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February 9, 2001

Mr. David J. Domas, Chairperson
Livingston County Board of Commissioners
304 East Grand River Avenue

Howell, Michigan 48843

Dear Mr. Domas:

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) received the locally approved
update to the Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan (Plan) on August 30,
2000. Except for the items indicated below, the Plan is approvable. As outlined in
the October 17, 2000 letter to Mr. John P. Hanifan, Solid Waste Management
Coordinator, Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department, from Ms. Lynn
Dumroese, DEQ, Waste Management Division, and as confirmed by Livingston
County Board of Commissioners’ Resolution Number 1100-320, as transmitted from
you on November 20, 2000, to Ms. Dumroese, the DEQ makes the following
modifications to the Plan:

On page llI-39 and page 111-53, the Plan states Type Il Sanitary Landfills, Type IlI
Sanitary Landfills, and Municipal Solid Waste Incinerators are not authorized to be
sited; however, there is a conflict with this statement because the Plan provides a
means for siting these facilities in Appendix E. Livingston County (County) does not
intend on siting any of these facilities because the County has sufficient capacity for
the planning period; however, in order to reflect the County’s intent, the following
sentence is added to this section:

The County may refuse to utilize its siting mechanism for Type li
Landfills, Type lll Landfills, and Municipal Solid Waste Incinerators if
the County can demonstrate it has at least 66 months of available
capacity in accordance with Section 11537a of Part 115, Solid Waste
Management, of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection
Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (Act 451).

With this modification, the following additional items are also modified in
e Appendix E: ,

o Bage L1 the first paragraph states, “All landfill proposals are then
subject to the following siting criteria.” The information that follows
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Mr. David J. Domas 2 February 9, 2001

this sentence are not siting criteria, but, rather, the requirements for
an administratively complete application. In order to clarify that
items A-J are not siting criteria, this sentence shall state, “All landfill
proposals are then subject to the siting criteria contained in

Section E-2."

Page E-4, item number 1 in the Landfill Siting Criteria section
discusses the opportunity for the County to refuse siting of a facility
as long as 66 months of available capacity has been established. As
written, the requirement to have 66 months of disposal capacity is a
siting criterion. As previously mentioned, Section 11537a of Part 115
states, “If any county is able to demonstrate to the department that it
has at least 66 months of available 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 mechanism itself; therefore, item number 1 is
deleted from the siting criteria.

Page E-5, the first sentence in criterion number 5 states wellhead
protection areas are “defined” by the DEQ. The DEQ approves
wellhead protection areas; therefore, the term “approved by” shall
replace the term “defined by.” Additionally, this criterion is very
general in defining a wellhead protection area. In order to alleviate
any discrepancy, the definition of a wellhead protection area as
written in the Plan is deleted.

Page E-6, criterion number 11 states the developer must include a
signed statement agreeing to provide appropriate bonding to the
road agency. Although the criterion requires the developer to submit
a signed statement, the term “appropriate” leaves room for
interpretation. In order to alleviate any discrepancy, the term
“appropriate” is deleted from this sentence.

Page E-7, the question associated with criterion number 16 states,
“Is specific documentation included?” The criterion designates which
zoning areas are acceptable for the location of a landfill and does not
ask for documentation toe be provided. The question should reflect
the requirement of the criterion; therefore, the question is changed to
state, “Is the site proposed in one of the approvable zoning
classifications as outlined above?”

Page E-7, the question corresponding to criterion number 17 states,
“Is specific documentation included?” Once again, the question
should reflect the criterion. As written, this criterion is whether or not
the proposal is located on land enrolled under Part 361, Farmland
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and Open Space Preservation, of Act 451. The question is changed
1 ' to read, “Is the proposal located on land enrolled under Part 361?”

o Page E-8, criterion number 24 states the Michigan Department of
Health will provide a written demonstration that a contamination
situation exists. There is no Michigan Department of Health;
therefore, the Plan does not assign a party responsible for making
this determination. In order to make this criterion objective and
measurable, the County identified the specific parties who are
responsible for making the determination. This sentence now reads,
“Upon determination by the Livingston County Department of
Environmental Health, Livingston County Drain Commissioner, or the
Department of Environmental Quality...”

o Page E-12, item number 2 and item number 3 state, “The developer
may choose to provide site specific hydrogeological data which
indicates that the upper most aquifer is not in direct contact with the
aquifer supplying the public well(s).” Item number 2 states the
developer will receive 100 points for submitting this data; however,
item number 3 states the developer will only receive 80 points. The
County’s intent was for the developer to receive 100 points if the
developer chooses to provide this site specific data. In order to
alleviate any discrepancy regarding the awarded point value, this
sentence is deleted from item number 3. Reference to the number
of points awarded regarding this criterion is reiterated on page E-13.
For the reasons outlined above, the second paragraph in item
number 3 is also deleted from the Plan.

&5

On page Ili-40, the first paragraph states, “If Livingston County has more than

10 years of disposal capacity available for all waste in the County, no proposed solid

waste landfill or incinerator will be sited or found consistent with this plan.”

Section 11537a of Part 115 of Act 451 allows the County to not use the siting

mechanism as long as the County can demonstrate it has at least 66 months of

—————available-eapacity;-however-ifthe-Plan sets-the threshold-atten-years; the-siting—————————

,process will be operable at that threshold instead of 66 months. The County did not

intend to set the threshold at ten years; therefore, the reference to ten years of

disposal capacity is replaced with 66 months. This comment also applies to step

number 2 on page 1ll-43 and the first paragraph on page I1I-53.

On page lII-54, criterion number 1 identifies specifications for transfer stations

regarding collection and storage of waste. As written, there is room for interpretation

should the County evaluate the material submitted. The County intended on

requiring the developer to submit information regarding the specifications; however,

the County did not intend on evaluating the information. In order to clarify the i
County’s intent, criterion 1 shall read as follows: F
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The developer shall submit data that indicates the proposed collection,
storage, and processes for the removal of liquid waste resulting from
the operation of the facility will be contained in a building. The
developer shall also submit information indicating floors will be sealed
and sloped away from the entrance to prevent the unauthorized
discharge of liquids to groundwater, and collection systems shall be
double contained.

The question for criterion number 1 is also changed to state, “Has the developer
submitted the above information?” These maodifications also apply to criterion number
1 on page IlI-57.

On page 11I-55, the question associated with item number 9 states, “Does the
proposal include staging and parking areas as specified above?” As written, there is
room for interpretation regarding how much staging and parking space will be
needed in order to satisfy this criterion. Section 11538 (3) of Part 115 of Act 451
states siting criteria cannot be subject to interpretation or discretionary acts and, if
met by an applicant, will guarantee a finding of consistency with the Plan. In order to
make this criterion objective and measurable, the requirement shall be the submittal
of a signed statement that indicates the developer agrees to provide staging and
parking areas such that access roads remain free of waiting vehicles. In addition, the
question associated with item number 9 is changed to state, “Has the signed
statement been submitted that indicates the developer’s willingness to provide
staging and parking areas as specified above?” This comment also applies to

criterion number 9 on page |11-58 and ¢riterion number 14 on page E-6,

On page llI-55, the question associated with criterion number 11 states, “Is the site
proposed in a 100 year flood plain?” The Plan states a proposal must receive a “yes”
response for all of the questions associated with the siting criteria in order to be found
consistent with the Plan. As written, this question does not reflect the requirement of
the criterion and would result in a proposal receiving a “no” if it is not located in a
100-year flood plain. The question is modified to read, “Does the proposal specify
the facility is not in a 100-year flood plain?”

On page |II-64, item number 8 in the Local Ordinances section, as written, provides
overly broad authority for adoption and enforcement of local regulations and is not
approvable. Section 11538(8) of Part 115 of Act 451 preempts enforcement of all
local regulation of disposal area location, development, and operation except to the
degree approved by the DEQ as part of the Plan. Item number 8 in the Local
Ordinances section is deleted from the Plan.

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.
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By approving the Plan with modifications, the DEQ has determined that it complies
with the provisions of Part 115 of Act 451 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 of Act 451, 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 Livingston County. If you have any questions, please contact
Ms. Joan Peck, Chief, Solid Waste Program Section, at 517-335-3383.

Sincerely,

s =

Russell J. Harding
Director “

517-373-7917

cc: Staff of 26" Senate District
Representative Judith L. Scranton
Representative Paul N. DeWeese
Mr. Arthur R. Nash Jr., Deputy Director, DEQ
Mr. Timothy R. Sowton, Legislative Liaison, DEQ
Mr. Jim Sygo, DEQ
Ms. Joan Peck, DEQ
Mr. Seth Phillips, DEQ - Shiawassee
Ms. Lynn Dumroese, DEQ
Livingston County File
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LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN

November 20, 2000

Ms. Lynn Dumroese

Waste Management Division

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ)
P.O. Box 30241

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Subiject: Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan - Approval Request

Dear Ms. Dumroese;

In response to your letter dated October 17, 2000, the Livingston County Board of Commissioners
respectfully requests the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to approve the Livingston
County Solid Waste Management Plan with the modifications recommended in your letter. Attached
is an approved resolution of the Livingston County Board of Commissioners stating concurrence
with the recommended changes and requesting plan approval.

It is our understanding that the modifications to the plan, based on your October 17, 2000 letter
would be as follows:

On Page I1I-39 and I1I-59 the Plan would specify that ”...the County may refuse to utilize its
siting mechanism for Type II landfills, Type I landfills, and Municipal Solid Waste
Incinerators if the County can demonstrate it has at least 66 months of capacity in accordance
with Section 11537a of Part 115, Solid Waste Management, of the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended.”

Page E-1, the sentence “All landfill proposals are then subject to the following siting
criteria.” would be modified to read “All landfill proposals are then subject to the siting
criteria in Section E-2".
Page E-4, item number 1 would be deleted.

~ Page E-5, the definition of a wellhead area as written in the plan would be deleted.

Page E-6, criterion number 11, the word “appropriate” would be deleted.

Page E-7, the question associated with criterion number 16 would read
“Is the site proposed in one of the approvable zoning classifications as outlined above?”

Page E-7, the question corresponding to criterion number 17 would be changed to read:
“Is the proposal located on land enrolled under Part 3617?”

Page E-8, criterion number 24 would be changed to read: “Upon determination by the
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MDEQ- Waste Management Division

Livingston County Department of Environmental Health, Livingston County Drain
Commissioner, or the Department of Environmental Quality...”

Page E-12, in items number 2 and 3, the second paragraph would be deleted.

Page III-40 the first paragraph including the reference to 10 years of capacity as a siting
threshold would be changed to 66 months. In addition, other references to 10 years of
capacity on pages III-43, step number 2 and page III-53, paragraph two would be changed
to 66 months.

Page III-54, criterion 1 shall read as follows:
The developer shall submit data which indicates the proposed collection, storage, and
processes for the removal of liquid waste resulting from the operation of the facility
will be contained in a building. The developer shall also submit information
indicating floors will be sealed and sloped away from the entrance to prevent the
unauthorized discharge of liquids to groundwater, and collection systems shall be

double contained.

The question for criterion number 1 shall also read: “Has the developer submitted the above
information?” These modifications also apply to criterion number 1 on page II-57.

Page III-55 the question associated with criterion number 9 shall state “Has the signed
statement been submitted which indicates the developers willingness to provide staging and
parking areas as specified above?” This change shall also apply to criterion number 9 on
page III-58 and criterion number 14 on page E-6.

Page III-55 the question associated with criterion number 11 shall state “Does the proposal
specify the facility is not in a 100 year flood plain?”

Page I1I-64, item number & shall be deleted.

Livingston County looks forward to the Department of Environmental Quality’s approval of its Solid
Waste Management Plan. Please don’t hesitate to contact Livingston County if you have any

questions.

Sincere
9/ ‘(G H

David J. Domas,
Chairperson
Livingston County Board of Commissioners

Enclosure
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RESOLUTION NO: 1100-320

LIVINGSTON COUNTY DATE: November 20, 2000
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING DEQ TO MAKE MODIFICATIONS TQ SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE - DRAIN COMMISSIONER

WHEREAS, the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) reviewed the locally
approved Livingston County Solid Waste Plan; and

WHEREAS, the MDEQ supplied comments in a letter dated October 17, 2000 to the Solid Waste
Coordinator about the plan that needed addressing before the plan could be approved;

and

WHEREAS, the Solid Waste Coordinator reviewed the comments and is recommending the Board of
Commissioners concur with the MDEQ recommended modifications and allow the
MDEQ to administratively make the modifications referred to in the letter date October

17, 2000, and :

WHEREAS, making the modifications will have no significant impact on the original intent of the
Locally Approved Plan and will allow the Livingston County Solid Waste Plan to be

approved by the MDEQ

THEREFORE BE ITRESOLVED that the Livingston County Board of Commissioners agrees to have
the MDEQ include the modifications referred to in the letter dated October 17, 2000, so

that the Livingston County Solid Waste Plan can be approved by the DEQ.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Chairman is authorized to sign the MDEQ response letter

dated forinclusion in the Solid Waste Management Plan upon review and approval of civil

counsel.
# # #
MOVED: Commissioner Rogers CLERK'S CERTIFICATE
o STATE OF MICHIGAN County of Livingston
SUPPORTED: Commissioner LaBelle I, Margaret M. Dunleavy, Clerk

of said County and Clerk of the

44th Circuit Court, do hereby certify

. o this copy as a correct and true

cc: Drain Commissioner record of the original document

remaining on file in my office.

Dated and sealed: Aousrsee.2/ , 2000 .
Margaret M. Dunleavy, County Clerk

G S AL 2 , Deputy

CARRIED: 7-0-2 absent
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LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN

Solid Waste Coordination Department
304 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell, M1 48843
Tel (517) 545-9609 Fax (517) 546-6657

email: lcsw@ismi.net
John P. Hanifan
Coordinator
MEMORANDUM . 8 &
+ S 3§
(e =
123
TO: Lynn Dumroese, d o =
Waste Management Division b I ]

Department of Environmental Quality

P.O. Box 30241
Lansing, Michigan 48909

FROM:  John P. Hanifan <QYLVC\L;%/"‘

Livingston County Soliq¢ Waste Coordinator
RE:; Submission of Locally Approved Plan
DATE: August 28, 2000

Enclosed is the locally approved Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan Update. I look
forward to receiving the Department of Environmental Quality’s approval of Livingston County’s

Plan. Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

Enclosure

cc:(cover letter only)
Livingston County Board of Commissioners

All Livingston County Local Governments
Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee

Livingston County Solid Waste Management Committee
Robert Block, Livingston County Administrator

N “REDUCE....REUSE....RECYCLE... . RETHINK?~”

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



1997 PLAN UPDATE COVER PAGE

The Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (NREPA), Part 115, Solid
Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, requires that each County have a Solid Waste Management
Plan Update (Plan) approved by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). Section 11539a
requires the DEQ to prepare and make available a standardized format for the preparation of these Plan updates.
This document is that format. The Plan should be prepared using this format without alteration. Please refer to
the document entitled "Guide to Preparing the Solid Waste Management Plan Update"” for assistance in

completing this Plan format.

DATE SUBMITTED TO THE DEQ: Locally Approved Plan submitted August 25, 2000
If this Plan includes more than a single County, list all counties participating in this Plan.
Not Applicable

The following lists all the municipalifies from outside the County who have requested and have been accepted to be
included in the Plan, or municipalities within the County that have been approved to be included in the Plan of
another County according to Section 11536 of Part 115 of the NREPA. Resolutions from all involved County
boards of commissioners approving the inclusion are included in Appendix E.

Not Applicable

DESIGNATED PLANNING AGENCY PREPARING THIS PLAN UPDATE:
Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department

304 E. Grand River Avenue

Howell, MI 48843

CONTACT PERSON: John P. Hanifan,
Solid Waste Management Coordinator

ADDRESS: Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department
304 E. Grand River Avenue
Howell, MI 48843
PHONE: (517) 545-9609 FAX: (517) 546-6657
E-MAIL: lesw(@ismi.net '

_—_——e

CENTRAL REPOSITORY LOCATION(S): Solid Waste Coordination Department, 304 E. Grand
River, Howell, MI 48843
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following summarizes the solid waste management system selected to manage solid waste within the County. In
case of conflicting information between the executive summary and the remaining contents of the Plan update, the
information provided in the main body of the Plan update found on the following pages will take precedence over the
executive summary.

This Plan has been prepared on behalf of Livingston County and its municipalities under the provisions
of Part 115 of Act No. 451 of the Public Acts of 1994, as amended, known as the Natural Resources.and
Environmental Protection Act. This Plan addresses the solid waste management needs of Livingston
County for the five-year planning period and ensures that all non-hazardous waste generated is collected,
recovered, processed and disposed of in a manner consistent with state law.

The planning area includes all of the municipalities in Livingston County.
The Plan was developed to meet three primary goals:

GOAL 1
Develop and implement an integrated solid waste management program which protects public health by

maximizing environmental and economic benefits.

GOAL 2
Develop and implement mechanisms to control illegal dumping by providing incentives and educatlon to
prevent illegal dumping from occurring,

GOAL 3
Build an educated public where citizens are informed about and understand solid waste management issues

and concerns.

The current population of Livingston County is estimated at 144,000 people. The population is expected
to increase over the next ten years to approximately 180,000. Livingston County is currently generating
385,000 cu/yds of residential, commercial and industrial waste. This figure is expected to increase to
498,000 by the year 2008. Waste projections were based on waste generation rates developed during
previous planning periods, actual Livingston County waste hauler data and EPA waste generation factors.

Currently, all waste is exported to neighboring counties that host large, regional landfills. Major waste
generation centers in Livingston County include the Grand River Corridor, traveling southeast of the City
of Howell, along Grand River Avenue through Genoa Township and into the City of Brighton. This area
is the most densely populated and contains the largest commercial and industrial developments in
Livingston County. Also, the growing townships of Hamburg, Green Oak and Brighton are significant
waste generation centers. ‘

Livingston County is centrally located to most of the major urban areas in Michigan: Wayne County (City
of Detroit), Oakland County, Genessee County (City of Flint), Washtenaw County (Cities of Ann Arbor
and Ypsilanti) and Ingham County (City of Lansing); and is bisected by major highways: I-96, US-23, and
M-59. Therefore, it is a desirable commuter location.

Livingston County has experienced an increase in the number of communities involved in recycling and

I-1



waste reduction programs since the 1992 Plan Update. Five communities have a waste hauling contract
which includes curbside recycling. The remaining communities rely on subscription services for curbside
waste collection. Twelve communities conduct clean-up days collecting white goods, tires, bulk items and

scrap metal. ¢

The Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department conducted a pilot program for Household

Hazardous Waste Collection in 1998. This program is funded by the Livingston County Board of
Commissioners and will continue in 1999.

CONCLUSIONS

This plan concludes that the existing solid waste management system is a cost-effective and
environmentally sound system that serves the needs of Livingston County’s residents, businesses and
industry. The plan did identify that an increase in resource recovery and waste reduction can further
increase the economic and environmental benefits of the selected system. As communities continue to -
grow, it is anticipated that more communities will opt for contracted waste collection services, therefore |
increasing the number and kind of recycling and/or composting programs in Livingston County.

SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

The Selected Alternative consists of private collection of residential, commercial and industrial wastes
through contracts with municipalities, businesses or directly with individual county residences. Private
companies also provide recycling and/or composting services in the same manner.

Livingston County will maintain its current system of waste management, while attempting to increase
waste reduction and resource recovery efforts.

Waste that is not recovered or diverted is disposed of in licensed sanitary landfills in adjoining counties
where significant landfill capacity exists. Solid wastes disposal facilities in Southeast and Mid-Michigan
have sufficient regional capacity. Consequently, many counties are expanding their allowable
import/export of solid waste. The opening ofthe marketplace and facility expansions will allow Livingston
County to exceed the capacity requirements of Act 451 for the current five year planning period and

beyond
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OVERALL VI EW OF THE COUNTY (attach additional pages as necessary)

Township or Population % Land Use % of Economic Base* _
Municipality Name Rural Urban Ag For Ind Com Other
Brighton, City of _6.690 33 45 e 0 9 52 39
Brighton Township 15,689 63 37 3 0 25 26 46
Cohoctah Township _3.161 93 A 37 o0 _8 37 16
Conway Township _2.227 96 4 65 0 9 10 15
Deerfield Township _3.566 93 1 45 0 0 37 18
Fowlerville, Village of 2734 62 38 1 0 10 40 49
Genoa Township 12.769 78 22 2 0 _17 39 _52
Green Oak Township 14,000 76 24 1 0 34 25 _41
Hamburg Township 16,587 78 22 2 0 4 33 24
Handy Township _3.807 93 7 8 0 30 _12 50
Hartland Township _7.926 83 17 9 0 3 28 61
Howell, City of 9415 50 50 0 0 20 15 _65
Howell Township _5.036 85 15 10 0 39 27 25
Iosco Township _ 2,186 95 _5 58 0 _6 28 9
Marion Township 5,838 88 12 23 _0 13 21 43
Oceola Township _5.812 87 13 33 0 6 26 35
Pinckney, Villagv e _1.694 65 35 0 o0 _4 66 30
Putnam Township 5137 90 10 1 0 2 16 81
Tyrone Township _8.002 81 19 50 0 _6 20 24
Unadilla Township 3.282 94 -6 13 0 9 34 44

* Ag = Agriculture; For = Forestry; Ind = Industry; Com = Commercxal Oth = All Other Economic Bases Additional listing, if

necessary, are listed on an attached page.
Source: Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG); Livingston County Dept of Planning
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

To comply with Part 115 and its requirements, each Plan must be directed toward goals and objectives based on the
purposes stated in Part 115, Sections 11538.(1)(a), 11541.(4) and the State Solid Waste Policy adopted pursuant to this
Section, and Administrative Rules 711(b)(i) and (ii). At a minimum, the goals must reflect two major purpeses of Solid
Waste Management Plans:

(1) To utilize to the maximum extent possible the resources available in Michigan's solid waste stream
through source reduction, source separation, and other means of resource recovery and;

(2) to prevent adverse effects on the public health and the environment resulting from improper solid waste
collection, transportation, processing, or disposal, so as to protect the quality of the air, the land, and ground
and surface waters.

This Solid Waste Management Plan works toward the following goals through actions designed to meet the objectiveés
described under the respective goals which they support:

GOAL 1
Develop and implement an integrated solid waste management program which protects public

health by maximizing environmental and economic benefits.

OBJECTIVES:

1. Provide technical assistance to communities choosing waste hauling contracts. (

2. Continue County participation and/or coordination of a household hazardous waste collection and
education program.

3. Develop a model “Volume-Based” pricing ordinance and encourage local municipalities to adopt it.

4. Encourage the County and local governments to support recycling through policy actions, funding
and their own purchasing and waste disposal activities.

5. Encourage community specific pilot start-up programs as a vehicle for starting waste reduction,

composting and recycling in the county.

6. Assist the commercial and industrial sector by conducting free and voluntary waste audits and by
implementing pollution prevention programs.

7. Encourage and assist communities in participating in Michigan’s “Wellhead Protection Program”.

8. Develop landfill and facility siting criteria that emphasize issues of local concern such as planning,
zoning and land use patterns rather than technical and physical criteria.

9. Continue to fund and support a full-time County Solid Waste Coordinator

10. Continue the roll of the Solid Waste Management Committee.
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GOAL 2
Develop and implement mechanisms to control illegal dumping provide incentives and education

to prevent illegal dumping from occurring.

OBJECTIVES:
1.  Continue to provide technical and financial support for communities that host large-item

drop-offs and tire collections.

2. Develop a county-wide illegal dumping task force consisting of community leaders, public and
private sector and law enforcement officials.

3. Improve the enforcement ofillegal dumping by developing model ordinances which provide for fines
and other penalties and encourage local communities to adopt and enforce it.

GOAL3
Build an educated public where citizens are informed about and understand solid waste

management issues and concerns.

OBJECTIVES
1. Encourage the County to maintain and expand a comprehensive education and information

campaign to improve public awareness of solid waste management and household hazardous
waste.

2. Expand the educational campaign efforts of the Solid Waste Coordination Department
through a comprehensive waste reduction guide, radio, newspapers, flyers and other media.

3. Encourage backyard composting by developing a comprehensive training and education
program through the Master Composters program.
4, Educate residents about the existing composting programs available in Livingston County.




SECTION II

DATABASE




Identification of sources of waste generation within the county, total quantity of solid waste generated to be
disposed, and sources of information. (Attach additional pages as necessary)

Residential, commercial and industrial waste projections were based on waste generation rates developed
during previous planning periods, actual Livingston County waste hauler data and EP A waste generation
factors. Wastewater treatment sludges are not included because they are land applied in Livingston
County.

Table II-1
Livingston County
Solid Waste Disposal Volume Estimates

WASTE TYPE CURRENT 5 YEAR 10 YEAR
ANNUAL ANNUAL VOLUME ANNUAL
VOLUME (yds? (yds) VOLUME
(yds)
(1998) (2003)
(2008)
RESIDENTIAL 252,815 286,436 316,249
COMMERCIAL 97,235 118,301 143,520
INDUSTRIAL : 34,767 36,649 38,446
TOTAL WASTE GENERATED 384,817 441,386 498,215

Note: 1ton =3 cubic yards. Source: MDEQ Plan Format Guidebook, 1997.

Residential waste calculated using a multiplier of 3.2 Ibs/person/day (365 days/year)
Commeicial waste calculated using a multiplier of 5.76 lbs/employee/day (260 days/year)
Industrial waste calculated using a multiplier of 10.6 Ibs per employee per day (260 days/year)

Livingston County does not anticipate major problems associated with managing the solid waste generated
within the county. There is a considerable amount of landfill capacity in Southeast and Mid-Michigan.
It is anticipated that as Livingston County grows, the number and kind of recycling, composting and
resource recovery programs will also grow, helping to offset the increase in population and waste
generated. :

TOTAL QUANTITY OF SOLID WASTE GENERATED:
384,817 OTons or B Cubic Yards in_1998 (identify unit of time)

TOTAL QUANTITY OF SOLID WASTE NEEDING DISPOSAL*
304.885 [1Tons or & Cubic Yards in _1998 (identify unit of time)

*See Page III-23 for resource conservation efforts, equal to 79,932 cubic yards.



SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREAS
Inventory and description of all solid waste dispesal areas within the County or to be utilized by the County to meet

its dispesal needs for the planning period.

The following is a summary of those licensed solid waste disposal facilities, including transfer stanons,
processing facilities and landfills that are serving or may serve Livingston County’s solid waste disposal

needs. For more specific information, please refer to the Facility Description Section.

Livingston County Licensed Disposal Facilities

Two licenced solid waste facilities exist in Livingston County:

Mister Rubbish Resource Recovery Facility.: The Mister Rubbish Facility is a privately owned and
operated material recovery facility and transfer station located in Green Oak Township. The facility
processes and transfer residential, commercial, industrial and construction/demolition waste. The facility
began operating in 1991. The facility receives approximately 120,000 tons of waste annually from all
sources, including 60,000 tons of Livingston County Waste. Waste i$ then transferred to either Arbor
Hills in Washtenaw County or Woodland Meadows in Wayne County.

Len's Rubbish Material Recovery Facility: The Len's Rubbish Facility is a privately owned and operated
construction and demolition waste processing and transfer facility located in Hamburg Township. The
facility is licensed to process and transfer construction and demolition waste only. The facility opened in
1997 The facility receives approximately 20,000 yds® of waste per year. Waste is then transferred to
Arbor Hills in Washtenaw County.

Disposal Facilities utilized in other Counties (

Washtenaw County: The Arbor Hills Landfill located in Salem Township is authorized to
receive up to 750,000 yds’ per year of solid waste from Livingston County. This is a 936-acre site with
a permitted area of 217 acres. Based on a remaining capacity of 30,500,000 cubic yards the landfill has

17.6 years of life remaining.

Shiawassee County: The Venice Park Landfiil located in Venice Township in Shiawassee County is

authorized to receive up to 750,000 cubic yards of solid waste per year from Livingston County. This site
currently has 2,000,000 cubic yards of capacity pending expansion plans that will increase the capacity an
additional 13,000,000 cubic yards. The expansion will increase the life of the facility from 2 years to 25

years.

Genessee County: Genesee County is authorized to receive waste from Livingston County. There are
two disposal sites in Genesee County which could receive Livingston County waste: 1) Brent Run, with
14,000,000 cubic yards of capacity or 30 + years of life remaining. 2) Citizens’ Dlsposal with 5,300,000

cubic yards of capacity or 25 years of life remaining.

Lenawee County:  The Adran Landfill in Lenawee County is authorized to receive waste from’
Livingston County. The Adrian Landfill has approximately 1,540,000 cubic yards of permitted airspace
and an estimated lifespan of approximately 7 years. An expansion is being proposed that would increase
the life span to 23 years. P
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Oakland County Oakland County is authorized to receive up to 174,500 cubic yards of solid waste
per year. The Eagle Valley Recycle and Disposal Facility landfill currently has 4,700,000 cubic yards or
5.5 years of capacity remaining.

Clinton/Ingham*: The two landfills in Clinton County are currently authorized to receive up to 20,000
cubic yards of solid waste per year from Livingston County. The Granger Watertown facility has a
current capacity of 7,617,000 cubic yards or 32 years of estimated remaining life. The Granger Wood
Street landfill has a current capacity of 10,981,000 cubic yards of capacity or 34 years of remaining life.
*Because one of the disposal facilities contains propérty in both Ingham and Clinten, both counties are listed.

Wayne: Woodland Meadows in Wayne County is authorized to receive Livingston County Waste.
Woodland Meadows has approximately 26,520,800 cubic yards of capacity or 19.8 years of remaining life.

Jackson County: The McGill Road Landfill has approximately 3,700,000 cubic yards of permitted
airspace and an expected lifespan of 15 years. This facility would be available for Livingston County
waste, provided a contingency agreement is reached with Jackson County.

Cathoun County: The C & C Landfill in Calhoun County is authorized to receive Livingston County
Waste in the event of a shortfall in capacity at the primary facilities/authorized counties listed above. C&C
has approximately 7,600,000 cubic yards of airspace or 7 years of life remaining.

Monroe County: The Vienna Junction Landfill in Monroe County is authorized to receive Livingston
County Waste in the event of a shortfall in capacity at the primary facilities/authorized counties listed
above. Vienna Junction has approximately 11,400,000 cubic yards of capacity or 25 years of remaining

life




FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Processing And Transfer
Facility Name: Mister Rubbish Recycling Facility
County: Livingston Location: Town: 1 Range: 6E Section(s): 32_

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: [® Yes O No

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

[Public [®] Private Owner: Waste Management, Inc

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[o] open. (¢ residential

O closed (¢ commercial

[e] licensed [®] industrial

O unlicensed [¢] construction & demolition

O construction permit O contaminated soils

E] open, but closure d special wastes *

0 pending O other:

*

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

Total area of facility property: 35 acres
Total area sited for use 12.15 acres
Total area permitted: 12.15 acres
Operating;: . acres
Not excavated: n/a acres
Current capacity: . [0 tons or [lyds®
Estimated lifetime: n/a years
Estimated days open per year: 300 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 120.000 [®] tons or Oyds®
@if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: n/a megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: n/a megawatts
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FACTOLITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type III Transfer and Processing Facility
Facility Name: Len’s Rubbish Material Recovery Facility
County: Livingston Location: Town: 1N _ Range: SE Section(s):25_

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[® Yes [1 No

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

IPublic [® Private Owner: Len’s Rubbish

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[s open (el residential

O closed [¢] commercial

[o] licensed [e] industrial

O unlicensed fe] construction & demolition

O construction permit 1 contaminated soils

] open, but closure O special wastes *

O pending O other:

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

Facility to accept construction material only.

Total area of facility property: 2 acres
Total area sited for use 2 acres
Total area permitted: 2 acres
Operating: 2 acres
Not excavated: n/a acres
Current capacity: O tons or [J yds®
Estimated lifetime: n/a years
Estimated days open per year: 300 days ‘
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 20,000 O tons or [#] yds?
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: n/a megawatts
W aste-to-energy incinerators: n/a megawatts




FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Arbor Hills Landfill
County: Washtenaw_Location: Town: Salem Range:_ Section(s):23

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

Incinerator ash or Transfer Station wastes :

OPublic [® Private Owner: BFI Waste Systems of North America, Inc

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[of open [o] residential

O closed [s] commercial

[o] licensed (s} industrial

O unlicensed [e] construction & demolition

O construction permit [o contaminated soils

O open, but closure (o] special wastes *

(] pending (¢ other:

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

Non-Hazardous solid and semi-solid wastes, no hazardous or liquid wastes

Site Size:

Total area of facility property: 936 acres
Total area sited for use 356 acres
Total area permitted: 217 acres
Operating: 113 acres
Not excavated: 104 acres
Current capacity: 30,500,000 - [l tons or [* yds® Airspace or 61.5
million yds® of capacity
Estimated lifetime: - 17.6 years
Estimated days open per year: 26 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 3.500.000 [tons or [¥ yds®
@f applicable)
Annual energy production: ,
Landfill gas recovery projects: 18 megawatts
‘Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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RN FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Venice Park Recycling and Disposal Facility

County: Shiawassee Location: Town: 7N _ Range: 4E Section(s): 27_
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®) Yes [INo

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

OPublic [ Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc.
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[e] open (¢ residential
0 closed [ commercial
[e] licensed [#] industrial
] unlicensed (o] construction & demolition
O construction permit [ contaminated soils
O open, but closure O] special wastes *
O pending [¢] other:
* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
s 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: 25 acres
Current capacity: _ 300,000 O tons or [®] yds®
Estimated lifetime: - 2.5 years '
Estimated days open per year: 286 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 526,000 0 tons or [® yds?
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 12.500 megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: n/a megawatts



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Landfill
Facility Name: Brent Run Landfill

County: Genesee Location: Town: 6 Range: Se Section(s):23_

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 :

(OPublic [®] Private Owner: Republic Waste Services, Inc.

Operating Status (check)

open

closed

licensed
unlicensed
construction permit
open, but closure
pending

OO000@EOME

*

Sludge, 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:
Waste-to-energy incinerators;

[s1[s] (sl [} [e] [} (8]

Waste Types Received (check all that apply)

residential
commercial
industrial

construction & demolition
contaminated soils
special wastes *

other:

500 acres
350 acres
106.5 acres
38.91 acres
67.56 acres
14,000,000
30 years
286 days
400,000

N

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

0O tons or [® yds®

[J tons or [®] yds®

megawatts (under development)
megawatts

TN,




'/~ FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Landfill
Facility Name: Citizens Disposal, Inc.
County: Genesee Location: Town: 6 Range: 6 Section(s):23

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

[Public [®] Private Owner: Allied Waste Industries

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[s] open [o] residential

O closed [o] commercial

[o licensed [¢l industrial

O unlicensed [e] construction & demolition

0 construction permit [e] contaminated soils

O open, but closure [o] special wastes *

O pending [e] other:

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

< All special waste requires prior review and approval including anatvtical data and waste profile -

Non Hazardous Only
Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 300 acres
Total area sited for use 300 acres
Total area permitted: 52 acres
. Operating: _52 acres
Not excavated: ‘ _80 acres
Current capacity: 5,300,000 O tons or [®] yds®
Estimated lifetime: 25 years
Estimated days open per year: 300 days :
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 500.000 O tons or [®lyds® -
(f applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 2.4 megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts




FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Adrian Landfill

County: Lenawee ILocation: Town: 7,8 Range: 4E Section(s): 6,7

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes

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

[dNo

OPublic [®] Private Owner: Great Lakes Waste Services

Operating Status (check)

open

closed

licensed
unlicensed
construction permit
open, but closure
pending

o000 EOe

oojaloiojolo;

Waste Types Received (check all that apply)

residential

commercial

industrial

construction & demolition
contaminated soils

special wastes *

other:

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

Asbestos and sludges per operating policy.

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:

421 acres
287 acres
40 acres
_19 acres
20 acres .
2,002,000 [ tons or [®lyds®
68 years )
307 days
97,731 [® tons-or Oyds®
20,148 megawatts
megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Landfill
Facility Name: Eagle Valley Recycle and Disposal Facility
County: Oakland Location: Town: 4N_ Range: 10E Section(s): 26, 27,35

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

OPublic [ Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc.

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[e] open [ residential )

O closed [¢ commercial

{e] licensed [¢] industrial

O unlicensed (s construction & demolition

0 construction permit [¢] contaminated soils

O open, but closure [o] special wastes *

O pending [e] other:

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

Contaminated soils, sludges, filter cake, process wastes, coal ash, chemical containing
equipment, used containers. treated medical waste, contaminated demolition debris, street
sweeping. sediment trap materials.

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 330 acres
Total area sited for use 330 acres
Total area permitted: 89 acres
Operating: 75.7 acres
Not excavated: 7.8 acres ‘
Current capacity: 4.800.000 (I tons or [®lyds?
Estimated lifetime: 55 years
Estimated days open per year: 286 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 870.000 [J tons or [®lyds?
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 233.000 megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Granger Grand River Avenue Landfill
County: Clinton ILocation: Town: SN Range: 3W_ Section(s):29_

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

Incinerator ash or Transfer Station wastes :

(JPublic [®] Private Owner: Granger Land Development Company

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[s] open [¢ residential

O closed (o] commercial

[ licensed [¢] industrial

O unlicensed [ construction & demolition

O construction permit (] contaminated soils

O open, but closure [ special wastes *

O pending {s] other:

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

All as authorized

Total area of facility property: 1809 acres
Total area sited for use 120.9 acres
Total area permitted: 85.7 acres
Operating: - _54.1 acres
Not excavated: 316 acres
Current capacity: 7.617.000 [ tons or [®] yds?
Estimated lifetime: 32 years
Estimated days open per year: 300 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 600,000 [ tons or [®] yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 4.0 megawatts
‘Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Granger Wood Street Landfill
County: Clinton/Ingham Location: Town: 5N, 4N Range: 2W_Section(s):34, 3

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

[(dPublic [® Private Owner: Granger Land Development Company

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[o] open ‘ [o residential

] closed [e] commercial

[ licensed [s] industrial

O unlicensed [e] construction & demolition

(] construction permit (¢ contaminated soils

1 open, but closure [o] special wastes *

O pending [} other:

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

All as authorized

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 302.8 acres
Total area sited for use 194.8 acres
Total area permitted: 104.3 acres
Operating: 49.5 acres
Not excavated: 54.8 acres
Current capacity: 10.981.000 [ tons or [®] yds®
Estimated lifetime: 34 years
Estimated days open per year: 360 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 600,000 [ tons or [®] yds®
(f applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 3.2 megawatts

W aste-to-energy incinerators;
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Woodland Meadows Recycling and Disposal Facility
County: Wayne Location: Town: 3S Range: 8E Section{s): _1_

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes 0O No

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

[(JPublic [®} Private = Owner: Waste Management of Michigan Inc.

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[s] open [¢] residential )

O closed [¢] commercial

[¢] licensed [ol industrial

O unlicensed Q] construction & demolition

| construction permit [e] contaminated soils

O open, but closure [o] special wastes *

O pending [e] other:

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

Sludges - provided they are at least 30% Solids

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 214 acres
Total area sited for use 214 acres
Total area permitted: ) 148 acres
Operating: _70 acres
Not excavated: 78 acres
Current capacity: 26.520,800 (1 tons or [#] yds?
Estimated lifetime: - 19.8 years
Estimated days open per year: 305 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 1,340.200 [ tons or [® yds®
@f applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 400.000 megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators.; megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: McGill Rd. Landfill
County: Jackson Location: Town: 2S Range: 1W Section(s): 24

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes [INo

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

(OPublic [® Private - Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc.

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
(o] open [¢] residential

0 closed [¢] commercial

= licensed O} industrial

O unlicensed [e] construction & demolition

(W construction permit Ol contaminated soils

O open, but closure (el special wastes *

O pending (o] other:

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

Incinerator Ash

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 50.5 acres
Total area sited for use 41.8 acres
Total area permitted: 18.7 acres
Operating: _7.8 acres
Not excavated: 17.5 acres
Current capacity: 1,236,000 [ tons or [®lyds®
Estimated lifetime: s years
Estimated days open per year: 310 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 63,226 [®] tons or [yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: : megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Landfill

Facility Name: C & C Landfill

County: Calhoun ILocation: Town: 1S Range: 6W _ Section(s): 28

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[® Yes O No

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

Incinerator ash or Transfer Station wastes :

[(TPublic [®] Private Owner: BFI Waste Svystems of North America, Inc

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[l open [¢] residential

O closed ¢ commercial

[« licensed [ industrial

O unlicensed [e] construction & demolition

O construction permit @ contaminated soils

O open, but closure [o] special wastes *

O pending (el other:

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

non-hazardous solid and sem-solid wastes, no hazardous or liquid wastes

*

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 224 acres
Total area sited for use acres
Total area permitted: 154 acres
Operating: _33 acres
Not excavated: 21 acres
Current capacity: 3.360.000 O tons or [®] yds®
Estimated lifetime: 7 years
Estimated days open per year: 286 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 1,100,000 [ tons or [® yds®
(f applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: n/a megawatts
‘Waste-to-energy incinerators: n/a megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Vienna Junction Industrial Park Sanitary Landfill
County: Monroe Location: Town: 9S, 8S Range: 8E.8E Section(s):5&6, 31&32

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] 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 :

[OPublic [®] Private Owner: Allied Waste Industries

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[o] open [e] residential

O closed [¢] commercial

(o licensed [] industrial

O unlicensed [o] construction & demolition

O construction permit Q] contaminated soils

I open, but closure [e] special wastes *

O pending [s] other:

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

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 226 acres
Total area sited for use 149 acres
Total area permitted: L acres
Operating: _56 acres
Not excavated: _40 acres
Current capacity: 11,400,000 [ tons or [® yds®
Estimated lifetime: 25 years
Estimated days open per year: 280 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 1.000.000 [ tons or [® yds?®
@f applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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SOLID WASTE COLLECTION SERVICES AND TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE
The following describes the solid waste collection services and transportation infrastructure which will be utilized
within the County te collect and transport solid waste.

p
£

None of the municipalities in Livingston County own or operate solid waste hauling operations or trausser
stations. Every facet of collection and transportation is handled by the private sector, either through
subscription service or through contracts with local governments. Waste handled by the private sector
is generally hauled to those landfills in neighboring counties which are closest to the waste generation
point of origin. Livingston County is centrally located to several landfills which allows for the efficient
export of waste. Also, four major roadways: I-96, US-23, M-36 and M-59 cross through Livingston
County providing an adequate transportation route to several solid waste disposal facilities.

The Mister Rubbish Solid Waste Processing and Recycling Facility located in the Southeast corner of
Livingston County allows for Mister Rubbish to collect waste in virtually every township in Livingston
County and transfer it to their facility in Green Oak Township. Waste is then transferred to Arbor Hills

(Washtenaw County.) or Woodland Meadows (Wayne County).

Also, on a smaller scale, Len’s Rubbish Material Recovery Facility collects construction and demolition
debris for processing and transferring.

Livingston County is served by large, national waste haulers: BFI, Great Lakes, Waste
Management(locally known as Mister Rubbish); and by local waste haulers: Len’s Rubbish, Monroe’s
Rubbish Removal, Alchin’s Disposal.
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Table -2

Solid Waste Service Providers

SERVICE SERVICE PAYMENT DISPOSAL FACILITY
PROVIDER AREA

Alchin’s Cohoctah Twp | Customer Venice Park
Conway Twp Customer Venice Park
Deerfield Twp { Customer Venice Park
Handy Twp Customer Granger
Howell Twp Customer Granger
Tosco Twp General Fund Granger
Marion Twp Customer Granger
Fowlervlle Villge | Customer Granger
City of Howell | Customer Granger

BFI Brighton Twp | Customer All waste hauled
Deerfield Twp | Customer to Arbor Hills
GreenOak Twp | Customer
Marion Twp Customer
Pinckney Village | General Fund
Hamburg Twp | Customer
Hartland Twp Customer
Oceola Twp Customer
Putnam Twp Customer
Tyrone Twp Customer
Unadilla Twp Customer
Great Lakes Brighton Twp | Customer Citizen’s Disposal

Deerfield Twp | Customer
GreenOak Twp | Customer
Hamburg Twp | Customer
Hartland Twp | Customer
Howell Twp Customer
Tyrone Twp Customer
commercial only- | Customer’ Len’s Rubbish Material

Len’s Rubbish

All of
Livingston
County except
Cohoctach Twp
& Conway

Twp

Recovery Facility
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Table I1-2

Solid Waste Service Providers

SERVICE SERVICE PAYMENT DISPOSAL FACILITY
PRCOVIDER ARFA
Mister Rubbish Brighton Twp | Customer All waste transferred to:
(Waste City of Brighton General Fund

Management) | Deerfield Twp | Customer
Fowlerville Vilige | General Fund Mister Rubbish Material
Genoa Twp General Fund Recovery Facility
Green Oak Customer
Hamburg Twp | Customer
Handy Twp Customer
Hartland Twp Customer
Howell Twp Customer
City of Howell General Fund
Marion Twp Customer
Oceola Twp Customer
Putnam Twp Customer
Pinckney | Customer
Village Customer
Tyrone Twp

Monree’s Rubbish | Brighton Twp | Customer All waste transferred to:
Removal City o f } Customer

Brighton Customer
Deerfield Twp | Customer Mister Rubbish Material
Fowlerville Customer Recovery Facility
Genoa Twp Customer
Green Oak Customer
Hamburg Twp | Customer
Handy Twp Customer
Hartland Twp Customer
Howell Twp Customer
City of Howell | Customer
Marion Twp Customer
Oceola Twp Customer
Putnam Twp | Customer
Pinckney | Customer
Village
Tyrone Twp

II-20
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EVALUATION OF DEFICIENCIES AND PROBLEMS
The following is a description of problems or deficiencies in the existing solid waste system.
Livingston County’s deficiencies and problems are detailed below.

Few recycling opportunities in rural areas. A large portion of the county is rural in nature. Curbside
collection may be available through subscription service, but is relatively expensive. Pilot programs for
recycling drop-offs have been attempted but with a moderate amount of success.

Commercial Waste Reduction/Recycling: An educational program targeted specifically to the commercial
and industrial sector is currently not available. Recycling and waste reduction does take place to some
extent at virtually every business in the county, but a comprehensive campaign is needed to make the
business community aware of programs such as waste minimization for packaging and shipping and
material exchange programs.

Public education efforts still in development phase: Because Livingston County is changing rapidly,
education efforts are needed to make residents aware of the solid waste management system. Many new
residents come from more urban areas where recycling, large item pick up, yard waste collection and other
programs are provided. Opportunities for residents are emerging in Livingston County, but a
comprehensive education campaign is needed to raise levels of awareness. Also, a no specific multifamily
education efforts for recycling/waste reduction are currently available,

Household Hazardous Waste: The current pilot program does not allow storage or accumulation of
materials, which would lower disposal costs. Also, it can only serve a limited number of households per

year.

Lack of Central Compost Facility The rapid growth of subdivision developments creating more yard
waste, specifically grass clippings. There is a lack of general public education on backyard composting.

Currently, only 4 communities provide some form of yard waste collection. In addition, downed limbs

and trees from storms create disposal problem for cities/townships. An increase in illegally dumped yard

waste might occur over time if programs are not developed to keep pace with county growth patterns.

Subscription Service vs. Community Contracts: Some large townships still have subscription service.
A contract could offer more services at a reduced cost. Additional programs available through
Subscription service are limited or relatively expensive. i.e. Recycling, Yard waste collection, large-item
pick-ups. The public perception of “five different garbage trucks coming through my neighborhood...”
is a consistent complaint of residents in several areas of Livingston County. While the right for customers
to choose who provides their service cannot be overlooked, it may not be the most efficient system in the

long-term.

Illegal dumping Due to the rural nature of Livingston County, illegal dumping may always, to some
extent, be problematic. Even though many townships and cities/villages offer free or low cost collections,
illegal dumping occurs. This could be due to a lack of consistency for ordinances and enforcement. A
county wide program using education combined with consistent enforcement and prosecution is needed

to curb illegal dumping.

Construction and Demolition Waste
While the collection and disposal is not necessarily a problem, the recovery of C&D waste in Livingston

County is still minimal.
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DEMOGRAPHICS

The following presents the current and projected population densities and centers for five and ten year periods,
identification of current and projected centers of solid waste generation including industrial solid waste for five and
ten year periods as related to the Selected Solid Waste Management System for the next five and ten year periods.
Solid waste generation data is expressed in tons or cubic yards, and if it was extrapolated from yearly data, - it
was calculated by using 365 days per year, or another number of days as indicated. :

Population centers include the cities of Brighton and Howell, the Villages of Fowlerville and Pinckney,
and the Townships of Hamburg, Green Oak and Genoa. These areas are well served by interstate and
state highways which increase their accessibility to the metropolitan areas of Detroit, Ann Arbor, Flint and
Lansing. Projected population growth is identified in the following table:

_ Table II-3
Livingston County Projected Population Growth*
Municipality 1995 2000 2005 2010
Brighton, Cityof = . 6901 7,241 7,424 7,409
Brighton Township 15,689 17,151 18,160 19,177
Cohoctah Township 3,161 3,606 4,005 4,387
Conway Township 2,227 2,576 2,935 3,307
Deerfield Township 3,566 4,057 4,538 4,937
Fowlerville, Village of 2,734 2,882 2,981 3,092
Genoa Township 12,769 14,854 | 16,924 18,862
Green Oak Township 14,000 16,011 18,089 20,573 (
Hamburg Township 16,587 19,440 | 22,517 25,390 "
Handy Township 3,807 4,686 5,512 6,273
‘Hartland Township 7,926 8.990 9,909 10,859
Howell, City of 9,415 10,345 10,622 10,592
Howell Township 5,036 5,800 6,679 7,835
Tosco Township 2,186 2,719 3,232 3,843
Marion Township 5,838 6,836 8,055 9,776
Oceola Township 5,812 6,710 7,364 7,843
Pinckney, Village 1,694 1,802 1,850 1,893
Putnam Township 5,137 5,693 6,174 6,509
Tyrone Township 8,002 9,097 10,053 11,047
Unadilla Townshi 3,282 3,565 3,830 4,121
TOTAL 135,558 154,061 176,853 187,725

*Source: Livingston County Department of Plannmg, 1998.
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The major centers of waste generation and population density are located along the Grand River corridor
extending from Howell in the northwest, through Genoa Township, to the City of Brighton. Also, the
growing Townships of Brighton, Hamburg and Green Oak are significant centers of population/waste
generation.

Major Commercial retail/office centers include Fowlerville, Howell, Brighton, the Grand River Corridor
in Genoa Township between Howell and Brighton, and the M-59/US 23 intersection in Hartland Township.

Major centers of Industrial development occur in and around the City of Howell; Marion, Howell and

Genoa Townships; and along US-23 in Green Oak Township. Other significant Industrial centers are in
Pinckney;, Fowlerville, and along I-96 and Grand River in Brighton and Genoa Townships.
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LAND DEVELOPMENT
The following describes current arnd projected land development patterns, as related to the Selected Solid Waste

Management System, for the next five and ten year periods.

The future growth and changing land use pattern is Livingston County will be influenced by many”
factors. A healthy economy has and will promote faster growth and an influx of business, industry ...d
residential development.

Based on past trends, a future development pattern for Livingston County can be reasonably predicted.
Assuming that the growth relationships of the past 20 years extend into the future, Livingston County
should experience a pattern of: .

. Increased non-farm residential development in the portions of the county, specifically in the
Townships of Hamburg, Hartland, Brighton, Green Oak and Putnam.

N Expansion of the major activity centers for business and industry in the intensity, diversity and
land area used;

= Decrease in agricultural use in the north and west, and an increase in non-farm residential
development.
u Changing community identity as the population density in the townships increases and margins

of the cities and villages blur. This could increase the demand for the of waste collection and
recycling services as communities seek to reduce costs by combining and/or sharing services.
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Existing Generalized Land Use

Table 11-4

Livingston County*

Developed Land Use Acres % of County
Residential 48,862 13
Commercial 1,333 <1
Industrial 4214 1
Transportation & Utilities 3,155 <1

Total Developed Area 57,564 15
Undeveloped Land Use Categories Acres % of County
Extractive 1,846 <1
Agriculture 123,635 <33
Water 11,816 3
Wooded 45,704 12
Wetlands 56,825 15
Vacant 73,388 20

Total Undeveloped Area 313,214 85
TOTAL AREA 374,315 100

Source: Livingston County Department of Planning, 1998
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SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES
The following briefly describes the solid waste management systems considered by Livingston County and how each
alternative will meet the needs of the County. The manner of evaluation and ranking of each alternative is also

described. Details regarding each non-selected alternatives are located in Appendix B. ‘
The criteria used to evaluate the alternative systems include: technical feasibility, economic feasibility,
energy consumption/production, land access/transportation, environmental impacts, public health effects
and public acceptability. Points were awarded a scale of 1 to 4, with 4 being the high and 1 the low. Also,
the committee used a weighting factor to emphasize the importance of some criteria over others.

System A. Current Solid Waste Management System

The current solid waste management system consists of private collection of residential, commercial and
industrial waste through contracts with municipalities, commercial/industrial users or through subscription
service for individual homeowners. Disposal of collected waste is exported to existing landfills in |
neighboring counties, particularly Southeast Michigan.

System B. Current System with Increased Emphasis on Resource Recovery Efforts

Emphasis placed on increasing the number and kind of resource recovery efforts which will help decrease
the dependancy on land filling in other counties. An increase in education for businesses and residents
would be an area of concentration. The current export of waste system (System A) would continue.

System C. Regional Solid Waste Transfer Station sited in Livingston County

A regional transfer station would be sited in order to enhance the export of waste to disposal sites in other
counties. The practice of exporting waste will most likely occur for the near future. A large facility canable
of receiving and transferring nearly all of the county’s waste would allow disposal capacity to be ti§ . -to
private contracts with one or more companies.

System D Regional Solid Waste Landfill Sited in Livingston County

A solid waste landfill would be sited by the private sector. This would provide additional solid waste
disposal capacity for the planning period and beyond and provide opportunities for the importation of waste
from other counties.
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Table II-5

Alternative Systems Evaluation

- Criteria Weighting | System A | System B System C System D
(r"" Factor
) Technical feasibility 5.0 17.08 16.67 15.42 11.67
Economic Feasibility 50 17.50 15.00 1458 8 75
Energy Consumption/ 1.0 2.00 2.92 2.58 2.67
Production

Land Access/Transportation 1.0 2.50 2.83 2.50 2.08
Environmental Impacts 5.0 14.58 17.92 1333 9.58
Public Health Effects 5.0 15.83 16.67 15.00 9.17
Public Acceptability 25 9.38 8.54 5.63 3.96
*TOTAL POINTS 78.87 80.54 69.04 47.88

RANKING ORDER 2 1 3 4

* The individual score sheets for each committee member are on file at the DPA repository.

Based on this scoring system, the Selected System was System B, Current System with Increased
Emphasis on Resource Recovery Efforts. Additional information regarding the Selected System is

contained in Appendix A.

oo

H-27




; SECTION I

SELECTED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM




f

THE SELECTED SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The Selected Solid Waste Management System (Selected System) is a comprehensive approach to managing the County's solid waste and recoverable materials. The
Selected System addresses the generation, transfer and disposal of the County's solid waste. It aims to reduce the amount of solid waste sent for final disposal by volume
reduction techniques and by various resource conservation and resource recovery programs, It also addresses collection processes and transportation needs that provide
the most cost effective, efficient service. Proposed disposal areas locations and capacity to accept solid waste are identified as well as program management, funding,

and enforcement roles for local agencies. Detailed information on recycling programs, evaluation, and coordination of the Selected System is included in Appendix
A. Following is an overall description of the Selected System:

The Selected Solid Waste Management System consists of private collection of residential, commercial and industrial waste through contracts with
municipalities, subscription service with residents and private sector contracts. Waste is either transferred to the two licensed transfer and processing
facilities in the county-Mister Rubbish in Green Oak Township, Len’s Rubbish in Hamburg Township-or directly exported to plan authorized landfills
or transfer stations in other counties. The import/export arrangement with other counties provides waste haulers with the opportunity to dispose of
waste in the most economical and operationally practical areas while meeting the provisions of Part 115 of Act 451, P.A. 1994 as amended..

Private companies provide recycling services through drop-offs or curbside recycling. Non-profit Recycle Livingston also provides recycling drop-off
service. Several townships provide for bulk item collection of furniture, appliances, tires and white goods on a seasonal basis. Livingston County
also conducts household hazardous waste collections periodically throughout the year. The Solid Waste Coordination Department (SWCD) is the-
education focal point for the various programs in Livingston County. The SWCD uses a variety of media: newspapers, radio, public access television,
school presentations and public events to promote waste reduction, recycling and proper waste disposal.

Waste that is not recycled or composted is disposed in licensed solid waste disposal facilities (landfills) in other counties. Livingston County is

authorized to use landfills in other counties, therefore, Livingston County has sufficient landfill capacity to meet its needs for the five and ten year
planning periods.

The following section details the Selected Solid Waste Management System.
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IMPORT AUTHORIZATION

If a Licensed sofid waste disposal area is currently operating within the County, disposal of solid waste generated by the EXPORTING COUNTY
is authorized by the IMPORTING COUNTY up to the AUTHORIZED QUANTITY according to the CONDITIONS AUTHORIZED in Table 1-A.

' Table 1-A ,
CURRENT IMPORT VOLUME AUTHORIZATION OF SOLID WASTE

IMPORTING EXPORTING FACILITY ; AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED
COUNTY COUNTY - NAME! : QUANTITY/ QUANTITY/ CONDITIONS?
DAILY ANNUAL
LIVINGSTON WASHTENAW TRANSFER and/or

PROCESSING ONLY

<

"
~

OAKLAND
SHIAWASSEE
CLINTON
INGHAM
GENESEE
WAYNE
LENAWEE
JACKSON
MONROE
CALHOUN

~

|
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|

,:

n
-
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-

3

|
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14

|

|

o~
-~
o~

12

|
|
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' Facilities are only listed if the exporting county is vestricted to using specific facilities within the importing county.

2 _ Authorization indicated by/P = Primary Disposal; C = Contingency Disposal; * = Other conditions exist and detailed explanation is included in the

’ ‘Attachment Section. Py



If a new solid waste disposal area is constructed and operating in the future in the County, then disposal of solid waste generated by the
EXPORTING COUNTY is authorized by the IMPORTING COUNTY up to the AUTHORIZED QUANTITY according to the AUTHORIZED
CONDITIONS in Table 1-B.
Table 1-B
FUTURE IMPORT VOLUME AUTHORIZATION OF SOLID WASTE
CONTINGENT ON NEW FACILITIES BEING SITED

IMPORTING EXPORTING FACILITY AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED

COUNTY COUNTY NAME! QUANTITY/ QUANTITY/ CONDITIONS?
, DAILY ANNUALLY

LIVINGSTON WASHTENAW ' -

¢ v OAKLAND . — -

« SHIAWASSEE

“ GENESEE

« CLINTON

“ INGHAM » ,

« JACKSON -

subject to contingency
agreement with Jackson

County

(3 Additional authorizations and the above information for those authorizations are listed on an attached page.

! Facilities are only listed if the exporting county is restricted to using specific facilities within the importing county.

z Authorization indicated by P = Primary Disposal; C = Contingency Disposal; * = Other conditions exist and detailed explanation is included in the

Attachment Section.
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EXPORT AUTHORIZATION

If a Licensed solid waste disposal area is currently operating within another County, disposal of solid waste generated by the EXPORTING COUNTY
is authorized up to the AUTHORIZED QUANTITY according to the CONDITIONS AUTHORIZED in Table 2-A if authorized for import in the
approved Solid Waste Management Plan of the receiving County.

Table 2-A
- CURRENT EXPORT VOLUME AUTHORIZATION OF SOLID WASTE

EXPORTING IMPORTING FACILITY AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED
COUNTY COUNTY NAME! QUANTITY/  QUANTITY/ CONDITIONS?
DAILY ANNUAL

LIVINGSTON  WASHTENAW
OAKLAND
SHIAWASSEE
CLINTON
INGHAM
GENESEE
WAYNE
LENAWEE
JACKSON
MONROE

-. ' CALHOUN

0 Additional authorizations and the above information for those authorizations are listed on an attached page.
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1 Facilities are only listed if the exporting county is restricted to using specific facilities within the importing county.

| 1 Authorization indicated by P = Primary Disposal; C = Contingency Di/snagal; * = QOther conditions exist and detailed explanation is included in the
L Attachinent Section. ‘
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If a new solid waste 'disposal area is constructed and operates in the future in another County, then disposal of solid waste generated by the
EXPORTING COUNTY is authorized up to the AUTHORIZED QUANTITY according to the AUTHORIZED CONDITIONS in Table 2-B if
authonzed for import in the approved Solid Waste Management Plan of the receiving County.

Table 2-B-
FUTURE EXPORT VOLUME AUTHORIZATION OF SOLID WASTE
CONTINGENT ON NEW FACILITIES BEING SITED

EXPORTING IMPORTING FACILITY  AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED AUTHORIZED
OUNTY COUNTY NAME! QUANTITY/  QUANTITY/ CONDITIONS?
DAILY ANNUAL

T

! Facilities are only listed if the exporting county is restricted to using specific facilities within the importing county.

2 Authorization indicated by P = Primary Disposal; C = Contingency Disposal; * = Other conditions exist and defailed explanation is included in the

Attachment Section,
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SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREAS

The following identifies the names of existing disposal areas which will be utilized to provide the required capacity
and management needs for the solid waste generated within the County for the next five years and, if possible. the
next ten years. Pages ITI-8 through ITI-21 contain descriptions of the solid waste disposal facilities which are]  d
within the County and the disposal facilities located outside of the County which will be utilized by the County . . «he
planning period. Additional facilities within the County with applicable permits and licenses may be utilized as they
are sited by this Plan, or amended into this Plan, and become available for disposal. I this Plan update is amended
to identify additional facilities in other counties outside the County, those facilities may only be used if such import
is authorized in the receiving County's Plan. Facilities outside of Michigan may alse be used if legally available for

such use.

Type I1 Landfill: Type A Transfer Facility:
Arbor Hills Mister Rubbish
Washtenaw County Green Oak Twp
Livingston County
Venice Park
Shiawassee County Len’s Rubbish
Hamburg Twp
Woodland Meadows ‘ Livingston County
Wayne County
Type B Transfer Facility:
Granger Companies/Wood Rd N/A
Clinton/Ingham Counties
Processing Plant:
Granger Companies/Watertown Twp Mister Rubbish
Clinton County Green Oak Twp
Livingston County
Eagle Valley {
QOakland County Len’s Rubbish :
Hamburg Twp
Brent Run Livingston County

Genesee County

Citizen’s Disposal
Genesee County

Adrian Landfill
Lenawee County

C&C Landfill
Calhoun County

Vienna Junction
Monroe County

McGill Road
Jackson County

Additional facilities are listed on an attached page. Letters from or agreements with the listed disposal areas
owners/operators stating their facility capacity and willingness to accept the County’s solid waste are in the
Attachment Section.




The following table is a summary of those landfills that are currently authorized to serve Livingston
County’s solid waste disposal needs. The facilities listed below are for capacity purposes only and does

not restrict the flow of waste to other solid waste disposal facilities, unless specified in

Table 2-A, CURRENT EXPORT VOLUME AUTHORIZATION OF SOLID WASTE, page III-4.

Detailed facility descriptions are included on Pages III-8 through III-21.

FACILITY LOCATION ANNUAL CURRENT ESTIMATED
DISPOSAL CAPACITY CAPACITY
VOLUME (yds® REMAINING
(yds®)
Arbor Hills Washtenaw 4,500,000 30,500,000 17.6 years
Brent Run Genesee 400,000 14,000,000 30 years
Citizen’s Genesee 500,000 5,300,000 25 years
Disposal
Eagle Valley Oakland 870,000 4,800,000 5.5 years
Granger - Clinton 600,000 7,617,000 32 years
Watertown
Granger - Clinton/Ingham 600,000 10,981,000 34 years
Wood Rd. |
Adrian Landfiil Lenawee 293,193 2,002,000 7 years
Venice Park Shiawassee 526,000 1,300,000 2.5 years/
expansion will yield | expansion pending,
an additional which will increase
15,000,000 yds® capacity remaining
to 30 years
Woodland Wayne 1,340,200 26,520,800 - 19.8 years
Meadows ‘
McGill Road Jackson 190,000 1,236,000 15 years
C&C Calhoun 1,100,000 3,360,000 7 years
Vienna Monroe 1,000,000 11,400,000 25 years
Junction




FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Processing And Transfer
Facility Name: Mister Rubbish Recycling Facility
County: Livingston Location: Town: 1 Range: 6E Section(s): 32

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section: [®] Yes 1 No

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

. Incinerator ash or Transfer Station wastes : Arbor Hills, Woodland Mecadows

\{\
Y
¥

[COPublic [®] Private Owner: Waste Management, Inc

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[o] open [¢] residential

O closed [o] commercial

[¢ licensed [s] industrial

O unlicensed (o] construction & demolition

O construction permit D contaminated soils

O open, but closure [ special wastes *

O pending O other:

*

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

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 35 acres
Total area sited for use 12.15 acres
Total area permitted: 12.15 acres
Operating: . acres
Not excavated: n/a_ acres
Current capacity: . [ tons or [lyds®
Estimated lifetime: n/a years
Estimated days open per year: 300 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 120,000 [®] tons or [lyds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: n/a megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: n/a megawatts




FACITLITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Transfer and Processing Facility
Facility Name: Len’s Rubbish Material Recovery Facility
County: Livingston ILocation: Town: 1IN Range: SE Section(s):25_

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[® Yes O No

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

OPublic [®] Private Owner: Len’s Rubbish

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[o] open ‘ [o] residential

O closed - [¢] commercial

[ licensed [o] industrial |

O unlicensed [® construction & demolition

0 construction permit 0 contaminated soils

O open, but closure O special wastes *

O pending O other:

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

Facility to accept construction material only.

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 2 acres
Total area sited for use 2 acres
Total area permitted: 2 acres
Operating: 2 acres
Not excavated: n/a acres
Current capacity: [0 tons or [ yds?
Estimated lifetime: n/a years
Estimated days open per year: 300 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 20.000 (1 tons or [® yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: n/a megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: n/a megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Arbor Hills Landfill
County: Washtenaw Location: Town: Salem Range:__ Section(s):23

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

TN

OPublic [®] Private Owner: BFI Waste Systems of North America, Inc

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[o] " open [o] residential

0 closed [e] commercial

[l licensed [l industrial

O unlicensed (ol construction & demolition

O construction permit [e] contaminated soils

[l open, but closure [o] special wastes *

O pending [o] other: _

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

Non-Hazar'dous solid and semi-solid wastes, no hazardous'or liquid wastes

Site Size:

Total area of facility property: 936 acres
Total area sited for use 356 acres
Total area permitted: 217 acres
Operating: 113 acres
Not excavated: 104 acres
Current capacity: 30,500,000 [Jtons or [® yds® Airspace or 61.5
million yds® of capacity
Estimated lifetime: 17.6 years
Estimated days open per year: ‘ 26 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 3,500,000 [Jtons or [®yds?®
(if applicable) _
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 18 megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Venice Park Recycling and Disposal Facility

County: Shiawassee Location: Town: 7N _ Range: 4E Section(s): 27
Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

[OPublic [®] Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc.

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[ open (¢ residential

O closed [e] commercial

[s] licensed [¢] industrial

O unlicensed [s construction & demolition

O construction permit (] contaminated soils

O open, but closure o] special wastes *

O pending [e] other:

* 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: 25 acres
Current capacity: 1,300,000 [ tons or [®] yds®
Estimated lifetime: 25 years
Estimated days open per year: 286 days )
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 526,000 O tons or [ yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 12.500 megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: n/a megawatts



FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Landfill

Facility Name: Brent Run Landfill

. "'"“»?\

County: Genesee Location: Town: 6 Range: Se Section(s):23_

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

Incinerator ash or Transfer Station wastes :

[OPublic [®] Private Owner: Republic Waste Services, Inc.

Operating Status (check)

open

closed

licensed
unlicensed
construction permit
open, but closure
pending

O000E0E

*

Shudge, 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:

@f applicable)

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

[e][sl [s] [] [s][¢][s]

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

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

%
Q
S

acres
acres
S acres
38.9 acres
67.5 acres

14,000,000 [ tons or [®] yds®
30 years
286 days
400,000 [ tons or [®] yds®

W
W
(@)

Prd
o

0
[y

N
o)

2 megawatts (under development)
megawatts
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FACTLITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Cii_:izens Disposal, Inc.
County: Genesee Location: Town: 6 Range: 6 Section(s):23

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes ONo

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

[OJPublic [®] Private Owner: Allied Waste Industries

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[e] open [o] residential

| closed (sl commercial

[e] licensed el industrial

O unlicensed [ construction & demolition

O construction permit [¢] contaminated soils

O open, but closure [s] special wastes *

O pending [ other:

*

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: 300 acres
Total area sited for use 300 acres
Total area permitted: _52 acres
Operating: _52 acres
Not excavated: ~_80. acres
Current capacity: 5.300.000 [ tons or [®] yds®
Estimated lifetime: 25 years
Estimated days open per year: 300 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: _500.000 O tons or [®lyds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production: _
Landfill gas recovery projects: 24 megawatts
W aste-to-energy incinerators: : megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Landfill
Facility Name: Adrian Landfill ,
County: Lenawee Location: Town: 7.8 Range: 4E Section(s): 6.7

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 : :

[(OPublic [®] Private Owner: Great Lakes Waste Services

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[e] open (o] residential

O closed [¢] commercial

¢ licensed [¢] industrial

0 unlicensed [e] construction & demolition

O construction permit [ contaminated soils

O open, but closure (o] special wastes *

O pending [ other:

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

~ Asbestos and sludges per operating policy.

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 421 acres
Total area sited for use 287 acres
Total area permitted: 40 acres
Operating: 19 acres
Not excavated: 20 acres .
Current capacity: 2.002.000 O tons or [®lyds?
Estimated lifetime: _ 6.8 years -
Estimated days open per year: = 307 days '
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 97,731 -[# tons or Cyds’
(if applicable)
Annual energy production: _
Landfill gas recovery projects: 20.148 megawatts

Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Eagle Valley Recycle and Disposal Facility
County: Qakland Location: Town: 4N _ Range: 10E Section(s): 26,27, 35

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

Incinerator ash or Transfer Station wastes :

(IPublic [®] Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc.
Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)

[ open [e] residential

O closed [s] commercial

[l licensed (s} industrial

O unlicensed [¢] construction & demolition
0 construction permit [l contaminated soils

O open, but closure [s] special wastes *

O pending [ other:

*

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

Contaminated soils. sludges, filter cake. process wastes, coal ash, chemical containing
equipment, used containers, treated medical waste, contaminated demolition debris, street
sweeping, sediment trap materials.

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 330 acres
Total area sited for use 330 acres
Total area permitted: ‘ 89 acres
Operating;: 75.7 acres
Not excavated: 7.8 acres
Current capacity: ' 4,800,000 O tons or [®lyds®
Estimated lifetime: 5.5 years
Estimated days open per year: 286 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 876.0C0 O tons or ®lyds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: 233,000 megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Granger Grand River Avenue Landfill
County: Clinton Location: Town: SN Range: 3W_Section(s):29_

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes O No

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

[OPublic [®] Private Owner: Granger Land Development Company

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[e] open [o] residential

O closed [e] commercial

[e] licensed [o] industrial

O unlicensed [e] construction & demolition

O construction permit [¢ contaminated soils

O open, but closure [¢] special wastes *

O pending [¢] other:

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

All as authorized

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 180.9 acres
Total area sited for use 120.9 acres
Total area permitted: 85.7 acres
Operating: . ‘ 54.1 acres
Not excavated: 31.6 acres
Current capacity: 7.617.000 [J tons or [®] yds?
Estimated lifetime: ) - 32 years
Estimated days open per year: 300 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 600,000 O tons or [®] yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: ) 4.0 megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type I Landfill
Facility Name: Granger Wood Street Landfill
County: Clinton/Ingham_ Location: Town: 5N, 4N _ Range: 2W_Section(s):34, 3

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes [ONo

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

OPublic [®] Private Owner: Granger Land Development Company

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[¢] open (o] residential

O closed [e] commercial

[o] licensed [o] industrial

O unlicensed [o] construction & demolition

O construction permit [o] contaminated soils

O open, but closure {o] special wastes *

O pending [e] other:

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

All as authorized

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 302.8 acres
Total area sited for use 194.8 acres
Total area permitted: 104.3 acres
Operating;: 49.5 - acres
Not excavated: 54.8 acres
Current capacity: 10.981.000 [1tons or [® yds®
Estimated lifetime: 34 years
Estimated days open per year: 360  days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 600,000 [ tons or [®] yds®
(if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfiil gas recovery projects: 3.2 megawatts

Waste-to-energy incinerators:
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Woodland Meadows Recycling and Disposal Facility
County: Wayne Location: Town: 3S Range: 8E Section(s): _1_

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes L1 No

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

[Public [® Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan. Inc.

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[ open [s] residential

O closed [o] commercial

[o] licensed [e] industrial

[ unlicensed [e] construction & demolition

O construction permit [¢] contaminated soils

O open, but closure [o] special wastes *

O pending [¢ other:

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

Sludges - provided they are at least 30% Solids

Site Size: , .
Total area of facility property: 214 acres
Total area sited for use 214 acres
Total area permitted: 148 acres
Operating: ' _70 acres
Not excavated: 78 acres
Current capacity: , 26.520.800 (1 tons or [® yds®
Estimated lifetime: 19.8 years
Estimated days open per year: 305 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 1.340.200 [ tons or [® yds®
(f applicable)
Annual energy production: .
Landfill gas recovery projects: 400,000 megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: McGill Rd. Landfill
County: Jackson Location: Town:2S Range: 1W_Section(s): 24

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes LI No

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

[JPublic [® Private Owner: Waste Management of Michigan, Inc.

Operating Status (check) - Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
(] open (] residential )

O closed [¢] commercial

[« licensed [o] industrial

O unlicensed [¢] construction & demolition

0 construction permit [¢] contaminated soils

0 open, but closure [¢] special wastes *

0 pending [¢] other:

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

Incinerator Ash

Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 50.5 acres
Total area sited for use 41.8 acres
Total area permitted: 18.7 acres
Operating: _7.8 acres
~ Not excavated: 175 acres
Current capacity: ‘ 1,236,000 [ tons or [®lyds®
Estimated lifetime: A5 years
Estimated days open per year: ' 310 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: 63,226 [®] tons or [yds®
@f applicabie)
Annual energy production: ,
Landfill gas recovery projects: : megawatts

Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: C & C Landfill

County: Calhoun I.ocation: Town: 1S Range: 6W Section(s): 28

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[®] Yes ONo

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

{JPublic [® Private Owner: BFI Waste Systems of North America, Inc

Operating Status (check)

open

closed -

licensed
unlicensed
construction permit
open, but closure
pending

ooOo0eOrE

(el {e] [s][s][e] [e] [s]

‘Waste Types Received (check all that apply)

residential

commercial

industrial

construction & demolition
contaminated soils

special wastes *

other:

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

non-hazardous solid and sem-solid wastes. no hazardous or liquid wastes

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:

224 acres
acres
154 acres
33 acres
21 acres
360,000 [ tons or [®] yds®
._._Z years
286 days
1,100,000 1 tons or [®] yds?
n/a megawatts
n/a megawatts
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FACILITY DESCRIPTIONS

Facility Type: Type II Landfill
Facility Name: Vienna Junction Industrial Park Sanitary Landfill
County: Monroe Location: Town: 9S, 8S Range: 8E.8E Section(s):5&6. 31&32

Map identifying location included in Attachment Section:[® Yes O No

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

[(JPublic [®] Private Owner: Allied Waste Industries

Operating Status (check) Waste Types Received (check all that apply)
[¢] open ‘ [ residential
O closed [¢] commercial
[ licensed [s] industrial
] unlicensed [¢] construction & demolition
O construction permit ¢ contaminated soils
O open, but closure [e] special wastes ¥
O pending [« other:
* Explanation of special wastes, including a specific list and/or conditions:
Site Size:
Total area of facility property: 226 acres
Total area sited for use 149 acres
Total area permitted: - acres
Operating;: _S56 acres
Not excavated: _40_ acres
Current capacity: 11,400,000 {J tons or [® yds®
Estimated lifetime: 25 years
Estimated days open per year: 280 days
Estimated yearly disposal volume: ___1.000.000 [ tons or [® yds?
@if applicable)
Annual energy production:
Landfill gas recovery projects: megawatts
Waste-to-energy incinerators: megawatts
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SOLID WASTE COLLECTION SERVICES AND TRANSPORTATION

The following describes the solid waste collection services and transportation infrastructure which will be ut”" -d
within the County to collect and transport solid waste. y

None of the municipalities in Livingston County own or operate solid waste hauling operations or transfer
stations. Every facet of collection and transportation is handled by the private sector, either through
subscription service or through contracts with local governments. The Cities of Brighton and Howell, the
Villages of Pinckney and Fowlerville and the Townships of Cohoctah, Genoa and Iosco have waste
hauling contracts.

Waste handled by the private sector is generally hauled to those landfills in neighboring counties which
are closest to the waste generation point of origin. Livingston County is centrally located to several
landfills which allows for the efficient export of waste. Simply stated, waste is directly hauled to those
landfills closest to the collection point. For example, waste generated in Tyrone Township (in the
northeast section of Livingston County) is likely hauled to Citizen’s Disposal in Genesee County. |

The County has several private haulers that provide adequate collection services throughout the county

for both commercial and residential solid waste. Please refer to Table II-2, in the DATABASE section,
Page 11-18.
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RESOURCE CONSERVATION EFFORTS

The following describes the selected system's proposed conservation efforts to reduce the amount of selid waste
generated throughout the County. The annual amount of solid waste currently or propoesed to be diveried from
landfills and incinerators is estimated for each effort to be used, if possible. Since conservation efforts are provided
voluntarily and change with technologies and public awareness, it is not this Plan update's intention to limit the efforts
to only what is listed. Instead citizens, businesses, and industries are encouraged to explore the options available to

their lifestyles, practices, and processes which will reduce the amount of materials requiring disposal.

(Includes curbside collections and
estimates for backyard composting
and grasscycling)

Effort Description Est. Diversion Tons/yr
Current 5% yr 10" yr
Waste Reduction 6,585 14,730 24,938
Education/Promotion’
Recycle Livingston Drop-off® 500 550 600
1t
Community White Goods/Scrap 260 300 330
Metal
drop-offs?
Community Tire Collections? 50 55 60
Curbside Recycling? 1000 1500 2250
Composting Programs* 19,299 21,506 23,939

1 A'ssumes current waste reduction is 5%, and a 5% increase per five year period.
2 Assumes a 10% increase in recovery per five year period _
3 Assumes a 50% increase attributed to more communities utilizing haunling contracts

4 Assumes 100% diversion of yard waste attributed to yard waste disposal ban

Note: Specific program information used in estimation is available at the DPA. office on request.
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WASTE REDUCTION, RECYCLING, & COMPOSTING PROGRAMS:
Volume Reduction Techniques

The follewing describes the techniques utilized and proposed te be used throughout the County which reduc{ C e
volume of solid waste requiring disposal. The annual amount of landfill air space not used as a result of each of- e
techniques is estimated. Since volume reduction is practiced vohmtarily and because technologies change and
equipment may need replacing, it is not this Plan update’s intention to limit the techriques to only what is listed.
Persons within the County are encouraged to utilize the technique that provides the most efficient and practical
volume reduction for their needs. Documentation explaining achievements of implemented programs or expected
results of proposed programs is attached. :

Technique Description Est. Air Space Conserved Yds*/Yr
Current 5% yr 10®
yr
N/A
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Overview of Resource Recovery Programs:

The following describes the type and volume of material in the County’s waste stream that may be available for
recycling or composting programs. How conditions in the County affect or may affect a recycling or composting
program and potential benefits derived from these programs is also discussed. Impediments to recycling or
composting programs which exist or which may exist in the future are listed, followed by a discussion regarding

reducing or eliminating such impediments.

Recycling and resource recovery programs are increasing in Livingston County. Paper, plastics, glass
and metals are the primary items collected for recycling. Leaves and grass make up the bulk of
materials that are composted.

Curbside recycling and yard waste collection provided by the private sector are the key
components to resource recovery programs in the county. Also, drop-off recycling opportunities
provide additional programs.

Education is an integral part of any recycling program. The Solid Waste Coordination Department
will continue to serve as the education focal point for the various programs in Livingston County.
A lack of awareness or apathy is an impediment that the SWCD will focus on by increasing
educational efforts.

An impediment to recycling is the lack of community-wide service contracts for garbage hauling,
and/or recycling service. While recycling is offered as a subscription service, it can be cost
prohibitive when compared to those communities in Livingston County that have one waste hauler.
The increasing density of some townships will likely drive the demand for contracts or

minimum service levels that will allow residents more recycling and composting options.

Recycling programs within the County are feasible. Details of existing and planned programs
are included on the following pages.

[0 Recycling programs for the County have been evaluated and it has been determined that it is
not feasible to conduct any programs because of the following:
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Several Municipalities have composting operations and special collections for yard waste, leaves, and
brush/limbs. As with recycling programs, the growth and privatization of waste services will increase the
number and kind of programs available for Livingston County residents. P
Also, Tuthill Farms and Composting in Green Oak Township provides a drop-off outlet for grass
clippings, leaves, brush and stumps. Backyard composting has been underutilized and will be emphasized
during this planning period. A home composting bin distribution was conducted in Howell and Brighton
in May 1999. Educating residents on backyard composting as an economical alternative to paid
collection/disposal will also be stressed.

Composting programs within the County are feasible. Details of existing and planned programs
are included on the following pages.

{1 Composting programs for the County have been evaluated and it has been determined that it is
not feasible to conduct any programs because of the following:

The feasibility of source separation of potentially hazardous wastes is being investigated by the pilot
Household Hazardous Waste Collections being conducted by the Solid Waste Coordination
Department. Educational efforts are also conducted to reduce the amount of potentially hazardous
wastes being disposed, to properly dispose of hazardous waste and to list alternative products that.
are non-hazardous. The SWCD promotes the recycling of used motor oil at several service statid
and oil change establishments. )

Programs for source separation of potentially hazardous materials are feasible. Details of existing and
planned programs are included on the following pages.

[0 Programs for source separation of pt;tentially hazardous materials have beer evaluated and it has
been determined that it is not feasible to conduct any programs because of the following:
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RECYCLING AND COMPOSTING

The following is a brief analysis of the recycling and composting programs selected for the County in this
Plan. Additional information on operation of recycling and composting programs is included in Appendix
A. The analysis covers various factors within the County and the impacts of these factors on recycling and
composting. Following the written analysis the tables on pages II-28, 29, & 30 list the existing recycling,
composting, and source separation of hazardous materials programs that are currently active in the County
and which will be continued as part of this Plan. The second group of three tables on pages I-31, 32, & 33
list the recycling, composting, and source separation of hazardous materials programs that are proposed in
the future for the County. It is not this Plan update’s intent to prohibit additional programs or expansions
of current programs to be implemented beyond those listed.

Recycling and composting programs continue to grow in Livingston County as the population
increases. Currently, five communities: City of Brighton, Village of Fowlerville, Genoa Township
City of Howell and the Village of Pinckney have curbside recycling contracts. Also, these five
communities have yard waste collection for most of the year.

Recycling and yard waste subscription services are available to roughly 80% of Livingston County
residents. As larger townships continue to grow, particularly those in the Southeast section of the
county including; Green Oak, Brighton and Hamburg, it is anticipated that these townships will
seek to implement a standard waste hauling contract that includes recycling and composting
services.

Drop-off recycling opportunities have declined due to the increase in curbside programs. Recycle
Livingston, located in Howell, is a permanent recycling drop-off center. Recycling Drop-offis also
available at the Mister Rubbish Processing Facility in Green Oak Township. Regal Recycling, in
Howell is a scrap metal and white goods recycling drop-off.

A pilot program for the collection of Household Hazardous Waste was conducted in 1998.
Additional collections will take place in 1999. The program is funded by the County Board of
Commissioners. It is anticipated that the program will continue as a county funded program or
through a cost share program with individual municipalities. Also, several service stations and
oil change shops collect used motor oil and filters.

The County provided grant funding in 1998 for new or innovative solid waste and resource
recovery programs. It is anticipated this program will continue in 1999. The County has also
assisted local units of government in establishing special collections for bulk items, white goods,
scrap metal and tire collections. Several townships have programs which are seasonal and occur
one or two times per year.

Existing programs are detailed on the following Tables ITI-1 through IIi-3. Future or proposed
programs are detailed on Tables I1I-4 through II-6.
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A TAT -1
RECYCLIv: e

Program Name: Setvice Area' Public or Collection Collection Materials Program Management Responsibilities
Private Point * Frequency” Collected® Development  Operation Evaluation

City of Brighton City of Brighton Public c w ABCDEF 3 5 13,5
Deerfield Twp Deetfield Twp Public d Sp KF 35 3.5 35
Village of Fowlerville Village of Fowlerville Pubiic [ w ABCDEF 3 S L35
Genoa Twp | Genoa Twp Public [+ W ABCDEF 3 5 135
City of Howell City of Howell Public c w ABCDEF 3 5 135
Howell Twp Howell Twp Public d Su KF 1,35 134 135
Recyele Livingston Livingston County Private d w ABCDEF 4 4 4
Regal Recycling Livingston County Private d w KF 5 s 5
Len’s Rubbish Livingston County Private d * I 5 b 5
QOceola Twp QOceola Twp Public d Sp,Fa KF 135 135 133
Pinckney, Village of Pinckney, Village of Public c b ABCDEF 3 5 1.3.5
Putnam Twp Putnam Twp Public d SuwF KF 1.3.5 134 135
Unadilla Twp Unadilla Twp Public d Fa KF 135 13,5 135
Mister Rubbish Livingston County Private d w ABCDEF 5 5 S
Community Recycles Livingston County Private w B,D ’ S 5 5

dentified by where the program will be offered. It throughout the planning area, then listed by planning area; if only in specific counties then listed
by county; it only in specific municipalities, then listed by its name and respective county.

[dentified by 1 = Designated Planning Agency; 2 = County Board of Commissioners; 3 = Department of Public Works; 4 = Environmental Group
5 = Private Owner Operator; 6 = Other

3 Identified by ¢ = curbside; d = drop-off, o = onsite; and if other, explained

*

*Identified by d = daily; w = weekly; b = biweekly; m = monthly; and if seasonal service also indicated by Sp = Spring; Su = Summer; Fa = Fall;
Wi= Winter.

SIdentified by the materials collected by listing of the letter located by that material type. A = Plastics; B = Newspapers; ¢ = Corrugated Containers;
D = Other Paper; E = Glass; F = Metals; P = Pallets; J = Construction/Demolition; K = Tires; L1, L2 etc. = as identified on page 25.
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COMPOSTING

Program Name:

City of Brighton
Village of Fowlerville
Genoa Township

City of Howell
Village of Pinckney

Tuthill Farms Composting

TABLE III-2

Service Area’ Public or " Collection Collection Materials . Program Management Res;:'tmsibiliﬁeVs2
Private Point® Freguency* Collected® Development  Operation  Evaluation
City of Brighton Public [ w; Sp.Su.Fa GL 3 5 135
Village of Fowlerville  Public d w.Sp.8u. Fa GL 3 5 135
GenoaTownship ~ Public d Sp.SwFa  GL 3 s 135
City of Howell Public c w.8p.Su.Fa GL 3 5 135
Village of Pinckney ~ Public d Sp.SuFa  GL 3 5 135
Livingston County Private d d GL 5 5 3

Identified by where the program will be offered. It throughout the planning area, then listed by planning area; if only in specific counties
then Hsted by county; it only in specific municipalities, then listed by its name and respective county,

Identified by 1 = Designated Planning Agency; 2 = County Board of Commissioners; 3 = Department of Public Works;, 4 = Environmental
Group; 5 = Private Owner Operator; 6 = Other

Identified by ¢ = curbside; d = drop-off; o = onsite; and if other, explained

Identified by & = daily; w = weekly; b = biweekly; m = monthly; and if scasonal service also indicated by Sp = Spring; Su = Summer; Fa=
Fall; Wi = Winter.

Identified by the materials collected by listing of the letter located by that material type. G = Grass Clippings; L. = Leaves; F = Food; W =
Wood; P = Paper; S = Municipal Sewage Sludge; A = Animal Waste/Bedding; M = Municipal Solid Waste; L1, L2 etc. as identified on page

25,
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TABLyvfI-3

SOURCE SEPARATION OF POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Program Name Service Area! Public or Collection Collection Materials Program Management Responsibilities®

Private Point® Frequency* Collected® Development Operation  Evaluation
Household Hazardous Waste ’
Collection Livingston County Public d Su, Fa AR, A, C,HP, 12 1S 12

PS, AN

The following are located in Brighton:
Autoworks Available to all customers Private d d u S S 5
BC Marathon Oil  Available to all customers Private d d u 5 5 S
CARS Plus Marathon Auvailable to all customers Private d d U 5 5 5
Victory Lane Quick Tube  Available to all customers Private d d u 5 5 S
The following are located in Howell:
Cruz-n Available to all customers Private d d U S 5 S
Howell Auto Center Available to all customers Private d d U 5 5 5
Jim Moore’s Auto Service  Available to all customes Private d d U b 5 S
Pardiac Shell Available to all customers Private d d U 5 S S
Tractor Supply Co Available to all customers Private d d ) 5 5 S
Victory Lane Quick Lube  Available to all customers Private d d U S s 5

The following located in Fowlerville:
Fowlerville Exit Shell Available to all customers Private

(=N
j£=N
ic
wn
9
wn

The following located in Pinckney:
John Colone Chrysler Available to all customers Private

[[=H
e

9]

i
W
o

Identified by where the program will be offered. It throughout the planning area, then listed by planning area; if only in specific counties
then listed by county; it only in specific municipalities, then listed by its name and respective county.

Identified by 1 = Designated Planning Agency; 2 = County Board of Commissioners; 3 = Department of Public Works; 4 = Environmental
Group; 5 = Private Owner Operator; 6 = Other

Identified by ¢ = curbside; d = drop-off; o = onsite; and if other, explained

Identified by d = daily; w = weekly; b = biweekly; m = monthly; and if seasonal service also indicated by Sp = Spring; Su = Summer; Fa =
Fall; Wi = Winter. '

Identified by the materials collected by listing of the letter located by that material type. AR =Aerosol Cans; A = Automotive Products; AN
= Antifreeze; B1= Lead Acid Batteries; B2 =Household Batteries; C = Cleaners; OF = Used Oil Filters; P = Paints and Solvents; PS
=Pesticides and Herbicides; U = Used Qil; .
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TABLE -4

PROPOSED RECYCLING;

Program Name:

Recyele 1ivingston

Service Area’ Public or Collection Collection Materials Program Management Responsibilities’
Private Point Frequency Collected’ ~ Development Operationt Evaluation
Livingston County Private d W shoes, textiles 4 4 4

5

Jdentified by where the prograim will be offered. It throughout the planning area, then listed by planning area, if only in specific countics
then listed by county; it only in specific municipalities, then listed by its name and tespective county.

Identified by 1 = Designated Planning Agency, 2= County Board of Comumissioners; 3 = Department of Public Works; 4 = Environmental
Group (identified on Page 24), § = Private Owner Operator; 6 = Other

Identified byc= curbside; d = drop-off, 0= onsite; and if other. explained

Identified by d = daily; W= weekly; b = biweekly, m= monthly; and if seasonal service also indicated by Sp = Spring; Su = Swmmer; Fa =
Fall, Wi= Winter. ;

Identified by the materials collected by fisting of the letter located by that material type. A= Plastics; B = Newspapers; ¢ = Corragated
Containers; D = Other Paper; E = Glass; F = Metals; P = Pallets; I = Construction/Demolition; ¥ = Tires, L1, L2 etc.
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PROPOSED COMPOSTING
Program Name: Service Area’
NONE

1dentified by where the progr
then listed by county; it only

Identified by 1 = Designat
Group (identified on Page

N
TABLE 1I-5
Pyblic or Collection Cotlection Materials
Private Point’ Frequency" Collected’

3 Identified by ¢ = corbside; d = drop-off; 0= onsite; and if other, explained

4 Identified by d = daily; W

Fall; Wi = Winter.

weekly; b = biweekly, m = monthly;

Program Management Responsibilities’
Development Operation Evaluation

am will be offered. It throughout the planning area, then listed by planning area; if oxiiy in specific counties

in specific municipalities, then listed by its name and respective county.

Planning Agency; 2 = County Board of Commissioners; 3 = Department of Public Wofks; 4 = Environmental
24, 5 = Private Owner Operator; 6 = Other

and if seasonal service also indicated by Sp = Spring; Su= Susnmer; Fa =

Tdentified by the (aterials collected by listing of the letter located by that material type. G = Grass Clippings; L = Leaves; F = Food; W=

Wood; P = Paper; 5= Municipal Sewage Sludge; A= Animal Waste/Bedding, M = unicipal Solid Waste; 11, L2 efc. a8 jdentified

1-32



TABLE III-6

PROPOSED SOURCE SEPARATION OF POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Program Name; Service Area’ Public or Collection - Collection Materials Program Management Responsibilities®
Private Point® Frequency® Collected® Development  Operation Evaluation

While no new programs are currently proposed, the Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department will continue to assist local communities with designing and
implementing their own programs. '

Identified by where the program will be offered. It throughout the planning area, then listed by planning area; if only in specific counties
then listed by county; it only in specific municipalities, then listed by its name and respective county.

Identified by 1 = Designated Plannirig Agency; 2 = County Board of Commissioners; 3 = Department of Public Works; 4 = Environmental
Group (identified on Page 24}; 5 = Private Owner Operator; 6 = Other

_ Identified by ¢ = curbside; d = drop-off; o = onsite; and if other, explained

Identified by d = daily, w = weekly; b = biweekly;, m = monthly; and if seasonal service also indicated by Sp'= Spring; Su = Summer; Fa=
Fall; Wi = Winter,

Identified by the materials collected by listing of the letter located by that material type. G = Grass Clippings; L = Leaves; F = Food, W =
Wood; P = Paper; S = Municipal Sewage Sludge; A = Animal Waste/Bedding; M = Municipal Solid Waste; L1, L2 efc. as identified on page
25,



IDENTIFICATION OF RESOURCE RECOVERY MANAGEMENT ENTITIES:

The following identifies those public and private parties, and the resource recovery or recycling programs for

which they have management responsibilities: Ve
{

N

Environmental Groups:
Livingston County Board of Commissioners, through the Solid Waste Management Committee

and the Solid Waste Coordination Department: Local Grants Program, HHW Collection and
educational efforts.

Recycle Livingston: Recycle Livingston Drop-off Center in Howell.

Boys Scouts of Brighton: Monthly Newspaper and Recycling Drop-off

Municipal Programs

City of Brighton:_ Curbside Recycling and Yard Waste Program
Village of Fowlerville: Curbside Recycling Program

Genoa Township: Curbside Recycling Program, yard waste drop-off
City of Howell: Curbside Recycling and Yard Waste Program
Village of Pinckney:  Curbside Recycling Program, Yard waste drop-off

Deerfield Twp: White Goods, Scrap Metal and Tire Recycling

Cohoctah Twp: White Goods, Scrap Metal and Tire Recycling

Howell Twp: White Goods, Scrap Metal and Tire Recycling

Marion Twp: White Goods, Scrap Metal and Tire Recycling

Oceola Twp: White Goods, Scrap Metal and Tire Recycling

Putnam Twp: White Goods, Scrap Metal and Tire Recycling

Unadilla Twp: White Goods, Scrap Metal and Tire Recycling <

Private Industry

Regal Recycling: Scrap metal drop-off.

Mister Rubbish Material Recovery Facility: Collects and process commercial, industrial
and construction material. Curbside recycling programs. Commercial Recycling programs.
Len’s Rubbish Construction Material Recovery Facility: C & D recovery operation.

Tuthill Farms Composting: Yard waste compost facility -

Community Recyclers: Commercial Recycling Business

BFT: curbside recycling and/or yard waste collection.

Great Lakes: curbside recycling and/or yard waste collection.

Any or all of the waste haulers providing curbside recycling and/or yard waste collection.
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PROJECTED DIVERSION RATES:

The following estimates the annual amount of solid waste which is expected to be diverted from landfills and incinerators as
a result of the current resource recovery programs and in five and ten years.

Collected Material Projected Annual Tons Diverted: _Collected Material: Projected Annual Tons Diverted:
Current 5thYr 10th Yr Current 5th Yr 10th Yr

A. TOTAL PLASTICS: 80 120 180 G. GRASS AND LEAVES: 19.229  21.506 23,939
B. NEWSPAPER: 135 200 300 H TOTAL WOOD WASTE: _ N/JA N/A N/A
C. CORRUGATED I. CONSTRUCTION AND

CONTAINERS: 135 200 300 DEMOLITION N/A N/A N/A
D. TOTAL OTHER J. FOOD AND FOOD

PAPER: 225 340 510 PROCESSING: N/A NA N/A
E. TOTAL GLASS: 165 247 470 K. TIRES: 50 55 60
F. OTHER MATERIALS: L. TOTAL METALS: 60 90 135
F1._TEXTILES N/A N/A N/A F3, —— N/A N/A N/A

MARKET AVAILABILITY FOR COLLECTED MATERIALS:

The following identifies how much volume that existing markets are able to utilize of the recovered
materials which were diverted from the County's solid waste stream.

Collected In-State Out-of-State  Collected In-State Out-of-State
Material: Markets Markets Material Markets Matkets
A TOTAL PLASTICS: G. GRASS AND LEAVES: ——  —
B. NEWSPAPER: —— — H. TOTAL WOOD WASTE: —— —
C. CORRUGATED I. CONSTRUCTION AND

CONTAINERS: — — DEMOLITION: — —
D. TOTAL OTHER J. FOOD AND

PAPER: — — FOOD PROCESSING — e
E. TOTAL GLASS: e —_ K. TIRES: / —— —
F. OTHER MATERIALS: L. TOTAL METALS: — —
Fl, —— e E— F3 — N —
F2. —— —_— — F4, — — —
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While specific numbers are not available, the following local markets should be
able to process all material recovered by the various Recycling and/or Composting

programs in Livingston County. P

|

Plastics: Michigan Polymer Reclaim, Inc.

Metals: Regal Recyclers
Glass:  Strategic Glass Recycler’s
Office paper: Great Lakes, GBA Enterprise

Newspapers: Applegate Insulation, GBA Enterprise

Corrugated Containers: Great Lakes

'fexti};es: MH Textiles, Inc.

Tires: Environmental Rubber Recycling
BQ_}M@_IL@_Z_ Dart Container Corporation

Yard waste:  Tuthill Farms & Composting
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EDUCATIONAL AND INFORMATIONAL PROGRAMS
It is often necessary to provide educational and informational programs regarding the various
components of a solid waste management system before and during its implementation. These
programs are offered to avoid miscommunication which results in improper handling of solid waste
and to provide assistance to the various entities who participate in such programs as waste reduction
and waste recovery. Following is a listing of the programs offered or proposed to be offered in this
County.

The following programs are ongoing and will be continued through the 5 year planning
period:
Program Topic' Delivery Medium?® Targeted Audience® Program Provider*

1Recycling r.fno.e p.b.is DPA
1 Recycling r.£no.e p.b.is EG (Recycle Livingston)
2 Home Composting r.fn o.e p.s DPA
2 Composﬁng r.fno.e p-s O/0 (Tuthill Farms
3 HHW r.fno.e ] DPA

(Huron River
3HHW r.fno.e pbis EG Watershed Council)
3 HHW f o, e(home show) ) HD (Lvngstn Co.EnvHealth)
4 Resource Con. r.f.no.e p.b.Ls EG (Recycle Livingston)
5 Waste redux
Presentations fenw p.b. i s (grades 1-5) DPA

The following programs are proposed to be offered and will be implemented during the next 5 year
planning period:

Program Topic! Delivery Medium?® Targeted Audience Program Provider*

6-Wellhead Protection f e n w p.b.is DPA
6 Illegal Dumping fenw p.b. i, DPA

! Jdentified by 1 = recycling; 2 = composting; 3 = household hazardous waste; 4 = resource conservation;
5 = volume reduction; 6 = other which is explained.

2 Ydentified by w = workshop; r = radio; t = television; n = newspaper; o = organizational newsletters; f = flyers;
¢ = exhibits and locations listed; and ot = other which is explained.

? Identified by p = general public; b = business; i = industry; s = students with grade levels listed. In addition if
the
program is limited to a geographic area, then that county, city, village, etc. is listed.

% Identified by EX = MSU Extension; EG = Environmental Group (Identify name); OO = Private
Owner/Operator

(Identify name); HD = Health Department (Identify name); DPA = Designated Planning Agency;

Cu = College/University (Identify name); LS = Local School (Identify name); ISD = Intermediate School
District (Identify name); O = Other which is explained.

[ Additional efforts and the above information for those efforts are listed in Appendix E.
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TIMETABLE FOR SELECTED SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION

This timetable is a guideline to implement components of the Selected System. The Timeline gives
a range of time in which the component will be implemented such as “1995-1999" or “On-going”. ,~
Timelines may be adjusted later, if necessary. \

TABLE III-7
Management Timeline
Components
Recycling On going
Composting , On gomg
Household Hazardous Waste 1998-1999, with continuation
Pilot Program possible for 2000 and beyond
Education On going
Township Clean-up On-going
Programs
Illegal Dumping Task Force Begin 1999, then on-going
Wellhead Protection Begin 1999, then on-gomg
Volume Based Pricing . Begin 1999, then on-going
Ordinance Development (
Commercial Education and Begin 1999, then on-going
Waste Audits/Pollution
Prevention
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RETURN TO

SITING REVIEW PROCEDURES

AUTHORIZED DISPOSAL AREA TYPES
LIVINGSTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE FACILITY EVALUATION SITING

PROCESS

INTRODUCTION

It is an objective of the Livingston County Solid Waste Plan to provide for proper disposal
of all solid waste generated in Livingston County. Any facility requiring a new construction
or operating permit from the Department of Environmental Quality, including but not
limited to new facilities, expansions of existing facilities or changes in use of facilities must
be evaluated for consistency with the Solid Waste Plan. This section presents criteria for
evaluating solid waste management facilities for their consistency with the Plan.

Facilities subject to the facility evaluation siting process include:

Solid waste processing facilities

Transfer stations

Combinations of 1.- 2. above, and

New or experimental technologies resulting in solid waste disposal, processing or
reduction facilities.

el s

CURRENTLY AUTHORIZED DISPOSAL AREA TYPES

The Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan may prohibit certain types of solid
waste disposal facilities, as long as the county’s disposal needs are met. The following
disposal areas are authorized to be sited:

L Transfer Stations
2. Processing Facilities

- CURRENTLY UNAUTHORIZED DISPOSAL AREA TYPES:
The Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan may prohibit certain types of solid
waste disposal facilities, as long as the county’s disposal needs are met. The following
disposal areas are not authorized to be sited: @

1. Type II Sanitary Landfill
2, Type II Sanitary Landfill
3. Municipal Solid Waste Incinerator.

In the event Livingston County is forced to site a Type II sanitary landfill, Type II landfill

or Municipal Solid Waste Incinerator, criteria for evaluating these facility types are
- included in Appendix E.
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Sentence added to this section: The County may refuse to utilize its siting mechanism for Type II Landfills, Type III Landfills, and Municipal Solid Waste Incinerators if the County can demonstrate it has at least 66 months of available capacity.
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If Livingston County has more than 10 years of disposal capacity available for all waste in
the County, no proposed solid waste landfill or incinerator will be sited or found
consistent with this plan. Available disposal capacity is defined as: @

RETURN TO
' APPROVAL !
,  LETTER 1. Under a construction permit either in the County or in another county(ies);
BRRhhhbhhh ' 2. Under an operating license either in the county or in another county(ies); or
3. An area that is identified as consistent with the Livingston County Plan or solid waste
management plan of the host county (ies)

4. Capacity in other states or countries that is legally available.

Inaccordance with Act 451, Part 115, the availability of disposal capacity in other counties
is subject to explicit authorization in the exporting and importing county solid waste
management plans. A calculation of disposal capacity is included in part IV of this plan
update.

Requests for determination of consistency must be submitted to the Solid Waste
Management Committee for a determination of consistency by the County Board of
Commissioners. It should be noted that the final determination of consistency with this
Plan Update shall be made by the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) as part of the review of a construction permit application by the proposer. The
DEQ shall review the determination by the County to determine that the criteria have been
appropriately applied and that the review procedure was adhered to properly.
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OVERVIEW

A Solid Waste Management Committee (SWMC), appointed by the County Board of
Commissioners will evaluate the project and its compliance and consistency with the
criteria established in the Plan.

The SWMC shall evaluate the proposal for consistency or inconsistency with the Plan and
forward their findings to the County Board of Commissioners,

The County Board of Commissioners is responsible for verifying that the SWMC reviewed
the proposal (s) in accordance with the siting mechanism contained in the Plan. The
County Board of Commissioners is responsible for making a determination of consistency
or inconsistency in accordance with the siting mechanisms contained in the Plan. A final
determination of consistency is made by the Director of the DEQ. Proposals found
consistent by the Director of the DEQ are thereby included within the Plan. Inconsistent
projects are not included within the Plan.

The Facility Evaluation Process applies to proposal generated by the public sector, private
sector, or by not-for-profit groups. Section 2 defines the procedures for review of
proposals by the Solid Waste Management Committee and the County Board of
Commissioners. Section 3 lists the information required for an administratively complete
proposal and Section 4 contains the criteria against which all proposal shall be reviewed.

Appendix E contains siting criteria for landfills that will be used only if the county is
forced to site a facility.

At the time a developer submits a proposal for review, all documents needed to
demonstrate compliance with the informational requirements and the siting criteria detailed
in Sections 3 and 4 must be submitted.
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SECTION 2
REVIEW PROCEDURE: FACILITY EVALUATION PROCESS

This Section establishes the procedures that must be followed by the Solid Waste /-

Management Committee and the County Board of Commissioners during the review of "
proposals submitted for a determination of consistency with County Solid waste

Management Plan.
I. REVIEW AUTHORITIES

It is the responsibility of the Solid Waste Management Committee (SWMC) to review
proposals for consistency with the County’s Solid Waste Management Plan. The SWMC
then forwards their recommendation to the County Board of Commissioners for a
determination of consistency. Final determination of consistency are made by the Director
of the DEQ in accordance with the provisions of Act 451, Part 115. Ifthe project is found
consistent with the Plan by the Director, it is automatically included in the Plan.

II. APPOINTMENT AND SUPPORT STAFF
The SWMC is appointed by the Livingston County Board of Commissioners.
Appointments to the Committee are staggered three-year terms. The procedures for

staggering terms shall be established by resolution of the County Board of Commissioners.
Membership of this Committee includes:

1 - Solid Waste Industry 1 - Environmental Interests

1 - City/village Representative ‘ 1 - Health Interests ( | '
3 - Township Representatives 2 - General Public ~
(from different townships)

If a proposed host community is not already represented by one or more of the
appointments listed above, one member from the proposed host community will be
appointed by the host community to participate in the review process and replace one of
the General Public Seats, subject to County Board of Commissioners approval. The Host
Community representative’s term shall last for the duration of the facility review.
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- DECISION MAKING

The SWMC will adopt its own by-laws and establish its own Chair. At the time
the SWMC begins its deliberations, the project proposal (s) may not be amended
or altered. However, the Committee or the County Board of Commissioners may
request additional information, but only for the purpose of clarification. The
SWMC and the County Board of Commissioners shall not add to or alter in any
way the criteria and procedures detailed in the Facility Siting/Evaluation Process.

If, an the time a proposal (s) is submitted to the County, Livingston County can
demonstrate 10 years of solid waste disposal capacity available for all waste in the
County, no proposed solid waste disposal area will be sited (found consistent) with
this Plan. The County Board of Commissioners shall make the demonstration that
the County has 10 years of capacity. The Director of the DEQ shall make a final
decision regarding the 10-year capacity demonstration as part of a construction
permit application.

If, at the time a proposal is submitted to the County, a SWMC has not been
appointed, the County Board of Commissioners will have 30 calendar days to
appoint the members of the Committee. If, at the end of this 30-day period a
Committee has not been appointed, the County Board of Commissioners will
proceed with the review of the proposal as defined in Section IV, Item 16.

PROCEDURE

A Request for a Determination of Consistency with the Livingston County Solid
Wastes Management Plan shall be submitted to the staff of the SWMC, the Solid
Waste Coordination Department, in accordance with the time frames presented in
this Section. If a staff person to the SWMC has not been hired or appointed at the
time a proposal is submitted, then that proposal shall be submitted to the SWMC.

To be considered administratively complete, the proposal shall include all of the
information required in Section 3, all necessary documentation demonstrating
compliance with the criteria listed in Section 4 and a written description of the
proposal facility and its intended use. The developer may include additional
information highlighting significant features of the proposal.

The SWMC staff shall, within 15 calendar days after receipt of a proposal,
determine if the Consistency Determination is administratively complete. If a
proposal does not contain the information or documentation required in Sections
3 and 4 and a written description of the proposed facility and its intended use, it
shall be returned to the developer as administratively incomplete. Written
notification, listing all missing items, must be sent by the SWMC staff to the
developed. All fees paid to the County by the developer for consistency review
shall also be refunded.

The developer may resubmit a completed proposal and the application fee within
15 calendar days with no penalties and shall be considered under the current review
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process and evaluated along with any competing proposals which may have been
submitted in accordance with the procedures in this Section.

If staff fails to determine within 15 calendar days that the request is < -

administratively complete, the request shall be considered to be administratively *
complete. The developer shall not be penalized for missing information that is
subsequently identified by the County unless the developer fails to submit the
additional information in accordance with the following procedures.

The SWMC must inform the developer in writing, listing all items identified as
missing from the proposal. While the review process shall continue, all missing
information identified after the 15-day period shall be submitted by the developer
within 10 calendar days of the identification of any missing item(s). The SWMC
shall then incorporate this information int o the review process. If information is
determined to be missing at the end of the 60 day SWMC review period, the
developer still has 10 days to submit the information and the SWMC shall have no
more than 5 working days to evaluate the material for consistency. If the
developer fails to submit the additional information within the prescribed time
limits, the proposal shall be determined administratively incomplete in accordance
with the procedures in Item 2 above. The developer may resubmit in accordance

with the procedures in Item 2.

The SWMC staff shall, upon receipt of a Request for Consistency Determination,
inform the SWMC and the County Board of Commissioners of the receipt of a
proposal. The County Board of Commissioners shall, at the next meeting of the
County Ways and Means Committee of the Board of Commissioners publically

announce the receipt of a proposal.

If a regular meeting of the County Ways and Means Committee or the Board of
Commissioners is not scheduled within seven (7) calendar days of the receipt of a
proposal, the County shall immediately post a public notice of the receipt of the
application in an area near the offices of the County Board of Commissioners
accessible to the public during normal business hours. Anidentical notice shall also
be immediately posted in the Solid Waste Coordination Department.

In order for competing proposals to be considered, all information required in
Sections 3 and 4 must be submitted by competitors within 15 calendar days after
the announcement or public notice by the County of receipt of the first proposal.
If a proposal received during this period is determined to be administratively
incomplete, the developer may resubmit in accordance with the provisions of tem

2, above.

Within 5 calendar days of receipt of the proposal by County Staff, staff shall notify
- the host community. A host community is defined as any Livingston County
township, city or village within which property is owned by or is under option to
the project proponent and which is incorporated in the total site of the proposed
project. Townships, cities, or villages adjacent to the site of the proposed project
may also be notified. :
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Fifteen (15) copies of the proposal and an application fee must be submitted by the
developer to the SWMC staff with the proposal. Once a proposal is considered
Administratively Complete, an additional 15 copies may be requested from the
developer.

Application fees (not to exceed $2500 per application) shall be established by
resolution. The fee schedule shall be available at the Solid Waste Coordination
Office and at the Office of the County Board of Commissioners. The application
fee will be used for the project review. Any portion of the fee not used in the
review will be returned to the applicant. Application fees for proposals found to
be administratively incomplete shall be fully refunded to the developer.

The review period for a proposal begins on the day the proposal is determined to
be administratively complete by County staff, or at the end of 15 calendar days
after receipt of proposal is County Staff fails to acts as specified above. The host
community, the SWMC, and the County Board of Commissioners shall be
informed of the starting date of the review period within five working days of the
initiation of the period.

In the case of multiple proposals, the SWMC review period for the proposals shall
commence no later than 15 calendar days after receipt by County Staff of the last
of multiple requests for a Determination of Consistency with the Plan.

The SWMC review period shall not exceed 60 calendar days unless an extension
is agreed to by the SWMC and the developer. No more than one extension, of 15
calendar days duration is allowed. In the case of multiple proposals, all developers
must agree to any extension of the review period.

Within the first 21 calendar days of the review period, an informational meting shall
be scheduled by the SWMC. The meeting shall take place within the first 30 days
of the review period. To the extent possible, the meeting shall be set in a location

“convenient for the community where the project is proposed. The purpose of the

informational meeting is to present the proposal as submitted to orient citizens and
participants to the process. No formal testimony in support or opposing the
proposal will be received. An opportunity for public comment may be provided
by the SWMC at the beginning or the end of the meeting.

Notice of the meeting shall be published no less than seven calendar days before
the meeting. Every municipality in the County shall receive a notice of the meeting
no less than seven calendar days before the meeting. At least seven calendar days
prior to the meeting, SWMC staff will attempt to notify all property owners and
building occupants within 300 feet of all properties owned by or under option to
the proponent that are part of the proposal.

Within seven calendar days after the end of the review period, the SWMC shall

forward their recommendation for consistency or inconsistency, based solely onthe
siting criteria contained in the Plan, to the County Board of Commissioners. The
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15.

16.

17.

18.

County Board of Commissioners shall begin review of the proposals (s) at the end
of the seven day period.

Notice of the SWMC’s decision shall be transmitted to every community in the | :
County and the developer within five working days of the action. ‘

If the SWMC fails to make a recommendation to the County Board of
Commissioners on consistency of the proposal(s) within the seven day time period,
then the County Board of Commissioners shall review the proposal(s) in
accordance with the provisions of the siting mechanism in the Plan, and within 45
calendar days, find the proposal (s) consistent or inconsistent with the Plan,

If the SWMC fails to execute any of the assigned responsibilities or misses any of
the established deadlines, the process immediately proceeds to the County Board
of Commissioners for completion. If, because of the failure by the SWMC to act
in accordance with their deadlines, the County Board of Commissioners assumes
responsibility for reviewing a proposal (s), then the remaining deadlines and
procedures imposed on the SWMC are transferred to the Board of Commissioners.
The County Board of Commissioners will have 15 calendar days to set schedules
necessary to complete the remaining responsibilities for proposal (s) review.

Within 45 calendar days after the County Board of Commissioners receives a
recommendation from the SWMC on a proposal’s consistency with the Livingston
County Solid Waste Management Plan, the Board of Commissioners shall find the
proposal (s) consistent or inconsistent with the Plan in accordance with the
procedures approved as part of this Plan. If the County Board of Commissioners
fails to act within that time, the proposal(s) shall be considered by the County to
be consistent with the Plan. Final determination of consistency shall be made by
the Director of the DEQ.

In the event multiple landfill proposals are received, one informational meeting will
be conducted at a centrally located site convenient for the communities. The
landfill proposal scoring the highest AND receiving at least 80% in each of the four
categories in Section 5, Landfill Scoring Matrix would be the facility selected as
consistent with the Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan.
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SECTION 3
REQUIREMENTS FOR AN ADMINISTRATIVELY COMPLETE PROPOSAL

At the time a developer submits a proposal for review, all documentation needed to
demonstrate compliance with the informational requirements and the siting criteria detailed
in Sections 3 and 4 must be submitted Competing landfill proposals will also be evaluated
by the Landfill Scoring Matrix in Section 5.

All proposals submitted to the SWMC shall contain, at a minimum, the information listed
below. This data is for informational purposes only. The submittal of the information is
sufficient for the purposes of administrative completeness. Neither the SWMC nor the
County Board of Commissioners may evaluate the adequacy of the information required
i this Section. The SWMC and/or the County Board of Commissioners may not require
additional information or alter this list of items in any way.

Developers must submit this information for the proposal to be considered administratively
complete. Evaluation of a proposal’s consistency with County Solid Waste Management
Plan will be based on the Criteria in Section 4, and in the case of multiple landfill
proposals, the additional criteria in Section 5.

Submitted proposals must be

1. typewritten using a 10 or 12 pt font on standard letter size (8 1/2" by 11") paper
2. Bound and/or stapled = -

3. Contain a table of contents, identifying all sections, appendices and attachments.

The proposal submitted by the developers includes:

A Name, Address & Telephone for

1. Applicant

2. Property owner of site

3. Consulting engineers

4, Designated project contact

Does the proposal contain the information kspeciﬁed above?

YES NG

B. Site Location & Orientation
1. Legal Description of Project Area

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?
YES__ NO

2. Site Location Map
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Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

3. Topographic Map - A contour map at 1 inch = 200 feet scale for the .
operation area and a contour map at 1 inch = 400 feet scale for the entire

site.

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

4. Site Size
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

'YES NO

5. Access Roads

a, Location
b. Surface condition and material
c. Proposed access point to facility

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

/ N

YES NO

6. Location of the well heads of private water wells within one mile and
public water systems within three miles of the site.

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES - NO

Land Use and Cover
1. Site Land Use and Cover

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

2. Locations of following within One Mile Radius -
Provide individual locations:

a. Residences
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b. Commercial establishments

c. Industries

d. Institutions including schools, churches, hospitals, etc.
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

C 3. Location of Existing Utilities and Utilities to be moved
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO_

4. Location of any public use of airport licensed by the Bureau of
Aeronautics, Michigan Department of Transportation that is within 10,000

feet of the active fill area.

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

5. Location of flood plains on the site and within 1000 feet of the active fill
area or work area as identified on DNR prepared flood plain maps and as
defined in the Act 451 Administrative Rules. If DNR flood plain maps are
not available, the developer may submit information from an alternate

source selected by the developer.
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

6. Wetlands determination from the DNR or by and independent consulting
firm hired by the developer.

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

7. General soil characteristics
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO
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D. Proposed Site & Facility Design

N
3y

1. Overview of Proposal
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

2. Location and Size
Use the applicable subsection for the proposed facility

Type II and Type III Landfills in Appendix E

Transfer Stations and Processing Facilities
A A narrative description detailing the following;

a. Proposed service area

b. Any plans for recycling and composting at the facility

c. Capacity

d. Proposed Work Area

€. On-site roads

f Structures

g Proposed leachate collection systems
Does the proposal contain the information specified above? (
YES NO

B. Proposed Design |
Does the proposal contain the information specified above? |

YES_ NO____

C Proposed Leachate Collection‘, Disposal and Monitoring Systems

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

D. Expected Roadway Traffic
a. Expected number of vehicles per day using the site
b. Expected size of vehicles using site

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO
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E Time frames for Development, Use and Closure
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

F. Odor Control Program
Odor control program for use. The program must outline:
a. Control Measures
b.  Monitoring process & response thresholds

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

G. Fugitive Dust Control Program
Fugitive dust control program for use under daily operation. The program
should outline:
a. Control Measures
b. Monitoring process & response thresholds

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO
H Inter-county transfer of waste
a. Indicate the geographic areas, by county, from which waste will be

- drawn and the intended disposal site/method in Livingston County.
Inter-county transportation of waste must be in compliance with
the provisions authorized by the Livingston County Solid Waste

Management Plan

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

1N Other

The developer may submit additional information highlighting significant
or unique features of the proposal.

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO
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ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLETENESS DETERMINATION

The SWMC and the Livingston County Board of Commissioners shall review the proposal *

to determine if each of the items listed above have been addressed by the developer. Ifthe
developer has referenced or included specific information addressing each of the items
above, the proposal shall be considered administratively complete. This process does not
provide an opportunity for evaluation of the adequacy of the material submitted nor does
this process allow for discretionary decision making on the part of the SWMC or the
Livingston County Board of Commissioners.
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SECTION 4
FACILITY SITING CRITERIA

IfLivingston County has demonstrated 10 years of disposal capacity available for all waste
in the County, no proposed solid waste landfill may be sited (found consistent) with this
Plan. Available disposal capacity is defined as: @

1) Under a construction permit either in the County or in another County(ies);

2) Under an operating license;

3) An area that is identified as consistent with the Livingston County Plan or the Plan
of the host County(ies).

4) Available in other states an/or countries.

Inaccordance with Act 451, Part 115, the availability of disposal capacity in other counties
is subject to explicit authorization in the importing and exporting county solid waste
management plans.

CURRENTLY AUTHORIZED DISPOSAL AREA TYPES

The Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan may prohibit certain types of solid
waste disposal facilities, as long as the county’s disposal needs are met. The following
disposal areas are subject to the facility review process, authorized to be sited:

1. Transfer Stations
2. Processing Facilities

CURRENTLY UNAUTHORIZED DISPOSAL AREA TYPES:

The Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan may prohibit certain types of solid
waste disposal facilities, as long as the county’s disposal needs are met. The following
disposal areas are not authorized to be sited:

1. Type II Sanitary Landfill

2. Type III Sanitary Landfill
3. Municipal Solid Waste Incinerator.
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MILLERC1
Note
Sentence added: The County may refuse to utilize its siting mechanism for Type II Landfills, Type III Landfills, and Municipal Solid Waste Incinerators if the County can demonstrate it has at least 66 months of available capacity in accordance with Section 11537a of Part 115, Solid Waste Management, of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (Act 451).

MILLERC1
Note
The County did not intend to set the threshold at ten years; therefore, the reference to ten years of disposal capacity is replaced with 66 months.  This comment also applies to step number 2 on page III-43 and the first paragraph on page III-53.
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TRANSFER STATION CRITERIA
The following criteria shall be used to determine the consistency of a transfer station [

proposal with the Plan.

1.

Collection, storage and processes for the removal of liquid waste resulting from the
operation of the facility shall be contained in a building. Floors must be sealed and
sloped away from the entrance to prevent the unauthorized discharge of liquids to
groundwater. All collection systems shall be double contained.

Does the proposal include the above specifications? @

YES ‘ NO

The transfer facility building(s) shall not be located within 300 feet of adjacent
property lines, road right-of-way, or lakes and perennial streams. Transfer facilities
may be located closer than 300 feet to adjacent property lines if the affected
property owner has provided a written waiver consenting to activities closer than
300 feet.

Does the proposal maintain the isolation distances listed above?
YES NO

If no, are the appropriate waivers attached?
YES - NO

The transfer facility building(s) shall not be located within 300 feet of any existing
public park, recreation area or school grounds.

Does the proposal maintain the above isolation distances?
YES ~ NO

The transfer facility shall be located on an all-weather road. The developer shall
provide a signed statement agreeing to upgrade the present road to all-weather
status or to provide bonding to the road authority.

Is a signed statement included? YES NO

The developer must provide written abatement plans for the control of noise,
vibration, odor and litter.

Are the above stipulated plans included? YES NO

A written and detailed plan to control storm water runoff must be submitted.

Is the stipulated storm water rﬁnoﬁ‘ plan included? YES NO
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Note
Per 02/09/2001 approval letter, criterion 1 is adjusted.

MILLERC1
Note
The question for criterion number 1 is changed to “Has the developer submitted the above information?”  These modifications also apply to criterion number 1 on page III-57.
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10.

1L

12.

The developer must provide a traffic safety study, including traffic flow patterns
and possible disruptions for all access roads to the facility. Hazardous conditions
must be discussed by the developer in the proposal.

Is a traffic safety study included? YES NO

Access to the site by truck traffic shall not be directly through a residential
subdivision in which the roads were constructed primarily for local traffic.

Does the proposal identify access to the site that avoids direct routing through
residential subdivisions as specified above?
YES NO

The site must provide staging and parking areas for trucks, employees and visitors
such that access roads remain free of waiting vehicles. Documentation identifying
the number of trucks entering the site in correlation with the procedures and areas
defined to process the materials coming into the facility must be provided by the
developer.

- Does the proposal include staging and parking areas as specified above?

YES NO ‘
Is the required documentation included?  YES NO

The proposed site must be located in an area zoned for any of the following general
uses: industrial, commercial, agricultural, or mixed agricultural zoned areas.

Is the site proposed in one of the above identified zoning classifications?

YES A NO

The transfer station shall not be located in a 100 year flood plain.
Is the site proposed in a 100 year flood plain? @

Is the required documentation included? YES NO

Landscaping, including shrubbery and trees, shall be provided and maintained
to beautify the view of the facility in accordance with local zoning requirements.
The developer must include a signed statement agreeing to this stipulation.

Is a signed statement included?
YES NO
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MILLERC1
Note
As written, there is room for interpretation. In order to make this criterion objective and measurable, the requirement shall be the submittal of a signed statement that indicates the developer agrees to provide staging and parking areas such that access roads remain free of waiting vehicles.

MILLERC1
Note
The question is modified to read, “Does the proposal specify the facility is not in a 100-year flood plain?”
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Sticky Note
In addition, the question is changed to: “Has the signed statement been submitted that indicates the developer’s willingness to provide staging and parking areas as specified above?”  This comment also applies to criterion number 9 on page III-58 and criterion number 14 on page E-6.


13.  Hours of operation to receive and transfer wastes are no earlier than 7:00 am and
no later than 8:00 PM, Monday through Friday; and 8:00 am to 3:00 PM Saturday.
Hours of operation may be altered at the mutual agreement of the host community -
and a developer. The developer must include a signed statement agreeing to this '
stipulation.

Is a signed statement included?
YES NO

14, No solid waste receiving or transferring activity may occur on any Sunday or
Holidays, including New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, 4™ of July, Labor Day,
Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day. The developer must include-a signed
statement agreeing to this stipulation.

Is a signed statement included?
YES__ NO

15.  All operators of solid waste facilities permitted and licensed under Act 451
(formerly Act 451)inLivingston County must provide a written statement agreeing
to submit to the Solid Waste Management Committee and the clerk of the host
community in which the facility is located on or before the 20™ day of March, the
20® day of June, the 20" day of September and the 20™ day of December, a
quarterly report which covers the preceding three-month period ending on the 20™
day of the preceding month which includes the following information: ( ]

Name, location and permit number of the facility;

Name, address and telephone number of the facility owner;

Name, address and telephone number of the facility operator;

Total quantity of waste received at the facility during the past three months

in cubic gate yards,

Total quantity of waste received at the facility during the past three months

originating from out-county sources in cubic gate yards by county of

origin,

cawy

trd

Is a signed statement included? YES , NO_. .

If a developer submitted the information required under the item, or the proposed design
of the facility includes the standard identified in the criterion, the SWMC and the County
Board of Commissioners shall accept the information as fully compliant with the criterion
in question. This procedure does not allow any discretionary evaluation or discretionary
decision making on the part Of the SWMC or the County Board of Commissioners. A
proposal receiving a “YES” response for each of the items listed above shall be determined
to be consistent with the Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan. Proposals
that receive a “NO” response for any of the items listed are inconsistent with the

Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan
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PROCESSING FACILITY CRITERIA
The following criteria shall be used to determine the consistency of a processing facility
proposal with the Plan.

__________ 1 Collection, storage and processes for the removal of liquid waste resulting from the
! operation of the facility shall be contained in a building. Floors must be sealed and

RETURN TO X ! . .
' APPROVAL sloped away from the entrance to prevent the unauthorized discharge ofliquids to
i LETTER ! groundwater. All collection systems shall be double contained. @

Does the proposal include the above specifications?

YES NO

2. The processing facility building(s) shall not be located within 300 feet of adjacent
property lines, road right-of-way, or lakes and perennial streams. Processing
facilities may be located closer than 300 feet to adjacent property lines if the
affected property owner has provided a written waiver consenting to activities
closer than 300 feet.

Does the proposal maintain the isolation distances listed above?

YES NO

If no, are the appropriate waivers attached?

YES NO

3. The processing facility building(s) shall not be located within 300 feet of any
existing public park, recreation area or school grounds.

Does the proposal maintain the above isolation distances?

YES NO

4. The processing facility shall be located on an all-weather road. The developer shall
provide a signed statement agreeing to upgrade the present road to all-weather

status-or-to provide-bonding to-the road authority. - . .. — —

Is a signed statement included? YES NO
5. The developer must provide written abatement plans for the control of noise,

vibration, odor and litter.

Are the above stipuiated plans inciuded? YES NG
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MILLERC1
Note
To clarify the County’s intent, criterion 1 shall read: The developer shall submit data that indicates the proposed collection, storage, and processes for the removal of liquid waste resulting from the operation of the facility will be contained in a building.  The developer shall also submit information indicating floors will be sealed and sloped away from the entrance to prevent the unauthorized discharge of liquids to groundwater, and collection systems shall be double contained.
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The question for criterion number 1 is also changed to state, “Has the developer submitted the above information?”  These modifications also apply to criterion number 1 on page III-57.
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10.

YES NO

A written and detailed plan to control storm water runoff must be submitted.

Is the stipulated storm water runoff plan included?
YES NO {

The developer must provide a traffic safety study, including traffic flow patterns
and possible disruptions for all access roads to the facility. Hazardous conditions
must be discussed by the developer in the proposal.

Is a traffic safety study included? YES NO

Access to the site by truck traffic shall not be directly through a residential
subdivision in which the roads were constructed primarily for local traffic.

Does the proposal identify access to the site that avoids direct routing through
residential subdivisions as specified above?

YES NO

The site must provide staging and parking areas for trucks, employees and visitors
such that access roads remain free of waiting vehicles. Documentation identifying
the number of trucks entering the site in correlation with the procedures and areas
defined to process the materials coming into the facility must be provided by the

developer. @

Does the proposal include staging and parking areas as specified above?

YES NO

Is the required documentation included?

The proposed site must be located in an area zoned for any of the following general
uses:

11.

Is the site proposed in one of the above identified zoning classifications?

YES__ NO

The processing facility shall not be located in a 100 year flood plain.

Does the site contain documentation specifying the facility is not in the 100 year
flood plain?

YES NO
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Note
As written, there is room for interpretation regarding how much staging and parking space will be needed in order to satisfy this criterion. To make this criterion objective and measurable, the requirement shall be the submittal of a signed statement that indicates the developer agrees to provide staging and parking areas such that access roads remain free of waiting vehicles.
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In addition, the question is changed to “Has the signed statement been submitted that indicates the developer’s willingness to provide staging and parking areas as specified above?”


12

13.

14.

Landscaping, including shrubbery and trees, shall be provided and maintained

to beautify the view of the facility in accordance with local zoning requirements.
The developer must include a signed statement agreeing to this stipulation.

Is a signed statement included?

YES | NO

Hours of operation to process, receive and transfer wastes are no earlier than 7:00
am and no later than 8:00 PM, Monday through Friday; and 8:00 am to 3:00 PM
Saturday. No solid waste processing, receiving or transferring activity may occur
onany Sunday or Holidays, including New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, 4™ of July,
Labor Day, Thanksgiving Day and Christmas Day. The developer must include a
signed statement agreeing to this stipulation. Hours of operation may be altered
at the mutual agreement of the host community and a developer.

Is a signed statement included?

YES NO

All operators of solid waste facilities permitted and licensed under Act 451 in
Livingston County must provide a written statement agreeing to submit to the
Solid Waste Management Committee and the clerk of the host community in which
the facility is located on or before the 20™ day of March, the 20™ day of June, the
20™ day of September and the 20™ day of December, a quarterly report which
covers the preceding three-month period ending on the 20® day of the preceding
month which includes the following information:

Name, location and permit number of the facility;

Name, address and telephone number of the facility owner;

Name, address and telephone number of the facility operator;

Total quantity of waste received at the facility during the past three months
in cubic gate yards;

Total quantity of waste received at the facility during the past three months
originating from out-county sources in cubic gate yards by county of

origin,

W oowp

Is a signed statement included?  YES NO

If a developer submitted the information required under the item, or the proposed design

" of the facility includes the standard identified in the criterion, the SWMC and the County
Board of Commissioners shall accept the information as fully compliant with the criterion
in question. This procedure does not ailow any discretionary evaluation or discretionary
decision making on the part Of the SWMC or the County Board of Commissioners. A
proposal receiving a “YES” response for each of the items listed above shall be determined
to be consistent with the Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan. Proposals
that receive a “NO” response for any of the items listed are inconsistent with the
Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan
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SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COMPONENTS
The following identifies the management responsibilities and institutional arrangements
necessary for the implementation of the Selected Waste Management System. Also included is a

description of the technical, administrative, financial and legal capabilities of each identified £

existing structure of persons, municipalities, counties and state and federal agencies responsible
for solid waste management including planning, implementation, and enforcement,

The Livingston County Board of Commissioners is the legislative, administrative and
policy-making body of Livingston County government. Therefore, the Livingston County
Board of Commissioners have the ultimate management responsibilities over the Solid
Waste Management Plan. The Board creates and implements policy using input from the
Solid Waste Management Committee and the Soltd Waste Coordination Department
(SWCD). The Solid Waste Coordination Department is charged with the daily work
activities specified by the Board.

The goal ofthe Livingston County Commissioners is develop an integrated system of solid
waste management by allowing the twenty local units of government to select programs
which are technically and financially feasible. Livingston County’s approach is one that
seeks cooperation of efforts, rather than mandates. The Solid Waste Coordinator exists
to facilitate this cooperation and help local municipalities assess their individual solid waste
management needs and implement programs that fit into the “big picture” of the overall
County Solid Waste Management Plan.

In addition, the County provides technical assistance to communities for solid waste

programs, conducts education programs and funds and operates pilot programs for

household hazardous waste. s
%

Individual municipalities are encouraged to implement programs that are consistent with
the County Solid Waste Management Plan. Those municipalities that implement solid
waste programs become responsible for the management and funding of their efforts, with
the County providing technical assistance through the Solid Waste Coordination
Department. Therefore, the SWCD functions as related to this plan is detailed below:
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IDENTIFICATION OF RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

Document which entities within the County will have management responsibilities over the
following areas of the Plan.

Resource conservation

Source or Waste Reduction - The Solid Waste Coordination Department will assist all
local units of government, non-profit groups and the private sector to implement programs.

Product Reuse - The Solid Waste Coordination Department will assist all local units of
government, non-profit groups and the private sector to implement programs.

Reduced Material Volume - The Solid Waste Coordination Department will assist all local
units of government, non-profit groups and the private sector to implement programs.

Increase Product Lifetime - The Solid Waste Coordination Department
Decreased Consumption - The Solid Waste Coordination Department

Resource Recovery Programs:

Composting - The Solid Waste Coordination Department will assist all local units of
government, non-profit groups and the private sector to implement programs.

Recycling - The Solid Waste Coordination Department will assist all local units of
government, non-profit groups and the private sector to implement programs

Energy Production:. N/A

Yolume Reduction Techniques: Private Waste Haulers

Collection Processes: Private Waste Haulers

Transportation: Private Waste Haulers

Disposal Areas: - The Solid Waste Coordination Department and the Solid Waste

Management Committee are responsible for reviewing proposals for new facilities for the
following:

(The management and operation of existing facilities is the responsibility of private
companies. )

- Processing Plants: Private Waste Haulers

Incineration: N/A

Transfer Stations: Private Companies

Sanitary Landfills: Private Companies
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Ultimate Disposal Area Uses: Private Companies

Local Responsibility for Plan Update Monitoring & Enforcement
Livingston County Board of Commissioners, through the Solid Waste Management f
Committee and the Solid Waste Coordination Department.

Educational and Informational Programs:
Solid Waste Coordination Department, in cooperation with the local units of government,

non-profit organizations and private haulers.
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LOCAL ORDINANCES AND REGULATIONS AFFECTING SOLID WASTE
DISPOSAL

This Plan update's relationship to local ordinances and regulations within the County is described
in the option(s) marked below:

1. Section 11538.(8) and rule 710 (3) of Part 115 prohibits enforcement of all County and
local ordinances and regulations pertaining to solid waste disposal areas unless explicitly
included in an approved Solid Waste Management Plan. Local regulations and
ordinances intended to be part of this Plan must be specified below and the manner in
which they will be applied described.

2. This Plan recognizes and incorporates as enforceable the following specific provisions

based on existing zoning ordinances:

Geographic area/Unit of government:

Type of disposal area affected:

Ordinance or other legal basis:

Requirement/restriction:

Geographic area/Unit of government:

Type of disposal area affected:

Ordinance or other legal basis:

Requirement/restriction:

Gebgraphic area/Unit of government:

Type of disposal area affected:

Ordinance or other legal basis:

Requirement/restriction:

Geographic area/Unit of government:

Type of disposal area affected:

Ordinance or other legal basis:
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SELECTED SYSTEM

Requirement/restriction:

E Geographic area/Unit of government:

Type of disposal area affected:

Ordinance or other legal basis:

Requirement/restriction:

[® 3. This Plan authorizes adoption and implementation of local regulations governing the
following subjects by the indicated units of government without further authorization
from or amendment to the Plan.

. Certain ancillary construction details, such as landscaping and screening;

. Hours of operation;

. Noise, litter, odor and dust control;

Operating records and reports,

Facility security;

Monitoring of wastes accepted and prohibited;

Composting and recycling;

Other provisions intended to protect the health, safety and welfare of the concerned

community. @

(1. Additional listings are on attached pages.
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Note
Section 11538(8) of Part 115 of Act 451 preempts enforcement of all local regulation of disposal area location, development, and operation except to the degree approved by the DEQ as part of the Plan.  Item number 8 in the Local Ordinances section is deleted from the Plan.
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CAPACITY CERTIFICATIONS

Every County with less than ten years of capacity identified in their Plan is required to annually prepare
and submit to the DEQ an analysis and certification of solid waste disposal capacity validly available to
the County. This certification is required to be prepared and approved by the County Board of
Commissioners.

[¢] This County has more than ten years capacity identified in this Plan and an annual certification
process is not included in this Plan.

0 Ten years of disposal capacity has not been identified in this Plan. The County will annually
submit capacity certifications to the DEQ by June 30 of each year on the form provided by DEQ.
The County’s process for determination of annual capacity and submission of the County’s capacity
certification is as follows: '

Livingston County, through authorized import/export with surrounding counties and through
capacity agreements with solid waste disposal facilities has more than 10 years of solid waste
capacity. Arbor Hills, in Washtenaw County, has notified Livingston County that part ofits listed
capacity is available for all communities in the Livingston County planning area. Specifically, up
to 750,000 cubic yards are available for Livingston County for the five year planning period and
beyond.  See pages IV-2 and IV-3 for a calculation of disposal capacity. Additional
documentation is included in Appendix D, Listed Capacity.




Disposal Volume Calculation

TABLE IV-1
Livingston County Estimated Solid Waste Generation o
1999-2008

Year Estimated Solid Waste Volume

1999 395,143

2000 410,592

2001 420,574

2002 430,835

2003 | 441386

2004 452,236

2005 463,393

2006 474,868

2007 _ 486,671

2008 498 215

TEN YEAR TOTAL | 4,447,000

Calculation of Available Capacity

Livingston County’s contract with BFI for capacity at the Arbor Hills reserves approximately
5,000,000 over the ten year period from 1999 to 2008 (see page D-5).

The 9 facilities listed in Table IV-2 provide approximately 101,000,000 cy of disposal capacity
over varying time periods, which exceeds Livingston County’s estimated 10 year disposal volume
by approximately 95,000,000 cy. The average annual disposal volume for these facilities is
9,629,000. This equals 4,814,000 compacted air yards once disposed of in a facility. The yearly
disposal volume for all facilities is greater than Livingston County’s fotal ten year solid waste
generation. The facilities listed are also in counties that allow the import and/or export of waste
with Livingston County. (See Table 2-A, CURRENT EXPORT VOLUME AUTHORIZATION

OF SOLID WASTE, Pg ITI-4).

Additional capacity is also available if the Venice Park Landfill in Shiawassee County receives
“approval for its proposed expansion. The expansion will provide and additional 15 million cubic
yards of capacity, of which Livingston County will have authorization to ship up to 100% of its
total waste volume for the planning period. Inclusion of any facility in a county authorized to
receive Livingston County waste will only increase available solid waste disposal capacity.
Additional capacity can be included using C&C Landfill, Vienna Junction and McGill Road.

iv-2




TABLE IV-2

Available Solid Waste Disposal Capacity

FACILITY

LOCATION ANNUAL CURRENT ESTIMATED CAPACITY
DISPOSAL CAPACITY REMAINING
VOLUME ( ydss)
(yds)
Arbor Washtenaw 4,500,000 30,500,000 17.6 years
Hills
Brent Run Genesee 400,000 14,000,000 30 years
Citizen’s Genesee 500,000 5,300,000 25 years
Disposal
Eagle Oakland 870,000 4,800,000 5.5 years
Valley
Granger - Clinton 600,000 7,617,000 32 years
Watertown
Granger - Clinton/ 600,000 10,981,000 34 years
Wood Rd. Ingham
Adrian Lenawee 293, 193 2,002,000 7 years
Landfill
Venice Shiawassee 526,000 1,300,000 2.5 years/
Park expansion expansion pending, which will increase
will yield an capacity remaining to 30 years
additional
15,000,000
yds®
Woodland Wayne 1,340,200 26,520,800 19.8 years
Meadows

i
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The following facilities could provide additional solid waste disposal capacity:

Table IV-2 cont.
FACILITY LOCATION ANNUAL CURRENT CAPACITY ESTIMATED CAPACITY
DISPOSAL (yds®) REMAINING
VOLUME
(yds®
McGill Jackson 190,000 1,236,000 15 years
Road
C&C Calhoun 1,100,000 3,360,000 7 years
Vienna Monroe 1,000,000 11,400,000 25 years
Junction
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APPENDIX A - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING THE SELECTED SYSTEM

EVALUATION OF RECYCLING

The following provides additional information regarding implementation and evaluations of various components
of the Selected System.

The majority of Recycling and Composting programs in Livingston County consist of private companies
providing services to local governments through contracts. This system provides cost effective services
and the economies of scale necessary for recycling and composting. A detailed listing of programs is
included in Tables ITI-1 through ITI-6. The Selected System will continue this practice, while attempting
to improve existing programs and encourage new programs in those communities that do not have

recycling and composting services.

Livingston County, through the Solid Waste Coordination Department and the Solid Waste Management
Committee intends to fund a Household Hazardous Waste Program in 1999 and evaluate the success
and/or need for a County HHW program for the planning period.

DETAILED FEATURES OF RECYCLING AND COMPOSTING

List below the types and volumes of material available for recycling or composting.

The following table lists the type and amount of material available for recycling and/or composting. Waste
Composition Data (% by material type) was multiplied by the total amount of waste generated (see page

T-1).

% of? 1998 2003 2008

Municipal yards® yards® yards®
CATEGORY Solid Waste
Paper and 38.9% 149,694 171,699 193,806
Paperboard
Glass 6.3% 24,243 27,807 31,388
Yard Waste 14.6% 56,183 64,442 72,739
Metals 7.6% 29,246 33,545 37,864
Plastic 9.5% 36,558 41,932 47,330
Other 16.4% 63,110 72,387 81,707

1 Source: 1997 EPA, Waste Characterization Report




The following briefly describes the processes used or to be used to select the equipment and locations of the
recycling and composting programs included in the Selected System. Difficulties encountered durmg past
selection processes are also summarized along with how those problems were addressed: £

N

Equipment Selection

Existing programs: The communities in Livingston County use private waste haulers or non-profits to
provide recycling and composting service. Private entities have developed their own facilities selected

their own equipment.

Proposed Programs: Livingston County will continue to use private companies to provide services and
no county programs are proposed that would require Equipment. A local grants program exists to assist
communities is they desire to purchase equipment for recycling or composting

Site Availability & Selection

Existing Programs: The communities in Livingston County use private waste haulers or non-profits to
provide recycling and composting service. Private entities have developed their own facilities and selected

their own sites.

Proposed Programs: Livingston County will continue to use private companies to provide services and
no county programs are proposed that would require Site Availability & Selection. A localgrantsprogram
exists to assist communities if they desire to develop a site for recycling or composting. ?

s
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COORDINATION OF EFFORTS WITH RELATED PLANS & PROGRAMS

Ultimate responsibility for implementing the Solid Waste Management Plan rests with the County Board
of Commissioners as part of its duties of general governance. The Board has charged the Solid Waste
Management Committee and the Solid Waste Coordination Department to be cognizant of any pertinent
ordinances or approved and use plans or wellhead protection plans within the county, and on pertinent
restrictions or ongoing commitments contained in plans for waste management which may be required to

meet state or federal standards.

Any county level decisions affecting current or anticipated programs for solid waste management will be
made only after thorough consultation with the Solid Waste Management Committee and the Solid Waste

Coordination Department.

In order to implement the Selected System, certain contacts and/or arrangements are necessary.

The following local governments have arrangements (contracts) with hauling companies for solid waste
and/or recycling services: City of Brighton, City of Howell, Village of Fowlerville, Village of Pinckney,
and Genoa, Iosco and Cohoctah Townships. Various townships contract with waste service providers

for tire scrap metal and white goods collections.

Livingston County has a contract with BFI guaranteeing solid waste disposal capacity. Also, the county
has contracted with City Environmental to conduct household hazardous waste programs in the 1998 and

will rebid for the same contract services in 1999.



COSTS & FUNDING
The following estimates the necessary management, capital and operational and maintenance requirements for.each
applicable component of the solid waste management sysiem. In addition, potential funding sources haw ‘n

identified to support those components.

Management, capital and operational and maintenance costs for the selected system are included in
municipal budgets, hauling contracts, disposal fees, subscription waste service fees and private sector

budgets.

The following identifies Livingston County’s general funding commitments for the selected system.

System Component’ Estimated Costs Potential Funding Sources

Resource Conservation Efforts see education/information County General Fund
programs
Resource Recovery Programs $85,000 County General Fund

(Includes budget for County Solid
Waste Coordination Department)

Volume Reduction Techniques n/a - | private companies

Collection Processes _ ' n/a private companies

Transportation n/a private companies ra
Disposal Areas n/a private companies %‘ -
Future Disposal Area Uses n/a private companies

Management Arrangements n/a

Educational & Informational 1 $5,000/yr County General Fund

Programs

1 These components and their subcomponents may vary with each system
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EVALUATION OF THE SELECTED SYSTEM:

The solid waste management system has been evaluated for anticipated positive and negative impacts on the public
health, economics, environmental conditions, siting considerations, existing disposal areas, and energy consumption
and production which would occur as a result of implementing this Selected System. In addition, the Selected System
was evaluated to determine if it would be technically and economically feasible, whether the public would accept this
Selected System, and the effectiveness of the educational and informational programs. Impacts to the resource
recovery programs created by the solid waste collection system, local support groups, institutional arrangements, and
the population in the County in addition to market availability for the collected materials and the transportation

* network were also considered. Impediments to implementing the solid waste management system are identified and

proposed activities which will help overcome those problems are also addressed to assure successful programs. The
Selected System was also evaluated as to how it relates to the Michigan Solid Waste Policy's goals. The following
summarizes the findings of this evaluation and the basis for selecting this system:

The selected system is technically and economically feasible. All of the major components including
collection, transportation, disposal, recycling, composting, household hazardous waste collection and

education have been accepted by the general public.

Public Health
The selected system includes landfilling wastes at Type II disposal facilities. Properly sited, constructed

and operated landfills will minimize public health threats.

Programs such as recycling, composting and household hazardous waste collection can reduce public
health impacts by reducing and/or removing the amount of material that needs disposal.

Economics
In the short term, landfilling is the most economical method of disposal. However, in the long term, it may

be have increased costs due to failure in environmental control systems or operating parameters resulting
in air or water pollution.

Recycling can be a cost effective system in the long term.

Waste reduction is the most cost effective component of any waste management system. For this reason,
waste reduction/minimization is stressed in this plan’s goals and objectives (see page I-4).

Environmental Conditions
Recycling and composting reduce the environmental effects of landfills by minimizing the amount of
material being disposed. Also, the Selected System includes a Household Hazardous Waste Collection

Program, which can lessen the toxicity of material that is landfilled.

Siting Conditions

Solid waste disposal areas including large scale recycling and composting operations are difficult to site
in any community. The Selected System does not propose any new facilities to be sited. However, this
plan update does include siting criteria for any proposed transfer station or processing facility that must

be met.




Existing Disposal Areas
There are two licensed solid waste facilities in the County: Len’s Rubbish and Mister Rubbish’s Material

Recovery Facility. These facilities process and transfer solid waste to disposal areas in other cou?/
Livingston County has disposal capacity for the five and ten year planning periods through autho...ed
Solid Waste Plans in other counties.

Energy Consumption and Production

By placing an emphasis on resource recovery and waste reduction, the Selected System will have a
positive effect on the consumption of natural resources. Materials captured through recycling programs:
tin, paper, aluminum, plastics, etc can be used as substitutes for raw materials in the overall production

of goods.

Impediments to Current System

There are no major impediments to the Selected System that would hinder its implementation. Apathy |
or lack of information regarding resource recovery initiatives is a minor impediment. The Solid Waste
Coordination Department will increase outreach efforts to inform Livingston County residents and increase
participation in available programs.

Relationship to Michigan Solid Waste Policy
The Selected System will attempt to place emphasis on education of businesses and residents to promote
alternatives to landfilling or incineration. Livingston County has more recycling, composting and waste
reduction programs available than ever before and will attempt to add programs to meet the goals of
Michigan Solid Waste Policy. Also, volume based pricing or “pay as you throw” programs will be piloted
during the planning period .

.




ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE SELECTED SYSTEM:

ADVANTAGES:
1. Selected System is publicly acceptable and expansion of resource recovery efforts will enhance the

public appeal of the system.

2. Local governments are increasing large item recycling/collection efforts and reducing illegal
dumping.

3. There is no sanitary landfill operating which reduces potential for groundwater contamination.

4. County government, along with local government and the private sector are providing education
efforts to reduce waste and/or increase resource recovery.

5. There are more resource recovery programs and opportunities available for Livingston County
residents in this planning period than previous plans.

6. Solid waste services are provided at a reasonable cost to residents and businesses.

DISADVANTAGES:

1. Landfilling is predominant disposal method.

2. Lack of community contract for waste services in some communities is not always most efficient
system. ~

3. Dependancy on export relationships with other counties and/or facilities.



 APPENDIXB

NON-SELECTED SYSTEMS




APPENDIX B

NON-SELECTED
SYSTEMS

Before selecting the solid waste management system contained within this Plan update, the County developed
and considered other alternative systéms. The details of the non-selected systems are available for review in the
County's repository. The following section provides a brief description of these non-selected systems and an
explanation why they were not selected. Complete one evaluation summary for each non-selected alternative

system.



SYSTEM COMPONENTS:

The following briefly describes the various components of the non-selected system. A

RESOURCE CONSERVATION EFFORTS:
System A has resource conservation components but are not operating at a significantly high level.

System C could incorporate a material recovery facility as part of the overall transfer station operation.

System D while providing funding for programs, could provide an overall disincentive to recycle due
to low disposal fees.

VOLUME REDUCTION TECHNIQUES:
System A currently incorporates volume reduction due to compaction for transfer.

System C could possibly incorporate volume reduction due to compaction for transfer. However, the
Selected System incorporates volume reduction, so change would not be significant

System D could possibly incorporate volume reduction due to compaction for transfer. However, the
Selected System incorporates volume reduction, so change would not be significant. Volume
reduction could possibly occur at a landfill.

RESOURCE RECOVERY PROGRAMS:

System A has many resource recovery programs available. However, existing programs need
improvement to maximize recovery. Also, resource recovery programs are not currently available'c.
convenient for residents in rural areas away from the cities and/or villages.

System C could incorporate a material recovery facility as part of the overall transfer station operation.

System D could provide funding for programs; however, it could provide an overall disincentive to
recycle due to low disposal fees.

COLLECTION PROCESSES:
System A collection processes consists of individual trucks collecting waste from business and

residential customers..

System C collection process would involve individual trucks collecting waste and tipping at a central
transfer station.

| System D would consist of individual trucks collecting waste from business and residential customers
and tipping directly at landfill in Livingston County.
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TRANSPORTATION:

System A of individual trucks collecting waste from business and residential customers and tipping
either at private transfer stations or directly at private landfills.

System C collection process would involve individual trucks collecting waste and tipping at a central
transfer station. Waste would then be transferred to alandfill. Capacity arrangements with landfills in
other counties would be a critical component.

System D would consist of individual trucks collecting waste from business and residential customers
and tipping directly at landfill in Livingston County. Flow control issues and the amount of waste
allowed to be imported/exported would be a major concern.

DISPOSAL ARFEAS:
Under System A, waste would be disposed of in licensed Type II landfills outside of Livingston

County.

In System C, waste would be disposed of in licensed Type II landfills outside of Livingston County.
In System D, waste would be disposed of in licensed Type II landfill sited in Livingston County.

INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS:
System A involves institutional arrangements through local government contracts with private waste

haulers.

System C would require a contract and/or host community agreement between the county and an
operator of the transfer station. System C would also include local government contracts with private

waste haulers.

System D would require a contract and/or host community agreement between the county and an
owner / operator of a landfill. System D would also include local government contracts with private

waste haulers.

EDUCATIONAL AND INFORMATIONAL PROGRAMS:
System A includes educational programs, but they are not reaching a county-wide audience. Also,
more education is needed in the rural areas to increase recycling.

System C would include educational programs similar to System A.

System D would include educational programs related to resource recovery. Also, System D would
require significant education and information about the Type II landfill to mitigate local concerns.



CAPITAL, OPERATIONAL, AND MAINTENANCE COSTS:
System A does not require significant capital operational or maintenance costs.

System C would require a significant capital cost: between $750,000 and $2 million to obtain land 4
construct a transfer station. Operational and maintenance costs would also be significant.

System D would involve a major capital investment to acquire land, design a site and operate a Type II
solid waste landfill. Long-term operating costs would also be incurred, as well as any closure costs or
environmental mitigation.
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- EVALUATION SUMMARY OF NON-SELECTED SYSTEMS:

The non-selected system was evaluated to determine its potential of impacting human health, economics,
environmental, transportation, siting and energy resources of the County. In addition, it was reviewed for
technical feasibility, and whether it would have public support. Following is a brief summary of that evaluation
along with an explanation why this system was not chosen to be implemented. :

Four systems were evaluated and scored using the following criteria: technical feasibility, economic
feasibility, energy consumption/production, land access/transportation, environmental impacts, public
health effects and public acceptability. System B, current system with increased resource recovery
scored the highest, followed by System C, System A and System D.

Because it received the highest score, System 2 is the Selected System. In general, the other systems
had the following shortcomings.

1) System A does not attempt to maximize resource recovery.

2) Systems C and D require significant capital to implement.

3) Systems C and D have local siting concerns which would be difficult to mitigate.

4) Systems C and D may have increased environmental concerns associated with disposal areas.

An in-depth evaluation of advantages and disadvantages of each system can be found on page B-6,
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE NON-SELECTED SYSTEM (S):
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ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE NON-SELECTED SYSTEMS:

L

Each solid waste management system has pros and cons relating te its implementation within the County. -

Following is a summary of the major advantages and disadvantages for the non-selected systems. L

System A : Current Solid Waste Management System
ADVANTAGES:
1. Current System is publicly acceptable.

2 Local governments are increasing large item recycling/collection efforts and reducing illegal
dumping. : ‘

3.  There is no sanitary landfill operating which reduces potential for groundwater
contamination.

4.  There are more resource recovery programs and opportunities available for Livingston
County residents in this planning period than previous plans.

5. Solid waste services are provided at a reasonable cost to residents and businesses.

DISADVANTAGES:

1. Landfiling is predominant disposal method. , ( .
L

2. Lack of standardization of waste services in some communities is not always most efficient
system.

3.  Dependancy on export relationships with other counties and/or facilities.

4. Public education efforts need to increase to maximize resouUrce recovery.
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System C : Siting of Transfer Station in Livingston County

2.

ADVANTAGES:
1. Could provide disposal capacity through contract for several years.
Could incorporate material recovery facility (MRF) to increase resource recovery
DISADVANTAGES:
1. Local Concern over development of a siting of large transfer station
2. Environmental considerations
3. Would still rely on export relationship with other counties
4. Capital cost
5. Issue of public versus private ownership of facility
6. Could increase disposal costs to residents and businesses.
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System D : Siting of Type II Landfill in Livingston County

ADVANTAGES:

1. Provide disposal capacity for several years.

2. Provide funding or host community fees for resource recovery .
DISADVANTAGES:

1. Local Concern over development of a sanitary landfill

2. Nuisance considerations, including odor, noise and pests.

3. Does not maximize opportunity for resource recovery

4. Lack of emphasis on alternative disposal methods (recycling and/or composting)
5. Potential for groundwater contamination due to liner failure

6. Issue of public versus private ownership of facility

7. Public perception of the county as an importer of solid waste

B-7
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APPENDIX C

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
AND APPROVAL

The following summarizes the processes whieh were used in the development and local approval of the Plan including
a summary of public participation in those processes, documentation of each of the required approval steps, and a
description of the appointment of the solid waste management planning committee along with the members of that

committee.

Notices were published in newspapers having major circulation in the County (see Affidavit of
Publication). Any and all interested parties were included on the mailing list for agendas and minutes.
Eachlocal unit of government in Livingston County received the agenda and minutes at least 10 days prior

to each meeting.

Each local unit received a copy of the draft plan for comment and final plan for approval or denial.



PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS: A description of the process used, including dates of public.meetings,{/ s
of public notices, documentation of approval from solid waste planning committee, County board of commissiv..crs,

and municipalities.

SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING SCHEDULE

DATE TIME LOCATION
April 8, 1998 7:00 PM Admin Building*
May 10, 1998 7:00 PM “
June 12, 1998 7.00 PM «“
July 8, 1998 7:00 PM -«
September 9, 1998  7:00 PM «
October 14, 1998 7:00 PM “
November 18, 1998 7:00 PM “
February 9, 1999 7:00 PM “
June 9, 1999 8:00 AM “
November 17, 1999 8:00 AM “

*County Administration Building: 304 E. Grand River, Howell, ML
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RESOLUTION NO. 398-0%2

LIVINGSTON COUNTY __DATE: March 16,1998

RESOLUTION TO APPOINT SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

.

Livingston County is updating its Solid Waste Management Plan, and

Livingston County must appoint a fourieen member Solid Waste Planning
Commirttes, and

each member appointed will serve a two-year term, effzcrive immediately and
expiring March 31, 2000,

the following individuals have been recommended for appointment:

Solid Waste Management Industrv {4 members)
Steve Dawdy, Mister RubbisivContractor's Container
Stephanie Glysson, Browning-Ferms Industries
.Bob Josephison, Lens Rubbish

/acant seat

Environmental Tnterest Group {2 members)
Phil Smith, Executive Director, Recycle Livingston
Julie Woodward, Treasurer, Recycle Livingston

County Government (1 member)
Richard Andersen, County Commissioner

City Government (1 member)

Paul Rogers, Mayor of City of Howell, who has designated
Terry Wilson, Director of Depanment of Public Works,
City of Howell

Township Government (1 member)
William Miller, Josco Township Supervisor, who has designated
Donna Waldock, Iosco Township Planning Commission

Regional Solid Wasie Planning Agency (1 member)
Ted Starbuck, Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG)

Industrig! Waste Generators (1 membery
Don Tinson, General Motors
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RESOLUTION NO. 398-0s2
PAGETWO

General Public {3 members)

Karen Clute, resident of Deerfield Township
Matthew Germaine, resident of Hartland Township
Sandra Tuthill, resident of Green Oak Township

THERETORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Livingston County Board of Commissioners hereby
appoint the above-stated individuals to the Livingston County Solid Waste

Planning Committee for a two-year term, expiring March 31, 2000

MOVED: Coumissioner Andersen
SUPPORTED: Commissioner Dowmas

CARRIED: 7-0~2 absent

CLT L ERTECS '1
STATE OF MICHIGAN
UNTY OF . :
%Qa:gmom Dcnle..‘ry Cleck of zaid Comty I
Livingston and Cerk of the Comult Com fo s
cc: v Solid Waste Coordinator Ceunty, éo IbﬁIMﬁmﬂw:
Health Dept.—Environmentsl foregcing with ¢ ipal FeCGT L=E0h o
. . ot J_ﬁ tar iz 8 T2
Howell City Clerk : remzinmg & my of o= wicke of
T ni Correst tramserit .t,«:zﬁc-:n. end
csco Township ok alr&.:ﬂ-
SEMCOG . crigin

I Wherea!, 1 haye borzmo 22 2
,.E“fffﬁ?ledmuoz@cmzﬂm

2.
Lh-s; /-/3 dﬁya____._-——/ /;f) "Cﬂ‘/ AD‘! -:i-'-'

C-4 WL CUNLEAYT,
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RESOLUTION NO. 278-02¢

LIVINGSTON COUNTY , DATE: Fabrugrv 1.1999
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE COMMITTEE/AGENCY APPOINTMENTS - SOLID
WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE

WHERFEAS, aSolid Waste Industry seat is vacant orn the Solid Waste Planning Committes, and
WHEREAS, the following appointment has been recommended:

SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE

Dawn D. New - Solid Waste Industry Seat - Term expiring March 31, 2000,
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Livingston County Board of Commissioners hereby

approves the above-stated appointment.

MOVED: Commissioner Andersen

SUPPORTED: Commissioner Domas

CARRIED: 8-0-1 absent

CLERK'S CERTIFICATE .
SEA’I‘E*OF&QW

. Va7t - COUNTY OF LIYINGSTON

ce: ?011& E:I?ss.e Mgmt . LM M. Demlexyy Clerk of said Commty of
Accounting Liviogzon and Cerk of the Crenit Count for fzie o]
m,mm%mmzmﬁm&m

Temeining In my office acd that it i3 a &L ad

comest treescrint therefrom, and of the whole of

EBC?? : MMI@. hergrnto sel oIy

Testimon 2T 2ye !
hacd ard M seal of 124 Court 2nd Comty

s i dayoifiiuain AD, 1927 .
MARGARET L DUNLEAYY,




STATE OF MICHIGAN

Ss.
COUNTY OF LIVINGSTON
AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

Michae! Preville being duly sworn, deposes and Says that he is one of the
printers and publfshgrs of the Livingston County Press & Brighton
Argus in said state, that the annexed printed notice has been duly published in
said newspapers at least 1 week(s) successively, and that the first insertion
thereof was on 25th day of Mgrch, AD,, ‘f&éand the last insertion on the

25%?_]//* Gavy g arch A D
) D, 1898,

o= rbegﬁ» arjg/ ;1/@ befor; me this 26th dav of March, A.D. 1998

S0 s -~
Denise L. Seoulveda , MGtary Public, Livingsten County, State of Michican.
My commission expires March 23, 2000.

SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE
NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC

Pursuant to Act 267, Public Act of Michigan, notice is hereby given by the Liv-
ingston County Solid Waste Coordination Departmant that the SOLID WASTE
PLANNING COMMITTEEZ (SWPC) will hold regular monthly meetings during 1958

on the fellowing datas:
April 8 July 8 Qctober 7
May 13 August 12 - Novemnber 11
June 10 ‘ September 9 December 9

All requiar mestings will be hekd at 7:00 p.m. at the Livingston County Adminis-~
tration Building, 304 E. Grand River Ave., Howell, M, Conference Reom A,
Quesdons regarding any aspect of the Soiid Wasts Planning Committee are
welcome, All questons should be directed to:. . . . . ) ]
’ Livingston County Saiid Waste Coerdination Degartment
304 Szst Grand Biver Ave., .
Howell, Michigan 48843
Phone: (317) 543-8808
Fax; (517) 546-7288
{3-25-98 BA/LOP 822820)
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Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department

TO: All Local Officials

- FROM: John P. Hanifan, Solid Waste Management Coordinator
~ DATE: June 21, 1999

RE: 1999 Solid Waste Plan Draft - Public Hearing

SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE
NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC

Pursuant to Act 267, Public Act of Michigan, and in accordance with Act 451, Part 115, as amended notice is
hereby given by the Livingston County Solid Waste €oordination Department that the SOLID WASTE
PLANNING COMMITTEE (SWPC) Will hold a public hearing on the Livingston County Solid Waste

- Management Plan;

| Wednesday, July 28, 1999, at 7:00 PM at the Livingstonr County Administration Butkding,

304 E. Grand River Ave, Howell, M1, Conference Room A

Draft Plans are available for pubiic i'eview at the Solid Waste Coordination Department in the County
Administration Building; each township, city and village hall; and the Howell, Brighton and Cromaine Libraries.
Questions regarding any aspect of the Sohd Waste Planning Committee are welcome. All questions should be
directed to:

Livingston. Coumy
Sohd Waste Coordination Depariment
304 East Grand River Ave.
Howell, Michigan 48843
phone: (517) 545-9609
fax:  (517) 546-6657



RESOLUTION . NO: 200-031

LIVINGSTON COUNTY DATE: February 14, 2000
RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

UPDATE

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee unanimously approved the
Solid Waste Management Plan Update prepared by the Solid Waste Management

Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee is recommending the
Board of County Commissioners approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management

Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, approval of the Board of Commissioners is necessary for a locally approved Solid
Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, once approved by the Board of Commissioners, the approved plan is sent to all
cities, villages and townships in Livingston County for their approval, and

WHEREAS, alocally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County
municipalities and-the Board of County Commussioners encourages all local
municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update

Plan.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Livingston County Board of Commissioners
hereby approves and adopts the Solid Waste Management Plan Update and
encourages all Livingston County municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid

Waste Management Plan Update.

# # #

MOVED: Commissioner LaBelle

SUPPORTED: Commissioner Chrysler C._7aK'S CERTIFICATE

STATE GF MICHIGAN County of Livingston
[, Margaret M. Dunleavy, Clerk

- of said County and Clerk of the
44th Circuit Court, do hereby certify
this copy as a correct and true
record of the original document
remaining on file in my office.

CARRIED: 8-0-1 Roll call vote
Ayes: LaBelle, Chrysler,
Belser, Domas, Andersen,
Linksz, Rogers, Hamilton
Nays: None
Absent: Reader

co: ‘/Solid Waste Mgmt. C-8 Dated and sealed:/Zacw 44y /6, 20ce! .
Planmni Margaret M. Dunleavy, County Clerk
anning

éiZﬂﬂ/vl/ng‘1ZZ:ézzQé/ _Demey




MINUTES FROM PUBLIC MEETINGS OF THE
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE



LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING. COMMITTEE
RECORD OF MEETING '

Wednesday, April 8, 1998 7:00 PM
County Administration Building
Conference Room A

I Roll and Introduction of Guests
Members Present Staff Present
Steve Dawdy * Johnr Hanifan

Karen Clute
Donna Waldock

Julie Woodward .

Ted Starbuck Guests. Present

Don Tinson Diane Brady, Handy Twp
Terry Wilson Harry Brown, Howell

Stephanie Glysson
Rich Andersen
Bob Josephson
Matt Germaine

Members  Ahsent
Sandra Tuthill

Phil Smith-

1L

1L

General Business

Meeting called to Order at 7:00 PM

A. Approval of Agenda. Motion. by Wilson, support by Woodward. te approve. agg?nda
B. Correspondence;: NONE ’

C. Call to the Publicc: NONE

By-Laws & Election of Officers
The adoption of By-Laws and. election of officers was. tabled. until the next meeiting.

Orientation: Process-Timetable-Responsibilities

Discussion on responsibilities of the SWPC. Staff said the major responsibilities of the
SWPC are the Goals & Objectives, Import/Export authrization and Siting Criteria. The data
collection activities of the plan will be conducted by Staff and submitted to the SWPC for

their comments and/or approval.

Discussion of the timeline took place. Staff said that it is a Draft timelme, and will likely
be adjusted over the next few meetings. Staff said that it is his intent to release a draft
in September for public comment and. review.

Discussion took place about the timeline. Questions were raised about releasing a draft plan
before approval by the Livingston County Board of Commissioners.




P
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Staff said his intent is to send a draft plan to the municipalities in order to keep them
involved in the process as the plan is develo_[ped”

Goals and Objectives

Staff said that the committee will be responsible for developing the Goals and Objectives
of the Plan. Staff said that the goals need to be reasonably attainable and it is better to
have fewer, realistic goals than to have several that are not attainable. He sited household
hazardous waste collection and wellthead protection as obtainable goals. '

Starbuck said the Plan should contain an update of how and if the goals of the old Plan
were met.

Staff said he will prepare a concise summary of old goals and objectives for the . next
meeting.

Intercounty Flow of Waste

Discussion on intercounty flow of waste. Staff presented a table depicting the counties
where Livingston waste was authorized to be exported to per the 1992 Solid Waste Plan.

Staff recommended that either himself or the committee should draft a letter to the
authorized counties to request the same flow situation for this Plan update.

Starbuck suggested comtacting Wayne County in addition to the others. Woodward said the
letter should go out as soon as possible in order for the committee to discuss at the May

meeting.

The committee generally agreed that Staff should draft letters and send out as soon as
possible.  Staff agreed and will send letters ASAP.

Capacity

A brief discussion of capacity took place.  Staff said that Livingston County has
approximately 17 years remaining on the capacity agreement with BFI, which satisfies the

DEQ requirement.

Contingency disposal was. discussed.  Staff said. the old. Plan’s contingency disposal option
was the shifting of waste to one or more of the counties authorized to receive waste from
Livingston to make up for lost capacity due to facility closure. Staff said this may be
the case again for this update of the Plan and will be discussed at future meetings.

VIII. Public Comments

IX. Motion by Starbuck, support by Glysson ta adjourn.. Meeting Adjourned at 8:00 PM.



Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department

RECORD OF MEETING

LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING

Wednesday, May 13, 1998- 7:00 PM
Livingston County Administration Building
304 E. Grand River
Howell, MI 48843

Wednesday, May 13, 1998 7:00 PM ‘
County Administration Building
Conference Room A

I Roll and Introduction of Guests

Members Present Staff Present
Phil Smith : John Hanifan
Karen Clute '
Donna Waldock

Julie Woodward -
Ted Starbuck : Guests Present
Dan Tinson Terry Guerin,
Terry Wilson: Granger Co.
Stephanie Glysson

Rich Andersen

Bob Josephson

Sandra Tuthill

Members Absent
Steve Dawdy
Matt\ Germaine

. General Business

Meeting called to Order at 7:00 PM

A. Approval of Agenda. Motion by Wilson, support by Woodward to approve agenda.
MOTION CARRIED

B. Approval of April 8, 1998 minutes. Motion by Woodward, support by Starbuck, to
approve minutes. MOTION CARRIED

C. Correspondence: NONE

D. Call to the Public:
Terry Guerin, Granger Co. gave a brief overview of the proposed Ingham Co. surcharge.
Guerin stated that Ingham Co. does not have the authority to implement the surcharge beyond

its borders.

304 E. Grand River Ave » Howell, M1 48843 » Phone {517) 545-9609 « Fax (517) 546-6657




By-Laws & Election of Officers .
Staff presented a revised copy of By-Laws. Discussion took place regarding the possible removal of

a SWPC member for missing three consecutive mestings.

Woodward suggested approving the by-laws, but amending them to read “Final authority to remove
and/or replace a commuttee member shall be made by the County Board of Commissioners.”

Staff said he would make the changes.

Motion by Woodward, support by Wilson to adopt amended by-laws.
MOTION CARRIED.

Core County surcharge

Staff said that Ingham County has proposed implementing a $0.25 surcharge on waste generated in a defined
“core county” area to be used for county programs. Staff said that Ingham had approached several counties
including Livingston, Clinton, Eaton, Gratiot, Washtenaw, Ionia, Xent, Shiawassee and a few others to
become part of the “Core County” region.

Smith asked if the surcixarge could help prevent Canadian waste from coming in to Michigan.

General discussion took place regarding the surcharge. Staff said that a DEQ staffer had called and asked
if Livingston County had agreed to become a “core county”, Staff toid the DEQ that Livingston County had
not agreed to anything and that the surcharge was only mentioned in concept at a meeting of Designated

Planning Agencies.

It was generally agreed that Staff would keep the SWPC informed about the surcharge, but the surcharge is
1ot an option that Livingston County is currently considering.

Siting Criteria

General discussion about siting criteria. Staff asked the SWPC to review the current criteria for all facilities
to discuss possible changes at the next meeting. Staff said that he will compare current criteria to other
counties and incorporate sections that are beneficial to Livingston County. .

Andersen said that this section of the Plan is critical and needs to be carefully written.

Glysson suggested removing all reference to mcmerators so that it was clear that one could not be sited under
any circumstances.

Goals and Chjectives

Staff presented 32 goals and cbjectives from the old Plan. Discussion took place about which goals have been
met, which haven’t and possible additions. Staff said the committes needs to think about what Goals &

Objectives they would like to see implemented.

‘Andersen asked staff to send out the original 60 position staternents from the old plan to see what the SWPC
may have missed.

Intércounty Flow Provisions
Staff distributed copies of letters sent to communities that are identified in the old Plan as authorized to

receive Livingston County Waste. Staff said that none of the communities have responded yet, but he had
spoken to Oakland & Washtenaw Counties and they will respond in the near future.

Tinson asked if a letter was sent to Wayne County. Staff said he had not sent a letter yet, but will send one
now that a contact person at Wayne County has been identified.

]
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Staff said that the Intercounty flow situation needs to be carefuily looked at and that it is important for e
Livingston to keep options open. ‘

Database

Staff said that he is still in the process of preparing the required database informarion, To date, all of the
communities with contracts with Mister Rubbish had responded except one. Once the final commumity
submiits their information, he will be able to complete the waste generation methodology and will present a

draft at the June meeting for SWPC review and/or approval.

Staff aiso said that he has received some of the required facility descriptions from landfills receiving
Livingston County waste and expects to have all of them for the June mesting.

Other Business

Clute asked how the townships, cities and villages are being kept informed about the plan update.
Staff said that he sends every municipality the meeting Agenda & minutes for all meetings of the SWPC.

Clute said that it was important to keep the townships informed as we move along in the process.

Public Cortments
Terry Guerin, Granger Co. said that Representative Hale has written legislation -HB-5401-regarding illegal
dumping,.

Guerin also stated that Wayne County’s plan does not explicitly authorized the flow of waste from anywhere
and that the Wayne County plan is not recognized by the state as “legal”. o

Adjournment
Maotion by Wilson, support by Woodward to adjourn. MOTION CARRIED. Meeting adjourned at

8:30 PML
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Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department

RECORD OF MEETING
LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, June 10, 1998- 7:00 PM
Livingston County Administration Building
304 E. Grand River

Howell, M1 48843
Wednesday, June 10, 1998 7:00 PM -
County Administration Building
Conference Room B
I Roll and Introduction of Guests
Members Present Staff Present
Phil Smuth John Hanifan
Karen Clute
Donna Waldock
Julie Woodward
Rich Andersen Guests Present
Don Tinson Terry Guern,
Bob Josephson- Granger Co.
Sandra Tuthill

Steve Dawdy
Matt Germaine

Members Absent
Ted Starbuck
Terry Wilson
Stephanie Glysson

1L General Business

Meseting called to Order at 7:07 PM

A. Approval of Agenda.

Staff amended Agenda by adding Deficiencies/Problems under Goal and Objectives

Motion by Woodward, support by Dawdy to approve amended agenda. MOTION CARRIED

B. Approval of May 13, 1998 minutes. Motion by Woodward, support by Waldock, to
approve minutes. MOTION CARRIED

C. Correspondence: NONE

D. Call to the Public: NONE

304 E. Grand River Ave » Howell, MI 48843-+ Phone (517) 545-9609 « Eax. (517) 546-6657
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Time line- Where we re at/Where we should be

Staff gave a brief overview of how things were progressing as related to the original time-line. Staff said that
the SWPC is about where it should be when compared to other counties. Staff also said some counties plan
on having drafts finished in August. while others have yet to meet.

Tinson said it appears as if the committee is about two months behind based on the original time-line.

Staff agreed that the SWPC is behind the original time line, but does he feels that the SWPC is making good
progress towards completing a draft plan in the next three or four months.

Siting Criteria

General discussion about siting criteria.  Staff said that the basic checklist format in the current siting criteria
is similar to other counties plans. Staff will send out a revised set of criteria with additions highlighted in
the document. Staff will incorporate criteria that other counties have in their criteria that Livingston County
might not have.

Tinson asked if the review of other county plans is going to be handled internally by staff and if it is, could
staff send the committee examples of criteria from other counties plans that the committee might consider

adding.

Discussion took place about the scoring system to review landfill proposals and whether a scoring system is
used as primary siting criteria. Staff will contact DEQ to determine if a scoring system is acceptable as

primary criteria.

1t was generally agreed that Staff will conduct internal review of criteria, add criteria from other plans and
send only certain sections of other counties siting criteria as reference material

Goals and Objectives

Staff presented a revised set of Goals and Objectives (G&O). Staff said that it appears the original 60 position
statements were used to generate the 32 objectives discussed at the May meeting.

Woodward asked if staff could identify which of the 32 staff used for the revised G&O. Staff said that he had
taken the 32 into account when developing the new Goals, but could not verify “line by line” which were
incorporated. Staff said the SWPC has to realistically think about what can be accomplished based on the
Solid Waste Management needs of the county to develop the G&O.

The SWPC reviewed each of the revised G &0O. Dawdy asked to have the licensing objective to be removed
from the illegal dumping Goal. After discussion, the licensing objective was removed.

Woodward recommended to add that the County will continue to fund a Solid Waste Coordinator and to have
a Solid Waste Management Committee.

Andersen said the wording of the HHW Goal needs to be changed from “fund” to “support™. After discussion,
the wording was changed accordingly.

Tuthill said that there needs to be more emphasis on an overall education of County residents.

Staff will make revisions to G&O and mail to SWPC. It was generally agreed that the G&O are complete,
but the opportunity still exists to revisit them prior to plan approval if the SWPC deems it necessary.

Staff handed out a draft of Deficiencies and Problems and asked the SWPC to review the list for discussion
at the July meeting,

Intercounty Flow Provisions
Staff distributed copies of letters sent to Wayne County. Nothing further to report

-~
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Database ‘
Staff said that he is still in the process of preparing the required database information. Staff distributed

several draft items. Staff intends to sent out database sections for SWPC 1o review and approve at the July
meeting.

Staff distributed the required facility descriptions from landfills receiving Livingston County waste Staff
needs descriptions from the licensed facilities in Livingston County and expects to have them for the July

meeting.

Other Business
NONE

Call to the Public

Terry Guerin, Granger Co. said that the Williamston transfer station is a Waste Management Facility and
does not transfer waste to the Granger Landfill.

Guerin also said Representative Hale’s HB-3401-regarding illegal dumping-is attempting to give
municipalities more empowerment to enforce illegal dumping

Adjournment
Motion by Woodward, support by Andersen to adjourn. MOTION CARRIED. Meeting adjourned at

8:45 PM.
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Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department

RECORD OF MEETING
LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, Juiy 8, 1998- 7:00 PM
Livingston County Administration Building
304 E. Grand River
Hovwell. V[T 48843

Wednesday, July 8, 1998 7:00 PM ’
County Admunistration Building
Conference Room A

L. Roll and Introduction of Guests

Staff Present
Jobn Hanifan

Members Present
Steph Glysson
Karen Clure
Donna Waldock
Julie Woodward
Steve Dawdy
Matt Germaine
Terry Wilson
Ted Starbuck

Guests Present
Terry Guerin,
Granger Co.

Members Absent
Sandra Tuthill
Phil Sruch

Rich Andersen
Bob Josephson
Don Tinson

II. General Business

Meeting called to Order at 710 PM

A Approval of Agenda.
Staff amended Agenda by adding Correspondence and deleting Election of Officers
Motion by Woodward, support by Wilson to approve amended agenda. MOTION CARRIED

B. Approval of June 10, 98 minutes. Motion by Woodward, support by Waldock, to

approve minutes. MOTION CARRIED
C. Correspondence: Staff distributed letter from Jackson County and said the letter refers to the current

flow situation with Jackson and the possibility for an intercounty agreement.
D. Call to the Public: NONE

304 E. Grand River Ave « Howell, VM1 48843 .« Phone (517) 545-9609 « Fax (517) 346-6657




IV

VIL

VIIL

IX.

X

Siting Criteria
General discussion about siting criteria

Discussion took place about the scoring svstem to review landfill proposals and whether a scoring svstem is
used as pnmary siting criteria. Staff will contact DEQ to determine if o scoring svstem is acceptable as
primary criteria.

Glysson said that Monroe County is considering a scoring svstem for their criteria. She also said that DEQ
staff’ were present when the Monroe Committee discussed the scoring svstem and the DEQ siaff were
generally agreeable to the scoring system as primary siting criteria.

Discussion on Item 21 (hours of operation) of the Siting Criteria and whether to remove it. After discussion.
Staff asked for a motion to remove or include item 21 so the committee could proceed.
Motion by Woodward. 2™ by Clute to include item 21. Motion carried. with Dawdy voting ne.

It was generally agreed that Staff will conduct internal review of criteria. add criteria from other plans and
send only certain sections of other counties siting criteria as reference material. Staff will also put together
a Siting Criteria Timeline to be included in the Plan.

Evaluations of Deficiencies and Problems (EDP)
Brief discussion on EDP  Siaff said he had waken outline and pwt it into narrative format. The SWPC

generally agreed that the EDP were acceptable

Glysson suggested adding Enforcement and funding as a separate section. Staff will add Enforcement and
funding.

Staff said that EDP section is complete and will not b discussed in future meetings uniess requested by the
SWPC. The SWPC generally agreed thart the EDP were accepiabie and complete.

Database

Staff gave an update on the Database section of the Plan. Staff discussed the Solid Waste Generation Tables
and said that there are several ways to calculate. Staff was still irving to determine the most accurate way.
Staff referred to Washtenaw and lonia Counties handouts as possible ways to calculate waste generation,

Staff distributed several draft items. including Tables II-1 through III-5. and Page I1I-26. Staff said that
these are actual pages of the plan format and the SWPC should review for discussion/approval in August.

Staff intends to send out more database sections for SWPC to review and approve at the August meeting.

Other Business

Wilson asked Staff to include a date on each handout and also to identify revised documents as such
Staff to include date and REVISED, where relevant on future documents.

Call to the Public

Terry Guerin, Granger Co. requested a copv of the Jackson County letter. Guerin also said that he believes
the DEQ will be more conservative this time with approving plan language.

Adjournment
Motion by Woodward, support by Wilson adjourn. MOTION CARRIED. Meeting adjourned at

9:05 PM.
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Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department

RECORD OF MEETING
LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday. September 9, 1998- 7:00 P
Livingston County Administration Building
304 E. Grand River

Howell, M1 48843
L Roll and Introduction of Guests
Members Present Staff Present
Donna Waldock John Hanifan
Julie Woodward
Steve Dawdy Guests Present
Martt Germaine v Terry Guerin,
Rich Andersen Granger Co.
Ted Starbuck
Sandra Tuthill
Bob Josephson ” e
Don Tmson {\

Members Absent
Phil Smith

Steph Glysson
Terry Wilson

I General Business

Meseting called to Order at 7.10 PM
A. Approval of Agenda. Motion by Woodward, support by Tuthill to approve agenda. MOTION

CARRIED

B. Approval of July 9, 1998 minutes. Motion by Waodward, support by Waldock, to
approve minutes. MOTION CARRIED '

C Correspondence: Staff distributed letter from. Washtenaw County and said the letter. refers to the
current flow situation with Washtenaw and the possibility for an intercounty agresment.

D. Call to the Public. NONE

1I. Election of Officers
- Motion by Andersen, support by Tinson., to nominate Julic Woodward as Chairperson. Motien by

Dawdy, support by Andersen , to nominate Terry Wilson as Vice-Chair. Motion carried unanimously. f/
Woodward is Chairperson. Wilson. Vice-Chair ’

N



v

VIL

VIIL

Database’Selected Svsiem
General Discussion about the Database and Selected Svstem sections of the plan.

Staff said that the document mailed to the committee is a “draft. draft” of the format required by the DEQ

Tinson asked about Page 1. Executive Summany and the accuracy of the percentages. Staff said that the data
was given to him from the Planning Department. General discussion about the percentages on Page |
Staff will revise for next mesting

Discussion took place regarding the Selected System scoring matrix. Staff said the committee should rank
the alternatives using the ranking svstem and send the results 1o him prior 0 the next meeting.

General discussion about the Centers of Solid Waste Generation Map and Generalized Land Use Map
Andersen said the word “Generalized™ should be added to the title of the map

Discussion about the Ordinance Section of the Plan. Andersen asked Staff to get a legal opinion from the
County’s contracted legal office about the relationship of local ordinance to the plan

Siting Criteria ,
Staff said he did not prepare a time line yet. Staff will do so when the Scoring Matrix is complete

General discussion about revised siting criteria. Germaine said the word “developer”™ shouid be changed to
“proposer”. Comumittee generallv agreed to this change.

The commirtee reviewed the revised criteria and generally agreed that the primary criteria checklist is
complete. Staff said that the committes could still revise the criteria before final approval. or by asking this
item to be put on future agendas. otherwise this section is “done” and will not be discussed again until final
approval. The committee generally agreed that once Staff makes the edits from tonight’s meeting, that the

primary checklist is complete.

Staff said that the Scoring.] ix has not been compieted.and he hopes to have draft ready for .the next
meeting, :

Other Business

Call to the Public

Terry Guerin., Granger Co. discussed local ardinances. and the financial assurance of solid waste facilifies.
Guerin also discussed legislation (HB-3284) that will be discussed at a House of Reps subcommittee meeting

the following week.

Adjournment
Motion by Dawdy, support by Woodward adjourn. MOTION CARRIED. Meeting adjourned at

9:05 PM.
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Livingston .County Solid Waste Coordination Department

RECORD OF MEETING
LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday. October 14, 1998- 7:06 PM
Livingston County Administration Buiiding
304 E. Grand River
Howell, MI 48843

L Roll and Introducrion of Guests

Niembers Present Staff Prasent

Donna Waldock John Hanifan

Julie Woodward

Steve Dawdy Guests Present

Steph Glvsson Terry Guerin.

Rich Andersen - Granger Co

Ted Starbuck

Sandra Tuthill

Bob Josephson «
Don Tinson &
Terry Wilson "

Members_ Absent
Phil Smith

Matt Germaine
Karen Clute

il General Busmess

Mesting called to Order at 7:05 PM
A Approval of Agenda. Motion by Waldock, support by Starbuck to approve agenda. MOTION

CARRIED

B. A@proval of July 9, 1998 minutes. Motion by Starbuck, support by Tinson, to
approve minutes. MOTION CARRIED, with Glysson abstaining

C. Correspondence: Staff distributed letter from Genesee County and said the letter states that Genesee
has not addressed intercounty flow vet in their plan.

D. Call to the Public: NONE

I Executive Summary
(

General discussion about the percentages on Page I-1. Staff used Iand use classifications to determine mral .
and urban percentages. After much discussion, Tinson suggested adding single family residential to be used

(A%
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in calculating the urban category  The committee generally agreed to this stipulation. Staff will recalculate
based on Tinson's recommendation

Database Section

Staff is stll compiling waste generation numbers. which impact several of the tables in the Plan. Staff hopes
to send out numbers and finished tables for the next meeting. :

Discussion took place regarding the Selected Svstem scoring matrix. Staff provided a table with a weighted
scoring svstems. The commintee generallv agreed that the weighted system was acceptable.

Staff said that only a few commiitee members completed ranking the alternatives and provided Staff with the
results. The committes agreed to score the proposals at the meeting. Staff collected the finished scoring

svstemn and will compile the results for discussion at the next meeting

Selected Svstem Section
Staff said this section is nearly complete. Only a few tables remain to be completed (Tables are dependant

on info from Database Section).

Staff said it has been difficult to get answers on intercounty flow situation. However. staff does not anticipate
and changes to current svsiem with counties that are currently authorized 1o receive Livingston County waste

Siting Criteria

Discussion about the use of scoring matrix as primary criteria. Staff said that the matrix must be designed
using a graduated scoring system. For exampile. if a developer proposes a liner system that meets the
minimum requiremenis. they receive 10 paimts. If they go abave the minimum they would receive 15 points.
If they don’t meet minimum requirements. they receive 0 points. Staff said that in conversations with DEQ

staff that the scoring matrix must be designed this way.. or DEQ will not accept it.

Staff asked the committee if he should continue developing a Scoring Matrix. Metion by Tinson, support
by Andersen, to have staff continue developing 2 Scoring Matrix to be used as part of Primary Siting
Criteria. MOTION CARRIED, with Dawdy and Glysson Voting NO.

Other Busingss

Call to the Public

Terry Guerin, Granger Co. discussed. smnv criteria that ather counties are considering. and the basis of
isolation distances for facilities. :

Adjournment
Motion by Wilson, support by Waldock to adjourn. MOTION CARRIED. Meeting adjourned at

8:05 PM.
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Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department

RECORD OF MEETING
LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, November 11, 1998- 7:00 PM
Livingston County Administration Building
304 E. Grand River

Hoxwell, M1 48843
1 Roll and Introduction of Guests
Members Present Staff Present
Martt Germaine John Hanifan
Julie Woodward
Steve Dawdy Guests Present
Steph Glvsson Terty Guerin.
Karen Clute Granger Co.
Don Tinson Dave Herberholz

Bob Josephson

Members Absent
Tead Starbuck
Phil Smith

Rich Andersen
Donna Waldock
Sandra Tuthill
Terry Wilson

II. General Business

Meeting called to Order at 7:04 PM
A. Approval of Agenda. Motion by Glysson, support by Dawdy to approve agenda. MOTION

CARRIED

B. Approval of July 9, 1998 minutes. Motion. by Dawdy. support by Tinson, to
approve minutes. MOTION CARRIED, with Glysson abstaining

C. Correspondence: Staff distributed letter from. Lenawee County and said the letter states that
Lenaweee wishes to be added to the list of counties that are authorized to receive Livingston County

waste.
D. Call to the Public. NONE
111 Executive Summary

Staff reiterated that the Exscutive Summary is an overview of the plan and that Page I-1 was a required table
in the DEQ plan format. “
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A revised Page [-1 was handed out. which includes single family residential as part of the urban classification
Staff said the Executive Summary is basically finished and the commirtee shouid review it 10 recomumend any

changes.

Database Section
Staff said he will provide a finished Database section to SWPC to review before the next meeting.

Selected Svstem Section

Discussion took place regarding the Selected System scoring martrix. Staff provided a table with a weighted
scoring svstems. Staff said that Svstem 2. current svstem with increased resource recovery received the most
points under the matnx and was the “selected svstem™ Staff will include compiled results in the plan and

send to Commirttee
Siting Criteria

Staff distributed a draft of the Scoring Matrix for Landfill proposals. General discussion about the matrix.
Staff said this was the framework for the scoring svstem and was a first draft. Staff said he strongly urged
the committee 1o carefully review this section because of the importance of this section in relation to the rest

of the plan.

Appendices A - D

Staff discussed the preparation of the appendices Discussion of Appendix A took place. Dawdy had concerns
about the Advantages/Disadvantages section. Staff recommended faxing comments to him to use in
completing both Appendix A & B. Staff said Appendix B is an overview of the Non-selected system. Staff
will mail completed A & B to committee.

Staff said Appendix C is the documentation of public participation. and Appendix D is the attachment section.
50 no separate action is required to complete C and D

Call to the Public

Terry Guerin. Granger Co. said that an appeal to the Saginaw County decision is probable. Herberholz also
stated that an appeal would take place.

Adjournment
Motion by Tinson, support by Glysson to adjourn. MOTION CARRIED. Meeting adjourned a

7:435 PM.



Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Departmest

RECORD OF MEETING
; LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday. Febrwiry 10, 1999- 7606 PM
Livingston County Administration Building
304 E. Grand River
Howell. M1 48843

L Roll and Introduction of Guests

Members Present Staff Present
Matt Germaine ‘ " John Hanifan
Dawn New

Steve Dawdy Guests Prasent
Stegh Glvsson Terry Guenn.
Karen Clute , Granger Co.
Don Tinson '

Sandra Tuzhill

Rich Andersen

Ted Starbuck

/Mu\\

Donna Waldock

Members Absent
Phil Smith
Terry Wilson
Bob Josephson
Julie Woodward

18 Ceneral Business
Meeting called to Order at 7:10 PM ,
A. Approval of Agenda. Motion by Glysson, support by Andersen to approve agenda.

MOTION CARRIED

B. Introduction of Dawn New, new SWPC member. New gave a brief intreduction of her
experience followed by brief introductions of the other members of the SWPC.

C. Approval of November, 11 1998 minutes. Motion by Dawdy, support by Germaine, to
approve minutes. MOTION CARRIED, with Glysson, New, Waldock and Andersen abstaining

D. Correspondence: NONE

E . Call to the Public: NONE
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Overvien of Secuons II and [IL
Staff said these sections are basically complete and the SWPC will recetve. these as part of th_& draft plan. Staff
reminded the comumirtee that any or all of the information in the plan can be revised. edited. etc. if the SWPC

desires

Siung Criteria
Discussion abour the. Scoring Matrix. There were general concerns about the technical critera.
including the liner thickness. Staff agreed to cite the sections of Part | 15 when technical critena are

used m the Scoring VMatrix.

After much discussion, Staff said he would forward a copy to the DEQ to review before the SWPC
took anv more action on the scoring matrix.

Appendices A - D

Staff discussed the preparation of the appendices.  Discussion of Appendix B is an.overview of the Non-
selected svstem.  Glysson said she did not like the one of the Advantages in the Non-selected Svstem. Clute
said she disagreed and felt it was an appropriate statement. After much discussion.Staff asked if anyone
wanted to make a motion to modify appendix B. Because no motion was made. Staff said Appendix B is

finished.

Other Business

Staff presented a page of the plan which authorizes local units te implement ordinances pertaining to solid
waste disposal areas. .

After much discussion. there was a Mation by Glyssoa. Support by Dawdy to have the ordinance.section
page read:

"Any of the 20 municipalities in Livingston County may adopt und implement local regulations pertaining
to solid waste disposal areas that protect the public health, safety and weifare of a respective community.”
and to eliminate 1. through 6. Mation carried unanimously.

After discussion. the SWPC decided to meet again on April 14. Staff said he would mail a first draft of the
plan. but it would probably would not contain the scaring matrix. The SWPC generally agreed that staff
should send out the draft for their review prior to the April meeting.

Call to the Puyblic

Terry Guerin, Granger Co. said it was his understanding that a state approved plan means the plan is
complete per the DEQ requirements but does not necessarily hold up when weighed against parts of the

statute.

Adjournment
Motion by Starbuck, suppert by Tinson to adjourn. MOTION CARRIED. Meeting adjourned at

approximatefy 8:15 PML
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Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department
RECORD OF MEETING
LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, June 9, 1999- 8:00 AM
Livingston County Administration Building
304 E. Grand River
Howell, MI 48843
L Roll and Introduction of Guests
Members Present Staff Present
Matt Germaine John Hanifan
Dawn New
Steve Dawdy Guests Present
Karen Clute Dianne Brady
Julie Woodward
Rich Andersen
Ted Starbuck
Donna Waldock
Terry Wilson
Members Absent
Phil Smith
Bob Josephson
Don Tinson
Stephanie Glysson
Sandra Tuthill
1L General Busmess

Meeting called to Order at 8:10 AM
A. Approval of Agenda. Motion by Dawdy, support by Clute to approve agenda.
MOTION CARRIED

B. Approval of February, 10 1999 minutes. Motion by Andersen, support by Wilson, to
approve minutes. MOTION CARRIED. '

C. Correspondence: NONE

D . Call to the Public: NONE
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Discussion of Draft Plan.

The committee reviewed comments by Dawdy and Germaine to edit sections of the plan  The
committee generally agreed to have Staff make the suggested changes because they did not
substantially change the Plan content. Motion by Wilson, Support by Andersen to release
the Draft Plan for the Public Comment period. MOTION CARRIED.

Discussion took place regarding when and if the local units of government would receive a
draft. Brady (guest) said that Handy Township is very interested and hoped to receive a draft
prior to the public hearing  Staff said he would send out draft to communities and other

interested parties approximately one week from today.

Public Hearing Dates.
The SWPC generally agreed the public hearing would be scheduled for July 28, at 7 PM, at .

the County Administration Building.

Adjournment
Motion by Dawdy, support by Clute to adjourn. MOTION CARRIED. Meeting

adjourned at approximately 9:00 AM.



Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department

RECORD OF MEETING
LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, November 17, 1999- 8:60 AM
Livingston County Administration Building
304 E.. Grand River
Howell, MI 48843

TN

L Roll and Introduction-of Guests

Members Present Staff Present

Phil Smith John Hanifan
Dawn New

Steve Dawdy Guests Present
Karen Clute Ray Bennett, Hamburg Twp.
Stephanie Glysson ' Terry Guerin, Granger Co.
Rich Andersen

Ted Starbuck

Donna Waldock

Terry Wilson

Don Tinson

Members Absent
Bob Josephson
Julie Woodward
Sandra Tuthill
Matt Germaine

IL General Business
Meeting called to Order at 8:10 AM
A. Approval of Agenda. Motion by Wilson,. support by Waldeck to approve agenda.
MOTION CARRIED

B. Approval of June, 9 1999 minutes. Motion by Andersen, support by Wilson, to
approve minutes. MOTION CARRIED.

C. Correspondence: INONE

D . Call to the Public: NONE
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Discussion of Draft Plan :

Discussion of siting criteria took place. Glysson said a substantial amount of work was put
into the development of the criteria and it should remain. Staff said that a motion would be
necessary to remove the criterta and there wasn’t the need to pass a motion to keep it in the
plan. The committee generally agreed to.leave the criteria in the plan with some edits,
including a Motion by New, Support by Starbuck to require “any facility requiring a
new construction or operating permit to be subject to the facility review process.”
MOTION CARRIED; with Dawdy voting NO.

The committee generally agreed to have Staff make the any minor edits or suggested changes
because they did not substantially change the Plan content. Staff will send a finished, bound
version of the Plan to the Committee when complete.

Motion by Andersen, Support by Tinson to release the Committee Approved Plan to
the Livingston County Board of Commissioners. MOTION CARRIED,

Adjournment
Motion by Andersen, support by Wilsonr to adjourn. MOTION CARRIED. Meeting

adjourned at approximately 9:00 AM.
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RECORD OF PUBLIC HEARING
LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE
Wednesday, July 28, 1999- 7:00 PM
Livingston County Administration Building
304 E. Grand River
Howell, MI 48843

PUBLIC HEARING ON SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Call to Order
Public Comments: NONE

Draft Plan: Staff gave presentation on A-C below.
A. What Plan Will Do:

B. What Plan Won’t Do

C. What Next

Public Comments: NONE

Adjournment

Record of Attendance at Public Hearing:

Richard P. Andersen, " Holly Andersen,
County Commissioner 388 W. Bonnie Circle
Howell, M1 48843
Steve Dawdy, Don Tinson
Solid Waste Planning Committee : Solid Waste Planning Committee.
Terry Wilson,
Solid Waste Planning Committee
Julie Woodward,
Solid Waste Planning Committee
Donna Waldock,

Solid Waste Planning Committee

Staff

John P. Hanifan
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continued:

What the Plan WILL DO
What Next?

# Must Identify Capacity
Objectives

' Must Specify Goals &

= State Required
Environmental Quality for final

Solid Waste Management Plan
approval

Approved Plan sent to all

municipalities
= Need 2/3 to approve: 14 out of 20

e

Recovery |
= Continue Suppert of the HHW

Program
Force

# Develop an Illegal Dumping Task
= Locally approved Plan sent to Dept
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T [ T




Local Community Approval Resolutions

(14 affirmatives, 6 not responding)

C-10
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COHOCTAH TOWNSHIP

LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN

RESOLUTION NO.

LIVINGSTON COUNTY DATE : April 13, 2000

RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PLAN UPDATE

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of
County Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Management Plan Update
prepared by the Solid Waste Management Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of

County Commission is recommending Cohoctah Township approve and adopt the Solid
Waste Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, Cohoctah Township's approval of the Plan is necessary for a locally
approved Solid Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County

municipalities and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all local municipalities
to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Cohoctah Township hereby approves

and adopts the Solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages all local
municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Update.

MOVED: ] Miesle

SUPPORTED: M Forbush

AYES: M Forbush, K Thurner, W Thurner, J Mesle, R Smith

NAYS: none

I, Karen M Thurner, clerk of Cohoctah Township, Michigan, hereby certifies that the

above is a true copy of a resolution adopted by the Cohoctah Township Board at a
regular meeting held April 13, 2000.
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Karén M Thurner, clerk date
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HARTLAND TOWNSHIP
3191 Hartland Road
Hartland, MI 48353
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Grogory T. Bogdanski  Gary .. Polakowski
TR S Supervisor Trustea
VO “ & f{f Robert A. Bulloch
}' : , Lynn L. Maissner Trustee
%/ i \\w Clark Vicinia J. Philips
CCHARTLANSS

RESOLUTION 00-08-01
At a regular meeting of the Township Board of the Township of Hartland, Livingston
County, Michigan, {the “Township”) beld at the Township Offices on August 1, 2000 at
7:30 p.m., there were

(810) 632-7498 ia . P
FAX (810) 632-6950 e e

PRESENT: G.BOGDANSKI, K. MORAVEC, L. MEISSNER. V. PHILLIPS, G.
POLAKOWSKI, R. BULLOCH AND D. HULL

ABSENT: NONE

The following preamble and resolution were offered by K. Moravec and
Seconded by V. Phillips

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE AND ADOPT SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Comunittee and the Board
of County Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste
Management Plan Update prepared by the Solid Waste Management
Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of
County Commissioners is recommending (YOUR COMMUNITY)
approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, (YOUR COMMUNITY’S) approval of the Plan is necessary for a locally
approved Solid Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, 3 locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County
municipalities and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all
local municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management
Plan Update

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:
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(YOUR COMMUNITY) HEREBY APPROVES AND ADOPTS THE
solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages all local
municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan
Update.

A vote on the foregoing resolution was taken and was as follows:

YES: BULLOCH, POLAKOWSKI, MEISSNER, MORAVEC,
PHILLIPS AND HILL
NO: NONE

ABSENT: NONE

CLERK’S CERTIFICATE

The undersigned, being the duly qualified and acting Clerk of the
Township bereby certifies that (1) the foregoing is a true and complete copy
of a resolution duly adopted by the Township Board at a meeting of the Township
Board, at which meeting a quorum was present and remained throughout; (2) the
ariginal thereof is on file in the records in my office; (3) the meeting was
conducted, and public notice thereof was given, pursuant to and in full
compliance with the Open Meetings Act (Act No. 267, Public Acts of Michigan,
1976, as amended); and (4) minutes of such meeting were kept and will be or
have been made available as required thereby.

ownship Clerk
Lynn L. MEISSNER

RES-00-08-01/ap
¢¢; j.p-hanifan



TOWNSHIP OF GREEN OAK
COUNTY OF LIVINGSTON, STATE OF MICHIGAN

RESOLUTION NO. _11-00

RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING
THE LIVINGSTON COUNTY
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE

Minutes of a regular meeting of the Township Board for the Township of Green

Oak, County of Livingston, State of Michigan, held in the Township Hall in said
: 7:00
Township on June 21, 2000 at A3 p.m., Eastern Daylight Time.

PRESENT: Members William Palmer, Mark St. Charles, Matt Tkle,

Randall Schonfield, Rellin Green, Marlyne McKim, Jan Plas

ABSENT: Members None

The following preamble and resolution were offered by Member

Ikle and supported by Member Schonfield

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the
Board of County Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Management
Plan Update prepared by the Solid Waste Management Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the
Board of County Commissioners is recommending that Green Oak Township approve
and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, Green Oak Township’s approval of the Sold Waste Management

Plan Update is necessary for a locally approved Solid Waste Management Plan; and

Solid Waste Management Plan Update Resolution Page 1
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WHEREAS, a locally approved Solid Waste Management Plan is in the best
interesf of all Livingston County municipalities, and the Board of County Commissioners
encourages all local municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management
Plan Update.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TOWNSHIP BOARD OF
GREEN OAK TOWNSHIP AS FOLLOWS:

1. The Township of Green Oak hereby approves and adopts the Solid Waste

Management Plan Update and encourages all local municipélities to

approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

AYES: Members Palmer, St. Charles, Ikle, Schonfield, Greemn,
McKim, Plas
NAYS: Members None

- RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED.

Marlyne J. #[cKm(, T o\;ﬁslfp Clerk

CERTIFICATION OF CLERK:

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and complete copy of a resolution
adopted by the Township Board of the Township of Green Oak, County of Livingston,

State of Michigan at a regular mesting of Township Board duly called and held on the

W ,
/

Marlyne J{McKim, Township Clerk

Solid Waste Management Plan Update Resolution Page 2
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RESOLUTION 00- 13 Adopted 7/6/00

WHEREAS, the Livingston County solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Management Plan Update prepared by
the Solid Wasted Management Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Commissioners are recommending the City of Brighton approve and adopt the Solid Waste
Management Plan Update; and _

WHEREAS, the City of Brighton’s approval of the Plan is necessary for a locally approved Solid
Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approve plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County municipalities
and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all local municipalities to approve and adopt
the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVEI), that the City of Brighton hereby approves and adopts
the Solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages all local municipalities to approve and
adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

ADOPTED, by the Brighton City Council at its regularly g€heduled meeting on July 6, 2000.

W

Kate Lawrence, Mayor

y ” ,
ppd e

Tanﬁny Allen, CityClerk

1, Tammy Allen, City Clerk for the City of Brighton, do hereby cex{éy that the foregoing is a true
and complete copy of a resolution adopted by the Brighton City Council at its regular meeting

held on July 6, 2000.
o /7 " . / é’ o. Z’
_Semand
Tammy Allen, City ;@rk ,
AYES: Jones, Schillinger, Rahilly, Monet
NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: Lawrence, Gienapp, Stoppels



HAMBURG TOWNSHIP

RESOLUTION APPROVING & ADOPTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PLAN UPDATE

At a regular meeting of the Township Board of the Township of Hamburg, Livingston
County, State of Michigan, held at the Hamburg Senior Community Center on Tuesday, June 27,
2000, beginning at 8:00 p.m. Eastern Daylight Savings Time, there were;

PRESENT: __ Everett. Majoros, Hohl, Bennett. Hardesty, Timassey, Dillman

" ABSENT:

and the following preamble and resolution were moved for adoption by
supported by

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of
County Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Management Plan Update
prepared by the Solid Waste Management Coordinator, and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of
County Commmissioners is recommending Hamburg Township approve and adopt the Solid
Waste Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, Hamburg Township’s approval of the plan is necessary for a locally
approved Solid Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County
municipalities and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all local municipalities to
approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that Hamburg Township hereby
approves and adopts the Solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages all local
municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

Upon a roll call vote of the Board, the following voted:

AYES: Everett, Majoros, Hohl, Bennett, Hardesty, Timassey. Dillman
NAYS:
ABSENT:

Resolution Declared Adopted.
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CERTIFICATION

L, Joanna G. Hardesty, the duly elected and acting Clerk of the Township of Hamburg,
Livingston, County, Michigan, hereby certify that (1) the foregoing is a true and compiete copy
of a resolution adopted by the Township Board at a regular meeting held on June 27, 2000; (2)
the original of such resolution is on file in the records of the Clerk’s office; (3) the meeting was
conducted, and public notice thereof was given, pursuant to and in full compliance with the Open
Meetings Act (Act No. 267, Public Acts of Michigan, 1976, as amended); and (4) minutes of

such meeting were kept and have been (or will be) made available as required by the Open
Meetings Act.

e R (j]anna G. Hardesty, Hamburg Towhship\Clerk

- RN
Ll epporrrt”



RESOLUTION 00-10

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of
County Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Management Plan Update prepared
by the Solid Waste Management Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of
County Commissioners are recommending the City of Howell approve and adopt the Solid Waste
Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, the City of Howell’s approval of the Plan is necessary for a locally approved -
Solid Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County
municipalities and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all local municipalities to
approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Howell hereby approves and
adopts the Solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages all local municipalities to approve
and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

ADOPTED by the Howell City Council at its regularly”scheduled-rheeting on March 27,
2000. - _y 4

> Paul F Rogers, Mayor

} Rebecéa\l . Rhttan, Clerk

CERTIFICATION

I certify this is a true and accurate copy of Resolution Nd. 00-10 adopted by the Howell City

Council at its regular meeting of March 27, 2000.
Q@wh—« XV\ Sire

RebeccéJ\Ruttan Clerk




RESOLUTION NO.

LIVINGSTON COUNTY DATE: April 10 2000
RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
UPDATE

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Management Plan Update prepared by
the Solid Waste Management Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Commissioners is recommendingHowell Township . approve and adopt the Solid Waste
Management Plan Update, and .

WHEREAS, Howell Township's approval of the Plan in necessary for a locally approved Solid
Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best mterest of alt Livingston County mumicipalities and
the Board of County Commissioners encourages all local municipalities to approve and
adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update:

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Howell Township hereby approvesand adopts

the Solid Waste Managément Plan Update and encourages alt locat murﬁcipalities to approve and adopt

the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

MOVED: Cartwright
SUPPORTED: Hubbel
CARRIED: Unanimously

I, the undersigned, the duly gqualified and acting clerk of
Howell Township, Livingston County, Michigan, DO HEREBY CERTIFY
that the foregoing is a true and complete copy of certain proceedings
taken by the Howell Township Board at a regular meeting held on the
10th day of April, 2000, and further certify that the above Resclution

was adopted at said meeting.

Jane Larfwright, Ho‘fzell Township Clerk
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VILLAGE OF PINCRNEY
LIVINGSTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE RESOLUTION
MAY 08, 2000

Resolution approving and adopting solid waste management plan update

'WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the

Board of County Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste
Management Plan update prepared by the Solid Waste Management Coordinator;
and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the
Board of County Commissioners is recommending the Village of Pinckney
approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, the Village of Pinckney’s approval of the Plan is necessary for a
locally approved Solid Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston
County municipalities and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all
local municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Plan Update.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Village of Pinckney hereby
approves and adopts the Solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages
all local municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan -
Update.

MOVED: ~bb\'\x,r‘\'\«
SUPPORTED: {\Nu.\

CARRIED: -0 Ke"—\’“—“\\ s\f\“-"\:bb\&(b""\\\‘f\uc:bm\ﬁ \—D we,\,\ . oo

A PIAN'N . 8 ST™ WL T oMk
Resolution duly approved and adopted.

Michele A. Bury, Village Clerk \N\\QM\A} \t\ @wu,\(w

I do hereby swear and affirm that this is a true copy, __ 2 |1, 2000.

Michele A. Bury, Village Clerk “\K\\N\ﬁx Zk @W\)\X(\
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RESOLUTION NO:

LIVINGSTON COUNTY paTE: March 21, 2000

RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
UPDATE

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Management Plan Update prepared by
the Solid Waste Management Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Commissioners is recommending Brighton Township approve and adopt the Solid Waste
Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, Brighton Township’s approval of the Plan is necessary for a locally approved Solid
Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County municipalities and
the Board of County Commissioners encourages ali local municipalities to approve and adopt the

Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Brighton Township hereby approves and adopts the

Solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages all local municipalities to approve and adopt

the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

MOVED: C. Ward
SUPPORTED: M. Wenzel

CARRIED:
Aves: Rogers, Wenzel, Wardach., Ward, Mitsopoulos.Slaton.
Nays: None.

Absent: Harmon.

The Resolution was declared adopted.

ChrLs Ward, Clerk




RESOLUTION NO. 172
LIVINGSTON COUNTY DATE APRIL 13,2000

RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Commuittee ang the Board of
Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Management Plan Update
prepared by the Solid Waste Management Coordinator; and
WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Commuissioners is recomme:ding Deerfield Township approve aud adopt the Solid

Waste Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, Deerfield Township approval of the Plan in necessary for a Jocally approved
Solid Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingstop County
municipalities and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all local
to approve and adopt the solid Waste Management Plan Updatg,

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Deerfield Township hereby approves and
adopts the Solid Waste Management Plan update and encourages all local municipalities to
to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

MOVED: Tom Green

SUPPORTED: Nancy Laier
ROLL CALL VOTE: Jim McCarthy, Tom Green, Earl Grimshaw, Nancy Laier Aye

Absent: Art Houghton
CARRIED: Four to Zero

1, the undersigned, the duly quelified and acting Clerk of the Township of Deerfield of
hereby certifies that the fore-going is a true and complete copy of the resolution
adopted by the Board of the Township of Deerfield at a regular mgeting held on the

13th day of April, 2000.

e S (\q%m

Nancy Laier, Deerfield Township Clerk




GENOA TOWNSHIP RESOLUTION
NO. 20000320

LIVINGSTON COUNTY
DATE: MARCH 20, 2000

RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
UPDATE.

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Commissioners unanimously approved the Soiid Waste Management Pian Update
prepared by the Solid Waste Management Coordinator, and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Commissioners is recommending GENOA TOWNSHIP approve and adopt the Solid
Waste Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, GENOA TOWNSHIP’S approval of the Plan is necessary for a locally approved
Solid Waste Management Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County
Municipalities and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all local
Municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update:

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that GENOA TOWNSHIP hereby approves and
adopts the Solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages all local
municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

MOVED: McCririe
SUPPORTED: Robertson

CARRIED: Motion carried unanimously by roll call vote as follows:
Ledford, McCririe, Hunt, Robertson, Mortensen, Skolarus, and Murray.

n

u'"“:; /‘l {/"//;‘ //“) ;f | lj""{; ("
Signed:.  sinbolle (¢ . A vTsa~—
Paulette A. Skolarus, Genoa Township Clerk




RESOLUTION

HANDY TOWNSHIP BOARD OF TRUSTEES

RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
Comumissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Managerment Plan Update prepared by the Solid

Waste Management Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of County
(“omrmsmonezc is 1ecommenchng Handy Township approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan

Update; and

WHEREAS, Handy Township's approval of the Plan is necessary for a locally approved Solid Waste
Matiagement Plan; and

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County municipalities and the
Board of County Comrnissioners encourages all local municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste

Management Plan Update.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Handy Township hereby approves and adopts the Solid
Waste Management Plan Update and encourages all local muricipalities to approve and adopt the Solid
Waste Manaoement Plan Update.

Moved: Vaupel
Supported: Denby

Ayes: Mills, Denby, Slanker, Krebs, Vaupel
Nays:

Resclution Adopted: 5-0

T hereby certify that the above Resolution is a frue and complete copy of the Resolution adopted by the
Handy Township Board of Trustees at a regular mesting on April 11, 2000 at 7:30 p.m.

Date: 4-05.00 @L/ WU LS
Cythia S. Denby
Handy Township Clerk




RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PLAN

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and
the Board of County Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste
Management Plan Update prepared by the Solid Waste Management
Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and
the Board of County Commissioners is recommending Tyrone Township approve
and adept the Solid Waste Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, Tyrone Township’s approval of the Plan is necessary for a
locally approved Solid Waste Management Plan;

WHEREAS, a locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston
County municipalities and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all
local municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan
Update;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Tyrone Township hereby
approves and adopts the Solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages
all local municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan
Update.

PY EZE R R R R R AR R

RESOLVED BY: Kurnik

SUPPORTED BY:  Hammond

VOTE: Hering, yes; Hammond, yes; Van Leuven, yes; Kuzner,
yes; Kurnik, yes; Hyde, absent; Schumacher, absent

ADOPTION DATE: March 21, 2000

CERTIFICATION OF THE CLERK

I, Bethany Hammond, do hereby certify this to be a true copy of a
resolution duly adopted by the Tyrone Township Board at a regular meeting held
March 21, 2000, in witness thereof, | have set my hand and my seal this Twenty-
Seventh Day of March, Two Thousand.

Bethany ﬁammond, CMC

Tyrone Township Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO.

LIVINGSTON COUNTY DATE: - /3-2000

RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
PLAN UPDATE

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of
County Commissioners unanimously approved the Solid Waste Management Plan
Update prepared by the Solid Waste Management Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee and the Board of
County Commissioners is recommending UNADILLA TOWNSHIP approve and

adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update; and

WHEREAS, UNADILLA TOWNSHIP’S approval of the Plan in necessary for a locally
approved Solid Waste Managentent Plan; and

WHEREAS, & locally approved plan is in the best interest of all Livingston County
municipalities and the Board of County Commissioners encourages all locat
municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that UNADILLA TOWNSHIP hereby

approves and adopts Solid Waste Management Plan Update and encourages all local

municipalities to approve and adopt the Solid Waste Management Plan Update.

MOVED: A R55

SUPPORTED: KRueceR

CARRIED: MAKLER 1000 108G, iLtinms

m ’\\j@pp%j ) A




1997 PLAN UPDATE COVER PAGE

The Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (NREPA), Part 115, Solid
Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, requires that each County have a Solid Waste Management
Plan Update (Plan) approved by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). Section 11539a
requires the DEQ to prepare and make available a standardized format for the preparation of these Plan updates.
This decument is that format. The Plan shounld be prepared using this format without alteration. Please refer to
the document entitled "Guide to Preparing the Solid Waste Management Plan Update" for assistance in
completing this Plan format.

DATE SUBMITTED TO THE DEQ: Locally Approved Plan submitted August 25, 2000
If this Plan includes more than a single County, list all counties participating in this Plan.

Not Applicable

The following lists all the municipalities from outside the County who have requested and have been accepted to be
included in the Plan, or municipalities within the County that have been approved to be included in the Plan of
another County according to Section 11536 of Part 115 of the NREPA. Resolutions from all invelved County
boards of commissioners approving the inclusion are included in Appendix E.

Not Applicable

DESIGNATED PLANNING AGENCY PREPARING THIS PLAN UPDATE:
Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department

304 E. Grand River Avenue

Howell, MI 48843

CONTACT PERSON: John P. Hanifan,
Solid Waste Management Coordinator

ADDRESS: Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department
304 E. Grand River Avenue
Howell, MI 48843
PHONE: (517) 545-9609 FAX: (517) 546-66571
E-MAIL: lesw(@ismi.net

CENTRAL REPOSITORY LOCATION(S): Solid Waste Coordination Department, 304 E. Grand
River, Howell, MI 48843
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APPENDIX D
Plan Implementation Strategy
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ATTACHEMENTS

APPENDIX D
Plan Implementation Stratecy

The following discusses how the County intends to implement the plan and provides docwmentation of
acceptance of responsibilities from all entities that will be performing a role in the Plan.

The implementation of the Plan will focus on increasing efforts in resource recovery and waste
reduction. Ultimate responsibility for plan implementation lies with the Livingston County Board of
Commissioners. The Sclid Waste Coordination Department will be the agency that implements the
plan with the guidance and assistance of the Solid Waste Management Committee.

As stated in the implementation timetable in the Selected System portion of the Plan, most of the
components will operate on an “on-going” basis. Enhancements of the systems’ waste reduction
component, such as increasing frequency of curb-side collections, adding materials to existing
programs, volume-based pricing, etc. will take place during the next five-year planning period as a
result of standardization of services and on-going public education and information programs.

D-2




. ATTACHMENTS
f
o

Resolutions

The following are resolutions from county board of commissioners approving municipalilty’s request to be
included in an adjacent county’s plan.

D-3



ATTACHMENTS

Listed Capacity

Pocumentation from landfills that the county has access to their listed capacity.

D-4



March 10, 1628

Mr Jonn Hanifan
Livingston County Sciid Weaste Cacrdinator
200 East Grand River Avenue

f=2wiN

Howell, Michigen 488432

Re: Agreement for Discesel of Livingsicn County Waste

Dezsr Mr. Hanifan,

We refer to the Agreement dated August 10, 1682, between Browning-Ferris Indusiries of
Scuthezsstem Michigan, Inc and Livingsten County, gs amendsc by the First Amendment
tc the Ac: zement fcr Dispesal of So | Waste dated Feoruary 22, 1883 end amended by

the Lstter of Consant (o transier said conracs (o BFI Waste Syswms f North America, Inc,?

¢ Delawars corporaticn, cc*ewd and accacted on the 28th day of September, 1587
(ceilectively, the "Agreement”).

[ wish to reaffimm that the Agresment is in full force and effect and that BFI Waste Systems
of North Americz, Inc fuily intends to carry out each and every provision of the Agreement.
We are aware that Livingston County is currently preparing an update to its Sclid Waste
Management Plan and that under the applicable solid waste management law, Livingston
Ccunty nas an obligation to provide ror disposzl of sclid waste for 2 pericd of ten years.
Under the Acreement BFI has agreed to provide for disgesal of salid waste for the twenty-
thres year pericd beginning February 22, 1683. Consaquently, BFi's obligaticn to provide
for Livingston County's disposal needs runs until February 22, 2016, |t therefore appears

that the Agresement fully satifies the County's obligation to plan for disposal of solid waste

during the next ten years. Infact, it appears that the County has a margin of safety of at
least seven years (provided the plan is approved by the end of this calendar year).

We lock forward to sarvicing the needs of Livingston County in the coming vears. Please
do not hesitate to contact Stephanie Glysson, of the BFI Public Sector &t (248) 348-7230
or myself, if you need further assistance.

Respectiully,

Distrid%gg%sidem
BFl ArborHils Landfill

L

,.o.;
~l

(‘FQO W, Six Mile Road - Norhville, Michigan 48

Arbor Hills Lam
3 R

~
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May 22, 1998

Mr John Hanifan

Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination
304 East Grand River

Howell, MI 48843

RE: Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan Update
Explicitly Authorized Solid Waste Exports .

Dear Mr. Hanifan:

BFI Waste Systems of North America, Inc. is @ waste disposal company operating three
Type II Sanitary Landfills in Michigan. These disposal facilities are authorized to accept
municipal refuse, non-hazardous industrial waste and non-hazardous contaminated soils
These facilities are C&C Landfill in Cathoun County (south central Michigan), Arbor Hills
Landfill in Washtenaw County (southeast Michigan) and Vienna Junction Landfill in
Monroe County (also southeast Michigan) Included with this letter are the facility
descriptions for each of the three BFI sites You will be required by the MDEQ to
provide this information in your planning process. v

BFT understands that your county has indicated to the Michigan Department of
‘Environmental Quality (MDEQ) its intention to update your solid waste management plan
as required by Part 115 of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act In
order for a landfill located in one county to serve the disposal needs of another county,
Part 115 requires that the solid waste management plans of both counties explicitly
authorize such services. The MDEQ also recommends, as part of your solid waste
management plan update, that the updated plan explicitly identify the quantity of waste
which may be exported to another county for disposal. Current export/import
authorizations for your county are listed in the MDEQ “Export/Import Authorizations in
County Solid Waste Management Plan Updates - J anua:y 1996, A copy of this report
can be obtained from the MDEQ.

BFI’s intent in sending this letter is to ask that your Solid Waste Planning Committee
review its current export authorizations. We would then ask that your committee consider
providing for export authorization to the three counties identified above (Calhoun,
Washtenaw and Monroe) in the event that your county should ever be in need of one of

Arbor Hilis Landfill - 10690 W. Six Mile Rd. < Northville, Michigan 48167
Phone 248-349-7230 - Fax 248-349.7572
wwA?B¥.com
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these disposal facilities in the next five to ten years (as required by the solid waste planning
process). BFI would also ask your committee to consider authorizing each of these three
landfills to serve up to 100 percent of the daily and annual disposal needs of your county,
again, in the event that this should ever be necessary.

BFI would be pleased to help your county to provide for its long term disposal needs. We
looks to provide any assistance we may offer to you as you move through this solid waste
- planning update process. We would also be happy to attend any scheduled meetings at
which you might request BFI to be present in order to discuss this request in more detail.
I thank you for your attention to this request.

Sincerely,

Kathleen A. Klein
BFI Public Sector Representative

Encl

-7



. LAW OFFICES
JAFFE, RaitTt, HEUErR & WEaIsS £
PROFESSIONAL CORFPORATION L

SUITE 2400
ONE WOODWARD AVENUE

DerroiT, MICHIGAN 48226 SOUTHYFIELD

TELEPHONE (313) 9€1-8380
TELEFACSIMILE (313) 961-8358

July 20, 1998

Mr. John Hanifan

Solid Waste Coordination Department
Livingston County

304 East Grand River

Howell, Ml 48843

Dear Mr. Hanifan:

This letter is being sent to you on behalf of the Adrian Landfill, inc. (“ALI"), which was
formerly known as Laidlaw Waste Systems (Adrian), Inc. As you may know, Laidlaw
underwent a corporate acquisition, which explains the name change of the corporation that
- owns the landfill. Because this was merely a name change, Adrian Landfill, inc. is the same
corporation as Laidlaw Waste Systems (Adrian), Inc.

ALl would like to assist the Livingston County Solid Waste Planning Committee with
ensuring that the Livingsten County Solid Waste Plan update reflects the current legal and
practical status of the AL! landfiil, located in Lenawee County, thereby assisting Livingston (
County in developing a Plan that will both meet the needs of the County and obtain all of the
approvals necessary to be effective.

A. History

In March of 1996, Laidlaw and Lenawee County extended a pre-existing agreement,
enhancing some of the benefits granted to both sides. The new agreement remains in
effect until August 31, 2008, or until the Landfill's airspace is exhausted, whichever occurs
first. The Agreement defines the airspace by reference to the property owned by the
Landfill. In paragraph 13 of the Agresment, the County agreed {o incorporate the relevant
terms of the Agreement into all future amendments or updates of the Lenawee County Solid

Waste Plan.

Without trying to modify or repeat all of the terms of the Agreement, of particular
import are the following:

. The Landfill is authorized to accept up to an average of 6,600 tons of municipal solid
waste per week over each six month period from Ohio, Indiana and Ontario, Canada
or from Livingston County in addition to a number of other specified Michigan
counties which make up the regional wasteshed.

. The Landfill is authorized to accept up to an average of 6,600 tons of "special waste”
per week over each six month period from outside of Michigan or from any county in
the State of Michigan. Special waste is defined in the agreement as solid waste
which is not generally considered residential or commercial waste and which is
generally homogenous in nature and generated in bulk, including, but not limited te:
contaminated soil, construction and demolition debris, foundry sand, sludges, street
sweepings, fly ash, bottom ash, slag, auto fluff and agricultural wastes.

D-8
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B. Current and Future Disposal Capacity

ALl currently has an estimated 1,540,000 cubic yards of disposal capacity available
to it, which, at current rates of receipt would mean an anticipated life of seven years. This
includes receipts from outside Lenawee County. Recently, ALl applied for MDEQ approval
of a construction permit for an expansion that would ailow the acceptance of an additional
3,650,000 cubic yards of waste, which transiates into an anticipated additional life of 16
years, for a total of 23 years. While ALl has not projected beyond that point, it does have
substantial additional land reserves at the same location.

The current Lenawee County Solid Waste Plan identifies Livingston County as an
approved source of waste for disposal in Lenawee County. See enclosure. Chapter Six of
Volume 1 of the most recent Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan clearly
reflects the county’s intent to export waste for disposal. The ALl facility is another option
that is available to the County.

ALl is working with the Lenawee County Solid Waste Planning Commiitee and fully
expecl:js that its 1996 agreement will be incorporated into the Lenawee County Solid Waste
Plan Update.

C. Proposal

Therefore, ALl has and will have disposal capacity available to the residents and
businesses of Livingston County and requests that its facility in Lenawee County, Michigan
be incorporated inic the Livingsion County Soiid Waste Pian Update. We believe that it is
appropriate to, and ALl hereby requests that your Planning Commiitee include Lenawee
County as an approved location for disposal of Livingston County waste of up to 343,200
tons per year, or up to 85,800 cubic yards per month.

We believe that this proposal is consistent with and satisfies the requirements of
Michigan Environmental Code Part 115 sections 11533(1), 11538(1)(a), 11538(1)(i), and
11538(2) and Michigan Administrative Code Rules R 299.4711(e)(iii), all of which specify the

content of every county’s solid waste management plan.

‘ | will be the primary contact and will be responsible for providing any information that
the Livingston Solid Waste Planning Committee requires. | look forward to working with the
Committee to ensure a smooth transition between the old and new Plans and to ensure that
Livingston County has a safe, secure and environmentally sound waste management
program for years to come. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me. My
telephone number is (313) 961-8380. | hope the above assists the Committee with its

project.

Sincerely,

AHS/ViIp/osesset.ot-
Enclosure
cc: Mr. William Cramb, ALl D-¢




A Waste Management™ {

Grand Rapids Customer Service Center Phone 616 538.3750
1668 Porter Street, SW
Grand Rapids Michigan 49508-1796

May 1. 1998

Mr. John Hanifan

Livingston County Solid Waste Coordinator
304 East Grand River

Howell. MI 48843

Re: Waste Management Landfills in Michigan

Dear Solid Waste Planning Committee Members:

Waste Management of Michigan, Inc. owns and operates eight (8) licensed solid waste
landfills located throughout the lower peninsula of Michigan. All of these landfills are
allowed to receive waste from many counties and a few from all counties in the lower

peninsula. Attached please find the following information: (

1. MDEQ standard format information sheets for each of our landfills.

[S]

. A map showing the location of our landfills.

LI

. Alisting for each landfill showing which counties may import waste to the site.

The list of counties for each site is based upon existing county plans or our existing host
agreements with counties which provide for the county to add these counties during the
current plan updates. In most cases there is no requirement to have signed inter-county
agreements. However, for those counties that do require inter-county agreements, we

. have indicated that on the sheet. We are encouraging all counties to have their plans as
open as possible with regards to inter-county transfers and to not require signed
agreements between the counties. In some cases, we are requesting our host counties to
add additional counties, during the update process, which are not covered under a host
agreement. These are also indicated on the attached sheets.

As you update your plan, please add as many of our landfills, as you wish, to your 5
plan and notify out host counties of your intentions and request that they also
include you in their plans.

D-10
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May 1. 1998

Page 2

Mr. John Hanifan

Livingston County Solid Waste Coordinator
Livingston County

If you have any questions,v need additional information, or wish to add your county as an
exporting county to one of our landfills, please call me at (616) 538-1921 ext. 151.

Sincerely,

WASTE MANAGEMENT OF MICHIGAN, INC.

Cop

Jeff Poole
Manager, Business Development

File: Livingston County, 517/545-9609

D-11



GREATER MICHIGAN LANDFILL DIVISICO
A WASTE MANAGEMENT COMPANY

~

£
9536 East Lennon Road i
Lennon, M1 48449 )
{810) 621-9080

Mazrch 5, 1999 (810 6213156 Fax

John P. Hanifan, Solid Waste Coordinator

Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department
304 E. Grand River Ave

Howell, Mi. 48843

Dear Mr. Hanifan,

This letter shall serve as Venice Park’s formal request to be inciuded as a primary
disposal site in the Livingston County Solid Waste Plan. Waste is approved to leave
Livingston County and be disposed of at Venice Park in the Shiawassee County Solid
Waste Plan. Currently, Venice Park has 900,000 cu. yds. of available air space.
Venice Park is in the process of tinalizing a construction permit expansion that will
be completed and approved in June of 1999. The expansion will yield an additional
15 million cu. yds. of capacity.

Venice Park can accept up to 100% of Livingston Countys annual 750,000 cubic yards
of waste. If you have questions regarding this communication, please feel free to cal!
me at 810-621-9080. (

Sincerely,

C A/ A /‘/5 Lo LC/'/&‘!VZG

Chris Basgall .

cc: Mike VanDinther
Terry Cooney

D-12



WOOCDLAND MIEADOWS
A WASTE MANAGEMENT COMPANY

5900 Hannan
Wayne, M1 45134
ar (734) 326-0993
March 3, 1999 (734) 3269245 Fax

John P. Hanifan

Solid Waste Management Coordinator

Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination Department
304 E. Grand River Ave.

Howell, MI 48843
Re:  Regquest for Inclusion in Solid Waste Plan

Dear Mir. Hanifan:

We are hereby submitting a formal request for inclusion of Woodland Meadows RDF -
- Van Buren in the Livingston County Solid Waste Plan.

The total remaining capacity of the Woodland Meadows RDF - Van Buren landfill is
approximately 25 million ‘in place’ cubic yards (approximately 75 million ‘gate’ cubic
yards). Woodland Meadows is willing to accept any portion of the solid waste generated
annually in Livingston County, up to and including the 750,000 cubic yards referenced in

your letter.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact me at
(734) 326-8230.

Sincerely,

Paul Mazanec, P.E.
Division Engineer

cc: Ric Spencer, WM
Jim Logsdon, WM




Region 2 Planning Commission
Jackson County Tower Building - 16th Ficor £
120 West Michigan Avenue

Jackson, Michigan 49261

Fax: 517-788-4635 517-788-4426 ~ Email: Region2@dmci.net
e e e e e SR SN AN TR,

October 14, 1998

Mr. John Hanifan

Livingston County Solid Waste Coordination
304 E. Grand River Avenue

Howell, MI 48843

Dear Mr, Hanifan:

This letter is written to request that Lenawee County be included in the Livingston County
Solid Waste Management Plan update.

Lenawee County will allow intercounty flow of waste with the same counties that were
listed in the 1991 Lenawee County Solid Waste Plan. Therefore, the drafi Lenawee County
indicates that Livingston County will continue to be eligible for intercounty exchange of waste )
with Lenawee County. (

The draft Lenawee County plan update contains the following conditions regarding the
import of solid waste into Lenawee County:

L The total solid waste received at any Lenawee County facility shall not cumulatively
exceed 6,600 tons per week. Using a six day operating week, the cumulative total is
therefore equivalent to a 1,100 ton per day cap yet provides some latitude for typically
encountered daily operating tonnage fluctuations.

2. Solid waste disposal facilities in Lenawee County shall accept all waste generated within
Lenawee County. In order to ensure capacity for Lenawee County waste, solid waste
disposal facilities shall, on a weekly basis, reserve capacity for 1,800 tons per week of
Lenawee County solid waste. If Lenawee County waste disposal does not equal or exceed
1,800 rons per week at a Lenawee County solid waste disposal facility, the facility may
accept additional waste from other authorized sources not to exceed the mcximum weekly
cumulative cap of 6,600 tons per week. This cap of 6,600 tons per week shall be a
condition of consistency to the operation of a solid waste disposal facility.

3. fntercozmiy transfer of solid waste agreements shall not be required.

4. Counties exporting waste to Lenawee County shall comply with Lenawee County’s policy
to encourage waste reduction, reuse and recycling

D-14
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The first draft of the solid waste plan will be reviewed at the October 22, 1998 meeting of
the Lenawee County Solid Waste Management Planning Committee. It is anticipated that the
Plan update will be released for public comment before the end of the year.

If you have any questions, please feel free to give me a call at (517) 768-6703.

(v

[0}

Sincerely,

Timothy Anderson
Senior Planner
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Disposal Facilities

1 Arbor Hills

2 Len's Rubbish

3 Mister Rubbish '
4 Citizens Disposal

5 Brent Run

6 Venice Park

7 Granger-Wood Road
8 Granger-Watertown
9 Adrian

10 McGill Road

11 Woodland Meadows

12 Eagle Valley
13 Vienna Junction
14 C&C

State of
Michigan
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| APPENDIX E
CRITERIA FOR SITING
- TYPE Il AND TYPE Il SANITARY LANDFILLS




SECTION E-1
ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLETENESS

Facilities must first follow the SITING REVIEW PROCESS in Section III. All landfill pr'oposais are
then subject to the following siting criteria: @

1
RETURNTO '
APPROVAL !
LETTER |
1

A A narrative description detailing the following:

Useful life and capacity of proposed facility, including any plans for
composting and recovery of reusable and recyclable material.
Proposed Fill Area :

Proposed borrow area

Proposed service area

Cells

On-site roads

Structures

Proposed leak detection systems

Post Closure use of facility

®

TER Mhe oo o

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES . NO

B. Proposed Design elements including liner systems
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

C. Proposed Leachate Collection, Disposal and Monitoring Systems

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES . NO

D. Proposed Methane Gas Collection and Treatment System
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

E. Expected Roadway Traffic
a. Expected number of vehicles per day using the site

E-1


MILLERC1
Note
In order to clarify that items A-J are not siting criteria, this sentence shall state, “All landfill proposals are then subject to the siting criteria contained in Section E‑2.”
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b. Expected size of vehicles using site
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

F. Time frames for Development, Use and Closure
Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

G. Odor Control Program
Odor control program for use. The program must outline:
a. Control Measures
b. Monitoring process & response thresholds

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

H Fugitive Dust Control Program
Fugitive dust control program for use under daily operation. The program p

should dutline: (\
a. Control Measures
b. Monitoring process & response thresholds

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO

L Intercounty transfer of waste

a. Indicate the geographic areas, by county, from which waste will be
drawn and the intended disposal site/method in Livingston County.
Intercounty transportation of waste must be in compliance with the
provisions authorized by the Livingston County Solid Waste
Management Plan

Does the proposal contain the information specified above?

YES NO




I Other

The developer may submit additional information highlighting significant or
unique features of the proposal.

ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLETENESS DETERMINATION

The SWMC and the Livingston County Board of Commissioners shall review the proposal to determine
if each of the items listed above have been addressed by the developer. If the developer has referenced
or included specific information addressing each of the items above, the proposal shall be considered
administratively complete. This process does not provide an opportunity for evaluation of the adequacy
of the material submitted nor does this process allow for discretionary decision making on the part of the

'SWMC or the Livingston County Board of Commissioners.

Proposals determined Administratively Complete will then be reviewed using SECTION E-2.




SECTION E-2
LANDFILL SITING CRITERIA

1. If Livingston County has more than 66 months of disposal capacity available for all waste
"""""" generated in the County as demonstrated by a currently approved capacity certification, the

' RETURNTO | . S
' APPROVAL | County may, at its discretion, refuse to allow this siting procedure to be used.
. LETTER
pnTTTTT Does the County have less than 66 months of disposal capacity?
YES NO
2. All proposed new sites and expansions of existing sites must meet Act 451, Part 115

requirements for vertical isolation to groundwater. The developer shall submit a signed
statement which states that the design of the facility will meet Act 451, Part 115 requirements
for vertical isolation to groundwater.

Is a signed statement included? YES NO

3. All proposed new sites and expansions of existing sites must control drainage of storm water from
the disposal area of the site. Systems must be designed to control, at a minimum, run-off volume
from a 25-year, 24-hour rainfall event. The developer shall submit a signed statement which 5 “=s
that the design of'this facility will Control, at a minimum, run-off volume from a 25-year, 24{\ Iy

rainfall event.
Is a signed statement included? YES : NO
4. Active fill areas and leachate collection, storage and pre-treatment facilities (exclusive of hook-

ups to sanitary sewer systems) must comply with the following isolation distances from public
and private water supplies.

A A minimum of 2,000 feet isolation distance measured from the solid waste boundary
down gradient, in the direction of groundwater flow of the first potable aquifer, to any
existing Type 1 or Type 2A wellhead as defined by PA 399 of 1976. Test wells éxisting
at the time of the reviews are not subject to this isolation requirement.

B. All other isolation distances from the solid waste boundary to any public and private
water supplies must be in compliance with the provisions of Act 451, part 115.

Does the proposal maintain the isolation distances listed above?

YES - NO

E-4


MILLERC1
Note
As previously mentioned, Section 11537a of Part 115 states If any county is able to demonstrate to the department that it has at least 66 months of available 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 mechanism itself; therefore, item number 1 is deleted from the siting criteria.
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RETURN TO
APPROVAL
LETTER

A facility shall not be located in an area of groundwater recharge as defined by the United States
Geological Survey or in a wellhead protection area as defined by the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality. A wellhead protection area is defined as the surface and subsurface area
surrounding a water well or well field supplying a public water system through which contaminants
are reasonably likely to move toward and reach such water well or well field. In-effect, the
wellhead protection area is the “capture area” within which pollutants can readily reach public
drinking water supplies. The developer shall submit a signed statement stating the facility is not
in a groundwater recharge area or a wellhead protection area.

Is a signed statement included? YES NO
The exterior boundaries of the disposal area footprint of a landfill may not be located

A withing 1,000 feet of an historic site, district or structure included on the national or state
register of historic places.

B. within 2,000 feet of a school, public or private, or an established outdoor public recreation
area.

C. within 2,000 feet of inland lakes and perennial streams. An inland lake or stream is defined
as:
“Inland lake or stream” means a natural or artificial lake, pond, or impoundment; a river,
stream, or creek which may or may not be serving as a drain as defined by the drain code
of 1956, Act No. 40 of the Public Acts of 1956, being sections 280.1 to 280.630 of the
Michigan Compiled Laws; or any other body of water that has definite banks, a bed, and
visible evidence of a continued flow or continued occurrence of water, including the St.
Mary’s, St. Clair, and Detroit rivers. Inland lake or stream does not include the Great
Lakes, Lake St. Clair, or a lake or pond that has a surface area of less than 5 acres.

Does the proposal maintain the isolation distances listed above?
YES NO

The active fill area for a new facility or expansion of an existing facility shall not be located closer
than 500 feet from adjacent property lines, road rights of way

Does the proposal maintain the isolation distances listed above?

YES NO

A facility shall not be located in an environmental area as defined in Part 323, Shore lands
Protection and Management , of Act 451 or in areas of unique habitat as defined by the
Department of Natural Resources, Natural Features Inventory.

E-5


MILLERC1
Note
The DEQ approves wellhead protection areas; therefore, the term “approved by” shall replace the term “defined by.”  Additionally, this criterion is very general in defining a wellhead protection area.  In order to alleviate any discrepancy, the definition of a wellhead protection area as written in the Plan is deleted.

HarmonJ1
Highlight


RETURN TO
APPROVAL
LETTER

10.

11

12.

13.

14,

Is specific documentation included? YES NO ;

The landfill shall not be constructed within 10,000 feet of a licensed airport runway.

Is specific documentation included? YES NO

A facility shall not be located in a 100 year flood plain as defined by Rule 323.311 of the
administrative rules of Part 31, Water Resources Protection, of Act 451.

Is specific documentation included? YES NO

The developer must include a signed statement agreeing to provide appropriate bonding to the
road agency for the entire roadway from the entrance of the facility to a Class A road. @

Is the signed statement included? YES NO

The developer must provide a traffic safety study, including traffic flow patterns and possible
disruptions for all access roads to the facility. Issues of concern or hazardous conditions identified
as part of the study must be discussed by the developer in the proposal..

Has the developer included a traffic safety study? YES NO

Access to the site by truck traffic shall not be directly through a residential subdivision in which
the roads were constructed primarily for local traffic within the boundaries of the subdivision.

Does the proposal identify access to the site that avoids direct routing through residential
subdivisions as specified above? YES NO

The site must provide staging and parking areas for trucks, employees and visitors such that access
roads remain free of waiting vehicles.

Does the sited design provide staging and parking areas such that access roads remain free of
waiting vehicles? YES ~ NO

Documentation identifying the number of trucks entering the site in correlation with the procedures
and areas defined to process the materials coming into the facility must be provided by the
developer.

Specified documentation included? YES NO

E-6


MILLERC1
Note
Page E-6, criterion number 11 states the developer must include a signed statement agreeing to provide appropriate bonding to the road agency.  Although the criterion requires the developer to submit a signed statement, the term “appropriate” leaves room for interpretation.  In order to alleviate any discrepancy, the term “appropriate” is deleted from this sentence.



MILLERC1
Note
To make this criterion objective and measurable, the requirement shall be the submittal of a signed statement that indicates the developer agrees to provide staging and parking areas such that access roads remain free of waiting vehicles. Question changed to: Has the signed statement been submitted that indicates the developer’s willingness to provide staging and parking areas as specified above?
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15.
¢
16.
| RETURN TO |
! APPROVAL
TR vr
18.
(.
19.
20.
21.

Landscaping, including shrubbery and trees, shall be provided and maintained to beautify the view
of the landfill. The landscaping must be of sufficient maturity and density to serve as an effective
sight barrier around the active fill area. Has the developer submitted landscaping plans as specified

above?
YES NO

A landfill may only be located on property zoned as agricultural, industrial, commercial, at the time
the facility developer applies to the county for a determination of consistency under the Plan
Facilities may be located on unzoned property, but may not be located on property zoned
residential.

Is specific documentation included? YES NO

A landfill may not be located on land enrolled under Part 361, Farmland and Open Space
Preservation, of Act 451. @

Is specific documentation included? YES NO

The proposed facility shall detect and control the entry of any radioactive materials for which the
level of radiation is above the maximum considered unharmfiil as defined by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and the State of Michigan. The Owner/Operator shall install a portable-
type scintillation detector at the facility’s entrances to detect radioactive waste. This detector shall
be operated within guidelines set by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Does the developer’s plan include radioactive monitoring as defined above?

YES NO

The developer of a facility will provide a detailed plan on all current and future recycling,

. composting and household hazardous waste reduction activities in the host community and county.

The developer must include a signed statement agreeing to this stipulation.

Is a signed statement included? YES NO

The developer of a facility shall submit a detailed plan describing the proposed final end use of
the site.

Is a plan for end use submitted? YES NO

The developer must include written plans to control noise, dust, odors, litter and a written plan for
emergency response. Does the proposal include written plans as stipulated above?

YES NO



MILLERC1
Note
The question should reflect the requirement of the criterion; therefore, the question is changed to state, “Is the site proposed in one of the approvable zoning classifications as outlined above?”

MILLERC1
Note
The question should reflect the criterion.  As written, this criterion is whether or not the proposal is located on land enrolled under Part 361, Farmland and Open Space Preservation, of Act 451.  The question is changed to read, Is the proposal located on land enrolled under Part 361?
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RETURN TO
APPROVAL
LETTER

22,

23.

25.

26.

Hours of operation to receive, process, cover, etc are no longer than 7 AM to 7 PM, Me¢~ v
through Friday and 8 AM to 3 PM on Saturday. No Sunday or Holiday activity shall 6. ..
Hours of operation may be altered at the mutual agreement of the host community and a

developer.

Hours of maintenance of leachate collection, storage or treatment facilities, or any activity not
directly associated with the disposal of waste shall also conform to the above stated hours.
Maintenance or operational requirements imposed by the DEQ are not subject to these limitations.

Excavation or construction of new cells, emergency or remedial activities which require operation
beyond these hours are exempt from this requirement. The developer shall submit a signed
statement agreeing to the above hours of operation.

Is a signed statement included? YES NO

All internal roadways from the public road way to the edge of the active fill area must be paved
or maintained to minimize dust and tracking of mud off the site. The developer must include a
signed statement agreeing to this stipulation

Is a signed statement included? YES NO

Upon written demonstration by the Michigan Department of Health that a situation exists, which
is caused in part or in total by the solid waste facility, that impacts on the health or Ii\g f
residences by reason of actual contamination of certain water supplies, the owner/operator ag.--<s
to immediately provide an alternative source of water meeting the Safe Drinking Water Standards
to those affected and designated uses. The quantity shall be sufficient to satisfy all normal
drinking and household uses. The developer must include a signed statement agreeing to this

stipulation. @

Is a signed statement included? YES NO

The developer must provide a written statement agreeing to provide the County, the local facility
operations committee and/or the host community copies of all quarterly monitoring reports
required by the DEQ. : ,

Is a signed statement included? YES NO

The developer must provide a written statement agreeing to participate in the establishments of
a local facility operations committee. The committee will act as a liaison between the facility
operator(s), residents and officials in Livingston County. Members of this committee will have
access to the facility, at reasonable times, so long as their presence does not impede the operation
of the facility. Other responsibilities of this committee may be negotiated between the facility
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MILLERC1
Note
There is no Michigan Department of Health; therefore, the Plan does not assign a party responsible for making this determination. This sentence now reads, Upon determination by the Livingston County Department of Environmental Health, Livingston County Drain Commissioner, or the Department of Environmental Quality.
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27.

operator(s) and the officials in Livingston County. Membership may include: an elected official
or planning commission member from the host community, two community residents, two
residents fro adjacent/impacted communities and one from the County SWMC.

Is a signed statement included? YES NO

All operators of solid waste facilities permitted and licensed under Act 451 (formerly Act 451) in
Livingston County must provide a written statement agreeing to submit to the Solid Waste
Management Committee and the clerk of the host community in which the facility is located on
or before the 20" day of March, the 20® day of June, the 20™ day of September and the 20™ day
of December, a quarterly report which covers the preceding three-month period ending on the 20®
day of the preceding month which includes the following information:

Name, location and permit number of the facility;

Name, address and telephone number of the facility owner;

Name, address and telephone number of the facility operator;

Total quantity of waste received at the facility during the past three months in cubic gate
yards;

Total quantity of waste received at the facility during the past three months originating
from out-county sources in cubic gate yards by county of origin;

An estimate of remaining permitted capacity for continued waste disposal. The method
for calculating this capacity must be included in the quarterly report.

W Uowp

P

Is a signed statement included? YES NO

If a developer submitted the information required under the item, or the proposed design of the facility
includes the standard identified in the criterion, the SWMC and the County Board of Commissioners shall
accept the information as fully compliant with the criterion in question. This procedure does not allow
any discretionary evaluation or discretionary decision making on the part Of the SWMC or the County
Board of Commissioners. A proposal receiving a “YES” response for each of the items listed above shall
be determined to be consistent with the Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan. Proposals that
receive a “NO” response for any of the items listed are inconsistent with the Livingston County Solid

Waste Management Plan.

Competing landfill proposals shall be evaluated in SECTION E-3. Only those competing receiving YES
responses for the criteria above will be evaluated in Section E-3.



SECTION E-3
LANDFILL SITING SCORING MATRIX £

In addition to the primary criteria listed in the previous section, a Landfill Siting Matrix System is used
to score competing proposals. Only those proposals that meet the requirements for Administrative -
Completeness and receive a “YES” answer to all of the questions in Section E-1 and E-2 shall be

reviewed using the Landfill Siting Matrix.

In the event of competing proposals, the facility scoring the highest would be the facility selected as
consistent with the Livingston County Solid Waste Management Plan.

LANDFILL SITING MATRIX
Maximum Possible
Points
Criteria
I. Design Criteria 100
[I. Hydrogeologic 200
Conditions
I Land Use Compatibility 100 (
IV. Host Community Concerns 100
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L SITE DESIGN

1) A double liner system consisting of the components specified in R 299.4422 of
Type I landfill design standards; leakage control criteria., including

a. A monitorable unit which is located over a natural soil barrier and which is in compliance
with the provisions of subrule (2) of this rule, so as to restrict the migration of leakage from

the unit.
AND
b. Designed with a double liner system which is in compliance with the provisions of subrule

(3) of the rule and which is capable of detecting and collecting leakage through the primary
composite liner.

Does the proposal specify a double liner system consisting of all the components listed in 1)?
YES = NO_

If YES, 95 POINTS are awarded.

2) A secondary low permeability soil layer:

Does the proposal specify a secondary 5 foot low permeability soil layer?

YES = NO___

IfYES, 5 POINTS are awarded.

POINT TALLY FOR SITE DESIGN STANDARDS

Double Composite Liner (95 POINTS)

Secondary Soil Layer ( 5POINTS)

SITE DESIGN POINT TOTAL: (MAX 100 TOTAL
POINTS POSSIBLE)
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1L HYRDOGEOLOGY

A wellhead considered under this section must exist at the time the proposal is submitted t«(
County for review. Test wells may not be included in this review.

Criteria for calculating theoretical capture zones are included below as Attachment E-1.

PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIES

A. TIsolation distance from the active fill areas or leachate collection, storage and treatment areas
(exclusive of hook-ups to sanitary sewer systems) to the nearest Type I or
Type ITA wellhead. Choose ONLY 1, 2 or 3 below, whichever is applicable.

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF POINTSFORA: 100
1. Are a minimum of 4,000 feet horizontal distance from any méjor' Type I or Type ITA wellhead
with an average 20 year usage of 360,601 gallons/day or greater.
90 POINTS
2 Theoretical capture zone calculation for wellhead with an average annual 20 year usage

greater than 360,601 gallons/day, resulting in an isolation distance greater than 4000 feet.

OR e

! RETURN TO L
' APPROVAL ! o ] ‘ R
' LETTER The developer may choose to provide site specific hydrogeological data which indicates that
LR ' the upper most aquifer is not in direct contact with the aquifer supplying the public well (s).
100 POINTS @
3. Theoretical capture zone calculation for wellheads with an average annual 20 year usage
under 360,601 gallons/day, resuiting in an isolation distance greater than 2000 feet.
OR

The developer may choose to provide site specific hydrogeological data which indicates that
the upper most aquifer is not in direct contact with the aquifer supplying the public well (s).

80 POINTS | S5



MILLERC1
Note
The County’s intent was for the developer to receive 100 points if they choose to provide site specific data. To alleviate discrepancy this sentence is deleted from item number 3.  Reference to the number of points awarded regarding this criterion is reiterated on page E-13.  For the reasons outlined above, the second paragraph in item number 3 is also deleted from the Plan.

MILLERC1
Note
Reference to the number of points awarded regarding this criterion is reiterated on page E-13.  For the reasons outlined above, the second paragraph in item number 3 is also deleted from the Plan.
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POINT AWARDS:

1.

Does the proposal maintain a minimum of 4,000 feet horizontal isolation distance?

YES ___ NO

If yes, 90 POINTS awarded.

Has the developer used the theoretical capture zone calculation to demonstrate an isolation distance

greater than 4000 feet?
YES NO

OR

Has the developer submitted site specific data which indicates that the uppermost aquifer is not in
direct contact with the aquifer supplying the public wells? (NOTE: adequacy of this information is
not an issue. Ifthe site specific data is submitted by the developer, the criterion is met and the points
award is to be made. Adequacy of the information will be determined by the DEQ during a permit
application review.)

YES NO

If yes, 100 POINTS awarded.

Has the developer used the theoretical capture zone calculation to demonstrate an isolation distance

greater than 2000 feet?
YES NO

OR

Has the developer submitted site specific data which indicates that the uppermost aquifer is no in
direct contact with the aquifer supplying the public wells? (NOTE: adequacy of this information is
not anissue. If'the site specific data is submitted by the developer, the criterion is met and the points
award is to be made. Adequacy of the information will be determined by the DEQ during a permit
application review.)

If yes, 80 POINTS awarded.
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INDIVIDUAL PRIVATE WELL PROTECTION - FIRST POTABLE AQUIFER
B. Horizontal isolation distances from the active fill areas or leachate collection, storagé i
treatment areas (exclusive of hook-ups to sanitary sewer systems) to the nearest residences
(exclusive of residences owned by the developer or facility operator) :

1. Less than 50 homes within 2000' radius- 100 POINTS

2. 51 - 75 homes within 2000' radius- 80 POINTS
3. 76 - 100 homes within 2000’ radius- 60 POINTS
4. 101 - 125 homes within 2000’ radius 50 POINTS
5. More 125 than homes within 2000' radius- 40 POINTS

OR

The developer has provided site specific information that indicates the direction of
groundwater flow and that between the active fill areas or leachate collection, storage and treatment
areas and the number of homes down gradient from these activities is:

1. Less than 50 homes within 2000' radius- 100 POINTS
2. 51 - 75 homes within 2000 radius- 80 POINTS
3. 76 - 100 homes within 2000' radius- 60 POINTS
4. 101 - 125 homes within 2000’ radius- 50 POINTS
5.

More 125 than homes within 2000' radius- 40 POINTS

) /,,
L
The developer has gathered information from aerial photographs, well logs and drive-by  surveys,
or the developer has included site specific data on direction of groundwater flow (NOTE: If the site
specific data is submitted by the developer, the criterion is met and the point award is to be made.
Adequacy of the information will be determined by the DEQ during a permit application review.)

Based on this information, it has been determined that the number of homes within 2000 feet of the
areas specified above is:

Therefore, the number of POINTS awarded is:

C. The proposal includes identification of all usable domestic-use aquifers and direction of
groundwater flow for aquifers within 100 feet of the ground surface or the first clay layer whichever
is deeper.

E‘ 1 4 [




) Has the developer included the above information in the proposal?INOTE: adequacy of this
i information is not anissue. Ifthe site specific data is submitted by the developer, the criterionis met
) and the points award is to be made. Adequacy of the information will be determined by the DEQ
during a permit application review.)

YES NO
IfYES. 10 BONUS POINTS awarded.
POINT TALLY FOR HYDROGEOLOGY
Public Water Supply Protection (100 POINTS)
Individual Well Protection (100 POINTS)
BONUS Identification of Aquifers ( 10 POINTS)
HYDROGEOLOGY POINT TOTAL: (MAX. 200 TOTAL
POINTS POSSIBLE)
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III. LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

To the extent possible, landfills should be compatible with existing and anticipated land uses as describ. .
local Master Plans. The SWMC, when considering land use compatibility of the proposed facility and site
with existing and anticipated lands uses, will include in its evaluation, the planned uses of the buffer area and
how the entire landfill parcel will impact surrounding land uses, in addition to the planned active fill area.
Determination of compatibility will be made based on the anticipated impacts arising from normal facility
operations on the surrounding existing land uses, and anticipated lands uses during the active life of the
landfill with the following criteria:

Adjacent Land use:

Point Value 35 40 50 70
ADJACENT LAND Residential Commercial | Agricultural Industrial
USE ZONING

Site Development in a Brownfield: 5 BONUS POINTS

If a parcel has more than one adjacent land use, the predominant land use of the site will be used to evaluate
the site.

Design Impacts:

Point Value 0 15 20 30 ( ‘,
SCREENING | No Natural | 8'berm with Vegetative Natural Screening, no
or planted 4' of fencing screening additional planting
screening or | ontop of berm (details necessary
berming below)

Vegetative screening should be composed of a combination of shrubs, trees and berming. The landscaping
should be of sufficient screening to serve as a site barrier. Evergreen trees should be at least 4 feet in height
at time of planting. The applicant must agree to replace any trees or shrubs which die during the next

growing season.

POINT TALLY FOR LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

Land Use Compatibility (70 POINTS)

Screening (30 POINTS)

POINT TOTAL: (MAX. 100 TOTAL
POINTS POSSIBLE)
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IV. HOST COMMUNITY CONCERNS

A

(MAXIMUM OF 100 POINTS)

Host Community Agreement

The developer has entered into a host community agreement with the host community
and/or Livingston County.

If YES, the number of points awarded is 50 POINTS

Capacity Guarantee

The developer has submitted a signed statement agreeing to reserve at least 20 years of disposal
capacity for Livingston County’s use.

If YES, the number of points awarded is 30 POINTS

The developer has submitted a signed statement agreeing to reserve at least 25 years of disposal
capacity for Livingston County’s use.

If YES, the number of points awarded is 40 POINTS

The developer has submitted a signed statement agreemg to reserve at least 30 years of disposal
capacity for Livingston County’s use.

If YES, the number of points awarded is 50 POINTS

Waste Import Restriction

The developer has submitted a signed statement agreeing to not accept out-of state waste

If YES, the number of BONUS POINTS awarded is 5 POINTS

The developer has submitted a signéd staterhent agreeing to not accept out-of country waste
If YES, the number of BONUS POINTS awarded is_ 10 POINTS

Waste Reduction Program

The developer has submitted the following waste reduction programs to be offered to the host
community and/or Livingston County:
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NOTE: The developer receives the corresponding BONUS POINTS for each program offered.

a. Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program 10 BONUS POINTS
b. On-site recycling drop-off station 2 BONUS POINTS
c. Multiple (not less than 4) recycling drop-off 5 BONUS POINTS

stations county-wide.
d. Free curbside recycling for host community residents 3 BONUS POINTS
e. Free yard waste service (curbside collection) for host

community residents including Christmas tree collection

program, 3 BONUS POINTS

POINT TALLY FOR HOST COMMUNITY CONCERNS

HOST COMMUNITY AGREEMENT (50 POINTS)
CAPACITY GUARANTEE (50 POINTS)
BONUS POINTS - Waste Import Restriction (MAX 15 POINTS)
BONUS POINTS - Waste Reduction Program (MAX 23 POINTS)
HOST COMMUNITY CONCERNS TOTAL: o (MAX. 100 TOTAL

POINTS POSSIBLE) (
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LANDFILL SITING MATRIX

SCORING TABULATION TABLE
TOTAL POINTS Maximum
FOR THIS Possible
SECTION Points
Criteria
I. Design Criteria 100
II. Hydrogeologic 200
Conditions
III. Secondary Impacts 100
IV. Host Community 100
Concerns
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ATTACHMENT E-1

o~

CALCULATION OF THE THEORETICAL WELL CAPTURE ZONE AND ESTIMATES &
AVERAGE ANNUAL 20 YEAR WELL USAGE FOR TYPE 1 AND TYPE 2A WELLS

COMPUTATION METHOD

Divide the predicted average annual 20 year usage anticipated by the utility by an average recharge rate
of 200,000 gallons per day per square mile. Convert the square mile computation to a circle radius.

STEP 1
Q20 = Average annual 20 year demand in gallons per day
RR = Required Recharge rate 200,000 gpd/mile?
AR = Required Recharge Area (Capture Zone)
Q20/RR = AR
STEP 2
R = Radius
AR = Required Recharge Area (Capture Zone)
R = (AR) % ’
N C
Example:

20 year demand = 1,200,000 gpd

1,200,00 gpd = 6 mile? 6 Y=1.38 miles
or

200,00 gpd/mile? : II 7,300 feet

E'Z() {'/ ‘  : )
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