l 
DD-rNPOES OUTFAU. 001 

~ 0 • 
GAS ... 
PROCESSING Cb 
F' ACIUTY /F'LAR ~ 

COMMUNIT'r 
LEARNING-

~ CENTER 

~ 

-

WOOD 
p PROCESSING 

MATERIAL 
RECOVERY 
FACILITY -

TRIBUTARY TO~HNSON ORAIN _ .... 

~ MANHOLE CONNECTION 
TO NORTI-IVJLLE TOWNSHIP 
SEWER SYSTEM -
OlSCHARGE TO THE EASi. 
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J)AT ...\ BAS F. 

FAClUTY l>llSCRlPTIONS 

Facility 1'ypc: Transfer Station 

Facility Nsme: City of Ann Arbor Tr~!Jsler Statton 

C'.oun!y: Washtcn"'!: Location: Town: JS Range: tAt Section(s): IS 

Map identitying location included in Attachment Section: _ L. _Yes _ No 

lf facilily is an lncincratt'ir or a Transfer Station, li~l t11c final disp0$01 site and location for lncinerntor ash or Transfer 
Stillion w~stcs: ~··. JJiUs Llln_dllll; Salem Township, Mtth~~n 

. £_ Pull lie . . L_l>rlvate 
Owner: fnrtncfl5bip; owned by City of Ann "''·bor; operated \,Y. Re~ource Rcc-.1vecy Systems 

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
.t open .t residential 

closed .I commercial 
licensed 
unlicensed 
eans1n1c1ion permil 
npcn, but closure 
pcuding 

industrial 
con!ltructiotl & demolitinn 
contsmiootctl soils 
special wastes • 
olhe1·: 

• F.xpJanaliQn ofspcciHI wastes, including a specJfic Jist and/or COJlditions: 

Site Si7.e: 
Total orca or facility property: 
Total area sited for use: 
Total aren ,,crmiUcd: 
Openuing: 
Not c:.xcavatcd: 

Curt'Cnl capadty: 
Estimated litetimc: 
Jlstimated day~ Clfli."Jl per year: 
Estimated yearly dispus<~l volume; 

Atmu~tl energy production: 
LandliiJ gas recovery llrujccts: 
Wa.~c·to-enorgy incinerators: 

Proposed us~ offocility site at\er closure: 

ll_aeres 
gacres 
.!£.acres 
nla acres 
!!£!.acr~ 

nta 0 tons or Oyds 1 

ZO yeHrs 
260days 
50,000 TONS 

!!!!_ mc~&wHlls 
n/a mcgltwatts 

not availabJe 

·The City of Ann Arbor Tnmsfer Slation is lot~ttcd on the ~ile oflhc closed Ann Arbor Landfill. The faeility is owned by 
the City l•f Ann Arbor and QJ>erctt~ by Rc~uurce Recovery Systems through o pubJic·private partnership. Officiftlly 
opened in September 1995, tl1c building nlso cncompassc.\ A Material Recovery Facility. Over 250 llms of solid wostc 
and 75 tons ofrecyclnhlcs 11re processed attltc facility e:lch day .. Additional infonmttion on the Mttterial Recovcl)' 
Facility can be found hJ Section Ul. 

The trnnsfcr sial ion accepts bollt residential and commercial solid waste generalcd withm the City of Ann Arbor. Jn 
nddition. the University of Michigan has si~ncd a ten-year agree1ncnt to deliver materinls tu the facility .. The 1~cility 
bas the capncily to accommndate additional customers, and the operator js aolivcJy marketing the service. 



FAC)LlTY DeSCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: Tnudcr St1tfion 

FacUJty Name: VIJJogc of Chelsea l'rorufcl' Station 

County: Washtennw l.ocation: Town: lS 'Ronge: ~Scctiou(s): ~ 

Map identifying location include.d in Attachment Sectinn: _L_ Ve!> _No 

Iffllcllity ir. an lncincralnr or 11 Tnmsfcr Stattion, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or lransfer 
Stnrion wnstes: t\rbor )fills l.andliiJ, Salem TownslaiJ) Michigan 

____L Public __ Private 
Owner. Vj)JIIgC orChelsc!l 

Operating Status (check) 
./ open 

closccl 
./ licensed 

unlicensed 
construction pcm1il 
open, but closure 
pcrldiug 

Waste Typc!i Received (check all thllt apply) 
./ residential 
./ commercial 

industrial 
constmction & dcmoliti011 
contaminated sons 
special wast'--s • 
other: 

• Explanation of special wastes, including a specific Jist and/or conditions: 

Site Size: 
Total area offacility property: 
Total arell sited for usc: 
Total area permitted: 
Operating: 
Not excavated: 

Current capacity: 
Estimated lifetime: 
~limaled days open per year: 
Hslin10ted yearly disposal volume: 

Annual energy production: 
l.andfill gas recovery projcCL'I: 
Wasle·t~energy incinerators: 

80 acr~ 

~9. acres 
!Q_aci-elS 
~acres 
!{!_acres 

n/a D ton~ nr Qyd~~ 
~ean 
208 days 
25,000 TONS 

n/a mcgawaus 
n/a megawalls 

Proposed \Jses of1ileility ~ile after cln!:ure: not nvallable 

The vmage of Chelsea Transfer Station is located at 8027 Werkner Road in Lyndon Township, adjacent to tl1c closed 
Chelsea Landfill. After 1hejr landfill closed in J 99 J, the Village of Chelsea wa~ required to find alternative diJ;po~l 
sjtes fhr wH!Ile generated by citb.cns and busincscse!!. 111c Arbor Hills landfill in Salem Township wos selected. Located 
over 4S miles KWll)', an economical means uftran!!pnrhstion W11S needed. Jn 1994thc Chelsea Transfer SUsliou ws!! 
opened on the site of the closed landfill, to meet the needs of the Village and the citizens of adjacent Townships. 

n-3 
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( FACILITY DESCRI'PTIONS 

Facility Type: 

Facility Name: 

County: Wayne 

T~UJdudfiU 

Carleton Farms 

Location: Town:J.,L.Range: 8 E 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: L81Yes 

Section(s): 36 _ • 

0No 

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location for Incinerator ash or 

Transfer Station wastes : 

0Public 181Private Owner: eitv Mmmgement €em. ~f'Q ~·i. c... 

Qperating Status (check) 
181 open 
0 closed 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
l8l residential 
~ commercial 

181 licensed 181 industrial 
0 unlicensed 181 construction &. demolition 
t8J construction permit 
0 open, but closure 
0 pending 

181 contaminated soils 
[gl special wastes * 
~ other: Incinerator ash 

"' Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: 
Asbestos. slud\!e 

Site Size: 
Totll.l area of facility property: 
Total area sited for use 
Total area penniucd: 

Operating: 
Not excavated:_ 

Current capacity: 
Estimated lifetime: 
E8timated days open per year: 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

(if applicable) 
Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery prqjects: 
WastNo-energy incinerators: 

S6S 
388 
32 
jL 

356 

23.674.000 
....1L 

312 
3.144,620 

o-1 

acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

0 tons or 181 yds, 
years 
days 
0 tons or 181yds3 

megawatts 
megawatts 



FACILITY DBSCRIPTJONS 

Facility Type: TvPe n I.andfin 

Facility Name: _ RiVeryjew Land Preserve 

County: Wayne Location: Town:...!..S.._Range: 10 E Section(s): 11 & 12 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: t2:1Yes 0No 

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the fmal disposal site and location for .Incinerator ash or 

Transfer Station wastes : ~ 

[8JPublic OPtivate Owner: _ C.,..., c?-\= K' v 2 ~U .l e LV 

rrating Sta~heck) 

0 closed 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply} 
[81 residential 
181 commercial 

181 liCCI1Sed f8l industrial 
0 unlicensed 181 constrUCtion & demolition 
0 construction permit t8l contaminated soils 
0 open, but closure 
0 pending 

[81 special wastes "' 
t8l other: Type II wastes 

• &planation or special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: 

Site Size: 
Total area of facility propeny: 
Total area sited for usc 
Total area permitted: 

Operating: 
Not excavated:. 

Current capacity: 
Estimated lifetitne: 
Estimated days open per year: 

··Estimated yearly disposal volume: 

(if applicable) 
Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery projects: 
Waste-to-energy incinerators: 

404.95 
239.SS 

..mJ. 
~ 
~ 

l7,8m 
.1§ 
306 
M 88Q.OOO 

max2.400 
liLA.. 

o-2 

acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

0 lons or 181 y~ 
yean 
days 
0 tons or 181yds3 

megawatts 
megawatts 

( 



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: 

Facility Name: 

County: Wayne 

Type II Sanitarv Landfill 

Sauk Trail Hms J..andffiJ 

Location: Town:_l.LRange:.J.lL Section(s): _ 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: [giVes 0No 

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, list the final disposal site and location lor Incinerator ash or 

Tran..,fer Station wastes : ~ 

OPublic 181Private Owner: Wavne Disposal -Canton. Jnc. Av ·1\ ;·e_J - ~tt.c .. dL \e.~L ~ ~ \ ~ s · (!_l) • ~Q 

Operating Status (check} 
[8] open 
E:J closed 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
~ residential 
~ commercial 

[8] licensed 0 industrial 
0 unlicensed 181 construction & demolition 
t8l construction permit 181 contaminated soils 
0 open, but closure 
0 pending 

181 special wastes"' 
0 other: 

* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: 
Asbestos 

Site Size: 
Total area of facility property: 
Total area sited for UKe 

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: 

200.7 
~ 
~ 
74.3 

M:i. 
19.486,236 

ll 
.:.1!2 
1.838.848 

o-3 

acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

0 tons or ~ yds3 

years 

c:r tons or 181yds3 

megawatts 
megawatts 



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS 

Facility Type: ~-~~ Landfill 

Facility Name: Woodland Meadows Recycling & Disposal Facility 

County:~ Location: Town:_~ ___ Range: _,tg_ ___ Section(s):.....! 

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: ~ Y~s 0 No 

If facility is an Incinerator or a Transfer Station, lisl lhe final disposal site and location for Incinerator a."h nr Transfer 
Station wastes: 

0 Public 181 Private Owner: Waste Management of Michipn. Inc. 

Qperating Statu.11 (check) 
~ open 
0 closed 
181 1iecn.~ 
0 unlicensed 
181 construction pennit 
0 open, but closure 

pending 

Waste Types Received (check all that apply) 
181 residential 
181 commercial 
0 industrial 
181 construction & demolition 
181 contaminated soils 
181 special wastes • 
0 other: 

* Explanation of t.·pecial wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions: 

Site Size: 
Total area of facility property: ~ 
Total area sited ror usc: .lli... 
Total area pennitted: 73.37 

Operating: ru.z 
Not ex:cavated: ~ 

Current capacity: 27.861.000 
Estimated lifetime: .!!! 
Estimated days open per year: m 
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 1.S22.QOO 

(if applicable) 
Annual energy production: 

Landfill gas recovery pr~jects: N..LA 
W asle·tn·energy incinerators: !iLA 

o-4 

acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 
acres 

0 tons or 181yds3 

years 

Citons or 18)yds3 

megawatts 
megawatts 
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