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APPENDIX A

APPENDIX A: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

REGARDING THE SELECTED SYSTEM

EVALUATION OF RECYCLING

The following provides additional information regarding implementation and evaluations of

various components of the Selected System.

Detailed Features of Recycling and Composting Programs

The foitowing table shows estimated waste composition and volumes by material type. Nearly
afl materials in the waste stream are available for recycling or composting, however it is not at
this time practical to recycle or compost the entire waste stream in Oakland County.

Percent of 1998 Tons 2003 Tons 2008 Tons
MSW Waste
Newsprint (ONP) 6% 99,707 104,780 108,713
Mixed Office 7% 109,235 114,792 119,101
Old Corrugated Containers (OCC) 17% 275,468 289,483 300,349
Mixed Other Paper 12% 195,144 205,072 212,770
All Metals 6% 100,529 105,643 109,609
All Textiles 2% 40,409 42 464 44 058
All Glass 5% 84 780 89,072 92,415
All Plastic 8% 123,854 130,155 135,041
Al Yard Waste 18% 301,915 317,275 329,184
Food Waste 11% 181,346 190,572 197,725
Wood Waste 3% 54,535 57,310 59,461
Misc. Bio-degradable 3% 46 979 49,389 51,222
Misc. Non Bio-degradable . 2% 28,746 30,208 31,342
Totals - 100% 1,642,627 1,726,196 1,790,991
Construction & Demalition - 165,035 173,055 179,511
industrial Special Wastes - 143,668 131,966 124,342
Program Recovery Estimates (tons per year)
1948 2003 2008

Drop-off system 19,929 24,401 28,255

Curbside recycling 38,100 56,937 84,766

Commercial recycling 90,818 144,255 217,504

Yard waste 146,879 163,722 157,825

Industriat MSW 14,350 17,928 23,845

Construction/Demclition 22 BGG 33616 48,884

Industrial Special Waste Recovery 18,934 25634 33,830

Total Recovery 353,496 455,493 595,375

% of waste diverted* I 18.12% 22.42% 28.42%

*net after inclusion of process residues
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APPENDIX A
Equipment Selection

The following briefly describes the processes used or to be used to select the equipment and
locations of the recycling and composting programs included in the Selected System.

The Selected System is intended fo provide waste collection, recycling and composting
opportunities throughout the County. Equipment and site selection is based on that intent and
the desire for economical and reliable services,

Existing Programs:

Drop-off recycling stations - Equipment at drop-off sites located in Oakland vary by location
and operator, which includes both municipal, authority and private operations. In general,
municipalities that do not have curbside collection options have made arrangements for
provision of some level of drop-off recycling services.

Recycling Processing/Transfer - Two major material recovery facilities operating in Oakiand
County have been sited by solid waste authorities. Private sector operators also process
commercial and industrial recyciables, primarily paper and scrap metals.

Composting - No new equipment is required.

Proposed Programs:

Drop-off recycling stations - The County will assess under-served areas and recommend
development of new sites in those regions. Equipment that is compatible with existing programs
elsewhere in the County will be evaluated, inctuding roil-off containers that can service rural
areas 24-hours per day. Provision of actual service and final site and equipment selection will
be undertaken by municipalities and private sector operators.

Curbside/Commercial Collections - Provision of service and final equipment selection will be
undertaken by municipalities and private sector operators.

Recycling Processing/Transfer - Equipment”setection will be made by private sector operators
as the sifes identified elsewhere in this plan.

Composting - The County will assess under-served areas and recommend development of
new programs in those regions. Provision of actual service and final equipment selection will be
undertaken by municipalities and private sector operators.

June 15, 2000 QOakiand County Solid Waste Plan A2
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APPENDIX A
Site Availability & Selection

Existing Programs:

Drop-offs - Existing sites will continue to operate.
Recycling Processing/Transfer - The existing sites will remain operational.
Composting - Existing programs will continue to operate as they do now.

Proposed Programs:

Drop-offs - Existing sites will continue to operate. New sites would include underserved areas in
the County. Several existing central sites will be evaluated for expansion as “super sites”.
Additional sites will be added by agreement between local entities and private operators.

Recycling Processing/Transfer - Future improvements will occur on existing site. Two new
sites have been identified elsewhere in this Plan.

Composting - New sites would be evaluated to include underserved areas in the County.
Additional sites will be added by agreement between local entities and private operators.

Composting Operating Parameters:

The following identifies some of the operating parameters which are to be used or are planned
to be used to monitor the composting programs. '

Program Name pH Range Heat Range | Stabilify
SOCRRA and other {pH: 5.0-8.5 |140-160 Finished compost shall be a mature,
compost sites | degrees stabilized, humus-like material, capable of

during active | supporting piant growth with the addition of
composting | fertilizers or other soil amendments; should
contain less than 1% of plastic, glass, metal
and other physical contaminants

Proposed Programs:

Any new compost programs (public or private} should meet the parameters stated above and
will be operated according to the recommendations of the guidebook: Best Management
Practices for Compaosting (published by MDEQ 1996).

June 15, 2000 : Ozkland County Solid Waste Plan A-3
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APPENDIX A
COORDINATION EFFORTS:

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

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

Implementation of the selected alternative will be completed in full compliance with the state and
federal laws and in coordination with both local and regional public health, planning and
environmental agencies. Section |l of the Plan provides detail on the Management Component
of the Plan as well as QOrdinances and Siting Requirements.

The Oakland County Solid Waste Division will have responsibility for program implementation as
the designated implementation agency. The County Office of the Executive will oversee the
Department. Fiduciary responsibility for the County solid waste management system is shared
by numerous entities, including municipal and private sector service providers and waste
generators. The County Solid Waste Division will work to track performance against planned
milestones contained in both the Solid Waste Plan and in the implementation Action Plan.

The County will facilitate expansions and improvements in a comprehensive solid waste
management system. Participating communities as well as private solid wasie management
companies will work with the County in developing and operating the selected aiternative.

June 15, 2000 Oakland County Solid Waste Plan A-4
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APPENDIX A
COSTS & FUNDING:

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

Clean Community:

Program Description Estimated Costs Per Year Timeline
Solid waste collection services: provided to all Status quo {residents contract Ongoing
households and businesses in the County. lllegal with service provider, or
dumping and litter would be policed with enforcement | township/ municipality provides
of violations. cotlection)
Household hazardous waste collection services: Variable; average estimated at Ongoing
Collection arranged four times per year at a mobile $20-$40 per participant per use
site, with services provided by private vendor. and hauler assumes site Hability
Adopta " " programs would be organized with Largely based on volunteer Ongoing
volunteers and business/service group sponsorship efforts and intergovernmental
for periodic cleaning of roadsides, streambanks, cooperation
lakeshores, parks and forests.
Recycling Incentives:
Program Description Estimated Costs Per Year Timeline
Promotion and Education: a range of outreach efforts | Target range of $2-84 per Ongoing
would support all system programs, including household per year with costs
recycling, composting, household hazardous waste shared by a range of public,
collection and businesses waste reduction; county- private and County programs
wide general information campaigns; radio ads,
newspaper ads, presentations and public displays
Pay as You Throw (PAYT): residents pay for solid Varies by program, with average | Ongoing
waste collection depending on the volume they put at | $1-$1.50 per bag (paid by
curb, including option for pay by the bag resident); other rates for curb

cart service

June 15, 2000
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APPENDIX A
Residential Recycling:

Program Description Estimated Costs Per Year Timeline
Expanded Drop-off Sites: existing drop-off sites would | Servicing: estimated at $75-$100 | 1988-2003
be upgraded to include a wider range of materials; per pull per roil-off container;
satellite sites would be added where service currently | variable costs for other cofiection
lacking; all County residents and small businesses systems;
would have reasonable access; special events - .
collection set up for "arts, eats and beats" and Srocrissrgﬁ. :sg’:lwzgr?ag anes
sporting events ¥ prog '
. . Capital: 30-yd-rofl-off containers
Recovery Estimate; 10-15,000 tons/year at $4,500 ea.; site improvements
(fencing, signage, additional);
105-gal caris @%50/e3;
"Super” Drop-off (flagship station): One or more Servicing: $100 per pull 2003-2008
central sites becomes permanent, flagship site with .
some staffing, added materiais such as textiles, Processing: $30-45/ton
batteries, construction and demolition {C&D) i Capital: roli-offs @%4,500 ea.
Recovery Estimate: 10-15,000 tons/year Staffing/cleanup: $10-$30,000
per site
Subscription Curbside Recycling: residents in a more | $4-5/hh/month 1998-2003
urban district would be urged to subscribe for
curbside recycling
Recovery Estimate: 8,000 tons per year (year one)
Contracted Curbside Recycling: ali residents in $15-25/hh/year; varies by Ongoing
county would receive weekly curbside recycling municipality and type of
Recovery Estimate: 20,000 tons/yr (1998) to 50,000 | contract/service provider
tpy (2008)
Multi-family Recycling: all residents of multi-family Servicing Costs: $60-100/ton | Ongoing

housing units {(more than 5 units per building) would
receive on-site recycling services

(including collection,
processing); variable
depending on service provider
and type of system

June 15, 2000
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APPENDIX A
Yard Waste Recovery:

June 15, 2000

As Approved by the County Board of Commissicners

Program Description Estimated Costs / Year | Timeline
Yard Waste Drop-off Sites: add yard waste collection bins at one | Servicing: $10-$30/ton 1898-
or maore recycling drop-off sites 2008
Recovery Estimate: 2000 tons/year
Backyard Composting: Composting bins and mulching mower Estimated cost of 1898-
blades would be made availabie at low cost to residents. $1/hhidiper year 2008
Education would focus on alternatives to collecting organic
wastes. Target all households in county
Seasonal Collection of Yard Waste: all residents in the County $1-$2/bag paid by 1998-
would have weekly pick-up of leaves, grass and brush by a resident to cover 2008
contractor or municipal crew during the growing season collection costs, or
through municipal
contract
Yard Waste Processing: development of compost processing Range of $20-25 perton | 1998-
site(s) as needed to process/prepare finished compoest from capital/operating, 2008
underserved parts of the County and from landscapers, depending on equipment,
businesses and other yard waste generators size of site, technology
Commercial Recycling:
Program Description Estimated Costs / Year | Timeline
Expanded Commercial OCC/paper routes/industrial recovery: $60-80/ton {collection 2000-
development of a service district, with “bundled” contracted and processing costs) 2008
service would lure service provider {o bid on coordinated route to
service multiple businesses with curbcan, bins, bags and/or other
system; education effort to encourage other commercial/industrial
recovery; .
Recovery Estimate: 5-10,000 tons/year
Construction and Demolition Recycling: includes drop-off $250,000-$750,000 for 2000-
opportunities for public and private waste generators capitai; $30-370/ton 2008
operating costs
Solid Waste Transfer:
Program Description Estimated Costs / Timeline
Year
Addition of solid waste transfer capabilities (Type A) will be variable 1998-2008
'evaluated for future options
Oakland County Solid Waste Plan A7




APPENDIX A _
EVALUATION SUMMARY OF THE SELECTED SYSTEM

The solid waste management system has been evaluated for anticipated positive and negative
impacts on the public health, economics, environmental conditions, siting considerations,
existing disposal areas, and energy consumption and praduction which would occur as a result
of implementing this Selected System. In addition, the Selected System was evaluated to
determine if it would be technically and economically feasible, whether the public would accept
this Selected System, and the effectiveness of the educational and informational programs.
Impacts to the resource recovery programs created by the solid waste collection system, local
support groups, institutional arrangements, and the population in the County in addition to
market availability for the collected materials and the transportation network were also
considered. Impediments to implementing the solid waste management system are identified
and proposed activities which will help overcome those problems are also addressed to assure
successful programs. The Selected System was also evaluated as to how it relates to the
Michigan Solid Waste Policy's goals. The following summarizes the findings of this evaluation
and the basis for selecting this system:

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE SELECTED SYSTEM:

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

ADVANTAGES:

1. Increased waste reduction goals will reduce the amount of waste which needs to be transported to
and disposed in fandfills both inside and outside of the County. '

2. Provision of new solid waste transfer options expands the range of disposal facilities available for
Oakland County waste.

3. Greater emphasis on recycling and waste reduction will help meet the requirements for minimum
basic programs that are expected to be imposed by other counties to which Oakland County waste is
exported.

Clean community and education/promotion create stronger interest in responsible practices
Hlegal dumping activity minimized ‘

Some small quantity unregulated hazardous wastes diverted from landfill disposal
Recycling/fcomposting starts to become the dominant method of waste management
Organics management system is an effective alternative to landfilling

N n

8. Recycling processing/marketing system has very strong foundation
10. Less reliance on fandfilis for disposal especially with increase of commercial/C&D recycling
11. Reduced overall solid waste collection costs begin to be realized

DISADVANTAGES:

1. Small quantity unregulated hazardous wastes still not fully addressed.
2. Landfifing stil dominant form of waste management

3. System costs may not yet be optimized despite increased recovery

4. System costs increase as new recovery programs added, and as waste is transferred to more distant
disposal faciiities.

June 15, 2000 Oakiand County Solid Waste Plan A-8
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APPENDIX B

APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
REGARDING THE NON-SELECTED SYSTEMS

Before selecting the solid waste management system contained within this Plan update, the
County developed and considered other alternative systems. The details of the non-selected
systems are available for review in the County's repository. The following section provides a -
brief description of these non-selected systems and an explanation why they were not selected.

Qakland County evaluated waste management components on a continuum—rfrom a base
service level to very aggressive recovery— that were defined by level of recovery and
complexity of implementation.

Oakland County evaluated its current achievements and goals for improved future solid waste
management against these benchmarks.

SYSTEM COMPONENTS:
The following briefly describes the various components of the non-selected system.

Numerous management components and alternatives have been examined during Qakland
County's continued study of solid waste management systems. As outlined in Attachment H
(Background Report: Oakland County Solid Waste Plan Data) and as contained within detailed
planning records, prior program directions were generally based upon proposed cooperative
efforts by the County's municipalities o minimize the continued reliance upon landfills for the
disposal of wastes. Individually, the municipalities were viewed for being too small to sustain
independent approaches toward cost-effective solutions. Additionally, it was determined that
with a common approach shared by all, public acceptance of specific program elements could
be maximized.

Each of the historical studies included detailed analysis of several volume reduction alternatives
and system components. These included such elements as incineration and waste-to-energy
disposal utilizing such approaches as mass burn and refuse derived fuel systems; the use of
other energy recovery technologies including pyrolysis systems, multiple hearth furnaces,
fluidized bed combustion systems, suspension-fired waterwall and anaerobic digestion systems;
coincineration of wastes with sanitary sewerage treatment sludges as well as several non-
energy recovery volume reduction technologies such as baling, shredding, high density
compaction, composting and chipping of the waste stream.

The alternative systems and system components were evaluated based upon technical
feasibility, economic feasibility, access to sufficient land and facilities, the sufficiency of the
transportation system, analysis of energy consumption and the potential for production of energy
from the waste stream, environmental impacts, public health impacts, and upon the perceived
public acceptability of the proposed alternative systems. Based upon these evaluations and
subsequent rankings, specific programs were selected for implementation.

Although the details of each system selected for implementation as a result of the several
studies were different, the basic approach for each remained essentiaily constant. Each study
suggested that programs focusing upon incineration of the waste stream would be the most
effective way to minimize the amount of required future landfill capacity. Each succeeding study

June 15, 2000 Oakland County Solid Waste Plan B-1
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APPENDIX B

placed more emphasis upon treatment of the waste stream prior to incineration. Ultimately, the
proposed system included extensive volume reduction programs involving recycling and yard
waste composting, included pollution prevention programs such as cleansing the stream by the
removal of household hazardous wastes, and included the recovery of energy from the
incineration process.

The proposals each included high standard, high volume, publicly sponsored handling,
processing and disposal facilities. The success of these programs essentially depended upon
the abiiity of the County to create a combination of a sufficient number of the County's
municipalities (currently 61 cities, townships and villages exist) with a sufficiently large waste
stream to justify the sale of bonds to finance the construction and operation of such a system. In
the most recent implementation effort begun in the late 1980's, financing of the proposal utilized
municipal control of the streets and highways as the basis for flow control arrangements wherein
each municipality would direct the waste stream generated within its boundaries to system
facilities as long as bonds remained payable. All costs of the system ranging from bond
payments to ongoing operational costs would be recovered from system tipping fees.
Essentially, the program would be funded by ongoing revenues.

Efforts to implement a countywide solid waste management system in Oakland County have not
proven successful, principally because of a general lack of agreement among the County’s 81
municipalities on a variety of issues. These have included such items as management authority
and responsibility, economics, environmental concerns, and facility locations. Considerable
public concern on environmental issues relating to air pollution from incineration facilities played
a major role in defeating the massive implementation effort launched in 1988. This ultimately
occurred even after the County’s electorate approved the sale of up to 500 million dollar in
bonds at the full faith and credit of the County in late 1991. Underlying public perceptions on the
subject of waste incineration combined with dramatically low prices for the continued landfilling
of wastes basically set the basic course for the future. U.S. Supreme Court decisions on flow
control issues made the subject of financing of such solid waste management system facilities
on the basis of long-term commitments of the waste stream rather doubtful.

In late 1993, after gross expenditures in excess of 15 million dollars, the Qakland County Board
of Commissioners formally abandoned its attempts to assemble a sufficient number of
municipalities together to warrant the implementation of the proposed system. Generally, the
majority of the municipalities had chosen to continue with the existing level of solid waste
services provided in their municipalities.

Although the several implementation efforts did not resuit in establishment of a county-wide
management system, the extensive publicity given to the many planning efforts and well as the
serious consideration given by the municipalities to the several specific proposals have
produced many positive results. For example, the communities within the southeast and
southwest portions of the County successfully established two solid waste management
authorities. The Southeastern Oakland County Resource Recovery Authority (SOCRRA) was
initially formed in 1951 prior to official records of countywide planning efforts but following
extensive study and analysis by the municipalities. The Resource Recovery and Recycling
Authaority of Southwest Oakland County (RRRASOC) was formed in 1989. SOCRRA initially
constructed and successfully operated incineration, transfer and landfill facilities. The
incineration and basic landfill operations are no longer maintained although the landfill site is
presently operated as a major yard waste composting facility. These two agencies currently join
some 20 municipalities (having nearly 47% of the County's population within their jurisdictions)
into substantial and continuing cooperative efforts. The principal focus of the offered programs

June 15, 2000 Oakland County Solid Waste Plan B-2
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are the residents of single family homes which represent approximately 79% of the authorities’
total population. These programs include recycling, composting, household hazardous waste
collection programs, recyclable material drop-off coilection points, recyclable material recovery
facilities, transfer station facilities, and more. Other communities have adopted similar
approaches to achieve reductions in the waste stream and the private sector service providers
have offered such programs to their subscription customers. Additionally, due to increased
public awareness of environmental issues and because of intensified national and state waste
regulations, the industrial and commercial waste generators have contributed greatly towards
poliution prevention by a general cleansing of the waste stream generated. Michigan's adoption
of legislation banning the disposal of yard wastes in landfills since 1995 has resulted in the
successful composting of this resource and quickly produced a significant reduction of materials
landfilled. In Oakland County, it is calculated that a reduction in the waste stream of nearly 7.5%
occurred because of the yard waste program.

As a result of the 1990 Plan Update effort by Michigan’s 83 counties, a considerable amount of
additional landfill capacity was sited and in southeast Michigan, a highly competitive, landfill
market developed. Today, landfill operating capacity far exceeding southeast Michigan's daily
needs is offered, principally by private sector facility operators. This has resulted in continuous
heavy competition for the available waste stream and in low disposal tip fees. Tip fees charged
in 1999 are substantially less than those charged in 1990. As a result of capacity availability
and low tip fees, considerable out-of-state wastes are imported into this market. In spite of the
large volume of wastes being handled, at least one lower volume landfill facility has been
shuttered to maximize operating economics for the parent company. Thus ongoing operational
economics are a continuing major issue. _

The present Plan Update effort reviewed and examined each of the approaches previously
studied, the economics involved in the development of new systems, and further examined the
existing facilities, capabilities, and successes being achieved by the private sector service
providers. Generally, it has been concluded that the existing free market has the capability to
provide service levels that are both cost-effective and environmentally sound and that the
existing free market has sufficient disposal facility capacity available (landfill facilities that are
existing, proposed and/or contemplated) to meet Qakland County's needs.

June 15, 2000 Oakland County Solid Waste Plan - B-3
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APPENDIX C

APPENDIX C: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND
APPROVAL

The following summarizes the processes which were used in the development and iocal approval
of the Plan, including a summary of public participation in those processes, documentation of each
of the required approval steps, and a description of the appointment of the solid waste
management pianning committee along with the members of that commitiee.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS:

Following is a description of the process used, including dates of public meetings, copies of public
notices, documentation of approval from solid waste planning committee, County Board of
Commissioners, and municipalities.

Oakland County's Solid Waste Planning Department and the Solid Waste Planning Committee
complied with all requirements for public participation and approval at all times, documented in the
attached materials following this section. Agendas were mailed to all committee members, and to the
chief elected official of each city, township and village in the county ten days prior to each meeting,
and to all persons/agencies requesting information on the solid waste planning process. All meetings
were duly posted, and a public comment period was listed on each agenda.

Throughout the time period of meetings of the Sofid Waste Planning Committee, a mailing list of
more than 235 people was maintained for distribution of meeting notices and other information.
This included all municipal managers, regional planning agencies, adjacent counties and ali other
interested parties.

The Plan for the public comment period was approved by a majority of the committee in May of 1999
and the Public Comment Pericd was initiated on June 14, 1899, and closed on September 25, 1989,
Notices were published in area newspapers (Daily Tribune, Detroit Free Press, Holly Herald, The
Oakland Press, nine of the various Observer and Eccentric newspapers, and the Spinal Column).
The Public Hearing was held on September 16 1999. A transcript was prepared and accepted by the
Committee. Minutes have been attached at the end of this section. The Public Hearing was
announced in local newspapers as required. The Solid Waste Committee met on October 21, 1999
and amended and approved the draft pian. The revised Plan was presented to the County Board of
Commissioners on June 15,2000, and approved by unanimous vote. The Plan will be released for
municipal approval the week of August 1.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD INPUT:

Numerous comments were received during the Public Comment Period. A list of individuals and
organizations that had made comments follows, along with a summary of the County's responses.

PLANNING COMMITTEE APPOINTMENT PROCEDURE:

Solid Waste Planning Committee members were nominated to and appointed by the Board of
Commissioners to meet the requirements of Part 115 rules for representation. When members
resigned, new members were sought and duly appointed.

June 15, 2000 Oakiand County Solid Waste Plan C-1
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PLANNING COMMITTEE

Committee member names and the company, group, or governmental entity represented from

throughout the County follow.

Oakland County Solid Waste Planning Committee

Four representatives of the solid waste management industry:
Mike Csapo, RRRASOC
Robert Leininger, Waste Management

Dick Padlo, PMDS
Thomas Waffen, SOCRRA

One representative from an industrial waste generator:

vacant

Two representatives from environmental interest groups from organizations that are active within

the County:

Timothy Carpenter, EMEAC
Dawn Furlong, VOCAL

One representative from County government.
Sue Ann Douglas, Commissioner
One representative from township government:
Jill D. Bastian, Township Clerk
One representative from city government:
Nancy Bates, City Council Member
One representative from the regional solid waste planning agency:

Ardath Regan, AWQB Chairperson; SWPC Chair

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

Loyola Koch, Clarkston
Patrick Kresnak, Auburn Hills
Mary Ann Ryan, Orion Township

Elected Official's Designees
William R. Patterson, Commissioner

Thomas Biasell, Public Services Director
Robert DePalma, Township Supervisor

June 15, 2600 Oakland County Solid Waste Plan
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS - CHECKLIST

Public participation is a vital element in the preparation of a Plan which will be acceptable to the
county and provide the best selection of a waste management system.

(Yes )Mo
vy

“\%YMEE& A No
o~ ?eﬂms} No

{ Yes s No
o
~Yes .} No

Completion of the following checklist indicates Oakland County s compliance with the Act/Rules.
g,

&w

Opportunities for public participation were provided as required per act/rules.

The DPA conducted a pubiic participaticn program to encourage public and municipal
participation and involvement in the development and implementation of the Plan.

The DPA maintained a mailing list of all municipalities, affected public agencies, private
sector, and all interested persons who requested information regarding the Plan.

The DPA notified by letter, each chief elected official of each municipality and any other
perscn so requesting within the county at least ten days before planning committee's
public meeting.

Publfic meetings had time for questions and comments from the general public.
Public meetings were scheduled at convenient times for public.

The DPA held public meetings with planning committee at least quarterly during Plan
preparation.

The DPA maintained at least one central repository where aif documents related to the
Plan could be inspected by the public.

The DPA allowed a period of at least three months for review and comment on the
proposed Plan following authorization by the planning committee for public review, A
copy of the proposed Plan was sent to the Director, to each municipality, to adjacent
counties and municipalities that may be affected by the Plan or which have requested the
opportunity to review the Plan, and the designated regional sotid waste management
pianning agency for that county.

All of these comments were submitted with the Plan to the governmental unit that filed
notice of intent.

A notice was published at the time the Plan was submitted for review under Sec. 11535(d)
as to the availability of the Plan for inspection or copying.

The DPA held a public hearing on the proposed Plan during the public comment period.

The DPA published notice ina paper with major circulation in the county not less than 30 days
before such hearing, which included a location where the public could inspect copies of the
Plan and the fime and place of the public hearing:

The DPA prepared a transcript, recording or other complete record of the public hearing
proceedings, and this record could be copied or mspected by the general public upon -
request after the public hearing.

If necessary, the DPA revised the Plan in response o public hearing comments and then
submitted the Plan to the planning committee.

A listing of the meeting locations and dates, along with a copy of the dated notice as
published in the newspaper is inciuded in Appendix C.

Record of attendance at public meetings included in Appendix C

Record of citizen concerns and questions included in Appendix C.



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
1999 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE
COUNTY OF OAKLAND

TO ALL ELECTORS AND TAXPAYERS
OF THE COUNTY OF OCAKLAND AND
- OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that pursuant to Section 11535 of Part 115 of Act 451 of the
Public Acts of 1994, as amended, a Public Hearing will be held at 7:30 p.m. on September
16, 1999 in the County Commissioners’ Auditorium at 1200 North Telegraph Road,
Pontiac, Michigan, fo receive public comment concerning the proposed 1998 Solid Waste
Management Plan Update.

Copies of the proposed plan update documents were provided {o the chief elected official
in each city, village and township in Oakland County on or about June 18, 1999. Copies
of the proposed plan update are also available for inspection in the first floor library of the
County Courthouse’s West Wing Extension (Bidg. #14 East) at 1200 North Telegraph,
Pontiac, Michigan; at the County Clerk’s Office, 1200 North Telegraph Road, Pontiac,
Michigan,; and at the Solid Waste Planning offices located on the second floor of the Public
Works Building (Bldg. #95 West) at One Public Works Drive, off Watkins Lake Road west
of Telegraph Road on the Colnty Service Center properties in Waterford Township,
adjacent to 1200 North Telegraph Road, Pontiac, Michigan. Copying, at cost, of the
document and supporting documentation is available at the Solid Waste Planning offices.
Full copies of the proposed plan update may be purchased at the Solid Waste Planning
office upon remittance of $3.25 plus postage if mailing is required.

The public comment period (for consideration by County staff and the Solid Waste
Planning Committee) ends with receipt of verbal comments at the public hearing on
September 16, 1999, with the receipt of written comments by the close of the business day
on September 24, 1999, and with the receipt of mailed comments which were postmarked
no later than September 25, 1999. After September 25, 1999, County staff and the Solid
Waste Planning Committee will consider the comments made or received and adjust the
proposed plan update as may be appropriate prior to making their final recommendations
to the Board of Commissions on or before October 25, 1899. The Board of
Commissioners will consider the final recommendations on the plan update at public
meetings during the month of November, 1899. Additional public comments on the final
recommendations may be made directly to the Board of Commissioners. For further
information, call 248-858-1352.

L. BROOKS PATTERSON SEND WRITTEN COMMENTS TO:
COUNTY EXECUTIVE SOLID WASTE PLAN UPDATE

ONE PUBLIC WORKS DRIVE
DATED: AUGUST 6, 1999 WATERFORD, MICHIGAN 48328-1907

PUBLISHED: AUGUST 12, 1999

n:\..\199%pub _hear.new



Oakland County Solid Waste Management Plan Update - 1899

Written Comments Received In Response to the Draft Plan Update Dated

item Number

1

10

11

12

13

14

Date Received

August 8, 1999

August 11, 1899

September 3, 1999

September 15, 199¢

September 16, 1899

September 16, 1999

September 24, 1949

Seplember 27, 1059

September 27, 1999

September 27, 1998

September 27, 1999

September 27, 1098

September 27, 1999

September 28, 1999

Dacument Date

July 36, 1999

July 19, 1959

September 2, 1999

September 3, 1999

Sepiember 16, 1999

September 13, 1989

September 24, 1999

September 22, 1998

September 23, 1999

September 23, 1999

September 24, 1999

September 25, 1999

Undated

September 24, 1999

June 14, 1999 and Postmarked no Later than September 25, 1999

Soures Comment

Hotly Disposat by
Susan J. Sadler
Dawda, Mann, Muicahy & Sadler, P.L.C.
Attachment from Conestoga-Rovers & Associates

City of Pontiac by
Walter Moore, Mayor

Postmarked August 10, 1888

Michigan Waste industries Association by
Jeffry L. Woolstrum
Honigman, Miller Schwartz and Cohn

City of Royal Oak by
Dennis G. Cowan, Mayor
Resolution attached

City of Madison Heights by
Gary R. McGiitivray, Mayor

+Hand delivered at hearing

Charter Township of Orion by
Coiletle, M. Dywasuk, Supervisor

Hand delivered at hearing

Caonestoga-Rovers & Associates
Frederick (Rick) A. Mosher

City of Pontiac by
Walter Moore, Mayor

Holly Disposai, Inc.
William H. Leoni, Sr.

SCCRRA Madison Heights Site
Peter A. Letzmann

East Central Michigan: Planning &
Devetoprment Regional Commission

DPA for Sanitac County

Douglas A, Beli, AICP

Madison Heights Resident
Jack Widger

Birmingham Recyceling Committes
Mark Sayers, Chair

Dawda, Mann, Muicahy & Sadler, P.L.C.
Susan J. Sadler

09/30/29
RJS, PE



Response to Public Questions and Concerns
Public Comment Period
Oakland County Solid Waste Management Plan Update - 1999

Oakland County’s Solid Waste Planning Committee authorized the release of the draft 1999
Sohid Waste Management Plan for public comment at its meeting of May 20, 1999, The draft
was assembled and printed with a cover date of June 14, 1999. Copies of the document were
transmitted to the County’s 61 municipalities, the Michigan Department of Environmental
Quality, all contiguous counties and other interested Michigan counties, the Southeast Michigan
Council of Governments and to other interested parties along with a cover letter dated June 18,
1999. Three copies of the draft plan document were transmitted to each of the municipalities and
they were requested to place a copy of the draft plan document within their library collection for
public inspection. The cover letter indicated that a public hearing would be held on September
16, 1999 and that the comment period would extend through receipt of written comments
postmarked no later than September 25, 1999,

Notices of document availability were published on or about June 12, 1999 in the Daily Tribune,
the Detroit I'ree Press, the Holly Herald, the Oakland Press, the nine various Observer and
Eccentric Newspaper editions that are distributed throughout Oakland County and in the Spinal
Column. On or about August 12, 1999, the public hearing date was again announced in a series
of formal notices in the same newspapers and one week prior to the public hearing, all parties
originally notified of the public hearing period were again reminded by letter that the public
hearing was scheduled.

On September 16, 1999, the public hearing (conducted by the Designated Planning Agency) was
held in the Commissioners Auditorium at 1200 North Telegraph in the City of Pontiac. A
majority of the Solid Waste Planning Committee and designees was in attendance although no
formal meeting of the Committee was held. Twelve members of the public also attended the
meeting and three chose to make public comment. In total, 27 persons were in attendance at the
public hearing, 12 interested citizens, 12 SWPC members and designees and 3 staff. A transcript
of the public hearing is appended to this document.

Fourteen sets of written comments on the draft Solid Waste Management Plan Update
postmarked no later than September 25, 1999 were received from twelve parties on seven
subjects and copies of these are also contained within this document. Each of the three subjects
addressed at the public hearing were also covered by the written material.

Following is staff’s response to the questions and concerns ratsed during the public comment
period.



Michigan Waste Industries Association (written comments dated September 2, 1999): The
Michigan Waste Industries Association (MWIA) issued a generic series of comments about the
plan update process to all of Michigan’s 83 counties in a letter dated September 2, 1999. The
comments were not based upon a specific review of the Oakland County draft document. They
requested that inasmuch as MDEQ can no longer issue conditional approvals of solid waste
management plans, that plan provisions which were adverse to their written positions either be
eliminated from the document or that written response to their concerns be placed in the Plan’s
appendix. They suggested that if this was not accomplished, the plan would not be approved or
perhaps approval would be challenged. Following are Oakland County’s written responses.

Permissible contents of county solid waste management Plans.

MWIA maintains that Part 115 of Act 451 of 1994 as amended must clearly authorize
each provision included in the plan and those provisions incorporated by reference into
the plan. If other provisions are included within the document, the MDEQ must deny
approval of the plan. The Oakland County plan is properly drawn.

Disposal Fees.

MWIA maintains that a county may not require the payment or collection of fees as part
of a plan. Based upon current Michigan Supreme Court rulings, Oakland County
disagrees. However, such requirements are not contained within the Qakland County
document.

Operating Criteria.

MWIA maintains that the plan may not contain operating criteria or regulate the day to
day operations of a disposal area. Oakland County generally agrees with this position.
However, there are numerous types of disposal areas and some may be designated with
the recognition of purposefully clear prior understandings of operational limitations. The
disposal area designation may well contain these voluntary limitations. Oakland County
recognizes the many specific potential facility nuisances, which are explicitly authorized
for regulation by local ordinance.

Mandated Recycling.
MWIA maintains that the plan documents may not mandate a quota on the volume of

solid waste that must be recycled. Oakland County disagrees with MWIA although the
document does not propose such mandated quotas.

Mandated Data Collection.

MWIA maintains that a plan may not require disposal area operators to collect and report
data concerning the volume of waste that is handled. Oakland County disagrees with
MWIA although the document does not propose such requirements.



Preservation of More that 10 Years of Capacity.

MWIA maintains that once a plan demonstrates that access to 10 years of disposal
capacity exists, a county has no legitimate interest in preserving additional disposal
capacity by restricting or prohibiting the importation of out-of-county waste. Oakland
County disagrees. However, the draft plan update document does not provide restrictions
upon the import or export of wastes that change over time.

Volume Restrictions.

MWIA maintains that a plan cannot impose volume restrictions upon a disposal arca
during any given time period. Qakland County believes that such restrictions are
legitimate candidates for potential inclusion within voluntary host community agreements
which could be included and enforceable within a plan.

Identification of Specific Disposal Areas.

MWIA maintains that restrictions within plan documents on the import or export of
wastes can be imposed only at a county level, not at a facility level. The documents do
not contain such restrictions.

Restrictions on Special Waste.

MWIA maintains that a plan may not restrict the importation of specific types of solid
waste with the possible exception of municipal solid waste incinerator ash. Oakland
County generally disagrees. However, the documents do not contain such restrictions.

Enforcement by Uncertified Health Department.

MWIA maintains that enforcement or inspection of solid waste operations or facilities by
uncertified health departments may not be contained within solid waste management
plans. Oakland County does not propose such enforcement efforts.

Transporter Licensing.

MWIA maintains that solid waste management plans may not impose a county-wide
licensing-requirement on solid waste transporting units. Based upon current Michigan
Supreme Court rulings, Oakland County disagrees. However, such requirements are not
contained within the Oakland County document

Severability Clause.

MWIA maintains that solid waste management plans are not severable. Oakland County
disagrees. To the extent that some portion of a plan is declared unlawful or invalid and
county properly engages in the process to amend the plan to deal with the invalid
provisions, all other elements of the approved document remain in effect.



Holly Disposal, Inc, (Written comments from Susan Sadler of Dawda, Mann, Mulcahy &
Sadler, P.L.C. dated July 30, 1999 and dated September 24, 1999; from William H. Leoni,
Sr. for Holly Disposal dated September 23, 1999; and from Frederick A, Mosher of
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates dated September 24, 1999 (which material was a redraft of
an undated attachment to the 7/36/99 Sadler material) as well as testimony given at the
September 16, 1999 public hearing by Susan Sadler):

The material following first addresses the comments of the proposed facility owner and then the
comments of the legal and engineering representatives .

1. The ten year planning period is measured from the actual date that the MDEQ Director
approves the update documents. Care must be taken to demonstrate disposal capacity to
some point beyond the potential approval date. Oakland County agrees.

2. The fourth paragraph on Page I'V - 7 indicates that no facility proposals were received
in that period from the 1994 plan amendments through the summer of 1998. This might
lead to the impression that no proposals were considered for a new landfill during the
Committee’s deliberations. During the fall of 1998, five facility proposals were received
and considered by the Solid Waste Planning Committee (SWPC). Three of the proposals
were authorized for inclusion in the public comment draft and two were not (a Type II
landfill proposal and a transfer station proposal).

3. A complaint was registered that the draft update should have reflected on the Type IT
fandfill proposal as it was the only landfill proposal on the table. Additionally, a claim
was made that the proposal would have sufficient in-county capacity for the entire
planning period. Further, it was requested that the record include why the proposal was
rejected and finally, even if the proposal had been rejected, an economic evaluation
should have been made. The SWPC essentially found that the proposal failed to meet the
minimum criteria for landfills contained within the interim siting mechanism as adopted
in the 1994 plan amendments. Questions were raised about the capacity proposed and an
economic review was not contemplated since the proposal was simply unacceptable.
Minutes of the November 19, 1998 SWPC meeting offer additional detail.

4. Additional details of the rejected landfill proposal were offered for the record. It
should be pointed out that even with new stipulations added to the original proposal, the
proposal fails to meet or exceed the minimum criteria previously outlined.

The remaining comments deal with issues raised by the legal and engineering representatives of
the Holly Disposal, Inc. proposal focusing principally upon the outline of concerns contained at
the close of the verbal comments of Susan Sadler at the September 16, 1999 public hearing. This
approach attempts to simplify the bundle of duplicated or redrafted submissions by these parties.

5. The update fails on several counts. First, the document does not identify that a landfill
proposal was made to the Committee. This record and the minutes of the SWPC
meetings adequately establish that a proposal was received, considered and rejected.



6. Second, the update fails to reference a proposal that would have reduced disposal
costs. The proposal was unacceptable and any claimed savings are therefore
questionable.

7. Third, the update must use accurate population growth rates. The update is based
upon the SEMCOG Regional Development Forecast projections. All previous planning
documents have used similar projections and such projections are widely accepted.

8. Fourth, the update must make calculations based on waste volumes and realistic
recycling scenarios. Additionally, the calculations must consider imports from other
waste generation points into disposal facilities located in Oakland County. The waste
stream projections after current volume reduction efforts contained within the plan
documents nicely match the observed waste stream reported by the operators of
Michigan's landfills. Details of this match were described within the documents on Pages
IV - 15 through IV - 17. The presently observed volume reduction levels of
approximately 18% are used when examining disposal needs over the short term and the
volume reduction goal of 30% is used in the best case analysis scenarios. All of the
disposal capacity availability work contained in the plan documents is based upon
imports into Oakland County disposal facilities at a rate of 25% of the available in-county
capacity. Oakland County believes that the assumptions and material used is reasonable.

9. At the conclusion of the presentation of the four counts, it was suggested that an
obligation exists for Oakland County to site a landfill within the plan document and that
economic consequences of decisions must be made. No requirement exists where a solid
waste management plan must site new landfills. Nearly half of all of Michigan’s 83
counties do not host landfill facilities. Should sufficient disposal capacity not be
available for all wastes generated within the planning area, new disposal capacity
opportunities must be identified, whether these new opportunities exist within the county
or without or in the alternative, a siting mechanism must be adopted. Recognizing that
significant economic consequences will occur if Oakland County becomes an exporter of
100% of its generated waste stream, the plan document calis for a reexamination of the
entire question should additional disposal opportunities not become available by the end
of the year 2001. Oakland County also has an obligation not to site unnecessary
additional landfill capacity within a region where excess disposal capacity presently
exists. This might possibly occur should additional new landfill capacity be currently
approved and then other expansion opportunities that are beyond the control of Oakland
County are also approved in the near future.

The many documents of the Holly Disposal representatives contained other miscellaneous
comments that are addressed in the following sections.

10. The commenters indicated that Cakland County admits that insufficient landfill
capacity is available for the planning period. The quoted references on Page VI-15 of the.
draft concerned the conditions with the present approved plans, not the proposed future.
With enhanced positions on the subject of inter-county flows of wastes by Oakland



County and numerous other counties, once the current series of plan updates are
completed, Oakland County will have theoretical access to substantially more disposal
opportunities than required for some extended period of time, well beyond the current
planning period. The draft plan text will be altered so that readers do not come to the
commenter’s conclusion.

11. The commenters indicated that inter-county flow agreements will be needed. Inter-
county flow agreements are not a required element or a prerequisite for the import or
export of wastes. Imports and exports must only be properly recognized within the
approved solid waste management plans of each county involved and the disposal facility
operators must be willing to accept the waste stream.

12. The commenters indicated that the plan fails to state the cost of transporting wastes
to out-of-county landfills. The document frequently indicates that disposal economics
will be more expensive than is observed today. The economic issues relate not only to
the design, construction and operation of transfer facilities but also to the distances
involved in the transfer operations to the remote disposal locations. The plan goes on
further to say that if expansion opportunities at existing in-county land{ills are not
consummated by the end of year 2001, that a plan amendment process be initiated to
thoroughly examine other alternatives including but not limited to the approval of new
landfill capacity within the County, the establishment of new transfer station sites, some
combination of these two, and others. Quite simply, there is little reason today to go to
great lengths to examine the issue of transfer costs, This will be accomplished if the
amendment process is required.

13. The environmental engineer opined that dependence on transfer facilities and out-of-
county landfills will in the short term double disposal costs and that within ten years, the
County may experience four times the increase in disposal costs. Care has to be taken
with such cost projections and these are deemed to be highly questionable projections.
Today. where a single family homeowner is paying an average of $150 per year for
comprehensive solid waste services for a 2.75 person household, about 1.5 tons of wastes
are disposed of at a cost of less than $25 per ton, say a total of $37.50 for landfill tip fees.
These average tip fee costs exist within a highly competitive market at numerous landfills
located within contiguous counties. Most of these facilities will remain available to
Oakland County waste generators even should all Oakland landfills close. Even with a
doubling of disposal costs to $30 per ton because of long distance transfer operations, a
homeowner’s costs would increase by only 25%, not the huge amounts projected by the
commentator.

14. The commenters indicated that the population values used for the future projections
are questionable. Some of the comments related to typographic errors and thanks are
offered. Otherwise, Oakland County chooses to use the latest SEMCOG Regional
Development Forecast projections for population and employment for all SEMCOG
governmental units. This approach allows QOakland County to carefully examine its solid
waste environment and make comparisons to other SEMCOG areas based upon
regionally agreed upon population and employment values. Additionally, population and



employment values are discussed within two operating frameworks and steps will be
taken within the final document to insure that the reader is aware of the framework
currently being referred to. The first framework is the County as a whole and the second
1s the planning area for the solid waste management plan which is the County less that
portion of Northville lying within Oakland County. Northville is being planned for
within the Wayne County etffort with the approval of both Boards of Commissioners.

15. The commenters claim that the Update overestimates waste reduction through
recycling. Act 451 provides that existing volume reduction levels must be used within
some areas of the plan and that volume reduction goal levels may be used within others.
Oakland County disagrees with the commentator assertions.

16. The commenters claim that the Update fails to account for loss of capacity from
mmports. Oakland County disagrees with this claim and invites inspection of the disposal
capacity availability details contained within the draft document and in the reference
documents where import volumes are clearly shown. The current average import levels
of 25% of the entire waste stream handled at all landfill facilities is the basis for future
analysis. To assist readers of the document, the analysis detail contained within Exhibits
31 and 32 and within the notes contained on Page VI - 22 will be referenced elsewhere by
other exhibits.

[7. The commenters claim that the Update overestimates landfill space within the
County. Oakland County disagrees. Each year, estimates of remaining disposal capacity
are revised based upon discussions with facility operators and based upon the reported
usage of each facility during the previous period as tabulated within MDEQ’s annual
landfill report. However, details of Oakiand County’s latest estimates were only
displayed within the 1999 Disposal Capacity Availability report described in Exhibit 7.
The plan text will be expanded to show this information.

Economic Consequences (testimony given af the September 16, 1999 public hearing by Paul
Apap): Mr. Apap, a citizen from the Adams Square subdivision in Bloomfield Hills and a
member of the Dawda, Mann, Mulcahy & Sadler, P.L.C. firm which also represents the Holly
Disposal interests in the previous item, was concerned that the cost of solid waste removal at his
household could increase to upwards of $300 per month if Oakland County begins exporting
substantially all of its solid waste. Oakland County is also concerned about the economic
_consequences of future export scenarios. This concern led to the recommendation that by the end
of year 2001, should insufficient additional landfill capacity become available to Oakland
County waste generators, that a plan amendment process be initiated to examine other
alternatives. The economic consequences of the other alternatives would be examined in detail at
that time.

City of Pontiac - FPT Site Request for Designation as a MRF and Transfer Station (two
written comments from the City of Pontiac, Walter Moore, Mayor dated July 19, 1999 (this
document was postmarked on August 10, 1999) and dated September 22, 1999): The Mayor
of Pontiac, Walter Moore, indicated that should agreement not be reached between the City of
Pontiac and FPT representatives on a variety of issues after an additional meeting, the City of



Pontiac will stand by its previously stated recommendation against designation of the FPT
facility in the Solid Waste Management Plan.

The subject of the FPT designation request is scheduled as the first item of Unfinished
Business at the October 7, 1999 Solid Waste Planning Committee meeting.
Representatives of FPT and the City of Pontiac will present their positions to the SWPC
at that time.

SOCRRA John R Site in Madison Heights (written comments from the City of Royal Oak,
Mayor Dennis G. Cowan dated September 3, 1999, from the City of Madison Heights,
Mayor Gary R. MeGillivary dated September 16, 1999, from Peter A. Letzmann for
SOCRRA dated September 23, 1999 and from Jack Widger, a resident of Madison Heights
dated September 23, 1999 and public hearing testimony from Pete Conners, Deputy City
Manager, City of Madison Heights):

Royal Oak Mayor, Dennis G. Cowan, indicated that Royal QOak had passed resolutions on several
different occastons favoring designation of the subject site as a transfer station only, not also as a
MRF (Waste Processing) site. Various complaints were registered about the site ranging from
poor maintenance, complaints of odor, unsightliness, and failure of the Authority to remove the
old incinerator stacks from the site.

Madison Heights Mayor, Gary R. McGillivray requested that the facility should be designated as
a transfer station only, not also as a MRF (Waste Processing) site. The Mayor further indicated
lack of progress in meetings with SOCRRA representatives to resolve ongoing issues. The
specific concerns were read into the public record at the public hearing by Deputy City Manager,
Peter Conners.

SOCRRA representative, Peter A. Letzmann, reported on the SOCRRA site and upon the
negotiations that have been ongoing with Madison Heights representatives over the past several
months. It was requested that the SWPC recommend designation of the site as a transfer station
and MRF (Waste Processing),

Resident Widger requested that potentially offensive MRF (Waste Processing) uses could have
adverse effects on the peace, safety and health of the residents. The site should be designated for
a transfer station only.

The subject of the SOCRRA John R site designation is scheduled as the second item of
Unfinished Business at the October 7, 1999 Solid Waste Planning Committee meeting.
Representatives of SOCRRA and Madison Heights will present their positions to the
SWPC at that time.

In addition to Royal Oak’s resolution on the site designation favoring Madison Heights
position, nine of the remaining 11 SOCRRA municipalities have previously adopted
resolutions of support for the dual designation of this site for both a Transfer Station and
MRF (Waste Processing). Such resolutions were received from Berkley, Beverly Hills,



Birmingham, Clawson, Ferndale, Huntington Woods, Lathrup Village, Oak Park and
Troy. This material has previously been transmitted to the SWPC members.

The existing site designation was granted by the 1994 Amendments to the 1990 Solid
Waste Management Plan and was created especially for SOCRRA. The site was
designated as a “disposal area” which could be used for any Act 451 disposal area facility
except that the site could not be used for a sanitary landfill, an incinerator or as a waste-
to-energy plant. This designation was acceptable to SOCRRA as it kept all options open
for the continued use of the site which housed the Authority’s incinerator which closed
down operations in mid-1988 and which had been used in the intervening years as a
transfer operation. '

The SWPC and Board of Commissioners will address the issue of whether or not the
existing site designation as a “disposal area” should or can be changed to some other
designation to meet the sold waste management objectives of the Plan. The proposal to
change the “disposal area’ designation to both a MRF (Waste Processing) and a Transfer
Station designation is acceptable to the Authority but not to the host community. The
dual designation would best advance the overall objective of the Plan but is not essential
to its successful implementation

Charter Township of Orion (written comments from the Charter Township of Orion by
Supervisor Collette M. Dywasuk dated September 16, 1999): The Township Supervisor,
Collette M. Dywasuk, took the opportunity to remind all parties that the Eagle Valley landfill
may not be expanded without the permission of the Orion Township Board of Trustees.
Additionally, is was indicated that any references 1o a future expansion of Eagle Valley in the
solid waste plan would be premature. The Supervisor also complimented the SWPC in denying
a MRF (Waste Processing) designation as a proposed end use for the Oakland Heights landfill on
Brown Road in Auburn Hills since a MRF (Waste Processing) would have created a negative
traffic impact on M-24.

The 1991 tri-party consent judgement involving the County, the Township and the site
owner, which requires the approval of the Township Board prior to any future expansion
of the Eagle Valley landfill beyond certain limits, is clearly identified in the draft plan
update as controlling future disposal capacity. The mere existence of this possibility
however is causing most participants in the solid waste planning process to be very
cautious when other facilities or activities are being considered which could be
dramatically impacted should Eagle Valley ultimately be expanded, and is therefore
appropriately included in the Plan,

The Oakland Heights site designation request was for a Transfer Station. This summer,
the Oakland Heights owners, Allied Waste Industries, acquired and merged with BFI.
Thus, Allied now owns the former BFI facility on Highwood in the City of Pontiac which
presently.contains both MRF and Transfer Station designations. Whether Allied
proceeds with construction of a transfer station at the Highwood site to meet corporate
needs with the ultimate closure of the Oakland Heights landfill, or continues to pursue the



designation of another well located site for a transfer station remajns to be seen. In terms
of traffic impacts, the siting of a transfer station at the closed landfili would ultimately
have less traffic impact than the landfill since usage of the facility by other firms is
anticipated to have been at a lower level with the transfer station than with the current
landfill operation.

Miscellaneous Comments (written comments from Mark Sayers, Chair of the Birmingham
Recycling Committee as received in the morning mail on September 27, 1999): Mr. Sayers
commented on draft document indicating that the material was comprehensive and detailed.
Editing services were offered and a request was made for a short user-friendly executive
summary that could ultimately be of value. He disagreed with the statement in the document that
“...few wish to even be involved in a healthy discussion of solid waste issues...” and requested to
be kept informed on the plan update.

Mr. Sayers’ comments are appreciated and his name and address as well as those of all
other persons making comments (who are not already included) will be added to the .
SWPC meeting mailing list.

Sanilac County Designated Planning Agency (written comments from the East Central
Michigan Planning & Development Regional Commission as the DPA for Sanilac County
by Douglas A. Bell dated September 24, 1999): Mr. Bell indicated that the Tri-City RDF in
Sanilac County is available for use for the disposal of Oakland County wastes. The Sanilac plan
stipulates that the maximum volume of solid waste that may be accepted at Tri-City from ali
sources 1s 1,092,000 gateyards per year. Caution will have to be taken in the final plan
documents which are reformatted to the MDEQ “standard format” to insure that import-export
are properly authorized.



Tune 15, 2000

MISCELLANEOUS RESOLUTION # 00160
BY:  PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE, CHARLES E. PALMER, CHAIRPERSON
RE:  SOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE'S RESPONSE TO THE BOARD OF

COMMISSIONERS' OBJECTIONS TO THE RECOMMENDED SOLID WASTE

MANAGEMENT PLAN 1999 UPDATE
TO THE OCAKLAND COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS:

L.adies and Gentlemen:

WHEREAS, the Oakland County Solid Waste Planning Committee (SWPC) has met with the
Oakland County Designated Planning Agency (DPA) on 14 occasions since the fall of 1997 to review
Oazkland County ' s future solid waste management alternatives; and

WHEREAS, the Committee authorized the release of a draft solid waste management plan update
document for public comment and this material, dated June 14, 1999, was widely distributed on that date,
with written public comments received through September 25, 1999, and a public hearing was held on
September 16, 1999 and members of the public spoke of their questions and concerns on the draft plan
update; and

WHEREAS, after consideration of all written and oral comments received, the Oakland County
Solid Waste Management Committee has recommended to the Oakland County Board of Commissioners
that the Solid Waste Management Plan 1999 Update dated October 21, 1999, be approved; and

WIHEREAS, your Planning and Building Committee, and the Board of Commissioners has received
and reviewed the recommended Update, discussed its purpose, contents, and ramifications with the
Designated Planning Agency staff, considered public input at four meetings; stated certain objections to the
Update and sought the additional counsel and recommendations of the Solid Waste Planning Committee;
and

WHEREAS, the Solid Waste Planning Committee and Designated Planning Agency has supported
a modification of the Recommended Update to inciude Ferrous Processing and Trading as a waste
transfer/processing facility, and your Planning and Building Commiitee has concurred .

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Qakland County Board of Commissioners hereby
approves the 1999 Solid Wasfe Management Plan Update as recommended by the Solid Waste Planning
Committee on October 21, 1999, as revised on May 4, 2000, per the aftached letter from the Chair of the
Oakland County Solid Waste Planning Committee, to include FPT as a waste transfer/processing facility.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Update shall be submitted first to Oakland Counly' 5 61
municipalities for their approval and after receiving 67% affirmative responses (41 minimum), the Update
shall be submitted to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality for the Director s final approval.

Chairperson, on behalf of the Planning and Building Commitiee, I move the adoption of the

foregoing resolution.

: G & BUILDING MITTEE
/ 7
VA /
V 4 Ry - .
" Planning & Building Committee Vote:
Ayes:  Amos, Suarez, Dingeldey, Colasanti, Melion

Nays:  Palmer, Jensen
Absent: Schmid, Sever, Gregory

Motion carried.



May 4, 2000

Mzr. Chuck Palmer, Chair
Planning & Building Committee
Oakland County Board of Commissioners

Dear Mr. Palmer,

On behalf of the Solid Waste Planning Committee, I am writing today to advise you of the
Committee’s response to Board Chairman McCulloch’s letter of April 28%, 2000, wherein he notified

us of the Board’s Objections to the Recommended 1999 Plan Update.

The Solid Waste Planning Committee met this evening and reconsidered the facility designations for
FPT and SOCRRA.

We learned from counsel of FPT and the City of Pontiac that an agreement had been reached resolving
nuisance issues regarding the existing scrap operation and establishing a host community framework
for solid waste facilities. Given the recognized desirability of additional solid waste
transfer/processing capability and this agreement in principle, the Committee recommends the
designation of FPT as described in the Board’s Objections.

With regards to the SOCRRA facility in Madison Heights, we noted the Board’s efforts to limit
undesirable activity, provide flexibility for the development of a more desirable facility, and require a
specific plan of action before Update compliance can be verified. We appreciate your attempts at
resolving this difficult sitwation.

The Committee also received additional comments from representatives of SOCRRA and Madison
Heights. We were disappointed that they did not contribute to a greater or new understanding of the
situation, neither did they indicate any change in position or provide hope that a mutually agreeable - .

solution could be reached.

The Commiittec wrestled with this designation prior to making its recommendation and has not
received any compelling new information. Therefore, the Committee respectfully declines to
reconsider its recommendation in this matter.

Sincerely,

f%m_,

Mrs. Ardath Regan
Chair, Oakland County Solid Waste Planning Committee




Resolution #001840 June 15, 2000
Moved by Palmer supported by Douglas the resolubtion be adopted.

Moved by Palmer supported by Garfield the resclution be substituted with
the following resolution:

MISCELLANEQUS RESOLUTION

BY: Planning and Building Committee, Charles B. Palmer, Chairperson

IN RE: SCOLID WASTE PLANNING COMMITTEE’S RESPONSE TO THE ROARD OF

COMMISSIONERS' OBJECTIONS TO THE RECOMMENDED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

1895 UPDATE

To the Oakland County Board of Commissioners

Chairperson, Ladies and Centlemen:

WHEREAS the Oakliand County $Solid Waste Planning Committee (SWBC)
hag met with the Oakland County Designated Planning Agency (DBA) on 14
occasicns since the fall of 1897 to review Oakland County’s fubure solid
waste managemant alternatives; and

WHEREAS the Committee authorized the reiease of a draft solid
waste management plan update document for public comment and this
material, dated June 14, 1599, was widely distributed on that date, with
written public comments received through September 25, 1599, and a
public hearing was held on September 16, 1999 and members of the public
spoke of their guestions and concerns on the draft plan update; and

WHEREAS after consideration of all written and oral comments
received, the Oakland County Solid Waste Management Committee has
recommended bo the Qakland County Board of Commissioners that the Solid
Waste Management Plan 19329% uUpdate dated October 21, 1g¢9g, he
approved; and

WHERHEAS your Planning and Buillding Committee, and the Reard of
Commissioners has recelived and reviewed the recommended Update,
discuzsed its purpose, contents, and ramifications with the Degignatead
Flanning Agency staff, considered pubklic input at four meetings; stated
certain objections to the Update and sought the additicnal coungel and
recommendations cf the Solid Waste Planning Committee; and

WHEREAS the Solid Waste Planning Committee and Designated Flanning
Agency has supported a modification of the Recommended Update to inciude
Ferrcus Processing and Trading as a waste trausfer/processing facility,
and your Planning and Building Committee has concurred:; and

WHEREAS the Designated Planning Agency  has supported a
modification of the Recommended Update to include SOCCRA‘s Madison
Heights facility as a waste processing facility.

NOW THEREFORE BE I7 RESCLVED that the Oakland County Becard of
Commissioners hereby approves the 1%9% Solid Waste Management Plan
Update as recommended by the Solid Waste Planning Committee on
October 21, 199%%, as reviszed on May 4, 2000, per the attached latter
from the Chalr of the Oakland County Solid Waste Planning Committee, to
include FPT as a waste transfer/procegsing facility.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Oakiand County Board of
Commissioners hereby approves the designation of the SOCCRA Facility at
29740 John R, Madison Heights, Sec. 12 of Royal Oak Township, as a Waste
Traznsfer/Processing Facility, as recommended by the Designated Planning
Agency.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Update shall be submitted first to
Ozkland County’s 61 municipalities for their approval and after
receiving 67% affirmative responses (41 minimum), the Update shall be
submitted to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality Ffor the
Director’s final approval.

Chairperson, on behalf of the Planning and Building Committee, I

move the adoption of the foregeing resgclution.
PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE

Discussion followed.

Garfleld withdrew his support for substituting the resclution; Buckley
suppoerted the substitute resclution.



Resolution #00150 continued June 15, 2000

Discussion follicwed., Validity of substituting the resolution and the
extent Lo which a substitute regclution can ke amended were clarified.

The Chairperson stated a “ YES” vote would put the Substitute
Resolution before the Board; a " NO" vote would not.

Discussion followed.

Vote on substituting the resclution:

AYES: Palmer, Amos, Appel, Buckley, Coleman, Garfield, Gregory, Jensen,
Law. (9}

NAYS: Obrecht, Schmid, Sever, Suarez, Taub, Causey-Mitchell, Colasanti,

Dingeldey, Douglas, Galloway, McCulloch, McPherson, Melton, Millard,
Moffitt. (15}
A sufficient maicrity mnot having voted therefor, the motion to

gubstitute the regclution failed.

Moved by Melton supported by McPherson the resolution be amended as
follows:

e Delete the fifth WHEREAS paragraph;

« Delete wording in the NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED paragraph, so it
reads as follows:

NOW THEREFORE BE I7T RESOLVED that the Oakland County Becard of
Commissioners hereby approves the 1999 Solid Waste Management Plan
Update as recommended by the Sclid Waste Planning Committee on
Cctober 21, 1399, —af-rovisad—on—May b2 000 —pes-the-abbached-labiex
Erom-th Lhaix £ ik Qalkland C w~11+«:r Solid Wania glﬁ-.—‘{‘ﬂg Commi-tEaoy

gy d N 3 PP L TPy Sy S e
= & ¥ L5 B o

Discussion followed.

The Chairperson stated a " YES” vote would exclude FPT; a “ NO* vote
would not.

Vaote on Melton'’s amendment :

AYES: Sever, Suarez, Melton. (3)

NAYS: Palmer, Schmid, Taub, aAmos, »2Appel, Buckley, Causey-Mitchell,
Colasanti, Coleman, Dingeldey, Douglas, Galloway, Garfield, CGregeory, Jensen,
Law, McCulloch, McPherson, Millard, Moffitt, Obrecht. (21}

& sufficient majority not having voted therefor, Melton’'s amendment
failed.

Moved by Palmer supported by Appel the resclution be amended by adding
the fecllowing BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED paragraph:
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Oakland County BRoard of
Commiggioners hereby approves the designation of the SOCCRA Facility at
29740 John R Road, Madison Heights, Sec. 12 of Royal 0ak Township, as a
Waste Transfer/Processing Facility, as recommended by the Designated
Planning Agency.

Discussion followed.

Vote on Palmer’s amendment:
AYES: Ameog, Appel, Buckley, Colasanti, Coleman, Dingeldey, Garfield,

Gregory, Jensen, Law, Palmer. (131}
NAYS: Schmid, Sever, Suarez, Taub, Causey-Mitchell, Douglas, Galloway,
MoCulloch, McPherson, Melteon, Millard, Moffitt, Obrecht. {12}

A sufficient majority not having voted therefor, Palmer’'s amendment



Resolution #00160 continued. June 15, 2000

Moved by Palmer supported by Douglas the resolution be amended by adding
the following as the first BE IT FURTHER RESCLVED paragraph:

BE 1IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Solid Waste Manager is hereby
dirscted and authorized te edit and modify the appropriate sections of
the 15%3 Solid Waste Management Plan Update as Recommended by the Salid
Waste Planning Committee on October 21, 1393, and as approved by the
Board cf Commissioners on June 15, 2000, to accurately reflect all the
changes to the Update approved herein.

A sufficient majority having voted therefor, Palmer’'s amendment carried.

Vote on resgolution, as amended:
AYES: Sever, Suarez, Taub, Amos, Appel, Buckley, Causey-Mitchell,
Colasanti, Coleman, Dingeldey, Douglas, Galloway, Garfieid, Cregory, Jensen,

T.aw, McCullech, McPherson, Mealton, Millard, Moffitt, Obrecht, Palmer,
Schmia, (242)
NAYS: None. (0)

A sufficient majority having voted therefor, the resoclution, as amended,
was adopted.

Ut

County Exaculive

rooks Pallsrson,

’@
17
b

STATE OF MICHIGAN)

COUNTY CF OAKLAND]}

I, G. William Caddell, Clerk of the County of Oakland, do hereby certify that the
feregoing resoluticon is a true and accurate copy of a resclution adopted by the
Oakland County Board of Commissioners on June 15, 2000 with the original regord
thereof now remaining in my office.

in Testimeny Wherecf, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the
County of Cakland at Pontiac, Michigan this 15#h day’of June, 2Q00.

G. William Caddell, County Clerk



APPENDIX D

APPENDIX D: PLAN IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

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

the Plan.

The County Board's adoption of the Plan is intended as a demonstration of the County's

acceptance of responsibilities for implementing the Plan as follows:

This timetable is a guideline to implement components of the Plan's Enforceable Program. The
Timeline gives a range of time in which the component will be implemented such as "1999-2000"

or "On-going." Timelines may be adjusted later, if necessary.

Management Components Timeline

1) Develop/Adopt Implementation Action Plan 2000

2) Assist Local Units in Organizational Development 2000-2001

3) Preliminary Program Specifications for Planned Programs 2000-2001

4} Establish Budgets for Planned Programs 2000-2001

5) Finalize Plans for Organizational System Development by Locals | 2000-2001

6) Develop Additional Recycling Processing Capacity 2000-2001

7) Initiate ali Outreach/Education Programs 2000-2001

8) Procure all Other System Improvements 2000-2003

9) Evaluation of Need for Transfer, Processing and MRF Capacity 2001-2002

10) Develop Transfer, Processing and MRF Capacity if Needed 2002-2006

11) Evaluate Incentive Programs, as needed 2002-2008

12) Develop Program Specificaticns for Further Program Expansion | 2001-2003

13) Establish Budgets for Further Program Expansion 2005-2006

14) Finalize Any Upgrades to Funding Structure and Mechanisms 2005-20086

15) Initiate Further Expansion of Outreach/Education Programs 2005-2006

16) Implement all Further Program Expansion System Improvements | 2006-2008

17) Data Tracking to Assess Program Performance - Annual/Ongoing
18) Update Implementation Action Plan Annual/Ongoing

June 15, 2000 : Cakland County Solid Waste Plan

As Approved by the County Board of Commissioners

D-1



ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENTS

The following attachments are included as part of the Plan.

ATTACHMENT A:  Resolutions from County Board of Commissioners designating the
Northvilie will not be included in this Solid Waste Plan; also, Resoiution from Wayne County
indicating the inclusion of Northville in its Solid Waste Plan.

ATTACHMENT B: Listed Capacity

Letters from Area landfills demonstrating capacity available to Oakland County

ATTACHMENT C: Maps

Map showing locations of solid waste disposal facilities used by the County; map showing
Designated Facilities in Oakland County (current and new Plan designations)

ATTACHMENT D: Inter-County Agreements

Not applicable

ATTACHMENT E: Detailed population data

Detailed population data in chart form.

ATTACHMENT F: Waste Generation Data

Detailed waste generation data and calculations

ATTACHMENT G: Special Conditions
Information on Import/Export limitations and conditions.

ATTACHMENT H: Final Report of the Oakland County Solid Waste Planning Committee

June 15, 2000 Oakland County Sclid Waste Plan Attachments
As Approved by the County Board of Commissioners



ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT A

RESOLUTIONS

. Letters from the City of Northville

. Resolution by the Oakland County Board of Commissioners
. Resolution by the Wayne County Board of Commissioners
June 15, 2000 Cakland County Solid Waste Plan Attachments

As Approved by the County Board of Commissioners
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September 10, 1997

Gary L. Word, Manager
City of Northviile

213 West Main Street
Northvitle, Michigan 48167

Re: Act45] Solid Waste Management Plan Update
Oszkiand County

Dear Mr. Word:

The Michigan Department of Environmenta) Quality has requested that each county update its solid waste
management plan. Qakland County has therefore started the process. Historically, Northville has been -
incorporated within the Wayne County solid waste planning process and we are assuming that this
association will continue, '

Section 11336 of Act 431 of 1994 as amended provides that such an arrangement shall be approved bva
resolution of the County boards of commissioners of the counties involved. [n order that proper records may
be kept on this issue, we proposed that the following process be initiated.

I Northville should request of both Qakland and Wayrne counties that the community continue
to be included within the Wayne Countv solid waste management pian.

]

Each Beard of Commissioners would adopt a resolution approving of such an arrangement, -
forwarding a copy to Northville and the other county.

The two Board rescliutions and Northville's request then becorne published records in
Appendix E of each county’s Plan Update as required by the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality standard plan format which was issued to the solid waste planning
agencies this past week.

Ly

Thanks much for your assistance on this marter and upon receipt of Northville's request, we will immediately
process the appropriate Board resolution for approval.

Antachment
cc: Robert Fredericks. Interim Director, Wavne County Land Resources Management Division

PUBLIC WORKS SUILDING  «  ONEPUBLICWORKS DR« WATEACORD MI <8323.1607 = (810) 258-1382 = FAX({810) 385-1068



215 W, Main Street » Northvilie. Michigan 48167-1399
Phone: (310) 345-1300 » FAX: (810) 349.9244

November 17, 1997

Mr. Roger James Smith, PE
Public Works Building

1 Public Works Drive
Waterford, MI 48328-1907

Re:  Act 451 Solid Waste Management Plan Update

Dear Mr. Smith,

The City of Northville is aware that the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality -
has requested that each County update its solid waste management plan. Northville,
which is located in both Oakland County and Wayne County, has in the past been placed
within the Wayne County solid waste planning process. The City is comfortable with this
arrangement, and respectfully requests that it remain with Wayne County and be excluded
from the Oakland County planning process.

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,
I

. e )
/z,wu_\;- ~ o WA y
“James P. Gallogly /f

Public Warks Director

ce: Gary Word, City Manager
Robert Fredericks, Director Wayne County Land Resources Managemen: Division

RECEIVED

NOV 181397

OAKLAND COUNTY
FACILITIES MANAGEMENT



i3 1
< =
= ¢
- L]
L
~ L
C
o) o
[}
]

215 W. Main Street « Northville, Michlgan 48167-1599
Phone: (810) 349-1300 « FAX: (810) 349-5244

November 17, 1997

Mr. Robert Fredericks, Interim Director

Wayne County Land Resources Management Division
415 Clifford Street

Detroit, MI 48226

Re:  Act 451 Solid Waste Management Plan Update
Dear Mr. Fredericks:

The City of Northville is aware that the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
has requested that each County update its solid waste management plan. As you begin
this process for Wayne County, Northville respectfully requests that it be included in the
Wayne County solid waste management plan. Northville, as you know is located in both
Oakiand County and Wayne County. Historically, the City has been incorporated within
the Wayne County solid waste planning process, and we would like this association to
continue. ' -

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

.~ James P. Gallogly /
Public Works Director

e Gary Word, City Manager
Roger Smith, Manager Oakland County Solid Waste Management Division
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2 WASTE fFLANNING Roger J. Sevith, B.5, Manage-

November 20, 1997

Mzr. Charles Palmer, Chairperson
Planning and Building Committee
Qaxland County Board of Commissioners
Pontac, Michigan

Re:  Solid Waste Management Plan Update
City of Northville

Dear Mr, ~Paimer:

Section 11536 of Act 451 of 1994 as amended provides that a musticipality located in two (2)
counties may request that it be included within one of the adjacent counry’s solid waste management
plan. Before that may occur, the request shall te approved by a resclution of the Board of
- Comunissioners of each county involved.

Northville has, by mutual consent of all parties involved, historically been included within the
Waynie County sclid waste management plan. This office approached both the Clty and Wayne
County with 2 recommendation that the previous arrangernents be contimied. Both agencies concur.
A copy of the criginal commmunication from this office and Northville's formal request are attached.

[t 1s recommended that the anached suggested resolution be adopted in support of the request. The
resclution will becomne a formal part of the new Sclid Waste Management Plan Update documents

as required by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality.

Allachments

g

ONE PUBUC # TEXS DR e 'WATZIFORD MI 483281907 »  (Z48) 838-1352 »  FAX(248)833.7066 < E-MAIL SMIT=AESCD CAKLAND MIUS

e



Suggested Resolution
December 2, 1997

Miscellaneous Resolution #87
BY: Planning & Building Committee, Charies E. Paimar, Chairperson
IN RE: Delineation of Oakland County Solid Waste Planning Boundaries

To the Qakland County Beard of Commissioners
Chairperson, Ladies and Gentlemen:

WHEREAS the City of Northville sits astride the Oakiand County / Wayne County
border, and

WHEREAS the City of Northville has requested that it be included within the Wayne
County Solid Waste Management Plan and excluded from the Osakland County Solid
Waste Management Plan, and

WHEREAS Act 451 of 1994 as amended provides that such an arrangement shall
be approved by a resolution of the Board of Commissicners of each of the involved
counties, and

WHEREAS the City of Northville has previously been included within the Wayne
- County Solid Waste Management Plan and such an arrangement is eminently practical.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Oakland County Board of
Commissicners does herewith approve of Northville's request that it be excluded from the
Oakiand County Sclid Waste Management Plan, and

FURTHER BE |T RESOLVED THAT copies of this resclution be provided to the City
of Northville and to the Wayne County Board of Commissioners, and

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT the Oakland County Solid Waste Planning

Committee and the Oakland County Act 451 Designated Planning Agent be advised of this
acticn and requested to excliude the City cf Northville from the current planning effors.

PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE




December 11, 1997

Miscellaneous Resoluﬁoﬁ Q7289 : .
BY: Planning & Building Committee, Charles E. Palmer, Chairperson
INRE: Delineation of Qakland County Solid Waste Planning Boundaries

To the Oakland County Board of Commissioners

Chairperson, Ladies and Gentlemen:

WHEREAS the City of Northville sits astride the Oakland County / Wayne County
border, and

WHEREAS the City of Notthville has requested that it be included within the Wayne
County Solid Waste Management Plan and excluded from the Oakland County Solid Waste

Management Plan, and

WHEREAS Act 451 of 1994 as amended provides that such an arrangement shall be
approved by a resolution of the Board of Commissioners of each of the involved counties, and

WHEREAS the City of Northville has previously been included within the Wayne
County Solid Waste Management Plan and such an arrangement is eminently practical.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Oakland County Board of
Commissioners does herewith approve of Northville's request that it be excluded from the
Oakland County Solid Waste Management Plan, and

FURTHER BE IT RESOLVED THAT copies of this resolution be provided to the City
of Northville and to the Wayne County Board of Commissioners, and

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT the Oakland County Solid Waste Planning

Committee and the Oakland County Act 451 Designated Planning Agent be advised of this
action and requested to exclude the City of Northville from the current planning efforts.

PLANNING AND BUILDING COMMITTEE




Resclution #97283 : Decamber 11, 1937
Moved by Palmer supported by Schmid the resclution be adcopted.

AYES: Garfield, Holbert, BHuntoon, Jaccbs, Johnson, Kingzett, Law,
McCulloch, McPheracon, Millard, Moffitt, Cbrecht, Palmer, Powers, Schmid, Taub,

Wolf, Amos, Coleman, Oingeldey, Douglas, Fracass!. (22}
NAYS: Rone. (0)

A sufficient majority having voted therefor, the resolution was adepted.

Az//z’ﬁ)“

R
STATE OF MICHTGRAN) t

COUNTY -OF , QAKLAND)
I, Lynn D. Alleﬁ Clerk of the County of Oakland, do hereby certify that the

foregomg ‘desclution is a true and accurate copy of a resolution adopted by the
Oakland County Board of Commissicners on December 11, 13997 with the original

record thereof now remaining in my office.

In Testimony Whereof, I have hereuntc set my hand and affixed the meal of the

County of Oakland at Pontiac, Michigan this 1ith day;oii::S 1357.

Lyfn D. Allen, County Clerk
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January 27, 1998

Honorable Ricardo Solaomon
Chairman, Wayne County Commission
50 Wayne County Bulilding

etrolit, Michigan 48226

[

AROPTION OF A RESCLUTICN BY THE WAYNE COUNTY COMMISSION
CELINEATING WAYNE COUNTY SOLID WASTE PLANNING BOUNDARIES,
AND THE TITY OF NORTHVILLE'S REQUEST TO BE INCLUDED IN
SRE WAYNE COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN OF 199§,
(REF: 898-70-008)

oy
+
3
-

Oear Chairmanrn Solomen:

The Ccunty Executive's Otfice, and the OFFflce of the CarpowaTion
Counsel have reviewed and approved the acrached requast from the
Department of Environment for approval of the above-referenced
projacs. '

The Cicy of Norrhville sits astride the Wayna County/Oakland
County border. The City of Northville hag reguested that it be
included within the Wayne County Solid Waste Managemerit Plan and
excluded from ths Qakland County Solid Waste Management Plan, ‘

Act 451 of 1994 as amendsd provides chab such an arrangement
siall be approved by a Resoluticn of the Hoard of Commissionews
ef each of the involved countiss.

The City of Northville has previously been i
Wayne County Solid Wasite Managemsns Plan and
ig eminently practical.

[

Therefore, ir 18 requested that the Wayne County Commission adopt
the appropriats Reaclution providing faor the Eollowing aceolion:

DUPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
AL CLIFFORD, DITROCE, MICHTIGAN A8220 ¢ 313-22d.3620



Honorable Ricards Solomon
January 27, 1598
Page 2

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, THAT the Wayne County Board of
Commissioners dces herewith approve c¢f Nerthville's request
that it be included in The Wayne County Solid Waste Management
Plan, and

FURTHER BE IT RESOLVED, THAT copies of rhis Resolution be
provided to the City of Northwille and to the Cakland County
Board of Commissioners, and

BE IT FINALLY RESQLVED, THAT the Wayne County Sclid Waste
Planning Committee and the Wayne County Act 451 Designated
Planning Agent be advised of this action and reguested to
include the City of Northville in the current planning efforts.

APPROVED:

éé?«wdﬁi ;Wz;utdhﬁgp .
Témes Murray, Dicaddord >
Department of Environment

AFPROVED FOR SUBMISSION
70 THE COMMISSION:

Edwaxd H. McKamarya
Wayne County Exegucive

EHM:GDC:dl

Artachment



RESOLUTION

No. 98-107

By Commissioner Blackwell

RESOLVED, by the Wayne County Commission this 19th day of February,
1998 that approval be, and is hereby, granted authorizing the delineation of
Wayne County Solid Waste Planning boundaries and the inclusion of the City of

Northville into the Wayne County Solid Waste Management Plan of 1998, as
recommended by the Chief Executive Officer.

(98-70-008)



ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT B

LISTED CAPACITY

June 15, 2000 : Oakland County Solid Waste Plan Attachments
As Approved by the County Board of Commissioners



ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT C

MAPS

June 15, 2000 . Oakland County Solid Waste Plan Attachments
As Approved by the County Board of Commissioners



Oakland County’s Designated Act 451
Solid Waste Facilities - December, 1997
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*  Type |l Landfill
A Waste-to-Energy Plant
® Act 641 Disposal Area

Exhibit 26

# Material Recovery Facility
® MRF and Transfer Station
O Transfer Station

RIS PE, 12-30-97
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Oakland County S Demgnated Act 451

Basi¢ Designation Type

and Facility Name

Type II Landfills
Collier Road Landfill

Eagle Valley Recycling and
Disposal Facility

Oakland Heights Development

SOCRRA

Waste Processing Facilities

Allied Waste Industries

RRRASOC

SOCRRA

Waste Management

Colier Road

FPT Pontiac Division

Transfer Stations

Allied Waste Industries

Allied Waste Industries

SOCRRA

Waste Management

Collier Road
FPT Pontiac Division

SOCRRA

575 Collier Road

600 West
Siiverbeli Road

2350 Brown Road

741 Avon Road

1591 Highwood

20000 West 8
Mile Road

9935 Coolidge
Highway

1525 West
Highwood

375 Collier Road

500 Collier Road

21430 West 8
Mile Road

1591 Highwood

991 Coolidge
Highway

1525 West
Highwood

575 Collier Road
500 Coilier Road

29470 John R
Road

Pontiac

Orion Township

Auburn Hills

Rochester Hills

Pontiac

Southfield

Troy

Pontiac

Pontiac

Pontiac

Southfield

Pontiac

Troy

Pontiac

Pontiac
Pontiac

Madison Heights

Comment

Existing

Existing

Existing

Existing

Existing .

Existing

Existing

Existing

New designation

New designation

Existing

Existing

Existing

Existing

New designation
New designation

Revised -existing
“Disposal Area”
designation
changed to
Transfer Station.



Oakland County’s Designated Act 451
Solid Wasste Facilities - June 15. 2000

\ SENESEE COUNTY \ \ LAPEER COUNTY

Leoncrd

\ Orfarniis D
Holty Fwp.
Grovelond Twp. Brandon Twp. T
|
ol \\ Onfordd Twps
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Rosa Twr. Qaldand Twp,
1
2

f"""—
Springfield Twp. %Pcu.f\ *
3 2 5
*
%B:a\ 5 s | §
Highiand Twp. Whtie Lake Twp. 6 ‘Rochesfer %
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5
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s 8
s \IE ’E' 9
~ e 1
Fronken | [ Bevery Hoigers
i N e o
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[ 5oun . . Southfisid e
. T Q2 Npdmrh oo | &2
WASHTENAW CO. | (N waneco, O 111128 N N
Legend
* Type Il Landfill O Transfer Statfion _
# Processing Facility ® Processing & Transfer Station

V Type ll Landfill, Processing Facility & Transfer Station

RJS PE, 6-15C0




Oakland County’s Designated Act 451 Solid Waste Disposal Facilities
November, 2013

Designation Type/Name

Address

Type |l Landfills

Collier Road Landfill

Eagle Valley Recycling
& Disposal Facility

Oakland Heights Dev.

SOCRRA

575 Collier Road

600 W. Silverbell

2350 Brown Road

741 Avon Road

Waste Processing Facilities

Allied Waste Industries
RRRASOC

SOCRRA

Waste Management
Collier Road

FPT Pontiac

BP — Pontiac

Transfer Stations

Allied Waste Industries
Allied Waste Industries
SOCRRA

Waste Management
Collier Road

FPT Pontiac Division

SOCRRA

BP — Pontiac

1591 Highwood

20000 W. Eight Mile Rd.

995 Coolidge Highway
1525 West Highwood
575 Collier Road

500 Collier Road

900 Baldwin Road

21430 W. Eight Mile Rd.

1591 Highwood

991 Coolidge Highway
1525 West Highwood
575 Collier Road

500 Collier Road

29740 John R Road

900 Baldwin Road

Municipality

Pontiac

Orion Township

Auburn Hills

Rochester Hills

Pontiac
Southfield
Troy
Pontiac
Pontiac
Pontiac

Pontiac

Southfield
Pontiac
Troy
Pontiac
Pontiac
Pontiac

Madison Heights

Pontiac

Comment

Existing

Existing

Existing

Existing

Existing
Existing
Existing
Existing
New (in 2000)
New (in 2000)

New

Existing
Existing
Existing
Existing
New (in 2000)
New (in 2000)

Revised existing
“Disposal Area”

Designation changed
To transfer station

(2000)

New
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Solid Waste Database

Qakland County, Michigan

April, 1989
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RIS, FE. April 26,1998



ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT D

INTER-COUNTY AGREEMENTS

(NOT APPLICABLE)

June 15, 2000 ‘ Qakland County Solid Waste Plan Attachments
As Approved by the County Board of Commissioners



ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT E

DETAILED POPULATION DATA

June 15, 2000 . Oakland County Solid Waste Plan Attachments
As Approved by the County Board of Commissioners



SEMCOG's 2020 Regional Development Forecast

Ozkland County Solid Waste Plasning

rdf_ e wkd
Recommended Forecast - February 8, 1996 100180
R4
Popuiation
Change, % Change
1980 1985 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 1895 0 2020 1995 to 2020
SEMCOG 4680465 4,735,738 4804389 4877433 4,962,603 5,067,083 5162408 426,667 9.01%
Livingston 115,645 135,658 154,061 170,853 187726 204875 219674 84,116 62.05%
Macomb 717,400 754494 775875 802349 832477 860,898 88422 128,728 17.18%
Monroe 133,600 141,448 146,701 150,732 154,867 160,160 164,788 23,339 16.5C%
Oakiand 1,083,592 1,150,872 1.192164 1232182 1272182 1,318,887 1,359,846 208,874 18.16%
St. Clair 148,807 158,921 167,478 175050 182766 121,525 199,160 40,239 25.32%
Washtenaw 282,934 300488 313130 3255892 340,274 357443 373,362 72,873 24.25%
Wayne 2,111,687 2,093,955 2,054,980 2020668 1,902,302 1,973,194 1,981,353 {132,802} -6.33%
Wayne (pt) 1,083,708 1,101,664 1,102,857 1,104716 1,107,957 1,114,546 1,124,059 22,395 2.03%
Detroit 1,027,979 982,291 952,023 815852 884,345 858,648 837,294 (154,997) -15.62%
Jotai Employment by Place of Work
Change, % Change
1930 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 1995 10 2020 1995 to 2020
SEMCOG 2,350,238 2,477,024 2615187 2724984 2776724 2775235 2,773,688 296,664 11.98%
Livingstors 38,296 46,700 55,138 63,355 68,378 70,887 71.825 25225 54.01%
Macomb 333,723 361,350 386,158 403,706 410574 409,647 407,633 46,283 12.81%
Monroe 50,364 55,541 60,702 64,574 66,501 66,807 67,155 11,614 20.91%
Oakland 681,037 745308 B06126 856185 883,393 885258  8B7 826 142,517 19.12%
St Clair 55,730 &60,656 64,654 68,393 72,462 73,476 74,398 13,842 22.86%
Washienaw 213,895 228,331 242770 252,788 258,184 258,962 260,270 31,839 13.99%
Wayne 976,193 979,237  88D,638 1015018 1016234 1,010,198 1,004,481 25,244 2.58%
Wayne {pt) 563,703 595521 630,758 657675 668028 668,453, 667,129 71.608 12.02%
Detrait 412,480 383,716 368,878 357,343 348,208 341,745 337,352 (46,364) -12.08%
Manufacturing Employment by Place of Work
Change, % Change
1950 1885 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 199510 202¢ 1985 fo 2020
SEMCOG 485 644 482,531 468,708 467057 461,833 439,602 415321 {67,270} -13.94%
Livingston 8,186 B 670 §,093 8,742 10,183 9,752 9,232 562 6.48%
Macomb 102,751 405,066 102,550 99,809 97,383 92,162 86,266 (18.800) ~17.88%
Maonroe 9,430 10,685 10,866 11,018 10,819 10,387 9,799 (888) ~8.28%
Qakiand 116,987 119,338 118,201 120,613 122512 117,948 113,286 {6,043) -5.06%
St. Ciair 10,565 11,044 11,270 11,502 11,448 10,864 10,226 (818) -7.41%
Washtenaw 37,363 33,737 31,687 32,232 32,177 30,727 28,982 {4,755} -14.09%
Wayne 201,362 194,050 187,026 182,143 177,019 167,812 157,520 (36,530) -18.83%
Wayne (pt) 137,991 138,349 136,431 133,91C¢ 130,830 123,71 116,118 {22,230) -16.07%
Detroit 83,371 55,701 50,595 48,233 46,380 44,021 41,401 (14,300) ~25.67%
Notes:  Employment measures numnber of jobs, both full-time and part-time - not the number of employed persons

or the number of FTEs (Full Time Equivaients).

Construction jobs and military are not inciuded in RDF employment. Previous RDFs included construction
jobs. However, the large majority of construction jobs are mobile, moving from job-site to job-site. Perhaps
only 10% hold stationary pesitions ai the offices or shops of construction companies. Having no specific
way to differentiate between the fwo for future transportation planning pumoses, a decision was made by
SEMCOG at the policy leve! to not include either in the 2020 RDF projections.

Manufacturing employment measures the number of jobs within the SIC Code manufacturing categories.

It is not 2 measurement of the number of "factory workers” nor does it relate to land use. in many instances,
all such employment may be pure office type work in the headguarters of "manufacturing” companies. in
others, it may represent empioyment within research facifities or in a factory environment only.

Exhibit 10
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Exhibit 13




Solid Waste Database Land Area £df_jecwid

Oakland County, Michigan amres
10:61
Total Less Land Dedicated o Specific Purposes Net
Land {OCPD ang OCDSWM) Usable
Area Recreation Land
OCPD Tran/UtilfComm Area
Rev. Roads
8-80 Water/Wetlands
Community ___8q. Mites Acres Acres Acres Acres __Sq. Miles
Addison Township 35.70 1,080 1558 824 700 31.37
Aubum Hilis 16.83 211 143 1.022 41 14.42
Berklay 2.59 3 0 5067 1} 1.78
Bevery Hills 4.02 87 4 499 ] 3.09
Bingham Farms _122 0 0 83 1 1.07
Birmingham 4.88 200 45 Fili:] 17 3.25
Bicomfield Hilis 5.00 280 33 394 52 3.85
Bioomfield Township 25.89 816 48 2731 800 18,97
Brandon Township 34.91 1,186 103 4,053 622 30.28
Clarkston 0.50 39 0 63 42 0.28
Clawson 222 37 0 358 0 1.60
Commerce Township 2810 3,637 125 1,281 1,341 18.11
Fammington 2.62 68 3 a5 4 1.86
Farmington Hills 33.34 1,500 37 3,248 84 25.73
Femdaie 3.87 72 51 720 0 2.55
Franklin 263 : 10 4 249 <] 2.22
Groveland Township 36.10 £,686 221 990 520 22.95
Hazel Park 2.81 45 4] 586 2 1.82
Highland Township 36.28 4,858 10 1,213 1,454 24.51
Holly 3.03 BO 8 208 154 2.38
Holly Township 33.49 3,260 153 B74 1,287 2477
Huniington Woods 1.46 266 0 287 2 672
independence Townshi 36.10 2,005 201 1,726 8432 2850
Keego Harbor 0.57 13 0 100 45 0.32
Lake Angeius 1.64 178 4 18 440 0.84
Lake Oron .31 3 0 148 354 0.57
Lathrup Village 1.49 2 0 247 ] 1.02
Leonard .91 3 0 39 2 G.84
Lyon Township 31.51 770 251 1,108 538 27.34
Madison Heights 7.05 207 40 987 [} 5.15
Mitford 2.62 i 118 i 189 73 1.83
Milfard Township 3517 4,418 40 781 1,442 2473
Northville (part) 1.02 22 1 124 1 0.79
Novi 31.28 337 138 1,526 667 27.08
Navi Township a1 10 0.09
Oak Park 5.02 67 A 805 0 3.66
Oaktand Township 36.67 2,042 244 1,089 356 28.42
Orchard Lake 4.06 213 Q 184 1,086 1.71
Orion Township 34.64 4,526 504 1,444 1,681 21.80
Orinnville 1.00 7 8] 79 0 0.87
Oxford 1.47 43 1 151 138 0.895
Oxford Township 33.87 740 140 953 1,075 29.37
Pleasant Ridge .57 7 4 135 s} 0.34
Pontiac 20.09 470 425 2,302 200 14.78
Rachester 3.82 85 1 314 41 3.18
Rochester Hills 32.97 1,475 101 2,720 86 2B.12
Rose Township 36.24 803 133 936 1,038 31.70
Royal Qak 11.78 581 94 2,114 6 7.40
Royal Qak Township 0.68 ] 0 103 4} D.52
South Lyon 3.04 15 39 175 5 267
Southfield 27.83 850 210 2,920 26 21.88
Southfield Township 019 7 0.18
Springfield Township 36,78 2,732 128 1,160 982 28,96
Sylvan Lake 0.83 ] 9 :14] 207 0.35
Troy 33.53 1,021 218 3,288 g2 78.34
Walled Lake 2,39 20 12 205 155 1.78
Waterford Township 35,19 1.516 630 2679 2880 23.14
West Bloomfield Towns 31.24 1,311 161 2,164 2,981 20.83
White Lake Township 37147 5,302 164 1409 2,263 22.89
Wixom 9.44 223 425 408 81 7.66
Wolverine Lake 1.68 48 o 167 270 0.83
County Totals 510,25 57,303 5437 53,378 27,296 TeeBAT
Less Northville (1.02) (22) (&} {124) (1) (0.79)
Planning Valuas a908.23 57,284 5436 53,254 27,295 68538
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Solid Waste Database 1t locwkd

Oakiand County, Michigan SEMCOG'S Dwelling Unit Study #s of July 1. 1985 oS
Total Units by Type Occupied Unils by Type
Multi- Mobile Mutti- Maobie
Single Two Family Hotne MSL Yotal Singte Two Famiy Heme MSL Tetad
# Commurity Family Family (3ormorel  Units Linits Dus Farnily Family {Sormore) Unis Units DUs
1 Addison Twp 1626 0 18 a7t 3 1,954 1,616 18 7 284 11 1,827
2 Aubum Hills 3,100 75 4,070 886 51 8,182 3,000 70 3,502 833 48 7,453
3 Berkley 8,147 126 466 3 27 §.789 6,082 108 449 3 27 6,666
4 Bevery Hils 3,858 o 301 1 11 4471 3796 a 283 1 1 4,080
5 fingham Farms 270 2 184 ] 2 458 243 2 176 0 2 423
8  Birmingham 7,063 250 2,605 a 40 9,961 6,818 228 223 3 6 9,315
7 Bloomfited Hils 1.208 20 436 1 28 1,693 1,148 19 374 1 24 1,587
B Bleamfiad Twp 43,800 15 3,358 4 75 17.256 43,381 14 2,967 4 &8 16,444
8 Brandon Twp 3,188 18 34 917 15 4,474 3,038 19 27 903 14 4,001
10 Clarkston 112 22 118 b [ 456 300 2 112 F] 6 440
11 Clawson 4,387 81 1,217 0 24 5709 4,346 75 1,175 0 23 5818
12 Commerce Twp B39 208 174 1,001 a4 9.554 7.848 197 153 858 30 5,084
13 Famington 2,748 11 2,172 1 27 4,959 717 10 1,888 1 27 4743
14 Farmington Hils 15,227 102 13,198 549 183 33,259 18,830 97 11,842 521 178 21,287
15 Femdale 8,253 758 1,132 4 62 10,207 [iXevad 705 1,088 4 50 5,863
16 Franidin 4,015 ] 10 ] 2 1,027 883 o 5 o 2 994
17 Groveiand Twp 1,470 11 49 266 B 1,802 1,448 1 48 25% § 1,762
18 Hazel Park 6,412 281 1,017 [ 75 7.871 6,182 321 776 8 71 7386
18 Hightand Twp 5,103 51 287 1377 20 5,848 4,867 47 217 1,324 17 6,469
20 Holly 1,311 98 433 413 28 2,283 1,284 85 350 398 20 2,178
21 Holly Twp 1,203 18 25 30 12 1,268 1128 17 23 25 10 1,204
22 Muntington Woads 2.408 [ & o 2 2414 2,379 a 4 o 2 2.385
23 independence Twp 8,092 3 1,398 812 27 10210 7,933 ke 1,188 578 24 8,788
24  Keego Harbor 833 30 383 84 0 1,330 789 29 320 BY 7 1,234
26 Lake Angalus 142 o a 1] o 142 126 +] i} o] 0 126
26 Lake Orion 885 9% 343 2 40 1,376 826 8B 321 2 25 1.263
27 Lathrup Village 1,528 3 80 0 [ 1629 1,504 3 ] o 8 1,691
28 Leonard 134 6 a 4 o 141 130 6 [ 4 [ 140
28 Lyen Twp 2,401 38 21 816 14 3,480 2,338 2% 81 792 14 3,351
30 Madison Heights 5412 59 5,24 488 8¢ 13370 9,276 57 3,129 476 87 13,026
31 Milford 1,832 83 703 2 27 2,457 1,580 Fi:] 650 2 23 2,335
32 Milford Twp 2.158 5 15 622 3 2,807 2,078 4 9 577 5 2,674
33 Northville (pt) 870 4 338 [ 10 1,218 851 1 322 n 19 1,284
34 Navi 8,196 43 7,286 +,880 107 17482 8,034 35 8,424 1,803 106 18,402
35  Novi Twp.
38 Oai Park $.282 102 1,882 [ BB 11,380 8,027 102 1,701 [ 88 10,925
37 Caehkland Twp 3,116 5 7 a72 14 3514 3,034 4 3 358 4 3,406
38  Orchard Lake Vilage 773 1 5 0 4 783 743 1 4 o 1 719
39 Orion Twp 7,305 55 1,228 424 45 9,087 7.069 51 1,141 418 35 8708
40 Oronvile 399 42 123 o B 572 385 a7 112 [} 8 543
41 Oxfom 820 93 380 1 22 1,286 805 87 346 1 17 1,256
42 Oxford Twp 2634 30 230 641 11 3.606 2.570 25 274 825 B 3,502
43 Plaasant Ridge 1,042 25 10 2 [ 1,088 1,027 24 g 2 5 1,087
44 Pontiac 15,781 4,624 B.408 as2 408 FBAT3 15,132 1,378 7,465 347 392 24715
45  Rochester 1,851 160 1,833 1 38 3.884 1,787 148 1,694 0 27 3.857
48 Rochester Hifls 16,582 60 737 1,359 125 25423 16,205 59 £,562 1,208 121 24,248
47  Rase Twp 1,805 34 17 132 10 2.098 1713 28 ki 126 7 1,888
48 Royal Cak 20,054 782 B354 8 184 29372 18,835 735 7,882 g 157 28816
48 Royal Oak Twp 585 20 14875 1 a1 2,612 538 20 1,852 1 3 2438
5C  South Lyon 1,333 122 1,755 144 a3 3,387 1,308 1497 1,633 143 23 3,222
81 Southfieid 16,493 70 17837 709 247 35456 18,125 66 15463 670 228 32,562
52 Southfield Twp.
53 Springieid Twp 3272 3 348 730 14 4,384 8,124 28 308 703 11 4,175
54 Syivan Lake 808 1 56 2 2 876 789 8 53 2 2 854
55 Troy 21.429 70 7,587 283 118 29497 21,020 67 7,001 275 115 28477
56 Walled Lake 1,287 74 1,618 144 40 3,063 1,262 72 1,463 141 3 2,978
57 Waterford 20,713 224 8,063 180 159 28,139 20,270 205 6,341 181 153 27110
58 West Bioomfieid 16,124 218 5716 k! 11 22,190 15,584 208 5,091 2 126 21,012
59 Wiite Lake Twp 7.622 84 430 1,669 a4 9,819 1282 60 288 1,578 21 9,266
60  Wixem 1,808 18 3626 7 17 5,476 1,776 14 3,263 7 12 5,083
61  Woiverine Lake 1,585 12 158 [ 2 1757 1,563 12 138 o 2. 1705
Oakland County 313,218 B.EBS 123,212 17407 2853 aB3Z47 304,815 8027 110,445 16,561 2,633 440,501
less Northvilie 970) (1} (338} 0 My {1,319} 951} 4] (322) 0 (o) (1,284)
Planning Values 312,246 568 122,874 17,401 2843 461928 365,864 6,028 110,125 16,581 Thas 430,217
RRRASCC 53,483 418 41713 4,230 688 108,582 62,386 437 42,067 4078 626  BSSTE
SOCRRA 104,856 2845 29,076 803 745 138,027 95,862 2443 27859 785 721 131,486
Pantiac 16,781 1524 8,408 52 408 26,473 15,132 1,378 7,485 347 392 24715
Remaindsr 141,114 1,911 38777 12022 1022 182846 138,482 1767 32982 11,37 884 183460
Planning Vaiues Z348 6,558 122.874 17407 TR EE 363,684 8028 110,123 16,561 PV E T
Livingston County 40,262 023 4,738 3,269 Mg 49,572 37.500 BA4 4271 3,118 218 48,023
Macomb County 201,739 3,424 75,548 13882 2301 296,705 198,508 3174 88753 13013 2,184 285830
Monros County 39 285 1,882 6,288 4,804 458 62,518 38,126 1,747 5871 4,304 402 50450
Oaklanc County 313,218 8,889 123212 17407 2,883 463,247 304,815 8,027 110445 16,581 2,632 440,501
St Clair County 45,068 2,712 7,758 5,438 598 62,463 42,765 2.448 6,806 5,035 453 67,507
Washtenaw County 53,275 4,045 47177 4,970 887 120,454 81.039 3786 42,796 4,894 808 113223

Wayne County 548,961 59206 165845 14231 10597 831640 530,745 3172 13 M5 13584 $.804 780387
SEMCOG Totals AR ETE TR EY AR SS Ba s IaAATTTHEEEE CITTAnT TR0 ¥
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The County’s waste stream is also handled at a variety of other non-licensed facilities such as
recycling drop-off centers, small transfer operations and pure source separated MRFs. none of
which require Act 451 designation. Although no inventory is kept of such facilities. the Report
of Municipally Sponsored Solid Waste Programs - January 1, 1996 contained in the Appendix
includes a listing of some drop-off facilities.

Numerous closed landfills, dump sites, and incineration plant sites exist in Oakland County.
Some remain as reminders of past poor practices. More than 65 landfill and dump sites (used
since World War II) exist as shown in the exhibits and anecdotes frequently are brought up by the
old umers that reveal the potential for adding other sites to the list. These are shown in Exhibits
27 and 28. The monitoring of the closed facilities is handled by the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality. Funding for proper closure of sites where environmental problems have
occurred is difficult and litigation has resulted in numerous instances. Generally, current
program levels and efforts at the state level are accepted by the public as adequate.

Inter-Countv Flows of Act 451 Wastes:

Michigan’s Act 451 provides that wastes may be disposed of at Act 451 facilities in other
counties if the export and import of the wastes are explicitly authorized in the approved solid
waste management plans of the counties involved. Oakland County currently authorizes the
export of wastes to all Michigan counties and to other states and countries. Imports into Oakland
County are also authorized from a select list of generally contiguous counties. Additionally, the
Oakland County Board of Commissioners has, since adoption of the 1994 plan amendments
which established the inter-county flow authorizations, adopted a broader free market, no inter-
county flow restriction stance which points the way for a release of current import restrictions.

The Future Waste Stream:

The future waste stream can be projected based upon the population and employment data
provided through SEMCOG’s most recent Regional Development Forecast and upon the basic
waste generation assumptions previously shown in Exhibit 14. Additionally, the projections
must be based upon various volume reduction scenarios. First, it is assumed that currently
observed volume reduction efforts will not be improved upon as a worst case scenario. Details
of this projection are shown on Exhibit 29,

First, broad brush impressions can quickly be gained from these future projections using the
waste stream data prior to calculating the impact of volume reduction efforts. Once again
examining the county from a geographic perspective, the 61 municipalities were combined
together into groups approximating the original 25 townships. The top ten townships from the
1998 sample remain the same in 2020 with minor realignments in their order. As shown, Pontiac
township moves to the third position in terms of overall waste generation per net usable square
mile from fourth position in 1998 while it remained number one in terms of ISW generation.
Additionally, Avon township moves to the sixth position from number seven and Novi township
moves to ninth from tenth. The Year 2020 rankings are shown in the table following.
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Overall Waste Industrial Special Wastes

Approximate Township Density Factor - 2020 Density Factor - 2020
1. Royal Oak (1) 33.1 I.1- 3(3)
2. Troy (2) 23.4 1.2- 2(2)
3. Pontiac (4) 227 3.9- (D
4. Southfield (3) 19.3 0.5- 7(6)
5. Farmington (5) 16.3 0.7- 5(4)
6. Avon (7) 13.9 0.9- 45
7. Bloomfield (6) 13.7 03- 90
8. Waterford (8) 12.7 0.2-12012)
9, Novi (10} 10.8 05- 6(7)

10. West Bloomfield (9) 10.7 0.1- 16(16)

The overall waste generation rates of the three topmost 1998 units, Royal Oak, Troy and
Southfield townships, declined slightly from the 1998 levels while all other areas increased. In
terms of ISW generation, only Pontiac township increased in generation rates, six units dropped
in waste generation while three units remained flat. Some caution has to be used when
examining the ISW generations rates since it is based on the broad category of manufacturing
employment and not upon specific manufacturing and/or industrial facilities.

Secondly, it may be assumed that the Plan’s volume reduction goals are successfully achieved as
a best case scenario. In the latter instance, the volume reduction scenarios shown in the table
following are assumed to occur by the year 2010.

Waste Stream Category Year 1998 Year 2010
Residential Yard Wastes 16.70% 16.70%
Residential Recycling 7.65% 15.00%
Commercial Yard Wastes 2.00% 2.00%
Commercial Recycling 1 3‘.00% 30.00%
Industrial Recycling 15.00% 32.00%
CDD Recycling 15.00% 32.50%
ISW Recycling : 15.00% 32.50%
Net Totals After Residues 18.12% 30.45%

Exhibit 30 shows details of this best case volume reduction scenario. Although the total amount
of waste generated prior to volume reduction efforts continues to increase since both popuiation
and employment are projected to smoothly increase over the next two decades, with achievement
of the VR goals, the amount of wastes destined for disposal will decline by about 6.6% through
2010. Beyond that point in time, unless additional volume reduction achievement levels are
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Waste Generation and Disposal Assumptions

Gattyacds  Punds

DerYo  perahel
Popiintion 9,314,200
(0 2 griydsirioyt wnd 3 griyeiston} 1 BEE.7
) Totat Empiymen. 4771182 4512 percapia
per capis
Manufachinng Employrie 055 457 QI perczpits
per employees of &l other classes .
PEr MBAUIRCTITR] Smltyes Generetion Factors from: “Assumpiions” - & per unill per day
ASVY - Residential an
MSW - Commearcisd 575
Construction & Besnollion Debris 1 (20 2 gtyctwitankyd and 2gtycision) 2 MESVY - lncdustrin 8.8%
Tenut %4 per capln - Sea Mod¥er discrasion Dulov. oo a7
industriai Speciml Wissts 11438 (@ 7 gevonkyd, both at 17508 11429
New Assumptions in e 1SW - Industrin? Spociel Wasiz
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. 25.090%
Prcesy Residues PBarcent . 15490 Calculations - in tons per dxy
Compost 1.70% {same a5 Manicips) Solic Waste above) . MSW - Residential 1758027
230% % YW St Choping Facier RESW - Commmrcing 1097021
Recycie 5.00% (same 53 Nuniciped Salict Wasle above) RSW - ncasdriat 320148
Totak M a1, ma96
[~5'+] T-50% (same as COO wastex ghave}
f=nlv azsa9¢
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Assumiptions (o spmad COD 1o batn lation and amploy
1870 1980 pele ] 2110 2020
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Solid Waste Database o wik

OCakiand County, Michigan ’ 11258
Projecied 1998 Act 451 Solid Waste Stream (in tons per day) - Adjusted for Dweiling Unit Tvpes and Density
Totat
e Nittmticipal Solid Wiste © —_— Residential
Single Family Mist-famiyy  gisb-tetwt Total Totad %
# Municipafty R Commercial Msw cop 1IswW 481 Change
1 Addison Township 874 0.87 261 297 .07 12.65 223 0.09 14.97 -11.78%
2 Aubum Hils 5 54 1t1.88 3842 B1.01 3838 RLY- B.O& 54.75 220.61 ~2.35%
3 Berkley 3280 1.56 M37 17.53 0.48 B2ar 6.52 0.58 5g,58 TE%
4 Beverty Hilla ~ 20.01 281 20.90 7.73 024 2387 396 034 33.18 T.99%
5 Bingham Farms 1.82 0.48 1.80 2z.98 0.68 2546 237 0.87 26.80 -0.88%
& Birmingham 3295 - &2 3824 58.80 2.88 100,72 178 410 112,60 3.15%
7 Bloomfieid Hils 6.10 128 7.39 ns2 078 4568 1.74 1.4 48.53 -13.01%
8 Eioorfietd Township 76.55 a66 B5.25 57.84 213 14521 1653 3.403 164.78 5.51%
9 Erandon Townzhip 18.70 255 .25 444 038 26407 495 0.54 31.56 -12.22%
10 Clarkston 1.47 .38 1.84 LAY 0.52 11.54 037 a.75 12.67 1A%
11 Clawson 22,90 a.ar 2626 15.74 .16 4376 514 2.5 St.41 . 443%
12 GCommerce Township 53,71 3.04 46.76 21.50 220 BO.45 10.80 a4 84 .40 7.52%
13 Farmington 1331 5.52 13.84 2228 1.07 42.19 383 153 47.65 -1.82%
14 Famnington Hills 118.29 ey 15028 169.81 1822 338.29 30.55 2600 354.84 0.63%
15 Femdale 48,40 ¥ ] 5010 2421 4.09 78.40 9.61 5.84 93,85 8.67%
18 Frankiin 430 06.05 435 251 Q.05 ™ 140 0.08 2.38 -10.61%
17 Gmoveland Township 8.74 .82 9.56 228 .01 11.88 212 a0t 14.08 -11.72%
%8 Hazel Park 38.82 308 39,88 1223 156 5346 7.62 221 §3.29 6.53%
18 Highiand Township 851 413 32.64 13.88 078 47,08 .42 113 55.84 -12.31%
20 Holly a.97 233 1129 7.38 1.60 2028 228 229 24.85 1.39%
21 Holly Township 6,07 D2y 6.33 1.4 037 811 1.46 0.53 10,09 -11.07%
22 Huntington Woods 1327 0.04 13.31 533 G.22 i8.88 248 032 21.67 9,73%
23 Independence Township A46.38 481 5417 17.68 oar 6969 11.88 1.24 82.380 -11.84%
24 Keago Harbor 4.40 .18 5.56 .87 011 9.53 %12 0.15 1080 1.30%
25 Lake Angelus Q.57 0.00 .57 018 0.0 a.78 Q.13 0.01 0.90 -10.43%
6 Lake Orion 4.58 1.20 5,79 4,76 0.1 10.85 117 a5 11.87 1.33%
27 Lethrup Village B.35 032 8.87 8.04 036 | 17.07 1.64 052 1823 8.23%
28 Leochamnt . 0.8% 2.01 0.86 [+R 1 0.8 0.98 a5 0.26 1.40 H0.5T%
29 Lyon Township 14.33 266 16.89 834 a5t 28.84 3.98 5.01 a5.84 -12.75%
30 Madison Heights 48.72 058 5929 £7.73 15.30 14232 11.84 2183 175989 2.45%
31 Milford 10.73 202 12,04 1347 1.50 FifA] 2.53 2,14 3238 3.22%
A2 Milford Township 13.08 1.55 14.54 T.54 4,35 2643 349 583 3978 -12.02%
33 Naorthvilie (part) - 581 0,98 £.58 2.48 028 8235 1.4a G40 11.05 1.62%
34 Novi . 63.00 22.77 8576 71.58 892 168.28 17.70 12.72 146.68 =0.82%
35 Novi Townshis
36 Qak Park 56.08 8.7¢ 61.78 3045 340 55,63 11.84 485 112.49 B.o0%
37 Qaidand Township 17.58 D.98 18.56 343 Ga37 22.38 4.28 0.583 27186 ~11.23%
38 Omchard Lake 398 0.02 3908 299 0.18 T.17 09t 028 8.38 «10,53%
39 Orion Township 41,05 442 4548 1271 7.1 65.89 10.56 11.00 B87.48 -1%1.88%
40 Cronvitle 277 Q41 318 1.38 0.10 4686 0.62 014 542 4.44%
41 Oxford 532 1.14 647 378 476 10.98 1.28 1.08 13.36 2.50%
42 Codordt Township 15.47 238 17.85 548 262 2586 417 ay4 | oanaer -12.42%
43 Pleasant Ridge 5.50 0.10 570 1.57 0. T.54 1.07 0.38 £.98 9.07%
44 Pontiac 104.86 253 13077 129.11 3542 209530 26,31 5054 724 1.68%
45 Rochastar 10.09 £.76 14,85 42 88 5.81 83.65 313 B43 7521 ~2.78%
46 Rochester Hills 110.28 22,08 13243 64.17 14.37 21097 26.33 20,50 257.80 2.91%
- 47 Rase Township 8.98 D45 1043 0,89 207 11.50 240 [+ 1 14,60 -11.08%
48 Royal Gak 102.42 2265 125.07 97,36 658 paciadog] 2500 8,38 263.39 2.34%
48 Roya! Oak Tewnship 3.34 5323 B.E57 © 1AL 043 1635 1.889 0.62 18.95 -11.968%
56 South Lyen 13,52 492 18.44 630 374 2547 341 1.05 30,33 -0,87%
51 Southfinld 91.83 44 95 136,57 a11.68 1521 464,47 28.83 23,13 546,43 «3.08%
52 Soughfiekt Township . .
53 Springfieid Township 035 2.72 22.87 542 0.87 2915 533 1.23 3572 -12.20%
54 Syivan Lake kgl 0.17 .88 313 0.08 711 0.74 013 7.87 7.93%
85 Ty 13875 20.45 158.20 31041 48.92 516.53 31.20 £66.94 814.67 4.42%
56 Wallad Lake 7.38 468 1207 §6.95 456 31,59 2,80 B850 £2.69 -5.11%
57 Waterford Township 117.2¢ 5.9 136.22 8203 75 22201 2680 £36 254,47 3.59%
58 West Bloomfigld Township 106.3¢ 14.98 118.28 A7.87 1.26 164.41 2280 1.79 188.81 4.38%
59 White Lake Township 4105 528 4534 10.99 pk ] 5762 10.78 0.45 68.85 -12,13%
60 Wixnm 1423 a4.58 2.8 1608 349 4740 AH0 13.85 85.84 «4.68%
§1 Wolverine Lake $.02 0.38 9.41 1.3¢ 0.00 0.7t 1.78 ©.00 12.48 B8.07%
€2 County Totals $.850.58 38550 2808 201720 27647 4.500.46 453,45 38401 535882 0.00%
Loss Northwille {5.41) (D.94) {6.38) (2.48) {0.28} 9,42 {1.30) (DAD)  (10.82) 0.00%
Planning Values 1,845.18 364.58 220974 201472 27588 450035 45215 393.81  5346.11 D.00%

The Totnt Reasidential % Change colurn shows the differences abteined by examining residential
generators in terns of single family or mult-family dweilling units and the density of the develo; t

1t must be noted that the waste stream shown is pricr 1o any volumne reduction effart and programs,

Exhibit 19
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ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT G

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

June 15, 2000 . QOakland County Solid Waste Plan Attachments
As Approved by the County Board of Commissioners



ATTACHMENTS

Import and Export Authorizations

Oakland County authorizes the export of wastes generated within the County to existing and
future disposal facilities located in each of the other 82 Michigan counties and to existing and
future disposal facilities located elsewhere. No limitation is ptaced upon the amount of
wastes that may be exported.

Oakland County waste generators and service providers operating within Qakland County must
understand that although this export authorization is broadly given, as Michigan law is currently
written, the right to export to facilities located in a given Michigan county is subject to any
limitations that may be imposed by the facility’s host county’s solid waste management plan and
then finally subject to additional limitations that may be imposed by the facility operator. Caution
must be exercised to ensure that anticipated exports are in fact permissible.

Oakland County authorizes the import of wastes generated within each of the other 82 Michigan
counties to existing and future disposal facilities located in Qakland County subject to the
following. Limitations on the amount of wastes that may be imported into Oakland County
from a given county will be equal to the limitations imposed by that county’s solid waste
management pian upon exports from Oakland County or upon a lower value if specified
by the exporting other county. Additional limitations may be imposed by the operators of
existing and future Oakland County disposal faciiities.

June 15, 2000 ' Oakiand County Solid Waste Plan Attachments
As Approved by the County Board of Commissioners
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