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SECTION VI 
POTENTIAL RECYCLING AND COMPOSTING PROGRAMS 

IN MONROE COUNTY 

(Excerpts from the 1991 Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan) 

The following excerpts fiom the 1991 Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan were 
reviewed during the 1998-1999 process of updating the Plan. The following range of available 
options in recycling and cornposting within Monroe County were considered 

PROGRAM STRUCTURE 

A. Education is an absolutely critical component of all recycling and composting programs. 

A shared responsibility between local units of government, Monroe 
County, school systems, and involved elements of the private sector can 
together create a social climate conducive to effective education. 

. Educational efforts should include information on available programs, 
environmental benefits to recycling and cornposting general waste 
awareness, and practical techniques to reduce and reuse at the household 
and commercial levels. 

B. Incentives create positive motivations to participate in recycling and cornposting programs. 
These possible incentives can be of an economic or convenience nature. 

. Economic incentives can include lower collection rates for targeted 
materials, reduced tipping fees at landfills or disposal facilities, and 
lotteries returning cash to randomly selected participants. 

Convenience incentives include more frequent collection services as well 
as containers to easily separate and store materials. These containers can 
be distributed at the residential and/or commercial level. 

C. Regulations structure rules to enhance recycling and cornposting in the local communities. 
These regulations can: 

. govern the contracts awarded to waste haulers, 

change licensing and franchise requirements of haulers to provide the 
"opportunity to recycle" to their clients, or 

create local or county ordinances banning certain materials fiom the waste 
stream or requiring their separation. 



D. institutional ~ u ~ ~ o r t  can create working relationships between local units of government, 
Monroe Comty, and the private sector to maximize the impact and efficiency of recycling I- and cornposting programs and promotion. \ 

. This relationship can be formalized through memorandums of 
understanding, steering committees, and the like. 

A full-time Solid Waste Coordinator and required staff can facilitate 
communications, oversee the implementation of an integrated county- 
wide plan, and seek outside sources of program financing including State- 
wide grants and loans. 

Together, education, incentives, regulation, and institutional support can provide the foundation 
capable of redirecting 25-50% of Monroe County's waste stream through waste recycling and 
composting. 

BASE LEVEL RECYCLINGICOMPOSTING PROGRAMS 

Given the rising cost and unpredictable nature of landfill disposal, some levels of recycling 
and composting are necessary. The text that follows attempts to provide the framework for 
a series of programs designed to reduce Monroe County's dependence on landfills at a base 
or minimal level. 

Monthlv Residential Curbside R w c l i n ~  for the Citv of Monroe 

A monthly residential curbside program in the City of Monroe would service the largest and 
most densely popdata community in the County. Monroe's 24,000 residents, living in 
8,900 households, would be able to place their newspapers, glass, magazines, tin cans, and 
plastic on the curb once per month for pick-up by a contracted hauler. This service could 
be incorporated into the existing trash pick-up contract or bid separately. 

One modified garbage truck with compartmentalized bins would be able to service all of 
M o n d s  households over four route days in the month. Thus, for example, a recycling pick- 
up over each of four Mondays could service the entire community. 

An effective, voluntary program can expect to recover 10% of the residential waste 
stream, with 25-33% of the eligible households participating. The City of Monroe could 
expect to recover over 1,250 tons of material per year tbrough this program. 

Countv-wide Mobile Recvclin~ DrorA3ffUnits 

Four mobile, compartmentalized trailers could be placed at 14 separate locations throughout 
Monroe County on a weekly basis. Each identified site would receive one of the four trailers 
one to two days per week, with one trailer sewing four locations. These trailers would be 
serviced by one of two pick-up trucks capable of hauling up to five tons of capacity. 



Newspaper, clear, green, and brown glass, and tin cans would be collected through this 
program. These collection trailers would be placed at local supermarkets, churches, 
schools, shopping centers, or parks. The collected materials would then be transported to 
a centralized or regional facility for processing. 

All communities in the Monroe County with over 4,000 population would be serviced with 
these units along with Luna Pier, Carleton, Petersburg, and the Village of Dundee. The 
remaining locations include: 

AshTownship . 
Bedford Township 
Berlin Township 
Erie Township 
Frenchtown Township 

Ida Township 
LaSalle Tomhip 
Raisinville Township 
Whiteford Township 
City of Monroe 

A well-publicized drogoff program can expect to recover 2% of the total waste generated 
within a given locality. With this assumption, these 14 dropoff locations could expect to 
recover 1,250 tons of material per year. 

Commercial Corru~ated Cardboard Recoverv 

The recovery of cardboard in a base level program could include a cardboard collection 
program at local businesses within the City of Monroe. This would involve the separate 

(: collection of cardboard fiom targeted businesses within the City of Monroe known to 
generate substantial quantities of cardboard Roughly 25% of Monroe's businesses would 
thus be targeted, recovering 50% of the corrugated within the City. A separate dumpster 
for cardboard would lie provided to participants, with collection contracted to one or more 
local contractors. These establishments, including retail, grocery, and restaurant services, 
could receive a direct monetary incentive through reduced waste hauling costs, and be 
placed on a regular collection schedule based on anticipated volume. 

An h a t e d  775 tons of material could be recovered through this program each year, or 
roughly 3% of the City of Monroe's waste stream. 

Commercial Hi~h-Grade Pawr Recoverv for Citv of Monroe 

A high-grade paper recovery program for the City of Monroe is also proposed. This 
program would target office buildings known to generate substantial volumes of high-grade 
paper, including government offices, banks, schools, insurance companies, and the like. 
Special dumpsters would be provided to participatmg fhms, with regular pick-up provided 

by CityGontracted waste haulers. A reduced waste collection fee could be provided as an 
incentive. High-grade paper could be collected as one grade, requiring employees to sort 
only between "file stock" paper and general refuse. A targeted goal of recovering 25% of 
Monroe's high-grade paper through this program would translate into roughly 250 tons of 
material per year. 



Recvclinn Processinn Cambility 

Given the scope of recycling programs discussed above, appropriate processing capacity 
is needed to process the identified range of materials. Processing is necessary to clean, sort, 
and prepare materials so that consistent markets are available that maximize the return on 
materials sold. The following summary table identifies the type of material collected and 
the estimated annual tonnage return for this base level program. 

Newspaper. 
Cardboard: 
Hi-Grade Paper 
Magazines: 
Glass: 
Tin Cans: 
Plastic: 
TOTAL: 
Motor Oil: 

1,938 tons 
775 tons 
250 tons 
63 tons 

374 tons 
100 tons 
25 tons 

3,525 TONS 
2,000 gallons 

(54.9% of total volume) 
(2 1.9%) 
(7.0%) 
(1 .P) 

(10.6%) 
(2.8%) 
(.7%) 

(100.0%) 

In addition to processing the materials generated from specific collection programs, this 
recycling processing facility can also accept recyclable materials from other sources, 
including haulers, business, induslry, and individuals. Materials delivered to the processing 
facility gate would need to meet minimum standards of purity and separation. A small tip 
fee could be charged, lower than current landfill disposal rates, to provide revenue to the 
program while encouraging alternatives to lanming. Materials not collected through other 
programs, including scrap metal and appliances could also be accepted at the facility. An 
additional 5,700 tons of material could be diverted through the processing facility itself, 
composed as follows: ' 

Cardboard: 4,875 tons 
Ferrous Metd 
Appliances: 287 tons 
Newspaper: 626 tons 
TOTAL: 5,788 tons 

Together, identified collection programs and the processing facility could recover over 9,000 
tons per year, translating into roughly 7% of Monroe County's type I1 solid waste. Ninety- 
two percent (8,527 tons) of the volume recovered through this series of programs is paper- 
newspaper, cardboard, high-grade paper, and magazines. 

Commt Recovery 

A "compost only" section at the existing type II landfill or future disposal facility is 
recommended. Haulers, contractors, landscapers and residents could bring separated 
compostables including leaves, grass clippings, landscape waste, and brush to this special 
area of the landfill and pay a reduced tipping fee for their participation. In addition, finished 



compost could be made available to participants at no charge. The voluntary support of the 
landfill owner would be required 

A low technology approach to processing the compost is proposed, reducing capital and 
operating costs, but also reducing the quality of the product and its ability to decay rapidly. 
The raw materials would be built into windrows to compost or decompose and would need 
to be turned with a fiont-end loader three times per year. The finished compost would be 
available in approximately two years. 

The finished compost, consisting of low quality because of minimal screening, would be 
made available to local units of government, the landfill owner, and the general public at 
no charge. An estimated 10,000 cubic yards or 2,500 tons would be diverted through this 
"compost only" landfill site. 

A series of four independent compost centers is also proposed. The sites, geographically 
dispersed, would each be open and staffed one to two days per week. A low technology 
process would be used at these compost centers as well, with a finished product available 
in two years. Landscapers, haulers, tree trimmers, and the general public would be 
encouraged to use these centers. If each site were open on a different day of the week., the 
potential would exist for users to have access to a site somewhere in the County six days 
per week. 
It is assumed that siting of the 1-2 acre centers could be made at no cost using underutilized 
land owned by the County, local units of government, nurseries, f m ,  type 111 landfills, 
etc. 

The finished compost would be made available to local uuits of government and the general 
public at no charge. A nominal fee could be charged to farmers, landscapers, and nurseries. 

An estimated 10,000 cubic yards or 2,500 tons would be diverted through these four 
compost centers. In addition, backyard composting is recommended, especially in rural 
areas of the County. 

i FULLSCALE RECYCIJNGICOMPOSTING IN MONROE COUNTY 

An aggressive recycling and composting program in Monroe County, combining source and 
site-based separation systems, can expect to recover upwards of 60% of the solid waste 
within the county. The source based recycling systems, with strong incentives and 
regulations, can expect to recover 28% of the waste stream. Cornposting systems, again 
with strong promotion and enforcement, can divert another 9% of type 11 wastes. Finally, 
a site based waste processing facility can contribute an additional 20-25% in waste 
recovery. 

The sections that follow attempt to describe and document the potential for I11-scale 
recycling and composting in Monroe County. 



An estimated 30,000 households are proposed to receive weekly collection of recyclables 
in this scenario, serving 84,628 residents. The four political entities with the highest 
populations were selected to receive this service, representing 58% of the entire county's 
population. Assuming a diversion of 40% of the residential waste in these communities 
through this program, an estimated 23% of the residential waste in the county would be 
r e c o v d  

In order to achieve a 40% recovery rate, incentives and regulations, including mandatory 
recycling, will need to be considered Licensing requirements and contracts with private 
haulers in these areas will need to reflect this recovery goal. Monroe County should 
consider an ordinance requiring source separation for residents in communities with over 
14,000 residents. 

Newspaper, magazines, glass, tin cans, motor oil, and mixed plastics would be collected in 
the following volumes: 

Newspaper: 13,0788 tons (72% of total volume) 
Magazines: 908 tons (5% to total) 
Glass: 2,725 tons (15% of total) 
Tin Cans: 908 tons (5% of total) 
Plastic: 545 tons (3% of total) 
TOTAL: 18,164 TONS (100% of total) 
Motor Oil: 1 1,000 gallons 

An estimated 15 compartmentalized, curbside trucks would be needed to service these 
geographic areas on a weekly basis. Collected material would be transported to the 
centralized waste processing facility. 

Fixed-Site Recvclin~ Drowff Dewts 

A series of eleven permanent drop-off recycling sites throughout Monroe County is 
proposed These depots would be unstaffed except for Saturdays, when staffing would be 
available for seniors, handicappers, and others who would like the added convenience of 
staEsuppoR Design of the compartmentdid roll-off containers would maximize the ease 
of use, and minimize ham& of contamination, vandalism, or injury. 

Supervised drop-off units are widely used throughout the country with generally very 
positive results. Strong education programs, combined with placement of the units in well- 
lit and well-traveled areas should greatly reduce the risks associated with this system, such 
as litter and unregulated disposal of bulky items. The depots would be serviced by a uni- 
body semi-tractor/roll-off trailer that would drop a replacement container at the site and 
deliver the fidl unit to the processing center. 



/ 

I Newspaper, magazines, container glass, tin cans, and motor oil would be collected at the 
depots. An oil storage tank, separate h m  the roll-off container would also be placed at 
each site. Self-service drop-off of motor oil has been successfblly implemented in 
numerous settings, including Meijer stores in Michigan. 

All communities with over 3,000 population that are not receiving curbside collection 
would receive a depot, including the following jurisdictions: 

Ash Township LaSalle Township Erie Township 
Berlin Township London Township Ida Township 
Village of Carleton Raisinville Township Whiteford Township 
Village of Dundee Summdeld Township 

An estimated 10% of the residential waste could be recovered through these depots into 
participating communities assuming appropriate incentives, education, and regulation. 
With 34% of the county population residing in these communities, a recovery target of 
3.4% of the total Monroe County residential waste stream is presumed The following 
recovery by material is suggested: 

Newspaper: 1,997 tons (75% of total volume) 
Magazines: 133 tons (5% to total) 
Glass: 399 tons (1 5% of total) 
Tin Cans: 133 tons (5% of total) 
TOTAL: 2,662 TONS (1 00.0%) 
Motor Oil: 3,200 gallons 

Commercial Corrn~ated Cardboard Recoverv 

One approach to cardboard recovery would involve a collection program to businesses in the 
City of Monroe, and the townships of Bedford, Frenchtown, and Monroe. These 
communities have the largest employment within their borders, an estimated 70% of all 
employees in the county. The separate collection of cardboard would be available to (or 
required) of all cardboard generators with a regular schedule of pick-ups by fiont-end 
loading vehicles. 75% of the available cardboard in these communities would be recovered 
through this program, an estimated 1 1,240 tons per year. 

Commercial Hi~h-Grade Pamr Recovely 

The separate collection of high-grade office paper fiom businesses, offices, and institutions 
with over 10 employees within Monroe County is proposed. A 50% recovery of high-grade 
paper within the county is targeted, totaling over 4,700 tons of material per year. High-@ 
paper would be co-mingles and collected as one grade, and would be collected fiom 
dumpsters sited at business locations, using a front-end loading truck. 



A ban on office paper disposal at landfills or other disposal fhcilities in the county, along 
with education, other possible qphtions, and incentives can achieve this late of recovery. 
A regular schedule of pick-ups would be provided by local waste hauling contractors who 
are licensed to collect these materials by the local jurisdiction or County. 

Source Se~aration Processinn Facility 

The soufcebased collection programs discussed above would recover over 38,000 tons. 
Processing systems are needed to clean, sort, and prepare materials for market. The 
following chart summarizes tonnage diversion by material: 

Newspaper 
Cardboard: 
Magazines: 
Hi-Grade: 
Glass: 
Tin Cans: 
Plastics: 
TOTAL: 
Motor Oil: 

15,075 tons 
13,052 tons 
1,041 tons 
4,763 tons 
3,124 tons 
1,041 tons 

545 tons 
38,641 TONS 
14,200 gallons 

(39% of total volume) 
(34% of total) 
(3% to total) 
(12% of total) 
(8% of total) 
(3% of total) 
(1% of total) 
(100%) 

Two or more regional processing facilities are recommended over one mammoth facility. 
Redundant equipment, including automatic and semi-automatic balers, glass crushes, can 
flatteners, and plastic shredders will be necessary in any case to process this volume of 
material. Three regional processing facilities, for example, each processing roughly 13,000 
tons of material annually, compare favorably to volumes estimated to be processed in the 
base level processing facility. In other words, 38% larger volumes would be processed in 
each of these regional facilities, over what would be received in the base level facility, yet 
would require little additional equipment relative to the base level program. 

Regional kilities would also reduce transportation costs significantly, given the fkquency 
and volume of material collected through these source separation programs. 

Centralized Waste Processinp Facility 

A site-based waste recovery component should be developed in conjunction with a waste 
transfer facility. This kility, ideally located in or near the City of Monroe, would process 
mixed waste not recovered through source-based recovery programs. A facility sized to 
process roughly 60% of Monroe County's non-source separated wa&e (52,500 tons) could 
include recovery systems designed to recover at least 20% of the waste entering the facility 
(10,500 tons). 

Beyond cost and recovery potential, a facility of this kind is also beneficial in that it can be 
adapted to more aggressive resource recovery in the future, either by way of recycling, 
composting, or preparation of a refusederived fuel product. It creates a high technology, 



adaptable, multi-purpose kility, geared toward material recovery and the transfer of non- 
recoverable waste to whatever disposal facilities are ultimately developed to serve Monroe 
County. 

Comwst Recovery 

A ban on yard and wood waste disposal at all licensed Monroe County disposal facilities, 
along with the construction of a separate, high-technology, county-wide composting facility 
is recommended Wood and yard waste would be accepted at the 25 acre compost facility, 
with tipping fees reflective of operating costs and out-ofcounty landfill disposal rates. An 
estimated 13,500 tons of compostable material would be targeted for processing through this 
facility. 

Given the high volumes of expected material, and the need to effectively market a finished 
product, a high-technology approach to composting should be employed. This would 
include pre-processing of the compost, including shredding, chipping, grinding, mixing, and 
de-watering. 

Windrows should be turned three times per month, with curing piles formed after six turns. 
Finished compost would be available within two to three months. Compost should be 
distributed or sold after final screening, shred- and packagmg has occurred. An 
estimated 3,000 tons of compost would be delivered directly to the compost processing 
facility. 

Secondly, a series of three regional compost transfer centers should be developed throughout 
Monroe County. 'These centers would provide staffed drop-off locations in thee 
geographically disperied areas of the county. Ideally located in areas already M e d ,  
including DPW yards, the landfill entrance, etc., these sites would be open six days per 
week, providing a convenience outlet for compostable material generated by households, 
businesses, landscapers, and local units of government. An estimated 112 acre would be 
required for each site. 

Material would be loaded fiom one of two docks, into transfer containers, most likely 60-90 
cubic yards roll-offs. These containers would be transferred to the compost processing 
facility on a daily basis, or as needed Tipping fees would be assessed at each location An 
estimated 1,000 tons of material would be collected at each transfer site. 

Thirdly, a weekly cagbside pick-up of grass, brush, and leaves in the City of Monroe and the 
t o d p s  of Frenchtown, Bedford, and Monroe is proposed. Pick-ups would be made eight 
months of the year, fiom April through November. No pick-up would be provided during 
the winter months. 

Residents in these communities would be required to separate compostables from other 
household trash. Collection of the material would be provided through a licensed hauler 
as part of an overall solid waste contract. Low-cost biodegradable plastic bags, kraft paper 
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bags, or specialized collection containers would be required of participants. In this way, 
no debagging or additional processing would be required of the collection agent in 
delivering the material to the compost proamhg Wty. An An 75%, or 7,500 tons 
of anmud yard waste generated in these communities would be diverted from a landfill or 
incineration facility through this program. 

In total, 13,500 tons of compostable material, or 55% of available compostables within the 
county would be recovered through these programs. After the decomposition process, 
roughly 5,100 tons or 20,000 cubic yards of material would be available for distribution and 
sale. One half of the fished compost could be distriiuted at no charge to local units of 
government and the general public. 



DETAILED FEATURES OF RECYCLING AND COMPOSTING PROGRAMS: 

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

The following is a list of materials that have the potential of being recycled or composted within 
Monroe County. 

Plastics #1& 2 
Tin 
Aluminum 
Newspaper 
Magazines 
Office Paper 
Corrugated Cardboard 
Glass 
Metals 

Yard waste 
Tires 
Household Hazardous Waste 
Agriculture Chemicals 
Household Batteries 
wood 
Food Scraps 
Clothing 

Volumes for the above referenced materials are not available in Monroe County primarily 
because all programs within Monroe County are voluntary and many different haulers 
collect within this County and contract directly with the homeowners. 

* For an estimate of current program divemion rates please refer to section ILlpage 3% 
(\ 

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 during past selection processes are also summarized along with how 
those problems were addressed: 

Equi~ment Selection 

Monroe County utilizes private vendors and waste haulers therefore, the need to select 
equipment is not a function of the County. 

Site Availabilitv & Selection 

Monroe County communities use private waste haulers to provide collection of recycling and 
composting materials. Monroe County does provide a yard waste drop off this program is 
vended out to the private sector. Therefore, the need for Monroe County to select sites for 
proposed and existing programs is not a function of the County. 



Comwstina Omratinv Parameters: 

Not a function of the County. 

Existing Programs: 

Promam Name: pH Range Heat Range Other Parameter Measurement Unit 

Proposed Programs: 

Promam Name . pHRange HeatRane Other Parameter Measurement Unit 



COORDINATION EFFORTS: 

Solid Waste Management Plans need to be developed and implemented with due regard for both 
local conditions and the state and federal regulatory framework for protecting public health and 
the quality of the air, water* and land The following states the ways in which coordination will 
be achieved to minimize potential d i c t s  with other programs and, if possible, to enhance those 
programs. 

It may be necessary to enter into various types of agreements between public and private sectors 
to be able to implement the various components of this solid waste management system. The 
known existing amngements are descri'bed below which are considered necessary to successlily 
implement this system within the County. In addition, proposed arrangements are recommended 
which address any discrepancies that the existing arrangements may have created or overlooked 
Since arrangements may exist between two or more private parties that are not public knowledge, 
this section may not be comprehensive of all the amngements within the County. Additionally, 
it may be necessary to cancel or enter into new or revised arrangements as conditions change 
during the planning period The entities responsible for developing, approving, and enforcing 
these arrangements are also noted 

c Ultimate responsibility for implementing the Monroe County Solid Waste Management 
Plan rests with the Monroe County Board of Commissioners. Within this plan, the position 
of Solid Waste Coordinator has been established to oversee coordinating and implementing 
the plan. However, it may be necessary to coordinate with the private sector to implement 
various components of this plan. 



COSTS & FUNDING: 

The following estimates the necessary management, capital, and operational and maintenance 
requirements for each applicable component of the solid waste management system. In addition, 
potential funding sources have been identified to support those components. 

These components and their subcomponents may vary.* each system. 

System component' 

urce Co- 

Resource Recovew P r o m  

Volume Reduction Techniaueg 

Collection Processes 

Transportation 

Dimsal Areas 

Future Disposal Area Uses 

Arranuements 

Educational & Informational 
Pronrams 

Estimated Costs 

$6,000.00 

$30,000 00 

NIA 

$25,000.00 

NIA 

N/A 

N/A 

$50,000.00 

$10,000 00 

Potential Funding Sources 

Monroe County Solid Waste Disposal Fee 

Monroe County Solid Waste Disposal Fee 

Monroe County Solid Waste Disposal Eee 

Monroe County Solid Waste Disposal Fee 

Monroe County Solid Waste Disposal Fee 

Monroe County Solid Waste Disposal Fee 

Monroe County Solid Waste Disposal Fee 

Monroe County Solid Waste Disposal Fee 

Monroe County Solid Waste Disposal Fee 



/ 

I EVALUATION SUMMARY 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 successll 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. 

Many components of the selected system have been implemented therefore, they are feasible, 
and this has been demonstrated through out the update. 

The Selected system has been evaluated and the basis for maintaining the current level of 

( '. 
waste management alternatives has been evaluated based on the following criteria: 

Public Acceotability 

The selected plan relies on landfilling as the preferred method of waste disposal this is 
acceptable because the plan does not call for siting of a new disposal area Also, the 
County is committed to continue with its current level of recycling and composting 
programs therefore ultimately preserving landfill capacity. 

Environmental ImDacts 

Properly constructed, maintained and monitored sanitary landfills can have minimal 
effect on the environment. 

Technical Feasibilitv / Economicallv Feasibility 

Currently landfilling is the most economic method of waste disposal for Monroe County 
residents, the plan encourage communities to seek municipal waste contracts to provide 
recycling and composting programs that would be convenient to residents and 
Compliment County supported programs. With a significant increase in population 
within Momoe County the opportunities for increased tax base does allow municipalities 

I to create a mechanism for revenue. 
\ 
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Existinn Dismsal Areas 

The existing plan provides for 10 years disposal capacity for the five and ten year 
periods. Therefore, no new landfills would be considered. 

Siting Considerations 

The Plan allows industry to submit a proposal to the County for consideration to site a 
landfill. It would be evaluated to consider the impact to the County and if the siting 
mechanism should be triggered. 

EVALUATION OF RECYCLING 

Monroe County has maintained recycling drop off stations despite lack of participation in 
some areas and contamination in others. We have worked closely with industry to correct 
these problems and feel that these programs are an important part of the recycling efforts 
within Monroe County. 

Several local units of government have entered into waste hauling services that now include 
curbside recycling and yard waste collection this has definitely filled a need for the residents 
of these communities. ,' - 

The position of the Solid Waste Coordinator has given Monroe County residents local 
c 

industry an outlet to discuss and provide information for waste reductions services within 
Monroe County. If has provided for the coordination of many successful programs offered to 
Monroe County residents. 

Household Hazardous Waste Collection programs 

Yard Waste Collection Program 
Household Battery Program in cooperation with our local banking industry Monroe Bank 
& Trust 
Christmas Tree Chipping Program 
Bottles to Benches 
Compost bins sales 

Currently Monroe County is working to establish a Clean Sweep Program that would offer a 
safe and convenient method of disposal for herbicides and pesticides fiom the agriculture 
community. To complement this program Monroe County is going to establish a Household 
Hazardous waste collection site at the same location, this will offer the residents of Monroe 
County the same opportunity to safely and conveniently dispose of household hazardous 
wastes. 

I/ 
'\ 
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Any increase in the recycling or composting would have to come from the private sector, 
/ Monroe County is not going to implement any programs that would require the County to 

I 

collect, transport or seek markets for materials. Monroe County will continue to support and 
provide technical assistance to local units of governments regarding implementing any type of 
waste reduction or recycling programs at the local level. 

Kinds and volume of material in solid waste stream that will be recycled or composted The 
following is a list of materials that have the potential of being recycled or composted within 
Monroe County. 

Plastics# 1 & # 2  
Tin 
Aluminum 
Newspaper 
Magazines 
Office paper 
Corrugated 
Glass 
Metals 

Yard Waste 
Tires 
Household Hazardous Waste 
Agriculture Chemicals 
Household Batteries 
Wood 
Food Scraps 
Clothing 

i 
Volumes for the above referenced materials are not available in Monroe County primarily 

L 
because all programs within Monroe County are voluntary and many different haulers collect 
within this County and contract directly with the homeowners. 

* For an estimate of cirrrent program diversion rates please refer to section III page 37. 

Ecluipment Selection 

Monroe County utilizes private vendors and waste haulers therefore, the need to select 
equipment is not a function of the County. 

Site Availability & Selection 

Momoe County communities use private waste haulers to provide collection of recycling and 
cornposting materials. Monroe County does provide a yard waste drop off this program is 
vended out to the private sector. Therefore, the need for Monroe County to select sites for 
proposed and existing programs is not a function of the County. 

Cornposting Operating; Parameters 

Not afirnction of the County. 



ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE SELECTED SYSTEM: 

Each solid waste management system has pros and cons relating to its implementation within 
the County. Following is an outline of the major advantages and disadvantages for this 
Selected System. 

ADVANTAGES: 

1. It allows for the Solid Waste Coordinator to work with individual municipalities to create 
a program that fit the community needs 

2. Landfilling is the preferred method of waste disposal this is acceptable because this plan 
does not call for the siting of a new disposal facility. 

3. Continued support for the position of the Solid Waste Coordinator provides a resource 
available to all County residents. 

DISADVANTAGES: 

1. The cost for recycling is high. 

2. Markets for recycling are unpredictable. 

3. In a rual community haul routes for waste haulers are sometimes not feasible. 
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APPENDIX B 

NON-SELECTED 

SYSTEMS 

Before selecting the solid waste management system contained within this Plan update, the County developed and 
considered other a l t d v e  systems. 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. 



APPENDIX B 
/- 

The following was excerpted from the 1991 Mom% County Solid Waste Plan Update. The 
I 

information was considered in the development of the 1998  MONO^ County Solid Waste Plan 
Update. 

COLLECTION AND TRANSPORTATION 

Collection and transportation of solid waste is the process of accumulating solid waste from a 
number of households or businesses into a single unit and transferring the waste to a transfer 
facility, processing plant, resource recovery plant, or to a final disposal point (i.e., landfill). 

Solid waste transporting units are addressed under Part 115. Regulations require vehicles to be 
adequately covered and cleaned Appropriate operational procedures are outlined in the Rules. 

Collection of waste in urban and rural areas is accomplished by different practices which 
correspond to the differences in concentration of solid waste production. Collection of bulky 
items, pick up of source separated materials, and collection of commercial and industrial wastes 
are special problems associated with urban areas. For these reasons, nnal and urban collection 
and transportation systems are discussed separately. 

Urban Collection and Trans~ortation Svstems 

Collection of residential wastes in urban areas may be accomplished at curbside, alley, or in the 
backyard. Curbside or alley collection is more efficient and economical compared with backyard 
collection. Backyard collection requires additional manpower time to retrieve waste firom 
backyards and increased he1 consumption due to extended idling time. Backyard collection is 
also more physically demanding and involves greater hazards to collectorsTS 

c 
Collection may be accomplished once a week, twice a week, or more than twice a week. Once 
or twice a week collection requires fewer vehicles and less fuel, and is considerably less costly 
than more Erequent collection. The advantages of more fiequent collection are that littering, 
unpleasant odors and required storage space for solid waste may be reduced. 

Bulky items include large appliances, trees and furniture, which often require special handling 
Collection of bulky items can be accomplished in several ways: pickup along with mixed refuse; 
periodic collection along defined routes; collection in response to residential phone request; or 
radio report by collection crews with pickup by a separate crew. Collection of bulky items along 
with mixed refuse requires that the collection vehicles and crews are able to handle large objects. 
A single person crew, for example, could not lift a large item, such as a reegerator alone. 
Collection of bulky items along with regular refuse is less expensive than separate collection. 
However, it is difficult to assess bulk pickup fees with this arrangement. In addition, it is 
difficult to anticipate and handle especially large quantities. 

Periodic collection of bulky items along defined routes works well in inner city areas where 
pickups are close together. In suburban areas, where pickups are scattered, this system is 
wastefbl. In addition, it is difficult to assess fees for the service. Residential call in systems are 
more efficient. Proper scheduling makes it possible to concentrate pickups and more efficiently 
use collectors' time. Lack of cooperation by residents may present problems. This system also 
has drawbacks in inner city areas where there are a large number of pickups. The final system, 
radio report by collection crews with pickup by a separate crew, insures that the waste is 
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collected in a timely manner. A possible problem is that sporadic reports by collection crews 
may hinder the eficient routing of vehicles. 

Source separation is the separation of materials at the point of consumption for reuse in the 
manufacture of new products. However, it is important to note that several techniques, notably 
single material separated collection and multi-material separated collection, directly relate to the 
entire residential collection and transportation system. Single material separated collection may 
be accomplished by using a compartment or installing a rack in a g e n d  refuse truck. Multi- 
material separated collection usually requires a specially designed collection vehicle. Both 
systems will affect the volumes handled and cost of collection services. 

In many urban areas, solid wastes fiom large commercial and industrial establishments are not 
collected by public haulers, primarily because the standard side and rear loading residential 
collection vehicles cannot accommodate large containers (i.e., greater than four cubic yards). 
Instead, these establishments contract with private haulers on an individual basis. 

Rural Collection and Trans~ortation Svstems 

The methods of collection used in urban areas have little relevance to rural areas, where there is 
much greater distance between collection points. There are, however, several collection methods 
applicable to rural areas. These methods include: disposal by residents; direct transport by 
residents to landfills; transport by residents to centrally located bulk containers; and door-to-door 
"mailbox" collection. 

Disposal by residents on their own property is most convenient and least expensive. However, it 
is also most difficult to monitor and control, and may encourage open burning and roadside 
dumping, which are unacceptable practices. Disposal by residents is not considered an optimal 
alternative. 

Transport of waste by residents to staBed bulk containers is another alternative collection 
method. These contaihers can be purchased relatively inexpensively and effectively serve 
residents within a 3 to 5 mile radius. This method of collection, sometimes called a convenience 
center, is incorporated into the discussion of transfer hilities, which begins later in this section. 

A~~iicabilitv to Monroe County 

Monroe County's collection system is working relatively well and the County will continue to 
rely on private companies to supply collection and transportation services. There are, however, 
some difficulties associated with duplication of services and economic inefficiency. With 13 
private haulers operating in the County, there is a great deal of overlap. 

De-centralization of hauling has also prevented opportunities for recycling/composting. A 
centralized collection system could include source separation alternatives which would be 
mandated by the local communities. 



COLLECTION AND TRANSPORTATION /- 

1 

Description 

Requiremenb for 
Implementation 

Alternate Methods 

Applicability to 
Monroe County 

- process of collecting and transfemng solid waste fiom the 
point where it is generated to a transfer facility. mocessing 
lant, resource rkovery plant, or final dispod point (i.e< 
Lfill) 

- public or private collection service with adequate equipment 
and manpower 
public education program to information residents of time of 
collection and necessary preparation 

- urbanareas - curb side, alley or backyard pickup of residential wastes - special pickup of bu& items 
- curbside pickup or recycling center for source separated 

materials - door-todoor pickup of commercial and industrial wastes 

- ruralareas 
- disposal on own property - transport by residents to landfill 
- transport by residents to bulk containers 

(Type B transfer facilities) 
- door-todoor "mailbox" collection 

- continuance of private service is preferred for the majority of 
the County 

c 
- 

public collection service is provided in the City of Milan 
- 

13 private haulers serve remainder of Monroe County 



TRANSFER FACILiTIES 

A transfer facility is a designated location where solid waste is collected in containers and hauled 
to a disposal site. Type A transfer facilities are designed to handle waste primarily from 
mechanically unloaded collection vehicles. These large facilities are considered when collection 
vehicles must travel more than fifteen miles from their collection routes to the disposal site. At 
this distance, the saving in vehicle maintenance and &el costs begin to balance the cost of 
constructing, operating, and maintaining a complex, large capacity transfer facility. 

Type B transfer facilities are designed to handle manually unloaded waste. These small transfer 
facilities, sometimes called convenience centers, are used in rural areas to collect waste 
transported and unloaded by residents. Convenience centers effectively serve residents within a 
five-mile radius and are most attractive where waste volumes are low. 

Transfer facilities may or may not include compaction capability. Non-compacting transfer 
facilities are used in low volume applications and are comprised of one or more 10, 20, or 40- 
cubic yard containers. The containers are filled with refuse manually and periodically emptied 
into a truck or hauled to a disposal site. A variation of this system is dumping by residents 
directly into a truck parked at a designated location. 

A compactor may be economical if more than 70 cubic yards of waste are handled each week 
There are two types of hydraulic compactors presently in use. A mobile compactor is mounted 
directly onto a transfer trailer. Solid waste is dumped into a hopper and pushed toward the back 
of the trailer by a horizontal compression ram. Hinged backdoors swing open to eject waste. A 
disadvantage of this type of unit is that the weight limits on roads may limit the size of vehicle 
and the amount of waste which can be transported 

\ A stationary compactor overcomes the weight limitations of the mobile compactor. A stationary 
compactor is anchored at a transfer facility and connected to a container or a trailer with sides 
reinforced to handle compaction pressure. Waste is dumped into a hopper or moved by conveyor 
into the compactor and pushed toward the fiont of the trailer. 

A transfer facility must be centrally located and in sufficient demand to just@ maintenance 
costs. A former landfill site may be used to minimize land acquisition costs. A utility 
connection may be required if a compactor is used Access roads must be well maintained and 
able to accommodate heavy vehicles, but lightly used to avoid disruption of local traffic. 

Transfer facilities have several advantages. First, transportation costs are minimized when there 
is considerable distance between waste generators and the ultimate disposal site. Establishing a 
transfer facility is less costly than the cost to upgrade, construct, or maintain a landfill in 
compliance with Part 115. Thus, they are economical in sparsely settled areas. In addition, 
transfer facilities are easily adapted into recycling centers. Finally, a kility with compaction 
capabilitfr can reduce the volume of waste by half, thus reducing transport costs and coflseflServing 
landfill space. 

Transfer facilities have several disadvantages. They are not an ultimate method of disposal. 
Rural bridge and road limits may present problems to hauling containers, particularly if solid 
waste is compacted Unstaffed transfer facilities also have the disadvantage of potentially 
generating litter and unregulated disposal. Furthermore, elaborate systems with compactors and 
large capacities have high capital, operation and maintenance costs. 



A~~licabilitv to Monroe County 
i 

Monroe County cumntly does not have any Type A or Type B licensed transfer facilities. With i 
escalating trans rtation costs and longer haul routes, it is likely that the County will be in need 
of both type of I?(' acilities. 

TRANSFER FACILITIES 

Description 

Requirements 
for 
Implementation 

Advantages 

Disadvantages 

Alternate Methods 

designated location where solid waste is collected in 
containers and hauled to disposal sites 

landfill at considerable distance fiom waste generators 

construction permit and operating license pursuant to Part 1 15 

minimizes collection costs when long distance between 
generators and disposal site 

simple facility can be economical in sparsely settled areas 

easily adapted into recycling centers 

with compaction capability can reduce volumes by half 

not ultimate disposal method 

more elaborate systems have high capital and O&M costs i \. 
rural road weight limits may be problem to hauling containers, 
especially if waste is compacted 

potential litter generation and unregulated disposal 

Type A - large facility designed primarily to handle wastes 
unloaded mechanically (i-e., &om collection trucks) 

Type B - small facility designed to handle wastes unloaded 
manually by residents or commercial establishments 



SANITARY LANDFILLS 

A sanitary landftll is a land area where solid wastes are disposed of utilizing sanitary landfilling 
techniques. These techniques involve confining the refuse to the smallest practical volume and 
area and covering it with a layer of suitable soil at the conclusion of each day's operation. 

Sanitary landfills, as defined by Part 115, are categorized as either Type I1 or III landfills. "Type 
I1 means an on-land disposal facility designed and operated to a c c o m m h  general types of 
solid waste, including, but not limited to garbage and rubbish, but excluding hazardous waste." 
"Type III means an on-land disposal facility designed and operated to accommodate large 
volumes of certain solid waste having minimal potential for groundwater contamhation" Type 
III landfills are generally easier and less costly to site compared with a Type II facility. The 
following discussion of sanitary landfill methods and applicability to Monroe County is related 
primarily to Tvpe I1 sanitary landfills. 

Today's landfills contrast sigtuficantly with landfills developed prior to enactment of the Solid 
Waste Management Act, P.A. 64 1, 1978 (now Part 1 15 of NREPA). Part 1 15 requires 
environmental safeguards such as liners, leachate collection systems, groundwater monitoring 
and engineering requirements. The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality and local 
certified health departments oversee the implementation of requirements presented in Part 1 15. 

Sanitary Landfill Methods 

There are basically two alternate methods of landfill: the trench method and the area method. 
The trench method involves the excavation of trenches which are progressively filled with 
compaded solid waste. Soil fiom the trench excavation is used as cover material. The trench 

i method is primarily used in very small landfill operations; thus, it is rarely used today. 

In the area method, a large area of land is excavated to approximately 30 feet below grade. The 
excavated soil is stored in stock piles for use as future cover material. Solid waste material is 
unloaded onto the exi'sting ground surface and spread into long uniform layers 16 to 30 inches 
thick Many layers may be placed on top of each other until the desired height is obtained. The 
layers are compacted and covered with 6-12 inches of soil at the end of each day's operation. 

A combination of the area method and trench method may also be used After trenches are dug 
and filled, the site may be covered with solid waste using the area method. Spoil left over fiom 
the trench method may be used as cover material during the area method disposal. 

General Landfill sit in^ Requirements and Desipn Guidelines 

1. To determine whether a site is acceptable for hosting a Type II sanitary landfill, a 
hydrogeologic investigation must be completed An area containing natural clay soils and a 
deep ground water table is likely to be more suitable for sanitary landfill development than 
an area containing porous soils and a high water table. The use of impermeable synthetic 
lines, however, may be required for landfill development in the future. 

2. Surface water, ground water and the atmosphere must be protected from landfill generated 
pollutants. The use of methane recovery technology and leacbate collection systems must 
be considered in any new landfill development project. 

3. Sufficient quantities of suitable soil for covering each day's waste disposal should be 
available on site or an off site source should be identified. 

4. Transportation distance is a factor which must be considered 



3. Sufficient quantities of suitable soil for covering each day's waste disposal should be , available on site or an off site source should be identified. 1 
4. Transportation distance is a factor which must be considered. 

Post Landfill Uses 

The ultimate use, once closed, of the sanitary landfill must be determined prior to development. 
Ultimate uses of completed landfill sites include greenbelts, recreational areas, parking lots and 
sites for construction of light one-story structures such as greenhouses which are approved by the 
MDEQ. Greenbelts, or buffer zones contain no expansive structures and are planted with 
shallow-rooted vegetation Recreational facilities comtmcted on landfill sites include ski hills, 
ball diamonds, golf courses, and tennis courts. One-story structures, parking lots, roads and 
runways for small airplanes have also been constructed on former landfill sites. However, 
design, construction and maintenance of structures on landfill sites is much higher than on other 
sites and requires MDEQ approval. Variable decomposition rates, settling and differences in 
density of waste are special problems. Buildings must be anchored by corrosion-resistant pilings 
and vented to prevent gas accumulation. Roads or parlang lots must be constructed of flexible, 
easily repairable material. For these reasons, low density recreational use of completed landfill 
sites is most common. 

A~~licabilitv to Monroe Conntv 

Although waste recovery options can dramatically reduce the amount of sanitary landfill space 
needed, they can not totally eliminate Monroe County's dependence on landfills. Sanitary 
landf3.l~ are an economically viable alternative method for disposal of solid wastes and residues 
derived from waste processing. Yet it has become increasingly difficult to site landfills in 
Monroe County for several reasons. First, siting landfills near population centers is difficult 
because of limited available land, increasing land values and public opposition. Second, landfill 
licensing requirements are becoming more stringent due to environmental concerns. 

(. 
Consequently, it is becoming extremely costly to design and construct a landfill in compliance 
with Part 115. Mombe County, however, must continue to identifjl criteria for evaluating 
potential sanitary landfill hosts. 

Out of county landfills currently used by Monroe County may not be available to the County in 
the future. A goal of the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan is to reduce the 
County's dependency on distant landfills. An integrated solid waste management plan which 
incorporates a variety of waste management alternatives and fosters cooperation and flexibility 
between counties will help solve Monroe County's solid waste disposal problems. 

SAMTARY LANDFILLS 

Description - land area where solid wastes are disposed by spmuhng in thin 
layers, compacting to the smallest practical volume, and 
covering with soil at the end of each day 

Requirements - sufficiently large land area able to meet environmental and 
For regulatory requirements (e.g, isolation distance, etc.) 
Implementation - near urban areas to avoid high transport costs 

- adequate cover material 



Advantages 

Disadvantages 

site with suitable hydrogeologic conditions to minimize 
potential environmental ham& 

- 
engineering design to control escape of gases and leachcites 

construction permit and operating license required by Part 1 15 
- final disposal method which can receive all refuse items 

frequently an economical method if land is available and 
operational costs are monitored 

flexible: not affected by short term fluctuations in volume 

operations can be teminated without great loss of land or 
equipment 

equipment maintenance less costly compared to other waste 
management systems 

- 
once land is acquired, landfill can be established if necessary 
permits have been issued 

- 
land costs continue to increase 

- 
large amount of land needed may not be available near urban 
concentrations 

- location of new landfills iiequently opposed by public 

prevention of groundwater pollution and meeting MDEQ 
licensing requirements is costly 

potential liability for groundwater contamination 
- 

methane may present explosive hazards to end use of landfill 

Applicability to - regardless of other waste disposal systems employed, access to 
Monroe County a licensed sanitary landfill for all residents is necessary 

development of an additional incounty landfill may be 
necessary to meet Monroe County's disposal requirements if 
current capacity is depleted and access to facilities in other 
counties or states is not available. 



VOLUME REDUCTION ,, - 

Volume reduction processing serves to make handling and disposal of solid wastes easier 
because the maximum particle size is controlled Waste volumes may be processed by 
compactors, balers or shre!dders. 

Compactors are commonly used in collection trucks or transfer facilities. Their primary purpose 
is to reduce volumes, thereby increasing payloads and reducing transportation costs. Compactors 
typically reduce solid waste volumes by 50 percent. 

lers can handle single materials or mixed refuse, and are thus more versatile than compactors. 
Balers are important in three areas: bundling of recyclable materials, volume reduction for 
businesses and refuse handling at landfills. Baling of recyclable materials improves ease of 
handling and increases the selling price of certain materials, notably cardboard All recyclable 
materials except glass and W l e  plastic may be baled. 

Balefilling in landfill operations will conserve space, reduce the amount of cover material 
required and reduce transportation costs. Balefilling is also claimed to reduce leachate and 
methane gas migration problems in landfills. A negative characteristic of balefilling operations, 
however, is that special expensive baling machinery is required to handle corrosive, mixed 
refuse. In addition, baling discourages energy and materials recovery. 
Balers are classified by direction of compressor movement. Vertical downstroke balers are 
manually loaded and capable of handling small volumes of materials. Vertical upstroke balers 
are also manually loaded but can handle greater quantities than vertical downstroke balers. 
Horizontal balers handle the greatest volumes and may be automatically fed by conveyor. Large 
capacity horizontal balers are the most expensive and energy-consumptive. 

Shredders include all equipment used for size reduction: grinders, chippers, rasp mills, 
hammermills, wet pulpers, shears, and other devices. Hammermills are the most commonly used 
shredders in the United States. Shredders reduce waste volume by as much as 90 percent and 
can handle virtually ahy material. Shredding of waste is often required in energy and materials 
recovery systems. In addition, shredding waste is advantageous in landfilling operations. 
Shredded waste has greater density and fewer voids when compacted, generates less odors, does 
not attract vermin and extends landfill life. Shredders would be very useful in the disposal of 
high volumes of a single type of item such as tires. Problems associated with shredders include 
generation of dust and small debris, component wear, materials handling and loading problems, 
and occasional fires or explosions. 

Ap~licabilitv to Monroe Countv 

Volume reduction processing has worthwhile application to Monroe County. Compactors may 
be used in collection trucks and future transfer kilities. Balers may be used to compact 
corrugated boxes, paper, ferrous and non-ferrous metals, textiles and newspapers discarded by 
commercial and industrial businesses. Balers could also be used in future recycling and landfill 
operations. Shredders could potentially be used in fbture energy and materials recovery systems 
or composting operations. 



VOLUME REDUCTION 

Description 

Requirements 
for 
Implementation 

Advantages 

/ 

i,. 
Disadvantages 

Alternatives 

- 
processing to reduce waste volume andlor to prepare it for 
handling by other solid waste systems 

mechanical equipment 

processing may be required prior to material recovery or 
energy recovery 

sufficient volume of waste required to make equipment 
purchase cost-effective 

incinerators or mixed waste processors may be regulated by 
State 

volume reduction: more than 50% 

- decreased transportation cost 

- saves landfill space 

- easier handling 
- may increase sale value of some recyclable materials 

- processing equipment is expensive 
- 

some processes (i.e., balers) may discourage energy and 
materials recovery 

- compactors (trucks; transfer facilities) 
- balers (at businesses, institutions or landfills; for some 

recyclable materials) 
- shredders (grinders, chippers, rasp mills, hammermills, wet 

pdpers, etc.) 
- incinerators (energy recovery should be considered if volume 

is greater than 25 tons per day) 



EDUCATION i 

The success of a solid waste management program for Monroe County will be greatly influenced 
by the adequacy of education programs designed to inform the general public, commercial 
businesses and industries about various management strate 'es. Changes in consumer behavior, 
mmufacturhg practices and attitudes about recycling wil be required in order to implement 
many proposed waste management abmatives. 

'P 
Waste Redaction Education Proerrrm for Consumers and Businesses 

Education efforts aimed at reducing the amount of waste genemted can be employed where there 
is excessive product packaging, where reusable goods are thrown away and where excessive 
waste products are part of a production or manufkmhg process. A few examples of possible 
education efforts targeted at consumers, business and government are identifi~d in the Integrated 
Solid Waste Management Strategy for the Ann Arbor Area Waste Shed. These examples 
include: 

- developing consumer information and labeling systems regardmg the types of products 
and packaging on store shelves 

- encouraging consumers to purchase products with the least amount of packaging 

- consider the usefulness of second hand retail markets where goods may be taken for 
resale or reuse 

- consider the use of garage sales and flea markets for sehg/giving away used items 

- publicizing ways of getting off junk mail lists (e-g. writing the direct marketing 
( 

association i;ar! reduce the amount of new junk mail you receive by up to 75%) - developing school curricula on environmental packaging for elementary, high school and 
college levels 

- encouraging the use of cloth diaper service and discouraging the use of disposable 
diapers 

- launching a waste reduction ad campaign on radio, cable, in news, etc. 

Educational efforts targeted at business, non-profit and government organizations could include: 

- developing award programs honoring organization with exemplary waste reduction 
practices 

- developing a repair mall or center where a number of repair businesses are operated in a 
single, convenient location 

' ~ o n ~ i n  and Associates, Inc. Integrated Solid Waste Management Strategy for the Ann Arbor Waste Shed 
November, 1987. 
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- developing waste conscious packaging guidelines for business and promoting businesses 
who use them 

- developing design guidelines and recommendations for recycling locations 

- considering state and federal level packaging legislation 

- providing waste stream evaluations for businesses to identify means of reducing waste 
within their basic operations. The recommendations would save each parhcipatmg 
establishment money by reducing waste hauling and disposal costs. The evaluations 
would also identify areas where recycling or cornposting alternatives could be 
incorporated, or where the generation of hazardous materials could be reduced 

- promoting waste exchanges between local establishments. This involves matching the 
waste products of one organization with the resource needs of another 

- promoting and encouraging the participation of local organizations such as the Great 
Lakes Waste Exchange. This organization facilitates waste exchange activities through 
the Great Lakes region 

A~~ficabifity to Monroe County 

Many of the above strategies are long term and will require statewide or national assistance. 
They will also require a change in attitude on the part of the residents in how they view solid 
waste disposal. Monroe County can facilitate this change of view through local education and 
through a public information campaign which informs the public about the serious problems 

( facing Monroe County in the disposal of its solid waste. 

Description involves efforts to inform the general public, local 
\ governments, commercial businesses and industry about 

various waste reduction and recovery strategies. 
Requirements 
for 
Implementation local government, public institutions and or private 

organization committed to establishing and promoting waste 
reduction and recovery education 

availability of local, statewide and national monies for 
implementation of educational efforts 

Advantages 

Disadvantages 

Alternatives 

educational efforts will help to change attitudes about solid 
waste disposal, which will facilitate other waste management 
strategies 

difficult to change behavior without providing incentives or 
regulations 

educational efforts targeted at consumers and business 

educational efforts targeted at non-profit organizations, public 
institutions and government 



WASTE MINIMIZATION STRATEGIES 
/ 

The increasing scarcity and cost of landfill disposal demands a serious investigation of 
alternative solid waste strategies that include waste reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting. 
The primary purpose of these strategies is to remove useable material fiom the waste stream that 
would otherwise be landfilled or incinerated 

Waste reduction involves reducing the amount of waste actually generated by consumers and 
businesses. Bulk purchasing, variable can fees, double-sided photocopying, and individual 
composting all effectively reduce the amount of solid waste actually created. 

Waste reuse involves the reuse of finat consumer and business products that would otherwise 
enter the waste stream. Charitable organizations, thrift shops, secondhand stores, flea markets, 
garage sales, and waste exchanges all exist for the purpose of reusing clothes, appliances, 
furniture, bottles and many other household and commercial products. Rev- sides of once 
used paper can be used for other purposes. Michigan's returnable deposit beverage containers is 
another example. 

Waste recvciing involves the conversion of waste material into industrial inputs that replace all 
or part of a product's virgin inputs. Paper, glass, metals, and plastics can all be removed fiom the 
waste stream, recycled, and sold as inputs to product rnanufmrs .  

Waste com~osting, a form of recycling, biologically decomposes organic matter into a viable 
soil fertilizer. Yard waste, leaves, most food scrap and similar organic materials can be 
transformed into useful products for groundskeepers, farmers, gardeners, landscapers, and others. 

These approaches are complementary. Waste reduction decreases the overall volume of material 
available for the waste stream. Waste reuse removes additional material before it enters the 
waste stream. Waste recycling and composting then remove the usable materials that are in the 

i 
waste stream. While results vary from community to community, aggressive and effective 
promotion, development, and implementation of these strategies has been shown to reduce the 
overall waste stream by 50%. 

Waste Reduction and Reuse 

Waste reduction and reuse limit the amount of solid waste by reducing the generation of waste 
material and reusing finishing products that would otherwise be discarded into the waste stream. 
As a growing number of communities are realking, both strategies offer significant potential 
savings since each ton kept completely out of the waste stream needs not be collected, processed, 
or disposed 

Waste reduction is accomplished primarily by encouraging producers to use less materials to 
manufacture and package their products, and by encouraging consumers to adopt "waste 
conscious" purchasing behavior. Public education, technical support to firms, and legislation at 
local, state, and national levels offer the most promising vehicles for achieving effective waste 
reduction. 

While reuse systems already exist, they can be strengthened Consumers can be encouraged to 
purchase and contribute more reused goods. Industry can be better informed and encouraged to 
participate in waste exchanges and similar programs. It is estimated that increased development 
of these reuse markets can div went total waste stream. 

,' 
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Waste Recvcling 

Recycling has very quickly emerged as the primary waste minimization alternative as 
communities recognize that recycling can divert 25% or more of the municipal waste stream. 
Thousands of communities have voluntary recycling programs and a growing number are 
adopting mandatory recycling ordinances. 

Recycling systems remove selected materials from the waste stream, process the materials into 
usable goods, and then sell the materials as inputs to second-use markets. Old newspapers, 
office paper, mixed paper, cardboard, glass, and metals are the most commonly recycled 
materials. Newspaper has and continues to be the most popular residential recyclable, and 
corrugated cardboard is the most frequently recycled commercial-industrial material. 

The effectiveness of recycling systems is determined by two general elements: system design 
and participation. Both will determine how successfully material is collected and then what is 
done with it. 

System Design: The recycling system must meet the needs of the community in a cost-effective 
manner, and yet remain within the means of the community. It must be appropriately designed, 
implemented, and operated, using efficient material collection and processing, adequate quality 
control and must have access to reliable second-use markets. 

Participation: A recycling system requires the cooperation of community residents and 
businesses. Convenience, education, and regulations are the primary determinants of 
participation. Other factors influencing participation include: income level, education level and c. the level of environmental awareness. 

Recyclable Materials in the Waste Stream 

Approximately fifty-seven percent of the Monroe County waste stream is composed of potential 
recyclables. The basic recyclable materials are paper, glass, and metal products. Plastic and 
yard wastes are also being viewed increasingly as recyclable products. 

Paper Products: Newspaper, cardboard, office paper, and mixed paper comprise approximately 
46% of Monroe County's solid waste, nearly all of which is potentially recyclable. 

Newsua~er: Monroe County will generate an estimated 30,600 tons of newspaper per 
year by -1990. Old newsprint has been and continues to be the most commonly recycled 
residential item, and almost all newspaper is collected, baled and taken to mills that use 
the pulp fibers to make paperboard and newsprint. 

Cormgated Cardboard: An estimated 20,200 tons of cardboard will be generated in 
Monroe County in 1990. Cardboard, which can make up a majority of the wastes from 
food and retail establishments has a long recycling history in the private sectors. Larger 
firms including major grocery stores chains typically recycle cardboard using in-house 
baling equipment and recycling brokers to market the materisl. The recycled cardboard 
is used to make a variety of paper products. 



Office Pam: A oximately 9,250 tons will be generated in 1990, primarily by Monroe 
County service t?'= rms and institutions. Though prices have approached $100.00 per ton, 
only 13% of office paper waste generated is recycled county-wide. However, office 
recycling programs are quickly increasing in popularity. Recycled office paper is used 
for its long fibers to make other paper products. 

Mixed Pauer Perhaps 20% of the municipal waste stream, old books, magazines, etc. 
can be recycled into low-grade paper materials, like insulation. This material usually has 
lower market prices and is often not collected. 

Glass Products: About 7,300 tons of glass containers (jar, bottles, etc.), about 5% of the total 
waste stream, will be generated in Monroe County by 1990. Though the bottle bill already 
recycles about 5% of the waste stream, nondeposit container glass (as well as glass from Ohio) 
continues to enter local landfills. Clear, brown, and green glass is ground into cullet and used to 
make other glass containers and fiberglass materials. For most markets, gree~amber, and clear 
glass must be handled separately to avoid contamination problems. 

Metal Products: Steel cans, "white goods," scrap metal, and other miscellaneous metal 
products make up about 5% of Monroe County's solid waste. 

Steel Cans: Steel cans are generated in both the commercial and residential waste 
streams. While the value of recycled steel is quire high, steel cans tend to pose a problem 
because most are coated with tin. Where possible, cans may be de-tinned and both the 
steel and tin recycled. The high value tin is sold to chemical manufhcturers and the steel 
used for low-strength iron or in the process of making low-grade copper ore. 

'. 
White Goods: Appliances, called "white goods" because they are often coated with 
enamel, usually contain a signtficant percentage of steel. They can be shredded in auto 
shredders for recyclin'g, or taken to a reuse facility to be repaired and redistributed. 
PCB's are often leaked to grounds in recycling centers. Proper storage and handling 
requirements must be followed. 

Ferrous Metal: Next to white goods, ferrous and non-ferrous metal objects make up the 
most significant portion of the metal in the waste stream. Iron castings, structural steel, 
forgings, and mixed sheet steel are disposed of as building materials (sinks, bathtubs), 
auto parts (mufners, alternators), machine parts, or miscellaneous household and business 
discards (siding, bicycles, swing sets, office furniture). Aluminum, copper, brass, bronze 
and other specialty metals make up the remainder of the scrap metal waste stream. 

Aluminum Cans: Due to the deposit law, aluminum makes up a relatively small amount 
of the waste stream, approximately 0.4%. However, because it is much more cost 
efficient to use recycled aluminum than to use the raw material, it is worth consideration. 
Aluminum can still be recovered in the form of foil, food trays, furniture such as lawn 
chairs, etc. 

Yard Waste: Approximately 16,300 tons, or 13% or Monroe County's waste stream, is 
al backyards or community composting facilities, 
can be an ideal organic input for use by local 



Recvclinn Svstems: CoUection - Processinn - Marketing 
'\ 

Nearly all recycling systems involve three critical h t i o n s :  the collection of recyclable 
materials fiom the generator, the processing of this material into a form usable and acceptable to 
a buyer, and the marketing of the processed material to the buyer. Typically, materials must be 
sorted and stored during the collection and processing of the material. 

These collection, processing and marketing systems must be tailored to the specific and unique 
conditions in a particular county or municipality. Different methods of collection, such as buy 
back centers, recycling depots, curbside source separation and others may or may not be 
applicable to a particular municipality. In turn, the collection systems that are put in place will 
depend on the type of processing capacity that is available or planned for development. Markets, 
the "end use" for the materials, dictate what can and cannot be recovered Erom the waste stream 
and determine what processing is necessary after collection. 

A wide variety of recycling and cornposting systems are used in communities throughout the 
nation to gather, process, and market materials of residential, commercial, and industrial 
generators. 

Materials are sorted by the generator and are collected using residential curbside programs, drop 
off containers, and recycling centers. The collected material is then stored and shipped 
unprocessed or "loose" to a processing facility that will then crush and bale the materials before 
delivery to markets. 

Collection Systems 

i Recycling collection systems are designed to remove recyclable materials fiom general refuse 
and direct them to where they can then be processed or marketed. Collection systems can 
generally be divided into residential and commerciaVindustrial collection systems. The 
particular requirements of a collection system will depend upon a variety of demographic and 
system design factors; characterized below. 

1. Generator T m :  Different kinds of generators have varying requirements and must be 
serviced accordingly. A collection system for single family homes will differ 
significantly fiom a system for a major office building. 

2. Generator Concentrations: Generally, collection systems will be more complex and 
intensive in more populated areas, or businesses and institutions with a larger staff. 

System Desigs 

1. Recvclable Materials: Collection systems must be geared to the availability and 
characteristics of recyclable materials. For example, residential systems would focus on 
newspaper, which is dense and must be kept dry, while food service systems would focus 
on tin cans and cardboard, which is bulky and lighter in weight by volume than 
newspapers. 

2. Processing and Marketing Svstems: The collection system must fit with the larger 
recycling system. If picktips are infrequent, storage might be of special consideration as 



a component of the collection system. Many collection systems include sorting because 
this is not handled fbrther in the process (i.e. at the processing facility). Whether or not ( materials are presorted by the generator will determine if the materials must be separated 
in processing and the extent to which they can be co-mingled 

Residential Collection Systems 

Refuse from households contributes roughly half of the total waste stream for Monroe County; of 
this, approximately 50% is potentially recyclable. While households generate nearly all 
recyclable products, newspaper, glass, cans, and plastic are the primary products. 

Residential collection systems have historically been supemised by local volunteers and non- 
profit organizations. Residential collection by the private sector is a relatively recent and 
growing practice. Many residential collection systems collect newspaper only, although an 
increasing number are also collecting glass, cans and other materials. 

There are generally three kinds of residential collection systems: Curbside collection, Multi- 
M l y  collection, and Drop-off collection. Each of these systems targets different generators, 
incurs different costs, and enjoys different benefits. A greater success is achieved with the 
addition of each complementary system, with overall participation increasing as well. 

1. Curbside Collection 

Curbside collection is a system in which the generator puts recyclables on the curb, often along 
with the garbage, and the material is picked up by a hauler who takes the material for processing. 
Materials are collected on a weekly, bi-weekly, or monthly schedule by the municipal, private or 
non-profit haulers. Residents are asked to separate recyclable materials fkom garbage and put 
them into different collection receptacles. Putting glass in a separate box h m  cans and bundling 
newspapers or putting them in brown paper bags, for example, will help to Wi ta te  bi-weekly or 
monthly scheduled pick-up by municipal, private, or non-profit haulers. 

Partici~ation: Public participation depends heavily upon convenience, education and the local 
waste disposal laws. An effective curbside program can divert more than 20% of the residential 
waste stream. Participation rates tend to increase if residents are provided with containers to 
store recyclable materials at low or no cost. Color coded containers work especially well. In 
some communities Block Coordinators also work well to enhance participation. Mandatory 
participation is now more frequently being used across the country for curbside collection 
programs. 

Svstem Desinn: Curbside systems get higher participation and volume collection rates than other 
collection systems; they are also relatively more expensive than other collection systems due to 
the needs of special curbside collection equipment, and .economical only in areas where 
population density is high. The actual capital investments required depend upon the number of 
items handled, the processing system available, and market demands. 

2. Multi-family Dwellings 

Many communities have large numbers of people in multi-family dwellings, such as apartment 
complexes, that are not serviced by curbside programs. 



Particiuation: Successful programs usually have general collection containers placed next to 
garbage disposal areas. Reported success rates are 12-100%, with the greatest difficulty being 
getting tenants involved who realize no financial gain as a result of their participation. Multi- 
family residents are often transients who see no financial gain. Collection tends to be easier in 
dwellings where residents must take care of their own trash. Other aids include: making 
recycling as convenient as possible, organizing block or floor coordinators, publicizing, 
educating, and providing financial incentives. 

Svstem Desis: Multi-family collection can be added to a curbside route or provided separately, 
with pick-up done on a regular schedule or by demand. It should also be noted that while 
relatively more work may be required to implement a multi-family dwelling collection system, 
the operation of these systems is usually more efficient than curbside collection systems because 
the volume per stop is greater. 

3. Drop-off Collection 

This is the most wide-spread residential collection system. Drop-off collection systems require 
the generator to take their recyclables to a location where there are recycling containers. Well 
placed drop-off depots are an important component of most residential collection programs. 
Drop-off collection can service those not serviced by a curbside pro-; it is particularly cost- 
effective in areas with low population densities, and is an important supplement to curbside 
systems. Drop-off collection is accomplished with unstaffed drop-off depots and with staffed 
drop-off centers. 

Drowff Dewts 

The use of unstaffed drop-off depots is particularly common and cost-effdve where large 
sectors of the population are not serviced by curbside programs. 
Particimtion: Without good siting, education, and strong publicity, use of drop-off depots is 
generally quite lout. This system tends to work better in areas where residents must haul andlor 
pay private garbage hhulers. Participation also increases when depots are attractive and multi- 
colored, and when residents are given recycling containers for their homes. 

System Desinn: Ideally, depots should be placed next to &agedeposit sites and in central, 
convenient locations. They can be serviced with varying regularity or periodically by a variety 
of collection trucks and the material can be taken to a storage facility, a processor, or the market. 

Quality control occasionally becomes a problem since depots are unguarded. However, while 
some con tamhation is unavoidable, the depots can be designed to reduce the probability of 
contamination. 

Drowff Centers 

These staffed stations provide a central location where generators drop off their recycled 
materials and where materials f?om remote depots can be received Most drop-off centers ship 
their collection to processors, although some have processing facilities on site. 

Particiuation: Though generally quite low, good siting, education, and strong publicity can 
significantly increase a centex's participation level. 



Svstem Design: Drop-off centers can be started with minimal capital investment and are 
usually inexpensive to operate. The staff also assure quality control is superior to drop-off 
depots. Some centers operate with volunteer staffing. I 

In many states, especially those without d sit container laws, aluminum is handled by 
recycling centers that "buy-backw recyclab "P" e materials fiom generators. The buy-back 
models are also common in the business world for scrap materials and cardboard. Providing 
generators with money for recyclable materials adds a significant incentive to recycle. Buy- 
back centers are most easily operated in urban areas and can provide economic development 
resources. 

CommerciaVInstitutionaVIndustrial Collection 

Service companies, retail stores, non-profit organizations, educational and governmental 
institutions, and other non-manufhcturing businesses contribute up to half of the municipal waste 
stream. Their primary recyclable products are office paper, cardboard, metal cans, other scrap 
metals, and plastics to some extent. 

1. Office Paper (Service offices such as banks, institutions) 

Ofiice paper is material with a recovery opportunity that is low cost, low risk, high return and 
quickly being tapped. Office paper is the most valued paper product which comprises roughly 
75% of the typical office waste stream and as much as 90% for banks and insurance companies. 
Photocopy machines and computers ensure that this trend will continue. Detroit Edison has had 
an office paper recycling program in their downtown headquarters since 1978. 

Office paper collection systems are not very complex Each desk has one or more desk-top 
containers for paper. The generator or custodian empties the containers in centrally located 
containers, then the containers are taken to a collection point to be hauled away. 

Particidon: participation varies greatly with the level of support given generators. Office 
paper programs tend to be more successfbl in offices where white paper only is collected, where 
management provides commitment, in-house coordination, and educational sessions, and where 
employees share in the savings. 

System Design: Simplicity is important for implementation, particularly at ht. While 
separating grades of office paper and including other products such as beverage cans would cut 
more fiom the waste stream, they are usually not worth while. Problems usually surface in office 
buildings with multiple or different offices, in settings where there are no financial incentives to 
the generators. However, larger organizations especially universities and governments should be 
able to implement multi-material office programs effectively because they tend to be highly 
structured systems with greater working capital. 



2. Cardboard (Retailers, wholesales, manufacturers) 

Corrugated cardboard comprises over half the wastes for many grocery stores, convenience 
stores, restaurants, wholesalers, manufhcturers, and other commercial establishments. While 
cardboard recycling itself is not new, it generally is restricted to the larger establishments. 
Indexxi, many of them are called "at source processors" because they have their own packing or 
baling equipment and market their cardboard, usually with backhauls of their delivery trucks. 

Particimtion: Participation is mostly a problem with smaller generators. Financial incentive is 
less because they generate a smaller quantity and have less storage space. For these small 
generators, making pick up as convenient as possible is c w i d  to achieve high participation. 

System Desim: Pick-up convenience and frequency is most important.  success^ collection 
programs exist where collectors service generators on a regular or ondemand schedule. Clear 
communication between collector and generator about quality, sorting, and breaking down boxes 
is also very important for successful programs. 

3. Construction and Demolition Debris 

Particularly in areas of high growth, construction and demolition debris can contribute a 
significant part to the waste stream. However, very little construction or demolition debris is 
recovered for any purpose. While wood, metal, glass, and other used construction or demolition 
materials are recyclable, salvage markets for these products are very limited 

4. Food Wastes, Glass and Tin Cans (Food Establishments) 
\ 

Food establishments large quantities of wastes that can be composted or recycled, but 
this potential is largely untapped. However, some communities with nearby processing facilities 
do have stand-alone glps collection from bars and restaurants. 



Processing Systems , 

t 
Recyclable materials typically must be processed in some manner before they are acceptable to 
the second-market buyer. Processing can include sorting, shredding, crushing, compacting, 
baling, or granulating, and is fhished when market specifications are met 

1. Transfer Facilities 

Collected materials are often brought to and stored at transfer fiicilities which may vary from an 
open container at a landfill to a sbfEd recycling center. Little processing takes place, though 
there may be some sorting and quality control. Transfer stations are relatively inexpensive 
because little capital investment is required, management is minimal and security needs are 
relatively few. 

2. Material Recovery Facilities 

This is a more substantial facility where recyclable materials are delivered from collectors and 
transfer stations, processed and prepared for market. Again, sorting may be needed if it was not 
done at the collection stage. Processing can be capital intensive, with equipment requirements 
depending upon volumes, materials, and market needs. Sorting may be accomplished using 
magnets, blowers, screens, or by hand. Compactors or balers are needed for paper, granulators 
for plastics, crushers for glass, chippen for wood products, shredders for all materials. Storage 
areas for unprocessed and processed materials are also needed 

3. Central Processing Facilities 

Central Processing Facilities receive mixed waste and then separate and process the recyclables 
after removal from the mixed stream. Central processing facilities often work well with current 
waste management practices, are complementary with source separation programs and can 
significantly incrde  the total volume of material recovered. 

Material recovery at these facilities is accomplished with a variety of technologies - including 
manual and mechanical separation and processing systems such as magnets, blowers, shredders, 
sorting screens, air classifiers, etc. 

Hand sorting of materials is not typically costeffective because it is labor intensive and labor is 
expensive. Human error is a m e r  limitation if high purity of recovered materials is required. 
However, hand separation of large items, such as tree waste or large metal scrap, may be 
desirable on a limited basis. This action often is necessary due to container size limitations at a 
transfer facility, or to accomplish proper landfilling. 

Separation by screening is a proven technology, but impurities in recovered material typically 
result. Large capital investment in preprocessing and screening equipment and difficulties in 
marketing materials with impurities result in low cost-effectiveness for this method. 

Separation of materials by specific gravity or bulk density may be accomplished by floatation, 
air classification, inertial separation, heavy media separation, or vibrating tables. Large 
materials, which cannot be handled by the equipment, must be sorted from the collected waste. 
Preprocessing by grinders or shredders is required to reduce materials to particles of a similar 
size which are subsequently separated by differences in density. Like screening techniques, 
recovered materials have low purity, markets are limited, and total recovery is not possible. 

B-22 i 
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I Magnetic separation is a well-proven technology, which is compatible with most other disposal 
processes. It is most costeffective when accomplished in conjunction with an energy recovery 
(incineration) system. This can be explained by the fact that ferrous metals comprise a relatively 
small portion of the processable waste stream. A substantial portion of the waste stream is 
comprised of large bulky items, which are difficult to recover, by magnetic separation system. 

Optical techniques can be used to seqxirate glass fiom opaque materials and clear fiom colored 
glass. This technology is under development and is unproven in solid waste applications at the 
present time. 

Mixed waste processing techniques are most feasible in urban areas with large quantities of solid 
waste where potentially large volumes of recovefable materials help offset high implementation 
and operation costs. 

Applicability of Waste Minimization Strategies to Monroe Countv 

It is estimated that aggressive pursuit of reduction, reuse, recycling and composting strategies 
can help reduce Monroe County's waste stream by 50%. Reduction efforts can address at least 
5% of the waste stream. Reuse efforts focusing on textiles, wood products, white goods, and 
other metal materials can yield an additional 5% in volume reduction. The imjmct of composting 
will vary with program design and support. 

ENERGY RESOURCE RECOVERY 

/ Energy resource recovery is the use of processable solid waste to produce energy. Energy 

(\ recovery may be accomplished by: 

- incineration; - using solid M e  as a supplemental fuel in boilers; or 
- producing solid refuse derived fuels (RDF). 

All these processes use the organic portion of the solid waste stream. Inorganic materials may or 
may not be recovered, depending on whether a materials recovery system is incorporated into the 
design. 

The two primary types of incineration systems are mass burn incinerators and modular 
incinerators. Mass burn incinerators are centrally located and designed to handle large volumes 
(generally more than 600 tons per day) of solid waste. Site built systems with capacities as low 
as 200 tons per day have been constructed while modular units offer sizes considerably smaller. 

Steam or electricity is commonly recovered with most operations. Mass bum systems are proven 
systems with capital costs which typically exceed $20 million. Steam andlor electricity is 
commonly recovered Backup systems may be constructed to ensure a constant energy supply is 
available. Operation and maintenance costs are also high. Mass burn systems require a constant 
volume and composition of solid waste for efficient operation. W e d  analysis of energy 
markets and solid waste characteristics must be accomplished and long-term contracts must be 
negotiated to ensure that adequate volumes of waste and a continuous energy market are 
available. 



The mass burn incinerators offer a number of difkent technologies. They all involve a 
combustion process and increase the systems overall efficiency. These include: 

Waterwall incinerator - boiler is part of combustion chamber 

Rehctoxy - lined incinerator - boiler is separate from the combustion chamber 

Spreader stoker - moving grate for uniform burn 

Fluidized-bed - combustion air and inert material added to aid combustion 

In recent years, increasing amounts of solid waste have been used as supplemental fuels in 
boilers. Major markets have included electric utility boilers, industrial boilers, and district 
heating systems. Solid refuse derived fuels (RDF) can be prepared as fine shredded refuse, 
coarse shredded qfuse, or as a densified pellet. These fuels can replace 20 to 30 percent of 
conventional fuel requirements. Solid RDF can only be burned in boilers which have been 
modified to handle the residue. Coal burners are often most easily modified. In some instances, 
a new boiler must be purchased The high cost of purchasing equipment to produce RDF and 
difficulties in locating markets have prohibited the widespread use of this practice. However, 
increasing energy costs and reduced landfill volumes are likely to increase the attractiveness of 
this option in the future. 

Incinerators and RDF have several common requirements. First, a market for the energy or fuel 
must exist. Secondly, a constant, reliable supply of processable solid waste must be available, 
preferably with a constant composition and high percentage of combustible materials. Finally, a 
landfill is required to dispose of residue and ash. 

An energy recovery system has both advantages and disadvantages. Energy recovery systems 
are compatible with materials recovery systems (ferrous recovery and source separation) as well 
as camposting opefations. Waste quantities are reduced 85 percent by volume and 70 percent by 
weight, thus, conservihg landfill space. Energy recovery also reduces waste of natural resources 
and extends the life of our domestic energy supplies. In addition, minimal land is required. 

There are disadvantages. Energy recovery is not an ultimate disposal process. A landfill is still 
required to dispose of residues and ash. Ash may also contain significant amounts of lead, 
cadmium, and other contamhnts. This could require disposal in special landfill areas. In 
addition, only organic material is recovered, though ferrous metals may be recovered if magnetic 
separation is incorporated into facility design. Potential air pollution is also a concern. A new 
system will require elaborate air pollution controls which will add costs to the project and 
decrease the overall environmental suitability. 

A~~licabilitv to Monroe Countv 

In 1986, a Waste-to-Enerm Feasibilitv Study for Monroe County, was conducted by Gershman, 
Brickner and Bratton, Inc. The study concluded that a waste-toenergy fiicility is viable for 
Monroe County. A detailed analysis of cost and design parameters was provided for three 
alternative waste-to-energy options. 

The options included: 1) an all electric producing incinerator system; 2) a cogeneration system 
(steam and electricity); 3) an RDF project (sale of fuel to another facility). These options by no 



means include all available waste-toenergy systems. They are, however, the more common 
options which would be most viable for Monroe County. 

Each of these alternatives were assessed in detail with special emphasis given to an analysis of 
economic factors. A life cycle comparison of the above mentioned disposal options compared to 
typical landfill disposal was also developed. 

ENERGY RESOURCE RECOVERY 

Description use of processable solid waste to recover energy. Steam is 
most common form of energy recovered, although electricity 
can also be generated 

Requirements for - ultimate user of energy must exist 
Implementation 

auxiliary fuel to maintain combustion 
- 

backup system to provide energy during downtime or low 
volume periods 

- 
landfill to dispose of residual materials and ash 

- 
cost of energy produced must be equal to conventional sources 

Advantages - number of proven systems available 

reduces volume of solid waste to be disposed by 85% 

land requirements minimal compared to landfill 

- fairly high energy recovery 
- 

can be integrated with materials recovery and composting 
programs 

facilities greater than 600 tons per day will in part provide for 
a regional solution 

Disadvantages does not handle entire waste stream - some landfilling 
necessary 

- fluctuations in volume and composition can effect system 
efficiency 

- 
generally high operation and maintenance costs 

system efficiency highly operatordependent 

- air quality must be closely monitored 

ash must be disposed and can be contaminated with heavy metals 



INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 
/ 

Institutional arrangements are agreements which provide for public or private operation of solid i 

waste collection, processing or disposal systems. Institutional arrangements for collection and 
processing/disposal systems are discussed separately. Multi-jurisdictional approaches are also 
included as a separate topic. 

Collection Svstems 

Collection service in urban and rural areas is typically provided through one of three 
arrangements: 

- public collection; - private firms under contract fiom a governmental unit; or - private firms in open competition. 

Public collection firms have potential advantages in that they are tax fiee, non-profit, and have 
the ability to achieve economies of scale. In addition, management and policies are continuous 
over time which promotes long-term planning and record keeping. A municipahty is also able to 
maintain administrative control and institute mandatory collection and source separated 
collection for recycling. However, financing and operation may be influenced by political 
constraints. Public collectors lack incentive to maximize collection efficiency. Labor pressures 
may result in inefficient labor practices or strikes. Equipment maintenance and replacement may 

affected by budget constraints. 

Private firms under contract with a municipality are an acceptable alternative to public 
collection. Competitive bidding keeps prices down, but a municipahty maintains administrative 
control and can institute mandatory door-to-door andfor source separated collection. This 
alternative is particularly attractive in rapidly growing or newly incorporated communities, or 
when a community k q t s  to avoid the administrative details of operating a collection system. 

Private firms in open competition (i-e., under contract with individual generators) are sometimes 
viewed as an unacceptable practice because a municipality has no administrative control and 
overlapping routes waste fuel, In addition, it is difficult to institute source separated pickup such 
as recyclables and to enforce mandatory collection ordinances. However, this arrangement 
works well for commercial and industrial waste generators, and does provide M o m  of choice 
to residents in rural areas who do not have municipal collection service. In addition, this 
arrangement is self-financing and stiff competition may reduce collection costs. 

Combinations of public and private systems are also possible in two arrangements: 

- municipal system with private operator under contsact; and - competition between municipal system and private firms 

The first mgement ,  municipal system with private firms under contract, is particularly 
attractive. Advantages are that competition helps keep prices down, the municipality maintains 
administrative control, and that separate collection for recycling and mandatory collection can be 
instituted. Competition between a municipal system and private firms is an unacceptable 
alternative primarily because of inefficiencies, overlapping routes, and fuel waste. Although 
competition would keep prices down, mandatary collection and separate collection for recycling 
could not be enforced under this arrangement. 



If a community decides to contract with a private firm, the local government must administer the 
bidding process and monitor and enforce the contract. Contract specifications must encourage a 
number of firms to apply but discourage incompetent or disreputable firms. To accomplish this, 
contract specifications may require that a pexformance bond be submitted with each bid. Small 
firms may be encouraged to bid if sufficient time is provided between the contract award and the 
beginning of the contract period This time period would permit small firms with a winning bid 
to obtain additional equipment. Incentives for improving or maintaining efficiency may be 
included in contract specifications, and source separatron collection may be stipulated. 

It is also important to consider the number of areas into which a given jurisdiction will be 
divided. More collecton can be supported if there is a greater number of areas (contracts). 
However, an area must be large enough to support a collector. It is also desirable to stagger the 
bidding for contracts so that competition is more intense. In addition, the number of contracts 
which can be held by a single firm must be limited so that the total number of collection firms in 
the area will not be reduced Such limits must not be so severe that the competitive spirit is 
diminished 

The EPA recommends a contract period of three to five years. This period is long enough to 
amortize collection equipment, but not so long that the collector loses incentive to provide 
quality service. 

Processinp and Disposal Facilities 

Processing and disposal facilities may also be owned and/or operated by private or public 
groups. However, the reasons for choosing one over the other differ fiom those involved in 
collection systems. This is because processing/disposal plants often involve sophisticated 
technologies and are costly to construct. 

Public agencies are tax fiee, non-profit, organizations and able to obtain low interest rates or 
grants to finance capital-intensive systems. Public employees may also be available to operate a 
facility. However, a' public entity may lack the expertise needed to operate a sophisticated 
system and to advertise its availability. Restrictive budget policies may affect equipment 
replacement and maintenance. 

Private firms are advantageous when the borrowing power of a community is limited, voter 
approval for bond issues is unavailable or if a community lacks the necessary expertise. A 
community does not have to raise capital or bear the entire risk associated with a new 
technology. However, if only private disposal facilities are available, a community may have no 
control of fees. In addition, a private firm may make decisions on the basis of financial reward 
rather than community needs. A private operator of a landfill, for example, may have as an 
objective to collect as much r e h e  as possible to fill a landtill site in the shortest period of time. 
Consequently, the expected life of the landfill site would be shortened 

Combinations of public/private ownership and operation are also possible. Possible 
combinations include public ownership and private operation, and private ownership and public 
operation. Private management of a public fhcility is advantageous if a community lacks the 
necessary technical and management expertise. Public operation of a private hility is an 
uncommon arrangement, but can take place under a leveraged lease agreement. In a leveraged 
lease agreement, a private investor finances a facility and leases it to a municipality. The private 
owner reaps tax advantages fiom this arrangement, while a municipality does not need to raise 
capital. 



Multi-Jurisdictional A~~roaches  
! 

Regional approaches to solid waste management provide communities with an opportunity to 
accomplish together what they cannot do alone. Regional agreements frequently lead to lower 
prices, and there may be environmental, aesthetic or finaucid advantages associated with a 
single, well run regional facility. Regional agreements are also necessary to develop waste-to- 
energy plants of economical size and to guarantee that adequate volumes of waste are available. 

Several types of multi-jurisdictional arrangements may be made, including: contractual 
agreements; joint operation; or authority or special district. 

One unit of government may provide a service to another unit of government under a contractoal 
agreement. In this way, a commuuity may provide its residents with a service otherwise not 
financially possible. Such an arrangement also eliminates the duplication of staff, expenditures, 
and services. The number of small inefficient operations is nxluced In addition, operational 
procedures and budgets are more easily planned Contracts are flexible, predictable and 
enforceable, and do not require reorganization of basic governmental structures. A disadvantage 
of contracts is that all participants must come to an agreement every time an issue arises. 
Raising capital may also be more difficult because each unit of government must arrange 
financing individually. Contracts should be issued for a five-year period so that sufficient capital 
is committed to purchase necessary equipment or develop facilities. 

Local units of government may agree to perform certain public services jointly. In general, 
Michigan communities can negotiate joint agreements to perform any function each 
governmental unit can perform individually. Financing techniques available to an individual 
community can be used in a joint agreement, including user fees, special assessments, or funds 
fiom tax levies. i 

\ 
A final form of multi-jurisdictional arrangement is the establishment of an overall operating 
district, authority, or utility. Although arrangements may vary in form and function, an 
orgmization is geneially supervised by a board of directors, and day-to-day operations are 
controlled by a manager and &. This option should be considered with caution and after other 
arrangements have been considered and rejected. Adding another layer of bureaucracy is often 
unnecessary and burdensome. 

Two organizational options, which combine several features of the previous arrangements may 
be satisfactory. First, responsibilities may be divided among governmental units along 
functional lines. For example, a regional agency could be formed to operate large solid waste 
facilities. Local units would operate collection services and other strictly local functions. Such 
an approach would require intergovernmental agreements to designate responsibilities, financing 
arrangements, and operations. A second alternative would be the establishment, through an 
intergovernmental agreement, of a utility with maximum authority to operate an integrated solid 
waste management agency. 

A~~licabilitv to Monroe County 

The only public collection system in Monroe County is operated by the Department of Public 
Works in the City of Milan. The remainder of the County is served by 20 private haulers under 
municipal contract or under contract with individual residents. In the latter instance, two or more 
private haulers are sometimes in operation in open competition in a single municipality. This 



lack of coordination is inefficient and results in overlapping routes and firel waste. Improved 
I coordination among municipalities in the provision of collection service is desirable. 

Over the past few years, municipally controlled contracts with private haulers for residential 
collection has developed a number of advantages. These advantages include reduced duplication 
of service, and ability to impose mandatory recyclinglcomposting collection. This type of 
contract would be especially valuable in many of the township areas outside of the City of 
Monroe where there are low and moderate residential densities. 

Economic conditions and the stringent regulations of Part 115 will force municipalities within 
Monroe County and the entire region to explore cooperative arrangements and involvement of 
the private sector in the operation of solid waste processing and disposal facilities. The 
appropriate institutional strategy is dependent on the character of the selected solid waste 
management plan. However, it does appear that formal joint intergovernmental contracts for the 
operation of solid waste collection systems and facilities are more desirable. 

INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 

Description - public, private and/or multi-jurisdictionai agreements which 
provide for ownership and operation of solid waste collection 
systems and processing and disposal facilities 

Requirements for 
Implementation - legal authority to enter into agreements 

public support - 
technical, administrative, and financial capability to operate 
system - 
acceptable h ( s )  must be available for private operation 

Advantages public 
- Public system is tax free, nonprofit, able to achieve 

economies of scale 
- municipality maintains acfministrative control 
- management and policies are continuous, producing 

experienced personnel and permitting long range planning 
- private 

- competition may reduce costs - municipality may maintain administrative control 
- private groups have technical and operational expertise 
- local government does not need to raise capital 
- community does not bear entire risk associated with new 

technology 

Disadvantages public - public agency may lack incentive to maximize efficiency 
- public agency may lack necessary expertise 
- financing and operations may be influenced by political 

constfaints 
- restrictive budget policies may affect equipment 

replacement and maintenance - labor pressures may result in inefficient practices or strikes 
private 



Alternatives 

Applicability to 
Monroe County 

- danger of collusion in bidding - cutthroat competition may result in business failures and * 

service interruptions - public agency must still regulate contractors 
- if only private facilities are available, municipality may 

have no control over fees - operator may base decision on financial reward rather than 
community needs 

public agency 
private- 
combination publidprivate arrangements 
multi-jurisdictional arrangements 

all are fmible 
appropriate arrangement depends on chosen plan 



EVALUATION AND RANKING OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS 

For each of the six alternatives a numerical value between 1 and 10 was given in response to 
individual criterion. A high value, such as 9 or 10 indicates a positive response to a given 
criterion. Alternative No. 1, for example, receives a value of 9 in response to technical feasibility 
because the status quo option would not require extensive technical expertise to carry out. In 
contrast, a low value, such as 1,2 or 3 indicates an alternative negatively responds to a given 
criterion. For instance, Alternative No. 1 is given a low value for materials recovery and energy 
recovery criteria This is because the status quo option does not promote recycling efforts or 
waste-to-energy options. 

The assigned values for each alternative are multiplied by the importance factor given to each 
criterion. For each alternative, the multiplied values are added to arrive at an overall total score. 
The alternative receiving the highest total score is considered to be the best overall alternative. 

It should be noted that the assignment of values and importance factors is a somewhat subjective 
process. This evaluation process, however, does help to identi@ and evaluate issues or criteria 
which are not easily quantifiable, such as public and political acceptability issues. 

Five-Year Evaluation 

For the 5-year period, Alternative No. 1, "Status Quo," is feasible in all categories and continues 
to represent the selected alternative. It is questionable, however, whether other counties will 
continue to allow Monroe County solid waste to be disposed of in out-county landfills. For this 
reason, this alternative is only seen as a short-term solution. In addition, Alternative No. 1 is 
valued the lowest among all of the alternative plans in its response to public health issues and the 

(1 conservation of natural resources. 

EVALUATION OF NON-SELECTED SYSTEMS 

Alternative No. 2-A 'BASE LEVEL RECYCLING, COMPOSTING, WASTE REDUCTION 
AND LANDFILLING. 

This alternative offers a combination of relatively inexpensive-to-implement volunta~~ 
recycling/composting programs. A commitment by local governments and residents, however, 
will be required for the successful operation of recycling/composting programs. The wate 
reduction component of this alternative would require extensive educational efforts and 
significant commitment by business, industry and residents. Alternative No. 2-A may be 
technically and economically feasible and could be an excellent 5-year alternative to handle the 
short term solid waste needs of Monroe County. 

Alternative No. 2-B FULL S C D  RECYCLING, COMPOSTING, WASTE REDUCTION 
AND LANDFILLING 

The l i l  scale recycling/composting program proposed in Alternative No. 2-B would be more 
costly to implement than Alternative No. 2-A, however, materials recovery would be greater. 
Obtaining public support for fulll scale recycPinglcornposting programs would be more difficult in 
the short run compared with base level efforts. The implementation of Alternative No. 2-B 
would be more technically and economically feasible following the successful implementation of 
Alternative No. 2-A. 



Alternative No. 3 WASTE-TO-ENERGY WITH LANDFILLING 

The evaluation of A l m t i v e  No. 3 determined that the development of a waste-to-energy 
facility without a waste processing component would be capital intensive and would receive low 
public and political support. Costs and environmental issues are also a concern. Alternative No. f/ 

3 also received a low value in terms of public health because of the potential pollutants produced ' 
by a waste-toenergy facility. 

Alternative No. 4 WASTE PROCESSING AND WASTE-TO-ENERGY 

Alternative No. 4 could be considered economically, technically, publicly and politically 
acceptable for the 5-year plan if a cost effective energy sales agreement can be made viable. The 
associated waste processing facility and the full scale recycling/composting programs proposed 
would result in a cleaner and less costly bun of waste materials. This alternative may be more 
practical in the future due to the development of better pollution control equipment. 

Alternative No. 5 INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Alternative No. 5 offers an integrated approach to solid waste management. From a technical 
standpoint, the various components of this alternative are acceptable. Implementation of all of 
the components within a 5-year period, however, would make this alternative very costly in the 
short term. 

In summary, while the least expensive alternative for the 5-year plan would appear to be 
Alternative No. 2-A it requires comity-wide implementation of some level of composting and 
recycling. Because these services are provided primarily by the private sector, the County can 
only encourage such programs within commmities. This alternative would be technically 
feasible and publicly acceptable. Alternative 2 - 4  however, would rely heavily upon landfill 
disposal. Because recycling and composting are voluntary and because of the heavy dependence 
on landfilling, this alternative should not be viewed as a long term solution to Monroe County's 
solid waste disposal needs. This alternative is distinguished from the status quo in that it relies ( 
on voluntary recycling and composting program development. 

Twentv-Year Evalua'tion 

Over the 20-year period, Alternative Nos. 4 and 5 become more feasible. With these 
alternatives, it is believed that waste-to-energy technology will be further developed, and in 
particular, effective pollution control equipment will likely make this option more desirable. It is 
also believed that typical landfill disposal cost will rise and the price differential of tipping fees 
between landfill disposal and waste processing/incineration will be less. This will make waste 
processing/incineration options less expensive and more feasible. 



FivaYear Evaluation Matrix 

Solid Waste 
Managcmcnt Plans 

' \  

Public Hcahh 

Economic Feasibility - Capital Costs - Opaation&Mtce. - CollectioaCasts 
I k v i m n m d  Impacts 
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Twenty-Year Evaluation Matrix 
Altanative Solid Waste Management Plans 

Sdid Wsste 
M a m g m a a  Plam 
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Technical Feasibility 

Ecammic Feasibility - Capital Costs 
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Summary of Solid Waste Management Systems 
and Their Applicability to Monroe County 
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APPENDIX C 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

AND APPROVAL 

The following the pfocesses which were used in the development and local approval o f  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 ofthat committee. 



LIC I N V 0 J . m  PR- /- 
a A description of the prcxas used, including dates of  public meetings, , 

copies of public notias, doammt&on of approval h m  solid waste planning committee, County board of 
commissioners, and municipalities. 

Attached is a copy of all the agendas h m  the Solid Waste Maaagement Planning Meeting, notices for all meetings 
were mailed to all Monroe County municipalities, notices were printed in the Monroe Evening Newq and placed on 
the local public access cable station. 

** Minutes of all meeting are on file with the Monroe County Solid Waste Coordinator.. 



I d P h - :  ' ' 4 "  '.:\ * 

ashhgton Street. Monroe; Michigan 48 16 1 4' . _* -.. 
4 .  

AGENDA 
Monroe County Solid Waste Management Planning Committee 

I 6 .  I. . f;,, *,. .;q o - ~ ~ f l : a ~ ~  -JG<I 6, '1 999; . , j t ~ ,  ,, , . r,. .. , 
~ 0 . , ' . ' ~ 7 : 0 0 , ~ ~ ~ ,  

Monroe dbunty'~ourt House Annex 
- Commissioners Committee Room 

' 125'East .. . . ._ Second .. . Street 
- .L. C, a ,  ... J - 

SE PLAN ON ATEWING YOUR VOTE AND W U T  IS MPORTANT 

1. Call Meeting to Order 
2. Roll Call 
3. Approval of Agenda . L  . 

-. , 
4. Approval of Minutes (February 3,1999) 
5. Old Business 

.A-  onr roe, county _ , .  ,.. Draft- Solid Waste Management Plan 
1. Changes to the siting ~echanism - - *sv. -. ,. - 

w?p-* :j!&fj =j :: -. ,? 531; I .:I - 
.̂ II *" -. q 6. Cjtizen$'-Xme -a , w j , .  ,my, *?*??* 5pJ ~p':>?%!!+~ :i::;:2Z Z2'b 

SC ' 3; fi-J;ns-?c?; > j,!;l;':,~; 7. New Business - ,r 4..,, :-.-( t .+_ .\ .:r ;,.. I .. 
A. Action requested on the Solid Waste Ma'riagement - ..- . Plan; this 

will allow the Plan to be fohaid6d'd'fo the'~onroe County Board 
of Commissioners andthe local communities for approval. 

231 . y-r 242 307 t !~ i* ;  

8. Citizens Time 
9. Adjourn Meeting 



f .  

Monroe County -1 Sa&d Wb',M wPP, 
I - 

Mailing Address 29 Washington Street. Monroe, MkMgan 48161 ', 
(3 131 243-7 155 

9 

, -1 
-. , .-,# 1 , 

M i n g  Committee 
F W  3.1998 

: 7:W p.m. 
MonroeCountyCwrt~Annex 
Commissbmi Committee Room 

12s EaiPtsecond street 
. . . . ",, .. \ -. . 

1. Call meeting to Order 
2 Roll Call 
3. A p p a i  of- 
4. Okl Business 
5. C b n s  Time 
6. New Business 

. A: Le* to R e  Hornrich and Corm- Membas fmm the Monme 
County B o a r c i o f C o r n ~ ~ 8 c s  . 

B. Minutwfran the Public Hearing 
C. DiscuMion'*rdmg the written comments mceived during the 

- public comment perid. 

. * Browning Industries 
J*; Raitt, HelK&WDess - 
DEQ? : :'*. . .. " +  4- r- 2:-:, .-. ' y *  

. -. Dorothy Bailey 0 Citizens Pollution Control Agoaabon . . 
/: * t .  

of 
Monroe County, Inc, 

/ ' Bins Dirposal . ,+ . 1 . , . .  

staffcanmerr@ 

D. Apprwal of Solid Waste Mamgement Plan by Committee 

7. Adjourn Meeting 



I Monroe Coun(y Solid Wute Planning Committee 
t 

I ..J:*,:s, p: 4Aia i f i~ i ' i  *'LS f J  2: u ' . - ,",*., **w.L-, : ** * .-.a sr -, 
7 pm. W e d n d i y  Au- 26,1998 .a=-* "... -.* 

--.*.GI %*?! ,?S ?.%L <:b. J :*/ - 
106 East -. Fim St, Mooroc Cy~nty CSmmiPioqe~C~~mmittcc @,md,, 

% 
-. 

2-c,,!! &i.:&o , &**# .?.-;s ic,?,,.,-) Gz?.%% :: .: **?= ": ' 

- 
L.. 

Call bieehng to Grkr 

Ro:1 C'dl 

Approval of Agenda 

Apprnvd of minutes from 7-29-98 nee* , 

. . - . r : f i  ,U?Z. I ; . " .  
, .  . .  

i - 4, - - -  a, . .- 

X::vI=-.v 3r33 M o n a  Cc~uniy Solid Waste h"aaa,mat Y!zn 



Roll call 

Appod 0fAgenda 

Approval of minutes h m  6.348 awedug 
. . 

R e v i e w D n f t M O n r o e C a r n t y S o l i d W ~ ~ P l r n  



Monroe County Solid \yrs.tg -. Planning Committee , 

7 p.m. Wednesday June 3,1998 , ?p(. ; 1 *: 

106 Ehst Rnt S+ ~ o n m e ~ ~ o & t y  C d t t m  Raom*sdt! ... . - -. 
.a , 

1. Call Meeting to Order 

4. Approval of Minutes (4/2219%) . .- 

5. Old Bus- - Review Siting Mecbsllisn i: .. 

A Seth PhUips - Chi4 Sotid Waste Unit T&:: A*; 3 

*Pkasecomepnparrdtoaskanyquesbioru~thePIanUpdate 

B. Plan preparation update r 

7. Coribpond- , , * . .. ; ; , , , 4 8 - ". . . . ; 

8. CitizcusTii(3 minutes papason) - 
i 8 : ;  .!-c.,, -- , :Zr,,'".;:: " , . 



Moor& Couaty Soikl W8sb Phndag CoIRcllittcc 

7 pL Wednesday April 22,1998 . 
l o c ~ s b n s r . ~ ~ c u r w r c n ~ ~  



, , * ,  ,, - 
< , ,,-, , . p :  ,-', ,, '., ;; ' , 

Mooroe County Solid was& &nabg Committee 
1 r. 1 . - 5  * , ' .  < :.! 

7 p.m. Wednesday March 25,1998 
4 . * p .  . ::5.7 a: -#?  In.:' 7 9-11.,' , . c l  ; - '  , 

106 &st Fint St, Monroe County Commissboen Conadtee Room 

3. Approval of Agenda 

4. Approval of Minutes (2125198) 

5. Old Business - Review new language for Goals and Objectives 

6. New Business . 
' . .. . t .. ' ,;. .. . 

4 I 

A ~ e v i & ~ S i M e c ~  - -  .--.....-.--. .----......-.- ..- - . -  
B. Inta - County Waste Flow 

. . -. 
;,=,;,: ?,;;,:A;,,-: < .3 / : :*ic: y. -, Y-. ! 

>,;!$:+ - ,"if," : ,,:y:-,j, ; 52: 25 ;. 
7. comspondenct 

-A Lma regarding inclusion in M o n k  County Solid Waste Plan: Standard Emriromneatal 
- ~ d n c . . ~ a c k ' s L a v m S a v i g I n c , ~ ~ ~ ~ W h i t i P g p ~  
B. Letter fiom - Holnam, Inc. Update - Sta@ ; I .' .. :. >.L - 2  -2) 

C. Washtenaw County Solid Waste plannins Ctxidtke M b t e ~  
. h; P-2.0 : : -- , .: 

8. Citbms Ti (3 minutes per pason) 
a .  

9. Adjourn Meeting 



Monroe County Solid Wute  Planning Committee . - 9 .  t .  j . . ,  
# . . .<. r i C a  

7 p.m. Wednesday Februr ry 25.1998 
?..'. : a  . 

106 Eat First St, rMmroe Coaaty Commbsioaam Committee Room 
* 

t:* .?J' ::::.;a-+?:Q ? ~?:*>L%?:Y!, x, > f i e  

A $UC~+*~M ot's~tid W&C ?fa-i3~ free P ~ O C X S  - ~a t r i~u l  
B S ~ h @ d e - H & ~ u f  
C. 3fvitlv & rlbjecivcs Exist@ Pian - ,r : 

D. Chair S Objectives Cumat Wan Update 



Ma-n Ilkntmonnoy, R. 8. 
Monroe Cfiunty Solid Waste Coordinator 

Monroe County Wtonmmbl Hulth Dkbloa 
29 Sbrrt bW& al8l-2234 

i 
t- 019 t ~ n s  013) Z ~ Z - J ~  

Monroe County Solid Waste Planning Committee 

7 p.m. Wednesday January 28,1998 

106 East Fin? St, Monroe County Commjljionen Committee Room 

1. Call ?*feetins to Order 

'6. New Business " 

t .  '* 
A . Intwicws Md Waste h s p n t n t  F& 
B. D k u h  . 
C. Recommendation to ihe Moaroe Gunty B o d  of Commissioaen for a Solid Waste Plannins 
T - - . . C ~ * y ( , I  r .L.. - . - . L , c  ... - -;, , - 

,,9. Adjourn M m i q  



' 7  
' 3 ! 

Monroe County ~ o l i d ~ ~ t e  Planning co-ittq .. 7 .  
* .  7% - . , - ?  j ,, ;hi,#: , , t 4 ?i!., b;  * ¶ A &  9 * j -  "!j: ; . s ,+ :~  ,< .. .* . 4 

-. 8 h 8 

. 7 p.laThunday November 20,1997 -- t 

a .  

f' 

1 . :  1 

123 Eau Second S t  Monroe County Cornmissiooat Coaxnim Room 

1. Cali Meeting to order 

3. Roll Call of Committee Members 
-. 

4. ApprovaofAgcnda 

5. Old Business 

EIection of Officers 
-@== ' L 

t -  . :...Vi- :* ., i . 

. . -,,j 1 .: )5.?'?i.-- : ,.:i .'-. j t c , * l ; -  :;:( : 
-*Val of by-laws ,..,,, , . ,. i , - ' "" " 

& '  ?.-!? . t .,-. ' " d *  .,, -, -... .,a. 4 ... : T i , :  
1 I - - 

-. Meeting Notices 
. . 

, 3:. 
Minutes ' ! i  - .. . 

, r,, , ,,, --* ! -+.  .:, , ,A  ,,* ,,,: 3; :' : & T i c  of& 'M*- 7 :: : ,, 
,,ux *;I.;,, : J ;  ,*;>I e 2L.Z 2 -':-. . 

Regular Meebtag Schedule for, 1998 - c,o $ . J . .  . 

9. Adjourn Meeting 



Monroe County 

, 
i M a h 9  Address: 29 . . Washington street. Monroe. Mkhlgan 48 1 g 1 

(3 13) 243-7 155 

MEMORANDUM ' 

TO: - 
FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Solid Waste Managemat Planning Committee Members 

Maureen P h d ,  Solid Waste Coordinator 

October 19, 1998 

Public Hearing on haft Solid Waste Management Plan 

On October 1 5, 1 998, the Draft Plan was released for a 90 day public 
comment review period. During this period, aepublic hearing has to take 
place. 'I'hc$-efore, I am notifying you of the time, date and location. I would 
like as many committee members present as'possible if you cannot make this 
hearing please let me how. 

- 
~ecember 3,1998 

7:00 P.M. - ts, 
Monroe County' Community College . 

1555 South ~aisinhlle Rd. 
Room 1 ?3'c-1j : : ."!. - -  . 

..la 

- 
Should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me at 734- 
243-7 1 55 or Fax 734-242-3776. Thank you. 



DATE. October 15,1998 

TO: Michigan Department of En*- Quality, Adjacent Counties, 
M o m  County Municipalities, 
Desigzmtcd Solid Waste Management Planning Agency 

FROM: Maureen Pfund, Monroe County Solid Waste Coordinator 

SUBJECT: Public Comment Draft of the MOT County Solid Wastc Management . . 
Plan 

In August 1997 Momoe County filed with the Michigan Department of Environmental 
Quality a letter of intent to update the Momoe County Solid Waste Management Plan as 
required by P.A. 451 of 1994. AAer many months, the appointed Solid Waste 
~ a n a ~ e m & t  Plan~iing Committee has released the Public Comment Draft, for your 
review. ' , . 

4 ;  .;-la,:= 2 ." . ..- ,; r: t7-2.- ?i 7,-, -* a: ; > - ,,>*.<-'*.*1:- 

Any comments that you may have regarding this draft plan should be submitted within 
.ninety days,  leas^ submit all comments in writing to the address below. All comments 
should be received by January IS, 1999 to be taken under consideration to be included 
into this plan. A public hearing will be  conduct^ on this pigs, you will be notified as to 
when and where. , .  . . 

Should you hove &y questions please do not haitate to contact me at 734-243-7155. 

Direct all written comments to: 
*. 

Maureen P b d  
Monroe County Solid Waste Coordinator 
29 Washington St. 
Monroe, MI48161 



; .  October 29,1997 - . -... - - 
. . 7  , 

.. . . Monroe County Board of commissioners . , I 
'?? 125 E. Second Street 
'2 Monroe, MI 48161 

- 0 4  

Dear Board-Members: 

On August 12. 1997, the Board authorized the Notice of Intent to prepare the Monroe County 
Solid Waste Management Plan Update.,,The first step in preparing this ?tan is to appoint a Solid 
Waste Management ~ landng  corninit&. The following ar* individuals who have agreed to 
serve on this committee. .. 1 __ - -  . 

. .  _ .. 
Reoresentatives fro& solid Waste ~anaoement ~ndustw 

Z r 2 , ;  ' 3  - 
s tephahe' ~ l ~ ~ s d n  - Browning Ferrii industries 
Roger Homrich - Regulated Resource Recovery 
' 

Dawn New - City Environmental, Inc. 
~atri'ck Duggan - Standard ~nvironmental Services 

~eoresentative from Industrial Waste Generator 

Steve Roye - Holnam, inc. + 

4 % .  8 . .  . . 
-. . .  . , : c J - ~ . ~  ;r : : - , ,- 3: 

Re~resentatives from Environmental literest Groups 
. .a:.: . :,;"! 1 - ;" :?-).'' 

Jack Stum - Michigan ~ e c ~ c l i n ~  Coalition 
Mike Andro - East Michigan Environmental Action Council 

Representative from Countv Government 

Gail Hauser-Huriey - District 8, Monroe County Board of Commissioners 
- .  



. . 
 mom^ County Boud d Canmissionen 
'Solid W W  Nhmgmmt Planning Committee 
Odober 29,1997 

Daniel Bonkoski - Erie Township Supervisor 
or designee of elekted offidial' '' '' 

Re~resentative from Cihr Government 

C.D. Cappuccilli - Mayor, City of M o m  - or designee of eleded official . . 6 :. . r .  

V '  . 4 
, , I ,  :,tf C ~ s , ? C f : : U S  Zi-',:: - 

Rmmentative from R e a i o n a l ~ 6 l i - d " ~ a ' ~ e ~ ~ ~ 6 h i ~ o  ~aen-. 
.: . - % -  - .  , - : .. - , - 

John Amberger, SEMCOG Executive Director 
- - - -  

. -. '';> . 2 *- , " 

Or designee of Executive D i m o r  . .  . . . . . .  . . .  4 I 
.. .. 1 . .  . . . . . . . .  .. ....... ?* ,m ,; :i c - -. - - * ' ,: ,2 :-, - .- .-- --.* I... 

Reoresentative from the General Public 
. 

Rick Hiensmith a 

, .2 
4 .* . 

Bany Kinsey I - -. - Willjam T~~ -3 C, , % T, 2' ' 

' 

. . -. . ,-- e-*r;* h' . , J P Ad Hoc Co-ittea &em- are:=-- - 

Eriasen I", .? 

Charles Bushart - Farm Bureau 
?c,; > . 4 ,,- 9 - - -  ,., , .: 3:fifl z - ~ Y .  :F IT: -- -- .. _ _ I .. -- -I.------ -..-----. . - .  

Thank YOU for your consideration in this matter. 
, . . a ;  . - - . r : ~ ~ ; y ~ . ? , i  ..... .-. - g ~ * 2 ! z  

- * ... . . .  - 4 .. .. '.? -:p%h4 !tfi2 Sincerely, !:XLC: . 

= : ' - ' - a -  
I - Dale W. Zom, Chairman -- 

Monroe County Board of Commissioners 



Committee member names and the company, group, or governmental entity represented from throughout the County 
an listed below. 

Four repnsentatives of the solid waste management indusuy: 

1. Patrick Duggsn, Standard Environmental Services 

2. Stephanie Glysson, Browning Ferris industries 

3. Roger Homrich, Regulated Resource Recovery 

4. Dawn New, City Environmental Services 

One represntativc Erom an industrial waste generator 

1. Steve Rowe, Hoinam Cement 

Two r e p r d v e s  Erom environmental interest groups h m  oqpizations that are active within the County: 

1. Mike Andro, East Michigan Environmental Action Council * 
2 Jack Sturn, Michigan Recycling Coalition 

One representative from County government. AU government represxtatives shall be elected officials or a designee 
of an elected official. 

1 Gail Hauser Hurley, County Commissioner, District 8 * * 
One representative from township government: 

1 Daniel Bonkoslci, Vice Chairpemn, Erie Township Supervisor 

One representative from city government: 

1. Betty Hall, Designee City of Monroe 

One representative from the regional solid waste planning agency: 

1. Bill Parkus, SEMCOG 

Three representatives from the general public who reside within the County: 

1 Barry Kinsey 

2. Rick Kleinsmith 

3. Bill Teny 

Ad Hoc Members: Kurt Erichsen, Toledo Metropolitan Area Council Of Governments; Charles Bushart, Maybee, 
Michigan. 

* Replaced by Rodney Blanchard - Monroe County Land Conservancy 
r ** Replaced by Dave Roberts - County Commissioner District 6 



Appendix D 



ATTACHMENTS 

APPENDIX D 
r 

Plan Im~lementation Strateq 

The following discusses how the County intends to implement the plan and provides documentation 
of acceptance of responsibilities from all entities that will be performing a role in the Plan. 

The County has a dedicated, fidl time position responsible for implementation of the County 
Solid Waste Management Plan - the County Solid Waste Coordinator. A position description is 
included at the end of this section. 



County of Monroe 
SOLID WASTE COORDINATOR 

nerd Summarv: 

As the Solid Waste Coordinator, this person has the responsibility for implementation 
of the Monroe County Solid W&e Management Plan, updates to the plan as required 
by state statute, and the coordination of recycling and composting activities within 
Monroe County, 

Fssential Functions: 

1. Promote coordination and cooperation between the public and private sectors, 
and among the municipalities in Monroe County regarding solid waste disposal. 

2. Assess and monitor progress toward implementation of the Monroe County Solid 
Waste Management Plan at the local and regional levels. 

9. Report to the Board of Commissioners on progress in impiimenting the Monroe 
County Solid Waste Management Plan. 

4. Implement recyclinglcomposting strategies as outlined in the Monroe County 
Solid Waste Management Plan. \ 

5. Coordinate recycling/composting activities. 

6. Monitor economical and technical changes related to recycling and resource 
recovery. 

7. Assess plans for wasteto-energy facilities and incineration. 

8. Assist efforts on the siting of new solid waste disposal facilities in coqjunction 
with the Technical Review Panel per procedure as established by Monroe 
County Solid Waste Management Plan. 

9. Ensure that ultimate use plans for new solid waste facilities are developed and 
implemented. 

10. Periodically evaluate the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan in the 
context of Solid Waste Management Plans for other counties. 

Solid Waste Coordinator (01/10/96) 

Page 1 



COUNTY OF MONROE 

11. Administer plan revisions or amendment requests per the procedure established 
by Act 641, 1978, as amended. 

12. Provide educational materials to citizens and other interested groups. 

13. Inform the Monroe County Board of Cornmiesioners whenever changes are made 
pertaining to the definition of 'I'ype I1 or Tgpe III waste, or changes to Act 641, 
1978, as amended. 

This list may not be inclusive of the total scope of job functions to be performed. 
Duties and responsiiilities may be added, deleted or modified at any time. 

Employment Qualifications: 

Education: Bachelor's Degree in Environmental Health, Planning or related 
fields; Master's Degree in Environmental Health, Planning or 
related fields may be substituted for two years experience. 

Experience: 3 years experience in Solid Waste ~an&ement or Recycling; 
Master's Degree in Environmental Health, Planning or related 
fields may be substituted for two years experience. 

The qualifications listed above are intended to represent the minimum skills and 
experience levels .associated with performing the duties and responsibilities contained 
in this job description. The qualifications should not be viewed as expressing absolute 
employment or promotional standards, but as pensal guidelines that should be 
considered along with other job-related selection or promotional criteria. 

Physical Requirements [This job requires the ability to perform the essential 
finctions contained in this description. These include, but are not limited to, the 
following requirements. Reasonable accommodations will be made for otherwise 
qualified applicants unable to fulfil one or more of t h e  requirements]: 

Solid Waste Coordinator (01/19/86) 
Page 2 





ATTACHMENTS 

I Resolutions 

The following are resolutions from County Board of Commissioners approving municipality's 
request to be included in an adjacent County's Plan. 



Listed Ca~acity 

Documentation tiom landfills that the County has access to their listed capacity. 



* . . .  
k A m y G d r s o n  
Solid waste CoOrdjnatot 
M ~ n r o e C a u n t y ~ ~ ~ ~  ,, . - , - .. i . .. ' :  
29 W d h g t 0 9 S t  , ., - - .  . .  f;,.. :+ -.!;!,. 

. ,. ... Manroe,ML 48181 .: ,, ,.:' ., ; :: " , ,, . -  , .., +-. .. .<:'. .,... ....,,E . .  '- 
. i .., .- 

I . ?  - . ,  . , - ,, . 8 :,i.'/ 2,,? : *,." , 
,. '. 

Dear Ms Gibsorr: ;I- , ' J c l .  . t d  

,;, ? .. ' *',. ! * 0 - . * ' !il?n. ' I #  . _ j . .  , . , .. ,,. *c z.:< - 
, n a ~ ~ & t o ~ t o ~ o m o s c 4 m n y t h a t ~ ~ r ~ ~ a n ~ ~ C a i . ~ ~ t e n a w  

- . ~ t y , ~ ~ ~ w i r h o n i ~ i e n n a ~ ~ & ~ + ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t d ~ ~ ~ t ~  
~ a t ~ ~ 2 0 y c P I o f ~ a ~ f o i t h s t y p e 1 1 . d ~ ~ ~ & ~ g s n c r a c d i . ~  a . .  . 
county. . 

- . . . . . . .  

AmKhed for M . '  F ~0.: finsa 7 

import authoridon available inithe WC-,-emrty Plan *;ca;+&?'* d&*. cxcch - 
, 6-. 

r r  , . {  ': 7' ,. at$>% " :Z%\., I.., , .,., u .: G ! b  ;.I.- .. s *bJ  - .- 
i+:,;.FAr>i,:y beJy?:.;;:/,? :&z,yz*$s ?:?,>>g,:s,.j *f: ?;-;j !O ,&w;g L- !<*".:,,,: , ti:;{ +,, 

a t b  .rc.=yqwstims, p h S d h  t~ccnma M. ~ o b e r t b  dm 0- n 810-349- 
. . . .  . ? :. : .....,. _. .,.. ' ,>, 3215..i?: , .:~-:C?CTLI~ . - :r. p;,., 3;+! li. 2 • * -  , ,". ,. F "  

.- . ,, ,, . -:,:'&!!:? : -9. ,;  . , " ..... .- . ., 1 -, .,,, - 5 ", *:, ; !1:; 3 :  0;  ; ;.; -.,  I % 



ElVlROlYEWTAl SERVICES, IN& es- 
Match 2,1998 

Ms. Maumn Montmorency 
Solid Waste Coordinator 
Monroe County Environmental Health Division 
29 Washington Street 
M o m .  MI 48 16 1 

Dear Ms. Montmorency: 

Standard Environmental Services (SES), Lnc. is submitting this letter as a request for inclusion of its Type 
I11 Rockwood Landfill located in Berlin Township in the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan. 
The Edcility was included as the only publicly availalable type 111 facility in the last plan under the name 
Wayne Disposal, Inc. SES acquired the site from Wayne Disposal in September 1997 and it committed to 
providing the county with type 111 waste disposal throughout the next plan period. Any questions or 
concerns may be addressed by contacting me at (3 13) 379-0774. Thank you for yow consideration and we 
look forward to working with your office and the county in the years to come. 

Sincerely, 

J 
Patrick S. Dugan 
Site Manager 

cc: Mr. Jim Neorr, MCHD 
. Mr. Jim Vaslo, Berlin Twsp 

9450 U.S. Turnpike Newport. Michigan 481 66 * (313) 379-4624 Fax (313) 379-0775 



JAPPE, R A X T T , ' : B E U ~ ~  & WEXSS 
r r o r r a s c o t w * i  e O r r o r  rtow 

Maureen Montmorency, RS 
Monrde County Solid Waste Coordinator u.:ZR,,~ GO. ~ L W  o ~ ~ *  
29 Washin ton Street 

Er*.*.-"... .* *>  ".- C.'.'. 

a * .+. -....._... -. .--.-.* - 
Monroe, M 481 61 -2234 

! 

Dear Ms. Montmorency: 

This letter is being sent to you on behal of he 'Adrian Lana,  Inc. ~ALl3. which was 
formerly known as Laidlaw Waste Systems (Adrian), Inc. As you may.'kncm, bidhw 
underwent a corporate acquisition, which explains the name change of the that 
owns the landfill Because this was merely a name chaw, Adrian Landfill, e m  r 

corporation as Laidlaw Waste Systems (Adrian), lnc. . . ., 
, 

ALI would like to assist the Monroe County Solid Waste Pfanning committee with 
ensuring that the Monroe Coun Solid Waste Plan update r e f k b  the current ilk 

' I  . . . '  
?' and practical sbtus of the Al l  land b t e d  in Lena- County, thereby asidihg onroe 

Csunty in developing a Plan that will both meet the needs of the County and obtain aU of the 
approvats necessary to be effective. I . . 
A History 5,s 6 . 

i ' :. 4, 3 -&l;.:)&aL ?z,c..& *d; ;u ,. ' " (; .;AUL ;\ ..' '.. ..' 5::. : ;" 
~n March of 1996: ~aid~aw a h  ~ e n a w ~ .  county w n d d d  a p-igrwment, ! 

enhancing some of the benefits granted to boWMeq"' The new agkmen; remtiiirs in I 

effect until August 31,2006, or until the Landfill's ahpace is exhausted, whkhevet occurs 
first. The Agreement defines the airspace by rekrence to the property owned by the 
Landfill. In paragraph 13 of the Agreement. the County agreed to i n c o m b  the iebvant 
temrtr of the Agreement into all future a~ndrnents or updates of the Lenawee County Solid 
Waste Plan. . . 

e . ,  , . , J;.. 
.I- - F; 

Wlulout y i n g  to modify or repeat all af thd term 'of the ~ ~ v n t . . o i  p.r(kular 
import are the fol owrng: . . 'C' h \&. .i L;? . 

. - : 't" 
I '.. . 

The Landfill is authorbed to accbpt up to an average of 8.600 tons of ~ie$ml.so(ld 
waste per week over each six month period from Ohio, Indiana and Onfat&, Canada 
or from Monroe County in addition number of other specified MkhQan counties 
which make up the regional t : 2 . L  * 1 4  . !. ,v. ' 

* .  

• The Landfill is authorized to accept ub to an average of 6,800 tons of 'qmdal waste' 
per week over each six menth period korn outside of Michigan or Orom any county in 
the State of Michigan. Special waste is defined in the agreement as mlM waste 
which is not generally considered residential or commercial waste and which is 
generally homogenous in nature and generated in bulk, includjng, but not limited to: 
contaminated soil, construction and demolition debris, found sand, shdges, street 7 sweepings, fly ash, bottom ash, slag, auto fluff and agricultura wastes. . 



Ms. Maureen Montmorency 
Juty 20,1998 
Page 2 

B. Current and Future D I s ~ ~ s a l  Camcity 

ALI cunently~ has an estbnated 1,540,000 cubic yards 
to it, whkh, at current rates of receipt woukt mean an anticipated I 
includes receipts from outside Len- County. Recently, A U  
of a constructmn pennit for an expansion that wouM allow the 
3,650,000 cubic yards of waste, which translates into an anticipated 8ddir)onal life of 10 
years, for a total of 23 yean. While ALI 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 Monroe County as an 
- approved source of waste for disposal in Lenawee County. See endosun. Man VII of 

-.A the current Monroe County Sold Waste Management Plan authorizes the disposal Of 
Monroe County waste in Lenawee County. 

-. ALI is working with the Lenawee County Solid Waste Planning Committee and fully 
expects that its 1996 agreement will be incorporated into the- Lenawee County Solid Waste 
Plan Update. . ' 8 . .  

. . 7 . .  - - *  . . .  
C. Pro~osal 

1 t.+rf :;L. - 8 

! 
Therefore, ALI has and will have disposal capacity available to the residents and 

, - businesses of Monroe County and requests that its facilii in Lenawee County, Michigan be 
incorporated into the Monroe County Solid Waste Plan Update. We believe that it is 

I appropriate to, and All requests that your Committee, incluije Lenawee County as an 
approved location for disposal of Monroe County waste. .. r : , - 

i 
I 
I-. We believe that this proposal is consistent with and satisfies the requirements of 

Michigan Envirpnmental Code Part 1 1 5 sections 1 1533(1), 1 1538(1)(a), '1 1538(1)(i), and 
11538(2) and Michigan Administrative Code Rules R 299.471 l(e)(iii), a# of which specify the 
content of every county's solid waste management plan. - .. ' . 2.': .- ,̂ 

\ .\ ' . \  .. .. '.. 
I will be the primary contact and will be responsibk Tor pmv$jimg a h ~  information that 

the Monroe Solid Waste Planning Committee requires. I lobk f m  to working with the I. * 
Lu 

Committee to ensure a smooth transition between the okl and newUPians anif to ensure that 
Monroe County has a safe, secure and environmentally sound waste mahagernent program 
for years to come. - . , . . .2* , -*n &r.;rrl . - - 

Fa 
I- If you have any questions, please feel free to call me. My telephone number is (313) 

961-8380. 1 hope the above assists the Committee with its project. 

AHS/vlp/osse3ss.oi 
Enclosure 
cc: Mr. William Crarnb, 

Sincerely, 

ALI 



The Detroit Edison Company 
2000 2nd Ave., Detroit, MI 48226-1279 

a 

March 13, 1998 

Ms. Maureen Montmorency 
Monroe County Solid Waste Coordinator 
29 Washington Street 
Monroe, MI 48 161 

Detroit Edison 

Dear Ms. Montmorency: 

In response to your letter dated February 26,1998, the Detroit Edison Company is pleased 
to advice you that its Monroe Power Plant Coal Ash Basin remains an existing, licensed, 

l. Type III landfill and should continue to be designated as such in any updates to the 
Monroe County Solid Waste Plan. 

Please contact. me at 3 13-235-8714 if you have any questions regarding this facility. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Leonard 
Environmental Management and Resources 



J i 

A c m b W Y ~ p e n V  EnwlmrsnOl8Tanncrl *. F a  5 1 7 788 2329 
S e n i e s s ~ t  \ 

1 9 4 5 ~ P r m ~  ''. - -  . .. m, M 49201 -8613 - . BD 

C:,, ., L 

*::-. , 
-4 u -- *- March 5, 1998 L,;,, , ,  - . 'b 3 

L.;.,;- J. ' 
-1.. . ., . , . - - .. f ...; ,- a';: 

-, /* 

Ms. Maureen Montmorency , R. S . 6E0108 
Monroe County Sol id Waste Coordinator RE: County Plan: Whiting Ash Areas 
Monroe County Envi ronmental Heal th Di vi si on 
29 Washington Street 
Monroe, MI 48161-2234 

RE: INCLUSION OF JRUHITING SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL AREA (COAL ASH, TYPE I11 LOW 
HAZARD INDUSTRIAL WASTE) I N  M E  UPDATE OF THE UONROE COUNTY SOLID WASTE 
HANA6EHENT PLAN 

Dear Ms. Montmorency c 
As we discussed in today's telephone conversation, Consumers Energy asks that 

i the current JRWhjting Solid Waste Disposal Area and future Cell 7 continue to 
be included in the-Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan. 

The existing 151 acre facility consists of cells 1 through 6 and is located in 
Sections 11 and 14 of T8S, RBE, of Erie Township in the City of Luna Pier. 
The future cell, cell 7, consists of 40 acres imnedi ately west of Cell 6. 
This site was previously approved in the Monroe County Sol id Waste Management 
PI an ; its boundaries remain unchanged. 

Please contact me at (517) 788-2432 if you have any questions regarding this 
'submittal . 
Sincerely A 

Gary A. dawson, Ph.D. 
Senior Environmental Pl anner 



A'TTACHMENTS 

MaDs 

'\ 

Maps showing locations of solid waste disposal facilities used by the County. 

ilied Waste Services 

Lake 

troit Edison Erie 



ATTACHMENTS 

Inter-County Agreements 

Copies of Inter-County agreements with other Counties (if any). 



ATTACHMENTS 

/ Smial Conditions 

Special conditions affecting import or export of solid waste. 



Appendix E 



Maureen Montmorency 
Monroe County Solid Waste Coordinator 

29 Washington Street 0 Monroe,Michigan48161 
(313) 243-7155 



Q. m a t  happens i f  an odor problem occurs? , 

A. This may be caused by having too m y  greens and not enough browns. Add more brown materid such as 
autumn leaves, dry gnss or straw. You may also add lime and s d  amounts of crushed eggshells to ncutnlize 
acids. Use your pitch fork to mix well. 

Q. Can I compost pet waste? 
A. Never add pet waste to your compost pile. Feces may contain organisms that can caw disease in humans. 

Q. Can I add meat scraps, fat, bones, fib and dairy products? 
A. Adding these types of scraps may atsract vermin: if this happens you should dixontinuc and stun owt: 

Q. How can I discourage flies? 
A. When adding food waste, dig into your pile and cover it with soil. 

Q. The center of my pile is dry? 
A. Not enough watet; add water to the pile then nun. 

Q. Do I need a container? 
A. The composing process will happen with or without a container, however using a container will allow the 

pile to heat up and retain water. 

Q. Are there any special garden tools that I will need to buy? 
A. Many composers use a pitch fork or a tool called a compost turner. These are used to turn and aerate the pile. 

/- 
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0 S,,&55.fS compoit'ns - 

NITROGEN 

Keep moist, like a well wrung sponge) 

OXYGEN 
(Keep mrjsing andk#ningyourpile) 

CARBON 
@ d t ? d g r a s ~ & l e ~ )  



Composring is nature's way of recycling. Through this 
nanml process material decays easily and naturally 
without harming the environment. Over 30% of our waste 
stream is material that can be composed: grass clippings, 
leaves, garden waste, coffee grounds, fruit and vegetable 
peeling, seedless weeds, wood chips and fireplace ashes. In 
a landfi this organic wvre decomposes very slowly, taking 

J 
up valuable landfill space. Therefore Michigan has banned 
yard wvre from landfills and promotes composing as m 
alternative to dealing with the yard wasre issue. The 
following will explain the composting process, what tools 
arc needed, a recipe for compost, how to build your own 
compost bin and answers to common composting 
questions. 

SOIL ~NCORPORAT~ON 
If yard wastes are minimal, soil incorporation be- Initially, the materials act as mulch but over time they 
comes the easiest way to compost. Kitchen scraps will decompose and become a soil amendment. 
minus meat, bones and fatty foods dong with the yard 

-&OUT gk d / L Z . . p E f 2 5 -  

Composting is a biological process of decomposition and recycling of organic material into a high quality end 
product that is a naturally healthy plant food. What is needed to promote the composting process: CARBON, 
NITROGEN, WATER, HEAT, OXYGEN and TIME. 

EXAMPLES: 

Materials hieh in CARBON Materials h i ~ h  in NITROGEN 
fBROW7V WASm (GREEN W A n )  

Autumn Leaves Vegetable Scraps 
Mixed Paper Fruit Scraps 
Newspaper Grass Clippings 
Cardboard Coffee Grounds 
Sawdust Manure 

Dead Brown Plants 

wastes, are placed directly into the garden. 
the scraps at least six to eight inches below th  TURNING & HOLDING BINS 
surface. Turning and holding units consist of three 

or more bins that allow wastes to be mixed 
on a regular basis. The turning of the 

MULCHING decomposing material allows proper 
Mulching is another way of utilizing yard amounts of oxygen and moisture to reach 
waste. Grass clippings can be mulched all areas of the pile. This method proves 
right back into the lawn with the use of a most beneficial to the gardener with a large 
mulcher o r  they can be combined with leave ount of yard waste and the desire to make high 

Straw 
Wood Chips 
Tree Bark 

and woody matirials to  be spread under ornamentals. quality compost. 

* p k e  cooked foods, m u  scraps, pet manme, milk or Any 
p*oduco, oils or p c ~ v t  butter inw t i c  compost prlc Such matmals 
canse odors and mqy amact pats such arfrie~, rats, mice and skunk. 
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Now that you have been saving materials to add to your compost pile, "Lets get cookink 
With many variations to composing, here is a basic recipe to get you started. 

Start layering one put gmn vwte  materials with two parts bmum twrte materials. 

Sprinkle a half inch of soil or  manure compost every few Iaycn to provide the microorganisms 
necusary for the decomposition process. 

Add water to keep the pile as damp as a wrung out sponge. 

Mix or turn periodically with a pitch fork. Microorganisms need oxygen and small particle 
size. 

REMEMBER ONE PART GREEN AND TWO PARTS BROWN, MAKES THE COMPOST TURN 

-you= Own Bad9a.td P.topct- 
Four wooden pallets may be 
tied together to 
build a frec 
recycled unit. Twdve fa t  or more of 

chicken wire can be 
tied into a corral. 
Optional hooks or 

stretched on a dipsmakeiteasyto 
woodcn f n m e d c s a n  effec- opaL 
tivebia 

An open pile blends 
into the lurdsc?pc of a garden 
or Semi-woodedsite. 

Pkstic smachua do not 
Multiple units 

commnci?t bins separate frcsh y 
arc sm?ller than wastes in one bm ~~ composting mat& in another. A 
(ks dun 353 54'). unit holds mature compost until umi. 

Monroe County Solid Waste Coordinator e (313) 243-7155 
Monroe County Cooperative Extension Service (313) 243-7113 

Ifyou would like to k o m e a  Mister Cornposter cltN the abate numbers fw more infmtion 



How much time/ener& do  you  want to  devote t o  a 
compost project? 

What area do you have available for composting? 

What materials d o  you  have t o  compost? 

fhere'samallDdthawiudf~lyOu! 

Join us for a two hour  program 

October 25, 1997 - 
at the 

Monroe County Cooperative Extension Service 
963 South Raisinvilie Road . 

Monroe, MI 48161 

t o  demystijl t h e  compost process and help 
get you confidently started on t h e  
adventure of creating y o u r  own supply 
of '%lack gold"! 

This Basic Compostin class can serve as an 
introduction to  t h e  J aster  Composter Program 
November 1 and 8 in which you can become a 
compost expert. 

Phone 313/243-7113 
for resewations or questions! 



EARTH MACHINE 



This promise made: Your Friend, 
, 199, 

I I 
Prinfing 6 Graphic services mptimmts ofthe.Monra County Board of Commissfainm 
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Thme join us for 
"Fantastic T h t i c  Day" 

, See our efforts for the ' 3 o t t h  to 

N&xiirmeier Ehmenta y 
8400 S* Newport wad 

M d y ,  Fe6m y 10,1997 
9:30 am. 

.. 
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Bedford Township Hall, 81 00 Jackman Road, Temperance (734) 847-6791 
January 2-1 0,1999 10:00 a.m. - 1 :00 p.m. 

Mon roe  County Cooperative Extension Service, 963 South Raisinville Road, 
Monroe (734) 243-71 13 January 2-1 0,1999 9:00 a.m. - 4 0 0  p.m. 

Ida Township Hall, 301 6 Lewis Avenue, Ida (734) 269-3045 @ January 2- 10.1999 
10:OO a.m. - 4:00 p.m. 

Mon roe  Charter Township Hall, 4925 West Dunbar Road (734) 241 -5501 
January 2-1 0,1999 10:OO a.m. - 4:00 p.m. 

S u m m e f i e l d  Township and City of Petersburg (residents only) bring trees to 
the City of Petersburg Waste Water Treatment Plant, 24 East Center Street, Petersburg @ 

January 2-1 0,1999. 

for more information on times and locations, as well asother available recycling programs please call: 

Maureen Pfund 
Monroe County Solid Waste Coordinator at (734) 243-71 55 

Q 
This program sponsored by the Monroe County Board of Commissioners R E ~ D  ~ C N  PMR 
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I Newsletter 
Monme County, Mlchlgan 

How Can You Make Earth Dav Even Dav? 

1. Walk, bicycle, or ride the bus to reduce pollu- 
tion and save energy. 

2. Bring a reusable bag or knapsack when you 
shop. 

3. Take shorter showers to save water. 
4. Don't use aerosol spray cans -protect the ozone 

5. Recycle things that are recyclable in youc area 
- mrtpers, g ~ J m J m r d m e *  

6. Use both sides of a piece of paper before recy- 

11. Plant a tree, and then take care of it. 
12. Plant a garden, and eat vegetables from it. 
13. Pack your lunch in a lunch box. 
14. Bring a thermos, not a juice box or throw- 

away bottle or can. 
15. Recycle used motor oil - don't dump it down 

thedrain m a  theground 
16. If you have the space, start a compost pile in 

your backyard. 
17. Write a letter to Congress supporting envi- 

cling it. 
7. Turn off the light when you leave the room. 
8. Don't release balloons into the air - they can 

h r a t d ? .  
9. Return bottles that have deposits. 

. 10. Give away or sell useable items that you don't 
need anymore. 

ronmental legislation. 
18. Don't buy things that you don't need 
19. When you are choosing between buying two 

equal items, pick the one that has less packag 
in& 

to. Get two friends or family members to do any 
of the things on this list! 

I 

sa 
~ c o a 1 0 0 J b ~ P ~  



See Back For Informatron 
0 1 1  Preparrng Rec)-clables S RestrrCtronr 

NEWSPAPERS WILL BE COUECTED 
ON SATURDAY ONLY! 

Browning-Ferris Industries rn 
tr. 

pwls:il) O\ 
PLEASE DROP-OFF RECYCLABLE MATERIALS ONLY AT THE SCHEDULED TIMES AND LOCATIONS R t c ~  tr~)P\rtw!  

DUllDEL (I" TWAY OF MONTH) FRENCHTOWW (EVERY WEDNESDAY) - - - - -- - - -- - - - - . - - - 
MEIJER'S. I700 NORTH TELEGRAPH ROAD 

J A N ~ - F E I ~ * M M ~ ~ A M ~  
JAN 6, 13,20,27. Fern 3, 10, It, 24 for more lnforrnat~on o n  t~mes  and locations, 

F m r o w .  M-SO. D u o i f .  7m-I I m H u 3 , 1 0 , I T , 2 4 , 3 1 ~ / \ r ~ t , I 4 , 2 1 , 2 8  as well  as other available recycling programs please call. 
7m-I I m 8 IPM-4 PM Maureen Pfund 

Monroe County Solid Waste Coordinator at 

(734) 243-71 55 

-PkEASE NOTE- 
Tirrs yrogriutr rsjor riisjtosrrl 

Jm7, I4,21,28.F@m4, ll, 18,25 
M u 4 , 1 1 , 1 8 , 2 5 ~ ~ n 1 , 8 ,  IS,22,29 

7 - 1 1 ~ n a  1 . 4 ~ ~  
.NO DECORATIONS 

.NO TREE STANDS 

LRIII/LUWA PIER .NO PLASTIC BAGS 
(2m TUESDAY OF MONTH) 

J A N I ~ * F E B ~ ~ M A R ~ * & R I ~  .NO TINSEL 
ST. JOYPH'S CHVRCM. EWE .7m - 4 PM . 

IDA'(I" T-r a M) 
~ A N ~ * F ~ D ~ . M M ~ * A M ~  JAN ~ ~ . F E ~ ~ * M A R ~ * & R  13 Ttm PGuG!: :.L :.>:P;L 31  i t x  

T o r n s r H r i . L r m r A n ~ ~ . b A .  Im4m 9100 Lrwi An-, TEUPERINCE. 7m - 4 PM MONROE COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMM~SSIONERS 
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MONROE COUNTY 
HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS 
WASTE COLLECTION DAY!!! 

JUNE 22, 1996 
8:OO A M  TO 1:OO PM 

LOCATION CITY OF MONROE - BYAPPOINTMENT ONLY*. 
COLLECTION FOR THE FOLLOWING IU47ERML.S 

* PESTICIDES * MEED KILLERS 
* CLFANERS & POLISHES * AEROSOLS 

* WOOD PRESERVA7lES 
PAINT PRODUCTS * FLAMMilSLES 

* HOME REPAIR PRODUCTS 
PLEASE DO NOT BRING 

MPLOSNES,RADIOACTNE MATERWS,MOTOR 
OIL,MEDICAL WASTE,SMOKE 

DETECTORS,ANTlFREEZE,PRESCRlPTlON DRUGS 

***BY APPOINTMENT ONLY*** 
CALL MAUREEN MONTMORENCY, 
MONROE COUNTY SOLID WASTE 

COORDINATOR 31 3-243- 

SPONSORED BY W E  
MONROE COUNTY BOARD 
OF COMMISS~QNERS 





MONROE CTY EH HEALTH PAGE 01 

Telephone: (3 1 3) 243-7 1 55 
Fax; (3 13) 242-3776 -. 

MONROE COUNM HEALTH DEPARTMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION 

29 Washington Street Monroe, Michigan 48 1 6 1 

FAX TRANIM117AL 

Number af Pages onduding this page): - 
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MONROE COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMITTEE 
MINUTES 

Monroe County Board of Cornmissloners Commlttoe Room 

Wednesday, August 26,1998 

Members Rreaant: Mike Andro Barry Kinsey 
Daniel Bon koski Bill Parkus 
Kurt Erichsen Steve Rowe 
Stephanie Glysson Jack Sturn 
Roger Hornrich William Terry 

Membera Excused; Patrick Dugan Rick Kleinsmith 
Gail Hauser-Hudey Dawn New 

Members Absent: Charles Bushart Betty Hall 

Staff Members Pwsent: Royce Maniko 
Maureen Pfund 

Roger Hornrich, Chairman, called the meeting to order' at 7:05 p.m. 

Roll call was taken with a quorum being present. 

Motion by Bill Parkus, supported by Stephanie Glysson, to approve the agenda 
as presented, MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

Motion by Bill Parkus, suppbtled by Daniel Bonkoski, to approve the minutes of 
the July 29,1998 meeting. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

OLD BUSINESS 

None, 

N EW BUSINESS (Revlew of Draft m r o e  Corlntv Sdid Waste Manaaement 
Plan) 

All Solid Waste Management Planning Committee members had previously been 
mailed copies of the revised plan for their review. Maureen Pfund. Solid Waste 
Coordinator, passed out a list of proposed changes to the draft plan. A copy of 
MS.- fund's proposed changes is attached to these minutes and made a pad 
hereof. Each item was discussed, some in greater detail than others. Flo 
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Monroe County Solid Waste Management Planning Committee Minutes 
Page Two 
August 26,1998 

McCorrnack will create the final draft plan from these proposed changes and' 
distribute to the committee members at least one (1) week prior to when it is 
presented for the public comment period. 

One proposed changes that was discussed at length is as follows: 

111-3 Stephanie Glysson found " A  & "B" to be vew vague and 
questioned why they were included at all. Ms. McCormack 
explained the importance of having " A  & 'B". She will rewrite so 
that both are easier to read and understand. tn regards to "C" John 
Meyers of BFI commented that he was told by DEQ that all plans 
currently being updated are now being prepared more consistently 
with the state policy. Further, DEQ recommends committees be set 
up to look to documentation for the various elements to be 
implemented into the plan. 

Several other mihor changes were discussed to the proposed change list handed 
out by MS. ff ind. Ms. McCormack made notes and will make the revisions as 
discussed. 

Chairman Roger'~omrich commented that the plan is very difficult to read. He 
suggested more f~otnotes to aid the reader. It was noted that there are several 
blank tables throughout the proposed plan. The information to complete these 
tables will be provided to Ms. McCormack by Stephanie Glysson and Dawn New. 

Bill Terry was excused at 8:45 p.m. Before leavifig, he commented that he will 
cantact Maureen ffund if he has any mark-ups or comments regarding the 
proposed plan, Along this vein, Ms. McConnack further instructed anyone who 
has mark-ups or Comments to leave them for her after the meeting. 

Fla McCorrnack questioned the committee members as to whether or not they 
felt they are ready for the proposed plan to go out for public comment. She 
explained that there will be a public presentation and hearing and thet the plan 
will then be submitted to the Board of Commissioners for their approval. Roger 
Hornrich requested that the final draft be mailed to each committee member and 
suggested one ('l) week for his or her comments before placing the plan up for 
ublic comment. Ms. McCormack egreed with the one (I) week review time for 

the committee members. She also explained that she will send along "cliff notes" 
to explain the changes that wete made. If there are no glaring changes, she will 
send it out for public comment after the week has expired. Shs anticipates this 

I public comment period to take place from the end of September through the end 
i 
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Monroe County Solid Waste Management Planning Committee Minutes 

u' Page Three 
August 26,1998 

of December. Maureen Pfund will write to MDEQ to give them this schedule. 
Ms. McCorrnack explained that she can still receive comments during the public 
comment period from September through December. 

- .. 
Motion was made by Barry Kinsey to move forward with the final draft and public 
comment period as outlined above. Bill Parkus seconded motion. MOTfON 
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

CORRESPONDENCE 

None. 

SITIZEN'S TIME 

None.. 

ADJOURN MEETING 
. 
&. J It was moved by Jack Stum, supported by Kurt Erichaen, to adjourn the meeting. 

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. The meeting was adjourned at 855  p.m. 

Recording Secretary 
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MONROE COUNW SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANNING COMMlITEE 
MINUTES 

? I 

w Monroe County Board of Commissioners Committee Room 

Wednesday, June 16,1999 

Members Present: Bonkoski, Daniel Myers, John 
Dugan, Patrick New, Dawn 
Mall, Betty Parkus, Bill 
Hornrich, Roger Roberts, David 
Kinsey, Barry Terry, William 

Members Excused: Erichsen, Kurt 
ROW&, Steve 
Sturn, Jack 

c Members Absent: Kleinsrnith, Rick 

Staff Members Present: Maureen Pfund 
Rob Peven 

The meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m. by Roger Homrich, Chairman. 

Roll call was taken and the Recording Secretary noted the presence of a 
quorum. 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Motion by Daniel Bonkoski, supported by Bill Parkus, to approve the agenda as 
presented. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

APPROVAL OF MlNUJES-OF FEBRUARY 3,1999 MEETING 
Motion by Betty Hail, supported by Barry Kinsey, to approve the minutes of the 
February 3,l 999 meeting. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

OLD BUSINESS 
Chairman, Roger Homrich, explained that copies of a Summary of changes 
made to the Draft Plan had been prepared by Solid Waste Coordinator, Maureen 
Pfund (see copy attached). He then asked Ms. Pfund to address each issue. 

i Before doing so, Ms. Pfund introduced new committee member, John Myers of 
\-. B.F.I.. to those present, explaining that he is replacing Stephanie Glysson who 

resigned. She also noted that Mike Andro had also resigned, but the Board of 
Commissioners had not yet approved a replacement. She expects that 
appointment in the very near future. 
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Monroe County Solid Waste Management Planning Committee Minutes 
Page Two 
S U ~ Q  16,1999 

Executive Summary: Objective 2.3 was added and much discussion was held 
regarding the warding, specifically the word "new". Chairman Horntich 
expressed concerns that the wording creates a burden on industry because the 
Department of Environmental Quality considers a "new" facility any alterati~n of 
an existing disposal area that was not part of the original construction penit. 
Therefore, this would include any expansion of an existing facility. 

Because this objective raised concerns regarding the County of Monroe to trigger 
the siting mechanism, discussion then turned to the statement on Page lI1-40, the * 

"Siting Review Proceduresw. Chairman Homrich feels that the siting mechanism 
puts all the power in the Board of Commissioners' hands. Betty Hall agrees with 
Chairman Homrich and feels that this would not let the local municipality have 
input.. 

After much discussion regarding the above Objective 2.3 and the siting 
mechanism, William Terry moved to accept the Executive Summary, Goal 2, an 
Page 1-7, Objective 2.3, amending the wording to change "5 years" to read "66 
months", Dave Robefts supported this motion. A roll call vote was taken with the 
following results: Yes-7, No-3. MOTION PASSED. 

Data Base: Discussion was then held on the "Data Base" section. Many of the 
~hanges are mainly "housekeeping" changes that were recommended by the 
MDEQ in their written c~mments.  A motion was made by Dawn New to accept 
the "Data Base" changes. Support by Barry Kinsey. MOTION PASSED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 

Selected Systems: Ms. Pfund reviewed all the changes and noted again that 
some Of these changes are being made due to the written comments of the 
MDEQ. More discussion was held on the siting review procedures, specifically 
the boxed text on Page 11 1-40-43. 

Bill Terry suggested that a statement be added clarifying that under Part 115 
Administrative Rules, Section I 1537a. the County Board " . . . could refuse to 
utilize its siting mechanism . . .". 

Bill Parkus suggested that we approve the changes as they have been printed 
but urged staff to contact the MDEQ and review the TRP with them and address 
any concerns they may have. 

A motion was made by Dave Roberts to approve the Selected Systems section. 
Support by Dawn New. MOTlON PASSED UNAN!MOUSLY. 
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Monroe County Solid Waste Management Planning Committee Minutes 
Page Two 

I June 16,1999 

CITlZ EN'S TIME 
None. 

NEW BUSINESS 
A motion was made by Bill Terry to forward the draft plan to the Monroe CdUnty 
Board of  omm missioners far their review and approptiate adon. Daniel 
Bonkoski seconded this motion MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

CITIZEN'S TlME 
* None. 

ADJOUR- 
A motion was made by Daniel Bonkaski, supported by Barry Kinsey to adjourn 
the meeting. MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. Meeting adjourned at 8% 
p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 
,' 

0 Carole G. Snider 
\.-J Recording Secretary 



Monroe County 

t 
Board of Commissioners 
125 East Second Street Monroe, Michigan 48 16 1-2 197 
Telephone: (734) 240-7003 Fax: (734) 240-7266 

Chairman 
Dale W. Zom 

District 2 
Vice-Chairman 

Lehr Roe 
District 1 

November 30,1999 

Maureen Pfund 
Solid Waste Coordinator 

Dear Maureen: 

At a Regular Meeting of the Monroe County Board of Commissioners held on Tuesday, 
November 9, 1999, the Board approved the Solid Waste Management Plan. 
Sincerely, 

Geri Allen, Clerk 
Monroe County Board of Commissioners 

xc.. Royce Maniko, Planning Director 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, there exists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of public health, the protection 
of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Managernenc and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring . 
disposal through implementation of recycling, cornposting and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 451, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and i f  approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Q'iAity, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which will be fhk i 

NOW, THEREFORE BE TI' RESOLVED that the Township 
of Bedford 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15. 

5 Nabcv J. T i e n v i e r i  , Clerk of the Township of 

Bedford , do hereby certifL that the above captioned resolution 

was adopted by the Township Board on 

A p r i l  4 ,  2000 

' . 

SIGNED: ' L 

yeas: 7 

absent: 0 

nays: 0 

abstain: 0 



WHEREAS. there exists in the County of Monroe. for reasons of public health, the protection 
of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Managemen& and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of =lid waste reqGing . 
disposal through implementation of recycling, composting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to aLl municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and therecer by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Qd i ty ,  shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which wiU be W: 

\ 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Township Board 
of Berlin Township 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15. 

I, Sharon D. Lemasters , Clerk of the Townshin .. of 

Berlin , do hereby certify that the above captioned resolution 

was adopted by the Township -.Board 
- "  .. on 

February 14, 2000 

SIGNED 

yeas: Masserant , Reaume, Vaslo, nays: NONE 
Niedermeier, Blanchett, Lemasters, 

Lindquist abstain: NONE 



RESOLUTION 

' " ' o ~ ~ ~ E  co 
nr00meOiay2~ TI-/ D E ~ ~ ~  

eal'hh .oi 
WHEREAS. there exists In the County of Monroe, for reasons of public health, the protectlo$. 

of the environment. and h e  requirements of state law. a need to have ;county- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of klonroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15. Solid Waste Management and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan cails for the reduction of solid waste requiring 
disposal through implementation of recycling composting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 115, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to a l l  municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the LMichigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shaU 
prepare a plan for the County which will be W. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Township 
of Dundee 
Hereby approves the LMonroe County Solid Waste hlanagement Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15 

I, Janet M. Salenbien , Clerk of the Towns hip of 

Dundee , do hereby certify that the above captioned resolution 

was'adopted by the Dundee Township Board on 

March 2 8 ,  2000 

SIGNED: 

Yeas: Juckette Goetz Williams nays: 
Salenbien Briggs 

absent:  one abstain : 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS. there exists in the County of Monroe. for 
of the environment, and the requirements 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid wake 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 115, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring 
disposal through implementation of recycling composting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipaiities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be &A, and if not so approved, the Director shall, 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE BE lT RESOLVED that the Towns h i p Board 
of Erie Township 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15.. 

, Clerkofthe towns hi^ of 

Erie , do hereby certify that the above captioned resolution 
-. .. 

-~vG gdopted by the E r i P T o m  i rj Boa rd  on 

February 8, 2000 

SIGNED: &dL 4 
GaylgA. Burlen 

yeas: 4 

absent: 1 

nays: 0 

abstain: 0 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS. there exists in the County of Monroe. for reasons of public health, the protection 
of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WKEREAS, the solid waste management plan cails for the reduction of solid waste requiring 
disposal through implementation of recycling, cornposting and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the Colmty and 
is now submitted to al l  municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the LMichigan Department of 
Environmental Quahty, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall , 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Township Board 
of Frenchtown Charter Township 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste LManagement Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 115 as amended, as  approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1.15. 

I, Peggy L. Barton , Clerk of the Township of 

Frenchtown Charter , do hereby c e  that the above captioned resolution 
. - -  - 
was adopted by the Frenchtown Charter Township Board on 

March 14, 2000 

yeas: Seven ( 7 )  

absent: none ,/ 

nays: Zero (0) 

abstain: none 



WHEREAS. there exists in the County of Monroe. for reasons of public health, the protection 
of the environment, and the requirements of stare law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said pian, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Acf 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
W P A ) ,  Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, ' the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring 
' 

disposal through implementation of recycling, cornposting and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been compieted in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County-and 
is now submitted to aU municipalities within the County, and if appreved b$67% 

17 

thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan ~ e ~ a r t m e n t  5f$ r'. 
Environmental Quality, shall be final, and if not so approved, the dir"&or SF&, 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

c- -- - r-- 

I . .  -.- 
r- -_ - - 

TOWNSHIP 
-- - - 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the -.. : -- . \ --. - '7 a ;- + ,- 4 

of IDA m- - , ,  
"r 4 -* --- A i. 

Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Pranpieped 
a 

' - , 

under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as mended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15. 

I, DONALD APPLEMAN , Clerk of the TOWNSHIP of 

I D A  , do hereby certify that the above captioned resolution 

wasadopted by the IDA TOWNSHIP BOARD on 

Tuesdav. F e b r u a r y  1, 2 0 0 0  

yeas: 5 nays: 

absent: none none 
abstain: 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, there exists in the County of Monroe. for reasons of 
of the environment, and the requirements of state 
wide plan to provide for the collection and 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEXEAS, LU4e solid wsste mmagerrezt plan c d s  for t!13 reduction ~f solid waste requiring ' 
disposal through implementation of recycling, composting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: ', 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the T0-u~ 
of LaSalle 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved &d 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15. 

Patricia Perna , clerk of the of 

LaSalle , do hereby certifL that the above captioned resolution 

was abpted by the LaSalle Township Board on 

March 21, 2000 

SIGNED: " P ~ c ( n /  pMd 
yeas: Five 

absent: None 

nays: *one 

abstain: None 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS. there exists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of public health. the protection 
of the environment and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS. the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management pIan calls for the reduction of sotid waste requiring . 
disposal through implementation of recycling, cornposting, and educational 
Frogrms; s?cd 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Enviro~lental C&dity, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which will be fix& 

\ 

* 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the %wn s h I 0 

of London 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 115 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 115. 

r 

I, , Clerk of the of 

k 3  17d 0 ll , do hereby crrtify that the above captioned tes01ution - 
was adopted by the n l A j n ~ h ,  ,3 - . -. - . . . on 

SIGNED: 

Y-: 5 
absent: @ 

nays: 0 

abstain: 0 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, there exists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of public health, the protection 
of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as  required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 115, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring ' 
disposal through implementation of recycling, composting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all  municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be and if not so approved, the Director shall , 
prepare a plan for the County which will be finak 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT WSOLVED that the 
of L;th&A/ / 

Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15. 

5 of 
i' - 

, do hereby cert~Q that the above captioned resolution 

on 

Yeas: s 
absent: 6 

nays: 6 

abstain: 8 



RESOLIJTION 

WHEREAS. there exists in the County of blonroe. for reasons of public health. the protection 
of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County: and 

WHEREAS, the County of blonroe has undertaken the update of said plan as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 Pi4 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring 
disposal thrcugh implementation of recycling, composting, and educational 
programs, and 

WHEREM, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be find, and if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Cha r t e r  Township 
of Monroe 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Illanagement Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 115 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 15 1, Part 1 15 .. 

1, Bet ty  Surber  , Clerk of the Char te r  Township of 

Monroe , do hereby cenifL that the above captioned resolution 

-%as adjpted by the Monroe ~ h a ; t e r  Township Board on 

February 15, 2000 

SIGNED: $ c t t ~ v  LLL~ 

ye3s: 7 

absent: 

nays: 

abstain: 

MAR 0 7 2~~~ 



RESOLUTION 

-"ONROE CO. HEALTH DEPT. 
Environmental Health Diva 

WHEREAS, there mists in the County of 1L/lonroe. for remns of public the protection 
of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the coitection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County: and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring 
" 

disposal through implementation of recycling, cornposting and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been conpleted in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall, 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the -- 
of RAISINVII;LE 
Hereby approves the Monroe C o q  Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15. 

I,- , Clerk of the -hip of 

Raisinville , do hereby certify that the above captioned resolution 

was adopted by the on 

Ye=: 4 

absent: 1 

nays: 0 

abstain: 0 



WHEREAS, there exists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of public health, the protection 
of the environmenf and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for tlie collecbot~ and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of blonroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(TVREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for @e reduction of solid waste requiring . . 
disposal through implementation of recycling composting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, ,$e solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to a l l  municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the LMichigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 1 

NOW, THEREFORE BE lT RESOLVED that the SUMMERF I ELD TOWNSHIP BOARD 
of MONROE COUNTY 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 115. 

I, . MARILYN GOOOIN Clerk of the TOWNSHIP of 

SUMMERF I ELD , do hereby certify that the above captioned resolution 

- was-adopted by the SUMMERF IELD -TOWNSHIP BOARD on 

MARCH 27, 2000  

e \ 

SIGNED: y‘kL.J+ &PL- 

yeas: Cucas, W i  ederhol d,  Wahl , nays: 
Newel 1 , Goodi n 

abs+nt: abstain: 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS. there exists in the County of Monroe. for reasons of public health, the protection 
of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plaz calls forth;: reduction of solid waste requiring 
disposal through implementation of recycling, composting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be £inal, and if not so approved, the Director shall , 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the 
of WHITEFORD 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 115. 

1, LEROY BUNGE , clerk ofthe TOWNSHIP of 

WHITEFORD , do hereby certi.5 &at the above qtioned resolution 

*&dbPtedbyhe TOWSHIP BOARD on 

TUESDAY, 15 FEBRUARY 2000 " 

SIGNED: 
I 

yeas: FIVE (5) 

absent: NONE (0) 

nays: NONE (0) 

abstain: NONE (0) 



MAYOR 
GARY D. SMOTHERMAN 

CLERK 
/ ROSE M. LADERACH 
! TREASURER 

MARY K. LARROW 
PHONE 

AREA (734) 848-6495 
AREA (734) 848-8120 

CITY ATTORNEY 
BRAUNUCH, RUSSOW & BRAUNLICH, 

11 1 S. MACOMB STREET 
MONROE, MICHIGAN 48161 

PHONE 
AREA (734) 241-8300 

4357 BUCKEYE STREET 
LUNA PIER, MICHIGAN 48157 

RESOLUTION NO. 643 

WHEREAS, there exists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of public health, the 
protection of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a 
County-wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as 
required by the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as 
amended (NREPA), Part 115, Solid Waste Management and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid 
waste requiring disposal through implementation of recycling, composting, and 
educational programs; and , 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public 
(\- Act 451, as amended, Part 115, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County 

and is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of Environmental 
Quality, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall prepare a plan for the 
County which will be final. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and Council of the City of 
Luna Pier hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 451 part 115 as amended, as approved and submitted by 
the County as required by Act 451, Part 115 

Roll call Vote: 
Ayes: Councilmembers Kmzel, Bally, K. Derbeck, Liechty, Deal, R. Derbedc and Mayor Srnottterman. 
Nays: None. 

Absent: None. Motion camed. 

STATE OF MICHIGAN) 
) ss: 

COUNTY OF MONROE) 

I, Rose M. Laderach, City Clerk, hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and 
correct copy of a Resolution adopted by Council of the City of Luna Pier at a regular 
meeting held this loth day of February, 2000. 

/ 

k s e  M. Laderach, Clerk 
City of Luna pier 



RESOLUTION NO. 2000-4 

A RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE COUNTY-WIDE PLAN 
COMPLETED BY THE COUNTY OF MONROE 

FOR THE COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL OF N0NHALUZL)OUS SOLID WASTE 

WHEREAS, there exists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of public health, the protection of the 
environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County-wide plan to 
provide for the collection and disposal of non-hazardous solid waste generated in the 
county; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the Natural 
Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended (NREPA), Part 
115, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a solid waste 
management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring disposal 
through implementation of recycling, composting, and educational programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as amended, 
Part 11.5, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and is now submitted 
to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% thereof and thereafter by 
the Director of the Michigan Department of Environmentai Quality, shall be final, and if 
not so approved, the Director shall prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Milan hereby appsoves the Monroe County, 
Solid Waste Management Plan prepared under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 115 as amended, as 
approved and submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 115. 

Motion by Hancock, supported by Swope to adopt Resolution No. 2000-4 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 
AYES: Six 
NAYS: None 
ABSENT: One 
ABSTAIN: None 

Motion carried unanimously. 
. ., .. 

I, Sherry L.. Steinwedel, Clerk-Treasurer of'the City of Milan, having custody of the records and 
proceedings of the Milan City Council, do hereby certify that I have compared this resolution adopted by 
the Milan City Council at the meeting of March 27, 2000, with the original minutes now on file and of 
record in the office and that this resolution is true and correct. 



RESOLUTION R2000912 

WHEREAS, there exists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of public health, 
the protection of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a 
County-wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid 
waste generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as 
required by the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as 
amended (NREPA), Part 115, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, 
of a solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid 
waste requiring disposal through implementation of recyding, composting, and 
educational programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public 
Act 451, as amended, Part 115, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the 
County and is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved'by 
67% thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Deparbnent of 
Environmental Quality, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall prepare 
a plan for the County which will be final; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Mayor and City Council of the 
City of Monroe hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan 
prepared under the requirements of PA 451 part 115 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 451, Part 115. 

RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED 

I, Charles D. Evans, City Clerk-Treasurer of the City of Monroe, County of 
Monroe, State of Michigan, do hereby certify that the foregoing is an exact copy 
of a Resolution adopted by the City Council of said City, at a regular meeting 
thereof held on the 7m Day of February 2000. 

Charles D. Evans 
City Clerk-Treasurer 

I 
\ 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS. there exists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of public heaith, the protection 
of the environmenf and the requirements of stare law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring 
disposal through implementation of recycling, composting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereeer by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Qklity, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which will be W. t 

NOW, TWEREFORE BE lT RESOLVED that the City Council 
of v~f_~?-qhlT-rn 

Hereby approves the &ionroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as mended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15. 

1, Patricia A. Hurst , Clerk of the City of 

Petersburg , do hereby certify that the above captioned resolution 

wzs adopted by the City Co.uncil on - 

Februarv 7, 2000 

SIGNED: 
/ 

yeas: Cilley, Degner, Hurst, nays: 
Kirby, McFellin, Burguard 

absent: Weber abstain: 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, there mists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of 
of the environment, and the requirements of state 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Managemenf and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring " 

disposal through implementation of recychg, cornposting and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 115, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be £id, and if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Villaqe 
of Carleton 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, approved Ad 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15.. 

5 Shellv Ratz Clerk of the Villaae of 

Carleton , do hereby cert@ that the above captioned resolution 

ivas- adopted by the Village Council on 

March 16, 2000  

SIGNED: 
0 

yeas: 4 

absent: 2 

nays: 0 

abstain: 0 



RECEIVED 
RESOLUTION #2000-20 JUN 1 2 2000 

MONROE GO. HEALTH DEPT. 
VILLAGE OF DUNDEE, COUNTY OF M ~ ~ R ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ *  

Minutes of a Regular Meeting of the Village Council of the Village of Dundee, 
County of Monroe, State of Michigan, held in the Village Council Chambers on March 21, 
2000. 

PRESENT: President Powell, Clerk Miller, Trustees Craft, Meehling, 

Massinnill, Bunch & Roe 

ABSENT: Trustee Heinlen 

The following resolution was offered by Trustee Roe and supported 
by Trustee Craft 

(. 
WHEREAS: there exists in the County of Monroe, for reasons of public health, the 

ptotection of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to 
have a County-wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of 
nonhazardous solid waste generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS: the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required 
by the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, 
as amended (NREPA), Part 115, Solid Waste Management, and its 
Administrative Rules, of a solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS: the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste 
requiring disposal through implementation of recyciing, composting, and 
educational programs; and 

WHEREAS: the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45a, 
as amended, Part 115, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the 
County and is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if 
approved by 67% thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality, shall be final, and if not so approved, 
the Director shall prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 



of the environmenf and the requirements of state law, a need to have a county- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring 
disposal through implementation of recycling, composting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to a l l  municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quahty, shall be fjnal, and if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE BE lT RESOLVED that the vi 1 laae 
of Estral Beach 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15.. 

I, Carol A. Kozlowski ,Clerkofthe Village of 

Estral Beach , do hereby certify that the above captioned resolution 

---doptedbythe Village Council on 

March 7, 2000 

SIGNED:   PAL.( [?. ,& 

Yeas: ALL 

absent: NONE 

nays: NONE 

abstain: NONE 



RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS. there mists in the County of Monroe. for reasons of 
of the environment, and the requirements of state 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as  required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 45 1, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 1 15, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the so!id waste xnamgaect plan calls f ~ r  the reduction of solid waste requiring 
disposal through implementation of recycling, composting, and educational 
programs; and 

UrKEREAS, the solid waste plan has Geen completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to all municipalities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality, shall be final, and if not so approved, the Director shall , 
prepare a plan for the County which will be final: 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the 

o f ~ a v b e e  
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 1 15 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15. 

I, K ; L Y P ~  T . -  r ~ 3 ~ ~ m a ~  , Clerk of the V i l l a c r e  of 

M a y b e e  , do hereby certt@ that the above captioned resolution 

wai ;Idopted by the TTillagp P - 7 1  on 

SIGNED: ,- 

Y a :  6 

absent: 0 

nays: 0 

abstain: 0 



VILLAGE OF SOUTH ROCKWOOD 
RESOLUTION 
2000-4 

WHEREAS, there exists in the County of Monroe. for reasons of public health the protection 
of the environment, and the requirements of state law, a need to have a County- 
wide plan to provide for the collection and disposal of nonhazardous solid waste 
generated in the County; and 

WHEREAS, the County of Monroe has undertaken the update of said plan, as required by the 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended 
(NREPA), Part 115, Solid Waste Management, and its Administrative Rules, of a 
solid waste management plan; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste management plan calls for the reduction of solid waste requiring 
disposal tkrough implaentation of recychng, cornrnsting, and educational 
programs; and 

WHEREAS, the solid waste plan has been completed in accordance with Public Act 45 1, as 
amended, Part 1 15, approved by the Board of Commissioners of the County and 
is now submitted to a l l  municipaIities within the County, and if approved by 67% 
thereof and thereafter by the Director of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Qual~ty, shall be W b d  if not so approved, the Director shall 
prepare a plan for the County which will be ELnai. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the v i u e  
of- 
Hereby approves the Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan prepared 
under the requirements of PA 45 1 part 115 as amended, as approved and 
submitted by the County as required by Act 45 1, Part 1 15. 

Jdi.JJene Harold , Clerk of the Village of 

South Rockwood , do hereby certifL that the above captioned resolution 
- 

--adopted by the-age - Council on 

March 20,2000 

SIGNED: 

yeas: Beaudr i e  , Chapman, Huseman nays: None 
Ludke, Matusik, VanWassehnova 

absent: None abstain: None 



Monroe C o u n t r  Environmental  H e a l t h  Division 

2 9  Washington S t r e e t  . M o m e  Michigan 48161.2234 

51epLone: (734) ~07677 ' F a x :  (734) 740.7683 

June 2 1,2000 

Mr, Seth Phillps 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
Waste Management Division 
Solid Waste Management Unit 
Hollister Building 
Lansing, MI 48909-774 1 

RE:: Monroe County Solid Waste Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Phillips: 

Please find enclosed locally approved copies of the Monroe County Solid Waste c- Management Plan - Update The appointed planning committee has worked very hard 
and has overcome some very sensitive as well as political issues in the preparation of this 
plan. Monroe County feels that this plan will take us into the next phases of planning 
and waste reduction. This plan will meet our solid waste management needs for the next 
5 years 

All municipalities during the local approval process were afforded the opporlmity to 
approve or disapprove the plan. Enclosed are resolutions from all municipalities except 
for Ash Township, which took no action. 

Should you have any questions regarding this plan do not hesitate to contact this oflice at 
734-240-7677 or via E-mail maureen pfund@monroemi.orr~ - 

Sincerely, 

F& @LC//f13 
 been  fund, R.. S. 
Monroe County Solid Waste Coordinator 

Encl. 




