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INDIANA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN -
~ VOLUME III
TECHNICAL GUIDE

INTRODUCTION

The following compilation of technical papers and planning reference documents provide more detailed
information on solid waste management methods and planning issues. Information is also provided on the history of

solid waste management in Indiana, and pertinent legislation.

The material presented on each topic has been derived from workpapers developed by engineers and policy
analysts specializing in the various technologies and applications involved with each solid waste management approach.
These papers are for informational purposes only and do not serve as an endorsement of certain solid waste management

techniques.

'This Technical Guide is offered as an introductory-level composite of technical and planning information

that will be of use to district decision makers, It is not intended to serve as a complete tutoring resource. IDEM will
supplement this guide with additional technical assistance documents and direct support from staff so that local officials

have access to comprehensive services and materials.
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HISTORY OF INDIANA SOLID WAS_"I'E MANAGEMENT PLANNING

INTRODUCTION

Historically, land disposal has been the most often used method of solid waste disposal

* throughout the country. In Indiana, all of Indiana’s local governments have relied heavily on this

method for historical solid waste management. However, growing concern for the environment,
increasing concern for potential groundwater pollution problems caused by leakage from landfills, and
growing public fear and opposition to new sites have prompted to move towards safer, more effective -
solid waste management practices across the country. The dilemma has become how to handle the
increasing quantities of solid waste generated each year. In Indiana, this move towards more effective
solid waste management has resulted in the passage of House Bill 1240 (HB1240) in March 1990,
providing the guiding force for waste plahning and management for the present and for the future,

The siting and operation of sanitary landfills, as well as the responsibility for solid waste
collection and disposal, has traditionally been a county government activity. The responsibility for
proper future solid waste management has similarly been vested in county govcmmcnt,r strengthened and
enhanced by the enactment of HB1240 and other solid waste legislation. '

HISTORICAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
_ Indiana has relied almost entirely on landfills for its solid waste disposal needs. The
enactment of numerous pieces of legislation as well as certain past State activities have had a progressive

impact on traditional disposal methods and available alternatives.

Indiana’s Refuse Disposal Act of 1965 prohibited the opc'n dumping of soléd waste after
Japuary 1, 1971. This act spurred the development and use of sanitary landfills, which are now the

predominant method of waste disposal in Indiana. It also authorized counties, cities, and towns to

acquire, construct, operate and maintain certain facilitics for the collection and disposal of solid waste.

In 1976, the Federai Resource Conservation and Recovery Act mandated that all states
develop individual solid waste managcmcnt' plans. The goal of this act was to promote the protection
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.. ‘of human health and the env:ronment through safc d!sposal pracuoes, the rccovery of. valuable matenals- :

and encrgy from solld waste, and the devclopmcnt of local solid waste managemcnt plans that promote

improved solid waste management techniques.

In 1980, the Indnana State Board of Health was ngen thc responsibility of preparing
Indiana’s statewide $olid waste manngcment plan. Much of the work toward completion of the state
plan was provided through contracted agreement with the State Planmng Services Agency. In April,
1980, a subcommittee was formed to assist with the decision making responsibilities with regard to the
development of the final state plan. 1n April, 1981, the Indiana Solid Waste Management Plan was
adopted by the Indiana Environmental Management Board. However, the loss of federal funding,
coupled with the prioriﬁiing of hazardous waste regulation and cleanup over municipal solid waste

management, prevented implementation of the adopted plan,

In early 1988, the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) received
encouragement from the United States Environmental Protection Agency to review and update Indiana’s
solid waste management plan. In response, the IDEM prepﬁrcd a draft statewide solid waste
management plan, designed as a tool to stimulate public discussion of the problems of solid and
hazardous waste management facing Indiana. Volume I of that plan addressed only muanicipal solid
waste in Indiana. Other volumes were to have considered hazardous wastes and other types of solid
waste management, such as sludges, mining and agricultural wastes, and special wastes. Much of the
information gaﬂmrcd through this effort, updated as necessary or as available, has been used in the
'preparation of this solid wastc management plan.

In March of 1990, Governor Evan Bayh signed HB1240, a comprehensive bill dcmgned to
address the solid waste problem in the State of Indiana, into law. Oane of the primary purposes of
HB1240 is to reduce the amount of solid waste disposed in landfills or incincrated by 35 percent by 1996
and by 50 percent by 2001. Another primary purpose is'the development of a state-wide solid waste
management plan which is intended to provide an information base and a framework of goals and
objectives to be used as a reference in dcw;':loping and implementing local solid waste management
plans. A final purpose of HB1240 is the requirement that all counties form solid waste management
districts, cither individually or jointly, and develop plans for their solid waste management for the next

20 years,
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| The key dates included in HB1240 ac: -

 Julyi, 1990

" September 1, 1950

January 1, 1991

July 1, 1991

January 1, 1992-

July 1, 1992

January 1, 1996

-January 1, 2001

Recycling. Promotion and Assistance Fund is to be estab-
lished. . - ..

. A draft of the statewide solid waste management plan is to

be submitted to the Environmental Policy Board by the
IDEM.

The final statewide solid waste management plan is to be
adopted.

Counties in Indiana must form solid waste management
districts, cither individually or jointly with any number of

other counties,

Voluntary waste reduction guidelines are to be issued by the
Packaging Waste Reduction Task Force and the Recycled
Paper Task Force.

Solid waste management districts must submit their solid
waste management plans to the Commissioner of the IDEM

for approval.

Date on which.Indiana's goal of reducing the amount of

solid wastc landfilled or incincrated by 35 percent is reached.

Date on which Indiana’s goal of reducing the amount of

solid waste landfilled or incinerated by 50 percent is reached.

II-3




_ HISTORICAL-AND CURRENT DISPOSAL STATUS .-

‘In 1985, there were approximately 150 permitted solid waste landfills in Indiana. Through

the atéady phascout of environmentally undesirable sites, the closing.of certain sites that reached or
exceeded their disposal capacities, and the increasing difficulty in siting new facilities, the number of
permitted landfills hs steadily deciined over the past ten years, In 1990, the total number of permitted
sanitary municipal solid waste landfill, excluding those located on military installations and those which
reccive only coal ash or waste-to-cnergy ash, has decreased to 79, a decline of nearly 50 percent in just
ten years. Only a handful of new landfill and expansion permits have been issued by the IDEM in the
recent past. In addition, onc un-permitted land disposal facility is reportedly in operation in the Gary

arca,

In 1988, the IDEM projected that over one-third of the sanitary landfills then in operation
bad remaining lives of less than five years, and would be closed by 1994, Bascd on then-available data,
over 60 percent of the existing landfills were projected to be closed by the end of 1995, leaving the total
number of sanitary landfills in Indiana at approximately 33. By 1996, only 28 of Indiana’s 92 counties
were projected to have any landfill capacity remaining, The total state-wide remaining landfill life was
projected to be a'rclatively short 8.3 years in 1988. '

The overall landfill picture has changed little over the last two years. Currently in Indiana,
lllcre arc 79 sanitary landfills permitted by the state to receive municipal solid waste; Those landfills
located on military reservations and those permitted to receive only ash and byproducts from utility,
waste-to-cncrgy, wastewater treatment plants, and solid fill sites are not included in this figure. Over
one-half of the permitted municipal solid waste facilities are projected to be full and closed by the end
of this decade, based on a recent survey conducted by the IDEM and on information provided in
sumerous closure plans submniitted to the State in 1989. These estimates assume that no expansions to
c.xlsnng facilitics are granted. They are also based on current annual waste receipt rates. If landfills
actually do closc at the expected rate, the burden on other open landfills will necessarily increase,
thereby reducing their remaining lives proportionately. Such a spiraling effcct could shorten Indiana’s
total landfill capacity at a drastic rate in the very near future. '

r

A complication to remaining landfill life state-wide could result duc to the time necessary
to permit either ncw or cxpanded landfills. It is not uncommon for five or more years to be réqtiircd
for a permit to be received from the State for additional facilitics. In early 1990, a total of twenty-two
expansion permits had been filed at the IDEM, some with applications originally submitted as carly as
1985. Onc ncw landfill and several expansions of existing landfills have reportedly been approved over

the past two years.
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. Asa further complication, Indiana has seen an cver-increasing iniflux of out-of-state waste*

into its landfills, most notably from the East coast, and from the northern Tilinois area. Land-disposal” |

facilities in these highly urbanized areas are becoi:iing ﬁ;orc and more scarce and very expensive, and
new facilities are proving nearly impossible to site due to lack of available land. Therefore, low tipping
fees and available space in Indiana is highly attractive, in spite of the increased hauling distance required
to dxspose here. This has led to an even more rapid depletion of Indiana's available land disposal

capacity.

On the positive side, Indiana has seen a surge in recycling activities over the past two
years. Bascd on the results of a statewide recycling survey conducted in 1988, IDEM reported that there
were approximately 65 recycling facilities of various types located throughout the state. Most were
small, unorganized drop-off and buy-back centers, and only 29 of Indiana’s 92 counties had such facilities

in 1987, Nineteen of these facilities were located in Marion county alone. In addition, there was one

- permitted and several small composting operations throughout the state.

The results of a follow-up IDEM survey in 1990 indicated that there were over 345
recycling facilities of various types (consisting mainly of drop-off and buy-back centers, processing .
facilities and some municipally run curbside collection programs) throughout the state, a dramatic
increase in just two years. In 1990, all but 14 counties reported some form of recycling activity or
involvement. While the IDEM surveys are not all-encompassing or complete, due to the difficulties
involved in obtaining complete, accurate, and timely responses from such diverse activity across the state,

it is evident that Indiana counties are expanding their recycling activities at a rapid pace.

‘ It is mot known exactly how much of Indiana's waste is being recycled at this time;
however, it is ai:pnrcnt that significant efforts are underway to increase recycling activities. N;:arly all
recycling cfforts have been developed at the local level, without mandate from either the state or federal
government. In a 1988 report, the IDEM estimated that approximately five percent of the st;lid waste
generated annually by Indiana residents was being recycled or reused in some fashion. It is expected
that this figure is somewhat higher in 1990, based on the observed increase in recycling facilities in
existence across the state. :

3
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Several Indiana counties and communities also rely on transfer stations for solid waste

management and disposal. In 1990, therc were 42 transfer stations located in 32 counties throughout

the state , Several of these facilities also incorporate some form of material recovery into their
operations. Most transfer stations which include some type of material recovery are privately owned

and operated.
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, . The final fo;m of solid 'wiste manlag'ément; ﬁastc-io—c;acrgﬁ systems, is not predominant -
in Indiana, and has -seen no development over the recenl: past. Only two large-scale municipal solid

waste incincration facllmcs arc in operation at the. present time, The largest, located in Indianapolis,
generates steam from the incineration process for resale to the downtown steam heating system., The
sccond facility, located in East Chicago, is currently an incineration-only plant with plans to install
energy recovery equipment in the near future. A third facility, to be located in Bloomington, is
reportedly going through the planning and permitting stages. Numecrous governmetital and private
concerns have been investigating waste-to-energy systems over the past several years as a means of
future solid waste management, but none are known- to be in the developmental stages at this time,
There are also over 200 other permitted incinerator facilities throughout the state. All are privately
. owned; all are small commercial facilities serving the direct waste incineration needs of institutions such
as hospitals, food markets, and animal shelters. None of these facilities is curreatly known to burn

municipal solid wastc generated by persons other than their owner or operator.

Itis estimated that the two operational municipal waste-to-energy facilities in Indiana could
process and burn from ten to fifteen percent (on a tonnagé basis) of the estimated total municipal solid
waste gencrated by Indiana residents in 1990, if they were fully supplied and fully operational year-round
at industry-average availability rates. This range of values does not represent a total net waste stream
reduction, since ash produced by the incineration process would still require landfilling.

HISTORICAL AND CURRENT LOCAL PLANNING EFFORTS

Local governments have historically been responsible for the collection and disposal of
solid waste gencrated within their jurisdictions. As such, several planning districts have developed over
the recent past for the purposes of planning for and exploring alternative methods for the future disposal
of the solid waste stream. As a result of a survey conducted in 1988 by the Indiana Association of Cities
and Towns, nearly two-thirds of the citics and almost one-half of the counties that responded
'(reprcsenting approximately 48 percent of Indiana’s population) indicated they had begun considering
future solid wastc management alternatives. At that time, there were no reglonal solid wastc

-

managcment plans in cffect in Indiana, however.

Several regional development and planning orgahizations have investigated the féasibility
of and the planning for solid waste ﬁmagcment, incorporating a variety of options including large-scal
_ recycling programs, transfer stations, waste-to-energy facilities, and regional landfills, Among such
entities are the‘ Michiana Area Council of Governments (SL Joseph, Elkhart, and Marshalt Counties),
the Northeast Indiana Regional Coordinating Council (LaGrange, Steuben, Noble, DeKalb, Whitley,

6
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. Allen, Huntington, Wells, and Adams Cqun;iﬁs);-ltigiiana'ls-l:{cgional Plax{i_ling" Commission (Crawford, -
Dubois, Orange, Perry, and Spencer Counties), River- Hills,Eqdndmic"Deve]opinent District and

Regional Planning Commission (Clark, Harrison; Floyd, Washington' and, Scott Countics) and the
Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Commission (Lake, Porter, and LaPorte Countics). In
addition, Marion County reportedly has a solid waste management strategy which relies on its waste-to-
encrgf facility and the development of county-wide recycling programs.

Other counties are actively investigating the formation of single or multi-county solid waste
districts at this time, as a result of the mandates of HB1240. The level of such effort will necessarily
increase dramatically following the issuance of the statewide solid waste plan.

Many municipalities across Indiana have also investigated the feasibility of alternative solid
waste management strategies. Such investigations are reportedly in the planning or pilot program stages,
and it is not known whether any full-scale or successful alternative waste management facilities have
been implemented at.the municipal level, 1t is also reported that many municipalities not connected to

regional planning organizations working specifically on solid waste management arc interested in

‘organizing with the surrounding couatics to address the problem jointly,

Existing regional planning districts or commissions do not necessarily have to form into
solid waste districts under HB1240, However, it may prove beneficial in some arcas to consider this
possibility. Although existing planning commissions have not yet developed or implemented solid waste
management plans or programs, it is highly likely that their past efforts and existing intergovernmental
relationships would form a solid i}asis for the development of the solid wastc management districts
mandated by HB1240, Many of the past planning efforts undertaken by such commissions could'be
beneficial in helping newly formed solid waste districts develop and implement their ultimate solid waste
management plan on a timely and cost effective basis.

II-7
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INTRODUCTION .. - . <= .7 ,_

© on March 20;,1990 Governor Evan Bayh signed into law House
Bill 1240, a comprehensive bill to address the solid waste - -~
dilemma. HB 1240 is 'designed to ‘protect the environment,

encourage development of environmentally:- sound business and -

industry, and enable Indiana to effectively manage its own
solid waste future. RS ,

HB 1240 mandates creation of regional solid waste
management districts.and places responsibility for guidance,
review and cdordination on the state. Part of the state’s job
is for the Indiana Department of Environmental Management
(IDEM) to develop a solid waste management plan covering the

‘next 20 years.

To ensure that the plan meets the needs of Indiana’s
citizens, IDEM conducted public meetings around the state in
May 1990 so that people cculd give the state their comments,
concerns, and ideas.

IDEM held meetings in fifteen Indiana communities:

- Bloomington (B)
Columbus (C)
Evansville ({(E}
Fort Wayne (FW)
Hammond (H)
Indianapolis (I)
Jasper (J)
Lafayette (L)
Madison (M)
Muncie (M)

Peru (P)
Richmond (R)
Sellersburg (S)
South Bend (SB)
Terr e Haute (TH)

The following text is a compilation of the comments
recorded at these meetings. People’s own words have been used
in the statements, except for minor editing for clarity or
paraphrasing when often repeated comments are combined.

The comments are grouped according to general subject
matter. Each is followed by a letter which represents

where the statement was made (per list above). If readers wish

to obtain copies of individual meeting reports, they can be
obtained from the IDEM. . .

-

Public participétion in thése meetings has already helped
the state, and given staff good suggestions (see page 19)
about how to run the next round of public meetings: :

* all meetings will be tape recorded.

* More notice will be giﬁen to people about the meetings,
with greater publicity.




IDEM welcomes cuesrions and comments about the development -
a solid waste management plan Indiana., If you wish to attend a
meeting or register your point of v:new, plea.se contact Becky
“Schenk at (317) 232 8165 ' . .
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/A. STATE SELF-SUFPICIENCY IN WASTE DISPOSAL

™

. 0- State should be SElf'SuffLCIGHt in waste diSpdSal- "
capacity. (J,C)- . ' " -
o State. snbuld have control of waste dlSposal (S)

B. DI5BQ5IHEJMLJEHLSELEIAIE__ASIE&

o It’'s important to deal with out-of state wastes.
(J,B,FW)

o Deal with out-of-state wastes first. (TH)'
o Get expert help to deal.with issue. (B)

o Examine liability of receipt of out-of-state waste.
(B 1 '

o Out-of-state wastes can’t be controlled; therefore
landfill bans are not enforceable. (R)

o Investigate hauler practices and check on how many
violations they have, (E)

o Tighten security and strictly enforce regulation of
out-of-state waste. (E,H)

o Out-of state waste is filling up landfills. (TH)

o Continue efforts to stop flow of out-of-state waste
(e.g., beverage containers). (SB)

o How much Indiana waste goes out-of-state? (R)
C. ILLEGAL DUMPING
o Scape of problem and need:

- Illegal dumping is a major problem,
particularly in rural areas, and the state must
address it. (TH,S,J,1,MD)

- There are 131 dumps in Martin County. (J)

o Causes of illegal dumping:

- Private haulers are the problem. (B)

- Bans at landfills on items like tires and -
refrigerators cause illegal dumping. (TH).

- Increases in tipping fees cause illegal

dumping. State must be careful about raising
fees. (J.1,B,8B)

o How to stop illegal dumping/mitigate its affects.

- State needs to do more surveillance ' and
enforcement. (TH,B,MD,C)



Districts shccld have free day for privarte

.citizens to_dump wastes ~ once a week or.

month. (J) . . ' .
Need mandatory collectlcn for unlncorpcrated '
areas. Put -service fees in tax base so_that
everyone pays.- (J, 'SB,. TH)

Bublicize fact that it’s a problem, create

" community ethic against it. (J,B) - ' c -
Publicize the prcsecutlon of lllegal dumpers. :

(J)

Need fundlng structure such as local option

tax to raise funds to clean up illegal dumps.

{((s) - .

Need more collection and recycling. (B)

State and local government should help private
landowners clean up illegal dump sites. (E,C)

D. 5REQIAL_AﬂD_HAZBBQQQ5_EAEIE_IHQLHDIHG_BQH&EHQLD
HAZARDOUS WASTE (HHW)

0 Hazardous waste:

Water contaminaticn is key issue. What are cther
states ccing about It?. (especially pesticide

pollutisn.) (I}
State needs to be self-sufficient in disposal of

‘hazardous waste. (C)

Promote HHW collection pragrams (e.g.,

“"Tox-Away" days).. Provide gquidelines to

districts on how to implement. (E,P,H)

Help reduce cost to homeowner/user for

HHW disposal. (EW)

Need to take initiative and stringently

regulate small-scale hazardous waste. (L} -
Need to know how to transport, store, and .
dispose of household hazardous waste (HHW).

(J)

HHW collection must be complemented with

education on reduction. (SB)

- Have concern about low=level radicactive:

waste in landfills. (TH)

Recycling may increase the concentration of

HHW. (J) A

HB1240 must relate to hazardous waste laws. L.
It will fail otherwise., (L)

Redefine household items such as batteries

and HHW containers as non-hazardous. (I)

Disposal of hazardous waste should be inspected
on-site throughout the working day. (E) -

Go to the source of pollutants; responsible
parties should pay to support areas affected by
their pollution. (H) -
Isolate hazardous waste while looking for a

solution. (FW)

Definitions for municipal solid waste should not

allow hazardous wastes through loopholes. (L)

Need fencing and  attendant at collection

-

r
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centers. to_prevent dumping HHW. (J)

o Special'wastes._ '

Merchant. . should - provide ‘for disposal Or,‘. .
recycling of batteries. (J). Co
Tires, batteries, - and- othgr problem .wastes

. ‘are market barriers. (B)

Keep wastes like appliances and batterles out -
of final disposal facilities. (SB) :
Regulate special wastes,'regardless_of EPA

load. (FW) '

Tires are a local problem (Terra Haute);

siting a processing plant is difficult.

(TH)

Need to know how to store and dispose of

tires. (8)

State must help districts manage tires.

(P)

Reduce tire use by promoting public transit..
(e.g., rail). (H)

License tire disposal facilities and require

tire retailers to prove they use a licensed
facility. (H)

Support new and proven technologies to recycle
tires;e.g., rubber asphalt for repaving. Recognize
the constraints of these technologies. (H,SB)
Consider a central collection facility for tires
which would serve the whole state. Tires could be
stored to be mined when a recycling option found.
(SB)

Use deposit system for all types of batteries.

(2)

Promote and help establish collection facilities
for used oil. (C) .

Petrification of medical waste should be mandated, .
except for radioactive materials. (H)

District board should have contrel of variances
for special wastes. (SB)

Put foundry sands on special wastes llst.
Investigate recycling foundry sands. (FW)
Eliminate "special waste" category to allow
"proper" management of incinerator ash. (FW)

0 Small quantity generators (SQG):

Must address disposal of wastes from SQG’s.
Other states don’t have SQG loophole.

(L,FW) :

Cover SQG’s in state plan. (P) ' ~
Develop ways to keep local communities regularly

. informed (every 2 - 3 months) about types of SQG

waste generated in the region. (P) .
Clarify district’s power to control reportlng of

SQG’s. (P)



"This should be. national passxon' {(H)

This must be part of a national solution {e g., }
the push for recycled paper affects the timber
industry which-is already heav;ly subszd zed) .

C L EEW)

HB1240 is a good start - glad Iindiana is not the -
last state. (FW) :
The goals will be diff4Cult due. to lack of public
concern. "People don’t give a damn." (B)

Concerned about HB1240 being unconstitutional.

Don’t mislead the public. (P)

Marion County exemption from HB 1240: the

exemption was not granted to meet the :

'equlrements of the county’s ;ncxnerat*cn

project. Rather, the county is exempt Dbecause

it already has a solid waste management plan. (J)

IT. CONTENT OF STATE PLAN (PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES)

A. EDUCATION

2 State

needs t5 educate people about solid waste

management - it’s tle key to success. (¢,P,H4,J,TH,M,C,TW,M)

o Who to target:

o Type

of

Citizen/consumer. (P,H,TH,S,L,I)

Business, industry, manufacturers.

(s,L,3,I)

District boards. (TH,S,I,E) 4

Government. (I) ' -
Children, pre-school and older. (E,MD,S,SB,M) 5G4 .
Farmers. ({(P) _

information needed:

Truthful, complete overview of what happens to
waste, solid waste management alternatives
and issues. Right questions to ask.
{£,P,I1,J,TH,R,M,SB)

Complete cost analysis of solid waste

. management: true life-cycle costs of alternatives,

"nidden costs" of solid waste, complete cost

of collection and disposal services, etc,

(B,L,MD) '

Information on the seriocusness of solid - -

waste management problem. (SB) .

Why people should recycle. Include economic .
analysis showing savings = avoided cost S -
disposal + cost of virgin material, energy

and water. (TH,I,SB)

Promote biodegradable products. (L)

Need recycling "yellow pages,” an updated

list of facilities, programs, end-users,

P
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products, product suppliers, where to go, etc.
{J,B,R,MD, SB) _
- How laws and ordinances can. obstruct recyclzng
(e.g., permlt procedures for" recycling- centers;
technical defznltlons of dlfferent types of
waste). (I) -
- . | Why we need source reductlon. {J,B,EW) °

- ‘Packaging and source reductién. (MD)
- Environmental impacts of waste; prevention
: of HHW (e.g., incineration of batteries).

{TH)

- Environmental impacts of 1nc1neratlon (I)

- Landfill . characteristics, problems and
safety. (J, FW)

- Don’t promote landfills and don t send mixed

messages. (FW)

- Landfill siting and permitting process. (P) 1

- Alternatives to landfills;e.g, digestor
technologies (H)

- Topographical and . geographical maps to districts
and the public. (E) -

- Yard waste composting. (P)

- Agricultural recycling (e.g., composting and
newspaper for animal bedding. (P)

- How consumers can impact recyecling: power of
individual to drive market. (SB)

- How public can report waste management
violations. (SB)

- Give official specific examples (case studies)

. of successful solid waste management programs.

(E,R,P,H,J,B) .

- Get consumers involved in changing industry
products through purchasing patterns. (B,I,S)

*

0 Best educational methods to eﬁploy:

- Use existing educational institutions :
{(public schools, universities, local
extension service, etc.) Provide
materials and resources. (I,J,S5,TH,B,P) :

- Disseminate information and materials to
other existing organizations such as trade
organizations, civic groups, businesses,
etc. (I,B)

- Need publicity campaign through  media:
newspapers, television, radio, etc. Provide
materials like announcements, press releases,
logo, and the like. (H,E,P,C,MD,B,TH)

-  Turnover in newspaper reporters makes this a
difficult medium for Lnformation campalgn.. -

‘ (J)

- - Invite public to tour facilities. (J)

- Educate using examples from around the world.
(L)

- Mandatory classes for district officials. (E)

- - Use resources in the ad industry to survey

consumer attitudes. (SB)




B. SOURCE REDUCTION
" - o waste reduction and reuse Ls key. (s,n,rw) .
Incentives- ' - . : e __

A pay-per-stlcker system on- trash bags

“‘Would encourage .reduction. (B)

Need to change socmetal deSLre for throw-away
products. (TH)

Look at whole picture an explore reuse firsct.
(e.g. cars, apsllances). {SB)

Establish democratic control over industrial

processes which generate waste. (SB)

Look at recoverability and reuse options for

whole waste stream. (FW)

' Develop barter system ‘qr trading mater-als for

reuse. (3)

o Excessive packaging: ... .

People should buy products in appropriate
guantities to reduce waste. (S) :
Zncourage productiocns of more. freeze-dried
food to reduce waste. (8)

Public needs t2 avoid dispesable and over‘y
packaged goods. (8)

Need state award for good packaging. (B)
State should provide incentives to business
to reduce packaging. (Don‘t bash industry)
(B,R)

Educate business about packaging reduction.
(E)

Get state and industry to agree on voluntary
packaging standards. (C)

Promote durable goods. (C)

o Regulations/Surcharges:

Regulate/stop junk mail. (C,MD)

. Develop mechanisms to include disposal costs

in the price of a product (e.g., tax).

(H,MD, TH, J) '

Institute pre-disposal tax on materials; that
are difficult to dispose of (e.g.,batteries,
pallets). (C)

Pre-disposal tax would be most effective if
charged at purchase point. Try to aveid "profit
taking® by manufacturers. (SB)

Initiate local or state uniform packaging
standards to reduce packaging. (B)

Lobby for plastic bans at all levels .of
government. Promote use of glass instead of .
plastic. (E)

Need tax incentives and penalties to support
packaging reduction. (C)

Don’t make taxing structure too complicated.
Could get ridiculous. (SB)



[\

C. RECYCLING
o Prcblems/Barrlers-

o Ideas for program design:

~ + Cellection centers . are inconsistent and

‘recycling processing centers. (L) -

-

cOnvenience" of throw-away products_ isrAé 1fl
ptoblem. (J)° : '

lacking in rural areas. (J)

Travel distance inhibits recycllng. (J)
Lack of publlc officials participating in
recycling is a problem - encourage their
participation. (TH)

Scavenging law inhibits reuse/recycllng of
landfilled materials. (TH,FW) .

Don’t lose s;ght of prlvate sector in recycling
initiatives. (FW) -

Recycling data should be based on welght

data vs. volume. (B}

Consider ways to encourage recycling in
apartment complexes. (I)

Manufacturer of the products should recycle
the products. Promote industry immoration in
production processes to complete recycling
loop (e.g., Heinz). (B,SB)

Involve recycling scrap industry in planning
and ensure they can compete. (B)

Need fencing and attendant at collection
centers to prevent dumping HHW. (J)

Foster local recycling industries. Recycling
systems must be local. (J,MD)

The legal profession is a good target for
recycling because they generate a 1lot of
paper. (J)

Need  source separation for recycling to
succeed., (S)

Support mechanical separation of recyclables,

. especially for commercial/industrial loads.

{L, SB)

Automated recycling has problems: disincentive to
reduction, contaminated materials,

disincentive to public awareness, denies

public the opportunzty to meet recycling goals.
(SB)

Promote/prov:de incentives for large storage

and processing centers; consider regional

-

Address recycling of newsprint. (J)
Remove barriers to siting recycling facilities

{i.e., zonzng) and simplify permlttlng

process. (I)
Need deposits on recyclable contalners.

($,R,P,H,MD,M, TH) See also "Recycling mandates
and_x:gnlatagns__hglgﬂﬁ

Emphasize “who;e system"” recycllng. use



recycled plastlc bzns, hénge snate procurement
policies. (L,R) =~ .~ - o
Recycling needs to be convenient,n €.9.,

- frequent collection, provide con;azners, take. -

many items, etc, (S,TH,E,P,MD)

., Need to concentrate on product" generators;
‘have them produce recyclable products .(also

less waste and less: toxxc by-produc:s) )

- {L.R, 3B)

Need to examine env1ronmental impact - of
recyclers (monitor them). (S)
Involve professional recyclers in plannzng to

‘avoid problems; coordinate with state’s new-

recycling association (IRA).(R,B)

Consult experts. (M) _

Each county needs a collection center
regardless of cost. (MD)

Need sufficient resource and population base
for a recycling program to.be efficient. (MD)
Promote collection systems which minimize number
of containers. (FW) _
Investigate creative transport systems. It is a
big problem (e.g., container leasing to ocean
transpert). (EW)

Consider landfill mining. (FW,TH)

State needs ©t0 examine wastes generated in
producing. recycled material. -(TH)

o Recycling participation incentives:

-

Balance recycling and reduction incentives:
realize that incentives to recycle could
actually defeat source reduction objectives by

- giving a reason to perpetuate recyclable

materials and packaging. (P}
State should identify incentives and
institute them  for individuals and
businesses. (J,S,B,FW)
Need recycllng labels. (B)
Convenience is necessary ;ncentlve. (B, TH).

" "
State should provide financial incentives to
manufacturers to encourage recycling, and to
buy recycled products {(lcocans and grants; tax

- breaks to increase profitability).

($,1,R,M,E,P,C,TH, FW)

Consider impact on industry: processing
changes, price changes, etc. Give them time

and money to explain to their customers and
stay competitive. (P) . -
Need to change manufacturing processes to promote
recycling (paper glued to glass, etc.) (S)

Help HHW/SQG’s by recycling plastic jugs.

(J} .

Need to set up recycling awards. (B)

Financial incentives are needed to shift solid
waste economics and drive recycling. (R)

The incentive for manufacturers is already there

L]
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o

(lower cost of commodity); but ~expansion is the
key (retooling)., (M} .

Fee to promote recycllng needs to be hlgher than
current fee. (MD) .

~ Make recyclers pay less for waste

collection servige .than~ non-recyclers.’
(€,P, H)

' Need economic support for businesses during

start-up of recycling programs. (MD)

Increasing visibility and neatness of recycling
centers will encourage participation. (E}

Work with homebuilders toc encourage new home
designs with recyclables storage systems. (SB)

o Recycllng mandates and regulations: §g§_glag_§gcnign

r i i v M r iremencs"

Recycling must be mandatory for people to
participate. (P,TH,MD,S,SB,M)

Flow control but not mandatory recycling is

a contradiction. Flow control is an

obstacle to healthy recycling. (I)

Charge fee on those who don’t recycle. (TH)
Need tax tied to disposal cost and
recyclability. (E,S,EFW,B)

Use product taxes to fund R&D on ways to

reuse and recycle those products. (EW)

Tax virgin paper products; explore other ways
to affect the subsidies given to the timber
industry. (SB,FW,B)

Require that recycling service providers take
less profitable materials as away to help small
counties get broad recycling services. (P)
Require industry to recycle. Levy flnes for
non-compliance. (MD)

Penalties will not drive manufacturlng reuse of
recyclables, must have economic incentives
instead. (L)

Require newsprint recycling by - requiring
newspapers to use minimum % ¢f recycled paper -
or develop other means to get business to use
recycled paper. (B,R,E,P,S)

Mandate that industries consume certain
percentage of recycled material. (P)

Make labeling of plastic by type mandatory.
(TH, S) '

Require labellng indicating level of recycled
material in product and if product is recyclable.
(MD, FW)

Legislate deposit mechanisms (i.e., “bottle
laws") for all types of recyclable containers.
This will work. (S,R;P,H,MD,M, TH) _
Require fast food packaglng to be recyclable.
(E}’

Mandate that plastic -packaglng contain
recycled materials. (P)



‘0 Recycling market deﬁelepment;

-  Market development is a key to recycling
" suceess, - Don’t.start prematurely: must
have markets before: ccllect;on. L
. {L,S,R,M,E,P,C,MD,SB,FW) = -~ " " :
- ‘Pre- sell recyclables to ' ensure - strong

markets. (MD)
- Markets must be stable. and sustainable. (R,M)
- State needs to play major role in market

development {research, create, educate,
incentives, ecc.) (B,S,J,TH)

- State needs to develop "new" markets (e.g.,
refuse derived fuel, plastics, insulation
from newsprint, etc.). (3) :

- Develop market for newspaper. (E)

- Identify means to promote markets for paper/
wood pallets. (SB)

- Help communities ~agtract recycling
industries. (C) .
- Help communities attract .recycling

. incustries. (C)

- By.excluding-:he largest waste stream (Indy)
frcm the waste stream we are discouraging
recyclin g industries from moving inteo the
state. (L)

- Need incentives to businesses {e.qg,
financial) to create markets. (C,I,J)

- Encourage reuse of material within generating
community. (FW)

- Contaminated materials are a barrier to
marketability. (L)

- Must be able to transport volumes of
materials to industry gheaplv. (L)

- Paper and plastic are problematic to recycle

because of market c¢onstraints, lack of guar-
antees., (I)

- Need to find solutions to unavailable markets
for recyclables. (S) :

- What to do with recyclables when markets
fluctuate? Can they be stored? (J)

- State ‘needs to network recyclers with end

users; e.g., provide list of suppliers of recycled

products. (B,S,MD) See also Section II, Education-
ww ‘ :

- Need more use of recycled products by state and
local government. (B, TH)}

- State should purchase recycled paper. (J)

- 10% price difference between virgin an recycled.

paper is not enough. State must carefully
examine situation before setting buying patterns.

(SB) . . » . .
- State should be buyer of recycled products.
-(C)
- State could promote recycling by becoming a
central warehouse for recycled products. (M)
- Schools should buy focd products in

recyclable containers. (E)



- Some federal policies are barriers: depletion
-allowances, subs;dies for v;rgln mater;als.
.. (8): .
- Regional markets are. avallable for newspaper
- .~ (Brownsville; newspr;nt & -cardboargd;. L
= Cruthersville: "insulation from. newsprint) (R)
- ' Network recyclers (bzg and small) with users.
(MD) . . ;
- - Help communltles : attract. - recycling
industries. (C) :
- Consider ways to develop barter system for
recyclables. (C)
- Need cooperative marketing system between state
and districts. and among districts. (FW) -

D. COMPOSTING

o Don’t repeat mistakes. Ccmpostlng permitting may be
slowed by IDEM process. (J)}

0o Clarify permit requirements and operation guidelines
for composting. (H)

¢ Composting can begin right away! (R)

o) Comblne wood waste and sewage sludge - needs permit
as sludge dispeosal process. (J)

© Inform people about use of grass clippings on lawn
rather than bagging them for disposal. (P)

o Investigate Crown Point mulching_prcgram.‘(H)

0 Determine standards for materials to be composted. (FW)

E. INCINERATION - See also Section III, State Plap Priorities

¢ Issue of disposal of incineration ash, in¢luding its
cost, needs to be addressed. (J,R, FW)

0, A resource recovery plant is heavily monitored and
has less environmental impact than burning high sulfur
coal. (I)

o Incineration is not in conflict with recycling glass
and metal. (I)

o Paper and plastic are good fuels for incinerators,-
and because incinerators require high tonnage of fuel,
this alternative is in conflict with recycling. (I)

o Impose moratorium -on waste incinerators. (H,I)

o Establish a joint state forum to seek ways to reduce
incinerator fallout across state lines. (H)



- o Because
be ellminated as an option. (H)

.

*nczneratcrs produce‘toxlc ash they should

-

-5 Inc;neraticn 15 a bad idea- d;slncentlve to reductlon
and . produces toxic pcllution. (SB) e

F. LAHDEILLS_BHD_QIHEB_EAQILIIIES

o Siting and perm:.ttlng - state role.

Proper sxtlng is an important issue. (J)
Siting is a very sensitive issue; state
should not advise on this at all. (I)

State is involved enough already in siting

process. (B)

Concerned siting issue will be a dis-
incentive to fzrming multl-county districes.
(I}

State should taxe rroactive role in helping
communities find acceptable sites. (E,P,H)
State should select sites for landfills.

(2)

Zxplore idea of a "suitable site" survey fcr
zhe wheole stace. (I,3)

State should not select landfill sites -~
increased bureaucracy requires more staff and
regulation. (I)

Need statewide standards and "blue print" for
siting. Have more specific parameters. Be very L
clear and have enforceable schedule so protracted
litigation avoided. (C,S,FW)

State should not allow local contrel to
thwart facility siting. (TH)

State should support siting by districts . (B)

Apply state IDEM expertise to permitting.

(J)
IDEM should develop criteria for permit
review.priority. (B)

Need to shorten time for and give priority to
permit review and approval. (M,J,R,H)

Don’t cut corners on permit process -
protect people. (M)

Because zoning is a barrier to siting, provide
model zoning ordinances to help. (B) ‘

Clarify the relationship between the county
zoning ordinances and district powers regarding
suitability criteria for landfills (e.qg.,
ground water table, soil, surface water/flood
buffer zones, well heads, etc.) (I,FW)

Protect against bait and sw;tch land
development or facility operation: allow
rezoning of site if that site is purchased
within a specified period or if there is-a
change in ownership. (P) ,

Need to restrict siting of facilities until
recycling issues are addressed. (M)

State should pay for environmental impact

12



P

- statements’ when siting a facility. (MD)

Stipulate - that applicants for expansions or

. renewal permits must have demonstrated “good

character" in current cperation. (P) L
Examine the efficacy of having-a- statew;de s
siting authority compr;sed of an :expert board

' imstead of local siting ‘authorities. (?)

Provide revised cost analysis and schedule for-
landf;lls based upon new regulatlons. (FW)

o Siting and permlttlng - dlstrlct role.

Dlstrlcts need power of eminent domain for
locating facilicies. (S,TH,B)

Districts need power to zone to site

facilities, (TH)

Zoning restrictions are too easy to change
(zoning officials are elected). They should be
harder to revise., (TH)

Local issues inhibit siting- landfills now. Multi-
county district may complicate matters. (R)
Districts should submit proposed landfill
sites for IDEM review. (E)

Give counties control, require county

approval. (FW)

Combine dlstr-ct efforts with private enterprise.
A{EFW)

It’s too easy to get a landfill permit: make it
harder. (FW)

It is noL too easy to get a permit and they should
be encouraged when necessary. (FW)

o Siting and permitting - public participation:

Siting and permitting process should be fair
and appear fair. Needs to be open process with
public participation. (B,TH,S,MD)

Need public input on siting criteria.- (5)

IDEM should provide s;t;ng hearings on local
issues. (TH)

Keep public informed of permit status. (E)
Qfficials don‘t trust that people will help.

(FW)

¢ Siting criteria:

. position (Clean Water Act) that wetlands -’
~will not be used for fac;l;ty sites.

Most important issue is surface water
contamination from landfills. Reinforce

-~

(FW,I)

Put all sites under the NPDES permit to
give leverage over control of surface water
and to deal with ground water contamination.
(FW)

Give county’s "need" priority over przvate
landfill development., (FW}

13




' Meed suitable phys;cel environment. (J,B)

LIE BV

 .Include need as part of criteria. (TH) .
Locate ‘ac;litles near .inexpensive labor

source. (S) Co T e
Examine total ..environmental impact of . a

“facility, including anlmals and habitats

{wetlands). (J,FW)

Enforce strict geologlcal requirements. (EW)
Explore fea51b111ty of mining.dump pits. (5,I)
Landfills in strip pits are problems -
"dumping grcuncs." {(J)

Should consider aesthetics of site. (S}

Should consider convenience. (J)} - .

Sites should be categorized by type:
demolition, municipal solid waste, HHW. (J)
Facilities should be of adequate size and
number within discricts. (J)

Need adequace utilities; ~also reoads,
suitable transpertation grid. (B) :
Tacility must promote public good with
minimum impact on people residing near
facility. (3)

Buffer zones around landfill dre important for
reople and water resources. Provide social
—~and use Iezatures. (TW)

Compensaticn f£:ir ceople direcrly affected by

a facility is -~needed (e.qg., rax break,
insuring fair market value of property.)
(S,TH;P}B) :

Use existing facilities efficzently before
developing new ocnes. Use existing government
facilities as sites. (C,MD)

Ensure adequate capacity for demolition debrzs:
also pursue recycling for demolition debris. -
(FW) .
Address landfill needs as a statewide problem.
(FW)

Make landfill design affordable. Con31der eocal
costs and avoided costs. (FW)

Make it hard to site a facility without
recycling. (FW)

Try to build on county borders, because no county
wants another’s waste. (FW)

-
.

o Landfill regulations:

Bans:

* Prohibit recyclables from landfills.

- (B,R,C)

Qutlaw disposable diapers. (TH)
Ban yard waste from landfills. (H)

- Ban plastics from landfills. (P) :
Override RCRA regulations; ban HHW and
SQG’s from landfills. (E,FW) )
Ban demolition waste from landfills
(set up separate fill). (FW)

» Ban all biodegradables. (FW)

L S

*
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*

Other regulations{-ofl
* " -

e

Use bans cautlously - explore- other optlons.
(B)

Need to. be: ‘innovative. - can _we change. .

regulations .as waste stream changes? (?)
Consider potential to change or relax
landfill regulations . if content of the
waste stream can be permanently altered.
(M)

Certify all waste, including in-state, is

non-infectious and non-hazardous. (MD)

Certify landfill operators; . revoke
certification if there are violations. (E)

Require public ownership of landfills zo

protect public well-being and control costs,
(P,H,FW)

Even industrial landfills should be
publicly owned. (PB)

Requiring public ownership could alienate
corporate cooperation. (EW) _
Publicly owned landfills should be
privately operated to be more cost-effective.
(P)

" Restrict the use of backhauling in garpage

trucks - should be dedicated to one material
(steel, compeost, etc.) (P,J)

Coordinate with IOSHA in their material and
waste management efforts. (P)

Need better groundwater protection - require
very strict technical standards. (P,C,H)
Require diversion of groundwater away
from landfill sites. (H)

Restrict expansion of landfills to those
facilities with maximum recycling. (FW)
Determine standards for biodegradables.

(FW)}

Establish moratorium on additional
industries which would produce pollutants,
until an area’s existing landfills are

in compliance and remediation is complete.
(H)

Inspection and enforcement:

*

*

Need full-time inspector at landfills; more
stringent inspection. (B,R)

Need better enforcement; inspectors -should be
monitored - perhaps by citizens - to ensure
fair and effective enforcement. (P,R,FW)

Need Dbetter ways to enforce bans on
materials. (MD) ' ‘

IDEM needs adequate resources and inspection
staff for enforcement. Spend what it takes.
(E,F,H,L)

Provide thorough training for inspectors

15




({e. b;f cl;nometer use, reading site plans,

etc.). Py .
* Improve support from Attorney General'
: -office for enforcement. (P):
* . . Focus on  areas already polluted by
o existing landfills. (M}. - ..
- K Increase fines and strengthen penaltles
for violators: . (E,P,H)
* Don’t deal down to an agreed settlement
- hold them ‘to the letter of the law.
(H).
x, Elevate violations frcm c_vzl to criminal
status. (M)
* Consider ways to apply RICO to prosecute

- intentional and reporcted polluters
operating solid waste facilities. (H)

* Limit procedures that warn, but do not
act. {(H)
" Publicize names of convicted violators and

prohibit violators from receiving future
permits. (P)

. x Envircnmental law vioclators should be
refused permits (include subsidiaries).
(W)
= Regulations will neot protect environment

unless districts are vigilant. (FW)

* Enforcement is key - Right to Know must ke

enforced. (FW)

* Establish moratorium on additional
industries which would produce pollutants,
until an area’s existing landfills are
in complzance and remediation is complete.
(H)

o Other facility issues:

Require landfill sites to also be material
recovery sites. (L)
Put a material recovery facility in every

. county. (FW)

Hazardous waste siting authority does not work.
(B)

Consider how to address problems, management
and on-going operation of existing landfllls.
(L,J)

Collecting disposal fee up front does not
guarantee proper disposal of material. (J)
Enhance landfill site with compaction -

provide financing for equipment. (J) .

Post closure charges are high to discourage -
small landfills ( retrcactive). This hurts
small landfills. (J)

Make landfill design affordable. (FW)

Need to address problem of monopoly over

-disposal facilities. (FW)

Leave it to private enterprise. (FW)
Recycle landfill sites: develop land for other
use. (B)
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III. STATE PLAN PRIORITIES - -
. A. HIERARCHY OF SOLID WASTE 'mgm AGEMENT ALTERNATIVE s

PO

‘o Priorities of reduct;on, recycl;ng, and then flnal
disposal are ‘correct. “(J,H, M. MD) - :

o Recycl;ng/compost;ng, reductlcn, thén 1andfllllng
and incineration will be most: llkely prlorltles for
districts. (S) : , e

© Make reduction and recycllng equal priorities: start
right away with education. (FW)

o Gcal of plan is integration, pot hierarchy. (I).

© Hierarchy is implicit ih stated policy. Be careful of
what people say. (I)

o Need a;ternatives'to landfills. (J,H)

o Need more emphasis on waste reduction (packaging
guidelines). Reset priorities to reduction, recycling,
other. (TH) '

© Recycling and waste reduction should be a ctop
priority without consideration of cost effectiveness.
(TH)

o Priorities overfocussed on reduction and recycling;
landfills need more emphasis. (P,M)

o Redefine ‘"final disposal" as storage. (FW)

T 0 Emphasize comprehensive solution, including
landfilling and incineration as .legitimate options.
Must deal with decreasing landfill capacity.

{(L,J,B,SB) ' )

© Don’t Jjust stick to politically glamorocus waste
reduction and recycling, bite the bullet and take care

of the 50% that needs to be disposed. HB1240 overly
focused on waste reduction and recycling. (M,L,I,SB)

o Landfills will always be a necessary part of solid
waste management strategy. Make provisions to help
districts operate safe, cost-effective, long-lasting
facilities. (P,M) ’

© Consider incinerators as option t¢ manage non-recyclable
percentage of waste (e.g., Japan). (SB)

© Need moratorium on incineration and automated separatién
to give time reduction and recycling to work. (SB)

o Need 10-year moratorium on incineration to allow
reduction and recycling to work and to allow time to
: address toxic nature of ash. (SB)
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. Q Outlaw lnc1nerators.'(:W)

o . There is not enough progress on ensurlng landfill
capaczty. (M)" . . ,

o Flow control w1ll be cr;tlcal. (I,R;Saaﬁf
o Flow control is a bad idea:- it is disinoentive to . 4
reduction. Need volume for projects. (SB).

o Place incinerators after landfills on priority list.
(B) '

o Effective recycling could eliminate need for
~incinerators. (R)

o Eliminate incineractors from list. (H) -

¢ Including incireraticn is counter to the law’s intent
to promote reducticsn and recycling. (SB)

o Do not interpret H31240 to read that incineration is =k
ieast preferred method. Rather, reduction and recycling
are preferred methcds. (I)

o] Consider moraterium on incinerators tO give other
approaches a chance. (I,H)

o} Incinerators should be considered hazardous. {FW, SB)

© Recognize two agendas: reduce dependence upon tipping
fees, and recover material and save resources. (I)

© Hierarchy is inflexible, What-is technically part of the
legislation end what is in:erpreted. {I) .

B. RECYCLING AND SOQURCE REDUCTION GOALS

0. Government needs to take a strong stand  on
recycling. (I,TH)

‘o It’s important to deal with excessive paokaging to
reach goals. (J).

. 0 Paper and yard waste are importantly local issues.
(S)

o Energy recovery should not the emphasis on energy
conservation and recycling. (I} ~

o Composting of yard waste and food waste should be
emphasized. (J,R)

o Take time to plan and don’t set goals too high: 35% is
reasonable. (R) o ST,

o Move as quickly as possible oo extend landfill life. Set
' 18
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e

moderate goals. (R)"’
0 Reductlon goals of 90% would be ideal. (M,FW)

" o A 35%- goal xs attalnable, espec1ally lf yard and other o

wastes are compcsted. {R)
o 50% is aAreasonable goal. 4cf |
o Up recycling goal to 50% by 1991 and 90% by 2000. (EW)

o Encourage districts to exceed goa‘s.'may be limiting
expectations with set goals. (E)

© Time line is too long: attempt 50% by 1996 and
mandate recycling py 2000. (P)

o Make recycling goals reasonable and achievable in each

area (25 to 35% goal). Too strong a goal will drive illegal

dumping. (FW)

¢ Goals should include waste generated by private
industry. (E)

0 Goals should be mandateory, (MD)

© What is reference point for HB1240 goals: don’t count
established recycling (e.g., auto recycling); do count
current efforts to implement community recycllng -
don‘t penalize communities for being progressxve

(C, SB)

.0 The goals will be difficult due to lack of public

concern. "People don’t give a damn." (B)

5 NT AND EMENTA

A. PUBLIC AND DISTRICT INVOLVEMENT IN DEVELOPING STATE PLAN

o Management of public meetings:

- Comments should be taped and transcribed
verbatim, not summarized in writing. (FW,L)

- Provide more notice to people about the public

meetings. (P,M,FW,H)

- Improve publicity of.second round of IDEM
meetings (e.g., notify unions, advertise in
weekly shopper, mail notices to entire IDEM-
"interested party" list). (P) . -

- Make sure that the input from the meetings
goes straight to IDEM. (P)

o] Coordinate'with soil conservation groups. (B)

o) Cdbrdlnate'with other states to find natzonal solutions

' (e.g., haul waste to national landfllls in less populated

states out west). (H)
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B.

- o Promote, public involvement (E,H,E,C)

- Give more notlce of publlc meetings on the
. .- .state plan, landfill hearings, etc. (E)
- Hold meetings .at leocal level as. d;str;ct

© . forums. (SB)

- ' Make task forces acce551ble to. publlc,
require district representation. (MD)
- Citizens need more control of‘s;ting process.
(M)
- Use team to formulate effective plan. (M)
- Very- rmportant to provide mechanism for public to

take part in decisions - especially regard;ng
landfill siting issues. (L)

PRIVATE _ SECTOR INVOLVEMENT/PROTECTION OF .
PRIVATE INTEREST 3See also Section II,, JState Plan
cantent ‘

o0 Consider existing recycling'operations. (J)

-

o Privates must make money. (L)

o Government can help develop plan which motivates
manufacturers ZIZrom profits to envircnmental safety

issues. (TH)

0 Keep private industry involved; IDEM should foster
relationship with industry. (I,TW)

o Need tax break for industries that process

- recyclables. (J)

o State should provide subsidies for recycled products.
(J)

o Recognize immediate needs for business/industry waste
disposal; they must be able to plan ahead. (C)

0 Give 'decision makers a leg up in evaluating private
vs. public bads (contracts). Cost is the issue. (L)

o Plan should help private industry equip itself
for more advanced sorting and processing of materials.
(R)

o Give private sector a chance to achieve goals before
spending public money. (R)

T

o Work with industry to establish clear waste disposal
guidelines from the outset. (R) :

o Protect small operations - don’t give large busxnesses the
edge. (?) :

o "Hands-off" approach by government would be the best
protection for small recyclers. (C)

20
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0 Need" to accept problems as well as benefits of industry.

()

© State should provide financzal lncentives to manufacturers ‘
' to encourage recycling, and to buy recycled products - (lpans g

and grants; ‘tax breaks-to lncrease profitab;lmty)
(S I R,M,EIP,C TH, E'W) . S

o] Cons;der lmpact on lndustry process;ng changes, price
changes, etc. Give them time and money to explain to their
customers and stay competitive. (P)

C. STATE ADMINISTRATION/RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN IDEM AND PUBLIC

o Relationship between IDEM and public
/Responsiveness and accountability:

- Recognize recent improvements at IDEM - more
responsive, better. attitude. (P) '~ ‘

- Recognize that IDEM must be given adequate
staff and autheority to do a proper job. (P)

- IDEM needs to improve its relationship
with citizens -~ provide hcnest answers and timely
communication on facility permit process. (P)

- State responses are not consistent; they must
make a commitment to effort. (J)

- State needs a quick decision/response time.

: (B,P,J)

- State needs a cooperat;ve, positlve attitude.
{B)

- State must provide honest answers; don’t
mislead. (P,SB)

- State must provide strong leadership. (I) 1

- State needs to organize sharing of
- information. (B) :
- Communication is essential. (SB)

- State should hold regularly scheduled .
meetings with districts (open forums). (TH) 1

- IDEM - should provide support for

~ - local/regicnal in decision making. (B)- '

- Specify how IDEM will deal with crucial
transition period required for district level
planning. (C)

o Staffing:

- Hire more IDEM staff and reduce turnover to
increase efficiency. (P,M) :

- Give IDEM the resources and staff needed to
do a good job. (P,SB)

- Need more staff for enforcement. (L,E,P,H)

D. RESEARCH AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

(o] Distrlcts need effective technical assistance.
(1, B,MD,H) :




- _Technlcal ass;stance is the best anentlve.
{(I) .

- Techn;cel assxstance must come gazlx o
. Help ‘manage d;strlct start~up operatlons. W

(B,P,H,J) R

- -+ Put same energy 1nto technzcal asszstance as
tnto writing the plan. (I) . -

- Technical assistance should be provided on-
site if necessary. Make it hands-on and direct
(I,H)

- Locate IDEM staff person in every districet.
(SB)

- District decision makers need technical

assistance., (SB)

o Enable pecple to provide informed, instructive
- participation {(easy to underestimate effort and cost
of such a public service). (L)

o Need technical support for receivers and processors
of recyclables. (B)

o Use our universities. (Z,H,SB)
¢ Need task force to examine cplastics recycling. (MD)

o Technical assistance information should include:

- Cost information. (L,H)
- Costs, overhead, and fees for operating
- facilities to give realistic view. (I)
-  Expert, objectzve analys:is of differing
. perspectives, issues, and problems. (L)
-  Expert opinion on incinerators. (L)
- Current recycling and waste reduction
technologies. (P)
- Clear explanation and interpretation of
" regulations and permit requirements. (TH)
- How to use local funds to develop local
markets. (I) .
- Requirements for scale/data. (B)
- On-geing information on what other ceuntles
and districts are doing. (I) -
- List of effective consultants; guidelines for

selecting consultants. Perhaps license them
or have an approved list. (L,P,MD)

- Accurate reports from private hauler about
waste stream volume - can’t wait for state
report. (L) -

- Phone number to stop junk mail. (R)

- Technical advice on all aspects of solid
waste management planning. (R)
- Information on successful solid waste management

systems around the world; e.g., Japan builds
homes with recycled plastic lumber. (E,R) .

- - Information on other programs such as the
City of Peru automated recovery program and
the Crown Point mulching program. (H,P)

~
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- " How to conduct an effective public awareness
.campaign. (P) -
- What to do with collected materlals. (C)

T - Differences between deszgn of urban aﬁd rural
.+ Pprograms.(C) .-
- Legal assistance {legal counc;l at county level
' g.underlnformed ) {(H,SB) '
- Specific technical. programs, i.e., composting.
(H) ) _

. -

- 0 Format for technlcal Lnformatlon should be:

- Zists of questlons and traxnzng sessions.
- (1)

- Sample documents or pieces which could be.
assembled in different configurations; e.g.,
how Marion Right to Know Plan was used. (I) -

- Toll-free hotline, hotfax, updates. (I,B)

- Recommendations of technical task forces. (H)

-  Need central state information.center on solid.

' waste management issues. (SB)

- Models of successful programs. (E,P,H,J,P,R,B)

o Research: 7 -

- Recycling (S, MD)

- Zxisting technology - don’‘t re-invent the wheel.
E,P,H)

- New and emerging technologies. (J,SB)

- Problem=-sclving tips from experts. (L)

- What has been done elsewhere? What works?

' Other states (i.e., OChio, Illinois) and other

countries (i.e., Japan, Switzerland).

. (EI’PIHIJ;B;R)
- ' Deposit laws of other states. (J)
- EZxisting resources such as EDF booklet cn

recycling. {(R)

- Pyrolysis my be way to convert tires and other
wastes into fuel. (H)

- Alternative uses for recyclables. (C)

H N ICT P

o Evaluate specific alternatives involved with s;ngle
or multi-county approach. (L) _ -

0 Volume of waste generated will affect formation of
districts. (S) .

0 Multi-county districts should include counties cf &

'similar size. (B)

© Need conflict_resolution between county governments. {(B)
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- 0. Need to analyze local wasté system, etc: befotej
dec;s;ons can ‘be made - about . -egional;zatlon. (S) '

o IDEM should c*eate dlstrﬂcts if countzes can’t de it
themselves .- (TH)

© State should redistricc in areas where single-county
or small discricts cannct support projects cost-
erfectlvely. (P) - '

o Small counties may need to "marry“ larger ones to give
d;strlct and adequate tax base. (M) .

o Regional approach will be necessary to make some
solutions cost-effective. (3B)

© Political pressures will be too much .for regional
appreoacii: 10 C2unty wants another cnes waste. (FW)

© Don‘t let districts get 3o large: 1 - 3 counties rmay
be reascnable - 10 county districts would be too
expensive because c¢f tr-anspecrtaticn costs. (P)

o High multi-ccunty <cransportaticna c9Qosts will be
counterproductive to0 recycling and reduction goals.
{MD)

o} Multi-county districts are less feasible than
single-county districts because of politics. (P)

© Single-county districts more reasonable because :
landfills of multi-county districts would be publlcly .
owned and therefore more costly; also these facilities .
would be shorter lived. (P) :

© Since landfills are ccstly operations, only multi-
county districts will be able to develop landfills cost-
effect-vely Need to coordlnate/pool all facilities in

a region. (P MD)

‘0 Each county should be an individual district. (SB)
o Concerns:

- Who gets the facility? (B)

- Small counties are left out because of
population; some counties too small forrsmngle.
county districts. (B,J,M.L)

- Small districts will have high costs. (J)

- Small counties may not have landfills or
close markets. (R)

- Different values exist between counties.
(B)

- What are the incentives for a "have" county

to join with a "have not" in forming a regional
district? (S,J)
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- Reglonalization will "tend to maintain
. facilities in counties .where now located. (S)

- Multi~-county district formation and operat;on.
will be hindered by county politics. w;ll_
take time- for countles to get together.

{(TH,R) ~

- . Pon’t give all power to state - balance state
and local needs. {R) .

- Don’t allow districting to reduce responsibility
£ local governments.- {(H) P

- Be realistic about what people will really do.

' (M) '

- ‘State must coordinate all solid. waste facxlltles
in a region. (MD,J)

- Protect counties from inequitable treatment,
e.g., becomlng "dumping grounds". (L)

- How can counties share the burden and benefits of
facilities? (I)

B. DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRSCTORS

o District boards need to be representative of populace
(good cross sectien). Avoid conflict of interesct.
{TH,C,SB)

o Board members should be elected, not appornted
(TH, C)

0 Turnover of elected district officials is preoblem.

A district advisory advisory board could be stabilizing
force. (SB)

o] Districrs need -better informed representation. (TH)

© Require private citizen slots on the board. (C)

© Make it hard to withdraw from a multi-county board;
there will be disruption if multi-county districts
lose a member. (TH) -

o Expertise on aboard should be verifiable. (C)

‘o Should have an environmentalist on the board. (SB)

o Board members should have personal llabillty and
accountability. (C)

o Responsible behavior by district board is crucial. (FW)

© State should help districts establish advisory grouoe
(board members don‘t have time to learn everything). (SB)

o} Advisory boards should be as non-politlcal as possible.
(SB)

C. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN DISTRICT PLANS



o Ensure that citizens are parpicipants in district

_ decisions. (L) - o ; .

+ © Include thg:nééds'-bf -f.ar_me':ré- and e'.hshre“ they fit inte
overall p;an. ({MD) . S TR TIEEEE

' o Plans should be considered_légitihéte-only if planning
process has included publie adequate. review and input.’
(Publish draft for review before its adopted.) (FW)

D. STATE INSTRUCTIONS FOR DISTRICT PLANS/CRITERIA
EOR PLAN EVALUATION

0 Clarify/explain:

- IDEM's criteria for evaluating, approving or
. disapproving.plans. (L, I,H)

- That districts do not have 100% control
within a district. (L)

- How state will coordinate state plan and
district pzlans. How local plans will ©be
integrated into state plan. What structure will
enapble integraticn? (S,I) _

- ~evel c¢f prctecticn for party. (L)

- inter-county relationships and limits. (L)

- Who can decide to accept cut~of-county waste?
Must waste generated in district be disposed of
in district? Specify legal «constraints o
inter-county commerce.  (L,R,TH)

- Districts’ legal powers. (P)

- Will 'district power supersede county zoning?
' (FW) . -

- Political parameters. (L)

- Process for obtaining regular proof of
landfill capacity. (L) ‘

- How to address current restrictive contracts.
(TH) -
- Powers of district as a fiscal agent: will =wo

counties apply district fees as sanitatcion
line-item? (R)

- How will districts dovetail with existing
sanitation districts? (R,M)
- How to incorporate existing hauling systems
(private and public)? (R)
- District’s power to control reporting on
different waste streams (e.g., SQG's). (P)
- Clarify that waste reduction/recycling goals

can be achieved |using composting of
biodegradables. (P)

- Clarify how laws and ordinances can obstruct
recycling (e.g., permit procedures for recycling
centers;technical definitions of different types

. of waste). (I)

- What will task forces do? o

- How will compliance be measured? Don’t spend too
many resources chasing numbers. (J)
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o Adv;ce on uhat td include in guldance for dlstrlct

."plang:

"Be flexible‘"_ glve _ enoﬁgb _ options "to o
accommodate the- unique  conditions and needs .-

of different' areas of "the state. (I,B,M)

. Recognize local conditiens  which may not
feature broad publ;c support. (L) :

Require districts - to . complete rplan
according to milestones. {TH) : -

Allow encugh time for counties to learn more
and act locally. (R)

Need to understand existing recycling and
education efforts in. county. (R} '
Districts should be given power on whether
to accept waste from other ‘districts. (E,TH)

State should set guidelines and restrictions for.

all districts to follow. (E,P)

Address how tipping fees assessed. (?)
Provide very specific guidance (e.g., models)
(M)

Set non- negotlable goals and avoid evasive
"weasel" words. (FW)

Be more specific about terms in definition of
"local need."” (M)

Reguire districts to hire an environmental
expert as consultant for planning. (C)

Give districts a context e.g., current solid

waste/landfill situation. (P)

.Offer guidelines for planning which are based

on local data: e.g., close scrutiny of
industrial and commercial waste stream. (FW)

o Criteria for evaluating plans:

Be patient. (FW)

Don’t let one local area obstruct a larger
solution - make locals keep big picture. (L)
Recognize that overall goal may be met by
different levels in different districts. (L)
Recognize differences in district and regional
alternatives. (M, FW)

Can’t permit too many exceptions to
stated goals and priorities without jeopardizing
the reason behind forming districts. (TH)

Make sure plans are consistent from district to
district. (M,MD)

Need to examine if waste flow can support
facilities. (J)

Examine where facilities will go within a_
district. (S)

Consider water sheds and county boundaries; also
flow of out-of-state wastes. (I)

Make sure standards for measuring performance
are clear - districts shouldn’t need consultants

- to understand rules and prepare plan. (P) .

Consider impact on existing taxing units within
counties (e.g., sanitation districts) (M)
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- ProteCt smaller countees £r om'large pOpulation
‘centers. (M) '

.- Give suffic;ent t;me for distrlcts to reach
goals. (SB} -~ . -/
= * Remember that “reglonal“ is relative. would wark

for marketing but may be. prcblem with -

. transportation. (FW)®

- How will compliance. be measured? Con’ £ use too
many resources chasing numbers. (J)

© How state will deal with district non~compliance:

- - Use positive, incentive approach. (SB)

- Consider mandatory measures as optzon.
(I,58,M)
- Use plan feormat to achieve goals. Punishmerit
should ze limited for failure to meet goals. (B)
- State action for non-compliance takes blame

off cf local covernment. (B)
- Fine non-ccmplying discriets. (C,E)
- State should govern districts to ensure
_ compliance. (E}
- Wwithhold funds from nen-complying districts.
(E} -
- State should ngt interfere. (°)
- ' Suspend districzt’s funding until area landfills
are in ccmpliance. (H)
- Raise tipping fees id distriect doesn’t meet
goals. Zconomic incentive to reduce and source
of funding for alternatives. (SB)

VI. VOLUNTARY GUIDELINES VS, MANDATORY REQUIREMENTS
et b ) e LA UINE DRV ALMENL D
4522 also SQSZjQD II State Plan Content

o Voluntery'guidelinee and incentives:

- State should only provide education, nothing

else. (B)

- Grassroots needs leadershlp from the state.
(L)

- Stress incentives not laws. (I)

- Incentive is the carrot first; use stick only
if necessary. (B,SB)

-  Find positive incentives for ' public

participation in source reduction; but be
cautious about penalizing people for .,
non-compllance - this will drive people to
illegal dumping. (L)

- Consider some incentive to soften impact of
local change - give local officials a break.
-  Need incentives to industry to reduce waste
- and recycle (tax break). (J,E) :
- Reduce inventory tax on recyclables. (TH)
- Make sure incentives work and are not dis- .

incentives. (E)
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- 'Provzde financzal assxstance to start new
‘recycllng businesses. (P) :
- Incentives to lndustry for recycllng must .
: outwelgh lncentlves to use- v1rg1n materlals . A-g
- () . . o
=.  provide lncent;ves ( flnanczal, -ete, ) to dlstrlcts
o -which comply with state goals. (E) )
- . provide incentives' to universities for R&D on.
recycling technologies. (E,C, MD) '

o 'Mandates, regulations, and surcharges:

- Why wait for veoluntary goals to work - make
them mandatory. (B}

- Recycling should be mandateory. (TH,P,MD,S,SB,M)

- State should stay out of the process of
mandates. (B) '

- Regulations inhibit new technology by

N increasing costs. (J) :

- State needs to examine the effects of the
retroactive regulations on planning. (B)

- Need restrictions on excessive packaging.

(J)

C- Government should set standards for materials
labeled "biodegradable." (S)

- Require industry to recycle and levy fines if

they don‘t., (MD) ‘
- Legislate deposit mechanisms (i.e., bottle
_ bills) to spur recycling. (B)
- Increase in emission controls is needed. (MD)
.- Use banning from landfills cautiously - explore
cther options. (B)

o Inspection, monitoring and enforcement:

- State needs to show it can enforce
regulations. (TH)

- Increase enforcement and inspection of 5QG’s
{I)

- Consider how to involve counties in active
monitoring of SQG’s. {(I)

- Address responsibilities and powers of
inspection officers. (3) . -

- Enforcement should take place at point of
generator and hauler. (B)

- Require a high degree of environmental
control at facilities. (B) . :

- Districts should be able to require-
compliance with solid waste management program.
(TH)

- Cost to clean up is the responsibility of the

highway department and the sheriff: need uniform
- enforcement. (J)
- In Pike County sanitarian is sheriff’s
deputy. (J) S
- Fine abusers, (MD}



- Not possible to punish vlolators. Too cumbersome
‘and expensive.' {R) . : _
- Increased enforcement is crztlcal. (L)

o Need increased fees ar landfills. (I)

o HB1240 surcharge is too low at %0 SO/ton - should
start at $5.00/ton. (E) .

o Businesses should pay proportiocnally to private
citizens, according to the amount of waste they generate.

(E.S,J)

. @ Should pay Isr generation of waste over a specified
volume. (S)

o Set up voluntary contributions to recycling fund.
Recognize rcocle of private industry as partner and
funding partner. .eed seed money to be effective.
(C,SB)

o Tipping fee increases should be decided by a
"landfill commission" which controls solid waste
disposal like a utility. (FW)

o Avoid SUbSldlZlng waste management industry with
higher tipping fees. (I)

o Help makeltipping fees more equal to ouc-of-state
fees. (I) .

B. HOW FUNDS SHOQULD BE USED
¢ Funding is upside down on priorities list. (B)

o] Teke fund monies to develop continuously
recyclable materials. (TH)

© Fund recycling efforts. (H,B,I)

0 State should finance citizens contesting
environmental issues (siting permit issues,
enforcement, etc.). (TH) - .

~

© State must provide direct financial assistance for
district projects. (P,M,C,FW) .

© Subsidize the cost of reduction incurred by
distrzc:s (equipment, enforcement, etc.) (S)

o Fund a consumer advocate to resolve solid waste
management issues. (TH)

30
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o Use funds for prevention. Although initially
higher, costs are less than clean-up of ground water.
. . (Look at w;llingness to pay for water treatment )

(TH) : _ .

o Usg“ Funds to éupporﬁ“pubiic4§?he:ship'of landfiilSu

® .
© Use funds to keep HHW out of landfllls ( )

0 Make sure the $0.50 fee cycles back to communities.
(sBy ,

o0 Divert violation fines to IDEM for spec1f1c solzd
waste management actions. (FW)

- CRITERIA FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS

o Need state funds regionally.  (J)

o Distribution of grant monies should be equitable.
(R)

o Design distribution formula. (FW)

o0 Consider allocating money acceording population or
other criteria that would be fair. (SB)

0 Grants to private industry should not be' matching
fund =~ this- would not allow the small industries to
grow and compete with larger firms. (?)

o Avoid making districts compete - provide funds fcr
each district. (H)

© Grants for private industry should not be matching
- funds - this wouldn’t allow small businesses to grow
and compete with larger companies. (?)

¢ Allow public groups to appiy-fo: funds fer projects
within_districts. (H)

o Need rebate structure to promote county efforts -
dollars for tons recycled. (FW)

o Offer achievement grants to districts based on
- achieved goals. (SB)

o Tie school cooperation with state funding. (M) .

D. ADEQUACY AND ACCOUNTARILITY

0 Exiéting funding systems are inadequate. (P)

o Examine the adequacy if the new fund. It ﬁill
be c¢ritical. (I)
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© Make the conﬁltment - be urlling' to finance the
necessary changes. Don’t go halfway. (H) : L :

-

o District  loan of $20 000 rs not enough for
planning - need more. (TH) | S

o The public needs an explanatlon of where funds
go; e.g., education and financial disclosure statement.

(S) ' . v
o What money is being spent on contract with

R.W. Beck and Associates engineering consultants?
(FW) .

_ VIII. DISTRICT FINANCING . '
A. MECHANISMS FOR ACQUIRING EUNDS
0 Districts can tax. (J)

o Apply flat disposal fee for community/industry (protect
compecitiveness. (FW) )

¢ Don’t use property taxes ~ allow system to tax pecple
directly or charge a user fee for their services. (P,EFW)

0 Allow user fees to be used by districts to finance
projeCts. User fees must be fair, perhaps based on volume
of waste generated. (P, FW,E,S,J)

o Districts need to have power to levy sales tax to pay for
solld waste management. (P)

o HBl240’s "pass-through provision" makes the surcharge
structure futile, since most existing contracts are fixed
costs and long term. The state should mandate that all
hauling contracts be reopened within 1 - 2 years to allow a

surcharge. (P)

© Remove all "grandfather® clauses on operatlng facilities
(don‘t even allow S5-year cycle). (H)

o Could use out-of-state waste to subsidize district
waste management. (J) '
o Regionally, tip fees should be higher. (B)

+

o Should'pay for generation of waste over a specified‘
volume. (S)

o Complex fee structures are confusrng and costly.
- {B) '

o If facilities are to be successfully financed through
revenue bonds, then districts must have flow control.

(I,FW)

-



‘5. HILLINGNESS 70 PAX

‘o Marion County tried new tlp fees <« with no success.
(1) :

o Handling solid waste management will be costly Cost
will be bidg-barrier to publlc support.'(R)

o0 Experience shows that, yes, people are willing to pay
for effective, environmentally sound solid waste
management. (E,P,C, I J,R,SB})-

o We say yes, but don’t always mean it. (B)

o Experience shows industry will support extra dollars.
(I) '

o A recent survey shows that people will pay or not
depending upon total economic model (jobs, etc. ) People
need to know this (I,R,SB)

o Ability to pay varies greatly among counties. (TH)

¢ People unclear in this area. (R)

© People should know there is a cost to not taking action.
(P)

© Public is willing to pay for public ownership of
landfills. (P)

o Consumer will pay either up front or as embedded (hidden)
cost for products and services. {(C)

© People need to know the costs of clean up: the "hidden”
costs. (SB)

‘o Don’t put fees on consumers - put them on manufacturers.
(FW)

o Payment may need to be mandated. (SB)

© Even if people aren’ t willing, we can’t wait. We must
recycle. (SB)

'EHﬁINESS__AND__EQQNQMIQ_DEYELQRHEEI_ISSHE&

© Need incentives for economic development in reg;on
for recycling. (S) -

o] Give priority to recycllng business start-up; also to
to mature industry. -(SB)

© Need to assess economlc impact of recycling goals.
(B) .

o Disposal cost to industry has an economic effect
33



ggmwwzgﬁQngmnw ﬁ

on the region. (J)

"o Need to levelize édsts:o:'sclid;=wé§te management

o

LI T I I IO I

among dist¥icts. (TH)
o State needs to share financial respomrsibility. (B)

o Emphasis on local planning and-enforcement unfair because
insufficieént funds provided to do it. (R):

Bloomington
Columbus
Evansville
Fort Wayne
Hammond
Indianapolis
Jasper
Lafayette
Madison
Muncie

Peru
Richmond
Sellersburg
South Bend
Terre Haute
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- SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
~ FROM PUBLIC MEETINGS

INDIANA SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

- July 1990




Puhlic Comments: Evansville, July 1990

Record: 7/23/90
EVANSVILLE, INDIANA

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE'DRAFT.

INDIANA.STATE SOLID HASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

** PLEASE NOTE:

We have tried very hard to record the proper name and affilitation of each
contributor. Please grant us grace for unintentional mistakes.

Jim Daniels ]
Izaak HWalton 1g.
Education/T. Assist.

Advertise public meeting two weeks before.
Develop a complete list for mailings.

Initiate programs for product substitution as way to
reduce hazardous waste generation.

Need mechanisms to tip consumers about product
recyclability and environmental impacts (logo is a
start) ‘

Look at Walmart, Earth Day package systems as hodels
for product. :

Use state's phosphate ban as model for effective ban.

Related Comment - State should support a national program of product
logos. :
Mr. Daniels ¢ Institute disincentives if virgin materials are used

- give manufacturers a tax burden.

Look at connection between sludge and enforcement of
industrial effluent regulations. Ensure that fines
are sufficient. _

If municipal sludge 1is used in co-composting

- operation - ensure pretreatment effectiveneg;.

Check - codes for barriers to effective
recycling/source reduction.

(Page 34, New Ruies; last bullet) add "quality" to

documenting requirements (e.g.: identify amount of
recyclables or materials with other uses.)

-1-



Public Comments: Evansville, July 1990

John Blair
Valley MWatch

L

‘(Page  34) -Enforcement: extend  time limit . for ~
Tiability on closed landfill facilities - add 15

years to 30 year limit. . :

There 1is more to protecting . the environment than
dollars. Keep perspective on value of land - aside
from potential as landfill.

Ban incineration: not an option.

Sent draft too late

Plan overburdens 50¢ surcharge

re: funding

- rajise surcharge (e.g.: $10/T) to give plan more of
a foundation.

Target "Below Level Nuclear Waste", like CEHM.

Keep public 1nvolved’as the policy evolves

User fees should be applied to drive - source
reduction; state should mandate that districts appty
user fees.

Technical assistance: siting assistance

IDEM shouid address flood plain control (re:
tandfills) as part of rulemaking.

Supports bottle bill (because of steel being
introduced into new containers)

State should re-negotiate for new copy machine
. service contract.

Be careful of how you approve "recycling" facilities
- don't give problematic operations too much room -
slow down enough to control impacts.

Page 26 - be very cautious about co-composting of
sludge. .

Clearly define what is safe and how sludge will be
evaluated for metais. _

Consider problems with landfill "mining" which might
disturb hazardous materials (e.g.: asbestos)

*

oo



. Public Comments: Evansville, July 1990

Mr. Gist

Mr. Roehm

~

‘Incineration: All-evaluation of incineration should =~

include "total cost" (including: hazardous waste
disposal for ash) - this will make incineration
prohibitive. - .

Alternative Methods:

- Don't miss innovative . options; encourage
invention/testing - e.qg.: provide short-term
(six months) R&D permits.

e Adjust granting to invest more in invention (work
with office of Science and Technology to reduce
constraints). : '

Problem HWastes
- New Rules: batteries
- New Rules: CEHMW
Change language to "promulgate" rules to: HW=HW

Rethink how we ensure that district Boards are more
influenced by public - give public proper access.
Document is good step forward - but remain skeptical.
General concern: structure of 1240 puts power in
hands of wrong persons

Need more public forums.

Illegal dumping - offer "free day" at fill each
month to encourage legal dumping - should be part of
permit process (mandatory). :

There should be a total moritorium on all pending

permits until all rules are finalized and applied -
don't "grandfather" anymore.

Promote effective local enforcement by withholding

1240 funds or other state funds when district are
not effective in compliance with district plan/state
Taws.

r

Bottle bill will be effective.

Don't be in such a hurry.

- Let "stockpiles" of commodity drive markets - just

awkward stage.
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Public Comments: Evansville, July-1990

(Jasper)

Gordon Barnett

Date Baker, Wright

.

.o Should ‘mandate that districts - provide convenient -

collection locations.
e If it is not convenient it won't work.

¢ Should be mandated that all Indiana citizens manage
-your own yard waste in the back yard.

‘e Siting: all facilities should be sited along highway

to force enforcement by highway patrol.
e Prioritize enforcement of daily cover regs. -

* Prioritize enforcement - it is critical if rules are
to mean anything.

e (Clarify what local agencies are'responsible for -
make local district aware of what they are
responsible for. :

* Prioritize enforcement of i1legal dumping

e ADF's and “"bottle bill"™ structures could be
effective for all kinds of materials - but must give
retailer the incentive.

* "Good character" <criteria for permit applicants
shoutd be retroactive.

ADFs should not be at district level/no equity.

e Markets are critical.

Find ways to fncrease law enforcement officer's
leverage - current system frustrating.

FYI: New Litter Abateﬁent Group in VB County.

e Find way to tap existing volunteer base to support
local recycling efforts.

- State can leverage existing technical assitance
mechanisms . .

- State should try to tap volunteer ,knowledge by
establishing a state board of action volunteers.
(allocate funds to ensure participation - travel,
etc.)

o Look at existing technical assistance mechanisms

(e.g.: EPA Hotline) and local resources.

4=
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Catherine Barren
(now living in Fla.)

Nan Harden,
Bridge Alliance

John Vadnal
U of E Professor

Sean Connoiy

Public Comments: Evansville, July 1990

-

'Rélated'l.I&SUé:"- recommend that HEA 1240. be

restructured to give citizen representatives a vote
on District Boards. : -

I1legal dumping - Recdmmend‘using helicopters and

- Sstiff fines, as well as confiscation of vehicles.

Glass recycling technologies need to be researched.
Inform . general public about controversies and
problems with each management option.

concerned  about requlation of “captive
sites"/private landfills

Response:

Such sites are fully regulated under all applicable
landfil]l management laws; however, are not addressed in
HB1240. _

Appliances should be targeted as a problem waste
= can be reused through reuse center (scavenge).

Add kitchen wasfe to education effort (not just vyard
waste).

Clarify how reasonable it is to:

¢ Leave clippingé on lawn;
¢ Compost kitchen waste with leaves;

This is low technology, simple.
Do not support sludge compost products.

Target areas with degraded topsoi] as "market".

Tax products based on:

- Total amount of packaging

- Percent of advertising budget

Use tax to provide funds for recycling and an
incentive for reduction. : .

Structure tax incentives to recognize recyclability

of product/packaging to drive use of reusable
packaging.



Public Comments: Evansville, July 1990

"~ Vaughn Wilson
Save our Land and
Environment

Tammi Ryan

Cole

Tony Bitter,
Citizen

Greg Kissell,
Industry

Kay Gries

Dixie Wagner

L]

. Ban styrofoam

In-house programs -~ pr#cficé what you preach.
Supports bans on éll recyclables _
Two year to ban ~ 12 months to implement.

Need clear, cooperative system to provide
information [to citizens]
Education is critical

User fee structures will be important - it takes
money (fine or incentive).

Work with industry - don't sell them short - but help |

them succeed. Look at cooperative efforts versus
bans. Help develop markets first.

Give it time: Five years.

Yard waste ban would take us halfway to our state
goal.

. Would recommend centralized composting at district

level.

Support co-composting of sludge.

Education is the key to household hazardous waste
control, but there must be a place to take them
before you can ban them.

Economic incentives are the most effective; user fee
structures will be important.

Expand use of task forces to research success
stories around country. :

"Good Character” rule should include . "weighting"
system to use in evaluating gravity of offense -
Don't make it relative to other operators. " The fact
that an operator made a mess is more important then
the fact that they cleaned it up. )

(Page 31) Siting criteria should be as sfringent as
possibie

wd
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Jack Donnally
CEHW and Household
Hazardous MWaste

Phiilip Tzschoppe
Recycling Industry

Charles Gwaldney

Christine Terry

Vick McBride

John Mottley

* Public Comments: Evansville, July 1990

"

‘Clarify what powers df"ﬁiétrict.ﬁoards to tontrq}fh'

siting process.

Make public 'health and éafety the most important
consideration in every policy.

~ {comment in connection wifh Mr. Roehm's) Prioritize

enforcement - it is critical if rules are to mean
anything. ' A . =

(comment in connection with Mr. Roehm's) Clarify
what local agencies are responsible for - make local
district aware of what they are responsible for.

 Educate local officials about their

power/responsibility.

Look at Florida program "Amnesty Days" to collect
hazardous wastes (statewide).

But all districts must act together -so thaf

materials don't end up in other districts. (inter
district cooperation will be critical.)

Buyback recycling is already a healthy industry -
what we need is support in education.

Consider the amount of energy required to produce’
and dispose of a product - this will drive change

Energy = money.

Citizen's Advisory Committee has targeted yard waste.

Contact Chrisfine for more info on all CAC

activities- 426-5597

Supports strong “"good character" rule.

Use other state's computer records  to _research
violations.

Residue asbestos in C&D debris needs to be addressed
- is stil) hazardous -

=T
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Public Comments: Evansville, July 1990

N e (Interr‘e“iated regulation):  work with ' DNR. to
identify or add rules for underground/strip mining -
which may involve closed or active landfills.

e Identify underground mines aé site constraint for
~ landfill.



« Public Comments: Terre Haute, July 1990

Record: 7/23/90
TERRE HAUTE, INDIANA

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT
INDIANA STATE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Would Tike District plan workshops open to public.
Coordination with bordering counties (regional planning).
What types of maps ‘are being developed?

Nhaf about addressing out-of-state waste?

Would 1ike to see more focus on banning materials from disposal (al.,
tin, glass, etc.).

need State to take lead and ban.by reasonable date.
Need to focus on market incentives.

e.g. charge for non-recyclable waste pick-up.
Consider‘source reductidn prior to consumption.

label products for durability. '

discourage disposables (bans, sales tax, etc.).
Like separation of waste collection/disposal from property taxes.
Need industry to design appliances for durability.
Lack of repairability (need more services).
Need everyone to reduce (shared responsibility).
What waste stream is affected by goais?

How will State control household infectious waste? (make needles
reusable). _ ~ r .

What is State doing'to assist with market creatioﬁ?
Recycling goal too high for current markets.

Possibly provide subsidy for use of paper-based insulation.



Public Comments: Terre Haute, July 1990

. Need to develob-newsprinf reeytling‘(de;inkihg)

. Need ‘to change attitudes and. standards ‘to open up markets. (perceived

unsanitary, etc.)
. Need to make information available on\plast1cs recycling (types,

_processes, etc. ).

. How ahd where to recyc]e used motor oil.
. Will bureaucrats get along and expedite siting permifs.
. Will State provide incentive to municipalities to facilitate

recycling? (Page 25 wording is weak)

. Need to make recycling easy to achieve participation Tlevels
required (on local level).

. How is State going to handle illegal dumping? Needs to be addressed
(higher costs = illegal dumping).

Who will clean up?

. How will recycling bottlenecks be addressed?

e How will recycling be used in local economy?

. How does State see material handling and processing facilities
"being located (local, district, regional)?

. State needs to provide guidelines for District formation (need
formation mandation).

. What about protection of out-of-district waste flow.

U Plan ﬁas ambiguity in "good character and “need" definitions.

e  Can State own industrial/municipal facilities?

. Who is going to certify waste non-infectious?

. Does State anticipate private or municipal composting?

. Pay-as-you-go yard waste collection is a good idea.

. State needs to set up compost markets. (mandate -State to use
compost). T

) Khy doesn't Indiana ban wood waste?

. Local ordfnances may interfere with at-home composting.‘

-10-



Public Comments: Terre Haute, Jd]y 1990

" Landfilling

- State needs to eliminate regulations . restricting salvage of
construction/demolition sites (no sales tax) .

Al -

Incineration

How do new rules affect existing facilities? Emission gquidelines
should apply to existing facilities.

Wouid like to see ban of metals with (in?) incinerators.

Will State require that recycled paper it purchases contain easily
removable ink?

Education process needs to filter into other agencies. (extraneous
paper generation) (need dupiex copying).

Need incentives for purchasing equipment that can use recycled
paper.

Has State examined citizen education process and funding?
Use lottery funds for education of public.

Need high degree of emphasis on. education.

Probiem Waste

Need to address oil leaked by autos.

Need to proﬁide tire storage area and landfills etc.

Tires are stockpiled since no one wants to pay for proper disposal.
Neéd to provide incentive for private business to handle tires.
Need to restrict tire sizes (uniformity).

Individual counties and Stéte need to take care of own waste.

State needs an education program to address waéte baftery
handling/disposal. :

L

Review truck tire inspection regulations governing truck operation.

-11-




Puﬁiic Comment: Columbus, July 1990

Record: 7/24/90
COLUMBUS,, INDIANA

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT
INDIANA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Education

.
.
Objectives
.
.

Does plan focus on 11tter aspect of SWM? (bottle depos1ts. etc.).
Needs more emphasis.

Target for State procurement policies is needed.
Need to address commercial/industrial waste.

Population factors for waste reduction should be factored into
percentage goals.

New business waste impact review should be considered (district
level).

Draft needs to focus on business, especially industry (leans too
much toward domestic waste). . .

Provide guidelines for teachers but allow hands-on.
Provide incentive by permitting local creation/application.
Provide teachers flexibility.

Cost increase may provide effective educational tool.

Need research into cost/reduction relationship.

(page 9)

Possible use for recyclables.

Emphasis on true cost of disposal.

Problems with packaging. ‘

Pay attention to mass/energy balance of waste handling.

Incineration priority needs to be higher.

Edhcation on incinerator benefits/disads.

-12-
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.
Objectives

Recycling

Public Comment: Co]umbus,-July 1990 . 1' - H: o :

Technical Assistance

“State should. provide as 1much_'technica1 assistance support as

possible to Districts.

»

State technical and financial ass1stance for industry to gear-up to

produce recyclables

Be consistent and reduce references to those that can be placed in
appendices.

Design and engineer packaging to reduce it to minimum levels.
"Durable packaging" contradictory.
(P. 14)

Need to examine non-recyclable packaging (alternatives to cereal
box etc.).

(Page 16) 3rd."e"- differentiate business and industfy.

In house 3rd "e" - should read "advecate" rather than “"support".
How is hauler going to enforce waste reduction.

Need bottle deposit law.

Need to identify problems now and determine who's respons1b1e
(landfills etc.)

Develop a penalty for mismanagement rather than deny on "“good
character" review.

Need to look to SE Asia and other areas as markets for recyciable
materials (need more emphasis).

Need network listing for end-users and processors of recycled
materials.

Reporting system for 'waste generation disposal seems to have
iocopholes. . ,

Put "teeth” in regionail SWM planning requirements. .
Largef buffers for landfill sites.
Lack of State policy support for control of out-of-state waste.

Unless flow control is put into Districts' hands, dietricts can't
adequately determine waste origins, fill rate.

-13-



Public Comment: quumbus; Ju]y 1990

'"Coﬁposting _1

_Section needs to deal with MSN compost1ng (more focus, rather than

yard-waste only). , _ . ¥
Need to include organics in alternative fethnology (animal feed).

Plan needs to ufge separation of different types of compostables

- Landfilling

Need additional technical assistance on leachate treatment methods.
(need treatment reg's)

A system for collection and treating methane gas.
Research use of synthetic cover materials (fabric).

Research on landfill mining, balefill.

Streamline permit process.

Need actual permit process schedule to expedite facilities and
facility planning.

Have zoning rules vs. District interests been considered?

Incineration, Problem Waste, District Planﬁing

District/County Needs

Recommendations to Districts

Need more clarity on District's power over 1local sanitation
Districts. :

Proxy should be able tc do District Board Voting.

Need to educate adults since they as group lack awareness or
understanding of SWM needs.

Need to address how to get counties to actually act.

Counties that own their own landfills need to know costs for

1andfi1] extension to determine whether multi-county District is
more preferable solution. .

-

|38 1

(Page 58)' Recommend that majority of D1str1cts have access to a
final d1sposa1 fac1lity

T

=14~



e

_Public Comment: Columbus, July 1990

. M&rkets fdr' febyclables is of pr1mary 1mportance to success of, o

recycling. (encourage market development f1rst)

o Plan needs to address other waste streams (foundry sand).

. Districts should be single county at f1rst for elected official
accountab1l1ty

-15-



" . Public Comment: Gary, July 1990 -

e
Record: 7/24/90
GARY, INDIANA T
PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT
INDIANA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
Barb Hooper . Northwest Indiana has limited access to Indiana news
Hammond - therefore, target Chicago media with educational
outreach. -
FYI: IDEM NW Regional Office
Gainer Bank Building
5th and Broadway
(Tate summer, 1990)
Q: Need timelines for action. o
A: Need to wait for legislature to fund proposed actions during
next legislative session.
Q: When will format be ready?
A: Wil) be part of plan adopted January 1, 1992.
. Publish 1list of where communities can get grants for
recycling programs (e.qg.: solid waste solutions)
®* ° Be sure to clarify what regulations apply to different types -
of facilities (e.g.: recycling) i
. Remember markets in bordering states.
. Address ambiguity of whether paper-derived-fuel would qualify. -
as recycling or would be subject to ban.
® Supports yard waste ban.
E
Mark Reshkin ® HWithout technical assistance soon, counties will be
Porter City Solid forced to become single city/district.
Waste Committee ' .
: e Especially need siting tools to determine site 'S
suitability. . -
Response:

® Survey of County official’s needs is underway.

A

. Siting suitability map should be prepared- by Fall.

® IDEM needs funding to get this rolling.

-16~
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_Public Comment: Garyu July 1990

Johhny McWilliams s Re: capital for district projects - suggest/support

Gary low interest loans program to build facilities (not
p]ans)
" Herb Barber ' . Recommend that siting tool (map) be generated as soon
Porter City P]annlng as possible.
Comm.

* Don't penalize communities that are already
recycling.

George Versal ¢ Supports listing the new-statutes, but also include
Crown Point existing statutes.
FYI:
IDEM

1-800-451-6027
* Try to help districts and cities avoid confusion.

¢ Remind people that tax dollars are used, regardless
of who implements.

e Clarify that counties can institute landfill tipping
fee surcharge to help fund plan.

* Suggest approaching local cabie stations to promote
awareness/education.

s Investigate impact of recycling related to dioxin in
paper mill effluent.

e Be specific:

- Specify. what 1levels of contaminants -will be
allowed in composting:

- Specify what standards - will be applied to
co-composted sludge.

- Specify what materials will be recycled through
district plans,

-

- Specify what percentage of each 'material will be
required to be recovered and recycled.

* Supply effective waste stream data <(help find
non-threaten1ng reason to collect proprietary data).

=17~



Public Comment: Gary, July 1990 -

o

;Address“conflict of 1240 gdh]s with currently egembt'l'
practices/operations <(e.g.: “"captive sites") -

especially . concerned with open burning of
construction-debris.

Consider designating 1landfill capacity as “natural

- resource" to protect from out-of-state waste.

Market Development
- Contact all possible papermills.

- Publish 1ist of commodity specs which will be
required by each market.

Investigate mechanism to resolve conflicts between
counties/districts - promote cooperation to ensure
success - may require rules, mediation, binding
arbitration, etc.

Re: accountability for use of the 1240 monies.

- Establish a public record (published in paper or
mailed to interested parties or filed in library
or filed in permit file)

Re: tire recovery

Q: HWhere are funds available?
A: Recycling Promotion and Assistance Fund.

- Pete Coleman
Hammond

Recommendations for state management system:

three [mixed waste materials recovery] plants should
be developed at (Lawrence, Marion. Miami) to handle
all Indiana waste.

Use inmate labor _

Markets in South Dakota/Minn

University research programs

Bottle bill

Don't make districts plan and 1mplem5nt‘ (too
expensive) :

Support  mechanisms  to reduce non-%ecyclable
packaging.

-18-
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. Pub}ic Comment: Gary, July 1990 -

™

'Target - disposable diapers:  education oh'-ciothacﬂ-

alternatives and issues,

Check out_thé'tire récyclef in East St. Louis.

* -

Rep. Chariie Brown

Legistator

" Clarify that General Assembly does support the

success of HB 1240 and 1is operating under

- constraints to control the budget.

Remember to work with Chicago media to get
information to northwest 1Indiana - emphasize
positive information and more complete information
on state legislation/agency action.

Sen. Ferree
Legislator

Clarify that:

- Local control is critical to move cost-effective
plan,
- HB 1240 was a start; will be adjusted.

Patty Eavis
PALS

Elly Earnhart
Porter County

Reﬁommend higher surcharges on tipping fees; state
needs more money if it is to have a serious plan.

Support bans of wastes such as styrofoam.

Consider how bans may affect incineration projects -
they will encourage out-of-state waste flow.

Clarify how to implement user fee structure.

Consider mechanism to chargei"captive sites" to help
fund state effort - they are part of problem, they
should be part of solution.

Target medical waste/clarify how state will address
- include nursing homes

Suggests  that  District Board structure be
reconsidered, Should include additional town
representatives and operations representative.

v

William Mitler

=

Supports education emphasis: emphasize consumer
discretion. .

Bottle hill is needed.

Supporfs careful procedure to implement effective
bans
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Public Comment: Gary, July 1990 ~ =~ -

Carl Miklusk
Highland

Encourage faster pace to work with business to
promote recycling 1ndustr1eslmarkets

| (e.g.: tires) - Get some 1nterim guidelines and
~policies so small businesses can get going NOW!

Craig Grabow

Doreen Carey

Related Remarks:

O

Supports emphasis ‘on reduction/recycling, versus
landfi?].

Siting: education and market development are the key.

Supports prioritizing household hazardous waste

collection/ treatment programs.

Create a follow-up mechanism that will keep people
informed on changes/progress in state and district
pians (mailing list).

Re: technical assistance - Need economic incentives
to encourage political will to initiate local
recycling.

€.g.: 1.Don't make districts compete for grants.
2.Reward districts for early success or for
aggressive recycling plans.

Make plan flexible
Local level approach is only way to be effective.

: How has old Office of Technical Assistance changed?
: Now Division of Pollution Prevention and Technical

Assistance.

Bob Bittke
Commercial
- Business Person

Promote commercial recycling - nge businesses data
on costs and possibilities.

i

Help locate central markets.

Debra‘Solivais

Target steel as recyclable commodity (remember local
market potential).

Consider impacts of bans to avoid market gluts
(realistic timelines/good information to businesses)
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_Public Comment: Gary, July 1990'7

v “Provide gu1del1nes to bUS1nESSQS on what to expect/a*”

what is marketable and who is buying mater1ais

Create an incentive to-he]p businesses buy recyc]ed.

Herb Barker

Marie Hornack
Hobart

" Re: problem waste

- Target low-Tevel radicactive - waste and
conditionally-exempt hazardous wastes.

- Recommend training volunteers to help collect and
dispose of these wastes. :

- Give generators a - convenient, affordable way to
reclaim/dispose.

Promote preference for recycling based on source
separation. Only this approach will make the needed
behavior changes.

Mixed waste processing should not be allowed as
recycling.

Find ways to prioritize recycling versus refuse-
derived-fuel alternatives.
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Public Comment: Ft. Wayne, July 1990 .

Record: 7/25/90
FT. HAYNE, INDIANA

PUBLIC COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT
INDIANA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

State Level

Does pian focus on litter aspect of SWM? (e.g.: bottle deposits,
ete?)

Need to ban recyclables frbm'disposal as a way to address 0-S-W

need date for action.

Strongly encourage IDEM to move aggressively on K-12 Education
curricuium,

Use recycled products now.
Districts need IDEM's cooperation now for success.

How can State and business exert influence on manufacturers to
produce machines that can use recyclables (xerox, computer prints,
etc.)

Prison labor feasibility study should examine private enterprise
use of labor,

Boards need eminent domaih.

Private citizens face 1iability (advisory committee).

Goals and dates are not aggressive enough.

Shouldn't permit landfill siting without recycling faciljties first.

Concerned that Districts will be forced to put cost burden on tax
payers.

Need to determine how fast Districts can ;ctually move.

f

State needs to provide "cookbook" approach to plaﬁhind for

Districts.

Districts need to be able to 1imit out-of-district waste .
Need avenue for process appeai{-
State needs to provide Districts with technical assistance.

_22-
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Public Comment: Ft. Wayne, July 1990

e  HB1240 g1ve§ D1str1cfs 1mpress1on that p!an approva1 dépéndé 'dn '“'
preparat1on by consu]tants '

" Public Educat1on

J State needs to contact. surroundihg ‘sfates for guidelines and
assistance. - ‘ : .

. Recyclingjbusinesses needs funds now.

. Recycling businesses.are ready for State-provided materials.

. State needs to spend money up front to address SWM probiems.

. State needs to educate deciaianmmakers. (other agencies, etc.)

. Key to success of SWMP is education of youngsters.

Technical Assistance .

. Plan fails to detail how IDEM will address staffing problems of
permitting process. :

Source Reduction

. Plan fails to detail how policy will be proseéuted.
Recycling
* Need to know if State is going to provide incentives for businesses

utilizing recyclables in manufacturing to 1ocate in Indiana.

. A1l packing material should be marked for recyclability.

o Plan needs to emphasize priorities to reach goals. (ex: priority
of recycling facility siting over possibly much needed ltandfills,
etc.)

. Need to clarify that plastics have sub-classifications (1A-1B blow
mold vs. pressure mold) which affect recyclability.

. Will biodegradables be penalized since they don't promote recycling.

Composting

. Need to address agricultural use of composting (land—appliEatibn).

. Look at placing yard waste compost1ng areas on farm 1and (farmers
place clippings as is).

. Decentralization of composting process best method.

. Need IDEM to issue a strong recommendation on tand-application of |

.waste water sludge.
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Pub]ic Comment: Ft. Wayne, Ju1y1T9907

"'Landf1111ng ’

. Intro 2nd paragraph - m1s]ead1ng statement about closure due to
env1ronmental compliance) _‘
. Need to emphasize "total picture" of SNM.
. Need more goverﬁment involvement for récyc]ing to work.
Incineration .
. Should address incineration of waste wood only - add 3rd class of

materials that can be incinerated..
. Incinerators should be banned since produce hazardous (toxic) waste.
Problem Waste
. Need convenient waste o0il collection centers.

. Waste o1l exchange when buying new oil. Need legislation to
encourage or require businesses that sell to collect.

Other Issues

e Is consideration being given to agricultural hazardous waste?
. Provide rewards to successful recyclers (rebates per ton, etc.)
. Creation of an office that matches needs of an area to available

opportunities in Jlegislature and/or from other areas. (e.g.
unemployment - recycling facilities).
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Public Comment: Ft. Wayne, July 1990

Record: 7/25/90
KOKOMO, INDIANA

PUBLIC COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT
INDIANA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

John Brugh | . Plan is remiss in not referencing critical need
for : '
Logansport public  ownership of final disposal facilities
{(landfills). _
® ‘Need to control flow of:
. out-of-state
* out-of-district refuse.
Steve Daily . Plan is good starting point.
Kokomo . Need clear, realistic funding strategy outlined in Plan.
. Concerned that not all local governments are éffected (i.e.:
Marion County exclusion)
. Need specific waste stream data in Plan
. Legislation does not g1ve municipalities enough autonomy in

own planning.
. Fiow control for districts is critical.
e Must fund adequate staffing and salaries for IDEM (quality
control)
Sen. Steve Johnson e - Public education:

- Clarify that better solid waste management will cost
more.

- Clarify that -individuals and business will be paft of
the solution. _

¢

s - Technical assistance'
- Be careful to seek staff who have hands-on experience,

or better, identify potential for contracting with
targeted academic/private experts to aliow flexibility.
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Public Comment: Ft.. Wayne, July 1990

Phil Hood, Landfill
Owner/Operator

Bill Thompson

Judy Rhodes
League of Women
Voters, Lafayette

Sonya Margerum, Mayor
W. Layfayette

-~ Don't promote over-capitalized blan§ -'éncoﬁraQle'

>0

-~

districts to:
+ Apply beople—centered solutions,

+ Remain flexible by avoiding 20-30 year
amortized projects - think small, phased-in.

- Careful not to put small landfills ouf of business

~ keep in mind what a policy will cost an operator.

Help counties protect‘pubiicly owned landfills from
becoming a district landfill.

Plan seems overly broad - hard to judge where
priorities will be applied - Plan should clarify
where monies will be applied in enacting different
plan eiements in the State Action Plan.

Should put the most dollars into source reductfon.

: How do you find and express coét?
: IDEM will provide estimated costs for different

options, and/or directly help districts generate
real costs - this will help reframe public.awareness
and discussion.

Use cost for a unit of garbage to express cost.

Help districts effectively effectively involve
public in on-going planning.

Plan is very broad.

Recommend early emphasis on source reduction and
recycling - this approach will make final disposal
issue smaller.

Market development is critical -

-Re: procurement

- Hould be more cost-effective to give tax break to
companies that use recyclables than to apply a 10
percent procurement preference system

- Also recommend incentives for newspabers with
recycled content .

Need state'assistance for siting regional landfills

26
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Public,Commeht: Ft.

Sue Scholer
Tippicanoe

Steve Reuter
Indianapolis

Bob McGinn,
City Council,
Tippicanoe

John Bittner,
Kokomo-
Freelance writer

Ann Falcon
Lafayette,
Waste hauling
industry -

Kayne, July.1990

-

- e.glé use- a state bidding"prbcess to’ idehtify'"'

counties with interest in being facility "host'
- e.g.: financial incentfves‘for counties with site.

Support targeting of household hazardous waste -

"~ .consider label/sticker to identify and educate.

Need more specific timetable so that districts
will understand what tools will be available from
state and when. :

Would support low-bid process to facilitate siting.

State should not lose sight of need to increase
quality enforcement and assistance in maintaining
landfill capacity.

Siting assistance is critical - must have some kind
of landfill, regardiess of what is reduced or
recycled - siting is such a difficult prospect.

- Re: Recycling

- Start with government procurement system

~ Get 100 percent participation before resorting to
mandated content standards.

Check conflicts with other taws
e.g.: fiber content requirements for newspapers may
conflict with the first amendment

Re: HMaste audits

- Don't require audits - let businesses decide for
themselves - supports outreach and education.’

Consider potential 1inequities in applying variable
rate fees for customers with different quantities of
non-recycled waste (e.g.: how will hauler "credit"
subscription customers?) . _

Don't fine hauler [for banned materials in the load]
- fine generators. [Hauler fines] won't work - too
cumbersome and points finger at wrong person.
Hauler is not the problem - don't slow hauler down,
costs will go up.
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Public Comment: Ft. Wayne, July 1990

Julian Pugh
Cass County
Environmental League

Stu Rhodes, Council
Marion County

L

°tlar1fy the dzstr}ct requirements ‘to publish costs‘5“

for collection and disposal.

Prioritize mun1cipal publlciy owned 1andf11Is for
siting or expansion permits - this will give most
leverage in controiling out-of-state waste flow.

Clarify that "local need" should be based on
population, potential growth, businesses/industries

A1l waste should go through MRF's before final
disposal - this will safeguard haulers, operators
and public. _

Recommend "new rule":

Require haulers to. post the content (i.e.:
"Hazardous MWaste", "MSW", “Special MWaste") on
large letter sign at side of truck.

Penalize hauler if load is different than posted
s1gn indicates (e.g.: $5,000 fine).

All MRF's should be comp11mented by local 1ndustryl
facility to remanufacture glass.

Small communities should have transfer stations to
feed into MRF - transfer station should have a
processing center.

State should fund MRF.
Ownership should go to county or private company.

Supports finspection of loads at landfill (per Cﬁss
County program). .

Support bottle bill.
Clarify who is in charge.

What role and authority does each level of
govergments have (district board, zoning board,
etc.)? _

¢
-

Plan should follow the legislative intent, not
IDEM's interpretation of HB 1240,

For the record: Marion County is exempt because it
aiready has a plan. _

-28-
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Puﬁ]ic Comment:

Tim Gale,
Cass County

Mike Busch
Cass County,
Commissioner

Ft. Wayne, July 1990

s

» - To share Mafion Cdﬁnty“exﬁefiehcei Districtéimust '”
have fiow control if the project will fly - also

need power of emminent domain.

" Re: education - focué-onachanging consumer demand

to drive supply of recycled
recyclable goods.

Will éupport low interest - loans . for recycling
enterprises.

(Page 21) FYI: Plastics coding will be effective

~January 1, 1992.

o Concerned with enforcement.

Concerned with lack of emphasis on landfill capacity
must emphasize municipal ownership.

Plan should specify percentage of total budget where
dollars will be applied

Clarify what "new rules" will require additional
legislative initiative to give IDEM the authority to
implement new rules - would support broad authority
if that would make it work (e.g.: can IDEM institute
bottle bil1?)

Would support bottle bill.

Re: Market Development

~ Plan should be more specific - policy is too
broad - consider potential problems and
complexities - currently too simplistic for f1na1
plan

Re: Refuse routes
- Counties do have power to designate refuse routes.

Consider one IDEM ombudsperson assigned to specific

‘ set of districts.

Identify ways (legislative guidance) to :close
loopholes that currently exist 1in désignating
liabilities for 1andfill ownership/operation when
violation occurs - .

: Will a d1str1ct have to pay the 50¢ surcharge if

district doesn't need funds from the surcharge?

: Yes, in the interest of statewide equity.
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Public Comment: Ft. Wayne, July 1990

1'De11as‘Ressler.
Tipton City.
Commissioner

¢’

Jim Parks
Marion County

Ike Hollingsworth,
Russiaville

Pat Stevens
Marion County

Dennis Anglin
UAW 292, Kokomo

"~

' sSupports emphasis on recycling but Plan does not

stress that almost everyth1ng is recycliable. Plan
should be more aggresswve _ :

Clarify how state can help counties protect their
own publicly owned landfill resource.

'Plan should 1nc1ude ery specific waste stream data

- districts and state need a real1st1c benchmark to
evaluate success.

$2 million is not adequate - must generate much more
substantial funds -~ therefore Plan should account
for specific staffing needs and projected expenses

‘which will be incurred for each program.

Anticipate the difficulties (political) inherent in
current structure which may promote inter-county
discord.

- e.g.: complications inherent in requiring
districts to increase taxes.

- Recommend a bulk appropriation from general fund,

in perpetuity, to support district planning and
administration. '

Consider related issues which apply to some

' recyclable/recycled products (e.g.: fire risks of

paper, 1nsulat1on)_r

: Will state license consultants
: No, but will produce a list and set of consultant

evaluation guidelines.

Clarify what percentage of funds will go back to
commun3t1es

$2 million is probably not ‘adequate to cover all
that is provided.

Clarify if there are provisions to give district
control over transport of out-of-district waste
through that district.

Response: Counties can already - ' designate
transportat1on routes for waste hauling.
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_ Public Comment: Ft. Wayne,

Helen Hoiliﬁgsworth
‘Russiaville

Carter Leonard
Jay County-

Shirley Hipsher
Wabash County,
City Zoning Board &

Citizens Alert
Comm., Wabash County

'Steve Dooley,
Town Council
Recycling Committee

Don Clark,
Fulton County

Pat Montgomery,
County Council
Peru

;

_au1y‘1990"

' Keep an updated record of where commun1t1es ‘are .

finding markets for their recyclables

Re: Siting o S

- consider mechanisms to compensate host

neighborhoods near disposal facilities (landfilis)
(e.g.: tax incentives, reimbursements,
relocation, larger set backs (2,000-3,000 feet
set back)) : :

Be more specific about how government will address
the concerns of their citizens. Have some
compassion.

State should clarify options for host community
compensation which are available to districts and
individual citizens.

(page 61) Re: Siting

- State must give help with siting - try to avoid
poor sites.

Supports technical tools such as the siting map.

Consider new rule for technical consultant
licensing. We need befter quality control,
protection with regard to technical professionals.

Related 1issue: Educate all enforcement agents,
including law enforcement officers. :

Supports State's effort to implement HB 1240 clause
which requires out-of-state waste to be certified
harmless.

Supports enforcement of "good character“
requirements.

Recommend that state provide conflict management
services (e.g.: mediation, arbitration) to assist
with 1nter—county, district, municipal conflict.
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. _Pub]ic Comment: Ft. .HWayne, July'T990

'Linda Gale,
Cass County .

Vicki Leonard,
Jay County

Shirley Hipsher

"Re: Edﬁcation

- Recommend that the state discourage use of the
term NIMBY - educate others about real concerns
of landfill/incinerator neighbors -~ increase
sensitivity.

Re: "Good Character" requirement

Q: Will past history in other states be considered?
A: Yes.

Clarify definition of "local need"

Recommend that "“good character” requirements be
applied with an emphasis on accountability.
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