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Section Introduction

The following section of the plan takes a closer look at the needs of the solid waste system in
Genesee County. A public survey was conducted to gain an overall perspective of how satisfied
residents are with their solid waste and recycling services in their own communities; the results
of the survey were summarized and analyzed.

In addition to the public’s opinion of the solid waste system, the Solid Waste Management
Planning Committee participated in a working session with staff to identify the weaknesses of our
current system and ideas of how we can play off of our strengths to arrive at a more efficient and
sustainable solid waste system. This section summarizes the working session and provides a
priority list that will later help identify goals for this plan.

Technical Report 2 also lists an inventory of the solid waste disposal areas in Genesee County. In
combination from this inventory and previous data collection analysis, landfill capacity was
projected. The landfill capacity will help in determining where we can expect our solid waste
system to be in the next 25 years.
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Public Needs
Assessment

In order to gain a public perspective about
the effectiveness of our solid waste
system, a survey was sent out to the
Genesee County Metropolitan Planning
Commission (GCMPC) public participation
list (which contains 1,350 people). It was
also sent out to all local units of
government to distribute and to all of the
residents who are signed up for Rewards
for Recycling in Genesee County (which
contains about 50,000 people). The survey
asked for the respondents to note which
community they resided and then
proceeded with general questions about
solid waste and recycling services. For
incentive to complete the survey, GCMPC
offered five $100 gas cards to a selection
of randomly chosen respondents. In total,
staff received over 1,400 survey
responses. The majority of overall
responses were received from Grand
Blanc Township, Flint Township and
Davison Township. Cities with the most
responses included Grand Blanc, Flint, and
Davison.
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Genesee County Responses:

When asked how satisfied residents were with solid waste ||| Overall, how satisfied are you with the solid waste services in your
services in their community, 67% note they are very satisfied, community?

while just 5% are somewhat or very dissatisfied. Over 95% of
respondents were aware of recycling services or opportunities
offered in their area and similar numbers were reached when

prompted how satisfied respondents were with recycling M Very Satisfied
. . . R
ser.vlt?es in their community; 67% responded they are very B Sormewhat Satisfied
satisfied.
B Somewnhat Dissatisfied
It is important to note here that the majority of respondents o
.. . Very Dissatisfied
are also from communities that not only have curbside
recycling but also have very active recycling programs available B No Opinion

to the residents. Grand Blanc Township, for example,
participates in the Rewards for Recycling program that rewards
residents with coupons to various entertainment and
restaurant venues when they recycle.

Overall, how satisfied are you with the recycling
services in your community?

2%

3% 6%

M Very Satisfied
B Somewhat Satisfied
B Somewhat Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

H No Opinion

67%
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Overall, how satisfied are you with the recycling services in your

community?

80% 1 76% B Communities with
70% Lower than
County-wide
60% - .
Recycling Rate
50%
40% - B Communiti es.W|th
Average or Higher
30% -
than Average
20% 7 County-wide
10% - 5% Recycling Rate
0% L 1%
0% -
Very Satisfied Somewnhat Somewhat Very No Opinion

Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Communities somewhat or very dissatisfied with recycling

services

19%

81%

Genesee County
Solid Waste Management Plan

B Communities with low
recycling rate

B Communities with average
or above recycling rate

In order to gain a more valuable perspective on communities that may not
have access to recycling or do not recycle as much, staff broke the
communities out into those with a lower than average recycling rate (6% in
the county) and those with an average or above recycling rate. The data
here is clear that those with higher recycling rates in their communities are
more satisfied with their services offered. 30% of communities with a lower
recycling rate were somewhat or very dissatisfied with their recycling
services. The majority of these respondents were from the City of Flint
where there is no curbside recycling present.

Technical Report 2



For those respondents that indicated they do recycle, they were asked what types of items they recycle on a regular basis.
Plastics, cardboard and paper were all indicated as being the majority of items that people recycle in Genesee County. While
metals and plastic bags are less common items that are being recycled among residents; this may be due in part to curbside
recycling not taking certain items in most communities, as well as lack of education on how or where else to recycle those
particular items. While over 96% of respondents indicated that they recycle, for those that do not participate, the most
prevalent reason was because of a lack of education or information available to them. The other popular reason for not recycling
by respondents is because it is inconvenient or takes too much time. For those that don’t recycle at all or don’t recycle as much
as they would like to, it may be key to implement incentives or rewards for recycling for those communities that don’t offer
them. Almost 100% of the respondents indicated that they would continue to or start to participate in recycling if those kinds of

Qentive programs were offered to them. j

Please indicate which of the following items you recycle
on aregular basis. If you don't recycle, please skip this
question. (Check all that apply)

100% | 0% 90% 55% 86% 83%
80% -
60% - > 51%
40% |
20% -
0% \
| o - wv C
g =gF¢g 8 &b = E .
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40.0% 7
35.0% -
30.0% -
25.0% -
20.0% -
15.0% |
10.0% |

5.0% |

It is important to find out how and where people are
getting their solid waste and recycling information so
we can notify those sources suggestions for
improvement on how they may want to give more
detailed information about programs they offer. The
majority of respondents received their information
through their local government office, community
newsletter or trash company. For those that get
information from a website, the majority of those
respondents indicated that they check their local
community website or trash company website.

How do you get your information about solid waste or
recycling activities and programs? (Check all that apply)

A0% - 36% o .
359 - 34% 34%
30% - 27%
25%
20%
15% -
10% - 6% 2%
5% °
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How do you get your information about solid waste and
recycling activities and programs? (Check all that apply)

35% 35%

32%

25%

5% 6%
0
2% 2%

0.0% 1 |
Geneseelesl nty Genesee Community  Information Trash
. vern t Coun Newsletter ~ from Child's Compan
Solid ﬁ%gipnﬁanagem S0t Plan pany
fce ecycling School

Hotline

36%

B Communities with
lower than average
county-wide recycling
rate

B Communites with
average or above
average county-wide
recycling rate

Website 9

When the data was split into communities
below and at or above the county average
recycling rate of 6%, it was found that even
those communities that don’t recycle as
much still go to their local government office
for information. The data also suggests that
those communities that have a below
average recycling rate may not offer the
same level of information in their
newsletters or on their websites.
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Surprisingly, almost 70% of the respondents
indicated that they do not recycle hazardous
or electronic waste. Genesee County does
offer 2 hazardous waste collection days
every year for residents, with 3 locations
throughout the county. With this
information, however, it is clear that what is
offered currently needs to be revisited.
Perhaps more collection days could be
offered throughout the year or possibly add
a permanent household hazardous waste
collection site for residents to drop off their
items. When prompted if a free-drop off for
old latex paint was offered to residents of
Genesee County and whether or not they
would use it, over 90% indicated they would
use this drop-off.
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80% 1
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60% |
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30% |
20% -
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Do you recycle any hazardous and/or electronic waste?

23% 24%

H B

68%

Hazardous Waste

Electronic Waste

Neither

If a free drop-off for old latex paint was offered, would

you utilize it?

8.4%

91.6%

M Yes
H No



Do you recycle any hazardous/electronic waste?

70% 589% 59%
ik | B Communities with less
50% than 6% recycling rate
40% -
30% 1 20% 20% 22% 21% B Communities with greater
20% - than or equal to 6%
10% - recycling rate

0% -

Hazardous Electronic Neither

Woaste Waste

o

¢
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Even when the survey data was broken
out by recycling rates, the responses
were almost identical whether the
community was superior in recycling or
not. It is evident that from this data, it
can be assumed that the majority of
households in Genesee County do not
recycle hazardous or electronic waste.
Again, this information insinuates that
barriers to recycling hazardous or
electronic waste could be due to the
amount of collection days held per year
not being sufficient. This process can
also be seen as time consuming and the
collection days (since there are only 2)
could be held on days where people
are on vacation or unable to attend.
The data also recognizes that even avid
recyclers do not want to go out of their
way to drop off items. Some comments
and feedback received from the survey
indicated that people would like to
recycle these items, but they would like
it if the items could be picked up from
their curb on a quarterly basis.
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Feedback and Suggestions for Solid \WWaste Services in Genesee County

9%

M Positive Responses

7%

H Larger or Extra Recycling Bins

H Increase of Acceptable Types of
Recyclables

Weekly Recycling
18%
23% B More information/education

More information on Hazardous
Waste

Better process for Recycling
Rewards / Incentives

Curbside Recycling

10%

Almost 600 responses were given for the comments portion of the survey. Staff went through each comment and determined many
similarities; over a quarter of the comments suggested that their communities should offer larger or extra recycling bins to
accommodate for more items and make it easier to take the bin out to the curb (assuming the bin has wheels and a lid).
Respondents also indicated that overall they would like more information or education on how or what to recycle, as well as more
information on recycling hazardous waste. Some respondents even indicated that they would like to be able to have some
hazardous waste items or electronics picked up curbside. About 16% of the responses were very positive in nature and commended
their local communities for the current services they offer. Interestingly, some of those respondents that live in communities with
Rewards for Recycling indicated that they would like to see the program revamped to make it easier to get rewards or receive better
rewards. About 12% of those that made comments wanted to see their community go from bi-weekly to weekly recycling so they
can increase their recycling efforts.



Are there Benefits to Larger Recycling Bins?

23% of respondents would like to see an increase in their recycling bin size. The average size of a small bin is anywhere between 14
and 18 gallons, while the larger bins vary in size from 50 to 96 gallons in size. In order to realize what the total benefits of having
bigger bins for the county, we wanted to estimate how much more waste could be diverted from the landfills if residents were given
larger capacity bins. The first step in this process was eliminating communities from the recycling average that already utilize the
larger bins (City of Davison and Swartz Creek). The City of Flint was also factored out of the equation because they are the only
community without curbside recycling and therefore skew the overall recycling weight averages. Without these communities, the
average amount of waste being recycled per household per week is 6.23 pounds. The total amount of waste that is generated per
week is 4,646,363 pounds.

According to the EPA from their Municipal Solid Waste Generation, Recycling and Disposal in the United States: Facts and Figures for
2010, that of MSW generated, 4.6% was glass, 12.4% were plastics and 28.5% was paper or paper boxes. These percentages were
cross referenced with volume-to-weight conversions that were taken from a Massachusetts study which contains weights taken
from the National Recycling Coalition and the EPA. The weights were converted to pounds per gallon.

So it was assumed as a best case scenario, based on the EPA report, that about 45% of the total waste
— generated in Genesee County could be recycled with curbside recycling (or 2,090,863 |bs/week or
= 19.3 Ibs/household/week). The percentages of materials from the EPA were applied to the total waste
generation to get pounds per week of that particular material and the space needed to accommodate
'q( the recycling. It was found that 15.71 gallons per household per week could be filled using this best
case scenario. This data does not factor in spikes in waste (such as
during holidays), but rather assumes the average. As such, there are
several weeks during the year that likely see a larger influx of potential
recyclables. Supplying larger bins to communities in Genesee County
would help to remove current barriers in recycling, providing a more
‘ convenient, easier way to recycle. Larger bins would particularly be
beneficial to communities that only receive bi-weekly recycling who
could be putting as much as 31 gallons of recyclables in their bin.



Flint Township

Flint Township had over 270 respondents to the survey,
where 98% are somewhat or very satisfied with their
recycling services in their community. Even though the
township has almost a 9% recycling rate, when asked if
they recycle any hazardous and/or electronic waste, 72%
indicate they recycle neither which is higher than the
county average for not participating in recycling these
items. Residents indicated that they would like to have
more or larger bins for recycling their curbside items
along with a list of items that are acceptable.
Respondents also commented that they appreciate the e-
mails they receive that keep residents updated on solid
waste and recycling services in their area.

Mt. Morris Township

80% T
70% |
60% |
50% -
40% |
30% T
20%
10% |

0% i

With a community that very recently began curbside recycling
on a biweekly basis, they had almost 100 people respond to
the survey. 99% of those respondents are somewhat or very
satisfied with their solid waste and recycling services that are
offered in their community. Those that did provide comments
suggested that their recycling be picked up on a weekly basis
and that the bins should be larger to accommodate more
material. Many respondents in Mt. Morris Township also
mentioned how thrilled they are to finally have recycling

services offered in their area.

Flint Township Responses:
Do you recycle any hazardous and/or electronic waste?

19%

Hazardous Waste

72%

24%

Electronic Waste Neither

IVit. Morris Township:
Overall, how satisfied are you with the recycling
services in your community?

0%

1%

M Very Satisfied

B Somewhat Satisfied

B Somewhat Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied

B No Opinion



City of Flint
72% of respondents that said that they were dissatisfied with
the recycling services in their community were from the City of
Flint. Only 64% of respondents from the City of Flint are aware
of recycling opportunities in their area (drop-off locations) as
compared to 95% in the overall survey. Overall, 78% of City of
Flint survey respondents are somewhat or very dissatisfied
with their recycling services in their community. As compared
to Genesee County (96%), 53% of City of Flint respondents
indicate that they recycle. The rest of the 47% that do not
recycle indicate the main reason as being that it is not offered
locally. While other responses indicate that recycling is
inconvenient and they need more information on how or
where to go. As similar to the survey from all of Genesee
County, 99% of City of Flint respondents to the survey say that
an incentive curbside recycling program would prompt them to
continue to recycle or begin to recycle. 35 respondents also
made comments that they would like to see curbside recycling
in Flint. Here are a few of the responses:
< “Private waste removal [should include curbside
recycling]...every other city has it...”
< “l don’t know how it is funded, but | think it should be
mandated nationwide. It is so irresponsible not to
recycle.”
% “The City of Flint needs to have curbside recycling. This
would make recycling much more convenient.”

City of Flint Responses:
Are you aware of the recycling opportunities in your
area?

M Yes

H No

City of Flint Responses:
Overall, how satisfied are you with the recycling
services in your community?

11%

68%

4%

7%

10% M Very Satisfied

B Somewhat Satisfied

H Somewhat Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied

B No Opinion



Public Needs Assessment Conclusions

One of the important factors of revitalizing our solid waste system comes directly from the responses and ideas of Genesee County
residents. This survey allows us to gain a clearer perspective on how well communities are being serviced and where we can make
improvements. The results indicate that overall, many communities are fairly satisfied with their services, but even those with higher
than the county average recycling rates wish to see larger bins available to them and more information or education about services
in their community. Another notable conclusion from this survey was the surprising amount of respondents that do not recycle
hazardous or electronic waste, even those from communities that have some of the best recycling rates in the county. Comments
received also reflect this data, as respondents would like more information about recycling these items and would like to have
increased access to recycling hazardous or electronic waste.




Working Session

In collaboration with the Solid Waste Management Planning Committee (SWMPC), staff was able to analyze the current solid waste
system through a visioning and P-SWOT (Perfect System, Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats) process that took place
at the regularly scheduled SWMPC meeting on March 15, 2012. The goal of this process was to provide the committee with the
opportunity to discuss the current issues of the solid waste system and how they envision the solid waste system in the future. This
process will ultimately lead to the development of measurable goals for the Solid Waste Plan.

Work Session Procedure

The committee was divided into 4 groups of 3 people. Each group was then asked the following questions:

a. When | say perfect solid waste system,
what words come to mind?

b. What are some of strengths of the current
solid waste system?

c. What is the current solid waste system
lacking?

d. What are our opportunities with a revised
solid waste system? What do you envision
for the future of the system?

e. What are some potential threats or
opposition to these opportunities?




After the groups were finished with discussing and writing down answers, a presenter was selected from each group to place their
answers up in front of the whole committee and provide an explanation. Once each group had presented their answers, each person
was given 10 stickers to place on the answers that they felt should have the greatest priority. The stickers could be placed all on one
answer in one category, or split up among various answers across all categories. After group members were finished with selecting
their personal priorities, staff asked the collective group if they agreed with the priorities that were listed.

The following page indicates the responses that were given for each category that were given at least one priority sticker in the
working session. Categories with the most priorities were Opportunities (37) and Weaknesses (27). These were followed by the
Perfect category with 22 stickers, Threats with 19 and Strengths with 5 stickers. It is apparent from the prioritization process that
there are numerous weaknesses in the solid waste system, but there are also ample opportunities available to turn those
weaknesses into strengths.



(P)SWOT Analysis of Genesee County Solid Waste Management System
Perfect Idea of

Waste System Strengths
Waste to Energy It works / Easy
Cost Effective or Self- "
. Relabitilty
Funding
Increase Closing
Loop or Local Public Health

Repurpose

Environmentally

County Ordinance Fee
Sound ¥

Odorless

County-Wide
Recycling

Zero Waste

Weaknesses

Enforcement /
Accountability / Spotty
Knowledge *

Lack of efficient
technologies / Material
Recovery Facility *

Metrics / Goals

Hazardous Disposal Sites

Education

Ease

* Indicated as a top priority

Opportunities Threats
M tunities f
ore opportunities for Politicians /
recyclables (not accepted
. Current Contracts
curbside) / Expanded /Silos *
Markets *

Local or County Material Lack of Education
Recovery Facility * / Information *

Cost / Lack of

Education *
ucation Funding
Bad Actors /
Pay-as-you-Throw Irresponsible
Companies

County Wide Recycling /
County facility to
coordinate services

Common Plan
throughout County

Linkage: Regional

Planning with other
Counties

Demolition Recovery




Top Priorities

Material Recovery Facility

The prioritization process revealed that the Material Recovery Facilities (MRF) or lack thereof in the county is a top
priority. A MRF is a facility that takes in recyclable materials, separates them and prepares them for market
distribution. MRF’s are utilized to help reduce municipal solid waste that goes to the landfills and maximum the
recycling potential.

MREF facilities vary in size and the amount of recyclables they can handle per day. A medium sized facility in the
County would be able to handle between 10 and 100 tons per day. According to the Material Recovery Handbook
(Recycling Marketing Cooperative for Tennessee, 2003), a medium sized MRF costs anywhere between S1 million
and $3 million to construct, plus about an additional $150,000 for equipment. Operational and maintenance costs
for a medium sized MRF would cost over $1 million per year based on tons of recyclables taken in per year
(Handbook: Material Recovery Facilities for Municipal Solid Waste).

Examples of successful MRF’s in Michigan are in Kent County and Emmet County. The $11.5 million Kent County
Recycling Facility is a 60,000 square foot building that processed over 23,000 tons (Kalamazoo brings in 20 tons per
week) of recyclables in 2011. This facility takes in single stream recyclables and is supported by funds from the
landfills, not the tax payers. The facility made a profit of S800,000 in 2011. Kent County believes that their success
comes from switching over to single stream processing which is more economical, as well as providing curbside
recycling to the residents and implementing a Pay-as-You-Throw program. Emmet County also oversees a
successful recycling system, which includes operation of a publicly-owned MRF. Their MRF costs are covered by
the income of the sale of recyclables and allocation of funds from their Transfer Station. Neighboring counties
have a Millage fee that help pay Emmet County to process their recyclables.

A local MRF would enable a large influx of recyclables to be processed in the county. Currently, waste haulers take
the majority of recyclables collected to locations in southeast Michigan. This would ultimately save money on



transportation costs, as well as bring in more dollars into Genesee County for the use of the facility, the sale of
recyclables and materials, and would lead to the creation of jobs. In considering recommending implementation of
a MRF in Genesee County, it is also important to keep in mind the costs associated with constructing and
maintaining such a facility. Taking this into account, a public-private partnership could possibly be the best case
scenario, where the county would own the facility and a private company would man the day-to-day operations.

Enforcement / Accountability

The current Genesee County Solid Waste Ordinance and associated fees do not account for adequate enforcement
of solid waste activities in the county. The ordinance does not specify other than “the administrator shall enforce
the provisions of the Ordinance” how enforcement should be done in the county. There is also a lack of funding
available to properly and consistently enforce the Ordinance among waste haulers.

Kent County, for example, has contracts with their waste haulers to bring waste to the Waste to Energy facility;
otherwise they expect to face penalties in fines. The county has one person assigned to enforcing the ordinance
among these haulers. In Emmet County, they have designated approximately $2,000 yearly for enforcement
purposes; there is a County Ordinance Enforcement Officer who handles the cases, as well as the Emmet County
Sheriff. Monroe County also has designated a one half time Sanitarian to complete inspections at solid waste
facilities.

Politicians / Current Contracts

Local units of government in the county have quite a few separate contracts with waste haulers, which results in
communities having different services, with some communities paying more than others. If locals were to enter
into a more regional contract, they would have the leverage to receive more services and/or to lower their
contract costs as well.



Education

Committee members stressed the importance of education in our solid waste system and moving towards 100% recycling
participation. While we have seen some successes of recycling education in the county, there are plenty of opportunities to make
improvements.

Since 2006, GCMPC has provided education and promotion through a recycling awareness campaign. A large portion of this
campaign is devoted to educating children through the school recycling education program. GCMPC staff schedules presentations
with elementary schools throughout the county and informs children on why recycling is important, as well as how and where to
recycle. Part of this education effort is accompanied by the School Recycling Challenge where schools compete over the course of
several weeks to see who can recycle the most and receive awards if they are successful.

In addition to educating children, GCMPC provides outreach through our website, hotline and at events throughout the year.
Through the public needs assessment survey, staff has found that the majority of information residents receive is from their own
community or waste haulers; very few people indicated that they utilize our website or call the recycling hotline. Targeting the adult
population is a crucial step to reaching greater participation rates,
so more information should be filtered through community
websites and newsletters.

A few successful recycling programs in Michigan that the county
may want to consider duplicating includes the Resource Recovery
and Recycling Authority of Southwest Oakland County (RRRASQOC).
This authority services 8 member communities and provides public
education through MRF tours, flyers, videos and brochures. The
Southeastern Oakland County Resource Recovery Authority
(SOCRRA) has a similar program to RRRASOC, which services 12
communities and conducts outreach through tours, videos,
presentation, activity books, games, flyers and brochures.




As part of the PSWOT analysis, staff took a look at the prioritized items that came out of the working session. When looking at
revitalizing the solid waste program in Genesee County, it is crucial to consider the different aspects of a balanced and sustainable
system. Staff categorized the prioritized answers into three categories: Environmental, Social and Economical. Each of these sub
categories play a vital role in a successful solid waste system and help ensure that each of the priorities is helping to achieve this
balanced system.

= Expanded
Markets

=Expanded Sustainable Saolid = MRF

Markets Waste System = Expanded

= Enfarcement Markets

= FEdueatian = Enfarcement

= Pplitics and
Contracts

= Ppglitics and
Contracts

Social Economical



Evaluation of Deficiencies and Problems

The current solid waste system has been evaluated for potential drawbacks specifying where improvements could be made.
Based on the previously mentioned SWOT chart and analysis, as well as our data collection efforts, the following problems
with Genesee County’s solid waste system were identified and then explained how they could be addressed with specified
goals:

1. Recycling

As part of the attempt to correctly identify the efforts of recycling in our community, it is evident that there are a few
shortfalls in the residential and commercial sectors. While the national average diversion rate in 2009 was 35%, numbers
in Genesee County reflect a far different story. In 2005, our residential recycling rate was only 3.5%. Five years later,
Genesee County has seen little improvement in its recycling rate, with residential diversion rising by only 13% (to a 6%
recycling rate).

Goal Addressing this Issue: Direct attention towards increasing the
diversion rate through promotion, education and awareness, as well as
create incentive programs, such as Pay-as-You-Throw that will help
decrease the disposal rate in the county. It should also be recommended
that the City of Flint, the largest municipality and producer of the most
waste in the county, implement curbside recycling as part of their waste
service program. According to our waste generation projections,
residential waste will rise over the next 25 years. However, focusing
services and programs to the residential sector will help to alleviate waste
generation in the county. A recycling goal in the plan should also be
directed towards recommendation of researching and possibly
implementing a Material Recycling Facility in Genesee County.




2. Education

The education aspect of the Solid Waste program has always been crucial to delivering and promoting messages and
events to the general public. A large part of the education and awareness program is conducting recycling presentations
at schools throughout Genesee County so that children begin to learn at a young age the importance of recycling in their
communities. Staff also promotes events such as the biannual Household Hazardous Waste collection days, as well as
being present at local conventions and events to make our program aware to citizens. Despite all of these positive
efforts, the education program lacks the overall strength it needs to reach more people, particularly at the adult age.
According to the Genesee County Recycling Assessment, the average participation rate in recycling is 39% (with an
average recycling rate of just 6%).

Goal Addressing this Issue: To address the issue of education, the county will need to further expand the education
program to reach a greater population of adults. This effort could include providing each household with a sticker to
place on their bin that will be a reminder of what can be recycled. Additional efforts should be made to educate county
residents of Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) and Electronic Waste disposal opportunities to get more people to
participate. As shown through the public needs assessment survey, the majority of residents get their information
through their local waste hauler or community. Thus implementing standardized and current information on those local
websites and newsletters would provide the public with updated information on what kinds of materials they can
recycle as well as provide event information, such as the HHW collection days.

3. Data Collection

With the current and past Solid Waste Management Plans, it is evident that the commercial data collection is a difficult
data set to obtain and does not provide the same accuracy that we find with our residential data collection methods.
This affects the rest of the planning process by not being able to provide the most accurate outlook into capacity needs
and programs needed to improve recycling with businesses in the county.

Goal Addressing this Issue: As part of the next plan update, the commercial data collection methodology should be
addressed as staff looks for ways to improve this process. This may include reviewing methodologies in other states and
finding a cost-efficient way to collect, review and analyze obtained data.



4. Coordination

Currently, the local units in Genesee County contract with various haulers at different prices and often times receive
different services (i.e. some don’t receive recycling; some communities have implemented Pay-As-You-Throw or
Rewards for Recycling, etc.). This results in more trips by haulers to communities in close proximity, as well as higher
costs for some communities by not sharing the same contracted services. There is also no coordination with the
collection of commercial waste and residential waste; local ordinances specifying that businesses contract with the same
hauler as the municipality would result in a more standardized and cost-effective program.

Goal Addressing this Issue: In an effort to promote cost-effectiveness for all communities, it is suggested to encourage
communities to collaborate for hauling contracts that will promote more streamlined solid waste and recycling services.

5. Enforcement

Accountability of waste haulers in the county has not been tracked consistently due to a limited Solid Waste budget and
staff time. Without proper enforcement, waste haulers will not be charged with violations when they occur and held
accountable for their actions. More effective enforcement will help to ensure a safe and healthy environment for the
businesses and residents of Genesee County.

Goal Addressing this issue: Alter the Ordinance to specify how enforcement will be completed on a consistent basis.
Enforcing the Ordinance will require designated staff time and should become a Solid Waste budgetary item.



Solid Waste Areas’ Summaries

There are 3 landfills in operation that are located in Genesee County (Brent Run, Citizens Disposal and Richfield Landfill). All landfills
accepting waste in and out of the County are privately owned. Genesee County Metropolitan Planning Commission requested that
all facility owners of disposal, transfer stations and recycling facilities complete description surveys for the Plan amendment. GCMPC
has requested surveys and reviewed those corresponding descriptions. The Venice Park landfill in Shiawassee County is included in
this plan as well; about 20% of Genesee County’s waste is exported there, so the facility description is provided for purposes of
showing that Genesee County will continue to be able to export waste to that location over the next 20 years. Also listed as part of
the facility descriptions are recycling and transfer stations; in total there are four of these privately-owned facilities located
throughout the county.

Facility Description Definitions
Total Area of a Facility Property - the entire property the disposal area owns.
The Total Area Sited for Use - the acreage the County is authorizing to be permitted.

The Total Area Permitted - the acreage that has gotten a permit from the MDEQ (this would include, closed cells, operating cells,
and areas that have not yet been excavated but have been permitted).

Genesee County 27
Solid Waste Management Plan Technical Report 2
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Genesee County Landfill Annual Energy Production

Annual Energy Production Estimated Number of
- Landfill Gas Recovery Households Powered

- tarren}l)ﬁ-fﬁe“s-g Iarl;ifllls,, m:eemsee : | : : .
imated lifetime of capac‘,"ty of 20 Landfill Projects (MWhrs/yr) (peryr)

1,273

Scour “i=ii BrentRun 12,727

qaly. ‘comi m :,Gehesee dounty, DL ' e
% tha elr‘ib-uﬂﬁlpoﬂd Il’Jto - y ’ Citizen's Disposal 40,500 4,050
as well (i.e. from m Michigan cou io ane 8,268 827
= Canada)w impoliads: “accouils ' for. '
approximately 67% _of “oL @aste el te 0 hﬁ’- Total 61,495 6,150
(!_)l!\ l@dfllﬁ ' 4 : :- 8 = P *The average U.S. household used 11,496 kWh (or 11.5 MWhrs) in 2010 (U.S.
b ' o . Department of Energy Information Administration)

___Iiaph landfillsin=the y part|C|p es in Landﬁll Ga producmg usand% of megawatts
ﬂeniefd? p‘§ry itizen’s, Dispo 2l prodices hew I } h40 500 N aWatts/hr in-2010n't
rhe)andﬁl ' ced ove z‘f/ 0 Mega s of g ZOIOyvhlch woull :~ enough to pow vel
~~ 6,000  hou -m
Geneseg S

Genesee County Landflll Capacity »

Estimated Yearly
Disposal Area Sited Area Estimated

Volumeof Waste Total Area for Use Permitted Current Lifetime
Landfill (CY) (acres) (acres) (acres) Capacity (CY) (Yrs)

1,030,290 544 243 102 4,330,758

Brent Run

Citizen's Disposal 1,200,000 314 237 109 17,400,000 15

Richfield 390,000 393 300 41 600,000 2

Total 2,620,290 1,251 780

Genesee County 29
Solid Waste Management Plan Technical Report 2

22,330,758



Solid Waste Disposal Collection
Services

This chart identifies collections services by municipality and is a key factor in analyzing
potential coordination among local municipalities to combine contracts for cost-
effectiveness. The only municipality that does not offer curbside recycling is the City of
Flint.

If you take a look at the corresponding map (Solid Waste Disposal and Collection
Services), it is apparent that there are discrepancies among municipalities and their
contracts with collection companies. Numerous townships and cities that are within their
boundaries utilize different waste haulers. If these municipalities work together, they
could arrive at less expensive contracts with their haulers, resulting in services that are
more streamlined all across the county.

Upon initial review, it was noted that the following communities may see cost savings and
expanded services if they combine waste hauler contracts:

e Forest Township and the Village of Otisville

e Davison Township and the City of Davison

e Grand Blanc Township and the City of Grand Blanc
e Atlas Township and the Village of Goodrich

e City of Linden and Fenton Township / City of Fenton

Solid Waste Disposal Collection Services

Municipality
Cities
Burton
Clio
Davison
Fenton
Flint
Flushing
Grand Blanc
Linden
Montrose
Mt. Morris
Swartz Creek
Townships
Argentine
Atlas
Clayton
Davison
Fenton
Flint
Flushing
Forest
Gaines
Genesee
Grand Blanc
Montrose
Mt. Morris
Mundy
Richfield
Thetford
Vienna
Villages
Gaines
Goodrich
Lennon
Otisville

Collection Company

Waste Management
Richfield Equities
Republic

Republic

City of Flint

Waste Management
Waste Management
Waste Management
Republic

Richfield Equities
Republic

Richfield Equities
Richfield Equities
Waste Management
Richfield Equities
Republic

Richfield Equities
Richfield Equities
Waste Management
Waste Management
Richfield Equities
Richfield Equities
Republic

Richfield Equities
Richfield Equities
Richfield Equities
Richfield Equities
Richfield Equities

Waste Management
Republic

Waste Management
Richfield Equities
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Conclusions

This section has drawn upon data collection from the public about their solid waste and recycling services in their
community, as well as prioritization of ideas for a future solid waste system by the Solid Waste Management Planning
Committee. The results of the survey has led to providing us with valuable conclusions about how effective solid waste
and recycling are overall in the county, and some suggestions on changes that can be made through outreach and
education programs as well as curtail specific needs to communities (such as providing larger bins for communities with
only bi-weekly recycling). The working session with the committee resulted in prioritizing several ideas that will help form
the goals for this plan; the lack of a material recycling facility in the county was probably the greatest concern, but it is also
seen as a possible opportunity to implement one with the amendment of this plan.

As part of a requirement of this plan and to identify the future proper management of Genesee County waste, facility
description surveys were collected from landfills and recycling facilities. Landfills, in particular, are an important step to
determining proper management of waste and landfill capacity. However, over 66% of waste that is entering the landfills
is being imported from outside of Genesee County, so landfill capacity does not necessarily directly relate to how Genesee
County manages our own waste. After reviewing the descriptions, it was determined that our landfills can not only
manage our waste, but imported waste as well, for at least the next ten (+) years.

In addition to facility descriptions, solid waste disposal collection companies were tracked to show who provided services
to communities throughout the county. Local units were also surveyed how much their waste service costs per household
per month. By tracking this data, it was concluded that there were several communities that would be recommended to
partner with an adjacent community to combine contracts and services for cost savings and efficiency purposes.
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The Planning Process
The Designated Planning Agency (DPA) is the Genesee County Metropolitan Planning Commission (GCMPC) whose staff is tasked
with implementing the Solid Waste Management Plan. The amendment approval process for the Solid Waste Plan is shown below.

Amendment Approval Process

A suggested plan amendment is SWMPC recommends to
presented to the Solid Waste Board Committee to
Management Planning Committee amend plan; SWMPC
(SWMPC) disbands

County Board
appoints 14
member SWMPC

When authorized by the SWMPC, DPA SWMPC meets in public to direct drafting of the

makes draft amendment available for amendment. Designated Planning Agency (DPA)

public review for at least 90 days with a supports process — notices, minutes, mailings, etc., and
public hearing. prepares Plan Amendment as directed.

No BOC sends back to
SWMPC with
objections

Within 30 days of the end of the public comment
period, DPA revises the draft Plan amendment and
sends back to SWMPC for approval. A
recommendation is made to the Board of
Commissioners (BOC)

v

Does the BOC
approve the
draft Plan
amendment?

Yes

SWMPC responds to
BOC within 30 days

Draft Plan amendment goes to all

municipalities in county for 67%
local approval

Plan is not «_ NO S
amended Does the DEQ s (LT

amendment
approve the

Does the BOC
approve the draft
Plan amendment?

is sent to

Plan DEQ f
or
_ ?
Plan is amended < Yes ATl review

Plan is not
amended




P-SWOT Process

When groups were asked what their idea of the perfect solid
waste system is, the following answers were presented:

Scalable / Understandable

Waste To Energy

Cost Effective / Self- Funding

Easy / 100% Participation

Increase Closing the Loop / Local Repurpose
County-Wide Recycling

Environmentally Sound

Odorless

Zero-Waste

When asked to prioritize, committee members recognized that
perfect ideas don’t always translate to being realistic (take
100% recycling participation for example). Their top priorities
in this category were:

e Waste to Energy (not necessarily as a facility, but waste
as a potential resource)
e Cost Effective / Self- Funding




For identifying strengths in this exercise, the group came up with
the least amount of ideas. The following were named:

e Diverse (unigue to municipality)
e Reliability

e Curbside Program

e Easy/ It Works

e Landfill

e County Ordinance Fee

e Cheap / Affordable

e Public Health

e Awareness of Recycling

For this category, none of the ideas were significantly prioritized
overall (as compared to the other categories). Although the
following were named to be priorities:

e Easy/ It Works

e County Ordinance Fee
e Public Health

o Reliability




The weakness category named the following ideas:
Skeptical public

Ease

Enforcement / Accountability

Education

Unity

Metrics / Goals

Hazardous Disposal Sites

Availability to Homeowner for Recycling
Lack of Economies of Scale

Local Material Recovery Facilities
Expansion

With the following being identified as the top priorities:
e Enforcement / Accountability
e Material Recovery Facilities
e Metrics / Goals
e Hazardous Disposal Sites




Opportunities:

More closure of Entire Recycling Circle
Opportunity to Emphasize Education

Envision system that looks at past and future
More opportunities for recyclables / Expand Markets
Demolition Recovery

Common Plan throughout County

Linkage: Regional Planning with other Counties
100% Participation

Local or County MRF

Count-wide Recycling

Pay-as-you-Throw

Priorities:

Expanded Markets
Local or County MRF
Pay-as-you-Throw
Education




When looking at the Threats portion of the working session,
the group identified the following:
e Lack of Education / Information
Politicians / Current Contracts / Silos
Cost / Lack of Funds
National / Statewide Legislation
Landfill Opposition
Bad Actors / Irresponsible Companies

Out of this, the committee prioritized the following:
Politicians / Current Contracts / Silos

Lack of Education

Cost / Lack of Funds

Bad Actors / Irresponsible Companies
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