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Preface

In 1990 the state of Tennessee adopted the Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1990 in
order to better regulate the management of solid waste. In 1991 the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) of the Federal Government adopted Subtitle D, a new set of
regulations which established construciton, operating, design, monitoring, closure and
permitting standards for municipal solid waste landfills. The new Subtitle D requirements
are radically different than previous regulations; compliance will change the way we manage
the generation and disposal of our waste and through regulatory and economic pressure will
force us to reduce as much as possible the amount of waste which must be landfilled.

The state of Tennessee revised the State Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1990 and in
June of 1993 adopted a new set of standards which were equal to or more stringent than the
requirements of the EPA Subtitle D. These requirements were dated retroactively to March
1990. '

The net effect of the new requirements will be to dramatically change our approach
‘to solid waste management and disposal in this state and in the country in order to protect
our environment and control the costs of solid waste disposal.

: In response to the higher level of focus on the practice and cost of solid waste

disposal, the state of Tennessee (in 1991) adopted the "Solid Waste Management Act of
1991." Following is a summary of the requirements of the SWM Act of 1991 as presented
in the state "Guidelines for Preparation of a Municipal Solid Waste Regional Plan:

The Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 requires the formation of municipal solid
waste planning regions, based on the recommendations of a Disirict Needs Assessment
prepared under the leadership of the state’s nine Development Districts.: The planning
regions were to be formed by the end of December 1992. Each region was then directed
to prepare a ten-year plan describing how the region will resolve its SWM needs.

The purpose of the District Needs Assessment was threefold: (1) to carry out an
inventory and analysis of the existing solid waste management system; (2) to define needs
for additional services and facilities for the next ten years; and (3) to recommend rational
waste disposal areas, which would provide the nucleus for a municipal solid waste planning
region.

The purpose of the regional plan is to set forth how planning regions will meet the
needs identified in the "Needs Assessment." The regional plan should be based on the
inventory of facilities, services and programs provided in the District Needs Assessments.
If the planning region consists of more than one county, the data in the county profiles must
be aggregated, and the adequacy of the newly constituted region to provide needed capacity
evaluated. The planning region must then define its specific needs - quantitatively, if
possible. : : ' . '



It will not be necessary to revise the data collected in the District Needs Assessment,
unless there has been a significant change in waste generation or management capacity
during the intervening year, which was not projected in the Assessment {(for example, the
sudden closure of a major industry, or construction of a new processing facility). The
regional plan may utilize data from the District Needs Assessment where appropriate.

The regional plan will be specific and more detailed than the District Needs
Assessment. The regional plan should address all required plan elements and follow the
organization format set forth in the Guidelines. Much of the plan will be narrative and may
be supported by tables, figures and maps prepared by the region. The base year is 1993,
and the planning horizon is 1994-2003.

The plan will consist of three parts: (1) and Executive Summary; (2) a detailed plan;
and (5) Appendices.

The plan is to be submitted to the State Planning Office no sooner than September
30, 1993, and no later than June 30, 1994, after public hearings have been conducted in the
region.

The Statutory Authority requiring preparation of a plan and describing its content
is found in the following sections of the Tennessee Code Annotated: T.C.A. Sections 68-31-
813(c); 68-31-814(a); 68-31-814(b)(6); 68-31-842; 68-31-851(b); 68-31-861(f); 68-31-871(a)
and (b); and indirectly, in 68-31-866(b); and 49-7-121,

In July 1993 Draper Aden Associates was commissioned by the Southeast Tennessee
Solid Waste Planning Region Board to prepare the required 10 year solid waste
management plan. As work on the plan progressed, it was determined that the most
efficient approach would be to address the requirements of the 10 counties which comprise
the region on both an individual and regional basis as follows:

. Prepare customized solid waste management plans for each of the region’s ten
(10) counties. These individual plans will reflect the uniqueness and
sensitivities of the respective counties, and will not necessarily follow the exact
format and requirements of the "State Guidelines:.

. Prepare (in addition to the above) a regional plan which incorporates the
requirements of each of the ten (10) counties. The regional plan will follow
the format and requirements of the "State Guidelines".



Note that the regional plan presented herein frequently refers to the individual
county reports for further details and back-up information. The individual plans are
presented [under separate cover(s)] as follows:

Bledsoe/Sequatchie Counties (sub-region)
McMinn/Meigs/Polk Counties (sub-region)
Grundy County

Marion County

Hamilton County

Bradley County

Rhea County

NP W



Definitions

There are many terms in common usage pertaining to solid waste and its various
forms and methods of disposal. Unfortunately, not all terms mean the same to different
people. For clarity, the following definitions apply to terminology and abbreviations used
within this report.

Abatement: The methods of reducing the degree or intensity of pollution, also the use of
such a method.

BTU (British Thermal Unit): The quantity of heat required to increase the temperature of
one pound of water one degree Fahrenheit at or near 39.2°F.

Bulky Wastes: Large items of refuse including, but not limited to, appliances, furniture,
large auto parts, trees, branches and stumps which cannot be handled by normal solid waste
processing, collection or disposal methods.

Capacity (Incinerator): The amount of solid and/or semi-solid wastes that can be burned
and converted into an inoffensive gas and a sterile residue, containing little or no
combustible material, in a given time period. Usually expressed in pounds per hour or tons
per 24 hours.

Combustibles: Materials in the waste stream which are burnable, such as paper, plastic,
leather, textiles, leaves and other organic materials.

Commercial Waste: Waste material which originates in wholesale, retail or service
establishments such as office buildings, stores, markets, theaters, hotels and warehouses.

Disposal: Placement of waste materials within an incinerator, a sanitary landfill, a resource .
recovery facility or other site for final disposition. :

EPA: Federal Environmental Protection Agency

Energy Recovery: Resource recovery in which the organic fraction of waste is converted to
some form of usable energy.

Governmental Waste: Same as institutional waste.
Incineration: A volume-reducing process for burning solid, semi-solid or gaseous-
combustible wastes resulting in an inoffensive gas and a sterile residue containing little or

no combustible material.

Industrial Waste: Waste materials originating in manufacturing, processing and repair
facilities. ' T



Institutional Waste: Waste materials originating in schools, hospitals, research institutions
and public buildings.

Litter: Solid waste discarded outside the established collection disposal system. (Solid
waste properly placed in containers is often referred to as trash and garbage;
uncontainerized, it is referred to as litter).

Materials Recovery: The extraction of materials from waste for sale.

Materials Recovery Facility (MRF): Plant designed for processing of waste to remove
and/or process recyclable materials.

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW): The combined waste stream of residential, commercial,
institutional and non-hazardous industrial waste materials.

Non-Combustible: Waste material which is not burnable through typical incineration.

Particulates: Suspended small size particles of ash, charred paper, dust, soot or other
partially incinerated matter carried in the products of combustion.

PURPA: The Public Utilities Regulatory Policies Act of 1978. A federal law whose key
provision mandates private electric utilities must buy power generated by producers at rates
set by state public utility commissions and equal to the "avoided cost" of power production

~of the utility. The Act is intended to guarantee a market for producers of electricity at rates
equal or close to the utilities” marginal production costs.

Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF): When as-collected municipal solid waste is processed to
remove some non-combustibles and/or recyclable materials to produce a resultant product
with less contaminants and/or non-combustibles than unprocessed waste.

Residential Waste: Waste materials generated in houses and apartments.

Residue: The materials remaining after completion of a chemical or physical process, such
as burning, evaporation, distillation or filtration.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976: A federal law amending the
Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965 and expanding on the Resource Recovery Act of 1970 to
provide a program to regulate hazardous waste; to eliminate open dumping; to promote
solid waste management programs through financial and technical assistance; to further solid
waste management options in rural communities through government grants; and to conduct -
research, development and to demonstrate programs for the betterment of solid waste
management, resource conservation and recovery practices.




Resource Recovery: A term describing the extraction and utilization of materials and
energy from the waste stream. Materials recovered, for example, would include metals and
glass which can be used as "raw materials" in the manufacture of new products. Energy is
recovered by utilizing components of waste as a fuel.

Sludge: Waste materials in the form of a concentrated suspension of waste solids in water.
One type of sludge is a by-product of the treatment of sewage. In limited application,
sludge has been disposed of with municipal solid waste.

Solid Waste Management: Control of the entire process of generation, storage, collection,
transportation, processing, recovery and disposal of solid waste. :

Source Separation: The segregation and collection of individual recyclable components
before they become mixed into the solid waste stream.

State Planning Office: SPO

Subtitle D: Refers to Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, It is the
primary federal program for regulating the location, operation, design and closure of
sanitary landfills.

Tons Per Day (TPD): A unit of measure referring to the number of 2,000 pound tons in
a 24 hour day. Unless otherwise noted, TPD will be expressed as a 7 day per week average.

Transfer Station: A supplemental transportation system used as an adjunct to route
collection vehicles to reduce haul costs or add flexibility to the operation.

TVA: Tennessee Valley Authority

Yolume Reduction: The processing of waste materials so as to decrease the amount of
space the materials occupy. Reduction is presently accomplished by three major processes:
(1) mechanical, which uses compaction techniques (sanitary landfill, baling, etc.) and
shredding; (2) thermal, which is achieved by heat (incineration and pyrolysis) can reduce
volume 80 to 90 percent; and (3) biological, in which the organic waste fraction is degraded
by bacterial action (composting, etc.).

White Goods: Discarded household appliances such as refrigerators, stoves and washers
(may be any color).

Yard Waste: Wastes which originate from yard and street trimming such as leaves, tree and
shrub trimmings, grass clippings, etc.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Southeast Tennessee Planning Region (SETPR) is comprised of 10 counties
including 27 governmental entities as follows: :

County Major City(ies)

Bledsoe Pikeville

Bradley Cleveland

Grundy Gruetii Laager/Tracy City

Hamilton  Chattanooga/East Ridge/Red Bank/Signal Mt./Lookout Mt.
Marion South Pittsburgh/Jasper

McMinn Athens

Meigs Decatur
Polk Benton
Rhea Dayton

Sequatchie Dunlap

The SETPR is the largest solid waste planning region in the state of Tennessee
* encompassing an area of 3,781 square miles and -a population of approximately 506,000.
The SETPR has been greatly assisted in its organizational efforts by the Southeast
Tennessee Development District which encompasses the identical geographic area and
governmental entities.

Enclosed is the regional base map indicating political boundaries, major roads,
waterways and railroads.

The Southeast Tennessee Planning Region was formed as a reflection of the common
~ interest as well as common boundaries between the ten member counties. It was felt that
the cost-efficiencies brought about by an increased population base would expand the option
horizon across the board. This would allow for more optlons in the area of recycling,
composting and waste-to-energy solid waste management. It was further noted that existing
solid waste management facilities within the region were located within a reasonable
distance of the main transportation corridors which provided for ease of accessibility
between the facilities. The most important aspect of this decision was the cultural and
historical ties between the governments and citizens of this region through the Southeast
Tennessee Development District. These ties allow for the pursuit of common goals and
leaves no 1mped1ments to the implementation of region-wide systems should they appear
advantageous in the plan.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Executive Summary
ES-1 August 12, 1994



In joining together to form the region, the counties and cities which comprise the
region demonstrated that they have the desire and ability to solve common problems
together. By keeping the regional waste flow together for planning purposes the region will
be in a position to look at all options relating to an integrated waste management plan,

The Southeast Tennessee Municipal Solid Waste Planning Board

General: The Board was established in conformance with the requirements of the
State of Tennessee Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 and Board Members were
appointed as follows:

Term
Appointee (Years) Appointed by:

1 William Reed 2 Bledsoe Co. Executive

2, Donna Hubbard 4 Bradley Co. Executive

3. Riley Anderson 6 Grundy Co. Executive

4, Ken Castleberry 6 Hamilton Co. Executive

5. Ron Banks 4 McMinn Co. Executive

6. Howell Moss 2 Marion Co. Executive

7. - Garland Lankford 2 Meigs Co. Executive

8. Barry L. Massengill 6 Polk Co. Executive

9. Robert Aikman 4 Rhea Co. Executive

10.  Bill Harmon 4 Sequatchie Co. Executive

11.  Marvin Bollinger 4 Regional Municipalities

12.  Jack Marcellis 2 Mayor of Chattanooga

13.  Craig Bivens 6 Mayor of Cleveland
14, Jerry Robinson 2 Region Municipalities

15.  Rick Sonnenburg 6 Region Municipalities

The first organizational Board Meeting was conducted on May 25, 1993 and officers
were elected as follows:

Chairman: Jack Marcellis
Vice Chairman: Howell Moss
Vice Chairman: Ron Banks

Regularly scheduled meetings were established for the fourth Tuesday of each month.

In addition to Regional Solid Waste Planning Board, MSW Planning Advisory
Committees have been established in accordance with the requirements of the Solid Waste
Management Act of 1991. Interaction between the Board and the Advisory Comimittees is
accomplished through open meetings, distribution of information (oral and written) and one
on ome communication with participants. A list of the advisory committees and
representatives is on file with the Regional Solid Waste Planning Board.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Executive Summary

ES-2 June 7, 1954
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Regional Population Projections 1994-2003

Regional Population 1993:505.030

Projection Year

ES-5

|, Couaty 1994 | 1995 1996 1997|1998 |1999 {2000 2000 2002  [2003
Bledsoe og2  |osss  ogas  [ogor |00 10085 |02 |10150 [10198 |10246
Bradley 76,115 |76726 |77343  |77964 |78590 [79221 |79,851 |80,280 80,922 |81,569
Grundy 13,118 [13057 [12997 12938 12878 [12819 [12761 [12688 }12748 |12,808
Hamilton ~ |283516 [283,014 [282,513 |282,013 |281,514 {281,016 [280,524 |279,404 |279,907 {280,411
fl McMinn 42385 42386 42387 [42387 [42388 |42388 [42389 [42309 |42310 |42310
| Marion 25055 |25104 25153 {25202 [25251 25300 |25349 |25350 [25401 |25451
Meigs - 8267 - |8326 8385 |8446  [8506 [8567 [8628 |[8671 8733 |87%
Polk 13,601 13,591 [13,580 {13570 |13,560 |13,349 |[13,539 |13.498 |13,509 |[13,520
Rhea 24353 |2435% [24358  |24360 |24362 |24365 24367 24321 |24304 [24327
Sequarchic 8990 9021 (9053  [o0ss |oms [o150 [o1s2 [9193 [9226 [9259
Regional  |S05252 |505570 |505714 |s0595 |506205 |506460 {06722 |505864 |507,278 |508,697
Total

SETOD Solid Waste Plan

Executive Summary
Sune 7, 1994
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& Summary of Regional Needs {Existin lid Waste Managemen
Waste Generation:

The following table (ES-1) shows the estimates for the amount of waste which will
be generated within the region during the 10-year plan period.

Table ES-1

Quantity of Solid Waste Requiring Disposal (in tons)
Adjusted for Population and Economic Growth

| County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 | 2001 2002 2003 |
Bledsoe 5389 | 5404 | 5440 {5465 | 5490 | 5516 | 5542 | 5552 |55 | 5604
Bradley 60782 | 61270 | 61,762 | 62257 | 62758 | 63262 | 6375 | 64,108 | e462 | 65137
Grundy 581 | 574 |577 {571 |s74 | ses8 |seez | 5630 | 5657 | 5684
Hamilton 464,631 | 610808 | 612,927 { 615106 | 617,348 | 619,652 | 622,027 | 623438 | 627,573 | 631,776
McMinn 41362 | 41363 | 41364 | 41364 | 41365 | 41,365 | 41366 | 41,287 | 41,288 | 41,288
Marion 21577 | 21619 | 21662 | 21,704 | 21,75 | 21,788 | 21831 | 218M ] 21918 | 21960
Meigs 272 | 271 | 271 {2791 | 281 [ 2831 | 281 | 2865 | 285 | 2906
Polk 6032 | 6027 | 6023 [6018 |6013 | 6009 |64 | 6000 | 5981 | 5987
Rhea 18457 | 18459 | 18461 | 18462 | 18464 | 18466 | 18468 | 18433 | 18435 | 18437
Sequatchic | 4917 | 4934 | 4952 |} 4960 | 497 | 5005 | 5002 | 5028 | 5046 | 5089
Total 631,700 | 778429 | 781,129 | 783877 | 76695 | 9582 | 792518 | 704215 | 798982 | 803838

* Quantity derived from Table IH-2 plus economic growth factor of 3.2%.

Waste Reduction:

In order to meet the waste reduction requirements as set forth in the Solid Waste
Management Act of 1991, the region must dispose in Class I landfills 25% less waste on a
per capita basis than was estimated in a University of Tennessee Study which was produced
during 1989. The goals for the amount of waste which can be disposed of in Class I landfills
are listed in the following table (ES-2). Diversion requirements are shown in Figure ES-1
and Table ES-2.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Executive Summary
ES-G August 12, 1594
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Waste Collection and Transportation:

The Solid Waste Act of 1991 requires all counties to provide a minimum level of
collection service consisting of an appropriate number of manned, fenced convenience
centers. The following table (ES-3) provides a summary of the requirements and
. recommendations regarding convenience centers.

In addition to the minimum level of service, most counties and municipalities within
the region are providing a higher level of service in the form of public operated curbside
waste pick-up or privately operated contract service.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Executive Summary

ES-9 Juze 7, 1594
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Recycling:

The Solid Waste Act of 1991 re(iuires that each county provide at least one
permanent recycling collection center within the county.

The existing recycling provisions are as follows:

Bledsoe None
Bradley Drop-off plus curbside in Cleveland
Grundy Drop-off in Tracy City and Coalmont
Hamilton  Drop-off in Chattanooga, Collegedale and Orange Grove
Curbside in Chattanooga, Lookout Mtn.,, Red Bank,
East Ridge & Signal Mtn.
Processing facility - Orange Grove & BFI

Marion Drop-off in South Pittsburg and curbside in South Pittsburg
McMinn Drop-off in Athens, Etowah and County

Meigs None

Polk None

Rhea Drop-off in County and curbside in Dayton and Spring City

Sequatchie Drop-off in Dunlap

- As can be seen from the preceding programs, the recycling program(s) in the region
must be expanded and strengthened significantly in order to achieve a larger portion of the
waste reduction/diversion goal.

Yard Waste/Sludge Composting:

Currently no significant yard waste or sludge composting is in operation in the region.

However, as indicated later herein, yard waste composting is recommended for Bradley and
Marion Counties and @dge composting is recommended for Hamilton County

(Chattanooga).

Waste Processing and Waste-To-Energy Systems:
There are no MSW processing or waste-to-energy/incineration systems operating

within the region except the air curtain brush/wood burner in Hamilton County. However,
future waste-to-energy is a very real option as presented in Chapter VII herein.

Disposal Facilities - Landfills and Balefills:

Table ES-4 lists the existing MSW landfills currently operating in the region.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Executive Summary

ES-11 June 7, 199
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Problem Wastes:

The Solid Waste Act of 1991 requires each county in the state to provide appropriate
collection for the following items:;

Household Hazardous Waste - A state program is being offered to provide HHW
collection on an annual basis to those counties requesting this service. This
program must be continued by the individual counties after the state program
ceases in 1996.

Waste Tires - Each county must construct or designate a location for waste tires to
be stored prior to the State shredding equipment coming to shred the tires for
landfilling.

Waste Oil - Each county is required to provide at least one waste collection location.

Lead Acid Batteries - Each county is required to provide a collection program within
the county for lead acid batteries. This can be in conjunction with private
efforts.

Litter - Each county is provided to plan for proper utilization of the litter grant
money provided by the Tennessee Department of Transportation.

END - "Summary of Regional Needs (Existing Solid Waste Management)"
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¢ Regional Goals and Objectives
Waste Collection and Transportation:

It is the intent of the region and the counties which comprise the region to provide
a level of service to their citizens which is superior to the minimum level required by the
State of Tennessee. This will be accomplished with the provision of additional strategically
located convenience centers and expanded curbside collection service. The plan calls for
at least twenty-three (23) new convenience centers in the region (Reference - Table ES-3
previously shown).

Recycling, Composting, Waste Reduction/Diversion:

The short term goal of this plan is to achieve the 25% reduction from the per capita
waste generation rates as developed in the 1989 University of Tennessee Study "Solid Waste
Planning for Tennessee" by the beginning of 1996 and then to maintain that diversion rate -
throughout the 10-year study period.

In addition to addressing the above short term goal, it is recommended that the
region continue the evaluation of the waste-to-energy option described in Chapter VII
herein and keep current regarding the needs of the region and the availability of new
technologies in composting/recycling. The following Table ES-6 presents a summary of the
waste reduction goal(s) for the region and the various elements involved in the plan to
achieve the goal(s). Table ES-7 is a proportional diagram depicting the regional goal(s) by
plan element.

-SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Excculive Summary
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Waste-To-Energy:

The primary goals and objectives of implementing a waste-to-energy facility for this
region include two main items. First, through the combustion of MSW the volume is
reduced by approximately 90%. This results in a large savings in available landfill space,
and thus cost savings. Secondly, a waste-to-energy facility offers an additional revenue
source from the sale of energy. This additional revenue stream can be used to offset the
disposal cost of the waste. If viable, a waste-to-energy project may offer a community an
alternative which is, overall, less expensive than other options available to them.

As shown in the following Table ES-8, a regional waste-to-energy program has the
potential of offering an extremely competitive (and less costly in may cases) alternative
disposal plan while significantly reducing the requirements for landfills in the region,
increasing the volume of recyclable materials and reducing the environmental impact of the
more conventional solid waste management options.

For these reasons it is recommended that one of the elements of the 10 year plan
1include further, in depth, evaluation of the waste-to-energy system as a potential long term
alternative.

SETDD Solid Wste Plan
Executive Summary
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Table ES-8
WASTE-TO-ENERGY
Summary of Costs

Item Capital Debt Service' | O & M Mileage Total Costs | Total
Cost Costs Costs _ Cost/
Transfer Stations $2,850,000 '$269,040 $395,000 $890,962 $1,555,002 $247
I Transportation -—-- -—-- - $2,716,223 $2,716,223 $431
‘ Recycling/RDF |
Facilities
Area l $7,287,581 $687,948 | $1,807,048 e $2,494,996 $3.96
Area 2 $3,657,975 $345,313 | $1,276,700 - $1,622,013 $2.57
Area 3 $1,242,264 $117,270 $841,033 ---- _ $958,303 $1.52
| Arcad | $1242264 $117,270 | $841,033  gos8303 | s
Area Landfill
Facilities '
Area 1 -— - . - $1,869,800 $2.96
(incl. ash)
Area 2 - -— -— R $70,600 $0.11
Area 3 - - - ---- $26,520 $0.04
Area 4 - -—-- - - $31,800 $0.05 |

Waste-to-Energy

Options
DuPont® | $154,417,758 | $14,577,036 | $5,600,890 - $20,177,926 $16.54

Bunge, Velsicol | $154,554,712 $14,589,965 $5,619,499 -—-- $20,209.,464 $18.95
& Southern® _

Total w/DuPont $36.05
WTE Option, - —- — — e
$/Ton

Total w/Bunge, $38.46
Velsicol & - e --- ---
Southern WTE
Option, $/Ton

! Calculated at 7% over 20 Years

2 Based on Total Regional Wasteshed of 630,700 Tons/Year

3 Total Cost/Ton also includes $9,748,523 in revenue from energy sales
4 Total Cost/Ton also includes $8,258,920 in revenue from energy sales

SEFTDD Solid Waste Plan

Executive Summary
June 7, 1994
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Disposal-Landfills:
The following summarizes recommendations:

. Bledsoe/Sequatchie
. Continue operations of existing landfill until October of 1996.

. Begin negotiations with Marion County regarding a long term disposal
contract for the disposal of Class I and Class HI/IV waste.

. If negotiations with Marion County are not successful, pursue
expansion of existing landfill under Subtitle "D" regulations.
. Bradley County

. Continue to operate county landfill under contract with Santek, Inc.

. Grundy County

. Initiate negotiations with Marion County for a long term disposal
contract for disposal of Class I and III/IV waste.

. If negotiations with Marion County are not successful, begin
negotiations with Bledsoe/Sequatchie Counties for disposal.
. Hamilton County
. " Hamilton County Landfill
. Finish out current permitted operations.
. Coordinate/ﬁegotiate with City of Chattanooga for the
consolidation of operations at a single site for both Class I and
Class III/IV waste.
. Summitt Landfill

. Negotiate with Hamilton County for construction of Subtitle "D" |

arca.
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Executive Summary
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. Negotiate with County for consolidation of Hamilton County’s
waste at a single site.

. Develop Class III/TV disposal facility at the consolidated site.
Marion County
. Continue operations of existing landfill.

. Investigate the importation of waste in order to reduce Marion
County’s disposal costs.

. Design/permit/construct Class III/IV facility.

McMinn County
. Continue to operate landfill.
. Continue relationship with Meigs & Polk.

. Investigate import of additional waste in order to further reduce
disposal costs.

. Designate/construct Class III/IV facility at existing Class I facility.

. Investigate the implementation of a leachate recirculation system.

Meigs County

. Continue disposal of Class I and Class III/IV waste at McMinn County
landfill.

Polk County

. Continue disposal of Class I and Class III/IV waste at McMinn County
landfill.

. Evaluate permitting/construction of Class III/IV facility.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Executive Summary

ES"Z]. November 7, 1994



. Rhea County

. Continue current landfill operations until permitted capacity is reached
(March 1996).

. Proceed with expansion of existing landfill .under Subtitle "D"
regulations.
. Proceed with permitting/design/construction of a Class III/IV facility.

The following Table ES-9 provides additional information relating to the region’s
landfill requirements and recommendations.

SETDD Solid Waste Flan
Executive Summary
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Public Information, Source Reduction, and Education:

The public information, education and source reduction program described in
Chapter IX will be implemented on a regional basis and administered by the Regional Solid
Waste Board. It is recommended that two (2) additional staff (1 administrator/coordinator
and 1 planner) be added to oversee this program. The cost will be apportioned among the
10 member counties as a function of waste proportion.

Problem Wastes:

The problem waste collection and management program will be operated at the
county level in accordance with the requirements of the State of Tennessee and as described
in Chapter X of the plan.

SETDD Sclid Waste Flan
Executive Summary
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¢ System Element rdination with Existin

The following matrix "Summary of Regional Plan Recommendations” provides a
complete overview of the plan elements and implementation.

SETDD Solid Wasie Plan
Executive Summary
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SUMMARY OF REGIONAL PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

ES-26

. ollection Recycling omposting ass LIV ass Problem Waste kducation ource Reduction
edioe/ |- Constructd @nrmmmm - establish a regional |- implement industnial/ |
Sequatchie |Cirs. in ea. County recycling @ Conv. Ctrs. County Class I[I/IV |Co. Class I Facility - implement waste oil collection program for both commercial program
- phase out green boxes - maintain existing curb- Facility - collect lead 2cid batteries @ conv. ctrs. & landfill recycling and source
- maintain existing side recycling programs - conduct one household hazardous waste collection reduction
door-to-door collection per year
Bradley ~ miaintain existing - implement drop-off ~ maintain yardwaste ~ construct Class ITII/IV |- maintain existing - maintain existing tire storage area @ landfill -establish a regional - implement industrial/
Convenience Cirs. recycling @ Coanv. Curs. composting for Cityof  |facility Class I Facility - maintain existing waste oil collection @ landfill program for both commercial program
- Construct 1 edd’l. - maintain curbside program  jCleveland - maintain existing lead acid battery collection @ recycling and soutce
Convenience Ctrs, in Cleveland Tandfill ‘treduction
- maintain existing - maintain drop-off @ KAB - conduct one household hazardous waste collection
door-to-door collection per year

Grundy - maintain existing - implement drop-off - none - transfer to Marion - transfer to Marion |- establish one waste oil collection location -establish a regional - implement industrial/
convenience centers recycling @ Conv. Cirs., County Class IIFTV Co. Class I Facility - collect lead acid batteries @ conv. ctrs. & landfill program for both commercial program
- Construct § add'l. - maintain existing drop-off Facility - conduct one household hazardous waste collection recycling and source
Convenijence Ctrs. locations per year (Jointly w/Marion) reduction
- phase out green boxes

Hamilton |- maintain existing - implement 3 drop-offs - none - construct Class II/IV |- consolidate existing {- maintain tire storage area @ Summit -establish a regional - implement industrial/
door-to-door collection recycling in areas outside facility @ consolidated |2 class I landfills - maintain waste ol collection @ Warner Park program for both commercial program
- expand Chattanooga’s of Chattancoga site to single site - collect lead acid batteries @ designated places and recycling and source
curbside program to - Chattanooga to expand - City of Chattanooga to landfili reduction
include all residents of exist, curbside recyclables maintain Air Curtain - conduct one household hazardous waste collection
city to all bouseholds Destructor per year
- develop coutracts with - maintain existing curbside
haulers to assure 90% of & drop-off programs
county has service available {- maintaizn MRFs .

|Marion - Construct § Conv, Ctrs, - implement drop-of{ -construct/ implement  §- construct Cless III/IV |- maintain existing - construct tire storage/processing/disposal area - establish a regional - implement industrial/
- phase out green boxes recycling @ Conv. Ctrs. yardwaste composting - jfacility Class I Facility - implement waste oil collection @ landfill program for both commercial program
- maintain existing - maintain existing curb- facility - collect Jead acid batteries @ conv. ctrs. & landfill recycling and source
door-to-door collection side recycling program - conduct one household hazardous waste collection - reduction
- maintain -e:dsting drop-off per year (jointly w/Grundy)
locations _
McMinn - maintain existing - provide drop-off recycling - none - construct Class II/IV |- maintain existing - conduct one household hazardous waste collection - establish a regional - implement industrial/
door-to-door collection @ landfill (optional yardwaste) facility - |Class I Facility per year : program for both commercial program -
- maintain existing - maintain existing drop-off - maintain tire storage/disposal practices recycling and source
convenience centers programs - maintain existing waste oil collection . treduction
- construct add’l. conv. - establish load acid battery collection/storage/disposal
ctrs. if req'd by state
- develop contracts with
haulers to assure 90% of
county has service available )
Meigs - maintain existing - implement drop-off - none |- transfer to McMinn - transfer to McMinn |- conduct one household hazardous waste collection = establish a regional - implement industrial/
door-to-door collection recycling @ one existing per year program for both commercial program
- maintain existing convenience center - designate McMinn County landfill as tire storage/ recycling and source
convenience centers disposal site reduction
- establish one waste oil collection/disposal location
- establish lead acid battery collection/storage/disposal
| Polk - maintain existing - implement drop-off - none - transfer to McMinn - transfer to McMinn {- conduct one household hazardous waste collection - establish a regional - implement industrial/

door-to-door collection recycling @ one existing per year program for both commercial program

- maintain existing convenience center - designate McMinn County landfill s tire storage/ recycling and source

convenience centers ‘ g disposal site
- establish ope waste oil collection/disposal location

. - establish lead acid battsry collection/storage/disposal -

Rhea - phase out green boxes - maintain existing curb- - noge - construct Class IIVIV |- expand existing - maintain tire storage/disposal practices - establish a regional - implement industrial/
- construct two add’l. side recycling program facility Class I facility - establish one waste oil collection/disposal location program for both commercial program -
convenience centers - implement drop-off - develop lead acid battery collection site @ trans. stat, recycling and source

recycling @ existing and - maintain annual household hazardous waste collection reduction
new convenience centers '

11/7/94




& Implementation

Implementation of the major portion of the plan will be accomplished at the county
or municipal jurisdiction. At the regional level it will be necessary to secure additional staff
as previously indicated to administer and coordinate:

a.  Additional evaluation of the potential for a waste-to-energy system.
b. Ongoing evaluation of the “TVA companion boiler program".
c. Education and waste reduction program.

It is recommended that the staff be secured in late 1994 and the first quarter of 1995
in order to administer the above activities throughout the course of the plan. The remaining
portions of the plan will be addressed at the county or municipal level with the major
facilities associated with the plan occurring in 1995, 1996 and 1997.

The voluminous nature of the 10-year scheduling associated with 10 counties and the
large variation of activities prevents detailed schedule representation herein. The reader
is referred to the individual respective county report which was prepared as a part of this
plan.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Executive Summary
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o Kstimated 10-Year System Cost

The enclosed Table ES-10 summarizes the annual cost by element and county for
1995. The 10-year cost requires an annual escalation of 3% for projected inflation.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Executive Summary
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® Allocation of Responsibilities

See "Implementation" addressed previously.
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) DESCRIPTION OF THE MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE REGION




CHAPTER 1

DESCRIPTION OF THE MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE REGION

A, General Description

The Southeast Tennessee Planning Region (SETPR) is comprised of 10 counties
including 37 governmental entities as follows:

County Major City(ies)

Bledsoe Pikeville

Bradley Cleveland

Grundy Gruetii Laager/Tracy City

Hamilton  Chattanooga/East Ridge/Red Bank/Signal Mt./Lookout Mt.
Marion South Pittsburgh/Jasper

McMinn Athens

Meigs Decatur
Polk Benton
Rhea Dayton

Sequatchie Dunlap

The SETPR is the largest solid waste planning region in the state of Tennessee
encompassing an area of 3,781 square miles and a population of approximately 506,000,
The SETPR has been greatly assisted in its organizational efforts by the Southeast
Tennessee Development District which encompasses the identical geographic area and
governmental entities.

Enclosed is. the regional base map indicating political boundaries, major roads,
waterways and railroads.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Chapter I
I"I August 12, 1994
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B. Rationale_for Forming the Region

The Southeast Tennessee Planning Region was formed as a reflection of the common
interest as well as common boundaries between the ten member counties. It was felt that
the cost-efficiencies brought about by an increased population base would expand the option
horizon across the board. This would allow for more options in the area of recycling,
composting and waste-to-energy solid waste management. It was further noted that existing
solid waste management facilities within the region were located within a reasonable
distance of the main transportation corridors which provided for ease of accessibility
between the facilities. The most important aspect of this decision was the cultural and
historical ties between the governments and citizens of this region through the Southeast
Tennessee Development District. These ties allow for the pursuit of common goals and
leaves no impediments to the implementation of region-wide systems should they appear
advantageous in the plan.

In joining together to form the region, the counties and cities which comprise the
region demonstrated that they have the desire and ability to solve common problems
together. By keeping the regional waste flow together for planning purposes the region will
be in a position to look at all options relating to an integrated waste management plan.

- This is opposed to smaller regions or areas which are often limited in the available options.

C. - Institutional Structure
The Southeast Tennessee Municipal Solid Waste Planning Board
General: The Board was established in conformance with the requirements of the

State of Tennessee Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 and Board Members were -
appointed as follows:

Term
Appointee (Years) ~ Appointed by:
William Reed 2 Bledsoe Co. Executive
Donna Hubbard 4 Bradley Co. Executive
Riley Anderson 6 Grundy Co. Executive
Ken Castleberry 6 Hamilton Co. Executive
Ron Banks 4 McMinn Co. Executive

Howell Moss 2 Marion Co. Executive

LN AL

Garland Lankford Meigs Co. Executive
Barry L. Massengill Polk Co. Executive
Robert Aikman Rhea Co. Executive

10. = Bill Harmon
11, Marvin Bollinger
12.  Jack Marcellis

Sequatchie Co. Executive
Regional Municipalities
Mayor of Chattanooga

R N N Y

SETDD Saolid Waste Plan
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Term

Appointee (Years) Appointed by:
13.  Craig Bivens 6 Mayor of Cleveland
14.  Jerry Robinson 2 Region Municipalities
15.  Rick Sennenburg 6 ' Region Municipalities

The first organizational Board Meeting was conducted on May 25, 1993 and officers
were elected as follows:

Chairman: Jack Marcellis
Vice Chairman: Howell Moss
Vice Chairman: Ron Banks

Regularly scheduled meetings were established for the fourth Tuesday of each month.

In addition to Regional Solid Waste Planning Board, MSW Planning Advisory
Committees have been established in accordance with the requirements of the Solid Waste
Management Act of 1991. Interaction between the Board and the Advisory Committees is
accomplished through open meetings, distribution of information (oral and written) and one -
on one communication. with participants. A list of the advisory committees and
representatives is on file with the Regional Solid Waste Planning Board.

D. Reaggregation of Demographics

The following spread sheet "Synopsis of Needs Assessment Data” provides a summary -

of demographic, waste stream and landfill information for each county within the Region . .

and for the Region as a whole. Hamilton County accounts for 55% of the population of the
Region and 73% of the waste stream. Tables I-1 through I-6 provide the individual county
and regionai data regarding:

Table I-1  Population & Population Density
1.2 Distribution of Regional Population
I-3  Distribution of Population by Sex and Age
I-4  Distribution of Population Education
I-5  Distribution of Population Housing Type and Occupancy
I-6  Distribution of Population Projections

SETDD Solid Waste Plan

Chapter I
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Tables I-1 through I-6
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CHAPTER I: FORMS

REGIONAL SUMMARY: DEMOGRAPHICS (1991}

Name of Region: Southeast Tennessee Solid Waste Planning Region

Regional Population: 504,405

Regional Area 3,781

Population and Population Density

square miles

Table I-1

County

Population

Population/sq. miles

Avg. Density

Bledsoe
Bradley 329 73,712 224.2
Grundy 361 13,362 37.1
Hamilton 543 285,536 5263
McMinn 430 42383 98.5
Marion 500 24,860 49.7
Meigs 195 8,033 41.2
Polk 435 13,643 314
Rhea 316 24,344 771
Sequatchie 266 8,863 33.3
" Regional 3,781 504,405 134
Total

I-9
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5. Distribution of the Total Regional Population, by urban and rural areas:

Table 1-2
URBAN RURAL
Bledsoe 9,669 100.0
Bradley 40,875 55.5 32,837 44.5
-Grundy 13,362 100.0
Hamnilton 250,680 87.8 34,856 122
McMinn 15,869 374 26,514 62.6
Marion 6,075 244 18,785 56
Meigs 8.033 100.0
Polk ) 13,643 100.0
Rhea 5,671 233 18,673 76.7
Sequatchie 3,731 1421 5,132 579
Regional 322,901 640 181,504 36.1
Total
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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6. Distribution of the Total Regional Population by Sex and Age

Table I3
Female
|| 5-17 91.331 46,209 2.3 44,422 8.8
H 13-44 209,589 102,559 203 107,030 21.2
45-64 104,636 49.674 9.8 54,962 10.9
65+ 66,200 25,435 5.0 40,765 8.1
Regional 504,405 241,260 478 263,145 522
Total
7. Distribution of Regional Population by Education (Age > 25)
Table I-4

Less than 9th Grade 54777 16.7

Grade 9-12 57,106 174

High School 166,521 50.7

College (1-4) 34,510 10.5

Post Graduate /Professional (> 4) 15,408 4.7

Regional Total 328,322 100.0
8. Total Number of Households in Region __ 193,574

I-11
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9. Distribution by Type of Housing and Occupancy

Table 1-5
| Total Units Occupied Owner Rented ,
(Persons)
Single Family 361,917 141478 114,908 19,185
1, Detached
1, Attached 7,393 3,026 1,496 1,530
g’Iulti-Family 26,295 11,466 1,137 10,329
3-4 11,943 5,840 338 5,502
5-9 14.851 7,355 163 7,192
10-19 10,012 5,566 107 5,459
20-49 5,276 3,212 32 3,180
50 or more 4213 3,385 88 3,297
Institutional 11,323
Mobile Home/Trailer . | 47,292 18,038 13,642 4,396
Other 3,995 1,645 933 712
|_Regional Total 504,510 201,011 132,844 60,782

I-12
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10. Regional Population Projections 1994-2003
- Tabie I-6
Regional Population 1993:505.030
Projection Year
| Coun 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 I
Bledsoe 9,852 9,989 9,945 9,991 10,038 10085 10,332 10,150 10,198 ]10,246
Bradley 76,115 76,726 77,343 77,964 78590 (79221 179851 180280 180922 |81569
Grundy 13,118 13,057 12,997 12,938 12878 112819 {12,761 126883 |12.748 {12808
Hamilton 283,516 | 283014 1282513 (282013 {281,514 |281016 | 280,524 |279,404 |279,907 |280411
| McMinn 42,385 42386 42,387 42387 42388 142388 142389 |42309 42,310 |[42310
Marion 25,055 25,104 25,133 25,202 25251 125300 (25349 125350 (25401 |25451
Meips 8,267 8326 8,385 8,446 8,506 8,567 8,628 8,671 8,733 8,796
Polk 13,601 13,591 13,580 13,570 13560 113,549 113,539 {13498 113,509 [13520
Rhea 24,353 24,356 24,358 24,360 24,362 124365 {24367 |24321 |24324 |24327
Sequatchie 8,990 9,021 9,053 9,085 9,118 9,150 9,182 9,193 9,226 9,259
%g?nal 505,252 505,570 }505,714 505956 |506,205 | 506,460 |506,722 {505,864 {507,278. | 508,697
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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E. Reaggregation of Economic Information

Refer to Tables I-7 through I-14 as follows:

I-7
I-8
I-9
I-10
I-11
I-12
I-13
I-14

Base Economic Information

Non-Agriculture Employment

Agriculture Employment :

Major Generators of Commercial & Industrial Waste
Regional Summary of Institution Housing > 100 persons
Data on Major Health Care Facilities

Sources of Local Revenue

Fiscal Data

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Tables 1-7 through I-14

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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B: ECONOMIC ACTIVITY
1. Basic economic information, for each county, and the region in 1991
Table I-7
" County Population MSA County [ Total Total Per Capita | % Population
: (yes/no) Employment | Earnings Income Below the
{ Poverty Line
Bledsoe 9,669 no 3,953 100,381 8,053 192
Bradley 73,712 no 40,020 1,083,942 11,768 13.8
Grundy 13,362 no 3,857 147,057 7,227 23.9
Hamilton 285,536 ves 191,683 5,216,072 13,619 13.1
McMinn 42,383 no 22234 570,581 10,508 17.2
Marion 24,860 yes 7,326 299,499 9,274 193
Meigs 8,033 no 2,267 94,074 9,237 223
Polk 13,643 no 3,891 149917 9,311 18.3
Rhea 24,344 no 12,661 337,233 9,333 19.0
Scquatchic | 8,863 yes 3,277 99,326 9.377 22.9
Regional 504,405 291,169 8,098,082
Total
SETDD Soﬁd ‘Waste Plan
Chapter 1
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Non-Agricultural Employment, by Sector, 282 486

% of Total Employment

Table I-3

Construction | Trade Finance Service Gov't Transportation
Pub. Utilitics
Bledsoe 792 131 271 62 1,209 697 87
Bradley 13,111 2,025 7,549 1,815 9,281 4,096 914
Grundy 845 200 582 71 726 647 258
Hamilton 34,129 9,664 47328 15,643 46,362 28,126 8,645
McMinn 8651 1,040 3,949 758 3,063 2,203 778
Maﬁon 1,654 191 2027 240 1,200 1,076 290
Meigs 610 89 272 56 240 328 232
" Polk 1,096 133 023 207 675 640 124
| Rea 4,401 470 1,523 293 1,384 3759 194
| Sequatchie 712 159 479 87 633 546 131
Regional 66,001 14,102 64,603 19,232 64,773 42,118 11,657
Total 7 ‘
% 234 5.0 229 0.8 229 14.9 4.1

I-17
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Total Agricultural Employment in 1991 3,632
Table I-9

Agricultural Employees

Bledsoe 341

Bradley 533 "
Grundy 1504 "
Hamilton 750 "
McMinn 738 “
Marion 171

Meigs 147 "
Polk ' 193 '

Rhea 130 |

Sequatchie 125

Regional 3,632 . "
Total

SETDD Sclid Waste Plan
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Prepare a regional summary of major generators of commercial and non-hazardous industrial waste in

199L

Use data from Table II-2 in the County Economic Acitivity Profiles, in District Needs

Assessment, or data collected subsequently for the regional plan. State size criteria applied in each
county (i.e., all generators > 100 employees, all gencrators > 50 employees, etc.)

‘Table I-10

Screening Criteria* Number of Generators | Estimated Total

Applicd Quantity of Waste
Bledsoe more than 50 employees | 5 negligible
Bradley " 25 4860 TPY
Grundy " 4 negligible
Hamilton " 121 27448 TPY
Marion " 8 negligible
McMinn " 29 7,244 TPY
Meigs ! 2 __negligible
Polk " 8 "
Rhea " 7 "
Sequatchie “ 2 "

I-19
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5. Prepare a Regional summary of institations housing more than 100 persons.

Table [-11
Total Number of | Total Number of Students - {Estimated Quantity
Institutions Prisoners/Residents of Waste Generated
Bledsoe 2 1,000 650
Bradley i 1,922 1,000
Grundy 1] 0 0
Hamilton 7 11,913 5,320
McMinn 1 632 800
Marion 0 0 0
Meigs 0
Polk 0 0 0
Rhea 1 325 750
Sequatchie 0 0 0
Regional 12 15,792 8,520
Tetal
6. Provide summary data on major health care facilities (larger than 50 beds), (hospitals, nursing homes)
in the region. Table 12
County . No. of No. of Infections Infectious Est. Quantity of
Facilities Beds Waste Waste Solid Waste
Management/ |Management/ | Generated
OnSite/Offsite | Type
E Treatment |
Bledsoe 10 0 nfa nfa nfa
Bradley 349 both incineration 2485
Grundy 0 0 n/fa nfa n/a
Hamilton 18 3,034 both incineration 7,760
McMinn 2 190 both incineration 1.850
Marion 3 284 both incineration 384
Meigs 1 86 off-site incineration 150
Polk 0 nfa nfa n/a
Rhea 2 1239 off-site n/fa 1,700
Sequatchie 0 0 n/a nfa n/fa
Réional Total 31 4,682 14,329
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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7. Sources of local revenue utilized in the region. Total Tax Income (1991):

Table I-13
County Property Tax | Local Sales Tax |Wheel Tax |Local Waste |User Fee/ | Other*
Collection Tipping
Fee Fee
Bledsoe X X b
Bradley X X : X
Grundy X X X I
Hamilton X X X
McMinn X X ' X
Marion X X ‘ | X
Meigs X X
Polk X X
-JRhea X X X
Sequatchie X x
Regional
Total

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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8. Provide the following data for fiscal 1993*.

Table I-14
" County Total Assessed | Total Total Sales Total Local |# Total
Property Value | Property Subject to Sales Tax Registered | Wheel Tax
Tax Revenue |Sales Tax Revenue Vehicles |Revenue

Bledsoe 56,695,525 1,577,571 1,115,157 429692 8,536 0
Bradley 1,944,114 833 15,542,263 28,928,929 10,339,244 76,538 0 II
Grundy 203,451,056 2,088,100 1,664,997 637,939 12370 0 "
Hamilton 10,056,101,759 |74,747.096 160,633,042 |45814,540 307,462 0 u
McMinn 376,209,097 10,052,070 16,123,297 2,925,807 25,141 0 "
Marion 448,521,000 3,644,337 8,061,132 2,981,690 40,980 0 "
Meigs 193,882,102 1,309,298 1,853,544 615024 7.864 0 "
Polk 244,078,900 3,511,271 1,876,561 700,037 14,599 0
Rhea 444,758,294 4,064,625 6,030.310 2,255,725 31,403 0

" Sequatchie 212,466,289 1,311,647 2,112,392 770,954 12,134 0
'lrl:;:g(lmal 14,180,368,855 ]117,848,278 228,299,361 67,470,652 537,027 0]

* Numbers shown are for FY*90.

I-22
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CHAPTER 11

ANALYSIS OF THE CURRENT SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS



CHAPTER II

ANALYSIS OF THE CURRENT SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

A, Waste Stream Characterization

Refer to the following reaggreation of data tables II-1 through II-S inclusive. Note
that the waste stream composition (Table II-4) has been changed during the course of the
planning process from the "EPA National Standard" (default) basis used in the needs
assessment in order to reflect a more accurate analysis consistant with the region.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Tables 1I-1 through II-5
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CHAPTER 1I: FORMS

A. Regional Summary: Waste Stream Characterization
1 Quantity of Solid Waste Received for Disposal/Incineration in Calendar 1991
Table II-1
County Tons Disposed Population (1991) Waste Disposed
i Per Capita
Bledsoe 5,674 9,669 0.59
Bradley 57,500 73,712 0.78
Grundy 5,720 13,362 043
Hamilton 376,676 285,530 132
“McMinn 32,477 42384 0.77
Marion 14,812 24,860 0.60
Meigs 2,026 8,033 0.25
Polk 4,997 13,643 0.37
Rhea 12,500 24,344 0.51
Sequatchie 5,196 8,863 0.58
Regional 517,578 504,405 103
Total

H-3
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2. Origin of Regional Solid Waste in 1991 (TPY)

Table I1-2
Residential Institutional/ Non-Hazardous
Commercial Industrial
Bledsoe 3,404 1,986 284 0 0
Bradley 28,750 11,500 16,100 1,150 0
Grundy 3,947 1,201 52 0 0
Hamilton 100,973 152,233 41,970 78,000 1 3,500*
McMinn 16,239 8,119 8,119 n/a nfa
Marion 5,924 4,444 4,444 0 n/a
Meigs 1,012 507 507 - 0 0
Polk 2,499 1,249 1,249 0 0
Rhea 7,500 1,250 2,500 1,250 0
Sequatchie 3,118 1,819 259 0 0
Regional 173,366 184,308 76,004 80,400 3,500
Total
* Demolition Waste Estimate
SETDD Solid Waste Plan

II-4

 Chapter I
June 7, 1994



3. Acceptance of Certain Categories of Solid Waste for Disposal or Incineration (TPY)

Table 11-3

County/Facility | Yard Waste Sewage Sludge | Construction Tires White Goods

{Clippings- Demolition

leaves-grass)

L Y/N Qty | Y/N Qty | Y/N Qy | Y/N Qty | Y/N Qty

Bledsoe n n 1y 500 | m n
Bradley y 7,175 | n ¥ 14350 [ n n W
Grundy n n n n n lI
Hamilton y nfa{nm y 1,000 { n n
Summit n y 78,000 | y 1500 | o n
McMinn y nfaly A nfajy nfa|n n
Marion n n ¥ n/faln n
Rhea n y 1250 [ n n n "
Regional 7175 79,250 17,350 -—-- -
Total

- *White Goods - discarded major appliances, such as refrigerators, ranges, etc.
An "n/a" designation indicates that estimates were not available.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Chapter 1l
II-5 June 7, 194



¥661 °f, Junf
I sdeyy

UL A PGS QLIS

£€63T19

L5781

0L0°SS
THTOTT
UYL
LSE8T
0LO'sS
650'c
8LY'6
€8T
€ERTY
6IS2ET

SOy, o2

9-11

0°00T

0T
JAYI0/m oul
PoOOM /& o
06
081
oy
0g
06
&0
€T
0L
0L
0’8t

7 Tewomay

2955002, ISEAINOS

- P II A9EL

*$310091 [ENPIAIPTI 00UQI9JAI ‘SUONBZIISIORIEYD AJUNOD [ENpIAIPTL 10,

090'L1S

LR
YOL L
¥60°16
10€°8E
€£€9'81
698°01
6£6°TT
o0 I
SOT‘E
SVE'L
£¥9'ce
0€Z'0¢E
TE0°L0T

STOT, PV

000t

N
ST

OLT. .

L
9¢
TT
ST
08
90
LAl
G0
0L
oor

% TeUOTeN

3)sBA\ PHOS [edpuniy [e10L,

PO
215N O1uediouy oSt
oIeM pley
sEM PO
PooMm
SOIXIL,
Joylea % 10qqny
SoTISeld
S[eI3]N SNOJIA-UCN JII)
wnumnpy
S[eI2Al SNOLID
SSB[D)
pieoqroded 3 rodeg

Huomouwo IISCAN

S[eLIDIRIN Ag weang sisem o) jo nouduosag b



Total

5. Unmanaged Waste*
Table II-5
County Potential Waste Actual Waste Unmanaged Percent of
Generation 1991 tpy | Disposed 1991 Waste 1991 Potential
tpy {potential/actual) tpy | Total

‘ l
Bledsoe 10,638 5,674 4,964 46.7
Bradley 81,370 57,500 23,870 293
Grundy 14,631 5,720 8911 60.9
Hamilton 312,104 376,676 5,000 16.0
McMinn 46,410 32,477 13,933 30.0
Marion 27215 14,812 12,463 457
Meigs 8,860 2,026 6,334 771
Polk 14927 4997 9,930 665
Rhea 26,659 12,500 14,159 53.1
Sequatchie 9,740 5,196 4,544 46.7
Regional 552,614 517,578 104,608 18.9

* Wastes that are "outside” the collection system such as materials in roadside dumps, litter, etc.

17
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B. Waste Collection and Transportation Systems

Note-Refer to Regional System Map contained herein.
As shown in the following table II-A the region is comprised of 193,574 households.

7.4% are served by convenience centers
50.4% are served by house-to-house pickup
6.0% are served by a greenbox system

5.1% are direct contract with private haulers
29.9% are unaccounted for regarding service

Table II-A provides a summary of the waste collection systems in the region on a
county by county basis. Additional details may be found in the Appendix to chapters I
through IIIL.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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C. Source Reduction and Recycling Systems

Reference attached Table II-B Summary - Source Reduction and Recycling Systems.

(see attached)
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Region Summary and Synthesis

Most of the major recycling systems and markets are located along the Interstate 75
corridor from Athens to Chattanooga and on into Marion County (South Pittsburgh). This
is also the area with the most industrial/commercial activity and largest proportion of the
population. Other areas of the Region have incipient recycling programs, but most of these
were not operating in 1991,

Currently, no county within the Planning Region has a recycling coordinator, and
there are no county-sponsored recycling programs. Hamilton County had a recycling
coordinator in 1991, but the position was abolished in 1992 pending the development of a
solid waste plan. Consequently, all of the public recycling systems in Southeast Tennessee
are municipal programs.

Most of the markets for recyclables are located in the Chattancoga area. Not
surprisingly, this is where the majority of recycling programs are found, Most of the
municipalities in Hamilton County either have recycling programs or are considering the
development of a program.

Chattanooga has the only materials recovery facility in the region. The Orange
Grove Center buys material directly from consumers; accepts recyclables from municipal
programs; and processes all material collected from the Chattanooga pilot recycling
program. If required, recyclables are sorted manually prior to processing for market.
Center operators have thus far had no dlfﬁculty selling any material, including hard to
market materials like plastic. . :

Browning Ferris Industries (BFI) also operates a processing center for separated
recyclables. This facility is necessary for BFI operations since BFI provides recycling service
to Red Bank, Cleveland and the City of Dalton, Georgia.

Obviously, Chattanooga will be a catchment area for most of the materials collected
in the Region. Due to topographic constraints, there are three corridors that will “funnel"
recyclables toward the Chattanooga area:

1 Along I-75 from the Athens area through Cleveland

2. Between Walden Ridge and the Tennessee River from the Dayton area
through Soddy-Daisy :

3 The Sequatchie Valley from Pikeville, through Duniap, and on to the
Jasper/South Pittsburgh area of Marion County,

Corridor 1 contains the largest and most viable recycling program. All the major

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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municipalities have a program in place. The primary need in this area is effective collection
programs for rural areas. A collection system could be easily implemented at convenience
centers located in Meigs and Polk Counties. However, there are no such systems in
Bradleyand McMinn Counties, and ancillary programs will be required in addition to those
located in municipalities.

Recycling programs in Corridor 2 are much less developed outside of suburban
Chattanooga. The only major program is in the city of Dayton, and it is still in the initial
stages of developing a drop-off center.

Corridor 3 has the fewest opportunities to recycle in the region. This area is
generally rural with no convenience centers or other permanent solid waste facilities to
collect material. At the southern end of the corridor, however, South Pittsburgh has both
a curbside program and a drop-off center. In addition, Marion County is planning to
include recycling at convenience centers when the county converts their waste collection
system.

Cooperative collection and marketing by Bledsoe, Grundy, Marion and Sequatchie
- counties would benefit the entire region. All of these counties will develop convenience
center systems, and implementing recycling programs in conjunction with these systems
would allow the counties to produce recyclables in sufficient volumes to market effectively.

In general, urban areas near markets either have adequate recycling programs or are
in the process of developing such programs. Rural areas rarely have the opportunity to
recycle anything but the most saleable items (i.e. aluminum cans). Most of these areas
would benefit by the establishment of cooperative agreements to collect, transport and
market materials,

Southeast Tennessee is very fortunate in having excellent markets for most
recyclables, Paper products are especially easy to market since there are at least three
major end-users in the region. Chattanooga is a major shipment point for many products
that must go to markets outside the region. This should provide opportunities to market
recyclables in areas outside the region via barge, back-hauling, etc.

Recycling programs outside the Chattanooga urban area generally do not collect
enough material on a consistent basis to develop contractual relationships with buyers or
end users of recyclables. Buyers want an assured supply of quality material and sellers need
consistent markets. For most counties and communities in Southeast Tennessee, the only
way to collect enough material to meet buyers’ criteria is through a cooperative effort.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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(Continued)
1. Composting, see Table II-6, attached

2, Waste-To-Energy/Incineration, see Table I1-7, attached
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Table II-6
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6.

Existing: None

REGIONAL SUMMARY: FACILITIES

Table 116

Operating and Planned Composting Facilities in the Region

County

Tons of Waste
Processed/Yr

Facility Location

R |

Composted Materials
Yard Sewage Solid
Waste Sludge Waste

Planned:
County { Facility Location Tons of Waste Composted Materials
.| Processed/Yr Yard Sewage Solid
Waste Sludge Waste
‘Bradley ‘Land#il 1,838 YW
Marion Landfili 251 YW
Hamilton Landfill 54,000 SS
Regional 56,089
Total

II-18
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Table II-7
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7. Municipal Solid Waste Incinerators or Waste-to-Energy Facilities in the Region

* None planned or existing currently

Table 1I-7
Operating Facilities: None
County Facility Location Design Capacity Current Use Anticipated
tons/year tons/year Operating Life
of Facility

#

Planned Facilities:
County Facility Location ‘Design Capacity Current Use Anficipated
tons/year tons/year Operating Life
of Facility

NA

NA

NA

(Reference Chapter VII)

Recommend Further Study

I1-20
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E. Disposal Facilities - Landfills and Balefills
Note: Refer to the attached Tables II-8 through II-11.

Solid Waste Disposal Facilities

The only method used to dispose of solid waste within the Southeast Tennessee
Development District is landfilling. Although there is currently enough landfill space
available to dispose of all the solid waste generated, capacity short falls will occur in some
counties within one year. The total capacity available in the District, however, is adequate
to accommodate all waste projected for the next ten years.

There are eight publicly owned municipal solid waste landfills in the district; one
owned by a private company and at least two industrial landfills that are dedicated for the
particular use of one industry.

McMinn County Facilities

McMinn County has the only landfill in the Development District that meets the
regulatory requirements promulgated under Rule 1200-1-7, Solid Waste Processing and
Disposal, as revised.  The McMinn facility is actually an expansion of the existing landfill,
which was engineered at meet new regulations (a liner, leachate collection system, gas
migration control, etc.)

The facility is owned and operated by the county, but it functions as a regional
landfill since all waste generated in Meigs and Polk Counties is accepted for disposal. A
higher tipping fee is charged for this service to help defray the high cost of landfill
construciton and operation. Nevertheless, tipping fees do not cover all landfill costs and the
county general fund is the source for additional funding.

With an projected life of 40 years at current fill rates, capacity is assured for this
three-county area. In addition, the Mine Road Landfill could accept municipal solid waste.
This is a privately-owned facility which accepts special wastes, but there are no indication
that municipal waste disposal would be considered by the owners.

- Bradley County

The Bradley County Landfill is owned by the county and operated by a private
company, SANTEK. Many improvements have been made to this facility, such as a
peripheral leachate collection system, but capacity is limited to about one year. To date,
the county has not filed a permit request with the Division of Solid Waste Management
(DSWM) for a new site or a landfill expansion.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Bradley County (Cont_inucd)

Since permitting a landfill is generally a two year process, Bradley County could be
without a disposal site for at least one year. Currently, there are no indications of how
county officials intend to address the problem. There is adequate capacity in contiguous
counties (McMinn and Hamilton) or private waste collection companies may wish to accept
responsibility for waste disposal.

Hamilton County

Hamilton County is in the unique position of having two municipal solid waste
landfills, one owned by the county and one by the City of Chattanooga. Both facilities can
be expanded, and landfill operators expect to meet the requirements of new regulations.
The county also has the only medical waste incinerator, located in the Erlanger Medical
Center, there are no permitted medical waste incinerators in the District.

Between the two landfills, Hamilton County has enough landfill space to dispose of
all solid waste for the next ten years. With a population of over 285,000, there is an
adequate tax base to support both facilities, which have combined capacity of at least 1,650
tons per day. -

From a regional viewpoint, the county waste disposal system is currently less efficient
than is possible due to the duplication of services. The county has the resources:and
population.to operate as a separate region if county and city cooperate. :

Rhea County

Capacity will be exhausted at the Rhea County Landfill by the end of the vear, and
DSWM has not received permit applications for a proposed expansion. Rhea County will
therefore ship waste outside the county for disposal. There are no indications that the
county will be able to develop additional landfill capacity within the next two years.

" County officials have not indicated what approach will be taken to transfer waste
elsewhere.. One possible solution would be to ship waste from the southern section of the
county to the Soddy-Daisy transfer station (Hamilton County), and waste from the northern
section to the Roane County Landfill (East Tennessee Development District). This appears
to be the most rational approach due to geographic barriers and transportation network -
limitations.

Marion County

Approximately 28 years of life remains at the Marion County Landfill at current fill
rates (-60 tons per day). The county expects to upgrade the facility to meet new regulations.
There are currently no plans to provide any regional service.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Grundy County

The Grundy County Landfill will close before March 1994 when new regulatory
requirements become effective for existing landfills. About 20 tons per day received at the
current facility will be diverted elsewhere. County officials are actively engaged in locating
alternative disposal options with neighboring counties.

Bledsoe and Sequatchie

The Bledsoe-Sequatchie Landfill is located in southern Bledsoe County. It is jointed
operated by both counties and the cities of Pikeville and Dunlap. Consequently, it is
functioning as a regional facility for the Sequatchie Valley, excluding Marion County.

There are plans to upgrade the current facility to meet new regulations. With a daily
capacity of 60 tons, the landfill has approximately 11 years of life remaining.

General

All landfills in the District have adequate equipment and personnel to operate
effectively under current regulations. However, landfill operators will likely need training
to implement new regulations, and most likely need training to implement new regulations,
and most will need to hire contractors to perform some functions (e.g. leachate control
system installation).

Five counties in the Southeast Tennessee Development District are involved in
regional solutions to solid waste disposal: Bledsoe, McMinn, Meigs, Polk and Sequatchie.
Bradley, Grundy and Rhea Counties have a strong motivation to assess alternatlve options
that may include regional alliances.

Integrated solid waste management systems seem to be developing as a matter of
necessity. Several rural counties with low population densities are incapable of funding the
development of waste disposal facilities. Meanwhile, counties with the financial capability
are finding that landfills can be operated more economically by charging a higher tipping
fee for out-of-county waste, or by simply sharing the burden equally with several
jurisdictions. This reduces the local tax burden required to operate the landfill while
mollifying citizens who are opposed to accepting out-of-county waste. Consequently,
economic considerations are the primary motivating factors in developing disposal options.

Each operating Class I municipal solid waste landfill was visited in the Region to
gather basic operational information. The site visits were conducted to observe general
operational methods, they do not represent a comprehensive evaluation nor acceptance of
existing disposal practices. Background information was obtained from the operators,
County Executives, consultants, and the Needs Assessment. Summary reports were prepared
on each facility. The landfills included were:

SETDD Solid Waste Flan
Chapter 11
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Grundy County Landfill
Marion County Landfill
Hamilton County Landfill
City of Chattanooga Landfill, Summit and the City
Air Curtain Destructor/Chipper Operation
Bledsoe/Sequatchie Landfill
Rhea County Landfill
McMinn County Landfill (accepts Meigs and Polk Counties’ waste)
Mine Road Industrial Landfill (private Iandfill in McMinn County)
Bradley County Landfill (privately operated by Santek)

The reports outlined the brief history of the site, waste types, existing operations,
plans for future operations, budget information as available, and other known disposal
facilities in the County. Recommendations regarding the operations were also recorded and
will be presented to the Counties individually,

Each landfill operator, with the exception of Grundy, indicated a possibility of
continuing operations subsequent to Subtitle "D" deadlines, in compliance with new
regulations. The landfill summary reports did not conclude with recommendations for
continuing operations. The regional waste disposal needs, transportation networks, and
general site suitability with access to the site’s hydrogeologic/environmental/engineering
evaluations for the facilities are needed to make conclusive recommendations for continuing
operation.

 The operational landfills in Georgia were also visited with brief reports prepared for
Walker and Catoosa County Landfills. ‘Dade County Landfill intends to close within the
next year, so a site visit was not conducted, and only a brief report was generated.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Tables I1-8 through II-11
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9. Existing Landfilis Expected to Close Before 2003

Table 11-9
Current Use Current Anticipated
Tons/Day Annual Use Date of Closure
(Tons/Year)
Coalmont

Rhea' Evensville 60 18,000 11/93
Regional 80 23,800
Total

'Rhea is currently designing a transfer station; also considering a Class I landfill for the future.

11-27
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10. Planned Expansions and Planned New Facilities Which Will Operate for Ten Years or More

Table 11-10
County Proposed Location When Will | Permitted Design Rate | Potential
Facility Capacity of Waste Expansion
Expan. New Capacity Sought (tpd) Yes/No

be (acre) Disposed

Available
Hamilton x Birchwood | 10/9 30 200-250 yes

Pike

Bledsoe/Seq X Pikeville 10/96 80 50 yes
Bradley X Cleveland 3/94-6/94 | 120 200 yes
Hamilton X Summitt 10/95- 209 1200-1500 yes

10/96
McMinn X Athens ? 120 150 yes
Marion X Jasper 10/96 66 60 yes
Rhea X Rhea Co ? B0 60 yes
Planned New | n/a nfa n/a 705 1,920-2970 1| n/a
Regional
Capacity

SETRD Solxd Waste Plan
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11. Total Existing and Planned Capacity in the Region at the Close of the Next Ten Years

Existing figures from the needs assessment. Updated figures being compiled.
Planned figures to be developed as part of the plan.

Table II-11

TONS

Pianned*

FY 1993
FY 1994
FY 1995
FY 1996
FY 1997
FY 1998
FY 1999
FY 2000

FY 2001
FY 2002
FY 2003

* Please refer to Individual County Reports

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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E. Costs of the Current System
Reference Individual Reports

G. Revenues

Reference Individual Reports
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Summary of MSW Recycling Public Information and Education Programs for the Region:

None of the counties or municipalities within the Region are currently sponsoring
educational or informational programs. The few activities that exist are promoted by Keep
America Beautiful (KAB), the Chattanooga Recycling Network and other ad hoc efforts.

The current efforts include clean-up programs, educational material and curricula.
Education on environment and solid waste issues requires stronger focus and attention in
both the near and long term for the Region.

Enclosed is the "Estimated Number of People Affected" by educational programs
(1991 from "Needs Assessment").

L Problem Wastes (Reference Chapter X and the Individual Reports)

J. System Base Map 1993
See Attached

K. Strengths and Weaknesses of the Existing System

Reference Individual Reports
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DISTRICT SUMMARY & SYNTHESIS

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PEOPLE AFFECTED

II-33

(1991)
Government Sponsored| Estimated Number Non—Profit
Adult Waste School—Based Waste Sponsored Waste
County | Education Programs [Education Programs® Education Programs
Bledsoe 0 0 0
Bradley 0 9,000 5,000
Grundy 0 0 0
_{Hamilton 0 40,000 20,000
McMinn 0 6,000 10,000
Marion 0 4,000 10,000
Meigs 0 0 0
Poik - 0 0 0
Rhea 0 0 5,000
Sequatchie 0 0 0
District _
Total 0 58,000 50,000
*Includes temporary, "one—time" classes:
- SETDD Soixd Watte Plan
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CHAPTER III

GROWTH TRENDS, WASTE PROJECTIONS &
PRELIMINARY SYSTEM STRUCTURE



CHAPTER 1l

GROWTH TRENDS, WASTE PROJECTIONS &
PRELIMINARY SYSTEM STRUCTURE

A, Projections of Solid Waste Stream Quantity
Refer to Tables III-1, ITI-2, III-3, III-4 and III-8 herein.

B. Preliminary System Design

The ten county Southeast Tennessee Planning Region presents an ideal set of
conditions and circumstances to allow optimization of a long term waste management plan
which includes all elements of a truly integrated program. Because of the geographic area,
waste quantities, cooperative culture, markets for materials & composts, markets for energy,
proximity of the TVA Watts Barr (and Kingston) Power Plants, --"Companion Boiler
Program," cooperative energetic political environment and extensive diversity of the region
virtually all solid waste management technologies can be evaluated and compared
individually and collectively. The result will allow the Region to establish the most
economical solution(s) its the solid waste managment requirements.

The alternatives which will be reviewed technically and economically for the regional
plan include:

- landfills

'+ composting-yard waste and sludge

- waste-to-energy

« TVA companion boiler (separate study)

+ materials recovery facilities (recycling & refuse derived fuel)
» recycling systems including drop-off and curbside

» volume reduction techniques (baling)

- technology review

+ transportation

It is anticipated that the most economical solid waste program for the region will
include a combination of most or all of the previously described elements with an integrated
plan.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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C. Evaluation Criteria

The solid waste management system options will be carefully evaluated and presented
in the next seven chapters. Final determination of the system elements, location,
configuration, cost, etc. will be presented upon completion of the evaluation. The criteria
for evaluation will include:

« capital & annual operating cost (economics)

« technology(s) technical experience

- institutional /political compatibility

+ environmental impacts including transportation

- implementation (time & complexity)

« acceptability by individual participating counties/governments
- other criteria as may be selected by the Board

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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CHAPTER III: FORMS

1. Complete the following Table, summarizing calculations of annual per capita solid waste generation
rates, for each county in the region.

Table III-1*

]l County Total Waste Projected Population Annual Per Capita
Disposed in FY 1993 1993 Generation
| Tons/Persons/Year
Bledsoe 5,200 9,806 0.5303
Bradley 58,427 75,508 0.7738
Grundy 5,700 13,178 04325
Hamilton 451,110 284,018 1.5883
McMinn 40,080 42385 0.9456
Marion 20,220 25,006 0.8086
Meigs 2,628 8,208 0.3202
Polk 5,844 13,612 04293
Rhea 17,884 24,351 0.7344
Sequatchie 4,800 8,958 0.5358
Total 611,893 503,030 1.2116

* Bradley County figures from Needs Assessment; remaining populatlon figures from Needs Assessment, all
other waste figures from 1993 scale data

II-3
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CHAPTER 1V

WASTE REDUCTION



CHAPTER IV

WASTE REDUCTION

A, Introduction

The Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 states:

"The goal of the state is to reduce by twenty-five percent (25%) the amount of solid
waste disposed of at municipal solid waste disposal facilities and incinerators,
measured on a per capita basis within Tennessee by weight, by December 31, 1995."
[T.C.A. Section 68-31-861(a)]

".. [E]ach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include ... a
description of waste reduction activities designed to attain the twenty-five percent
(25%) reduction required by Section 25(a)" [T.C.A. Section 68-31-861(a)]; and
Section 14(b)10. [T.C.A. Section 68-31-815(b)(10)]. ‘

In order to comply with the Act, first a baseline regarding waste disposal quantity and
population must be established. Once this is done, a 25% reduction goal can be
calcnlated. Having established the 25% goal, a plan can be formulated to meet the
reduction requirement.

. Baseline Disposal Per Capita

In order to establish a baseline waste disposal quantity, 1989 waste disposal quantities
and 1989 population estimates were used by the State of Tennessee. From these values,
a waste disposal quantity per person was calculated for each county. Unless variances
were requested based on more accurate information than that used by the State, these
per capita numbers were then multiplied by 0.75 in order to establish the disposal per
person required in order to meet the 25% reduction. This reduced per capita quantity
is then multiplied by the 1995 projected population in order to establish the total
disposal required to meet the diversion goal. These numbers are then compared with
the actual projected waste requiring disposal in 1995. The difference between these
numbers represents the additional diversion required (shortfall) or the surplus diversion
achieved. This procedure and its result is summarized in Tables IV-1 and IV-2 and in
Figures IV-1 and IV-2.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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TABLE IV-1

Population & Quantities of Waste Disposed of at Municipal Solid
Waste Disposal Facilities and Incineration in 1989

County 1989 Population | 1989 Total Waste Disposed (tons)
Bledsoe 9,950 7,862
Bradiey 75,400 65,520

- {Grundy 14,350 12,556
Hamilton 294,100 357,214 -
Marion 25,825 26,000
McMinn 43,700 38,454
Meigs 8,600 4,555
Polk 13,950 11,678
Rhea 25,500 14,742
Sequatchie 9,000 11,794
Regional Total 520,375 550,375

NOTE: Quantities based on UT’s waste generation report

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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C. Implementation

Having established the diversion shortfall or surplus, a plan must then be developed in
order to either achieve additional diversion, or maintain the existing diversion. The
following list summarizes the waste reduction recommendations:

+ Bledsoe/Sequatchie Counties

Bledsoe and Sequatchie Counties have met the 25% diversion/reduction goal
based on requested variances.

Institute 4 recyclable drop-off locations in each county at convenience centers to
be constructed,

Adapt the recycling collection and processing system to allow business
participation.

Establish a recyclable collection program to any industry which generates more
than 100 tons of recyclables per year.

Establish a program to research industrial waste products within the region for
potential reduction/markets.

Negotiate for the disposal of Class III/IV waste at Marion County’s Class III/IV
landfill (to be constructed).

+ Bradley County

Bradley County has not yet met the 25% diversion/reduction goal based on the
requested variance.

Maintain drop-off recycling at convenience center locations.
Design/permit/construct a Class ITI/IV disposal facility at existing Class I facility.
Maintain the yard waste composting facility for .the City of Cleveland.
Encourage/support/implement industrial and residential source reduction.

Continue curbside collection program in the City of Cleveland.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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KAB drop-off facility and landfill drop-off in Cleveland to be maintained.

Adapt the recycling collection and processing system to allow business
participation.

Establish a program to research industrial waste products within the region for
potential reduction/markets.

Grundy County

Grundy County has met the 25% reduction/diversion goal based on the requested
variance.

Maintain existing private drop-off locations; if these facilities become unavailable
in the future, Grundy County will provide drop-off locations to replace them.

Institute 5 additional recyclable drop-off locations at convenience centers to be
constructed.

Adapt the recycling collection and processing system to allow business
participation.

Adapt a recyclable collection program to any industry which generates more than
100 tons of recyclables per year.

Establish a program to research industrial waste products within the region for
potential reduction/markets.

Negotiate for the disposal of Class III/IV waste at Marion County’s Class ITI/TV
landfill (to be constructed).

Hamilton County

Hamilton County has not yet met the 25% diversion/reduction goal based on the
requested variance.

Implement drop-off recycling in areas outside of Chattanooga.

- Chattanooga to expand its curbside recycling programs to all households.

Design/permit/construct a Class III/IV landfill. -

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Establish a "beneficial use" for the projected industrial sand waste.
Maintain operations of air curtain destructor by the City of Chattanooga.

Encourage/support/implement an industrial/commercial source reduction
program.

Expand existing municipal recycling programs where customers can separate their
commingled recyclables.

Establish a recyclable collection program to any industry which generates more
than 100 tons of recyclables per year.

Establish a program to research industrial waste products within the region for
potential reduction/markets.

Maintain all established drop-off and curbside recycling programs.

Marion County

Marion County has not yet met the 25% diversion/reduction goal based on the
requested variance.

Institute 5 recyclables drop-off locations at convenience centers to be constructed.
Design/permit/construct a Class III/IV disposal facility at the existing landfill.
Design/permit/construct/implement a yard waste composting facility.

Establish a recyclable collection program to any industry which generates more
than 50 tons per year of recyclables.

Establish a program to research industrial waste products for diversion/markets.
Establish a yard waste composting program.

Encourage/support/implement an industrial/commercial source reduction
program.

Maintain existing curbside recycling program.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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McMinn, Meigs and Polk Counties

As a "sub-regibn", McMinn, Meigs and Polk Counties have not yet met the 25%
diversion/reduction goal based on variances requested.

Meigs and Polk Counties, as individual entities, have met the 25%
diversion/reduction goal based on variance request (Polk County only).

McMinn County to provide drop-off recycling at the landfill’s residential drop-oft
facility plus two other locations.

Meigs and Polk Counties implement drop-off recycling at two of nine existing
convenience centers.

McMinn County to design/permit/construct a Class III/IV disposal facility at the
existing Class I landfill. '

Encourage/support/implement an industrial/commercial source reduction
program.

Design/permit/construct/implement a yard waste composting facility at the
McMinn County landfill {optional).

Establish a program to research industrial waste products for diversion/markets.

Rhea County

Rhea County has not yet met the 25% diversion/reduction goal based on the
requested variance. h

Implement drop-off recycling at each of 4 (2 existing, 2 to be constructed)
convenience centers.

Negotiate for the disposal of Class III/IV waste at he City of Chattanooga’s
Summit landfill.

Encourage/support/implement industrial /commercial source reduction program.
Continue existing curbside recycling programs.
Establish a program to research industrial waste products for diversion/markets.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Tabular and graphic summaries follow in Table 1V-3 and Figure 1V-3.
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For further details regarding the information given in these summary tables and figures,
please refer to the individual county reports.

It is recommended that for coordination and implementation purposes, the region form
an office with accompanying staff to implement the programs relating to public
information, education, waste reduction, source reduction and recycling. This office will
also be responsible for required data collection and reporting to the state. This office
is discussed in more detail in Chapter XI of this plan and the individual reports. Also,
please refer to Chapter XI and the individual reports for further information relating to
scheduling, implementation and milestones.

SETDD Solid Waste Plsn
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CHAPTER V

WASTE COLLECTION AND TRANSPORTATION

A. Introduction
The Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 states:

".. [E]ach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include ...
collection capability, including data detailing the different types of collection systems
and the population and areas which receive and do not receive such services ..."
[T.C.A. 68-31-815(b)(2)(B)]; and "... as part of the local plan required by Section
13 of the Act, each county or multi-county municipal solid waste disposal region
shall submit a plan for the adequate provision of collection services to the State
Planning Office. Such plan shall identify unmet needs and shall be updated
annually.” [T.CA. 68-31-851(b)]

This chapter documents the existing collection systems within the region and compares
these systems with minimum guidelines established by the State. Any areas which do not

meet State guidelines are then addressed in order to establish minimum service levels. - -

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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B. Implementation

The region’s existing collection/transportation systems range from green boxes
(unmanned drop-offs) in rural areas to door-to-door (curbside) collection in urban areas.
Minimal service requirements are established by the State on the basis of minimum
required number of convenience centers. This minimum number of convenience centers
is determined by population of the region served or by area (square miles) of the region
served. The lesser quantity of the two is then established as the minimum requirement
of the State. In certain instances the recommended number of convenience centers
exceeds the minimum requirements. This is done in order to provide a higher level of
service due to the area’s geography or specific demographics. Additionally, it has been
indicated by the State that the assured offering of a "higher level” of service than that
of convenience centers (such as door-to-door collection) will possibly be approved by the
State in lieu of convenience centers.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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C.

Summary/Recommendations

The following list summarizes the recommendations for collection and transportation:

+ Bledsoe/Sequatchie
» Provide 4 convenience centers in each county.
« Phase out existing green box clusters.

+ Maintain existing curbside collection within Pikeville and Dunlap.

+ Bradley County
« Provide 1 additional conveniehce center (total of 2).

« Maintain existing curbside/door-to-door collection in Cleveland and Charleston.

*  Grundy County
- Provide 5 additional convenience centers (total of 7).

« Phase out existing green box clusters.

+ Hamilton County
« Maintain existing collection programs.
- Develop contracts with private haulers to guarantee that service is available to
90% of county.
« Marion County
» Provide 5 convenience centers.
» Phase out existing green box clusters.

« Maintain existing curbside/door-to-door collection programs.

SETDD Sclid Waste Plan
Chapter V
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« McMinn County
» Maintain existing convenience center.
» Maintain existing collection programs.

« Develop contracts with private haulers to guarantee that service is available to
90% of county.

»  Meigs County
» Maintain existing convenience centers.

» Maintain existing collection services/programs.

+ Polk County
+ Maintain existing convenience centers.

» Maintain existing collection services/programs.

» Rhea County
» Provide 2 additional convenience centers (total of 4).
» Maintain existing collection services/programs..

»  Weigh options involved concerning the installation of a transfer station.

Tables V-1 through V-4 along with Figures V-1 and V-2 summarize the existing services,
the minimum State requirements, the recommendations and the associated costs.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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TABLE V-1:

Summary of Existing Waste Collection and Transportation

Existing Services:
Curbside/ Convenience Transfer
Green Box | Door-to-Door | Centers, Qty | Station, Qty
Bledsoe Y Y 0 0
Bradley N Y 1 0
Grundy Y N 2 0
Hamilton N Y 0 2
Marion Y Y 0 0
McMinn N Y . 1 0
Meigs N Y 3 0
Polk N Y 6 0
Rhea Y Y 2 0
Sequatchie Y Y 0 0
Total 15 2

V-5
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TABLE V-4:

Summary of Recommendations

Summary of Recommendations

Convenience | Transfer
Green Box | Door-to-Door Centers Station
Bledsoe A B C D
Bradley b B B D
Grundy A D C E
Hamilton D B E B
Marion A B C D
McMinn D B B.E D
Meigs D B B D
Polk D B B D
Rhea A B C D
Sequatchie A B C D

LEGEND: A -Phase Out

B - Maintain Existing
C - Install/Implement
D - Not Included

E - To be determined
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For further details regarding the information given in these summary tables and figures,
please refer to the individual county reports.

For information relating to staffing, please reference Section 7 of the individual reports.
For information relating to scheduling, implementation, financing and funding, please
refer to Chapter XI of this plan.

It is recommended that for coordination and implementation purposes, the region form
an office with accompanying staff to implement the programs relating to public
information, education, waste reduction, source reduction and recycling. This office
should also be responsible for required data collection and reporting to the state. This
office is discussed in more detail in Chapter XI of this plan and in the individual reports.

A map of the region, locating the existing and planned facilities can also be found as a
part of Chapter XI of this plan.
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CHAPTER VI \/;7@

RECYCLING

A. Introduction
The Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 states:

"... Each plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include ... a recycling

plan, including a description of current public and private recycling efforts and
planned efforts to enhance recycling within the county or region.” [T.C.A. 68-31-
815(b)(7)]

and "Effective January 1, 1996, each county shall provide ... one (1) or more sites for
collection of recyclable materials ..." [T.C.A. 68-31-863(a}]

"Each person or entity operating a collection site for recyclable materials shall
annually report the quantities of recyclable materials collected, by type of material,
to the region which shall then report ... [this information] ... to the State Planning
Office.” [T.CA. 68-31-863(b)]

This chapter documents the existing and planned recycling efforts within the region.
This information is then compared with minimum State requirements concerning
recycling and the availability of recycling centers to the public. If requirements have not
been met, recommendations are then made to upgrade/institate minimum levels of
service.

B. Implementation

The region’s existing recycling services are sumrmnarized in Table VI-1. From this table
it can be seen that only 3 of the 10 regional counties do not have any type of existing
recycling program. The existing programs in the other 7 counties range from drop-off
programs to extensive curbside systems and central processing facilities. In addition to
these, several private businesses and industries have initiated their own recycling
programs.

It is recommended that the region establish and maintain an office whose purpose,
among other responsibilities, would be to coordinate recycling activities and education.
Through this office, the recyclables recovered by the 10 counties could be pooled for sale
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to end-users or brokers thus achieving substantial recyclable quantities and higher
market pricing. This office will also act as the liaison between the counties and the
State’s office of cooperative marketing.
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TABLE VI-1:
Existing Recycling Programs

Co-Mingled
Central Processing
Curbside Drop-Off Buy Back Processing Facilities
Bledsoe none none none none none
Bradley Cleveland yes none none none
Grundy none Tracy City none none none
Coalmont
Hamilton Chattanooga Chattanooga none none Orange Grove
Look-Out Mtn. Collegedale BFI
Red Bank Orange Grove
East Ridge '
Signal Mtn.
Marion South Pittsburgh County none none none
‘ South Pittsburgh _
McMinn none Athens none none none
Etowah
County
Meigs none none none none __none
Polk none none none none none
Rhea Dayton yes northern Rhea none " none
_ Spring City _
‘{Sequatchie none Dunlap none none none
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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C. Recommendations/Comments

Based on information summarized in Table VI-1, recommendations were made regarding
the maintenance of existing systems along with the initialization of additional services
and systems. A summary of these recommendations follows:

» Bledsoe/Sequatchie Counties

Implement drop-off recycling at convenience centers.

Establish a recyclable collection program to any industry which generates more
than 100 tons of recyclables/year.

Establish a program to research industrial waste products with regard to potential
markets. '

» Bradley County

Implement drop-off recycling at convenience centers.
Maintain drop-off recycling at the Keep America Beautiful facility.
Maintain curbside recycling program in Cleveland.

Establish a program to research industrial waste products with regard to potential
markets.

+ Grundy County

Maintain existing drop-off programs.

Establish a recyclable collection program to any industry which generates more
than 100 tons of recyclables/year.

Establish a program to research industrial waste products with regard to potential
markets.
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Hamilton County

Establish a recyclable collection program to any industry which generates more
than 100 tons of recyclables/year.

Establish a program to reseafch industrial waste products with regard to potential
markets.

Expand Chattanooga’s curbside collection program to include all Chattanooga
households.

Implement 3 drop-off recycling in areas outside of Chattanooga.
Maintain existing curbside and drop-off recycling programs.

Maintain existing materials recovery systems.

Marion County

Implement drop-off recycling at convenience centers.

Establish a recyclable collection program to any industry which generates more
than 50 tons of recyclables/year.

Establish a prograin to research industrial waste products with regard to potential -
markets.

Maintain existing recycling programs.

McMinn County

Establish a program to research industrial waste products with regard to potential
markets.

Provide drop-off recycling at the landfill.

Maintain existing drop-off recycling programs.
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+  Meigs County

» Establish a program to research industrial waste products with regard to potential
markets.

+ Provide drop-off recycling at the existing convenience center near Decatur.

+ Provide drop-off recycling at other convenience centers (optional).

« Polk County

+ Establish a program to research industrial waste products with regard to potential
markets.

+ Provide drop-off recycling at the existing convenience center near Benton.

» Provide drop-off recycling at other convenience centers (optional).

+ Rhea County
~ » Implement drop-off recycling at convenience centers.
- Maintain existing curbside and drop-off recycling programs.
« Establish a program to research industrial waste products with regard to potential

markets.

A tabular summary of these findings is presented in Tables VI-2 through VI-4. These
tables summarize the type of systems to be utilized, the number of households served,
the targeted recyclables along with estimated quantities recovered. Costs associated with
the proposed drop-off programs are then summarized in Table VI-5.
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TABLE VI-2:

Recycling Summary

Recommendations # of Households
Door-to- Drop- # of Door-to-  DProp-Off/
Door Off MRF  Drop-Offs Door Conv. Ctr.
Bledsoe Maintain Y N 4 783 3,261
Bradley Maintain Y N 2 11,285 3,500
Grundy N Maintain N 2 0 3,261
Hamilton Maintain Y Maintain 3 68,315 43,484
Marion Maintain Y N 5 3,198 6,516
McMinn N Y N 3 0 6,818
Meigs N Y N 1 0 523
Polk N Y N 1 0 382
Rhea Maintain Y N 4 3,124 5,708
Sequatchie {| Maintain Y N 4 1,700 3,287
~{Total 29 88,405 76,740
NOTE: Grundy County has already met its diversion goal; items/quantites shown

are for information in the event Grundy County chooses to start a drop-oft
program.
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1)

2)

TABLE VI-4:

Estimated 1995 Recovered Recyclable Quantltles

Estimated Quantity Recovered, Tons Estimated

Drop-Off Curbside Total
| Proposed Existing Proposed - Existing Recovery
Bledsoe 120 0 0 0 120
Bradley 0 349 0 995 1,344
Grundy 120 0 0 0 120
Hamilton 1940 3092 2472 2125 9,629
Marion 239 0 0 0 239
McMinn 25 274 0 0 299
Meigs 18 0 0 0 18
Polk 14 0 0 0 14
Rhea 210 0 0 857 1,067
Sequatchie 122 0 0 0 122
Total 2,808 3,715 2,472 3,977 12,972
NOTE:

Grundy County has already met its diversion goal; quantities shown are

for information in the event the county chooses to start a drop-off program.
Hamilton County quantites exclude air curtain destructors, asphalt recycling,
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A summary of the region’s existing and proposed recycling programs and its relationship
to the diversion goal is included in Table VI-6.
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CHAPTER VII

COMPOSTING, SOLID WASTE PROCESSING,
WASTE-TO-ENERGY AND INCINERATION CAPACITY

1.0 General
1.1 Composting

Composting is addressed for specific counties within the 10-county region. Yardwaste
composting programs are addressed for Bradley and Marion counties. Please refer to those
individual county reports for information concerning these issues.

1.2 Incineration Capacity

The 10-county region does contain incineration capacity in the form of air curtain
destructors in individual counties. Please refer to those individual reports for further
information regarding this capacity.

1.3 Solid Waste Processing and Waste-to-Energy

The possibility of the construction and operation of a waste-to-energy facility was
investigated for the Southeast Tennessee Region,  There are several industries and
companies within this region which use steam, chilled water or hot water in their
manufacturing process and would therefore represent potential energy customers for a.
waste-to-energy facility.

The primary goals and objectives of implementing a waste-to-energy facility for this region -
include two main items. First, through the combustion of MSW the volume is reduced by

- approximately 90%. This results in a large savings in available landfill space, and thus cost
savings. Secondly, a waste-to-energy facility offers an additional revenue source from the
‘sale of energy. This additional revenue stream can be used to offset the disposal cost of the
waste. I viable, a waste-to-energy project may offer a community an alternative which is,
overall, less expensive then other options available to them.

2.0 Energy Market Survey

A survey of the available energy market within the region was conducted with primary focus
( on Hamilton, Bradley and McMinn counties. This involved the contact of several industries
T A= g .t P
and manufacturing Tacilities to determine terest and energy needs/requirements. These
energy needs include the use of steam, chilled water or hot water. The production of
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electricity for sale to TVA (the region’s utility) was not addressed as the primary source of
revenue due to TVA’s low production costs and thus, low electricity purchase price. A
summary of the companies contacted is included in Table VII-1.

Energy market survey forms for all of the companies interviewed either in person or by
telephone are also available, but are NOT included with in the appendix information. Most
of this information is sensitive with regard to production costs relating to competition. This
information can be made available upon request to governmental officials.
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The results of this survey identified six (6) areas/companies which could possibly result in
a viable waste-to-energy project. The identification of these six areas was based on the
amount and usage of energy by the company (in the form of steam, chilled water or hot
water) or on the availability of several energy customers within the area. These six
areas/companies are as follows:

1) E.L DuPont De Nemours & Company; north of the downtown Chattanooga
area.

2) Southern Chattanooga/Forest Hills Cemetery/Central Avenue Area; Primary
companies: Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose Products.

3) Bowater, Inc.; Calhoun, TN.

4) Old Tasso Road, Cleveland, TN.; Companies include Coppinger & Affiliates,
Georgia-Pacific, Westvaco Folding Carton, Eaton Corporation, Hardwick
Clothes, Permna Color and Allied Signal.

5) Bradley Industrial Park; Cleveland, TN.; Companies include United Knitting,
Newly Wed Foods, Catnapper, Johnston Coca-Cola and Peyton’s Southeast.

 6) Olin Corporation; Charleston, TN.

Of these six (6) potential waste—to-énergy projects, all but two were eliminated due to either
the lack of a substantial energy market or the lack of response/interest of the companies
involved. The two remaining companies/areas which were investigated are as follows:

1) E.L. DuPont De Nemours & Company; north of the downtown Chattanooga
area.

2) Southern Chattanooga/Forest Hills Cemetery/Central Avenue Area; Primary
companies: Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose Products.

3.0 Evaluation Approach
3.1 General

The two alternates described above form the basis of the waste-to-energy evaluation for this
region. These two alternates are discussed in detail in sections which follow, but first
several additional aspects of a waste-to-energy option must be explored. Due to the state
mandated 25% recycling/reduction goal, recyclables must be removed from the waste
stream. Also, landfills must be provided to take any material which would not go to a
waste-to-energy facility and to also accept the ash residue after the combustion process.
Based on these conditions, a fully integrated approach will be taken in this waste-to-energy
analysis, This approach will include the evaluation of not only the waste-to-energy
* facility(s), but also recycling/RDF facilities, transfer stations and landfills.
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3.2 Design Philosophy

The Southeast Development District consists of 10 counties covering a total area of 3,780
square miles. Because of this vast area, the demographics and logistics mandate that the
area be divided into smaller sections which would then collect the MSW, remove the
recyclables, dispose. of residues/construction/demolition waste (and other waste not suited
for combustion at a waste-to-energy facility) and transport the refuse-derived fuel (RDF)
to either of the two potential waste-to-energy sites.

From an examination of existing waste transportation/disposal practices already in place
within the region, the ten county region was divided into four (4) areas in order to simplify
the integrated waste-to-energy analysis. Figure VII-1 represents the 10 (ten) county region’s
and Figure VII-2 shows the division of the region into these four areas.

In order to simplify the processing and handling of the MSW and RDF, one location within
each area had to be selected for that area’s recycling/RDF facility. Based on existing
transportation and waste disposal patterns and through discussions with the local authorities
and governmenta!l officials, the respective recycling/RDF facilities were located at existing
landfill facilities. There are two major reasons for this selection; 1) the present
transportation flows of the waste to these locations are already established and 2) there is
going to be waste delivered to, and generated at, the recycling/RDF facilities which would
. not be transported to a waste-to-energy facility for combustion. These include construction

and demolition materials, along with some residue material from the recycling/RDF process.
- For these reasons, the landfill locations were chosen for the recycling/RDF facilities.

Where necessary, the transfer of portions of the raw MSW stream is also evaluated. These
transfer evaluations where included to facilitate the movement of the MSW within each area
in order to remove recyciables and process the MSW into RDF. These evaluations are
included in Section 4.4 to follow.

Figure VII-3 shows the flow patterns and facilities of each of the four areas and the region
as a whole. A summary of the design concept for this integrated waste disposal evaluation
is shown in Table VII-2. It should be noted that 1998 projected waste quantities are used
throughout this chapter for sizing of facilities and transportation cost estimates. This is
projected to be the first year of operation of a waste-to-energy facility.
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For Area 3:

MSW from Grundy County would be brought to the Grundy County Landfill site
where the MSW would be transferred to trailer transport via a new transfer station.
From here the MSW would be transferred to the area’s recycling/RDF facility at the
Bledsoe County landfill. Sequatchie and Bledsoe counties would also transport their
MSW to the recycling/RDF facility located at the Bledsoe County Landfill. At this
point, the recyclables would be removed from the wastestream and transported to
market. The remaining RDF would then be transported to one of the two potential
waste-to-energy sites in Chattanooga.

For Area 4:

MSW from Rhea County would be brought to the area’s recycling/RDF facility
located at the Rhea County landfill. After separating the recyclables from the
wastestream, the remaining RDF would be transported to one of the two potential
waste-to-energy sites in Chattanooga.

A simple flow diagram is presented in Figure VII-4 to further explain the waste
handling/processing/transportation scenario.

4.0 Transportation
4.1 General

As stated earlier, the Southeast Development District consists of 10 counties covering a total
area of 3,780 square miles. Due to this vast area, the transportation requirements and the
" ‘associated costs play a critical role in any waste disposal plan. The transportation analysis
is further complicated by the position of a facility based on criteria outside the needs of
transport (i.e. availability of facility, willingness to host facility, geology, etc.). From an
examination of existing waste transportation/disposal practices already in place within the
region, the ten county region was divided into four (4) areas as described in the previous
section. This was done in order to simplify the transport of the MSW to a recycling/RDF
. facility, the residuals to a landfill, the RDF to one of the two potential waste-to-energy sites
and the ash to a landfill facility. Figure VII-1 shows the 10 (ten) county region and its
major roadways, railways and waterways.

4.2 Alternates

The division of the ten county region into these four processing/transportation areas (as
represented in Figure VII-2) simplifies the transportation evaluation. In viewing Figure VI-
1, it is recognized that the ten county region offers some unique transportation alternates.
Not only is the more common alternate of roadway transport available to the counties, but
two other modes become evident; river transport (barging) and railway. In examining
Figure VII-1, it is evident that all of the areas have access to roadways as well as railways
and areas 2 and 4 also have access to the Tennessee River. Each of these modes of
transport, 1)roadway 2) waterway and 3) railway were examined as to the viability and
economics for each area and the region as a whole.
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TABLE, VII-2: Description of Areas and Respective Facilities

Area Counties Waste Quantity Facilities
Tons/Year
1 Hamilton 461,350 Waste-to-Energy
Marion 21,745 Recycling/RDF
Bradley 62,758 Transfer Stations
545,853 Landfills
2 McMinn 41,365 Recycling/RDF
Meigs 2,811 Landfill
Polk 6.013
50,189
3 Bledsoe 5,490 Recycling/RDF
Grundy 5,714 _ Landfiil
Sequatchie 4,987
16,191
4 Rhea 18,467 Recycling/RDF
_ Landfill
Total 630,700

Referring to Table VII-2, and Figure VII-3:
For Area 1.

MSW from Marion and Bradley counties will be delivered to each respective
counties’ landfill. At this point, the MSW will be loaded onto transfer trailers to be
hauled to the area’s recycling/RDF facility to be located at the City of Chattanooga’s
Summitt landfill. Waste presently being delivered to the Hamilton County landfill
north of Chattanooga will also be transferred to the Summitt Landfill for recycling
and RDF processing. The recyclables pulled from the waste stream at the
recycling/RDF facility would be sold and transported to market; the RDF produced
would then be transferred from the Summit Landfill location to either of the two
potential waste-to-energy locations for combustion. After combustion, the ash
residue would then be transferred back to the Summitt landfill for disposal.

For Area 2;

MSW from Polk, Meigs and McMinn counties would be delivered to the area’s
recycling/RDF facility in McMinn County at the McMinn County landfill. At this
point the recyclables would be separated from the wastestream and sent to market.
The remaining RDF would then be transported to one of the two potentlal waste-to-
energy facility sites in Chattanooga
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Figure VII -4 : MSW/RDF/Ash Flow Diagram
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Please note, due to the close proximity of the two alternates identified as potential energy
customers, for purposes of this evaluation, transportation distances to these sites are
assumed to be the same.

4.3 Basis of Evaluation

A description of the four tramsportation areas and the associated transport/transfer/
processing scenarios for each are described in the prior section in Table VII-2 and
graphically shown in Figure VII-3. It is important to understand that the transportation
alternates examined for this study do not include every waste disposal vehicle which picks-
up, transfers or hauls waste within the ten county region. With the exception of some intra-
area MSW transfer stations described in Section 4.4, this evaluation focuses primarily on the
regional transport of two materials: the RDF and the ash residue. This evaluation examines
the transport of these items in the following ways:

1) | Transport of RDF from the recyclmg/RDF facilities to the waste-to-energy
locations.

2)  Transport of the residue ash from the waste-to-energy facility(s) to a Iandfill.

Figure VII-3 illustrates the basics of the transport needs for these alternates. Basically, from
 this figure, it can be seen that the counties must transport their waste to their respective
area recycling/RDF facility and the subsequent RDF must then move to the one of the two
potential waste-to-energy sites in Chattanooga. Discards from each of these recycling/RDF
facilities must go to a landfill and the resulting ash from the combustion process must also
be transported to a landfill facility. (It is assumed for this evaluation that the ash residue is
transported to the City of Chattancoga’s Summitt landfill for disposal.)

4.4 Transfer Stations

As mentioned in sections 3.2 and 4.3, this evaluation includes four (4) transfer stations to
transfer the MSW from one location within an area to that same area’s recycling/RDF
facility for processing. These transfer station locations/descriptions are summarized as
follows:

1) Marion County to transfer MSW from the Marion County landfill to Area 1’s
recycling/RDF facility at the Summitt Landfill in Hamilton County.

2) Bradley County to transfer MSW from the Bradley County landfill to Area 1’s
recycling/RDF facility at the Summitt Landfill in Hamilton County.

3) Hamilton County to transfer MSW from the Hamilton County (Harrison)
landfill to Area 1’s recycling/RDF facility at the Summitt Landfill in Hamilton
County.
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4) Grundy County to transfer MSW from the Grundy County landfill to Area 3’s
' recycling/RDF facility at the Bledsoe County landfill.

Table VII-3 summarizes the quantities of MSW transferred, the estimated capital cost for
the transfer station, the estimated annual operating costs and the distances/transportation
costs associated with the transfers.

TABLE VII-3 : Transfer Station Summary

Station Tons/ Capital Annual Mileage Trips | Cost/ Total
Year | Cost Operating Round per Mile Mileage
Cost Frip Year Cost

Iu Marion 21,745 $710,000 $105,000 100 1360 $1.82 $247,520
Bradley 62,758 $970,000 $130,000 40 3923 $1.82 $285,594
Hamilton | 52,594 $800,000 $110,000 50 3288 $1.82 $299,208
Grundy 5,714 $370,000 $50,000 20 358 $1.82 $58,640
$2,850,000 $395,000 | $890,962

NOTE: The Hamilton County Harrison Station quantity is based on 11.4% of the total Hamilton County
wasteshed which is the same as the 1993 percentage.

(The transportation costs used in this analysis were developed by The University of
Tennessee County Technical Assistance Service (CTAS). These costs/mile are based on
32,000 pounds/trip and include all capital and operating costs associated with tractor trailer
hauling.) ' o

4.5 RDF and Ash Transportation

Once the waste has been processed at one of these four facilities, the subsequent RDF must
be transported to the potential waste-to-energy site(s) for combustion and subsequent energy
generation. The following modes of transport were evaluated in order to arrive at the most
cost effective method of transportation for each area and the region as a whole.

4.5.1 Roadway Transportation

Figure VII-1 shows that all of the ten (10) counties of the region are setved by major
interstates or highways. From this map, approximate distances were calculated in order to
determine the roadway mileage from each of the four recycling/RDF facilities to either of
the two potential waste-to-energy facility sites. Table VII-4 is the result of these mileage
calculations. '
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TABLE V1I-4 : Roadway Transportation Costs

Routing Mileage RDF or Trips | Cost/ | Total Cost | Cost/
Round Ash per Mile Ton
Trip
Area 1to WIE 50 328,604 20,538 } $1.82 | $1,868,958 | $5.69 I
Area 2 to WIE 120 30,214 1,889 | $1.82 | $412,558 | $13.65 "
Area 3 to WITE 100 9,747 610 | $1.82{ $111,020 | $11.39
Area 4 to WTE 80 11,137 695 | $1.82 | $101,192 | $9.10
WTE Ash to Area 1 50 39,107 2,445 | $1.82 | $222495 $5.69
Total 418,789 $2,716,223 | $6.49

(The transportation costs used in this analysis were developed by The University of
Tennessee County Technical Assistance Service (CTAS). These costs/mile/ton include all
capital and operating costs associated with tractor trailer hauling.)

4.5.2 Waterway Transportation

As can be seen in viewing Figure VII-1, the ten county region does have access to waterway
- transportation by way of the Tennessee River. The river could serve as a transport method
for Areas 2 and 4 if proper barge loading facilities were constructed for these areas and for
unloading purposes in Hamilton County. Area 3 does not have access to the Tennessee
River and. although Area 1 does access the river, since Hamilton County is the host to the
potential waste-to-energy sites, it would not be economically viable to have RDF transported
by river for this area.

- From Table VII-2, it can be calculated that Areas 2 and 4 generate approximately 52,000
* tons per year of MSW. Recognizing that only a portion of the MSW actually becomes RDF,
the two areas combined would generate less than 1,000 tons per week. Based on this
quantity, it would not be economically viable to transport the RDF by waterway for these
areas. ‘

4.5.3 Railway Transportation

The ten county region is well served by railways. Referring back to Figure VII-1, it can be
seen that railways serve every county within the region. In order to research the possibility
of transfer of the waste by rail, the Norfolk Southern railway was contacted. Through
discussions with Norfolk Southern, it was determined that even though every county is
served by rail, the volume of RDF being transferred by the individual areas is not enough
to make rail transportation economically viable.
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4.5.4 Summary

Based on the review of the three transportation modes available to this region, (roadway,
waterway and railway), along with the region’s demographics, the economics dictate that
roadway transportation is the most cost effective. This is primarily due to the fact that the
majority of the waste shed is in close proximity to the two potential waste-to-energy sites.
If this were not the case, the waterway or railway transport would probably be the most
economical.

5.0 Recycling/RDF Facilities
5.1 Location and Quantity of Facilities

For an RDF/combustion alternative, solid waste disposal is an intense material handling
process including the transportation of the waste from central collection points to the
- processing or disposal facility. As described earlier, the 10-county region was divided into
four distinct processing/transportation areas in order to simplify the processing and
transportation of the MSW and RDF. Each of these four areas would be served by its own
recycling/RDF facility in order to separate recyclables from the waste stream and to transfer
the remaining RDF to the waste-to-energy facility.

5.2 General Description of Facilities

Most all recycling programs require some type of central facility to receive, sort, store and
ship the recyclables collected. The step beyond this scenario involves the separation of the
recyclables from the waste stream at a central facility. These facilities are referred to as
Materials Recovery Facility (MRF). These facilities are normally classified in two
categories, 2 "ciean" MRF or a "dirty" MRF. The "clean" MRF is an offspring of a source
separation or curbside program. Under this classification, recyclables are collected in a
"commingled" state; the recyclables are separated from the waste stream, but are not
individually separated. These commingled recyclables are received at a "clean" MRF for
further individual separation.

The second category is a "dirty" MRF. This central facility receives the municipal solid
waste in an "as-collected” state. Then through the use of technology and/or manual labor,
the recyclables are removed from the waste stream. Because a waste-to-energy facility is
going to be using a portion of the wastestream as refuse-derived fuel (RDF), this is the type
of facility which has been selected for this evaluation. Additional reasons for selecting this
type of facility include, first, recovery rates of the recyclables in the waste stream are
normally higher with this method. This is primarily due to the fact that there is close to a
100% participation rate; the facility receives all of the MSW produced in the given area.
The facility is not relying on citizen participation. Secondly, even with a curbside or
commingled recyclables approach, some type of central facility is still required. And finally,
with a "dirty” MRF, the added cost of compartmentalized collection vehicles along with the
associated operating expenses is avoided. The existing operation of collection vehicles is not
disrupted. ' |
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5.2 Size of Facility(s)

The ten Tennessee counties involved in this study include: Bledsoe, Bradley, Grundy,

Hamilton, Marion, McMinn, Meigs, Polk, Rhea and Sequatchie.

From the waste

projections, the 1998 waste stream associated with these counties is shown in Table VII-5

below.

TABLE VII-5: Projected 1998 Regional Waste Generation

" County Annual Waste Generation, Tons

1 Bledsoe 5,490 |
2 Bradley 62,758
3 Grundy 5,714
4 Hamilton 461,350
5 Marion 21,745
6 McMinn 41,365
7 Meigs 2,811
8 Polk 6,013
9 Rhea 18,467
10 Sequatchie 4,987

TOTAL 630,760

From this table, the total 1998 projected waste generated on an annual basis is 630,700 tons.
Referencing Figure VII-2, the four transportation areas include the following counties: Area
1 - Hamilton, Marion and Bradley Counties, Area 2 - McMinn, Meigs, and Polk Counties,
Area 3 - Bledsoe, Grundy and Sequatchie Counties and Area 4 - Rhea County. Based on
this grouping, the quantity of waste generated for each of the four areas is shown in Table
VII-6 below:

TABLE VII - 6: Regional Division into Transportation Areas

l AREA 4
Hamilton | 461,350 | McMinn | 41,365 || Bledsoe 5,490 §| Rhea 18,467
“ Marion 21,745 Grundy 5,714
“ Bradley 62,758 Sequatchie | 4,987
“ TOTAL 545,853JFTOTAL 50,189 " TOTAL 16,191 | TOTAL ‘18,46‘7
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Based on a 5 day/week operating schedule, these 4 areas would have recycling/RDF
facilities sized at the following capacities:

Areal - 2099 TPD
Area 2 - 193 TPD
Area 3 - 62 TPD

Area 4 - 71 TPD

5.3 Conceptual Design

There is a wide array of different methods to remove the recyclable material from the waste
stream. These methods vary from very low tech, labor intensive "hand picking" approach
to the automated/mechanized methods, some of which are extremely high tech. This report
will look at 1) low tech, labor intensive, component systems in which pricing for individual
components was obtained, a conceptual design was done and construction/installation costs
were estimated and 2) automated vendor systems in which pricing was obtained for the
system and construction/installation costs were added.

5.3.1 Low Tech Systems

Figures VII-5 through VII-8 show conceptual floor plans for low tech facilities corresponding
to the four sizes discussed in Section 5.2. A description of these facilities is as follows:

5.3.1.1 Area 1 Recycling/RDF Facility

Referring to Figure VII-5, the collection trucks enter the tipping floor area and dump the
MSW. The MSW is then moved with a front end loader either to a storage area of the
tipping floor to await processing, or to one of the two infeed conveyors. While the MSW
is on the. tipping floor and when the MSW is loaded onto the infeed conveyor, any non-
contaminated corrugated cardboard and paper products are pulled out of the waste stream
to be baled and marketed. Once the MSW is on one of the infeed conveyors, it is conveyed
through a bag opening device. This piece of machinery opens the plastic "garbage" bags so
that the recyclables are more easily retrieved.

Once the bags have been opened, the MSW is conveyed up an inclined conveyor to an
elevated picking conveyor. The picking conveyor consists of individual stations in which
workers will sort through the MSW and remove whatever particular item that their station
is responsible for removing. The first picking station is for the removal of HDPE plastic;
or in its most common form, plastic milk jugs. The picker will remove the HDPE from the
conveyor and drop it into a chute. The HDPE will fall through the chute to a conveyor
below. This conveyor transports the HDPE to a "staging area” to await baling. The HDPE
will collect in this location until there is enough material to make a full bale. Once there
is enough HDPE to make a bale, a Bobcat loader will move the HDPE from this area onto
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a recessed conveyor which will feed the HDPE into a baler. Once a bale is complete and
banded by the baling machine, a forklift will pick the bale up and put it in a storage area
until there is enough bales for a full tractor trailer load to be transported to an end-user.

The second picking station removes the PET plastic in the same manner and procedure in
which the HDPE is removed. PET in its most common form is soft drink bottles.

The next 3 picking stations remove glass containers. The first station removes the clear
glass containers, the second removes the green glass and the third station removes the
amber or brown glass. The glass containers are removed from the conveyor and deposited
in the chutes at the picking station in the same manner in which the HDPE and PET are
removed. However, these containers pass through the chute to a small conveyor belt (one
per picking station - clear, green & amber). This belt conveys the containers to a glass
crusher which crushes the containers and deposits the crushed glass in a gaylord box. Once
full, this box is then picked up by the forklift and moved to a storage area, and an empty
gaylord is put in its place. Once there are enough gaylord boxes full of glass, they will be
loaded onto a truck to be transported to an end-user.

The next picking station will be used for nonferrous metals such as copper, brass, scrap
aluminum (not beverage cans), etc. These items are simply removed from the picking
conveyor and deposited in the chutes at the picking station. The nonferrous materials will
fall onto a conveyor which carries the material to a roll-off container. Once full, this roll-
off container is transported by a truck to a local scrap yard. If, after operations begin, it is
found that there is a large amount of one particular type of nonferrous material (such as
copper), that item could be segregated to be marketed separately at a higher price.

The next station is for removal of aluminum beverage cans. Once again the cans are
removed from the picking conveyor and placed into the chute at this station. The aluminum
cans then fall onto a small conveyor belt which transports the cans to a can crusher and
blower. This device crushes the cans (in order to reduce the volume) which are then blown
into a 40 foot trailer.. The can crusher, blower and trailer is provided by the aluminum end-
user. When the trailer is full, the end-user, or purchaser,removes the trailer and replaces
it with an empty one.

After passing through this series of picking stations, the remaining MSW passes over a
magnetic head pulley. This pulley removes the ferrous materials and transfers it to a
separate ferrous picking conveyor. On this picking conveyor, all ferrous material except the
"tin" cans are removed from the conveyor and stored in dumping carts/roll-off containers.
The remaining "tin" cans are conveyed into a can densifier. The densifier compacts the cans
into small bales or biscuits which then are banded together to form a large bale. These
bales are then stored and shipped to an end-user.

The remaining MSW from the main picking conveyor falls to another conveying belt. At
this point the MSW is referred to as Refuse-Derived Fuel or RDF. This material is
conveyed into a tractor trailer truck to be transported to the waste-to-energy plant.

All of the arriving collection trucks and the departing RDF and recyclables trucks are
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weighed on a truck scale near the entrance to the facility. This enables the plant
management to keep records for billing purposes and waste stream management. Also, on
the facility’s grounds, an area is included to receive yard and wood waste to be mulched.
This mulch could then be sold at a minimal cost to be used by area residents or nurseries.

5.3.1.2 Area 2 Recycling/RDF Facility

Referring to Figure VII-6, the recycling/RDF facility for Area 2 operates identically in
concept to that of Area 1. The area 2 facility however, is much smaller with regard to
throughput capacity. Other differences include: 1) the Area 2 facility only has one (1)
picking line instead of two, and 2) the Area 2 facility has fewer pickers than Area 1.

5.3.1.3 Area 3 Recycling/RDF Facility

The recycling/RDF facility for Area 3 is much smaller than the facilities for Areas 1 and
2. Referring to Figure VII-7, the collection trucks enter the tipping floor area and dump
the MSW. The MSW is then moved with a bobcat loader either to a storage area of the
tlppmg floor to await processing, or to one of the infeed Conveyors. The infeed conveyor
is above floor level and has a small h0pper in which the MSW is dumped into with the use
of the bobcat loader. While the MSW is on the tipping floor and when the MSW is loaded
into the feed hopper, any non-contaminated corrugated cardboard and paper products are
pulied out of the waste stream to be baled and marketed. Once the MSW is on one of the
infeed conveyors, it is conveyed up a slight slope to be deposited onto a flat picking
conveyor. Before the MSW drops from the this conveyor onto the picking conveyor, it
passes over a magnetic pulley. The ferrous items, such as tin cans, etc. are pulled out of the
waste stream with this magnet and then "scraped” off of the conveyor belt and deposited into
a storage bin.

The picking conveyor consists of individual stations in which workers will sort through the
MSW and extract the particular item that their station is responsible for removing, The first
picking station is for the removal of HDPE plastic; or in its most common form, plastic milk
jugs. The picker will remove the HDPE from the conveyor and drop it into a self dumping
storage bin. Once this bin is full, it will be replaced with an empty one and the collected
HDPE will be dumped into a "holding" area. Once there is enongh HDPE to make a bale,
a Bobcat loader will move the HDPE from this area onto a conveyor which will feed the
HDPE into a baler. Once a bale is complete and banded, a forklift will pick the bale up
and put it in a storage area until there is enough bales for a full tractor trailer load to be
transported to a market.

The next picking station is for PET plastic and it is handled in the same manner as the
HDPE.

The next series of picking stations are for the glasses (clear, green and amber) and the non-
ferrous and aluminum items. The glasses are hand sorted by color (clear, green and amber)
and deposited into self dumping storage bins. When these bins are full, they are dumped
into one of three glass crushers. This device crushes the glass and drops it into a gaylord
box placed under the outlet of the machine. Once these gaylord boxes are full, they are
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replaced and put into a storage area until there is enough glass to make a full truck load
to be transported to market.

The non-ferrous metals are stored in a roll-off container until full and the aluminum cans
are dumped into a can crusher and blower which flattens the cans and blows them into the
back of a 40 foot trailer. The crusher/blower and trailer are provided by the aluminum
end-user. Once the trailer is full, the end-user will replace it with an empty.

The remaining waste, which is now in the form of a refuse-derived fuel, is conveyed into an
awaiting tractor trailer truck to be transported to the waste-to-energy facility. All incoming
MSW loads and outgoing recyclable and RDF loads are weighed on a truck scale in order
to keep tracking of billings and revenues.

5.3.1.4 Area 4 Recycling/RDF Facility

The Area 4 recycling/RDF facility (Figure VII-8), is identical to the Area 3 facility. The
only difference is that the Area 4 facility has a few less pickers.

5.3.2 Automated/Mechanized Systems

These systems typically consist of several pieces of equipment which size and classify the
different components of the MSW stream and for the most part, automatically segregates
the different recyclables. They are some very elaborate and sophisticated systems, however,
it appears all of the systems offered still reqmre a certain amount of manual labor in the
separation process.

5.4 Capital Cost Estimate

There are several different approaches which can be used in the development of cost
estimates. The two extremes are 1) the conventual design/bid/construct approach and 2)
the full service/turn-key approach. The cost estimates contained herein are based on the
conventional public works, design/bid/construct, procurement approach. Turn-Key/Full
Service budgetary pricing was solicited from ten (10) automated/mechanized system
vendors, however, only three (3) responded. One major reason for this was that the
majority of these vendors only supply systems for a "clean" MRF and subsequently, their
systems were not designed for "as collected" MSW. In addition to these three responses,
budgetary pricing was solicited from component vendors in order to estimate costs for a low
tech "component system". The following section summarizes the results of the budgetary

pricing/design.
5.4.1 Low Tech Component System

Capital costs have been developed for the low tech component systems described in Section
5.3 and shown in Figures VII-S through VII-8. A breakdown of these cost estimates are
given in Tables VII-7 through VII-10 for areas 1, 2, 3 and 4 respectively.
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TABLE VII-7

AREA 1 Recycling/RDF Facility

Component System
Capital Cost Estimate

Maior Equipment OTY

Unit Price

1. Front End Loader
2. Bobcat Loader
3. Forklift
3. Bag Opener
4, Infeed/Incline Conveyor
6. Picking Conveyor w/Mezzanine
8. Magnetic Separator
9. HDPE Conveyor
10. PET Conveyor
11. Glass Conveyor
12. Non-ferrous Conveyor
13. Aluminum Conveyor
14. Ferrous Conveyor
15. RDF Conveyor
16. Baler
17. Baler Conveyor
16. Glass Crusher
17. Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower
19. Tin Can Densifier
20. Non-ferrous 13 yd roli-off container
21. Ferrous Scrap 13 yd roll-off container
22. Muicher/Shredder
23. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook-Up
24. Truck Scale Pit '
25. Environmental Control System & Baghouse
26. Instrumentation
27. Electrical Switchgear
28. Pick-Up Truck
29. RDF Tractor Trailer
Sub-Total Major Equipmnet incl. Freight

VII-29
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$120,000
$20,000
$20,000
$95,000
$67,000
$128,000
incl.
$32,000
$32,000
$8,000
$32,000
$32,000
$32,000
$32,000
$150,000
$45,0C0
$4,500
n.a.
$40,000
$3,200
$3,200
$150,000
$40,000
$17,500
$150,000
$50,000
$35,000
$20,000

incl. w/Trans.

Total Price
$120,000
$20,000
$20,000
$190,000
$134,000
$256,000
$0
$32,000
$32,000
$24,000
$32,000
$32,000
$32,000
$32,000
$150,000
$45,000
$13,500
$0
$40,000
$6,400
$6,400
$150,000
$40,000
$17,500
$150,000
$50,000
$35,000
$20,000
50
$1,679,800
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Installation & Construction Unit Amount Unit Cost Total Price

Setting Equipment ) lot 1 $57,600 $57,600
Mechanical Work lot 1 $96,000 $96,000
Electrical Work lot 1 $26,000 $26,000
Land Acquisition (to be located @ existing landfill) n.a. - §0
Site Prep., Excav., Grading, etc. lot 1 $150,000 $150,000
Fencing If 2,200 $12.00 $26,400
Utilities . lot 1 $60,000 $60,000
Asphalt Paving sy 4,000  $1150 $46,000
Concrete Paving sy 2,000 $22.50 $45,000
Pre-Fab Building with Footers sf 142,500 $10.00  $1,425,000
6" Concrete Slab sf 142,500 $4.50 $641,250
Lighting | - of 139,500  $4.00  $558,000
HVAC (standard) sf 139,500 $3.00 $418,500
Plumbing & Bath fixtures 14 $4,000 $56,000
Sprinkler System sf 142,500 $2.00 - $285,000
Equipment Foundations : sf 3,900 $18.00 $70,200
Office Area sf 3,000 $25.00 $75.000
Sub-Total Installation & Construction $4,035,950
Sub-Total, Major Equipment, Installation & Construction $5,715,750
Engineering & Construction Management 17.5%  $1,000,256
Contingency 100%  $571.575
$7,287.581
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TABLE VII-8
AREA 2 Recycling/RDF Facility
Component System
Capital Cost Estimate

Major Equipment QTY

1. Front End Loader
2. Bobcat Loader
3. Forklift
3.Bag Opener
4. Infeed/Incline Conveyor
6. Picking Conveyvor w/Mezzanine
8. Magnetic Separator
9. HDPE Conveyor
10. PET Conveyor
11. Glass Conveyor
12. Non-ferrous Conveyor
13. Aluminum Conveyor
14. Ferrous Conveyor
15. RDF Conveyor
16. Baler
17. Baler Conveyor
16. Glass Crusher
17. Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower
19. Tin Can Densifier
20. Non-ferrous 13 yd roll-off container
21. Ferrous Scrap 13 yd roll-off container
22. Muicher Shredder
23. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook-Up
24. Truck Scale Pit
25. Environmental Control System & Baghouse
26. Instrumentation
27. Electrical Switchgear
28. Pick-Up Truck
29. RDF Tractor Trailer
Sub-Total Major Equipmnet incl. Freight

Unit Price Total Price

1 $120,000 $120,000
1 $20,000 $20,000
1 $20,000 $20,000
1 $95,000 $95,000
1 $55,000 $55,000
1 $105,000 $105,000
1 incl. $0
1 $22,400 $22,400
1 $22,400 $22,400
3 $8,000 $24,000
1 $22,400 $22,400
1 $22,400 $22,400
1 $22,400 $22,400
1 $22,400 $22,400
1 $150,000 $150,000
1 $45,000 $45,000
-3 $4,500 $13,500
1 n.a. $0
1 $40,000 $40,000
2 $3,200 $6,400
2 $3,200 $6,400
1 $150,000 $150,000
1 $40,000 $40,000
1 $17,500 $17,500
1 $75,000 $75,000
1 $25,000 $25,000
1 $25,000 $25,000
1 $20,000 $20,000
0 incl w/Trans. 30
$1,187,200
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Amount Unit Cost Total Price

Installation & Construction Unit
Setting Equipment lot
Mechanical Work ot
Electrical Work lot
Land Acquisition (to be located @ existing iandflll)

Site Prep., Excav., Grading, etc. lot
Fencing ' If
Utilities : lot
Asphalt Paving ‘- | sy
Concrete Paving sy
Pre-Fab Building with Footers sf
6" Concrete Slab sf
Lighting : sf
HVAC (standard) st
Plumbing & Bath fixtures
Sprinkler System st
Equipment Foundations st
Office Area st

Sub-Total Installation & Construction
Sub-Total, Major Equipment, Installation & Construction

Engineering & Construction Management
Contingency

VIE-32

1 $38,400 $38,400

1 $76,800 $76,800

1 $19,000 $19,000
n.a. $0

1 $75,000 $75,000
1,800 $12.00 $21,600
1 $40,000 $40,000
3,000 $11.50 $34,500
1,000 $22.50 $22,500

52,200 $10.00 $522,000
52,200 $4.50 $234,900
49,200 $4.00 $196,800
49,200 $3.00 $147,600

10 34,000 $40,000
52,200 $2.00 $104,400
1,850 $18.00 $33,300
3,000 $25.00 $75.000
$1,681,800

$2,869,000

17.5% $502,075
10.0% $286.900
$3,657,975
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TABLE VII -9

AREA 3 Recycling/RDF Facility

30. RDF Tractor Trailer
 Sub-Total Major Equipmnet incl. Freight

VII-33

Component System
Capital Cost Estimate
Major Equipment QTY Unit Price
1. Front End Loader 0 $120,000
2. Bobcat Loader 1 $20,000
3. Forklift 1 $20,000
3. Bag Opener 0 $95,000
4. Infeed/Incline Conveyor 2 $23,500
6. Picking Conveyor 2 incl.
8. Magnetic Separator 2 incl.
9. HDPE Conveyor 0 $22,400
10. PET Conveyor 0 $22,400
11. Glass Conveyor 0 $8,000
12. Non-ferrous Conveyor 0 $22,400
13. Aluminum Conveyor 0 $22,400
14. Ferrous Conveyor 0 $22,400
15. RDF Conveyor i $22,400
16. Baler 1 $38,500
17. Baier Conveyor 1 $15,000
16. Glass Crusher 3 $4,500
17. Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower 1 n.a.
19. Tin Can Densifier 0 $40,000
20. Non-ferrous 13 yd roll-off container 2 $3,200
21. Ferrous Scrap 13 yd roll-off container 2 $3,200
22.3 Cu. Yd. Seif-Dumping Containers 32 $625
23. Mulcher/Shredder ‘ 1 $75,000
24. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook-Up i $40,000
25. Truck Scale Pit 1 $17,500
* 26. Environmental Control System & Baghouse 1 $40,000
27. Instrumentation 1 $10,000
28. Electrical Switchgear 1 $10,000
29. Pick-Up Truck 1 '$20,000
0 incl. w/Trans.

Total Price

$0

$20,000

$20,000

$0

$47,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$22,400

$38,500

$15,000

$13,500

$0

$0
$6,400
$6,400
$20,000
$75,000
$40,000

$17,500 |
$40,000
$10,000
$10,000
$20,000
$0
$421,700
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Instaliation & Construction Unit Amount Unit Cost Total Price

Setting Equipment lot 1 $12,800 $12,800
Mechanical Work lot 1 $25,600 $25,600
Electrical Work lot 1 $8,000 $8,000
Land Acquisition (to be located @ existing landfill) n.a. $0
Site Prep., Excav., Grading, etc. lot 1 $25,000 $25,000
Fencing If 1,350  $12.00 $16,200
Utilities lot 1 $20,000 $20,000
Asphalt Paving sy 1,500  $11.50 $17,250
Concrete Paving sy 750 $22.50 $16,875
Pre-Fab Building with Footers sf 15,200 $10.00 $152,000
6" Concrete Slab : sf 15,200 $4.50 $68,400
Lighting sf 14,300 $4.00 $57,200
HVAC (standard) sf 14,300 $3.00 $42,900
Plumbing & Bath 7 fixtures 6 $4,000 $24,000
Sprinkler System sf 15,200 $2.00 $30,400
Equipment Foundations sf 750 $18.00 $13,500
Office Area sf 900 $25.00 $22,500
Sub-Total Installation & Construction $552,625
Sub-Total, Major Equipment, Installation & Construction : : $974,325
Engineering & Construction Management 175%  $170,507
Contingency - 10.0% $97.433
$1,242,264
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TABLE VII - 10
AREA 4 Recycling/RDF Facility
Component System

Capital Cost Estimate

Major Equipment QTY  Unit Price Total Price
1. Front End Loader 0 $120,000 $0
2. Bobcat Loader 1 $20,000 $20,000
3. Forklift 1 $20,000 $20,000
3. Bag Opener 0 $95,000 $0
4. Infeed/Incline Conveyor 2 $23,500 $47,000
6. Picking Conveyor 2 incl. $0
8. Magnetic Separator 2 incl. $0
9. HDPE Conveyor 0 $22,400 $0
10. PET Conveyor 0 $22.400 $0
11. Glass Conveyor 0 $8,000 $0
12. Non-ferrous Conveyor 0 $22,400 . $0
13. Aluminum Conveyor 0 $22,400 $0
14. Ferrous Conveyor 0 $22,400 $0
15. RDF Conveyor 1 $22,400 $22,400
16. Baler 1 $38,500 $38,500
17. Baler Conveyor 1 $15,000 $15,000
16. Glass Crusher 3 $4,500 : $13,500
17. Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower 1 n.a. $0
19. Tin Can Densifier 0 $40,000 $0
20. Non-ferrous 13 yd roll-off container 2 $3,200 $6,400
21. Ferrous Scrap 13 yd roll-off container 2 $3,200 $6,400
22. 3 Cu. Yd. Self Dumping'Containers 32 $625 $20,000
23. Mulcher/Shredder 1 $75,000 $75,000
24. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook-Up 1 $40,000 $40,000
25. Truck Scale Pit 1 $17,500 $17.500
26. Environmental Control System & Baghouse 1 $40,000 $40,000
. 27. Instrumentation 1 $10,000 $10,000
28. Electrical Switchgear 1 $10,000 $10,000
29. Pick-Up Truck 1 $20,000 $20,000
30. RDF Tractor Trailer 0 incl. w/Trans. - 30
Sub-Total Major Equipmnet incl. Freight $421,700
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Installation & Construction Unit ~ Amount Unit Cost Total Price

Setting Equipment lot 1 $12,800 $12,800
Mechanical Work lot 1 $25,600 $25,600
Electrical Work - ‘ lot 1 $8,000 $8,000
Land Acquisition (to be located @ existing landfill) n.a. $0
Site Prep., Excav., Grading, etc. lot 1 $25,000 $25,000
Fencing If 1,350 $12.00 $16,200
Utilities lot 1 $20,000 $20,000
Asphalt Paving sy 1,500  $11.50 $17,250
Concrete Paving sy 750  $22.50 $16,875
Pre-Fab Building with Footers sf 15,200 $10.00 $152,000
6" Concrete Slab - sf 15,200 $4.50 $68,400
Lighting sf 14,360 $4.00 $57,200
HVAC (standard) sf 14,300 $3.00 $42,900
Plumbing & Bath fixtures : 6 $4,000 $24,000
Sprinkler System sf 15,200 $2.00 $30,400
Equipment Foundations sf 750 $18.00 $13,500
Office Area sf : 900  $25.00 $22.500
Sub-Total Installation & Construction $552,625
Sub-Total, Major Equipment, Installation & Construction $974,325
Engineering & Construction Management 17.5% $170,507
Contingency | 10.0% $97.433
$1,242,264
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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TABLE VII - 11
Vendor System
AREA 1 Recycling/RDF Facility

Capital Cost Estimate
Component
Unit Unit Cost Vendor A Vendor B Vendor C System
Major Equipment _ $22,000,000 $9,750,000  $10,000,000 $5,715,750
ADDITIONS:
Major Equipment
1. Front End Loader 1 $120,000 $120,000 $120,000 $120,000 incl.
2. Bobeat Loader 1 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
3. Forklift 1 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
4. 13 yd Roll-Off Containérs 2 $3,200 $6,400 $6,400 $6,400 incl.
5. Mulcher/Shredder 1 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 incl.
6. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt Systema & Hook-Up H $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 incl.
7. Truck Scale Pit 1 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 incl.
8. Environmental Control System & Baghouse 1 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 inel.
9, Electrical Switchgear 1 " $35,000 $35,000 $35,000 $35,000 incl.
10. Pick-Up Truck 1 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
11. RDF Tractor Trailer 0 $120,000 incl w/Trans. incl. w/Trans. incl. w/Trans. incl.
Sub-Total Major Equipmnet incl.'Freight $22,578,900  $10,328,900  $10,578,900 $5,715,750
Installation & Construction ) .
Setting Equipment 1 $57,600 $57,600 $57,600 $2,500,000 incl.
Mechanical Work 1 $96,000 $96,000 $96,000 $96,000 incl.
Electrical Work ’ i $26,000 $26,000 $26,000 ‘ $26,000 incl.
Land Acquisition (to be located @ existing landfill) n.a. $0 $0 $o s0
Site Prep., Excav., Grading, etc. 1 $150,600 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 incl.
Fencing ' 2,200 $12.00 $26,400 $26,400 $26,400 incl.
Utilities 1 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 incl.
Asphalt Paving 4,000 $11.50 $46,000 $46,000 $46,000 incl.
Concrete Paving 2,000 $22.50 $45,000 $45,600 $45,000 incl.
Pre-Fab Building with Footers $10.00 $2,100,000 $1,150,000 $1,100,060 incl.
6" Concrete Slab $450 $945,000 $517,500 $495,000 incl.
Lighting $4.00 $840,000 $460,000 $440,000 incl.
HVAC (standardj $3.00 $630,000 $345,000 $330,000 incl.
Plumbing & Bath 14 $4,000 $56,000 $56,000 $56,000 incl.
Sprinkler System $2.00 $420,000 $230,000 $220,000 incl.
Equipment Foundations 3,900 $18.00. $70,200 $70,200 $70,200 incl.
Office Area 3,000 $25.00 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 incl.
Sub-Total Installation & Construction $5,623,200 $3,390,700 $5,715,600 $0
Sub-Total, Major Equipment, Installation & Construction $28,202,100  $13,719,600 $16,294,500 $5,715,750
Engineering & Construction Management 17.5%  $4,935,368 $2,400,930 $2,851,538 $1,000,256
Contingency 10.0%  $2,820210  $1,371,960  $1,629,450 $571575
TOTAL : $35,957.678 $17,492,490 $20,775,488 $7,287,581
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Major Equipment
ADDITIONS:
Major Equipment

1. Front End Loader

2. Bobceat Loader

3. Forklift

4. 13 yd Roll-Off Containers

5. Mulcher/Shredder

6. Truck Secales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook-Up
7. Truck Scale Pit

8. Environmental Control System & Baghouse
9. Electrical Switchgear

10. Pick-Up Truck

11. RDF Tractor Trailer

Sub-Total Major Equipmnet incl. Freight

Installation & Construction
Setting Equipment
Mechanical Work
Electrical Work

Unit

L T T S S S e S T T

Land Acquisition (to be located @ existing landfill)

Site Frep., Excav., Grading, etc.

Fencing

Utilities

Asphalt Paving

Concrete Paving

Pre-Fab Building with Footers
6" Concrete Slab

Lighting

HVAC (standard)

FPlumbing & Bath

Sprinkler System

Equipment Foundations

Office Area

Sub-Total Installation & Construction

1
1,800
1
3,000
1,000

10

1,850
3,000

‘Sub-Total, Malajor Equipment, Installation & Construction

Engineering & Construction Management
Contingency
‘TOTAL

TABLE VII- 12

Vendor System
AREA 2 Recycling/RDF Facility

Capital Cost Estimate .

Component
Unit Cost Vendor A Vendor B Vendor C System
$3,175,000 $4,450,000 $1,125,000 $2,869,000
$120,000 $120,000 $120,000 $120,000 incl.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 inel.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
$3,200 $6,400 $6,400 $6,400 incl.
$150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 incl.
$40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 incl.
$17,500 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 incl.
$75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 incl.
" $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 incl.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
$120,000 incl w/Trans. incl. w/Trans. incl. w/Trans. . inel
$3,668,900 $4,943,900 $1,618,900 $2,869,000
$38,400 $38,400 $38,400 $281,250 incl.
$76,800 $76,800 $76,800 - $76,800 inel.
$19,000 $19,000 $19,000 $19,000 incl.
. na. $0 $0 30 30
$75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 mcl.
$12.00 $21,600 $21,600 $21,600 incl.
$40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 incl.
$11.50 " $34,500 $34,500 $34,500 incl.
$22.50 $22,500 $22,500 $22,500 incl.
$10.00 $350,000 $300,000 $375,000 incl.
$4.50 $157,500 $135,000 $168,750 incl.
$4.00 $140,000 $120,000 $150,000 incl.
$3.00 $105,000 $90,000 $112,500 inel.
_$4,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 incl.
$2.00 $70,000 $60,000 $75,000 incl.
$18.00 $33,300 $33,300 $33,300 incl.
$25.00 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 _incl.
$1,298,600 $1,181,100 $1,600,200 $0
$4,967,500 $6,125,000 $3,219,100 $2,869,000
17.5% $869,313 $1,071,875 $563,343 $502,075
10.0% $496,750 $612,500 $321,910 $286,900
$6,333,563 $7,809,375 $4,104,353 $3,657,975
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Unit
Major Equipment
ADDITIONS:
Major Equipment
1. Front End Loader
2. Bobcat Loader
3. Forklift
4. 13 yd Roll-Off Containers
5. Mulcher/Shredder
6. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook-Up
7. Truck Scale Pit
8. Environmental Control System & Baghouse
9. Electrical Switchgear
10. Pick-Up Truck
11. RDF Tractor Trailer
Sub-Total Major Equipmnet incl. Freight

[T A e o N ]

Installation & Construction

Setting Equipment 1
Mechanical Work 1
Electrical Work 1
Land Acquisition (to be located @ existing landfill)

Site Prep., Excav., Grading, etc. 1
Fencing 1,350
Utilities 1
* Asphalt Paving 1,500
Concrete Paving 750
Pre-Fab Building with Footers
6" Concrete Slab
Lighting
HVAC (standard)

Plumbing & Bath 6
Sprinkler System

Equipment Foundations

Office Arca

Sub-Total Instaliation & Construction

750
900

Sub-Total, Major Equipment, Installation & Construction
Engineering & Construction Management

Contingency

TOTAL

TABLE VII - 13

Vendor System
AREA 3 Recycling/RDF Facility
Capital Cost Estimate
Component
Unit Cost Vendor A Vendor B Vendor C System
$1,500,000 $1,200,000 $745,000 $974,325
$120,000 $0 $0 $0 incl.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
$3,200 $6,400 $6,400 $6,400 inel.
$75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 incl
$40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 incl.
$17,500 $17.500 $17,500 $17,500 inel.
~ $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 incl.
$10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 inel.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 inel.
$120,000 incl. w/Trans. incl. w/Trans. incl. w/Trans. inel.
$1,748,900 $1,448,900 $993,900 $974,325
$12,800 $12,800 $12,800 $186,250 incl.
$25,600 $25,600 $25,600 $25,600 inel.
$8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,660 incl.
n.a. $0 $0 $0 $0
$25,000 $25,000 $25,000 . $25,000 incl.
$12.00 $16,200 $16,200 $16,200 incl.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
$11.50 $17,250 $17,250 $17,250 incl.
$22.50 $16,875 $16,875 $16,875 incl.
$10.00 $210,000 $150,000 $325,000 incl.
$450 - $94,500 $67,500 . $146,250 incl,
$4.00 $84,000 $60,000 $130,000 incl.
$3.00 $63,000 $45,000 $97.500 incl.
$4,000 $24,000 $24,000 $24,000 incl.
$2.00 $42,000 $30,000 $65,000 incl.
$13.00 $13,500 $13,500 $13,500 incl.
$25.00 $22,500 $22,500 $22,500 inel.
$695,225 $554,225 $1,138,925 $0
$2,444,125 $2,003,125 $2,132,825 $974,325
17.5% $427,7122 $350,547 $373,244 $170,507
10.0% $244,413 $200,313 $213.283 $97.433
$3,116,259 $2,553,984 $2,719,352 $1,242,264
SETDD Solid Wasta Plan
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Unit
Major Equipment
ADDITIONS:
- Major Equipment
1. Front End Loader 0
2. Bobcat Loader 1
3. Forklift 1
4. 13 yd Roll-Off Containers 2
5. Mulcher/Shredder 1
6. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook-Up 1
7. Truck Seale Pit 1
8. Environmental Control System & Baghouse 1
9. Electrical Switchgear 1
10. Pick-Up Truck 1
11. RDF Tractor Trailer 0
Sub-Total Major Equipmnet incl. Freight

Installation & Construction

Setting Equipment 1
Mechanical Work ) 1
Electrical Work 1
Land Acquisition (to be located @ existing landfill)

Site Prep., Excav., Grading, etc. 1
Fencing 1,350
Utilities 1
Asphalt Paving ' 1,500
Concrete Paving 750
Pre-Fab Building with Footers

6" Concrete Slab

Lighting

HVAC (standard)

Plumbing & Bath 6
Sprinkler System '
Equipment Foundations 750
Office Area 900

Sub-Total Installation & Coenstruction

Sub-Total, Major Equipment, Installation & Construction
Engineering & Construction Management

Contingency
. TOTAL

TABLE VII - 14

Vendor System
AREA 4 Recycling/RDF Facility
Capiial Cost Estimaie
Component
Unit Cost Vendor A Vendor B Vendor C System
$1,500,000 $1,200,000 $745,000 $974,325
$120,000 $0 $0 30 incl.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
$3,200 $6,400 $6,400 $6,400 incl.
$75,600 $75,000 $75,000 £75,000 incl.
$40,000 $40,600 $40,000 $40,000 incl.
$17,500 $17,500 $17,500 $17,500 incl.
~ $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000 incl.
$10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 incl.
$20,600 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
$120,000 incl. w/Trans. incl. w/Traps. incl. w/Trans. incl.
$1,748,900 $1,448,900 $993,900 $974,325
$12,800 $12,800 $12,800 $186,250 incl.
$25,600 525,600 $25,600 $25,600 incl.
$8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 incl.
n.a. $0 $0 $0 $0
$25,000 $25,000 $25,000: $25,000 incl.
$12.00 $16,200 $16,200 $16,200 incl.
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 incl.
$11.50 $17,250 $17,250 $17,250 incl.
$2250 $16,875 $16,875 $16,875 incl.
$10.00 $210,000 $150,000 $325,000 incl.
$4.50 $94,500 $67,500 $146,250 incl.
$4.00 $84,000 $60,000 $130,000 incl.
$3.00 $63,000 $45,000 $97,500 inel,
$4,000 $24,000 $24,000 $24,000 incl.
$2.00 $42,000 $30,000 565,000 incl,
$18.00 $13,500 $13,500 $13,500 incl.
$25.60 $22,500 $22,500 $22,500 incl.
$695,225 $554,225 $1,138,925 $0
$2,444,125 $2,003,125 $2,132,825 $974,325
17.5% $427,722 $350,547 $373,244 $170,507
10.0% $244.413 $200,313 $213,283 $97,433
$3,116,259 $2,553,984 $2,719,352 $1,242,264
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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5.42 Automated/Mechanized Systems

Budgetary quotations were solicited and received obtained from several suppliers of the
automated/mechanized systems. The quotations are summarized in Tables VII-11 through
VII-14.

5.4.3 Summary

A summary of the capital costs associated with the automated systems and the component
systems are given in Table VII-15 . As can be seen, the component system cost estimates
are substantially less than the vendor systems. This is not surprising in that the complete
system is obtained from a single source and all warranties and guarantees cover the entire
system. This is a good advantage, however it does not come without a premium.

TABLE VII-15: Summary of Recycling/RDF Facility Estimated Capital Costs

Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4
Vendor A $31,727,738 $5,625,938 $3,269,259 $3,269,259
Vendor B $16,131,300 $6,751,125 $2,706,984 $2,706,984
Vendor C $18,776,798 $3,874,853 $2,872,352 $2,872,352
Component $7,529,066 $3,861,975 $1,420,764 $1,420,764
System :

5.5 Operating Cost Estimate
5.5.1 Low Tech System

Operating costs have been estimated for the low tech systems described in Section 5.3.1 and
shown in Figures VII-5 through VII-8. A breakdown of these operating cost estimates are
shown in Tables VII-16 through VII-19. More detailed information is given in the exhibits
which accompany these tables.

5.5.2 Automated/Mechanized Systems
Operating contract price estimates were obtained for the automated systems referred to in

this section. The estimates run from a low of $11 per ton processed to a high of $25 per
ton processed. These costs are summarized in Table VII-20.

SETDD Solid Weste Plan
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Item

Labor

Utilities
Equipment Fuel
Maintenance

TOTAL

TABLE VII - 16
Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
Area 1 Recycling/RDF Facility
Component System
Summary

Total
$1,593,000
$118,505
$34,643
$60,900

$1,807,048

VII-42

Exhibit

oaowp
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Personnel
Plant Manager
Accountant/Secretary
Secretary
Shift Supervisor
Asst. Shift Supervisor
Equipment Operators:
Front End Loader
Bobcat Loader
Forklift
Baler
Conveyor Pickers:
HDPE
PET
Clear Glass
Green Glass
Brown Glass
Non-ferrous
Aluminum
Ferrous
Tipping Floor
Truck Driver
Laborers
Electrician

Mechanic/Maintenance

Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate

Area 1 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit A: Labor

Annual

Shift1  Shift2  Total Salary Total
1 0 1 $40,000 $40,000
1 0 1 $25,000 $25,000
1 0 1 $15,000 $15,000
1 1 2 $25,000 $50,000
1 1 2 $22,500 $45,000
1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
5 5 10 $12,500  $125,000
5 5 10 $12,500  $125,000
4 4 8 $12,500  $100,000
2 2 4 $12,500 $50,000
1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
2 2 4 $12,500 $50,000
5 5 10 $12,500  $125,000
3 3 6 $12,500 $75,000
2 2 4 $12,500 $50,000
6 6 12 $12,500  $150,000
2 2 4 $12,500 $50,000
1 0 1 $22,500 $22,500
2 1} 2 $22,500 $45,000
92 $1,327,500
Benefits 200% $265.500
TOTAL $1,593,000

SETDD Soiid Waste Plan
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Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
Area 1 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit B: Utilities

Assumptions:

Electricity Cost/Kwh: $0.055

Equipment “HP KW Hrs/Yr QTY Total
Bag Opener 25 18.65 4160 2 $8,534
Infeed/Incline Conveyor 15 11.19 4160 2 $5,121
Picking Conveyor w/Mag. Sep. 10 7.46 4160 2 $3,414
HDPE Conveyor 5 3.73 4160 1 $853
PET Conveyor 5 3.73 4160 1 $853
Clear Glass Conveyor 3 2.238 4160 1 $512
Green Glass Conveyor 3 2.238 4160 1 $512
Amber Glass Conveyor 3 2.238 4160 1 $512
Non-Ferrous Conveyor 5 3.73 4160 1 $853
Aluminum Conveyor 5 3.73 4160 1 $853
Ferrous Conveyor 5 3.73 4160 1 $853
Ferrous Biscuit Baler Infeed Conveyor 1.5 1.11% 4160 1 $256
RDF Conveyor 5 3.73 4160 1 $853
Glass Crusher 1 0.746 4160 3 $512
Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower 55 4.103 4160 1 $939
Baler 125 93.25 2080 1 $10,668
Baler Conveyor 5 3.73 2080 1 $427
Tin Can Densifier 20 14.92 4160 1 $3,414
Environmental Control Sys. & Baghouse 40 25.84 4160 1 $6,827
Truck Scales n.a. 10 1040 1 $572
Instrumentation n.a. 15 4160 1 $3,432
Lighting n.a. 150 4160 1 $34,320
Miscellaneous 20 14.92 4160 1 $3,414
Water : ’ n.a. na. n.a. n.a. $30,000
TOTAL 307 404.0 $118,505

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Chapter VII
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Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
Area 1 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit C: Equipment Fuel

Unit

Equipment Hrs/Yr Gal/Hr QTY Price Total
Front End Loader ' 4160 35 1 $1.10 $16,016
Bobcat Loader 4160 1 1 $1.10 $4,576
Forklift 4160 1 1 $1.10 $4,576
Mulcher/Shredder 2080 35 1 $1.10 $8,008
Pick-Up Truck ' n.a. n.a. 1 20k mi/yr

@ 15 mpg 1,467
TOTAL $34,643

SETDD Solid Waste Plaz
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Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
AREA 1 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit D: Maintenance

Equipment QTY  Unit Price Total Price
1. Front End Loader ' 1 $6,000 $6,000
2. Bobcat Loader 1 $3,000 $3,000
3. Forklift 1 $3,000 $3,000
3. Bag Opener 2 $1,200 $2,400
4, Infeed/Incline Conveyor 2 $1,800 $3,600
6. Picking Conveyor w/Mezzanine 2 $2,400 $4,800
8. Magnetic Separator 2 incl. incl.
9. HDPE Conveyor 1 $600 $600
10. PET Conveyor 1 $600 $600
11. Glass Conveyor 3 $600 $1,800
12. Non-ferrous Conveyor 1 $600 $600
13. Aluminum Conveyor 1 $600 $600
14. Ferrous Conveyor 1 $600 $600
15. RDF Conveyor 1 $600 $600
16. Baler 1 $3,600 $3,600
17. Baler Conveyor 1 . inck incl.
16. Glass Crusher 3 " $600 $1,800
17. Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower 1 n.a. n.a.
19. Tin Can Densifier 1 $1,200 $1,200
20. Non-ferrous 13 yd roll-off container 2 $100 $200
21. Ferrous Scrap 13 yd roll-off container 2 $100 $200
22. Mulcher/Shredder 1 $3,000 $3,000
23. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook- 1 $500 $500
24. Truck Scale Pit 1 n.a. n.a.
25. Environmental Control System & Baghou 1 $2,400 $2,400
26. Instrumentation 1 $3,000 $3,000
27. Electrical Switchgear 1 $1,200 $1,200
28. Pick-Up Truck 1 $1,200 $1,200
29. RDF Tractor Trailer w/extra Trailer 6 - $2,400 $14.,400

TOTAL $60,900
SETDD Solid Waste Phn
Chaptef VI
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Item

Labor

Utilities
Equipment Fuel
Maintenance

TOTAL

TABLE VII - 17
Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
Area 2 Recycling/RDF Facility
Component System
Summary

Total
$1,113,000
$85,557
$34,643
$43.500

$1,276,700

VII-47

Exhibit

UOw
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Personnel
Plant Manager
Accountant/Secretary
Secretary
Shift Supervisor
Asst. Shift Supervisor
Equipment Operators:
Front End Loader
Bobcat Loader
Forklift
Baler
Conveyor Pickers:
HDPE
PET
Clear Glass
Green Glass
Brown Glass
Non-ferrous
Aluminum
Ferrous
Tipping Floor
Truck Driver
Laborers
Electrician
Mechanic/Maintenance

Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate

Arca 2 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit A: Labor

Shift 1
1

b

[ Y )
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Shift 2

Total

Annual
Salary

0

OO

et pwh ek ek

C O RN R R W e B W W

Benefits

TOTAL

1

[ S I

[T o I S S

B0~ AR P PSR AR

$40,000
$25,000
$15,000
$25,000
$22,500

$20,000
$20,000
$20,000
$20,000

$12,500
$12,500
$12,500
$12,500
$12,500
$12,500
$12,500
$12,500
$12,500
$12,500
$12,500
$22,500
$22,500

20.0%

Total

$40,000
$25,000
$15,000
$50,000
$45,000

$40,000
$40,000
$40,000
$40,000

$75,000
$75,000
$50,000
~ $25,000
$25,000
$25,000
$75,000
$50,000
$50,000
-$25,000
$50,000
$22,500

$45.000
$927,500

$185.500
$1,113,000

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate

Electricity Cost/Kwh: $0.055

Equipment

Bag Opener

Infeed/Incline Conveyor

Picking Conveyor w/Mag. Sep.
HDPE Conveyor

PET Conveyor

Clear Glass Conveyor

Green Glass Conveyor

Amber Glass Conveyor
Non-Ferrous Conveyor
Aluminum Conveyor

Ferrous Conveyor

Ferrous Biscuit Baler Infeed Conveyor
RDF Conveyor

Glass Crusher

Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower
Baler

Baler Conveyor

Tin Can Densifier

Environmental Control Sys. & Baghouse
Truck Scales

Instrumentation

Lighting

Miscellaneous

Water

TOTAL

Area 2 Recycling/RDF Facility

Exhibit B: Utilities

HP
25
10
715
35
3.5

3.5
3.5
3.5
15

5.5
100

VII-49

KW  Hrs/Yr QTY Total
18.65 4160 1 $4,267
7.46 4160 1 $1,707
5.595 4160 1 $1,280
2.611 4160 1 $597
2.611 4160 1 $597
2.238 4160 1 $512
2.238 4160 1 $512
2.238 4160 1 $512
2.611 4160 1 $597
2.611 4160 1 $597
2.611 4160 1 $597
1.119 4160 1 $256
3.73 4160 1 $853
0.746 4160 3 $512
4,103 4160 1 $939
74.6 2080 1 $8,534
373 2080 1 $427
14.92 4160 1 $3,414
18.65 4160 - 1 $4,267
10 1040 1 $572
15 4160 1 $3.432
75 4160 1 $17,160
14.92 4160 1 $3,414
n.a. n.a. n.a. $30,000
288.0 $85,557

SETDD Solid Waste Plan

Chapter VIt

June 7, 1994



Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
Area 2 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit C: Equipment Fuel

Unit

Equipment Hrs/Yr Gal/Hr QTY Price Total
Front End Loader” 4160 35 1 $1.10 $16,016
Bobcat Loader 4160 1 1 $1.10 $4,576
Forklift 4160 1 1 $1.10 $4,576
Mulcher/Shredder 2080 35 1 $1.10 $8,008
Pick-Up Truck n.a. n.a. 1 20k mi/yr

@ 15 mpg $1.467
TOTAL $34,643

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Chapter VIL
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Equipment
1. Front End Loader

2. Bobcat Loader

3. Forklift

3. Bag Opener

4. Infeed/Incline Conveyor
6. Picking Conveyor w/Mezzanine
8. Magnetic Separator

9. HDPE Conveyor

10. PET Conveyor

11. Glass Conveyor

12. Non-ferrous Conveyor
13. Aluminum Conveyor
14, Ferrous Conveyor

i5. RDF Conveyor

16. Baler

17. Baler Conveyor

16. Glass Crusher

17. Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower

19. Tin Can Densifier

20. Non-ferrous 13 yd roll-off container
21. Ferrous Scrap 13 yd roll-off container

22. Mulcher/Shredder

23. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook-

24, Truck Scale Pit

25. Environmental Control System & Baghou

26. Instrumentation
27. Electrical Switchgear
28. Pick-Up Truck

29. RDF Tractor Trailer w/extra Trailer |

Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
AREA 2 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit D: Maintenance

QTY  Unit Price
$6,000
$3,000
$3,000 .
$1,200
$1,800
$2,400

incl.
$600
$600
3600
$600
$600
$600
$600
$3,600
incl.
" $600
n.a.
$1,200
$100
$100
$3,000
$500
n.a.
$2,400
$3,000
$1,200
$1,200
$2,400
TOTAL
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Total Price
$6,000
$3,000
$3,000
$1,200
$1,800
$2,400

incl.
$600
$600
$1,800
$600
$600 .
$600
$600
$3,600
incl.
$1,800
n.a.
$1,200
$200
$200
$3,000
$500
n.a.
$2,400
$3,000
$1,200
$1,200

$2,400
$43,500

SETDD Solid Waste Plan

Chapter VI
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Item

Labor

Utilities
Equipment Fuel
Maintenance

TOTAL

TABLE VII- 18
Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
Area 3 Recycling/RDF Facility
Component System
Summary

Total
$774,000

$31,738

$15,195

$20,100

$841,033

Exhibit

aw»

a
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Personnel
Plant Manager
Accountant/Secretary
Secretary
Shift Supervisor
Asst. Shift Supervisor
Equipment Operators:
Front End Loader
Bobcat Loader
Forklift
Baler
Conveyor Pickers:
HDPE
PET
Clear Glass
Green Glass
Brown Glass
Non-ferrous
* Aluminum
Ferrous
Tipping Floor
Truck Driver
Laborers
Electrician
Mechanic/Maintenance

Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate

Area 3 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit A: Labor

Annual T
Shift1  Shift 2 Total Salary Total

1 0 1 $40,000 $40,000
1 0 1 $25,000 $25,000
1 0 1 $15,000 $15,000
1 1 2 $25,000 $50,000
0 0 0 $22,500 $0
0 0 0 $20,000 $0
1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
2 2 4 $12,500  $50,000

2 2 4 $12,500 $50,000
2 2 4 $12,500 $50,000
1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
2 2 4 $12,500 $£50,000
0 0 0 $12,500 ' $0
1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
1 0 1 $22,500 $22,500
1 0 1 $22,500 $22.500
41 $645,000
Benefits 200% $129,000
TOTAL $774,000

VII-53
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Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate

Assumptions:
Electricity Cost/Kwh: $0.055

Equipment

Bag Opener

Infeed/Incline Conveyor w/Mag. Sep.
Picking Conveyor

HDPE Conveyor

PET Conveyor

Clear Glass Conveyor

Green Glass Conveyor

Amber Glass Conveyor

Non-Ferrous Conveyor

Aluminum Conveyor

- Ferrous Conveyor _

Ferrous Biscuit Baler Infeed Conveyor
RDF Conveyor

Glass Crusher

Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower
Baler

Baler Conveyor

Tin Can Densifier

Environmental Control Sys. & Baghouse
Truck Scales

Instrumentation

Lighting

Miscellaneous

Water

TOTAL

Area 3 Recycling/RDF Facility

Exhibit B: Utilities

HP
0
5

1
2

n.a.
10
n.a.
1135

VII-54

KW Hrs/Yr OTY Total
0 4160 0 $0
1.119 4160 2 $512
1.492 4160 2 $683
2.611 4160 0 $0
2.611 4160 0 $0
2.238 4160 0 $0
2.238 4160 0 $0
2.238 4160 0 $0
2,611 4160 0 $0
2611 4160 0 $0
2611 4160 0 $0
1.119 4160 0 $0
3.73 4160 1 $853
0.746 4160 3 $512
4.103 4160 1 $939
22.38 2080 1 $2,560
2.238 2080 1 $256
14.92 4160 0 $0
5.595 4160 1 $1,280
10 1040 1 $572
10 4160 1 $2,288
20 4160 1 $4,576
7.46 4160 1 $1,707
n.a. n.a. n.a. $15,000
124.7 $31,738

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Equipment

Front End Loader”

Bobcat Loader
Forklift
Mulcher/Shredder
Pick-Up Truck

TOTAL

Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate

Area 3 Recycling/RDF Facility

Exhibit C: Equipment Fuel

Hrs/Yr
4160
4160
4160
2080

n.a.

VI-55

Gal/Hr
35

1
1
2

n.a.

Unit
QTY Price Total
0 $1.10 $0
1 $1.10 $4,576
1 $1.10 $4,576
1 $1.10 $4,576
1 20k mi/yr

@ 15 mpg $1,467
$15,195
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Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
AREA 3 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit D: Maintenance

Equipment QTY  Unit Price Total Price
1. Front End Loader 0 $6,000 $0
2. Bobcat Loader 1 $3,000 $3,000
3. Forklift 1 $3,000 $3,000
3. Bag Opener 0 $1,200 $0
4, Infeed/Incline Conveyor 2 $600 $1,200
6. Picking Conveyor 2 $600 $1,200
8. Magnetic Separator 2 incl. incl.
9. HDPE Conveyor 0 $600 $0
10. PET Conveyor -0 $600 $0
11. Glass Conveyor 0 $600 $0
12. Non-ferrous Conveyor 0 $600 $0
13. Aluminum Conveyor 0 $600 $0
14. Ferrous Conveyor 0 $600 $0
15. RDF Conveyor 1 $600 $600
16. Baler 1 $1,800 $1,800
17. Baler Conveyor 1 incl. incl.
16. Glass Crusher 3 $600 $1,800
17. Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower 1 n.a. n.a.
19. Tin Can Densifier 0 $1,200 $0
20. Non-ferrous 13 yd roll-off container 2 $100 $200
21. Ferrous Scrap 13 yd roll-off container 2 $100 $200
22. Mulcher/Shredder 1 $1,200 $1,200
23. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook- 1 $500 $500
24. Truck Scale Pit 1 incl. incl.
25. Environmental Control System & Baghou 1 $600 $600
26. Instrumentation 1 $600 $600
27. Electrical Switchgear 1 $600 $600
28. Pick-Up Truck 1 $1,200 $1,200
29. RDF Tractor Trailer w/extra Trailer 1 $2,400 $2.400

TOTAL $20,100
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Chapter VI
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TABLE VII - 19
Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
Area 4 Recycling/RDF Facility

Component System
Summary

Item Total Exhibit
Labor $774,000 A
Utilities $31,738 B
Equipment Fuel $15,195 C
Maintenance $20.,100 D
TOTAL | $841,033

$ETDD Solid Waste Flan
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Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
Area 4 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit A: Labor

Annual
Personnel ‘ Shift1  Shift2  Total Salary Total
Plant Manager 1 0 1 $40,000 $40,000
Accountant/Secretary 1 0 1 $25,000 $25,000
Secretary 1 0 1 $15,000 $15,000
Shift Supervisor 1 1 2 $25,000 $50,000
Asst. Shift Supervisor 0 0 0 $22,500 $0
Equipment Operators:
Front End Loader 0 0 0 $20,000 $0
Bobcat Loader 1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
Forklift 1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
Baler 1 1 2 $20,000 $40,000
Conveyor Pickers:
HDPE 2 2 4 $12,500 $50,000
PET 2 2 4 $12,500  $50,000
Clear Glass 2 2 4 $12,500 $50,000
Green Glass 1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
Brown Glass 1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
Non-ferrous 1 1 2 $12,500°  $25,000
Aluminum 2 2 4 $12,500 $50,000
Ferrous 0 0 0 $12,500 $0
Tipping Floor 1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
Truck Driver 1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
Laborers 1 1 2 $12,500 $25,000
Electrician 1 0 1 $22,500 $22,500
Mechanic/Maintenance 1 0 1 $22,500 $22.500
41 $645,000
Benefits 20.0% $129,000
TOTAL - $774,000
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate

Assumptions:
Electricity Cost/Kwh: $0.055

Equipment

Bag Opener

Infeed/Incline Conveyor w/Mag. Sep.
Picking Conveyor

HDPE Conveyor

PET Conveyor

Clear Glass Conveyor

Green Glass Conveyor

Amber Glass Conveyor

Non-Ferrous Conveyor

Aluminum Conveyor

Ferrous Conveyor

Ferrous Biscuit Baler Infeed Conveyor
RDF Conveyor

Glass Crusher

Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower
Baler

Baler Conveyor

Tin Can Densifier

Environmental Control Sys. & Baghouse
Truck Scales

Instrumentation

Lighting

Miscellaneous

Water

TOTAL

Area 4 Recycling/RDF Facility

Exhibit B: Utilities

HP
0
1.5
2

35
3.5
3
3
3
3.5
3.5
35
15
5
1
55
30
3
20
7.5
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
10
n.a.
1135

VII-59

KW Hrs/Yr QTY Total
0 4160 1} $0
1.119 4160 2 $512
1.492 4160 2 $683
2.611 4160 0 $0
2.611 4160 0 $0
2.238 4160 0 $0
2.238 4160 0 $0
2238 4160 0 $0
2.611 4160 0 $0
2611 4160 0 $0
2.611° = 4160 0 $0
1.119 4160 0 $0
3.73 4160 1 $853
0.746 4160 3 $512
4.103 4160 1 $939
22.38 2080 1 $2,560
2.238 2080 1 $256
14.92 4160 0 $0
5.595 4160 1 $1,280
10 1040 1 $572
10 4160 1 $2,288
20 4160 1 $4,576
7.46 4160 1 $1,707
n.a. n.a. n.a. $15,000
124.7 $31,738
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Equipment

Front End Loader
Bobcat Loader
Forklift
Mulcher/Shredder
Pick-Up Truck

TOTAL

Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate

Area 4 Recycling/RDF Facility

Exhibit C: Equipment Fuel

Unit
Hrs/Yr Gal/Hr QTY Price Total
4160 35 0 $1.10 $0
4160 1 1 $1.10 $4,576
4160 1 1 $1.10 $4,576
2080 2 1 $1.10 $4,576
n.a. n.a. 1 20k mifyr

@ 15 mpg $1.467
$15,195

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate
AREA 4 Recycling/RDF Facility
Exhibit D: Maintenance

Equipment
1. Front End Loader

2. Bobcat Loader

3. Forklift

3. Bag Opener

4. Infeed/Incline Conveyor

6. Picking Conveyor

8. Magnetic Separator

9. HDPE Conveyor

10. PET Conveyor

11. Glass Conveyor

12. Non-ferrous Conveyor

13. Aluminum Conveyor

14. Ferrous Conveyor

15. RDF Conveyor

16. Baler

17. Baler Conveyor

16. Glass Crusher

17. Aluminum Can Crusher & Blower
19. Tin Can Densifier

20. Non-ferrous 13 yd roll-off container
21. Ferrous Scrap 13 yd roll-off container
22. Mulcher/Shredder

23. Truck Scales w/ Mgmnt System & Hook-
24. Truck Scale Pit

25. Environmental Control System & Baghou
26. Instrumentation

27. Electrical Switchgear

28. Pick-Up Truck

29. RDF Tractor Trailer w/extra Trailer

QTY  Unit Price

0

i i oo = L S S T O B e T R S R e L™ T B T v B e T e B e T - 1 T R "SRR WY
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$6,000
$3,000
$3,000
$1,200
$600
$600
incl.
$600
$600
$600
$600
$600
$600
$600
$1,800
incl.
$600
n.a.
$1,200
$100
$100
$1,200
$500
incl.
$600
$600
$600
$1,200
$2,400
TOTAL

Total Price
$0
$3,000
$3,000
$0
$1,200
$1,200
incl.
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
3600
$1,800
inch.
$1,800
n.a.
$0
$200
$200
$1,200
$500
incl.
$600
$600
$600
$1,200
$2,400
$20,100

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Vendor Unit Cost/Ton

A $11.00
$22.00
$25.00
$25.00

B $15.00
$22.00
$25.00
$25.00

C (see Note below) $2.17
' $8.13

$14.43

$16.81

TABLE VII - 20

Vendor System
AREA Recycling/RDF Facilities
Operations & Maintenance Cost Estimate

Areal

$6,004,383

$8,187,795

$1,185,853

Area?2 Areal Areaq
$1,104,158
$404,775
$461,675
$1,104,158
$404,775
$461,675
$407,878
$233,573
$310,401

NOTE: Concise information was not provided regarding complete operations and maintenance costs.
Based on information provided, costs per ton were estimated.
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5.5.3 Summary

A comparison of all operating and maintenance costs quoted and developed for the
component and automated/mechanized systems is shown in Table VII-21. From this table
it is evident that the O&M costs of the automated/mechanized systems is higher for the
larger facilities and lower for the smaller facilities.

TABLE VII-21: Summary of Recycling/RDF Facility Estimated O & M Costs

|I I Area 1 I Area 2 Area 3 I - Area 4 I
VYendor A $4,938,868 $869,000 $414,750 $312,500 I

Vendor B $6,734,820 $869,000 $414,750 $312,500 "
Vendor C $1,031,488 $329,000 $234,770 $222500 |
Component $1,682,781 $1,156,700 $841,033 $841,033
System

5.6 Siting Analysis

Any scenario of waste management is going to require some type of landfill facility,. There
is going to be some material that will have to go to a landfill, whether it is construction
debris, MSW or ash from the RDF steam plant. As described earlier, for this reason, and
in order to prevent extra handling of the waste, landfills within the 10 county region were
selected as the most obvious sites for the recycling/RDF facilities. These sites will enable

‘the elimination of extra handling/hauling of materials. These four area recycling/RDF

facilities are shown in Figure VII-3.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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5.7 Quantity of Recyclables

Chapter II of this plan establishes the characterization of the waste for this region and
Chapter III establishes the quantity of waste generated within the region. The following
table summarizes this characterization and quantities. Once again, the quantities shown are
projected for 1998.

- TABLE VII-22: Region MSW Characterization and Quantities

| ITEM PERCENTAGE QUANTITY, TONS |

Paper & Paperboard 38.0% 239,666
Glass 7.0% 44,149
Ferrous 7.0% 44,149
Aluminum 1.5% 9,460

Non-Ferrous - 0.5% 3,154

Plastics 9.0% 56,763
Rubber & Leather 3.0% 18,921
Textiles | - 4.0% 25,228
Wood 18.0% 113,526
Food Waste 9.0% 56,763
Yard Waste incl. w/Wood- —

Miscellaneous Inorganics incl. w/Other e

Other 3.0% 18,921
TOTAL 1060.0% 630,700

For purposes of determining the amount of recyclables in the waste stream and the
subsequent amount which can be recovered through recycling, this characterization needs
to be broken down even further. Therefore, using this characterization, along with results
from a Department of Energy Study in which measurements were taken before and after
a waste processing/recycling operation, Table VII-23 was developed. Also included in this
table is the estimated quantity of recyclables which could potentially be removed from the
wastestream. Once again, this information is based on actual data from Department of
Energy tests and although it is fair to assume that all testing will differ, this should provide
a reliable record of separation potential.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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TABLE VII-23: Detailed MSW Characterization and Recyclables Quantity

VII-65

ITEM Percentage Pounds Pounds Quantity
of MSW Removed/ | Remaining/ | Recovered
Stream 160 1bs 100 Ibs Tons
of MSW of MSW
Office Paper 6.5% 0.7 5.9 4,415
Newsprint 8.5% 0.9 7.7 5,676
Mixed Paper 18.0% 1.8 16.2 11,353
Clear Glass 5.0% 3.9 1.1 24,597
| Amber Glass 0.9% 0.7 02 4,415
Green Glass 1.1% 0.9 02 5,676
Bi-Metal Cans 7.0% 5.7 1.3 35,950
Aluminum Cans 1.5% 0.9 0.6 5,676
HDPE Plastic 2.0% 13 0.7 8,199
PET Plastic 2.0% 1.3 0.7 8,199
Other Plastic 5.0% 0.0 5.0 0
Food Scraps 9.0% 42 48 26,489
Textiles 4.0% 0.4 36 2,523
Tires/Reusable 1.3% 1.1 0.2 6,938
Yard Waste 13.0% 9.3 33 61,809
Wood Debris 5.0% 38 13 23,967
Non-Ferrous 0.5% 0.5 0.0 3,154
Old Buiky - 1.0% 1.0 0.1 6,307
Whitegoods (OBW)
Old Corrugated 5.0% 0.5 4.5 3,154
Cardboard (OCC)
Rubber 3.0% 0.4 2.6 2,523
Concrete 0.1% 0.1 0.0 631
Soil 0.5% 0.2 03 1,261
Ceramics 0.1% 0.0 0.1 0
TOTAL 100.0% 39.8 60.2 252,912 f
SETDD Sk e
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'This table shows that approximately 253,000 tons per year of materials will be removed in
the recycling process. Obviously, not all of these items end up being recycled. Some items
fall off of the conveyors and will be swept up at the end of the day; some items end up in
a recyclable material bin as a "contaminant"; and some items, such as food scraps, are
contaminents on glass containers, tin cans, etc. Other items, such as the concrete and soil
are classified as "construction/demolition" debris. These items will require disposal in a
Class III/IV landfill facility. And finally, as noted in earlier sections, the yard waste and
wood debris is mulched and sold/given away to the public.

Using these quantities and the current market value of the recyclables from Recycling
Times, March 22, 1994 issue, Table VII-24 projects the possible revenue from the sale of
these materials. This table also represents the final destination of some of the non-
recyclable items which are removed during the recycling/RDF process as represented by
Table VII-23.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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TABLE VII-24: Potential Market Value of Recyclables

ITEM Pounds Total End-User Average Potential
Removed/ Tons Current Market Gross
100 lbs Removed Value, $/Ton Revenue
. of MSW -
Office Paper 0.7 4,415 $180.00 $794,700
Newsprint 09 5,676 $17.50 $99,330
Mixed Paper 18 11,353 $12.50 $141,913
Clear Glass 39 24,597 $60.00 $1,475,820
Amber Glass 0.7 4,415 $45.00 $198,675
Green Glass 0.9 5,676 $9.50 $53,922
Bi-Metal Cans 57 35,950 $71.78 $2,580,491
Aluminum Cans 0.9 5,676 $750.00 $4,257,000
HDPE Plastic 13 8,199 $160.00 $1,311,840
PET Plastic 13 8,199 $170.00 $1,393,830
Other Plastic 0.0 0 n—n .-
Food Scraps 42 26,489 Contaminant in —
recyclable mat’l
Textiles 0.4 2,523 Contaminant in -—
recyclable mat’t
Tires/Reusable 11 6,938 WTE /landfill -—--
‘ Yard Waste 2.3 61,809 mulched -
Wood Debris 38 23,967 mulched —
Non-Ferrous 0.5 3,154 $25.00 $78,850 |
Old Bulky Whitegoods (OBW) 10 6,307 $20.00 $126,140 1
Old Corrugated Cardboard 05 3,154 $42.50 $134,045
{OCC)
Rubber 04 2523 Contaminant in —
recyclable mat’l
Concrete 01 631 100% to landfill —— I
Soil 02 1,261 100% to landfill -——-
Ceramics 0.0 0 - - It
TOTAL 398 252,912 $12,646,556 Il

Please note that the value of the recyclables shown in Table VII-24 DO NOT account for
the transportation charges to get the recyclables to market. Also, these prices are based on
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current market conditions. History has shown that market pricing is volatile and can change
quickly and abruptly.

The existence of a major pulp and paper plant within the 10 county region should offer a
very good opportunity for the recycling of several paper products.

6.0 Refuse-Derived Fuel Quantity and Characteristics

Before a waste-to-energy facility size can be established, an analysis to determine the
quantity and co iti izati i

This is needed in order to determine the BTU and moisture content is in the RDF, and
thus, how much energy can be generated from the RDF. Prior to combustion at the waste-
to-energy facility, for this analysis, the waste would be processed for the recovery of
recyclable materials (as discussed in the previous sections of this chapter). Therefore, an
analysis of the remaining RDF (after recyclables recovery) is needed. First, using the
information provided in Table VII-23, Figure VII-9 was developed. Figure VII-9 shows that
of the wastestream, approximately 60.2% will become RDF, 19.1% can be recycled, 13.4%
consists of yardwaste and compostable materials and 7.3% consists of items which would be
landfilled such as construction and demolition materials. The information in Table VII-23
also gives the amount of material remaining after the recycling process. Using this and
applying each component’s BTU value, an overall BTU content of the RDF can be
established. The results of such an analysis is presented in Table VII-25. From this table,
the higher heating value of the RDF is established at approximately 6,300 BTU/Ib.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan.
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. Lable VI1-25: RDF Characteristics and BTU Coatent

Southeast Tennessee Development District
RDF Content and Higher Heating Value Calculation
Pounds Pounds

% of Removed Remairning Moisture & Pounds

Waste  Percent per 1001bs of per 100 Ibs of Ash Free BTUper  Ash  Ashper

Stream Removed of MSW of MSW  Percent BTU/b 1bRDF Content lbRDF
Office Paper 65%  10.0% 0.7 59 97% 7,860 - 764 8.2% 0.5
Newsprint 85% 10.0% 0.9 7.7 12.7% 8,600 1,093 1.4% 0.1
Mixed Paper 18.0%  10.0% 1.8 16.2 26.9% 8,055 2,168 5.4% 0.9
Clear Glass 50% 78.8% 3.9 1.1 1.8% 0 0 98.0% 1.0
Amber Glass 09%  78.8% 0.7 0.2 0.3% 0 0 93.0% 0.2
Green Glass 11% 78.8% 0.9 02 0.4% O 0 98.0% 02
Bi-Metal Cans 7.0% 81.2% 57 1.3 2.2% 0 0 97.0% 1.3
Aluminum Cans 1.5% 57.1% 0.9 0.6 1.1% 0 0 98.0% 0.6
'|HDPE 20%  65.0% 13 0.7 1.2% 18,000 209 2.0% 0.0
PET 20%  65.0% 13 0.7 1.2% 18,000 209 2.0% 0.0
Other Plastic 5.0% 0.0% 0.0 50 8.3% 16,000 1,329 2.0% 0.1
Food Scraps 9.0%  46.2% 42 4.8 - 8.0% 10,100 813 435% 0.2
Textiles 4.0%  10.7% 0.4 3.6 5.9% 8,300 493 2.5% 0.1
Tires/Reusable 1.3% 85.0% 1.1 0.2 03% 14,900 48 6.5% 0.0
Yard Waste 13.0%  75.0% 9.3 33 5.4% 8,600 464 5.0% 0.2
Wood Debris 5.0% 75.0% 3.8 13 2.1% 8,060 166 1.0% 0.0
Nonferrous 05% 992% = 05 0.0 - 0.0% 0 0 98.0% 0.0
OBW 10%  95.0% 1.0 0.1 0.1% - 0 0.0
oCC 50% 10.0% 0.5 45 75% 7,850 587 5.0% 0.2
Rubber 3.0% 12.8% 0.4 2.6 43% 12,600 548 10.0% 0.3
Concrete 0.1% 90.0% 0.1 0.0 0.0% — 0 0.0
Soil 05% 46.2% 0.2 0.3 0.4% 3,670 16 70.0% 0.2
Ceramics 0.1% 12.8% 0.0 0.1 0.1% 0 Q 98.0% 0.1
100.0% 39.8 60.2 8,908 6.2

Average HHV BTU/lb, Dry Basis = 8,908

Ash = 10.3%]

Moisture (estimate} = 19.0%

As-Rec’d HHV, BTU/Ib = 6,296

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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7.0 Waste-to-Energy Plant Sizing

Based on the projected annual wasteshed of the 10-county region in 1998 of 630,700 tons
and from the prior section that 60.2% of the total wastestream will become RDF, this
establishes the tons/year which would be combusted at a waste-to-energy facility at 379,681,
This quantity divided by 365 days/year is 1040 tons/day. For purposes of sizing the waste-
to-energy facility, time must be allowed for annual boiler inspections and unexpected
downtime. The industry establishes this amount of time as an "availability factor” or the
amount of time during the year which the facility is on-line. Most equipment manufacturers
establish and gnarantee this availability factor at 85%. Therefore, the 1040 tons/day figure
is then divided by .85 to establish a facility size. Performing this calculation establishes the
operational size of the facility at 1224 tons/day. In order to allow for some future growth
in the waste stream, for purposes of this evaluation, a facility of 1300 tons/day will be
used.

8.0 Waste-to-Energy Plant Criteria and Technology
There are several proven technologies for the combustion of MSW and RDF including;:

+ Fluidized bed combustion {circulating bed)

« Fluidized bed combustion (bubbling bed)

+ Suspension and semi suspension fired combustion
- Traveling grate stokers '

+ Reciprocating grate stokers

+ Rotary kiln combustors

All of these technologies have their advantages and disadvantages. For purposes of this

evaluation we have selected a "mass-burn” type technology. This technology is designed to -

combust MSW in an "as-received” state as opposed to having to shred, pelletize or otherwise
prepare the waste for combustion. The "mass-burn” technology provides the region with the
flexibility of being able to combust processed or non-processed MSW and also is less
expensive than RDF type technologies. Therefore, if for some reason it is decided not to

remove certain recyclables from the waste stream, these recyclables can be processed
through the waste-to-energy facility. Also, the size of this facility will allow this technology
to be a "utility grade” quality.

Due to the size of this facility, the boiler plant would consist of a minimum of two (2)
combustion trains accounting for 50% each of the total ton per day capacity. This would
enable a high level of reliability for the supply of energy and for the combustion of waste.
9.0 Potential Energy Customers

9.1 DuPont De Nemours & Company

9.1.1 General

DuPont was initially contacted by telephone. Through this conversation it was learned that

. SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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DuPont had attempted to implement a waste-to-energy project in the 1989-1990 timeframe.
According to phone conversations with DuPont, this project was abandoned after meeting
public and governmental resistance.

Upon initial contact, DuPont was very interested in the possibility of a waste-to-energy
project involving themselves as the primary energy customer. Based on this response and
per DuPont’s request, a letter was sent explaining the 10-Year Solid Waste Management
Plan process and requesting information about their energy usage. This information was
received and evaluated with regard to a potential waste-to-energy project to dispose of all
of the 10-county region’s waste while offering steam to DuPont at an amount less than what
DuPont can produce the energy on their own. This evaluation is described in the following
sections.

It should be noted that just prior to the completlon of this evaluation, a DuPont
representative contacted Draper Aden Associates in order to state that DuPont was no
longer interested in pursuing such a project. Because the resuits of the evaluation were very
close to completion, it has been included as part of this report.

9.1.2 Energy Requirements/Market

From the data provided by DuPont the following information was collected:

Steam

Conditions: 315 psig/saturated

Fuel: - Coal

Estimated Peak Steam Flow: 230,000 Ib/hr

Estimated Low Steam Flow: 72,000 1b/hr

Estimated Avg Winter Flow: 190,000 Ib/hr

Estimated Avg Summer Flow: 90,000 1b/hr

Operations: 24 br/day; 365 déy/yr

Loading: 2t03 Iﬁonths- on peak and 2 to 3 months
on low with gradual swing between the
two seasons.

Estimated Annual Production: 1,189,900 mlbs

Est. Net Annual Steam Requirement': 1,011,415 mibs

1 Assuming 15% of Annual Production is used for feedwater heating.
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Chilled Water

Conditions: 50 deg F Supply
- 60 deg F Return

Equipment: 6 x 1000 ton electric open drive chillers
2 x 1500 ton electric hermetic chillers

Estimated Peak Cooling: 7,800 tons

Estimated Low Cooling: 2,400 tons

Estimated Avg Winter Cooling: 3,000 tons

Estimated Avg Summer Cooling: 6,500 tons

Operations: 24 hr/day; 365 day/yr

Loading: | 2 to 3 months on peak and 2 to 3 months
on low with gradual swing between the
two seasons.

Estimatcd Annual Production: 23,914,800 ton-hours (Based on highest

peak and assumed load factor of 35%.)

Estimated Annual Steam Req’d. to
drive open chillers with steam: 182,120 mlbs

This information forms. the basis for the DuPont waste-to-energy analysis. The analysis
assumes the supply of all of DuPont’s present steam requirements. In addition to these
existing steam requirements, the conversion of the six 1000 ton, open-drive chillers to steam
turbine drive has also been included. Based on this, the waste-to-energy facility would-
supply the existing steam needs, plus the steam required to drive these chillers. Therefore,
the total annual amount of steam to be sold to DuPont would be 1,193,535 mlbs.

9.1.3 In-House Production Cost

After establishing the steam load, the next step is to determine a fair market value for the
steam which is to be sold. To do this, a steam production cost evaluation was completed
in order to determine DuPont’s present production costs. Once the production costs were
determined, a discount was applied in order to give DuPont an incentive to purchase steam
from a waste-to-energy facility and a credit was applied for the purchase/lease of a site from
DuPont for the construction of the facility. This production cost evaluation was done as a
part of this analysis, however it is NOT included with this report. This information is
sensitive with regard to DuPont’s competitors, therefore it was not included. The resulting
steam sale price to DuPont used for this evaluation based on 1994 production‘costs is $6.52
per 1000 pounds of steam.
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9.1.4 Plant Location

It is assumed for purposes of this evaluation, that the waste-to-energy facility would be
located on DuPont property. This enables the efficient transportation/delivery of steam to
DuPont. Once again, this is the assumption for this evaluation, careful consideration must
be given to a final plant location in order to minimize impact on DuPont.

9.1.5 Plant Conceptual Design

In order to take advantage of all possible revenue streams, a turbine generator has been
included in the plant conceptual design. Steam will be produced by the waste-to-energy
boilers at conditions of 600 psig/750 deg F, sent through a backpressure steam turbine to
produce electricity for sale to TVA. The steam would then exit the turbine at conditions
of 315 psig/saturated for delivery and sale to DuPont.

Figure VII-10 is a schematic mass and energy balance of the waste-to-energy plant based
on the supply of steam to DuPont. This figure was developed in order to determine the
steam production capabilities of the waste-to-energy facility and is a basis for O & M and
sales information included in the tables and proformas addressing DuPont as an energy
customer. '

Figure VII-11 is a conceptual plant layout in both a plan and cross-sectional view. Referring
to this figure, the RDF would be received in the tipping floor area of the plant. Then the
RDF would be dumped into the storage pit. From here, an overhead crane is used to pick
up the RDF and deposit it into the charging hopper. The RDF falls through the hopper and
onto the grates. Here the RDF is ignited and progresses through the furnace portion of the
combustion unit. The heat generated by the combustion of the RDF travels upward into
the boiler section of the unit. It is at this point that the water is heated and turned into
steam. The steam then exits the boiler. The remaining gases pass through the "back end"
of the combustion unit and into a gas scrubbing unit. This unit is designed to remove acids
from the flue gas. After passing through the scrubber, the gases enter a fabric filter
baghouse. This device is made of hundreds of filter bags which the flue gases must pass
through before exiting to the atmosphere. Through this filtering unit, usually over 99% of
the particles in the flue gas stream are captured and removed. From this point the flue gas
exits through a stack.

Once the RDF has been sufficiently combusted, the remaining ash (called bottom ash) falls -
into a device which quenches the hot material with a water bath. The ash is then removed
from the unit to be disposed of in a landfill facility. Particulate captured by the scrubbing
unit and fabric filter is usnally combined with the bottom ash for disposal. The volume of
the incoming RDF is reduced by 90%+ and the weight of the incoming RDF is reduced by
60% to 75%.

9.1.6 Capital Cost

Waste-to-Energy facilities’ capital cost typically run in the $100,000 to $150,000 per installed
ton of capacity depending upon the size of the facility, type of technology, and what form
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Figure VIi-10
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the energy produced takes. Based on past experience and discussions with equipment
vendors, the $100,000 per installed ton of capacity is used for this evaluation in determining
the capital cost of the waste-to-energy facility. This figure does not include the capital cost
of the steam and condensate distribution lines or the turbine-generator unit. Additional
capital was added to this figure to account for these. An estimated capital cost summary
is included in Table VII-26.

This pricing assumes that the project were developed based on a standard design/bid/
construct approach. This method involves the counties and municipalities maintaining full
control over the project. The counties and municipalities would hire consultants to perform
the design and engineering of the facility and individual contracts would be let for the
different components of the facility. This method offers the most economical pricing for the
region.

Other procurement approaches include "turn-key" and "full service”. With these methods,
contracts would be let between the municipalities/counties and a "turn-key" vendor. This
vendor would then be responsible for the design and construction of the facility (and in the
case of full service vendors, operations also). These methods offer advantages with regard
to guarantees, but at a higher capital cost (and operating cost if a full service vendor is
selected). Therefore, the advantages of these methods should be compared with the added
expense involved.

9.1.7 Operating and Maintenance Cost

Table VII-27 presents a summary of the operating costs associated with serving the steam
requirements of DuPont. This table is supported by Exhibits A through I, which give a more
detailed breakdown of the summary’s itemized costs. These costs were developed based on
the plant being operated and managed by the local governments through an Authority. As
with procurement methods, other types of plant operation can be investigated (such as
operation by private or "full service" vendors as described in the previous section) and there
are advantages to these operational methods, however generally, costs are much higher with
these approaches.
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Table VII-26
DuPont
Waste-to-Energy Plant Cost Estimate
1300 TPD of 6300 BTU/LB RDF
600 psig/750 deg F

Capital Cost Estimate

Assuming a total capital cost of $100,000 per installed ton of capacity:

$100,000 x 1300 =
Extraction Turbine Generator Set
Conversion of open drive electric chillers to turbine drives:
6x 900 hp each Estimated Total

Distribution Line Capital Cost: (Assume above ground installation)

Assume steam line is to be buried; 100 ft of 14" line @ 3330/t
Assume condensate line is to be buried; 1000 ft of 6" line @ 3210/ft
Sub-Total

TOTAL

VII-79

$130,0600,000

$1,250,000

$250,000

$350,000

$210,000
$560,000

$132,060,000
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DuPont
O &M COST
1300 TPD RDF
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

SUMMARY

EXHIBIT

Annual Steam Quantity, net to cust., mlbs
Total Gross Steam, mlbs/yr

Annual Cost of Steam Production
1l.Labor, O&M

2. Fuel

3. Maintenance, Repair & Replacement
4. Electricity

5. Water & Sewer

6. Water Treatment 30.11/mlb stm.

7. Limestone

8. Ash Disposal, incl. elsewhere

9. Distribution O & M

Sub-Total, Steam Production Cost

Annual General & Administrative Cost

10. Salaries
11. Qutside Services

12. Office Supplies

VII-80

1.193,535 A

2,650,307 A

w

$450,780
$36,000
32,706,600

3496,868

£ I s B v B

332,019
5291,534
5462,422 | G

n.a.
35,595 I

34,181,818

$131,400 H

$30,000 est.
35,000 est.
DuPont
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Annual General & Administrative Cost (continued)

3. Insurance
14. Vehicles, Lease, Fuel, Maint., Insur.
15. Other

Sub-Total G & A

TOTAL ANNUAL O & M EXPENSES

VIi-81

3298,100 est.

$30,000 est.
-— est.
$494,500
54,976,318
DuPont
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DuPont

O & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
EXHIBIT A
STEAM QUANTITY ANALYSIS

Design Capacity; TPD 1300
Ovperating Capacity; TPD 1224
HHV of RDF, btu/lb 6300
RDF, Ibs/hr 102,000
Design Steam Conditions 600 psig/750 deg
Enthalphy of Steam, btu/lb 1379.6
Design FW Temp, degF 250
Design Make-Up Water Temp., deg F 60
Enthalpy of Make-Up Water, btu/tb 28
Design Stack Temp., deg F 375
Boiler effcy., % 65
Heat to FW, btu/lb 1160.7
BASED ON OPERATING CAPACITY:
Gross Steam Generated. Ibs/hr 355,937
Steam to FW Heating, lbs/hr 44,844
NetSteam Output, Ibs/hr ~ ~ = .. _ 311,093
Steam to Turbine Generator, Tbs/hr 311,093
Extraction Steam to Customer @ 315 psig/sat, Ibs/hr 255,000
Steam to Condenser @ 3" Hg 56,093
Annual Steam Available, mlbs
(based on 85% availability)

Gross Qutput 2,650,307

Net to Customer 1,193,535
Annual Steam Sales, mibs 1,193,535

DuPont.A
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DuPont

O & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
EXHIBIT B
LABOR COST
: OVER OVER
STAFFING PER SHIFT ANNUAL HEAD TIME
1 2 3 SWING TOTAL RATEEA. FACT. FACT. TOTAL

Operations Supervisor 1 1 527,500 1.2 1.1 $36,300
Shift Supervisor/Operator 1 1 1 4 §22,500 12 11 $118,800
Equipment Operator 1 1 1 4 $20,000 12 L1 $105,600
Crane Operator 1 1 1 4 520,000 1.2 1.1 $105,600
Elect., Inst. Tech 1 1 520,000 1.2 11 $26,400
Mechanic/Welder 1 1 520,000 1.2 1.1 326,400

Maintenance, Repair included in exhibit D
rer 2 2 §12,000 1.2 L1 $31,680
TOTAL LABOR COST 8 3 3 17 $450,780

Basis: Owned & Operated by a Solid Waste Authority

DuPont.B
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DuPont
O &M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

EXHIBIT C
FUEL COST

Fuel for Start-Up

Number of Start-Ups/yr
Hours Fuel Req’d/Start
Btu/Hr Input-Design -
Btu/Hr Start-Up (1/2 design}
Cost/mmbiu

Cost/yr = 8 starts x 4 hrs x mmbtuh
x 33.50/1,000,000 btu

VII-84

Nat. Gas

2 units 8 starts

4
642.6 mm
3213 mm

33.50

336,000

DuPont.C
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DuPont
0 & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

EXHIBIT D
MAINTENANCE COST

From 1990 International District Heating and Cooling Association Statics Report

1990 1990 Plant Cost per
Steam Sendout Maintenance mmBTU or
Company # 1,000.000 BTU Cost {$000) 1000 Lb Steam
18 2,325,337 $3,136 $1.35
19 7,378,440 $4,700 $0.64
32 1,406,400 $3,447 $2.45
36 297,960 $240 $0.81
38 1,843,519 §785 $0.43
56 4,509,397 $2,035 $0.45
68 1,113,500 $955 ' $0.86
69 504,510 $375 $0.74
74 478,300 8272 $0.57
86 3,268,188 $470 $0.14
96 108,329 313 $0.12
107 40,846,800 $6,798 $0.17
112 609,600 $93 $0.15
117 630,000 $495 $0.79
118 203,534 $218 $1.07
119 113,049 S114 $1.01
123 526,223 $384 $0.73
125 1,330,608 $1,143 $0.86
Average = $0.74
Index 1990 to 199 1.10 x$0.74 = $0.82

NOTE: All survey respondents did not provide data. Adjust for higher maintenance
cost associated with RDF handling and combustion:

$0.82 x 1.25 adjust. factor $1.02 -

Mibs Steam Produced: | 2,630,307
. Annual Cost: $2,706,600

DuPont.D
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DuPont

O & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
EXHIBITE
COST OF ELECTRICITY
Boiler Feed Pumps
GPM 747
HEAD, psig 635
HP @ 65% effcy 426
KW = 746 x HP/.95 effcy 334
Annual Consumption (85% 1.£.), KWH 3,445,048
Forced Draft Fan
HP 125
KwW 98
Annual Consumption (85% 1.£f.) KWH 730,384
LD. Fan
HP 500
Kw 393
Annual Consumption (85% L{.)KWH 2,923,535
Condensate Pumps
GPM 657
HEAD, psig 50
HP @ 65% effcy 29
KW =.746 x HP/.95 effcy 23
Annual Consumption (85% 1.£.), KWH 172472
Miscellaneous
Air Compressor (plant air & baghouse)
Kw 98
KWH : 515,918
Bottom ash & fly-ash removal system (.85 L.{.)
KW 40
KWH 297,840
Air cooled condensers (50 1.£.)
KW 75
KWH 328,500
Charging cranes (.55 Lf.)
KW 30
KWH 144,540
Hydraulic unit (.45 1.£.)
Kw 40
KWH 157,680
Miscellaneous pumps (.10 L£.)
KW 30
KWH 70,080
HVAC system (20 Lf.)
KW 100
KwWH 175,200
. Lighting & other (.55 L.f.)
KW ' 15
KWH 72,270
TOTAL ELECT. DEMAND, KW 1,326
TOTAL ELECT. CONSUMPTION, KWH 9,033,966
ANNUAL COST @ 30.055 $496,868
DuPont.E
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DuPont
O & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

EXHIBITF
WATER & SEWER COST

Quantity Req’d: Make-Up, gal/yr
(based on Plant Operating Capacity, 90%
condensate return and 85% availability)
Quantity Req’d: Miscellaneous, galfyr
Total

Est. cost @ $2.00 per 1000 gal.

ANNUAL TOTAL

VII-87

15,889,264

120,000
16,009,264

532,019

332,019

DuPont.F

SETDD Sclid Waste Plan

Chapter VI
Fune 7, 1994



DuPont
O &MCOST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

EXHIBIT G
LIMESTONE COST

Limestone Consumption
For HCL:
Ibs/hr = ¢hel Ib/hr) (1/hcl mol. wi.) (1/2)
(lime mol. wt.) (2.0)
= (X Ibs/hr) (1/36.5) (1/2) (74) (2) =

For SO:

Ibs/hr = (SO lbs/hr) (1/so mol. wt.) (1/1)
(lime mol. wt.) (2.0)

= X Ibs/hr (1/65) (1/1} (74) (2)

|

TOTAL LIME @ 100% REMOVAL, Ibs/hr
@ 90% removal (.75 x X), Ibs/hr

Annual Consumption, tons
X Ibs/hr x 8760 x .85 1.£./2000 =

ANNUAL COST @ $50.00/ton

VII-88

2,819

404
3,312

2,484

9,248

$462,422

DuPont.G
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DuPont

O & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
EXHIBITH
OVERHEAD SALARIES
ANNUAL O.H.
SALARY FACT.
Plant General Mgr. $50,000 12 $60,000
Secretary/Admin : $22,000 12 $26,400
Finance Clerk $20,000 12 524,000
Scale Clerk  $17,500 12 $21,000
TOTAL ADMIN. SALARIES £131,400
Basis: Cwned & Operated by a Solid Waste Authority
DuPont.H
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DuPont
O & M COST

WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

EXHIBIT I

DISTRIBUTION LINE MAINTENANCE

Systems with Under 10 Miles of Distribution Piping:

Distribution Distribution
Company # oO&M Miles

39 $249,300 7
69 $417,200 6.6
74 $122,100 9.2
96 $72,800 4
98 $290,000 ' 3

117 $175,000 8
118 $38,300 7

119 $17,500 3.6
123 $29,400 5.4
125 $276,200 7
-126 $87,600 4.2

Average O&M/Mile/Year =

From 1990 International District Heating and Cooling Association Statics Report

For this analysis, the following criteria was used:

Size of Steam Line: 14"
Size of Condensate Return Line: 6"

Feet Miles
Estimated Distance for this Evaluatio 1,000 0.19

(includes steam and condensate lines)

VII-90

Cost/Mile Age of
per Year System. Yrs
$35,614 45
$63,212 50
$13,272 40
$18,200 ?
$96,667 50
$21,875 20
$5,471 18
$4,861 12
$5,444 23
$39,457 40
$20,857 19
$29,539
Distribution
Annual O&M
$5,595
DuPoat.I
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9.2 Southern Chattanooga/Forest Hills Cemetery/Central Avenue Area

9.2.1 General

Through the energy market survey, it was discovered that there were several potential
energy customers located within the same general area in southern Chattanooga. Of the
companies interviewed, four expressed interest in being served by a waste-to-energy facility.
These four companies are as follows:

1) Bunge Foods
4806 Kirkland Avenue
Chattanooga, TN.
Ralph Meisner

2)  Chattem Chemicals
1715 West 38th Street
Ray Stevens, Vice Pres., Operations

3) Southern Cellulose

P.O. Box 2278
Ben Painter

4) Velsicol Chemical Company
4902 Central Avenue
Michael Poe, Environmental Manager

Interviews were conducted with these companies either in person or by telephone in order
to establish the energy requirements/needs. Once established, this information was used
to establish the viability of a waste-to-energy plant.

Of these four companies, three of them, Bunge Foods, Southern Cellulose and Velsicol
Chemical are in very close proximity to one another. Chattem Chemicals, however, is
somewhat removed from these three. Based on this, and upon establishment of energy
requirements, it was decided to exclude Chattem Chemical from the evaluation. The waste-
to-energy facility would be located close to the largest energy load and the cost associated
with piping steam to Chattem would be prohibitive based on their steam usage.

The energy information from the remaining three companies was evaluated with regard to
a potential waste-to-energy project to dispose of all of the 10-county region’s waste while
offering steam to the three companies at an amount less than what they can produce the
energy on their own. Information relating to this evaluation is described in the following
sections.
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9.2.2 Energy Requirements/Market

From the data provided by the three companies, the following information was collected:

Bunge Foods

Steam

Conditions:

Fuel:

Estimated Peak Steam Flow:
Estimated‘Avg Winter Flow:
Estimated Avg Summer Flow:
Operations:

Loading:

Estimated Annual Production:

Est. Net Annual Steam Requirement!:

Chilled Water

Conditions:

Equipment:

Operations:

Estimated Annual Steam Req’d
to Operate Chillers:

Total Estimated Annual Steam Sales:

170 psig/saturated max.

(requires "Food Grade" Steam for some
applications.)

Gas; #2 oil as back-up

55,000 1b/hr

38,000 Ib/hr

28,000 Ib/hr

24 hr/day; 365 day/yr except holidays

2 to 3 months on peak and 2 to 3 months
on low with gradual swing between the
two seasons.

285,248 mlbs

242,460 mibs

Not Known

1 x 850 hp electric open drive chiller
1 x 500 hp electric open drive chiller

1st Shift - 850 hp continuous
2nd Shift - 500 hp continuous
3rd Shift - 0 hp

30,478 mibs

272,938 mlbs

! Assuming 15% of Annual Production is used for feedwater heating.
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Velsicol Chemical Company

Steam
Conditions:
Fuel:
Estimated Peak Steam Flow:

Estimated Avg Winter Flow:

Estimated Avg Summer Flow:
Operations:

Loading:

Estimated Annual Production:

Est. Net Annual Steam Requirement':

Chilled Water
Conditions:;

Equipment:

Operations:
Loading:

Estimated Annual Steam Reqg’d. to
drive open chillers with steam:

Total Estimated Annual Steam Sales:

250 psig/saturated max.
Gas; #2 oil as back-up
60,000 1b/hr

50,000 1b/hr

25,000 1b/hr

24 hr/day; 365 day/yr

2 to 3 months on peak and 2 to 3 months
on low with gradual swing between the
two seasons.

325,763 mlbs

276,899 mibs

Not Known

Have between 500 and 1000 hp of electric
open drive chillers; assume 750 hp for
evaluation.

24 hr/day; 365 day/yr

Assume 35% load factor

26,145 mlbs

303,044 mlbs

! Assuming 15% of Annual Production is used for feedwater heating.
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Southern Cellulose Products

Steam
Conditions:

Fuel:

Estimated Peak Steam Flow:

Operations:

Loading:

Estimated Annual Production:

200 psig/saturated max.

Gas

100,000 Ib/hr

24 hr/day; 5-1/2 day/week avg.

Not Known

434,404 mlbs

Est. Net Annual Steam Requirement’: 369,243 mlbs

Chilled Water

None

! Assuming 15% of Annual Production is used for feedwater heating.

Table VII-28 and Table VII-29 summarizes the estimated annual steam sales and steam
flows to these three companies.

TABLE VII-28 : Estimated Annual Steam Sales

Customer Process Steam, mlbs | Chilling Steam, mlbs | Total Steam, mlbs | '
Bunge Foods 242,460 30,478 272,938
" Velsicol 276,899 26,145 303,044
| Southern 369,243 0 369,243
TOTALS 888,602 56,623 945,225
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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TABLE VII-29 : Estimated Peak Steam Flows

Customer Process Steam, 1b/hr | Chilling Steam, Ib/hr | Total Steam, 1b/hr “
Bunge Foods 45,000 15,350 60,350
Velsicol 60,000 8,500 68,500
Southern 100,000 0 100,000
TOTALS 205,000 23,850 228,850

This information forms the basis for the Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern
Cellulose (BVS) waste-to-energy analysis. The analysis assumes the supply of all of these
three companies steam requirements along with the conversion of the open-drive chillers
to steam turbine drive; the waste-to-energy facility would then also supply the steam
required to drive these chillers.

9.2.3 In-House Production Cost

After establishing the steam loads, the next step is to determine a fair market value for the
steam which is to be sold. To do this, a steam production cost evaluation was completed
for each of the three companies in order to determine their present production costs. Once
the production costs were determined, a discount was applied in order to give the companies
an incentive to purchase the steam from a waste-to-energy facility. These production cost
evaluations were done as a part of this report, however they are NOT included with the
report. This information is sensitive with regard to the different companies’ competitors,
therefore it was not included. The resulting steam sales price to the three companies which
- was used for this evaluation based on present-day costs is as follows:

Bunge Foods: $6.70 per 1000 pounds of steam

. Velsicol Chemical: $6.48 per 1000 pounds of steam

Southern Cellulose: $5.79 per 1000 pounds of steam

9,.2.4 Plant Location

The area which Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose are located is an
industrial area and there is vacant land available. It is assumed for purposes of this
evaluation, that a site along Central Avenue, between Velsicol Chemical and Southern
Cellulose could be purchased for the construction of the waste-to-energy facility. This
enables the efficient transportation/delivery of steam to all three companies Once again,
this is the assumption for this evaluation, careful consideration must be g1ven to a final plant
location in order to minimize impact on area mdustnes and residents.
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9.2.5 Plant Conceptual Design

In order to take advantage of all possible revenue streams, a turbine generator has been
included in the plant conceptual design. Steam will be produced by the waste-to-energy
boilers at conditions of 600 psig/750 deg F, sent through an extraction steam turbine to
produce electricity for sale to TVA. A portion of the steam (approximately 200,000 ib/hr)
would be extracted from the turbine at 250 psig. This steam would be delivered for sale to
Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose. The remaining steam would then
exit the turbine and be condensed at conditions of 3" Hg.

Figure VII-12 is a schematic mass and energy balance developed based on this scenario.
This figure was developed in order to determine the steam production capabilities of the
waste-to-energy facility and is a basis for O & M and sales information included in the
tables and proformas addressing Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose
as energy customers.

Figure VII-13 is a conceptual plant layout in both a plan and cross-sectional view showing
the equipment layout and RDF flow through the combustion/boiler units. Referring to this
figure, the RDF would be received in the tipping floor area of the plant. Then the RDF
would be dumped into the storage pit. From here, an overhead crane is used to pick up the
RDF and deposit it into the charging hopper. The RDF falls through the hopper and onto
the grates. Here the RDF is ignited and progresses through the furnace portion of the
combustion unit. The heat generated by the combustion of the RDF travels upward into
the boiler section of the unit. It is at this point that the water is heated and turned into
steam. The steam then exits the boiler. The remaining gases pass through the "back end"
of the combustion unit and into a gas scrubbing unit. This unit is designed to remove acids
from the flue gas. After passing through the scrubber, the gases enter a fabric filter
baghouse. This device is made of hundreds of filter bags which the flue gases must pass
through before exiting to the atmosphere. Through this filtering unit, usually over 99% of
the particles in the flue gas stream are captured and removed. From this point the flue gas
exits through a stack.

Once the RDF has been sufficiently combusted, the remaining ash (called bottom ash) falls
into a device which quenches the hot material with a water bath. The ash is then removed
from the unit to be disposed of in a landfill facility. Particulate captured by the scrubbing
unit and fabric filter is usually combined with the bottom ash for disposal. The volume of
the incoming RDF is reduced by 90%+ and the weight of the incoming RDF is reduced by
60% to 75%.

9.2.6 Capital Cost

Waste-to-Energy facilities’ capital cost typically run in the $100,000 to $150,000 per installed
ton of capacity depending upon the size of the facility, type of technology, and what form
the energy produced takes. Based on past experience and discussions with equipment
vendors, the $100,000 per installed ton of capacity is used for this evaluation in determining
the capital cost of the waste-to-energy facility. This figure does not include the capital cost
of the steam and condensate distribution lines or the turbine-generator. Additional capital

SETDD $olid Waste Plan
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Figure VII-12
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was added to this figure to account for these items. An estimated capital cost summary is
included in Table VII-30.

This pricing assumes that the project were developed based on a standard design/bid/
construct approach. This method involves the counties and municipalities maintaining full
control over the project. The counties and municipalities would hire consultants to perform
the design and engineering of the facility and individual contracts would be let for the
different components of the facility. This method offers the most economical pricing for the
region.

Other procurement approaches include "turn-key" and "full service". With these methods,
contracts would be let between the municipalities/counties and a "turn-key" vendor, This
vendor would then be responsible for the design and construction of the facility (and in the
case of full service vendors, operations also). These methods offer advantages with regard
to guarantees, but at a higher capital cost (and operating cost if a full service vendor is
selected). Therefore, the advantages of these methods should be compared with the added
expense involved.

9.2.7 Operating and Maintenance Cost

Table VII-31 presents a summary of the operating costs associated with serving the steam
requirements of Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose. This table is
supported by Exhibits A through I, which give a more detailed breakdown of the summary’s
itemized costs. These costs were developed based on the plant being operated and managed
by the local governments through an Authority. As with procurement methods, other types
of plant operation can be investigated (such as operation by private or "full service" vendors)
and there are advantages to operational methods, however generally, costs are much higher
with these approaches.
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Table ViI-30
Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose
Waste-to-Energy Plant Cost Estimate
1300 TPD of 6300 BTU/LB RDF
600 psig/ 750 deg F

Capital Cost Estimate

Assuming a total capital cost of $100,000 per installed ton of capacity:
$100,000 x 1300 = $130,000,000
Extraction Turbine Generator $1,500,000

Conversion of open drive electric chillers to turbine drives:
Bunge Foods; 1 x 500 hp & 1x 350 hp
Velsicol Chemical; assume 2 ea. x 350 - 500 hp
Southern Cellulose Products; none

Estimated Total $250,060
Distribution Line Capital Cost: (Assume above ground installation)

Steam: 14" Line: 0 ft @ S175 /t 38,750
10" Line: 1100 fr @ 3140 /ft $154,000
8" Line: 825 ft @ 3115 fft 594,875
Condensate: 6" Line: 1150 ft @ 390 /ft $103,500
4" Line: 85 1 @ 380 /it 366,000
Sub-Total $427,125
TOTAL $132,177,125
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose

O &M COST
- WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
SUMMARY
EXHIBIT
Annual Steam Quantity, net to cust., mlbs 945,225 A
Total Gross Steam, mlbs/yr 2,650,307 A
Annual Cost of Steam Production
1. Labor, O & M $450,780 B
2. Fuel 336,000 C
3. Maintenance, Repair & Replacement 32,706,600 b
4, Electricity $496,899 E
5. Water & Sewer 332,019 F
6. Water Treatment 30.11/mlb stm. $291,534
7. Limestone 462,422 G
8. Ash Disposal, incl. elsewhere n.a.
9. Distribution O & M $22,098 I
Sub-Total, Steam Production Cost ““-“ST;:,;;E;,-C;S;-
Annual General & Administrative Cost
10. Salaries $131,400 H
11. Outside Services $30,000 est.
12. Office Supplies $5,000 est,
BVS
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Annual General & Administrative Cost (continued)

13. Insurance
14. Vehicles, Lease, Fuel. Maint., Insur.
15, Other

Sub-Total G & A

TOTAL ANNUAL O & M EXPENSES

Vi-103

$298,100

330,000

$494,500

$4,992,852
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose

0O & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
EXHIBIT A
STEAM QUANTITY ANALYSIS
Design Capacity; TPD 1300
Operating Capacity; TPD 1224
HHY of RDF, btu/lb 6300
RDF, Ibsthr 102,000
Design Steam Conditions 600 psig/750 deg
Enthalphy of Steam, bru/lb | 1379.6
Design FW Temp, deg F 250
Design Make-Up Water Temp., deg F 60
Enthalpy of Make-Up Water, btu/lb 28
Design Stack Temp., deg F 375
Boiler effcy., % 65
Heat to FW, btu/lb 1160.7
BASED ON OPERATING CAPACITY:
Gross Steam Generated. Ibs/hr 355,937
Steam to FW Heating, lbs/hr 43,783
Net Steam Output, [bs/hr 312,154
Steam to Turbine Generator, lbs/hr 312,154
Extraction Steam to Customer @ 250 psig/fsat, Ibs/hr 200,000
Steam to Condenser, lbs/hr 112,154
Annual Steam Available, mlbs
(based on 85% availability)
Gross Qutput 2,650,307
Net to Customer 945,225
Annunal Steam Sales, mlbs 945,225
BVS.A
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose

0 & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
EXHIBIT B
LABOR COST
OVER OVER
STAFFING PER SHIFT ANNUAL HEAD TIME
1 2 3 SWING TOTAL RATEEA. FACT. FACT. TOTAL
Operations Supervisor 1 | 1 $27,500 1.2 11 $36,300
Shift Supervisor/Operator 1 1 1 4 $22,500 1.2 11 $118,800
Eguipment Operator 1 1 1 4 520,000 1.2 1.1 $105,600
Crane Operator 1 1 1 4 320,000 1.2 1.1 $105,600
Elect., Inst. Tech 1 1 $20,000 12 1.1 $26,400
Mechanic/Welder 1 1 320,000 12 1.1 326,400
Maintenance, Repair included in exhibit D
L..orer : 2 2 $12,000 12 1.1 $31,680
TOTAL LABOR COST 8 3 03 17 $450,780
Basis: Owned & Operated by a Solid Waste Authority
BVS.B
SETDD Sotid Waste Plan.
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose

0 &M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

EXHIBITC
FUEL COST

Fuel for Start-Up

Number of Start-Ups/yr
Hours Fuel Req’d/Start
Btu/Hr Input-Design

Btu/Hr Start-Up (1/2 design)
Cost/mmbtu

Costfyr = 8 starts x 4 hrs x mmbtuh
x $3.50/1,000,000 bta

VII-106

Nat. Gas
2 units 8 starts
4
642.6 mm
3213 mm

$3.50

336,000

BVS.C
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose
O & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

EXHIBIT D
MAINTENANCE COST

From 1990 International District Heating and Cooling Association Statics Report

1990 1990 Plant Cost per
Steam Sendout Maintenance mmBTU or
Company # 1,000,000 BTU Cost ($000) 1000 Lb Steam
18 2,325,337 $3,136 $1.35
19 7,378,440 $4,700 $0.64
32 1,406,400 $3,447 $2.45
36 297,960 $240 $0.81
38 1,843,519 $785 $0.43
56 4,509,397 - $2,035 $0.45
68 1,113,500 $953 $0.86
69 504,510 $375 $0.74
74 478,800 $272 $0.57
86 3,268,188 $470 : $0.14
96 108,329 $13 $0.12
107 40,846,800 $6,798 $0.17
112 609,600 $93 $0.15
117 630,000 $493 $0.79
118 203,534 $218 $1.07
119 - 113,049 $114 $1.01
123 526,223 $384 $0.73
125 1,330,608 $1,143 $0.86
Average = $0.74
Index 1990 to 199 1.10 x$80.74 = $0.82

NOTE: All survey respondents did not provide data. Adjust for higher maintainence
cost associated with RDF handling and combustion:

$0.82 x 1.25 adjust. factor  $1.02

Mlibs Steam Produced: 2,650,307
Annual Cost: $2,706,600 BVS.D

SETDD Sclid Waste Plan
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose

O &M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
EXHIBITE
COST OF ELECTRICITY
Boiler Feed Pumps
GPM 747
HEAD, psig 635
HP @ 65% effcy 426
KW = .746 x HP/.95 effcy 334
Annual Consumption (85% Lf.), KWH 3,445,048
Forced Draft Fan
HP 125
Kw 93
Annual Consumption (85% L£.) KWH 730,884
1.D.Fan
HP 500
KW 393
Annual Consumption (85% LL.)KWH 2,923,535
Condensate Pumps ‘
GPM 659
HEAD, psig 50
HP @ 65% effcy 30
KW = .746 x HP/.95 effcy 23
Annual Consumption (85% 1.£.), KWH 173,028
Miscellaneous
Air Compressor (plant air & baghouse)
Kw _ 293
KwH 515918
Bottom ash & fly-ash removal system (.85 1.£.)
KW 40
KWH 257,840
Afr cooled condensers (.50 1.1.) :
Kw ' 75
KWH 328,500
Charging cranes (.55 1£.)
KW 30
KWH 144,540
Hydraulic unit (.45 L£.)
KW 40
KWH 157,680
Miscellaneous pumps (.10 Lf.)
Kw 80
KWH 70,080
HVAC system (.20 1.£.)
KW 100
KWH 175,200
Lighting & other (.55 Lf.)
Kw - 15
KWH 72,270
TOTAL ELECT. DEMAND, KW 1,326
TOTAL ELECT. CONSUMPTION, KWH 9,034,522
ANNUAL COST @ $0.055 $496,899
BVSE
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose

0 &M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
EXHIBIT F
WATER & SEWER COST
Quantity Req’d: Make-Up, galfyr 15,889,264

(based on Plant Operating Capacity, $0%
condensate return and 85% availability)

Quantity Req’d: Miscellaneous, gal/yr 120,000
Total 16,009,264

Est. cost @ $2.00 per 1000 gal. : 332,019

ANNUAL TOTAL : 332,019

BVSF
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose
O &M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

EXHIBIT G
LIMESTONE COST

Limestone Consumption
For HCL:
lbs/hr = (hcllb/hr) (L/hel mol. wt.) (1/2)
(lime mol. wt.) (2.0)

= (X Ibsthr) (1/36.5) (1/2) (74) (2) = 2,819
For SO :
Ibs/hr = (SO 1bs/hr) (1/so mol. wt.) (1/1)
(lime mol. wt.) {2.0)
= X lbs/hr (1/65) (1/1) (74) (2) = 494
TOTAL LIME @ 100% REMOVAL, 1bs/hr 3,312
@ 90% removal (.75 x X, Ibs/hr 2,484
Annual Consumption, tons
X Ibs/hr x 8760 x .85 1.£./2000 = 9,243
ANNUAL COST @ $50.00/ton 462,422
BVS.G
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Cellulose

O & M COST
WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT
EXHIBIT H
OVERHEAD SALARIES
ANNUAL O.H.
SALARY FACT.
Plant General Mgr. $50,000 1.2 $60,000
Secretary/Admin £22,000 1.2 $26,400
Finance Clerk $20,000 12 324,000
Scale Clerk - 817,500 12 $21.000
TOTAL ADMIN. SALARIES $131,400
Basis: Owned & Operated by a Solid Waste Authority
BVS.H
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical & Southern Ceilulose

0 &M COST

WASTE-TO-ENERGY PLANT

EXHIBIT 1

DISTRIBUTION LINE MAINTENANCE

Systems with Under 10 Miles of Distribution Piping:

Distribution Distribution
Company # &M Miles
39 $249,300 7
69 $417,200 6.6
74 ' $122,100 9.2
96 $72,800 ‘ 4
98 $290,000 3
117 $175,000 8
118 ' $38,300 7
119 - $17,500 36
123 | $29,400 5.4
125 $276,200 7
126 - $87,600 : 42

Average O&M/Mile/Year =

From 1990 International District Heating and Cooling Association Statics Report

For this analysis, the following criteria was used:

Size of Steam Line: 14", 10" & 8"
Size of Condensate Return Line: 4" & 6"
Feet

Miles

Estimated Distance for this Evaluatio 3,950
(includes steam and condensate lines)

VII-112

- 0.75

Cost/Mile Age of
per Year System, Yrs
$35,614 45
$63,212 50
$13,272 40
$18,200 ?
$96,667 50
$21,875 20
$5,471 18
$4,861 12
$5,444 23
$39,457 40
$20,857 19
$29,539

Distribution

Annual O&M

$22,098

BVS.1
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9.3 Summary/Projections

A simplified approach to examine the financial components of a waste-to-energy facility can
be summarized with the following equation:

Tip Fee = Energy Sales - Debt Service - Operations and Maintenance

Of these components, the debt service and all of the O&M costs except staffing, will vary
linearly with a corresponding change in plant size. The exception to this would be the
smaller plants.

9.3.1 DuPont

A proforma projecting the twenty year life of a waste-to-energy facility to serve DuPont is
included in Table VII-32. This proforma provides financial projections including capital
cost, operations, maintenance, ash/RDF overflow disposal and revenue from electricity and
steam sales. The result of this proforma shows the disposal or tipping fees per ton of MSW.
The proforma shown does not account for the transportation costs associated with getting
the MSW to the area recycling/RDF facilities and then transfer to the waste-to-energy plant.
This information is developed earlier in this chapter. In viewing Table VII-32, it can be
seen that for the waste-to-energy portion of this evaluation, the tip fee at the door of the
waste-to-energy facility ranges from a high of approximately $27.50 in the first year, to a low
of just under $12 in the year 2017. Obviously, the results of this proforma are based on final
energy sales negotiations/contracts with DuPont and TVA, resulting in pricing equal to that
used in this evaluation.

As mentioned earlier, any plant size increases or expansion possibilities due to an increase
in the region’s wasteshed would have to be addressed and justified as the mrcumstances, .
arise.

9.3. Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose

~ A proforma projecting the twenty year life of a waste-to-energy. facility to serve Bunge
Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose is included in Table VII-33. This
proforma provides financial projections including capital cost, operations, maintenance,
ash/RDF overflow disposal and revenue from electricity and steam sales. The result of this
proforma shows the disposal or tipping fees per ton of MSW. The proforma shown does
not account for the transportation costs associated with getting the MSW to the area
recycling/RDF facilities and then transfer of the RDF to the waste-to-energy plant. This
information is developed earlier in this chapter. In viewing Table VII-33, it can be seen that .
for the waste-to-energy portion of this evaluation, the tip fee at the door of the waste-to-
energy facility ranges from a high of approximately $31.50 in the first year, to a low of
approximately $21 in the year 2017. Obviously, the results of this proforma are based on
final energy sales negotiations/contracts with Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical, Southern
Cellulose "and TVA, resulting in pricing equal to that used in this evaluation.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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TABLE VII-32: 1300 TFD RDF Wasts-to-Esergy Plant

£ DuPont Compeny
1994 Plant Capital Cost:
1994 5tos Price to DuPout, $/mib:

1994 Electrical Price paid by TVA, S/kWh:

1998 Sirm Pries to DuPoat, $/mib;
1994 Mibs Sold to DuPout
1994 D & M Cosic:

MSW Genenated, TPY
RDF Avsilsble o0 WTE Facility, TPY
RDF Capacily of WTE Pacility, TPY

RDF to Bypes WTE Facility, TPY
Ash to Lendfill, TPY
Totel Landfll Dispoml, TPY

Steam Produced, Not, mibs
Steam Sold to DuPoot, mibs
Steam to Condenser, mibe

Steam Price to DuPont, $/mib
Elsctricity Prics Paid by TVA, $/kWh

Approx. Edsctrical Generation, kWhiyr:

EXPENSES
. Dobt Service @ 195, $/¥r
Plant O & M, S/¥r
Total Plant Expenses, 3/Yr

BEVENUES

Elsctrical Esergy Soid, $/¥r

Steam Sold to DuPot, $/Y¥r
Total Plank Revenses, 3/Yr

. Fhant Shortfall, $/Yr

TEPING FEES, $/Ton:
MS5W Comsbrusted:

MSW Generated:

Eaxcalator

0.29%

1.o%

3.0%
1.0%

Jo%

BOND IS3UE CALC!JI.ATIOI;T:

$132,060,000
3652 Escalstion to Mid-Coustruction (1996): $140,102,434 3.00% per Yoar
50017 Interest During C 3 39,244,200 7.00% for 1 Year
$734 Capital Reserve Fand: 32,641,200 2.00% -
1,193,535 Boud Finenciag Cost: 3449,004 034R N
34,976,318 Bond Underwriter's Discounts 31,950,500 1.509%
. . Totsl Boud loue: $134,417,758
1993 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2012 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
630,700 630,467 630,241 629,672 630,128 631,607 633,443 635,283 437,137 638,991 640,851 - 642,715 644,586 646,461 648,343 650,229 652,121 654,019 655,922 657,831
379,681 379,541 379,405 378,461 379,337 380,227 381,334 382,444 383,536 384,673 385,792 386,915 338,041 389,170 390,302 391,438 392,577 393,720 394,365 396,014
403,325 483,325 403,328 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,328 403,325 403,325 403,328 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,328 403,325 403,328 403,328 403,325 403,325 403,328
[ [ 0 o 0 [ [} -] 0 0 0 o 0 0 [] 0 -] ] 1] -]
39,107 39,003 39,079 38,981 39,072 39,163 39,217 39,392 39,506 39,62t 39,737 39,852 - 19,962 40,084 40,201 40,318 40,435 40,353 40,671 40,789
39,107 39,093, 39,079 38,981 39,072 19,163 39,277 39,392 39,508 39,621 39,737 39,852 39,968 40,084 40,201 40,318 40,435 40,353 40,671 40,788
-
2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,674,554 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,674,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514
1,193,535 1,205,470 1,217,525 1,229,700 1,241,997 1,254,417 1,266,961 1,279,631 1,292,427 1,305,352 1,318,405 1,331,389 1,344,905 1,358,354 4,371,938 1,385,657 1,399,514 1,413,509 1,427,644 1,441,920
880,979 859,044 856,939 844,814 832,517 820,097 207,353 794,883 782,087 769,163 756,109 742,925 729,609 716,160 702,576 688,857 475,001 661,005 646,870 632,594
. §134 $7.56 $7.7% 3802 $8.26 3351 $3.76 $9.03 3930 $9.57 $5.36 $10.16 $10.46 $10.78 511,10 $11.43 $11.78 $1213 $12.4% $12.37
s0.018 $0.018 $0.013 D018 $0.018 $0.019 30,019 $0.019 s0.019 30.019 30020 30,020 $0.020 $0.020 30.020 304021 $0.021 30.021 30.021 $0.021
55,962,017 S5962,077 55,962,077 55,962,077 55,962,077 - 55962,017 35962077 55,962,017 55962017  55862,017 33,962,077 55962,017 55,962,077 385,965,077 55,962,077 - E5962,077  S5962.077  55962,077 55,962,077 55,962,077
SI14,577,038 314,577,036 314,577,036 314,577,036 14,577,038 $14,577,036  S14.577,036 514,577,036 514,577,036  $14,577,036  $14,5717,036 314,577,036  $14,577,036  SI4,577,036  S1457N056  $14,577,036  $14,577,036 514,577,036  $14,577,036 314,577,036
$5,600,590 55,763,916  $5,941,98 36,120,243  $6,303,851 $6,492,966 36,687,755 36,888,388  $7,095040  $7.307,891 57,527,127  §7,752,941 37985530 | 38,225,095  38471,848 35725004 38,987,784 39257417 39,535,140 39,821,194
320,177,926 320,345,953 320,519,020 520,697,236 520,880,887 $21,070,003  S2L264,792 321465424 521,672,076 521,884,927 322,104,164 322,329,978 322,562,566 372,302,132 323,048,885 $25303,040  $23,564,820 523,834,454 $24,112,176 324,398,230
$989,924 $999.384 31,009,883 51,029,982 31,030,181 $1,040,433 51,050,888 31,061,397 51,072,012 31,082,731 51,093,558  $1,104,494 51,115,539 31,126,694 31,137,961  SL149341 51,160,834 31,172,443 51,184,167 51,196,009
18,758,539 39,111,308 39.475,702 39,860,693  $10,238,079 310,671,430 511101540 511,548,932  $12,014,354 S12498,533  $13,002,224  $13,526213  $14,071,320 314,638,394 315228321  $15342,023 315,430,455 317,144,619 517,835,547  $13,55¢4319
39,748,523 510,111,392 310,483,384 310,880,675 511,288,261 511,711,963 512,152,429 512,610,330 513086365 513,581,264 - $14,095782  $14,630,707 S$15186,839 15765088 516365283  $16991,364  317.641,290 $18317,061 319,019,714 $19,750,328
$10,429.403 310,234,561  $10,030.436 $9,816,605 39,592,626 39,358,040 39,112,363 38,355,095 38585710 38,303,663 $8,008,382 - 57,699,270  $73TET0T 37,037,043 $4482,602 35311677 $5923.530 35,517,393 35,092,462 $4,647,902
$27.47 $26.97 326.44 32594 32529 $24.6% 32390 $23.18 32238 - 32139 $20.76 $19.50 s19.01 - 318,08 31712 $16.12 $15.09 $14.01 $12.90 $11.74
- N a
31654 $16.23 51592 1561 31522 51482 51439 $13.94 31348 512,99 $12.50 31198 1144 51089 51031 .M 39.08 $8.44 $7.76 $T.67

(RN



TABLE VI-33: 1300 TFD RDF Warts-to-Foergy Plant

Bunge Poods, Velsicol Chemics and Southem Calluloss

1994 Plant Capital Cowt: $132,177,128 BOND ISSUE CALCULATION:
1994 Stm Price to Bunge Foods, $/mib; 14.70 Escnlation to Mid-Constructica (1996} $140,226, 7112 3.00% per Year
. 1994 Stwm Prics to Velbsool Chemicals, $/mlb; 3648 Intorest Druring Construction: 39,252 399 T.00% for 1 Year
| 1994 Sta Price to Southera Calluloss, $/mib: $5.79 Capital Ressrve Food: 32,643,543 2.00% -
: ' 1994 Electrical Price paid by TVA, 3kWh: 30017 Boud Financisg Cost: $449,402 0.34% :
: 1998 Stan Price to Bumge Foods, $/ulb: $7.55 Boad Underwriter's Discount: 31,982,657 1.50%
1998 Stas Price to Valsicol Chemicals, $/efb: 3730 Total Boad Tame: $154,554,712
. 1998 St Prios 4o Southern Callaioss, $/mlb: 36.51 )
: 1994 Mibs Sold to Buage Foods 272938
1994 Milbe Soid to Velsicol Cheusica 303,044
1994 Miba Sold to Southera Celluloss 369,243
1994 O & M Costz $4,992,352
Escalator 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2003 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 206 2017
: MSW Genenated, TPY 029% 630,700 630,467 630,241 628,672 630,128 631,607 633,445 635,288 637,137 638,991 640,851 642,715 644 388 646,461 648,343 650,229 652,121 654,019 655,922 £57.331
j RDF Awsilable to WTE Facdity, TPY 379,681 379,541 379,405 378,461 379,337 380,227 181,334 382,444 383,35 384,673 385,792 386,915 338,041 3E9,170 390,302 391,438 392,577 393,720 394,888 396.0].;
RDF Capacily of WIE Padility, TPY .~ A02s 403,323 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,328 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,325 403,325% 403,325 403,328
R.DFﬁoByp-llW'l'EFidh'ty, TPY 1] 0 Q 1] 0 9 a o 1] 0 1} Li] 0 1] o Q 0 1] 0 0
Ash to Landfill, TPY ) 39,167 39,093 ’ 39,079 38,981 39,072 39,163 39,277 39,392 39,506 39621 39,737 39,852 39968 40,084 40,201 40,318 40,435 40,553 40,671 40,789
Total Laodfill Duponl, TPY 39107 39,093 is079 33,981 39072 39,163 39277 39392 39,206 39,621 39,737 39,352 39,968 40,084 40,201 40,318 40,435 40,553 ) 40,671 40,789
Steam Produced, Net, mibs 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514, 2,074 514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,314 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514 2,074,514
Steam Sold to Bunge Foods, mibe 1.0% 272938 275,667 278,424 231,208 284,020 286,861 289,729 292,626 295,553 293,208 301,493 304,508 ) 307,553 310,629 313,735 316,873 329,041 323,242 © 325474 329,739
Steam Sold to Velsicol, mibe 1.0% 303,044 306,074 309,135 ' z227 315,349 318 502 321,887 324,904 328,153 331,435 334,749 338,097 341,478 344,392 348341 351,525 355343 355,896 362,488 366,116
: Stesm Sold to Southern, mibs 1.0% - 369243 372,935 376,665 380,431 - 384,238 388,078 391,959 195878 399,857 403,838 07,874 411,953 416,072 420,233 424,335 428 680 432,965 . 437,298 441,669 446,086
J‘ Steam to Coudom;. mibe 1,12_9.239 1,119,837 . 1,110,290 - L,100,448 1,040,909 1,081,073 = 1,071,139 1,061,505 1,050,971 1,040,736 1,030,398 1,019,957 1,000,411 598,760 988,002 971,137 96_-5,164 | 955080 943.88‘ 932,379
: Steam Frice to Bunge, $/mib 3.0% '$7.55 3$7.77 $5.00 3824 3849 $8.7s $9.01 $9.28 39.456 $9.835 $10.14 $10.44 '$10.76 $11.08 . 1141 $11.7s 512,11 $12.47 512,32 $1323
Stosm Prica to Velsiool, $/mlb 3.0% 3730 3752 $1T4 3797 s821 $8.46 S8t szo8 $9.24 $9.52 $9.51 $10.10 $10.40 $10.72 $11.04 $1137 $1IL.71  s1206 $12.42 $12.50
Stessw Price to Southem, $/mity . 30% 36.5¢ 16.71 L5691 . $7.12 3733 $7.55 3718 $3.01 £325 $8.50 $3.75 $9.62 929 $9.37 $9.85 31015 31045 $1077 311.09 $11.42
Electricity Prics Pasd by TVA, S/kWh 1.0% $0.018 $0.018 10018 30018 10.018 $0.01% 30019 £0.019 $0.019 30.019 $0.020 30.020 20.020 $0.020 10.020 30021 50021 0021 $0.021 50.021
App Elsctireal G tion, kWhiyr: ’ 89,457,274 £9,457,274 39,457,274 457,274 29.451,274 89,457,274 89,457,274 89,457,274 B9457274 89,457,274 89,457,274 £9,457.274 39,457,274 89,457,272 39,457,274 89,457,274 9,437,274 B9 451274 39457274 B9 457,274
Debt Servics @ 7%, 3/Yr 314,559,965 314,589,965 314,589,955 $14,589,965  $14,589,945 - $14,589,965 314,589,965 314,589,965 $14,589.965 514,389,965 314,589,985 514,589,965 314,389,955 314,589 945 314.589,9;65 314,589,965 $14,380,965 314,589,965 514,589,965 514,589,965
Plaat O & M, $/Yr ) 3.0% 33,619,459 ss,'iam . 35,961,728 $5,140,578 $6,324,796 36,514,539 346,709,976 36,911,275 371 !8,613 $7,332,111 37,552,137 $7,778,701 18,012,062 58,252,424 33,499,995 58,754,996 $9,017,646. 39m175 39,565,821 39,853,825
Total Plant Expecses, 3/Yr ' ' 520209464 320,378,049 °$20,551,691 320,730,543 320,914,760 $20.104,504  321,299.940 321,501,240  $21,708,578. 321,922,136 322,142,101 322,368,656 322,602,027 SIZBTIEE 523,089,961 523,344,961 523,607,611 $23,578.140 ‘$24,156,786 524,443,790 -
REVENUES
Electrical Enecyy Sold, S/¥r SIISL3Z3  SLIDEMS  SLEN4ISZ FLEJOATS  SLE46TI0 . SLEGI24S 31679880  SLESSTS  SLIILGNS $1,730782 $L748050  SL7655T1  SLTES227  SLIOLOM SLA19.070 51,837,260  SLASS &3S 31,574,139 $1,892,931  $1,911.860
Stsams Sobd &y Bungs, $/Yr 32,050 429 32,142,424 32,228,764 $2318,383 52,412,022 32,509,227 32,610‘3497 SZ.?IS..‘HG' 32,824,982 S2.938,82%  $3,057,264 33,130,471 33,308,644 33,441,983 3,580,695 $3,724,997 33875114 $4,G31, 281 34,195,742 34,362,750
Stearn Sold to Velsicol, 5/Yr ’ SZ2UL55¢  $2I00630 32393397  $2,489.351  $2.500,102 SRE94STT  SLB03,168 2916138 - 33,035,656  SIISSII3 53,283,096 $3415405  $3,SSB046  S1E96233  SImsin $4,000,153 34,161,359  S4329.0662 34,503,523  $4.685,015
Steam Sold ko Southern, $/Ye 32405413 . $2,502351 32,603,196 32.708,105  $2,817,242 IZP30776  S3048387 3,071,757 $3299.579 33432852 31,570,883 $3.714.750 33,864,496 34020235  Se132.251 $4350,795  $4,526,133 34,708,536  S4,295,200 35094691
Total Pamt Revéaues, $/Yr $8258920 38,543,304  SREI0EE0 39,147,015 39,466,236 $9,797.828 310,142,284 - 510,500,118  $10.871,363  S11,258075 $11,659,333  512,076237 $1Z,509413 $12.939,510 S13.427207  Si3913.205 SIA4IS238  $14,943,068 S1S485485 316035315
Plant Shorthall, $/Yr 511,950,544, 311834245 3t 1,712,002 511,583,528 311,448 524 $11,306,676  $11,137,657 Sll,ﬂﬂl.ltll 510,836,715 310,664,061 510,482 763 $10,292,428 310,092614  $9,892.%78 39,662,738 39,431,756 $92,189373 38,935,073 :s.aks,soo 18388475
TIPPING FEES, $/Tou:
MSW Combusted: 3148 13118 $30.87 $30.61 $30.18 $29.74 32924 2877 32825 327712 $27.17 126.60 $26.01 $2539 2476 $24.10 $23.41 322459 32195 52118

M3W Generted: 31895 31877 $is.s8 31543 1317 S17.90 $17.61 1732 517.01 $14.69 51636 $16.01 315.66 31529 31490 S14.51 31409 31356 51322 1275



The results of both the DuPont proforma and the Bunge/Velsicol/Southern proforma are
summarized in Table VII-34.

TABLE VII-34: Summary of "At the Door" Waste-to-Energy Tipping Fees

" YEAR DuPont Bunge, Velsicol &
|| Southern l
Year 1 $27.47 $31.48
Year 5 $25.29 $30.18
Year 10 $21.59 $27.72
Year 15 $17.12 $24.76
| Year 20 $11.74 §21.18

9.4 Operational Certification

Recent legislation requires operators of waste-to-energy facilities to be certified by meeting
minimum operational experience guidelines and by passing a written operations examination.
This law is presently in effect and several review courses are offered by organizations such
as the American Society of Mechanical Engineers. If operations are provided by a private
vendor, the burden of meeting these requirements would fall upon that vendor.

9.5 Residuals/Excess Waste

All available waste disposal technologies require some type of landfiil facility and waste-to-
energy is no exception. Even if the total MSW generated within the region were to be
combusted, there would have to be a landfill for the ash residue. Landfill facilities would
also have to be provided for materials which can not be combusted in waste-to-energy
facility such as construction and demolition debris. The ash resulting from combustion for
this evaluation will be in the range of 10% of the original waste quantity as shown in Figure
VII-9. Combined with this, residue materials will be removed from the wastestream which
will have to be landfilled as shown in Tables VII-23 and VII-24. Also, over the life of the
waste-to-energy plant, it is projected that the waste stream quantity from the 10-county
region will gradually increase, thus landfill disposal capacity will have to grow also.
Fortunately, based on wasteshed projections, a waste-to-energy facility sized for.1300
tons/day will not meet its capacity within the 20 year proforma timeframe.

9.6 Permitting

There are two major phases of permitting requirements for a waste-to-energy facility. The
first involves a permit to construct such a facility (construction permit), and the second
involves a permit to operate once the facility has been completed (operating permit). These
permits involve compliance with existing state and federal regulations concerning facility
operations and effluent emissions. The facility owner would be required to obtain a permit
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prior to construction which demonstrates that the plant will not exceed any of the regulatory
limits once it is put into operation. Once this permit is obtained, the facility can be
constructed.

The second permit is obtained after the plant is substantially complete and the facility starts
combusting waste. Testing will be performed during this period in order to establish that
the plant is operating within the limits designated by the construction permit.

9.7 Implementation

A multi-county undertaking such as a waste-to-energy facility would almost demand that the
counties form a body which is made up of representatives from each of the local
governments (such as an Authority) to oversee and/or operate and/or own the facility. If
the counties opted for the design/bid/construct procurement method, this would be required
for purposes of bonding and financing of such a facility. This requirement is to ensure faith
and credit along with the enactment of flow control (control of the waste (fuel) stream).
A long term contract (20 years) with the participating counties and municipalities for the
supply of the waste and with the private industry(s) and TVA for the purchase of the energy
produced would also be required. All of these agreements would be necessary if the facility
is going to be owned and/or operated by the counties. If a turn-key or full service approach
is pursued, the turn-key or full service vendor would have to reach agreements with the
entities involved.

9.7.1 DuPont

The foremost requirement of this waste-to-energy option would be to discuss, and meet, with
DuPont concerning their interest in a potential waste-to-energy project. As mentioned
earlier in this chapter, upon initial contact and investigation, DuPont was very interested in
a project such as this. However, just prior to the completion of this plan, DuPont stated
during a phone conversation that they are NO LONGER INTERESTED in pursuing the
project. Therefore, if a waste-to-energy project were to be pursued involving DuPont as the
energy customer, DuPont’s interest would have to be re-established.

9.7.2 Bunge Foods, Velsicel Chemical and Southern Cellulose

Similar to DuPont, the foremost requirement of this waste-to-energy option would be to
meet with Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose confirming their interest
in such a project. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, after initial contact and.
investigation, all three companies (Bunge Foods, Velsicol Chemical and Southern Cellulose)
were very interested in this project. Once the interest has been confirmed, discussion and
negotiations should proceed regarding the steam pricing. Since the basis for the steam
pricing is the in-house production cost evaluation, this normally becomes the center of
attention and discussion. This process can become a very long, tedious and in-depth
discussion/ negotiation and consumes a lot of time; especially when dealing with three
separate energy customers/contracts. Therefore, if this optionis pursued, immediate contact -
with the potential energy customers is recommended.
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9.8 Schedule

The financial information included in the proformas assumes a waste-to-energy facility being
on-line in 1998. In order for that schedule to be met, construction would have to commence
in 1996. This allows a peried of 1-1/2 to 2 years prior to ground breaking for negotiations,
construction permitting and for a large part of the design process to take place. While it
is difficult to assign time periods to negotiations and permitting, if these items are pursued
late in 1994, they should be completed in early 1996.

10.0 Ash/Residue Disposal

As eluded to earlier in this chapter, the ash generated by the waste-to-energy facility would
require disposal at a landfill facility. Because of the proximity of the City of Chattanooga’s
Summitt Landfill to the potential waste-to-energy sites, for the purposes of this evaluation,
the Summitt landfill was used as the disposal site for the ash. For the initial year of
operation, 1998, the ash produced from the waste-to-energy plant is projected to be 39,107
tons.

The residue created from the recycling/RDF process will also require disposal at landfill
facilities. This residue consists of will fall into the category of a class II/IV landfill facility.
This residue shall be disposed of at each of the four individual recycling/RDF facilities’
existing landfills. The following tables project the gquantities of residue waste requiring
disposal at each of the four area facilities.

In review, Table VII-35 that follows summarizes the wasteshed of each of the four

transportation areas along with the corresponding percentage that each area’s wasteshed
represents compared to the total region.

TABLE VII-35: Total Wasteshed Distribution

I AREA Wasteshed, Tons/Yr | Perecentage of Total

l Area 1 : 545,853 - 86.5%
| Area 2 50,189 8.0%
| Area 3 16,191 2.5%
"  Area d 18,467 3.0%

Total 630700 100.0%

Referring back to Table VII-24, a portion of the material removed in the recycling/RDF
process is not marketed as recyclables. Table VII-36 is a summary of the items not recycled.
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TABLE VII-36: Residue Items Generated at Area Recycling/RDF Facilities

ITEM Tons/Year Destination Percent to Total to
Destination Destination

Yard Waste 61,809 mulched 100% 61,809
Wood Debris 23,967 mulched 100% 23,967
Tires/Reusable 6,938 WTE/landfill 100% 6,938
Concrete 631 landfill 100% 631
Soil 1,261 landfill’ 100% 1,261
Total 94,606 94,606

Using the information in Table VII-36, along with the percentage distribution by area in
Table VII-35, the following table was developed to represent an estimate of the quantities
of residue and mulch to be generated at each of the four area recycling/RDF facilities.

TABLE VII-37: Estimated Residue/Mulch Generation at Area Recycling/RDF Facilities

Landfill Ash Total TPD

Tons/Yr Landfilled | Landfilled | Landfilled

Tons/Yr .

Areal 74,195 7,638 39,107 46,745 128
Area 2 6,862 706 none 706 1.9
Area 3 2,144 221 none 221 0.6
| Area4d 2,573 265 none 265 0.7
i  Total 85,775 8,830 39,107 47937 131

The costs associated with the disposal of these items is summarized below in Table VII-37.
The assumptions used for this analysis follow the table.
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TABLE VII-38: Estimated Landfill Disposal Costs

AREA Quantity, Tons Type Facility Estimated | Total Cost
Cost/Ton
Area 1 46,745 Class I $40 $1,869,800
“ Area 2 706 Class III/IV $100 $70,600
| Area 3 21 Class II/IV $120 $26,520
H Area 4 265 Class II/IV $120 $31,800
| Tota 47937 $1,098,720

11.0 Conclusions/Recommendations

Table VII-39 summarizes the findings of this chapter relating to an integrated waste disposal
plan including the two waste-to-energy options.
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TABLE VII-39: Summary of Costs

Total Costs
Transfer Stations $2,850,000 $269,040 $395,000 $890,962 $1,555,002 $2.47
Transportation -—-- -—- —— $2,716,223 $2,716,223 $4.31
Recycling/RDF
Facilitics
Areal $7,287,581 $687,948 | $1,807,048 w—— $2,494,996 $3.96
Area 2 $3,657,975 $345313 | $1,276,700 —— $1,622,013 $2.57
Area 3 $1,242.264 $117,270 $841,033 - $958,303 $1.52
Area 4 $1,242,264 $117.270 $841,033 - $958,303 $1.52
Arca Landfill
Facilities '
l*
Area 1 - -—-- - - $1,869,800 $2.96
(incl. ash)
Area 2 - -— - - $70,600 $0.11
Area 3 J— $26,520 $0.04
_ Area 4 — - $31,800 $0.05
Waste-to-Energy
Options
| DuPont® | $154,417,758 | $14,577,036 $5,600,890 -—- $20,177,926 $16.54
Bunge, Velsicol | $154,554,712 | $14,589,965 $5,619,499 ---- $20,209,464 $18.95
& Southern®
Total w/DuPont $36.05
WTE Option, - - - o -—--
$/Ton _ . _ '
Total w/Bunge, $38.46
Velsicol & - -—-- -— --- e
Southern WTE
Option, $/Ton

! Calculated at 7% over 20 Years

2 Based on Total Regional Wasteshed of 630,700 Tons/Year

? Total Cost/Ton also includes $9,748,523 in revenue from energy sales
4 Total Cost/Ton also includes $8,258,920 in revenue from energy sales

In viewiﬁg the results of the waste-to-energy proformas, Table VII-34 and Table VII-39 it
appears that waste-to-energy is a viable option for the region. The integrated tipping fees
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are in the $40 per ton range initially and falling to $30 to $35 per ton over the life of the
project (refer to proformas).

Also, in reviewing these estimates, it must be remembered that the waste-to-energy portion
of the integrated system cost is based on revenue from the sale of steam. In order to have

an idea as to the impact of an increase or decrease in the steam price, Table VII-40 was
developed.

TABLE VII-40: Sensitivity of Steam Price on Tipping Fee

DuPont Option Bunge, Velsicol &
Tip Fee Increase/Decrease Southern Option
per Ton of: Tip Fee
Steam Price Increase or Increase/Decrease
Decrease of: per Ton of:
MSW RDF MSW RDF
$0.25 $0.42 $0.71 $0.54 $0.89
$0.50 $0.85 $1.41 $1.07 $1.77
$0.75 $1.27 $2.11 $1.60 - $2.65
$1.00 | $1.69 $2.81 $2.13 $3.54

As is demostrated by this table, the energy revenue has a significant impact on the overall
economics of the waste-to-energy integrated system. Also, the energy sales have a stabilizing
effect on the tipping fee during the life of the project. By referring back to the proformas,
the tipping fees based on the MSW generated within the region, fall as much as $9.50/ton
over the 20-year project life.

To summarize, waste-to-energy disposal offers some unique advantages:
. Revenue from the sale of energy stabilizes waste disposal costs

. Minimizes the amount of waste going to a landfill; reduction in volume
of 90%+, in weight of 60 - 75%

. Ash produced is a stable, low risk residue which minimizes
environmental impact

. Ash residue disposal is less labor /capital intensive than MSW disposal;
less frequency of cover required (and thus, less cover material) and
less compaction required due to the density of the ash

Based on these findings, it is concluded that Waste—to-energy is a viable option for the
region. Based on this, it is recommended that the Southeast Development Region pursue
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these options in further depth by conducting a "Phase II" feasibility study. This would
initially involve the verification of continued interest on the part of the industries and in-
depth discussions concerning the purchase of steam. Through such discussions, more concise
information could be gathered regarding the eénergy requirements and the subsequent sale
of the steam. It is evident that waste-to-energy can offer these industries substantial savings
in their production costs and at the same time offer the region an alternate to landfill
disposal. :

12.0 Evaluation Notes
12,1 MSW Compeosition

Please note that the waste quantity used for this evaluation is based on a "standard" MSW
composition, excluding any special wastes, industrial wastes or sludges. One component
which is disposed of at some southeastern Tennessee area landfills is sewage sludge. Itis
technically possible to combust sewage sludge when it is mixed with MSW or RDF, however
it will have a detrimental effect on the energy produced by a waste-to-energy facility (due
to the high moisture content); therefore, a higher disposal fee will be required for sewage
sludge in order to offset the reduced revenue from energy sales.

12,2 Incineration Ash

Recently, the United States Supreme Court ruled that ash from a waste-to-energy facility
must be tested prior to disposal in order to determine if it requires disposal under hazardous
waste guidelinesf Ash residue from waste-to-energy facilities has been tested throughout
the past several years and, as a whole, it has consistently tested below toxic levels. There
is little evidence to support the position that the ash from a waste-to-energy facility will -
requiré hazardous waste handling and disposal. There will be however, a nominal additional
O & M cost incurred for the regular mandated testing of the ash. ?This cost has NOT been
included in the O & M costs of this evaluation. It was not included because the guidelines
for the testing frequency and methodology has not, as yet, been developed by the EPA.
However, it is expected that this additional cost will be minimal.

123 Conclusiohs

This evaluation has concluded that a waste-to-energy project for the southeastern Tennessee
region appears to be feasible and merits further in-depth study. A closer
examination/evaluation of the most cost effective disposal means for sewage sludge can be
addressed along with the costs associated with the testing of the ash from a waste-to-energy
facility as part of further studies.
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A.

CHAPTER VIII

DISPOSAL CAPACITY

Introduction

The Solid Waste Act of 1991 states:

"Each plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include [a] planned
capacity assurance, including description of planned or needed facilities.” [T.C.A. 68-
31-815¢(b)(6)]

This chapter addresses the ten-year disposal capacity of the region. This involves the
establishment of existing disposal capacity, required future disposal capacity and then the
assurance of ten-year disposal capacity through existing facilities or needed future
facilities. '

Implementation

Tables VIII-1.1 and VIII-1.2 summarize the existing landfill facilities within each county
of the region.
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Tables VIII-2.1 through VIII-2.10 summarize the existing and planned capacities of each
county along with the projected surplus or shortfall of capacity. Using the information
from these 10 tables, a composite of the entire region’s capacity is summarized in Table
VHI-3.

The Southeast Tennessee Region has sufficient Class I capacity in excess of the 10 year
planning period, based on the quantity of solid waste requiring disposal adjusted for
population and economic growth as shown in Table III-3. The Region can control the
waste flow going to the landfill since the facilities are owned and operated (except
Bradley and Marion Counties) by the counties. The Region will have in excess of 1.8
million tons of available capacity at the end of the ten year planning period. The
Region has the option of coordinating with neighboring counties during the ten year
planning period to accept out-of-region waste as needed to offset the high cost of
operating Subtitle "D" landfills,

In the event the waste flow dramatically increases during the ten year planning period,
if necessary the region can proceed with the process for obtaining additional disposal
capacity. If the region pursues development of a new disposal facility it will be with
sufficient time to avoid a loss of service to the community at the local level. The region
will annually reevaluate the capacity remaining at the landfills, At the point that five
years capacity remains, the region will begin the reevaluation process for long term
disposal options.
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TABLE VIII-2.1
Bledsoe County Disposal Capacity Summary

DEMAND: Tons of | SUPPLY: Existing | Surplus Shortfall
Waste Requiring & Planned (+) )
Year Disposal Capacity
1993 5,200 42,284 37,084
1994 35,224 37,084 31,860
1995 5,244 31,860 27905 | 1,311
1996 5,274 0 6,585
1997 5,298 0 11,883
1998 5,323 0 17,206
1999 5,348 0 22,554
2000 5,373 0 27,927
2001 5,382 0 33,309
2002 5,408 0 38,717
2003 5,433 0 44,150
NOTES:
1) Bledsoe County shares its landfill with Sequatchie County.
Supply figures divided between Bledsoe & Sequatchie
based on percent of demand.
2) Existing supply based on 8 years capacity remaining from
information supplied by CTT Engineering.
3) Bledsoe/Sequatchie landfill is planning to close and NOT
convert to a lined facility as required by Subtitle "D".
4) 1996 Tonnage shortfall from October to December of that

year based on Note 3).

VIHI-5
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TABLE VIII-2.2
Bradley County Disposal Capacity Summary

DEMARND: Tons of

SUPPLY: Existing

Surplus Shorttall

Waste Requiring & Planned (+) (-)
Year Disposal Capacity

1993 58,427 718,427 660,000
1994 60,782 660,000 599,218
1995 61,270 595,218 537,948
1996 61,762 537,948 476,186
1997 62,257 476,186 413,929
1998 62,758 413,929 351,171
1999 63,262 - 351,171 287,909
2000 63,765 287,909 224,144
2001 64,108 224,144 160,036
2002 64,621 160,036 95,415

2003 | 65,137 95,415 30,278
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TABLE VIII-2.3
Grnndy County Disposal Capacity Summary

DEMAND: Tons of

SUPPLY: Existing

Surplus Shortfall

Waste Requiring & Planned (+) (=)
Year Disposal Capacity

1993 53,700 9,955 4,255

1994 3,674 4,255 1,419
1995 5,648 0 7,067
1996 5,622 0 12,689
1997 5,596 0 18,285
1998 5,570 0 23,855
1999 5,545 0 29,400
2000 3,500 0 34,900
2001 5,488 0 40,388
2002 5,514 0 45,902
2003 - 5,540 0 51,442
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TABLE VIII-2.4
Hamilton County Disposal Capacity Summary

DEMAND: Tons of | SUPPLY: Existing { Surplus  Shortfall
Waste Requiring & Planned (+) )
Year Disposal Capacity
1593 451,110 5,414,935 4,963,825
1994 464,631 4,963,825 4,499,194
1995 610,808 4,499,194 3,888,386
1996 612,927 3,888,386 3,275,459
1997 615,106 3,275,459 2,660,353
1998 617,348 2,660,353 2,043,005
1999 619,652 2,043,005 1,423,353
2000 622,027 1,423,353 801,326
2001 623,438 801,326 177,888
2002 627,573 177,888 449,685
2003 631,776 0 1,081,461
NOTES:
1) Supply includes Hamilton County Landfill & Summit Landfili
2) The City of Chattanooga has purchased an additional 209 acres
at the Summit Landfill for future landfill expansion which
could have 13+ years of additional capacity.
3) Demand includes industrial sand waste beginning in 1995

(This quantity is recommended to be diverted under a "Beneficial

Use" program)

VIII-8
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TABLE VIHI-2.5
Marion County Disposal Capacity Summary

DEMAND: Tons of | SUPPLY: Existing | Surplus Shortfall
Waste Requiring & Planned (+) )
Year Disposal Capacity
1993 29,882 2,219,882 2,190,000
1994 29,938 2,150,600 2,160,062
1995 29,995 2,160,062 2,130,067
1996 30,058 2,130,067 2,100,009
1997 30,114 2,100,009 2,069,895
1998 30,172 2,069,895 2,039,723
1999 30,234 . 2,039,723 2,009,489
2000 30,291 2,009,489 1,979,198
2001 30,310 1,979,198 1,948,888
2002 30,369 1,948,888 1,918,519
2003 30,432 1,918,519 1,888,087
NOTES:
1) Supply includes Dade County, Georgia.
SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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TABLE VIII-2.6
McMinn County Disposal Capacity Summary

DEMAND: Tons of | SUPPLY: Existing | Surplus Shortfall
Waste Requiring & Planned (+) -

Year Disposal Capacity

1993 40,080 1,800,080 1,760,000

1994 41,362 1,760,000 1,718,638

1995 41,363 1,718,638 1,677,275

1996 41,364 1,677,275 1,635,911

1997 41,364 1,635,911 1,594,547
- 1998 41,365 1,564,547 1,553,182

1999 41,365 . 1,553,182 1,511,817

2000 41,366 1,511,817 1,470,451

2001 41,287 1,470,451 1,429,164

2002 41,288 1,429,164 1,387,876

2003 41,288 1,387,876 1,346,588

VIII-19

SETDD Solid Waste Plan

Chapter VIII
June T, 1994



TABLE VIII-2.7

‘Meigs CountyﬁDisposal Capacity Summary

Surplus Shortfall

DEMAND: Tons of | SUPPLY: Existing
Waste Requiring & Planned (+) ()
Year Disposal Capacity
1993 2,628 0 2,628
1994 2,732 0 5,360
1995 2,751 0 8,111
1996 2,771 0 10,882
1997 2,791 0 13,673
1998 2,811 0 16,484
1999 2,831 0 19,315
2000 2,851 0 22,166
2001 2,865 0 25,031
2002 2,885 0 27,916
2003 2,906 0 30,822
NOTES:

1) Meigs County uses McMinn County’s landfill.
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TABLE VIII-2.8

Polk County Disposal Capacity Summary

DEMAND: Tons of

SUPPLY: Existing

Surplus Shortfall

Waste Requiring & Planned (+) (-)
Year Disposal Capacity
1993 5,844 0 5,844
1994 6,032 0 11,876
1995 6,027 0 17,903
1996 6,023 0 23,926
1997 6,018 0 29,944
1998 6,013 0 35,957
1999 6,009 0 41,966
2000 6,004 0 47,970
2001 6,000 0 53,970
2002 5,981 0 59,951
2003 5,987 0 65,938
NOTES:

1) Polk County uses McMinn County’s landfill.
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TABLE VIII-2.9

- Rhea County Disposal Capacity Summary

DEMAND: Tons of Wxisting Surplus Shortfall
Waste Requiring & Planned (+) (-)
Year Disposal Capacity
1993 17,884 59415 41,531
1994 18,457 41,531 23,074
1595 18,459 23,074 4,615
1996 18,461 4,615 13,846
1997 18,462 0 32,308
1998 18,464 0 50,772
1999 | 18,466 0 69,238
2000 18,468 0 87,706
2001 18,433 0 106,139
2002 18,435 0 124,574
2003 18,437 0 143,011 |
NOTE:

1) Rhea County is planning on expanding its existing facility under Subtitle D

regulations; this expansion area encompasses approximately 80 acres;

the design of this area is in its early stages and the county’s consultant does

not known at this time the additional capacity available from this area.
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TABLE VIII-2.10

Sequatchie County Disposal Ca

pacity Summary

DEMAND: Tons of

SUPPLY: Existing

Surplus Shorttall

Waste Requiring & Planned (+) (-)
Year Disposal Capacity
1993 4,800 38,868 34,068
1994 4,817 34,068 29,251
1995 4,834 29,251 24,417
1996 4,840 24,417 20,787 | 1,210
1997 4,868 0 6,078
1998 4,886 0 10,964
1999 4,903 0 15,867
2000 4,920 0 20,787
2001 4,926 0 25,713
2002 4,944 0 30,657
2003 4,961 0 35,618
NOTES:
1) Bledsoe County shares its landfill with Sequatchie County.
Supply figures divided between Bledsoe & Sequatchie
based on percent of demand.
2) Existing supply based on 8 years capacity remaining from
information supplied by CTI Engineering.
3} Bledsoe/Sequatchie landfill is planning to close and NOT
convert to a lined facility as required by Subtitle "D".
4) 1996 Tonnage shortfall from October to December of that

year based on Note 3).
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C. Recommendations

The following summarizes the recommendations made by the individual reporis:

+ Bledsoe/Sequatchie

Continue operations of existing landfill until October of 1996.

Begin negotiations with Marion County regarding a long term disposal contract
for the disposal of Class I and Class III/IV waste.

If negotiations with Marion County are not successful, pursue expansion of
existing landfill under Subtitle "D" regulations.

» Bradley County

Continue to operate county landfill under contract with Santek, Inc.

« Grundy County

Initiate negotiations with Marion County for a long term disposal contract for the
disposal of Class I and II/IV waste.

If negotiations with Marion County are not successful, begin negotiations with
Bledsoe/Sequatchie Counties for disposal.

» Hamilton County

Hamilton County Landfill
+ Finish out current permitted operations.

» Coordinate/negotiate with City of Chattanooga for the consolidation of
operations at a single site for both Class I and Class III/IV waste.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Summitt Landfili
+ Negotiate with Hamilton County for construction of Subtitle "D" area.

+ Negotiate with County for consolidation of Hamilton County’s waste at a
single site.

Develop Class III/IV disposal facility at the consolidated site.

Marion County

Continue operations of existing landfill.

Begin negotiations for the importation of waste in order to reduce Marion
County’s disposal costs. (Marion County’s obligation to accept out-of-county
waste would be contingent upon successful negotiation of long term contracts.) -

. Design/permit/construct Class III/IV facility.

McMinn County

Continue to operate landfill.

Continue relationship with Meigs & Polk.

Investigate import of additional waste in order to further reduce disposal costs.
Designate/construct Class ITI/IV facility at existing Class I facility.

Investigate the implementation of a leachate recirculation system.

Meigs County

Continue disposal of Class I and Class III/IV waste at McMinn County landfill.

Polk County

Continue disposal of Class I and Class III/IV waste at McMinn County landfill,

Evaluate permitting/construction of Class II/IV facility.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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* Rhea County

+ Continue current landfill operations until permitted capacity is reached (March
1996).

+ Proceed with expansion of existing landfill under Subtitle D regulations.
« Proceed with permitting/design/construction of a Class III/IV facility.

As can be seen from Table VIII-3, the Southeast Tennessee Region, as a whole, has
sufficient Class I capacity in excess of the ten-year planning period, based on the quantity
of solid waste requiring disposal adjusted for population and economic growth as shown
in Table III-3. The Region can control the waste flow going to the landfill since the
facilities are owned and most of them are operated by the counties. The Region will
have in excess of 1.8 million tons of available capacity at the end of the ten-year
planning period. The Region has the option of coordinating with neighboring counties
during the ten-year planning period to accept out of Region waste as needed to offset
the high cost of operating Subtitle "D" landfills, or reserve this capacity for use beyond
the ten-year planning period.

In the event the waste flow dramatically increases during the ten-year planning period,
depending upon the amount of increase, the Region could proceed with the process for
obtaining additional disposal capacity. If the Region pursues development of a new
disposal facility it will be with sufficient time to avoid a loss of service to the community
at the local level. The Region will annually reevaluate the capacity remaining at the
landfills. At the point that five years capacity remains, the Region will begin the
reevaluation process for long-term disposal options.

For further details regarding the information given in these summary tables and figures,
please refer fo the individual county reports.

For information relating to staffing, please reference Section 7 of the individual reports.
For information relating to scheduling, implementation, financing and funding, please
refer to Chapter XI of this plan.

It is recommended that for coordination and implementation purposes, the region form
an office with accompanying staff to implement the programs relating to public
information, education, waste reduction, source reduction and recycling. This office
should also be responsible for required data collection and reporting to the State. This
office is discussed in more detail in Chapter XI of this plan and in the individual reports.

A map of the region, locating the existing and planned facilities can also be found as a
- part of Chapter XI of this plan. :
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A,

CHAPTER IX
PUBLIC INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

Introduction
Note: The following publications were utilized liberally in the preparation of this section:

Getting the Word Out!

A Guide to Publicity

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Office of Recycling,

101 Commerce Street

Newark, New Jersey 07102

(201) 648-6295

Let’s Reduce and Recycle:

Curriculum for Solid Waste Awareness
EPA/530-SW-90-005;

August 1990

United States Environmental Protection Agency

The central focus of both public information (publicity) and education is to help the
public understand the various solid waste programs ongoing in the region.and to
motivate participation in such pregrams as source reduction, recycling, backyard
composting, household hazardous waste collection, special waste collection (e.g. waste
oll, batteries, tires), and litter abatement. While some overlap does exist between them,

“Publicity is generally considered a means of capturing an audience’s attention through

the use of mass media and promotional techniques. Education sustains public interest
and involvement and refers to formal classroom instruction, seminars, workshops, as well
as informal presentations. The ultimate goal of the publicity and education program is
to change attitudes and behavior towards the handling of household, office, commercial,
and industrial waste such that recycling and other forms of environmental stewardship

“become routine. For this to happen, the program must become a part of a

comprehensive plan.

Regional Needs for Education

Due to the need on a regional basis for large amounts of industrial and commercial
source reduction to come into compliance with the 25% waste reduction requirement,
a substantial education component will be required within the regional plan. It is
recognized that the state will be supplying educational assistance through the Division
of Solid Waste Assistance. This, however, will not suffice to meet the needs of the -
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region in terms of maintaining constant contact with area businesses and industries and
providing follow-up with the educational programs implemented in the various schools
and civic organizations. Although some of the counties within the Southeast
Development Region have already met the State mandated diversion goal, they will
benefit from a regional education program by shared costs of personnel and materials,
and from the types of programs that can be accomplished regionally (i.e., television ads,
school curriculum development, etc.). The personnel employed regionally will also
double in their capacity as recycling market organizers, and thus offer substantial
assistance in the movement of collected recyclables. In addition, the education program
will consist of organizing waste reduction programs such as block yard sales and a master
composter program.

In order to maintain a series of programs of this magnitude, it is estimated that a full-
time planner will be needed along with a full-time administrative assistant. Please

reference Chapters XI and XII of this plan for a description of the coordination of this
effort.

. Goals and Objectives
For clarification, goals are defined as the primary targets of the education and publicity
program and objectives are the stepping stones to the goals. In the listing below, the
goa,ls are shown in bold and the objectives associated with each goal are listed beneath
it.
1. Goal 1-- Increase Source Reduction and Program Involvement Through Education

a. Educational Programs in the Schools

b. Backyard Composting Programs

¢. Education in the Area Offices

d. Education in Area Stores

e. Education in Area Industries

f. Seminars for Civic Groups

g. Increased Mass Media Involvement

2. Goal 2-- Increase Rural Interest and Participation in Programs

. a. Increase Area Yard Sales and Garage Sales

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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b.

Work with Area Churches and Pastor’s Organizations

3. Goal 3-- Develop Markets for Recyclables and Recycled Materials

a.

b.

C.

Recommended Governmental and School Purchasing Policy
Coordinate Area Business for Mass Buys of Recycled Products

Work with Nurseries and Landscapers for Compost Market

D. Target Groups and Audiences, Amount and Kind of Information, Specific Methods

1. Goal 1, Objective a-- Increase Source Reduction and Program Involvement Through
Education-- Educational Programs in the Schools.

al

b.

Implementation and Responsibility:

This program will be administered by the. Southeast Tennessee Development
District. The funding for the program will be provided by the individual counties
based upon waste generation.

This program is best divided into two subprograms based upon age and grade
level of the participants.

Subprograin 1-- Basic Family Information

This educational program is to be developed for younger students and is primarily

geared toward providing the student with stimulating topics to take home and.
discuss with the family. The primary focus will be not to fill the child’s head with

facts and figures but instead to provide colorful and exciting material which will

motivate the child to begin discussions at home.

1. Target Gl‘Olr.lpS and Audiences (Subprogram 1):
5th Grade students throughout the region.

2, Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized
(Subprogram 1):

Presented in Appendix 1 of this chapter is a five unit study with 28 associated
activities. Seminars (one per county) should be hosted by the Development
District to which the 5th grade teachers are invited. (Using in-service time is
recommended - if possible). The purpose of this seminar is to go through the
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units and activities in detail. The amount of effort which the individual
teachers must exert to prepare to teach this program must be minimal. The
curriculum presented in this chapter is optional and can be varied at the
needs of the staff implementing the program.

It should be noted that many of the activities included within the program are
publicity programs for the community-at-large and the family which are
prepared and performed by the students. It must be left up to the individual
teacher as to which of the activities are appropriate for the class.

C. Subprogram 2-- Environmental and Waste Education

This educational program is more involved and gives details concerning waste,
waste processing, and waste disposal. The purpose of this section is to give the
older student the information needed to vote and make decisions concerning solid
waste as an adult. '

1. Target Groups and Audiences (Subprogram 2):
10th grade students throughout the region.

2. Amount and Kind of Informatlon and Specific Methods to be Utilized
(Subprogram 2):

Presented in Appendix 2 of this chapter is a five unit study with 36 associated
activities. Seminars (one per county) should be hosted by the Development
District to which the 10th grade science teachers are invited. The purpose of
this seminar is to go through the units and activities in detail. The amount
of effort which the individual teachers must exert to prepare to teach this
program must be minimal.

It is recommended although not essential that the above program be
presented within a science curriculum. As can be seen, the curriculum is
intended to last about one week although it can be utilized in a variety of
fashions to last five weeks or throughout the school year as individual projects.
The program is not intended to be a curriculum in itself.  This program is
much more detailed than subprogram 1 and therefore lends itself more readily
to providing examination material.

d. Method For Evaluation and Reporting of Program (Subprograms 1 and 2):

Appendix 3 is comprised of two pages which constitute a form with which the
individual teachers can: evaluate the. provided program. It will be the -
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responsibility of the region to provide a method for gathering the completed
forms through the school systems and utilizing the provided information to revise
and improve the curriculum. If an alternative curriculum is used, this form
should be used as a model from which to create a similar form for the curriculum
chosen. ‘

2. Goal 1, Objective b-- Increase Source Reduction and Program Involvement Through
Education-- Backyard Composting Programs

a.

C.

Implementation and Responsibility:

This program will be implemented at the local county level by county
representatives and the Southeast Tennessee Development District.

Target Groups and Audiences:

For a backyard composting program to be successful a subdivision-type housing
environment is required. In other words, large amounts of single-family housing
located on lots of one acre or less. In addition, garden clubs are an excellent
source for master composters.

Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized:

The information utilized must be very brief and very simple. The primary factor
that must be overcome in a backyard composting program is the fallacy that
composting is difficult. A brief flyer should be printed for the region and utilized
within a "master composter" program.

The "Master Composter” program is a pyramid style organization in which the
solid waste region trains interested persons from the target areas identified above
in backyard composting. These persons should be from different neighborhoods.

‘These people become the master composters. The Southeast Development

District then supplies them with the flyers and materials they need to interest
others in their neighborhood in composting. It is important that the majority of
the information pass directly from person to person that the flyers do not attempt
to be overly comprehensive or complex.

The counties may choose to provide composting bins either free or at cost to
interested residents or may choose to construct a composting demonstration
project in an area park. The purpose behind this project is to have various
composting bins in-use and on display. The park should be staffed at certain
hours (preferably by master composters on a volunteer basis). ’
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d.

Method For Evaluation and Reporiing of Program

The evaluation of the program must come through the master composters. It is
virtually impossible to determine a percent diversion through this method (or any
source reduction method). At the end of each year, the master composters
should fill out a form which answers the following questions:

1. How many new households have begun composting this year? ____

2. How many households continued composting this year?

3. How many households have attempted composting since the beginning of the
program and have quit?

3. Goal 1, Objective ¢ & d-- Increase Source Reduction and Program Involvement
Through Education-- Education in the Area Offices and Stores

a.

C.

Implementation and Responsibility:

This program will be implemented by the Southeast Development District with
the funding divided among the counties on a waste generation basis.

Target Groups and Audiences:

The primary target for this program are those establishments which generate
large amounts of paper. This includes government offices, insurance offices, legal
firms, professional firms, etc.

Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized:

This program must be very simple and not time consuming. The primary purpose
of the program is to overcome the fallacy that paper recycling is difficult. As
such, an brochure must be simple and preferably on a single page. The brochure
should include an offer for a region representative to come to the office and
assist them in setting up the recycling collection program.

Some simple points which should be added to the educational package are:

1. Always have a paper recycling box at the copy machine.

2. Another good location for a paper collection box is at the coffee machine.

3. A system which does not work well is the use of desk-top "in" boxes for
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recycling. Such a box on someone’s desk is usually being used for something
else within a week.

4. Individual boxes next to each employee’s desk work only when someone in the
office is designated to take the recyclables to a central point on at least a
weekly basis.

Method For Evaluation and Reporting of Program

The region must keep records of all offices which have requested assistance in
setting up in-office recycling programs. In addition, each of these offices should
be contacted on an annual basis to determine if they have continued their
recycling efforts. In the event that an office has discontinued, the region should
make a personal call on the business to determine if there is any way to reinstate
the program.

4. Goal 1, Objective e-- Increase Source Reduction and Program Involvement Through
Education-- Education in Area Industries

al

C.

Implementation and Responsibility:

This program will be implemented by the Southeast Development District with
the funding divided among the counties on a waste generation basis.

The primary purpose of this program is to get industries working with one
another to identify problem wastes and potential solutions within the district.

The offices associated with industry would be handied under the office program.
Target Groups and Audiences:

The target group for this program is those industries identified in this report as
being major waste generators. :

Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized:

The Southeast Development District staff should perform an inventory of the
manufacturers in the region which includes the raw materials and waste products
associated with their process. All other materials which are disposed of in bulk
should be cataloged. This listing should then be made available to the industries
in the region. Regular meetings between area industries should be sponsored by
the Southeast Development District in order to motivate communication among
the .industries. ' ( o - : '
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6.

d.

Method For Evaluation and Reporting of Program

Area industries should be contacted on a regular basis and questioned concerning
recycling programs and any programs which have been worked out in
coordination with other area industries. Multi-industry programs should be
charted for progress. In the event that one of these programs is canceled, the
region representative should meet personally with the industries involved to
determine if the arrangement can be continued.

Goal 1, Objective f-- Increase Source Reduction and Program Involvement Through
Education-- Seminars for Civic Groups

a.

C.

Implementation and Responsibility:

The Southeast Tennessee Development District will implement this program.
The District will organize a pool of speakers and regularly advertise the
availability of the speakers through the media. The program requires no funding
unless the District should approve a stipend and/or travel reimbursement for
speakers.

Target Groups and Audiences:

Target groups for this program include the organized and active civic,
professional, and service groups within the region.

Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized:

The amount and kind of information utilized will vary with the type of
organization. The primary methods of publicity will be through personal
presentations given before these groups or the boards of directors of these
groups. In some instances, volunteer support will be requested. However, in
most instances the presentation will be concerning the programs available through
the region and source reduction strategies. '

Method For Evaluation and Reporting of Program
Follow-up questionnaires should be mailed to each group after a presentation to

determine if the information presented was informative to them and if they had
any use for it.

Goal 1, Objective g-- Increase Source Reduction and Program Involvement Through
Education-lncx:eased Mass Media Involvement
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a. Implementation and Responsibility:

This program wiil be implemented by the Southeast Tennessee Development
District with the funding divided among the counties on a waste generation basis.

b. Target Groups and Audiences:
The target group and audience for this objective is the overall population of the
region. Radio, television, and newspaper advertisements and public service
announcements should be regularly distributed throughout the area media.

¢. Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized:

Television: Public Service Announcements should be brief and visual. Voice-
only announcements should be avoided if possible.

Radio: Public service Announcements should be bright and include either
' music or upbeat phrasing. Dry schedules, announcements should
be avoided.

Newspaper: Newspaper should be approached about including information on
solid waste programs in a thematic portion of the newspaper. For
example, an environmental section coinciding with Earth Day could
include a large amount of information about the overall program.
Small single articles concerning solid waste go largely unread.

d. Method For Evaluation and Reporting of Program

Statistics should be maintained which allow for charting various programs. This

charting should be done on a small enough interval that increases and decreases

in participation due to these advertisements can be noted. :

7. Goal 2, Objective a-- Increase Rural Interest and Participation in Programs--
Increase Area Yard Sales and Garage Sales

a. Implementation and Responsibility:
This program will be implemented on a local basis.
b. Target Grolips and Audiences:

The target group of this program will be that portion of the population which
lives in a rural environment and therefore does not have easy access to the more
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modern forms of recycling. The purpose of this program is to build on and
increase existing forms of source reduction and reuse through expanding the
opportunities for large-scale yard sales and garage sales. It is hoped that those
persons already actively participating in yard sales will invite and assist others
who otherwise would not participate if the yard sale is made into a neighborhood
event.

¢. Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized:

This method will be to work through local neighborhoods, civic groups,
community centers, and churches to coordinate large-scale neighborhood yard
sales utilizing publicly accessible parking lots. The region will contact and create
a network of "block leaders" to coordinate the yard sales throughout the rural
areas of the region. This block leader will be responsible establishing a location
and a date for the sale and for providing participants from the area and
advertising. The block leader must be allowed charge a percentage of sales in
order to cover costs including a personal stipend. Maximum allowable
percentages and stipends, as well as recommended budgets for advertising and
other associated costs.

d. Method For Evaluation and Reporting of Program

The block leader must file the following information with the  Southeast
Tennessee Development District:

Location of Yard Sale:

Détes of Yard Sale:

Number of Participants:
Approximate Number of Households Represented:

Approximate Number of Shoppers:

8. Goal 2, Objective b-- Increase Rural Interest and Participation in Programs-- Work
with Area Churches and Pastor’s Organizations

a. Implementation and Responsibility:

This program will be implemented on a local basis.
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b. Target Groups and Audiences:

The target group of this program will be that portion of the population which
lives in a rural environment and therefore does not have easy access to the more
modern forms of recycling. The ministerial alliances in the counties should be
contacted in an effort to inform the church community of the available programs
which might be used for fund raising activities as well as to request the assistance
of the pastors and congregation in source reduction and recycling,

¢. Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized:

The primary means of publicity and education for this objective will be through
the passing out of simple flyers and personal speaking engagements.

d. Method For Evaluation and Reporting of Program
A record of speaking engagements should be maintained.

9. Goal 3, Objective a-- Develop Markets for Recyclables and Recycled Materials,
Recommended Governmental and School Purchasing Policy

a. Implementation and Responsibility:

This program will be implemented by the Southeast Tennessee Development
District and the Southeast Tennessee Solid Waste Planning Board. The staff will
prepare a draft of the purchasing policy which the planning board will review and
finalize for distribution.

A purchasing policy should be prepared and then presented to all governmental
bodies within the region. The policy should include as a minimum the following:

1. Plan for gradually working the governmental bedy up to 100% purchase of
recycled paper. The policy should work gradually toward that goal with no
more thar 15% increase in recycled material purchase per year.

2. Definition of recycled paper by post-consumer content. A 30% post-consumer
content is recommended as a minimum definition of recycled paper. .

3. A bid multiplier for non-recycled materials when bidding against recycled

-materials. For example, when bidding buckets made of virgin plastics against

buckets made of recycled plastics, multiply all costs associated with the virgin
plastics buckets by 1.05 for comparative purposes.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Chapter IX
IX-11 Tune 7, 199¢



b.

C.

4. A plan for phasing out disposable products where reusable products are
available.

5. A plan for requiring written reasons for utilizing toxic chemicals and materials
where less toxic chemicals and materials are available.

Target Groups and Audiences:

Local municipal and county governments, schools, and institutions.

Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized;

The purchasing policy itself will be utilized along with personal presentations to
governing bodies. It is recommended that a pilot program be developed for one
year with one municipality within the region and the cost increases due to the
policy be charted before presenting the policy to other governmental bodies.
Method For Evaluation and Repo&ing of Pfogr_am

A listing of the governmental bodies which have adopted the palicy along with
the revisions and changes which each made to it should be kept on file. Annual

checks should be made with the purchasing officers to foliow-up on progress
made towards the percentage goals presented within the policy.

10. Goal 3, Objective b-- Develop Markets for Recyclables and Recycled Materials,
Coordinate Area Business for Mass Buys of Recycled Products

a.

Implementation and Responsibility:

- This program will be implemented by the Southeast Tennessee Development

District with funding divided among the counties on a waste generation basis.
Target Groups and Audiences:

Local business and industry.

Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized:

All local distributors of recycled products should be kept on file. Special prices
for bulk purchases should be worked out. These special prices would then be
presented to a grouping of businesses and industries as a mass purchase. This

would obviously only be applicable on universally used items such as copy paper.
In addition, local businesses should be encouraged to join the Buy Recycled
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d.

Business Alliance which is a no cost organization which assists businesses in
buying recycled materials.

Method For Evaluation and Reporting of Program
A listing of businesses that have participated in this program as well as those that

have expressed an interest should be maintained along with the materials that
each would be interested in purchasing.

11. Goal 3, Objective b-- Develop Markets for Recyclables and Recycled Materials, Work
with Nurseries and Landscapers for Compost Market

a.

Implementation and Responsibility:

This program will be implemented by the Southeast Tennessee Development
District and funded by the individual counties based on waste generation.

Target Groups and Audiences:
Nurserymen and Landscapers

Amount and Kind of Information and Specific Methods to be Utilized:

- The information presented would consist of samples and analyses of available

- compost materials. These materials would be generated both within and without

the region although those generated within the region would be given precedence.
This program would acquaint the nurserymen with the local compost quality and
markets and would establish lines of communication between the two,

A recommendation which is not mandated within the plan is a regular newsletter
for the nurserymen updating them on the compost “crop” in the region and the
availability of compost materials. - Sewage sludge could also be featured with
articles on how to become approved as a land disposal location.

Method For Evaluation and Reporting of Program

Quantities of compost material utilized by nurserymen and landscapers would be
recorded and maintained, :
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E. Staffing and Budget Needs

As stated earlier, in order to maintain a series of programs of this magnitude, it is
estimated that a full-time planner will be needed along with a full-time administrative
assistant., A budget estimate for the program is as follows:

Education/Source Reduction Program
Estimated 1995 Budget

Item Cost (1995)
1 Planner @ $30,000/year $ 30,000
1 Administrative Assistant 18,000
Benefits 14,400
Overhead _ 25,000
Advertising and Promotion 20,000
Travel 15,000
Professional Education 4,500
Printing 10,000
Office Supplies 7,500
Supplies | 15,000
TOTAL $154,400

'This figure along with additional regional costs, per Chapter XI, will be apportioned out
among the member counties based upon waste generation.
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It is suggested that this breakdown be as follows:

" 1993 Waste Disposal Shared Regional Costs

| Biedsoe 5,200 § 1312
Bradley 58,427 $ 14,743
Grundy 5,700 $ 1,438
Hamilton 451,110 $113,829
Marion 20,220 $ 5,102
McMinn 40,080 $ 10,113
Meigs 2,628 $ 664
Polk - 5,844 $ 1475
Rhea 17,884 $ 4513
Sequatchie 4,800 § 1211
Total 611,893 $154,400

These costs represent a significant savings over those for hiring and supporting individual

county recycling coordinators and education planners.
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F. 10-Year Implementation Schedule

-January 1995

January 1995

January 1995

January 1995 and 1996

Ongoing

February 1995
February 1995
March 1995

March 1995

April 1995
May 1995

June 1995-2003

Schedule the mobile solid waste education van which is sponsored
by TDEC, TVA, and the Tennessee Soft Drink Association to
appear at the county fairs in each county.

Southeast Tennessee Development District/individual counties to
apply to the Tennessee Valley Authority for funding for a pilot
Master Composter Program.

Schedule a UTCTAS Workshop on Public Outreach and Education
for the Planning Board, the Southeast Tennessee Development
District and staff,

Submit request to Tennessee DSWA for grants for education
programs listed in the plan.

Prepare press releases and provide Photo Ops at the beginnings of
all programs. Prepare monthly press releases.
Goal 1, Objective g

Begin work with block leaders for community yard sales. -
Goal 2, Objective a

Work with pilot community for implementing purchasing policy.
Goal 3, Objective a

Backyard composting program kick-off.
Goal 1, Objective b

Begin seminars for civic groups.
Goal 1, Objective f
Schedule one presentation per month,

Begin education in area industries.
Goal 1, Objective e

Schedule meetings with ministerial alliances in the region.
Goal 2, Objective b

Schedule teachers in-service with the Tennessee Department of
Education.
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August 1995

September 1995

October 1995

February 1996

February 1996

Begin educational programs in schools.
Goal 1, Objective a

Begin work with nurseries and landscapers
Goal 3, Objective ¢

Begin education in area offices.
Target three offices per month.
Goal 1, Objective ¢

Begin education in area stores
Target two stores per month.
Goal 1, Objective d

First mass purchase of recycled products.
Goal 3, Objective b
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CHAPTER X
PROBLEM WASTES

A. Household Hazardous Waste

1. Needs

Household hazardous waste (HHW) is defined as wastes discarded from homes,
apartments, motels, and hotels that if generated by an industry would be regulated
under Subtitle "C" of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act as hazardous
waste. The waste can either be a listed hazardous waste or hazardous by
characteristic: ignitable, corrosive, reactive, or toxic. HHW may pose a threat to
sanitation workers or the environment when improperly handled or disposed.
Managing this waste in the municipal solid waste stream presents obvious problems.
Disposing of this waste in municipal solid waste landfills results in a more toxic
leachate. In uncontained landfills leachate has the potential of moving into and
contaminating the groundwater. In contained landfills, particularly aggressive
chemicals may affect the containment system. HHW discarded with other trash may
react or explode in waste compactors, or burn personnel handling these wastes.
Improper dumping down the drain may damage septic systems, sewage treatment
plants, or drinking water supplies; or it may corrode plumbing or cause treatment
plant sludge to be hazardous. Illegal dumping of this waste may directly impact the
environment, in particular surface water when dumped into storm sewers.

Household hazardous wastes include: paint thinners, solvents, paints and varnishes,
cleaners, cosmetics (nail polish remover), pesticides, fertilizers, bleach, automobile
fluids, photo and hobby chemicals, swimming pool chemicals, batteries, wood
preservatives, motor oil, air conditioning refrigerants, adhesives, herbicides,
fungicides, etc. The benefits of HHW collection programs go beyond the collection
and disposal of these potentially dangerous chemicals. The programs can include
public education elements that identify HHW, outline proper ways to store the
wastes, and suggest alternative products. Collection programs increase the public’s
- awareness of HHW in the home and encourage safer use and proper disposal. -

'The Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 outlines a program to manage household
hazardous waste. The program relies on permanent collection centers for the major
population centers, Shelby, Davidson, Knox, and Hamilton Counties. The remainder
of the 91 counties in the state will be serviced by mobile collection units. The law
requires that each county have at least one collection center by Janunary 1, 1995 for
automotive fluids, tires and lead acid batteries.

Liability is often a concern related to the collection of HHW. If the cellection event
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accepts wastes only from households, it is exempt from RCRA (Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act) Subtitle "C" liability. RCRA Subtitle "C" is the
federal law that governs the safe storage, treatment, and disposal of hazardous
wastes. The superfund law,or CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act) is another liability concern. This law allows the
federal government to collect cleanup costs for sites that release hazardous
constituents from anyone who ever deposited wastes on that site. CERCLA. does
not contain an exclusion from liability for household waste or an exclusion based on
the amount of waste generated. Any waste that qualifies as a hazardous substance
under CERCLA is subject to the appropriate liability provisions. Hazardous
substances are defined and/or listed under CERCLA. HHW may qualify as a
hazardous substance if it contains any substance regulated under CERCLA. If a
HHW contains a substance that is covered under CERCLA (whether or not it is a
RCRA hazardous waste) potential CERCLA liability exists. It is important to note
that potential liability under CERCLA applies regardless of whether the HHW was
picked up as part of a community’s routine waste collection service and disposed of
in a municipal landfill or in a special collection event. The additional safeguards
provided by a specific HHW collection and management event may reduce the
likelihood of environmental and human health impacts, and therefore may also
reduce potential CERCLA liability.

In the State of Tennessee contracted collection program, the Contractor is required
by the contract with the State to accept legal responsibility for the safety and well
being of persons and property on site during the collection event. The contractor is
required to carry certain types and amounts of insurance to cover his liability .

2. Goals and Objectives
The specific goals for the Region in developing a HHW management program include;

DISPOSAL. Provide proper disposal, minimizing the impact on the environment due
to potentiaily dangerous chemicals.

HOME SAFETY. Remove chemicals from homes, reducing exposure and potential
injury.

EXPOSURE. Minimizing the amount of dangerous chemicals in the collection and
disposal systems will reduce danger to sanitation workers,

EDUCATION. Educate consumers regarding the best methods of management of
HHW; alternative product options with less potential hazards; proper storage and
use of chemicals; better home management practices such as purchasing only the
amount of chemicals needed. ‘
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3. Implementation

Acknowledging the importance of properly managing HHW, the State of Tennessee
has allocated resources to implement special collection programs. The State has
contracted with Laidlaw, a mobile collection contractor to manage the collection
event. Laidlaw will receive, sort, categorize, and prepare the waste for transporting
and disposal in accordance with all applicable regulations. Each county in Tennessee
has the responsibility to provide at least one collection center by January 1, 1995.
To assist the counties the State has developed the attached "Policy Guide of County
Responsibilities Tennessee Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program".

The Solid Waste Management Act requires each county to provide:
1. A service site for the mobile collection unit to access

2. Advertisement in the newspapers outlining the schedule and details about the
collection event

3. At least one person assigned to the collection site who will assist in the
operation

The county executive schedules the collection event with the Special Waste Section
by contacting the section with a proposed date, and location along with the name and
address of the county’s representative who will be on site (see attached draft letter).
The request needs to be submitted at least thirty days prior to the desired collection
date. The county (or Region) can request assistance with advertisement and
educational programs from the state as well. Each county needs to provide the
Section with a copy of the proposed ad, expected dates the ad will run, and the
names of the papers which the ad will appear ten days prior to the ad appearing. To
schedule a collection day, the contact information is:

Don Manning, Manager (532-0091)
Special Waste Section

Division of Solid Waste Assistance
14th Floor, L & C Tower

401 Church Street

Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0455

- In order to present an effective program a key ingredient is effective advertising and
public education. The State will be liable for a set-up fee to the Contractor each
time a County is serviced, regardless if participants attend. The potential users must
be aware of the availability and the benefits of a program in their community, At
a minimum the county needs to advertise in a newspaper of general circulation the
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date, hours, and location of the collection event. The ad needs to be published once
at least two weeks preceding the event and once the week of the event. The ad
needs to specify that only 100 pounds of waste will be accepted from each household
and list the items excluded (medical and radioactive wastes, explosives, and dioxins),
and note that the program is funded by the state. Effective means of getting the word
out include:

Posters or handouts, distributed at existing disposal facilities (landfill, transfer
station, convenience center), retail outlets, government buildings; consider
distributing the information with the collection routes with municipal solid waste
pick up;

Special lesson plans in schools, and/or notice during the school daily
announcements; information presented to school age children is very effective
means of reaching the entire household;

Public service announcements on radio and television, coordination with local
news media for press releases or articles of interest in the newspaper;

Inserts in utility bills or direct mailings;

Meetings with clubs, churches, civic organizations with videotape and audio-slide
presentations.

4. Site Preparation

Each county is responsible for providing the temporary site for the Collection Event.
It is recommended the site be county owned. If the site is not county owned, the
county needs to provide appropriate documentation of the specific agreement with
the property owner (fifteen days prior to the collection day). Seven to fifteen days
prior to the collection event, the county needs to allow the household hazardous
waste collection Contractor to inspect the site, '

The site chosen needs to provide easy access to the State collection Contractor by
paved, gravel or well maintained roads. In order to be effective, the site needs to be
convenient and close to potential users. The site needs to have access to electricity
(grounded 110 electrical outlet), telephones (within fifty feet), water and sanitary
facilities. The site can utilize the parking lot of a cooperative retailer, fire or police
station, public works facility, etc. At least fifteen parking spaces are needed. A
paved surface is necessary to contain spills. A flat area of at least 100 feet by 100
feet is neceded. Also, avoidance of areas near surface water, storm water and sewer
drains is recommended. The county needs to provide waste containers to manage
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nonhazardous materials which come in. Management of the solid, nonhazardous
waste, will be the responsibility of the county. A roll off dumpster would provide for
collection and easy transportation to the landfill for nonhazardous waste. It is the
county’s responsibility to inspect the waste containers for questionable waste. It is
critical for the county to assure all potentially hazardous waste is removed by the
Contractor.

Although Laidlaw will provide the support necessary to conduct the collection
program, having certain materials on hand is recommended for the county: tables
and chairs, fire extinguisher, signs for traffic control and to identify the site, traffic
cones, water hose and shut off valve, duct tape and staple gun, leaflets with general
information on the program, pens, camera, paper weights and survey forms. A brief
survey form will help determine the effectiveness of the program. An example form
is provided at the end of this chapter (note, the State may provide their own form
for distribution).

The operating rules of the facility need to be conspicuously displayed with guidelines
for users. The users need to be aware that if a waste is not accepted they, as the
generator, are responsible for the proper disposal. Limits on the volume and source
of the waste need to be displayed. The State has set a maximum of 100 pounds.per
household (per automobile). It is imperative that no waste from industries is
accepted, only household hazardous waste.

The county needs to provide a site representative, either an employee or a
representative of the county. The site representative needs to be a responsible
individual capable of assisting in the organization of the collection event, offering
support to the Contractor and allocating county resources as needed. The county
representative or a suitable back up, must be on site during the operation and clean
up of the event. The county representative will inspect the site prior to the
Contractor leaving, he will need to document any damages to the site and the
removal of all hazardous materials. It is advisable to contact local environmentally
conscious groups to request volunteers to assist with the program. Three or four
volunteers on site during the day will help with traffic control, survey distribution and
to help the Contractor. The county representative will be responsible for
coordinating county volunteers and for properly managing the solid waste on site.

County Specific Action

The first household hazardous waste collection day in the State program was
Rutherford County on September 23, 1993. Over 400 cars visited the site to utilize
the services offered. Overall the day was a success. The second event was conducted
by the Bi-County Solid Waste Authority in Clarksville in October 1993, as .
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coordinated by Pete Reed. This event collected over 6000 pounds of household
hazardous waste, with about 100 cars attending.

The staffing requirements for each county wiil primarily invoive the individual on site
during the collection event. This individual will likely be from the public works or
sanitation department, preferably a supervisor or someone of equitable responsible
nature.

It is recommended that these individuals be designated as the event organizers as
well. The event organizer would coordinate choosing and preparing the site; setting
the schedule with the State; developing and implementing the advertising campaign;
working with the State Contractor to evaluate the site and assure the availability of

. all needed materials; coordinating volunteers; being on site at all times during the

event; providing the final inspection and any follow up as needed.

In discussion with Pete Reed who coordinated the collection event in Clarksville, he
estimated the County contribution was approximately 2 staff people for 3 days, with
$200 to $300 in supplies and- managing solid waste received. He stressed the
invoivement of volunteers to keep the costs to a minimal as well as to assist in public
education. This results in about $1,000 in County costs. This assumes the advertising
is donated by local media.

Long Term Program

The Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 has a five year sunset provision. The
State has indicated that they intend to continue the State funded program for another
three years or until the funding is exhausted ($1,500,000). However, the contract is
reevaluated annually. Given that, counties need to take full advantage of the State
funded program while it is available.. The State program is set up to respond to
specific requests from counties. Priority will be given to counties which have not had
the services in the past. As available, the State Contractor can revisit counties
previously serviced.

Once the State program has been exhausted, the individual counties need to evaluate
the options to continue the program with their own resources. The data accumulated
from the State program can be used to estimate cost and assist in setting up regional
programs. The Rutherford County collection event cost the State over $20,000 while
the Montgomery County program cost about $10,000 due to less participation,

To take -advantage of the economies of scale the Southeast regional counties should
work together. Due to the high cost of individual programs, it is unlikely the
counties "could finance household hazardous waste programs individually.
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Coordinating with all ten counties may allow for an economical option of continuing
with the services of a private contractor. Preliminarily, the Region can establish
collection programs, one collection day in each county once per year. Working
together, collection days can be set up periodically at alternating counties.

The advertising campaign for the collection days would be disseminated to all
participating counties. This allows participants access collection programs in other
counties if they could not wait until their home county’s scheduled day.

The progress made by the State funded collection events needs to be maintained with
a continuing educational program. The information provided to the public regarding
the dangers and alternatives of HHW needs to be ongoing. Information such as the
attached is a listing of typical HHW with more environmentally friendly alternative

- products is particularly important in avoiding the generation of household hazardous
waste.

The implementation of the long term household hazardous waste management
program will be under the responsibilities of the Region’s Recycling/Educational
program, since the importance of proper education in this issue is paramount.

. Implementation Schedule

The region will take full advantage of the State funded collection program as shown
with Rutherford County conducting one of earliest collection program in the State.

Because the Southeast Region consists of 10 counties, if the State Contractor can
schedule the frequency, the Region could conduct one collection day each month,
alternating counties. This would have each county responsible for a collection event
only once or twice per year.

The costs associated with the long term program are difficult to estimate at this time
due to the lack of specific information on the participation rates for future programs.
Once the State funded program has operated the data accumulated can be used to
assist in the development of the Region’s budget for HHW collection and
management. The budget presented below provides rough estimates for expected
program costs excluding any staff time.
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Table X-1

Schedule and Budget of the HHW Collection Program

Date Scheduled Task | Estimated Costs

1994 - 1996 One state funded $1,000 to $2,000 per
collection event in each county per year
county per year
(minimum)

1996 Region investigate county | $500 to $1,000 for study
events funded locally

1997 - 2003 Regionally coordinated $15,000 to $25,000 per

collection events in each
county (1/county/year)

county per year
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Example Request Letter For a HHW Collection Day Funded by the State

Date

Department of Environment and Conservation
Division of Solid Waste Assistance

401 Church Street

nashville, Tennessee 37243

Subject: Request for a Household Hazardous Waste Collection Event
Southeast Tennessee Solid Waste Region
County

This letter serves to request scheduling of a household hazardous waste collection event in County.
The date desired is ___, 1994. The contact person who will serve to coordinate the fulfillment of the county’s
responstbilities will be . The contact person can be reached at the address is
. The on site representative who will coordinate the county’s responsibilities will be
. He/she can be reached at the address is .

The site choice is (description and directions). The site is approximately

(size). The site provides for water, clectricity, sanitary facilities, ard telephonc available within, (13
the site is not owned by the county, include the agreement with the land owner). Specifically, the siie meets the
requirements outlined in the Policy Guide. The telephone numbers for the appropriate emergency agencies are
listed below:

FIRE:

POLICE:

NEAREST MEDICAL FACILITY:

Potential volunteers for this event may be contacted through the:

The County intends to advertise for the event starting (two weeks prior to the event), with the attached
advertisement (include the advertisement),

H you have any guestions or objections to the date or location chosen pleasc contact me directly. We would

appreciate your prompt attention to this request.

Sincerely,

County Executive
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HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION PROGRAM
Southeast Tennessee SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT REGION

DATE:

To determine the effectiveness of this program and improve future efforts, the user of this
household hazardous waste collection service is requested to fill out this brief survey form.

1. How did you hear about this service?
2. Suggestions for more effective advertizing?
3. What is the primary reason you decided to utilize this service?
_____ interest in protecting the environment
concern over health risks of having these chemicals in your home
concern over throwing these chemicals in with solid waste and the danger to
sanitation workers '
just wanted to get rid of the waste
other:

4. What sort of waste did you bring today?
5. Approximate volume of waste?
6. How convenient is this location?
7. How far do you live from here?
8
9.
1

. Where do you live(City and County)?
Suggested alternative locations?
0. Please rate the service received today (1 to 5, 5 being excellent and 1 being
unacceptable). ‘
11. Demographic data:
 Age group: ___ <20; __ 20-29; ___30-39; __ 40-49; __ 50-59; ___ 60+ years old
Income: ___ <15,000; ___ 15,000-29,999; _ _ 30,000-49,999; ___ $50,000+ /year
Education: ___ grade school; ___ high school; ___ college; ___ post graduate
Currently a student? __ no; ___yes
12. The State of Tennessee is funding this program for a limited time. Should local funds
finance future programs? Would you be willing to pay for this service in the future?
. _ . . 13.

Comments:

14. Name and address (optional)
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B. Waste Tires

1. Needs

The Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 includes the regulation of waste tire
disposal and a program to assist in the proper disposal of waste tires. The law
outlines operational requirements for disposal of tires at landfills, as well as directing
each county to provide a site to receive and store waste tires. The law reads:

Waste tires may be disposed of in the same manner as other waste except that whole waste tires may
not be disposed of in the final lift or within 10 feet of the final grade unless the tires are shredded,
chipped or circumferentially sliced. Whole tires or shredded, chipped or circumferentially sliced tires
may be stored on site provided that the tire storage area conforms with the following standards:

I. The storage area shall be surrounded by an 18" high earthen berm to manage run-on and run-off
and be sufficient to contain water in the event of a fire, and to provide that:
a. Al surface run-off is diverted around the site;
b. All rain water collected within the berm must be directed to an appropriate release point; and
c. All fire control water can be contained until release is approved.

IL Tire piles shall be restricted to the following dimensions: 200’ long, 50’ wide and 15’ high.
Whole tires shall be covered by a material sufficient to shicld the tires from precipitation or un
effective insect vector and rodent control program shall be established.

I, A buffer zone of at least 50’ wide shall separate tire piles from each other and from active
disposal areas.

V. In order to reduce the risk of fires:

a. The storage areas and the buffer zone shall be kept free of brush and high grass;

b. No flammable liquids may be stored nor may equipment with an open flame be utilized in
or within 50’ of the storage area;

¢. Communication equipment, capable of immediately notifying the responding fire
department, shall be maintained, and;

d. A letter assuring response from the responding fire district must be filed with the State and
the telephone number of the responding fire district must be posted at the facility. If
service is not available specific fire control measures must be ‘specified by letter to the
‘state.

V. The storage area may not be located:

a. On an active disposal area

b. On a closed disposal area, unless no remaining area is available and remedial closure is -
specified in writing to the State '

¢. On an area to be utilized for disposal within one year; and

d. In wetlands or the 100 year floodplain,

VI. Tires or shredded tires may not be stored for more than one year without the written approval of
the State. The operator shall maintain records sufficient to establish the date each tire pile within
a storage area was begun. '
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The law calls for a December 31, 1994 ban on disposal of whole tires in landfills. To
transition into this ban, the State has funded a private contractor (Southeastern
Environmental Technologies of Tennessee) to shred waste tires at no cost to local
governments. The mobile tire shredder will go to each county at least twice per year.
Counties with a Class I or IV landfill may store waste tires on a permitted facility until
they are shredded (up to one year). Other counties can establish a separate waste tire
storage site with a state permit.

In order for a county to have its waste tires shredded each site must have an accessible
road and work site capable of accommodating a tractor trailer truck and tire shredding
equipment weighing approximately 80,000 pounds.

2. Goals and Objectives

The specific goals for the Region in developing a waste tire management program
include:

1. Provide for environmentally sound disposal of tires

2. Reduce the number of illegal dumps and associated prbblems with old tires,
this includes potential breeding ground for insects, unsightly dumping grounds,
and potential for serious fires

3. Alleviate operational problems at landfills due to the behavior of tires in the
fill (difficult to compact, tend to rise and interfere with cover integrity, leave
voids in the waste after rising, etc)

4. Investigate alternative disposal options, such as recycling or reuse of the tire
material subsequent to shredding

3. Current System

The existing tire management program is provided by some of the landfills which
serve the region. Bradley, McMinn and Rhea Counties have each established a tire
storage area/shredding site and McMinn and Rhea Counties work with the State
shredding operation prior to disposing of the tires in their landfills, and the Summitt
landfill in Hamilton County has an approved storage method.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan

X-12 Augoot 13 1596



It is difficult to provide a quantitative estimate regarding the extent of illegal
dumping problems in the region. The comparison of the number of tires sold
compared to the number of tires shredded is unavailable, therefore the likelihood of
problematic tire dumping is unknown. Implementation of each of the tire storage
areas and effective advertising will reduce the illegal dumping problem.

Implementation
Not all of the counties in the region are currently meeting the minimum
requirements for the regulations, in that they do not have designated tire storage
areas where the tires are being shredded prior to disposal. The Region will move
further by aggressively addressing the issue of illegal dumping problems and
investigating the feasibility of alternative disposal options.
To address the problem of illegal dumps in general, the Southeast Tennessee
Development District staff will coordinate with the sanitation or public works
departments of the counties to establish:

1. Establish an inventory of illegal tire piles

2. Standard clean up protocol

3. Educational programs to attempt to discourage illegal dumping' '

4. Enforcement program to punish individuals associated with illegal dumping

The issue of developing alternatives to landfilling the tires is a matter of researching
potential markets to utilize the materials.

Costs

The costs of the waste tire program are managed through the existing landfill
budgets.
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C. Waste Oil

1.

Needs

Due to the common practice of individuals changing their own automobile oil, the
potential for environmental impact from improper disposal is high.The EPA
estimates that every year, privately owned automobiles and light trucks generate over
300 million gallons of used crankcase oils. The majority of this oil (over 200 million
gallons per year) is generated by individual consumers who change their own oil.
The EPA estimates only 10% of this is properly collected an sent off for recycling.
The remainder is emptied into sewers, dumped directly onto the ground, thrown in
the trash or into surface water. The State of Tennessee estimates that over
1,000,000 gallons of used motor oil is generated each year in the state. Of this, up
to 60% is estimated ending up eventually in the state’s water resources. For instance,
the Coast Guard estimates that sewage treatment plants discharge twice as much oil
into coastal waters as do tanker accidents (15 million gallons per year versus 7.5
million gallons from accidents).

The facts about used oil include, re-refining used oil takes only about one third the
energy of refining crude oil to lubricant quality. If all the used oil improperly
disposed of by do-it-yourselfers were recycled, it could produce enough energy to
power 360,000 homes each year or 96 million quarts of high quality motor oil. A
gallon of used oil can ruin a million gallons of fresh water. -

- The state recognized the improper management of waste oil as a problem and

required the regional solid waste plans to address this issue. The Solid Waste

- Disposal Act bans the disposal of waste oil in landfills after January 1, 1995 and

requires each county to develop an infrastructure for accepting, storing, recycling or
safe disposal of these materials by the end of 1994.
Goals
The Region’s goals in regards to management of used oil include:
1. Maintain and support private entities to offer collection of used oil

2. Educate the population regarding the potential impacts of mismanagement of
used oil and environmentally sound disposal options

3. Provide drop off used oil disposal and recycling facilities at ex1stmg
convenience centers to supplement the existing retail facilities
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3. Current System

Bradley and McMinn Counties and Chattanooga (Warner Park Recycling Center)
presently have a collection system for waste oil.

4. Implementation

In order to comply with the requirements of the Solid Waste Management Act, each
county needs to provide at least one site by January 1, 1995 to receive and store
waste oil. At this time, the region intends to have public service to address the issue
of used motor oil in compliance with the solid waste regulations.

In addition to providing the public services, the Region can research the existence
of private facilities which accept used oil. The Region and the individual counties
can work with the private facilities and encourage their continued involvement. The
Region can coordinate with gas stations, supply stores, existing disposal facilities to
circulate information. The result of the Region’s research will be a listing of
available private facilities in each county which will be available to potential users,

Key issues to properly implement a used oil collection program include:

1. Ensuring proper financing for the purchase of equipment, collection
operations, publicity and staffing requirements;

2. Managing risks, programs must prevent mixing other materials which may be
environmentally damaging or cause problems with haulers or recyclers; the
oil must never be mixed with gasoline, solvents, pesticides, or other chemicals;

3. Ensure the proper management of the oil once the contracted hauler removes
it from the collection site; ‘

4. Effective educational program and advertising to encourage active
participation;

5. Accurate record keeping to chart the program’s costs, effectiveness, problems,
cycles, impact of advertising, etc.

Different collection programs offer various benefits. Curbside collection offers the
convenience and high participation rate of the users, however it is very expensive.
Collection trucks would need to be retrofitted with used oil collection tanks or racks.
Periodic special curbside collection of used oil are more economical to routine
curbside collection. This "milk run" alternative requires substantial publicity and
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coordination with the collection program. This option is still more expensive and
potentially problematic than a central drop off facility and is not recommended for
the Region.

A central collection station is where do-it-yourselfers can drop off used oil in an
appropriate tank or drum. The station needs to be well marked and preferably
manned to ensure that it is used for uncontaminated lubricating oil only.
Establishing this service at manned convenience centers provides an economical
option for collection of used oil. This system can work well in concert with retail
facilities. Many service stations, car dealerships and retail stores have collection
tanks installed for their own use and that of their customers.

The used oil needs to be picked up in a timely manner by a responsible used oil
hauler and sent to reputable recyclers. The hauler must have valid license and
operate in a safe and environmentally sound fashion, maintain regular records of
quantities, and deliver the oil to reputable management facilities. Haulers and
recyclers as are often listed in the Yellow Pages. Contact with existing private
programs can provide a list of haulers in the area. The recycling facility should be
evaluated prior to contracting. Visiting the site can indicate substandard practices.
The recycler should have accurate records of the source of the used oil, routine
laboratory checks for contaminated loads, etc. The facility should have containment
measures to prevent losses and contain spills. Storage areas should be well
- maintained with containment in place. The facility needs to be in compliance with
all applicable state and federal requirements. Inspection should be up to date and
with any violations noted corrected.

- "An educational program can circulate valid information regarding the proper
management of used oil. The State has information brochures which briefly outline
the poteritial problems and ways to avoid them for individuals wanting to dispose of
used oil. In particular used oil program educational efforts should focus on:

1. Educate the public about the used oil problem, environmental impacts
2. Encourage more responsible oil management
3. Notify do-it-yourselfers how to use the program to recyéle oil

A valuable resource in setting up a used oil recycling program is EPA publication
"How to Set Up a Local Program to Recycle Used Oil" (EPA/530-SW-89-039A).
This publication provides several examples of brochures, posters, letters, press
release, and collection tank design which are included in this chapter. The Regional
educational coordinator can be responsible for the implementation of an effective
" waste oil management program, since the program relies so heavily on proper
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education and advertising. The costs of implementing the program will be tied
directly to the number of drop off stations. The cost of administration will be
primarily covered by the educational coordinator’s time (discussed in the educational
section). The cost of collection units range from simple collection barreis to more
specifically designed waste oil containers. The haulers can be contracted and
negotiated based on the value of the oil to them.

. Cost

It is recommended that the used oil program be managed under the convenience
center budgets.
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D. Lead Acid Batteries

L

Background

Lead acid batteries provide power to most motorized vehicles. Because of the toxic
properties of lead acid batteries, it is illegal for Tennessee landfills to accept them
for disposal. The batteries use a chemical reaction between sulfuric acid and lead
to generate electricity. Lead acid batteries can be recycled into useable lead, sulfuric
acid and plastic to make new batteries.

Goals
The Region’s goals in regards to management of lead acid batteries include:
1. Maintain and support private entities to offer collection of used oil

2. ' Educate the population regarding the potential impacts of mismanagement of
lead acid batteries and environmentally sound disposal options

- 3. Educate disposal facility operators to ensure no disposal of lead acid batteries
at landfills in the Region '

Current System

The Region, as every county in Tennessee, is covered by Tennessee law in that every
retail store that sells lead acid batteries is required to accept used batteries as trade-
ins. In fact, some retailers provide a discount on new batteries with the trade-in of
old batteries. Recyclers then buy used batteries from retail stores. In addition,
Bradley County collects lead acid batteries at the Bradley County landfill.

Implementation

The existing system complies with the State requirements for lead acid battery
disposal. However, it is recommended that each county establish lead acid battery
collection locations at landfills and/or convenience centers.

An important aspect of implementation is education. The counties will work with
the retailers to emphasize the disposal options available to consumers. Local
environmental groups, the county sanitation departments, earth science programs at
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schools, etc. need to encourage the recycling, which includes lead acid batteries. The
Region will include in the general educational program efforts towards assuring the
proper disposal of more batteries. The State has information brochures which briefly
outline the potential problems and ways to avoid them for individuals wanting to
dispose of lead acid batteries (attached). The Region will coordinate with gas
stations, supply stores, existing disposal facilities to circulate this information.

. Cost

The waste battery program is recommended to be managed under the convenience
center budgets. The vast majority of the costs of this program are covered under
other programs.
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E.

Litter Grant Program

The State of Tennessee Department of Transportation (Maintenance Division) provides
a litter grant program to counties for their use. The systemr is funded through a tax on
the beverages in the state with a fund of $3.4 million for this year. The money is
allocated to the 95 counties based on number of miles in the county and population.
The minimum grant is $20,211 and the maximum is $295,000. The counties are
reimbursed for money spent on approved programs. The litter grant program is used
primarily for road side pick up of litter. Counties use prison labor with the cost of the
guard and transportation reimbursed by the litter grant to clean up county roads. The
grant can also finance educational programs, if the county fulfills four of the five
categories (government, school, business, media or public). The grant program recently
started a program to encourage counties to use more of the grant on educational
programs. The smallest grant recipients need to spend 5% of the grant on education
and the largest recipients 20%. The program increases this percentage over the next
three years to a 15% and 35% level. -

The litter grant program is set up as a reimbursement for money spent of clean up or
educational programs. This is an excellent opportunity to access funds for educational
programs for the various solid waste issues addressed in this Plan.
Educational/advertising programs for household hazardous waste, used oil, lead acid -
batteries, tires, and general recycling programs may be financed through this program.
Note the TDOT emphasizes the money needs to be related to discouraging litter.

Recommendations

The following list is a summary of the recommendations for each of the counties within
the Southeast Tennessee region. For further information, please refer to the individual
reports.
+ Bledsoe/Sequatchie Counties

« Construct tire storage/processing/disposal area.

- Implement waste oil collections.

» Collect lead acid batteries at convenience centers and landfill.

» Conduct one household hazardous waste collection per year.
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Bradley County

Maintain existing tire storage area at landfill.
Maintain existing waste oil collection at landfill,

Maintain existing lead acid battery collection at landfiil.

Grundy County

Establish one waste oil collection location.
Collect lead acid batteries at convenience centers and landfill.

Conduct one household hazardous waste collection per year (jointly with Grundy
County).

Hamilton County

Continue state approved tire storage.
Continue waste oil collection at Warner Park.
Collect lead acid batteries at designated places and landfill.

Conduct annual household hazardous waste collection events.

Marion County

Construct tire storage/processing/disposal area.
Implement waste oil collection at landfill.
Collect lead acid batteries at convenience centers and landfill.

Conduct one household hazardous waste collection per year (jointly with Grundy
County).
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McMinn County

Conduct one household hazardous waste collection per year.
Maintain tire storage/disposal practices.
Maintain existing waste oil collection.

Establish lead acid battery collection/storage disposal

Meigs County

*

Conduct one household hazardous waste collection per year.
Designate McMinn County landfill as tire storage.disposal site.
Establish one waste oil collection/disposal location.

Establish lead acid battery collection/storage/disposal.

Polk County

L

Conduct one household hazardous waste collection per year.
Designate McMinn County landfill as tire storage.disposal site.
Establish one waste oil collection/disposal location.

Establish lead acid battery collection/storage/disposal.

Rhea County

Maintain tire storage/disposal practices.
Establish one waste oil collection/disposal location.
Develop lead acid battery collection site at transfer station.

Maintain annual household hazardous waste collection.
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. CHAPTER XI

IMPLEMENTATION: SCHEDULE, STAFFING AND FUNDING

A, System Definition

1. System Narrative

The waste management system(s) for the Southeast Tennessee Planning Region will
consist primarily of independent municipal and county systems. The portions of the
plan which will be addressed at the regional level are as follows:

a.

Additional evaluation of the potential for a waste-to-energy system within the
region as described in Chapter VIL.

Additional evaluation of the potential of the TVA companion boiler program.
This program is described in a separate study sponsored by the Southeast
Tennessee Development district.

Education and waste reduction program:  the region will secure staff
(approximately 4 people) to administer and coordinate the educational and waste
reduction program(s) as described herein and in the individual county reports.

The remaining portions of the plan will be addressed at the county or municipal level
as follows:

a.

b.

c.

f.

Public information and education.
Waste reduction and recycling.
Collection and transportation.
Disposal and regionalization.
Composting and/or other processing.

Problem wastes.

The above issues (items a through f) are addressed in detail in the individual county
plans (under separate cover) for each of the ten (10) counties which comprise the
region. It should be noted that the development of the plan resulted in the
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-

establishment of two (2) sub-regions. Therefore the referenced individual county
reports which comprise the southeastern region are structured as follows:

Bledsoe/Sequatchie sub-region (2) county
McMinn/Meigs/Poik sub-region (3) county
Grundy single county

Marion single county

Hamilton single county

Bradley single county

Rhea single county

The waste generation and diversion quantities for the Southeast region is depicted
in the following Table XI-1, "Regional Waste Diversion Summary" and Table XI-2,
"Proportional Flow Diagram".
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3. Proposed System Map - Waste Flow Patterns
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4. Institutional Structure

As stated earlier, the majority of the implementation of the plan will be
accomplished at the county or municipal jurisdiction. No institutional changes are
-recommended at this time. It is recommended that each county hire or designate a
full-time or part-time recycling coordinator and problem waste coordinator.

At the regional level, the Planning Board will act as the institutional structure for
coordination of the programs which will be implemented regionally. The Board will
coordinate two contracts (the education consultant and the design consultant) and
will coordinate the staffing of the waste reduction plan. This staff will be funded by
participation-of all ten (10) counties which comprise the region. The disbursing
agent for the fund will be one of two alternatives:

a. The Regional Solid Waste Planning Board.

b. The Regional Development District.

In addition to the above, the Regional Planning Board will coordinate the
recommended supplemental and follow-up investigations regarding the regional

waste-to-energy alternative plan and the TVA companion boiler progress in
conjunction with the Development District.

B. Implementation Schedule

The detailed schedule of implementation of the various plan components is addressed
in the individual reports (5 each individual county reports plus 2 fwo-county report and
1 three-county report).

The regional issues should be addressed on the following schedule:
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C. Staffing And Training Reguirements

The detailed staffing requirements on a county by county basis is addressed in the
individual county reports (5 each individual county reports plus 1 two-county report and
1 three-county report).

The staffing requirements for the ten (10)-county region is summarized in the following
Table XI-3.
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Table XI-3:
Staffing and Training Requirements

Training
Position Required 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 199¢ 2000 2001 2002 2003

Reglonal Level:

Administrative Assist. 1

Planners 2 1

General:

Supervisors

Waste Collection:

Supervisor/Administration

Drivers 52 2

Laborers 71

Transfer Station:

Equipment Operators . 1.5

Attendants 6 1

Drivers

Laborers

Convenlence Centers:

Operators 125 11 | -9 1

Attendants

Drivers 1

Laborers

Class I Land{ill{s):

Supervisors 4

Clerks

Equipment Operators 18

Attendants 13

Laborers 8

Class IT/IV Landfill(s):

Supervisors

Clerks

Equipment Operators 1

Altendants

Laborers

Reeyceling Program:

Supervisor/Coordirator 1 3.75

Attendants

Operators

Drivers 3

Composting (Yardwaste);

Supervisor/Coordinator

Attendants

Operators

Laborers

Problem Wasie:

Supervisor/Coordinator 1 1

Attendants

Drivers

Laborers

Education:

Coordinator:

TOTAL - 195.5 22.25 10 1
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D. Budget

1. Regional Central Administration

It is recommended one planner and one administrative assistant to administer. and
coordinate the regional education and source reduction program be secured. The
estimated annual budget for this staff is as follows:

REGIONAL COST
EDUCATION/SOURCE REDUCTION PROGRAM ESTIMATED 1995 BUDGET

L Item | Cost (1995)
1 Planner @ $30,000/year | $ 30,000
1 Administrative Assistant _ 18,000
Benefits 14,400
Overhead 25,000
Advertising and Promotion \ 20,000
Travel 15,000
Professional Education 4,500
Printing 10,000
Office Supplies 7,500
Supplies | 15,000
Sub-Total $154,400

Total Budget - Regiohal Jurisdiction, 1995, $154,400.
1996 - 2003, $154,400/year escalated at 3% per year for the 10-year planning period.

These costs would be apportioned among the member counties based upon waste
generation quantities. (See Chapter IX.)

SETDD Solid Waste Plan.
Chapter XI

XI" 1 1 November 7, 1994



PE6T 'L JequIsAON
IX andey)y

Usd 23 PlOS QALES

ClIX

"Je0d vonanpal 947 Y1 9A91YoE 0) potinbes SI [esodsIp AL/I[] SSeD '1500 [[€39A0 Paonpal A{y3ys e ug ynsas [pm

A108) A/III SSE[D JO 05 Te10) [esodsip a3sem | SSE[) 2Y) WOIJ pajoenqns 10u

Seam 915em SDUIS 1500 8101 21} W popnpU] 10N ,

uoj, Iad

(v'zes) uordey
68L'TLY'LIS | 00V'PSTS | 96€°928 | SPEPTITOTS | 988°TZETS S80°SST'vS | v9T°81$ 0156L9$ 6CF'8LL 0],
TL6'6ST'T 120% 4 SOT't 08L°TS8 £8T°T¢1 £T0LYT LLTT 6581 eoyy
SE0°89¢€ PLY'T 0L0°T T9T'€81 $86'9LT She'y L70'9 Alod
6V9°TST €L9 0.0 £09°¢8 001°29 €0Ty ISLT s3ro
LLT'98T T PIT'01 0L0'T TTO'LST T SSPET | 0ZF°TT 1Sy £9¢°TY UOIAPIA
[a0qe L90°9LO'T edooueliey)
281°505°8 pspnput | 000z LT6PETE UCISISAI(T [ 0LE08LT SIS TIY YE6'LSS -uojwely
A1unon
7£5°89¥°C EIVEIT | 000'C 9666281 EETTSE 0€0°9L1 PL8'TS -UoIwef|
9ESPIT UoLIE N

855206 987‘s 68 EV9LEY UOISIdAI [ TEH'TTE ¥91°81 896°CT 619'1¢
6EP'EST LTH'T 9057 00$°TH1 910°L01 p6L'S Apunip
T69°010°T 786'F1 €L8y 909°L96'1 T19%CT | 000‘0% 1€2°€T 0LT'19 Aarperg
£8¢°691 90T‘T 8LST SLS'V9 808°L8 91Z'6 PE6'y argarenbag
OLT1°691§ 1218 S65°v$ SLS'Y9% 808°L8$ 1L8°01% yOb'S [0spalg

Ijpue] 1sodwo) Furphoay IB2 X /SUQT, "
umOU uuwma >:H: oummg piex m.HO-QO.-Q hu_anmﬂo
—mao.H —mno_m.vﬁ Eu—ao.—m ﬁmmoammﬁ— mmﬁ—U .noﬁou—ﬂoo J10 m—ummn—.ﬁﬁo 9I1SEM
S.LSOD TVNINNY S661

(S)LFOHANI ALNNOD TVAUIAIANI




P66l ‘L 13WION

I 3ndeqn

UB[d iseM PHOS QIS

el IX

1203 uoNONpPaI 9 67 Y} 3AdIYoE 03 paxnbax st [esodsip AI/III $SBLD 1502 [[e10A0 paonpai APySI[s & Ul ynsal [im

Aupoey AI/III sse[D) Jo 9s) “[2101 [esodsip o1sem | SSE[D S} WO polEIIqus 10U Sem 9)Sea S0US 1500 (€10} 94} U papnou 10N

o, tod
(81'v2¢) noidoy
PLL'068'8TS | TEO'6STS | STT'tE$ | £0€'cS0'TTS | Sev'Lev'Ts LISOLY'YS | S61°8TS LT8TILS 6ZT°18L [e10],
¥86°07T'1 6v9'y AVALS 716006 820°8¢T 6ST'TST 220'TT. 19¥'8T eaTy
SLE'VLE 81S'T (A d A 6£0°€81 «09T°001T | 6L1°¢81 L6V £20°9 ¥lod
0L9°SST £69 WIT TIT'y8 PLTYY 0StE'y TLL'T Iy
LLY'LBT'T 8IV0T | THI'T TSO'LST'T «STS'BET | 68Tl «0S¥'ST | O1L'Y POt T U
JA0qe 885°081°Z eJooueneq)
£L8°¢6T'6 papnpur | 0po‘c L8Y'8SL'E uots1oal(g | 68¢£°616°C 0 60b'TE 9r1°09S -uoyiurey
. A1anon)
0SY'€0S'T SIS9IT | 008°¢ £19°629°1 069°89¢ rA%: 32311 I8LTS -uoyjruely
618811
05L'SE6 SHP'S 956 601'6¥¥ UOISIDAI(T | #S0°8ZE S6b'81 LSy 799°1T UOLIEN
81'997 6SH°T T€0°€ STY'6¥1 LIE'TTT L9L'S Apunin
LSL00T'T Tep'sT LS9y SLS'STOT +£55°8CT 0S0'1€ rOve 79L'19 Aelperg
T8EPIE £VT'1 LOT'E 080°861 SLTTST LLY'6 56y oryojenbag
PL]LES 19¢°18 | vTTss | 009'L1TS SLT'TSTS YIPIIS ovr's 20spa[g
pue] 180dwony durplosy Iea A /suo], :
umOU D)SeAN >..Q:H Qamma piex .“E O-&OHQ %Hmwnwu—o
—maO,H ﬁmﬁommoﬁ EuSohm —mmommmh— wmmmU ﬂOSoQ:OU 10 owv_.:w IO oEmn—u:U IS8 M
SLSOD TVANNY 9661 |

(S)1A9dANI ALNNOD TVAAIAIANI




P61 ‘L 3RqRIBAON
x andey
wed ST Plios GOLLES

PI-IX

"[e0d uonanpal g6z 911 vAsIoE 0} paxnbai st [esodsip AY/III s5E]D ‘1509 [[eIoA0 peonpal ARYSys e a1 nsor pm

Anmoey AV/III sse) Jo sy ‘2109 Tesodsip a1sea | SSE]D) 941 WOIY POjOBIIQUS JOU Sem 9)5EM S0US 1500 [€30] 941 Ul pOpNIUL JON] ,

uoJ, 1ad

(vs'9z$) uoiday]

£0S°008°0Z$ | €08‘€9T$ | 5S6°098 | 98TbebZIS 10$°2€5°TS | ThO‘s8LvS | Tv8'sIs 9LS'LYLS LLB'E8L “Tej0],

16£°L2T°T 68L'Y 9Z¢'t 0L6'006 820°8¢1 S8YLST £6L'ZT 9181 ey

116°08€ £95°T LTT L88T8T +999°€0T | 065681 $S9y 810‘g - Jlod

SLL'8ST 1473 L12'T 318p8 ¥25'99 08y 16L°T SHET
6L1°882°1 QeL'or | L1zt TSO'LSTL «STS'BET | SOL'ET «0S1°97 - | L8 ot 1Y TmNON (|

aA0qe 9ST* ILLT eJooueney)

TIO'EPE0T | pepnpumt | €50°01 | 9THzhSY UOISIOA] | 8SE°S90°E 0 620°v Sk 61H°29¢ -uoyruey

£f1unon)

Pop 8ES‘T 02€'0TT | SL9°€ 0LT'cES8°L STIL8E PLO'P6T L89'TS -uoruIe ]
LIE'ETT |

88T'08¥'1 809°¢S 8LY'S 69%'9L6 UOISIOAK | £SHPEE r8'er LT9°CT POL 1T oL

9p0°LTE €081 850°8 005661 $86°LTT IpL's Apunip

9LLOLTC v68'ST STh'y ¥rr'660°C »ESS°8TT | LETCE 988°vC LST'T9 Asjperg

LLE'SOY 08Z‘1 8ET'g 09L°86T 8£0°061 191°01 696y alyajenbeg

98E°TLYS W0r'Ts 19¢°01$ | 009'31Z$ 8£0°67T$ $86°T1$ Sop's [0spaly

Impue| ysodwo) durphooy Jeo X /SUOT,
1500 91sB M Al asem pref  JyO-doig Amuengy
_muo..ﬁ —mnomwoﬁ Eo_n—o.-n— —Nmonmm_ﬂ— mmm_U =O_.._UU=GU J0 omﬂuiw IO o_u_mnu=nv Qum«g
SLSOD TVNNNY L661

(S)Lanand ALNNOD TVNAIAIANI




PO6T 'L JAqWIMON
IX JaidsyD

USld 2FEm, PIOS AQLTS

ST-IX

"[e03 uonONpal 967 o) 9A01YOE 01 painber st [esodsip AY/III S8 1502 [[e10A0 padtpol Any3Iys & ur ynsal i
Aymoey AI/III SSBLD JO 9511 '[€10) [esodsip ojsem | SSEIO 373 WOLY POlOLIIqNs JOU SeM 9)SeMm S0UIS JS00 [2101 9] UF papriour JoN] ,

uo[, Jad :
(v6'LT$) . uordoy
STO'LLE'ITS | 91L'89TS | 9LL°098 | 8v8S9T€T 0L0'659°T$ | €82°020°SS | £L0T'618 STO8LS $69°98L [eloL,
LOT'E6T'T 86 e LY8TS6 66C°ShT 966791 168'€T 2 2oy
£80°90% 019'1 $6T°C SET'102 «F6T'LOT | 922°961 LI8% €109 H[od
0LS'0LT SEL $62°C 820°v6 758'89 099'f 118 s
0Z8'STH'1 FASIRA| $62'T 6S9°¢8E T #0ELTYT | TLL'ET «0S8°9T . | £¥0°S SOL' Ty UUTIAOAL]
9A0QE 7EL 698" edooueney)
£SS'P86'0T | pepnpu | 168%6 VLS €68 UoISISAIC | 979°81T°€ | 0 0EL'9LY ySLY9S -uoj[itey
Aunony
06L°€0L'T 626'ECT | 658°C £PL'S06°T I8¥°00r 8LL'€0T ¥6STS -uojwery
6£0'8Z1
1225181 9LL'S L6L'S LTE'SLG UOISISAICT | 6L9°T9E LOT'6T 96£°91 SYL1Z uonrep |-
810°cEE ST 980°8 005'661 ¥88'tTT YIL's Apunig
88P°LSTT 1LE'91 EPI'p SS6°LLTC +PILTET A TASY LSL'ST 85L°79 Aarpeig
STHOT 61¢T 691°8 08¥'661 BLLO6T 699°01 L6 argarenbog
098°18V$ Py IS | $OS01S | 0096128 8TLLETS ¥85TIS 06¥'s Q0spalg
mpue| 1sodwo)) dmpiaey Ieax /suof,
1500 21SEM A1 ﬂ 21SEpN PIEL 330-doi(g fmuend)
ﬁm..—o.ﬁ ﬁmﬁO_MuM— Eﬂ&o.—m ﬁmmomwmﬁm mwﬂU ﬁomuovzoo IO owﬁ::m JO Gﬁmmﬂ_uzo uﬂmmg
S.LSOD TVINNY 8661

(S).LADANT ALNNOD TVNAIAIANI




P61 'L 12qURADN
iX sadeyn
usld AFTM PUOS QCLLIS

91-IX

"[e0d uolonpa g, 6z Y1 9AalyoE 0 pasinboi sy [esodsip AI/I11 SSB[D 1500 [[B1240 paonpai A1yJis & ur NsSaI [N

Anpoey AT/TII SSe[D) Jo 9s) ‘[e1ol [esodsip ajsem I SSE[D) oY) WOIJ PAISRIIQNS JOU SEA D)SEM 20ULS 3500 [£101 943 UI papnjour JON ,

uoJ, rod

(Le'gzs) uoiday
UIB'BILTCS | BLL'ELTS | TSS'698 | £96°T09°C1S | S10'TLL'TS LY9'8ST'SS | 06561 1L2TT8$ 785°68L [e10],
620°00€'T 080°s 795°¢€ 0L6'TS6 66T°SH1 T0L‘891 FALA 7/ 99181 _eoqy
STI'ely 659°1 SLET 100°10Z «6P0° ITT | #60°€0T 986"t 6009 Aod
PI6'ELT LSL SLE'T L69'V6 9L £78'y 1£8°C sdto
£68°9TH'T 81T SLE'T 659°¢8¢°T +0S9'TST | €ST%1 «089°LT | zze's SOE‘TY WA
sA0qe $£9°S8Y°T edooueneq)

66V'89S‘TT | papnjour | 697‘g 1SY'peT1's UOISIDAI(T | LSS 6LE'S 0 L95°00¢ 1ST°L9S -UojIue

Aunon|
091TYLT | LV9'LTT | ZSO'Y 069'696°T - S08‘9T¥ 996t 1T 108°TS -UOIIme ]
180°T#1
680°TSS°T 0S6°S ACA'S LLT'086 UOISIOAICT | £94°6LE 065°61 9ITLT 88L°TT UoLIR
LLTE P6S'T S19°0T | 00S'661 8LO°0ET 889°S Apunigp
¥99°L8T°T 29891 Ov8‘c 8L8°S0Z°T *C9S'TPT | 9TF'bE 859°97 T97't9 Ao[peig
QTE'LTY 8¢'T TOL'0T | 00Z°00T $S8'e0T £0T°11 S00‘s arpojenbag
8rL'S6vs LSY'IS SST'ETS | 0v9°0ZT$ £S8°9VTS EITETS 915’ a0sparg
Euwnﬁ umo&EOU ma:ohuoﬁ 1o Emﬁoﬁ
1500 alseM AL/ 21SeM piex bO-mEQ bﬁamso
Te10], _mﬁo.awom waqorg ?mommmm mmm_U :oﬁov_ﬁoU IO oww::m JO Qﬁmmn—uso SIS
SISOD TVNNNY 6661

(8)1A95aNd XINNOD TYAUIAIANI



P6EL ‘L FIqWARON
1X »udeyy
ueld AsBM Prios GALAS

LI IX

"Te03 WOHONPAY g4 57 941 2AdIYdR 0 pasinbai s) [esodsip AV/1I1 85[0 1800 |[e10a0 paonpai AySiys € ug ynsel [[la
ANIoRy AL/IIL SS[D JO 95} "[103 [esodsip 9)sem I SSB[7) 9 WOIJ P2)oeIiqns JOU Sem 9)sem Q2UIS 150D [B10) 911 UI Papnjoul JON ,

o, red
(61°0£$) _ uorday|
SST'ET6'ETS | T66'SLIS | TSV'69% | vev'cOv'pI$ | TITLI6TS | 889°89b°SS | v66°TT8 £6£°798$ 8EST6L Te10]]
086°06¢°T £€T'¢S L89'E 10T°L20°T 180°SST 909'PL1 TLT'ST 89181 BalY
9E°0TY 80L'T 8SH'T $£8°00C +9€67IT | T0T'01T 09T1°s #00'9 “Hod
TSELLT 08L 8SH'T 99¢°66 95L'¢EL 766'v 1587 sTrop
666°LTY'T STL'TT | 8sv'e 659°¢8LT «LI6'LST | TSLPT +0SETE " | SOF'S 99¢'Ty TN
aroqe £8°¢19'C , edooueney)
LTL'9EE'TT | popnpur | L18°L LE6'BEY'S BOISIBAI(T | SES'QPS‘E 0 $65°5Z8 819°69¢ -uojitreHy
. Aunop)
0SS'€E6'T LLY'IET | pSTY 010°SZ1°C SP1'gpy Y9977 60¥°TS -UONTWER]
887°9¥1
#5881 8219 [AAR) 081286 UOISIAI | TSL'86E ¥66°TC LLO'ST 1€8°12 uoLIE|
69¥°99¢ o'l Sr9'01 | 009912 859¢1 799°¢ Apunig
TSYTPET 89¢°LT | S0S°E LSE'8STT «ESP8YT | T£9°SE 168°LT S9L'E9 As|peig
6LT' TPV 66¢°T LELOT | 066°STT 062161 £OLTT 0 sryajenbag
PrSvIsS TES'TS TTIE€1$ | 06€°6¥T$ LEV'9ETS vL8ETS rs's 20spalg
MmIpue] 3sodwo)) JumpAdey JE X fSUO],
1500 a1seMm AVHI aisey pieX  j30-doiq fmueend -
ﬁsuo..—._ ﬁaﬁomwuﬁ Eu—no._.m —mmommmﬂ mwm—U ﬂoﬁu\nw:oo I0 umﬁgm J0 GU_..E.E.U 1M
SLSOD TVIINNY 0002

(S)1IOANI ALNNOD TVNAUIAIANI




¥E6T L J3CRIaA0N

o ey
usd AFem PHOS QCLLES

8T-IX

'Te08 UOnONpal 94,67 9y} aAdlYoe 03 pasnboi si [esodsip AN/IIT SSBID 1500 [[el0a0 paonpai A[4TIis € ur Juses Ia

KIoey AI/III SS[0) JO 05[] ‘[2103 [esodsIp ojsem [ SSB[D 3} WO PIIOEIIQNS JOU SEM ISEM OULS 1500 [€)0) 913 Ul POPRIIUI JON] ,

o], Jod .

(00°cp$) uoigoy

BEP'TST'VES | €9E'VBTIS [ TOL'€8S | £6V'EETPTS | IS6'TE0'ES | 1L6°069°SS | 9TV czs 8Y'P06$ S1T'v6L TeloL

0S6°S6£°T 06¢°'S 918'¢ 68L'PZ0°1 180°5¢T L1L°08T LST'9T £EY'ST 2oy

yrL'SSY 09L°1 12494 0ps'8TT «656'811 | 665°L12 Ipe's 0009 Alod

6L6'E6T £08 14 4% 8T1°601 LEE9L L9T'S $98°C T
SOT°809°1 LLOTT PPs'e TT9TUST SLIGLST | 89Z°ST +0STCE | P68°'S L8T'IY UUTNOW|f
aa0qe 9116z | . egooueneq)|

69E'TPEET | PopuUL | TCLTT | $99°L7¢'D TOISIFAI(L | 796'STL'E 0 SLY'TISS 8ET'ILS -uo)Iey

Aunoy

6TPTLL'TT | TTV'SET | LOV'Y 760°976'01 TesoLYy L68°SET 002°ZS -uoj[IweH

_ PSLIST

TI8€19'T rA SN 62501 0£1°v86 UoISISAKT | 689°8TH 9T¥'¢T I86°81 vL8'1C noleN

T88'vLE 769°7 6LTET 009912 TI¥'er 0£9°S Apunip

18T'rsH'T 688°L1 SET'E 828'L9¢'T +ESP8YI 8L8°9¢ 1S$'8T 801°V9 Aolperg

ETP LY 124! PLT'ET 092°97C L60°6LT 1SETT 820°S argaenbog

S9T°805$ 8LS'TS | 8L6'STS | Op8'6tTS 105°922$ 89S V1S T8s's J0sparg

fpue] 1sodwoy) dupirey Ieax /suo],
quU wumua >Q~: 15eM piex .«mO-QOHQ bﬁ:&:@
_«wc.b ﬁw:o_mum EDEO.-& mmmon—mwh—. mmmﬂo ﬁom.uuo:OO IO Qmm::m JO uﬁmmp.:—U oIse M
SLSOD TVNNNY 1002

(S)LADANI ALNNOD TVNAIAIANI



66T ‘2 JoqmaaoN
X amdeyn
UBld 155 PHOS AALAS

61-IX

‘1808 uonoNpar 9457 oY1 2ANYdE 03 pasinbay st [esodsIp AY/ILI SSE[D 1500 [[eIaa0 paonpal AYSIs © Ur jynsal [pm
AN[Ioe] AI/III SSE[D JO 95 '[&10] [esodSIp 9158M ] SSE]) oY) W] PRIOEXIQNS JOU SEM 91SEM DUIS 150D [€10) 9T} UI Papujoul 10N ,

vo], Jad
(£6°c£$) nolday
88L'SOT'LTS | T68°68TS | £09°¢8% | $96°00L°9T$ | ZOTI6T'ES | 0T9°L96'SS | 6S8'€T$ 89°8¥6$ 786°36L eIl
STLTBYT 16¢°S 0S6'¢ €TL'€60°1 08691 TP0°'L81 TLOLT SEV'81 LEL |
£96°79% (AN ££9'7 918'LTT «ECT'E€TT | PLT'STT 8T8 186°S Hiod
90LL6T L8 ££9°T 068'601 600°6L Lye's $88°T sdiopy
vTE609°T 6EP'TI ££9°7 099°TLS'T +E£EV'P9T | TO8'ST »OST'EE | 06L'S 88Tt uurO A
2a0qe 87L'398°T eJooueney))
860°0F9¢1T | POpRPW | 76Z'TT | 60K PLTL UOISIOAICT | (09Z°TT6°E 0 69F'6LS 6LT'SLS -uoyTureH
funoy
9SH'610'E v8Y'6El | 069'Y TTS'EETT 080't6¥ 169°L¥Z v62'Ts -uolIueH
P6r'LST
69T'SLL T 1089 001 TEELITT UOISISAK] | ¥T9°6Lh 658°CT 0£6°61 816°12 uoLre ||
9¢T'C8E rAZM| TITET | 009'912 78S°0ST LS9'S Apunin
7T8'595'T 9Z¥'81 | 9TL'T SY6'OLY'T +SLY'EST | 69T'9¢ 95<'67 129°v9 Aojperg
888°THY PeY°1 CIE'ET | 0L0'LTT 750°881 696'C1 9p0‘s argaenbog
806'1TS$ ST91$ | 1ST'9TS | 010°TIST$ 9Z8'LETS 96Z'S1$ 8LS'S aospalg
Mjpuey 1sodo)) duppioay IBQ X fSUO],
umOU Qumua >H\=H O1SEM plex umonmo._ﬂ hu_aﬁmso
ﬁmuo.ﬁ _mnomwuﬁ Ev—ﬂo._m Emoﬂmm_ﬁ— mwmﬂu _Hoﬁoozoo JO ow_u:ﬂw IO Q—ummn—uﬂo ISBMN
SISO TVANNY 7002

(S)LADANT ALNNOD TVNAIAIANI




PO6T 'L JGUAAON
IX 3aideyDy

ueld S1ISUA PHOS OIS

01X

"[e03 Hononpal 95,67 9N 21T 01 pasinbol si [esodsip AT/II] SSB[D) 1509 [[BIA0 vu.u:tou ApYy3is e u ynsa1 s
Ajpoey AT/III sse[D JO 9501 *[e101 [esodsIp aisem | SSsej) o) woaj POIDERIIQNS JOU SEM 9)SEM J0UIS 1500 [£10] O} U PApN|oul JON] ,

uog, Iad

(85 s¢¢) uoiday

S8T'€09°8TS | T16S°S6TS | SY8'L6S | 66V°TIL'LIS | TTTOTE'ES | TT8LST'9S | vTeves 786'766% 8£8'€08 [BI0],

881°06¥°1 81L'S 880y £6L'€60°T 086'v91 68S't61 020°8T LEV'ST eayy

PIFIES L98'T STL'T S¥0°88T «CEPLTT | £50°¢€€T TeL's L86'S Alod

9L$10T 758 STL'T 069°0T1 pLLTS SES's 9067 g
9b$019'T £18°C1 STLT 099°TLS T +EEVPIT | SSE9T 0S1vE | €66° 88T'T¥ TP

sao0qe 12L°166T eSooueIEy)

686°TEY'ST | POPNPUWE | LTT'ST | 9£8°606°L UOISI2AKT | £L8°LOT'Y 0 Tri'809 8E°6LS -uojfwey

Aumo)

£00€92'¢ 899'CHT | SZ6'y 055 S£€°T ¥8L'Q1S 9L0°097 88¢'7¢ -uoliwey

128°€91

LBE'608°T 9699 LTR'TT | 88K'61I‘T UOISILAL | S09*T9F 1ZAR {4 976°0T 09612 UoLeN

¥SE‘60P S6L°T 8vL'ST | 00L'€ET IT1'881 y89'¢ Apunin

97£°099°C 6L6'8T 8LT'T ¥16'895°T «SLY'EST | s0s's¢ 065°0¢ LET'SO Aojperg

801'95Y 6281 £58°ST §S9°LTT ySriLel L19'CT 650'S s1qojenbog

P6E'ZESS vLYTS ¥£8°81$ | 80T°TSTS LIL'6VTS 190018 ¥09°S 20spalg

lpue| 1s0dWony durphoay 1ea K /SUO], ,
umoU 2I5eM >E.HE 15BN piex .ﬁoamo._ﬂ mﬁunwso
~So..ﬁ Hmﬂommem Eu—ﬂoh& —mmonwmﬁ— me_U nO_uooﬁ_OU IO vmws—w I0 o—u._mn—._so Quwﬂa
SLSOD TVNNNY €00T

(S)LADANI ALNNOD TVNAIAIANI




3, Financing of Capital Improvements

It is recommended that capital expenditures for relatively short term requirements such
as vehicles, drop-off containers, etc. be accomplished through short term (3 to 5 years)
bank notes at the local level in the normal public works fashion.

Large expenditures for convenience centers, landfill construction, etc. should be financed
through the sale of long term (10 to 20 year) revenue bonds using "tip fee" revenues to
pay the attendant debt service.

Financing of the regional expenses will be addressed by an assessment of each governing
jurisdiction within the region as a function of their respective waste generation rate.

Obviously, expert advice will be required from the financial community and bond
underwriters in structuring specific funding programs.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Chapter X1
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CHAPTER XII
ALLOCATION OF IMPLEMENTATION RESPONSIBILITIES:
PLAN ADOPTION AND SUBMISSION

Allocation Of Implementation Responsibilities

As indicated in Chapter XI herein the waste management system(s) and the various
elements of each system, will be implemented by the respective counties and
municipalities which comprise the Southeast Tennessee Planning Region.

The elements of the regional solid waste plan which are allocated to the regional
jurisdiction will be administered by the Regional Solid Waste Planning Board which
can delegate the implementation to the Southeast Tennessee Development District.
If desired, elements of the plan which are allocated to the regional jurisdiction
include:

1. Education and waste reduction programs (see Chapter IX).

2. Additional (Phase II) evaluation of the potential for a waste-to-energy system
within the region as described in Chapter VIL

3. Continuing evaluation of the potential of the "TVA Companion Boiler
Program".
4, Continuous monitoring of the plan schedule, cost and implementation

including data collection and reporting.

The recommended budget for the regional jurisdiction for the preceding elements of
the plan is $154,400 for 1995 and $154,400 per year thereafter escalated at 3% per
year. The remaining elements of the plan are allocated to the individual member
counties and municipalities for implementation and funding including:

Collection programs Drop-off recycling
Convenience centers Curbside recycling
Transfer stations Yard waste composting
Class I landfills Sludge composting
Class III/IV landfills Problem wastes
Hauling Education (local)

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Chapter XII
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Plan Adoption

The plan requires formal adoption by resolution of the regional Administrative Board
and signed by the Board Chairman. The County Commission of each member
county must ratify acceptance of the plan and acknowledge their respective
jurisdictional responsibilities as part of the region.

Three copies of the plan should be submitted to the Division of Solid Waste
Assistance, State of Tennessee, on the required date. A copy of the adoption
resolution and minutes of each County Commission’s meeting ratifying the plan must
be included with the submittal letter.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
Chapter XII
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CHAPTER XII1

FLOW CONTROL AND PERMIT APPLICATION REVIEW

Flow Control

The Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 authorizes regions with approved plans
to exercise certain flow control powers in accordance with the plan. The Act permits
regions to exercise two (2) types of flow control as follows:

1. Out-of-region waste ban

Out-of-region bans are permitted in order to permit a region to carefully
shepherd the capacity of its solid waste management facilities. The ban must
apply equally to all waste generated outside of the region’s boundaries. The
Act does exclude certain existing waste source arrangements from the exercise
of flow control under a "grandfather” clause and an impairment of contract
clause.

2. Intra-region flow control

Intra-region flow control is permiited in order to address public health and
safety and transportation management concerns in a coordinated manner, and
to permit regions to guarantee a flow of waste as a revenue stream for
financing bonds for municipal solid waste management facilities,

Out-Of-Region Waste Bans

The only solid waste management facility (landfill) within the Southeast Tennessee
Region which is knowingly or by agreement accepting waste from outside the region
is Marion County. Marion County is receiving waste from Dade County, Georgia
and plans to continue accepting this waste during the duration of the plan. For this
reason combined with the potential development of a waste-to-energy facility which
could benefit from additional waste from outside the region, it is not considered
reasonable or prudent for the region to exercise its power to ban out-of-region waste
at this time,

This is not meant, however, to preclude any city, county, authority or the planning
region from invoking a ban on out-of-region waste should it become necessary or
desired at some future date. '

SETDD Salid Waste Plan
Chapter XIH
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Intra-Region Flow Control

Implementation of the base integrated solid waste management plan as presented
herein does not require flow control regulation beyond that afforded by current or
planned agreements between public entities. However, the potential development
of a waste-to-energy facility combined with one or more regional recycling/refuse
derived fuel (RDF) processing facilities may require flow control regulation at some
point in the future.

Specific flow control regulation is not designed into the plan at this time; however,
future development and/or revisions to the plan may dictate that the issue of flow
control be revisited in the future.

The following report on flow control presents some general information on the topic
from a legal perspective. The report was prepared by Mr. John Williams, an
environmental attorney in private practice, located in Nashville, Tennessee.
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FLOW CONTROL

The term "flow control” refers to the power of a
state or local government to direct the flow of municipal
solid waste to a particular processing or disposal facility
or facilities. Flow control is not & new concept. Several
states have enacted statutes (or have allowed local
governments to enact ordinances) requiring that the solid
waste collected in a particular jurisdiction be taken to a
particular landfill, incinerator, processing facility, or
transfer station. A

If the solid waste facility is publicly owned and
financed through bonds, the revenue received from tipping
fees is generally used to pay . the princi ipal and interest
on the bonds. Therefcore, the facility must receive
sufficient waste to generate revenue adequate for that
purpose. The tipping fee revenue may also be used to pay
for recycling and composting programs and other components
of an integrated solid waste management program.

Many states (including Tennessee) have enacted solid

waste management acts which set waste reduction goals. Flow

control is considered an essential tool to enable a local
government to meet the waste reduction goal because it
allows the local government to direct waste to recycling

and composting facilities.
Opponents of flow control contend that it undermlnes

competition and may result in inefficiencies in the solid
waste management system. .

This memorandum dlscusses the legal authority by
which a municipal solid waste region in Tennessee may
exercise flow control power and the legal issues related

to that exercise of flow control power.



I. Solid Waste Management Act of 1991

For most municipal solid waste regions in Tennessee,
the Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 will be the legal
hasis for enacting flow control. The only exception is
counties with municipal solid waste incinerators (Davidson
and Sumner), which may also utilize the Energy Production
Facilities law (T.C.A. §7-54-103(d)) as a legal basis for
imposing flow control.

The Solid Waste Management Act is Public Chapter 451
of the Public Acts of 1991. Most of the act is codified
at T.C.A. §§68-211-801 et seq.

Pursuant to T.C.A. §68-211-814(b)(1)(4), a municipal
solid waste regiomn may "regulate the flow of collected
municipal solid waste genmerated within the region." Such
- regulation may occur only after the region's 10-year plan
has been approved by the State Planning Office.

If a region decides to implement flow control, the
mechanics for doing so are sa2t forth in T.C.A. §68-211-814(1)(1)(4).
Firsz,-the region’'s board must conduct a public hearing.. Then
the board must adopt a resolution stating that it is
implementing flow control. "Then each county and municipality
in the region must adopt an ordinance implementing flow
control. The resolution and ordinances should specify the
facility or facilities to which the flow of municipal solid
waste is being directed.

Before a region's board may adopt a flow control
resolution, the region must demonstrate to the State
Planning Office that the region has considered the
utilization of any municipal solid waste management
facility in existence within the region on July-l1, 1991,
which meets Subtitle D regulations. If the region decides
not to use an existing facility, the region must show that
its decision not to use the facility is based upon three

)

indings:



1) the facility is environmentally unsound or
inadequate to meet the region's 10-year
capacity assurance plan; l

2) the costs for using the facility are
inconsistent with (i.e., higher than)
comparable facilities in Tennessee, or
the facility is operating in a manner
which is inconsistent with the plan; and

3) the waste subject to flow control will be
sent to a facilitv or facilities which meet

all state and federal regulations.:

T.C.A. §68-211-814(b)(1)(C) allows an "aggrieved
person” to appeal the region’s decision to implement flow
control to any chancery court within the région.

A region's flow control power extends only to solid
waste. A region may not restrict the flow of “recovered.
materials” (i.e., those materials which have been removed
from .the solid waste stream for sale, use, reuse, Or
recycling). T.C.A. §68-211-814(p)(5). -

Another part of Public Chapter 451 of the Public
Acts of 1991 was the Solid Waste Authority Aict of 1991,
which contains flow control provisions applicable to a
solid waste authority. If any local government(s) within
a municipal solid waste‘region choose(s) to establish a
solid waste authority, T.C.A. §68-211-906(b) gives that
Authority the power "to exercise exclusive jurisdiction
and exclusive right to control the collection of solid
vaste within its boundaries, and to control the disposition
of solid waste collected within its boundaries.”™ The
governing body of each county and municipality which formed
the Authority must concur in the exercise of flow control
powver by the Authority. 7 : _

Under §68-211-906(b), then, a Solid Waste Authority
is given the power to control the collection and disposal
of municipal solid .waste within its boundaries. By contrast,
a region may regulate only the flow of collected municipal
solid waste generated within thelregion. This means that a



region may regulate the place of disposal of the waste, but
not the collection itself.

T.C.A. §68-211-907 contains additional flow control
language for solid waste authorities, supplemental to that
of §68-211-906(b). §68-211-907 provides that a Solid Waste
Authority may "regulate the flow of all municipal solid
vaste within the county or counties constituting the
suthority” and may “require the disposal of aﬁy transported
waste at a specific solid waste disposal facility.”

Violation of any .ordinance or resolution enacted by
any local government which has formed an Authority is a
Class A misdemeanor, and each day of continued violation is
a separate offense. Any court of competent jurisdiction is
empowered to enjoin violations of an ordinance enacted by a
local government which has formed an Authority. T.C.A,
§68-211-918.

" An Authority's decision to exercise flow control power

_ is appealable to any chancery court in the county or counties
 which have formed the Authority. T.C.A. §68-211-814(b)(1)(C).

No Solid Waste Authority may be formed unless each
county governing body in the municipal solid waste region
has approved its creation. T.C.A. §68-211-903(a). However,
an Authority may be formed prior to the State Planning
O0ffice's approval of a region's 1l0-year plan.

Once an Authority has been formed, there is nothing
in the Solid Waste Authority Act of 1991 which expressly
forbids the Authority from exercising flow control power
before the region's plan has been approved by the State
Planning Office.  The use of the words "region or solid
waste authority” in T.C.A. §68-211-814(b)(1)(A) could be
interpreted to forbid the Authority from exercising flow
control power before the region's plan has been approved.
' This is an ambiguous point in the statute. -

Another ambiguity is whether an Authority must justify
its decision not to use an existing municipal solid waste
management fééility within the region served by the Authority

(as a region's board is required to do). The use of the

A



words "region or authority” in T.C.A. §68-211-814(b)(1)(Aa)
suggests that an Authority must do so. However, no
comparable language is found in T.C.A. §68-211-906(b)

or §68-211-907, and those sections do not adopt by reference
the requirements of §68—211—814(b)(1)(A).

1. Court Cases Involving Challenges to Flow Control

Just as flow control is not a mew concept, neither

is the litigation over flow control. Im 1896 the Board of
Supervisors of the City of Sam Francisco granted by ordinance
to a particular company the exclusive right to collect and
incinerate the city's garbage. The ordinance made it
unlawful for any person to take the city's garbage anywhere
except to the grantee's incinerator. A competitor challenged
the constitutionality of the ordimance. In California
Reduction Co. v. Sanitary Reduction Works, 199 U.S. 306 (1903),

the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the ordinance as a valid

exercise of the city's police power. The Court rejected the
ar&ument that the ordinance deprived people of their property
without due process of law in violation of the Fourteenth
Amendment. The Court found that the ordinance was enacted
as a means to protsct the public health.

In recent vears the primary legal challenge to
flow control laws has been under the Commerce Clause of
the Unlted States Constitution. Article I, Section 8,
Clause 3 of the Constitution provides: "The Congress shall
have Power ... To regulate Commerce ... among the several
States."” This Clause gives Congress the power to emnact
laws regulating interstate commerce. It has also been
' 1nterpreted to limit the power of states to erect barriers
to interstate trade. Thls 1atter doctrine is krnown as the;
"dormant Commerce Clause"” doctrine.

In the last 12 years, several federal courts have

evaluated the constitutionality of state and local laws



in light of the dormant Commerce Clause doctrine. The
courts are evenly divided between those which have upheld
flow control laws and those which have invalidated flow
control laws.

These cases have one common element: they all involve
the transportation of solid waste from one state to another
state. The plzintiff is generally a hauler who collects
waste in one state and transports it to a landfill or
incinerator in another state. The enactment of a flow
control ordinance has the effect of preventing the hauler
from taking the waste to the out-of-state disposal facility.

Two federal circuit courts of appeals (the First
and the Eighth) have ruled that the flow control ordinance
places an uncoastitutional burden on interstate commerce.
Two other circuit courts of appeals (the Third and the Sixth)
have ruled that the flow control ordinance does not
discriminate against interstate commerce and is therefore
constitutional. '

Because of this split of authorlty in the federal
courts, the U.S. Supreme Court has agreed to hear an
appeal involving a flow control ordinance enacted by the
Town of Clarkston, New York. The Supreme Court's decision
will likely be rendered sometime in 1994.

Because Tennessee is located within the jurisdictiom,
of the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals, the decisions of
that court are binding on federal courts in Tennessee. In
VHybud Equipment Corp. v. Akron, 654 ¥.2d 1187 (6th Cir. 1981),
remanded on another issue, 455 U.S. 931 (1982), the Sixth
Circuit upheld the constltutlonallty of a flow control
ordinance adopted by the c1ty council in Akron, Ohio. That
decision is the law in Tennessee until the Supreme Court

renders its decision in the Clarkston case.
Appendix A to this memorandum contains a discussion

of each reported federal court decision on flow contrel, as
well as a discussion of the case pending before the U.S.

Supreme Court.



JII. Likely Effect of the Supreme Court Decision on Tennessee

If the Supreme Court upholds the Townrof Clarkston's
flow ordinance, the constitutionality of flow control
ordinances under Tennessee law will be absolutely clear.

If the Supreme Court invalidates the Town of Clarkston's
flow control ordinance, the Court's decision will be a problem
only in municipal solid waste regions where waste is being
transported to a landfill or imcinerator in another state.

If such a region adopted a flow control resolution, it might
impose an unconstitutional burden on interstate commerce in
waste. However, in those regions where no hauler is
transporting waste across state lines, the Court's decision
will likely have no impact. A flow control ordinance will
be held invalid omly if it places a significant burden omn
interstate commerce. The courts are unanimous in holding
that a flow control law is a valid exercise of the state's
police power and its power to protect the public health and
safety, so long as no significant burden is placed on

interstate commerce.

IV. Possible Congressional Action on Flow Control

Flow control is a widely discussed subject throughout
the country. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
recently conducted three public meetings to gather
information for a report on flow control which will be
submitted to Congress in September 1994.

Under the Commerce Clause, Congress has the power
to regulate commerce “among the several States.” This means
allowing ‘state and local governments to enact flow control.
laws. The EPA study may include a recommendation as to the

need for federal legislatiom. Two bills have already been



introduced in Congress this year to allow the use of flow
control by state and local governments. ,
Congress will not likely act until the Supreme Court

has decided the Town of Clarkston cass. If the Town loses

that case, there will be strong pressure from state and

iocal governments to enact federal legislation.

Preparad by:

John P. Williems
Attorney at Law

1900 Cedar Lzmne
Nashville, Tn. 37212
Telephone: 615-385-4389



APPENDIX A

I. Cases Upholding Flow Control Laws

Because Tennessee is one of four states within the
s, the

m
[

jurisdiction of the Sixth Circuit Court of Appe
decisions of that court are binding on federal district
courts in Tennessee. In Hybud Equipment Corp. v. Akron,
654 F.2d 1187 (6th Cir. 1981), remanded on anotier issue,
455 U.S. 931 (1982), the Sixth Circuit Court oi ippeals

(]

upheld the constitutionality of an Akron, Ohio Zlow control
ordinance requiring that all solid waste collectad in the
city be taken to an incinerator owned and financad by the
¢ity. The ordinance adversely affected the plaintiffs in
three ways:

1) the income of landfills which praviously
received the waste was reduced;

e

' 2) there was no longer any competition among
disposal sites, which meant the tipping
fee at the incinerator was artiiicially

high; and

3) collectors could no longer recover and
sell recyclables from the waste they
collected.

The court rejected the plaintiffs' Due Process and Commerce
Clause arguments, finding that the ordinance was a valid
exercise of the police power and not a protectivs measure
which discriminated against or otherwise burdened interstate
commerce.

The most frequently cited decision upholding a flow
control ordinance against a Commerce Clause challenge is
J. Filiberto Sanitation, Inc. v. New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection, 857 F.2d 913 (3rd Cir. 1988). In
that case a New Jersey county adopted a rule requiring that
solid waste collected in that county be deposited at a
county-owned transfer station which charged tipping fees
to the haulers who brought waste there. Plaintiff (a hauler

of solid waste) objected to the rule because the tipping fee




at the transfer station was $100 a ton, whereas the tipping
fee at a nearby Pennsylvania landfill was about $50 a ton.
Ironically, the waste taken to the transfer station was
eventually taken to that same Pennsylvania landfill. The
operation of the transfer station was paid for by the
tipping fees charged to the haulers who were required to
bring waste there.

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals defined the issue
in Filiberto as "whether the challenged regulation confers
an advantage upon in-state economic interests --— either
directly or through imposition of a burden upon cut-of-state
interests -- vis~-a-vis out-of-state competitors.” 857 F.2d
at 919. The court concluded that the plaintiff failed to
establish that the ordinance was “"protectionist in purpose.”

Tha court found in Filiberto that the flow control rule

serves several purposes:
' 1) to assure that all trash produced in the

county is properly disposed ofj

'2) to reduce truck traffic on county roads;

3) to give the county an zccurate gauge for
plannlno purposes of the amount of waste
generated;

4) to allow the county to enter long-term
and short-~term contracts for final
disposal of waste generated in the county;

5) to assure that all haulers have a practical
outlet for trash as the distance to
landfills grows longer; and

6) to allow trash to be compacted for long-
distance transport.

The court also found that the burden of the rule fell
equally on in-state as well as out—of-state haulers
operating in this county, and that the transfer station
was not in competltlon with out—-of-state landfills because
the transfer station was a customer of the out- of-state
landfills. The court held that “the Rule was, both in
purpose and in effect, a proper exercise of the state's

authority to protect the welfare of its citizenry which



placed no cognizable burden on interstate commerce.” 857
F.2d at 923.

Another decision upholding a flow control statute is
Harvey & Harvey v. Delaware Solid Waste Authority, 600
F. Supp. 1389 (D. Del. 1985), in vhich a federal district

court'upheld a statute requiring all waste originating in
Delaware to be disposed of at public facilities in Delaware.
The statute stopped the interstate transportation of waste
from Delawsre to out-of-state landfills and placed an
economic burden on transporters who had to pay more to
dispose of the waste at Delaware disposal facilities, but
the court nevertheless concludaed that the statute did not
violate the Commerce Clause because it did not "impose a
significant economic burden on out-of-state economic

interests.” 600 F. Supp. at 1380.

1. Cases Invalidating Flow Contfol Laws

|

Two recent federal appellate court decisions reveal
a different approach to Commerce Clause analysis of flow

control regulations. In Stephen D. DeVito, Jr. Trucking,

Inc. v. Rhode Island Solid Waste Management Corp., 770 '
F. Supp. 775 (D. R.I.), aff'd, 947 F.2d 1004 (ist Cir. 1991),

the court preliminarily enjoined enforcement of a resolution

adopted by the Rhode Island Solid Waste Management Corporation
(RISWMC) (a public corporation created by state statute)
requiring that all waste collected in Rhode Island be disposed
of at the state's publicly owned Central Landfill (CLF).
Because the tipping fee at the CLF was so high, the plaintiff
trucking company preferred to haul waste collected in Rhode
Island to waste-to—energy facilities in Massachusetts and
Maine, where the tipping fees wére‘considerablj lower. The
court found that this flow comtrol rule would put the
plaintiff out of busimess. The court concluded that "the
proscriptions of the Commerce Clause apply to restrictions

on transporting items out of a state as well as into a state.”
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770 F. Supp. at 780. The court said this rule is "an
essentially protectionist measure” and its “immediate
purpose and effect are to increase RISWMC's revenues by
preventing commercially generated waste from being
transported out of Rhode Island for disposal and requiring
instead that it be deposited at the CLF.” 770 F. Supp. at
781. RISWMC would gain a direct benefit from this rule at
the expense of out-of-state facilities and interstate
commerce in waste, which is totally eliminated. After
analyzing the purposes of the rule, the court held that
“RISWMC has failed to establish that a total ban on
interstate commerce is necessary to achieve this long term
goal and that it cannot be accomplished by some less
intrusive alternmative." 770 F. Supp. at 785.

A 51mllar result was reached in Waste Systems Corp.
v. County of Martin, 985 F.2d 1381 (8th Cir. 1993). In that
case, two Minnesota counties built an $8 millioen composting
facility and then enacted flow control ordinances requiring
that all the compostable waste collected. in those counties

(about 40% of the total waste stream) be taken to the

composting facility. Prior to the enactment of the flow
control ordinanczs, about 2/3 of this waste had been going
to an Jowa landfill. The county-guaranteed bonds issued to
finance the compdsting facility were to be paid:primarily
from the tipping fees collected at the facility.

The Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals found that the
ordinances discriminate against interstate commerce and
that the burden they place on interstate commerce is "not
jncidental.” -985 F.2d at 1387. The tipping fee at the
Towa landfill was $30 a ton, whereas the tipping fee at the
composting facility was $72 a ton. The court found that the
ordinances are “economic protectionist measures” because they
"‘nsulate the [compostlng fac111ty] from competition with
cheaper out-of-state alternatives.” 985 F.2d at 1387-1388.
The court recognized that the purpose behind the composting
facility included legitimate environmental concermns, but
found that "the purpose behind the Ordinénces is\éolely

economic.” 985 F.2d at 1389.



In Wasts Recycling, Inc. v. Southeast Alabaﬁa Solid
Waste Disposal Authority, 814 F. Supp. 1566 (M.D. Ala. 1993),

the plaintiff companies collect solid waste in southeastern

alabama and transport it for disposal at a landfill in
northern Florida. The defendant is a public nonprofit
Alabama corporation which plans to build a regional solid
waste disposal facility and three transfer stations to sexrve
a four-county arzz in Alabama. Three Alabama cities have
signed "user con:iracts” with the defendant, requiring each
city to adopt & Ilow control ordinance directing that =all
waste collected in each city be delivered only to the
Asuthority's faciiitiss. The cities adopted these ordinznces.
The court na2ld that these ordinances "impermissibly
jnterfere with and discriminate against interstate trade”
and that “"the intendsd effect of the ordinances is pure
aconomic proteactior nism.” 814 F. Supp. at 15>77. "By

sxpressly limiting the disposal of waste to the Authority's

facility, the ordinances have at the same time prohibited
disposal outside the state of Alabama.” 814 F. Supp. at
1578. One of th2 three ordinances allowed waste to be

taken out—of-stz:tz, but imposed additiomal recordkeeping
requirements on such waste shipments. The court found this

to be impermissibdle discrimination against interstate

commerce because the same recordkeeping requirements werse

not imposed on waste disposed of at the Authority's facilitiss.

The court —esjected the defendant's argument that the
ordinances "support the legitimate public purpose of énsurinc
a steady waste stT2am by creating an infrastructure of public
facilities for the transportation and disposal of waste.”

814 F. Supp. at 1581. The court suggested that the Authority
finance its facilities through any one of saveral alternative
means (other than tipping fees): direct. bank loans, county
flnanc1ng, charging competltlve rates, private 1nvestors,
property taxes, or utility bill assessments.

The court invalidated all three flow control ordinances
because they violate the Commerce Clause by "insulating [the]
four-county region from the rough and tumble of interstate
commerce and the sconomic competition that comes with it."

- — —~ -
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III. Case Pending Before the Subpreme Court

C & A Carbone, Inc. v. Town of Clarkston, 182 A.D.2d 213,
587 N.Y.S5.2d 681 (1992), cert. granted, 61 U.S.L.W.
3783 (U.S. May 25, 1993} (No. 92-1402)

C & A Carbone, Inc. and Recycling Products of
Rocklzad, Inc. are interrelated corporations which receive
and process solid waste at a facility located within the
Town of Clarkston, New York. At that facility, the waste
is sorted into two portioms: waste which is recyclable and
wast2 which is not recyclable. The waste which is not
recyclable is shipped to disposal facilities outside the
state of New York. .

This privately owned facility received a permit from
the New York Department of Environmental Comservation in
1987, autherizing it to operate as a transfer station.

C & A charges a2 tipping fee of S70 per tomn to process waste
at its facility. Its permit was valid for five years.

" The Town of Clarkston closed its municipal landfill
in 1989, but decided to open a transfer statiom on the

closad lanéfill site and contracted with Clarkston Recycling

- Centar, Inc. to build and operate-the transfer statiom.

Under its contract with Clarkston Recycling, the Town must
deliver to the transfer station a specified tonnage of
wasts annually or pay a penalty to Clarkston Recycling.
Under an ordinance adopted by the Town, Clarkston Recycling

is a2llowed to charge haulers a tipping fee of $81 per ton

‘for processing the waste. The New York Department of

Environmental Conservation issued a permit for this
transfer station, valid for five years.

The Town amended its zoning code to provide that
the Town shall have only one designated transfer station:
The Town also enacted Lecal Laws 1990, No. 9, which
provides that all solid waSte'generated within the Town
must be delivered to the Town's transfer statiom. This

" ordinance also makes it unlawful to import waste from

outside the Town and dump it on any property within the
Town other than the Town's transfer station. In effect,
then, Local Law No. 9 mandates that all solid waste

- A -
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processed or otherwise handled within the Town of Clarkston
(regzrdless of the point of origin of the waste) be processed
or handled at the Town's transfer station.

Despite the passage of Local Law No. 9, C & A
continued to receive and process solid waste at its tramsfer
station. The waste processed at C & A's transfer stztion
had been generated both within and outside the Town,
including some waste from New Jersey. Vehicles leaving
the C & A transfer station were headed to locations in
Illinois, Indiana, West Virginia, and Florida. .

The Town sought injunctive relief againét C & A in
the Supreme Court for Rockland County. {(In New York, ths
trial court for a county is called the Supreme Court.) The
Town alleged that C & A's actions were depriving the Town
of thousands of dollars daily in uncollected revenues. The
Supreme Court for Rockland County grantad the Town's motion
for summary judgment and enjoined C & A from operating its
business in violation of the Town's ordinances.

On appeal, the Appellate Division of the New York
Supreme Court held that the regulation of solid waste
collection and disposal is "a function traditionally
antrusted to State and local governments,” is "fundamentally
relatad to the public health and welfare,” and is within
the scope of the Town's police power. 587 N.Y.S5.2d =zt 685.
The Appellate Division also rejected C & A's Commerca Clause
challenge to Local Law No. 9 (the "flow control” ordinance).

While recognizing that garbage is an article of
commerce and that neither states nor municipalities may
erect barriers to the free flow of commerce, the court
stated that "the Commerce Clause protects the interscate
market, not particular interstate firms."” 587 N.Y.S.2d
at 686. The court said the Town's ordinance “imposes no
special fees, taxes, prohibitions, or duties on thosz
transporting out-of-state articles of commerce. Rather,
the local law applies evenhandedly to all solid waste
processed within the Town, regardless of point of origin.”
Id.

The court noted the S11 difference in cthe tipping



fee charged at the two transfer stations, but found that
the higher fee charged at the Town's transfer station could
have "nothing more than an incidental effect on interstate
commerce.” Therefore, the court concluded that this effect
was not "impermissibly burdensome..., particularly when the
‘burden’ is weighed against the legitimate and significant
public concerns underlying the local law.” 587 N.Y.S.2d
at 687. The Appellate Division upheld the lower court's
grant of summary judgment in favor of the Town.

The New York Court of Appeals (New York's highest
court) denied leave to appeal. Town of Clarkston v. € & A
Carbone, Inc., 591 N.Y.S5.2d 138 (N.Y. Ct. App. Oct. 27, 1992).

On May 25, 1993, the U. S. Supreme Court granted

certiorari and will hear arguments in the case this fall.

C & A Carbone, Inc. v. Town of Clarkston, 61 U.S.L.W. 3783

(U.S. May 25, 1993). 1In its petition for certiorari, C & A
Carbone argued that the Town's flow-control ordinance
ensured a captive supply of waste for the Town's transfer
station, forced waste haulers to subsidize the Town's
facility, and prevented waste haulers from selecting a
more competitive facility in the interstate market. 24
ER 186 (May 28, 1993).

The issue upon which the Supreme Court based its
grant of certiorari is stated as follows:

"Does a local law requiring the disposal of
all trash, regardless of originm, at a
designated local facility, and prohibiting
the export of such trash out of state,
constitute a burden on and discrimimnation
against interstate commerce in violation
of the Commerce Clause?”



At

DISINCENTIVES TO OUT-OF-REGION WASTE

Under the Solid Waste Management Act of 1991, a
municipal solid waste region has two options to discourage
the delivery of waste generated outside the region to a

1andfill located within the region.

I. Restrictions on Access

T.C.A. §68-211-814(b)(1)(B) allows a region to
wrestrict zccess" to a landfill located within the region
"by excluding waste originating with persons or entities
outside the region” in order to effectuate the region's
10-year plan. However, §68—211—814(b)(1)(3) contains a
"grandfather” clause which provides that-a landfill may
continue to accept “"waste from a specific source outside
the region"” if the landfill received waste from that
source prior to July 1, 1991. The words "SPECific.source“
are not defined in the statute, although the legislative
history indicates that the woxrd "source” refers to a county
or municipality.

There is also an exception to the grandfather clause.
It does not apply if a landfill's acceptance of waste
generated outside the region would "significantly impair”
the region's ability to effectuate its 10-year plan.

If a solid waste authority is formed by ome or more
counties in a municipal solid waste region, the Authority
may "restrict access to 1its solid waste disposal facilities
by excluding waste originating with persons or entities
outside the region.” T.C.A. §68-211-907. However, an
Authority may exercise this power only to the extent that
the region's plan pérmits the Authority to do so. §68 211-907
does not contain the grandfather clause found in
§68-211-814(b)(1)(B), but the use of the word "its" in
§68-211-907 suggests that, under §68-211-907, an Authority

is allowed to restrict access to its own solid waste



disposal facilities, but is not allowaed to restrict access
to those facilities which are owned by others. An Authority's
power to restrict access to facilities owned by others
depends upon $68-211-814(b)(1)(B), which contains the
grandfather clause previously discussad.

Is there any question about the constitutionality of
these provisions of the Solid Waste Xanagement Act of 19917
Ironically, the answer is: only with respect to out-of-states
waste. .
In Fort Gratiot Sanitary Landfill, Tnc. v, Michigan
Department of Natural Resources, 112 5. Ct. 2019 (1992),
the U.S. Supreme Court held that solid waste is an article

of commerce and that neither a state 10T 2 political
subdivision of the state (e.g., a solid waste region) may
impose a substantial burden on interstate commerce by
excluding solid waste coming to a landfill from another
state. The constitutional basis for this decision is the
Commerce Clause of the U.S. Constitution, which provides:
"The Congress shall have Power ... To regulate Commerce ...
among the several States.” The Commerce Clause gives
Congress the power to enact laws regulating interstate
- commerce and has been interpreted to limit the power of
states to erect barriers to interstatie trade. The latter
doctrine is known as the »dormant Commerce Clause” doctrine.
By its very terms, however, the Commerce Clause
applies only to interstate commerce. It does not apply to

intrastate commerce (i.e., articles moving in commerce

within a state).

Therefore, while a region could not constitutionally
rely upon T.C.A. §68-211-814(b)(1)(B) as a basis for
excluding waste originating in another state, there is no
reason to believe that a court would invalidate T.C. A.
§68-211-814(b)(1)(B) as a proper basis for excluding waste
moving from one solid waste region in Tennessee to another

region.



It is a2lso possible that Congress will enact federal
legislation overruling the Supreme Court's decision in the
Tort Gratiot case and expressly allowing state and local

governments to enact laws erecting barriers to out-of-state
waste. Such legislation would clarify the legal uncertainties
which exist in this area. Several bills have been introduced

in Congress this year to accomplish this goal.

II. Local Surcharge

T.C.A. §68-211-835(£)(1)(4) allows a county,
municipality, or solid waste authority to impose a local
"surcharge on each ton of municipal solid waste" received
at a private landfill located within the county, municipality,
or solid waste authority; There is mo upper limit or "cap”
on the amount of the local surcharge which may‘be imposéd. |
However, the revenues generated by the local surcharge must
be used by thes county, municipality,'or solid_vaste auth6:ity
"for solid waste collection or disposal purposes.” The -
local surcharge is sometimes referred to as a "host fee.”

Where the regiom chooses to allow out-of-region
waste to -go to z landfill within the region or where the
grandfather clause allows delivery of waste to a landfill
from a specific source, the county hosting the landfill
may.desire to impose a local surcharge to fund its own
solid waste management program in whole or in part. A local
surcharge would also discourage the delivery of large
quantities of out-of-region waste to a landfill located

within the region if the surcharge were high enough.



" Permit Application Review

The 1991 Solid Waste Management Act requires that the planning region review
plans for new solid waste disposal facilities to determine compatlblhty of the proposal
with the regional plan. The follomng is the proposed permit review process with
estimated time periods:

New Facility Permit Application Review

A. Basis For Review

The review of any application for landfill approval with the Southeast
Tennessee Region will be based upon compliance with the intent of the plan
as written, approved, and adopted. The primary questions which must be
answered will be as follows:

1.

Will the additional landfill volume be needed for the Region to
maintain environmentally acceptable and cost-effective Class I dlsposal
volume for the waste generated within the region?

Will the location of the new landfill or extension within the region
provide for more cost-effective disposal of Class 1 waste without
sacrificing environmental acceptability?

Is the location of the facility suitable for a landfill. to serve the
Southeast Tennesse Region? In other words, landfills which are
located at the outer edges of the region (away from major Southeast
Tennessee population centers) and designed to serve. out-of-region

- waste will be considered to be not suitably located to serve the region.

Will the cost impacts for providing infrastructure (roads, water, etc.)
for bringing out-of-region waste into the region exceed the cost savings
provided by the additional landfill facility?

B. Application And Review Procedure

1.

A copy of the Part I Solid Waste Disposal Facility Permit Application
shall be submitted to the chairman of the Solid Waste Planning Board
prior to submittal of said document to the Division of Solid Waste
Management. In addition to the DSWM Part I Application, this
submittal shall include the following:

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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Estimated total volume of the facility in tons of waste,

Proposed daily tonnage of the facility.

Proposed service area of the facility.

Map showing the location of the site suitable for advertisement.

Map showing current zoning of the site with a description of

any special permits or re-zonings required and the status of

same,

f General site layout map showing proposed approximate landfilt
footprint, access roads, and solid waste management facilities
proposed, etc.

g Any preliminary site evaluation studies available (hydrogeologic,
environmental, engineering, etc.).

h. An application fee will be established to cover the costs of the

advertisement, public hearing, etc.

NN

The Solid Waste Board Chairman will advertise the proposal in the
local newspapers of the county in which the disposal facility is
proposed as well as in the newspapers of any region which has a
portion of their land mass within 5 miles of the proposed facility. This
advertisement will include the following information:

a. General description of the proposed facility.

b. Road address and location relative to incorporated or
_ unincorporated municipalities. ‘

c. Map showing the location of the site. '

d. Date, time, and location of public hearing (must be at least 28

days after advertisement runs).
e. Dates of public comment period. -
L Address for mailing of public comments.

~ The Planning Board Chairman will send copies of the application to
each member of the Planning Board, County Executives in the region,
and the TN Division of Solid Waste Management.

-The Planning Board will call a special meeting which will act as the
public hearing.

The public hearing will be in presentation format. The applicant will
present a 15 minute discussion of the proposed project. This will be
followed by a fifteen minute report from a representative of the
Planning Board. The public comment period will follow with
comments limited to 5 minutes per person. The hearings will be
documented through a court recorder.

SETDD Solid Waste Plan

Chapter Xitl
XIIl4 August 12, 1994



10,

11.

6. At the end of the public hearing, the Planning Board will
schedule another special meeting to be a minimum of two
weeks and a maximum of four weeks after the public hearing,

At the second special meeting the Planning Board will discuss the issue
and then will vote to reject or not to reject the application.

The region may reject an application for a new solid waste disposal
facility or incinerator, or expansion of an existing solid waste disposal
facility or incinerator within the region only upon determining that the
application is inconsistent with the solid waste management plan
adopted by the region and approved by the state planning office. The
region shall document in writing the specific grounds on which the
application is inconsistent with the plan. The vote will be decided by
simple majority. In the event of a tie vote, any abstentions will be re-
polled for a vote. In the event that the vote remains tied, a new
special meeting will be called within two weeks and the apphcatlon will
be voted on again. In the event that the outcome remains a tie, the
application will be automatically rejected. The outcome will be
provided to the Owner and the TN Division of Solid Waste
Management.

If the Board does not reject the application, the applicant can proceed
with the full permitting process of the State. The State review process
will determine the technical acceptability of the proposal. The Board’s
decision is based on siting and need for the facility.

Rejection of the proposal will result in the decision that the proposal .

is not consistent with the Solid Waste Management plan and therefore
the facility cannot proceed through the State permitting process.
Where a region rejects an application, the DSWM shall not issue the

‘permit unless they find that the decision of the-region is arbitrary and

capricious and unsupported in the record developed before the region.

Appeal of final actions of the region, shall be taken by an aggrieved
person within thirty (30) days to the Davidson County Chancery Court.
The court shall exercise the same review as it would in a case arising
under Tennessee Code Annotated, Title 4, Chapter 5. For the
purposes of this section, an "aggrieved person" shall be limited to
persons applying for permits, persons who own property or live within
a three (3) mile radius of the facility or site that is proposed for
permitting, or cities and counties in which the proposed facility is
located. ‘ .

SETDD Solid Waste Plan
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BLEDSOE COUNTY



DATE:  July 19, 1993

RE: Solid Waste

Planning Resolution

UPON MOTION BY COMMISSIONER, Carol Swafford WHICH MOTION WAS
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER, Haskell Mills , TO:

approve the solid waste planning resclution- does away with previous one

TiE WAS AS FOLLOWS: the notion was approves by a vo.oe vote.
CHARLES RAINS

HENRY CLAY SApP S~

OLEN WOODEN

GRACE SEAES -
BOB L. DAVIS
GORDON SMITH
MICREY HARWGOD

BILLY R. (POSS) MERRIMAN
"™ FARMER
““TIOR HANKING
{'SKELL MIT1S
UKE HUTCHESON
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RESOLUTION HNO.
A RESOLUTION
CREATING THE SOUTHEAST TENNESSEE MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE PLANNING
REGION

WHEREAS, the adoption of the Subtitle D 1landfill
regulations by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
and companion regulations adopted by the Tennessee Solid Waste
Control Board will impact on both the cost and method of disposal
of municipal solid waste; and

WHEREAS, at the urging and support of a coalition of
local government environmental, commercial, and industrial leaders,
the 97th Tennessee General Assembly enacted T.C.A. Section
68-211-801 et. seg. titled "Solid Waste Management Act of 1991";
and

WHEREAS, with the view that better planning for solid
waste will help control the additional costs that will be imposed
by the new landfill regulations, help protect the environment,
provide an improved solid waste management system, better utilize
our natural resources, and promote the education of the citizens of
Tennessee in the areas of solid waste management including the need
for and desirability of reduction and minimization of solid waste,
local governments in Tennessee supported and work for the passage
of this Act; and

WHERERS, one of the stated public policies of this Act is
to institute and maintain a comprehensive, inteqrated, statewide
program for solid waste management; and

WHEREAS, as per T.C.A., Section 68-211-811, the nine
development districts in the State of Tennessee have completed a
district needs assessment which are inventories of the solid waste
systems in Tennessee; and

WHEREAS, Bledsoe County’s Board of County Commissioners
has given consideration to the needs assessment prepared by the
Southeast Tennessee Developmant District; and

WHEREAS, T.C.A. Section 68-211-813, regquires that
counties in the State of Tennessee form municipal solid waste
regions no later than December 12, 1992; and

WHERERS, the Act’s state preference is the formation of
multi-county regions with counties having the option of forming
single or multi~county municipal solid waste regions; and

WHEREAS, the State of Tennessee will provide grant monies
of varying amounts to single county, two county, and three or more
county municipal solid waste regicn plans; and

WHEREAS, the primary and prevailing purpose of the
municipal solid waste reqions are the preparation of municipal
solid waste regional plans which amonyg other requirements must
identify how each region will reduce its solid waste disposal per
capita by twenty-five percent (25%} by December 31, 1995, and a
planned capacity assurance of its disposal for a ten (10} year
period; and

. WHEREAS, the development of a municipal solid waste
regional plan that results in the most cost effective and efficient
management of municipal solid waste is in the best interest of the
citizens of Bledsoe County,

. . , NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of county

Commissioners of Bledsoe County, Tennessee acting pursuant to T.C.A
Section 68-211-801 et seq., that there is hereby established a
Municipal Solid Waste Region for and by Bledsoe, Bradley, Grundy,
Hamilton, McMinn, Marion, Meigs, Polk, Rhea, and Sequatchie
Counties, Tennessee; and
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: BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resolution by the Board
of County Commissicners of Bledsoe County evidences and constitutes

the agreement of Southeast Tennessea Counties in the joint

formation of a multi-county municipal solid waste region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A. Section
68-211-813(b) (1), a Municipal Solid Waste Region Board is hereby
established to administer the activities of this Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall be composed of 15 members serving six'year terms
except that the initial terms shall be staggered with five members
having two year terms; five members having four year terms; and

five members having six Year terms; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A. Section
68-211-813(b) (1) and as part of the participating counties’
agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution, the
Municipal Solid Waste Region Board shall be composed of members
representing their respective County, and in the instance of Cites
or Towns which collects or provides disposal services through their
own initiative or by contract, members representing the cities or

towns; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a member of the Municipal
Solid Waste Region Board shall be appointed by each County
Executive and a member shall be appointed by each Mayor of the
Cities of Cleveland and Chattanocoga; and that the Maycrs of other
eligible Cities or Towns shall appoint one of three members
selected by the Southeast Tennessee City Managers Group or join in
the appointment of a County Executive’s appointment or the
appointment of the Mayor of Chattanooga or the Mayor of Cleveland
and that all members so appointed, shall be approved by the
respective Board of County Commissioners and Municipal governing

bodies; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall have all bowers and duties as granted it by
T.C.A., Section 68-~211-813 et seq. and, as part of the participating
counties agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution,
it shall have the additional rights and is empowered to utilize
existing governmental personnel, services, facilities, and records
of the counties which are parties to this agreement and to employ
or contract with persons, private censulting firms, and/or
governmental, quasi-governmental, and public entities and agencies
in the performance of its duty to cause a municipal solid waste

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Seolid Waste
Region Board shall serve in a planning capacity, and implementatiagn
of the municipal solid waste region plan shall require a resolution
by the consituent counties of the Municipal Solid Waste Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that at the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board’s initial organizational meeting it shall select from
its members a chair, vice-chair, and Becretary and shall cause the
establishment of a municipal solid waste advisory committee whose
membership shall be chosen by the Board and whose duties are to
assist and advige the Board; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, in the furtherance of itg duty to produce a municipal
solid waste region plan, is anthorized to apply for and receive
fundslfrom the State of Tennessee, the federal government, the
counties and municipalities that are within the region, and to
apply for and receive donations and grants from private

corporations and foundations; and
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Sclid Waste
Region Board, its agents or contractors, shall not infringe on the
‘right of any member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to own,
operate and maintain solid waste collection and disposal

facilities; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, its agents or contractors, shall not require any
member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to accept or dispose of
solid waste from any other member of the region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall not interfere with or attempt teo abrogate
existing agreements or contractunal relationships, regarding solid
waste collection, transportation, or disposal among Municipal Solid
Waste Region members; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that as part of the participating
counties’ agreement, as evidenced and constituted by this
Resolution, a single county or the Southeast Tennessee Development
District shall receive, disburse, and act as the fiscal agent for
the administration of the funds of the Municipal Solid Waste Region
and the Region‘’s Board; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that upon the passage of this
Resclution, the County Clerk of Bledsoe County shall transmit a
copy of this Resolution to the Tennessee State Planning Office.

RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BLEDSOE

COUNTY, TENNESSEE, this 1Y day of ( \, , 1993,
the welfare of the citizéns of Bledsoe County Tegpiring it.

Attest: Approved:
Vol M AT /// éng¢z4id>ﬂ)
CountyQFlerk County EX8CUTiva

Approved as to form:

—

“County Attorney

v e 004

el e 44L\q| .

Lidape Covaly Liuck !
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BRADLEY COUNTY
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REGULAR SESSIDN
****************************
STATE OF TENNESSEE)
COUNTY OF ERADLEY )

BE 1T REMEMBERED that on the 3rd day of May,

County Commisseion met in REGULAR SESSION at the Courtho
Tennessee, at 7:00 p,M, EDST.

May 3rd, 1993
k& ok ok ok ok ok

1993, the Bradley
use In Cleveland,
Prgﬂent were Donna J. Hubbard, County
Executive; Claude II. Climer, County Clerk; James Wehb, County Attorney,
and Ron Arnett, the County's Financial Advigor. On roll call the
following Commissioners announced pPresent: W. MAX AKINS, MIKE SMITU,
JACKIE CALLAWAY, D, GARY DAVIS, LINDSAY HATHCOCK, JR., ROY RAGSDALE,
JIMMY R, KIBLER, C, G. “JACK" KIRKPATRICK, BILL LEDFORD, J. WAYNE MOORF,
LEON AUSTIN, ROY E. SMITH, BILL CREECH and H. BERNARD DIXON, TOTL

PRESENT: 14; ABSENT: NONE. There being a quorum present, Jimmy Kible:r,

Chairman of the Commission, called the meeting to order.

Following the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag, Commissioner
Gary Davis led in the invocation,

. Commissioner B1ill Ledford moved that the Minutes of the April
19th, 1993, REGULAR SESSION be approved as submitted and made n
official record of the Commission; Commissioner Leon Austin seconded
the motion, On roll call the Commissioners voted as follows: Akine,
aye; M. Smith, aye; Callaway, aye; Davis, aye} Hathcock, aye; Ragsdale,
ayej Kibler, aye; Kirkpatrick, aye; Ledford, aye; Moore, aye; Austin,
aye; R. Smith, aye; Creech, aye; and ‘Dixon, aye. TOTAL FOR: 14;
OPPOSED: NONE, The motion carries.

Commissioner H. Bernard Dixon moved that the amended resolution
creating the Southeast Tennessee Munieipal Solid Waste Planning Region
be adopted; Eémmiasioner Jackie Callaway seconded the motion, On rotl
call the Commissioners voted as follows: Akins, aye; M. Smith, ayey
Callasay, aye; Davis, ayej Hathcock, aye; Ragsdale, aye; Kibler, aye;
Kirkpatrick, aye; Ledford, aye; Moore, aye; Austin, aye; R. Smith, ayn;
Creech, ave; and Dixon, aye. TOTAL FOR: 14; OPPOSED: NONE. The motion
carries, T

THE AMENDED RESOLUTION FOLLOWS:
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RESOLUYION NO.
A RESOLUTION
ggg%g;“ﬂ THR HOUTHEAST TENNESSER MUNICIPAL, SOLID WASTE PLANNING

: WHEREAS, at tha urging and support of a coalition of
looal goverament environmental), commercial, and fndustrial leadersa,

the 97th Tenncaaee General Amssembly enacted T.C.A.

Section
685211-801 et. seq, titled "Solid Waste Management Act of 1991+;
an

WHERERS, with the viaw that batter planning for solid
waste will help control tha addition

a) costs that will he imposed
by the new landfill ragulations, help protect the environment,
provida an {mproved amolid wadte management system, better utilize
our natural resources, and promote the education of the citlizens
of Tennesses in thse are

need for and desirabil
wagta, local governments in Tennegsee mupported and work for the
passaga of this Act; and o

WHEREAS, one of the stated public policies of this Act
18 to ipstitute and maintain a comprehensive, Integrated, statewide
program for solid, waste management; and

WIEREAS, as par T.C.A. Saction 68-211-811, the
davelopment districts in tha State

diastrict needs assesament which are
Bystems in Tennessee; and

nine
of Tennessea have complatad a

inventories of the solid wiste

WHERBAS, Bradlaey County's Board of
has given conslderation to the needs asse
Boutheaat Tenneasoe Development Dlstrict;

County Commiesioners

ssment prepared by the
and

WHEREAS,. T.C.A. Section 66-211-813, requires that
countiee in the State of Tennessee form municipal solid waste
regions no later than December 12, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Act’s state preference is the formation of
multi-county regions with counties having the option of "forming
8ingle or multl-county municipal solid wasts regiona; and

WHEREAS, the State of Tennessee
of varying amounts to single county,
county municipal salid wastae reglon

willl provide grant monias
two county, and three or more
pPlana; and

. WIIBREAB, the primary and -Prevalling purpose of the
municipal sclid waste regiona

are the preparation of municipal
so0lld waste raglonal plane which

among other requiraments must
identify how each reglon will reduce its solid waste disposal per
caplta by twanty-five percent ({25%) by December 31, 1935, pend a
plannad capaaglty assurenca of its dispoeal for a ten (10) vyenr
period) and

WHEREAS, the devalopment of a municipal solld vaste
reglonal plan that results in the most cost effective and efficient

management of municipal solid waste is in the best interest o" the
altizans of Bradley County,

NOW, THEREFORE BR IT RESOLVED, by
Commiagioners of Bradley County, Tennesses acting pursuant to t.C.A
Haction 68-211-801 at sedg., that there jg hereby establigled a
Munlcipal Bolid Waste Region for and by Bledsoe, Bradley, G undy,

Hamilton, MaMina, Marion, Meligs, Polk, Rhea, and Sequa:chie
Counties, Tennesses; and '

the Board of county
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,
of County Commissionars of B

nesgaa Counties 1n the joint
eglon; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED
63-211—813(b)(1), a

« that pursuant to T.C.A.ISectJon
established to admin

Municipal Solid Waste Region Board 1s hereby
ister the activities of this Region; and

7 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,
Reglion Boaxd shall be composad of 15 membars serving six year terms
@xcept that tha initial terms 8hall be staggered with five membexs

having two Year terms; five memb

ers having four Year terms; and
five membersg having six year terms; and

that this Municipal Solid Warte

" _BR IT FURTHER RESOLVED
68-211-813{b)(1) and as part of the participating counties*
agreemant as evidenced and

glon Board shall ba compoged of members
representing their raspactive County, ‘and in the inatance of Cites
or Towna which collects or provides dispoeal sarvicas through thelr

own initiativa or by contract, members representing the cities or
towns; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a member of the Municipal
Bolid Waste Region Board shall .be appointed by each County
Executive and a member shall be appointed by each Mayor of the
Cities of Claveland and Chattancoga; and that the Mayors of other
aeligible Cities or Towne shall appoint ona of three members
Balected by the Southeast Tennessee City Managera Group or Join in
the appointment of a County Ezecutive’s appolntment or the
appointment of the Mayor of Chattanooga or tha Mayor of Cleveland
and that all membera ao appainted, gehall bhe approved by the

raspactive Board of County Commissloners and Municlpal governlng
bodies; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waete
Raegion Roard shall have

811 powere_and duties as granted it by
T.C.A, Bection 68-211-813 at peq, and, ae part of the participating
countias agreement'as evidenced and conatituted by this Resolution,
it shall have the additional rights and is empowered to utilize
existing governmental personnel, services, facilities, and records
of the counties which are parties to .this agreement and to employ
or contract with pereons, private consulting firms, . and/or
?ovarnmantal, quasl-governmental, and public entities and agencies

n the performance of its duty to cause a municipal eolid waste
reglon plan to be produced; and . .

BE IT PURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall serve Ln a planning capacity, and implementation
of tha municipal solid waste reglon plan shall require a regolution
by the consltuent counties of the Municipal Solid Waste Reglon; and

L

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that at the Municipal Solid Waste
Reglon Board‘e inttial organizational meeting Lt shall select from
its members a chalr, vice-chair, and secratary and shall cause the
establishment of a wuniclpal solid waste advisory committee whosa
membership shall ba chosan by the Board and whose duties are to
assiat and advise tha Board; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Boaxd, in the furtherance of its duty to produce a municipal
#olid waaste ragion plan, 18 authorized to apply for and receiva
funda from the State of Tennessee, . the faderal government, the
countiea and municipalittes that are within the region, and to
apply for and recelvs

donations and grants from

private
corporations and foundations; and

o \



BE IT FURTIER RESOLVED, that - the Municipal Solid Waste
Reqgion Board, ita agents or contractors, shall not infringe on the
right of any member of the Municipal Solld Waste Region to own,

oparate and maintain solid waste collection and disposal
facilitieas; and

|
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, 'thalt tha Municipal 8Solild Waste
Reglon Board, its agents or contractors, shall not require any

member of the Municipal So0lid Waste Reglon to accept or diapose of
solid waste from any other member of the region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solld Waste
Region Board ehall not interfere with or attempt to abrogate
exlating agreements or contractual relationshlipus, regarding solid
waste collectian, tranaportation, or disposal among Municipal Solid
Waste Ragion members; and i ]

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that,as part of the participating
counties’ agreement, aas eavidenced and constituted by this
Resolutlon, a eingle county or the Southeast Tennessea Development
District shall recelva, disburse, and act as the flscal agent for

the administration of the funds of the Municipal Solid Waste Region
and the Reglon‘’s Poard; and :

C
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,, that upon the passage of this
Reaolution, the County Clerk of Bradley County shall transmit a
copy of this Reasolution to the Tennessea State Planning Office.

) |
REBQLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF BRADLEY
COUNTY, TENNESSEE, this 2ed ! day of -0 au , 1993,

the welfare of the citizens of Bradley County reéﬁffShg it.

Attests Approved:

WY s A N

County Exeenti

Approved as to form: i
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STATE OF TENNESSEE } .

COUNTY ADLEY
T O A Claude H. Crimer Clerk of the c‘:"""'s
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GRUNDY COUNTY



RESOLUTION NO.Y5 - 0, A
A RESOLUTION

CREATING TIE SQUTHEAST TENNESSER MUNICTPAL SOLID WASTE PLANNING
REGION

WHEREAS, the adoption of the Subtitle D landfill
requlations by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
and companion regulations adopted by the Tennessee Solid Waste
Control Board will impact on both the cost and method of disposal
of municipal solid waste; and

WIEREAS, ab the urging and suppart of a coalition of
local government envivonmental, commercial, and industrial leaders,
the 97th Tennessee General Assembly enacted T.C.A. Section

6B8-211-801 et. seg. Litled "Solid Waste Management Acl of 1991";
and

WHEREAS, with the view that better planning for solid
waste will help control the additional costs that will be imposed
by the new landfill regulations, help protect the environment,
provide an improved solid waste management system, better utilize
our natural resources, and promote the education of the citizens
of Tennessee in the areas of so0lid waste management including the
need for and desirability of reduction and minimization of solid
waste, local governments in Tennessee supported and work for the
passage of this Act; and

WHEREAS, one of the stated public policies of this Act
is to institute and maintain a cowprehensive, integrated, statewide
program for solid waste management; and

WIIEREAS, as per T.C.A. Section 68-211-811, the nine
development districts in the State of Tennessee have completed a
district needs assessment which are inventories of the solid waste
systems in Tennessee; and

WHEREAS, Grundy County’s Board of County Commissioners
has given consideration to the needs assessment prepared by the
Southeast Tennessee Development Districl: and

WHEREAS, T.C.A. Section 68-211-813, requires that
counties in the State of Tennessee form municipal solid waste
regions no later than December 12, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Act’s state preference is the formation of
multi-county regions with counties having the option of forming
single or multi-county municipal solid waste regions; and

WHEREAS, the State of Tennessee will provide grant monies
of varying amounts to single county, two county, and three or more
county municipal solid waste region plans; and

WHEREAS, the primary and bPrevailing purpose of the
municipal solid waste regions are the preparation of municipal
solid waste regional plans which among other requirements must
identify how each region will reduce its solid waste disposal per
capita by twenty-five percent ({23%) by December 31, 1935, and a
planned capacity assurance of itg disposal for a ten (10) wvear
period; and

WHEREAS, the development of a municipal so0lid waste
regional plan that results in the most cost effective and efficient
management of municipal solid waste is in the best interest of the
citizens of Grundy County,.

ROW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of county
Commissioners of Grundy County, Tennessec acting pursuant to T.C.A
Section 68-211-801 et _seqg., that there is hereby established a
Municipal Solid Waste Region for and by lNledsce, Bradley, Grundy,
Hamilton, McMinn, Marion, Meiqgs, Polk, Rhea, and Soquatchie
Counties, Tennessee; and



BE IT FURTIER RESOLVED, that this Resolution by the Board
of County Commissioners of Grundy County evidences and consbitukes
the agreement of Southeast Tennessee Counties in the jeint
formation of a multi-county municipal solid waste region; and

BE TT FURTHER RESOLVED, thal pursuant to T.C.A. cction
68—211—813(h)(1), a Municipal Solid wWaste Region Board .y herrhy
established to administer the activities of this Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall be composed of 15 menbers serving six year terms
exXcept that the initial terms shall be staggered with five members
having two year terms; five members having four year terms; and
five members having six year terms; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A. Section
68-211-813(b)(1) and as part of the participating counties’
agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution, the
Municipal Solid Waste Region Board shall be composed of members
representing their respective County, and in the instance of Cites

Lowns; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a member of the Municipal
Solid Waste Region Board shall be appointed by each County
Executive and a member shall be appointed by each Mayor of the
Cities of Cleveland and Chattanooga; and that the Mayors of other
eligible Cities or Towns shall appoint one of three members
selected by the Southeast Tennessee City Managers Group or join in
the appointment of a County Executive‘s appointment or the
appointment of the Mayor of Chattanooga ar the Mayor of Cleveland
and that all members so appointed, shall be approved by the
respective Board of County Commissioners and Municipal governing
bodies; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, thal this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall have all powers and dutics as granted it by
T.C.A. Section 68-211-813 et seq. and, as part of the participating
counties agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution,
it shall have the additional rights and is empowered to utilize
existing governmental personnel, services, facilities, and records
of the counties which are parties to this agreement and to employ
or contract with persons, private consulting firms, and/or
governmental, quasi-governmental, and public entities and agencies
in the performance of its duty to cause a municipal solid waste
region plan to be produced; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, thatk the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall serve in a planning capacity, and implementation
of the municipal solid waste region plan shall require a resolution
by the consituent counties of the Municipal Solid Waste Region; and

BE IT FURTIER RESOLVED, that at the Municipal $0lid Waste
Region Board’'s initial organizational meeting it shall select from
its members a chair, vice-chair, and secretary and shall cause the
establishment of a municipal solid waste advisory committee whose
membership shall be chosen by the Board and whose dutics are Lo
assist and advise the Board; and

BE IT FURTIER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, in the furtherance of its duty to produce a municipal
s0lid waste region plan, is authorized to apply for and receive

funds from the State of 'Tennessee, the federal government, +fhe
counties and municipalities that are within the region, and Lo
apply for and receive donations and grants from private

corporations and foundations; and



BE IT FURTIER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, its agenls or contractors, shall not infringe on the
right of any member of Lhe Municipal Solid Waste Region to own,
operate and waintain splid waste collection and disposal
facilities; and

DE IT FURTIHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Doanrd, its agents or contractors, shall notr require any
member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to accept or dispose of
solid waste from any other membor of the ragion; and

BE IT FURTIER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Doard shall not interfere with or atlempt to abrogatc
existing agreements or conktractual relationships, regarding solid
waste collection, transportation, or disposal among Municipal Solid
Waste Region members: and

BE IT FURTIER RESOLVED, that as part of the participating
counties’ agreement, as evidenced and constituted by .this
Resolution, a single county or the Southeast Tennessee Development
District shall receive, disburse, and act as the fiscal agent for
the administration of the funds »f the Municipal Sclid Waste Region
and the Region’s Board; and

DE IT FURTIER RESOLVED, that upon the passage of this
Resolution, the County Clerk of Grundy County shall transmit a copy
of this Resolution to the Tennessee State Planning Office,

COUNTY, TENNESSEE, this day of / )
the welfare of the citizens of Grundy County'teduiriqghip.;;

RESOLVED BY THE BOARD, OF COUNTY COMMﬁ%SIONE}S OF GRUNDY
(g ) £ e & ., 1993,

. )

Approved:

ors § S cor ARl .
ey County Bxecutive T
i v ” R

Approved as to form:

—[D é)\(\o/t(zz_‘,-,//i’)_(() ]} o~

County Attorney ‘.
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WILLIAM F. (BILL) KNOWLES
County Clerk

Dr. Ruth Neff

Governor's State Planning Office

HAMILTON COUNTY

Oftice Of The County Clerk

@y -7

ROUTING

ROOM 201, COURTHCUSE, CHATTANGCOGA, TENNESSEE 37402 e

307 John Sevier Building
500 Charlotte Avenue
Nashville TN 37243-0001

Dear Dr. Neff:

Enclosed is Hamilton County Resolution 593-18.
Commission directed that | submit a copy to your office.

If we can provide additional Information as to
adoption of this resolution, please let me know.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

-

<

Z~

William F. (Bill) Knowles

WFK/bek
. Enclosure

cc: Commission Chairman Rheubin Taylor
County Executive Dalton Roberts
Joe Guthrie, Executive Director, CARCOG

Orims : ({ §
I O, O AN
O R e S L H N,
|

. f 1
Lo May 5! 1993, .
S ! | i
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Hamilton County
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DATE (Montn, Day, Year)

Hamilton County Board of Commissioners

RESOLUTION

No. S 73-/3

A RESOLUTION CREATING THE SOUTHEAST TENNESSEE
MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE PLANNING REGION.

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

the adoption of the Subtitle D landfiil regulations by the
United States Environmental Protection Agency and
companion regulations adopted by the Tennessee Solid Waste
Control Board will impact on both the cost agd method of
disposal of municipal solid waste; and,

at the urging and support of a coalition of local government
environmental, commercial, and industrial leaders, the 97th
Tennessee Generl Assembly enacted T.C.A. Section 68-
211-801 et. seq. titled "Solid Waste Management Act of
19917; and,

with the view that better planning for solid waste will help .
control the additional costs that will be imposed by the new
landfill regulations, help protect the environment, provide an
improved solid waste management system, better utilize our
natural resources, and promote the education of the citizens of
Tennessee in the areas of solid waste management including
the need for and desirability of reduction and minimization of
solid waste, local governments in Tennessee supported and
work for the passage of this Act; and,

one of the stated public policies of this Act is to institute and
maintain a comprehensive, integrated, statewide program for
solid waste management; and,

as per T.C.A. Section 68-211-811, the nine development -
districts in the State of Tennessee have completed a district
needs assessment which are inventories of the solid waste
systems in Tennessee; and,

Hamilton County’s Board of County Commissioners has
given consideration to the needs assessment prepared by the
Southeast Tennessee Development District; and,

T.C.A. Section 68-211-813, requires that counties in the

State of Tennessee form municipal solid waste regions no
later than December 12, 1992; and,

(1 of 4)



WHEREAS,  the Act’s state preference is the formation of multi-county
regions with counties having the option of forming single or
muiti-county municipal solid waste regions; and,

WHEREAS, the State of Tennessee will provide grant monies of varying
amounts to single county, two county, and three or more
county municipal solid waste region plans; and,

WHEREAS, the primary and prevailing purpose of the municipal solid
waste regions are the preparation of municipal solid waste
regional plans which among other requirements must identify
how each region will reduce its solid waste disposal per capita
by twenty-five percent (25%) by December 31, 1995, and a
planned capacity assurance of its disposal for a ten (10 ) year
period; and,

WHEREAS, the development of a municipal solid waste regional plan that
results in the most cost effective and efficient management of
municipal solid waste is in the best interest of the citizens of

- Hamilton County.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THIS COUNTY
LEGISLATIVE BODY IN SESSION ASSEMBLED:

Acting pursuant to T.C.A. Section 68-211-801 et. seq., that
there is hereby established a Municipal Solid Waste Region
for and by Bledsae, Bradley, Grundy, Hamilton, McMinn,
Marion, Meigs, Polk, Rhea, and Sequatchie Counties,
Tennessee; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resolution by the Board of County
Commissioners of Hamilton County evidences and
constitutes the agreement of Southeast Tennessee Counties in
the joint formation of a multi-county municipal solid waste

region; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A. Section 68-211-813
(b) (1), a Municipal Solid Waste Region Board is hereby
established to administer the activities of this Region; and,

BE IT FURTHER. RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste Region Board
' shall be composed of 15 members serving six year terms
except that the-initial terms shall be staggered with five
members having two year terms; five members having four
year terms; and five members having six year terms; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A. Section 68-211-813
{b) (1) and as part of the participating counties’ agreement as
evidenced and constituted by this Resolution, the Municipal
Solid Waste Region Board shall be composed of members
representing their respective County, and in the instance of
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Cities or Towns which collects or provides disposal services
thfough their own initiative or by contract, members
representing the cities or towns; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a member of the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall be appointed by each County Executive
and a member shall be appointed by each Mayor of the Cities
of Cleveland and Chattancoga; and that the Mayors of other
eligible Cities or Towns shall appoint one of three members
selected by the Southeast Tennessee City Managers Group or
jein in the appointment of a County Executive’s appointment
or the appointment of the Mayor of Chattanooga or the Mayor
of Cleveland and that all members so appointed, shall be
approved by the respective Board of County Commissioners
and Municipal govemning bodies; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste Region Board
shall have all powers and duties as granted it by T.C.A.
Section 68-211-813 et seq. and, as part of the participating
counties agreement as evidenced and constituted by this
Resolutior, it shall have the additional rights and is
empowered to utilize existing governmental personnel,
services, facilities, and records of the counties which are
parties to this agreement and to employ or contract with
persons, private consulting firms, and/or governmental,
quasi-governmental, and public entities and agencies in the
performance of its duty to cause a municipal solid waste
region plan to be produced; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region Board
shall serve in a planning capacity, and implementation of the
mumnicipal solid waste region plan shall require a resolution by
the consituent counties of the Municipal Solid Waste Region;

and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that at the Municipal Solid Waste Region
Board’s initial organizational meeting it shall select from its
members a chair, vice-chair, and secretary and shall cause the
establishment of a muricipal solid waste advisory committee
whose membership shall be chosen ;by the Board and whose
duties are to assist and advise the Board; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region Board,
in the furtherance of its duty to produce a municipal solid
.waste region plan, is authorized to apply for and receive
frunds from the State of Tennessee, the federal government,
the counties and municipalities that are within the region, and
to apply for and receive donations and grants from private
corporations and foundations; and, o

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region Board,

its agents or contractors, shall not infringe on the right of any
member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to own, operate
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and maintain solid waste collection and disposal facilities;
- and,

BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region Board,
its agents or contractors, shall not require any member of the
Municipal Solid Waste Region to accept or dispose of solid
waste from any other member of the region; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region Board
shil not interfere wiht or attempt to abrogate existing
agreements or contractual relationships, regarding solid waste
collection, transportation, or disposal among Municipal Solid
Waste Region members; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that as part of the participating counties’
agreement, as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution, a
single country or the Southeast Tennessee Development
District shall receive, disburse, and act as the fiscal agent for
the administration of the funds of the Municipal Solid Waste
Region and the Region’s Board; and,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that upon the passage of this Resolution, the
County Clerk of Hamilton County shall transmit a copy of
this Resolution to the Tennessee State Planning Office.

BE IT .FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THIS RESOLUTION TAKE
EFFECT FROM AND AFTER ITS PASSAGE, THE PUBLIC WELFARE

REQUIRING IT.

ot
Hamilton Gotinty, ‘C}Hqttal]ndga, Tenn.

; A’CERTIFIED TRUE COPY
This: A5~ @tay. of S hw 1993
W. F.'(BILL) KNOWLES, Cotmnty Clark

B?" /3(,?',2._"]@ ‘72&._.-beputy Glerk

J‘Il\»
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Approved: E/ CE/H/T[F{ A

N ACTION E

Refected: [
Co Clark
Approved:
County Execulive
Vetoad: [ May 5, 1993
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MARION COUNTY



RESOLUTION HO _Z /

A RESOLUTTON
CREATING THE SOUTHEMST TRNHESSER HUNTCIPAT. 501,IN WASTE PLANNING
REGION

WHEREAS, the adoption of the Subtitle D landfill
requlations by the United States Environmental protection Rgency
and companion requlations adopted by the Tennassee Solid Waste
Control Board will impact on poth the cost and method of disposal
of municipal golid wastej and

WHEREAS, at the urging and support of & coalition of
local government environmental, commercial, and industrial leaders,
the 97th Tennessee General hssembly enacted T.C.A. gectlon
£A-211-801 et. Bed. titled "Solid Waste Management Act of 1991%;
and

WIEREAS, with the view that petter planning for solid
waste wlll help control the additional costs that will be imposed
by the new 1andfill'regulations, help protect the environment,
provide an improved solid waste management system, better utilize
our natural resources., and promote the edngation of the citizens
of Tennessee in che areas of solld waste management including the
need for and desirability of reduction and minimization of solid
waste, local governments in Tennessee supported and work for the
passage of this hcty and

WHRREAS, one of the stated publie policies of this Act
ig to institute and maintain a comprehensive, integrated, statewide
program for solid waste managementy and

WHEREARS, as per w,¢, A, Section 8-211-811, the nine
development districts in the State of Tennessee have completed 2
district needs asgessment which are inventories of the solid waste
systems in Tennessee; and

WHEREAS, Marion County's poard of County Commisslonexs
has glven consideration to the needs assassment prepared by the
Southeast Tennessee Development pistrict; and

WHEREAS, T.C.h. gection 68-211-813, requires that
counties in the State of Tenmessee form municipal golid waste
regions no later than December 12, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the hct’s atate preference is the formation of
multi-county reglons with counties having the option of forming
aingle or multi-county municipal solid waste regions; and

WIIEREAS, the State of Tennessee will provide grant monies
of varying amounts to single county, two county, and three or more
county municipal solid waste region plans; and

WHRREAS, the primary and prevailing purpose of the
municipal solid waste regions are the preparatlon of municipal
snlid waste regional plans which among other requirements must
identify how each region will reduce its solid waste disposal per
capita by twenty—five.percent (25%) by Decembar 31, 1995, and &
planned napacity assurance of 1ts disposal for a ten (10) year
period; and

. WHERFAS, the development of a municipal solid wagte
reyional plan that results in the most cost effective and efficient
management of municipal solid waste is in the best interest of the
citizens of Marion County.

HOW, THEREFORE DU I RESOLVED, by the Board of county
commissionexrs of Marien County, Tennessee acting puxsuant to T.C.A
Section §8-211-801 et sBed.. that there is hereby eatablished a
Municipal Solid Waste Region for and by Bledsoe, Bradley, Grundy,
Hiamilton, McMinn, Marion, Meigs, Polk, Rhea, and Sequatchie
Counties, Tennessee; and



[

BE IT FURTHER RESQLVED, that this Resolution by the Board
of County Commissionears of Marion County evidences and constitutes
the agreement of Southeast Tennessee Counties in the {oint
formation of a multi-county municipal solid wasta region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A. Section
68-211-813(b)(1), a Municipal Solid wWaste Region Board is hereby
established to administer the activities of this Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall be composed of 15 members serving six year terms
except that the initial terms shall be staggered with five members
having two year terms; five members having four year terms; and
five members having six year terms; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A, Section
68-211-813(b) (1) =and as part of the participating counties’
agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resoluticn, the
Municipal Solid Waste Region Board shall be composged of members
representing their respective County, and in the instance of Cites
or Towns which collects or provides disposal services through their

own initiative or by contract, members representing the cities or
towns; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a member of the Municipal
Solid Waste Region Board shall be appointed by each County
Executive and a member shall be appointed by each Mayor of the
Cities of Cleveland and Chattancoga; and that the Mayors of other
eligible Cities or Towns shall appoint one of three members
selected by the Southeast Tennessee City Managers Group or join in
the appointment of a County Executive’s appointment or the
appointment of the Mayor of Chattanooga or the Mayor of Cleveland
and that all members so appointed, shall be approved by the

respective Board of County Commigsioners and Municipal governing
bodies; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that thig Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall have all powers and duties as granted it by
T.C.A. Section 68-211-813 et seq, and, as part of the participating
counties agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution,
it shall have the additional rights and is empowered to utilize
existing governmental personnel, services, facilities, and records
of the counties which are parties to this agreement and to employ
or contract with persons, private consulting firms, and/or
governmental, quasi-governmental, and public entities and agencies
in the performance of its duty to cause a municipal solid waste
region plan to be produced:; and

BE -IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid waste
Region Board shall serve in a planning capacity, and implementation
of the municipal solid waste region plan shall require a resolution
by the consituent counties of the Municipal Sclid Waste Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that at the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board’s initial organizational meeting it shall select from
its members a chair, vice-chair, and secretary and shall cause the
establishment of a municipal solid waste advisory committee whose
membership shall be chosen by the Board and whose duties are to
asslst and advise the Board; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, in the furtherance of its duty to produce a municipal
solid waste region plan, is authorized to apply for and receive
funds from the State of Tennessee, the federal government, the
counties and municipalities that are within the ragicn, and to
apply for and receive donations and grants from private
corporations and foundations; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Reglon Board, its agents or contractors, shall not infringe on the
right of any member of the Municipal Solid Waste Reglon to own,

operate and maintain solid waste collection and disposal
facilities; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Sclid Waste
Reglon Board, its agents or contractors, shall not require any
member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to accept or dispose of
solid waste from any other member of the region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESQLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall not interfere with or attempt to abrogate
existing agreements or contractual relationships, regarding solid
waste collection, transportation, or disposal among Municipal Solid
Waste Region members; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that as part of the participating
counties’ agreement, as evidenced and constituted by this
Resolution, a single county or the Southeast Tennessee Development
District shall receive, disburse, and act as the fiscal agent for
the administration of the funds of the Municipal Solid Waste Region
and the Region’s Board; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that upon the passage of this

' Resolution, the County Clerk of Marion County shall transmit a copy
of this Rescolution to the Tennessee State Planning Qffice.

RESOLVED HY THE BOARD OF CQUNTY COHHISSIOHE S OF MARION
COUNTY, TENNESSEE, this 26 day of /F , 1993,
the welfare of the citizens of Marion County reguiring it.

Attest: Approved:
| %)
F . 2
@;/ 1L /Mﬂi st/ /77,,,%/
County CYérk ' Courlty Executivé

Approved as to form:

County Attorney

| ODELL MINTER, COUNTY RLERK oF eapice
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RESOLUTION NO. 308
A RESOLUTION

CREATING THR SOU'THEAST TENNESSEE MUNICTPAT, SOLID WASTE PLANNING
REGION

WHEREAS, the adoption of the Subtitle D landfill
regulations by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
and companion requlations adopted by the Tennessee Solid Waste
Control Board will impact on both the cost and method of dispesal
of municipal solid waste; and

WHEREAS, at the urging and support of a coalition of
local government environmental, commercial, and industrial leaders,
the 97th Tennessee General Assembly enacted T.C.A. Section

68-211-801 et, geg. titled "Solid Waste Management Act of 1991";
and -

WHEREAS, with the view that better Planning for solid
waste will help control the additional costs that will be imposed
by the new landfilj] regulations, help protect the environment,
provide an improved solid waste management system, better utilize
our natural resources, and promote the education of the citizens
of Tennessee in the areas of solid waste management including the
need for and desirability of reduction and minimization of solid
waste, local governments in Tennessee supported and work for the
bassage of this Act: and

WHEREAS, one of the stated public policies of this Act
is to institute and maintain a comprehensive, integrated, statewide
program for solid waste management; and

WHEREAS, McMinn County’s Board of County Commissioners
has given consideration to the needs assessment prepared by the
Southeast Tennessce Development District; and

WHEREAS, T.C.n. Section 68~211-813, requires that
counties in the State of Tennessee form municipal solid waste
regions no later than December 12, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Act’s state Preference is the formation of
multi-county regions with countles having the optieon of "forming
single or multi-county municipal solid waste regions; and

WHEREAS, the State of Tennessee will provide grant monies
of varying amounts to single county, twa county, and three or more
county municipal solid waste region plans; and

WHEREAS, the primary and prevailing puxrpose of the
nunicipal solid waste regions are the preparation of municipal
solid waste regional plans which among other requirements must
identify how each region will reduce its solid waste disposal per
capita by twenty-five percent (25%) by December 31, 1995, and a

planned capacity assurance of its disposal for a ten (10) year
period; and

WHEREAS, the development of a municipal solid waste
regional plan that results in the most cost effective and efficient
management of municipal solid waste is in the best interest of the
citizens of McMinn Ceounty.

ROW, THEREFQRE B r RHSULVED,.bY the Board of county
Commissioners of McMinn County, Tennesseo acting pursuant to 7.C.A
Section 6§8-211-801 et 5€d., that there ig hereby established a
Municipal Solid Wastse Region for and by Bledsoe, Bradley, Grundy,

Hamilton, McMina, Marion, Meigs, Polk, Rhea, and Sequatchie
Counties, Tennessee; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that thig Resolution by the Board
of County Commissioners of McMinn County evidences and constitutes
the agreement of Southeast Tennesses Counties in the joint
formation of a multi-county municipal solid waste region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T,C.A, Section
68—211—813(b)(1], a Municipal Solid Waste Region Board is hereby
established to administer the activitijes of this Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, thalt this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall be composed of 15 membears serving six year terms
except that the initial terms shall be staggered with five members
having two Year terms; five members having four year terms; and
five members having six year terms; and )

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A., Section
68—211-813(b)(1) and as part of Gthe participating counties’
agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution, the
Municipal Solid Waste Region Board shall be composed of members
representing their respaective County, and in the instance of Cites
or Towns which collects or provides disposal services through their

own initiative or by contract, members representing the cities or
towns; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVEDR, that a member of the Municipal
Solid Waste Region BRoard shall be appointed by each County
Executive and a member shall be appointed by each Mayor of the
Cities of Cleveland and Chattanooga; and that the Mayors of other
eligible Cities or Towns shall appoint one of three members
gelected by the Southeast Tennessee City Managers Group or join in
the appointment of a County Executive's appeintment or the
appointment of the Mayor of Chattancoga or the Mayor of Cleveland
and that all mewmbers so appointed, shall be approved by the

respective Beoard of County Commissioners and Municipal governing
bodies; and

BE IT TFURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall have all bowers_and duties as granted it by
T.C.B. Section 68-211-813 et seq. and, as part of the participating
counties agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution,
it shall have the additional rights and is empowered to utilize
existing governmental personnel, services, facilities, and records
of the counties which are parties to this agreement and to employ
or contract with persens, private consulting firms, and/or
gavernmental, quasi-governmental, and public entities and agencies
in the performance of its duty to cause a municipal solid waste
region plan to be produced; anc

, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall serve in a planning capacity, and implementation
of the municipal solid waste region plan shall require a resolutian
by the consituent counties of the Municipal Solid Waste Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that at the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board’'s initial organizational meeting it shall select from
its members a chair, vice~chair, and secretary and shall cause the
establishment of a municipal solid waste advisory committee whose

membership shall be chosen by the Board and whose duties are to
assist and advise the Board; and

BE IT TFURTHER RESCLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, in the furtherance of its duty to produce a municipal
solid waste region plan, is authorized Lo apply for and receive
funds from the State of Tennessee, the faderal government, the
counties and municipalities that are within the region, and to
apply for and receive donations and grants from private
corporations and foundations; and



BE IT FURIHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, its agenkts or contractors, shall not infringe on the
right of any member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to own,

operate and wmaintain solid waste collection and disposal
facilities; and

BE TT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, its agents or contractors, shall not require any
member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to accept or dispose of
solid waste from any other member of the region; an

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall not interfere with or attempt to abrogate
existing agreements or contractual relationships, regarding sclid
waste collection, transportation, or disposal among Municips' Solid
Waste Region members; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that as part of the participating
counties’ agreament, as evidenced and constituted by this
Resolution, a single county or the Southeast Tennessee Development
District shall receive, disburse, and act as the fiscal agent for
the administration of the funds of Lhe Municipal Solid Waste Region
and the Region's Board; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that upon the passage of this
Resolution, the County Clerk of McMinn County shall transmit a copy
of this Resolution to the Pennessee State Planning Office.

RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF McMINN

COUNTY, TEMNESSEL, this 17th day of May , 1993,
the welfare of the citizens of MeMinn County requiring it.

e

Attest: Approved: - ,/2::;7
e ’ ' - -"/ )
N ///.” L @’//‘/Jﬁ_e_/ I ==
County Cletrk County Executive
. s r L0y
Approved as to form: : bt
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County of Meigs)

The Meigs County Legislative Body met in a regular session meeting on Monday, January,
18, 1993, in the courtroom of the Meigs County Courthouse in Decatur, Tennessee.

Garland Lankford, County Executive; Chevi Bearden, County Clerk; Mike Verstynen, County
Attorney; and the following Commissioner were present:

Carlos Crisp

K.G. Edgemon, Jr,.
Charles Ellison
Ralph Jarvis
Eugene Lankford
Carter Nelson
C.0. Peace

Joyce Proffitt
Jim Welech

Earl Wright

Resolution #1 Made by Commissioner Proffitt and saconded by Commissiomer Lankford to
approve the minutes of the December meeting.

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent !

Resolution #2 Made by Commissioner Peace and seconded by Commissioner Nelson to approve
the Trustee's Report.

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Resolution #3 Made by Commissioner Wright and seconded by Commissioner Lankford for our
county to join in the Southeast Local Development Corporation for Farmers Home Revolving
Home Fund at $3,000. a year for the next 3 years. f

Vote: 8 Aye 2 Nay (Peace & Welch) 1 Absent

Resolution #4 Made by Commissioner Proffitt and seconded by Commissioner Crisp to amend

Resolution #6 of the November, 1992, meeting and add Marion County as the tenth county to
the Planning Region.

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Resolution #5 Made by Commissioner Crisp and seconded by Commissioner Nelsom to appoint
Garland Lankford to the Solid Waste Board. And Also To put $20,000. in the budget for
Regional Solid Waste Plan as though it was needed.

Vote: 10 Aye I Absent

Resolution #6 Made by Commissioner Proffitt and seconded by Commissioner Crisp to approve
Wllma Jean Wright as a notary.

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Resolution #7 Made by Commissioner Peace and seconded by Commissioner Nelsonm to approve
Linda Baln as & notary-at-large.

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Resolution #8 Made by Commissioner Nelson and seconded by Commissioner Weleh to approve the
quarterly reports for the County General, Highway Dept., and Dept. of Education.

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Resolution #9 Made by Commissioner Peace and secnded by Commissioner Proffitt to approve the
amendments to the County General. (see attached)

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Resolution #10 Made by Commissioner Peace and seconded by Commissioner Nelson to approve

$1,097.37 from Beginning Undesignated Fund Balance (39000) to Liability Insurance
(58400/506).

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent
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STATE OF TENNESSEE [

{
COUNTY OF POLK I
I, ANCIE C. SANFORD ' y hereby certify that

County,

I am the duly qualified and acting County Clerk of _ POLK _

Tennessee, and as such official I further certify that the atrached

hereto is a copy of excerpts from the minutes of the meeting of the

MAY 20 ,

Board of County Commissioners of said county held on

19 53 ; that I have compared said copy with the original minute record

of said meeting in my official custody; and that saild copy 1is a true,
correct and complete transcript from said original minute record insofar

ag sald original record related to the matters therein set out.

WITHESS my official signature and the seal of said County
» 19_93 .

this 9TH day of ) JUNE

- .
’/." . 4 \ - ’
L/{;/fl{f‘ {/i/”kg Lo 4/144“/
COUNTY /CLERK /

(SEAL)




RESOLUTION RO. 5-4-93
A RESOLUTION
CREATING THE SOUTHEAST TENNESSER MUNICIPAT, SOLID WASTE PLANNING
REGION .

WHEREAS, the adoption of the Subtitle D landfil]l
requlations by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
and companion regulations adopted by the Tennessee Solid Waste
Control Board will impact on both the cost and method of disposal
of municipal solid waste; and

WHERERS, at the urging and support of a coalition of
local government environmental, commercial, and industrial leaders,
the 97th Tennessee General Agsembly enacted T.C.A. Section
68-211-801 ot. seg. titled "Solid Waste Management Act of 1991v;
and

WHEREAS, with the wview that better planning for solid
waste will help control the additional costs that will be imposed
by the new landfill regulations, help protect the environment,
provide an improved solid waste management system, better utilize
our natural resources, and promote the education of the citizens
of Tennessee in the areas of solid waste management inc¢luding the
need for and desirability of reduction and minimization of solid
waste, local governments in Tennessee supported and work for the
passage of this Act; and

WHEREARS, one of the stated public policies of this Act
is to institute and maintain a comprehensive, integrated, statewide
program for solid waste management; and

WHEREAS, as per T.C.A. Section 68-211-811, the nine
development districts In the State of Tennessee have completed a
district needs assessment which are inventories of the solid waste
systems in Tennessee; and

WHEREAS, Polk County’s Board of County Commissioners has
given considewation ta the needs assessment prepared by the
Southeast Tennessee Development District; and

WHEREAS,. T.C.A. Section 68-211-813, requires that
counties in the State of Tennessee form municipal solid waste
regions no later than December 12, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Act’s state preference is the formation of
multi-county regions with counties having the option of| forming
single or multi-county municipal golid waste regions; and

WHEREAS, the State of Tennessee will provide grant monies
of varying amounts to single county, two county, and three or more
county municipal solid waste regicon plans; and ’

WHEREAS, the primary . and prevalling purpose of the
municipal solid waste reglons are the preparation of municipal
solid waste regional plans which among other requirements must
identify how each region will reduce its solid waste disposal per
caplta by twenty-five percent (25%) by December 31, 1955, and a
planned capacity assurance of its disposal for a ten {10) year
period; and

WHEREAS, the development of a municipal solid waste
regional plan that results in the most cost effective and efficient
management of municipal solid waste is in the best interest of the
citizens of Polk County,

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of county
Commissioners of Polk County, Tennessee acting pursuant to T.C.A
Section 68~211-801 et se -+ that there is hereby established a
Municipal Solid Waste Region for and by Bledsoe, Bradley, Grundy,
Hamilton, McMinn, Marion, Meigs, Polk, Rhea, -and Sequatchie
Counties, Tennessee; and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resolution by the Board
of County Commissioners of Polk County evidences and constitutes
the agreement of Southeast Tennessee Counties in the Jjoint
formation of a multi-~county municipal solid waste region; and

BE IT FORTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to ‘T.C.A. Section
68-211-813(b} (1), a Municipal Solid Waste Region Board is hereby
established to administer the activities of this Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall be composed of 15 members gserving six year terms
except that the initia)l terms shall be staggered with five members
having two year terms; five members having four year terms; and
five members having six year terms; and

" BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A. Section
68-211-813(b)(1) and as part of the participating counties’
agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution, the
Municipal Solid Waste Region Board shall be compogsed of members
representing their respective County, and in the instance of Cites
or Towns which collects or provides disposal services through their
own initiative or by contract, members representing the cities or
towns; and ’

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a member of the Munieipal
Solid Waste Reglon Board shall be appointed by each County
Executive and a member shall be appointed by each Mayor of the
Cities of Cleveland and Chattanooga; and that the Mayors of other
eligible Cities or Towns shall appoint one of three members
selected by the Southeast Tennessee City Managers Group or join in
the appointment of a County Execvtive's appointment or the
appointment of the Mayor of Chattanooga or the Mayor of Cleveland
and that all members so appointed, shall be approved by the
respective Board of County Commissioners and Municipal governing
bodies; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste
Reglon Board shall have all powers and auties as granted it hy
T.C.A. Section 68-211-813 et seq. and, as part of the participating
counties agreement.as evidenced and censtituted by this Resolution,
it shall have the additional rights and is empowered to utilize
existing governmental personnel, services, facilities, and records
of the counties which are parties to this agreement 'and to employ
or contract with persons, private consulting firms, and/or
governmental, quasi-governmental, and public entities and Bgencies
in the performance of its duty to cause a municipal solhid waste
region plan to be produced; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall serve in a planning capacity, and implementation
of the municipal solid waste region plan shall require a resolution
by the consituent counties of the Municipal Solid Waste Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that at the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board’s initial organizational meeting it shall select from
its members a chair, vice-chair, and secretary and shall cause the
establishment of a municipal solid waste advisory committee whose
membership shall be chosen by the Board and whose duties are to
as3ist and advise the Beard, ana

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, in the furtherance of its duty to produce a municipal
solid waste region plan, is authorized to apply for and receive
funds from the State of Tennessee, the federal government,. the
counties and municipalities that are within the region, and to
apply for and receive donations and grants from private
corporaticns and foundations; and



O

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, its agents or contractors, shall not infringe on the
right of any member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to own,
operate and maintain solid waste collection and disposal
facilities; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, its agents or contractors, shall not require any
member of the Municipal Sclid Waste Region to accept or dispose of
solid waste from any other member of the region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall not interfere with or attempt to abrogate
existing agreements or contractual relationships, regarding solid
waste collection, transportation, or disposal among Municipal Solid
Waste Region members; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that as part of the participating
counties’ agreement, as evidenced and constituted by this
Resolution, a single county or the Southeast Tennessee Development
District shall receive, disbhurse, and act as the fiscal agent for
the administration of the funds of the Municipal Scolid Waste Region
and the Regicon‘'s Board; and .

i

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that upon the passage of this
Resolution, the County Clerk of Polk County shall transmit a copy
of this Resolution to the Tennessee State Planning Office.

RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF POLK
COUNTY, TENNESSEE, this 20th day of May r 1593,
the welfare of the citizens of Bolk County requiring it.

Att jp: - Approved:
/ 4 2)&\ 4
. . - 1o A
/ 4é;fi‘f ({‘<i%f&11fé7/’ 3i¢m'{\\=j\:]44¢,45521.
(Eduity Clerk Va ‘ Count%jEkecutive
s

Approved as to form:

Z
.

County %ttorney
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A RESCLUTION CREATING THE
SOUTHEAST TENNESSEE MUNICIPAL SOLID
WASTE PLANNING REGICN

WHEREAS, the adoption of the Subtitle D landfill regqulations
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency and companion regu-
lations adopted by the Tennessee Solid Waste Control Beard will impact on
both the cost and method of disposal of municipal solid waste; and

WHEREAS, at the urging and support of a coalition of local
government environmental, commercial, and industrial leaders, the 97th
Tennessee General Assembly enacted T.C.A. Section 68-211-801 et. seq. ti-
tied "Solid Waste Management Act of 1991"; and

WHEREAS, with the view that better planning for solid waste
will help control the additional costs that will be imposed by the new
landfill requilations, help protect the environment, our natural re-
sources, and promote the education of the citizens of Tennessee in the
areas of solid waste management including the need for and desirability
of reduction and minimizaticon of solid waste, local govermnments in Ten-
nessee supported and work for the passage of this Act; and

WHEREAS, one of the stated public policies of this Act is to
institute and maintain a comprehensive, integrated, statewide program for
solid waste management; and

WHEREAS, as per T.C.A. Section 68-211-811, the nins develop-
ment districts in the State of Tennessee have completed a district needs
assessment which are inventories of the solid waste systems in Tennessee;
and

WHEREAS, Rhea County's Board of County Commissioners has
given consideration to the needs assessment prepared by the Southeast
Tennessee Development District; and

WHEREAS, T.C.A. Section 68-211-813, required that counties in
the State of Tennessee form municipal solid waste regions no later than
December 12, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Act's state preference is the formation of
multi-county regions with counties having the option of forming single or
milti-county municipal soliid waste regions; and

WHERERS, the State of Tennessee will provide grant monies of
varying amounts to single county, two county, and three or more county
municipal solid waste region plans; and

WHEREAS, the primary and prevailing purpose of the municipal
solid waste regions are the preparation of municipal solid waste regional
plans which among other requirements must identify how each region will
reduce its solid waste disposal per capita by twenty-five percent (25%)
by December 31, 1995, and a planned capacity assurance of its disposal
for a ten {10) vear pericd; and
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WHEREAS, the development of a municipal solid waste regional
plan that results in the most cost effective and efficient management of
municipal solid waste is in the best interest of the citizens of Rhea
County.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of County Commis-
sioners of Rhea County, Tennessee acting pursuant to T.C.A. Secticn 68-
211-801 et seq., that there is hereby established a Municipal Solid Waste
Region for and by Bledsce, Bradley, Grundy, Hamilton, McMinn, Marion,
Meigs, Polk, Rhea, and Sequatchie Counties, Tennessee; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resolution by the Board of
County Commissioners of Rhea County evidences and constitutes the agree-
ment of Southeast Tennessee Counties in the joint formation of a multi-
county municipal solid waste region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A. Section 68-
211-812 {b)(l), a mMunicipal Sclid Waste Region Board is hereby estab-
lished to administer the activities of this Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste Re-
gion Board shall be composed of 15 members serving six year terms except
that the initial terms shall be staggered with five members having two
year termms; five members having four year terms; and five members having
six year terms; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A. Section 68-
211-813{b){1) and as part of 'the participating counties' agreement as
evidenced and constituted by this Resolution, the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall be composed of members representing their respective
County, and in the instance of Cities or Towns which collects or provides
disposal services through their own initiative or by contract, members
representing the cities or towns; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that 2 member of the Municipal Solid
Waste Region Board shall be appointed by each County Executive and a mem-
ber shall be appointed by each Mayor of the Cities of Cleveland and
Chattancoga; and that the Mayors of other eligible Cities or Towns shall
appoint one of three members selected by the Southeast Tennessee City
Managers Group or join in the appeointment of a County Executive's ap-
pointment or the appointment of the Mayor of Chattancoga or the Mayor of
Cleveland and that all members so appointed, shall be approved by the re-
spective Board of County Commissioners and Municipal governing bodies;
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOQLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region
Board shall have all powers and duties as granted it by T.C.A. Section
68-211-813 et. seq. and, as part of the participating counties agreement
as evidenced and constituted by this Resclution, it shall have the addi-
tional rights and is empowered to utilize existing governmental person-
nel, services, facilities, and records of the counties which are parties
to this agreement and to employ or contract with persons, private con-
sulting firms, and/or governmental, quasi-govermmental, and public enti-

7



ties and agencies in the performance of its duty to cause a municipal
solid waste region plan to be produced; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region
Board shall serve in a planning capacity, and implementation of the mu-
nicipal solid waste regicn plan shall require a resolution by the con-
stituent counties of the Municipal Solid Waste Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that at the Municipal Solid Waste Re-
gion Board's initial organizational meeting it shall select from its mem-
bers a chair, vice-chair, and secretary and shall cause the establishment
of a municipal solid waste advisory committee whose membership shall be
chosen by the Board and whose duties are to assist and advise the Board;
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region
Board, in the furtherance of ity duty to produce a municipal solid waste
region plan, is authorized to apply for and receive funds from the State
of Tennessee, the federal govermment, the counties and municipalities
that are within the region, and to apply for and receive donations and
grants from private corporation and foundations; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Regiocn
Board, its agents or contractors, shall not infringe on the right of any
member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to own, operate and maintain
solid waste collection and disposal facilities; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region
Board, its agents or contractors, shall nct reguire any membsr of the Mu-
nicipal Solid Waste Region to accept or dispose of solid waste from any
other member of the region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste Region
Board shall nct interfere with or attempt to abrogate existing agreements
or contractual relationships, regarding solid waste collection, transpor-
tation, or disposal among Municipal Solid Waste Region members; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that as part of the participating
counties' agreement, as evidenced and constituted by this Resolution, a
single county or the Scutheast Tennessee Development District shall re-
ceive, disburse, and act as the fiscal agent for the administration of
the funds of the Municipal Sclid Waste Region and the Region's Board:; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that upen the passage of this Resolu-

tion, the County Clerk of Rhea County shail transmit a copy of this Reso-
lution to the Tennessee State Planning Office.
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RE"'::OLVE[; THE BQARD QF COUNTY C{]\HISSIONERS OF HWiiEh COUNTY,
TENNESSEE, this  <9th day of , 1993, the
welfare of the citizens of Rhea County requiring it.

Attest: - Approved:
Jimmy Wilkey Robert M. Aikman

County Clerk County Executive

COPY

Approved as to form:

C. Philip Swafford

County Attorney

Paos ,QQ4J¢{}1€); Citiios 03

LS ey o T a0 B
A RESOLUTION <::}Q”L7Hmari%2//fiétc ~

el L, v (Femat O
APFOINTING A RE:PRESENI'ATW'TE‘O Mgy Conly ?
SOUTHEAST MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE

PLANNING REGION BOARD

WHEREAS, the 97th Tennessee Assembly enacted T.C.A. Section
£68-211-801 et. seqg. titled "Solid Waste Management Act of 1991"; and

WHEREAS, per T.C.A. Section 68-211-801, Rhea County's Board
of Commissioners have joined by resolution with Bledsoe, Bradley, Grundy,
Hamilton, McMinn, Marion, Meigs, Polk, and Sequatchie Counties in forming
the Scutheast Tennessee Municipal Solid Waste Planning Region; and

WHEREAS, PER T.C.A. Section 68-211-801, each municipal solid
waste planning region is required to create a board consisting of no less
than five (5) members nor more than fifteen (15); and

WHERFEAS, per T.C.A. Section 68-211-801, the County Executive
of Rhea County has the authority to appoint a member of the Solid Waste
Planning Region Beard; and

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the County Commission of
Rhea County, Tennessee, that Robert Aikman is approved for appointment to
the Municipal Solid Waste Planning Region Board and that this appointment
represents the best interests and welfare of the citizens of Rhea County.

Attest: Approved;:
Jimmy Wilkey Robert M. Aikman
County Clerk County Executive

Approved as to form:

C. Philip Swafford
County Attorney
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RESOLUTION NO..2.24/
A RESOLUTTION

CREATING THE SOUTHEAST TENNESSEE MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE PLANNING

REGION

WHEREAS, the adoption of the Subtitle D landfil}
regulations by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
and companion regulations adopted by the Tennesgee 80lid Waste
Control Board will impact on both the cost and method of disposal
of municipal solid waste; and

WHEREAS, at the urging and support of a coalition of
local government environmentatl, commercial, and industrial leaders,
the 97th Tennessee General Assembly enacted T.C.A. Section

68-211-801 et, geg. titled "Solid Waste Management Act of 1391,
and

WHEREAS, with the view that better planning for solid
waste will help control the additional costs that will be imposed
by the new landfill regulations, help protect the environment,
provide an improved solid waste management System, better utilize
our natural resources, and promote the education of the citizens
of Tennessee in the areas of solid waste management including the
need for and desirability of reduction and minimization of solid
waste, local govermments in Tennessee supported and work for the
passage of this Act; and

WHEREAS, one of the stated public palicies of this act
is to institute and maintain a comprehensive, integrated, statewide
Program for solid waste management; and

WHEREAS, as per T.C.A. Section 68-211-811, the nine
development districts in the State of Tennessee have completed a
district needs assessment which are inventories of the solid waste
Bystems in Tennessee; and

WHEREAS, Sequatchie County’'s Board of County
Commissioners has given consideration to the needs assessment
prepared by the Southeast Tennessee Development District; and

WHEREAS, T.C.A. Section 68-211-813, requires that
counties in the State of Tennessee form municipal solid waste
regions no later than December 12, 1992; and

WHEREMS, the Act’s state preference is the formatioen of
multi-county regions with counties having the option of forming
single or multi-county municipal solid waste regions; and

WHEREAS, the State of Tennessee will provide grant monies
of varying amounts to single county, two county, and three or more
county municipal solid waste region plans; and

WHEREAS, the primary and brevailing purpose of the
municipal solid waste regions are the preparation of municipal
solid waste regional plans which among other requirements must
identify how each region will reduce its s50lid waste disposal per
capita hy twenty-five percent (25%) by December 31, 1995, and a

planned capacity assurance of itg disposal for a te
period; and

WHEREAS, the develcnment of a municipal solid waste
regional plan that results in the most cost effective and efficient
management of municipal solid waste is in the best interest of the
citizens of Sequatchie County.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of ceounty
Commissioners of Bequatchie County, Tennessee acting pursuant to
T.C.A Section 6B-211-801 et seqg., that there isg hereby established
a Municipal Solid Waste Region for and by Bledsoe, Bradley, Grundy,

Hamilton, McMinn, Marion, Meigs, Polk, Rhea, and Sequatchie
Counties, Tennessee: and



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Resolution by the Board
of County Commissioners of Sequatchie County evidences and
constitutes the agreement of Southeast Tennessee Counties in the
joint formation of a multi-county municipal solid waste region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to T.C.A., Section
68—211—813(b)(1), a8 Municipal Solid Waste Region Board is hereby
established to administer the activities of this Region; and

BE IT TFURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall be composed of 15 membhers serving six year terms
except that the initial terms shall be staggered with five members
having two yYear terms; five members having four Year terms; and
five members having six year terms; and

- BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Pursuant to T.C.A. Section
63—211-813(b](1) and as part of the participating counties’

Municipal Solid Waste Region Board shall be composed of members
representing their respective County, and in the instance of Cites
or Towns which collects or provides disposal services through their

own initiative or by contract, members representing the cities or
towns; and

BE IT FURTIIER RESOLVED, that a member of the Municipal
Solid Waste Region Board shall be appointed by each County
Executive and a member shall be appointed by each Mayor of the
Cities of Cleveland and Chattanocoga; and that the Mayors of other
eligible Cities or Towns shall appoint one of three members
selected by the Southeast Tennessee City Managers Group or jein in
the appointment of & County Executive's appointment or the
appeintment of the Mayor of Chattanooga or the Mayor of Cleveland
and that all members so appointed, shall bhe approved by the

respective Board of County Commissioners and Municipal governing
bodies; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall have all powers and duties as granted it by
T.C.A. Section 68-211-813 et s5eq. and, as part of the barticipating
counties agreement as evidenced and constituted by this Resoluticn,
it shall have the additional rights and is empowered to utilize
existing governmental personnel, services, facilities, and records
of the counties whiech are parties to this agreement and to employ
or contract with persons, private consulting firms, and/or
gavernmental, quasi-governmental, and public entities a.qd ag
in the performance of its duty to cause a municipal solid
region plan te be produced; and

encies
waste

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall serve in a8 planning capacity, and implementation
of the municipal solid waste region plan shall require a resolution
by the consituent counties of the Municipal Solid Waste Region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that at the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board‘'s initial organizational meeting it shall select from
its members a chair, vice-chair, and Secretary and shall cause the
astablishment of a municipal solid waste advisory committee whoge

membership shall be chosen by the Board and whose duties are to
assist and advise the Board; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, in the furtherance of its duty te produce a municipal
solid waste region plan, is authorized to apply for and receive
funds from the SZtate of Tennessee, the federal government,, the
counties and municipalities that are within the region, and to

apply for and receive donations and grants from private
corporations and foundations; and



. \‘m o

. BE I? FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board, itg agents or contractors, shall pot infringe on the
right of any member of the Municipal Solid wWaste Reglon ta own,

operate and maintain solid waste collection and disposal
facilities; and

BE I PURTHER RESOLVED, that the Hunicipal Solid Waste

Region Board, its agents or contractors, shall not require any

member of the Municipal Solid Waste Region to accept or dispose of
olid waste from any other member of the region; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municipal Solid Waste
Region Board shall not interfere with or attempt to abrogate
existing agreements or contractual relationships, regarding solid
waste collectjon, transportation, or disposal among Municipal Solid

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that as part of the participating
counties’ agreement, as evidenced and constituted by this
Resolution, a single county or the Southeast Tennessee Development
Distriet shall receive, disburse, and act ag the fiscal agent for
the administration of the funds of the Municipal Solid Waste Region
and the Region’s Board; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that upon the passage of thig
Resolution, th

e
a4 copy of this Resolution to the Tennesgee State Planning Office.

RESOLVED BY THE BOARD QF COUNTY ngMISSIONERS OF

SEQUATCHIE  counTy, TENNESSEE, this /T day of
{?Z%g: ¢ 1993, the welfare of the citizens of Sequatchie
County equiring it,

Approveadi

el
County Clerk County Exdcutive

Approved as tg form:

£

Gﬁuntj’Attorﬁéy

! ofthe
tor 818 A0 Sart et s op 88 ranoided

- Book, Page 2., oatlelnthis




APPENDIX A

1.2 LIST OF PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS



Southeast Tennessee Municipal Solid Waste Planning Board

Member

William Reed
Donna Hubbard
Riley Anderson
Ken Castleberry
Ron Banks
Howell Moss
Garland Lankford
Hoyt Firestone
Billy Ray Patton
Bill Harmon
Frank Welch
Jack Marcellis
Craig Bivens
Jerry Robinson
Rick Sonnenburg

Term (years)

NN PR RPN RO RN

Appointed By:

Bledsoe County Commission
Bradley County Commission
Grundy County Commission
Hamilton County Commission
McMinn County Commission
Marion County Commission
Meigs County Commission
Polk County Commission
Rhea County Commission
Sequatchie County Commission
Regional Municipalities
Mayor of Chattanooga
Mayor of Cleveland
Regional Municipalities -
Regional Municipalities



APPENDIX A

L.2.b. APPOINTMENT LETTERS/MEETING MINUTES WITH APPOINTMENTS
FOR EACH MEMBER



BLEDSOE COUNTY
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RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION

APFOINTING A REPARSERTATIVE TG TRE BOUTHERRT MUHICIPAL
EDLID WAETE PLAMNING REGION BOARD

WHEREAS, the 87+th Teannwssea Genueral Aasgsembly
enacted R.C.A. Sectlon 68-211-801 at. meg. titlad *Sclid Weertas
Managemant Act of 1991*5 and

WHEREAS, par T.C.A. Saction 58-211-801 Bledsca
County’s Bosrd of Cormiasionsrs have Eninod by resoluticn with
Bradiey, Grundy, Hamilton, MeMinn, Mar on, Meign, Palk, Rhea and
Sagquatchie Cowbties in forming the Southeast Tennessee Municipal
Bolld Waste Flanning Region; and

WHRBRREAR, per T.C.A. Section 68-211-801, =ach
muniaipal solid waste planning reglon is required to cranta a board
coneisting of ne less than five (5) members nor more than fiftasn
?gg7iat139 ©f ho less than five (5) members ner more than fifteen

} an

WHEREAS, per T,C.A. Seption 68=211-801, the County
Exaciutive of Bledgoe County has the suthority to appaint & menkar
©f the Solid Waste Planning Region Board; ang

ROW, THEERENORE BE IT RESOQLVAD, by the County
Commigpion of Bledscs County, Tannasses, that +the county
Exacutive’s appointment of Wi11lam Read to the Municipal 8olid
Wasta Planning Region PBoard ig haraby confirmed by the County
Commission and the Bledsca/Sequatohie Landfill Committoe is
approved as the looal advisory committea.

Atteat: Approved:

ounty wrk County Exedutive

Approved as to form:

i

dounty Rttorney

s 11



DATE:. Iulv 19, 1994

“'& . the Bouthaaat

Munigipal fHolid Wamte Planning
" Rogion (=}

. UFON MOTION By OOMMIBSIONER, Bob Davis WHICH MOTION WAS
. BECONDED BY CUOMMISSIONER, Cordon Smlth ., TO:

approve vegolution

=

_'ﬂm VUIE WAS AS m&lg”ﬂ?.’\rihn motion was approved by a wolcs vote. )
%Hnmrduurwmp . ' .~
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BRADLEY COUNTY



Southeast Tennessee Solid Waste Planning Board Member
Donna Hubbard

of Bradley County

Ms. Hubbard explains that there was no "formal" meeting minutes or resolution appointing
her to membership in the Planning Board.



GRUNDY COUNTY



Southeast Tennessee Solid Waste Planning Board Member
Riley Anderson
of Grundy County

Formal appointment letter/meeting minutes were not located as of plan printing/submission
date.



HAMILTON COUNTY
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May 19, 1993
DATE (Manth, Day, Year)

STATE OF TENNESSEE
Hamilten County

Hamilton County Board of Commissioners

- RESOLUTION

No. 393 - (9,

A RESOLUTION TO CONFIRM THE APPOINTMENT BY THE COUNTY
EXECUTIVE OF ONE MEMBER TO THE SOUTHEAST MUNICIPAL
SOLID WASTE PLANNING REGION BO, .

WHEREAS, the 97th Tennessee Geacral Assembly enacted T.C.A.
Section 68-211-801 ¢f, seq, titled "Solid Waste Management
Act of 1991%; and,

WHEREAS, perT.C.A. Section 68-21 1-801, Hamilion County’s Board of
Commissioners have joined by resolution with Bledsoe,
Bradley, Grundy, Marion, McMinn, Meigs, Polk, Rhea, and
Sequatchie Countics in formi the Southeast Tepnessce
Municipa] Solid Waste Flanning Region; and,

WHEREAS, per T.C.A. Section 68-21 1-801, each municipal sofid waste
planaing region is required fo create a board consisting of no
less than five (5) members nor more than fificen (15); and,

WHEREAS, per T.C.A. Section 68-21 1-801, the County Executive of
‘Hamilton County has the authority to appoint a mernber of the
Solid Waste Planning Region Board,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THIS COUNTY
LEGISLATIVE BODY IN SESSION ASSEMBLED:

That the County Executive's appointmeit of Ken Casilcberry
to the Municipal Solid Wasto Plapning Region Board is
hereby confirmed and represents the best interests and welfare
of the citizens of Hamilton County,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THIS RESOLUTION TAKE
EFFECT FROM AND AFTER ITS PASSAGE, THE PUBLIC WELFARE

REQUIRING IT.
Approved: CERTIFICATION OF ACTIGN
BECAME LA (1IDER TEN 110 DAY fpRnvision o W/
AETER 934, TEMN JBLIC ACTE B
CHAPTER 934, 12 #ESSEF PUBLIC ACTS ..-F. 1978 Rescted: [
Aﬂﬁ% Gourdy Clark
Daguty County Crark

Approves: [ —

DA% \L\R G 2 "’ Gounly Exceciivg

Vetcaes: [ May 19, 1993
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HMAFITLTON COUNTY COMMISSION
MAY 1%, 1993

County Exscoutive Roberts oddressed guesticons €ram
Commissione MoDamiel resardins the role of fhe wastowater
Rograd avbter this autharity was e%tab;ishad. Caurmty
Alttorney Mamnn oddressed queations regor-dimg the rals of tie
authority and present copilies of State lew pertmiming to the

SsewWar authordity.

M. Bob Scott, with the Savannaen vealley Jtility District,
guesticorned the rele of e ubkility districots 4im this
decision. M. Mahn sassured Mr. Socott that thhls sewer
suthority would mot mffect fthe Faols of the wvarious Wt ildity
districts or the smployees Workimg Tor SRem. They woulg
have the ability te participstes in the orocsszs ahould they
desire o do so. Chairmar Taylor nobted there wWere other
parachs pRresent In the sudiences lnterested in this whe od
Spoken st the public hesring last Thursday i supoort of
the Resolutiom. There Was Mno orme further desiring to apemk

o tmis topilc.

Ths foregoling Resolution was umamimously adopted on = rall

=ALll vote, with Commissicrner Varndergriff being absent.

RESQLUTION NQ. 58X—61 TCo CONFIRM THE APEQINTMENT BY THE
COUNTY EXEQUTIVE OF ONE MEMBER T THE BOUTHEAST MUNICIPAL

SOLID WASTE PLANNING RESION BOARD.

Chrairmen Tayior motsd this mames M. Kern Caastleberry to

S@erve o this board.

ON MOTION of Commiasionsr Berrett, secormded oy

Commissiones~ Adeams, to odept Bl Tor=going Resolubtiom.
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MAMILTON COUNTY COMMISSION
MaY 19, 1993

The Toregoing Resolutior wes urEmimously acdopted oM & roall

c@all vobe, Wit Commiasiocraer Varmdergriftf being absent.

RESCQLUTION NO., S93-62 APPROVING THE LEASE PURCHASE QOF GNE
{1) COPIER AMOUNTING TO B4, 796 . R4 PER YEAR FOR THREE {(3)
TEARS FROM PITNEY BOWES FROM THE STATE CONTRACT aND TO
AUTHORIZE THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE ToO SLIBN ANY COMTRACTS

NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THIS RESOLUTION.

QN MOTION of Commimsdomar Bmrger, seconded by Commissioner

Adimms, o sdopt the Toregoimg Resclutiam,

The Fforegoimg Resalutiaorn wan unsniﬁou&ly =oonted oM = ~oll

call vote., with Commissicrm- Vandsrgrltt oaing abasems,

RESOLUTION NO. 583-23 ACCEPTING THE BID OF G&3 EXERCISE
EQUIFPMENT COMPANY FOR EXERCISE SRUIPMENT AMOUNTING TO
$l4, 842, B8 AND TGO AUTHORIZE THE CROLNTY EXECUTIVE TO SIGH

ANY CONTRALSTS NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THIS RESCOLUITION,
M. Browdar indiceted this wEs Tor the moew Jadl facility
=g theze funds will coms= from the bomrmd issus Fo- J=ii

(gt al=2V5_"1 -5 ¥-1 o0 In was the low pid meeting shevitTioations,

ON MOTION of Commissiormer Bmrger, sscomded br Commimaionesr

Adeams, to adopt the Toregoimg Reacoclution.

The Torsogoing Resolution waEs unanimnously edopted om m ol

cmll vobe, with Commissiorer Vandergriff being sbasmt.

RESOLUTION NO., S%23-&d4 TO APFFPOINT GNE (1) MEMSER TO T4E

ToTAL



MARION COUNTY



April 26, 1993

Brown, Randall
Case, Jarry bon
Cookston,
Haggard, Winfred
Hudson, Robert
Jordan, Shellie
Lawson, Lester
McDowell, Burnie
Payne, David
Price, Les
Sartain, Robert
Jimcox, Larry
mith, Keith
hompson, Thomas
fumer, Melvin

WO D g g gy g g

The meeting wag called to order by Chairman Moss, the invocation was given by Camissioner
Mrner, and the roll call was taken by Odell Minter, Counly Clerk.

1) ‘I'vbtion by Camizsicner Simcox, seconded by Cenmissjonsr Turner, to approve the

farch 22, 1993 minutes. 15 aye

2) Motion by Coamiseionaey Thompson, seconded by Comissioner Mcbowme1l, to approve a
esolution to establish the Marion Count.y Health Departnént as a Smoke Frap Enviromment ,

gee book 9, page {((_’:S ) 1% aye

3) Motion by Comiesioner Simcox, teconded by Camissioner Fayne, authorizing the

ounty Executive, Howell Moss, to submit application for up Lo £500,000 in grant funds to
ssist with the industrial Jocation costs; the matching funds will be supplied by Rock=-Tenn

ho has announceq Plans to locate a manwfacturing facilitvy in Marion County. ({eee Book 9,

age _L’ZL) 15 aye

4) Motion by Cannissioner MeDowell, seconded by Camnissloner Simcox, to refer the hiring
£ & Certifing Building Inspector for the county to the Financa camittee and for the comittes
> repart back at the May meeting. 15 aye

3) Motion by Camissicner Payne, secondeq by Comissioner Simcox, for the County Attorney

¥ Road Project 5801, 15 aye

3) Motion by Commissicner Payne, seconded by Comnissioner Huwdson, to purchase a bull-
zer in the nae of Marien County Landfill, the motion was rejected, 4 aye, 11 nay
) Motion by Cormissioner Feyne, seconded by Comissioner Simcox, to title the buli-

zer in the name of Marion County. 13 aye, 2 nay

) Chalrman Moss read latters from the cities of Whitwell, Rimball, Jasper amg Sotith
tisburg concerning the proposal of the county wide garbage service. A further study is to
made concarning this project, whitwall being tha only one to agree at this date. 15 aya
) Mtion by Comiesioner Payne, seconded by Camnissioner Hudson, to authorize the
unty Executive, Howell Moss, to sma that Southesst Tennesses Development expands tervices

er the county and buy or lease othar dumpsters to be Placed over the county wherever they
B needed. 15 aym

0) ¥ Motion by Camissionar Lawson, sec : ionar ¢ int thae

anty Executive, Howell Moss, to the Enlid Waste Planning Begion Board. (ges book 9, page
o 115 aye
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wil 26, 1993
ogm 2
L) Motion by Camissioner Peyne, seconded by Comissicner Simcox, to approve the reasolu-

io reating tha Southesat Tennescee Municipml Solid Waste Planning Regicn. (=68 book 9,

age {fa’a } 15 aye

12) Moticn by Comissionar Fayne, seconded by Comissioner Turner, for a further study
3 be made concatrning the Bond and Sinking Fund. 15 aye
L3) Moticm by Camimsionar McebDowell, seconded by Comnissiconer Brown, o wait until tha

a3xt meating to vote on the Schoeol S8uperiritendant to be alected by the voters in 1994, or
5 be appointed by the School Board, which the apy:nint".mnt will be mandatory after the 1994
laction. 15 aye |

143 Motion by Comissioner Brown, seconded by Comnissiconer MoDowell, for the County
xecutive to publiish in the paper for bids on the old smbulance. 13 aye, 2 nay

1%) Motion by Commissioner Sartain, seconded by Conmissioner McDowall, to give the
eguatchie Fire Dapartment tha purp truck at the Marion County Jail, and that it be titlea
w Saguatchie Fire Depactiment. 14 aye, 1 nay

16} Mot ion by Commissioner Lawson, seconded by Comilssioner Simcox, to approve the
‘ollowing notariesy Tereea J. Lexld, Marty 5. Murphy, Kathryn Hangplon, Wilma L. Peoples,

nd ¥ay Price. 15 aye
"17) Motion by Camissicner Price, seconded by Camiseioner Jordan, to adjourn. 13 aye

Raspectfully subwmitted,
Howell Moss, Chaiyman
Cdell Minter, Clerk



MC MINN COUNTY
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Page Numbeasr 493

McMinn GCounty Commission
Minutes — Regular Seasion
June 21, 1893

Motion carried by rell call vote, «e recorded:

Bobby Carter - Avye

Jack King - Aye

M Mason - Aye

Rex HMomes - Ave

Bllly Jo Murphy - Ave

Fred Hicke - Ave

George Tuell ~ Ave

Owan Vincent - Aye

Charles Waddell - Aye .

Chairman Jack Powsys — Avye I . -

aur v <t IR S B

8. FLOOD INSURANRE RESOLUTION — MCMINN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

Commisgioner Carter said that'tﬁa blanning Commission voted to delay
mction on this until a later date. -

o e‘._‘ H

16,  COMMENTS FEQH SLHE. AUDIENCOE Y % I Aw [ Taan
A. Complad r Adjacant to Lanaf - .

‘' Mr. Hammondes, who hams a verbal Sgreemnaent with the owner, Mr. .Paisley,
to’ buy the farm next to the landfill, complained that what . the, Oounty
considers to be & water runoff preblem mt the landfili is really seespags
coming from the landfill. Mr. Hammonde circulated Picturea of the site which
h& aald he Just tock and he invited =11 the Commissioners *to gp-ﬁgt- d look
at it. He galid that some of his calves became sick from the runcf#f from the
landrili. He =also complained that an article in the paper said that
Commiasiconar Carter said he had demanded.$10,000,.00 an acrs tq;-‘?ga;gnd the
GCounty was interested in purchasing. Ha said he did not demand gic, 600.00,
he aald he could subdivide the property and make 210,000.00 per acre by

vlling off the propez‘tg ‘located at ithe back of the landfill...A  lengthy

iscuasion followsd wit Mr. Hammonds and some members of the Compissicon
giving their perception . cf what had taken pPlaca and clarifying what.was said,
(Note: This lssue ia addressed again later in this mustling under S80lid Waste
Committea,) ... o . TR0 0

1. - RESOLUTIONS

P

~"Mr. Banks said there is one resclution but it will.ﬁa'ﬁrought up later.

12,  ELEQTIONS, AFPOINTMENTS AND CONFIRMATIONS e e

. p T : JEt A Tana

Mz, Banke resguested Commission approval of his appaintm&ﬁl as McMinn
County's Representative ta the Southeast Tennessee Municipal Solid Waste
Planning Regilon., - e

) : ARLALN SR AR S XA % £ P
- L T : . . o : IR R T
MOTION made by Commissioner Moses, and suconﬁnd;bvrGammisnioﬁqrdwnddgli,‘
to approve Mr. Banks' sppointment.

ﬁdfipn carried by voice vote.

13. REPORTS FRO

,,ﬁ ﬂ.; Bublic Safety Committes — CGommisalioner King.

S ATERE e 5 D I [T SR
' Commianioner King sald the Public Safety Committes met tonight at
8139, pm i and he msked the Commissioner. of Highwayse to  explainthe -purposs of
_~  the mesting. Highway COommissioner Moss said that the Tennessos spartment
v efL Traneportation wants to put up & .cautlon light at. the intersection of
Piney Grove Road and $tate Route 183, Thare have been severmi accidents at

This is s true copy 'of the ori.g‘!m‘al T
document en file in tha MaMIam CHURR |
Clerk's Office. - = ruwhiyoayood

Thi=z 2Bth of Oct 1994

S Y e o
Mctirn County Clewds . . - Comm, . 8-31-98 -




MEIGS COUNTY



State of Tennesgee)

County of Meigs)

The Meigs County Legislative Body met in 2 regular seasion meeting on Monday,
18, 1993, in the courtroom of the Meigs County Courthouse in Decatur,

Garland Lankford, County Executive;

January,
Tennessgee,

Chevi Bearden, County Clerk; Mike Verstynen, County

Attorney; and the following Commissioner wera present:

Carlos Crisp

K.G. Edgemon, Jr.
Charles Ellison
Ralph Jarvis
Eugene Lankford
Carter Nelson
€.0. Peace

Joyece Proffitt
Jim Welch

Earl Wright

Resolution #1 Made by Commissioner
approve the minutes of the December

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Proffitt and seconded by Commissioner Lankford to
meeting,

!

Resolution #2 Made by Commissioner Peace and seconded by Commissioner Nelson to approve

the Trustee's Report,
Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Resolution #3 Made by Commissioner

Wright and seconded by Commissioner Lankford for our

county to join in the Southeast Local Development Corporation for Farmers Home Revolving
[

Home Fund at $3,000. a year for the
Vote: B Aye 2 Nay (Peace & Welch)
Resolution #4 Made by Commissioner

Resolution #6 of the November,
the Planning Region.

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent
Resolution #5 Made by Commissioner

Garland Lankford to the Solid Waste
Regional Solid Waste Plan as though

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent
Resolution #6 Made by Commissioner
Wilma Jean Wright as a notary.

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Regolution #7 Made by Commissioner
Linda Bain as a notary-at~large.

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Abgent

Resolution #8 Made by Commissioner

quarterly reports for the County Generzl,

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

Resolution #9 Made by Commissioner
amendments to the County General,

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent

1592,

next 3 years.
1 Absent

Proffitt and seconded by Commissioner Crisp to amend
meeting and add Marion County as the tenth county to

1

Crisp and seconded by Commissioner Nelson to appoint
Board. And Alsce To put $20,000. in the budget for
it was needed.

Proffitt and seconded by Commissioner Crisp to approve

Peace and seconded by Commissioner Nelson to approve

Nelson and seconded by Commissioner Welch to approve the

Highway Dept., and Dept. of Education.

Peace and secadad by Commissioner Proffitt to approve the

(see attached)

Resolution #10 Made by Commissioner Peace and seconded by Commissioner Nelson to approve
$1,097.37 from Beginning Undesignated Fund Balance {39000} te Liability Insurance

(58400/5086).

Vote: 10 Aye 1 Absent



POLK COUNTY



Southeast Tennessee Solid Waste Planning Board Member
Hoyt Firestone
of Polk County

Formal appointment letter /meeting minutes were not located as of plan printing/submission
date,



RHEA COUNTY
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Riew County

IN RE:r

F. 282

) Motlion made by Commis=ioner Mactwen which was duly

} zsmconded By Commigsioner Best to suspend the =sven day

) rule on notification and consider the purchase of 25-AC.
)} Lrom Bowsters. L : i

SUSPEND RULEBE AND
CONSZDRER PURCHASE OF Z5ada)

MOTTON CARRIED BY UPLIFTED HAND VOTE AND S0 ORDERED

IN RE:

Motion made by Commigsioner Tallent which was duly
Secondad by Commissioner Morgan to anthorize the County
Executive and the Finance Commitites to negotiate for the
burchase of a 25 Acrw gite from Bowabter Paper Company
adfacent to the existing landfill.

AUTHORIZE THE CO.

EXEC. & FIN. COMMI'TTEE

L " ™

T0 NEGCTIATE
UFON ROLL CALE THE FOLLONING COMMISSTIONBRS VOTED

A¥YE: ALL

NAY: NONE
THERBRUYPON THE CHATR DECILARPD THE MOTION CARRTED AND §© ORPERED

-~
£l

IN RE:r Mation made by CTommimanionery Roberson which was

J

/} duly =erconded by commizgsionar Rica to appoint the
APPQINT BILLY PATICN TO ) Ccounty Exccutive Billy Ray Patton to the Scuth Fasxt
) PTannessee Begiconal Flanning Heoard.
S.E. TENN. SQLID WASTE BD.1}

MOTION CARRITED BY UPIIFTED HAND VOTE AND SO CRDERED

IN RE: 7 Commissionaer E. Fisher nominated Comnissicner Tallen:

) Comnisgaioner Wookten nominated Commissioner Morgan

J Commisgioner Dunn nominated Commissioner Mooy _
comnlssioner Tallent acmittated Commissioner E. Fisha:

Commissiconey Roberson nominated Commissiconer Pravies

BUDCSEYT COMMITTER FY 84-85

Motion made by Commissionsr Wooten which was duly gsecondaed
by Ccommissicner Rice that nominations ceaza and the above
nominees bae slected by acclamation.

MOTION CARRIED BY UPLIFTED HAND VOTE AND S0 ORDEERED

IN RE: Commissioner E. Fisher nominated Commimsicner Thurma:

Comniraioner . Fisher nominated Commiszsicner MacEwe:
Commissloner Morgan nominated Commissioner Raper
Commissioner Mauldin nominated Commissionaer Roborson
Commigsioner Tallant nominated commissionar Mavldin

S Y

FINANCE COMMITTER

Notdon made by Commigvioner Pallent which was duly ssoonded
by Compigsioner E. Fisher that nopdnations casse.

MOTION CARRTRD BY UPLIFFED HAND VOTE AND S0 ORDERED

FOR THURMAN : BEST, DUNW., FISHER, FISRER, MACEWEN, MAULDIN, McCOY. MORGAN, RAPER, RAVMER
RICE, ROBERSON, TALLENT, THURMAN, TRAVIS AND WODTEN.

FOR MACEWEN: BEST, PISHER, FISHER, MACEWEN, MAULDIN, MoCQOY, RAYMER, ROBERSON, TALLENT,
THURMAN 2ND TRAVIS.

FOR RAPER: BE3T, CONNER, DUNN, MoCOY, MORGAN, RAFER, RAYMER, RICE AND WOOTEN.

FCR ROBERSON sy RBEST, DONNER, DUNN, FISHER, FISHER, MACEWEN, MAULDIN, MORGAN, RAPER,

RAYNER, RICE, ROBERSON, TALLENT, THURMAN, TRAVIS AND WOSTEN.

Foor MAULDY N: CONNBR, DUNN, F.IZSHER + FISHER, MACEWEN, MAULDPIN, McCOY, MORGAN, RAPER,

RICE, RORERSQY, TALLERNT, THURMAN, TRAVIRE AND WOODTEN.

THEREUPON THE CHATR DECLARED THURMAN, MACEZWIN, ROBERSON ANh MAULDIN ELECTED

TOTAL P.G2
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MINUTES OF RECULAR MEETING OF THE COUNTY
COMMISESION OF SEQUATCHIE COUNTY, TENNESSEE

Be 1t rememberad that a fegular meeting of the County

Commission of Seguatchiem County, Temnessee was held on the 25th day

of January, 1993, at 7:00 p.m., at the Courthousse in Dunlap,.

Tennessea.
Pregsent and Presiding was Bill w, Harmon,
County Clerk, and the following County

County Executive,

Connie Easterly,

Commissioners:

Randall Johnson Randall Phillipg
Lyon Merriman J. C. Christian, sr.
Walter B. Thomps=on Jimmy Garren

Alvin Stackwall John Grisweld, Jr.
Dwain Land Bobby Gene Turpner
Rufu= Mosley David Martin

Cverton Johnsen Ronald Miller

Haskell Barker Jimmy Harvey
Ralph Green Ray Hokbba

There being a guorum Preszent, the following business was

transacted:
The minutes of the regular Commis=ioners’ Meeting of November

16, 13932, were read by the County Clerk. Urpon motion of Bobby Gene

Turner, second by Ralph Green, the Minutes were approved as raad

by a unanimous vote aof the commission.
The Highway Department Report for tha guarter ending Decembayr
31, 1982 was presented by Reoy Johnson, Sequatchie County Road

Supervisaor, Uron motion by Rufus Mosley, second by Boebby Gane

#nd upon a unanimous vota ©f the Commission, the Highway
{Said

Turner,

Department Report was approved mnd aagcepted as Fresented.

report is attached hereto and mads apart herecf.)

The Trustes's raport(slong with an attached change of

lassessment list) for the guarter ending December 31, 1992, was

Presented by Trustes Larry Lockhart. Upoen a motion by Jimmy

and upen a unanimous vote of

Harvey, sevonded by Randsall Phillips,
the Trusteae's Report was approved and accepted as
part

the Commisszicon,

Presented, {5aid Report is attached hereto and made a

heregst .}
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] The S8uperintendsnt'’'s Report for the period ending December 31,
1392, was presented by Superintendent Johnny Brown, Upon a motion
by Overton Johnson, second by Rufus Mosley, and upon a unanimous

vote of the commission, the Superintendent’s Report was approved

and accepted as presented. {8&id Report is attached hersetoc and

made a part hereof,)}
Superintendent Brown also raguested approval of a school

budget amendment in the amount of 556,35%2.00 for additienal State
teachers' salaries. A motion was made by Haskell Barker. seccnd

by ©Overtcn Johnscon, and passed by a majority veote of the

Commission.

The Building and Orounds Committas Repeor: was presented by Ray
Hobbs, who made & motion to hire an architect to develop plans for
the Sequatchie County Courthouse which would enable the Courthouse
te meet the American Disabilities Act requirements. This architect
weuld plan,. design, and oversee any changes made tc the existing
Courthouse, The ceo=mt ($7,%00.00) to be paid out of the Fund
Balance Account (39000). This moticn was seconded by Ellis Barker,

and passed by 2 unanimous voete of the Commission, & mobtion was

made by Ray Hobbs to sell three parcels of County property. One

located in the City of Dunlap (minimum bid price of $1,000): one
located on the Cartwright Leop Road (minimum bid price of $Z502.00;;

and one in the Fredonia Community (minimum bid price of S500.00).,

to sell. Ray Hobbs made a motieon to refer this matter te the County

Attorney and County Assessor who would bring a report to the next
meeting at which time the =sale of this property would be
reconsidered, .

Haskel!l Barker gava the Sanitation Report. All dumpster sites
were gleaned wup by Road Supervisor Roy Johnson and Fleateher
. Trucking Company at a cost of 54,793,30.
motion to approve the Sanitation Report, Lynn Msrriman seceonded the

motieon, and it passed by a unanimous vote of the Commiscion.

The motion was seconded by Elli=z Barker and passed by a unanimeus
vote ¢of the Commission. After discussion on the 23.Q00 acras

iovated on the side of Fredonia Mountain whiceh the County proposed

Haskell Barker made 3 .
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jHaskell Barker made a motion to study fancing the dumpster site gn
Highway 8 and put a gate Up., & gate be put on the Signal Mountain
dumpster site, and that two People be hired to keep thase two sites

°pen 28 hours a week and to Supervise them. Hourly rate of ray to

be £4.325% an hour, Thiz motion te be in effect until the eng of
this fiscal yvsar. (Said hours and days of operation attached
hersto and made a rpart herecf.) Sanitation funds which have

already been allecated are ta be used to pay the cost of $3.9%2.40

to enact this moticn. The moetion was seconded by David Martin and
Fassed by & unanimous vote of ths Commissien. ‘

Road Supervisor Roy Johnson gave the Commission a list of six
roads which he and the Road Committee recommended bha approved Ly

the Comnmission as Ceunty roads!: 1. Window Rock Road, 56¢C f£t: 2z,

Ecynton Reocad., &00 ft; 2. Lewis Road, 4,200 f:t: 4. Tayior Lane,

=
- .

1,350 $£t; 5. Hobbs Drive, 700 f:: and 5. River Drive, 2,400

Ronald Miller, Read committes Chairman, made a motion Lo accept

these as County reads, the metion was seconded Ly Ellis Barker ard

Fassed by a unanimous vate of the Commiszsion. Ronald Miller made
E metion to close 600 Ft of Hitchocock Road at the raquest of ithe
wner., The motion was seconded by Rufus Moslay and bPassed Ly 3
nanimous vote of the Commission,

Budget Chairman Jimmy Harvey presented a list ef budget
Fmendments and made a metion to aPprove these amendments. The
nction was seconded Py Rufus Mogley and approved by a unanimous

voete of the Commimmion. {Said Budgeat Report is attached herwia ang

acde a part herecf.) Jimmy harvey made a motion Lo buy a new cepy
achine at a cost of 86,155.00 and te allow the sSheriff's
Pepartment to have the old one from the Counthouss. Monies far

Lhis expenditure to ba taken out of Debt Service, The moticon was

Teconded by John Griswoeld and passed by a unanimous vete of the
bommissian. Jimmy Harvey made a metieon that the :uunty purchase
10 acres as a site for the proposed Naticnal Guarg Armory and that
&ha “Rirent proposaed site on HighwWway 28 he uswed for part of g
Proposed airport. Cost &f this additiocnal 10 acres aot to exceed

40.000.00 and muszt mest the approval of the National Guard, The

3
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mation was sacondsdlby Dwailn Land and passed by a unanimous vota
of the Commission. Jimmy Harvey made a métion to purchase a L3858
car for use by the BSherifE's Department, cost ret =o axcessd
52,800.00 and to be paid cut of the Fund Balance Bococount {33000).
The motion was seconded by Rufus Mosley and passed by a unanimcus
vote of the Commission. Jimmy Harvey made a motion to reduce to
five (5) years the amount of time regquired for vestiture :in the
Tennessese Conavlidated Retirement System. The motion was seconded
by John Griswold and passed by a unanimous vote of the Commiasion,
Jimmy Harvey made a motion to raise to $200.00 the amount charged
for a2 County Beer Permlit (based upon approval by the Legislature).
The motion was szeconded by Randall Fhillips and pas=zad by a
unanimous vete of the Commiss=ion.

The next order of business was to £il] the wRiexpired term of
the achooel koard member from the 9%h District, Jimmy Harvey
Eeverly Gaston, Dwain Land made a motion that

nominated
The motion was seconded by Ronald Miller and

noeminations cease,
Mrs. Gaston was approved by a unanimous vote of the Commissian,
David Martin made a motion to amend Resoluticn #3168 to include
Marion County in creating the Southeast Tennessawg Municipal solid
Waste Planning Region and to name Bill W, Harmon, County Execuitive,
te represent Sequatchie County on the Solid Waste Regional Beard,
The motion was seconded by Bobby Gens Turner and passed by a
unanimous vote of the Commis=sion. {Resclution #3166 Attached)]
Sonn Sriswold made a motion to approve Resclution 23217 which
amands the Surface Mining Contrel Ast of 1377, Bobbylsene Turner
seconded the moticn and it passed by a unanimeus votae of the

Commission., (Rescluticn #317 Attached)

Jimmy Harvey made a motion to approve Rescolution #2319

Regarding Support of Prayer in Schools, Puklic Assemblias, and

Sporting Events. The motion was seconded by Dwain Land and rassed
by a8 upanimous vote of the Commission. (Resclution #3139 Attached)

John Griswold made a motien to approve Resolution #320 which
Eupports. Extending the ©Ons Half Cent State EBalez Tax for the

menefit of Local K-12 Education., The motion was secended by Ralph
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Green and passed by & unanimous vete of the Commiszszion. (Re

#3200 Attached)
Jimmy Harvey made = metion to approve Fesclution #321 whiekh'

authorizes Group 1 mambers of the Tennessee Consolicdated Retirement

System to gualify for retirement benefits with five (5) years cf|
[

creditable sarvice. The motion was sscondsd by Dwain Lancg anda

passed by a unanimous vote of the Commission, Resclution 432

Attached)

David martin made a motion to approve the Mutual aAia Agreemant?

between the City of Dunlap and Sequatchie County. The motion wa;;

seconded by Bobby Gene Turner and passed by a unanimeous vote of tuE‘

Commission. (Copy Attachaed)

Chairman Bill . Harmen gave an updata on thae Syspy Moth

i
7o
|

Experimant . A discussion was held on the Ei-Centannmial 5' x 7

Fortrait to be placed in the Courthouse and sach Commissioner was:
asked to donate $£100.00 toward the cost of the portrait apd was}
I

told that each elected official would alse donate 3150.00. It is=
te be unveliled in April, 1993,
Chairman Bill W. Harmon named the following e thef

Agricultural Extension Committees: Norman Christian, Brownie Ewton, .

and Qverton Johnson.A motion was made by Rufus Mosley t¢ approve.

these nominiations. The motion was seconded by Ellis= Barker andi

passed by a unanimous vote of the Commission.
County Attorney Tommy Austin gave an update on the Court Case

the County. Judge Barker

hetween Seasions Judge Hollis Barker and
1

was awarded the &£2,300.00 per yesar increase due +to additicnal:

duties, Zllis Barker made a motion to 