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Clark County Solid Waste District

l. Introduction

The District's Mission is to ensure that comprehensive, high-quality solid waste
services are available to Clark County residents and businesses, and to supply
environmental education and assistance to the community that will promote cost-

effective and self-supporting waste reduction programs.

A. Plan Approval Date, Counties in District, and Planning Period Length

1. Under current approved plan:
Date of Ohio EPA approval
or order to implement: April 19, 2013
Counties within District: Clark (2013-2027)
Years in planning period: 15

2. Plan to be implemented with approval of this document:
Counties within District: Clark
Years in planning period: 15 (2019-2033)
Year 1 of the planning period: 2015

B. Reason for Plan Submittal

Mandatory five-year plan update.

C. Process to Determine Material Change in Circumstances and Amend

the Plan

In accordance with ORC 3734.56(D), the Plan Update must be revised if
the Board of Directors (Board) has determined that “circumstances
materially changed from those addressed in the approved initial or
amended plan of the district....” A material change in circumstances shall
be defined as a change that adversely affects the ability of the Board to
implement the Solid Waste Plan.

determination of material change are as follows:

Reduction in Available Capacity
Increase in Waste Generation
Delay in Program Implementation

Discontinuance of Essential Waste Reduction or Recycling

Activities

Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

The criteria used to make the
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e Decrease in Waste Generation
e Adequately finance implementation of the Plan

The Ohio EPA’s Plan Format requires that the Plan Update must include a
description of the process the Board will use to determine when a material
change in circumstances has occurred, and, as a result, requires an
amended Plan.

The Board shall make the determination of whether a material change in
circumstances has occurred according to the following guidelines:

1. Assurance of Waste Disposal Capacity
(@) Reduction in Available Capacity

If the Board determines that the extended or permanent closure of a
landfill utilized by the District or a combination of the closure of those
landfills accepting solid waste generated in the District, impairs the
capacity assurance requirement of section 3734.53(A) of the Revised
Code or the Plan Format, then a material change in circumstances may
have occurred. A material change in circumstances has not occurred,
however, if the District is able to secure arrangements to manage the
waste formerly received at the closed facility by any other properly
licensed and permitted solid waste management facility.

The Board will convene within 90 days of the closure of a landfill utilized
by the District to determine whether alternate capacity is available to the
District or whether a material change in circumstances has occurred.

(b) Increase in Waste Generation

Future capacity needs of the District as outlined in the Plan Update are
based on waste generation estimates. A significant increase in solid
waste generation within the District may affect capacity requirements and
result in diminished capacity for handling or disposing of solid waste. A
material change in circumstances may have occurred if waste generation
increases, and the increase has a significant adverse impact on capacity
for handling or disposing of solid waste generated within the District at
facilities designated and identified in the Plan Update. A material change
in circumstances has not occurred, however, if the private sector can
secure arrangements to manage the increased waste volume at any other
properly licensed and permitted solid waste management facility.

The District Coordinator will, during the term of the Plan Update,
periodically review waste generation figures and report to the Board on an
as needed basis a significant increase, as reported by the District
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Coordinator, in solid waste generation within the District that warrants the
Board’s consideration of whether there is adequate capacity available to
handle or dispose of the increased solid waste volume. The Board shall
review the report and the availability of capacity for District solid waste and
determine whether sufficient capacity is available to the District.

2. Compliance with Waste Reduction Goal

(@) Delay in Program Implementation or Discontinuance of Waste
Reduction or Recycling Activities

Pursuant to the Ohio Revised code, the Ohio Administrative Code, and the
State Plan, the District has established specific goals regarding waste
reduction and recycling within the District. The District Coordinator will
prepare an annual report for presentation to the Board each year of the
planning period. The annual report will identify significant delays in
program implementation, changes to waste reduction and recycling
strategies or plan implementation for the preceding year that warrant
consideration by the Board to determine whether any delay, change or
impact on recycling is material. Should a significant delay in program
implementation or the discontinuance of programs that result in the
inability of the District to achieve the waste reduction goal, the Board shall
make a determination as to whether a material change in circumstances
has occurred. A material change in circumstances has not occurred,
however, where the Board is able to implement new programs, modify
existing programs and/or obtain new data and information to meet the
waste reduction goal in this Plan Update as approved by the Director of
Ohio EPA, to meet State of Ohio requirements.

3. Financing of Plan Implementation
€)) Decrease in Waste Generation

District obtains revenues to finance implementation of the Plan Update
from an $8.50 per ton fee on the generation of solid waste within the
District as authorized by section 3734.573 of the Ohio Revised Code. A
significant reduction in the generation of waste within the District could
result in a significant decrease in revenue and adversely affect the ability
of the Board to finance implementation of the Plan Update. The District
Coordinator will monitor revenues and report significant changes in the
financial condition of the District to the Board quarterly or as needed. The
Board will receive financial reports from the District Coordinator, consider
such reports, and set budget and funding priorities to implement the Plan
Update. A material change in circumstances may have occurred where a
significant reduction in revenue adversely affects the Board’s ability to
finance plan implementation. No material change in circumstances has
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occurred, however, where the Board is able to maintain programs at
current funding levels through re-allocation of District funds, or through an
increase in District fees, or rates and charges as permitted by the Ohio
Revised Code and the Plan.

Specific timelines for determination of a material change are not provided
in this policy as each situation that may arise into the future may have
remedies that take varying times to implement. Providing specific
timelines for situations that cannot always be determined would not be in
the best interest of the District. With this said, the District’s timetable for
determination will be based on the facts of each situation including the
possible remedies identified. The Board of Directors will determine when
to declare a material change in circumstance when and only when no
possible solution is identified in a reasonable timeframe at the Board’s

discretion.
4, Procedures Where Material Change in Circumstances has
Occurred

If at any time the Board determines that a material change in
circumstances has occurred, the Board shall direct the Policy Committee
to prepare a Draft Amended Plan. The Board shall proceed to adopt and
obtain approval of the Amended Plan in accordance with divisions (A) to
(C) of section 3734.55 of the Revised Code.

The District shall monitor the circumstances of whether there is a material
change in this Plan Update. If the District determines a material change in
circumstances has occurred, the Board shall notify Ohio EPA within
60 days.

D. District Formation and Certification Statement

Appendix A contains the resolution that formed the District. All public
notices in local newspapers publicizing hearings and comments on the
Plan Update are included in Appendix B. A certification statement signed
by members of the Board asserting that the contents of the Plan Update
are true and accurate is included in Appendix C. The certification
statement was signed by a majority of the Board members for both the
draft amended Plan Update and the ratified draft amended Plan Update.
Appendix C also includes resolutions by the Board adopting the Plan
Update prior to ratification and certifying that the Plan Update has been
properly ratified. A list of all political jurisdictions in the District which
voted on the Plan Update ratification, their populations, and the
percentage of the population represented by the political jurisdictions
which ratified the Plan Update is included in Appendix C.
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E. Policy Committee Members

The Policy Committee for the District is comprised of seven members from
the county. These members will include:

The president of the board
of county commissioners or
their designee

A member representing the
townships within the county

chosen by a majority of the
board of township trustees
within the county

One industrial
representative to act on
behalf of the industries

located within that county

The mayor, or a
representative chosen to act
on his/her behalf, of the
largest city in the county

The health commissioner, or
a representative appointed
by the health commissioner

to act on his/her behalf

A member representing the
general interests of citizens
who has no conflict of
interest through affiliation
with a waste management
company or significant
generator of solid wastes

The following committee members are listed in accordance with the
political jurisdictions and constituencies they represent:

Policy Committee Member Representing

Melanie F. Wilt

County Commissioners

David Estrop

Interests of the City of Springfield

Charles Patterson - Chairman

Interests of the Health District

Interests of Townships

David Farrell

Len Hartoog Public

Bobbie Sin General Interests of Citizens
Tim McDaniel Interests of Industries
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F. District Board of Directors
Richard Lohnes County Commissioner —Chairman
Lowell McGlothin County Commissioner
Melanie F. Wilt County Commissioner

G. District Address and Phone Number
Clark County Solid Waste District
1602 West Main Street
Springfield, Ohio 45504

Contact: Mr. Chuck Bauer

Director
Phone: 937-521-2020
Fax: 937-327-6648
Email: cbauer@clarkcountyohio.gov
H. Technical Advisory Council and Other Subcommittees

Bill Boone
Bill Cook
Chris Hall
Sandy Henry
Anne Kaup-Fett
Chris Moore
Larry Ricketts
Connie Strobbe
Marshall Whitacre
Merritt Wichner

Policy Committee Review of Plan Update

The Policy Committee shall annually review implementation of the Plan
Update under section 3734.55 of the Ohio Revised Code and report its
findings and recommendations regarding implementation of the plan to the
Board of Directors of the District.



Clark County Solid Waste District Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

Inventories [ORC Section 3734-53(A)(1)-(4)]

This section of the Plan Update provides a review of the solid waste management
system during the 2015 reference year for the District. The reference year is the year
used for data collection for solid waste programs, facilities and activities in the Plan
Update. Projections developed in later sections in this Plan Update are based on the
reference year inventories and data. Tables providing the narrative for Section Ill can be
found at the end of the Section IlI.

This section also describes the facilities and/or entities used to collect, compost, recycle,
dispose and process solid waste and recyclables in the reference year.

A.

The Reference Year

The reference year for this Plan Update is 2015. All of the survey data and
information presented in this Plan Update are based on 2015 data unless
otherwise noted.

Existing Solid Waste Landfills

Table 1lI-1, “Landfills Used by the District”, presents a list of the landfill facilities
where residential, commercial, industrial and exempt wastes were delivered
directly to landfills for disposal. This table also includes the total amount of Clark
County solid waste that was delivered to treatment facilities or transfer facilities
prior to being sent to a landfill in order to demonstrate the total amount of solid
waste disposed in 2015.

The District utilized 11 out-of-district landfills that provided disposal capacity for
District waste. Approximately 33,000 tons of solid waste was disposed by District
residents, commercial businesses and industry in 2015. Of this total, 28,500 tons
of solid waste came from the residential/commercial sector. The industrial sector
disposed of 4,100 tons of solid waste and the District disposed of 728 tons of
exempt waste in 2015.

-1
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Landfill Facilities Used for Clark County Solid Waste in 2015
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The following chart depicts the out-of-district landfills used in 2015:

Landfill Facilities Directly Receiving District Solid Waste in 2015

American Landfill, Inc. Carbon Limestone Celina Sanitary
-0.003% Landfill LLC - 0.148% Landfill - 0.004%

Suburban Landfill, Inc

-0.014% Crawford County Sanitary

Landfill - 0.003%

Cherokee Run Franklin County Sanitary
Landfill - 19.65% Landfill - 0.025%

Pike Sanitation
Landfill - 0.169%

Pine Grove Regional
Stony Hollow Landfill, Facility - 0.023%
Inc-78.19%
Rumpke Waste Inc Hughes
Rd Landfill - 1.76%
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The chart above shows that the District utilized Stony Hollow Landfill the most at
26,111 tons or 78.2% of the total tonnage followed by Cherokee Run Landfill at
6,561 tons or 19.6%, Rumpke Landfill at 588 tons or 1.7%, and the remaining
landfills listed used collectively managed less than 1% of the District’s total waste
disposed in landfills.

Landfill disposal was the District's primary method of waste disposal. The
District’s disposal distribution by sector, as indicated in the chart below, resulted in
approximately 28,500 tons or 86% of solid waste being disposed by the
residential/commercial sector, 4,100 tons or 12% by the industrial sector and the
remaining 728 tons or 2% was classified as exempt waste.

2015 Waste Tonnage Landfilled by Sector

Exempt, 2%
Industrial, —

Residential/
Commercial, 86%

Finally, a regional capacity analysis will be performed to determine if adequate
disposal capacity is available for the entire fifteen-year planning period. The
regional capacity analysis is presented in Section VI.

C. Existing Incinerators and Resource Recovery Facilities

Table 1lI-2, “Solid Waste Incinerators and Waste-to-Energy Facilities Used by the
District,” presents a list of all publicly available and captive existing solid waste
incinerators and waste-to-energy facilities used by the District. This listing
includes all in-District, out-of-District, and out-of-state facilities. No publicly
available incinerators or resource recovery facilities currently exist within the
District in 2015. Information in this section has been obtained through results
from surveys and direct inquiry.

D. Existing Transfer Facilities

Table 111-3, “Solid Waste Transfer Facilities Used by the District”, presents a listing
of all transfer facilities used by the District in 2015. The District does not use out-

-3
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of-state transfer facilities. Information in this section has been obtained through
the results of surveys, transfer station records and direct inquiry.

Total transferred solid waste from the District in 2015 was 61,692 tons. There
were no in-district transfer stations. There were 4 out-of-district transfer facilities
that processed over 61,000 tons of District solid waste in 2015.

Transfer Facilities Used by the District in 2015

| e [

Greenville Transfer Miami Co. Solid

& Scrap Tire Waste & Recycling
Collection Facility Facility

Montgo?er}r{: b
South Transfer
Facility

Fayette Count
Transfer
Facility

i? Transfer Stations|”

|j Clark County

1

The Montgomery County South Transfer Station accepted more than 99% of the
District’s transferred waste (61,400 tons), followed by the other three transfer
facilities Greenville Transfer & Scrap Tire Collection Facility, Miami Co. Solid
Waste & Recycling Facility, and Fayette County Transfer Facility which combined
managed less than 1% (291 tons) in 2015.

The following graph depicts the transfer stations used by the District in 2015 and
their respective market share.

-4
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Transfer Stations Used by the District in 2015

Greenville Transfer & Scrap Tire
Collection Facility - 0.471%

Miami Co. Solid Waste &
Recycling Facility -
0.001%

Fayette County
Transfer Facility -
0.001%

Montgomery Co. South
Transfer Facility -
99.52%

E. Existing Recycling and Household Hazardous Waste Collection Activities

Table Ill-4, “Residential Curbside Recycling Activities Used by the District”,
presents a listing of residential curbside recycling activities used by the District in
2015. Information in this table is based on results of surveys, facility records and
direct inquiry.

There were 2 non-subscription curbside recycling programs and
17 subscription curbside recycling programs in 2015. The subscription programs
were serviced by 5 waste haulers. The non-subscription recycling programs and
the subscription programs recycled 2,137 tons in 2015.

Corrugated Cardboard
Paperboard
Newspapers
Magazines

Mixed Papers
PET Bottles
HDPE Bottles
Glass

Bi-Metal Cans
Aluminum Cans
Aseptic containers

-5



Clark County Solid Waste District Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

In addition to waste haulers collecting recyclables, the District operated three
Residential Recycling Stations and the Clark County Specialty Recycling Center.
Additionally, many outlets existed for drop off by residents.

Table 1lI-5, “Drop-offs, Buybacks, Hauler Collection, Other Recycling Activities
and HHW Collection Used by the District”, contains a list of
drop-off recycling facilities, buyback recycling facilities and household hazardous
waste collection programs used by the District in 2015. Information in this table is
based on results of surveys, facility records and direct inquiry.

The District had a total of 3 full time multi-material recycling drop-off facilities
located throughout the District in 2015. The drop-off facilities collected aluminum
cans, steel cans, glass and plastic. In addition, the facilities collected cardboard
and mixed paper. Total recycling tonnage for these facilities in 2015 was 773.

In addition to the drop-offs, there were several other material recovery facilities,
scrap dealers and recyclers that accepted materials from the
residential/commercial and industrial sectors within the District. These facilities
accepted a wide range of materials including aluminum, steel, cardboard, mixed
paper, office paper, white goods, other metals and other materials. The total
recyclables processed from these facilities in 2015 was 19,111 tons.

The District conducted regular collections in 2015 for HHW (3 tons), latex paint
(15 tons), electronics (32 tons), shredded documents (5 tons), scrap tires (22
tons) and fluorescent bulbs (1,179 bulbs).

Ohio EPA reported 1,479 tons of scrap tires recycled in the District during 2015.

Finally, unreported processors, brokers, and generators from the
Commercial/Industrial survey yielded 46,224 tons of materials being recycled.

The total recycling tonnage in Table IlI-5 collected by all drop-off facilities,
brokers, processors, haulers and District special collection programs in 2015 was
approximately 70,449 tons. Provisions for double counting of material will be
addressed in Section IV of this Plan Update. The following figure displays the
District’s residential curbside recycling activities, drop-off centers, and brokers in
the District.
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2015 Drop-Off Program Locations
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Existing Composting/Yard Waste Management Facilities

Composting facilities located within the District are identified in Table 111-6,
“Composting/Yard Waste Management Activities used by the District”. The
District had 12 compost/yard waste management facilities/programs in 2015 of
which 9 were registered or licensed compost facilities with Ohio EPA. The
information presented in this section was obtained through surveys, direct inquiry
and Ohio EPA compost facility annual report data.

Of the facilities that reported, there were 41,632 tons of yard waste collected and
recycled in 2015. The District had reported to Ohio EPA on the 2015 Annual
District Report (ADR) in the implementation schedule that 1,007 tons were
removed from this table because Moorfield Township sent the yard waste to a
registered facility that reported the 1,007 in their tonnage.

The following chart depicts the tonnage collected and recycled by facility.
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Residential/Commercial District Yard Waste Recycle Tons by
Facility/Program in 2015

ODOT Clark County Harmony Post
Cherokee Run Landfill Inc
Springfield WWTP

The City of Springfield

Studebaker Nurseries Inc

Garick Corp Paygro Division
Moorfield Township

Springfield Township Composting Facility
Mad River Topsoil Inc

Lawnmasters Lawn and Landscaping
C & S Tree Recycling Service

German Township
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0
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2015 Yard Waste Composting Facilities and Activities
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G. Facilities Used by the District Which are Located Outside Ohio

Table 111-7 includes additional data on six out-of-state facilities used by the District
to manage solid waste in 2015. All of the out-of-state treatment facilities or
landfills were located in Indiana.

H. Existing Open Dumps and Waste Tire Dumps
There were no open dumps or waste tire dumps in the District during 2015. This
is a result of Clark County’s very strong support of the Health District and
Environmental Enforcement Program.

l. Ash, Foundry Sand, and Slag Disposal Sites
Table 111-9, “Ash, Foundry Sand, and Slag Disposal Sites Used by the District”,
summarizes the ash and slag sites that were located in the District in 2015. There

were no foundry sand/slag disposal sites in the District in 2015.
J. Map of Facilities and Sites
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A map of the District’s facilities is included in Appendix E. The following figure is a
smaller version of this map which has been included for reference.

District Facilities
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|_'_—| HW Mann & Sons, Rumpke, Vince, Waste Mgt
[ﬂ HW Mann & Sons, Rumpke, Vince

‘ HW Mann & Sons, Rumpke

ﬂ Waste Management

Existing Collection Systems — Haulers

All haulers identified during this inventory were found to use trucking/motor freight.
No haulers were identified as using rail, river barge, or any other method of
transport.

There are 5 private sector haulers listed in Table 1lI-10 that provide a majority of
the service to the District. In 2015, the haulers did not report data for solid waste
collected to the District. The District did obtain data from Rumpke that indicated
2,136 tons of recyclables was collected and delivered to their Dayton MRF in
2015 by certain haulers. The following map presents each private sector hauler’s
current service area within the District:

Haulers Servicing Clark County in 2015

I_I_—I Rumpke

0
l

25 5 10 Miles
1 I | I I I |
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Table llI-1
Landfills Used by the District

Location Waste Received from the SWMD (TPY)

Facility Name Type Residential/

County State . Industrial Exempt Total
Commercial

In-District Landfills

None | NA_NA | NA| 0 | 0 | 0 | 0 _

Out-of-District Landfills

American Landfill, Inc. PO Stark OH 0.00 1.14 0.00 1.14
Carbon Limestone Landfill LLC PO Mahoning OH 0.00 49.28 0.00 49.28
Celina Sanitary Landfill PO Mercer OH 0.00 0.00 1.42 1.42
Cherokee Run Landfill PO Logan OH 3,932.60 2,507.60 | 121.36 | 6,561.56
Crawford County Sanitary Landfill PA Crawford OH 0.00 0.00 1.11 111
Franklin County Sanitary Landfill PA Franklin OH 8.42 0.00 0.00 8.42
Pike Sanitation Landfill PO Pike OH 0.00 56.27 0.00 56.27
Pine Grove Regional Facility PO Fairfield OH 7.56 0.00 0.00 7.56
Rumpke Waste nc Hughes Rd PO | Hamiton | OH | 47191 11639 | 000 | 588.30
Stony Hollow Landfill, Inc PO Montgomery | OH 24,136.22 1,370.90 604.30 | 26,111.42
Suburban Landfill, Inc PO Perry OH 0.00 4.52 0.00 4.52
Out-of-State Landfills

None N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landfill Total 28,556.71 4,106.10 | 728.19 | 33,391.00

Waste-to-Energy Transfer Facilities

Various (See Table 1) PAPO| varous | N | 0 | 0 | o | 0

Out-of-District Transfer Facilities

Various (See Table III-3) Ohio

Total Disposal

61,689.79 0.00 61,692.35
90,246.50 4,106.10 | 730.75 | 95,083.35
PA = publicly available, PO = privately-operated, GO = government-operated, N/A = not applicable

Note: Tonnage managed at transfer stations and other treatment facilities is included in this table to demonstrate the
total amount send to disposal facilities in 2015.

Source(s) of information: Ohio EPA, 2015 Ohio Facility Data Report Tables, Indiana Department of Environmental
Management, 2015 Complete Solid Waste Quarterly Report Database
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Table 111-2

Solid Waste Incinerators, Waste-to-Energy, and Processing Facilities Used by the
District

Waste Received from the SWMD (TPY)

Location Volume
Type Residential/
Commercial

Total Ash
Produced

Facility
Industrial Exempt = Total Reduction (TPY)

Name
County | State

In-District Facilities

-—---nn-_-

Out-of-District Facilities
-—---nnn-

Out-of-State Facilities

None | NA | NA | NA_

Totals
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Table 111-3
Solid Waste Transfer Facilities Used by the District

. Waste Received from the SWMD (TPY) RESTH IS
Location Processed

Facility Name

Residential/ Recovered
County State = Commercial

Industrial Exempt Total from Waste Total

In-District Facilities

None | wal NwA | nNAl 0 | o | 0o | 0o | 0o | 0|

OQut-of-District Facilities

Greenville Transfer & Scrap

Tire Collection Facility PO Darke OH 287.86 0.00 2.56 290.42 0 0

Miami Co. Solid Waste & PA, Miami OH 0.91 0.00 0.00 0.91 0 0

Recycling Facility GO

Montgomery Co. South PA,

Transfer Facility GO Montgomery OH 61,400.30 0.00 0.00 61,400.30 0 0

Fayette County Transfer PA,

Facility GO Fayette OH 0.48 0.00 0.00 0.48 0 0
Out-of-State Facilities

EQ Industrial Services PA,PO|  Marion IN 0.24 0 0 0 0 0

Processing Facility

PA = publicly available, PO = privately-operated, GO = government-operated

Source(s) of information: Ohio EPA, 2015 Ohio Facility Data Report Tables, Indiana Department of Environmental Management, 2015
Complete Solid Waste Quarterly Report Database
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Table llI-4
Residential Curbside Recycling Activities Used by the District

Tons
Population Collection Types of Materials Accepted Processed

Community Type

Served Frequency from
GL PL ONP OCCSCMxPAS SWMD

Non-Subscription Curbside Recycling
New Carlisle NS 5,676 Weekly X X | X| X X | X X |X
Tremont City NS 370 Weekly X X | X| X X | X| X |X
2015 Non-Subscription Curbside Recycling Total
Subscription Curbside Recycling
Bethel s 18,157 Weekly X X | x| x | x|x|x|x
Township
Catawba
village S 265 Weekly X X X X X | X| X [ X
Clifton Village S 47 Weekly X X | X]| X X | X| X |X
Donnelsville
village S 300 Weekly X X X X X | X| X [ X
Enon Village S 2,393 Weekly X X | X]| X X | X]| X | X
German
Township S 7,300 Weekly X X X X X | X| X | X
Green s 2,750 Weekly X X | x| x | x|x|x|x
Township
Harmony s 3,495 Weekly X X | x| x | x |x|x|x| 21366
Township
Mad River
Township S 10,975 Weekly X X X X X | X]| X | X
Madison s 2,491 Weekly X X | x| x | x |x|x|x
Township
Moorefield
Township S 12,269 Weekly X X X X X [ X| X |X
North Hampton | & 472 Weekly X X | x| x| x |x|x|x
Village
Pike Township S 3,657 Weekly X X | X| X X | X| X |X
South
Charleston S 1,661 Weekly X X | X| X X | X| X |X
Village
South Vienna s 379 Weekly X X | x| x | x|x|x|x
Village
Springfield City S 59,680 Weekly X X | X | X X | X| X | X
Springfield s 12,018 Weekly X X | x| x | x x| x|x
Township
2015 Subscription Curbside Recycling Total

2015 Total Curbside Recycling Total
NS = non-subscription curbside recycling; S = subscription curbside recycling

AC = aluminum containers; GL = glass containers; PL = plastic containers; ONP = newspaper; OCC =
cardboard; SC = steel containers; MxP = mixed paper; AS = aseptic containers

Source(s) of information: 2015 Annual District Report, District records, Material Recovery Facility and
Commercial Recycling Data, 2015 Rumpke MRF Clark County Recycling totals
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Table IlI-5

Drop-offs, Buybacks, Hauler Collection, Other Recycling Activities and HHW Collection Used
by the District

Service Area

Types of Materials Accepted

Facility/Activity Hours Tons of

% of Tons
by Sector

Name, Address, TZP Available to from

Twp./ Population

City Served Public SWMD

Phone County

AC | GL | PL OCC

Full Time/Full Service Drop-Off Recycling Centers

Clark County

Solid Waste

Management

District West PA 7am-7pm

Recycling Station DO’ X X X X X X Clark District 135,959 7 100% R
1602 W. Main St. days/week

Springfield Ohio

45504

937-521-2020

Clark County

Solid Waste

Management 24

District North

Recycling Station 'Sg X | x| x| x | x X Clark | District | 135,959 h"”r?’day 773 | 100%R
525 E. Home Rd. davs/week

Springfield, Ohio 4

45502

937-521-2020

Clark County

Solid Waste

Management 24

District Rural

Recycling Station PDg X X X X X X Clark District 135,959 hour;/day 100% R
21 Woodward St days/week

South Charleston, Y

Ohio

937-521-2020

Limited Material Drop-Off Recycling Centers

Batteries Plus PA, L Business o
037.398.0044 DO X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
Jackson Lytle & .

Lewis ';g' X | Clark | District | 135959 B‘;]Z'stss DNR | 100% R
937-399-2822

Best Buy PA, - Business o
037.324.8377 DO X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
PetSmart PA, - Business

937-323-6730 DO X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
City Wide - Business o
937-323-3506 PA X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
Capitol Dry .

Cleaning ';g' Clark | District | 135,959 B‘;z'ﬂfsss DNR | 100% R
937-324-7567

Dolbeer's Dry .

Cleaners ';g' X | Clark | District | 135959 B‘;z'ﬂfsss DNR | 100% R
937-323-0123

New Image Eye .

Center ';g' X | Clark | District | 135959 B‘;z'ﬂfsss DNR | 100% R
937-399-4101

United Senior PA Business

Services DO’ X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
937-323-4948

Lenscrafters PA, L Business

037.525-9244 DO X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
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Table IlI-5

Drop-offs, Buybacks, Hauler Collection, Other Recycling Activities and HHW Collection Used
by the District

Service Area

Types of Materials Accepted
Facility/Activity Hours Tons of

% of Tons

Available to from by Sector

Public SWMD

Name, Address,

Phone County Twp./ Population

City Served

Shawnee Optical PA, - Business

937.323-1233 DO X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
Goodwill, 1961 N. .

Bechtle Ave. - X | Clark | Distict | 135059 | P35 | pNR | 100% R
937-399-9013

Goodwill, 291 E. ]

Leffel Lane - X | Clark | District | 135059 | PUS"€SS | pNR | 100% R
937-324-8638

Box King PA, - Business

037-322-8117 DO X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
The UPS Store PA, o Business

937-399-6877 DO X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
Compton Power PA Business

Equipment DO’ X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
937-390-3998

Suburban PA Business

Propane DO X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R

937-864-7327

Automotive Stores

Advance Auto
937-525-9772 (N.

Limestone) or A X | Clark | District | 135,959 B‘r‘;'ﬂfsss DNR | 100% R
324-5009 (S.

Limestone)

Auto Zone - Business

037-324-2112 A X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
Grismer Tire A X | Clark | District | 135059 | BUSINeSS | pyp | 10006 R
937-322-1074 ’ hours

TSC Farm House Business

Auto Store A X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
937-399-8664

Ohio Business

Transmissions A X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R

937-325-0222

Brokers, Processors, and Scrap Yards

¢
c

'gre"’:\rl’l‘é":; Uniform | p X | Clark | District | 135959 B‘r‘]f)il':fs 1328 | 100%|
Batteries Plus PR X Clark | District | 135,959 B‘;ziﬂfsss 0.03 100% |
Buck Creek Pallet | PR X X | Clark | District | 135,959 Bf]f)isgss 4.00 100% |
Buckeye Diamond Fl;';' X | Clark | District | 135,959 B‘r‘]f)il’j‘fs 1'324' 100% |
Cloud Blue PR X | Clark | District | 135,959 B‘;ziﬂfsss 22.00 | 100% |
Cohen Brothers sY X | X | Clak | District | 135959 Bf]f)isgss 976.31 | 100% |
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Table IlI-5

Drop-offs, Buybacks, Hauler Collection, Other Recycling Activities and HHW Collection Used
by the District

Service Area

Types of Materials Accepted
Facility/Activity Hours Tons of

% of Tons

Available to from by Sector

Public SWMD

Name, Address,

Phone Population

Served

Frankiin Iron & sy | x X x | x | x | clark | District | 135959 | Business | 7.486. | 550,
Metal hours 56
Goodwill Ind. BR X | Clark | District | 135,959 Bf]f)'sgss 2954 | 100%!
Green BR X Clark | District | 135,959 B‘;z'ﬂfsss 2.00 100% |
L & L Salvage - Business o
537 32m 0099 sy | x X X | Clark | District | 135,959 . DNR | 100% R
Nu-Tech Business
Polymers & PR X Clark District 135,959 h 750.00 100% |
ours

Hubbard Sales
OMAC Recycling BR, Business

PA, X X Clark District 135,959 DNR 100% R
Center hours

DO
Pratt Industries PR X Clark | District | 135,959 B‘r‘]f)'sgss 35.00 | 100%!
PSC Metals, Inc. I Business o
937-328-3330 BR X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
Recycled Fibers PR X Clark | District | 135,959 B‘;z'ﬂfsss 250.00 | 100% |
ReStore _— Business o
037-325-0369 BR X Clark District 135,959 hours DNR 100% R
River Metals sy X X Clark | District | 135,959 B‘r‘;'ﬂresss 50.00 | 100%
Royal Paper PR X Clark | District | 135,959 | BYSINeSS | 5000 | 10001
Stock Company ’ hours :
Shred-It PR X Clark | District | 135,959 B‘r‘]f)'sgss 2.08 100% |
Springfield _— Business o
Recycling BR X Clark | District | 135,959 - 1.45 100% |
Staker Alloys BR, X Clark | District | 135,959 | BYSINeSS | 46145 | 10091

PA ’ hours ’
Urban Elsass sy X Clark | District | 135,959 B‘r‘]f)'sgss 202.00 | 100%
Valicor PR X X | Clark | District | 135,959 B‘r‘;'ﬂresss 107.09 | 100%
Wilmington Iron & BR, L Business 1,842, o
Metal PA X X Clark District 135,959 hours 24 100% |
Registered Scrap Tire Transporters
Liberty Tire ST X Clark All 135,959 N/A 642 100% R
Other Scrap Tire o
(from OEPA) ST X Clark All 135,959 N/A 838 100% R
Material Recovery Facilities
Rumpke Dayton MR 33% R,
MRE Elx ] x x| x| x X X | X | Clark All 135,959 N/A 4306 | ‘erop
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Table IlI-5

Drop-offs, Buybacks, Hauler Collection, Other Recycling Activities and HHW Collection Used
by the District

Service Area

Types of Materials Accepted
Facility/Activity T Hours Tons of
Name, Address, : Available to from
; ! Twp./ Population :
Phone v ° County City Served Public SWMD

AC | GL | PL 0OCC SC LAB ST WG OM t

% of Tons
by Sector

P h

Waste 0
Management MR x x | x X X Clark | Al | 135959 NIA 1135 | AR
Dayton MRF )

Commercial Box Store Recycling

. Internal
Aldi CB X X Clark N/A Program N/A 87 100% C
Kohls cB X | x Clark N/A Internal N/A 105 | 100% C
Program
. Internal
Big Lots CB X Clark N/A Program N/A 25 100% C
Internal
Dollar General CB X X Clark N/A Program N/A 219 100% C
Target CB X | x X X | X | Clark N/A F',’“ema' N/A 269 100% C
rogram
. Internal
Meijer CcB X X Clark N/A Program N/A 487 100% C
Internal
Home Depot CB X X X Clark N/A Program N/A 165 100% C
Lowes cB X | x X | X | Clark N/A Internal N/A 283 | 100%C
Program
Internal
Walmart CB X X X X X X X Clark N/A Program N/A 1,223 100% C
Special District Collections
HHW Collection X Clark N/A 135,959 N/A 3 100% R
Special Material
Collection at the X | x X | Clark NA | 135959 N/A 75 100% R
Clark County
Recycling Center
Other Recycling
Additional
Recycling
Reported on
Annual District N/A X X X X X X X X X X X Clark N/A N/A N/A 46,144 | 100% Cl/I
Surveys by
Commercial/Indus
trial Generators

Totals 70,449

R = residential; C = commercial; | = industrial; PA = publicly available; PUO = private-use only; A = automotive service store; DO = drop-off; BR = broker; MRF = material
recovery facility; CB = commercial box store chain; PR = processor; SC = special collection; ST = scrap tire transporter; SY = scrap yard; N/A = not applicable/not available;
DNR = did not report

AC = aluminum containers; GL = glass; PL = plastic; OCC = corrugated cardboard; SC = steel containers; LAB = lead-acid batteries; MxP = mixed paper; ST = scrap tires; WG
= white goods/appliances; OM = other metals; Oth = other (household batteries, used oil, wood, etc.)

Source(s) of

information: 2015 Annual District Report
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Clark County Solid Waste District

Facility Name or Activity

Class

Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

Table I1I-6
Composting/Yard Waste Management Activities Used by the District

County

In-District Registered Compost Facilities

Waste Received from the SWMD

Address/Phone

Food
WESE]
Tons

Yard
WESE]
Tons

I . . 1516 S. Bird Rd.
ﬁg(r:lirlgleld Township Composting Cllillss Clark Springfield, OH 0 1,184
937.322.3459
. S 11000 Huntington Rd
Garick Corp Paygro Division Class Il| Clark S. Charleston. OH 4,949.30 375
ODOT Clark County Harmony 7875 E National Rd
Post Class )~ Clark Springfield, OH 0 0
N 965 Dayton Avenue
Springfield WWTP Class ll| Clark Springfield, OH 0 21
Studebaker Nurseries Inc Class Clark 11140 Mllton-CarllsIe Rd 0 69
[ Springfield, OH
Lawnmasters Lawn and Class 2730 Columbus Ave
Landscaping v Clark Springfield, OH 0 1,958
Class 5625 Old Lower Valley
Mad River Topsoil Inc W Clark Pike 0 1,577
Springfield, OH
. . Class 2551 Dayton Rd
C & S Tree Recycling Service Y Clark Springfield, OH 0 36,445
. I Class 965 Dayton Ave
The City of Springfield IV Clark Springfield, OH 0 27
Subtotal 4,949 41,632
Out-of-District Registered Compost Facilities
) Class 2946 US 68 N
Cherokee Run Landfill Inc ; Logan Bellefontaine, OH 0 3
Subtotal 0 3
Other Activities \ \
German Township N/A Clark N/A 0 N/A
Moorfield Township N/A Clark N/A 0 0*
Hauler/Kroger/Walmart food
waste data N/A Clark N/A 564.76 0
Subtotal 565 0
Grand Total | 5514 | 41,632

NA = not applicable, YW = yard waste

*1,007 tons were removed from this table because Moorfield Township sent the yard waste to a
registered facility listed above and avoid double counting.
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Clark County Solid Waste District Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

Source(s) of information: Ohio EPA, 2015 Compost Facility Planning Report; 2015 Annual District
Report

Table IlI-7
Facilities Used by the District Which are Located Outside Ohio: Additional Data

Facility Mailing Facility 2015 operating
Facility Name Facility Owner Tons
Address Operator : Days/Year
Received
EQ Industrial éﬁ:’éﬁ:‘iﬁ;g BRYAN SCHULTZ JAMES
Services 2701 N. I-94 SERVICE TRELOAR
. AVENUE 0.24 310

Processing INDIANAPOLIS IN DRIVE 317-247-
Facility YPSILANTI MI 48198 7160

46219-1740

Source(s) of information: Indiana Department of Environmental Management, 2016 Authorized Operating
Solid Waste Facilities
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Table I111-8
Open Dumps and Waste Tire Dumps Located in the District

. : Land Owner Description . Time Period
Sz [LEEEE Contact of Materials APIEEIEE Site has AU

(description) Information Dumped Size of Site Existed Update

Open Dump Sites

Waste Tire Dump Sites
None. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

N/A=Not
available

Source(s) of information: Clark County Health Department
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Table 111-9
Ash, Foundry Sand, and Slag Disposal Sites Used by the District

Approximate Time Period
Size of Site
Site has Existed

None N/A N/A N/A N/A

Site Location Land Owner Description of

(describe briefly) = Contact Information | Materials Dumped

Source(s) of information: Clark County Health Department
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Table 111-10
Solid Waste Haulers Operating in the District

Name of

Service Materials Trash Recyclables Facility Used

maulen g s Area Collected Collected Collected

by Hauler

Private Sector Haulers

. . . Clark
First Choice 893 S Main St #128,
Disposal Englewood, OH 45322 and SwW DNR 0 DNR
others
Commercial
H.W. Mann 2614 Rocket Ave, Clark res%r;itial DNR 170 DNR
and Sons Springfield, OH 45505 SW, YW and
R.
Commercial
Clark and
Rumpke Dz B o and | residential DNR 1,087 DNR
yton, others | SW, YW and
R.
Commercial
Vince Refuse 301 Neosha Ave. Clark resi?e?ltial DNR 45 DNR
Springfield, OH 45505 SW, YW and
R.
Commercial
Clark and
Waste 1700 N. Broad St. ) .
- and residential DNR 835 DNR
Management Fairborn, OH 45324 others SW, YW and
R.

Public Sector Haulers

None I S I A A N

Total N/A
SW = solid waste, R = recyclables, FW = food waste

Note: Tons not available.
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Clark County Solid Waste District Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

IV. Reference Year Population, Waste Generation and Waste
Reduction [ORC Section 3734.53(A)(5)-(6)]

This section of the Plan Update presents information regarding the District’s population,
waste generation, and waste reduction estimates for the reference year.

A. Reference Year Population and Residential/Commercial Waste Generation

Table [IV-1, “Reference Year Population and Residential/Commercial
Generation,” includes an estimate of the 2015 population for the District. The
population estimate of 135,959 for Clark County is based on the Ohio
Development Services Agency (ODSA) publication entitled, 2015 Population
Estimates by County, City, Village, and Township", May 2016. This population
estimate does not include adjustments for political subdivisions located in more
than one solid waste district.

Population Adjustments

The following adjustments were made for political subdivisions that shared
borders with surrounding solid waste districts and the District.

e The Village of Clifton had less than 50% of the population living inside
Clark County and more than 50% living inside Greene County. The
population of this community in Clark County (47) was subtracted from the
District population total.

The total adjusted population for the District in 2015 was 135,912.
B. Residential/Commercial Waste Generation

The District projected the 2015 residential/commercial waste generation using
historical data, which is summarized in the following table:

Waste + Per Capita Gen  Average Rate of
Year Recvelin Population Rate Change for Per
yeling (Ibs/person/day) Capita Gen Rate

2011 142,192 138,380 5.63 -2.93%

2012 137,678 137,917 5.47 -1.37%

2013 135,355 137,455 5.40 9.55%

2014 149,145 136,992 5.97 1.83%

2011 — 2014 Average Per Capita

Generation Rate and Change in 5.61 1.77%
Rate:

The reference year residential/commercial waste generation was projected by
decreasing the per capita generation rate reported in 2014 (5.97 PPD) by the
average annual rate of change in per capita residential/commercial waste
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Clark County Solid Waste District Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

generation from 2011 through 2014 (1.77%) based upon the generation rates
reported on the Annual District Reports.

The 2015 per capita residential/commercial waste generation projection was
6.07 pounds per person per day. Table IV-1 shows the formula used for
estimating the residential/commercial waste generation. This methodology
calculated the District’s residential/commercial waste generation to be 150,584
tons in 2015. This estimate 138 tons less than the 150,722 tons of
residential/commercial waste generated that was recorded by landfills and
transfer stations (90,247 tons) plus reported recycling and source reduction
activities for 2014 (60,477 tons). For further discussion on reconciling the waste
generation values, see Section IV.H of this Plan Update.

C. Industrial Waste Generation

The District conducted an Industrial Survey in 2015 to support this
Plan Update. A summary of the industrial survey results are included in Appendix
F. Table IV-2 presents the results of the District's 2015 Industrial Survey. The
District used information from industries responding to the survey as well as
Appendix JJ of the Ohio EPA Plan format to estimate the total waste generated
by the industrial sector in the District during 2015.

The District identified a total of 464 industries in SIC codes 20 and 22-39.
Approximately 8% of the industries (38) responded to the survey, which
represented 33% of the total industrial sector employees in Clark County.
Approximately 51,007 tons of recycled and disposed waste was reported on the
surveys.

The following table presents the types of industries that reported the largest per
capita solid waste generation rates:

Solid Waste Total Tons
Description Generation Rate Reported on
(Tons/Employee) Survey
26 Paper And Allied Products 41 5,241
Lumber And Wood
24 Products, Except Furniture 13 314
20 Food And Kindred Products 45 13,964

Two of the three types of industries (SIC codes 26 and 20) that reported the
highest per capita solid waste generation rates were also in the top three industry
groups based on the highest tonnage.

Using the survey responses, generation rates and tons of waste generated per
employee were calculated for each SIC code. Then, an estimate of the tonnage
generated by industries that operate in the District but did not respond to the
survey was calculated. For those industries that did not respond, generation
rates from Appendix JJ of the Ohio EPA Plan Format were used to estimate total
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waste generated. Using this projection methodology, a total of 104,960 tons of
waste was generated by non-responding industries. The resulting estimate of
the industrial sector’s total generation for both responding and non-responding
industries was 155,967 tons.

D. Exempt Waste

Exempt waste is material that is not defined as solid waste, such as construction
and demolition debris. Exempt wastes can be managed in landfills that have
different and often less stringent environmental control requirements. Table IV-
3 shows that the total exempt waste generated by the District was 731 tons. This
includes the exempt waste reported by the landfills and transfer stations
receiving the District's waste in Table IlI-1. The generation rate was 0.03 pounds
per person per day.

E. Total Waste Generation (based on national statistics and projections)

Table IV-4, “Reference Year Total Waste Generation for the District,” presents
the total waste generated using national and industrial projections. Using the
national averages adjusted by Ohio EPA, the District projected 307,282 tons of
waste was generated in 2015 from all sectors. The generation rate in pounds
per person per day is estimated at 12.39. This included residential/commercial
waste generation of 150,584 tons (Table 1V-1), 155,967 tons (Table IV-2) of
projected industrial waste and 731 tons of exempt waste (Table IV-3). The total
waste generation listed in Table V-4 was 100,118 tons less than the total in
Table IV-8 as calculated using landfill data and reported recycling and waste
reduction, including exempt waste. For further discussion on reconciling the
waste generation values see Section IV.H.

F. Reference Year Waste Reduction

Per Ohio EPA’s instructions, survey response data for 2014 and 2013 were
incorporated into the total tonnage for entities that continued to operate in 2015
that did not provide 2015 data. Residential/commercial waste reduction reported
in Table IV-5 and industrial waste reduction reported on Table V-6 was obtained
from these surveys as reported in the Annual District Report. The District was
careful to eliminate double counting as described in the sections below.

The District annually surveys communities, commercial businesses, and
industrial facilities to obtain recycling statistics. The surveys used are designed
for generators versus brokers or processors. To avoid double-counting, surveys
requested the broker or processor used to manage each material recycled. If the
District used data reported by material recovery facilities, brokers, or processors
in addition to data reported by generators to calculate the total recycling for a
material, responses were carefully reviewed. Tonnage reported by generators
that did not specify a broker/processor were excluded, as were responses that
identified any facilities that were included in the existing calculation. Tonnage
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from businesses indicating their recyclables were delivered to the District’'s
recycling drop-off sites were also eliminated to avoid double counting.

In addition to survey data, the District’'s reference year recycling total was
calculated using recycling tonnage included in Ohio EPA’s annual reports for
composting facilities, scrap tire recyclers, and material recovery facilities.

Residential/Commercial Data

Table 1V-5, “Reference Year Residential/Commercial Waste Reduction in the
District,” identifies that 60,476 tons of residential/commercial waste was
recycled. This included 41,632 tons of composted yard waste (69% of the
material recycled. The largest components of the residential/commercial
recycling stream included cardboard (11%), food (9%), scrap tires (2%), and
paper (2%). These components comprised 24% of the materials recycled during
2015. The following table summarizes the residential and commercial recycling

totals by commaodity:
Commodity 2015 Tons

Cardboard 6,853
Paper 1,282
Scrap tires 1,479
Glass 271
Wood 246
Plastic 179
Food 5,514
Other 1,493
Ferrous 156
Appliances 949
Non-Ferrous 294
HHW 15
Used Oil 0
Electronics 112
Batteries 0
Composting 41,632

Total 60,476
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The following figure presents the waste reduction percentages by material for the
residential/commercial sector.

2015 Residential/Commercial Waste Reduction

HHW  Batteries
Non-Ferrous _ <1% <1% Used Oil

<1% <1% __Electronics
Appliances <1%
2%

Ferrous Carf{)o?ard
<1% °
Other Paper
2% e ‘ 2%
Food 4 Scrap tires
9% ic _— /& — 2%
Plastic “/\Glass
<1% <1%

Wood

<1%

Industrial Data

Table 1V-6, “Reference Year Industrial Waste Reduction in the District” indicates
that 51,605 tons of industrial waste were recycled in 2015. Ferrous metals
accounted for nearly 34% of the industrial sector recyclables. Food represented
the second largest component, comprising 27% of the industrial sector’s
recycling. The following table summarizes the industrial recycling totals by

commodity:
Commodity 2015 Tons

Ferrous 17,373
Food 13,849
Non-Ferrous 9,014
Cardboard 6,417
Plastic 2,223
Wood 2,098
Other 480
Paper 142
Commingled 10
Glass 0.02

Total 51,605
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The following figure presents the commodities recycled by the industrial sector
in 2015.
2015 Industrial Waste Reduction

Other  Paper

0,
Wood <l/° 1 Commingled
<1% <1%
Plastlc Glass

<1% <1%

Non-Ferrous
18%

G. Existing Waste Reduction/Recycling Activities for Residential,
Commercial and Industrial Sectors

The strengths and challenges of District programs are presented following each
program description.

CC-1 District Specialty Recycling Center
The center for which residents can recycle special wastes (such as electronics,
latex paint, used tires, appliances, fluorescent lamps, lead acid batteries, NiCad

batteries, etc.) regularly throughout the year.

Specialty Recycling requires a small fee (cash and checks only).

Location Hours

Thursdays
1602 W Main St First Saturda O 2.m5 pm.
Springfield, Ohio of each Y| When the first Saturday falls on a
45504 holiday weekend, the Center will
month
9 open on the second Saturday
a.m. - noon
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Accepted Materials

Electronics

e Televisions and monitors, 10¢ a pound. (Limit 5 per visit)

e Note: TV tubes by themselves are a flat $10 fee.

e All other electronics are FREE. We take computer
systems, stereo equipment, VCR's, DVD players.

e Best Buy also recycles electronics

e Goodwill Industries also recycles computers.

e 30¢ a pound fee
e Limit 10 gallons per visit
e Both latex and oil-based are accepted

Used Tires

e 10¢ a pound fee
e Passenger and light truck tires only
e Limit 10 tires per visit

Fluorescent Bulbs

e 50¢ each fee
e HID (High Intensity lamps) $1 each and UV lamps $2 each.
e No crushed bulbs

Rechargeable and Dry-Cell Batteries

e Free
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Appliances Containing CFC's

o Refrigerators, freezers, air conditioners, dehumidifiers
e $5 each (other appliances accepted for free)
e Limit 5 per visit

Secure Document Destruction

e 15¢ per Ib.
e Limit 2 bankers boxes per visit

Household Hazardous Waste
e $1.00 per Ib.
Cooking Oill

e Cooking oils and greases accepted free, but
must be given to a staff member for pouring
into the proper container.

e Please strain all food pieces out of the oil.

e This service is available to Clark County
residents only (no businesses, farms,
schools, or government agencies).

Propane Cylinders

e Tanks for backyard grills, usually 10-20
pounds, are accepted free.

e The small cylinders used for camping are
accepted for $1 a pound.

The following table summarizes the program details:

Program Summary

Description Details
6138, 6166, 6164, 6168, 6165,

OEPA Program Number 6167, 8768
Entity Responsible for Maintaining Program Private Sector
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled N/A
2015 Recycled Tonnage N/A
2015 Annual Program Costs $113,661.56
Program Operator/Contractor District
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Strengths of the program include:

e Provides significant opportunity for residents and businesses to recycle
materials.

e Offers the District the opportunity to connect with generators for niche
services not offered by the private sector.

e Assists District with achieving Goal #5 of the State Plan.
Challenges of the program include:
e The facility has reached its capacity for storage and growth.

e Additional special materials and services cannot be added based on
limitations of the facility and property.

CC-2 Curbside Recycling

Two non-subscription curbside recycling programs and seventeen subscription
curbside recycling programs operated during 2015. The District does not fund
or operate any of the curbside recycling programs. Each curbside program
accepted the following materials:

Glass bottles and jars (clear, brown, and green)
Aseptic containers (flat top and gable top)

e Paper (junk mail, magazines, newspaper, phone books, and office paper)
e #1 and #2 Plastic bottles & jugs

e Corrugated cardboard

o Paperboard

e Aluminum cans

e Steel cans

[}

[}

Five privately-operated companies provide collection and processing services for
the curbside recycling programs in the District.

The following figure presents the coverage and type of curbside recycling
programs throughout the District.
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2015 Curbside Recycling Programs
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Curbside Recycling Technical Assistance

The District’s overall goal in 2015 and the rest of the planning period was to
maintain all existing curbside programs, enhance or upgrade them if possible,
add new programs and increase participation. The following summaries of
planned technical assistance and or actions by the District was conducted in the
reference year or beyond.

Assist Communities that Ceased Curbside Programs

For any planned or existing curbside recycling program that ceases to operate
during the planning period, the District will implement the following initiatives:

There were no programs eliminated in 2015 or in 2016 and 2017 that required
the District to intervene with calls or meetings with either the hauler and or the
community.

Curbside Recycling Enhancement and Growth Assistance

The District recognized that an effort to promote curbside recycling among
residents can only be successful when sound and affordable curbside recycling
is available. When haulers provide the service inconsistently or for an additional
charge to the customer, it is a greater challenge. Therefore, in order to support
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local governments to take the necessary steps to contract for curbside waste and
recycling during this planning period, an important strategy will be for the District
to stimulate demand among residents for contracted collection services. The
following section summarizes the District efforts in 2015 and beyond:

Conduct Meetings with Haulers and Stakeholders for Curbside Issues

There were no meetings with stakeholders in 2015. There was no need for
meetings as there were no issues preventing contracting of curbside services.

Conduct Awareness Campaigns to Targeted Communities

The District launched Take It to the Curb to encourage curbside recycling and
consideration of community contracts as a way to encourage curbside recycling.
The campaign had a dedicated web site, take2curb.org, and a Facebook page.
District personnel did presentations to civic groups, political subdivisions, and
businesses.

The District’s statistics show that between 10-15% of households in Clark County

currently recycle, when composting is excluded in the data. Non-subscription

curbside recycling could help

O\ I residents save money and

e g boost residential recycling

20, 0, numbers above 35 percent

~"g "y and help the District meet or

surpass the State Plan Goal

of 25% residential recycling.

In 2015, the District kicked off a new education campaign to promote curbside
recycling. The “Take it to the Curb” campaign included the following initiatives:

e Encourage residents to increase recycling at their
homes with curbside recycling.

e Raise recycling awareness to promote contracted
curbside recycling.

e Greater levels of trash service at a lower cost for
residents

e An increase in recycling across the entire
community

¢ Reduced carbon footprint

e One Trash Day for the entire neighborhood
throughout the week

e Less litter and illegal dumping

e Fewer accidents involving trash trucks

e Decreased road deterioration, maintenance and repair by heavy trash
trucks

This initiative is further discussed in the education program later in this section.
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Evaluate Options of Conducting Regional Cooperative Contracts

This initiative was designed for multiple smaller villages and cities for assistance
with curbside waste and recycling services. This option was presented as part of
Take It to the Curb discussions.

Annual Promotion of Curbside Recycling Grant Program

In September of 2015, the District had a press release published announcing that
the grants would be available in 2016-17. The District also sent a letter about the
grants to every elected official and executive of all political subdivisions in the
District.

Conduct Stakeholder Meetings with Community Leaders and Haulers

There were no meetings that were conducted in 2015. The District planned to
conduct stakeholder meetings with community leadership including township
trustees and public service personnel, residents, and haulers to understand the
issues preventing contracting of curbside services and to determine possible
solutions.

Curbside Recycling Survey Report

The District surveyed residents from targeted political subdivisions on their
willingness to support the community in contracting with a single waste hauler to
provide non-subscription curbside waste and recycling services with bulky item
pick-up. This initiative was used to complement other initiatives in this strategy if
deemed appropriate by the District and/or the targeted community.

An online survey was posted at take2curb.org and got more than 200 responses.
More than 70% of respondents said they would want curbside recycling if it were
cheaper than their current contract. Reference Appendix H for a complete report
on the survey.

Assist Communities for Non-Subscription Curbside Services

The District was available to work with communities to develop suitable bid
specifications and contract documents for non-subscription curbside waste and
recycling services. There were no communities that needed assisted in 2015.

Cost of Service Score Board

In 2013, the District created a cost of service score board by community to
educate residents on how their services compare to other communities in and
out of District.

The following table summarizes the operation of the program in the reference
year:
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Curbside Recycling Program Summary

Description Details
723, 8747, 8757, 8748, 8749, 8750, 8751, 8758,

8759, 8760, 8762, 8761, 8763, 8752, 8764, 8753,
8754, 8755, 8765, 8756, 8773, 8774, 8775, 8776,
8777,8778, 8779, 8780, 8781

OEPA Program Number

Entity Responsible for

Maintaining Program Clark County Communities

New Carlisle, Tremont Village, Bethel Township,
Catawba Village, Clifton Village, Donnelsville
Village, Enon Village, German Township, Green
Township, Harmony Township, Mad River

Service Area for Program Township, Madison Township, Moorefield
Township, North Hampton Village, Pike
Township, South Charleston Village, South
Vienna Village, Springfield City, Springfield
Township, Tremont City
Mixed Paper, #1-#2 Plastic Bottles and Jugs,

Materials Corrugated Cardboard, Paperboard, Aluminum
Reduced/Recycled Cans, Steel Cans, Glass Bottles and Jars (Clear,
Brown, Green), Aseptic Containers
2015 Recycled Tonnage 1,205
2015 Program Costs $0
Program Rumpke, Vince Refuse, Waste Management,
Operator/Contractor H.W. Mann and Sons, First Choice Disposal

The strengths of the Curbside Recycling program include:

¢ Most residents have subscription curbside recycling service available to
them in Clark County.

¢ All non-subscription residents have curbside recycling at no extra charge,
and volume based service options available that give some incentive to
recycling.

¢ Residents with subscription recycling have the choice of hauler and many
have strong local preferences.

The challenges of the Curbside Recycling program include:

e The District efforts to promote curbside recycling development have not
yielded any new programs to date.

e Only 2 communities in the District have non-subscription curbside
recycling.
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Subscription curbside recycling data is not directly available to measure
the success of the program.

CC-3 Drop-off Recycling

The drop-off recycling program, which consisted of three full-time publicly
available sites collected 773 tons of recyclables in 2015. Full-time drop-off sites
must be available for a minimum of 40 hours per week. Two of the District’s
publicly available sites were open 24 hours a day and one open 7 days a week
from 7am to 7pm. The following figure presents the locations of drop-offs located

throughout the District.

2015 District Drop-Offs
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The District contracted with privately-owned companies to collect and process
recycling from the program. All locations accepted the following materials:

Paper (junk mail, magazines, Aluminum cans

newspaper, phone books, and Steel cans
office paper) Glass (clear, brown, and green

#1 and #2 Plastic bottles & jugs bottles and jars)
Corrugated cardboard Aseptic containers (flat top and

Paperboard gable top)
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Evaluation of Drop-Off Program Efficiency

The District evaluated the cost of operation and a compaction system for the
drop-off program versus using the private sector. Based on the results of the
evaluation, the District, in 2015, began contracting with Rumpke to provide and
service bins for commingled materials. Rumpke was able to add bins at popular
locations to handle increasing use of the stations. This was done at little
additional cost, whereas for the District to service the bins would have meant
adding a truck and a driver.

The following table summarizes the operation of the drop-off program in the
reference year:

Drop-Off Recycling Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 8782, 8783, 8784, 8785, 8767, 728. 8766
Entity Responsible for Distri
e istrict
Maintaining Program
Service Area for Program Clark County
Mixed Paper, #1-#2 Plastic Bottles and Jugs,
Materials Corrugated Cardboard, Paperboard, Aluminum
Reduced/Recycled Cans, Steel Cans, Glass Bottles and Jars (Clear,
Brown, Green), Aseptic Containers
2015 Recycled Tonnage 773
2015 Program Costs $53,596.44
Program Rumpke
Operator/Contractor

Strengths of the Drop-Off Recycling Program include:

e The 3 drop-off sites operated in 2015 were highly used by residents, multi-
family housing and small businesses.

e The District converted the program to a private contract in 2014 which
increased the efficiency and cost effectiveness of the program.
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e Provides recycling opportunities when curbside is not available.
Challenges of the Drop-Off Recycling Program include:

e Because of the high use of the original sites, additional sites were needed
to meet demand. Additional sites were added in 2017 to improve this
program.

CC-4 Yard Waste Management

In 2015, there were 10 registered yard waste composting facilities that recycled
41,632 tons. There were also 2 non-registered facilities, activities and drop-off
centers in the District that recycled 1,007 tons of materials but were sent to other
registered compost facilities. In total, these facilities, activities and haulers
composted 41,632 tons of yard waste and 5,514 tons of food waste in 2015.

The following figure depicts the compost facilities and yard waste drop-off sites
in the District in 2015:

District Yard Waste Management Facilities/Activities in 2015
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Yard Waste Information for Residents Available on District’'s Website

The following are local yard waste drop off sites located in Clark County for
residents to take yard waste to a composting facility and avoid the cost of a
hauling service fee:

Clark County Recycling Center

Will accept all-natural yard waste from residents for Free. Yard waste bin
is serviced by Paygro, the South Charleston-based organics recycler.

1602 W. Main St., Springdfield, 521-2020
Open 7:00 a.m.-7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday;

Mad River Topsoil

Mad River Topsoil is a private, registered Class IV facility that collects yard
waste/organics. They will accept all-natural yard waste & Christmas trees
from residents for free.

5625 Old Lower Valley Pike, Springfield, 882-6115

Open 8 a.m.-4 p.m. Monday-Friday;

8 a.m.-noon Saturday

C&S Tree Service

C&S Tree Service is a private, registered Class IV facility that collects yard
waste/organics. They will accept all-natural yard waste & Christmas trees
from residents for free.

2551 Dayton Rd, Springdfield, 323-4273

Open 7:30 a.m.-7:30 p.m. Monday-Saturday; 9 a.m.-5:30 p.m. Sunday

City of New Carlisle

The city picks up brush from storm damage and normal pruning during the
second full week of the month from April through October. The service
does not include large amounts of brush, such as from removal of a tree.
Residents must sign up at least one week in advance.

Call 845-3058 for information.

Springfield Township Composting - Residents Only

Springfield township has a public, registered Class IV facility that collects
yard waste/organics. They will accept leaves, brush, grass and Christmas
trees.

1516 S Bird Rd., Springfield 322-3459

Open 9 a.m.-3 p.m. daily
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City of Springfield leaf pickup in the Fall
The City of Springfield will pick up leaves at the curb for Springfield
Residents.
For info and times call 525-5800

German Township
German Township has a non-registered compost facility for residents. The
township collects brush from residents and makes mulch available to
residents.

Lawnmasters

Lawnmasters is a private, registered Class IV facility that collects yard
waste/organics in Clark County.

Moorefield Township
Moorefield Township is a non-registered compost facility for residents.
Most of the yard waste collected was sent to Lawnmasters, but some went
back to residents. In addition, Christmas trees were collected and taken
to a local reservoir.

Paygro Company

Paygro Company is a private, registered Class Il facility that collects yard
waste/food waste/organics.

Springfield WWTP

Springfield WWTP is a public, registered Class Il facility that collects yard
waste/organics. (pages IlI-19 and IV-19 of Plan Update)

Studebakers Nursery

Studebakers Nursery is a private, registered Class lll facility that collects
yard waste/organics.

The District promotes composting by conducting workshops at related events
and offering backyard composting bins for sale at wholesale cost. The following
table summarizes the program details:

Yard Waste Management Program Summary

Description Details
6154, 8770, 6152, 8743, 6155, 6159,
OEPA Program Number 6153, 6161, 6158, 8745 8744
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Yard Waste Management Program Summary

Description Details
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District political subdivisions and
Program private sector compost facilities
Service Area for Program Clark County

Yard waste, food waste, brush,
leaves, grass, wood
41,632 Yard Waste
5,514 Food Waste

2015 Program Costs $0

Various political subdivisions and

private sector compost facilities

Materials Reduced/Recycled

2015 Recycled Tonnage

Program Operator/Contractor

The strengths of the Yard Waste Management program include:

e Many opportunities in the District for free local disposal of yard wastes
well as holiday trees.

e District hosts workshops and sells backyard composting bins at the Clark
County Special Waste Recycling Center.

e Select townships collect brush curbside.

e The City of Springfield provides two free bagged leaf collections during
the fall season.

e Yard Waste programs are implemented at no cost to the District.
The challenges of the Yard Waste Management program include:

e None noted.
CC-5 Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Collection
The District expanded the collection of HHW from bi-annual collections to weekly
collections in late 2015 and into 2016. The District’'s Specialty Recycling Center
accepts household hazardous waste for $1.00 a pound during Specialty
Recycling hours. Specialty Recycling occurs every Thursday, 9 a.m. to 6 p.m.

and the first Saturday of the month, 9 a.m. to noon, except on major holidays.

The following materials were accepted:

Battery acid Lighter fluid

Bug sprays Mercury

Car wax with solvent Metal polish with solvents
Cutting oil Mothballs

Floor care products Photographic chemicals (mixed
Fuel & properly diluted)
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Fungicides, herbicides, Swimming pool (hydrochloric
insecticides, rat poison, and acid)
weed Killer Wood preservatives

Furniture polish
Glue (solvent based)

A total of 6,483 pounds or 3.24 tons of HHW were collected from Clark County
Recycling Center in 2015.

Evaluation of HHW Charge at the Specialty Recycling Center

The District evaluated the costs of providing weekly, monthly, or quarterly
collection at the Specialty Recycling Center and whether to charge residents a
price per pound for proper management. In 2015, the District changed the HHW
collection to include a user fee of $1.00 per pound and to conduct collections
weekly at the Specialty Recycling Center. This changed occurred to create a
simple system to provide HHW collection opportunities for residents.

The District also provides valuable information on its web site on alternatives to
hazardous products:

Safer Substitutes

All-purpose In 1 quart warm water, mix 1 teaspoon liquid soap,
cleaner borax, lemon juice, and/or white vinegar.

Mix 1 tablespoon vinegar or lemon juice in 1 quart
water. Spray on & use newspaper to dry.

Pour boiling water down drain once weekly. Use a
plunger or snake.

Clean spills as soon as the oven cools using steel
wool & baking soda; for tough stains, add salt. (Do
not use this method in self-cleaning or continuous
clean ovens.)

Toilet bowl cleaner |Use a toilet brush with baking soda or vinegar.
Wipe with mixture of 1 teaspoon lemon oil in 1 pint
mineral or vegetable oil.

Sprinkle carpet liberally with baking soda. Wait 15
minutes then vacuum.

Wipe leaves with mild soap & water, then rinse.

Glass cleaner

Drain cleaner

Oven cleaner

Furniture polish

Rug deodorizer

Plant spray Cleans plants and repels insects.
Roach & ant Sprinkle powdered boric acid in cabinet edges,
repellent around baseboards, and in cracks.
Mothballs Try cedar chips, lavender, rosemary, mint, or white
peppercorns.
. Mix brewer’s yeast or garlic in your pets’ food;
Flea & tick .
repellent sprinkle fennel, rue, rosemary, or eucalyptus seeds

or leaves around animal sleeping areas.
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Safer Substitutes

For charcoal barbeque starter, use dryer lint (it is
Lighter fluid extremely flammable). For campfires and fireplaces,

stuff dryer lint into empty cardboard toilet paper roll.
Bleach Use hydrogen peroxide to whiten clothing.

To advertise the availability of the HHW collection site, the District posts
information on their website for open hours and accepted materials. The
following table summarizes the operation of the program in the reference year:

HHW Collection Program Summary
Description Details

OEPA Program Number 755, 756
Entllty Re§p0n5|ble for District
Maintaining Program

Service Area for Program Clark County

Battery acid, bug sprays, car wax with
solvent, cutting oil, floor care products, fuel,
fungicides, herbicides, insecticides, rat
poison, and weed Kkiller, furniture polish, glue

Materials Reduced/Recycled | (solvent based), lighter fluid, mercury, metal

polish with solvents, mothballs, photographic

chemicals (mixed & properly diluted),
swimming pool (hydrochloric) acid, wood

preservatives
2015 Recycled Tonnage 3.24
2015 Program Costs $ 10,854.17
Program Operator/Contractor Veolia

Strengths of the Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Collection program
include:

e Weekly opportunity to accept HHW from residents

e A majority of the HHW material collected is able to be recycled and
properly disposed.

e Uses website to give alternatives for HHW to be a safer substitute for the
environment and reduce the amount of HHW in the District.

e Relatively high cost of HHW recycling ($1.00 per pound) encourages
waste reduction.

e The HHW collection gives opportunity for the District to educate residents
on HHW management issues as well as other District initiatives.
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Challenges of the Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Collection program
include:

e The Special Recycling Center is operating at maximum capacity with little
room to grow the HHW program or other services offered by the District
at the Center.

CC-6 Electronics Recycling

The District accepts a wide range of electronics at the District Specialty Recycling
Center. These materials included:

Televisions

CPUs

Keyboards and mice and other peripherals
Monitors

Printers, scanners, copiers, fax machines
Hard drive

Most other electronics

In 2015, a total of 32.6 tons of computer and electronic materials were recycled.
At the recycling center, the District charged ten cents per pound for televisions
and monitors in 2015. A flat rate of $10.00 for TV tubes was also charged. All
other electronics were accepted for free.

The following table summarizes the program details:

Electronics Recycling Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 6139
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program Clark County
Materials Reduced/Recycled Electronics
2015 Recycled Tonnage 32.6
2015 Program Costs $ 25,404
Program Operator/Contractor Green Wave Computer Recycling
Program Implementation 2007

The strengths of the Electronics Recycling program include:

¢ Thirty-two and a half tons of electronics of which 16.7 tons were TVs and
computer monitors were recycled in 2015.

e All of the electronic material collected is recycled by Green Wave
Computer Recycling.
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e The Specialty Recycling Center is available to residents year-round during
operating hours.

e The Specialty Recycling Center accepts electronics and other special or
hard-to-recycle materials, making the drop-off a convenient “one-stop
shop” for residents.

e The program has minimal costs for District residents.

The challenges of the Electronics Recycling program include:

e The Special Recycling Center is operating at maximum capacity with little
room to grow the HHW program or other services offered by the District
at the Center.

CC-7 Lead-Acid Battery Recycling
Lead-acid batteries (LABs) and car battery cores were accepted year-round at

the District Specialty Recycling Center starting in 2016. Battery collection for
Specialty Recycling and the District Recycling Center is free of charge.

Lead-Acid Battery Recycling Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 8795
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled LABs, Battery Cores
2015 Tons Recycled 0
2015 Program Costs N/A
Program Operator/Contractor Veolia

The strengths of the Lead-Acid Battery Recycling program include:

e The Specialty Recycling Center is available to residents year-round for
battery recycling and other materials.

e The program is free to District residents and incurs only minimal costs to
the District.

The challenges of the Lead-Acid Battery Recycling program include:
e The Special Recycling Center is operating at maximum capacity with little

room to grow the HHW program or other services offered by the District
at the Center.
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CC-8 Scrap Tire Collection
The District collects scrap tires at the District Specialty Recycling Center.

¢ lllegally dumped tires are also accepted from
townships and from the PRIDE program.

e Tires at the Specialty Recycling Center are accepted
at a fee of ten cents per pound for residents.

e Tires are accepted from low-income community
cleanups for no charge.

In 2015, the District collected and recycled 22.34 tons of
scrap tires through Specialty Recycling.

City of Springfield's Reserve a Roll-Off program may provide coupons for free
tire disposal.

Scrap Tire Collection Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 6137, 8769
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled Passenger and light truck tires
2015 Recycled Tonnage 22.3 tons
2015 Program Costs $4771.55
Program Operator/Contractor Rumpke

The strengths of the Scrap Tire Collection program include:

e A majority of the scrap tires were collected and recycled in the District for
very little cost to customers and to the District.

The challenges of the Scrap Tire Collection program include:

e The Special Recycling Center is operating at maximum capacity with little
room to grow the HHW program or other services offered by the District
at the Center.

CC-9 Government Office Paper Recycling
The county recycles paper through Quest and delivers cardboard to the Specialty

Recycling Center where it is baled and sold. Every county office is supplied with
recycling containers. In 2015, the following buildings participated in this program:
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Springview Government Center
Administration

AB Graham

County Jail

Juvenile Detention

District Office

In 2015, this program recycled 1.2 tons. The following table summarizes the
program details:

Government Office Paper Recycling Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 732
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled Office Paper, OCC
2015 Recycled Tonnage 8.9
2015 Program Costs $4,227.60
Program Operator/Contractor District

* Program costs are difficult to calculate as the material is delivered at no cost by other
county department employees in order to save on the cost of collection service to the
county. Baling is done by PRIDE inmates for free. Balers and a fork lift were purchased
years ago with grant dollars. The facility and staff who load trucks serve many other
programs as well.

Strengths of the Government Office Paper Recycling program include:
e Clark County government workers recycle at these buildings:

Springview Government Center
AB Graham Building

Public Admin Building

County Courthouse

Juvenile Court Building

Public Safety Building

ASANENENENEN

Challenges of the Government Office Paper Recycling program include:
e The program recycling volumes dropped from 13.8 tons to 8.9 tons.
CC-10 Business Paper Recycling

This program offers businesses the use of the District’'s 3 Recycling Stations for
recycling paper and cardboard in 2015 and the new sites in 2017.
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Since many businesses do not generate enough paper and/or cardboard to
justify a separate recycling bin at their location, the District promoted to
businesses the opportunity to use one of the District’s three recycling drop-off
stations. Businesses also delivered truckloads of cardboard directly into the
recycling center for convenience.

The District also promotes the Royal Oak recycling boxes which are located
throughout Clark County to the local businesses.

The following table summarizes the program details:

Business Paper Recycling Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 6144
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled Office Paper, OCC
2015 Recycled Tonnage 266 tons (include§ drop-off recycling
stations)
2015 Program Cost $0
Program Operator/Contractor District

Strengths of the program include:

e Businesses that generate little fiber waste have the opportunity to recycle
office paper and cardboard where they would not otherwise be able to.

e The District generates revenue from the sale of paper and cardboard.
Challenges of the program include:

¢ Royal Oak’s accounting system does not give consistent weights for paper
collected.

H. RESIDENTIAL EDUCATION AND AWARENESS PROGRAMS
CC-11 Education and Awareness Programs
The District utilizes a variety of efforts to provide education and awareness to all

sectors in Clark County for youth and adult audiences, small and large
businesses and institutions. The program was designed with the following

initiatives:
e Close the Loop Campaign
e School Support/Education Grants
e Community Outreach
¢ Informing the Public
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The following section summarizes the District’'s education and awareness
initiatives for 2015.

1. Close the Loop Campaign

In an effort to remind people to purchase recycled content products, the District
included information on the website and in the main brochure “Reduce, Reuse,
Recycle”.

In addition, the Recycling Center office was developed with many recycled
materials that carry permanent signage that demonstrate the recycled value to
all visitors. The District also, almost exclusively, purchased recycled content
promotional items to distribute and prints exclusively on recycled content paper
(identified as such).

The message that, “It isn’t really recycling until you are purchasing recycled
content materials.” is used regularly when recycling is promoted.

No campaign conducted in 2015. District promotes Close the Loop on web site
and in educational presentations.

Strengths of this Initiative:

e Matching grants support local purchases that demonstrate the value of
recycling and the valuable products created.

e Distribution of pencils, bags, rulers and other items to kids is a good way
to demonstrate the value of “Closing the loop”.

e Ultilizing recycled content materials at the Recycling Center has initiated
many questions and encouraged the use of some of the same materials.

Challenges of this Initiative:
e None noted.
2. School Support/Education Grants

District provides materials to teachers for grades Pre-K-12 about waste reduction
and other solid waste issues, newsletters, skits and workshops. In 2015, there
were presentations made to 12 schools and 12 other youth organizations, with
2,839 students reached.

The District also offered up to $3,000 in mini grants for educators to provide
environmental education programs relating to waste reduction. In 2015, the
District provided $1,000 in grants to two schools and $160 worth of recycling
containers for two more schools were awarded for waste reduction classroom
activities.
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Since 2009, the District continues to perform a skit “Keep Clark County Beautiful”
that targets first and second grade students. The script was reviewed by a panel
of educators and intended to meet age
appropriate learning objectives. The performers
are District staff and one contracted storyteller.
The results after 800 students enjoyed the show
were outstanding, and the District has continued
to perform the skit regularly with a goal of having
all Clark County students see it in either the

] Q 5 . :l}second or third grade.

The District has historically offered workshops

to teachers on a variety of subjects. In 2015, THE THREE R’S:

REDUCE, REUSE, RECYCLE
there were no workshops conducted due to | === = T
lack of interest.

School Presentations

. . Solid Waste District offers programs for various grade levels

District surveys teachers to understand how to | __ mesces
assist with environmental education and how | zzizze R
to best maximize solid waste management | s S T
issues for their use. psmsmATLLE, i

A newsletter is sent to all teachers in Clark | =g
County twice a year. e e

o,

Fctive wity b present S0k wirslis Bauts 10 For moep Infarmation abeit the dis-

Veang poogin ke’ progeams, contact Steve Schisther st
2. Gaawe Senisthar dokd ol prassets-  SM-2033or Ped o

The Clark County $olkd Wasts Dstrict = dedeated IN THIS ISSUE

In 2015, the District provided two newsletters
(Spring and Fall) to every teacher in the | EEEEFEEIITN | rwem
county (including home schools). —

an — Poge 4

Strengths of this Initiative:

e The newsletter allowed the District to promote its programs, grants and
services and was simple to produce.

e The mini-grants allowed teachers, administrators, and even students to
get some help with projects that either promote waste reduction and
recycling or implement waste reduction and recycling in the school.

e The KCCB skit has been a great success in entertaining while educating
students at the right age about the value of recycling and litter prevention.
It has received rave reviews.

e Teachers attended workshops when useful and relevant information that
met their learning objectives were offered and they had time available.

Challenges of this Initiative:

e None noted.
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3. Community Outreach

The District offered a broad community outreach effort in 2015 that included
public campaigns, presentations, booths and displays.

The District employs a full time Program Coordinator and Program Assistant who
have a strong focus on education and outreach.

Take it to The Curb

In 2015, the District launched a six-month awareness campaign, “Take It to the
Curb.” This campaign encourages the residents of Clark
County to increase curbside recycling in their homes.
This campaign was intended to evaluate options of
conducting regional cooperative contracts for multiple
smaller villages and cities for curbside waste and
m recycling services. The District presented to civic groups,
political subdivisions, and businesses. The District has a

campaign website: https://take2curb.wordpress.com/

Recycling is an easy and inexpensive way to protect and
sustain the environment for many generations to come,
but it can be a time-consuming task, especially when
trips to a recycling drop-off location are required. That's
why curbside recycling is the ideal option when it comes
to increasing recycling efforts in Clark County. It's an
easy, hassle-free way to empty your recycling bin without
ever leaving home.

Since not all trash haulers in the area offer curbside
recycling or charge extra for the service, a contracted
trash service is the best way to provide curbside recycling
for an entire community. In communities that have already
implemented contracted curbside recycling, like the city of New Carlisle in Clark
County, Hamilton County and Genoa Township in Delaware County, residents
have experienced the numerous benefits of a contracted trash service, such as
a reduced cost for waste and recycling removal, better service from the hauler
and less trash truck traffic, all while increasing the overall recycling rate of the
community.

These benefits, for both residents and the environment, have inspired the Clark
County Solid Waste District to educate county residents on the impact of
community-wide curbside recycling and the means to attain it — a contracted
trash service.

IV-29



Clark County Solid Waste District Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

Curb Your Hassle

e Simply put all of your household recyclables into one container and take it
to the curb.

e Empty your recycling bin without ever leaving your home.

e Save time, money and miles on your vehicle with the convenience of

curbside recycling. CU rb YC' ur

Curb Your Waste Curb YOUI'

e Keep usable resources out of the
landfill and in the economy by Curb YOUI‘

increasing the recycled materials available to make new products.

e 75 percent of solid waste is recyclable, including paper, cardboard, and
many food and beverage containers.

e Contracted curbside recycling will increase recycling in our community.

Curb Your Impact

e Turn your chore into something more — an act that benefits the local
community and the environment.

e Reduce emissions by eliminating trips to the recycling drop-off closest to
your home.

e Feel good about Trash Day, knowing that your recycling bin is bigger than

your trash can.
N

e

The Take It to the Curb campaign was honored as the Solid
Waste Innovator of the Year by the Ohio Buckeye Chapter
of the Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA).

Keep Clark County Beautiful

In 2007, the District started a local Keep America Beautiful
Affiliate, Keep Clark County Beautiful (KCCB). The mission of KCCB is “To
engage residents to take pride, ownership, and responsibility for enhancing their
community’s environment”. This has helped to increase awareness for recycling
and litter prevention. KCCB broadens the District’s impact with the contributions
of an energized board, new funding opportunities, national awareness
campaigns, and a friendly name for some of our initiatives. The KCCB performs
a skit “Keep Clark County Beautiful” as mentioned in the School
Support/Education Grants section above.

Strengths of this Initiative:

e The Take it to The Curb campaign has increased awareness of curbside
recycling.
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e The District is involved as a sponsor, a participant, or a partner in many
community events and enjoys engaging a broad range of people in
various locations with our messages.

e KCCB has been a huge asset for expanding community outreach and has
helped to put a face on many of our programs and messages.

Challenges of this Initiative:

e The Take it to The Curb campaign has not increased curbside recycling
contracts by communities for non-subscription services.

4. Informing the Public

The District maintained brochure racks in four strategic locations at the Public
Library, the County Administrative Building, Springfield City Hall and the Clark
County Recycling Center. Info Racks are located at the Recycling Stations with
information on how to use that program.

Brochures that identify all local recycling opportunities and how to reduce waste
such as Reduce, Reuse, Recycle, Home Composting, Tackle Toxic Trash, the
Clark County Specialty Recycling Center, the Clark County Recycling Drop-off
Stations, and Keep Clark County Beautiful are the standards that were always
available. Additionally, information on special events is provided here as well.

Brochures are distributed at all presentations, special events and info booths as
well.

Other information avenues included:
e Digital signage is used at the Recycling Center (on Main Street in
Springfield) which made the residents aware of programs and services

offered by the District.

e Monthly ads, press releases, Facebook posts and media coverage
advertise the Recycling Center and other programs.

e Information on HHW and Great America Cleanup is broadcasted on the
local public access channel.

Strengths of this Initiative:

e Brochures are all designed in-house and normally printed in-house for
cost savings. Each major program has its own brochure.

e The Reduce, Reuse, Recycle brochure has all recycling information in the
county in one place.
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e Numerous brochures are distributed each year throughout the County

e The Info Racks have been in place for 15+ years so residents know where
to find information.

e The website is a reliable source for providing instant information for many
programs the Districts performs (www.32TRASH.org).

e The District regularly advertises and employs many free and low-cost
avenues for informing the public

e Awareness is strong in the community for our programs and services as
is evidenced by strong participation.

Challenges of this Initiative:
e None noted.

The following table summarizes the program details:

Residential Education and Awareness Programs Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 739, 8794, 6146,87;;?, 743, 6129, 747,
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled N/A
2015 Recycled Tonnage N/A
2015 Annual Program Costs $46,537.71
Program Operator/Contractor District

l. COMMERCIAL, INSTITUTIONAL AND INDUSTRIAL SECTOR PROGRAMS
CC-12 Business Waste Reduction Assistance Program (BWRAP)

The District offered technical assistance and education/awareness to
commercial and industrial sector businesses and institutions in 2015.

Elements of this program included:

e Provide direct assistance to encourage Clark County businesses and
institutions to employ waste reduction programs.

e Maintain a web page specific to business assistance.

e Encourage bars and restaurants to recycle by offering free receptacles.
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The District has always worked with companies to provide technical waste
reduction assistance on the basis that they contact the District. Assistance with
waste reduction is provided to businesses who approach the District.

Recycling Makes $ense

¢ Recycling in your business can affect your bottom line.

e Recycling paper and cardboard will reduce the amount of waste that your

business disposes.

¢ Recycling can save money by reducing the size of your waste dumpster
or by decreasing the number of times that dumpster is serviced.

¢ Reducing the amount of paper and cardboard that goes into a landfill
saves natural resources and protects the environment.

During 2015, assistance was provided to five businesses in the District.

The following table summarizes the program details.

Business Waste Reduction Assistance Program Summary

Description

Details

OEPA Program Number 6149, 6145, 6148
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled N/A
2015 Recycled Tonnage N/A
2015 Annual Program Costs N/A
Program Operator/Contractor District

Strengths of the program include:

e The District invites and encourages more businesses to develop waste

reduction programs.

e Creates good working relationship with commercial/industrial businesses.

e The District is able to promote recycling and waste reduction.

e Business recycling rates increased for the District.

Challenges of the program include:
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o District staff time is limited and assistance is provided on a first come first
served basis.

e Only 5 businesses received technical assistance from the District in 2015.
CC-13 Litter Prevention/Clean-Up Programs

The District utilizes a variety of efforts to provide outstanding litter prevention and
cleanup services to all sectors in Clark County. The program was designed with
the following key elements:

Adopt-a-Road/Spot

Earth Day Community Clean-Ups (Great American Cleanup)
Environmental Enforcement/PRIDE Program

Litter Hotline

The District sponsors many successful programs to help prevent and clean up
litter:

Adopt a Road/Spot

The District offers assistance to groups and individuals interested in the Adopt-
a-Road and Adopt-a-Spot programs, providing clean-up supplies such as trash
bags, gloves, litter grabbers, safety equipment, etc. In 2015, there were 12
groups that performed 19 cleanups.

Earth Day Community Clean-Ups (The Great American Cleanup)

In 2015, over 1,790 volunteers from churches, 4-H groups, Girl Scout and Boy
Scout Troops, schools, businesses, Adopt-a-Road groups and others picked up
over 800 bags of litter and debris from more than 100 public areas during this
three-month opportunity.

Prizes were donated from the following:

Young’s Jersey Dairy
Putt-Putt Golf and Games
Lee’s Famous Recipe Chicken
Columbus Zoo

National Trail Parks and Recreation
Chakeres Theaters

Fast Lane Car Wash

Victory Lanes

Springfield Health and Fitness
800 Paint Place
Foreman-Blair

IV-34



Clark County Solid Waste District Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

Los Mariachis

Family Video

Clark County Waste Management District
The Oasis

Environmental Enforcement/PRIDE Program
(Providing Responsibilities for Inmates thru Duties for the Environment)

The District funds the PRIDE Program to utilize inmates for clean-up activities in
all public areas, to support District special events and provide labor for the
Recycling Center, including baling cardboard, removing tires from rims,
dismantling appliances for best scrap price and various maintenance duties. In
2015, inmates picked up 42 tons of trash, plus 907 tires and hundreds of other
bulk items. Additionally, they also cleaned 44 miles of roads and helped at
cleanups and special events. Two deputies supervised inmate crew and
enforced litter and dumping laws.

Litter Hotline

The District operates and advertises a 24-hour hotline to report litter or illegal
dumping on 180 signs in the county. Each call is investigated by the District
Environmental Enforcement Deputies. In 2015, 471 calls were received which
produced 260 cleanups, 183 investigations, and 17 arrests in Clark County.
Community Clean-Up Trailer

The District developed a new program in 2012 to assist communities and civic
groups in the management of litter.

General Guidelines

The Community Cleanup Trailer is available for loan free of charge to Clark
County residents and community
volunteer groups (minimum of five
households or groups with at least five
volunteers). The Community Cleanup
Trailer should be used for neighborhood & o ,
cleanups, for beautifying public areas, or [ s p o o Y
for clearing vacant lots, not for an i
individual's property or for commercial
purposes.

The Clark County Solid Waste District
(CCSWD) will deliver and pick up the trailer at the designated project area. The
trailer is loaned on a first-come, first-served basis. A $25 deposit is required. The
deposit is returned once all equipment is returned in good condition and the
Cleanup Report Form is turned in.
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To Use the Community Cleanup Trailer

Submit the Application Form, Project Coordinator’'s Waiver, and Participants List
at least two weeks before your Community Cleanup Trailer scheduled cleanup.

The Participants Waiver must be filled out on
the day of the cleanup and returned with the
trailer.

The Cleanup Report Form should be
returned within seven days of completing
your project.

Participation requirements

 ——
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Must be used in Clark County.

Minimum of five households involved in the project or a group of at least five
volunteers.

Trailer may be borrowed for a maximum of three days.

Project must have a designated coordinator.

Designated coordinator will assume responsibility for the following:

ANANENEN

(\

ANANENENEEN

\

Completion and submittal of the Community Cleanup Trailer Application
Coordinator's Waiver

Participant List at least two weeks prior to event.

Ensuring all participants using the equment from the trailer are at least
18 years old and have completed | ;

the Participants Waiver.

Meeting CCSWD staff when the
trailer is delivered and picked up
at your project site. Staff person
will not wait longer than 15
minutes to meet you at the site.
Confirmation  of  equipment
inventory with CCSWD
personnel upon delivery of the
trailer and upon return of the
trailer.

Distributing supplies to participants and ensuring all equipment is
operated safely. Retrieving supplies once the project is completed.
Properly securing the trailer and its contents.

Ensuring trailer is free of trash and debris upon return.

Ensuring a proper parking location for the trailer in the project area.
Replacement of any missing items or items not returned in the condition
they were received (normal wear and tear excluded).

Completion of a Cleanup Report Form within seven days.
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The following table summarizes the program details:

Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 6132, 6135, 762, 763, 764
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled OCGC, tires, bulk items
2015 Recycled Tonnage 907 Tires
2015 Annual Program Costs $77,899.94
Program Operator/Contractor District

Strengths of the program include:

The goal of these programs is to target litter and illegal dumping
throughout Clark County and is greatly effective as well as provides
manpower for the Specialty Recycling Center.

ODOT pays District to do highway cleanups.
v" 800 bags were collected in 2015

Grant funding was used for sponsorships and donations for many of these
programs.

The District had effectively free labor to bale paper and cardboard, and
other duties at the Recycling Center and assist with setup and manpower
for many other events.

In 2015, these programs resulted in removing 42 tons of litter and illegally
disposed debris.

Community Cleanup Trailer helps foster a strong partnership between the
District and the communities.

Challenges of the program include:

CC-14

None noted.

Health Department Funding

Since the District was created, it has generously supported the combined health
district with funding adequate to provide sanitarians to investigate solid waste
facilities and nuisances. In 2015, the Health District completed the following
services for the District:
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Inspections of Licensed or Other Operations

Type Annual
Composting Facilities 37
Trash Collection Vehicles 99
C & DD Facilities - Active (licensed) 11
C & DD Facilities - Closed 1
Scrap Tire Accumulations 82
Scrap Tire Transporter 9
Motor Vehicle & Other Salvage Yards 45
Closed Solid Waste Landfills & Dumps 11
Infectious Waste Generators 13
Legal & lllegal Fill Locations 11
Mercury Spill Responses 0
Transfer Facilities 0
Gas Monitoring Reports Received
Facility Annual
Springfield Landfill C & DD 0
The General Contractors C & DD 0
Tremont Landfill 4
Limestone City Landfill 1

Ground Water Monitoring / Quarterly / Annual Reports Received

Facility Annual
Springfield Landfill C & DD 1
The General Contractors C & DD 1
Tremont Landfill 9

New Permits / Licenses Issued or Applications Received

Type of Permit / License / Application

Annual

C & DD License Applications Received

C & DD Licenses Approved

Solid Waste License Applications Received

Solid Waste Licenses Approved

Notices of Intent to Fill Received

Licensed Hauler Permits Given

©
Ql=lwwndin

Solid Waste Nuisance Inspections (each visit = inspection)

Descriptions

Annual

Solid Waste Nuisance Inspections

624

IV-38




Clark County Solid Waste District

Consultations / Meetings

Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

Type Annual
Committees - Technical Advisory or Policy 2
Community Cleanup / Environmental >
Enforcement
Ohio EPA Survey 6
Solid Waste 161
Workgroups - Health District/Ohio EPA/Ohio 8
Environmental Health Association
Mercury 0

Soil & Water Testing

Type Annual
Sall 0
Water 0

Solid Waste Citations into Municipal Court / Board of Health (BOH) Orders

Type of Citation or Order Annual
BOH orders - solid waste related *

505.08 — odor nuisance - city

919.05 — solid waste accumulation
919.051 — no contract with licensed hauler
922.06 — operating as unlicensed hauler
1361.05(c) — dangerous conditions
1361.06 — no sanitary facilities

3707.48 — violation of BOH order

3767.13 — odor nuisance - county

o000 |00|~ OO

Facilities Inspected

Facility
City of Springfield Waste
Treatment Plant
Ohio Dept. of Transportation
Paygro, Garick Division
C & S Tree Service
City of Springfield Waste
Treatment Plant
The General Contractors
Lawnmasters
Mad River Topsoill
Springfield Township
Northeast Landfill
The Springfield Landfill
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Class Il Compost
Class Il Compost
Class IV Compost

Class IV Compost

Class IV Compost
Class IV Compost
Class IV Compost
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Facility

Type

IOOF Home

Closed CDD Dump

L & L Demolition

Closed CDD Dump

Former Mike Hart C & DD

Closed CDD Dump

Ron Brown Lower-Valley Pike

Closed CDD Dump

Bird Road Dump

Closed Landfill

Crabill Road Landfill

Closed Landfill

Dayton Road Landfill

Closed Landfill

Haulman’s Landfill

Closed Landfill

Limestone City Landfill

Closed Landfill

New Carlisle Landfill

Closed Landfill

Plattsburg Road Dump

Closed Dump

Ruscot’s Landfill

Closed Landfill

Springfield — 1 70 and SR 72

Closed Landfill

Springfield — SR 72 and SR 68

Closed Landfill

Tremont Landfill / Barrel Fill

Closed Landfill

South Charleston

Closed Landfill

Don Blair Closed Dump
?IZEtD Waste Water Treatment Closed Landfil
Walley Auto Parts Closed Dump
Barrel Fill Closed Dump

The following table summarizes the program details:

Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 3861
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled N/A
2015 Recycled Tonnage N/A
2015 Annual Program Costs $184,060.99
Program Operator/Contractor Combined Health District

Strengths of the program include:

e The funding for the health department provides necessary services for
solid waste management in the county.

e The partnership is valuable for the combined health district for other
programs.

Challenges of the program include:

e Obtaining funds for cleanups
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CC-15 Legal and Consulting

The District allows for annual legal and technical assistance from lawyers and
consultants. GT Environmental conducted an Industrial Survey. Wilt PR created
Take It to the Curb campaign and managed for six months.

The following table summarizes the program details.

Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 6169
Entity Responsible for Maintaining District
Program
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled N/A
2015 Recycled Tonnage N/A
2015 Annual Program Costs $15,900.22
Program Operator/Contractor District

CC-16 Other Facilities

In-District Transfer Station

The District operates one facility and is in an on-going process to determine the
feasibility of opening and operating an in-district transfer facility.

As reported in the 2015 ADR, the District made arrangements for a study of
transfer station feasibility to be conducted in 2016. The District’s policy in 2015
was as follows:

Level 1

Support the private sector solution. Assure that the solid waste management
plan does not include provisions that would discourage the development of a
well sited, privately owned and operated transfer station in Clark County.
Educate elected officials, residents and the local waste haulers on the potential
benefits of a transfer station.

If Level | does not generate the development of a local transfer facility, the
District will consider the Level Il strategy and may, or may not, proceed to Level
Il.

Level Il

Issue a Request for Proposals for a privately-owned and privately-operated
transfer station.
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If the District does not receive any proposals, or an acceptable proposal, it will
consider the Level lll strategy and may, or may not, proceed to Level lll.

Level Il

Evaluate the feasibility of a publicly-owned and privately-operated transfer
station where the District would own the property.

The District conducted the transfer station feasibility study in 2015 and 2016.
Appendix | contains the entire report and the following is a summary of the
Study :

In Section Il, the amount of solid waste disposal was evaluated for District solid
waste. The amount of solid waste generated in Clark County and sent for
disposal has remained relatively consistent during the past six years. The total
disposal of Clark County solid waste has ranged from just over 94,000 tons to
slightly more than 103,000 tons for the period 2010-2015. The average tons
disposed during this time period was 98,144 tons per year.

Only four facilities received significant portions of Clark County solid waste from
2010 through 2015:

Cherokee Run Landfill in Logan County, Ohio

Montgomery County North Transfer Facility in Montgomery County, Ohio
Montgomery County South Transfer Facility in Montgomery County, Ohio
Stony Hollow Landfill in Montgomery County, Ohio

The waste received at these four facilities represent more than 99 percent of the
total Clark County disposal in each year of the six-year time period.

In Section lll, results from conducted surveys of solid waste generators located
in Clark County, haulers operating within the solid waste management district
(SWMD), and transfer stations operating around Ohio processing amounts of
waste similar to the tons of waste disposed from Clark County.

The hauler survey resulted in five responses, or 31 percent of those surveyed.
The tons collected and hauled by these five respondents represents
approximately 30 percent of the total amount of District waste sent for disposal
during 2015. Two of the respondents provided only the gate rate charges (or
tipping fees) at the Montgomery County South Transfer Facility, so these surveys
could not be used to estimate the total hauling costs from Clark County. Based
on the remaining three surveys, the total hauling costs from the District is
approximately $135 per ton, which includes collection, transportation to the
Montgomery County South Transfer Facility, and disposal expenses at this
facility. ($135 per ton represents a weighted average based upon the tonnage
transported by each hauler.)
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The generator survey effort resulted in a total of 19 returned surveys. In addition
to the name of the company or institution, most respondents provided the name
of the hauler, the number and size of dumpsters, the frequency of pickup, the
cost per month, and an estimate of the amount of trash collected. A few surveys
included the estimate of trash in both tons and cubic yards, however, in most
cases, the amount of trash was provided only in cubic yards. Information was
provided for a total of 64 dumpsters, most of which are 6 or 8 cubic yards in size.
However, eight large dumpsters 40 to 50 cubic yards in size equipped with a
compactor are also included in this total. The estimated costs for most
dumpsters is under $60 per ton, with the overall average equal to $36 per ton.
The median cost for all dumpsters is approximately $42 per ton. If the
assumptions above are changed to 225 pounds/cubic yards for un-compacted
waste, the overall average and median cost estimates become $59 and $42/ton,
respectively.

The results of the hauler and generator surveys are surprising, at best. The
hauler survey shows an estimated cost per ton of $135, while the overall average
for the generator survey is $36 to $59 per ton, depending on the assumptions
used in the calculations. The expectation is that the costs paid by the generator
would approximate the total costs incurred by the hauler plus any profit for the
hauler. However, these results show the generator costs at two to four times
less than estimated hauler costs. It is worth noting that only one of the 64
dumpsters included in the generator surveys is serviced by a hauler which
returned a survey.

Eight existing transfer stations in Ohio were contacted by telephone to obtain the
advertised gate rate for disposing waste at the facility. These facilities were
selected because the amount of waste processed by each transfer station is
similar to the estimated tons of waste generated from Clark County and sent for
disposal. The gate rates ranged from $47 — $66 per ton. It is important to note
that the advertised gate rates provided by transfer stations do not necessarily
reflect the costs for all haulers which use the facilities. It is not uncommon for
haulers to negotiate contracts with facilities for rates which are lower than those
advertised by the facility. However, this type of information was not available for
the Study.

Section IV summarizes the facilities surveyed and evaluated as a part of this
Study. The facilities selected for evaluation included Hardin County Solid Waste
& Recycling Facility, Huron County Transfer Station, Kimble Transfer &
Recycling Facility — Cambridge, Medina County Central Processing Facility,
Miami County Solid Waste & Recycling Facility, Morse Road Transfer Facility,
and Richland County Transfer Station. Each of the facilities listed above were
mailed a survey to collect the following information:

* Basic information (i.e., address, contact information, etc.);

* Background information about the facility such as size, capacity, hours
open to the public, and the year which the facility opened;

* Flow control information;

* Labor requirements;
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* Initial start-up costs; and
* Annual operating costs.

While seven facilities were sent surveys, only two responded to the survey and
provided 2015 data: Hardin County and the Solid Waste Authority of Central Ohio
(SWACO) for the Morse Road facility. However, after examining the data
provided for these facilities, it was determined that the cost information from an
earlier survey (2013) conducted by GT Environmental, Inc. (GT) for another client
was more accurate. As a result, the annual operating cost data was based upon
2013 data which has been inflated to 2015 dollars using the consumer price
index. (The annual operating costs for Medina are the only exception to this
statement, and these costs are based upon published information which captures
the change in operation of the Medina facility to private operation in 2015.) No
data is available for the privately-owned and operated Richland County Transfer
Station or the Kimble Transfer and Recycling Facility except the tons received.

The data and information from this section were used to calculate costs and
operating constraints for Section VII.

Section V was added to the Study and was outside the original scope of the
project. The reason this evaluation was added was the survey results from
Section Ill were not adequate enough to draw firm conclusions as to the costs
using solid waste facilities outside of the District. This section summarizes an
evaluation to determine the feasibility of building a transfer station in Clark
County, the hauler transportation costs for District waste have been estimated to
the Montgomery County South Transfer Station and compared to transportation
costs to a location in the City of Springfield which could be used as a transfer
station site.

The cost savings were calculated based on miles driven from each of the major
communities in the District to either the Montgomery County Transfer Station,
Stony Hollow Landfill, and Cherokee Run Landfill or the proposed transfer station
located in the City of Springfield. The savings to transport to the closer facility
located in Springfield for the purposes of this evaluation ranged from $835,000 —
$1,230,000 annually.

It is important to note that the cost savings calculated in this section do
not necessarily mean that the generator of the solid waste would realize
the projected savings, only that an overall cost savings could result from
shorter distances traveled for local haulers.

In Section VI, several ownership and operational combinations for transfer
stations are possible and are reflected in existing facilities within Ohio. These
options include:

1. Publicly-owned and operated
2. Publicly-owned and privately-operated
3. Privately-owned and operated
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4. Regional public facility
5. Hybrid models

While each of these options may have certain advantages, only the first (publicly-
owned and operated), second (publicly-owned and privately-operated), and fifth
(hybrid model) options are evaluated further in this analysis based upon the
availability of data, and the circumstances associated with the existing facilities
in counties adjacent to Clark. Data is not available for a privately-owned and
operated facility (option 3), and a regional facility with the ability to attract waste
from adjacent counties (option 4) does not seem feasible given the locations of
existing facilities.

In Section VII, an analysis was completed of the various capital and operational
costs of the transfer stations included in Section VI to obtain average baseline
data to be used in this economic analysis. The economic analysis includes three
scenarios to assist the District in determining the full spectrum of the risks and
rewards of developing the proposed transfer station. Baseline costs from the
three scenarios ranged from $52 — $56 per ton.

Also, sensitivity analysis was applied to certain cost factors to determine a range
of possible costs. This analysis included key cost factors which were varied in
order to develop a range of likely costs for a Clark County transfer station. The
variable key factors included capital debt retirement, landfill disposal costs and
transportation costs. Results of this analysis ranged from $55 — $94 per ton to
operate the proposed transfer station depending on the variable key factor
applied.

All of the estimated costs were compared to the adjusted cost to transport and
dispose of solid waste at the Montgomery County Transfer Station. This facility
charges a fee of $50.25/ton for Clark County solid waste. In addition, in Section
V, transportation cost savings were calculated that conservatively equaled $8.52
per ton. The combination of these two amounts yielded a breakeven total of
$58.77 per ton that a proposed Clark County transfer station gate fee would need
to meet to be competitive.

Section VIII presents the options available regarding the use of contracts and
designations as it relates to District facilities for operations and flow control. In
order for any District operations to be successful, there must be an adequate flow
of materials for processing. All solid waste management facilities that process,
dispose or transfer solid waste/recyclable materials require a certain level of
volume (or throughput) to sustain the operation economically.

Ohio law authorizes solid waste districts to direct the flow of solid waste to public
sector facilities. This power ensures that publicly-invested dollars have the
requisite revenues to pay the debt for the facility.

Section IX presents a road map for decision making regarding the options for
developing a transfer station in Clark County or remaining status quo.
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The District decided to not pursue any of the options to develop a transfer station
at this time but reserves the right to re-evaluate development of a facility in the
future.

The following table summarizes the program details:

Business Paper Recycling Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 8799, 8797, 8798
Entity Responsible for Maintaining Program District

OTHER PROGRAMS

CC-17 Curbside Recycling Grants

The District provided economic incentives for political subdivisions to either start
new programs or enhance existing programs that assist the District with

maintaining or exceeding its goals as written in this Plan Update.

To achieve this objective, the District would award incentive funds based on the
District’s preferred curbside recycling program hierarchy:

AAAAA

Non-Subscription Curbside Collection

A A

No Curbside Recycling Collection Program or
Subscription Curbside Recycling

To accomplish this goal, the District budgeted for one-time grants to communities
that meet the objectives of this program. In order for political subdivisions to yield
the best incentive payment for either new program creation or enhancements to
existing programs, the District requires that the residents who use the program
also pay for the program. Funds awarded under this program would be paid
directly to the political subdivision upon award of a contract that meets the
program objectives.

Curbside Recycling Grant Program

If a community creates a new curbside recycling program through either
operating it themselves or contracting for the service with the private sector, the
following table summarizes the one-time funds available for new program
creation:

IV-46



Clark County Solid Waste District

Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

Funds for Funds for Funds for
Qualified Populations Populations Populations
Programs 1 to 10,000 10,001 to 20,000 > 20,000
(Per Capita) (Per Capita) (Per Capita)
IBCC $10.00 $6.00 $1.60
NSCC $5.00 $3.00 $0.80

Under the above one-time grant per capita allowances, the political subdivisions
in Clark County could realize the following total grant amounts:

Political 2009 IBCC Per | NSCC Per IBCC One
Subdivision Population CetaliEl CRIgllEl Ul
Allowance Allowance Grant

Catawba 313 $10.00 $5.00 | $3,130.00 | $1,565.00
Clifton 48 $10.00 $5.00 $480.00 |  $240.00
Donnelsville 282 $10.00 $5.00 $2,820.00 | $1,410.00
Enon 2534 $10.00 $5.00 | $25.340.00 | $12.670.00
New Carlisle 5.617 $10.00 nfa | $56,170.00 n/a
North

Hombton 352 $10.00 $5.00 | $3.520.00| $1,760.00
South

U o 1,773 $10.00 $5.00 | $17.730.00 | $8,865.00
South Vienna 449 $10.00 $5.00 | $4.490.00| $2.245.00
Springfield 62.060 $1.60 $0.80 | $99.296.00 | $49,648.00
Tremont City 341 $10.00 n/a $3,410.00 n/a
Bethel Twp. 12.488 $6.00 $3.00 | $74.928.00 | $37.464.00
German Twp. | 7.234 $10.00 $5.00 | $72,340.00 | $36,170.00
Green Twp. 2764 $10.00 $5.00 | $27.640.00 | $13,820.00
?@L’“"”y 3,254 $10.00 $5.00 | $32,540.00 | $16,270.00
Madison Twp. | 1,143 $10.00 $5.00 | $11.430.00 | $5.715.00
%33 River 9.023 $10.00 $5.00 | $90,230.00 | $45,115.00
¥V3§refie'd 11,104 $6.00 $3.00 | $66,624.00 | $33,312.00
Pike Twp. 3.596 $10.00 $5.00 | $35.960.00 | $17.980.00
.'?\',‘jssa”t 2.972 $10.00 $5.00 | $29,720.00 | $14.860.00
?\E’Vg”gf'e'd 12,324 $6.00 $3.00 | $73,944.00 | $36,972.00
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The funds listed above were available on a first come first serve basis for
qualifying programs. Funding was available only in 2015 and 2016. No
communities applied for the grant in 2015 or 2016.

Program Summary

Description
OEPA Program Number 8787
Entity Responsible for Maintaining Program District
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled N/A
2015 Recycled Tonnage N/A
2015 Annual Program Costs $0.00
Program Operator/Contractor District

Strengths of the program include:

¢ Funding was available to all communities in the District for developing
curbside recycling programs.

Challenges of the program include:

e The original schedule for grant applications has expired.

e Communities did not apply for the grant.
CC-18 Food Waste Management
The District was committed to growing the management of food waste and other
organic waste materials in the County in 2015. To accomplish this goal, the
following initiatives were conducted in 2015:
Work with Paygro to Promote Food Waste Recycling
The District hosted a brush collection bin for Paygro to supplement its food waste
material in 2015. This opportunity was targeted for local businesses and
institutions.

Evaluation of Other Solid Waste District Activities for Food Waste

In 2015, the District staff attended training events at which food waste strategies
were discussed.

Work with Paygro to Obtain Grants

The District informed Paygro of grant opportunities in 2015. No grants were
applied for in 2015 by Paygro.
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Community Promotion of Food and Organics Waste

For the Curbside Recycling Grant, the District promoted collection of food and
organics waste. No grants were applied for in 2015.

Evaluation of Anaerobic Digestion Technology

The Waste Water Treatment Plants (WWTP) in Clark County was not generating
energy using anaerobic digestion and therefore did not look for supplemental
feed streams, like food scraps, to help co-generate power at this time. The
District continued to look for partnerships that may lead to co-gen facilities at
WWTPs in the County that could use food scraps.

District hosts a brush collection bin for Paygro to supplement its food waste
material.

Program Summary

Description

OEPA Program Number 8788, 8789, 8790, 8791, 8792
Entity Responsible for Maintaining Program Private Sector
Service Area for Program District

Materials Reduced/Recycled N/A

2015 Recycled Tonnage N/A

2015 Annual Program Costs $0

Program Operator/Contractor Private Sector

Strengths of the program include:

e The District worked hard to engage in food waste management options
and initiatives in the planning period and beyond.

Challenges of the program include:

¢ No meaningful programs or additional tonnage diverted resulted from the
District efforts in 2015.

CC-19 Disaster Debris Management

Responding to natural disasters, such as flood events, tornados, and severe
storms, requires a significant effort of coordination and time from all levels of
government. Natural disasters including disease (pandemic bird flu) can also
significantly impact communities and specifically solid waste services. Man-
made disasters, although unlikely, may also require management of significant
amounts of debris. The Ohio EPA is encouraging all solid waste management
districts to outline a strategy and plans to be prepared in the event a natural or
man-made disaster occurs.
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Since 2010, the District has worked cooperatively with the Clark County
Emergency Management Agency to develop a Disaster Debris Management
Plan that was adopted in 2011. The Plan identifies the services and needs of
the local jurisdictions in the event a debris management emergency or a solid
waste management service emergency exists. The District acts as Debris
Coordinator as part of the Emergency Operation Command in collaboration with
the county EMA when called upon to do so in order to implement this Plan.

The Disaster Debris Management Plan provides guidance to officials in the event
of a disaster event.

¢ Understanding the roles of various agencies in responding to a disaster
event is important. The Plan identifies each organization and their
potential role in a debris management emergency. These include the
following:

Townships, villages and cities

The Clark County EMA

The Ohio EMA

The Federal EMA

The County Health Department

The Ohio EPA Southwest District Office
Landfill owners/operators

Composting facility owners/operators
Waste hauling companies

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0OO0O0

e Establishing and monitoring local collection areas.
e Assisting with coordination of response activities.
The District allocated up to 5% of excess District funding or up to $15,000 for any

potential disaster debris projectin 2015. There was no need for emergency Clark
County Disaster Debris funding in 2015.

Program Summary

Description Details
OEPA Program Number 8793
Entity Responsible for Maintaining Program District
Service Area for Program District
Materials Reduced/Recycled N/A
2015 Recycled Tonnage N/A
2015 Annual Program Costs $0
Program Operator/Contractor District

Strengths of the program include:

e The District budgeted funds to assist communities with solid waste
disaster debris in 2015.
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Challenges of the program include:
e None
J. Total Waste Generation: Historical Trends Plus Waste Reduction

Table V-7, “Total Waste Generation Based Upon Disposal Plus Waste
Reduction”, presents total waste generation based upon disposal plus waste
reduction. In 2015, the District generated 207,165 tons of solid waste based on
landfill disposal, yard waste composting and recycling. Since 2011, the District
generated a high of approximately 214,877 tons in 2014 and a low of 184,954 in
2012. Waste generation has fluctuated over the past five years as depicted by
the following graph.

District Historical Total Generation 2011-2015
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Landfilled waste tonnage has stayed level between 2011-2015. Landfilled waste
has ranged from a high of 103,265 in 2014 to a low of 94,407 in 2012. The
following graph depicts the historical landfill totals which include residential,
commercial, industry, and exempt waste from 2011-2015.
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District Historical Landfill Disposal 2011-2015
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Yard waste generally increased from 2011-2015. A jump occurred from 2013 to
2014 by approximately 11,000 tons. Yard waste has ranged from a low in 2011
of 27,042 tons to a high of 42,167 in 2014. The following graph depicts the
historical yard waste totals from 2011 — 2015.

District Historical Yard Waste Management 2011-2015
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Waste reduction had decreased from 2011 to 2012 but then rose steadily from
2012 — 2015. Waste reduction has ranged from a low in 2012 of 58,612 tons to
a high of 77,882 in 2011. In 2015, the District reached up to 70,449 tons of
resource reduction & recycling. The following graph depicts the historical waste
reduction totals from 2011-2015.
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District Historical Waste Reduction 2011-2015
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K. Reconciliation of Waste Generation

Table 1V-8, “Adjusted Reference Year Total Waste Generation for the District”,
presents adjusted reference year total waste generation for the District. This is
based on actual reported recycling and disposal.

The District calculated waste generation using two methods. The first method
outlined in Part E of this Section (see page IV-4) uses statewide generation
estimates to determine industrial waste generation projections.
Residential/commercial generation was determined based upon the rate of
change in generation rate observed within the District during the past several
years. Finally, exempt waste was obtained from actual landfill and transfer
station operating reports. Using this methodology, the District estimated 307,283
tons of solid waste generated in 2015. The resulting total generation rate was
12.39 pounds per person per day (Table 1V-4).

The second method used to calculate solid waste generation is based on actual
reported recycling and disposal in the District during the reference year (Table
IV-8). For 2015, District residents, businesses, and industry generated 207,165
tons. The total generation rate was 8.35 pounds per person per day (Table IV-
8), which includes recycling and waste disposal from all sectors. The
residential/commercial sector generated 150,723 tons or 6.08 pounds per person
per day, which includes recycling and yard waste composting. Industrial
generation was calculated to be 55,711 tons or approximately 2.25 pounds per
person per day. Exempt waste generation was 731 tons or approximately 0.03
pounds per person per day.

The District selected the second method as the most accurate method of
projecting waste generation because waste at the landfills and transfer stations
is weighed. This method of collecting solid waste data has been fairly consistent
for several years. The first method of projecting waste generation is based on
surveys, projections, and secondary data sources, which are generally not as
accurate as actually weighing the materials. The following figure depicts the
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reference year waste generation by sector based upon using the second method
of waste generation estimation.

2015 Adjusted Waste Generation by Sector

Exempt
<1%

L. Waste Composition

The District estimated the composition of the total residential/commercial waste
stream in Table V-9, “Estimated Residential/lCommercial Waste Stream
Composition for the District for the Reference Year”, using the most recently
available national averages from US EPA (2013). The averages represent the
total tons of waste materials generated before recycling. The largest component
of the residential/commercial waste stream is projected to be paper and
paperboard at 26.6% (40,092 tons), followed by food waste at 14.9% (22,458
tons), and yard trimmings at 13.3% (20,046 tons). The following figure presents
the residential/commercial waste composition for the reference year.
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2015 District Estimated Residential/Commercial Waste
Stream Composition
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Similar to the residential/commercial waste stream, the purpose for reviewing the
industrial waste stream is to determine what types of materials comprise the
largest volumes and then determine if the necessary programs are in-place to
manage these materials.

Industrial waste composition was estimated based on the amount of industrial
waste that was landfilled and recycled (Table IV-10). Information for recycling
was obtained from industrial facilities responding to the survey effort. Non-
hazardous waste, concrete, ash and sludge were eliminated from the acceptable
waste materials for recycling calculations only. All recycled materials are
provided as actual totals. The remainder of material disposed in the landfill is
categorized as general solid waste.

The largest component of the District’s industrial solid waste stream was ferrous
metals (18,457 tons). Food represented the next largest component of the
industrial waste stream at 15,126 tons. The following figure presents the
industrial waste composition for the reference year.
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2015 District Estimated Industrial Waste Stream Composition
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Table IV-1
Reference Year Population and Residential/Commercial Generation

2015 Population 2015 Generation Rate 20 (LS

Residential/Commercial
Generation (Tons)

CrUmERmmI L) NEme Before Adjustment After (Ibs/person/day)

Adjustment
Clark County 135,959 135,959

Clifton (47) 6.07 150,584
135,912

Source(s) of

information:

Population - Ohio Development Services Agency Office of Research, "2015 Population Estimates by County, City,
Village, and Township", May 2015;

"2015 Population Estimates by County, City, Village, and Township", May 2016.

Generation Rate - 2015 residential/commercial generation rate was calculated using the District's average change
in per capita generation rate from 2011 through 2014 as reported on Ohio EPA's ADR Review Forms.

Adjustments:

Note: The Villages of Clifton had more than 50% of their population living outside Clark County. Therefore, the
portion of Clifton in Clark County was subtracted from the population.

Example calculations:

Total Res/Com Population x Generation Rate (Ibs/person/day) x 365
Generation = (daysl/year)
2,000 (Ib/ton)
150,584 tons 135,912 x 6.07 x 365
2,000
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Table IV-2
Industrial Waste Generation Survey Respondents vs. Unreported

Survey Respondents Amounts Based Upon Secondary Data (Unreported) Total
Standard d ial
I DT Tons of ~ Generation Generation e a
Classification  #of # of # of # of Tons of Waste| _ Waste
Industries| Employees Waste Rate Industries Employees Rate Generated | Generated
(SIC) Code Generated (T/employee) (T/employee) (Tons)
20 2 310 13,964 45.05 17 659 13.92 9,173 23,137
22 0 0 0 0.00 2 21 9.99 210 210
23 0 0 0 0.00 9 32 2.80 90 90
24 1 24 314 13.07 17 169 51.62 8,724 9,037
25 0 0 0.00 2 9 1.79 16 16
26 2 127 5241 41.27 10 257 17.50 4,498 9,739
27 1 5 0.87 63 497 6.70 3,330 3,335
28 0 0 0 0.00 7 52 12.43 646 646
29 0 0 0.00 9 111 7.33 814 814
30 3 400 2.086 5.22 18 732 7.29 5,336 7,422
31 0 0 0 0.00 0 0 3.41 0 0
32 1 45 0 0.00 8 177 10.55 1,867 1,867
33 3 252 2331 9.25 14 316 36.93 11,670 14,001
34 1 641 13,986 21.82 69 1,963 11.16 21,907 35,893
35 9 548 845 1.54 94 2,140 5.72 12,241 13,085
36 1 183 1208 7.09 8 358 2.98 1,067 2,364
37 3 2,116 10,924 5.16 23 5,124 3.21 16,448 27,372
38 0 0 0 0.00 10 124 1.74 216 216
39 1 41 15 0.37 84 1,452 4.62 6,708 6,723
Total 38 4,693 51,007 10.87 464 14,193 N/A 104,960 155,967

Source(s) of information:

2015 District Industrial survey responses

Total number of industries and employees as obtained from the Reference USA online database.

Appendix JJ-2 from the Ohio EPA Plan Format 3.0 was used to calculate the unreported data for the Generation Rate (T/employee).

Example calculations

(SIC 20):
Survey Respondents: Non-Respondents:
) Generation Rate x Number of Employees (Unreported) = Tons of Waste Generation
Ger\?eratlon Waste Generated (Unreported)
te =
ate # of Employees
13.92 x 659 = 9,173 tons
45.05 13,964 tons

Ibs/person/day 310 employees
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Table IV-3
Exempt Waste Generated in the District
and Disposed in Publicly Available Landfills

Generation Rate Total Exempt Waste
Type of Waste Stream :
(Ib/person/day) Generation (TPY)
Construction/Demolition 0.03 731
Total 0.03 731

Source(s) of information: Table IlI-1

Generation Rate Total Exempt Waste (tons/yr) x 2,000 (Ib/ton)
(Ibs/person/day) = Population x 365 days/yr

Example calculation:
731 x 2,000
135,912 x 365

0.03 =
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Table IV-4
Reference Year Total Waste Generation for the District

Generation Rate

Type of Waste Tons/Year
(Ibs/person/day)
Residential/Commercial 6.07 150,584
Industrial 6.29 155,967
Exempt 0.03 731
Total Waste
Generation 12.39 307,283

Source(s) of information:
Residential/Commercial - Table V-1
Exempt - Table IV-3

Industrial - Table 1V-2

Example calculation (Industrial):

Generation Rate Total Industrial Waste (tons/yr) x 2,000 (Ib/ton)

(Ibs/person/day) = Population x 365 days/yr
6.29 = 155,967 x 2,000
135,912 x 365
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Table IV-5
Reference Year Residential/Commercial Waste Reduction in the District

Type of Waste Type of Incineration, Composting, Resource Recovery
Source TPY Waste Total Waste Residual Net Waste
Reduced Recycled Received Landfilled Reduced

None 0 Cardboard 6,853 | Incineration Ash Net Incineration*
Paper 1,282 0 0 0
Scrap tires 1,479 | Composting Residuals Net Compost
Glass 271 41,632 0 41,632
Wood 246 | Resource Ash Net Resource

Recovery Recovery

Plastic 179 0 0 0
Food 5,514
Other 1,493
Ferrous 156
Appliances 949
Non-Ferrous 294
HHW 15
Used Qil 0
Electronics 112
Batteries 0

Subtotal 0 18,844 41,632 0 41,632

Grand Total

60,476

Source(s) of
information:

2015 District Annual Report and Residential/Commercial Surveys
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Table IV-6
Reference Year Industrial Waste Reduction in the District

Incineration, Composting, Resource Recovery

Sourc_e TPY V79 oif B TRPY Total Waste Residual Net Waste
Reel RETEL Received Landfilled Processed
None 0 | Ferrous 17,373 | Incineration Ash Net
Incineration
Food 13,849 0 0 0
Non-Ferrous 9,014 | Resource Ash Net Resource
Recovery Recovery
Cardboard 6,417 0 0 0
Plastic 2,223 | Composting Residuals Net
Composted
Wood 2,098 0 0 0
Other 480
Paper 142
Commingled 10
Glass 0.02
Subtotal 0 51,605 0 0 0
51,605

Source(s) of information:
2015 District Annual Report and Industrial Surveys
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Table IV-7
Total Waste Generation Based Upon Disposal Plus Waste Reduction

Management Method Used (TPY) \

. . o Total
Source Reduction & Recycling et VS Landfill Disposal \ Wastg
Res/Com Industrial ~ Total ~ Composting Res/Com Industrial Exempt  Total | Generation
2011 21,963 55,919 77,882 27,042 93,187 1,646 5,209 100,042 204,966
2012 13,629 44,983 58,612 31,935 92,114 1,974 319 94,407 184,954
2013 13,392 46,076 59,468 31,176 90,787 6,861 1,355 99,003 189,647
2014 17,840 51,605 69,445 42,167 89,137 4,180 9,948 103,265 214,877
2015 | 18,844 51,605 70,449 41,633 90,247 4,106 731 95,083 207,165

Source(s) of information:
District Annual Reports and Ohio EPA Facility Data Reports.

Sample calculation (2015):
Total waste generation = Total source reduction & recycling + yard waste composting + total landfill disposal

207,165 tons = 70,449 tons + 41,633 tons + 95,083 tons
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Table IV-8

Adjusted Reference Year Total Waste Generation for the
District

Generation Rate

Type of Waste (Ibs/person/day) Tons/Year
Residential/ Commercial 6.08 150,723
Industrial 2.25 55,711
Exempt 0.03 731
Total Waste Generation 8.35 207,165

Source(s) of information:
Exempt -Table 1V-3

Residential/Commercial and Industrial - Tables IlI-1, V-5 and Table
V-6

Example Calculation:

Total Waste (tons/yr) x 2,000
Generation Rate (It()/ton)y )

(Ibs/person/day) =

Population x 365 days/yr

207,165 x 2,000
135,912 x 365

8.35=
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Table IV-9
Estimated Residential/Commercial Waste Stream

Composition for the District for the Reference
Year

Percentage of the

Waste Stream Type Waste Stream Tons
Paper 26.6% 40,092
Food 14.9% 22,458
Yard Trimmings 13.3% 20,046
Plastics 12.9% 19,443
Rubber, Leather, & o
Textiles 9.5% 14,319
Metals 9.0% 13,565
Wood 6.2% 9,345
Glass 4.4% 6,632
Other 3.2% 4,823

Source(s) of
information:

Total tons - Table V-8

Total MSW Generation (by material) from US EPA Municipal
Solid Waste Generation, Total MSW Generation (by material)
2014 (before recycling)
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Table IV-10
Estimated Industrial Waste Composition for the Reference Year in the
District
Waste Stream TPY Waste Stream  1py Waste Stream TPY
Type Type Type
Cardboard 6,981 | Paper 155 | Misc. 47
Ferrous Metals 18,457 | Plastic 2,426 | Batteries 0.01
Wood 2,162 | Commingled 11 | Non-Ferrous Metals 10,345
Food 15,126 | Glass 0.02

Subtotal 42,726 Subtotal | 2,593 Subtotal 10,392.42

Grand Total | 55,711

Source(s) of information:
Tons generated - Appendix F

Each industrial waste component was projected using the adjustment factor to account for non-
respondent industries.

Example Calculation:
Adjustment Factor Total Industrial Waste Generated (Table IV-8)

= Total Industrial Waste Generated (Table V-2 - Survey)

Adjustment Factor =55,711 tons +
= 1.0922 51,007 tons

Type of Industrial
Waste Generated
(tons) =

Type of Industrial Waste Generated (Appendix F) x
Adjustment Factor

6,981 (tons of cardboard) = 6,391.677 (tons of cardboard from Appendix
F)x 1.092
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V.

Planning Period Projections and Strategies
[ORC Section 3734.53(A)(5)-(6)]

This Section of the Plan Update includes population projections for the District,
including a community that is located in more than one county. Projections and
estimates are also provided for solid waste generation and recycling for the
planning period. Existing District programs and activities that will continue are
presented. Most of the detailed descriptions for existing programs refer the
reader back to Section IV for details. The details for new programs and activities
are described in this section of the Plan Update.

A.

Planning Period

Solid waste management plans must provide projections for population,
waste generation, and waste reduction for a planning period covering a
minimum of ten years. Plans must also provide strategies to manage the
District’s current and foreseen waste management needs of the residents,
businesses, and institutions. This Plan Update is based on a fifteen-year
planning period. The planning period for this Plan Update is January 1,
2019 to December 31, 2033. The projections and tables in this Plan
Update include the years 2015 through 2033.

Population Projections

The District’'s population projections from the reference year (2015)
through the end of the planning period are presented in Table V-1. The
Ohio Development Services Agency’s (ODSA) 2015 population estimates
by county, city, village, and township were used to calculate a base
population for the District. Using a second ODSA publication which
presents population projections by county in 10-year intervals from 2010
to 2040, District population projections were interpolated for intermediate
years using a straight-line average.

Ohio Law requires that the population of a political subdivision that lies
within two or more solid waste management districts shall be credited to
the district where the majority of the population resides. The District's
reference year population was therefore adjusted from Clark County’s
base population of 135,959 to exclude the portion of the Village of Clifton’s
population residing in Greene County (47) because the majority of this
political subdivision’s residents live outside Clark County. The District’s
total adjusted reference year population was 135,912.

Population is expected to decrease throughout the planning period.
Population is expected to decrease by 4,510 residents or 3% throughout
the planning period. The District is projected to start the planning period in
2019 with a population of 133,774 and end in 2033 with a total population
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of 129,264. The following figure presents the estimated District population
from the reference year to the end of the planning period.

The following graph depicts the estimated total District population
throughout the planning period.

140,000

135,000

130,000

125,000

120,000

Figure V-1 — District Population Estimate (2015 — 2033)

Waste Generation Projections

1.

Residential/Commercial Sector

The District’'s residential/commercial waste generation projections
are presented in Table V-2, “District Residential/Commercial Waste
Generation (TPY).” Waste generation is presented for the 2015
reference year and each subsequent year through 2033. In 2015,
the District calculated the per capita generation rate based on Ohio
EPA’s Facility Data Reports for disposal and from the District’'s
2015 Annual District Report for recycling (with adjustments). The
following data was used for this calculation:

2015 Disposal tonnage: 90,247 tons
2015 Recycling tonnage: 60,476 tons
2015 Total generation: 150,723 tons

2015 Residential/commercial per
; . ) 6.08 pounds

capita generation rate:

Historic generation rates among the residential/commercial sector

have fluctuated; rates increased from 2013 to 2014; in 2015, the

residential/commercial sector generated 150,723 tons, a 1.2%

increase from the previous year (see following figure).
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Tons

Figure V-2 — 2010-2015 District Residential/Commercial Per
Capita Daily Generation Rates
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Per capita generation rates have increased, on average, by 1.5%
annually from 2011-2015 and -.1% annually if 2010 was included in
the average.

Table V-3 presents the residential and commercial sector waste
generation projections for the reference year through the end of the
planning period. This table includes the actual generation amounts
for 2015. In order to be conservative, the District has applied an
annual increase of .5 percent per year to the 2015 generation rate
to calculate the generation rate for years 2016 through 2033. The
District believes that the actual average annual change in the
generation rate of 1.5 percent discussed above would result in an
unrealistic large increase in R/C generation.

Figure V-3 — District Residential/Commercial Waste Generation
(2015 - 2033)
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Industrial Sector

The District’s industrial waste generation projections are presented
in Table V-3. Industrial waste generation is presented by Standard
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Industrial Classification (SIC) code for the 2015 reference year
through 2033.

The industrial waste generated by each SIC code in 2015 is based
on the ratio of waste reported by industries in industrial SIC codes
in Table IV-2. The totals have been adjusted to correspond to the
total industrial waste generation in Table 1V-8, which is based on
volumes recorded by landfills and transfer stations, plus recycling
and composting.

Industrial waste generation projections are based on historical data
trends. The following table presents the District's historic
generation totals for the industrial sector.

Table V-1 — 2011-2015 District Industrial Sector Generation

Year Recycling Disposal Total Generation
2011 55,919 1,646 57,565
2012 44,983 1,974 46,957
2013 46,076 6,861 52,937
2014 51,605 4,180 55,785
2015 51,605 4,106 55,711
Average 50,038 3,753 53,791

Recycling and disposal in 2020 are projected to be equal to the
average tons generated from 2011 to 2015. Generation projections
were interpolated for intermediate years using a straight-line
average.

The District projects industrial waste decrease from 55,711 tons in
2015 to 53,774 tons in 2020, then remain constant. The following
figure presents the estimated industrial waste generation
throughout the planning period.

Figure V-4 — Industrial Generation (2015 — 2033)
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3. Total Waste Generation

Total waste generation projections for the District during the
planning period are presented in Table V-4. In 2015, the District
generated a total of 207,165 tons. This includes
residential/commercial waste (150,723 tons), industrial waste
(55,711 tons), and exempt waste (731 tons).

Exempt waste does not have a direct correlation to population or
market/economic factors. Exempt waste is a term used to describe
construction and demolition debris, nontoxic fly ash and bottom
ash, spent nontoxic foundry sand, slag, and other materials
excluded from the definition of solid waste in the Ohio Revised
Code (ORC) § 3734.01(E). The figure below presents the District’s
exempt waste generation totals from 2010 to 2015.

Figure V-5 — 2010-2015 District Exempt Waste Generation
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Generation patterns have varied from 2010 to 2015 and increased
significantly in 2014. Exempt waste in 2020 was projected using
the 2015 tonnage and the population projections. Generation
projections were applying the average decrease of population per
year (0.3%) to the Exempt Waste.

The overall generation rate which includes residential/commercial,
industrial, and exempt waste generation in pounds per person per
day (PPD) for the reference year is 8.35. The projected per capita
generation rate will increase slightly to 10.00 PPD in the final year
of the planning period. Total waste generation is projected to
increase from 207,165 tons in the first year of the planning period
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(2019) to 213,592 tons in the last year of the planning period
(2033), which is an increase of 6,427 tons or 3.1%.

The following figure presents the District’s total waste generation
projections throughout the planning period.

Figure V-6 — Total District Waste Generation Projections
(2015 - 2033)
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The following figure presents waste generation by sector as a
percentage of the District’s total waste generation.

Figure V-7 — District Total Waste Generation by Sector
(2015 - 2033)
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D. Projections for Waste Stream Composition

The District does not anticipate any major changes in the composition of
the waste stream during the planning period. However, a change in
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economic conditions or the closure of a plant could greatly impact the
industrial as well as residential/commercial projections.

Responses to the District's annual survey should alert the District to any
major changes generation or waste stream composition. Any significant
changes will be noted in the Annual Report.

E. Waste Reduction and Recycling Strategies through the Planning
Period

The District must continue to develop recycling and waste reduction
strategies to meet the goals established in the 1995 State Plan. The goals
include:

Goal #1 Access to Alternate Waste Management Opportunities

*The District shall provide access to recycling and waste minimization opportunities
for municipal solid waste to its residents and businesses. At a minimum, the
District must provide access to recycling opportunities to 90% of its residential

Waste Reduction and Recycling Rates

*The District shall reduce and/or recycle at least 25% of the solid waste generated
in the residential/commercial sector and at least 50% of the solid waste generated
in the industrial sector.

Goal #3 Source Reduction
*Provide informational and technical assistance on source reduction.

Goal #4 Technical and Informational Assistance

*Provide informational and technical assistance on recycling, reuse and composting
opportunities.

Goal #5 Restricted Wastes and Household Hazardous Waste

*Develop strategies for managing scrap tires, yard waste, lead acid batteries and
household hazardous waste (HHW).

Goal #6 Annual Reporting of Plan Implementation
«Districts are required to submit an annual report to Ohio EPA.

Oal # | Market Development Strategy (Optional)

*The following table summarizes all of the District strategies for meeting the 1995
State Plan Goals:
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Table V-2 — District Strategies for Meeting 1995 State Plan Goals

Program Program 1995 State Plan Goals
#. #l #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #T_

ggre?ou nty Recycling cc-1 v
Curbside Recycling CC-2 v | v
Drop-Off Recycling cc-3 v | v
Yard Waste Management CC-4 v
meioaeions | cos || v ‘
Electronics Recycling CC-6 v v
Lead-Acid Battery Recycling cc-7 v v
Scrap Tire Collection CC-8 v
Sgc\:,)%lr:nmgem Office Paper cC-9 v
Business Paper Recycling CC-10 v
Education and Awareness Cc-11 v | v
IlglrtézrraPrrnesventlon/CIean Up cC-13
Health Department Funding CC-14
Legal and Consulting CC-15
Other Facilities CC-16
Curbside Recycling Grants cc17 | v |V
Food Waste Management CC-18
Disaster Debris Management | CC-19

Number of Strategies Per Goal

Residential/lCommercial Waste Reduction/Recycling and Education
Strategies

The District's residential/lcommercial waste reduction strategies are
presented in Table V-2. Residential curbside programs are projected to
decrease on an escalating basis by projected population change. For the
purposes of this planning document, from 2019 — 2028 the curbside
programs are projected to decrease by 0.3% each year (the same rate as
population increase), from 2019 — 2028 by 0.3% each year and level off at
2028. In the 2017, two drop-off programs were started. These drop-off
programs are projected to take 5 years (until 2022) to reach the average
tonnage capacity as the three other drop-off programs in the District. This
was taken into consideration for the time to educate and increase
awareness in the communities where the two newer drop-offs are located.
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All other programs are projected to decrease 0.3%, the same rate as the
decrease Iin population. The District projects to slightly decrease
residential/commercial recycling from 58,913 tons in 2019 to 57,671 tons
by 2033.

RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAL RECYCLING AND COLLECTION
PROGRAMS

The District’s primary strategy for this Plan Update is to continue with the
successful core programs detailed in Section IV with a few exceptions and
modifications. The District is committed to implementing these programs
and to continue their success throughout the planning period.

The following section details the specific initiatives by program that will be
implemented during the planning period. In addition, the District evaluated
each of the programs in Section IV for their strengths and challenges. The
results of this analysis assisted the District with the improvements of the
programs contained in this section.

Unless a program is new or a change is being initiated, this section does
not provide the details of how each program operates, as that information
is contained in Section IV.

1. CC-1 — Clark County Specialty Recycling Center
(State Plan Goal #2)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

Challenges of the program include:

e The facility has reached its capacity for storage and growth.

e Additional special materials and services cannot be added
based on limitations of the facility.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-1.1: Clark County Special Recycling Center
Expansion

In 2017, the District began the process to acquire the adjacent
property to the west of the Clark County Specialty Recycling Center
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(CCSRC). The property was purchased officially by October of
2017 for a purchase price of $42,000. The purchase occurred
through the Clark County Land Bank.

The Policy Committee began discussions on the potential use of
the property in late 2017. The following aerial photograph (from
Google Maps) depicts the new property (left on picture) and the
current District CCSRC (right on picture):

The Policy Committee identified the following potential initiatives,
programs, services and or facilities that could be considered for the
new property:

Operate an exempt transfer station for trash, bulk materials.
Tag system for procurement

Develop and operate a recycling transfer station

Create a re-use store for household hazardous waste
materials that are still usable

Develop food waste processing system (in vessel) and
accept food waste from District generators

Develop a yard waste drop-off site

Purchase a grinder/shedder for brush and consolidate yard
waste

Develop and operate a textile recycling program

Offer recycling of farm “ag” plastics and flower pots
Develop a mattress recycling program

Create a re-use store and/or makers space for furniture,
appliances and other household items
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e Purchase additional properties adjacent to the new property
and CCSRC for future solid waste transfer facility

e Other initiatives, programs, services and or facilities as
identified

The Policy Committee and Technical Advisory Council reviewed the
list of potential ideas for the use of the new property and prioritized
the list focusing on the actions which were determined to be most
important and those which would require less difficulty in
implementing. The step-by-step process that was used to prioritize
the list was as follows:

e The ranking consisted of each member of the Policy
Committee and Technical Advisory Council assigning a
value of between 1 and 5 to each idea with 5 being the
highest priority and 1 being the least.

e The results of this prioritization process and the
programs/initiatives are as follows in the order of most
important to least important:

1. Develop and operate a recycling transfer station

2. Operate an exempt transfer station for trash, bulk
materials. Tag system for procurement

3. Purchase additional properties adjacent to the new
property and CCSRC for future solid waste transfer
facility

4. Create a re-use store for household hazardous waste

materials that are still usable

Develop a mattress recycling program

Purchase a grinder/shedder for brush and consolidate

yard waste

7. Develop food waste processing system (in vessel) and
accept food waste from District generators

8. Develop a yard waste drop -off site

9. Offer recycling of farm “ag” plastics and flower pots

10. Develop and operate a textile recycling program

11.Create a re-use store and/or makers space for furniture,
appliances and other household items

oo

Based on the above list and further discussions, the District
reserves the right to implement one or more of the above identified
initiatives, programs, services and or facilities on the new property,
existing property and or any future purchased properties during the
planning period. The complexities of developing the property(s) and
time to address the following action items will require maximum
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flexibility in this Plan Update for the development and
implementation of any given item listed above:

¢ Finalization of purchase of property (scheduled for late
2017 or early 2018)

e Planning for existing structures for either demolition and or
improvements

¢ Planning for site use based on final initiative, program,
services and or facility selection(s)

e Cost/benefit analysis conducted on any initiative considered

for implementation

Feasibility analysis as needed

Equipment purchases and installment

Contractor procurement

Planning for promotion of new initiative, program, service

and or facility

e Implementation of promotion

e Other activities as needed

The District anticipates deciding on the best use of the property in
late 2018 or early 2019. Development planning for the site would
begin in 2019-2020 with a final operation not anticipated until 2023
or 2024 (the next plan update period). The District reserves the
right to develop the property sooner or later than the above
projections based on actual data and information and decision-
making processes. The District also reserves the right to not
develop the site if deemed in the best interest of the District.

2. CC-2 — Curbside Recycling Program
(State Plan Goals #1 and #2)

This program will continue during the planning period.

Based on observations made by the District on the implementation
of this program to date, the challenges of this program include:

e The District efforts to promote curbside recycling
development have not yielded any new programs to date.

e Only 2 communities in the District have non-subscription
curbside recycling.

e Subscription curbside recycling data is not directly available

to measure the success of the program.
The District’s overall goal for the planning period is to maintain all
existing curbside programs, enhance or upgrade them if possible,
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add new programs and increase participation. The following
strategies and initiatives may be conducted throughout the planning
period to accomplish this goal.

Initiative CC-2.1: Curbside Recycling Technical Assistance

The District will continue to work with political subdivisions in the
county to promote and support curbside recycling. The District's
main objective with this program is to increase the availability of
curbside recycling in the county as well as to improve participation.

Implementation: 2019-2033

Initiative CC-2.2: Take it to the Curb Promotion

The District will continue to promote the message that the Take it to
the Curb campaign developed to promote and support curbside
recycling expansion.

Implementation: 2019-2033

3. CC-3 - Drop-off Recycling Program
(State Plan Goals #1 and #2)

This program will continue (see description in Section 1V).
e Because of the high use of the original sites, additional sites
were needed to meet demand. Additional sites were added

in 2017 to improve this program.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Additional sites were added in 2017 to improve this program:

Types of Materials Accepted Hours

Facility/Activity Name, Address, Phone AC GL PL OCC SC LAB MxP ST WG OM Oth Avlilﬁ)t;ilgto

Clark County Solid Waste Management District o
Northridge Recycling Station PA hours/day
1539 Student Avenue DO’ X X X X X X 7
Springfield, OH 45503 daysiweek
937-521-2020

Clark County Solid Waste Management District Open
Mad River Township Recycling Station PA during
7952 Dayton-Springfield Road DO’ X X X X X X daylight
Fairborn, OH 45324 hours
937-521-2020
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Initiative CC-3.1: Drop-Off Recycling Evaluations

The District will monitor a variety of elements regarding drop-off
recycling locations, such as total tons of materials collected and
contamination issues. The District may adjust the drop-off program
on an as-needed basis when improvements are identified.
Potential issues the District circumvents by evaluating the drop-off
program on a continual basis are the following:

Location of drop-off

Collection hours

Material accepted

Participant feedback on program

Estimated tonnage collected

Excessive abuse of drop-off sites from contamination or

dumping

Underutilization of drop-off bins

e Collection frequency that does not meet public needs (i.e.,
issues with over-flow)

e Other issues and or considerations as identified

Implementation: 2019-2033

4. CC-4 - Yard Waste Management Program
(State Plan Goal #2)

This program will continue during the planning period.

5. CC-5 - Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Collection
Program
(State Plan Goals #2 and #5)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

e The Specialty Recycling Center is operating at maximum
capacity with little room to grow the HHW program or other
services offered by the District at the Center.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-5.1: Enhancement to HHW Program

The District will incorporate any changes to the HHW program that
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are a direct result of the new initiatives, programs, services and or
facilities that are planned in Program # CC-1 from the new property.

Implementation: 2019-2033

Initiative CC-5.2: Enhance HHW Education

The District will promote the proper purchasing and management of
HHW materials to residents through a public education initiative.
This initiative would focus on purchasing techniques to minimize
HHW generation and to purchase and use alternative products that
are less hazardous. The District may utilize its web site, printed
materials, presentations to adults and children, social media and
other options as needed.

Implementation: 2021-2022

6. CC-6 — Electronics Recycling Program
State Plan Goals #2 and #5)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

e The Specialty Recycling Center is operating at maximum
capacity with little room to grow the Electronics Recycling
program or other services offered by the District at the
Center.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-6.1: Enhancement to Electronics Recycling
Program

The District will incorporate any changes to the Electronics
Recycling program that are a direct result of the new initiatives,
programs, services and or facilities that are planned in Program #
CC-1 from the new property.

Implementation: 2019-2033
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7. CC-7 — Lead-Acid Battery Recycling Program
(State Plan Goals #2 and #5)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

e The Specialty Recycling Center is operating at maximum
capacity with litttle room to grow the Lead Acid Battery
Recycling program or other services offered by the District at
the Center.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-7.1: Enhancement to Lead Acid Battery Recycling
Program

The District will incorporate any changes to the Lead Acid Battery
Recycling program that are a direct result of the new initiatives,
programs, services and or facilities that are planned in Program #
CC-1 from the new property.

Implementation: 2019-2033

8. CC-8 — Scrap Tire Recycling Program
(State Plan Goals #2 and #5)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

e The Specialty Recycling Center is operating at maximum
capacity with little room to grow the Scrap Tire Recycling
program or other services offered by the District at the
Center.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-8.1: Enhancement to Scrap Tire Recycling
Program

The District will incorporate any changes to the Scrap Tire
Recycling program that are a direct result of the new initiatives,
programs, services and or facilities that are planned in Program #
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CC-1 from the new property.

Initiative CC-8.2: Enhancement to Scrap Tire Recycling
Education

The District will promote the proper disposal of scrap tires to
residents through a public education initiative that would encourage
them to dispose of scrap tires at the point of purchase. This would
explain the need for the disposal fee charged by the retailer. This
would reduce the number of tires that communities and the District
must pay to manage.

Implementation: 2021-2022

Initiative CC-8.3: Education of Scrap Tire Dumping Laws

The District could work with each of the entities within the District
that sell new tires to develop a persuasive educational poster
comparing the costs of legal versus illegal scrap tire disposal. The
poster could compare the average tire disposal fee charged by
local tire retailers versus the costs of illegal tire disposal which
includes court costs, fines, community service, jail sentences, and a
criminal record.

The District in partnership with the Clark County Board of Health
could work with local tire retailers and businesses that accept scrap
tires to educate them about the local problems related to tire
dumping.

The District could encourage these businesses to display the poster
in a highly visible area in their establishment. The goal is to
capture more scrap tires at the point of sale when a scrap tire is
being replaced, which should reduce the quantity of scrap tires
dumped throughout the District, as well as surrounding areas.

Implementation: 2022-2023

9. CC-9 — Government Office Paper Recycling
(State Plan Goal #2)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

e The program recycling volumes dropped from 13.8 tons to
8.9 tons.
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10.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-9.1: Program Performance Assessment

The District will assess the reason why the tonnage reported for
this program dropped. If the reason was data reporting related, then
the District will make the appropriate changes to obtain accurate
data. If the drop was related to an operational issue, then the
District will assess the issue and develop appropriate improvement
initiatives to move the program back to its historical performance
levels.

Implementation: 2019-2020

CC-10 - Business Paper Recycling
(State Plan Goal #2)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

e Royal Oak’s accounting system does not give consistent
weights for paper collected.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-10.1: Engage Royal Oak on Data Consistency

The District will work with Royal Oak to determine the best and
most accurate way to collect and then submit recycling data to the
District for the paper recycled by residents and businesses in the
District.

This effort will occur as needed to address any inconsistencies and
or issues that arise from this program.
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RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAL SECTOR EDUCATION AND
AWARENESS PROGRAMS

1. CC-11 - Education and Awareness Program
(State Plan Goals #3 and #4)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

e The Take it to The Curb campaign has not increased
curbside recycling contracts by communities for non-
subscription services.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-11.1: Enhance Take it to the Curb Campaign

The District will evaluate the reasons why the campaign did not
achieve its desired outcome. Based on the results of the evaluation,
the District may develop a new campaign and or approach to
deliver a new or revised message. This may also include a longer-
term approach to message delivery to ensure behavior change
occurs over time. Measurement attributes will also be considered to
assist in the evaluation of any new campaigns or approaches.

Implementation: 2019 — Evaluation
2020/2021 — Possible Implementation of New
Approach

COMMERCIAL, INSTITUTIONAL AND INDUSTRIAL SECTOR
PROGRAMS

Industrial Waste Reduction/Recycling and Education Strategies

The District’s industrial waste reduction strategies are presented in Table
V-6, “Industrial Waste Reduction Strategies”. Industrial recycling is
projected to decrease based on projected decreases in industrial
employment figures. The District projects a decrease in industrial recycling
from 55,711 tons in 2015 to 53,774 tons in 2020 and flatline until 2033.
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CC-12 - Business Waste Reduction Assistance (BWRAP)
(State Plan Goals #2, #3, #4)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

e District staff time is limited and assistance is provided on a
first come first served basis.

e Only 5 businesses received technical assistance from the
District in 2015.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-12.1: Target Marketing of Program

In order to focus the limited availability of District staff and to
maximize the efforts of the program, the District will develop a
targeted marketing campaign towards businesses that have the
greatest need and potential for waste diversion. Working with the
annual survey data collection program, the District will develop a list
of potential businesses that meet the criteria listed above. Once the
list is formulated, the District will target promotion of the program to
those businesses. One on one engagement will also be initiated to
build relationships. By incorporating this approach, the District will
achieve the greatest return on investment for the limited time and
resources available for this program.

Implementation: 2019 — Develop targeted list
2020 — Promote to targeted businesses and
implement technical assistance

OTHER PROGRAMSI/INITIATIVES

1.

CC-13 — Litter Prevention/Clean-Up Programs

This program will continue during the planning period.

CC-14 - Health Department Funding

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on

observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

V-20



Clark County Solid Waste District Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

e Obtaining funds for cleanups

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-14.1: Open Dump/Scrap Tire Clean-Up Fund

The District may establish a grant for the clean-up of solid waste
dumps and tire dumps starting in 2022 or later. A grant manual will
be created prior to the start of the program, if the program is
implemented, to articulate the details of the grant program and will
include an application and contractual agreements. The grant
program will be administered by an Open Dump/Scrap Tire Grant
Committee of the Board (consisting of representatives from the
health department, Policy Committee and the District Director of the
District). The District could provide seed money to clean-up high
priority open dump and scrap tire sites as determined by the above
referenced committee. Recovered clean-up costs would be directed
to the District to replenish funds expended from this program.

All requested funds for clean up under this grant must be reviewed
and agreed upon by the Open Dump/Scrap Tire Grant Committee
then submitted to the Board of County Commissioners for approval.
Funding for this program will come from the unencumbered
generation fee revenue from the District. In order to ensure the
orderly disbursement of these funds, the District requires the Health
Department seeking these funds to meet the following guidelines:

e Sites can only be cleaned up by this program if a lien on the
site can be obtained to recover the clean-up costs.

e Funds will only be allocated to the approved County Health
Department.

e Funds can only be used for clean-up of properties located
within the District.

e All grant requests must demonstrate a deterrence strategy
that either promotes or creates incentives to eliminate future
or continued dumping at each designated site.

e No grant may be used to remediate any hazardous waste
(as such term is defined in Chapter 3734 of the Ohio
Revised Code) dump sites.

e The maximum amount of funds that will be awarded the
Health Department is $50,000.

e Legal proceedings for access to the site and for recovery of
clean-up costs must be in process before District funds are
requested by the Health Department.

e Applications for funding will be accepted throughout the
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year. A separate grant application must be submitted for

each site.
e Applications will be reviewed by the District Director and the
Open Dump/Scrap Tire Committee. Based on the

Committee’s recommendations, the Director will formulate a
recommendation for approval/disapproval by the Board of
County Commissioners at the regular board meeting.

e The District Clean-Up Fund shall be reimbursed from any
monies  collected from judgments against the
owners/operators of the sites remediated with grant funds.

e Within 30 days after clean-up is complete, the Health
Department must submit a final report to the District
documenting all clean-up activities and volumes.

The District will commit to making funds available for this program
from 2021-2023 at which time or before the Board will evaluate the
effectiveness of the program to determine if the program will be
continued. The District reserves the right to terminate the program
at any time throughout the planning period and/or not conduct the
program.

Implementation: 2020 — Develop program and grant manual
2021-2023 - Offer program to Health
Department if sites are identified and
determine if the program could fund the clean-

up

3. CC-15 - Legal and Consulting
This program will continue during the planning period.

4. CC-16 — Other Facilities
(State Plan Goal #2)

The facilities identified in Section IV are projected to continue
throughout the planning period.

The District reserves the right to develop a licensed or un-licensed
solid waste transfer station, recycle transfer station or other
consolidation facility (licensed or unlicensed) at any point in the
planning period. If any such facility is developed, the District will
evaluate the budgetary needs of the facility to determine if a
material change in circumstance has occurred according to the
policy in Section | of this Plan Update. The District will also
determine if a simple plan budget revision would be required in lieu
of a material change in circumstance.
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5. CC-17 — Curbside Recycling Grants
(State Plan Goals #1 and #2)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

e The original schedule for grant applications has expired.

e Communities did not apply for the grant.

To address these challenges, the District will design, implement,
review, and improve the following strategies:

Initiative CC-17.1: Grant Amendments

The District will reach out to the communities to determine why they
did not take advantage of the grant funding. Based on the
community feedback, the District will revise the grant program and
re-issue a revised grant program. The community engagement
process may include one on one discussions and or a community
meeting to solicit feedback on the program.

The District may also make the grants available to condominium
associations, home owner associations, apartment complexes and
other residential similar organizations, associations or entities.

The intent of this program is to solicit interested parties that meet
the core criteria of the program and then if a viable project is
identified, provide funding through the District’'s unencumbered fund
balance if available. To accomplish this, the District will develop a
grant manual defining the criterial of the program, what items and
services are allowed and not-allowed, a grant application and grant
agreement.

The District reserves the right to not provide funding or award
projects if the District and the Board determine the project is either
not viable and/or funding is not available.

Implementation: 2019 — Engage with communities
2020 — Revise and re-issue new grant program
and develop a grant manual
2020-2023 — Funding potentially available
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6. CC-18 — Food Waste Management Program
(State Plan Goal #2)

This program will continue during the planning period. Based on
observations made by the District on the implementation of this
program to date, the challenges of this program include:

e No meaningful programs or additional tonnage diverted
resulted from the District efforts in 2015.

The District will continue with the initiatives listed in Section IV for
this program to engage with Paygro and local businesses to try and
grow food waste management in the District.

7. CC-19 - Disaster Debris Assistance

This program will continue during the planning period.
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Table V-1
District Population Projections

Draft Plan, February 28, 2018

Clark Population Adjustments Total
County Village of Clifton District
Population (Greene County) Population

2015 135,912 47 135,959
2016 135,378 47 135,425
2017 134,843 47 134,890
2018 134,309 47 134,356
2019 133,774 47 133,822
2020 133,240 47 133,287
2021 132,870 47 132,917
2022 132,500 47 132,547
2023 132,130 47 132,177
2024 131,760 47 131,807
2025 131,390 47 131,437
2026 131,092 47 131,139
2027 130,794 47 130,841
2028 130,496 47 130,543
2029 130,198 47 130,245
2030 129,900 47 129,947
2031 129,688 47 129,735
2032 129,476 47 129,523
2033 129,264 47 129,311

Source(s) of information:

Population - Ohio Development Senices Agency Office of Research,
"2015 Population Estimates by County, City, Village, and Township",

May 2015.

Population projections 2000-2040 - Ohio Development Senices Agency,
Ohio County Profiles.

Sample calculation (2015):

2015 Total District Population = Clark County Population + Village of

Clifton (Greene County portion)

135,959 residents = 135,912 residents + 47 residents
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Table V-2
District Residential/Commercial Waste Generation (TPY)

District Per Capita Total Residential/Commercial

Population Generation Rate Waste Generation (TPY)

135,959 150,723
2016 135,425 6.11 150,933
2017 134,890 6.14 151,089
2018 134,356 6.17 151,243
2019 133,822 6.20 151,394
2020 133,287 6.23 151,544
2021 132,917 6.26 151,879
2022 132,547 6.29 152,213
2023 132,177 6.32 152,548
2024 131,807 6.36 152,881
2025 131,437 6.39 153,214
2026 131,139 6.42 153,631
2027 130,841 6.45 154,049
2028 130,543 6.48 154,466
2029 130,245 6.52 154,884
2030 129,947 6.55 155,302
2031 129,735 6.58 155,824
2032 129,523 6.61 156,347
2033 129,311 6.65 156,872

Source(s) of information:

District Population - Table V-1

2015 Per Capita Generation Rate - Table V-8

2015 Per Capita Generation Rate - 2015 Facility Data Report and Annual District Report
Per Capita Generation Rate projected to increase throughout the planning period using a
linear projection, ending in 2033 with a per capita generation rate equal to the 2011-2015
average.

Sample calculation (2015):

District population x per capita generation rate (Ib/person/day) x 365 days/year x 1
ton/2,000 Ibs = Total Residential/Commercial Generation (tons)

135,959 residents x 6 ppd x 365 days + 2,000 pounds/ton = 150,723 tons
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Table V-4
Total Waste Generation for the District During the Planning Period

Residential/ Generation Rate

Industrial Exempt Total Waste

Commercial (Ibs/person/day)

2015 150,723 55,711 207,165

2016 150,933 55,711 1,100 207,744 8.41
2017 151,089 58,688 1,469 211,245 8.58
2018 151,243 64,954 1,838 218,035 8.89
2019 151,394 67,931 2,207 221,533 9.07
2020 151,544 70,594 2,945 225,083 9.25
2021 151,879 70,594 2,945 225,418 9.29
2022 152,213 70,594 2,945 225,753 9.33
2023 152,548 70,594 2,945 226,087 9.37
2024 152,881 70,594 2,945 226,421 9.41
2025 153,214 70,594 2,945 226,754 9.45
2026 153,631 70,594 2,945 227,171 9.49
2027 154,049 70,594 2,945 227,588 9.53
2028 154,466 70,594 2,945 228,006 9.57
2029 154,884 70,594 2,945 228,424 9.61
2030 155,302 70,594 2,945 228,842 9.65
2031 155,824 70,594 2,945 229,364 9.69
2032 156,347 70,594 2,945 229,887 9.73
2033 156,872 70,594 2,945 230,411 9.76

Source(s) of information: 4,043,766

Residential/Commercial Table V-2
Industrial Table V-3

Sample calculation (2015):

Total Waste = Residential/Commercial + Industrial + Exempt
207,165 tons = 150,723 tons + 55,711 tons + 731 tons

Generation Rate Total Waste Generated (tons) x 2,000 pounds /ton
(Ib/person/day) = Population x 365 days/year

207,164.67 tons x 2,000
135,912 x 365

8.35 =
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Clark County Solid Waste District
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VI.

Methods of Management: Facilities and Programs to be Used
[ORC Section 3734.53(A)(7)-(12)]

This section of the Plan Update demonstrates that the District has capacity
through facilities and its programs to manage the waste generated for the
planning period. A regional capacity analysis provides information to
demonstrate the District meets or exceeds capacity requirements under Ohio
law. The District will continue to reserve its right to exercise flow control but does
not currently designate facilities. The designation of facilities is a power granted
to SWMDs under Ohio law allowing the District to designate where solid waste
generated within or transported into the District shall be taken for disposal, or
transfer.

Additionally, this section of the Plan Update includes a detailed siting strategy for
new proposed facilities.

A. District Methods for Management of Solid Waste

Table VI-1 presents the waste management methods used and capacity
needed for each year of the planning period. The District managed
approximately 207,165 net tons of solid waste in 2015. Approximately
207,763 net tons of solid waste will need to be managed in 2019 (the first
year of the planning period) and 213,592 net tons will need to be managed
by 2033 (the final year of the planning period).

The District will manage the projected waste through recycling, yard waste
composting, incineration, the use of transfer stations, and landfilling. In
Table VI-1, the total tons landfilled in 2015 (95,084 tons) was calculated
by subtracting recycling, yard waste composting, and the volume of waste
reduced by incineration. The District projects a need of 95,430 tons of
landfill capacity in 2019 and 99,369 tons in 2033.

The following figure shows the projected total net tons to be managed by
the District throughout the planning period.
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2015 — 2033 Net Tons to be Managed by the District
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The following figure shows the projected tons to be landfilled throughout
the planning period.

2015 — 2033 Total Landfill Tons to be Managed by the District
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Table VI-2 presents a summary of waste management methods for
residential/commercial solid waste generated by the District. Recycling,
yard waste composting, transferring, incineration, and landfilling. In 2015,
the residential/commercial sector generated a total of 150,723 tons. This
sector is projected to generate 151,394 tons of solid waste at the
beginning of the planning period and 156,872 tons of solid waste by the
end of the planning period. The following figure presents the management
methods used to manage residential/commercial waste generation
throughout the planning period.
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2015 — 2033 Residential/Commercial Sector
Waste Management Methods
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Table VI-3 presents a summary of waste management methods for
industrial solid waste generated by the District. This sector’s waste was
managed by recycling, transferring, and landfilling. In 2015, the industrial
sector generated a total of 55,711 tons. The industrial sector is projected
to generate 54,162 tons of solid waste at the beginning of the planning
period and 53,774 tons of solid waste by the end of the planning period.
Total annual waste generation will decrease 387 tons or 0.72% from 2019
to 2033.

The following figure presents the management methods used to manage
industrial waste generation throughout the planning period.

2015 — 2033 Industrial Sector Waste Management Methods
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Table VI-4A, “Waste Management Method: Landfill,” presents the
reference year landfill capacity utilization and anticipated landfill capacity
needs throughout the planning period. The projections in Table VI-4A
present the landfill capacity demands from 2015 to 2033. Total tons
landfilled includes waste that was directly hauled to landfills, transferred
waste, and ash produced through incineration.

Thirteen landfills received waste generated in the District during the
reference year, including waste that was first accepted at incinerators or
transfer stations. For the purposes of the analysis in Table VI-4A and
future year projections on landfill capacity, the District assumes that each
facility that managed District waste during the reference year will manage
the same percent of total tons as during the reference year unless a
landfill ceases operations or runs out of permitted airspace before the end
of the planning period.

There are no in-district landfills. Twelve of the landfills were located in
Ohio and one landfill was located in Indiana. Eleven of the Ohio landfills
have sufficient remaining airspace to manage 99% of the District’s
landfilling needs throughout the planning period.

Table VI-4B, “Waste Management Method: Incineration, presents the total
tons projected to be managed by incineration throughout the planning
period. The District used one medical waste incinerator in the reference
year to manage less than a ton of waste. The total tons of waste
managed by incineration are projected to change at the same rate as
population. The overall tonnage managed by incineration annually from
2019 to 2033 is projected to remain essentially flat.

Table VI-4C, “Waste Management Method: Transfer,” the District projects
transferred waste will decrease at the same rate as population throughout
the planning period. In 2019, the first year of the planning period, the
District projects approximately 60,599 tons of solid waste will be managed
by transfer facilities. This decreases to 57,906 tons in 2033, the final year
of the planning period.

Significant transfer station utilization continues for the District and has
resulted in the following issues:

e All solid waste in county must be hauled between 26-34 miles to
receiving facilities which adds cost.

e > 60% of District waste flows though transfer stations prior to landfill
disposal.

¢ Ninety-nine percent of transferred solid waste goes to Montgomery
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County.

Table VI-4D, Waste Management Method: Recycling,” presents the total
tons projected to be managed by recycling. The District is projected to
recycle an average of 70,780 tons of material annually throughout the
planning period.

Table VI-4E, “Waste Management Method: Composting,” presents the
total tons projected to be managed by composting. Composting was
projected as a flat average of 0.1% tons annually from 2015 to 2033. The
District does not anticipate any major changes to facilities or programs
operating during the reference year.

B. Demonstration of Access to Capacity
During 2015, twelve out-of-district landfills and one out-of-state landfill
managed 95,084 tons of solid waste generated by District residents,
businesses and industries.

The following figure presents the landfills used by the District in 2015, and
the percentage of District-generated waste landfilled at each facility.

2015 Landfills Used by District

. Carbon Limestone
American Landfill, Landfill LLC

Inc., 2,750
Celina Sanitary
. . Landfill
South Side Landfill
Cherokee Run
Beech Hgllow Landfill
Landfill
Suburban Landfill, Crawford County
Sanitary Landfill

Inc

Stony Hollow
Landfill, Inc Franklin County
Sanitary Landfill
I:Iumﬁke:(;/istedlpﬁ Pike Sanitation
ugnhes Rd Landtl Landfill
Pine Grove

Regional Facility
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Regional Capacity Analysis

The purpose for the regional capacity analysis is to evaluate and
demonstrate that the District has access to adequate disposal capacity
during the planning period. The District’'s assessment of regional landfill
capacity demonstrates there is sufficient permitted capacity available to
manage the District’s solid waste until December 31, 2033.

The District projects an average need of approximately 97,000 tons or
145,940 cubic yards of landfill capacity annually throughout the planning
period. The District will dispose of approximately 1.4 million tons or
4.3 million cubic yards of solid waste. Using a 3:1 conversion factor for
cubic yards to tons and applying an average 2:1 compaction ratio for
landfilled solid waste, the District will need approximately 349 million cubic
yards of airspace capacity over the fifteen-year planning period.

The landfills used by the District in 2015 had sufficient permitted airspace
to dispose of an estimated 269 million tons of solid waste. The Rumpke
Waste Inc Hughes Rd Landfill, which currently manages the majority of
the District’'s waste, has enough permitted capacity to manage the entirety
of the waste generated within the District from the reference year to the
end of the planning period. Overall, the landfills used by the District in
2015 had an average remaining lifespan of more than 37 years.

C. Schedule for Facilities and Programs: New, Expansions, Closures,
Continuations

Table VI-5, Implementation Schedule for Facilities, Strategies, Programs
and Activities: Dates and Description, presents descriptions and dates of
operation for each facility, program or activity presented in the Plan
Update.

Programs for residential/commercial sector recycling and composting,
financial incentive programs, commercial/industrial sector recycling
programs, education and awareness, technical assistance, and other
programs are presented in Table VI-5. These programs are discussed in
detail in Sections IV and V.

D. Identification and Designation of Facilities

Table VI-6 includes the solid waste facilities identified and current
designations. The District continues to support an open market for the
collection, transport and disposal of solid waste. As required in Section
3734.53(A)(13)(a) of the Ohio Revised Code, the District is identifying all
Ohio licensed and permitted solid waste landfill, transfer and resource
recovery facilities and all licensed and permitted out-of-state landfill,
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transfer and resource recovery facilities. The District is also identifying
recycling and composting programs and facilities that are identified in
Section Il Inventories.

The District is not designating any facilities in this Plan Update.
E. Authorization Statement to Designate

The Board of County Commissioners of the District is authorized to
establish facility designations in accordance with Section 343.013.
343.014 and 343.015 of the Ohio Revised Code.

F. Waiver Process for the Use of Undesignated Facilities

The District is authorized to designate solid waste facilities. If the Board
elects to designate solid waste facilities, the following waiver process shall
be followed by any person, municipal corporation, township or other entity
that wishes to deliver waste to a solid waste facility not designated by the
District.

In the event that any person, municipal corporation, township or other
entity requests permission to use a facility, other than a designated facility,
for the disposal of solid waste generated within the District, the entity must
submit a written request for a waiver of designation to the Board. The
request must contain the following information:

1. ldentification of the persons, municipal corporation, township or
other entity requesting the waiver;

2. ldentification of the generators(s) of the solid waste for which the
waiver is requested,;

3. Identification of the type and quantity (in tons per year) of solid
waste for which the waiver is requested;

4. Identification of the time period(s) for which the waiver is requested;

5. ldentification of the disposal facility(s) to be used if the waiver is
granted;

6. If the solid waste is to be disposed in an Ohio landfill, a letter from
the solid waste management district where the solid waste will be
disposed, acknowledging that the activity is consistent with that
district’s current plan;

7. An estimate of the financial impact to the District that would occur
with issuance of the requested waiver; and
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8. An explanation of the reason(s) for requesting the waiver.

Upon receipt of the written request containing all of the information listed
above, District staff will review it and may request additional information
necessary to conduct its review. The Board shall act on a waiver request
within ninety days following receipt of the request. The Board may grant
the request for a waiver only if the Board determines that:

1. Issuance of the waiver is not inconsistent with projections contained
in the District’'s approved Plan Update under Section 3734.53 (A)(6)
and (A)(7) of the Ohio Revised Code;

2. lIssuance of the waiver will not adversely affect implementation and
financing of the District’'s approved Plan Update; and

3. Such other terms and conditions as the Board determines to be
necessary or appropriate, including but not limited to payment of a
waiver fee to the District because of diminished generation fee
collections.

G. Siting Strategy for Facilities

As stated in the last Plan Update, the District is to consider the impact of
any new solid waste facility siting on the overall community. District
Amended Rule 1-796 presently provides that:

“No person, municipal corporation, township, or other political subdivision
shall construct, enlarge, or modify any solid waste transfer, disposal,
recycling, or resource recovery facility until general plans and
specifications for the proposed improvement have been submitted to and
approved by the Clark County, Ohio Board of County Commissioners as
complying with the Solid Waste Management Plan of the Clark County
Solid Waste Management District.”

“General plans and specifications shall be submitted to the attention of the
Clark County Solid Waste Director, c/o the Clark County Commission,
50 East Columbia Street, P.O. Box 2639, Springfield, Ohio, 45501. Such
general plans and specifications shall include all information necessary for
the Board of Commissioners to evaluate the County level interests
identified in the siting review process contained in the District's Solid
Waste Management Plan.”

“General plans and specifications submitted to comply with this Rule shall
not include information that is required to determine the proposed facility’s
compliance with engineering design criteria or which address issues that
do not directly relate to the County level interests identified in the District’s
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Plan. The submission of any such extraneous material may be cause for
the Board to require the developer to submit revised general plans and
specifications which contain information that is appropriate for the siting
review process.”

“No person, municipal corporation, township, or other political subdivision
shall construct, modify or enlarge any solid waste transfer, disposal,
recycling, or resource recovery facility that does not comply with the Clark
County, Ohio Solid Waste Management Plan, as determined by the Board
of Commissioners of Clark County, Ohio.”

It is the Board’s intention to continue the requirement that no one may
construct, enlarge or modify a solid waste facility within the District unless
and until the developer of the proposed facility has obtained approval of
general plans and specifications by the Board.

While the Board has broad discretion to disapprove general plans and
specifications for a proposed solid waste facility, it is the intent of the siting
review procedure set forth below that the Board shall not approve general
plans and specifications for a proposed solid waste facility unless the
proposed facility complies with the District’s solid waste management plan
as demonstrated by the Board’s determination that the proposed facility is
not likely to have any significant adverse impacts on the local community
in Clark County. The specific interests of the county level of government
that are addressed in the siting review procedure are not intended to
supersede any exercise of local authority over a proposed solid waste
facility but are in addition to any such exercise of local authority.

The District will attempt to approach any facility siting review cooperatively
and will attempt to maintain an open channel of communication with all
stakeholders in the process in order to examine relevant issues of concern
to the public.

The Board shall have the discretion to approve or disapprove general
plans and specifications for the proposed construction, enlargement or
modification of a solid waste facility located within the District, based upon
the Board’s determination of impacts on the local community in Clark
County with respect to any of the following County level interests:

e Consistency with the mission, central strategies and projections
contained in the District’'s Solid Waste Management Plan;

e Effects on financing the implementation of the District’'s Solid Waste
Management Plan;

e The local economy (e.g., cost/benefit analysis of waste disposal
costs, revenues/ expenditures, job creation etc.);
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e Licensing and inspection responsibilities of the Combined Health
District;

e Enforcement responsibilities of local law enforcement and

emergency response officials;

Clark County’s Comprehensive Plan;

Avalilability of needed solid waste services;

Related infrastructure (e.g., thoroughfares);

Local related quality of life issues (e.g., noise and litter);

Local political subdivisions;

Local property values; and

Important historic or cultural features.

Applicability

The District will maintain rule making authority to require solid waste
facility developers to submit plans and specifications for their proposed
facility to the District for review. Developers will be asked to provide
information in a format that will facilitate evaluation of the County-level
Interests. Information relative to the County-level Interests (listed above)
would be appropriate for submission. Developers should not submit
information that is not directly related to the District’'s evaluation of the
County-level Interests, such as materials that are required by Ohio EPA
concerning the proposed facility’s compliance with engineering design
criteria, because including such extraneous information in the application
for siting approval may delay performance of the siting review process.

Any proposed construction, enlargement or modification of a solid waste
facility located within the District is subject to the Clark County siting
review process. The siting review process is designed to take
approximately 90 — 120 days. However, the District reserves the right to
extend the process by appropriate amounts of time (up to 60 days), if
necessary, for gathering additional information or if further review and
evaluation are needed. The District recommends that the Developer
complete the siting review process prior to submitting a “Permit to Install”
application to the Ohio EPA so that the developer will have an opportunity
to identify and respond to any County level concerns before the developer
invests significant time and resources in the Ohio EPA permitting process.

Contact

The Clark County Solid Waste District Director will serve as the primary
contact for local governments, developers, regulators and the public.

VI-10



Clark County Solid Waste District Draft Plan, March 1, 2018

Responsible for Implementation

The Board will have general responsibility for the completion of any siting

review process.

The Board retains discretionary power to utilize the

District Technical Advisory Council (TAC), Solid Waste Policy Committee
(SWPC), staff, other county and/or state officials and/or technical experts
for assistance and advice in the process.

Process Outline

Approximate
DEVY

Action

Director receives the proposal in a format consistent with the
County-level Interests. (If the information provided to the
District is not in the format requested, the Developer will be
advised to amend the submission to provide the required
information and the process will begin when the information is
received.)

Director provides summary of proposed facility to the Board.

The Board determines if a relevant County-level interest exists
which requires further review. If they determine that there is
not a relevant County-level interest that requires further review,
they may elect to stop the siting review at this point.

If it is determined that a relevant County-level interest exists
which requires further review, the Board will set a time and date
(within approximately 10-15 days) to receive comment from all
stakeholders in order to identify relevant areas of potential
impacts. They may also request written comment from other
agencies, staff, TAC, SWPC, political jurisdictions, or experts in
the field in order to consider their opinions as well in order to
identify the relevant areas of potential impacts.

21

The Board holds public meeting to receive comments from all
stakeholders in order to identify relevant areas of potential
impacts.

28

The Board, having received comment from all stakeholders,
and all others requested, identifies a list of relevant areas of
potential impacts for further evaluation.

The Board directs the Director to gather information and initiate
an evaluation of each relevant area of potential impacts.

The Board may also request information and opinions from
other appropriate agencies, staff, or experts as well.

90

Director presents all findings to the Board for their review.
(Director may request an extension at this point, if necessary to
gather more information before making a final presentation of
the findings.) The Board sets a date and time (approximately
7-10 days) to make a determination.
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Approximate Action
DEVY

The Board, based on information presented by all stakeholders,
may choose, at this point, to determine that no relevant County-
level concern regarding relevant potential impacts of the
proposed development exists and the process would be

complete.

97 If the Board determines that County-level concerns regarding
relevant potential impacts may constitute impacts by the
proposed facility that are significant and adverse to the local
community, the Board will make a preliminary determination of
noncompliance with the Plan and notify the Developer. They
will also set a date and time for a public meeting (approximately
20-30 days) in order to make a final determination.

If the Board determines that the relevant potential impacts do
not constitute impacts by the proposed facility that are
significant and adverse to the local community, then the Board
may determine that the facility complies with the Solid Waste
Management Plan.

If the Board has determined that County-level concerns

regarding relevant potential impacts are likely to result in

significant adverse impacts on the local community in Clark

County, the Board will conduct the most appropriate course of

120 action, including but not limited to:

1. Request an extension and authorize further study (this
must be agreed upon by the Developer as well);

2. Negotiate with the proposed facility Developer; or
3. Explicitly disapprove of the site for the development.

Note: If (for any reason) changes are made to the proposal
after the facility has been approved by the Board, the Board
reserves the right for further evaluation and reconsideration
subject to the Process Outline described here.

H. Contingencies for Capacity Assurance and District Program
Implementation

The District will implement the contingency plan outlined in this section of
the Plan Update if there is an interruption in composting, recycling,
transfer facility or landfill capacity for a period of time that would be
detrimental to the health and safety of District residents. If the Board
determines there is a public health and safety threat due to an interruption
in landfill capacity, the following will be implemented.

1. The District will conduct a survey to determine the solid waste
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disposal needs for District political jurisdictions, commercial,
industrial and institutional companies/facilities. If, after completing
the survey, the District Coordinator determines that it is in the best
interests of the political jurisdictions, commercial facilities,
industries and institutions to allow them the opportunity to bid their
waste to the company with the best service and price, the District
Coordinator will make the recommendation to the Board to take no
further action. If the Board receives input from the surveys that
some action is needed, then the following should be considered as
part of the management contingency for District solid waste.

2. After considering the results of the survey, the Board of Director’s
may elect to pursue any of the following:

a. Prepare a bid specification to solicit bids from regional
landfills to accept District solid waste.

b. Develop a District-wide disposal cooperative with local
political jurisdictions to obtain a fixed disposal price for a
specified term.

c. Initiate action to site either a public or private solid waste
transfer or solid waste disposal facility.

The District Coordinator will make a recommendation to the Board on the
course of action to take within 120 days of confirmation of an interruption
of landfill capacity. Additionally, the District will develop an alternative
source of revenue if there is an interruption in landfill capacity (i.e., rates
and charges, contract fees). The Board will direct the District Coordinator
to develop alternatives for revenue generation to assure program
implementation as part of the management plan for the disposal of District
solid waste.
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Table VI-1

Waste Management Methods Used and Processing Capacity Needed for Each
Year of the Planning Period

Management Method Used and Processing
Capacity Required in TPY

Yard Waste

Composting

Tons of Tons Net Tons

SW Source to be

Generated Reduced Managed Recycling Transfer Landfilling

2015 207,165 0 207,165 70,449 61,692 41,632 95,084

2016 207,744 0 207,744 69,633 61,690 41,280 96,831

2017 211,245 0 211,245 69,665 62,352 41,117 100,464
2018 218,035 0 218,035 69,382 62,546 41,632 107,021
2019 221,533 0 221,533 69,100 62,738 41,280 111,153
2020 225,083 0 225,083 68,817 62,930 41,117 115,150
2021 225,418 0 225,418 68,242 63,198 41,632 115,544
2022 225,753 0 225,753 68,191 63,536 41,280 116,282
2023 226,087 0 226,087 68,141 63,873 41,117 116,830
2024 226,421 0 226,421 68,090 64,211 41,632 116,699
2025 226,754 0 226,754 68,039 64,547 41,280 117,435
2026 227,171 0 227,171 67,999 64,920 41,117 118,056
2027 227,588 0 227,588 67,958 65,292 41,632 117,998
2028 228,006 0 228,006 67,917 65,665 41,280 118,809
2029 228,424 0 228,424 67,917 65,948 41,117 119,390
2030 228,842 0 228,842 67,917 66,232 41,632 119,293
2031 229,364 0 229,364 67,917 66,586 41,280 120,167
2032 229,887 0 229,887 67,917 66,941 41,117 120,853
2033 230,411 0 230,411 67,917 67,297 41,632 120,862

Source(s) of information:

Tons of SW Generated - Table V-4

Tons Recycling and Yard Waste Composting - Tables V-5 and V-6
Tons Transferred - Table VI-2 and VI-3

Sample calculations:

2015 Net tons to be managed by SWMD = Tons of SW generated - tons source reduced
207,165 tons = 207,165 tons - . tons

2015 Landfilling = Net tons to be managed by SWMD - (recycling + yard waste composting)
95,084 tons = 207,165 tons - (70,448.68 tons + 41,632. tons)
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Table VI-2
Summary for Residential/Commercial Waste Management Methods

Management Method in TPY

fons Yard Waste
Generated Recycling : Transfer Landfilling
Composting

2015 150,723 18,844 41,632 61,690 90,247
2016 150,933 18,028 41,280 61,690 91,625
2017 151,089 18,060 41,117 62,352 91,912
2018 151,243 18,091 40,954 62,546 92,198
2019 151,394 18,122 40,791 62,738 92,482
2020 151,544 18,152 40,628 62,930 92,764
2021 151,879 18,205 40,515 63,198 93,159
2022 152,213 18,154 40,403 63,536 93,657
2023 152,548 18,103 40,290 63,873 94,155
2024 152,881 18,053 40,177 64,211 94,652
2025 153,214 18,002 40,064 64,547 95,148
2026 153,631 17,961 39,973 64,920 95,697
2027 154,049 17,920 39,883 65,292 96,246
2028 154,466 17,879 39,792 65,665 96,795
2029 154,884 17,879 39,792 65,948 97,213
2030 155,302 17,879 39,792 66,232 97,631
2031 155,824 17,879 39,792 66,586 98,153
2032 156,347 17,879 39,792 66,941 98,676
2033 156,872 17,879 39,792 67,297 99,201

Source(s) of information:

Tons Generated - Table V-2

Recycling and Yard Waste Composting - Table V-5
Transfer - Table -3

Sample calculations (2015):

Landfilling = Tons Generated - (Recycling + Yard Waste Composting)

90,247 tons = 150,723 tons - (18,843.86 tons + 41,632. tons)
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Table VI-3
Summary for Industrial Waste Management Methods

Management Method in TPY

Tons Generated

Recycling Transfer Landfilling

2015 55,711 51,605 0 4,106

2016 55,711 51,605 0 4,106

2017 58,688 51,605 0 7,083

2018 64,954 51,291 0 13,663
2019 67,931 50,978 0 16,953
2020 70,594 50,664 0 19,930
2021 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2022 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2023 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2024 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2025 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2026 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2027 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2028 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2029 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2030 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2031 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2032 70,594 50,038 0 20,557
2033 70,594 50,038 0 20,557

Source(s) of information:

Tons Generated - Table V-4

Tons Source Reduction & Recycling - Table V-6
Tons Transferred - Table III-3

Sample calculations (2015):

Landfilling = Tons Generated - Source Reduction & Recycling

4,106 tons = 55,711 tons - 51,604.82 tons
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Table VI-4D
Waste Management Method: Recycling

ns of District SW Managed

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Batteries Plus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buck Creek Pallet 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 Z Z Z Z Z Z Z Z Z
Buckeye Diamond 1,385 | 1,360 | 1,370 | 1,364 | 1,358 | 1,353 | 1,342 | 1,341 | 1,340 | 1,339 | 1,338 | 1,337 | 1,336 | 1,336 | 1,336 | 1,336 | 1,336 | 1,336 | 1,336
Cloud Blue 22 22 22 22 22 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
Cohen Brothers 976 | 965 | 965 | 962 | 958 | 954 | 946 | 945 | 944 | 944 | 943 | 942 | 942 | 942 | 942 | 942 | 942 | 942 | 942
Frankiin Iron & Metal 7,487 | 7,400 | 7,403 | 7,373 | 7,343 | 7.313 | 7.052 | 7.247 | 7,041 | 7,236 | 7,231 | 7,006 | 7.202 | 7.222 | 7,222 | 7,222 | 7,022 | 7,202 | 7.222
Goodwill Ind. 30 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 28 28 28 28 28 28 28
Green 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

L & L Salvage DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR
Nu-Tech Polymers & 750 | 741 | 742 | 739 | 736 | 733 | 727 | 726 | 725 | 725 | 724 | 724 | 723 | 723 | 723 | 723 | 723 | 723 | 723
OMAC Recycling Center | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR
Pratt Industries 3 3% 35 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 34 3 34 34 34
PSC Metals, Inc. DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR
Recycled Fibers 250 | 247 | 247 | 246 | 245 | 244 | 242 | 242 | 242 | 242 | 241 | 241 | 241 | 241 | 241 | 241 | 241 | 241 | 241
ReStore DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR | DNR
River Metals 50 29 29 29 29 29 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Royal Paper Stock 50 29 29 29 29 29 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Shred-it 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Springfield Recycling 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Staker Alloys 261 | 456 | 456 | 454 | 453 | 451 | 447 | 447 | 446 | 446 | 446 | 445 | 445 | 445 | 445 | 445 | 445 | 445 | 445
Urban Elsass 202 | 200 | 200 | 199 | 198 | 107 | 196 | 196 | 195 | 195 | 105 | 195 | 195 | 195 | 195 | 195 | 195 | 195 | 195
Valicor 107 | 106 | 106 | 105 | 105 | 105 | 104 | 104 | 104 | 104 | 103 | 103 | 103 | 103 | 103 | 103 | 103 | 103 | 103
Wilmington Iron & Metal 1,842 | 1,821 | 1,822 | 1,814 | 1,807 | 1,800 | 1,785 | 1,783 | 1,782 | 1,781 | 1,779 | 1,778 | 1,777 | L.777 | 4,777 | 1,777 | L,777 | L,777 | L.777
Registered Scrap Tire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transporters

Liberty Tire 642 | 634 | 634 | 632 | 629 | 627 | 621 | 621 | 621 | 620 | 620 | 619 | 619 | 619 | 619 | 619 | 619 | 619 | 619
82‘&)5”51” Tire (from 838 | 828 | 828 | 825 | 82 | 88 | 811 | 811 | 810 | 810 | 809 | s0s | sos | sos | 808 | 808 | sos | sos | sos
Material Recovery Facilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rumpke Dayton MRF 7,306 | 4,256 | 4,258 | 4,41 | 4,224 | 4,206 | 4,171 | 4,168 | 4,165 | 4,162 | 4,150 | 4,156 | 4,154 | 4,154 | 4,154 | 4,154 | 4,154 | 4,154 | 4,154
\gl;;,st:,en ":A?sgeme"t 1135 | 1,122 | 1,122 | 1,118 | 1,113 | 1,109 | 1,099 | 1,099 | 1,098 | 1,097 | 1,096 | 1,095 | 1,095 | 1,095 | 1,095 | 1,095 | 1,095 | 1,095 | 1,095
Commercial Box Store 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recycling

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aldi 87 86 86 86 86 85 85 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84 84
Kohis 105 | 104 | 104 | 103 | 108 | 102 | doi | 101 | 101 | o1 | 101 | doi | 101 | 101 | o1 | 101 | doi | 101 | 101
Big Lots 25 % 25 25 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24
Dollar General 219 | 216 | 216 | 215 | 214 | 214 | 212 | 212 | 211 | 211 | 211 | 211 | 211 | 211 | 211 | 211 | 211 | 211 | 21l
Target 269 | 266 | 266 | 265 | 264 | 263 | 260 | 260 | 260 | 260 | 260 | 250 | 259 | 250 | 250 | 259 | 250 | 259 | 259
Meijer 287 | 481 | 482 | 480 | 478 | 476 | 472 | 471 | 471 | 471 | 470 | 470 | 470 | 470 | 470 | 470 | 470 | 470 | 470
Home Depot 165 | 163 | 164 | 163 | 162 | 162 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160 | 160
Lowes 283 | 280 | 280 | 279 | 278 | 277 | 274 | 274 | 274 | 274 | 274 | 273 | 273 | 273 | 273 | 273 | 273 | 2713 | 273
Walmart 1,223 | 1,000 | 1,209 | 1,205 | 1,200 | 1,195 | 1,185 | 1,184 | 1,183 | 1,182 | 1,181 | 1,181 | 1,180 | 1,180 | 1,180 | 1,180 | 1,180 | 1,180 | 1,180
HHW Collection 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Special Material Collection

at the Clark County 75 74 74 74 74 74 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73

Recycling Center

Other recycling facilities
used by the
residential/commercial and
industrial sectors

46,930 | 46,387 | 46,408 | 46,220 | 46,032 | 45,843 | 45,460 | 45,427 | 45,393 | 45,359 | 45,325 | 45,298 | 45,271 | 45,271 | 45,271 | 45,271 | 45,271 | 45,271 | 45,271

70,449 69,633 69,665 69,382 69,100 68,817 68,242 68,191 68,141 68,090 68,039 67,999 67,958 67,958 67,958 67,958 6 67,958

Source(s) of information:

The total recycled is from Table VI-1.

Projected value for each Recycling Facility is calculated as a ratio based on the 2014 distribution
Sample calculation:

Franklin Iron & Metal 2015 Franklin Iron & Metal

Recycling 2016 = 2015 Total x Total 2016
_ 7,414 tons
5,685 tons —W X 28,523 tons
_ 7,487 tons
7,400 tons = —Jo4a9tons x 69,633 tons
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Clark County Solid Waste District

Program Name

ID#

Location

Table VI-5
Implementation Schedule for Facilities,
Strategies, Programs and Activities: Dates and Description

Description of Program/Facility

In 2007, the District opened a specialty drive thru recycling center where residents could recycle difficult to recycle
items on a weekly basis. The facility also senes as administrative offices and a home base for all programs. Hours

Draft Plan, March 1, 2018

Duration

Begin

Cease

Clark County .
. . . |are Thursdays: 9 am - 6 pm and 1st Saturday of every month: 9 am - noon. The center accepts latex paint, used .
- District-wide | . | ) ! 2007 Ongoin
Speua(lztznlfsrcycllng el tires, fluorescent bulbs, HID bulbs, UV lamps, NICAD batteries, cell phones, TVs and monitors, electronics, %oing
confidential material to be shredded, and appliances (including refrigerators). Composting bins may also be
purchased at the collection center.
_— . _ [The District anticipates deciding on the best use of the property in late 2018 or early 2019. Development planning
-1.1: Clark County Special Recyclin ) - } . - .
Iniative CC-11 y P yeng for the site would begin in 2019-2020 with a final operation not anticipated until 2023 or 2024 (the next plan update| ~ 2019 2024
Center Expansion pero])
. . The District will continue to work with political subdivisions in the county to promote and support curbside
Curbside Recycling o ) . - ) . .
Program CC-2 District-wide |recycling. Each community collects at a minimum aluminum and steel cans, glass, newspaper, cardboard,| Ongoing | Ongoing
¢ magazines, mixed paper, and plastic #1-2.
Iifative 0C-2.1: Curbside Recycling Techrical The p|str|ct will Ico!mswue tg wqu ywth ‘polmpal subdms.mns'ln the county Fo promote anq support‘cur.bmde '
Assistance recycling. The District's main objective with this program is to increase the availability of curbside recycling inthe| 2019 Ongoing
county as well as to improve participation.
Initiative CC-2.2: Take it to the Curb Promotion The District w!II contmug to promotle the message that the Take it to the Curb campaign developed to promote and 2019 Ongaing
support curbside recycling expansion.
The drop-off recycling program is expected to continue throughout the planning period. The District currently hosts
five locations. Drop-off locations are full-time, full-senice, and publicly available. This means that each location is
apen to the public at least 40 hours per week and accepts at least aluminum/bi-metal cans, plastic #1 and #2,
glass, mixed paper, aseptic containers, and cardboard. The West Station also accepts books.
Drop-Off Recycling L . .
- District-wide ) ! ' - . ) Ongoin Ongoin
Program s Each station consists of 17 cubic yard roll-off boxes. The District transports commingled materials to the WMI 9ong gong
MRF and cardhoard to the District Recycling Center.
The District will continue to advertise limited material drop-off locations such as Abitibi paper recycling drop-offs on
its website and in printed brochures.
The District will monitor a variety of elements regarding drop-off recycling locations, such as total tons of materials
Initiative CC-3.1: Drop-Off Recycling Evaluations ~ |collected and contamination issues. The District may adjust the drop-off program on an as-needed basis when| 2019 Ongoing
improvements are identified.
. North Recycling
Drop-;)r f; erzclmg CC3 | Station, Clark |Drop-Off Recycling Program (see description abowe). 2007 Ongoing
¢ County
. West Recycling
Drop ;)r f(f) ﬁi:;'dmg CC-3 | Station, Clark |Drop-Off Recycling Program (see description above). 2007 Ongoing
g County
Drop-Off Recyclin Eastem Clak
pPro ran): o CC3 | County (Rural |Drop-Off Recycling Program (see description abowe). Ongoing | Ongoing
¢ Area)
. Northridge
Drop-F(J.')r f; erzcllng CC3 Recycling | Drop-Off Recycling Program (see description above). 2017 Ongoing
g Station
Mad River
Drop-Off Recycling Township . - .
- ) Drop-Off Recycling Program (see description abowe). 2017 Ongoin
Program s Recycling P ycling Progam P ) gomng
Station
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Table VI-5 (Continues)
Implementation Schedule for Facilities,
Strategies, Programs and Activities: Dates and Description

Duration
Program Name Location Description of Program/Facility :
Begin Cease
Mad River
Drop-Off Recycling Township . - )
Program CC-3 Recycling Drop-Off Recycling Program (see description above). 2017 Ongoing
Station
Yard Waste Composting will continue to be promoted by conducting workshops at related events and offering backyard
Management CC-4 District-wide |composting bins for sale at wholesale cost. Information about composting will also be available in the District's| Ongoing Ongoing
Program "Reduce, Reuse, Recycle," annual brochure.
Household
Hazardous Wa;te CC-5 District-wide  |Weekly HHW waste collection events will continue to be offered to residents. 2007 Ongoing
(HHW) Collection
Program

The District will incorporate any changes to the HHW program that are a direct result of the new initiatives,
programs, senices and or facilities that are planned in Program # CC-1 from the new property.

The District will promote the proper purchasing and management of HHW materials to residents through a public
education initiative. This initiative would focus on purchasing techniques to minimize HHW generation and to
purchase and use alternative products that are less hazardous. The District may utilize its web site, printed
materials, presentations to adults and children, social media and other options as needed.

Electronics are accepted from residents at the District Recycling Center. Televisions and monitors are accepted for

Initiative CC-5.1: Enhancement to HHW Program 2019 Ongoing

Initiative CC-5.2: Enhance HHW Education 2021 2022

Electronics Collection| CC-6 District-wide Ongoing | Ongoing

$0.10 per pound.
Initiative CC-6.1: Enhancement to Electronics  |The District will incorporate any changes to the Electronics Recycling program that are a direct result of the new| .
I - ) o ) 2019 Ongoing
Recycling Program initiatives, programs, senvices and or facilities that are planned in Program # CC-1 from the new property.
Lead-Acid Battery cc7 District-wide  |Lead-acid batteries are accepted from residents at the District Recycling Center. Ongoing | Ongoing

Recycling Program

Initiative CC-7.1: Enhancement to Lead Acid | The District will incorporate any changes to the Lead Acid Battery Recycling program that are a direct result of the

Battery Recycling Program new initiatives, programs, senvices and or facilities that are planned in Program # CC-1 from the new property. 2019 Ongoing

Scrap tires are accepted from residents at the District Recycling Center for a $0.10/tire. Scrap tires will also

Scrap Tire Collection CC-8 District-wide |continue to be collected through the City of Springfield's Resere a Roll-Off program and during city clean-up| 2007 Ongoing

Program .
activities.
Initiative CC-8.1: Enhancement to Scrap Tire | The District will incorporate any changes to the Scrap Tire Recycling program that are a direct result of the new 2021 2022
Recycling Program initiatives, programs, senices and or facilities that are planned in Program # CC-1 from the new property.
The District will promote the proper disposal of scrap tires to residents through a public education initiative that
Initiative CC-8.2: Enhancement to Scrap Tire  {would encourage them to dispose of scrap tires at the point of purchase. This would explain the need for the
. ) ) ) ) ) " - 2021 2022
Recycling Education disposal fee charged by the retailer. This would reduce the number of tires that communities and the District must
pay to manage.
The District could work with each of the entities within the District that sell new tires to dewvelop a persuasive
educational poster comparing the costs of legal versus illegal scrap tire disposal.
Initiati -8.3: Education of Scrap Tire Dumpint _— o ) . . .
niiative CC-83 p ping The District in partnership with the Clark County Board of Health could work with local tire retailers and businesses| 2022 2023

Laws ) . .
that accept scrap tires to educate them about the local problems related to tire dumping.

The District could encourage these businesses to display the poster in a highly visible area in their establishment.
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Program Name ID# Location

Government Office

Paper Recycling o

District-wide

Table VI-5 (Continued)
Implementation Schedule for Facilities,
Strategies, Programs and Activities: Dates and Description

Description of Program/Facility

County offices in the District will continue to be supplied with recycling containers for paper and cardboard.
Materials will be taken to the District Recycling Center where they will be baled and sold. The program sawes the
county on disposal costs and is self sustaining.

Draft Plan, March 1, 2018

Duration

Begin

Ongoing

Cease

0Ongoing

Initiative CC-9.1: Program Performance
Assessment

The District will assess the reason why the tonnage reported for this program dropped dramatically. If the reason
was data reporting related, then the District will make the appropriate changes to obtain accurate data. If the drop
was related to an operational issue, then the District will assess the issue and develop appropriate improvement
initiatives to move the program back to its historical performance lewels.

2019

2020

Business Paper

. District-wide
Recycling

CC-10

Many businesses do not generate enough paper and/or cardboard to justify a separate recycling bin at their
location. The District continues to promote to businesses the opportunity to use one of the District’s three recycling
drop-off stations to recycle paper and cardboard. This program generates revenue for the District while reducing
disposal costs for businesses.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Initiative CC-10.1; Engage Royal Oak on Data
Consistency

The District will work with Royal Oak to determine the best and most accurate way to collect and then submit
recycling data to the District for the paper recycled by residents and businesses in the District.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Education and

District-wide
Awareness Program

CC11

The District offered a variety of education, awareness and promotional senvices to residents and businesses in the
reference year (2015). These included:

Close the Loop Campaign, Pay As You Throw (PAYT) Promotion, School Support and Public Education and
Outreach. Details of these initiatives can be found in Section IV and V.

The District reserves the right to conduct different program promotions and initiatives than those listed in Section IV
based on current events, programs and policies of the District in the new planning period.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Initiative CC-11.1; Enhance Take it to the Curb
Campaign

The District will evaluate the reasons why the campaign did not achiewe its desired outcome. Based on the results
of the evaluation, the District may develop a new campaign and or approach to deliver a new or revised message.
This may also include a longer-term approach to message delivery to ensure behavior change occurs over time.
Measurement attributes will also be considered to assist in the evaluation of any new campaigns or approaches.

2019

2021

Business Waste
Reduction Assistance
Program (BWRAP)

CC-12 | District-wide

Businesses and institutions will continue to be provided with direct assistance to employ waste reduction programs
upon request. The direct assistance portion of BWRAP continues to be in high-demand and produce favorable
results.

Businesses will also continue to have access to information pertaining to grants/loans, waste reduction, recycling,
and purchasing recycled-content products on the District's website. Web links to materials exchange programs will
also continue to be posted on the website.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Initiative CC-12.1: Target Marketing of Program

In order to focus the limited availahility of District staff and to maximize the efforts of the program, the District will
develop a targeted marketing campaign towards businesses that have the greatest need and potential for waste
diversion. Working with the annual survey data collection program, the District will dewvelop a list of potential
businesses that meet the criteria listed above. Once the list is formulated, the District will target promotion of the
program to those businesses. One on one engagement will also be initiated to build relationships. By incorporating
this approach, the District will achieve the greatest return on investment for the limited time and resources available
for this program.

2019

2020
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Table VI-5 (Continued)
Implementation Schedule for Facilities,
Strategies, Programs and Activities: Dates and Description

. o o Duration
Program Name Location Description of Program/Facility

Begin Cease

The District will continue to manage a variety of litter prevention/clean-up programs.

The Adopt-a-Road and Adopt-a-Spot programs continue to be included in the District's anti-
littering campaign. In 2015, there w ere 12 groups that performed 19 cleanups.

The District will continue funding a full-time deputy to investigate and enforce litter and open
dumping law's. The deputy will also continue to manage PRIDE activities. PRIDE (Providing

Litter Responsibilities for Inmates through Duties for the Environment) utilizes inmates to clean-up
Prevention/Clea | CC-13 | District-w ide |public areas, provide support for District special events, and provide labor for the Recycling| Ongoing | Ongoing
n-Up Programs Center.In 2015, inmates picked up 42 tons of trash, plus 907 tires and hundreds of other

bulk items. Additionally, they also cleaned 44 miles of roads and helped at cleanups and
special events.

The 24-hour hotline to report litter and illegal dumping will continue to be available.
Information received on this line is investigated by a County Environmental Enforcement
Deputy. . In 2015, 471 calls were received which produced 260 cleanups, 183
investigations, and 17 arrests in Clark County.

The District will continue to support the combined Health District with funding for sanitarians

Health ) . . } . L .
- . |to monitor facilites and water wells. Funding will also provide the Health District with . .
Department CC-14 | District-w ide ) i Ongoing | Ongoing
Funding resources to enforce open-dumping law s and respond to solid w aste management-related

health issues.

The District may establish a grant for the clean-up of solid waste dumps and tire dumps

Initiative CC-14.1: Open Dump/Scrap Tire|starting in 2022 or later. A grant manual will be created prior to the start of the program, if
Clean-Up Fund the programis implemented, to articulate the details of the grant program and will include an

application and contractual agreements.

Legal apd cc-15 | District-wide The District will continue to allow for annual legal and technical assistance from law yers

Consulting and consultants.

2020 2023

Ongoing | Ongoing

Facilities identified in Section IV that support or are active in the management of solid w aste
Other Facilities | CC-16 | District-w ide |in the District will continue throughout the planning period except for the North Montgomery | Ongoing | Ongoing
County Transfer Facility. This facility is scheduled to be closed in 2013.

Curbside The District will provide one-time economic incentive grants for political subdivisions to
Recycling CC-17 | District-w ide |either start new programs or enhance existing programs that assist the District with| 2016 2017
Grants maintaining or exceeding its goals as w ritten in this Plan Update.

The District will reach out to the communities to determine w hy they did not take advantage
of the grant funding. Based on the community feedback, the District will revise the grant
Initiative CC-17.1: Grant Amendments |program and re-issue a revised grant program. The community engagement process may| 2019 Ongoing
include one on one discussions and or a community meeting to solicit feedback on the
program.

Paygro is a Class Il licensed composting facility and may accept food waste. They have
conducted successful pilot studies with the Ohio Grocer’s Association and the Ohio DNR
CC-18 | District-w ide [and Ohio EPA. The District has also assisted Paygro in obtaining tw o Market Development| 2009 Ongoing
Grants that have enabled them to purchase equipment to collect and process food w aste
specifically from retail establishments and institutions.

Food Waste
Management

Since 2010, the District has worked cooperatively with the Clark County Emergency
Management Agency to develop a Disaster Debris Management Plan that was adopted in
2011. The Plan identifies the services and needs of the local jurisdictions in the event a
debris management emergency or a solid waste management service emergency exists.
The District will act as Debris Coordinator as part of the Emergency Operation Command in
Disaster Debris collaboration with the county EMA when called upon to do so in order to implement this

X CC-19 | District-w ide
Assistance plan.

2010 Ongoing
If there is a need for emergency Clark County Disaster Debris funding, the District may
allocate up to 5% of excess District funding or up to $15,000). The District, EMA and the
County will make every effort to seek reimbursement from local, state and federal funding
sources.

Contracting/Fra
nchising Waste NA | District-wide This program w ill not continue into the planning period. The main strategy of this programis
Collection to facilitate contracting options for w aste collection and recycling in Clark County.
Program

Ongoing 2018
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Table VI-6
Facilities Identified and Current Designations

Facilities Identified
Recycling and Composting Facilities
All recycling and composting facilities presented in the tables in Section Ill are identified for the purposes of this

Plan Update.

Designated Facilities - ORC 343.14
Location
None n/a
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VIL.

Measurement of Progress Toward Waste Reduction Goals

[ORC

Section 3734.53(A)]

The Ohio EPA 1995 State Plan establishes seven goals solid waste

management districts (SWMDs) are required to achieve in their solid waste
management plans. These goals are as follows:
Ensure the availability of reduction, recycling and minimization alternatives
#1 for municipal solid waste by ensuring 90% of residents have access to
curbside and drop-off programs. The District must also demonstrate that
there are adequate opportunities for industrial businesses to recycle.
Reduce and/or recycle at least 25% of the total waste generated by the
#2 residential/commercial sector and 50% of the total waste generated by the
industrial sector.
#3 Provide informational and technical assistance on source reduction.
#4 Provide informational and technical assistance on recycling, reuse, and
composting opportunities.
#5 Strategies for scrap tires and household hazardous wastes.
#6 Annual reporting of plan implementation.
#7 Market development strategy (optional).

SWMDs are encouraged to meet Goal #1 and Goal #2, but are only required to

demon

strate compliance with one goal or the other. Goals #3 through #6 are

mandated goals to which SWMDs must demonstrate compliance, and Goal #7 is
optional. This section will cover the goal selected by the District, its progress

toward

achieving the goal, and plans to maintain compliance throughout the

planning period.

A.

Compliance with Goal #2

Convenient opportunities to recycle are important to maintaining and
improving recycling rates. It is desirable to provide convenient recycling
opportunities throughout the District using a combination of curbside
recycling and drop-off programs. The District’s current recycling programs
and their locations within the District are serving the needs of the District.
These programs do not, however, meet the 90% access goal (Goal #1) of
the 1995 State Plan.

The District annually conducts a comprehensive surveying system that
has consistently provided high quality waste reduction data over the last
several years. This data, coupled with District waste generation, has
resulted in the District achieving a 25% or greater waste reduction rate in
the residential/commercial sector and a 50% or greater waste reduction
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rate in the industrial sector during the reference year of this Plan Update
including previous plan implementation years of the current solid waste
plan. Therefore, the District is choosing to show compliance with Goal #2
instead of Goal #1. As stated in the Ohio EPA Format, Goal #2 requires
solid waste districts to:

e Reduce or recycle at least 25% of the residential/commercial waste
generated; and

e Reduce or recycle at least 50% of the industrial waste generated.
B. Demonstration of Compliance with Goal #2

Since the District's Plan Update is based on Goal #2, plan format tables
VII-1 and VII-2 are not applicable and have been omitted.

In 2015, approximately 40% of the District's residential/commercial waste
stream was recycled including yard waste (Table VII-3). This equates in a
pounds per person per day (PPPD) rate of 2.44.

Approximately 76% of the solid waste recycled by the
residential/commercial sector is residential. This includes the curbside
and drop-off recycling programs, yard waste management and household
hazardous waste collection programs. Solid waste recycled by the
commercial businesses is approximately 24% of the waste recycled within
the residential/commercial sector. Many commercial businesses continue
to recycle cardboard, paper, wood and metals.

The District is committed to maintaining or exceeding the state goals for
recycling and waste reduction. The programs presented in Section V and
included in Table VI-5 illustrate the District’s plans to continue to maintain
or increase the amount of recyclables and materials that are recycled.

The District will continue to exceed the 25% waste reduction rate
throughout the planning period based on the District’'s projections for
successful recycling programs and waste generation within the District. In
2033, the final year of the planning period, the District anticipates a 37%
waste reduction rate for the residential/commercial section. This equates
to a pounds per person per day (PPPD) rate of 2.44.

The following graph depicts the residential/commercial sector waste
reduction rate throughout the planning period.
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Residential/Commercial Waste Reduction Percentage (2015 — 2033)
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In 2015, 93% of industrial solid waste was recycled (Table VII-4). This
equates in a pounds per person per day (PPPD) rate of 2.08. In 2033, the
final year of the planning period, the District anticipates a 71% waste
reduction rate for the industrial sector. This equates in a pounds per
person per day (PPPD) rate of 2.12. This projection was made to stay
conservative in the event of fluctuations in the industrial sector.

The following graph depicts the industrial sector waste reduction rate
throughout the planning period.

Industrial Waste Reduction Percentage (2015 — 2033)

00,»,»

100%
90%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0

'\/ '\r'\r
'9@'9'9'19'»%

X

A )
"1"1/'\/'\/ ")")")")
°°’»°’19'»'»'\9ﬁ9ﬁ9'»°

In 2015, the District’'s total waste reduction rate (residential/commercial
plus industrial) was 54% (Table VII-5). This equates in a pounds per
person per day (PPPD) rate of 4.52. The District anticipates that the total
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waste reduction rate will decrease to 47% by 2033, the final year of the
planning period. This equates in a pounds per person per day (PPPD)
rate of 4.56. The projected decrease is primarily based on the reduction
from the industrial sector coupled with projected increases in waste
generation from the residential sector.

The following graph depicts all sectors waste reduction rate throughout the
planning period.

Total District Waste Reduction Percentage (2015 — 2033)
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Table VII-3
Annual Rate of Waste Reduction: Residential/Commercial Waste

Total Waste Per Capita Waste

Year Recycling Composting Landfill Waste Population Reduction Reduction Rate
Reduction Rate (%) (Ib/day)

2015 18,844 41,632 90,247 60,476 135,959 40% 2.44
2016 18,028 41,280 91,625 59,308 135,425 39% 2.40
2017 18,060 41,117 91,912 59,177 134,890 39% 2.40
2018 18,091 40,954 92,198 59,045 134,356 39% 241
2019 18,122 40,791 92,482 58,913 133,822 39% 2.41
2020 18,152 40,628 92,764 58,780 133,287 39% 2.42
2021 18,205 40,515 93,159 58,720 132,917 39% 2.42
2022 18,154 40,403 93,657 58,556 132,547 38% 2.42
2023 18,103 40,290 94,155 58,393 132,177 38% 2.42
2024 18,053 40,177 94,652 58,230 131,807 38% 2.42
2025 18,002 40,064 95,148 58,066 131,437 38% 2.42
2026 17,961 39,973 95,697 57,934 131,139 38% 2.42
2027 17,920 39,883 96,246 57,803 130,841 38% 2.42
2028 17,879 39,792 96,795 57,671 130,543 37% 2.42
2029 17,879 39,792 97,213 57,671 130,245 37% 2.43
2030 17,879 39,792 97,631 57,671 129,947 37% 2.43
2031 17,879 39,792 98,153 57,671 129,735 37% 2.44
2032 17,879 39,792 98,676 57,671 129,523 37% 2.44
2033 17,879 39,792 99,201 57,671 129,311 37% 2.44

Note: Columns for incineration have not been included in this table since the District has not used this
managament method for solid waste.

Source(s) of information:

Recycling, composting, incineration, and landfill tonnage - Table VI-2
Gross incineration and waste reduction via incineration - Table VI-1
Population - Table V-1

Sample calculations (2015):

Recycling + composting = Total waste reduction
18,844 tons + 41,632 tons = 60,475.86 tons

Total waste reduction + (total waste reduction + landfill) x 100 = Waste reduction rate
60,476 tons / (60,476 tons + 90,247.14 tons) x 100 = 40%

(Total waste reduction x 2,000 Ibs) + (District population x 365 days) = Per capita waste reduction rate
(60,476 tons x 2,000 pounds) / (135,959 x 365) = 2.44 Ibs/day

VII-5



Clark County Waste Management District Draft Plan, February 25, 2018

Table VII-4
Annual Rate of Waste Reduction: Industrial Waste

Waste Per Capita Waste

Recycling Landfill Population Reduction Reduction Rate
Rate (%) (Ib/day)

2015 51,605 4,106 135,959 93% 2.08
2016 51,605 4,106 135,425 93% 2.09
2017 51,605 7,083 134,890 88% 2.10
2018 51,291 13,663 134,356 79% 2.09
2019 50,978 16,953 133,822 75% 2.09
2020 50,664 19,930 133,287 2% 2.08
2021 50,038 20,557 132,917 71% 2.06
2022 50,038 20,557 132,547 71% 2.07
2023 50,038 20,557 132,177 71% 2.07
2024 50,038 20,557 131,807 71% 2.08
2025 50,038 20,557 131,437 71% 2.09
2026 50,038 20,557 131,139 71% 2.09
2027 50,038 20,557 130,841 71% 2.10
2028 50,038 20,557 130,543 71% 2.10
2029 50,038 20,557 130,245 71% 2.11
2030 50,038 20,557 129,947 71% 2.11
2031 50,038 20,557 129,735 71% 2.11
2032 50,038 20,557 129,523 71% 2.12
2033 50,038 20,557 129,311 71% 2.12

Source(s) of information:

Recycling and landfill data - Table VI-3
Population - Table V-1

Sample calculations (2015):

Recycling + (recycling + landfill) x 100 = Waste reduction rate
51,605 tons / (51,605 tons + 4,106.1 tons) x 100 = 93%

Recycling x 2,000 pounds =+ (district population x 365 days) = Per capita waste
(51,605 tons x 2,000 pounds) / (135,959 x 365) = 2.08 |bs/day
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Table VII-5
Annual Rate of Waste Reduction: Total District Solid Waste

Waste .
Tons Waste Per Capita Waste

Recycling Composting Landfill Population Reduction

Reduction Rate Reduction Rate (Ib/day)

2015 70,449 41,632 94,353 112,081 135,959 54% 4.52
2016 69,633 41,280 95,731 110,913 135,425 54% 4.49
2017 69,665 41,117 98,995 110,782 134,890 53% 4.50
2018 69,382 40,954 105,861 110,336 134,356 51% 4.50
2019 69,100 40,791 109,435 109,891 133,822 50% 4.50
2020 68,817 40,628 112,693 109,445 133,287 49% 4.50
2021 68,242 40,515 113,716 108,757 132,917 49% 4.48
2022 68,191 40,403 114,214 108,594 132,547 49% 4.49
2023 68,141 40,290 114,711 108,431 132,177 49% 4.50
2024 68,090 40,177 115,208 108,267 131,807 48% 4.50
2025 68,039 40,064 115,705 108,104 131,437 48% 4.51
2026 67,999 39,973 116,253 107,972 131,139 48% 4.51
2027 67,958 39,883 116,802 107,840 130,841 48% 4.52
2028 67,917 39,792 117,352 107,709 130,543 48% 4.52
2029 67,917 39,792 117,770 107,709 130,245 48% 4.53
2030 67,917 39,792 118,188 107,709 129,947 48% 4.54
2031 67,917 39,792 118,710 107,709 129,735 48% 4.55
2032 67,917 39,792 119,233 107,709 129,523 47% 4.56
2033 67,917 39,792 119,757 107,709 129,311 47% 4.56

Note: Columns for incineration have not been included in this table since the District has not used this managament
method for solid waste.

Source(s) of information:
Recycling, composting, incineration, waste reduction via incineration, landfill, and population - Tables VII-3 and VII-4

Sample calculations (2015):

Recycling + composting + waste reduction via incineration = Tons waste reduction
70,449 tons + 41,632 tons = 112,080.68 tons

Total waste reduction + (total waste reduction + landfill) x 100 = Waste reduction rate
112,081 tons / (112,081 tons + 94,353.24 tons) x 100 = 54%

(Total waste reduction x 2,000 Ibs) + (District population x 365 days) = Per capita waste reduction rate
(112,081 tons x 2,000 pounds) / (135,959 x 365) = 4.52 Ibs/day
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VIIl. Cost of Financing Plan Implementation
[ORC Section 3734.53(A)(9), (12) and (B)]

This section of the Plan provides information on the District's revenues and
expenditures. The revenues and expenditures presented for 2015 through 2018
are based on amended budgets and actual revenues received and costs
expended. The planning period includes cost projections based on these initial
years.

A projection on the estimated funds needed to operate is provided for each
District program. The budget is a demonstration that the District can implement
the initiatives, strategies, programs and facilities detailed in Sections IV and V of
this Plan Update. The District put forth a diligent and honest effort to prepare the
budget in this section; actual revenues and costs may change and adjustments
will be made by the District as appropriate. The tables referenced throughout
Section VIII of this Plan Update are included at the end of the section.

Budget Demonstration

The District has prepared the budget section of this Plan Update to meet the
requirements in the Ohio Revised Code, Section 3734.53 (A)(13)(d):

The methods of financing implementation of the plan and a demonstration of the
availability of financial resources for that purpose.

The budget tables prepared for this Plan Update demonstrate that the District
has the financial funding throughout the planning period to implement the
planned programs and initiatives. Nothing contained in these budget projections
should be construed as a binding commitment by the District to spend a specific
amount of money on a particular strategy, facility, program and/or activity. The
Board, with the advice and assistance of the District Coordinator, will review and
revise the budget as needed to implement the planned strategies, facilities,
programs and/or activities as effectively as possible with the funds available.
Revenues, not otherwise committed to an existing strategy, facility, program or
activity may be used to increase funding to improve the effectiveness of an
existing strategy, facility, program or activity and to provide funding for a new
strategy, facility, program or activity the Board concludes is justified based on the
District Coordinator’'s recommendations and the content of this Plan Update.

The District reserves the right to revise the budget and reallocate funds as
programs change or when otherwise determined to be in the best interest of the
District. If the budget in this Plan Update is affected to the point that it must be
revised, the District will first determine if a material change in circumstance has
occurred. If a material change in circumstance has not occurred but budget
revisions are needed that go beyond normal adjustments, the District may revise
the budget per ORC Section 3734.56(E) and follow the appropriate ratification
requirements to finalize the budget revisions.
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The District is committed to implementing planned strategies, facilities, programs
and/or activities in a cost-effective manner. The District is committed to
improving the effectiveness and reduce the cost of all District strategies, facilities,
programs and activities. The District Board is authorized to expend District funds
among other uses included in the Plan Update when costs are reduced.
Additionally, the Board is authorized to use reduced costs to provide grant funds
or direct funding to evaluate, test and/or implement new strategies, facilities,
programs and activities that are in compliance with this Plan Update are not a
“material change in circumstance” regarding the implementation of this Plan
Update.

Finally, the District reserves the right to fund some of the programs identified in
this Plan Update through its unencumbered fund balance rather that through a
direct line item in the budget. This allows flexibility to the District in the event the
particular program is not implemented and/or there are gaps in funding provided.
The District will not spend money from its unencumbered fund balance in such a
way as to deplete the balance to levels that would put the District at risk
financially.

A. Funding Mechanisms

The District has prepared this Solid Waste Management Plan Update with
the most reliable and best information available at the time of its
development. There may be discrepancies between the information
presented in this Plan Update and previous reports (i.e., Annual District
Reports, Quarterly Fee Reports, etc.) submitted to Ohio EPA. Some of
these discrepancies come from the differences in categories from Ohio
EPA reports and the programs presented in this Plan Update. The District
believes that all previous reports were prepared with the best information
available at that time. Since this Plan Update was prepared using data
from comprehensive survey efforts that included all industrial and
commercial businesses, institutions, municipalities, compost facilities,
brokers/buy backs and solid waste haulers, the data will supersede all
other reports. In addition, the District has committed to comprehensive
annual surveying of all sectors in Clark County with assistance from solid
waste consultants.

1. District Disposal Fees

Table VIII-1, “District Disposal Fee Schedule and Revenues Generated,”
presents an estimate of total District disposal fee revenues for the
planning period. The District's in-district solid waste disposal fee is $2.00
per ton. The District’'s out-of-district solid waste disposal fee is $4.00 per
ton. Out-of-state waste is charged the same rate as in-district solid waste
at $2.00 per ton.

There are no in-district landfills in operation. Additionally, Ohio EPA is not
currently reviewing any permits to install for a new landfill or transfer
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station in the District. Thus, it is not possible for the District to estimate
the annual disposal quantities that an in-District landfill or transfer station
would receive. Subsequently, the District cannot estimate the level of any
disposal fee that will be required to generate adequate revenue to
implement the District’s plan.

2. Generation Fee

In accordance with Section 3734.573 of the Ohio Revised Code and under
the District’'s current solid waste management plan, the District instituted
an $8.50 per ton generation fee. Receiving transfer stations, landfills or
any other applicable solid waste facility will continue to collect the
generation fee for each ton of solid waste originating within the District and
disposed in the State of Ohio. These facilities will forward the generation
fee revenue to the District pursuant to Section 3745-28-03 of the Ohio
Administrative Code.

An analysis of the District’'s recent generation fee disposal tonnage from
2010 — 2015 was conducted to better understand past trends. The
following chart depicts the amount of solid waste on which the District
received its generation fee.

2010 — 2015 Historical Generation Fee Tons
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The following chart depicts the actual generation fees collected for this
same period.
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2010 — 2015 Historical Generation Fees
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Beginning in 2007, the generation fee collected was $8.50 per ton. The
following chart depicts the revenue collected, tons disposed and percent
change from 2010 — 2017.

Year Tons $/Ton Revenue Difference
2010 $8.50 97,086 $825,229 N/A
2011 $8.50 87,537 $744,062 -11%
2012 $8.50 93,086 $791,232 6%
2013 $8.50 96,984 $824,362 4%
2014 $8.50 92,597 $787,078 -5%
2015 $8.50 94,637 $804,414 2%
2016 $8.50 93,726 $796,669 -1%
2017 $8.50 99,830 $848,559 6%

The average increase in generation fee tonnage was approximately 0.2%.

Based on the above analysis, the District incorporated the necessary
adjustments to the projections in disposal from Section VI to account for
the recession and any future growth. To accomplish this, the District
decreased the annual generation fee tonnage in 2017 by .4% base on the
projected population change per year.

Table VIII-2 presents the generation fee schedule. The District has
provided actual revenue and tons disposed for 2010 through 2017. The
following graph depicts the actual and projected disposal tonnage that
qualifies for generation fee collection for this Plan Update:
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2010 — 2033 Disposal Tonnage
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The following graph depicts the actual and projected generation fee

revenue for this Plan Update:
2010 — 2033 Generation Fees
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3. Summary of District Revenues

$860,000

Revenue

2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
021
022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033

Table VIII-3, “Summary of Revenue Generated and Mechanisms Used,”
presents the District's actual revenues from 2015 to 2017 and estimated
revenues for 2018 — 2033. Estimated revenues include generation fees,
user fees, recycling revenue, grants, reimbursements and miscellaneous
revenue. The following table summarizes all District revenue for the first
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year of the planning period along with a description of each revenue
source. Miscellaneous revenues include refunds and reimbursements.

2019 Projected

Revenue Source

Revenue Total

Generation Fees $846,619

Generation fees from solid waste disposed at Ohio landfills and transfer
stations.

Reimbursements | $179

Reimbursements from the operation of the recycling center.

Donations | $1,500

Donations includes funds donated by supporters of the District.

Interest | $43

Interest made on fund balance.

Grants (See note below) | $0

Grant revenue includes funds received for ODNR grants and other
grants as applied for by the District.

Recycling Revenue | $28,790
Recycling revenue includes income from the sale of recyclables.
User Fees | $28,790

User fees charged for the use of the recycling center. User fees
increased in 2015 when the HHW program began collecting user fees
Other | $0

Miscellaneous revenues received by District.

In total for 2015, the District received $8,653 in grant revenue

The following graph depicts the District's total actual and projected
revenue from 2015 — 2033 and includes all anticipated revenue sources
identified above.

2015 — 2033 District Revenue
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Total revenues are anticipated to decrease from $910,097 in 2019, the
first year of the planning period, to $871,480 in 2033, the final year of the
planning period.

4, Other Funding Mechanisms

The District reserves the right to consider other funding mechanisms,
including but not limited to, contract fees resulting from the designation of
solid waste facilities. These alternate fee mechanisms would allow the
District to collect fees on all solid waste generated within the District. The
process to designate solid waste facilities will comply with Section
343.014 of the Ohio Revised Code. All solid waste facilities designated
by the District pay the contract fee.

In the event the Board contracts with designated solid waste facilities, the
Board will also implement the waiver process for undesignated solid
waste facilities. Waiver agreements will permit the delivery of solid waste
generated within the District and will require that the owner or operator of
the undesignated facility receiving the waiver shall pay a waiver fee to the
Board equal to the amount of the contract fee for designated solid waste
facilities.

The District’s Board of Directors may choose to use these mechanisms to
supplement or replace the District generation fee, which was adopted
pursuant to Section 3734.573 of the Ohio Revised Code. Any change in
the generation fee requires the approval of the District Policy Committee
and subsequent ratification by the political subdivisions within the District.

B. Cost of Plan Implementation

Table VIII-4, “Anticipated Loans Secured by the District”, indicates the
District has no outstanding loans after 2016 and does not anticipate
securing loans during the planning period.

Table VIII-5, “Estimated Cost for Plan Implementation”, presents a
detailed breakdown of expenditures for each year of the planning period.

The District Coordinator will allocate these funds with the approval of the
County Commissioners. The following figure presents a summary of
expenses in 2015:

Administration
Administration costs include the payroll, payroll taxes and benefits, office
expenses, equipment, professional services (includes plan preparation,

attorney fees and other consulting), travel and other administrative
expenses.
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For 2019, the first year of the planning period, the following funding levels
are projected for each administrative line item and include a brief
description of each expense line item:

Program 2019 Annual

Program

# Budget Escalator

Personnel — Salaries Admin-1 | $142,437 2%
Salaries include the cost of employing District staff. Cost savings are
incurred throughout the planning period as the District Director salary is
split between the District and Utilities Department of the County, which
began in late 2011.

Personnel - Workers

Compensation, Unemployment

Workers’ compensation and unemployment expenses.

Admin-2 | $4,692 2%

Personnel —- OPERS | Admin-3 | $33,514 | 2%
Benefits include the costs of Ohio Public Employees Retirement System
(OPERS).

Personnel — Medicare | Admin-4 | $3,403 | 2%

Benefits include the costs of Medicare.
Personnel — Health, Dental, and Life

Admin-5 | $38,760 2%

Insurance
Benefits include the costs of health care insurance
Loan Repayment & Interest \ Admin-6 \ $0 \ Flat
Loan was paid in full in 2016.
Office Overhead | Admin-7 | $33,125 | Flat
Expenses for office equipment leases (copier and postage meter).
Other | Admin-8 | $10,929 | Flat
Miscellaneous supplies costs needed by the District for administrative
support.
Professional and Legal | Admin-9 | $16,000 | Flat

The costs to contract with a qualified consulting firm to assist the District
with plan implementation management, annual district reporting, annual
surveying of business, future plan development, special studies and other
tasks as assigned by the District Director and/or Board. This line item
also includes legal assistance.

For 2019, the first year of the planning period, the District is projecting to
spend $282,860 in administrative expenses.

Residential/Commercial/Industrial Programs
Residential/commercial/industrial programs include all of the programs
and services needed to implement this Plan Update. For 2019, the first

year of the planning period, the following funding levels are projected for
each program and include a brief description of each expense line item:
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Clark County Recycling Center | CC-01 | $135,000 2%

Curbside Recycling . cc-02 | $0 | N/A

The District does not operate any curbside recycling programs and
therefore does not incur any direct expenses for this program.

Drop-Off Recycling CC-03 | $45,941 Flat

The District operates 5 drop-off recycling sites. This line item includes
the cost for the contracted services and District expenses to operate the
program. The District may expand or reduce the number of sites in the
program based on the ongoing evaluation process identified in Section
V.

Yard Waste Management \ CC-04 \ $1,500 \ Flat

The cost of operating the District's backyard composting education
program and bin sale program.

Household Hazardous Waste CC-05 \ $21,742 \ Flat

The cost of operating the District's county-wide household hazardous
waste collection and disposal program.

Electronics Recycling \ CC-06 \ $9,856 \ Flat
The cost of promoting the District’'s Recycle Your Computer Month
events.
Lead-Acid Battery Recycling \ CC-07 \ $0 \ Flat
Costs for this program are included in the Household Hazardous Waste
budget.

Scrap Tire Collection CC-08 | $6,094 | Flat

The cost of operating the District's annual Scrap Tire Round-Up and
Scrap Tire Sweeps.

Government Office Recycling | CC-09 | $3,000 | Flat

The cost of operating this program includes collection and recycling.
The overall expense for this program is low and is tied to the operation of
programs CC-01 and CC-04.

Business Paper Recycling | CC-10 | $0 | N/A
The cost of operating this program includes collection and recycling.
Education and Awareness \ CC-11 \ $20,000 \ Flat

The cost of operating the general recycling awareness and education
program for the District.

Business Waste Reduction

Assistance (BWRAP) CcC-12 $0 N/A

The cost of operating this program includes collection and recycling.

Litter Prevention/Clean-Up \ CC-13 \$136,556\ Flat
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The cost of providing litter collection crews to remove litter along
roadways in the County and special clean-up projects as well as funding
for Sheriff deputy(s) to conduct investigations for solid waste
enforcement and prosecution. The District has historically funded 1
Sheriff Deputy to operate this program. Since 2010, the District has
funded ¥ of an additional Deputy to also work in this program. The
District reserves the right to operate this program with whatever Deputy
level it deems necessary or at a level that the District can afford
depending on incoming revenues.

Health Department Funding \ CC-14 \ $130,000 \ Flat

The cost of conducting solid waste enforcement and facility inspections.

Open Dump/Scrap Tire i
Abatement CC-14.1 $0 Flat

The funding for this program may start in 2021 and would come from the
District's un-encumbered fund balance.

Legal and Consulting . CcC15 | $0 | N/A
The additional expenses for this program are included in Admin #16.
Other Facilities . cc-16 | $0 | N/A
The District has no current plans at this time.
Curbside Recycling Grants \ CC-17 \ $0 \ Varies

The District has spent $1,524 in 2016 for this program. The District
reserves the right to spend more or less on this program depending on
economic conditions from its unencumbered fund balance. See Section
V for more details.

Food Waste Management | CC-18 | $0 | N/A
Costs for this program are included in the administration budget.
Disaster Debris Management \ CC-19 \ $7,500 \ Flat

If there is a need for emergency Clark County Disaster Debris funding,
the District may allocate up to 5% of excess District funding (or up to
$15,000). The District, EMA and the County will make every effort to
seek reimbursement from local, state and federal funding sources.

For 2019, the first year of the planning period, the District is projecting to
spend $517,189 in programmatic expenses.

Expense Summary
The District is projecting to spend $854,979 in 2019, the first year of the
planning period and $1,018,461 in 2033, the final year of the planning

period. The following chart summarizes the District’'s actual and projected
expenses throughout the planning period.
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2015 — 2033 District Expenses
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Based on the projected revenue and expenses detailed in Table VIII-8, the
District’'s excess fund balance is expected to remain at or above $300,000
each year. The following graph depicts the projected annual fund balance
throughout the planning period:

District Fund Balance 2016 — 2033
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C. Funds Allocated from ORC 3734.57(B), ORC 3734.572 and ORC
3734.573

Table VIII-6, “Revenues and Allocations in Accordance with ORC 3734.57,
ORC 3734.572 and ORC 3734.573,” presents the District's projected
costs for the ten allowed uses. The District’'s budget falls into three
categories: preparation and monitoring of plan implementation,
implementation of the approved plan, and solid waste enforcement.
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The following graph depicts the District's annual expense to implement
this Plan Update based on the expense distribution:

District Expense Distribution 2016 — 2033
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Preparation and monitoring of plan implementation.
B Implementation of approved plan.

B Financial assistance to boards of health for solid waste enforcement.

o

D. Contingent Funding

The District and its Board do not consider funding to be an issue of
concern during this planning period. The following contingent funding
procedure includes options for increasing the District's generation fee if
warranted. Prior to increasing the generation fee, the District will evaluate
the estimated expenditures in Table VIII-5 to determine the minimum
annual budget to sustain the District's essential strategies, facilities,
programs and activities and finance implementation of the District Plan. If
an increase in the generation is justified, the District Board will request
that the District Policy Committee approve the increase of the generation
fee and obtain ratification of that increase.

In the event that the District fund balance is less than $200,000, the
District Board will consider whether to request that the District Policy
Committee commence the process to increase the District generation fee
or to pursue other sources of funds.

A $200,000 fund balance is approximately one quarter of the District
annual revenue budget. Maintaining an adequate fund balance is
essential for the District's financial stability and continuity of District
strategies, facilities, programs and activities, particularly those the Plan
Update characterizes as essential. The Board will request that the District
Policy Committee increase the District's generation fee in $0.25 per ton
increments as needed.
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In general, the District is confident that it can adjust to less than
catastrophic changes in waste generation/disposal, and thus a loss in
projected generation fee revenue. District revenues may vary from
year-to-year or season-to-season depending on the waste generation and
economic conditions. The Board monitors District revenues and expenses
through staff reports and comments provided by the District Policy
Committee to assist the Board in its considerations of whether this
contingency plan needs to be implemented.

The District anticipates that an increase in the generation fee will require
four to seven months to implement.

Once the District has decided an increase in generation fees is needed,
the District will set the amount of the generation fee increase and will
immediately begin the process to ratify the generation fee in accordance
with Section 3734.573 of the Ohio Revised Code. Table VIII-7 does not
show a specific amount to be generated by a hypothetical generation fee
increase. For every $0.25 per ton increase, the District may generate
approximately $24,000 in additional revenue annually.

The District may also consider other funding mechanisms as a part of this
contingent funding procedure including but not limited to contract fees and
designation with contract fees. The District's Board of Directors may
choose to use these mechanisms as a contingent funding source or to
replace generation fees. Any changes in the generation fee will require
the District Policy Committee to approve that change and obtain
ratification by the political subdivisions within the District.

E. Summary of Costs and Revenues

Table VIII-8, “Summary of District Revenues and Expenditures,” includes
the annual costs for each program and activity for the reference year and
each year of the planning period. Total expenditures for the first year of
the planning period are projected to be $821,839 and will rise slowly over
the planning period ending at $985,341 in 2033. The District is projected
to begin the planning period with a carryover balance of $899,655 and will
have an ending balance of approximately $712,584 in 2033.

Each year of the planning period has sufficient funding for each of the
programs.

The following graph depicts the actual and projected revenues vs.
expenses of the District throughout the planning period:
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District Revenue and Expenses 2016 — 2033
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The District may move funds between programs and activities as costs
and revenues may increase or decrease during the planning period.
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Table VIII-1
District Disposal Fee Schedule and Revenues Generated

Fee Schedule ($/ton) Tons Disposed in the District Total
vear in-District  CUOF outofstate In-District YT Out-of-State DiStrict Fee
District District Revenue
2016 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2017 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2018 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2019 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2020 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2021 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2022 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2023 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 Not applicable as there are no landfills $0
2024 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 or transfer stations currently in the $0
2025 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 District $0
2026 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2027 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2028 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2029 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2030 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2031 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2032 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
2033 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $0
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Table VIII-2
Generation Fee Schedule and Revenues

Base Generation Tons of District Waste Total Generation Fee

Fee to be Disposed Revenue
2015 $8.50 94,637 $804,413.92
2016 $8.50 93,726 $796,669.46
2017 $8.50 99,830 $848,559.24
2018 $8.50 100,000 $850,000.00
2019 $8.50 99,602 $846,619.31
2020 $8.50 99,205 $843,238.63
2021 $8.50 98,929 $840,898.20
2022 $8.50 98,654 $838,557.76
2023 $8.50 98,379 $836,217.33
2024 $8.50 98,103 $833,876.90
2025 $8.50 97,828 $831,536.46
2026 $8.50 97,606 $829,651.11
2027 $8.50 97,384 $827,765.76
2028 $8.50 97,162 $825,880.41
2029 $8.50 96,941 $823,995.05
2030 $8.50 96,719 $822,109.70
2031 $8.50 96,561 $820,768.14
2032 $8.50 96,403 $819,426.58
2033 $8.50 95,059 $808,003.04

Source(s) of information: Tons to be disposed (2017-2033) - Tables VII-2 and VII-3
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Table VIII-3
Summary of Revenue Generated and Mechanisms Used

Type of Revenue Mechanism and Amount Used

Total Revenue

SRS Reimbursements Donations Interest Grants AR efellils User Fee Other  Generated
Fees Revenue Fees
2015 $804,414 $2,833 $3,150 $4 $8,653 | $12,057 $20 | $28,684 | $0 $859,815
2016 $796,669 $881 $4,275 $21 | $3,4838| $18,826 $0 $32,756 | $302 $857,217
2017 $848,559 $0 $1,826 $43 | $2,223| $31,991 $0 $33,976 | $0 $918,619
2018 $850,000 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $911,523
2019 $846,619 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $908,142
2020 $843,239 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $904,761
2021 $840,898 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $902,421
2022 $838,558 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $900,080
2023 $836,217 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $897,740
2024 $833,877 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $895,400
2025 $831,536 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $893,059
2026 $829,651 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $891,174
2027 $827,766 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $889,288
2028 $825,880 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $887,403
2029 $823,995 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $885,518
2030 $822,110 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $883,632
2031 $820,768 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $882,291
2032 $819,427 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $880,949
2033 $808,003 $0 $1,500 $23 $0 $30,000 $0 $30,000 | $0 $869,526

Source(s) of information:

2015, 2016, 2017 - Quarterly Fee Reports

2018-2033 Generation Fees - Calculated from tonnage in Table VIII-2

2018-2033 Recycling Revenue and User Fee - Conservative estimate based on 2015-2017
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Table VIII-4
Anticipated Loans Secured by the District

Loans Obtained by the District

Interest Length of Annual Debt

Ll Loan Amount Rate Loan Service

Institution

County Bond $35,000 2006-2016 $38,300
2016 County Bond $40,000 4.50% 2006-2016 $41,800
2017 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2018 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2019 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2020 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2021 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2022 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2023 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2024 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2025 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2026 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2027 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2028 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2029 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2030 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2031 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2032 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
2033 N/A 0 N/A 0 0
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Clark County Waste Management District
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Clark County Waste Management District
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Table VIII-6
Revenues and Allocations in Accordance with ORC 3734.57, ORC 3734.572 and ORC 3734.573

Allocations of ORC 3734.57 and ORC 3734.573 Revenue For the Following Purposes:

V-~ Total Annual Total Budget Year-End
Revenue ($) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Allocation ($) Balance ($)
Beginning Balance
2015 $859,815 $0 $650,391|  $125,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $775,391 $740,533
2016 $857,217 $0 $659,086| $125,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $784,086 $813,664
2017 $918,619|  $13,888 $650,565| $125,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $789,453 $942,830
2018 $911,523|  $16,000 $895,000|  $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,041,000 $813,353
2019 $908,142|  $16,000 $708,979|  $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $854,979 $866,516
2020 $904,761|  $16,000 $718,489| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $864,489 $906,788
2021 $902,421|  $16,000 $728,285| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $874,285 $934,924
2022 $900,080|  $16,000 $738,378|  $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $884,378 $950,626
2023 $897,740|  $16,000 $748,778|  $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $894,778 $953,588
2024 $895,400|  $16,000 $759,498| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $905,498 $943,490
2025 $893,059|  $16,000 $770,548| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $916,548 $920,001
2026 $891,174|  $16,000 $781,942| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $927,942 $883,232
2027 $889,288|  $16,000 $793,692| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $939,692 $832,829
2028 $887,403|  $16,000 $805,813|  $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $951,813 $768,419
2029 $885,518|  $16,000 $818,317| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $964,317 $689,620
2030 $883,632|  $16,000 $831,220| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $977,220 $596,032
2031 $882,291|  $16,000 $844,538| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $990,538 $487,785
2032 $880,949|  $16,000 $858,286| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,004,286 $364,449
2033 $869,526|  $16,000 $872,481| $130,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,018,481 $215,494
Notes:

1 - Preparation and monitoring of plan implementation.
2 - Implementation of approved plan.
3 - Financial assistance to boards of health for solid waste enforcement.
4 - Financial assistance to defray the costs of maintaining roads and other public senices related to the location or operation of solid waste facilities.
5 - Contracts with boards of health for collecting and analyzing samples from water wells adjacent to solid waste facilities.
6 - Out-of-state waste inspection program.
Financial assistance to local boards of health to enforce ORC 3734.03 or to local law enforcement agencies having jurisdiction within the District for
" anti-littering.
Financial assistance to local boards of health for employees to participate in Ohio EPA'’s training and certification program for solid waste operators
" and facility inspectors.
_ Financial assistance to local municipalities and townships to defray the added cost of roads and senices related to the operation of solid waste
facilities.

10 - Payment of any expenses that are agreed to awarded or ordered to be paid under section 3734.35 of the Revised Code and any administrative costs |
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Table VIII-7
Contingent Funding Sources

Amount of Contingent Funding for Each

Source
Generation Fee Revenue Total Tons

2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034

See Narrative in Section VI

Note: The generation fee can be adjusted up or down to meet contingent needs.
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IX.

District Rules
[ORC Section 3734.53(C)]

The District reserves the right to adopt rules specifically authorized by the Ohio
Revised Code (ORC). Section 343.01 (G) of the ORC provides the Board of
County Commissioners with the authority to adopt, publish and enforce rules if
the District Plan authorizes rule adoption under ORC Section 3734.53 (C). The
District is authorized under this Plan Update to adopt rules under the following
provisions of the ORC:

ORC 3734.53 (C)(1): Prohibiting or limiting the receipt at facilities located within
the solid waste management district of solid wastes generated outside the district
or outside a prescribed service area consistent with the projections under
divisions (A)(6) and (7) of this section. However, rules adopted by a board under
division (C)(1) of this section may be adopted and enforced with respect to solid
waste disposal facilities in the solid waste management district that are not
owned by a county or the solid waste management district only if the board
submits an application to the director of environmental protection that
demonstrates that there is insufficient capacity to dispose of all solid wastes that
are generated within the district at the solid waste disposal facilities located
within the district and the director approves the application. The demonstration in
the application shall be based on projections contained in the plan or amended
plan of the district. The director shall establish the form of the application. The
approval or disapproval of such an application by the director is an action that is
appealable under section 3745.04 of the Revised Code. In addition, the director
of environmental protection may issue an order modifying a rule authorized to be
adopted under division (C)(1) if this section to allow the disposal in the district of
wastes from another county or joint solid waste management district if all of the
following apply:

(@) The district in which the wastes were generated does not have sufficient
capacity to dispose of solid wastes generated within it for six months
following the date of the directors’ order;

(b) No new solid waste facilities will begin operation during those six months
in the district in which the wastes were generated and, despite good faith
efforts to do so, it is impossible to site new solid waste facilities within the
district because of its high population density;

(c) The district in which the wastes were generated has made good faith
efforts to negotiate with other districts to incorporate its disposal needs
within those districts’ solid waste management plans, including efforts to
develop joint facilities authorized under section 343.02 of the Revised
Code, and the efforts have been unsuccessful;
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(d) The district in which the wastes were generated has located a facility
willing to accept the district’s solid wastes for disposal within the receiving
district;

(e) The district in which the wastes were generated has demonstrated to the
director that the conditions specified in divisions (C)(1)(a) to (d) of this
section have been met;

()  The director finds that the issuance of the order will be consistent with the
state solid waste management plan and that receipt of out-of-state wastes
will not limit the capacity of the receiving district to dispose of its in-district
wastes to less than eight years. Any order issued under division (C)(1) of
this section shall not became final until thirty days after it has been served
by certified mail upon the county or joint solid waste management district
that will receive the out-of-district wastes.

ORC 3734.53(C)(2): Governing the maintenance, protection, and use of solid
waste collection and solid waste disposal, transfer, recycling, and resource
recovery facilities within the district and requiring the submission of general plans
and specifications for the construction, enlargement, or modification of any such
facility to the Board of County Commissioners or Board of Directors of the district
for review and approval as complying with the plan or amended plan of the
District.

ORC 3734.53(C)(3): Governing development and implementation of a program
for the inspection of solid wastes generated outside the boundaries of the state
that are being disposed of at solid waste facilities included in the district’s plan.

ORC 3734.53(C)(4): Exempting the owner or operator of any existing or
proposed solid waste facility provided for in the plan from compliance with any
amendment to a township zoning resolution adopted under Section 519.12 of the
Revised Code or to a county rural zoning resolution adopted under Section
303.12 of the Revised Code that rezoned or redistricted the parcel or parcels
upon which the facility is to be constructed or modified and that became effective
within two years prior to the filing of an application for a permit required under
division (A)(2)(a) of section 3734.05 of the Revised code to open a new or modify
an existing solid waste facility.
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A.

Existing Rules
The District has one existing rule which is provided below:

District Amended Rule 1-796 (adopted March 16, 2000) presently
provides that:

“No person, municipal corporation, township, or other political subdivision
shall construct, enlarge, or modify any solid waste transfer, disposal,
recycling, or resource recovery facility until general plans and
specifications for the proposed improvement have been submitted to and
approved by the Clark County, Ohio Board of County Commissioners as
complying with the Solid Waste Management Plan of the Clark County
Solid Waste Management District.”

“General plans and specifications shall be submitted to the attention of the
Clark County Solid Waste Director, c/o the Clark County Commission,
50 East Columbia, Springfield, Ohio 45501. Such general plans and
specifications shall include all information necessary for the Board of
Commissioners to evaluate the County level interests identified in the
siting review process contained in the District’'s Solid Waste Management
Plan.”

“General plans and specifications submitted to comply with this Rule shall
not include information that is required to determine the proposed facility’s
compliance with engineering design criteria or which address issues that
do not directly relate to the County level interests identified in the District’s
Plan. The submission of any such extraneous material may be cause for
the Board to require the developer to submit revised general plans and
specifications which contain information that is appropriate for the siting
review process."

“No person, municipal corporation, township, or other political subdivision
shall construct, modify or enlarge any solid waste transfer, disposal,
recycling, or resource recovery facility that does not comply with the Clark
County, Ohio Solid Waste Management Plan, as determined by the Board
of Commissioners of Clark County, Ohio.”

Proposed Rules
The constantly changing legal landscape of the waste industry requires

the District to reserve the right to use any rule making authority available
to the District.
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The District reserves the right to promulgate any rule in 343.01 of the Ohio
Revised Code to assist in implementing any or all strategies necessary to
achieve the waste management goals of this Amended Plan including:

e Prohibiting or limiting the receipt of waste generated outside the
District;

e Governing the maintenance, protection, and use of solid waste
collection, transfer, disposal, recycling, or resource recovery
facilities;

e (Governing a program to inspect out-of-state waste; and

e Exempting an owner or operator of a solid waste facility from
compliance with local zoning requirement.

C. Rule Approval Process

Proposed rules shall be adopted and enforced by the Board of County
Commissioners as provided in Section 343.01(G).
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