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Executive Summary

Thisbiennial Solid Waste Policy Report is divided into five parts: 1) asummary of the Integrated Solid Waste
Management (ISWM) Stakeholder Work Group process and product, including the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency’s observations regarding this process; 2) a description of Minnesota s current solid waste
system and recommendations for engaging state and local leadership in discussions on how to move to a new
level of system outcomes; 3) aframework to guide the state forward in developing a more effective solid waste
governance system; 4) an update regarding the progress made on key issues identified in the 2007 Solid Waste
Palicy Report; and 5) conclusions and recommendations for moving forward on solid waste issues and
outcomes.

This report satisfies the requirements of Minn. Stat. § 115A.411, which directs the commissioner of the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to prepare and adopt a report that summarizes the current status
of solid waste management; eval uate the extent and effectiveness of our progress in accomplishing state
policies, goals, and objectives; identify issues requiring further research, study, and action; and make
recommendations regarding reasonable and necessary changes to the state’ s solid waste management policies,
authorities, and programs.

In addition, this policy report is linked to the following solid waste related reports, al of which are mandated
by statute and incorporated herein or are currently under preparation.

e Recycling and Composting Report (Minn. Law Chapter 363 art 5 s 3(3)) (ISWM Stakeholder Process
Report in Appendix A satisfies the requirements of this report).

e Report on SCORE Programs (Minn. Stat. § 115A.551) (Appendix B).

¢ SCORE Reporting Recommendations Report (Minn. Law Chapter 37 art 1 s 62(1, 2)) (Appendix C).

e Maetropolitan Area Solid Waste Policy Plan (Minn. Stat. § 473.149) (anticipated completion spring 2010).

The MPCA recognizes fundamental structural problems exist that have, and will in the future, prevent
Minnesota’ s solid waste system from meeting the objectives of the state’ s Waste Management Act.

Although the ISWM Stakeholder Work Group recommended a number of strategies for meeting greenhouse
gas reduction goals, the MPCA staff believe that major underlying factors exist that prevent Minnesota from
effectively moving forward with these and other strategies. The state Legislature is encouraged to closely
review and evaluate the recommendations contained in the ISWM Stakeholder report. Several of these
recommendations would require new legidative initiatives to attain state energy and waste management goals.
However, significant barriers existed in the past that have prevented the state from moving forward on many of
these strategies. Some of these barriers remain.

Considerable time and energy has been expended by stakeholders on the debate regarding where to target
waste management efforts with respect to the Waste Management Act (WMA) hierarchy. The MPCA staff
believe that the fundamental problem, the lack of an effective solid waste governance system that will align
and steer stakeholder activities and efforts toward common, aggressive solid waste system goals and outcomes
—at thelocal, regional, and state level. Although the waste hierarchy does not serve to inform and guide
stakeholders on event level (site specific) issues, the hierarchy has served the state well as atool to guide
strategic planning, priority setting, and resource allocation issues; therefore, it does not need to be modified.
As we continue to use and implement the hierarchy, the MPCA will emphasize the reduction, reuse, recycling,
organics recovery, and energy recovery components of the hierarchy.

Given dl the stakeholders/parties involved in the state’ s solid waste system, the MPCA staff believe that a
more effective governance (steering) system is necessary to achieve the greenhouse gas and energy goals set

by the Legislature. Improving the state’ s solid waste governance system will require that the multiple parties,
public and private, involved in the system will need clarity regarding who is responsible for which functions
and activities; the key parties have effective tools for addressing their areas of responsibility; the burdens and
benefits of the system are fairly distributed amongst the parties; all key parties are held accountable for specific
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outputs and outcomes; and the system is able to adapt to changing circumstances. Addressing governance first
iscritical to the implementation of other strategies.

Over the next 12 months, the MPCA will engage in discussions with legislators, local elected leadership, and
solid waste stakeholders on this ‘ governance’ issue.
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Part 1: Integrated Solid Waste Management
Stakeholder Process

The Integrated Solid Waste Management (I1SWM) Stakeholder work group was formed in response to
recommendations coming out of the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group (MCCAG) and identified asa
priority by the MPCA in the 2007 Solid Waste Policy Report. The MCCAG was a 56-member group of
stakeholders that prepared a report of recommendations to the Governor and Legidature in February 2008 for
reducing greenhouse gas emissions from all sectors of the economy. MCCAG was launched out of the 2007
Next Generation Energy Act, which set goals for greenhouse gas emissions in the state—a 30 percent

reduction from 2005 levels by 2025 and 80 percent reduction from 2005 levels by 2050. During its
deliberations, the MCCAG determined that improving waste management practices has the potential to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 75 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO,€), over business-
as-usual practices, measured cumulatively from 2005 through 2025.

The ISWM Stakeholder goal was to develop an implementation plan to reach the MCCAG goals for waste
management, initially focusing on four densely populated areas of Minnesota, which represent approximately
70 percent of the waste generated in the state. These areas were termed “ centroids’ and are composed of the
following counties:

e Twin Cities centroid: Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, Washington, and Wright Counties

e St. Cloud centroid: Benton, Sherburne, and Stearns Counties

e Duluth centroid: Carlton, Cook, Lake, and St. Louis Counties, and the Western Lake Superior Sanitary
District

¢ Rochester centroid: Dodge and Olmsted Counties

The process began in December 2008 and consisted of a diverse 18-member work group, facilitated by the
Minnesota Environmental Initiative (MEI). The work group used the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
Waste Reduction Model (WARM) as atool to determine greenhouse gas reductions achieved from various
strategies. The group’ s challenge was to reduce emissions from 2005 to 2025 by 52.5 MMTCO.e, compared to
a“business as usual” scenario. The numeric goal was determined for the four geographic areas based on waste
generation: since their waste generation is 70 percent of the state generation, this goal was derived by taking 70
percent of the MCCAG goal of 75 MMTCO.e.

The ISWM Stakeholder Work Group recessed during the summer of 2009 to allow time for the centroids to
work. Each centroid group recommended one to four scenarios for integrated solid waste management that
would meet or exceed their region’s goal. Input also consisted of identification of opportunities, barriers,
feasibility, costs, and other factors. The work of these four groups showed that the overall greenhouse gas
reduction goal of 52.5 MMTCO.e for 70 percent of the waste generation was feasible.

In the fall, the full work group reconvened to review and consider the recommendations from the centroids.
Thefinal report was prepared and submitted to the commissioner of the MPCA on December 31, 2009
(Appendix A: 1SWM Sakeholder Process Final Report). The ISWM Stakeholder Process Final Report
includes many worthwhile strategies that can help move the four centroids and the state closer to the
greenhouse gas reduction goals.

2009 Solid Waste Policy Report ® February 2010 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency



The ISWM Stakeholder Process Final Report aso serves as areport to the Legislature, satisfying the
requirements of Minn. Laws Chapter 363 art 5 s3(3), which called for the MPCA, with stakehol der
participation, to recommend options on how to achieve a 60 percent recycling rate and 15 percent source-
separated composting of the waste stream, measured by weight, by 2020. The results are as follows: if
implemented, the final set of strategies recommended by the ISWM Stakeholder Work Group would reach a 60
percent recycling rate, but would achieve only a 6.5 percent source-separated composting rate. Some members
of the ISWM Stakeholder Work Group felt that 15 percent composting by 2020 would not be feasible. This
concern was at least partially based on work conducted by the Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board
(SWMCB), ajoint powers group of metropolitan counties and a Work Group member, which concluded that a
15 percent organics diversion rate in the metro area would greatly exceed current facility capacity and require
aggressive additional effortsin the form of public financing and subsidies.

MPCA observations

The work of the ISWM group, using greenhouse gas reduction as a new currency of measurement with
assistance of the WARM model, reaffirmed that waste reduction, reuse, and recycling offer much untapped
potential for ‘green’ jobs, enhanced renewabl e energy, and greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction from our state
solid waste system. While all GHG models including WARM have limitations, the ISWM participants learned
from the use of WARM that in order to reach the MCCAG statewide goals for 2025, Minnesota will have to
make significant structural and strategic changes in our solid waste and resource recovery system that moves
us beyond our present approach.

While the ISWM group did reach consensus on alarge number of strategies, this diverse stakeholder group
was unable to reach consensus on several items. A few of the issues the ISWM group wrestled with in 2009
were equally controversial in the 1980s.

Beyond the specific products generated by the ISWM group, the MPCA found the ISWM process of value
because it provided a forum where informed and interested stakeholders could discuss, and share ideas about,
current solid waste issues. In this regard, the MPCA staff believe that an ongoing “advisory group” would be
useful to evaluate progress of the state solid waste system as it strives to meet the very ambitious state GHG,
renewable energy, and WMA goals.

Asadirect participant in the ISWM process, the MPCA has already found this effort particularly beneficial in
focusing our own solid waste activities. As a follow-up to this process, the MPCA has committed staff
resources in 2010 to assisting the four centroids. The MPCA is currently working with the Solid Waste
Management Coordinating Board and adjacent metropolitan countiesin developing a new Metropolitan Solid
Waste Plan and evaluating new governance options. The MPCA is also providing technical assistance to the
three Greater Minnesota centroids to devel op specific projects that advance the higher ends of the hierarchy.
Thiswork islikely to take the form of specific projects; preparing best management practices for exigting facilities
to cut greenhouse gas emissions; and possibly working with local governments to form stronger regional groupsto
implement existing tools more efficiently and effectively.

Also, as has been noted before, the ISWM process served to highlight for the MPCA staff the opportunities to
improve the state's solid waste system. Building on ‘lessons learned’ from this and previous processes the state
has reached alimit on levels of performance with the current solid waste system and discussion needsto
continue regarding how to make significant improvements in the performance of our solid waste system.
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Part 2: Current Approach to Solid Waste
Management; Room for Improvement

Minnesota s current approach to solid waste management, which depends primarily on the voluntary cooperation of
many parties, private and public, has limitationsin its ability to improve significantly on its present performance
levels. Although a waste management hierarchy of preferred methodsis established in statute, the fact that no one
party, or group of parties, hasthe responsibility and ability to ‘ steer’ the system —including al the inter-connected
pieces —in acommon direction could prevent the state' s solid waste system from significant improvement.
Governance refers to the overall process by which the solid waste system is managed, ensuring that the activities of
the partiesin the system are aligned so that overall system goals are achieved in a cost effective manner.

Although the MPCA Report on 2008 SCORE Programs shows modest waste reduction and recycling rate
increases, this can primarily be attributed to the current economic recession, rather than to significant improvements
to how waste was managed. Minnesota s solid waste system’ s performance has been somewhat static since 1995,
unable to advance beyond itsinitial achievements after the WMA and SCORE |egidation was passed. One factor
was the loss in the ability of the public sector to gain control of the waste stream in a particular area given the
1994 U.S. Supreme Court decision, C& A Carbone, Inc. v. Town of Clarkstown, New York. As aresult of this
decision local and regional government in Minnesota have struggled to cover the cost of the solid waste
programs and services they provide by being assured of a stable volume of solid waste.

Despite the recent downturn in the economy and its dampening effect on waste generation, over the past 10 years
these solid waste trends are apparent:

e municipal waste generation has continued to climb;
o recycling rates have not increased enough to counteract waste generation;
e resource recovery facility usage has declined; and

¢ |andfilling hasbeen ontherise.

These trends are expected to continue, particularly as the economy picks up again.

Although Minnesota has many nationally recognized solid waste management programs, state and local
governments seem to have reached a plateau that will be difficult to rise above, given the current system.

Over the past 10 years, the MPCA has engaged in three solid waste stakeholder processes, al of which were
designed to advance the waste management hierarchy. These stakeholder processes have demonstrated that
reaching consensus among diverse public and private stakeholders on major governance and strategic issuesis
difficult, if not impossible. Focusing on greenhouse gas reduction and seeking to meet the reduction goal s set
by MCCAG, the ISWM Stakeholder process went farther than previous efforts. It identified an array of
strategies that would need to be implemented in order to reach the established greenhouse gas reduction goals.
However, many of the recommendations from the ISWM group would require major new mandates, additional
levels of funding, and structural changes in the solid waste system.

The private sector will need to play an integral role in any successful and effective state solid waste system.
The private sector has the capability to foster innovation, efficiencies, and competitive pricing within any
system. However, more needs to be done to ensure that the efforts of the private sector are aligned with and
help support the public sector drive to reach state and regiona solid waste and greenhouse gas reduction goals.

Under the present solid waste system, the MPCA'’s authority to enforce certain provisions of the WMA is
limited. When local governments in the system find themselves unable to implement the hierarchy and feel
they have no tools to move ahead, the MPCA has few and insufficient remedies. What is needed are clear goals
and objectives, the right tools for the job, and strong accountability for all parties.

2009 Solid Waste Policy Report ® February 2010 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency



Lastly, cost structure must also be considered. While some strategies make cost savings possible, overall costs
tend to increase as waste is moved higher up the waste management hierarchy. Landfill tipping fees continue
to be so low asto pull waste toward landfilling and against the preferred flow set by statute. Outside of afew
areas of exceptional achievement in Minnesota, landfilling will remain the default waste management method
until the public sector provides energy and resource recovery options.
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Part 3: Framework for Solid Waste Governance
Discussions

Minnesota s solid waste management governance process is fragmented and difficult to understand. Stakehol der
(public and private) roles, relationships and responsibilities need to be clarified so that solid waste can be
successfully managed. To that end, within the next several months, it iscritical for the Legidature, local government
officials, and private entities to engage in this discussion regarding what needs to be done to move the state toward
more effective solid waste governance.

It should be noted that there is a difference between governance and government. Governance is the process by
which solid waste is managed in order to meet the state' s god s and objectives. Governance includes the interests
and activities of government entities, businesses, nonprofits, communities, and individua citizens. Gover nment
refersto the laws and rules of the state and localities and the entities given authority by these laws and rules. A more
effective governance system capable of steering the state toward consensus-driven solid waste goals would consist
of, or provide, thefollowing:

e (Clarity. Identify clearly and transparently who has what responsibility over which parts of the system, and how
they will be held accountable for outcomes.

o Effective tools. Those parties responsible for parts of the system should have the tools, authorities and resources
necessary to address their responsibilities.

e Equity. The burdens and benefits of the system should be reasonably distributed amongst the parties with
responsibility for the system; however, primary cost of the system —at al levels -- should fall on the generators
of the wagte.

e  Accountability. Adequate measures, benchmarks, checkpoints, monitoring and enforcement must be
established.

e Balance. One modd or approach will not fit all situations. While roles and responsibilities should be reasonably
clear, they should provide some leve of flexibility.

Governance is a core issue that needs to be addressed in order to ensure that future efforts and activitiesin the
state will move usto alevel of performance with our solid waste system. Based on the work of the ISWM
stakeholder process, the MPCA developed the following principles asit deals with a host of other system
issues:

e Greenhouse gas is not the only factor. By law, the MPCA must be mindful of the WMA hierarchy, state

godls for renewable energy, and the protection of the land, water, and air. It will consider al factors when
assessing resource and waste management strategies.

e  Focus on results. Whether public or private, operators of any system segment (such as trash collection,
separation, processing, or disposal) are responsible for results on key measures. The MPCA will ask: is
this part of the solid waste system heading in a sustainable direction, and what are the measured results?

e Transparency. To minimize environmental consequences, Minnesota should:
a. Manage solid waste now rather than burying it for someone else to deal with later.
b. Manageits solid wastes in Minnesota rather than elsewhere.
¢. Avoid toxic emissions rather than shifting them from one mediato another (e.g., groundwater to air).

e More bang for the buck. Economies of scale hold true—the more waste managed in a given operation, the
lower the cost per ton. Materials now treated as waste offer high GHG and energy potentia if pushed up
the hierarchy. Action is especially needed for materials that do not perform well in the mixed-waste end of
the hierarchy, such as aluminum cans in waste combustors.
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e Visible costs mean better decisions. For the most part, the cost of the solid waste system should be
covered by the generators of the waste. Product stewardship principles can ensure goods have accurate
waste-management costs reflected in their pricing.

e Education and incentives for better behavior. The public needs to know what to do and why. Therefore
education isvital to the success of any public initiative. While education alone can reach a portion of the
public, more is needed to reach the rest of the public. Incentives are an important means of influencing
behavior. Using incentives wisely will be important to improving the solid waste management system
performance.

e Public vs. private. Discussions should continue regarding the level of public control over solid waste (e.g.,
through waste contracts or designation).

One option for creating efficiencies that counties, particularly in the centroid regions, should consider is
forming strong regional solid waste authorities. Several effective models exist, including strong joint-powers
authorities; creating new solid waste districts under the existing statute; or having the Legislature create special
purpose districts, like the Western Lake Superior Sanitary District. There are hundreds of examples of regional
solid waste authorities, districts, or commissions, in the U.S., where the local jurisdictions have recognized the
advantages of this approach.

Because of economies of scale, such regionalization has the potential to reduce the costs of solid waste
management. Larger market share would be created, and the economic risks shared by alarger generator base.
Multiple inter-county waste sharing agreements, which can be complex and vary from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction, could be avoided, since all jurisdictions would participate equally in the regional system.
Duplicative operations and services could be streamlined and save money.
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Part 4: Update on Key Policies in the 2007 Solid
Waste Policy Report

Policy Area 3A: The statutory plan of product stewardship for telephone directories is
not working.

In the 2007 Solid Waste Policy Report, the MPCA identified the statutory requirements for telephone
directories as an areain need of attention. The MPCA recommended that the L egidature clarify and strengthen
the obligations of telephone directory publishers to fulfill their recycling obligations under Minn. Stat. 8§
115A.951 and further require the directory publishers to distribute directories on an “opt-in” basis.
Recommendations were based on the potential for reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.

Telephone directories received legidlative attention in the 2008 session with an “opt-out” requirement under
consideration but neither this proposal nor changes to the existing statute were concluded. MPCA staff
participated on anational committee for phone directory stewardship formed to provide input to the directory
publishers on a voluntary opt-out program. The MPCA will continue to monitor this effort to gauge its
effectiveness. Data from the 2008 SCORE report and the 2009 annual reports from publishers and distributors
indicate that the directory recycling rateis below 15 percent, up slightly from 11 percent in 2006.

In 2008, the MPCA devoted additional effort to increase compliance by telephone directory publishers and
distributors with the statutory reporting requirement (Minn. Stat. § 115A.951). As aresult, 98 percent of all
directory publishers and distributors contacted complied with the reporting requirement. In 2009, the MPCA
issued a memorandum clarifying the intent of Minn. Stat. § 115A.951, with agoal of increasing compliance
with the existing recycling requirements.

Policy Area 3B: The current recycling system is missing major energy and greenhouse
gas reduction opportunities with beverage containers, starting with aluminum cans.

The MPCA recommended the establishment of agoal to recycle 80 percent of beverage containers by January
1, 2012. It further recommended providing opportunities to recycle single-use beverage containers at the point
of sale or distribution, and described its intention to conduct a product stewardship process with the beverage
industry to achieve these goals.

The MPCA, in collaboration with the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WIDNR), pursued a
voluntary product stewardship agreement with the beverage industry to fulfill the objectives of the 2007 Solid
Waste Policy Report. The MPCA and the WIDNR convened four stakeholder meetings between September
2008 and January 2009 to offer stakeholders an opportunity to identify and develop potentia strategiesto
increase the recycling of beverage containers.

Currently, 35 percent of the beverage containersin Minnesota are recycled. In order to achieve the 80 percent
beverage container recycling goal by 2012, the collection rate of these materials would need to increase
substantialy.
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Policy Area 3C: Current pricing and management practices are holding back non-
residential recycling.

The MPCA proposed extending the “opportunity to recycle” requirement to all building owners, building
managers, and building operators who contract for waste management for the building, facility, or business.
The MPCA also concluded that more information is needed about current pricing of garbage and recycling
services for commercia accounts to determine whether transparent pricing language is needed in statute to
change pricing signalsin favor of recycling over disposal.

Non-residentia recycling improvement was a subject of discussion during the Integrated Solid Waste
Management Stakeholder Process. The ISWM work group recommended two strategies that directly address
non-residential recycling. One would extend the current residential opportunity to recycle requirement to non-
residential sectors. It includes public space recycling requirements and directs counties to implement
ordinances that require the opportunity to recycle at commercial entities. The other strategy aso includes an
opportunity to recycle requirement for commercial and institutional sectors in addition to aggressive recycling
goals and recycling capacity requirements at commercial/ingtitutional points of generation. Other strategies
advanced by the group, such as requiring retailersto offer plastic bag recycling, would affect the non-
residential sector, but would not necessarily make alarge impact on recycling rates.

Policy Area 3D: Contamination from non-compostable plastic bags is a problem when
composting organic materials.

The MPCA recommended legislation to require compostable bags when abag is used to collect yard waste.
The MPCA further proposed that education would be necessary to prepare the public for this change.

Compost facility operators noted that removing the plastic contamination from non-compostabl e bags costs
between $3 to $7 per cubic yard. The resulting contamination in the finished product causes the material to be
unsalable and it either remains at compost sites or is used for daily cover at landfills.

Thisissue was partially addressed by the 2009 L egislature with a statutory requirement for the use of
compostable bags for the collection of yard waste, when abag is used, in the Metropolitan Area. Non-
compostable bags can still be used on the generator’ s premises for storage of yard waste or for other purposes,
or to deliver yard waste to a compost facility if the materials are removed from the bag and the bag removed
from the site. The law went into effect January 1, 2010. This law does not address the contamination issuesin
Greater Minnesota and a significant amount of finished compost is generated at compost facilities outside of
the Metro Area.

Policy Area 3E: Open burning of farm and household garbage has persisted, despite
risks.

The MPCA recommended ending backyard garbage burning by 2010, continuing to provide assistance to
counties and local units of government to educate the public and reduce backyard burning, and to alow a
two-year temporary exemption for specific counties who apply to address gaps in service or drop-site options,
enforcement, and educational efforts.

The MPCA estimates that 45 percent of rural Minnesotans currently burn their garbage on-site, which has a
significant impact on human health and the environment. Backyard garbage burning is the leading source of
dioxin in the United States and contributes to over half the wildfires in Minnesota each year.
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Entering the fifth year of amulti-year effort, the Burn Barrel Reduction Campaign has focused on working
with stakeholders and local units of government to reduce backyard garbage burning throughout the state. To
date, the MPCA has entered into grant agreements with 27 counties (not including a statewide educational
grant with CLIMB Theatre that covered many other counties). Those grants have focused on education,
enforcement, and incentives. The most recent projects with Lincoln and Redwood Counties focused on
establishing rural waste drop-sites in conjunction with recycling sheds, and the early response from the public
has been outstanding.

The MPCA has aso increased its enforcement of violations involving open burning of solid waste and
prohibited materials (per Minn. Stat. § 88.171), which include most elements of modern household wastes and
further developed our partnerships with the Department of Natural Resources, Department of Agriculture, and
Department of Health who share our common goal of eliminating backyard garbage burning.

During the 2008 legidlative session, the MPCA was asked to testify at an informational hearing in front of the
Agriculture Committee about the risks associated with backyard garbage burning and provide
recommendations for changing behavior. The committee agreed that backyard garbage burning was a problem
and asked for more information on efforts to date and what it would take to ensure that adequate disposal
options exist in rural parts of the state. A follow-up survey of al 87 counties determined that an average of 1
percent of the population does not have adequate disposal options available so while availability is still an
issue in some areas, convenience, habit, and price are more important drivers.

The agency, in partnership with the Solid Waste Administrator’s Association, is conducting a follow-up to the
2005 statewide burn barrel survey to determine what, if anything, has changed in terms of who and how much
people still burn and if the motivations are the same. The study will be completed by June 2010. The MPCA
will review results and consider next steps. For more information on the dangers of backyard garbage burning
and ongoing reduction efforts, go to www.pca.state.mn.us/burnbarrel.
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Information needs identified in the 2007 report and other reports

A number of data gaps identified in the 2007 Solid Waste Policy Report are being addressed by MPCA'’s
research and technical teams. The following table is a summary of the work conducted by the MPCA since the

2007 report.

Data needs from 2007 Solid Waste Policy Report

Data need

Status

Beverage Container Product Stewardship
Process.

Completed process with input from industry. Report available at
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/oea/publications/w-ps1-02.pdf

Ongoing analysis of the climate change
and energy impacts of various waste
management practices.

MPCA is tracking developments and developing expertise in life-cycle
analysis.

Gather benchmarking information about
large systems similar to Minnesota that can
serve as models.

Some research conducted by the MPCA and then presented to and
considered by the ISWM Stakeholder Work Group.

Work with the U.S. EPA on improvements
to the WARM model for measuring
greenhouse gas reductions from solid
waste management.

In 2009, U.S. EPA made funding available to the MPCA to award a
grant to support implementation of state policy to support its clean
energy goals. The MPCA issued an RFP requesting proposals to
improve the usefulness of the WARM model when developing carbon
credits for recycling. No contractor responses to MPCA’s RFP were
received, and the EPA grant money will be directed toward another
clean energy project.

Develop better information regarding
generation and management of non-MSW
materials.

Some information obtained through work on Construction, Demolition,
and Industrial Landfill Work Group and Metro C&D Recycling Study.

Continue to evaluate pros and cons of
organized collection.

Conducted Analysis of Waste Collection Service Arrangements (see
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/oea/publications/w-sw1-06.pdf)

Explore the role of product stewardship to
cope with problem materials.

Conducted Product Stewardship Recommendations Report as
requested by Legislature (see
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/publications/Irw-ps-1sy09.pdf)

Research life-cycle information on organics
recovery methods.

Literature search completed, more information on greenhouse gas and
other emissions is needed. The MPCA is following the work of other
states, such as California, which has a forthcoming study on the topic.

Continue to study the feasibility of
collecting and composting yard and food
wastes together.

Working with counties and others to collect leachate and other data,
research requirements and data from other states, and prepare
recommendations. Also evaluating pilot projects in Minnesota and
currently revising its compost rules.

Advance landfill gas destruction and
recovery efforts; data collection on actual
emissions from existing facilities.

Continuing to conduct feasibility studies at different sites; including
GHG reporting in facility permits; and prepared guidance document for
requirements for a landfill to have leachate recirculation added to its
allowable operating practice in its permit (see
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/publications/w-sw5-08.pdf).
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Part 5: Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the MPCA’ s work on solid waste issues over the last two years and the history of solid waste in the
state, the following conclusions and recommendations are provided relative to solid waste management and
resource recovery:

Better incentives are needed. Since the passage of the SCORE recycling and reduction law in 1989,
Minnesota' s approach to solid waste management has been based on three things: voluntary goals headed
by the waste management hierarchy, an aging infrastructure, and modest economic incentives for moving
waste up the hierarchy. Those state and local incentives have been getting proportionately smaller with
time and inflation. While the waste management hierarchy is still relevant and important today, more
incentives should be considered as budgets allow, to move waste to the most preferred methods.

ISWM Stakeholder Process work was helpful. In 2007, the Legislature set goals for cutting statewide
greenhouse gas emissions by 2015, 2025, and 2050. The legidative goal for 2025 called for a 30 percent
cut in annual GHG emissions compared to 2005. The legislation was followed by the Minnesota Climate
Change Advisory Group (MCCAG), which recommended sector-specific targets including the solid waste
system. The MCCAG report, led to the MPCA convening an Integrated Solid Waste Management Work
Group on specifically how to meet the MCCAG goals for solid waste in the most populous areas of the
state. The work of the group is to be commended and its recommendations should be given serious
consideration.

Governance must be improved. |mportant to improving the solid waste system in Minnesotais to provide
for a governance structure where roles and responsibilities are clear, authorities are granted that parallel
assigned responsihilities and ensure an adequate “ steering” of the system, responsible parties are provided
the right tools to influence behavior, but are held accountable for results.

MPCA will support the centroids. The MPCA will focus on using the tools available to focus on the 17
“centroid” counties in which the bulk of Minnesota's solid waste is generated. In Greater Minnesota, the
MPCA has created a new unit specifically charged to work with the three non-Metro centroids (counties
clustered around Rochester, St. Cloud, and Duluth). In the Metropolitan Area, the MPCA will work with
the seven metropolitan counties on the new Metropolitan Area Policy Plan, and to identify governance
issues. The Metropolitan Area, which makes up 60 percent of the waste generation in the state, is key to
providing a solution with respect to solid waste governance and meeting the state solid waste management
and greenhouse gas reduction goals.

Continued local leadership is important. All local levels of government, particularly counties, have
worked hard to get to this point. Counties are urged to move forward with projects and policies that can be
implemented now. Examples exist in the state where local |eadership has overcome some of the barriers
that exist in the current system. In particular, stronger intergovernmental partnerships and regional
governments can be effective and efficient in providing waste management services in accordance with the
hierarchy and corresponding environmental benefitsto their constituents.

2009 Solid Waste Policy Report ® February 2010 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
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Executive Summary

The Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process (the Process) was convened to bridge
the goals of the Waste Management Act' and the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group’s
(MCCAG)? greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets for the solid waste sector. To begin
the effort to bridge these two goals, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) elected to
have the Process focus on the four most densely populated regions in the state where the majority of
waste is generated. For the purposes of the Process, these four regions were termed “centroids” and
encompassed the areas surrounding the cities of Duluth, Rochester, St. Cloud, and the Twin Cities
metropolitan area. The municipal solid waste (MSW) generated in these four centroid regions
combined makes up approximately 70% of the total waste generated, by tonnage, in the state of
Minnesota.

In the fall of 2008, the Minnesota Environmental Initiative (MEI) was contracted by the MPCA to
design, lead, and facilitate the Process. MEI assembled a seventeen member Work Group of diverse
stakeholders representing industry, state and local governments, environmental organizations, and
others. The MPCA charged the Work Group to develop elements of a plan to reduce GHG
emissions through changes in the way solid waste is managed in the four centroids that would
achieve 70% of the statewide GHG emission reduction target set by MCCAG for the solid waste
sector. The statewide MCCAG target was 75 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
(MMTCOze) cumulatively from 2005 to 2025, and the 70% prorated goal for the centroids used in
this Process was 52.5 MMTCOze.

Over a period of twelve months the Work Group developed a broad-ranging suite of well thought
out strategies to help lower GHG emissions from the solid waste sector within the four centroids.
The majority (22) of the 38 recommended strategies are unanimously supported by all members of
the Work Group, and the remaining recommended strategies (16) are supported by a majority of the
Work Group members.

From the outset of the Process, the Work Group consented that the state’s existing Waste
Management Hierarchy? (the Hierarchy) should continue to guide policy decisions regarding
preferred ways to manage MSW. As such, the majority of the Work Group’s recommended
strategies focus on increasing source reduction and recycling efforts, which fall in the upper-end of
preference within the Hierarchy. The Work Group recommended thirteen (13) strategies to reduce
solid waste generation in the centroids, which focus on increasing efforts to source reduce personal
computers, phone books, cardboard, junk mail, office paper, food waste, and plastic bags. Additional
recommended mechanisms to reduce waste in the centroids include legislation to establish a

! Minnesota Statutes Chapter 115A

* htep://www.mnclimatechange.uss MCCAG.cfm

> Minnesota Statute 115A.02 lists the following waste management practices in order of preference:

(1) waste reduction and reuse; (2) waste recycling; (3) composting of yard waste and food waste; (4) resource recovery
through mixed municipal solid waste composting or incineration; (5) land disposal which produces no measurable
methane gas or which involves the retrieval of methane gas as a fuel for the production of energy to be used on-site or for
sale; and (6) land disposal which produces measurable methane and which does not involve the retrieval of methane gas
as a fuel for the production of energy to be used on-site or for sale.
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framework to advance product stewardship efforts, modifications to the pricing structure for waste
collection service to better align economic signals with quantities of waste at the point of generation,
and increased education, assistance, and recognition programs to support and promote source
reduction activities.

The Work Group also recommended twelve (12) strategies to increase recycling in the centroids.
Recommended mechanisms to achieve substantial increases in recycling include setting aggressive
statewide recycling goals, modifying local ordinances to increase commercial and institutional
recycling, increasing public education about the benefits of source reduction and recycling,
incentivizing residential recycling, and tasking the MPCA to investigate the feasibility of requiring
the removal of recyclable material prior to waste disposal or energy recovery. Other supported
strategies aim to increase recycling of mattresses through increased opportunities to recycle, carpet
through extended producer responsibility, and beverage containers (glass, aluminum, and plastic) by
implementing a statewide container deposit. Finally, the Work Group felt it was essential that the
state further support the development of recycling end markets to support and expand local recycling
programs and the influx of recyclable material that will result from the implementation of the Work
Group’s recommendations.

To better manage organic material in the waste stream (food waste and non-recyclable paper), the
Work Group recommended increasing composting of source-separated organic material through an
array of efforts to be adapted and tailored as appropriate in each centroid.

Regarding recommendations on the lower-end of the Hierarchy, the Work Group recommends
three strategies, one for waste-to-energy (WTE) and two regarding landfill disposal. The WTE
recommendation calls for existing WTE facilities in the state to be operated at their permitted
capacity to minimize the amount of waste being disposed in landfills, and that WTE facilities pursue
infrastructure improvements to enhance the efficiency of their operations. The first landfill strategy
recommends increasing the rate of capture and utilization of methane gas generated at landfills
throughout the state, while the second landfill strategy recommends increasing landfill disposal fees
to divert waste away from landfills and shift waste to other management methods higher up on the
hierarchy.

Other supporting strategies recommended by the Work Group include: increased promotion of
green building and sustainable development initiatives, and improvements to information, including
an updated assessment of the statewide and centroid-specific waste streams, and further research on
GHG modeling, volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from compost facilities and landfills
for all compostable material, and enhancements to commercial recycling data. Also, during the final
Work Group meeting, the Work Group advanced two strategies by majority support as mechanisms
to support the implementation of the other recommendations: organized collection, and voluntary
agreements between haulers and local units of government to achieve improved service outcomes.

While the Work Group primarily focused its efforts on developing strategies to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions, there was strong sentiment within the Work Group that the successful
implementation of the recommended strategies would be largely contingent upon the availability of
adequate funding provided to local units of government to administer solid waste programs, and
sufficient funding at the state level to support market development, education, and technical
assistance programs administered through the MCPA. The Work Group did develop a strategy to
recommend modifications to the existing allocation of funding to counties through the SCORE
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program, and in addition to that strategy, the Work Group generated a list of unanimously
supported high-level funding principles to help guide decision makers as the state develops a plan for
the implementation of the Work Group’s recommended strategies.

To assess the projected impacts of the Work Group’s recommended strategies, the Process used the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) WAste Reduction Model (WARM) and a few
MPCA adjustments to the WARM model outputs related to the GHG cuts/ton for composting
organics and the higher efficiencies of WTE facilities in Minnesota as compared to the WARM
defaults. According to the estimated impacts of the recommended strategies using the WARM
model and the MPCA adjustments, implementation of the Work Group’s recommended strategies
will enable the state to achieve significant reductions in greenhouse gases totaling approximately 47.2
MMTCOsze by 2025, which is approximately 10% below the original Process goal of 52.5
MMTCOsze. The Work Group and the MPCA acknowledged this shortfall and pointed to the
imprecision and imperfections within the WARM model, which are described in detail in the
Process Background section of this report, as a major contributing factor to the group not reaching
52.5 MMTCO:e in GHG emission reductions. As the projected impacts are merely model
estimations, it is certainly conceivable that a 10% difference is within the margin of error for
WARM’s current GHG emission modeling capabilities. Therefore, it should be acknowledged that
the Work Group, at a minimum, has adequately fulfilled its charge by recommending changes to the
management of solid waste in the four centroids that will result in significant GHG reductions very
near to the order of magnitude recommended by the MCCAG. Please reference Figure 5 on page 20
for a visual depiction of the GHG emission reductions projected by WARM to result from the
implementation of the Work Group’s recommended strategies.

In addition to yielding significant reductions in GHG emissions as a result of the recommended
strategies, the Work Group should be commended for their strategies to move waste up the Waste
Management Hierarchy. As demonstrated in the report, the Work Group’s recommended strategies
will result in the following average projected percentages for waste management methods across the
four centroids by 2025: 6.08% Source Reduction (cumulatively to 2025); 60% Recycling; 6.5%
Organics Management; 24.1% Waste-to-Energy; and 9.4% Landfill Disposal. For comparison, the
2005 baseline for waste management method percentages across the four centroids are: 40%
Recycling; 2.7% Organics Management; 17% Waste-to-Energy; and 35% Landfill Disposal. Please
reference Tables 1 and 2 on page 21 that illustrate five-year projections of percentage and volume of
waste changes by management method due to the impacts of implementing the Work Group’s
recommendations.

While the 38 recommended strategies provide guidance and direction to the state by comprising the
elements of a plan to achieve significant GHG emission reductions through solid waste
management, the state must ultimately work with, and lead, numerous partner organizations to
systematically and effectively implement the recommendations.

As the MPCA develops its 2009 Solid Waste Policy Report and works with counties to update local
solid waste management plans, it should assess the implementation mechanisms available to support
the recommended strategies, the amount of resources that will be required to implement the
strategies, and various mechanisms that could be used to fund the recommended strategies. A
comprehensive implementation plan should then be developed and put into action in order to
ensure that the recommended strategies are brought to fruition and that the GHG emission
reductions that are projected to result are achieved.
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Process Background

The Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process (the Process) stemmed from the 2007
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Solid Waste Policy Report to the Minnesota
Legislature that identified a need to convene a multi-stakeholder group to develop strategies to
bridge the goals of the Waste Management Act and the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory
Group’s (MCCAG) greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction targets for the solid waste sector.
MCCAG set a statewide goal for the solid waste sector of reducing GHG emissions by 75 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCOse) cumulatively from 2008 to 2025.

Centroids Description

To begin the effort to bridge the goals of the Waste Management Act and MCCAG, the MPCA
elected to have the Process focus on four major population areas, or “centroids,” where the majority
of waste is generated in the state. The four most densely populated regions in the state are the areas
surrounding the cities of Duluth, Rochester, St. Cloud, and the Twin Cities metropolitan area. For
the purposes of this process, the centroids were defined as follows:

= Duluth Centroid: Carlton, Cook, Lake and St. Louis Counties, and the Western Lake
Superior Sanitary District

* Rochester Centroid: Dodge and Olmsted Counties

= St. Cloud Centroid: Benton, Sherburne and Stearns Counties

* Twin Cities Centroid: Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, Washington
and Wright Counties

See Figure 1: Centroid Regions Used in the Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder
Process on page 11 for a visual depiction of the centroid regions used in the Process.

The municipal solid waste (MSW) generated in these four centroid regions combined makes up

approximately 70% of the total waste generated, by tonnage, in the state of Minnesota (see Figure 2:
Centroid Percentage of Minnesota’s Total MSW).

For the purposes of this process, MPCA set a prorated goal of reducing GHG emissions by 52.5
MMTCO:xe in the four centroids by the year 2025. The GHG reduction target of 52.5 MMTCO,e
was determined by calculating 70% of the statewide MCCAG goal of 75 MMTCOze, based on the
fact that waste generation in the centroids makes up roughly 70% of the total waste stream
statewide.
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Figure 1: Centroid Regions Used in the Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process
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Four Centroids --
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Figure 2: Centroid Percentage of Minnesota’s Total MSW

Baseline Data Collection and Dissemination

To support the Process, Foth Infrastructure & Environment, LLC (Foth) was sub-contracted by the
MPCA to collect and analyze data on MSW generation and composition in the four centroids. Data
regarding the types, locations, and quantities of MSW to reduce, recycle or manage to reduce GHG
emissions in the four centroids was compiled by Foth and provided to the Work Group in February
2009. This data was compiled using MPCA’s SCORE report data, the 1999 Statewide Waste
Composition Study, and waste composition studies from 5 resource recovery facilities, one transfer
station and one landfill in the centroid areas. This information was synthesized to develop 2005
centroid-based waste composition data (in tonnages) to use as baseline data for the model.

Foth also normalized the data to the material input categories used in the WARM model in order to
facilitate the projection of emission reductions that would result from shifting waste within material
categories to different management methods. The complete Foth 2005 Baseline Data is included as

Appendix F.
Measurement of Progress Toward the Goal: EPA WARM Model

To measure projected impacts of the recommended strategies and assess the Work Group’s progress
toward achieving the GHG emission reduction goal of 52.5 MMTCOxe, the MPCA used the U.S.
EPA measurement tool known as the WAste Reduction Model (WARM)
(http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/wycd/waste/calculators/Warm home.html). Like many
calculation tools, the WARM model has inadequacies and deficiencies, and output results for GHG
impacts of recommended strategies should be viewed as rough estimations only that will be subject
to revision and refinement as state and federal agencies implement improvements to the model in
the coming years. A detailed list of WARM model limitations follows:

11
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In general, modeling was limited by the material categories available in WARM and existing
waste composition studies had to be modified to fit the WARM categories. As described eatlier,
Foth provided baseline data to the Process which used the MPCA’s SCORE report data; the
1999 Statewide Waste Composition Study; and waste composition studies from 5 resource
recovery facilities, one transfer station and one landfill in the centroid areas to develop 2005
centroid waste composition tons for the model. Not all waste composition studies use the same
material categories; therefore many assumptions had to be made when grouping categories
together to fit into the model’s categories. The MPCA was not able to independently verify all of
the assumptions and data that went into the baseline information. Because of these assumptions,
quantities of materials should be considered estimates and may vary considerably from actual
quantities.

WARM does not have a “reuse” category. Therefore, reuse cannot be modeled and GHG
emission reductions related to reuse programs cannot be estimated.

WARM contains limited categories for material types that can be source reduced. Therefore,
source reduction benefits cannot be fully quantified since many material types cannot be
modeled as source reduced.

In regards to organics management, WARM currently only allows for one type of organics
management method (composting) and does not allow for alternative management options for
organic material (e.g. food-to-people, food-to-animals, anaerobic digestion, etc.). In addition,
WARM contains limited categories for material types that can be composted, most notably, non-
recyclable paper types are not modelable as compostable in WARM.

Aluminum can recycling in WARM results in higher GHG cuts than source reduction of
aluminum cans because of its high recycled content. (In general, materials with high recycled
content show a lower benefit for source reducing than they otherwise would because they are not
displacing as much virgin material, which requires more energy to extract and produce.)

WARM only models one of each type of waste facility in a scenario for gas capture (from
landfills) and distances (to landfills, and recycling, composting and WTE facilities), so these
must be averaged. Distances are from the curb to the facility; the model uses national averages
from the facility to markets. WARM assumptions for these general inputs for the process were:

O Average one-way transportation distances (using Twin Cities metro area distances):
* Recycling — 12 miles
* Composting — 20 miles
*  Waste-to-Energy — 25 miles
»  Landfill - 50 miles

0 Default landfill gas capture — 37% plus energy recovery (The weighted average of the
four centroid assumptions)

There is no variable in the model for users to model higher efficiency waste-to-energy facilities
(WARM default is at 17%, many WTE facilities in MN are at 70+%). Also, metal recovery rates
are set by the model and do not necessarily reflect the rates achieved at Minnesota WTE
facilities.

12
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= Non-MSW wastes, such as construction and demolition (C&D), industrial waste, and residuals
from WTE facilities are not included in the model and were not considered in strategies

proposed by the Work Group.

In spite of these significant limitations, the WARM model was determined to be the most accessible
and comprehensive tool available to calculate projected GHG emissions from solid waste
management activities at the time of this process. In addition to being the most accessible tool
available, WARM was also the tool used by MCCAG, it is a peer-reviewed model, it includes five
greenhouse gases (not just CO»), and it is widely used in public and private sectors for policy-
making, stakeholder processes, and education. All models have their deficiencies, it is important to
be aware of their limitations, and these limitations were discussed and considered by the Work
Group throughout the process.

MPCA’s WARM model inputs and assumptions are well documented for each strategy that was
modeled, and for strategies that were determined unable to be modeled, rationale for why they were
not modeled is given. In two instances, the MPCA attempted to address WARM inadequacies by
supplementing model output data results according to best professional judgment when reasonable
and feasible to do so. Those instances were:

1) increasing the GHG cuts/ton for composting organics from the current WARM default of
0.2 MTCOgze, to the projected new EPA WARM GHG cuts/ton for composting organics of
0.5 MTCOse; and

2) additions to account for the higher efficiencies of Minnesota WTE facilities (approximately
28% efficiency on average) as compared to the WARM default (18% efficiency).

MPCA staff are also working to continually improve upon the methodology and data used to
calculate projected GHG emissions from solid waste management activities and will continue to
research and evaluate methods and tools to more accurately calculate GHG emissions from all waste
management methods and material types, as called for in strategy 6.9 Improvements to Information.

At the time of this Process, the WARM model is able to account for the following types of waste
material: Aluminum Cans, Branches, Carpet, Clay Bricks, Concrete, Copper Wire, Corrugated
Cardboard, Dimensional Lumber, Fly Ash, Food Scraps, Glass, Grass, High-Density Polyethylene
(HDPE), Low-Density Polyethylene (LDPE), Leaves, Magazines/3"-Class Mail, Medium-Density
Fiberboard, Mixed Metals, Mixed MSW, Mixed Organics, Mixed Paper (general), Mixed Paper
(primarily from offices), Mixed Paper (primarily residential), Mixed Plastics, Mixed Recyclables,
Newspaper, Office Paper, Personal Computers, Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET), Phonebooks,
Steel Cans, Textbooks, Tires, and Yard Trimmings. A ton of each distinct material can be managed
in one of eight ways: source reduced, recycled, composted, combusted, landfilled gas-to-energy,
landfilled gas flaring, landfilled gas capture at national average, or landfilled with no gas recovery. As
previously described, the model does not allow certain material types to be managed using certain
management methods, which further restricts flexibility in projecting impacts from alternative
approaches to waste management.

For each material, WARM assigns a GHG emission reduction multiplier factor, either through
reduction in emissions (negative multiplier) or through an increase in emissions (positive multiplier).
The WARM multiplier factors also enable an at-a-glance comparison of the GHG reduction value
WARM places on certain materials managed via certain methods (e.g., a ton of Personal Computers

13
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(PCs) source reduced yields a GHG reduction value in WARM of -55.97 MTCOxe, while a ton of
recycled PCs yields a GHG reduction in WARM of -2.27 MTCOxe). See Appendix E: WARM
Material Multiplier Table for the complete list of WARM multipliers per material type and

management method.
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Stakeholder Process Methodology

Charge to the Work Group

In the fall of 2008, the Minnesota Environmental Initiative (MEI), was contracted by the MPCA to
independently design, lead, and facilitate the Process. MEI assembled a seventeen member Work
Group consisting of diverse representatives from industry, state and local governments,
environmental organizations, and others (see Appendix A: Work Group Roster). The charge put
forth to the Work Group was to develop elements of a plan to achieve the GHG emission reduction
goal of 52.5 MMTCO:ze in the solid waste sector within the four centroids (see Appendix B: MPCA
Charge to the Work Group).

Developing Common Understanding

Between December 2008 and June 2009, the Work Group met ten times. Early meetings focused on
establishing common baseline understanding of the group’s purpose, the history and current status
of the waste management system in Minnesota, options to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through
solid waste management, and the available tools that could be used to measure projected GHG
emission reductions. Work Group members and outside experts gave presentations to the group on
the management methods of the Waste Management Hierarchy and the systems currently in place in
several of the centroids. Presentations were also provided to the Work Group on waste management
practices in other parts of the United States, Canada, and in the European Union.

Management Method Sub-Groups

In March 2009, the Work Group formed management method sub-groups to generate straw
proposal strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through solid waste management. Five sub-
groups were formed: Source Reduction (including Reuse), Recycling, Organics Management, Waste-
to-Energy, and Landfill. Each sub-group was chaired by a member of the Work Group and sub-
groups were comprised of self-selected Work Group members and other issue experts. Sub-group
meetings were convened between meetings of the full Work Group and were managed by the sub-

group chairs and supported by MEI staff.

The five management method sub-groups generated more than eighty (80) straw proposals, which
are included in this report as Appendices G-K. A number of strategy proposals were developed in
more than one management method sub-group and MEI staff compiled these “cross-cutting”
proposals into a separate document, found in Appendix L: Cross-Cutting Straw Proposals.

The Process had originally been designed to begin in late 2008 and to conclude by June 30, 2009.
From the first meeting of the Work Group, there was a strong sentiment within the group that the
original timeline was far too short to adequately complete the charge. Throughout early 2009,
stakeholders continued to express their desire to extend the process beyond the original deadline of
June 30, 2009 in order to yield high-quality and well-developed recommendations. A contract
extension was pursued and granted to MEI by the MPCA in the spring of 2009, making the new
deadline for the process to be completed December 31, 2009.

Summer Centroid Work
In the summer of 2009, the Work Group charged four centroid sub-groups to develop
implementation plan scenarios to meet their centroid-specific proportion of the 52.5 MMTCOxe

GHG reduction target, calculated for each centroid region based on waste generation. As such, the
reduction targets set for each centroid were: Duluth: 3.3 MMTCOxe; Rochester: 2.0 MMTCO,¢;
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St. Cloud: 3.7 MMTCO,e¢; Twin Cities Metro: 43.5 MMTCOze (see Figure 3: GHG Reduction
Goals by Centroid). The four centroid sub-groups were comprised of solid waste practitioners and
other individuals from each centroid. The centroid sub-group recommendations were designed to
better inform the Work Group as they continued the development of their recommendations for the
Process (see Appendix M: Centroid Sub-Group Charge). To aid their development of proposed
scenarios, centroid sub-groups were given an extensive toolkit, which included, among other things,
background information on the Process and the management method straw proposals developed by

the Work Group Management Method Sub-Groups.

The centroid sub-groups were extremely helpful to the Process, as they brought real-world
perspectives and regional expertise regarding the feasibility of strategy implementation in each of the
four centroids. In addition, over the summer months the MPCA staff developed a more acute
understanding of and sophisticated internal capacity to run the WARM model in order to measure
projected impacts of individual strategies on GHG emissions. Centroid sub-groups were chaired by
at least one self-selected member of the Work Group and were managed by MPCA staff with
minimal support from MEI. The centroid sub-groups met throughout the summer to develop their
proposed implementation plan scenarios for the Work Group to consider and each sub-group held
at least one regional public input meeting (see Appendices O-R: Centroid Implementation Plans). It
is important to note that three out of the four centroid sub-groups proposed scenarios that met their
respective proportional sub-set of the GHG reduction target, and, cumulatively, all the scenario
proposals from the four centroids combined reached or exceeded the 52.5 MMTCO:ze goal, since
some centroids exceeded their respective targets.

Figure 3: GHG Reduction Goals by Centroid
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Refining and Finalizing Recommended Strategies

The Work Group reconvened in the fall of 2009 to review the proposed centroid scenarios and to
develop a suite of recommended strategies to meet the overall GHG reduction goal for the Process of
52.5 MMTCOxe. Between September 11 and December 21, 2009 the Work Group met an
additional seven times. The strategies that comprised the proposed centroid scenarios formed the
basis for the Work Group’s recommended strategies. Centroid strategy proposals were reviewed and
discussed in order of the Hierarchy, and were modified and/or added to in order to form the
recommendations contained within this report. Work Group members also elected to add several
additional strategies that were not included in the centroid scenarios to their recommendations.

Between fall Work Group meetings, MEI used an online survey tool to gauge members’ levels of
support for the various strategy proposals in order to help facilitate discussions and refine the list of
recommended strategies. Ultimate decisions about strategies to include in the final set of
recommendations were made during Work Group meeting discussions facilitated by the Process
Chair, Ron Nargang of MEI. A vote was taken on each strategy, and for those strategies that were
not unanimously supported, non-supporting members of the Work Group collaborated offline to
develop language to include in the report regarding their opinions of the strategy and, in some cases,
their proposed alternatives to the strategy. These non-supporting members are identified by name
and their opinions and alternatives follow the strategy outlined in the recommendations.

Public Input to the Process

As mentioned previously, during the summer of 2009 each centroid held at least one public input
meeting as they were developing their proposed scenarios for the Work Group. In addition, MEI
held two public meetings in the fall of 2009 to gather further input for the Work Group on the draft
recommended strategies. A public meeting was held on October 12, 2009 in Duluth in conjunction
with a regularly scheduled meeting of the Northeast Waste Advisory Council (NEWAC), and a
public Stakeholder Input Group meeting was held on the evening of November 18, 2009 in West
Saint Paul. In addition, an online open public comment period on the draft recommended strategies
took place from November 24 to December 8, 2009 and written comments received during this
period were shared with the Work Group and discussed during their December 21 meeting. All
written comments received during the online public comment period and at the Fall 2009 public
input meetings are included in Appendix D of this report. MEI would like readers to note that two
strategies (6.1 Organized Collection and 6.1A Industry Alternatives to Organized Collection) were
added to the recommendations at the final meeting of the Work Group on December 21, 2009, and
as such, there was no opportunity for written public comments to these two strategies.

17



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

Summary of Process Qutcomes and Qrganization of Recommendations

The Work Group developed twenty-two (22) unanimously supported strategies to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions within the solid waste sector and an additional sixteen (16) strategies that
were supported by a majority of members, for a total of thirty-eight (38) recommended strategies.
The majority of the recommended strategies are Source Reduction (13) and Recycling (12)
strategies, while the remaining thirteen (13) strategies are Organics Management, Waste-to-Energy
(WTE), Landfill Disposal or Other Supporting Strategies. Overall, the Work Group did an excellent
job developing a broad-ranging suite of well thought out strategies to help lower GHG emissions
from the solid waste sector within the four centroids. Several recommended strategies were
controversial and required a great deal of compromise, and Work Group members should be
commended for their willingness to rise to the challenge and collaborate to develop strategies that
most or all members can support.

Estimated GHG and Waste Volume Impacts from the Work Group’s Recommendations

In total, according to the estimated impacts of the recommended strategies using the WARM model
and the MPCA adjustments, implementation of all of the Work Group’s recommended strategies
will enable the state to achieve significant reductions in greenhouse gases of approximately 47.2
MMTCOsze by 2025, which is approximately 10% below the original Process goal of 52.5
MMTCOsze. The Work Group and the MPCA acknowledged this shortfall and pointed to the
imprecision and imperfections within the WARM model, which are described in detail in the
Process Background section of this report, as a major contributing factor to the group not reaching
52.5 MMTCO:e in GHG emission reductions. As the projected impacts are merely model
estimations, it is certainly conceivable that a 10% difference is within the margin of error for
WARM’s current GHG emission modeling capabilities. Therefore, it should be acknowledged that
the Work Group, at a minimum, has adequately fulfilled its charge by recommending changes to the
management of solid waste in the four centroids that will result in significant GHG reductions very
near to the order of magnitude recommended by the MCCAG.

With respect to GHG impacts of certain strategies, Figure 4: WARM Results for Unanimously
Supported Strategies, and Figure 5: WARM Results for Unanimously and Majority Supported
Strategies illustrate the relative WARM calculated impacts of unanimously and majority supported
strategies grouped by management method. The overall WARM result for the unanimously
supported strategies is approximately 15.5 MMTCOze, while the overall WARM estimated impact
of unanimously plus majority supported strategies is approximately 44.7 MMTCO.e. As previously
indicated in the Process Background section of the report, the MPCA adjusted the overall WARM
results for organics and WTE efficiency. The organics adjustment adds approximately 2 MMTCO,e
and the WTE efficiency adjustment adds approximately 0.4 MMTCOxe to the overall WARM
calculation, yielding the previously stated overall estimated reduction in GHG emissions resulting
from the Work Group’s recommendations of 47.2 MMTCOse, cumulatively by 2025.

Comparing impacts for unanimously and majority supported strategies yields the following:

» Source Reduction — unanimously supported source reduction strategies estimated to yield
approximately 2.2 MMTCOse, and majority supported source reduction strategies estimated
to yield approximately an additional 5.1 MMTCO,e

* Recycling — unanimously supported recycling strategies estimated to yield approximately 13.3
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MMTCOsze, and majority supported recycling strategies estimated to yield approximately an
additional 19.5 MMTCOse

» Overall — all unanimously supported strategies estimated to yield approximately 15.5
MMTCOze, and all majority supported strategies plus the MPCA adjustments are estimated
to yield approximately an additional 31.7 MMTCO,e

» Asareminder, several recommended strategies were not able to be modeled in WARM or
were not supplemented with any adjusted model output data by the MPCA, and actual GHG
emission reductions could be greater than the model projects due to the impacts resulting
from these additional, not modeled strategies.

Figure 4: WARM Results for Unanimously Supported Strategies
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Figure 5: WARM Results for Unanimously and Majority Supported Strategies
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In addition to the GHG reduction impacts of the Work Group’s recommendations, below are two
tables (Table 1 and Table 2) that illustrate five-year projections of percentage and volume of waste
changes by management method anticipated to result from implementation of the Work Group’s

recommendations.
Percentage of Waste Managed
Management
Methogd 2010 2015 2020 2025
Source
Reduction 0.016% 1.02% 3.52% 6.08%
(cumulative)
Recycling 43.2% 50% 60% 60%
Energy
Landfill 31.4% 17.5% 8.5% 9.4%
Table 1: Percentage of Waste Managed by Management Method After Implementing
Recommendations
Volume of Waste Managed (in tons)
vanagement 2010 2015 2020 2025
Source
Reduction 701 47,303 167,106 294,573
(cumulative)
Recycling 1.92 million 2.36 million 2.95 million 3.06 million
Organics 166,426 306,429 319,421 331,421
Waste-to- 957,849 1.23 million | 1.23 million 1.23 million
Energy
L andfill 1.39 million 822,717 418,246 480,091

Table 2: Volume of Waste Managed by Management Method After Implementing

Recommendations
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Additional Concepts Discussed

In addition to the 38 recommended strategies, numerous other strategy concepts were discussed
throughout the process that are not included in the recommended strategies because the Work
Group did not reach an adequate level of support to advance them. To inform the MPCA and other
decision makers, the Work Group’s decisions regarding two of the more controversial strategy
concepts that were discussed, but not advanced, are detailed below:

* New Waste-to-Energy Capacity: The Work Group did not support by consensus or a
majority new additional WTE capacity in any of the centroids and, thus, by default, the
decision as to whether or not to add new WTE capacity within a centroid will be left to local
units of government and their constituent communities.

*  Control of Waste: The Work Group discussed several strategy options to control the flow of
waste and support the recommended strategies, including organized collection, flow control,
and alternatives such as voluntary agreements and new licensing requirements and city
ordinances. At the November 20 meeting, the Work Group also had a limited discussion of
waste governance. Having recognized that issues surrounding the control of waste are highly
controversial, Work Group members preferred to first prioritize discussion and strategy
development during the meetings on other topics that had higher probability to produce
recommendations with majority or unanimous support. After a limited amount of discussion
at the November 20 meeting, the Work Group was unable to reach consensus or clear
majority on any strategy proposals to control the flow of waste. However, at the Work
Group’s final meeting, organized collection, flow control and their alternatives were again
discussed and the Work Group voted by majority to recommend both organized collection
and industry alternatives to organized collection (strategies 6.1 and 6.1A, respectively). While
flow control and its alternatives were discussed, the Work Group ultimately decided not to
vote on these strategies because the proposed strategy language for these respective strategies
was too vague and, thus it was not prudent to take a vote. Finally, MEI would like to again
highlight to readers that because both strategy 6.1 Organized Collection, and strategy 6.1A
Industry Alternatives to Organized Collection were added at the last meeting there was no
opportunity for written public comments to these two strategies.

Organization of Work Group Recommendations

The recommended strategies to achieve GHG emission reductions are listed in order of preferred
management method, according to the Waste Management Hierarchy. As such, each strategy is
categorized with a numerical label according to the management methods of the Hierarchy:

1.0 Source Reduction Strategies

2.0 Recycling Strategies

3.0 Organics Management Strategies
4.0 Waste-to-Energy Strategies

5.0 Landfill Strategies

6.0 Other Supporting Strategies

When individual strategies were originally proposed during the Process, they were assigned distinct
numerical labels to better differentiate strategy proposals from one another. The units digit for each
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strategy label represents the Hierarchy management method (according to the list above), and the
tenths digit is the specific numerical label given to that strategy (e.g., 1.3 Source Reduce Personal
Computers). Each strategy has retained its distinct numerical classification throughout the Process,
and, for clarity and consistency, strategies are listed in this document according to their original
numerical label. For three strategies the units digit no longer corresponds correctly to the Hierarchy
classification system developed for this process. Those strategies are: 1.12 Require Retailers to Provide
Plastic Bag Recycling, 1.16 Increased Promotion and Expansion of Voluntary Plastic Bag Recycling
Program, and 4.9 Maximize Recovery of Recyclable Material Prior to Disposal of Municipal Solid Waste.
All three of these strategies are recycling strategies and are listed in the correct management method
section (2.0 Recycling Strategies) in this report, regardless of their original, and now incorrect,
numerical label.

Recommended strategies are presented in two sections of the report, based on their level of support
within the Work Group: Strategies with Unanimous Support and Strategies with Majority Support.
Please reference the Table of Contents on page 3, which lists each of the recommended strategies in
order of management method within these two groupings. For those strategies that were not
supported unanimously, non-supporting members and their opinions and/or alternatives are listed
following the strategy. For written public comments received that were specific to an individual
strategy, MEIL to the best our abilities, attempted to reference specific comments to the strategy to
which they pertain at the end of that strategy. Again, the full text of all public comments received
can be found in Appendix D of this report and readers are encouraged to read each and every
comment.

Members of the Work Group were responsible for drafting the written content of the recommended
strategies, and modifications to the written text of the recommendations were suggested and
approved by the Work Group during meetings. In an effort to standardize the format of the strategy
recommendations, MEI equipped Work Group members with a strategy template to fill out as they
drafted strategy proposals. However, as a result of multiple authors drafting strategy text and the fact
that MEI has not taken editorial license to modify the agreed-upon language of the Work Group’s
recommended strategies, there is some inconsistency in the level of detail and type of information
included in each strategy recommendation.
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Each strategy details to the greatest extent possible the following information:

»  Strategy Description/Recommendation

* Background Information

*  Measurement Method

*  Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

* MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
* Potential Implementation Parties

= Costs

* Funding Mechanisms

= Barriers/Issues

=  Opportunities

*  General Comments

=  Non-Supporting Members and Their Opinions and Alternatives*
» References to Specific Public Comments (found in Appendix D)’

Funding Recommendations

Consistent with the charge to the Work Group, the Process was structured to prioritize the
generation of a list of supported strategies to achieve GHG reductions over detailing associated costs
and recommended funding sources. Following the Work Group’s recommended strategies is a list of
ten unanimously supported high-level funding recommendations that was brainstormed and
endorsed by the Work Group on November 20, 2009. These principles were developed to better
inform decision makers regarding funding mechanisms to support the recommended strategies and
better support the solid waste management system.

Other Notes on Recommendations
The following is additional information regarding the Work Group’s recommended strategies:

* The Work Group advanced several strategies in this Process and felt it was important to point
out that two supporting mechanisms are essential to the successful implementation of all the
strategies: developing end markets to support the expansion of recycling activities, and providing
sufficient funding to implement all of the recommended strategies.

* While this Process focused on four population “centroids,” the majority of the supported
strategies are designed to be, or could be, implemented statewide, and by implementing the
strategies statewide the state can make progress toward achieving the MCCAG statewide GHG
emission reduction goal of 75 MMTCO:e for the solid waste sector.

4 Only strategies that are majority, but not unanimously, supported list the Work Group members
who do not support that strategy and their opinions and/or alternative ideas.

> At the request of the Work Group, MEI has attempted to the best of our ability to cross-reference
public comments that were specific to an individual strategy to the strategy to which they pertain.
Please note that readers are encouraged to read each and every public comment in its entirety, as
many public comments are general in nature and therefore may not have been cross-referenced to a
given strategy.
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* For this Process, and the strategies that resulted from it, the term “Waste-to-Energy” or “WTE”

refers to either mass-burn or refuse-derived fuel (RDF) facilities because these are the two types
of WTE facilities currently operating in Minnesota. It is important to note that WARM only
allows for mass-burn facility modeling and does not account for efficiency improvements due to
co-generation of heat and power. Minnesota does have some RDF facilities, but all WARM
modeling in respect to WTE was calculated using the WARM mass-burn input. As previously
noted, WARM results for WTE strategies were adjusted to account for efficiencies of Minnesota
WTE facilities. Finally, there are other facilities besides mass-burn and RDF that generate energy
from processing waste, and these other or emerging technologies were not included in the Work
Group’s strategies regarding WTE for this process.

Two strategies that were included in the Work Group’s Draft Recommended Strategies
document (dated November 24, 2009) that was open for public comment no longer appear in
the final strategy recommendations. These strategies are: 2.7 Increase Carpet Recycling, which was
voted unanimously to be removed from the report at the final meeting on December 21 since
2.14 Increase Carpet Recycling through Producer Responsibility lists more aggressive recycling rate
targets for carpet recycling and had received unanimous support; and 2.12 Subsidize Local
Markets’ Use of Locally Source Recycled Materials in New Products, which the Work Group opted
to incorporate into the “Opportunities” section of strategy 2.5 End Market Development.
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Strategies with Unanimous Support
1.0 SOURCE REDUCTION STRATEGIES

1.3 Source Reduce Personal Computers

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Source reduce computers by extending the life of personal computers (PCs) and delaying the
purchase of replacement computers by one year or more. This would be accomplished through:

1. Public sector purchasing policy adoption (either through legislation, executive order, and/or
requirements through grant programs) to delay the current replacement schedule of existing
computers and utilize upgrades or other tools necessary to allow existing computers to
continue to operate. May include an educational component.

2. Educational outreach to businesses and residents to voluntarily participate in this effort.

If existing PCs are not energy efficient, this strategy recommends replacing those PCs according
to the current replacement schedule first and then extending the life of the replacement PC.
Further, the strategy recommends that all new purchases are energy efficient or small form factor
PCs and/or PCs with proven life cycle extending factors, such as longer warranty, easily
upgradable tools, and available replacement parts. Lastly, this strategy recommends the
conversion to flat panel monitors as opposed to cathode-ray tubes (CRTs) to reduce the mass of
PC waste being produced. This could be a local effort and a State initiative.

Measurement Method
Procurement policies and reports from targeted institutions, and surveys of turnover rates of
business and residential community.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
By 2012, extend average computer life by one year.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Personal computers reduced 6% by 2025, based on extending the life of PCs purchased by the
governmental sector (15% of the commercial sector)
Gradual, starting in 2011 continuing to 2025

Potential Implementation Parties
State and local government agencies, other large institutions (schools, hospitals, etc.), businesses,
general public.

Costs
Minimal/Low. Some government staff time to work with public entities, businesses, and public
on educational materials and advertising costs (Rochester Centroid estimated $25,000 for staff
time for their centroid). Cost savings or an overall reduction in costs may also be realized.

Funding Mechanisms
Additional (new) SCORE funds supplemented by existing solid waste fees, Solid Waste
Enterprise Fund, or other State funding.
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Barriers/Issues
Changing technology/software upgrades may require new computers, compatibility with
networks; new computers may be more energy efficient.

Opportunities
Cost savings to implementing entities. Current economic conditions make this more appealing
to businesses and public entities because they will recognize a savings in PC purchases.

General Comments
Olmsted County Public Works implemented this approach from 1995 to 2000. Physical mass in
PCs is already being reduced through improvements in technology. Current economic
conditions are impacting the rate of new PC purchasing. An online purchasing tool, EPEAT, is
available, which rates computers and other electronics on a number of environmental criteria,
including product longevity and life cycle extension.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.3 Source Reduce Personal Computers (see
Appendix D)

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re: Strategy
1.3: p. 47
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1.5 Source Reduce Phone Books

Strategy Description/Recommendation
The Public Utilities Commission (PUC) should modify or repeal its rule requiring directory

delivery (see barriers below).
Enact H.F. 170 establishing mandatory opt-out systems for telephone directories.

Background Information
Residents and businesses in Minnesota annually receive phone books (the industry refers to them
as telephone directories). In the metro area multiple companies deliver phone books whether or
not residents and businesses request them. The MPCA estimates that 13,000 tons of phone
books were distributed in Minnesota in 2006 - nearly 13 pounds per household.

Telephone directories were banned from disposal in municipal solid waste (MSW) in Minnesota
in 1992. Under the state law, publishers of telephone directories are subject to the following:

* Provide for the collection and delivery to a recycler of waste telephone directories.
* Inform recipients of directories of the collection system.

Telephone directory publishers used to site dumpsters in grocery store parking lots to collect out-
dated phone books. As processing capacity for phone books developed at materials recovery
facilities, recycling haulers began offering curbside collection of phone books. Now metro area
telephone directory publishers no longer provide drop off dumpsters for old phone books.
Instead they inform residential recipients to put out-dated phone books in their curbside
recycling.

Despite the increased convenience of curbside collection, Minnesota’s 2006 recycling rate for
telephone directories was estimated at just 11%, down from 35% in 2003.

Based on 2006 estimates for recycling, 11,538 tons of phone books were discarded as municipal
solid waste in Minnesota. A 2007 waste composition study at the Hennepin Energy Resource
Center (HERC) found that telephone books constituted 3.8% of the waste delivered to the
facility.

It appears that telephone directory publishers are not fulfilling the intent of the disposal ban,
which would shift responsibility to phone book companies to manage out-dated phone books
and to keep phone books out of the waste stream.

More Books

Additional companies have entered the telephone directory market in Minnesota in the past two
decades. While there used to be only the local phone company’s book new companies such as
Yellowbook, Verizon, Frontier and at least 40 other companies are distributing telephone
directories in Minnesota. Many metro area residents receive phone books from multiple
competing companies.

Voluntary Efforts

The Product Stewardship Institute (PSI) worked with the Yellow Pages Association (YPA) and
Association of Directory Publishers (ADP) from 2006 to 2008. PSI developed a Final Product
Stewardship Action Plan for Phone Books. Meanwhile the two major industry trade associations
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issued Joint Environmental Guidelines that included a voluntary pledge by individual publishers
to address key issues. PSI found that the voluntary guidelines were too general and “believes that
the policy presented did not include the details that were expected, and believes that the spirit of
collaboration is not being honored.” While PSI remains open to working with the YPA and
ADP, no additional collaboration has occurred.

Opt-Out

Several states including Minnesota have discussed legislation to create opt-out systems for
telephone directories. With an opt-out system publishers would be required to allow residents
and businesses to decline delivery of directories, and publishers would be required to publicize
that system.

Only 12 of 43 providers surveyed by the MPCA in 2008 said they have an opt-out option for
residents and businesses that don’t want directories delivered to them. Each company has its own
program. Qwest has a website and phone number residents can use to decline delivery (or order
additional books), while others only have phone numbers for residents to use. Such phone
numbers often lead callers to a voice mail system with multiple options many of which are
unrelated to directory delivery.

In the 2009 legislative session Representative Gardner introduced H.F. 170, which would
require telephone directory publishers to offer an opt-out system for their directories, and that
those systems would have to be advertised on the outside front cover of each directory.

Measurement Method
Number of residents who opt out
Tons of phone books collected by recyclers
Tons of phone books disposed of at recovery facilities

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Enact in 2010, implement within 12 months. Source reduce phone books by 10%.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Source reduce phone books by 10% overall.
Gradual, starting in 2011, reaching 10% by 2025.

Potential Implementation Parties
Telephone directory publishers, MPCA, Department of Commerce.

Costs
Add to current customer service programs of publishers to include tracking system if not already

established.

Barriers/Issues
PUC order requires phone book distribution:
In its December 2, 1996 ORDER RESOLVING ARBITRATION ISSUES in the
Consolidated Arbitration Case, at page 59:
Directory distribution. The Commission finds that US WEST must facilitate the distribution by
US WEST Direct of one white and one yellow pages directory to every telephone subscriber
within the geographic area covered by the directory.

Opposed by telephone directory publishers.
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General Comments
Ideally it would be nice to have a central clearinghouse of telephone directories so people could
opt out of books at one site.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.5 Source Reduce Phone Books (see Appendix D)

Healy, Amy P., Director, Public Policy, Yellow Pages Association — Comment Re: Strategy 1.5: p.
19; Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34; Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management
Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re: Strategy 1.5: p. 47; Muller, Alan, Minneapolis
Neighbors for Clean Air/Neighbors Against the Burner — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 50; Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 60; Rondano, Annette, St. Paul small business owner/Minneapolis CEAC
member since 2009 — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 64; Young, Randy,
President/CEO, Minnesota Telecom Alliance — Comment Re: Strategy 1.5: p. 70
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1.6 Source Reduce Cardboard

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Source reduce cardboard (OCC) — State/local government and manufacturing industry initiative
to promote reusable containers versus cardboard boxes and the packaging goals set forth in
115A.5501 and 115A.5502. This change in packaging has been shown to be cost effective in
certain manufacturing and distribution systems. This has ranged from reuse of cardboard
containers with snack food distribution to pizza packaging to creating durable packages for high-
tech manufactured goods.

Measurement Method
Number of manufacturers adopting new reusable transport packaging in Minnesota.
Waste composition studies 8 SCORE numbers.
Identify container manufacturers and obtain customer information.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
By 2012: OCC reduced by 10%; Continue to 2025

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled — MPCA assumes negligible reduction in corrugated cardboard from
implementing this strategy.

Potential Implementation Parties
Minnesota manufacturing companies, packaging design firms, MPCA, grocery stores and other
retailers, State Legislature, general public.

Costs
Unknown costs due the variation in packaging development costs and package types. Container
costs and shipping would be the responsibility of the businesses as they are now. If funding were
available, then MPCA and Minnesota Waste Wise could coordinate staff, manufacturers, and
contractor funding ($75,000 or 1 FTE).

Funding Mechanisms
State funding and manufacturers or retailers could potentially purchase containers with funds
saved by avoided disposal and corrugated replacement costs.

Barriers/Issues
Retailers get little return on investment of time for deposit-trade-in program if offered to general

public.

Opportunities
Some large businesses (Target and others) are already doing this and are having success.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.6 Source Reduce Cardboard (see Appendix D)

Minnesota Solid Waste Administrators Association 2010 Policy Platform: p. 73
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1.7 Source Reduce Junk Mail

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Increase promotion of existing junk mail opt-out services and/or invest in technical assistance
staff to help people navigate the opt-out system.

Background Information
Unwanted mail shipped in the U.S. was close to 6,000,000 tons (based on EPA waste sort) in
2007. That is over 40% of the paper generated by weight. Recycling of unwanted mail has risen
but there were still over 3,500,000 tons thrown away in 2007. This quantity could be reduced
by improving the national voluntary opt-out system that the DMA currently runs and by
promoting these services to people so they know that they are out there.

Currently, there is a system in place to get rid of unwanted mail. The current system requires
people to create an account, then log in to their account and select the mailers that they wish to
receive or not receive in the future.

There are some problems with the existing system. The opt-out system changes often, which
makes it hard for customers to opt out and some of the services do not provide customers the
option to opt out for life. Some of the systems ask for personal information that people are not
willing to give to a third party, such as a social security number. If industry would be willing to
work on changing the system so it is more consistent (doesn’t change except for necessary
changes and upgrades), allows people to opt out for life, and doesn’t require certain personal
information, it would be more customer friendly and more people would be able to use it.

Promotion of these opt-out services is not widely publicized either, so spending money on
promoting the services and some money to help people navigate through the system (as technical
assistance or staff time) would help more people to opt out.

Measurement Method
Waste composition study, number of pieces of information used, DMA reports the number of
people that have opted out in Minnesota.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

2013; Source reduce magazines, third class mail by 10%

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Source reduce third class mail, magazines 10% overall.
Gradual, starting in 2013 and reaching full 10% by 2025.

Potential Implementation Parties
Counties and residents of Minnesota, non-profits, for-profit opt-out companies, DMA, financial
institutions.

Costs
Money would be needed to publicize the options available and to create educational material.

Funding Mechanisms
Solid Waste fees, additional (new) SCORE funds, product stewardship initiative and mass
mailers pay.

32



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

Barriers/Issues
Implementation, compliance, there isn’t any consistency in the DMA program because it
changes frequently, making it difficult for customers to opt out. Needs to be more customer

friendly.

Opportunities
Waste reduction, saves trees, saves time, resources are not wasted on people that do not want the
mail in the first place.

General Comments
Support/publicize existing national opt-out registry and/or design parallel state initiative, and
add option for lifetime opt-out option versus existing 5-year timeframe.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.7 Source Reduce Junk Mail (see Appendix D)

Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 60; Rondano, Annette, St. Paul small business owner/Minneapolis CEAC member
since 2009 — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 64
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1.8 Source Reduce Office Paper

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Start with improving government office paper reduction and promoting it to businesses and the
public.

MPCA initiate a “Green Office Challenge,” similar to what Chicago is doing in partnership with
ICLEI, that will spur governments and businesses to save energy, increase recycling and water
efficiency and reduce waste: http://www.chicagogreenofficechallenge.org/

Strategies related to office paper reduction include:
* Reduce your paper piles: Find out how much copier/printer paper your office uses and
establish milestones to reduce paper use.
* Conserve paper: Use both sides! Use double sided copying and printing as default on all
capable machines and instruct staff with clear signage on usage.
* Think before you print: Circulate documents electronically instead of using paper-based
memos or fax. Include this in your office policy.

Have state agencies participate in the Challenge, which can be done through a Governor’s
Executive Order. MPCA has developed the Office Paper Reduction Toolkit which could be a
resource used in the Challenge.

Request that the Department of Administration clarify rules on use of electronic signatures and
on electronic storage so that documents can be generated and stored electronically.

Promote State Auditor’s ruling that bids, RFP and RFI may be solicited via websites rather than
published sources. Ask the Auditor’s office for clarification on allowing bids to be submitted on
electronic storage devices rather than on paper.

Fully fund the Green Step Cities program of the MPCA, which promotes cities that are reducing
GHG reductions through various methods including waste reduction.

Provide technical assistance to businesses to work with them on reducing office paper. Work on
setting up an in-house staff team at each unit of government or business including information
technology staff to provide on-going changes in the areas of: default margins, printer and copier
defaults, pop-ups for print previews, etc.

Background Information
The United States alone, which has less than 5% of the world’s population, consumes 30% of
the world’s paper. One reason may be that the average office worker uses 10,000 sheets of copy
paper each year. The entire lifecycle of office paper consumes significant energy and other
resources. That’s why source reduction of office paper has the fifth highest value in terms of
greenhouse gas emissions reduction according to the WARM model (-8.01 MTCOxe per ton).

Governments and businesses can save money and reduce greenhouse gas emissions through
source reduction of office paper. For instance, Bank of America cut its paper consumption by
25% in two years by increasing the use of online forms and reports, e-mail, double-sided
copying, and lighter-weight paper. Minneapolis saved $2,000 this year by posting its 654-page
budget book online. It still printed 144 copies, but that’s 80 fewer than last year. And it plans to
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print only 44 copies next year, said spokesman Matt Lindstrom (“Laptops helping local
governments conserve,” Star Tribune 10/05/2009).

Measurement Method
Individual baselines must be established at each organization most likely done through
purchasing records.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

Promotion can begin in 2010, must be on-going.

Implement resource management contracting for waste services as existing contracts expire.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Source reduce office paper 10% overall.
Gradual, starting in 2010 and reaching full 10% by 2025.

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, local units of government, League of Minnesota Cities, businesses.

Costs
Program promotion, technical assistance.

Funding Mechanisms
MPCA funding

Barriers/Issues
Time, staffing constraints, behavior changes.

Opportunities
Government leads by example, cost savings for implementing parties.
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1.9 Awards Program for Source Reduction

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Institute an awards program honoring exceptional examples of source reduction to inspire others
to also incorporate source reduction into their business practices. The awards program would
need to have a ceremony that publicizes the projects so others would see, learn about and
replicate the award winning projects.

The award program could also be used as an incentive to motivate businesses to move towards
source reduction. For instance in Florida, they have a program called Green Lodging. Green
Lodging awardees are provided technical assistance on how to become Green Lodging certified,
are promoted and Florida employees are required to stay at Green Lodges when traveling.

Wisconsin also has a program called Green Tier. Green Tier is based on a collaborative system of
contracts and charters crafted jointly by participating businesses and the DNR. These contracts
and charters streamline environmental requirements in many cases and encourage new
environmental technologies. Green Tier is designed to help environmentally responsible
companies achieve environmental and economic gains.
http://dnr.wi.gov/org/caer/cea/environmental/

This Awards Program could be started right away and incorporated into the existing Governor’s
Awards Program or MEI Awards Program.

Measurement Method
Each applicant submitting a source reduction project for consideration would be required to
provide measurements of their source reduction and what they estimate will happen in the
future. Each applicant would be asked to report any other organizations that inquire and
replicate award-winning projects.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

Immediate and ongoing,.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - program is for overall source/waste reduction, and is not material-specific. Since
there is no general reduction category in WARM, this strategy could not be modeled.

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, MEI

Costs
A ceremony that assures recognition requires some money to be spent on presentations, a master

of ceremonies, etc. A ceremony that would be well attended, showcases the projects and honors
the award winners could be done for between $10,000 and $30,000.

Funding Mechanisms
Partnerships could be pursued with Chambers of Commerce or other large corporations, but it
would have to be a sponsorship and a third party that would award the winners so the judging
would be unbiased. Another funding option could be to work with MPCA’s Governor’s Award
Program or MEI’s Environmental Initiative Awards Program.
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Barriers/Issues
If the ceremony is not well attended organizations won’t be inspired to work on similar projects.
There might not be enough applicants. Consistent funding could be hard to get. Watching
award winning projects might not translate into others doing similar projects.

Opportunities
There are already existing award programs to partner with. Many organizations are doing
environmental projects and this is a good way to showcase them.

General Comments
There are two award programs that currently exist and it seems like it would make more sense to
partner or change the existing programs instead of create an entirely new program. The other
two award programs mentioned from Florida and Wisconsin could be added to the existing
programs to make an existing award program even better.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.9 Awards Program for Source Reduction (see
Appendix D)

Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34
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1.10 Food Waste Reduction Campaign

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Educate generators of food waste about food waste issues and reduction measures including food
planning, portion advice, date label advice, money savings, recipes, tips, and food storage.

Coordinate with public health staff developing proposals for Statewide Health Improvement
Program (SHIP) funding to reduce “waist” and “waste.” The portion control aspect of the
prevention program would serve to minimize the size of people and the amount of food waste
entering the municipal solid waste stream — either through organics collection programs or trash
collection programs.

Measurement Method
Point source waste generation numbers.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
SHIP application deadlines

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - Food cannot be source reduced in WARM (there is no food category for source
reduction in WARM).

Potential Implementation Parties
Government, residents, service providers, non profits, Saint Paul — Ramsey County Department
of Public Health (Healthy Communities and Environmental Health Sections), others.

Costs
Unknown

Funding Mechanisms
The SHIP funding may include opportunities for portion control, obesity prevention and calorie

labeling.

Barriers/Issues
Hard to measure

Opportunities
Source reduction of food waste is the cheapest, most effective strategy to reduce waste and
carbon emissions associated with food waste. Saves consumer money in purchases and disposal
costs.

Approximately 20% of world’s climate change emissions are related to production, processing,
transportation and storage of food. Opportunity to partner with health-related organizations.
Build upon research findings from food-to-hogs and plate waste reduction through R/W RRP
and research findings on obesity prevention programs.

General Comments
This joint approach to sharing information would be new in Minnesota and may hold strong

local appeal.
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1.13 Expand Technical Assistance for Source Reduction

Strategy Description/Recommendation

1. Significantly increase the number of RETAP engineers working on source reduction at
organizations.

2. Develop and expand specific sectors that MnTAP staff work with on Pollution Prevention
(P2).
* Provide resources such as money
*  Make organizations accountable for numbers
» Perception and accessibility are important

3. Technical assistance delivered through numerous partners.
* Small business programs, Minnesota Waste Wise, business associations, extension
services, vendors (procurement), and non-profits
* Provide resources such as money to work on source reduction
*  Make organizations accountable for numbers
» Perception and accessibility are important
» Can’t increase technical assistance efforts without additional resources

Partner with other organizations that already have access to work with companies on other issues
and then work with them or train them to provide technical assistance on waste reduction.

Many organizations have stated that they would like to be more “green” but do not know how.
Technical assistance helps organizations, both small and large, to set up P2 implementation at
their organization. P2 assistance could also help out with resource management (RM) contracts
at larger urban businesses.

In 2006-07 P2 and technical assistance helped save the following:

Waste Waste Water SHG ’
- Energy Cost
Program | reduced reused | conserved | emissions > .
5 . conserved savines
(tons) (tons) (gallons) avoided &
1.5 million
kWh
Governor’s i 9.2 million -
Awards 1,115 36,950 25.3 billion 14‘4§: KBTU $?2.2‘8
MTCE S million
Program 250 million
gallons of
fuel
I\TI;"C‘I‘::;:?:I' 18,468,200
ool 2,825 5,500 0.2 billion | 3,163 MTCE KWh $4.78 million
Assistance 402,600 BTU
Program
Waste Wise 335 125 NA 17SMTCE NA $2.9 million
20 million
kWh
17,803 9.6 million $530
Total 4,275 42,575 25.5 billion 2 - L5
MTCE KBTU million
250 gallons
of fuel
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Expanding P2 assistance helps with reduction, recycling and potentially composting.

Measurement Method
Analysis of trash bills before and after reccommendations are implemented, the amount of waste
leaving the organization, any savings from P2 (including procurement savings).

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Minimum of ten years with milestones starting annually in year two. For new technical
assistance programs outside of MnTAP, RETAP and Waste Wise, the initial stage would be
creating a partnership. The next stage would be training staff from partnering organizations on
waste reduction and having MPCA staff go into businesses to work on waste reduction. The
program would take a while to start and gain momentum.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - reduction in waste is reported for general waste, not material-specific. Since there
is no general reduction category in WARM, this strategy could not be modeled.

Potential Implementation Parties
RETAP, MPCA, local units of government, businesses and potentially LEAN consultants, non-
profits, small business assistance programs, business associations, extensions services, vendors
(procurement) and businesses.

Costs
Salaries, travel and training, potentially money for vouchers that could be paid back as loans
(money would be used towards implementing projects with quick paybacks when organizations
do not have the initial capital to invest).

Funding Mechanisms
Potentially state money or from fees assessed to businesses for services.

Barriers/Issues
Sustaining the program — how does it continue, diversity of sectors, diversity of cultures and
languages, perceived government interference, trash billing, annual budgets.

Opportunities
Build on existing technical experience, outside help from non-government entities, and
partnerships.

General Comments
The existing RETAP, MnTAP employees could work in the metro centroid area and new
employees could be hired to work in other centroid areas.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.13 Expand Technical Assistance for Source
Reduction (see Appendix D)

Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34
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2.0 RECYCLING STRATEGIES
2.2 Commercial and Institutional Recycling

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Extend opportunity to recycle to non-residential sectors by developing recycling requirements for
public entities and businesses. Implement public space recycling requirements for all
commercial, institutional, and park facilities requiring recycling containers wherever there is a
trash container.

Create new ordinances that require the opportunity to recycle at commercial entities (e.g., all
business entities that contract for 16 cubic yards or greater per week of garbage collection service
must separate corrugated cardboard and office paper for recycling and provide for the collection
of these materials). Provide communications and assistance to commercial and institutional
entities.

The state and local governments will need to play a key role in partnering with organizations
that provide services to businesses including waste reduction. Businesses are wary of
governmental programs and regulations and need to understand how waste reduction programs
can benefit their bottom line.

Measurement Method
Include institutional and commercial sectors in SCORE reporting.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
50% by 2015, 60% by 2025

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
4% increase in recycling of cardboard, office paper, other typical commercial recyclables.
Gradual, starting in 2011 through 2015, then maintain to 2025.

Potential Implementation Parties
MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Department of Commerce, Department of Education,
regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies, cities and townships),
private sector, non-profits, private haulers, end markets.

Funding Mechanisms
SCORE Funds, permit and licensing fees.

Barriers/Issues

» Lack of enforcement.

* Adequate funding for implementation and education about requirements and goals.

* There is an inherent motivational and educational problem for local units of government to
understand county goals and have the desire to meet them.

* Need for significant technical support to provide assistance in program establishment in all
applicable locations.

* Increased financial burden on strapped school systems.
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Opportunities

*  MPCA should promote and facilitate the use of resource management contracts

* This could lead to the use of more resource management contracts.

* Develop Public/Private partnerships to promote recycling through the expansion of
programs such as ReTap, Waste Wise, and CERTS.

* Develop strong small business recycling programs.

* Encourage/incentivize company sustainability plans.

* Enhance value for end markets through increased participation.

* Opportunities for private business partnership/sponsorships with schools.

* Create a simple template planning tool for schools, other entities.

* Increase technical assistance to entities.

References to Public Comments Specific to 2.2 Commercial and Institutional Recycling (see
Appendix D)

Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 13
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2.4 Incentives for Residential Recycling

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Incentives for residential recycling, disincentives not to recycle.

This strategy encompasses incentives that motivate residents to recycle. Incentives would be
provided by local units of government and/or haulers. Potential incentive programs include:

1. Awards programs: Cities/counties offer prizes for residents who recycle

2. Recycling Rebates: Residents participating in curbside recycling programs receive a rebate
on their annual garbage bill or other incentives.

3. Community Competition/Peer Pressure: This concept is new to solid waste
management, but has been used in the energy sector. This program would provide
residents with information on their garbage-to-recycling ratio and indicate how his/her
household is doing relative to other households in the neighborhood. In the energy
sector, this approach has led to positive behavior change.

4. Revenue sharing to communities within city contracts.
5. Expanded redemption centers for aluminum recovery.

Measurement Method
SCORE

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Increase recycling to 60% by 2014 (curbside recyclables plus LDPE, Mixed Metals, Mixed
Paper, Mixed Plastics, Mixed Recyclables, Personal Computers).
Gradual increase from 2009 to 2014.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
5% increase in recycling of curbside recyclables.
Initial bump in 2012, then maintain through 2025.

Potential Implementation Parties
Haulers, local governments (cities and counties)

Costs
Incurred by haulers and/or local governments; relatively low increased net cost

Funding Mechanisms
SCORE funding, generator

Barriers/Issues
Centroids with high existing recycling rates may not see much of an impact, recycling markets,
non-recyclable materials.

Opportunities
Partnerships between hauling community and local units of government, direct engagement of
residents.
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References to Public Comments Specific to 2.4 Incentives for Residential Recycling (see

Appendix D)

Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 13
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2.5 Develop End Markets

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Support state development of improving utilization of existing or new recyclable materials for
end product use within the local or regional infrastructure. This would include both final end
use and processing technology to enhance or meet demand for recyclables. MPCA should
commit to review and evaluate past end market development initiatives to identify successes and
failures of past programs.

Measurement Method
Increase in demand capacity.
Commodity value sustainability or improvement.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Invigorate State recycled materials market development program by 2012. Increase recycling
rates of non-traditional recyclables: plastics #3-7, glass, Styrofoam, all waste types.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
< 1% increase in overall recycling. LDPE up by 15%, PET up by 5%, mixed plastic up by 6.4%,
mixed MSW up by 5%.
Gradual, starting in 2014.

Potential Implementation Parties
Government, private sector and non-profit organizations.

Costs
TBD: $500,000 increase over past state market development cost per year.

Funding Mechanisms

Planning and promoting existing state and local resources, secure existing SCORE funding that
has been diverted from its original intent, State grants/loans.

Barriers/Issues

Collection infrastructure, funding, resources, State support, lack of demand or supply, quality of
recycled material.

Opportunities
A specific opportunity to develop end markets exists for currently hard to recycle materials in the
waste stream (e.g., plastics #3-7, mattresses, e-waste, carpets, phone books, etc.). One approach
to develop end markets for these materials would be to subsidize the development of new end
markets for locally sourced hard to recycle materials in the waste stream. Such a statute could be
implemented by the MPCA for additional problematic materials as appropriate, especially
plastics #3-7, or materials made from recycled e-waste, mattresses, or carpets.

Increased recycling of non-traditional materials, reduction of natural resources, public and
private partnerships.

45



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

General Comments
There are several tactical approaches to end market development:

* Providing resources (financial — grants/loans or technical assistance) to potential partners
in developing increased end market opportunities.

* Assist in driving product stewardship within the scope of creating market demand.

Any economic development initiative that supports markets for recycled material will support
Minnesota’s green jobs initiatives.

References to Public Comments Specific to 2.5 Develop End Markets (see Appendix D)

Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple

Strategies: p. 13; Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 60
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2.8 Increase Reduction and Recycling Education

Strategy Description/Recommendation
This strategy emphasizes partnerships in education between public and private entities and could
include the use of existing programs and resources, as well as the development of new tools. One
existing campaign that could be used to implement this strategy is Recycle More Minnesota
(RMM). RMM is an MPCA campaign focused on providing tools and resources to assist local
governments in promoting recycling. Last year, Curbside Value Partnership (CVP) conducted a
study examining the impacts of increasing recycling education and marketing in two Minnesota
regions. Results from this study indicated an initial 11% increase in recycling rates following the
education and marketing campaign.

This strategy should include partnerships between counties on educating Minnesotans on source
reduction as well as recycling. The MPCA has readily available tools to promote source
reduction on the following topics: junk mail, office paper, reusable shopping bags, generic waste
reduction, the Governor’s Awards Program and a few other topics. When the MPCA ran a
previous junk mail campaign reduction there was a large increase in the number of Minnesotans
that registered with the Direct Marketing Association to get their names removed from lists.
Future reduction topic areas for education could include tap water vs. bottled water, extending
the life span of your computer, and the reduction of food waste.

Measurement Method
SCORE

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Gradual increase in recycling of typical curbside recyclables until 2025.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
5% increase in recycling of curbside recyclables by 2025.
Gradual, starting in 2014 and reaching full 5% by 2025. (MPCA assumed that the individual
source reduction strategies would account for any source reduction that would be gained via this
strategy.)

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, Department of Education, local governments, schools, non-profits, haulers,
neighborhood groups, Department of Health, businesses.

Costs
Funding for outreach campaigns (materials, distribution, etc.), salaries for local government staff,
education about awarded projects.

Funding Mechanisms
SCORE funds, solid waste fees

Barriers/Issues
Behavioral change, measuring behavioral change and impact on solid waste volumes and
composition, staffing, adequate funding for expanded education efforts.
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Opportunities
Reach different/new populations; could target K-12 students; increase educational efforts by the
state; increase cooperation between public, private, and institutional entities.

General Comments
Might be difficult to measure the impact.

References to Public Comments Specific to 2.8 Increase Reduction and Recycling Education (see
Appendix D)
Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple

Strategies: p. 13; Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34
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2.10 Increase Mattress Recycling

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Increase mattress recycling through establishing convenient drop-off programs for residents,
mattress retailers, the hospitality industry, universities and other government institutions at
recycling centers, transfer stations, landfills and other public places.

Measurement Method
SCORE

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

Metro, Rochester, St. Cloud and Duluth Centroids mattress recycling rate increases to 35% by
2012 and 50% by 2025.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
N/A — cannot be modeled because there is no mattress material category in WARM.

Potential Implementation Parties
Not-for-profit organizations, local units of government, mattress retailers, hospitality industry
and institutions such as universities and prisons.

Costs
One processing facility (1,500 — 2,000 sq. ft.) per centroid. Equipment costs per facility
estimated at $250,000 each. Not-for-profit labor cost between $7.00 - $14.00 per hour for
mattress deconstruction and processing. Drop-off site collection equipment (used 48'trailer or
modified Sea Van container) $10,000 per site assuming existing recycling center, transfer station
or landfill site to be used. Transportation cost estimated at approximately $10,000/year for
twice/month delivery from drop-off sites to processing center. More information needed as
distances vary.

Funding Mechanisms
Capital investments and grants for processing and collection infrastructure, market development
grants, retail fee placed on the sale of new mattresses and box springs.

Barriers/Issues
Lack of end markets for cotton and shoddy materials and the research and development funds
needed to develop value added or new products. Funding to acquire special baling equipment for
spring steel. No financial commitment from the mattress manufacturing industry or
International Sleep Products Association (ISPA) in providing assistance in meeting these needs.
A lifecycle analysis is needed on mattresses and box springs.

Opportunities
The Natural Resources Research Institute (NRRI) at the University of Minnesota — Duluth has
and is actively working with regional industries in Duluth and the metro area testing the use of
mattress cotton in the production of industrial wipes and various filtration mediums for storm
water applications. Matt Inc. in Floodwood, MN is now using mattress cotton from the
Goodwill Industries Mattress Processing Facility in the production of oil filters for diesel
locomotives. Considerable landfill space savings by removing mattresses due to non-compactive
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nature. Testing and ultimately displacing the use of virgin materials with used mattress textiles
within regional industries leading to program sustainability.

General Comments
Despite the challenges, mattress recycling, through Goodwill Industries in Duluth, has been in
existence for over five years serving, 14 collection sites in 10 counties in Minnesota and
Wisconsin. In June 2008, PPL Industries and Hennepin County established the first metro area
mattress recycling program. Very feasible to implement in other areas provided partnerships are
developed between non-profit, public and private agencies, funding is provided to establish
processing and collection infrastructure, and differential tipping fees are put into place at
disposal sites.
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2.13 Support State Procurement Standards that Favor Products with Recycled Content

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Institute state procurement standards (which could extend to funds granted to other entities)
that favor products with recycled content to include specific materials where local markets and
products need to be supported:

“Whenever a comparable product with post-consumer recycled content is available which is
within 10% of the price of a similar product without such recycled content, the state entity
shall purchase the product with post-consumer recycled content. Higher percentages of
recycled content shall be favored over those with lower percentages.”

Whenever such a selection is made under this statute, the fact that the recycled product was
selected and the cost differential between that product and the less-preferred alternative shall be
reported to the Office of Management and Budget.

Such a statute could be overarching, to be “blinked on” via administrative order of the MPCA
for new products and markets as appropriate, for example to support recycling of all plastics
(especially #3-7) and other problematic materials such as materials made from recycled e-waste,
mattresses, Or carpets.

Measurement Method
Mandatory reporting

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Immediate and ongoing. Growth and development of recycling markets for hard-to-recycle
products targeted under the orders (i.e., Plastics #3-7, mattresses, e-waste, carpets, phone books,
etc.).

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - no data exists on how purchasing practices actually relate to recycling rates
(basically impacts end markets).

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, State of Minnesota, and entities that receive state funds

Costs
Maximum 10% of materials budgets for selected items within state procurement budgets, less
value of local recycling markets (jobs, tax revenue, support for waste management goals for
targeted materials).

Funding Mechanisms
Existing state appropriations

Barriers/Issues
Need to pass a statute; current fiscal tightness.

Opportunities
Plastics #3-7, mattresses, e-waste, carpets, phone books, etc.
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References to Public Comments Specific to 2.13 Support State Procurement Standards that
Favor Products with Recycled Content (see Appendix D)

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 2.13: p. 32;
Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 60

52



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

2.14 Increase Carpet Recycling through Producer Responsibility

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Carpet should be subject to producer responsibility. An agreement should be reached (if
possible) with the industry as to how to implement producer responsibility for mandatory take-
back of carpet for recycling by 2015.

Removal of carpet pre-demolition should also be part of this approach. Starting in 2010, MPCA
should begin meeting with contractors, building owners and other stakeholders to develop a plan
for capture and recycling of carpet waste prior to demolition/renovation projects and by 2015,
MPCA should, in partnership with contractors, enact strategies to capture and recycle carpet
waste prior to demolition/renovation projects.

Background Information
Carpet is an ideal “source-separated” removal from the waste stream. Nearly all carpet is isolated
from the waste stream by installers before it is mixed in at WTE, landfills and/or transfer
stations. Carpet occupies increasingly scarce landfill space, leaving costly voids; it is difficult to
handle at RDF and other WTE facilities. A voluntary, education and incentive-based agreement
(the federal CARE Agreement) is not even close to achieving its goal of 40% recycling by 2012.
Carpet is an ideal product for producer responsibility, reinforced with a disposal ban.

Measurement Method
Waste survey measurements versus reported recycling from SCORE or direct from reusers.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

Increase carpet recycling through producer responsibility.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Carpet recycling at 40% by 2015; 75% by 2025

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, carpet manufacturers, carpet retailers, installers, haulers, recycling facilities, building
owners/general public/generators.

Costs
TBD - based on reuse/recycling strategies employed by industry.

Funding Mechanisms
Per-square-yard disposal fee assessed at time of purchase of carpet, based on program
expenditures.

Barriers/Issues
Limited end markets, haul distances/transportation costs, storage costs.

Opportunities
More efficient management of bulky materials; preserving scarce landfill space, improving WTE

handling; removing high greenhouse gas generating material from waste stream.
Brotex is located in St. Paul, MN.
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General Comments
With large supply of waste carpet, raw material costs will be low for recyclers, supporting existing
and perhaps new re-users. Presently, retailers who have sufficient quantities are recycling because
they can reduce disposal costs.
Producer responsibility, product fee and requirement that installers/retailers take back carpet for
recycling.
Market development is needed.
Implementation mechanism is product stewardship approach.

References to Public Comments Specific to 2.14 Increase Carpet Recycling through Producer
Responsibility (see Appendix D)

Buckley, Jean, City of Bloomington — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 12;
Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34; Lange, Nancy, Izaak Walton League of America
— Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 39; Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling
Managers — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 60
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6.0 OTHER SUPPORTING STRATEGIES
6.3 SCORE Funding Mechanism Repair and Enhancement

Strategy Description/Recommendation

Step 1. Revise SWMT allocation to direct specific percentage of tax revenues for SCORE pass-
through grants to counties.

Expected Results if Growth of SWMT is Divided According to Current Allocation Formula:

Base Funding
SWMT State General for SCORE
Fiscal Year Revenue Fund Environmental Fund Grants
FY10 $69.3 $20.8 $ 48.5 $14.5
FY11 $71.5 $21.5 $50.0 $15.0

Step 2. Revise SWMT allocation to original intent of SCORE by directing all SWMT revenue
to fund solid waste-related programs, incentives, and infrastructure.

Background Information
The 1989 Select Committee on Recycling and the Environment Legislation (SCORE)
established a tax to pay for services needed to meet new statewide recycling goals. The SCORE
Tax was modified in 1996 to become the Solid Waste Management Tax (SWMT). Today,
businesses and institutions in Minnesota pay a 17% tax on their garbage bill and residents pay a
9.75% tax. In 2008, the tax raised about $67 million.

By legislative action, 70% of the SWMT is dedicated to Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s
Environmental Fund and 30% stays in the state’s general fund. In fiscal year 2008, the
Environmental Fund received $47 million in SWMT revenue. In turn, the MPCA allocated $14
million in SCORE Grants to Counties to provide recycling and other waste abatement services.
$14 million is the same amount that was allocated in 1999 (see chart below).
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Ever since SCORE passed in 1989, the relative percentage of funding directed to solid waste
purposes has decreased, save for a minor increase in funding in 2009. As a result, counties and
cities have had to make up for an ever-increasing funding deficit. This has led to reluctance to
take on new programs and even reluctance to fund existing programs. Increasing SCORE
funding will lead to increased reduction and recycling.

In 1991, the counties received $15,550,000 in SCORE grants and that gave us $9.30 per
household to manage our programs. Our FY 09 allocation is a third less: $6.21 per household.

Meanwhile the size of the waste stream continues to increase and the number of homes and
businesses that need information and services increases.

Measurement Method
Successful statutory revisions.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
2010 Legislative Session

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - no data exists correlating increased funding with increases in source
reduction/recycling/composting. Also, since there is no general reduction category in WARM,
source reduction effects of this strategy could not be modeled.

Potential Implementation Parties
Minnesota State Legislature, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA)

Costs
Step 1. Any additional revenue would come out of additional revenues coming from existing tax
funding as a set percentage of revenue raised. Funding could potentially decrease if overall
SWMT revenues dip below current levels; this is not expected to occur.

Step 2. Upon passage of SCORE in 1989, stated legislative intent was that funding raised would
be used for solid waste management purposes. Subsequently, significant portions of funding
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raised have been diverted to non-solid waste environmental programs within the MPCA. In
addition, 30% of the SWMT revenue goes to the general fund for non-solid waste or
environmental purposes. Directing all SWMT revenue to solid waste purposes would leave
unfunded programs in other areas.

Funding Mechanisms
Solid Waste Management Tax

Barriers/Issues
*  Overall state financial situation.
* Directing all SWMT revenues to solid waste opportunities leaves “hole” in budget.
* Reluctance of legislature to direct new funding to existing efforts.

Opportunities
* Make good on commitment made to counties in 1989.
* Expand overall reduction and recycling funding pool and encourage new efforts.
* Prevent existing programs from going defunct.

References to Public Comments Specific 6.3 SCORE Funding Mechanism Repair and
Enbancement (see Appendix D)

Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 13; Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re:

Strategy 6.3: p. 32; Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall Comment/Comments

to Multiple Strategies: p. 60; Minnesota Solid Waste Administrators Association 2010 Policy
Platform: p. 23; Association of Minnesota Counties 2009-2010 Policy Positions: p. 76
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6.4 Promotion of Green Building

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Increase promotion of and participation in green building programs such as LEED, MN
Greenstar, and B-3.

Background Information
Green building programs such as LEED, MN Greenstar, and B-3 include provisions that reward
reuse of materials, use of durable materials that last longer, and use of materials with recycled
content. Increased promotion of and participation in such programs will result in greater reuse,
waste reduction, recycling, and utilization of materials made with recycled content.

For example, from the introduction to LEED on the U.S. Green Building Council website:

Materials & Resources

During both the construction and operations phases, buildings generate a lot of waste and use a lot of
materials and resources. This credit category encourages the selection of sustainably grown, harvested,
produced and transported products and materials. It promotes the reduction of waste as well as reuse
and recycling, and it takes into account the reduction of waste at a product’s source.

From the State of Minnesota’s Sustainable Buildings Guidelines (B3-MSBG):
M.3 Waste Reduction and Management
Intent
Minimize use of resources and negative environmental impacts through careful reduction and
management of wastes generated during the construction process and building occupancy.

P.2 Planning for Conservation

Maximize utilization of facilities and modify them less over time by careful analysis of needs and
resources. Building less, remodeling existing facilities, and designing for flexibility lead to reductions
in cost, energy, and environmental impacts of materials.

Measurement Method
Tonnages at construction and demolition (C & D) landfills, number of buildings certified by
above programs.

Green building certification programs collect data on percentage of C&D waste diverted,
percentage of materials with recycled content used in the project, etc.

Documentation submitted for projects may include actual pounds/tons diverted. B3-MSBG may
also collect information on square footage avoided being built through planning for
conservation.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Ongoing/certification mileposts.
Targets: Dimensional lumber, Fiberboard, mixed metals, carpet, clay bricks, concrete (not all
potential targets can be modeled in WARM).

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - many of the material types targeted in this strategy are not modelable in WARM
(categories are not included)
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Potential Implementation Parties
U.S. Green Building Council — Minnesota Chapter (USGBC-MN), National Association of the
Remodeling Industry — Minnesota Chapter (NARI-MN), University of Minnesota — Center for
Sustainable Building Research (CSBR) (which administers the B3 program under contract to the
Departments of Administration and Commerce), Green Communities Initiative, MPCA, local
governments (cities and counties), The Green Institute, League of Minnesota Cities (LMC),
Association of Minnesota Counties (AMC).

Costs
Most costs would be borne by the developer or owner for the actual work.
Promotional costs would be borne by the partners including the MPCA:
* Continued sponsorship of Living Green Expo
* Continued sponsorship of the Eco Experience
* Implement Green Step Cities program
Potential incentive costs

Funding Mechanisms
Private funding, SCORE

Barriers/Issues
Can be higher up-front costs for development (not always the case).

Opportunities

*  Growing desire among businesses, residents and governments to be more sustainable.

* Long-term cost savings for buildings.

* Additional GHG reductions through energy and resource conservation.

*  Green building outreach is an integrated way to reach people interested in environmental
behaviors and get them to make appropriate choices.

» LEED for Existing Building Operations and Maintenance requires building owners to create
plans for purchasing of ongoing consumables or durable goods — an excellent entry point for
resource management contracting.

*  Green building actively promotes purchase of building products with recycled content.

* [t encourages minimizing the amount built, and reusing or recycling the waste that is
created.

General Comments
Relatively easy to implement promotions, more difficult to achieve actual implementation.

References to Public Comments Specific to 6.4 Promotion of Green Building (see Appendix D)

Buckley, Jean, City of Bloomington — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 12;
Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 33; Lange, Nancy, Izaak Walton League of America — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 39; Millberg, Laura, MPCA — Comment Re:
Strategy 6.4: p. 41; Newmark, Richard, Citizen member, Woodbury Environmental Advisory
Commission — General Comment Re: Green Building Requirements: p. 55
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6.5 Increased Bonding Funding for Promotion of Green Building

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Allow bonding money recipients to qualify for up to 5% additional funding if they meet both
required and recommended actions of the Minnesota Sustainable Building Guidelines (B-3
standards).

Background Information
Currently all new buildings funded by state bonding money must demonstrate that the projects
meet the state’s B-3 standards which include standards for: Performance Management, Site and
Water, Energy and Atmosphere, Indoor Environmental Quality, Materials and Waste.
Beginning in 2009 all similarly funded remodeling projects of more that 10,000 sq. ft. must also
meet the B-3 standards. B-3 standards include required and recommended actions
(http://www.msbg.umn.edu/) See also example below.

From the State of Minnesota’s Sustainable Buildings Guidelines (B-3 standards)
M.3 Waste Reduction and Management
Intent
Minimize use of resources and negative environmental impacts through careful reduction and
management of wastes generated during the construction process and building occupancy.
Required Performance Criteria
A. Construction waste: Minimize waste generated from construction, renovation and demolition of
buildings through detailing and specifications.
B. Construction waste: Divert at least 75% (by weight) construction, demolition, and land clearing
debris from landfill disposal.
C. Packaging waste: Reduce and recycle packaging waste associated with the construction process,
and encourage manufacturers to ship their product using reusable, recyclable, returnable, or recycled
content packaging. Reuse or return 50% of all packaging material, by weight, to suppliers or
manufacturers.
D. Operations waste: Reduce and recycle at least 50% of the waste generated during building
operation. Provide dedicated recycling areas, processing and holding space, and reverse distribution
space in the building.
Recommended Performance Criteria
E. Construction waste: Reuse, recycle and/or salvage an additional 15% (90% total by weight) of the
construction, demolition, and land clearing waste.
F. Packaging waste: Return an additional 25% (75% total by weight) of all packaging material to
suppliers or manufacturers
Note: Portions of this guideline are adapted from LEED Version 2.0.

Measurement Method
Can be incorporated into the Department of Administration’s current tracking program

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Legislature implement in 2010, then ongoing.
Targets: Dimensional lumber, Fiberboard, mixed metals, carpet, clay bricks, concrete (not all
potential targets can be modeled in WARM).
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MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - many of the material types targeted in this strategy are not modelable in WARM
(categories are not included)

Potential Implementation Parties
Legislature, Department of Administration, Department of Commerce, local governments (cities

and counties), LMC, AMC.

Costs
Not necessarily any additional costs.

Funding Mechanisms
Increased bonding funding, or reallocation formula for existing bonding funding.

Barriers/Issues
* Lawmakers may prefer funding more projects rather than setting aside money to encourage
better projects.
* Can be higher upfront costs for development (not always the case).

Opportunities
* Growing desire among governments to be more sustainable.
* Can generate more green jobs.
* Long-term cost savings for buildings.
* Government serves as role model.
* Additional GHG reductions through energy and resource conservation.

References to Public Comments Specific to 6.5 Increased Bonding Funding for Promotion of
Green Building (see Appendix D)

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 33; Lange, Nancy, Izaak Walton League of America — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 39; Millberg, Laura, MPCA Green Building
program — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 41; Newmark, Richard, Citizen
member, Woodbury Environmental Advisory Commission — General Comment Re: Green Building
Requirements: p. 55
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6.6 Public Entity Requirement to Meet B-3 Standards

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Currently only projects that receive bonding money from the state are required to meet B-3
standards. That requirement should be extended to city, county, state agency, and school district
building and/or remodeling projects of 10,000 sq. ft. or greater, regardless of the funding source
for the project.

Measurement Method
Can be incorporated into the Department of Administration’s current tracking program.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Legislature implement in 2010, then ongoing.
Targets: Dimensional lumber, Fiberboard, mixed metals, carpet, clay bricks, concrete (not all
potential targets can be modeled in WARM).

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - many of the material types targeted in this strategy are not modelable in WARM
(categories are not included)

Potential Implementation Parties
Legislature, Department of Administration, Department of Commerce, local (cities and
counties) governments, LMC, AMC.

Costs
Can be higher upfront costs for development (not always the case). Would be borne by
government.

Funding Mechanisms
Increased bonding funding, or reallocation formula for existing bonding funding,.
Local government funding.

Barriers/Issues
* Lawmakers may prefer funding more projects rather than setting aside money to encourage
better projects.
* Animosity toward a government mandate.

Opportunities
*  Growing desire among governments to be more sustainable, can generate more green jobs.
*  Government as role model.
* Long-term cost savings for buildings.
* Additional GHG reductions through energy and resource conservation.

References to Public Comments Specific to 6.6 Public Entity Requirement to Meet B-3 Standards
(see Appendix D)

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 33; Lange, Nancy, Izaak Walton League of America — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 39; Millberg, Laura, MPCA Green Building
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program — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 41; Newmark, Richard, Citizen
member, Woodbury Environmental Advisory Commission — General Comment Re: Green Building
Requirements: p. 55
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6.7 Promotion of Sustainable Development

Strategy Description/Recommendation
MPCA should work with partners to promote sustainable development through Green Step
Cities, non-profit green building certification programs in Minnesota, and similar efforts.

Background Information
Cities can promote source reduction and recycling through city codes — specifically promotion of
sustainable development.

Currently, there is an opportunity to reach out to cities. Cites in the metro area completed their
Comprehensive Plans in 2008. In 2009 they began updating their city codes to reflect the
changes made in the Comprehensive Plan. Cities should include encouragement of sustainable
development standards in their updated codes. Sustainable development standards use a whole-
system approach that seeks to preserve resources, reduce operating costs, and reduce
environmental and public health impacts. The U.S. Green Building Council — Minnesota
Chapter has been reaching out to local governments and the Urban Land Institute to increase
the sustainability of communities.

Cities can use the city code to encourage developers or they can use the code to create
requirements and incentives.

Here’s an example of how the city of Shoreview updated a portion of its city code to encourage
developers to incorporate the expectation that developers will include recycling service in their
development plans.

Example from Shoreview City Code on Erosion Control:

g) Construction Site Waste and Recycling. The site shall be maintained in a clean and orderly
manner. Waste and recycling shall be stored in a appropriate containers, collected regularly, and
handled in conformance with the regulations of the City and requirements of the MPCA.

Examples of requirements include: design standards that stipulate more durable materials and/or
recycled content materials, performance standards for buildings that include provision of
recycling service, PUD requirements for waste reduction and recycling in both the
construction/remodeling and on going operations.

Examples of incentives include: TIF agreements stipulating waste reduction and recycling;
bonuses for floor area ratio, surface area coverage, and/or density in exchange for waste reduction
and recycling targets.

Measurement Method
Assistance provided to cities through Green Step Cities program.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - many of the material types targeted in this strategy are not modelable in WARM
(categories are not included)

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Cities implement in 2010, then ongoing.
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Targets: Dimensional lumber, Fiberboard, mixed metals, carpet, clay bricks, concrete (not all
potential targets can be modeled in WARM).

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, LMC, AMC, local (cities and counties) governments, developers, Met Council, private
consulting firms (e.g. http://www.crplanning.com/susdo.htm: State-funded Sustainable
Development model ordinances).

Costs
Would take a coordinated and comprehensive plan. May need to provide technical assistance to
cities or consultants.
Ongoing funding from the MPCA of the Green Step Cities program.

Incentive funding to developers.

Funding Mechanisms
Local government funding — minimal cost.

Barriers/Issues
Not all cities are receptive to this concept.

Opportunities
*  Growing desire among governments to be more sustainable, can generate more green jobs.
*  Government as role model.
* Long-term cost savings for buildings.
* Additional GHG reductions through energy and resource conservation.

References to Public Comments Specific to 6.7 Promotion of Sustainable Development (see
Appendix D)

Buckley, Jean, City of Bloomington — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 12;
Millberg, Laura, MPCA Green Building program — Comment Re: Strategy 6.7: p. 41; Newmark,
Richard, Citizen member, Woodbury Environmental Advisory Commission — General Comment
Re: Green Building Requirements: p. 55
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6.8 Updated Statewide and Centroid Waste Sorts

Strategy Description/Recommendation
MPCA should conduct statistically significant statewide and/or centroid-based waste
composition studies at all types of disposal facilities (WTE, landfills, transfer stations where
waste is leaving the state).

Background Information
A comprehensive waste sort will provide a representative, statistically defensible estimate of the
composition of Minnesota’s municipal solid waste (MSW) stream. This information is necessary
to understand the need for reduction of any one of the components of the waste landfilled or
incinerated in Minnesota.

The last comprehensive, statewide sort was completed in 1999. Our understanding of the actual
waste composition is based on data gathered 10 years ago. Since that time a number of materials
have been banned (e.g., CRTs) and other management options have come about (e.g., carpet
recycling). In addition, household consumption and ultimate disposal behaviors may have
changed due to economics and education actions.

An updated waste sort is important now because it can accomplish the following goals:

* Establish a baseline for measuring future success in achieving waste management
objectives

»  Assess progress in reduction and recycling since 1999 (and since the previous sort in
1992)

»  Assist the State and its partners in setting future policy direction and management
priorities

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Conduct in 2010; update no less than every 5 years.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - waste sorts and improvements to information don’t directly affect the
management methods.

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, disposal facilities

Funding Mechanisms
The cost of conducting waste sorts should be covered by proceeds from the solid waste disposal
tax.

Opportunities
Close the gap on available recycling data.
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References to Public Comments Specific to 6.8 Updated Statewide and Centroid Waste Sorts (see

Appendix D)

Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 60
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6.9 Improvements to Information

Strategy Description/Recommendation
The MPCA will continue to identify methods, either through suggested enhancements to the
EPA WARM model or through supplementary MPCA modeling, to more accurately calculate
the greenhouse gas emissions from all waste management methods and material types.

Of special interest is to have the MPCA evaluate and continue to research a more accurate
calculation for the greenhouse gas emission reductions achieved and volatile organic compound
(VOC) emissions created from compost facilities and landfills for all compostable materials.

In addition, there is a need to improve the quantity and quality of available commercial recycling
data. MPCA should partner with counties and industry to improve commercial recycling
information gathering and develop reporting models to ensure clear and consistent data
collection and avoid any double counting.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

Evaluations complete by 2015; reassess research needs after evaluations complete.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - waste sorts and improvements to information don’t directly affect the
management methods.

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, partnerships with local units of government, industry and facility operators.

Costs
Study costs will vary; staff time.

Funding Mechanisms
MPCA budget items

Barriers/Issues
* Budget, limited staff time
* Without the development of reporting models, industry will have difficulty meeting the
commercial recycling reporting requirements.

Opportunities
* Better understanding of GHG emission reductions and VOC emissions.
* Close the gap on available recycling data.

References to Public Comments Specific to 6.9 Improvements to Information (see Appendix D)

Buckley, Jean, City of Bloomington — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 12
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Strateqgies with Majority Support

1.0 SOURCE REDUCTION STRATEGIES
1.1 Enact the Minnesota Product Stewardship Framework Law

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Industry should be encouraged to independently develop Product Stewardship plans and to
promote those plans to the public and government.

The legislature should enact The Minnesota Product Stewardship Act. The framework
legislation should be expanded to include source reduction (including packaging reduction) and
product redesign into stewardship plans. Similarly legislation should stipulate that plan goals
should be enforceable and seek to maximize material recovery for reuse, recycling and/or
composting. The criteria for identifying products to be managed should include the ability to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions through source reduction and the ability to significantly
increase recycling rates of materials whose manufacturing, use and/or end-of-life disposal have
high levels of greenhouse gas emissions.

Background Information
Product Stewardship, also known as Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR), is a strategy to
place responsibility for end-of-life management of products and associated packaging on
producers and consumers rather than on taxpayers, ratepayers or local governments.

An example is the Minnesota Electronics Recycling Law which requires that manufacturers of
designated electronic devices that are sold in the state to “annually recycle or arrange for the
collection and recycling of an amount of designated electronic devices equal to the total
weight of its video display devices sold to households during the preceding program year.”

The goals of producer responsibility are to:

*  Stimulate eco-design
* Enhance source reduction, reuse and recycling
* Include environmental costs in the product price

EPR programs can be initiated by private industry or through government action. Product
stewardship is implemented through participation of all parties who have a role in designing,
producing, or selling a product or product components; parties that refurbish or recycle the
product; and parties that collect and transport the disposed product. However, the greater the
ability of a party to influence the life-cycle impacts of the product, the greater the degree of
responsibility the party has for addressing those impacts.

Product stewardship programs may also result in an expanded collection infrastructure, creating
more convenience for residents and creating business opportunities for retailers and processors.
For example, several electronics retailers in Minnesota are now offering in-store and/or mail-in
collection of certain waste electronics from residents. Similarly, paint retailers have voiced an
interest in collecting leftover paint as a service for their customers.

69



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

When producers are responsible for ensuring their products are reused, recycled or otherwise
managed responsibly, and when health and environmental costs are included in the product
price, there is an incentive to design products that use fewer resources, reduce

unnecessary product elements and/or packaging, are easier to repair or reuse, use recycled
materials, are more durable, are easier to recycle, and are less toxic.

EPR in Action: An article from Recycling Today magazine dealing with changes in electronics
manufacturing demonstrates the benefits of product stewardship:

“Original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) are reducing the number of screws and other fasteners
as well as reducing the amount of lead in their products. Additionally, many OEMs are replacing
engineered plastic components with easier-to-recycle materials such as aluminum and other metals,
says Parker Brugge, vice president of environmental affairs and industry sustainability for the
Consumer Electronics Association (CEA), Arlington, VA.

One of the biggest areas of growth in design for recycling is in reducing the amount of virgin plastics
going into new electronics and making plastic components easier to recycle by limiting the types of
plastics used and labeling them so they can be easily sorted.

Panasonic reports that from the 1980s to the 2000s, the company has reduced the total number of
types of plastic it uses from 13 to two and also has reduced the number of plastic parts in its products
from 39 to eight. As a result, the company reports a much more efficient recycling process.

Additionally manufacturers have stepped up their efforts to use recycled plastic in their new products,
which can benefit recyclers.

‘Some manufacturers have incorporated significant amounts of recycled plastic in their products,” says
Eric Harris, director of government and international affairs for the Institute of Scrap Recycling
Industries Inc. (ISRI), Washington, D.C. “This creates demand for recycled plastics from computers,
which increases the value that recyclers can capture for the material.” (Recycling Today, April 2009)

Minnesota’s Current Approach: Current product stewardship initiatives in Minnesota have been
centered on individual products — rechargeable batteries, CRT landfill disposal ban, and
electronics.

In the 2009 legislative session, product stewardship bills were introduced on seven different
products: beverage containers, CFLs, electronics, paint, pharmaceuticals, phone books, and
plastic bags.

The ISWM centroid plans included recommendations for EPR. The calculations were run
through the WARM model after identifying individual product types that corresponded with
WARM model categories. Examples include: beverage containers, cardboard, carpet, CFLs,
computers, mattresses, phone books, and plastic bags.

An Alternative — EPR Framework: There is an alternative to this “product by product” approach
called an Extended Producer Responsibility Framework.

The framework establishes criteria, processes, and plans to provide a consistent yet flexible
approach and a common set of expectations for identifying and evaluating products to be
managed through EPR and for developing a stewardship program for those identified products
(stewardship programs will operate differently for each product). This comprehensive framework
approach is more efficient than trying to address individual products on a case-by-case basis. The
framework also recognizes that not all products are suited to a stewardship approach. The
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framework approach also calls for greater consistency across jurisdictions since the plans are
developed and managed by industry and thus less susceptible to local political considerations.

In addition, the framework approach establishes the requirement for environmentally sound
processing practices and the requirement for product-specific performance measures.

During the 2009 legislative session Representative Gardner introduced H.F. 2407 — The
Minnesota Product Stewardship Act. This bill would create a framework whereby the MPCA
would work with citizens and industry (using a determined set of criteria) to annually identify
products best managed through product stewardship and to develop product stewardship plans
for those products.

Measurement Method
Reporting to MPCA from industry partners.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Enact a Product Stewardship Framework in 2010. Identification of products would begin in
2012 and programs would be implemented as they are worked out.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
1.9% source reduction, 5% increase in recycling of plastics mainly (LDPE, PET, HDPE) and
some corrugated cardboard.
Gradual, starting in 2014 and reaching full 1.9% reduction and 5% recycling by 2025.

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, industry and other private partners, legislature, and local government.

Costs
The costs for implementing stewardship plans would be borne by manufactures and consumers.
Transparency of those costs and education about those costs lead to consumer acceptance. Local
government is expected to see a costs savings through this approach.

Through the internalization of end-of-life management costs, product stewardship may offer a
more economically efficient approach for reducing waste, creating reuse opportunities and
infrastructure, and addressing the collection and recycling of certain products rather than relying
on fees, taxes, disposal bans or other regulatory tools.

Additionally, internalizing the costs of end-of-life management into the price of the product
sends the correct market signals to the purchaser so they can make informed decisions on their
purchase. Externalizing those costs onto ratepayers or the general taxpayer ensures that the
consumer cannot determine the full cost of a product and therefore cannot make an educated
decision at point of purchase.

Funding Mechanisms
Agency funding, registration fees

Barriers/Issues
*  Each product stewardship plan requires time for all parties to negotiate implementation.
* Potential for information overload if consumers face multiple disposal mechanisms.
* Has worked well for electronics and rechargeable batteries, has not worked well for carpet

and telephone books.
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* Agency funding and staffing to monitor compliance.
* Legislature must remain engaged in holding the agency accountable.

Opportunities
Creates private and public partnerships that can leverage the best of both parties.
EPR can result in cost savings for local units of government. For example, Hennepin County,
which has operated a collection program for waste electronics since 1992, realized cost savings of
$681,982 during the first program year of the Minnesota Electronics Recycling Act.

Members Not Supportive of 1.1 Enact the Minnesota Product Stewardship Framework Law and
Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Mark Stoltman (for Doug Carnival), Mike Robertson

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives

* Business community believes the framework concept is too broad and does not sufficiently
define what products could be included, nor the criteria that will be used to determine how
products would be prioritized and targeted. Arguably, any product could be subjected to
MPCA regulation.

* Disposal of problem materials (including household hazardous waste) has been dealt with in
the Waste Management Act and these materials should not be subjected to extended
producer responsibility.

* Need to better define what is meant by “producer,” and provide further detail as to how the
complexities presented by specific products will be handled.

* Industry feels the notice period (30 days) that is currently required in the process is too short.

* Industry has concerns over the technical capacity/expertise of an authoritative body that
would weigh the environmental impacts of products when it comes to listing priority
products to target for removal from the waste stream. Representative Gardner’s framework
bill listed the MPCA Board as the authoritative body to recommend products to be targeted,
but industry believes that the MPCA Board does not have the appropriate technical expertise
to do this.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.1 Enact the Minnesota Product Stewardship
Framework Law (see Appendix D)

Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 13; Hubbard, Susan & Tim Brownell, Eureka Recycling — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 23; Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and
Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 1.1: p. 32; Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management
Coordinating Board — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34; Lange, Nancy,
Izaak Walton League of America — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 39;
Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 60; Richter, Trudy, Executive Director, Minnesota Resource Recovery Association —
Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 61; Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment
Re: Strategy 1.1: p. 63; Rondano, Annette, St. Paul small business owner/Minneapolis CEAC
member since 2009 — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 64; Sheehan, Bill,
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Ph.D., Executive Director, Product Policy Institute — Comment Re: Strategy 1.1: p. 68; Minnesota
Solid Waste Administrators Association 2010 Policy Platform: p. 73; Association of Minnesota
Counties 2009-2010 Policy Positions: p. 76
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1.2 Volume-Based Pricing

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Expand volume-based pricing/unit-based pricing. Require cities and counties to adopt and
implement Pay-as-You-Throw (PAYT) ordinances where incremental price increases are
proportional to container size increases as well as to the frequency of service. In order to truly
make materials recovery successful and economically viable, the city must refine and specify its
required unit-based pricing for trash, or the PAYT system.

This strategy calls for a more specific pricing structure than the legislation that is currently in
place for volume-based pricing. This strategy requires that the price differential would change by
a minimum of 80% when a container doubles in size or doubles in the frequency of service.

Example: 30 gallon cart per week service = $10/month; 60 gallon cart per week =
$18/month; 90 gallon cart per week = $26/month

This strategy also requires haulers to have a very transparent bill so the customer is aware of the
amount that they are being charged and the volume of trash that is being thrown away. Ideally,
the system would be a unit-based system so that the customer is aware of the waste they are
generating. Structuring waste bills similarly to a utility bill (i.e., water or electric) would provide
the customer with a clear incentive to reduce their waste.

Measurement Method
Compliance of all haulers with existing volume-based pricing requirements, reduction of waste
volumes, increase in recycling and composting rates.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
2011-2014
Curbside recyclable materials: 5.5% increase in source reduction rate, 5% increase in recycling
rate, 5-6% increase in composting rate.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
4% source reduction, 5% increase in recycling of all materials.
Gradual, starting in 2014 and reaching full 4% reduction and 5% recycling by 2025.

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, local governments, private haulers, county ordinances and enforcement. Local units of
government would need to have licensing requirements or use organized collection to ensure
compliance.

Costs
Low implementation costs to municipalities, reduced costs to the customer. Increased costs to
implement for haulers, increased costs for enforcement, illegal dumping, burning and burying.

Funding Mechanisms
Generator
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Barriers/Issues

= Additional enforcement and education would be needed.

* Resistance to change, staff for enforcement, potential for an increase in illegal dumping,
burning or burying.

* Enforcement and compliance would be challenging.

»  Private sector haulers will be concerned about proprietary pricing information.

= DPublic will have concerns about increased costs for current levels of service.

» Price for service becomes unhinged to costs for service.

* Capital costs to haulers to provide new carts of different sizes to customers.

* Application in multi-family units with central disposal.

=  Some additional administration and enforcement burden.

* Bag systems create problems with the automated collection systems that industry is moving
toward. Bag systems increase workers compensation and other safety costs.

Opportunities

* Minnesota cities and national studies reported that have this type of system had minimal
illegal dumping if residents were well informed about the system before changes were
implemented.

*  Source reduction increases of 6% have been documented.

* Recycling and composting increases.

* Cost based on generation (reduced cost for disposal as waste reduces).

* Transparent and equitable pricing.

» Creates recognizable price incentives for reducing refuse service and source reduction efforts.

* Allows for customers to financially benefit by diverting waste into recycling streams.

* Could also include provisions that require transparency in pricing.

General Comments
Background exists, but has not been enforced. Proposed by St. Cloud, Duluth and Metro
centroids.

The Skumatz Economic Research Association (SERA) has completed several studies that, taken
together, suggest the following: Pay-as-You-Throw programs (or unit-based pricing for trash)
decrease residential disposal by approximately 17% in weight, with 8-11% being diverted
directly into recycling and yard waste programs. 5-6% by weight is diverted into curbside and
drop-off recycling collection programs. 4-5% by weight is diverted into yard waste programs,
where available. 6% by weight is removed from the waste stream via source reduction efforts
(e.g., buying in bulk, selecting items with less packaging, etc.).

Research has shown that garbage collection rates that conform more closely to the actual
percentage increase in service (e.g., twice the fee for twice the capacity) have a higher positive
impact on the amount of recycled material than rates that progress less steeply than the
percentage increase in level of service. In one SERA study comparing 30- and 60-gallon garbage
service, low levels of percentage difference in fee structure (20% to 30% more for 60-gallon than
for 30-gallon) resulted in an increase in recycling tonnage that hovered between 0.4% and 0.6%.

At higher levels of rate increase (e.g., an 80% increase for doubling garbage service capacity), the
resulting increase in residential recycling is near 4.5%. Clearly, steeper increases for higher levels
of garbage service have a significant positive impact on residential recycling tonnage.
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Members Not Supportive of 1.2 Volume-Based Pricing and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Ryan O’Gara, Mark Stoltman (for Doug Carnival), Mike Robertson

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives

Waste hauling industry prefers incentive-based approaches rather than punitive approaches
to motivate behavior change.

Waste hauling industry cites added labor costs due to human abuse of the system (crushing
trash to fit more volume into a smaller container, etc.).

Haulers prefer to retain ability to propose flexible and tailored pricing structures, based on
individual community needs and priorities, and feels this proposal threatens this flexibility.
Proposal to apply an 80% price increase to a “base rate” does not fit well with the variable
labor costs used to determine service fees.

Waste hauling industry cites implementation of a volume-based pricing system would lead
communities to implement organized collection.

Waste haulers note that there are a variety of factors that go into residents’ rates and those
factors differ from one hauler to another, including: disposal location and distance to
disposal site, transportation costs/fuel costs/truck maintenance costs, and route density in
different communities.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.2 Volume-Based Pricing (see Appendix D)

Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board — Overall

Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34; Lange, Nancy, Izaak Walton League of America
— Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 39; Morris, Douglas R., Waste
Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re: Strategy 1.2: p. 46; Risser, Sarah, Sierra
Club — Comment Re: Strategy 1.2: p. 63
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1.11 Institute a Ban or Tax on Single-Use Plastic Shopping Bags

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Institute a ban or tax on single use plastic bags.

Background Information
Numerous countries and cities have banned thinner, single-use plastic bags and in some cases
they also tax thicker plastic bags. Stores in some countries have instituted fees in an effort to
reduce plastic bag usage. A sample of participating countries/cities include:
Africa:
Eritrea, Rwanda, Somalia, Tanzania — ban
South Africa, Kenya, Uganda — banned thinner plastic bags and imposed taxes on thicker ones

Asia:

Bangladesh — ban

China — banned thinner plastic bags and imposed taxes on thicker ones
Hong Kong — tax

South Korea — some stores voluntarily began charging

Mumbai, India — ban

Taiwan — ban on lightweight bags

Australia:
South Australia — ban on lightweight bags

Europe:

Belgium, Ireland — tax

Italy — tax began in 2006 and will be replaced with a ban in 2010

Germany, Netherlands, Switzerland — some stores voluntarily began charging
United Kingdom — various cities have bans

Americas:

Mexico City — ban on lightweight bags that are not biodegradable
Oakland — ban (currently unenforced due to ongoing litigation)
Palo Alto — ban

San Francisco — ban at certain types of stores

Los Angeles — ban goes into effect in July 2010

Maui, Hawaii — ban goes into effect in 2011

Whole Foods stores discontinued plastic bags usage

Ikea charges a fee

San Francisco reports 5 million fewer plastic bags are used every month as a result of the ban. In
Ireland bag usage has dropped 95%. Ban and tax initiatives are often coupled with promotion of
reusable bags.

Reduction of film plastic (HDPE or #2 and LDPE or #4) realize significant COxe reductions.
Each ton of HDPE not produced equals a 1.8 MTCO:e reduction; for LDPE each ton not
produced equals a 2.29 MTCOse reduction.

Other arguments for limiting the use of plastic bags include the fact that the bags litter streets
and streams (according to a UN report they are the second leading cause of litter behind
cigarette butts), and that bags lead to health problems and death of wildlife that eat or attempt to
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eat the littered bags. Bangladesh and Mumbai, India banned plastic bags because bags clogged
storm water systems leading to increased flooding and deaths. According to the United States
Consumer Product Commission, the Commission receives “an average of about 25 reports a year
[nationwide] describing deaths to children who suffocated due to plastic carryout bags.”

Measurement Method
Sales figures from businesses.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
90% reduction in plastic bags (assumed 51% of LDPE is bags, therefore reduced LDPE category
by 46%) over a 5-year period, from 2014-2019.

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, grocery stores and other retailers.

Funding Mechanisms
Tax on thicker bags.

Barriers/Issues
* Opposed by grocery stores and the plastics industry.
* Does not address environmental impacts of paper bags.
*  Must include consumer education on changing habits.
* Politically difficult to enact.

Opportunities
* Reduces litter.
* Reduces harmful impacts on humans, wildlife and on water bodies.
*  Currently only about 10% of plastics bags are recycled nationwide.

Members Not Supportive of 1.11 Institute a Ban or Tax on Single-Use Plastic Shopping Bags
and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Doug Carnival, Julie Ketchum (for Mike Robertson), Peg Wander

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives
Opinions of Opponents to Institute a Ban or Tax on Single-Use Plastic Shopping Bags:

* Business community is not in favor of bans or taxes and prefers other means to source
reduce the use of single-use plastic bags, i.e. outreach and education programs to business
community to encourage reductions in single-use plastic bags.

* There is a current market for plastic bag material and an existing infrastructure to
support recycling of this material. Minnesota Waste Wise has a very successful voluntary
plastic bag recycling program, “It’s in the Bag,” that should be continued and expanded
to increase plastic bag and film recycling in the centroids (see strategy 1.16 Increased
Promotion and Expansion of Voluntary Plastic Bag Recycling Program)
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Alternatives to Institute a Ban or Tax on Single-Use Plastic Shopping Bags:

* Continue and expand promotion and participation in voluntary plastic bag and film
recycling through “It’s in the Bag” program — see strategy 1.16 Increased Promotion and
Expansion of Voluntary Plastic Bag Recycling Program

0 Background Information: “It’s in the Bag” currently operates in the Twin Cities
metro area and Duluth and provides plastic bag recycling for consumers, and
plastic film and bag recycling for businesses. Since October 2003, “It’s in the
Bag” has recycled more than 5 million pounds of plastic bag and film that has
been used to create approximately 770,478 square feet of decking.

0 Dotential Implementation Parties: Minnesota Waste Wise, Trex Company, local
vocational centers.

0 Costs: Participating stores pay a “pick-up fee” of $4 per pick-up that goes directly
to the vocation centers that employ adults with disabilities to collect, transport

and process the material. Expanding the program statewide would most likely
require funding one more FTE through Waste Wise.

0 Funding Mechanisms: Corporate sponsorship, pick-up fees

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.11 Institute a Ban or Tax on Single-Use Plastic
Shopping Bags (see Appendix D)

Healy, Kit — Comment Re: Strategy 1.11: p. 19; Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment Re: Strategy
1.11; Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment Re: Strategy 1.11: p. 63
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1.14 Resource Management Contracting

Strategy Description/Recommendation
The MPCA should continue to explore the best way to develop Resource Management
Contracts and should promote identified best practices in Resource Management Contracting,
with state agencies leading by example.

Background Information
Resource Management Contracting (RMC) is an alternative type of contracting meant for large,
commercial/industrial/manufacturing/public organizations in an urban region. The contract
focuses on customer assistance for solid waste instead of the volume of waste hauled away. The
waste contractor is paid for their customer assistance and expertise in waste. The incentive is to
work with the client to reduce, reuse, and recycle as much as possible and then haul the waste
that is left over at the end.

These contracts look at shared costs and revenue for recycling programs, reuse programs,
organics diversion and behavior change of employees when it comes to thinking about waste.
RMC:s also look at right-sizing containers and hauling frequency. Often times education is
included in the contract and a determination is made on whose responsibility education will be,
whether it is the hauler’s or the institution’s. This is a good step because education is often
forgotten about and with an RMC, roles and responsibilities are clearly defined. RMC programs
are relatively new and are still developing but seem to prove to be promising.

Measurement Method
Measurement is a crucial part of the RMC. Organizations developing an RMC are strongly
encouraged to require their hauler to provide a baseline before the resource management services
are determined and implemented. This helps the organization determine what is currently
happening before anything changes. The baseline helps people see what needs to change as well
as successes that are happening and what changes could be made in the future.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - reduction in waste is reported for general waste, not material-specific. Since there
is no general reduction category in WARM, this strategy could not be modeled.

Potential Implementation Parties
All medium to large organizations in an urban area that are negotiating new hauling contracts.
Haulers and potentially third party contractors for education would also be implementation
parties.

Costs
Most costs would be on the organizations contracting for new services and the haulers. It would
be a good idea for MPCA and other government agencies to also negotiate RMCs.

It would be nice to offer assistance to other organizations to try RMCs while it is in its infancy
stages so we can document how it is working and learn so new contracts can be even better.

Funding Mechanisms
Grants to organizations. Organizations negotiate with haulers during their contract negotiations.

Barriers/Issues
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RMC:s are new and many organizations that the MPCA has worked with have a hard time
understanding the concept without some guidance. RMCs also require organizations to have a
“new” contract so the organization has to wait until their current contract has expired and then
go to a new one with the hauler. There are a lot of things that the MPCA is learning as more and
more organizations adopt RMCs, but it could be awhile before RMC is “mainstream.”

Change is the biggest barrier. Something new takes awhile to catch on. It is a hard concept to
grasp at first. Contracts are usually negotiated for a length of time and you need to wait until the
contracts are up to change them.

Haulers might not like the idea.

Opportunities
There are several opportunities presented by RMC:

* Better tracking system of waste in the commercial sector.

* More opportunities for recycling, organics capture, and opportunities for reuse.

* Provides companies with an incentive to learn about their waste hauling bill. (In the
MPCA’s experience many organizations don’t seem to analyze their waste bills.)

* Big potential to reduce waste, increase recycling, increase food reuse and organics
recovery.

* Big potential for education. Organizations would pay more attention to their
“resources.” Recently a study showed that people that were given more information on
their utility bills and compared to others (that are similar to their demographics) showed
a 6% behavior change towards conservation. With a normal hauling contract this
comparison would be hard to make but with RMC, you could use this type of social
marketing and peer pressure in the future.

Members Not Supportive of 1.14 Resource Management Contracting and Their Opinions and
Alternatives

Non-Supporting Member
Julie Ketchum (for Doug Carnival)

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives
*  Strategy should more strongly articulate that it is to be directed at government entities
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1.15 Promote Zero Waste Model Cities or Counties through Assistance and Special Grants

Strategy Description/Recommendation
State would employ a zero waste specialist and would make grants (two years, potentially

renewable for another two) available on a competitive basis for public entities wanting to move

O Zero waste.

Background Information
Zero Waste is a strategy for managing waste as a resource that has been adopted by communiti
and businesses around the U.S., as well as in other countries. It is a philosophy and a design

cs

principle, which takes a systems approach to the flow of materials and wastes. It mimics natural

systems in which balanced ecosystems make use of all wastes. The approach is consistent with
comprehensive solid waste planning but sets a goal and implementation plans for eliminating
waste through source reduction, recycling, composting, and holding producers responsible for

producing products that can be fit into this system. There is a developing movement around the

country in cities, counties, and businesses that provides motivation and tools for communities

that want to do something progressive about their waste stream. Some cities in Minnesota (e.g.,
Saint Paul) have already adopted the zero waste principle, but need support for implementation.

Other entities might be encouraged to take this step with some financial support.

Measurement Method

Measurement would be built into the grant agreement and the technical assistance. There would

be before and after measurements of key waste streams, sector streams, etc. Recipients would
develop ways of measuring progress.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

The state could begin education and promotion regarding zero waste almost immediately, by

feeding it into their existing programs. Grant competition could come in 2010-2011, depending
on when funding becomes available. Reports from grant recipients would be required annually.

They might also be responsible then for spreading the word to other entities.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - No data exists correlating the effect of staffing at the state level and grants with
improvements in source reduction/recycling/composting. Also, since there is no

general reduction category in WARM, source reduction effects of this strategy could not be
modeled.

Potential Implementation Parties
State government through the MPCA, willing local units of government, interested businesses,
non-profits, other institutions interested in zero waste.

Funding Mechanisms
Additional SCORE funds; EPA grants.

Barriers/Issues
Funding; skepticism about zero waste; current stresses on local government.
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Opportunities
* Opportunity to motivate non-profits and citizens around a progressive, exciting new concept
regarding waste.
*  Message to get the state off the plateau in reduction, recycling, and composting.
»  Successful examples can spread to other entities.

General Comments
This strategy could be piloted in all counties/cities in one centroid, but it is probably better to
seek interested applicant communities wherever they are, perhaps in a range of sizes.

Members Not Supportive of 1.15 Promote Zero Waste Model Cities or Counties through
Assistance and Special Grants and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Doug Carnival, Julie Ketchum (for Mike Robertson), Ryan O’Gara

Non-Supporting Members Opinions’ and Alternatives
=  Strategy is unclear about what the developed grants will support.
* Potentially, grants appropriated through this strategy could take funding away from other,
more impactful strategies detailed in this report.
*  Other strategies in this report are aimed at increasing source reduction, recycling and
organics capture rates and these strategies will make progress toward reducing waste disposal.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.15 Promote Zero Waste Model Cities or Counties
Through Assistance and Special Grants (see Appendix D)

Hone, Nancy, Founder/Coordinator, Neighbors Against the Burner---------- REPRESENTING
CITIZEN STAKEHOLDERS - Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 21;
Muller, Alan, Minneapolis Neighbors for Clean Air/Neighbors Against the Burner — General
Comment Re: Climate change emissions: p. 52; Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment Re: Strategy
1.15: p. 63; Schmidt, Gregory V. — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 66
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2.0 RECYCLING STRATEGIES
1.12 Require Retailers to Provide Plastic Bag Recycling

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Require retail stores with a minimum square footage floor space to provide recycling programs

for plastic bags.

Background Information
Some cities and states are requiring stores with a large square footage to provide recycling

programs for plastic bags. A sample of participating cities/states include: California, Delaware,
New York City, New York State.

Recycling of film plastic (HDPE or #2 and LDPE or #4) realize significant CO,e reductions.
Each ton of HDPE not produced equals a 1.4 MTCO,e reduction; for LDPE each ton not
produced equals a 1.71 MTCOse reduction.

Plastic bags are not accepted in curbside collection programs because when bags are mixed with
other recyclables the bags can be contaminated with other materials, dirt and miscellaneous
fluids. Manufacturers that use plastic bags and film in their processes need to have very clean
material that is consistent in its composition.

Other arguments for increasing the recycling of plastic bags include the fact that the bags litter
streets and streams (according to a UN report they are the second leading cause of litter behind
cigarette butts), and that bags lead to health problems and death of wildlife that eat or attempt to
eat the littered bags. According to the United States Consumer Product Commission, the
Commission receives “an average of about 25 reports a year [nationwide] describing deaths to
children who suffocated due to plastic carryout bags.”

Measurement Method
Tonnage figures from businesses

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Retail bags are insignificant portion of the waste stream, so no increase to the overall recycling
rate was assumed.

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, grocery stores and other retailers, plastics processors, plastics manufacturers.

Funding Mechanisms
Sale of recycled plastic bags to manufacturers.

Barriers/Issues
*  Opposed by grocery stores and the plastics industry, but not to the same degree as a ban or
tax.

* Does not address environmental impacts of paper bags.
* Must include consumer education on changing habits.
* Politically difficult to enact.
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Opportunities
* A number of retailers view this as a preferable alternative to a ban or tax.
= Reduces litter.
* Reduces harmful impacts on wildlife and on water bodies.
*  Currently only about 10% of plastics bags are recycled nationwide.

Members Not Supportive of 1.12 Require Retailers to Provide Plastic Bag Recycling and Their
Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Doug Carnival, Julie Ketchum (for Mike Robertson)

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives
Opinions of Opponents to Require Retailers to Provide Plastic Bag Recycling:
* Minnesota Waste Wise has a very successful voluntary plastic bag recycling program,
“It’s in the Bag,” that should be continued and expanded to increase plastic bag and film
recycling in the centroids.

Alternatives to Require Retailers to Provide Plastic Bag Recycling:

* Continue and expand promotion and participation in voluntary plastic bag and film
recycling through “It’s in the Bag” program — see strategy 1.16 Increased Promotion and
Expansion of Voluntary Plastic Bag Recycling Program

0 Background Information: “It’s in the Bag” currently operates in the Twin Cities
metro area and Duluth and provides plastic bag recycling for consumers, and
plastic film and bag recycling for businesses. Since October 2003, “It’s in the
Bag” has recycled more than 5 million pounds of plastic bag and film that has
been used to create approximately 770,478 square feet of decking.

0 Dotential Implementation Parties: Minnesota Waste Wise, Trex Company, local
vocational centers.

0 Costs: Participating stores pay a “pick-up fee” of $4 per pick-up that goes directly
to the vocation centers that employ adults with disabilities to collect, transport

and process the material. Expanding the program statewide would most likely
require funding one more FTE through Waste Wise.

0 Funding Mechanisms: Corporate sponsorship, pick-up fees

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.12 Require Retailers to Provide Plastic Bag
Recycling (see Appendix D)

Pfuhl, Jamie, Minnesota Grocers Association — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies:

p- 59
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1.16 Increased Promotion and Expansion of Voluntary Plastic Bag Recycling Program

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Continue and expand promotion and participation in voluntary plastic bag and film recycling
through “I’s in the Bag” program.

Background Information
Program Summary: “I¢’s in the Bag” is a Minnesota-based plastic bag and film recycling program
managed by Minnesota Waste Wise. The “It’s in the Bag” program currently operates in the
Twin Cities metro area and Duluth.

Plastic Bag Recycling for Consumers: Consumers deposit clean and dry plastic bags in specially
designed “It’s in the Bag” collection bins found at participating retail locations (typically grocery
stores). Work crews from local vocational centers that employ adults with disabilities then collect
and transport the material to a processing facility where additional work crews sort and bale the
material. The material is then shipped to Trex Company, Inc. where it is recycled into composite
lumber used in the construction of decks and railings.

Plastic Film and Bag Recycling for Businesses: Businesses collect clean and dry plastic film and bag
waste generated from operations (typically stretch wrap) and store the material in a designated
container onsite. Work crews from a local vocational center that employs adults with disabilities
then collect and transport the material to a processing facility where additional work crews sort
and bale the material. The material is then shipped to Trex Company, Inc. where it is recycled
into composite lumber used in the construction of decks and railings.

Program Results: More than 5 million pounds of plastic bags and film have been recycled through
the “I’s in the Bag” program since October 2003. This amount equates to approximately
770,478 square feet of Trex Company, Inc. decking, or 1,541 decks that are 500 square feet in

size.

Measurement Method
Weight of plastic bag/film material collected at participating retail locations.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Retail bags are insignificant portion of the waste stream, so no increase to the overall recycling
rate was assumed.

Potential Implementation Parties
Minnesota Waste Wise, Trex Company, local vocational centers.

Costs
Participating stores pay a “pick-up fee” of $4 per pick-up, which goes directly to the vocational
center for their costs. Waste Wise program costs: staff time, website, travel, etc. Expanding the
program to be comprehensive and statewide would most likely require funding one more FTE

through Waste Wise.

Funding Mechanisms
Corporate sponsorships, pick-up fees
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Members Not Supportive of 1.16 Increased Promotion and Expansion of Voluntary Plastic Bag

Recycling Program and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Don Arnosti, Tim Brownell, Sarah Risser (for Brett Smith)

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives
Opinions of Opponents to Increased Promotion and Expansion of Voluntary Plastic Bag Recycling

Program:

* Voluntary approach to plastic bag recycling is not sufficiently successful; current

recycling rate for plastic bags is approximately 5%.
* Mandatory recycling is needed to achieve desired recovery rates for plastic bags.

Alternatives to Increased Promotion and Expansion of Voluntary Plastic Bag Recycling Program:

* Require Retailers to Provide Plastic Bag Recycling (see strategy 1.12)

(0]

Background Information: Some cities and states are requiring stores with a large
square footage to provide recycling programs for plastic bags. A sample of
participating cities/states include: California, Delaware, New York City, New York
State.

Recycling of film plastic (HDPE or #2 and LDPE or #4) realize significant CO2e
reductions. Each ton of HDPE not produced equals a 1.4 MTCO2e reduction; for
LDPE each ton not produced equals a 1.71 MTCO2e reduction.

Plastic bags are not accepted in curbside collection programs because when bags are
mixed with other recyclables the bags can be contaminated with other materials, dirt
and miscellaneous fluids. Manufacturers that use plastic bags and film in their
processes need to have very clean material that is consistent in its composition.

Other arguments for increasing the recycling of plastic bags include the fact that the
bags litter streets and streams (according to a UN report they are the second leading
cause of litter behind cigarette butts), and that bags lead to health problems and
death of wildlife that eat or attempt to eat the littered bags. According to the United
States Consumer Product Commission, the Commission receives “an average of
about 25 reports a year [nationwide] describing deaths to children who suffocated
due to plastic carryout bags.”

Strategy Description/Recommendation: Require retail stores with a minimum square
footage floor space to provide recycling programs for plastic bags.

Measurement Method: Tonnage figures from businesses

Potential Implementation Parties: MPCA, grocery stores and other retailers, plastics
processors, plastics manufacturers.

Funding Mechanisms: Sale of recycled plastic bags to manufacturers.

Barriers/Issues: Opposed by grocery stores and the plastics industry, but not to the
same degree as a ban or tax; Does not address environmental impacts of paper bags;
Must include consumer education on changing habits.
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0 Opportunities: A number of retailers view this as a preferable alternative to a ban or
tax; Reduces litter; Reduces harmful impacts on wildlife and on water bodies;
Currently only about 10% of plastics bags are recycled nationwide.

References to Public Comments Specific to 1.16 Increase Promotion and Expansion of Voluntary
Plastic Bag Recycling Program (see Appendix D)

Pfuhl, Jamie, Minnesota Grocers Association — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies:

p- 59
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2.1 Recycling Legislation

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Adopt state legislation that requires the following:

* Achieve a 50% recycling goal by 2015 and a 60% recycling goal by 2020.

* Extend the current ‘Opportunity to Recycle’ law to commercial and institutional sectors.

* Modify local ordinances to require all licensed events to have a recycling plan.

* Recycling capacity for residential and commercial/institutional points of generation must
be equal to or greater than the capacity for trash.

* Ifby 2013 it appears that the 50% recycling goal is not likely to be met by 2015, then
the MPCA must present a plan to the Minnesota Legislature in 2014 for a disposal ban
on recyclables to disposal (WTE or landfill) at the point of generation that elucidates the
implications of such a ban. The MPCA must then implement that ban in 2015, or
require that individual materials that do not reach a 75% recycling rate by 2015 must fall
under the Product Stewardship Framework process, if adopted.

MPCA should provide educational resources on an ongoing basis to support industry in
educational efforts to residential and commercial customers to increase the recycling rate to 60%
by 2020 (e.g., Recycle More, Rethink Recycling campaigns).

Measurement Method
Annual reporting of tons collected or received by the haulers and end markets. Waste sort data
showing reductions in recyclable materials sent to disposal facilities.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Increase recycling rate of traditional curbside materials to 50% by 2015 and 60% by 2020

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
50% recycling rate for curbside recyclables, carpet, etc. by 2015.
60% recycling rate for curbside recyclables, carpet, etc. by 2020.

Potential Implementation Parties
MN Legislature, MPCA, Regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, economic
development agencies, cities and townships), non-profits, private sector, private haulers,
materials recovery facility (MRF) operators.

Funding Mechanisms
Additional SCORE money to counties and cities, service fees, recyclable material revenues

Barriers/Issues

*  Small haulers may have difficulty meeting this requirement.

* Strong opposition to implementation of disposal bans — enforcement must be at the point of
generation, not at the disposal sites.

* Concerns over accurate measurement mechanisms to determine compliance/achievement.

* Challenges with implementation outside of centroids (reconciling stakeholder process charge
with statewide goal).

* Proposal potentially changes the entity responsible for meeting recycling goals (currently
responsibilities resides with counties and goals are tied to SCORE funds).

89



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

Opportunities
»  Creates strong incentive for both commercial and residential sectors to meet goals.
* Requires cooperation of public and private sector to meet goals to avoid mandatory triggers.
* Provides incentives for producers to participate in solutions so that it doesn’t get legislated
upon them.

General Comments
Need to rely on a standardized definition for “recyclables” in determining what materials would
be subject to a ban or included in product stewardship initiatives.

Members Not Supportive of 2.1 Recycling Legislation and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Ryan O’Gara, John Helmers (for Mike Cousino), Mike Robertson, Mark Stoltman (for Doug
Carnival)

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives

*  Waste hauling industry is concerned with the feasibility of requiring equal capacity for
recycling and trash, particularly at multi-family dwellings where adequate space may be an
issue.

* Industry desires further clarity on the “service fees” that would provide funding to support
this strategy.

* Business community is skeptical of disposal bans because of a lack of indication that it would
be practical to enforce at the point of generation.

* The last sentence of the fifth bullet in the strategy description — “The MPCA must then
implement that ban in 2015, or require that individual materials that do not reach a 75%
recycling rate by 2015 must fall under the Product Stewardship Framework process, if
adopted.” — should be removed because the Work Group cannot say that the MPCA must
implement a ban because it is unknown how the Legislature will resolve the MPCA’s
proposal for a ban on recyclables to disposal.

References to Public Comments Specific to 2.1 Recycling Legislation (see Appendix D)

Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 13; Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re:
Strategy 2.1: p. 32; Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34; Lange, Nancy, Izaak Walton League of America
— Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 39; Morris, Douglas R., Waste
Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re: Strategy 2.1: p. 47
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2.9 Container Deposit Legislation

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Support implementation of a statewide container deposit by 2011.

Measurement Method
Passage of legislation and successful implementation.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

Legislation passes in 2011; attain 80-90% recovery of beverage containers (aluminum cans, steel
cans, HDPE, PET, glass) by 2012.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
90% recycling of beverage containers.
Law passes in 2010, bump to 90% recycling of beverage containers by 2012.

Potential Implementation Parties
State Legislators, MPCA, beverage manufacturers, bottling industry, trade associations,
redemption centers, local units of government, recycling industry.

Funding Mechanisms
Deposits, solid waste fees

Barriers
Opposition from Beverage/Bottling Industry, establishing infrastructure, political opposition,
impacts on existing recycling systems, local funding constraints.

Issues

Unredeemed deposits:

=  Amount?

= Allocation — who receives?
Cost to operate the system:

» Existing curbside costs?

* Costs of container deposit system
Redemption Locations:

* Retail?
* Regional redemption centers?
*  Other?

Curbside programs:

* How do containers fit within the existing system?
* How does the existing system change without containers?
Jobs:
* How many jobs would be lost?
* How many would be created?
Sales:
* Impact on sales?
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Opportunities
Similar programs have been successful in eleven other states (average redemption rate 78%).

Could create jobs, increases recycling rates, reduces litter, could lead to better packaging, better
feedstock for recycling.

Members Not Supportive of 2.9 Container Deposit and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Mike Cousino, Ryan O’Gara, Mike Robertson, Mark Stoltman (for Doug Carnival), Peg
Wander

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives
Opinions of Opponents to Container Deposit:

Deposits will disrupt existing recycling infrastructure.

O Beverage containers are highly valuable material in any recycling system
(particularly aluminum).

0 Current recycling service contracts are built on inclusion of all materials currently
collected in traditional curbside programs.

0 Removing highly valuable containers (i.e., aluminum cans) from existing
recycling systems lowers revenue and program participation, while keeping costs
virtually flat.

The promise of revenue from unredeemed deposits will not come true.

0 Advocates say that millions in revenue from unredeemed deposits will be spent
on the recycling system.

0 There is no guarantee and this is unlikely to happen. The history of the solid
waste tax in Minnesota is illustrative of what will happen. Solid waste tax revenue
is now diverted to fund other programs and is used to reduce the budget deficit.

O A recent example in California: the legislature took deposit revenue from
recycling programs for deficit reduction and then proposed to increase the
deposit.

0 Financial pressure on the state budget is not likely to end soon. Any revenue fund
will be subject to taking to relieve the general fund budget.

Creating a new, separate collection system for beverage containers will produce more
greenhouse gases, not less.

O Separating beverage containers from the existing collection and transportation
system will consume more energy (and produce more GHG emissions) in facility
management and vehicle miles traveled.

0 See the study of the State of Rhode Island (Analysis of Beverage Container
Redemption System Options to Increase Municipal Recycling in Rhode Island, May
2009)

80% goal is arbitrary and probably not achievable with deposits.

0 Underlying data that led to 80% goal is unreliable, particularly for aluminum
cans.

0 Redemption rates reported in other states include out-of-state containers that can
skew the numbers.
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0 Recovery rates of 50% - 60% are probably more realistic and more achievable
without a deposit system.

* Product stewardship accomplishments of beverage containers/companies should be
noted.

0 Virtually all packaging is 100% recyclable.

0 Product design for recycling.

0 Investment in recycled content.

0 Funding and public-private partnerships through existing recycling programs.

» Alternatives to container deposit can leverage existing investments.

O Best practices for recycling programs (64-gallon carts with biweekly, single stream
collection; variable rate pricing for trash; mandatory bar and restaurant
recycling).

0 Require and enforce public space and event recycling.

0 Multi-family recycling initiatives.

0 Improvements to commercial and institutional recycling.

Alternatives to Container Deposit:
* Public entity recycling (public buildings, schools, publicly funded buildings/projects,
parks and recreation — see strategy 2.2 Commercial and Institutional Recycling)
0 Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts: Achieve 60% recycling by 2015; 80% by 2025
0 Potential Implementation Parties: School districts, local and state government
0 Funding Mechanisms: Solid waste tax, state grants, local funds
0 Opportunities: Recover recyclables and set an example while stressing the
importance of recycling.
» Single stream recycling; biweekly collection with large carts on wheels
0 Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts: All households with curbside collection must have
single stream collection by 2015; all commercial facilities by 2025
0 DPotential Implementation Parties: Cities, counties, waste haulers/recyclers
0 Costs: Expansion of single stream processing infrastructure
0 Funding Mechanisms: Solid waste tax, grants to recyclers for conversion and
single stream processing
0 Opportunities: Rewards for participation
* Parallel access: match all recycling with waste service at public facilities and all
households (curbside recycling service must be provided alongside refuse collection)
0 Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts: All households by 2015; 60% of public facilities
place recycling bins where there are waste bins by 2015.
Potential Implementation Parties: Cities, counties, state, waste haulers, recyclers.
Costs: Recycling costs paid by homeowner, city, county, recycler.
Funding Mechanisms: SCORE funds, solid waste tax
Opportunities: Convenient recycling compared to drop-off centers.

O 00O
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References to Public Comments Specific to 2.9 Container Deposit Legislation (see Appendix D)

Archer, Joan, Minnesota Beverage Association — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 5; Archer, Joan & Tom Koehler, Minnesota Environmental Coalition of Labor &
Industry (MECLI) — Overall Comments/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 9; Austin, Paul,
Conservation Minnesota — Comment Re: Strategy 2.9: p. 10; Austin, Paul, Conservation Minnesota
— Comment Re: Strategy 2.9: p. 11; Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p.13; Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade
Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 2.9: p. 32; Meierotto, Joan, Audubon — Comment Re: Strategy 2.9: p.
40; Olson, Ben & Sarah Heuer, Minnesota Environmental Responsibility Network — Comment Re:
Strategy 2.9: p. 57; Pfuhl, Jamie, Minnesota Grocers Association — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 59; Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 60; Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment Re:
Strategy 2.9: p. 64
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4.9 Maximize Recovery of Recyclable Material Prior to Disposal of Municipal Solid Waste

Strategy Description/Recommendation
MPCA would fund and commission a comprehensive study to analyze the financial impact and
effectiveness of requiring pre- or post-processing of all municipal solid waste (MSW) being
disposed of in either a landfill or waste-to-energy (WTE) facility in Minnesota. A pre-processing
facility would be defined as a facility that separates out recyclable materials, organics and/or
refuse-derived fuel for integration with various apparent facilities. Costs, benefits and risks would
be examined in sufficient detail to determine if and how pre- or post-processing could be
required to meet desired resource recovery rates.

Measurement Method
Completion of study that is acknowledged as complete and putting forward sound findings.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Complete in 2010

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled — study only

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA with the participation of local, State and Federal governments, haulers, and facility
owners.

Costs
Up to $450,000

Funding Mechanisms
Appropriation of State funds

Barriers/Issues
Tight budgets, claims that there is not need for study (preference for source separation, past
studies, performance of existing pre-sort systems, and preconceived notions about processing
versus landfilling).

Opportunities
Reduced GHG emissions by recovering recyclable materials that are not removed from waste
stream by generator. Reduction of GHG by subsequent processing of non-recyclable materials.
Increase recycling of ferrous metals, non-ferrous metals, and potentially other recyclable
materials.

General Comments
Various pre-sort technology is proven, some systems have failed, and some technologies are new.
There are several particular unknowns that must be resolved before moving ahead on pre-sort:
scale, technical approach, costs, recycling potential, integrating pre-sort into other (related)
recovery systems including energy recovery, RDF, composting, and anaerobic digestion.
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Members Not Supportive of 4.9 Maximize Recovery of Recyclable Material Prior to Disposal of

Municipal Solid Waste and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Tim Brownell, Brett Smith

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives

Strategy only calls for a study.

Preference is a strategy that called for a requirement for pre- or post-processing prior to
disposal to allow more capture of recyclable materials.

Strategy title is misleading and should reflect that the strategy is only a feasibility study, i.e.
“Study the Feasibility of Recovery of Recyclable Material Prior to Disposal of Municipal
Solid Waste.”

This strategy must clearly state that pre-processing of waste would not be eligible for
processing tax credits.

Strategy must clearly state that pre-processing of waste would not qualify this activity as
“recycling” and move this disposal method “up the hierarchy.” It must be a mandatory
requirement prior to disposal of waste either to a landfill or to a WTE facility.

References to Public Comments Specific to 4.9 Maximize Recovery of Recyclable Material Prior

to Disposal of Municipal Solid Waste (see Appendix D)

Richter, Trudy, Executive Director, Minnesota Resource Recovery Association — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 61
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5.0 ORGANICS MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES
3.1 Source Separated Organics Management

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Each centroid (comprised of counties and a sanitary district) sets a goal of managing 5-7% of
their total MSW stream as source-separated organic material (SSOM) by utilizing Food-to-
People, Food-to-Animals, composting and anaerobic digestion by 2015. Organics managed
within landfills or WTE facilities are not considered part of this goal. Source separated organic
material includes food waste and non-recyclable and food-soiled paper.

Definitions: Food-to-People programs recover fresh or prepared food that is still fit for human
consumption and distribute it through networks of social agencies. Food-to-Animal programs
collect food scraps and cook and process the food to eliminate harmful bacteria and feed directly
to pigs or process bakery and food by-products into a nutritious livestock feed ingredient.
Composting recovers organic material separated by the source by an individual homeowner or
business and delivered to a centralized site and processed into a soil amendment. Anaerobic
digestion receives organics separated by the generator and through a digestion process generates
biogas and digestate, which can be further processed into a soil amendment.

Actions Recommended for MPCA
Climate Change Benefits: MPCA should research and document the greenhouse gas impacts of
organics composting and anaerobic digestion. Better quantification of GHG implications of
organics management would enhance the ability to assess benefits of expanded management
programs relative to other management options and recommend program expansions
accordingly.

Rule Development: MPCA should continue to develop and improve appropriate rules and
regulations for compost and anaerobic digestion facility siting, processing operations, best
management practices, etc., taking into account the environmental impacts of such
management methods. Regarding the emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from
composting operations, the following summary principles summarize available knowledge to
date:

1) VOC:s are emitted during aerobic or anaerobic composting.

2) Additional data regarding VOC emissions from composting needs to be collected and
analyzed.

3) The best available research to date suggests that VOCs and other environmental impacts
from composting operations can be controlled utilizing best management practices,
including facility siting, design, engineering, and other regulatory requirements.

4) MPCA should proceed with continued evaluation of regulatory requirements in other
states, assessment of environmental impacts of composting, and use this information in
the development of rules.

5) Rules and regulations need to be revised to provide direction to composting operations
in different circumstances and situations, and to standardize best management practices.
MPCA should make interested parties aware that rules are under development and their
anticipated schedule for promulgation.
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Educational Materials: MPCA should work with counties and local communities to provide
appropriate educational resources to residents and commercial customers about source
separated organics management.

General Strategies (to be adapted and tailored as appropriate in each centroid):
Backyard Composting: Educate and promote backyard composting of source separated organic
material.

Residential Curbside Source-Separated Organic Collection: Each city should evaluate the feasibility
and opportunities to implement curbside collection of organics and provide intensive
outreach/education programs to gain minimum 50% participation. Cities should consider
requiring haulers to provide an opportunity to recycle organics if voluntary efforts do not
achieve necessary results to obtain this goal. Capital costs of bins and collection need to be
recognized and accounted for. Costs to the generator can be offset by reducing municipal solid
waste (MSW) collection frequency and downsizing waste container size.

Restaurants, Cafeterias, Institutions and Businesses that Generate Significant Organic Waste:
Intensive outreach and support (Duluth centroid, and Hennepin County models) to sectors
that generate high quantities of organic material. Required by ordinances if voluntary efforts are
not achieving necessary results to obtain goal. Reduced disposal costs (tip fees) and reduced
solid waste taxes and fees to these institutions should offset any increased costs for source
separation.

Anaerobic Digestion (AD): Continue feasibility work being conducted in Metro centroid by
Hennepin, Ramsey and Washington Counties and the St. Paul Port Authority to research AD;
characterize organic wastes for digestion potential; determine most advantageous ownership
structure; calculate capital and management costs; and identify sources of material. Expand AD
capacity to other centroids with sufficient quantities based on feasibility evaluation in Metro.

Centroid-Specific Targets and Implementation Plans
Metro: 7% by 2015
* Permit and open additional compost and or AD sites with sufficient capacity to meet
the 2015 goal.
* Plan the expansion of successful Hennepin County residential and institutional
programs and other successful models throughout the region, beginning in 2010.

Duluth: 5% by 2015
* Consider replicating Duluth/WLSSD’s existing successful institutional source separated
organics composting program in other communities, as appropriate.
*  Support household source separated program where densities permit.
* Promote individual household composting where low densities or volumes exist.

St. Cloud: 5% by 2015
*  Study successful pilots for decision on which strategies to implement, beginning in
2010.
* Replicate selected models throughout region by 2012.
* Promote individual household composting where low densities or volumes exist.
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Rochester: 5% by 2015
*  Study successful pilots for decision on which strategies to implement, beginning in
2010.
* Replicate selected models throughout region by 2012.
* Promote individual household composting where low densities or volumes exist.

Measurement Method
Progress toward these goals should be measured by tons of SSOM received at compost sites or
ADs and periodic (at least every five years) waste composition studies at all types of waste
management facilities to measures recovery rates and amount of SSOM remaining in disposal
stream.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Meet target rates for diversion of food waste, non-recyclable and food contaminated paper (see
above) by 2015, implementation activities begin in 2010.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
6.5% of organic material composted by 2015, maintained through 2025.

Additions to WARM Model calculations regarding composting organics: The current WARM
GHG cut/ton for composting organics is 0.2 MTCOze. Based on discussions with the U.S.
EPA, a new, higher number has been calculated, and should be added to the model in the near
future of 0.5 MTCOse cut/ton. MPCA used the new, higher number in the calculation for this
recommendation which showed an increase of 1,998,565 MTCO.e (increase from 1,332,377 to
3,330,942 MTCOxze) calculated by multiplying the organics result by 2.5, which is the increase
from 0.2 to 0.5.

Potential Implementation Parties
Cities, counties, regional authorities, private firms, haulers, all organic waste generators, MPCA,
end users of compost, others.

Costs
Curbside collection costs for residential range from $2.25-$5.00 per household per month.
Collection for Food-to-Hogs is $30-35 per ton. Tipping fees at compost sites are around $40
per ton. AD costs are unknown at this time.

Funding Mechanisms
Increased SCORE funding to counties to implement tailored programs, tax incentives.

Barriers/Issues

»  Shortage of permitted composting sites for composting and AD processes.

* Need to revise current compost rules to include rules more appropriate to composting of
SSOM/yard waste and make AD more feasible.

*  On-going financial support for necessary outreach, education, training programs.

* Legislation to support and enforce goals (e.g., May include financial support, establishing
numerical goals, requiring education programs, reworking current statutory definitions. Also,
it is believed by many that achievement of higher than a 7% diversion goal may require an
organics disposal ban.).
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Local ordinance revisions to support backyard composting of kitchen scraps and to facilitate
implementation of curbside collection of source separated compostable materials.
Acquisition of initial capital (some strategies require this).

Market development assistance for compost utilization needed.

Opportunities

Diversion of a large portion of the existing disposal stream otherwise being landfilled.
Recycling of organic matter for beneficial reuse.

Long-term storage of carbon through net soil-building as soil amendments.

Reduction in use of water, pesticides and fertilizer when compost used in agricultural or
residential applications.

Anaerobic digestion allows efficient capture of methane for renewable energy applications,
displacing fossil fuel carbon emissions.

Expands total employment vs. putting material in WTE or landfills.

Removes moisture from remaining MSW material, improving refuse-derived fuel (RDF)
thermal efficiency.

Removes source of methane generation from solid waste landfills, reducing “open face”
methane generation, allowing better overall life-cycle methane capture rates and improved
carbon performance at the landfills.

Increases useful life of existing permitted landfills by reducing total MSW disposal.

General Comments

Several members of the Work Group have voiced concerns over the sustainability of expanded

composting, anaerobic digestion efforts, and the necessary revisions to the relevant regulations,
and the current lack of end markets for finished compost.

Members Not Supportive of 3.1 Source Separated Organics Management and Their Opinions
and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Mike Cousino, Jack Ezell, Ted Troolin

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives

“Centroids” do not exist beyond this process. Centroid’s are a process-created regional
grouping of counties/sanitary districts and have no authority for waste management
activities.

This strategy sets centroid goals of managing 5-7% of MSW as source-separated organic
material (SSOM) by 2015. These percentage targets are too prescriptive and don’t allow local
units of government to develop targets that work best within their respective areas.

Waste management planning is done at the county level and goal setting should be done at
the county level as well, using the existing planning and goal setting processes.

Counties submit 5-year management plans to the MPCA to qualify for SCORE funding. If
the MPCA holds counties to these SSOM percentage targets in their management plans,
county representatives are concerned that their SCORE funding could be in jeapordy if their
plans do not include the SSOM percentage goals set forth by the Work Group.

Setting a 5-7% target is premature until further research and planning is conducted to
determine if these percentages targets are feasible.
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* Feasibility to achieve these targets, or higher targets set by the local units of government, will
be dependent on advancements in technology, permitting, regulation, funding, etc.

*  Currently it is uncertain where the resulting organic material will go, as there is no structure
in place today that can accept the levels of material called for in the strategy.

* Cost is a major consideration in all county planning. This strategy does not detail the full
cost to implement the percentage targets and, thus, county representatives are unable to fully
support this strategy without full knowledge of cost implications.

* In Olmsted County, collecting SSOM is not necessary as organic material can go to the
county’s Waste-to-Energy facility that will yield greenhouse gas emission reductions by
reducing the need to burn fossil fuel as an energy source, as well as helping Minnesota
achieve the renewable energy goal set forth in the Next Generation Energy Act.

References to Public Comments Specific to 3.1 Source Separated Organics Management (see
Appendix D)

Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 13; Hubbard, Susan & Tim Brownell, Eureka Recycling — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 23; Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and
Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 3.1: p. 32; Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management
Coordinating Board — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34; Lange, Nancy,
[zaak Walton League of America — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 39;
Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re: Strategy
3.1: p. 48; Pfuhl, Jamie, Minnesota Grocers Association — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 59; Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 60
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4.0 WASTE-TO-ENERGY STRATEGIES
4.1 Existing Waste-to-Energy Infrastructure is Operated at High Efficiency

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Achieve the full cost-effective utilization of existing waste-to-energy (WTE) facilities, in
accordance with permit conditions and within the context of 115A.03. This would require
redirecting waste away from landfills to processing and WTE projects. In addition, provide long-
term commitments of mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) to create investments to increase

the efficiency of WTE.
Efficiency improvements include but are not limited to:

* Increased heat recovery (thermal efficiency)

*  Co-generation of electricity and thermal (combined heat and power)
* Recovery of recyclables

* Recovery of oversized and bulky waste

*  Ash recovery

* New air pollution control systems or combustion enhancements

This strategy will require new, effective, long-term waste delivery arrangements.

Measurement Method
By 2011 all WTE facilities are operating at capacity, have long-term delivery agreements, and
have formulated a project specific plan to increase efficiency by planning one or more of the
enhancements listed above.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Waste delivery arrangements in 2011.
Efficiency planning and proposals in 2012.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Starting in 2011, maintained through 2025.

To handle projected residuals, MPCA modeled using all the permitted WTE capacity
(1,228,000 tons per year) before sending any MSW to landfill.

Additions to WARM Model calculations regarding additional efficiencies in Minnesota’s Waste-
to-Energy (WTE) facilities: MPCA multiplied the WTE GHG cuts, calculated in WARM, by
1.1 because WARM assumes WTE plants are 18% efficient, but MN plants are at approximately
28% efficiency, this yields approximately an additional 427,388 MTCOxe.

Potential Implementation Parties
Waste haulers; local, State and Federal governments; all existing facility owners.

Costs
This may save money through full utilization of capacity, increased efficiency, and amortization
of costs over a logical time horizon. Waste generators would bear the cost of WTE and waste
processing as it may be priced higher than landfills.
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Funding Mechanisms
Tipping fees

Barriers/Issues
Bias against WTE, perception that existing WTE projects compete with reduction, reuse, and
recycling. Merchant landfill business interests.

Opportunities
Expanded renewable energy production, lots of waste left to handle using other techniques, jobs
in high tech waste treatment, potential for economic development/co-location of thermal load
(district/institutional heating and cooling, food processing, manufacturing, etc,). Significant
reduction of landfilling.

General Comments
Technology is proven but costs are site and plant specific.
Several WTE facilities have not been operated at capacity due to the failure of waste assurance
through subsidy programs.

Members Not Supportive of 4.11 Existing Waste-to-Energy Infrastructure is Operated at High
Efficiency and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Don Arnosti, Tim Brownell, Jim Kleinschmit, Brett Smith

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives

* Not supportive of increasing capacity utilization of existing facilities up to permitted
capacity. This could, over time, compete with other management methods higher on the
Waste Management Hierarchy (such as recycling and composting), as the strategy calls for
long-term commitment of waste to these facilities.

*  Objections to locking in a long-term supply of waste (2011) prior to “Efficiency Planning
and Proposals” (2012). This does not assure that the efficiency benefits outweigh the
environmental, health and economic costs to the public for these privately run facilities.

* Some are supportive of increasing efficiency, and suggest that the strategy be split into two
aspects: 1) increase efficiency; 2) increase utilization to permitted capacity.

= Strategy title is misleading and should be retitled to better reflect the strategy, i.e. “Maximize
Utilization of Existing Waste-to-Energy Facilities Based on Current Permitted Capacity to
Pay for Efficiency Improvements.”
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References to Public Comments Specific to 4.11 Existing Waste-to-Energy Infrastructure is
Operated at High Efficiency (see Appendix D)

Berglund, Gena — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 11; Britton, Felicity, Linden
Hills Power & Light — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11: p. 12; Davis, Leslie, President, Earth Protector, Inc.
— Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 14; Decker, Diadra, Citizen — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 16; Eyrich, Ardell, a resident of Minnesota — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 17; Ferguson, Beverly, Professor Emerita, Metropolitan
State University — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 17; Gonder, Jan L. —
Comment Re: Strategy 4.11: p. 17; Greenfield, Janice, Neighbors Against the Burner — Comment Re:
Strategy 4.11: p. 18; Greenwood, Carol, writing as a private citizen — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 19; Hone, Nancy, Founder/Coordinator, Neighbors Against the Burner----------
REPRESENTING CITIZEN STAKEHOLDERS - Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 21; Keen, Bryan — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11: p. 26; Kieselhorst, John, Concerned St.
Paul resident — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 26; Klave, Gregory L. — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 30; Lind, Nathan — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11: p. 40;
Moe, Marne — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 43; Morris, Douglas R., Waste
Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11: p. 48; Muller, Alan,
Minneapolis Neighbors for Clean Air/Neighbors Against the Burner — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 50; Muller, Alan, Minneapolis Neighbors for Clean Air/Neighbors Against the
Burner — General Comment Re: Climate change emissions: p. 52; Norkus-Crampton, Lara — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 55; Nye, Janet, Minneapolis, MN — Comment Re:
Strategy 4.11: p. 57; Reilly, Rebecca, City of Minneapolis — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 60; Richter, Trudy, Executive Director, Minnesota Resource Recovery Association — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 61; Rondano, Annette, St. Paul small business
owner/Minneapolis CEAC member since 2009 — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p.
64; Scheidt, Jim — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11: p. 66; Schmidt, Gregory V. — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 66; Spear, Connie, University of MN HSRC —
Comment Re: Strategy 4.11: p. 69; Sponheim, Sarah — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 69; No Name Provided — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11: p. 72
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5.0 LANDFILL DISPOSAL STRATEGIES
5.1 Methane Management at All Landfills

Strategy Description/Recommendation
All municipal solid waste (MSW) landfills in the state of Minnesota must meet a minimum
capture and destruction rate of all methane generated throughout the remaining life span of each
landfill, including active and post-closure emissions. At a minimum, all captured methane must
be flared, but when technically and financially feasible, energy production from recovered
methane is preferable.

MPCA will determine minimum capture rate based on maximum available control technology
(MACT), and determination of actual capture rates though appropriate monitoring with best
available technology would be required. Additional research completed by MPCA and the
landfill industry will inform measurement techniques and improve the body of available data on
achievable methane recovery rates.

The intent of this strategy is to hold harmless facilities that have voluntarily implemented landfill
gas equipment, and through its rulemaking process, the MPCA will determine the most
appropriate way to provide this assurance.

Current rules for landfill operators are limited to 20-30 years of post-closure care funding,
though the legal liability of operators is open-ended. At the request of the Legislature in 2008,
the MPCA is rewriting landfill rules to “ensure” that the public doesn’t ever have to pick up the
cost of groundwater contamination from landfills, including events that could happen long after
the landfills close for business. Once promulgated, these new rules will make tangible progress
toward perpetual-care funding for landfills.

Measurement Method
Methane release cannot be continuously monitored; need to monitor via computer modeling.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
The WARM model is only able to model one landfill methane capture method at a time.

Original MPCA WARM model used average 65% gas-to-energy (to account for the fact that
several landfills will only flare their gas); gradual increase, reaching 65% by 2025.

In order to show a general range of landfill strategy results, the MPCA ran two subsequent
model runs to show two results for landfilling: 75% collection and flaring of landfill gas, and
75% landfill gas-to-energy. The difference between these two options is approximately 950,000
MTCO:ze of additional GHG emission reductions when using landfill gas-to-energy rather than
flaring.

Potential Implementation Parties
Landfill owner/operators (public & private)

Costs
Capital investment in gas collection systems, engineering modifications, permitting
modifications, operation and maintenance.
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Funding Mechanisms
Landfill tipping fees

Barriers/Issues
Any state or federal requirements on landfill gas (LFG) control in an effort to reduce GHG
emissions would remove the additionality (or voluntary) aspect to these projects, and the smaller
landfills wouldn’t be eligible to sell carbon offsets.

These projects are expensive for the smaller landfill with limited revenue from gate receipts.
Redirect the focus to economic incentives versus mandates.
According to the MPCA projected 2011 methane emissions from the 21 landfills in Minnesota:

" (69.2% of the waste being landfilled are to landfills required to have active LFG control
by NSPS (total of 4 landfills).

» With Clay County, Crow Wing, East Central, and part of Ponderosa having active LFG
control voluntarily, the total is about 75% of the waste being landfilled.

* These 4 sites could gain $263,000 to $1,040,000 on the current carbon market.

* Adding the next 7 largest sites voluntarily (15 of the 21 landfills) gets to 90% of the
waste being landfilled.

* These 7 sites could gain $420,000 to $1,660,000 on the carbon market.

Technically it is doubtful that methane generation at a landfill can be continuously monitored,
therefore would need to use computer modeling to project methane emissions. Difficult to
measure gas output at early and late stages of landfill development due to very low gas
production.

This would need to include provisions for increasing methane destruction through oxidation in
cover materials. This will be a viable option for smaller or closed units covered with earthen
covers. Maintaining 75% will be impossible at the tail end of the gas curve with geomembrane
covers. As the curve goes down the amount of methane to be collected and controlled diminishes
to a point of infeasibility. This is the point at which oxidation should take over.

Opportunities
Source of renewable energy
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Members Not Supportive of 5.1 Methane Management at All Landfills and Their Opinions and

Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Tim Brownell, Brett Smith

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives

Industry has stated that it can achieve a 90% landfill methane capture rate. Strategy should
require landfill operators to achieve 90% capture rate as opposed to MACT determination.
It must be clear that the capture rate pertains to the full life-cycle generation of methane at
landfills, not just in the closed cells.

Methane capture at all landfills should be required to be used as energy and not flared.

Best Available Technology monitoring must include continuous, active monitoring of all
phases of the landfill to determine the true and accurate capture rate of methane discharges
on all working/active cells of the landfill, as well as the closed cells with active capture
systems. Modeling of methane capture can supplement this data, but capture rate reporting
cannot be fully reliant on modeling alone.

Capture rate information must be fully auditable and follow protocols developed by the
MPCA.

References to Public Comments Specific to 5.1 Methane Management at All Landfills (see

Appendix D)

Hubbard, Susan & Tim Brownell, Eureka Recycling — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 23; Lange, Nancy, Izaak Walton League of America — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies: p. 39; Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County —
Comment Re: Strategy 5.1: p. 48; Richter, Trudy, Executive Director, Minnesota Resource
Recovery Association — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 61
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5.2 Increase Landfill Disposal Fees to Align Price Structure with Waste Management Hierarchy

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Increase landfill disposal fees.

Measurement Method
Reduction in waste going to landfills.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Implemented in 2011.
Mixed waste, recyclables (plastic, glass, paper, metals).
Result in approximately 50% recycling rate; slight increase in composting and WTE.

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Contributes to 60% recycling goal, but not modeled directly.

Potential Implementation Parties
MPCA, State Legislature, regional and local units of government.

Costs
Increased costs to residents and businesses.

Barriers/Issues
May drive waste out of the state. Will not increase recycling if end markets do not exist. Taxes
are already significant (9.75% for residential, 17% for commercial) in addition to other taxes,
service charges, fees. May encourage illegal dumping, burn barrels.

Opportunities
Higher cost to landfill moves waste to other management methods higher up on Waste
Management Hierarchy.

General Comments
Metro landfill abatement fee is in place on two metro area landfills.

Members Not Supportive of 5.2 Increase landfill Disposal Fees to Align Price Structure with
Waste Management Hierarchy and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Mike Cousino, Jack Ezell, Ryan O’Gara, Mike Robertson, Peg Wander

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives
* May drive waste out of state to other landfills with potentially lower methane capture rates.
»  Will not increase recycling if end markets do not exist or are not developed.
* Taxes are already significant (9.75% for residential, 17% for commercial).
* May encourage illegal dumping and/or use of burn barrels.
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References to Public Comments Specific to 5.2 Increase Landfill Disposal Fees to Align Price
Structure with Waste Management Hierarchy (see Appendix D)

Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies: p. 34; Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management
Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re: Strategy 5.2: p. 50
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6.0 OTHER SUPPORTING STRATEGIES
6.1 Organized Collection

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Promote the implementation of organized collection of MSW services through lessening the
requirements and timeframes on governmental units to implement organized collections, as well
as to encourage joint purchasing efforts/cooperatives for the procurement of waste services.

Measurement Method
Reporting of all materials collected would/could be a requirement of all contracts allowing for
accurate measurement of tons captured.

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts
Implement 2011 - 2013

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled - contributes to the 60% recycling rate goal, but was not modeled directly

Implementation Parties
MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties,
SWMCB, WLSSD, economic development agencies, cities and townships), non-profits, private
haulers, private sector

Costs
Low costs/medium costs. Legal and administrative costs paid by municipalities to follow the
current mandated organizing statute process. Costs currently paid by residents directly to their
hauler would be transferred to the local unit of government to pay. Per household costs for
collection service have been shown to be lower in organized programs than under non-organized
(open) collection systems.

Funding Mechanisms
Usually funded either through property tax or service fee increases.

Barriers/Issues

* Private haulers strongly oppose organized collection. Small haulers fear it will limit their
opportunities to compete. Large haulers believe that if their market share grows too large
they may face additional government scrutiny/regulation

* This should be done through public/private partnerships

*  Vocal groups of residents protest to elected officials saying they like the ability to choose
their hauler for themselves. Creates political issues for city councils, etc.

* There exist other ways to address opportunities (i.e. citywide licensing, etc)

* Could create monopolies

* Could put small haulers out of business

* The organized collection process is quite long and onerous for all parties involved. Currently
the process to follow the organized collection statute takes a municipality approximately one
year to complete
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Opportunities

Creates opportunity to provide community-wide education about reduction and recycling
programs

Can increase overall capture of materials by providing consistent service to all residents

Can provide for multiple haulers to provide services by splitting cities into regions or
allowing different haulers to collect each stream

Licensing requirement, citizen mandate as alternative to organized collection

One hauler may be able to take over the market

Allows the city to control the waste contract for the entire community, possibly meaning
more opportunities for WMC.

Gives waste generators flow control so they can designate that waste be managed by a
method higher in the hierarchy.

Lengthens street life because of decreased heavy truck traffic, thus allowing cities to reduce or
delay property tax assessments for road maintenance or replacement.

Allows cities to negotiate rates with haulers and thus create greater price differentials between
different levels of service and influence residents to reduce their waste and recycle more of
their waste.

Decreased diesel truck traffic decreases particle emissions resulting in cleaner air.

Route efficiency decreases greenhouse gas emissions.

Route efficiency results in less neighborhood noise pollution.

Decreased number of trucks on residential streets reduces the odds of accidents occurring,.
Gives cities greater control over determining the best provision of service to their residents.
Currently there is an artificially high threshold for switching to organized garbage service - a
threshold that does not exist when cities consider organizing other services such as recycling
and Wi-Fi.

Allows for transparency and consistency in pricing.

Associated educational efforts expand and enhance resident's knowledge about the full range
of services and costs for waste disposal and recycling.

Can guarantee market share for small haulers that are part of a consortium.

Reduces confusion for new residents unsure how and what criteria to use to pick a garbage
hauler.

Would create the densities of materials to make collection programs more affordable, as well
as to provide opportunities for all residents to participate.

Municipalities would also have the pricing controls to then incentivize the diversion of
SSOM out of the garbage can and into an organics container.

General Comments

The political barriers to implementing this strategy are large. Would require strong state

initiative to implement.
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Members Not Supportive of 6.1 Organized Collection and Their Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Julie Ketchum (for Doug Carnival), Ryan O’Gara, Mike Robertson, Peg Wander

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives
Opinions of Opponents to Organized Collection:
*  Organized collection has many potentially harmful impacts to hauling industry
businesses, as outlined in the “Barriers/Issues” section of the strategy.
* Voluntary efforts, as outlined in strategy 6.1A Industry Alternatives to Organized
Collection, can provide all of the desired benefits that proponents of organized collection
seek, as described in the “Opportunities” section of strategy 6.1A.

Alternatives to Organized Collection:
»  See strategy 6.1A Industry Alternatives to Organized Collection

References to Public Comments Specific to 6.1 Organized Collection (see Appendix D)

Hubbard, Susan & Tim Brownell, Eureka Recycling — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies: p. 23; Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — General
Comment Re: Solid Waste: p. 46

112



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

6.1A Industry Alternatives to Organized Collection

Strategy Description/Recommendation
Voluntary cooperation with local units of government to achieve improved service outcomes
(e.g., days zoning, strategic routing, safety measures, agreements for waste delivery).

Goals/Timeframe/Mileposts

Immediate

MPCA WARM Model Input Assumptions (Material Type and Quantity Changed)
Not modeled — MPCA feels that this strategy does not represent any change from current
conditions

Potential Implementation Parties
Cities, haulers, residents

Barriers/Issues
Cooperation with local governments

Opportunities

*  Solutions implemented by agreement and cooperation.

* These approaches have been successful in every community that has considered organized
collection. Each of the twelve communities has decided to abandon pursuit of organized
collection (Ramsey/Washington Counties, Olmsted County, Coon Rapids, Falcon Heights,
Arden Hills, Prior Lake, Sauk Rapids, Greenwood, Carver, Lauderdale, Pine Island, and
Stillwater Township).

» Citizens overwhelmingly opposed the plan preferring to maintain control of the decision
individually. After input from citizens, many communities took the route described in this
strategy. They worked with haulers to reach voluntary agreements to solve specific issues of
concern in their own communities.

Members Not Supportive of 6.2 Industry Alternatives to Organized Collection and Their
Opinions and Alternatives

Non-Supporting Members
Don Arnosti, Tim Brownell, Jeff Harthun (for Carl Michaud), Jim Kleinschmit, Tim Pratt,
Brett Smith

Non-Supporting Members’ Opinions and Alternatives
Opmzom of Opponents to Industry Alternatives to Organized Collection:
Organized collection, as opposed to the voluntary efforts outlined in this strategy 6.1A
Industry Alternatives to Organized Collection, provides an important mechanism to
support the Work Group’s recommended strategies as outlined in the “Opportunities”
section of strategy 6.1 Organized Collection.
* The proposal offers no concrete actions that would result in decreased greenhouse gas
emissions.
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* The agreements between LGUs and haulers mentioned in the proposal have not
demonstrated a reduction in waste, an increase in recycling or a decrease in greenhouse
gas emissions.

*  Various forms of organized collection have been demonstrated in other parts of the U.S.
and the world to be valuable tools to achieve waste reduction, recycling, processing, and
other waste management goals, generally viewed to be in the best interests of the
public. Without such tools, relying on the private waste industry to do the right thing, in
this case, may not yield the desired results.

Alternatives to Industry Alternatives to Organized Collection:
»  See strategy 6.1 Organized Collection
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Funding Recommendations

During the November 20 Work Group meeting, members participated in a brainstorming session to
develop high-level funding recommendations beyond strategy 6.3 SCORE Funding Mechanism
Repair and Enbancement that could be used to fund the recommended strategies and better support
the solid waste management system. Below is the list of unanimously supported funding

recommendations of the Work Group.

Funding Recommendations

1.

10.

All of the Solid Waste Management Tax revenue should go to integrated solid waste
management purposes and programs.

In general, the full cost of waste management should be borne by the generators of waste.

The full cost of difficult-to-manage or problem materials should be borne by
manufacturers/producers.

Minnesota’s waste management financial resources and incentives should focus on moving
waste up the Waste Management Hierarchy and progress toward this goal should be
measured regularly through transparent reporting.

Fees, surcharges, taxes, and tax incentives should accurately reflect long-term societal goals to
lower GHG emissions, keep environmental toxicants out of the waste stream, and change
behavior to incentivize less waste generation.

Full life-cycle analysis of materials (by product) should be factored into the costs of waste
management and should be imputed to waste generators.

Property taxes should not be used as a primary source for waste management funding.

Develop mechanisms (grants, etc.) that incentivize and encourage private sector innovations
to achieve GHG emission reductions in waste management.

Provide funding to engage and educate the public in understanding the value of waste
reduction activities and climate change impacts.

Provide financial assurance for commodity market fluctuations to balance down markets and
provide needed reliable funding mechanisms to support commodity recycling and the Waste
Management Hierarchy.
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Conclusion

The Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process successfully developed thirty-eight
(38) recommended strategies that, if implemented, will allow the state to achieve significant
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions from the solid waste sector in the four centroids used for this
Process. However, as described in the report, the recommended strategies do fall an estimated 10%
below the original Process goal (the recommended strategies are estimated to yield 47.2 MMTCO,e
by 2025 and the original Process goal was 52.5 MMTCOxe¢). Again, the Work Group and the
MPCA acknowledged this shortfall and pointed to imperfections in current GHG modeling as a
major contributing factor to the Process not reaching the original goal. Therefore the Work Group,
at a minimum, has adequately fulfilled its charge by recommending changes to the management of

solid waste in the four centroids that will result in significant GHG reductions very near to the order
of magnitude recommended by the MCCAG.

In addition to yielding significant reductions in GHG emissions as a result of the recommended
strategies, the Work Group should be commended for their strategies to move waste up the Waste
Management Hierarchy. As shown in the report, the Work Group’s recommended strategies will
result in the following average projected percentages for waste management methods across the four
centroids by 2025: 6.08% Source Reduction (cumulatively to 2025); 60% Recycling; 6.5%
Organics Management; 24.1% Waste-to-Energy; and 9.4% Landfill Disposal. For comparison, the
2005 baseline for waste management method percentages across the four centroids are: 40%
Recycling; 2.7% Organics Management; 17% Waste-to-Energy; and 35% Landfill Disposal.

Many individuals and stakeholders should be congratulated for their support of the Process. First
and foremost, the Work Group members and their alternates devoted significant time and energy
into this Process and should be acknowledged for their efforts. As described in the report, Work
Group members collaborated to develop strategies that most or all members can support, including
some highly controversial strategies. The MPCA should also be commended for two reasons in
particular: first for their technical support throughout the Process, without which this Process could
not have measured the projected impacts of strategies; and second for their willingness to extend the
process timeline at the request of the Work Group. A third group of individuals that should be
congratulated for their efforts in this process are the members of the centroid sub-groups. The
centroid sub-groups’ work was a turning point in this Process that helped lead to the development of
final recommendations, and centroid sub-group members should recognize that the Process would
not have yielded the level of support or detail on strategies that this Process produced without their
input. Finally, the broader stakeholders, who attended Work Group meetings and public input
meetings, and submitted written comments for the Work Group to review, were very helpful for the
Work Group in their development of recommended strategies.

While the thirty-eight recommended strategies provide guidance and direction to the state by
comprising the elements of a plan to achieve significant GHG emission reductions through solid
waste management, the state must ultimately work with, and lead, numerous partner organizations
to systematically and effectively implement the recommendations.

As the MPCA develops its 2009 Solid Waste Policy Report and works with counties to update local
solid waste management plans, it should assess the implementation mechanisms available to support
the recommended strategies, the amount of resources that will be required to implement the
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strategies, and various mechanisms that could be used to fund the recommended strategies. A
comprehensive implementation plan should then be developed and put into action in order to
ensure that the recommended strategies are brought to fruition and that the GHG emission
reductions that are projected to result are achieved.

As the measurement tools and available data on types and quantities of municipal solid waste
continue to improve, MPCA should check the state’s progress on achieving the strategies’ intended
outcomes and adjust the implementation plan as needed.

Finally, where possible, MEI would encourage the state to pursue opportunities to leverage public-
private partnerships in ways to advance the goals of the Waste Management Hierarchy and achieve
GHG reductions through solid waste management.
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Appendix A: Work Group Roster

INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STAKEHOLDER PROCESS

Work Group Roster
Alternates listed in italics

Don Arnosti, Audubon Minnesota
Nancy Lange, The Izaak Walton League of America

Tim Brownell, Eureka Recycling
Susan Hubbard, Eurcka Recycling

Doug Carnival, National Solid Wastes Management Association
Mark Stoltman, Randy’s Sanitation

Mike Cousino, Olmsted County
John Helmers, Olmsted County

Rachel Dykoski, Environmental Justice Advocates of Minnesota
Michael Newmann, Environmental Justice Advocates of Minnesota

Jack Ezell, Western Lake Superior Sanitary District
Heidi Ringhofer, Western Lake Superior Sanitary District

Wayne Hanson, Great River Energy
Jim Kubn, Xcel Energy

Jim Kleinschmit, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy
Heather Schoonover, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy

Carl Michaud, Hennepin County / Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board

Ryan O’Gara, SKB Environmental
Mike Fullerton, SKB Environmental

Tim Pratt, City of Roseville / Association of Recycling Managers
Jean Buckley, City of Bloomington / Association of Recycling Managers

Judy Purman, Sebesta Blomberg
Tim Goodman, Tim Goodman ¢ Associates

Mike Robertson, Minnesota Chamber of Commerce
Julie Ketchum, Waste Management

Tim Scherkenbach, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
David Benke, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

Brett Smith, Sierra Club
Sarab Risser, Sierra Club

Ted Troolin, St. Louis County / Minnesota Solid Waste Administrators Association
Jerry Johnson, Tri-County Solid Waste

Peg Wander, Liberty Paper
Tim Swanson, Liberty Paper
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Appendix B: MPCA’s Charge to the Work Group

MPCA’s Charge to the Stakeholder Work Group
for the
Stakeholder Process to Achieve Greenhouse Gas Reduction, Energy Conservation and
Environmental Protection through Integrated Solid Waste Management

Purpose/Mission: Develop the elements of a plan based on the recommendations from the
Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group (MCCAG). To ensure efficiency and effectiveness
and a workable plan coming out of the process, the MPCA is recommending the following goal:

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 2025 through integrated solid waste management in
the four population centroid regions of Minnesota by 52.5 million metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent.

The plan should attempt to lay out options for greenhouse gas reduction in a manner that ranks
the recommendations by largest potential for reduction and assesses their achievability.

Membership: Fifteen to 20 individuals that represent the diversity of stakeholders in solid waste
management in Minnesota, selected by the Minnesota Environmental Initiative, will serve on the
Work Group.

Leadership: Chaired by Ron Nargang and managed by the Minnesota Environmental Initiative.
Additionally, a Planning Team comprised of four Work Group members, including one MPCA
representative, will provide further leadership consultation.

Other Input: Additional stakeholders will be invited to provide input to the Work Group at
three public Stakeholder Input Group meetings at appropriate times during the process.

MPCA Role: Through a contract, the MPCA is providing funding to MEI to manage the process
and incorporate the group’s recommendations into a final report to the MPCA Commissioner.
The MPCA will also provide a member to serve on the Work Group and Planning Team, as well
as staff and a technical consultant to support the process.

Timing: Over a 7-month period, beginning in December 2008. Recommendations will be
submitted to the MPCA by June 2009.

Anticipated Outcomes/Results: Stakeholders will develop recommendations for a plan that:

» Identifies changes in the current way waste is generated, collected and managed to
achieve greenhouse gas reduction or renewable energy goals;

» Identifies policy or legislative actions that will help meet greenhouse gas reduction
or renewable energy goals;

» ldentifies institutional, financial or other barriers and recommends strategies to
overcome the barriers;

» ldentifies those parties who can effectuate change to accomplish the greenhouse
gas reduction and renewable energy production goals.
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If time permits, the following plan elements will also be discussed and developed:

Timelines and mileposts toward meeting the goals;

How existing resources could be reallocated to meet the goals;

New resource needs and possible sources to accomplish goals;

Other ways of accomplishing goals without infusion of new resources.

Additional Considerations:

Because the MCCAG goals were based on a broader definition of solid waste, and the statutory
goals for recycling are based on Municipal Solid Waste (MSW), the Process should investigate
solutions for both MSW and non-MSW. It is proposed, however, that the plan should address
the different waste streams separately and that MSW remain a priority.

The stakeholder group should explore transportation as it relates to managing solid waste and
factor in greenhouse gases produced from transporting waste, recyclables to market, virgin
materials, etc. as it determines which management options are preferred for GHG reduction.

The climate change crisis is a global one; therefore, the Process need not discuss geographic
boundaries for greenhouse gas reduction.
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Appendix C: Work Group Ground Rules

INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STAKEHOLDER PROCESS
Work Group Ground Rules
November 20, 2008

Goals

The primary task of the Work Group is to develop strategies that can help reach the Minnesota
Climate Change Advisory Group (MCCAG) greenhouse gas reduction targets for the solid waste
sector. Recommendations produced by the Work Group will focus on the four major population
centroids that encompass 17 counties and one sanitary district where approximately 70% of the
solid waste in the state is generated. The MCCAG targets for solid waste for the four centroids
equals a 52.5 million metric tons of CO,, reduction by 2025.

The recommended strategies will serve to assist the MPCA in carrying out its mission, and will be
considered as the MPCA:

« determines priorities for technical and financial assistance;

» implements existing programs and develops new ones;

« modifies rules, and;

« proposes legislative changes.

METD’s Role

The Minnesota Environmental Initiative is responsible for the design, management and facilitation
of the stakeholder process. MEI will schedule and convene meetings, keep meeting minutes, post
meeting summaries, compile stakeholder input over the course of the project, and work with the
Work Group to develop the final project document. Correspondence regarding meeting
announcements, agenda, meeting summaries, and other information related to the process will be
distributed by MEIL. Information will be made available to participants via email, and will be posted

on a webpage dedicated to the Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process hosted on
the MEI website.

Facilitator’s Role

MEI will provide a facilitator to chair the stakeholder process and lead each of the stakeholder
meetings. The facilitator will assist in focusing discussions, assure fair opportunity to stakeholders to
participate in the meetings, draw out participants’ perspectives as necessary, will work to resolve
conflicts that arise, and assist in designating tasks to advisory or sub-groups.

Work Group Membership

New individuals may be added to the Work Group throughout the course of the process if it is
determined that essential stakeholder interests are not represented by the existing participants. MEI
will make the final determination if and when new members should be added. Should a stakeholder
choose to vacate his or her seat on the Work Group, MEI may seek a replacement.

Open Meetings

All Work Group meetings are open to the public. Anyone may attend a Work Group meeting, and,
if time permits, will be given an opportunity to offer an opinion on the subject of the meeting at a
time designated by the meeting facilitator.
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Participation
Work Group participants are expected to attend all Work Group meetings, will make every effort

to be on time, participate in conversations with the facilitator and MEI staff between meetings,
review documentation prior to meetings, and actively participate in the meetings. Participants are
asked to keep their member organizations and constituencies informed about the process
proceedings, and to bring their views to the discussions. In addition, participants are asked to
participate in three Stakeholder Input Group meeting to be held during the process. Participants are
responsible for selecting 3-5 key stakeholders to serve on a Planning Team with one designated
MPCA representative.

Alternates

Each Work Group member is asked to designate an alternate representative for their organization or
constituency. Members who cannot attend a meeting should make arrangements with the
designated alternate, and inform MED’s project manager prior to the meeting. One designated
representative or alternate, but not both, will have a seat at the table and be asked to participate in
decisions at each meeting,

Good Faith Participation

All participants agree to act in good faith in all aspects of the process. The participants are expected
to present their own opinions based on their experience, perspective and training, and agree to
participate actively, constructively and cooperatively in the process. Debate and discussions in the

Work Group should be based on shared facts and technical knowledge.

No Surprises
Participants agree to be forthcoming about potential conflicts with the proceedings and with

decisions that are developed by the group. Disagreements should be identified and shared with the
group as early as possible.

Respect

All participants are expected to act as equals during the process and will respect the experience and
perspective of the other participants. Participants should refrain from characterizing the viewpoints
of others during discussions. Personal criticisms of other stakeholders will not be tolerated.

Consensus

As much as possible, decisions will be based on consensus of the group, generally defined as reaching
an agreement that all participants can live with. Participants agree to be supportive of the process,
but are allowed the ability to disagree with specific decisions or outcomes of the process. Consensus
regarding strategies is desired, but is not required, and the process could yield a minority report if
necessary.

Communications and Confidentiality

When making statements about the process or its outcomes in public, Work Group participants
agree to make clear that they speak on their own behalf, and do not necessarily represent the
opinions of other participants, MEI, or the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. Work Group
members will give at least 48 hours notice to other participants before communicating with the
media about the process.
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Appendix D: Public Comments Received on Work Group Draft Recommended Strategies

Comments Received on Integrated Solid Waste Management
Stakeholder Process Draft Recommended Strategies: November 24, 2009

Introduction to Comments Received

The following document includes comments received during the open public comment period on
the Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process Draft Recommended Strategies:
November 24, 2009 from November 24, 2009 to December 8, 2009, and the one written comment
received at the November 18 public Stakeholder Input Group meeting on the Draft Recommended
Strategies: November 10, 2009. Comments have not been censored, and all submitted language is
included in this document.

In total, MEI received 91 written comments on the draft strategies during the online public
comment period from November 24 to December 8, and at the November 18 public Stakeholder
Input Group meeting. The comments represent a multitude of diverse viewpoints, and Work Group
members and other readers are encouraged to read all of the comments in their entirety. In addition,
some comments suggest that further information can be found in other reports and list web links to
where those reports can be found online for download. Work Group members and other readers are
encouraged to download and review these other reports as supporting documentation for the
comments submitted.

Comments are listed alphabetically by last name of the comment author, and a Table of Contents,
beginning on Page 2, references page numbers for each comment received. In a few exceptional
instances, comments were submitted by a broad group, rather than one individual author (i.e.,
Recycling Association of Minnesota Board of Directors), or the comment was submitted
anonymously (i.e., No Name Provided). These comments are listed at the end of the document and
referenced in the Table of Contents. If provided, the comment author’s affiliation is listed following
their name, and each individual comment is labeled as: 1) an Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies; 2) a General Comment Regarding a Specific Concept; or 3) a Comment
Regarding a Specific Strategy (referred to by strategy number).

Some individuals submitted comments to multiple strategies using multiple comment forms, and
these comments are listed individually in the document. Please note that many comments received
speak to multiple strategies and concepts, and are thus listed as “Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies.” Again, readers are encouraged to review all comments submitted to gain a
complete understanding of the comment author’s input.
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Anderson, Bruce W. “Buzz,” President, MN Retailers Association — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

December 7, 2009 To Whom It May Concern: Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the
report published through the Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process as facilitated
by MEL First, I have serious reservations about the make-up of the stakeholders group that discussed
and published its report. This group as formed was unbalanced as it had only minimal representation
from the private sector. Had manufacturers and retailers had more opportunity to officially
participate, the conclusions of the stakeholder process might have yielded a much different result.
Having said that, there is no doubt that the stake holder group identified some pressing solid waste
management challenges. It is important to note that the private sector has already; voluntarily
expended significant resources to encourage and enhance the recycling of sold waste. The concern of
the Minnesota Retailers Association is that a well meaning but nonetheless misdirected effort may
actually have the unintended consequence of slowing progress in areas such as curb side recycling,
eco friendly building design and construction, and voluntary private sector efforts in the collection
and recycling of beverage containers, plastic bags, and more other consumer products. I would
encourage public policy maker to use caution on the efficacy of this report until an unbiased and fair
dialog can be held with all interested parties. Sincerely, Bruce W. “Buzz” Anderson President
MINNESOTA RETAILERS ASSOCIATION

Archer, Joan, Minnesota Beverage Association — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies

DATE: December 7, 2009

TO: Jack Hogin, MEI

FROM: Joan Archer, President, Minnesota Beverage Association

SUBJECT: Comments on MEI Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process

Draft Recommended Strategies: November 24, 2009

1) Stakeholder Composition
Even though several retailers and manufacturers volunteered to serve on the
stakeholder group- none were chosen. Therefore the recommendations in the report
lack a business perspective. There was only one representative from the MN Chamber
voicing concerns of retailers, manufacturers, wholesalers, industry sectors and
transportation firms.

2) Process
Based on the concerns about one business vote/voice- the process of voting on
issues/recommendations resulted in a number of very controversial items receiving
majority vote. Unless the stakeholders group is properly balanced in numbers — voting
on the items is at times meaningless. However, there were a number of unanimous
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recommendations that do deserve support and this process did highlight those
recommendations.

3) Strongly Oppose — 2.9 Container Deposit Legislation Strategy
The Minnesota Beverage Association strongly opposes container deposit legislation and
agrees with the comments of the non-supporting member’s opinions and alternatives.
Since a specific type of container deposit system is not presented in this strategy, | will
not comment specifically on a container deposit system but will offer a better
alternative.
The recent study by Rhode Island best provides a comparison and a solution. An
enhanced municipal recycling system in Minnesota could include the Rhode Island
study’s recommendations plus items that are suggested by the non-supporting
comments.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and here is an executive summary of the
Rhode Island report:

“Comparing Deposits With Enhanced Municipal Recycling — A Rhode Island Case Study
In 2008 the Rhode Island legislature requested a study of a beverage container deposit system
for the Ocean State compared with alternative recycling systems. The Rhode Island Resource
Recovery Corporation (RIRRC), a state agency that operates the state’s landfill and materials
recovery facility (MRF), directed the study. Following a competitive bidding process, RIRRC
awarded the study to DSM Environmental Services.

Key Findings®

* “[C]learly supports making major and specific improvement to our existing curbside
program as the most effective way to increase recycling. This alternative system was
seen as far superior to an enhanced bottle bill.”?

* Rhode Island’s existing municipal recycling system already does a good job of recovering
recyclable materials

0 Rl recovers 450 Ibs per household per year compared with Massachusetts at 433
Ibs (which includes bottle bill redemptions in MA)

0 Comparisons with high performing systems in the region indicate there is still
room for improvement, however.

* Enhancing the state’s municipal recycling system would provide more recycling at a
lower cost than a deposit system. The enhanced system would also provide greater
greenhouse gas reductions.

! Analysis of Beverage Container Redemption System Options to Increase Municipal Recycling in Rhode Island,
DSM Environmental Services for the Rl Resource Recovery Corporation, May 2009 Final Report.

2 Transmittal letter from Michael J. O’Connell, Executive Director of Rl Resource Recovery Corporation to Senate
President M. Teresa Paiva-Weed.
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Comparison of Incremental Impacts

Enhanced System Bottle Bill

Increased Recycling 25,500 tons (+27%) 10,100 tons (+11%)
Tonnage

$14.8 million
Net Costs $6.3 - $7.8 million

($10.6 - $23.1 million

Net Cost per Ton $250- 5310 $1,050 - $2,300
Greenhouse Gas 17,000 MTCE 9,700 MTCE
Reductions

* An enhanced municipal recycling system would increase municipal recovery 27 percent
including both fiber (paper) and container materials; a deposit system would increase
municipal recovery 11 percent, including only certain beverage container materials.

* The net cost of enhancing the municipal recycling system would be $6.3 to $7.8 million
per year; the net cost for the deposit system would be $10.6 million to $23.1 million per
year.

* The net cost per ton of additional recycling would be $250 to $310 for the enhanced
system and $1,050 to $2,300 for the deposit system.

* Greenhouse gas reductions from the municipal system would be 17,000 metric tons of
carbon equivalents vs. 9,700 metric tons with a bottle bill.

Background

Rhode Island’s municipal recycling system captures an estimated 19 percent of municipal
recyclables today. A state lawmaker proposed a beverage container deposit system or bottle
bill in 2008 as a means of improving that recycling rate and generating additional revenue for
the state through the taking of any unclaimed deposits for the state’s general revenues.

The proposed bottle bill would be operated by RIRRC, which already runs the landfill and MRF
for the state. RIRRC raised concerns about its ability to implement and operate the proposed
deposit system without significant additional resources. To study the matter further, the
legislature directed RIRRC to evaluate a deposit system against an alternative system. RIRRC
sought bidders to identify the approach with “the greatest potential to achieve the highest
diversion of recyclables” that would also be equitable, efficient, cost-effective, and
economically sustainable.

Approach

Following the selection of DSM as the consultant to conduct the study, DSM began a
stakeholder engagement process to gather input about the current recycling system and to
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develop parameters for the deposit and alternative municipal recycling systems. Once DSM
specified the scenarios for analysis, the firm distributed summary characterizations of the
proposed systems for comment from the stakeholders. DSM also compiled available data from
state, NGO, and industry sources to characterize baseline generation and recovery figures for
beverage containers and for other municipal wastes. After preparing a draft report and
presenting initial findings to RIRRC and key legislators and staff, DSM provided a briefing on the
results to stakeholders. The final report is now available at
www.rirrc.org/content/index.php?id=about-us/w -new/studies-and-reports/.”

Enhanced Municipal Recycling

Key Assumptions

All households with refuse collection receive curbside recycling as well
0 Recyclables collected in 64 gallon carts
0 Every other week collection
0 Single stream (commingled) recyclables

e Variable rate pricing for waste service to encourage recycling (pay more to dispose of
more)

e Mandatory bar and restaurant recycling of containers

* State of the art upgrade of MRF including switch to single stream processing

Major Cost and Revenue Elements

e Costs: collect recyclables from additional households, purchase new carts, upgrade
MRF, bar and restaurant program, MRF operations, collection truck upgrades, additional
public education = $14 million

e Savings/revenues: materials revenue, switch to bi-weekly collection, avoided disposal
cost, avoided refuse collection cost = $6.2 million

* Costs —savings/revenues = $7.8 million annually (program costs). The net cost is
reduced to $6.3 million if environmental benefit estimates are included.

Proposed Deposit System
Key Assumptions
* 5¢deposit on all nondairy plastic, metal, and glass containers
e State-run redemption center network and state collection and processing of material

* Retailer initiates deposit and turns over to state
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e State retains unclaimed deposits to operate redemption and collection systems
Major Cost and Revenue Elements

* Costs
0 RIRRC operation of redemption centers and collection vehicles, upgrade MRF,
bar and restaurant collection = $14.1 million

0 Consumer travel to redemption centers (11.1 million additional miles driven) =
$6.1 million

O Retail sales losses (only included in upper bound) = $12.5 million
0 Gross = $20.2 million to $32.7 million

* Savings/revenues
0 Materials revenue, avoided disposal cost, avoided refuse collection cost, avoided
litter collection costs = $5.4 million

* Costs —savings/revenues = $14.8 million annually (program costs). The net cost is
reduced to $10.6 million if environmental benefit estimates are included and increases
to $23.1 million if lost retail sales are included.”

Archer, Joan & Tom Koehler, Minnesota Environmental Coalition of Labor & Industry
(MECLI) - Overall Comments/Comments to Multiple Strategies

Jack Hogin
MN Environmental Initiative

Comments on the Integrated Solid Waste Stakeholders Draft Strategies- dated Nov. 24

Specific Comment on: Strategies with Majority Support
Recycling Strategies
2.9 Container Deposit Legislation

The Minnesota Environmental Coalition of Labor & Industry (MECLI) is a coalition comprised
of more than 70 unions, businesses, and their trade associations working together to educate and
support a balance between jobs and sound environmental policy.

The Coalition has adopted and has held a longstanding position against container deposit
legislation.

The members of MECLI support aggressive recycling goals and we have a history of promoting
recycling throughout the state. We contend that enhancing existing curbside programs will
increase the overall recycling rate while protecting jobs and creating meaningful new green jobs.
Throughout the years there have been many studies and reports supporting enhanced curbside
programs including large single stream recycling bins on wheels, collection incentive programs
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and pay as throw pricing. These types of programs bring about increased overall recycling while
making use of the huge investment we have all made in existing curbside recycling. The results
are also a greater and more substantial reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.

MECLI agrees with the minority comments in the report and wants to emphasize its concern
over the jobs that are at stake under a container deposit systems. Loss of sales, additional costs to
employers all result in loss of jobs and a negative impact on employees. Any short term and part
time minimum wage jobs created to develop the inefficient infrastructure for a bottle deposit
system are not an adequate trade off in comparison to the existing good paying jobs that would
be impacted.

We do want to be a part of the solution and assist in developing a comprehensive approach to
reaching the aggressive recycling goals. Members of MECLI in a letter to the MPCA in 2008
requested to serve and be involved in the stakeholder group. It is disappointing that only one
member of MECLI was appointed to the stakeholder group. Maybe going forward we could play
more of a role in developing good environmental programs that also promotes good jobs for
Minnesotans.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
Joan Archer Tom Koehler
Industry Co-Chair Labor Co-Chair

Austin, Paul, Conservation Minnesota — Comment Re: Strategy 2.9

COMMENTS OF CONSERVATION MINNESOTA ON MEI SOLID WASTE POLICY AND
GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTIONS Conservation Minnesota strongly supports the
recommendation beginning on page 58 of the draft report that the state should adopt a beverage
container recycling refund (traditionally called a beverage container deposit). If enacted, this law will
close a major gap in our recycling performance and provide valuable environmental benefits,
including significant reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. Current container recycling methods in
Minnesota are not keeping up with generation. The recycling rate for beverage containers has been
declining since 1992, when the overall rate was near 45%. The state now has an estimated 35%
recycling rate for these containers. The effectiveness of recycling refunds in increasing container
recycling rates has been proven again and again. The overall annual beverage container recovery rate
for the 10 deposit states in 1999 was 491 per capita, while the rate for the 40 non-deposit states was
only 191 per capita.. From 1990 to 2004, the national average beverage container recycling rate
hovered around 40%, while the state with the most successful recycling refund program (Michigan)
had a beverage container recovery rate near or above 95%. In 2006, Minnesota disposed of 128,000
to 166,000 tons of beverage containers. That means approximately 2.263 billion to 2.935 billion
containers were landfilled or incinerated. Landfilled containers waste valuable resources, while
incinerated plastic and aluminum containers cause toxic air pollution that may impair human health,
fish and wildlife. A recycling refund for containers would not only protect the environment by
reducing waste, but also help Minnesota comply with energy savings and greenhouse gas reduction
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goals in state law and policy. Manufacturing bottles and cans from raw, unrecycled materials is
energy costly, and so is incineration of wasted aluminum. The MPCA 2007 Solid Waste Policy
Report estimated that if beverage containers in Minnesota were recycled at an 80% rate, the total
greenhouse gas savings (CO2 equivalent) would be approximately 855,184 tons. This would result
largely from reduced emissions from the energy-intensive manufacture of new containers, especially
from aluminum. A container recycling fund law also provides social benefits by reducing unsightly
and dangerous litter. Beverage container litter on farms contributes to feed contamination,
equipment damage and livestock deaths that by one Pennsylvania estimate cost an average $938 per
farm per year. Minnesota’s Adopt-A-Stream program reports a high volume of discarded beverage
containers in and near streams that must be cleaned up by volunteers. Litter studies done in the 80’s
in seven different bottle bill states show that after the passing of a bottle bill, litter was reduced by
between 30 and 50 percent in each one of the states.

Austin, Paul, Conservation Minnesota — Comment Re: Strategy 2.9

In addition to the detailed comments submitted on behalf of Conservation Minnesota this week, I
would like to ask the Work Group to revise the draft report to better reflect the values of a container
deposit law for Minnesota. Although the recommendation has majority support in the Work Group,
the bulk of the content lists objections, some of which are unfounded and/or inaccurate. Specifically,
we ask the work group to: * Reflect the estimated total deposit-related greenhouse gas reductions in
MPCA's solid waste strategy: * Note that a deposit system is essentially self-enforcing and requires
far less government expenditure and oversight than other greenhouse gas emission strategies; * Note
that several deposit states have exceeded the 80% recycling rate sought for a deposit law in
Minnesota; * Note that deposit laws dramatically reduce litter and indirectly add to greenhouse gas
reduction and taxpayer expenditures resulting from public litter cleanup programs; * Reflect the
finding that container deposit laws result in a net gain in jobs and increased economic activity.

Bentfield, Mark, Citizen — General Comment Re: Anaerobic Digestion

Stakeholders must stop investing in incineration technology when Anerobic Digestion (AD) will
produce more energy and no air borne particulates. Increase the ratio of waste to energy with AD.

Berglund, Gena — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

To MN Environmental Initiative:

I am a stakeholder. I live in the Macalester Groveland neighborhood of Saint Paul, downwind from
the garbage burner in Minneapolis. These are my comments:

1. Remove Strategy 4.11, which promotes more garbage incineration, from the final report;

2. The ‘stakeholders’ should produce a plan that complies with the MCAG recommendations of 70
million tons cumulative carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through 2025; and

3. The stakeholder group should recommend that Minnesota enact a permanent legislative
moratorium on construction or expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota.

I am working very hard to reduce trash and increase composting in my neighborhood in Saint Paul.
We are working with Macalester College, Eureka Recycling, and the Green Institute to conduct a
pilot project on backyard composting and curbside composting. I am on the environment

11
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committee of the Macalester Groveland Community Council and with our limited resources we try
to reduce our neighborhood’s carbon footprint and trash production, but we need more leadership
and more resources for this huge transformation of urban living. If you let incinerators increase their
capacity you reduce the incentive to reduce trash, while polluting the air, and causing health
problems for people and animals.

Incineration is not a long term solution to the problem of trash.

Britton, Felicity, Linden Hills Power & Light — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11

Please Remove Strategy 4.11, promoting more garbage incineration from the final report; we need
more incentives for composting and diversion, not more burning. Need PCA to finalize regulations
for composters so they are able to build/expand facilities without uncertainties, and then cities like
Mpls can expand SSO collections. I understand burning is a small step up from landfill, but it's not
a huge improvement, - we as a state can do better.

Buckley, Jean, City of Bloomington — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

I understand you want comments on line but I have more than one comment/question.

I am interested in what non-supporting members comments were on some of the strategies. That
would be helpful information to be able to address their concerns.

I understand you could not get agreement on organized collection but one strategy that the haulers
could support as it would mean more business for them is mandatory trash collection. There could
be exceptions to take waste to a legal disposal site but we have almost 20% of our residents without
trash service. There are all sorts of problems with this and not just the amount of illegal dumping
that is difficult to measure. Please consider adding this strategy.

On strategy 2.12

We have tried working with Purchasing Agents and have some policies on purchasing recycled
content and it goes ignored because they don't often have the clout to enforce. I feel that the
problem lies in education that products can meet the quality needed but no one works with all the
employees that make purchases (Park and Rec dept, Public Works, Police....) to help them find
them. Hennepin County did a good job by eliminating the option to buy non green office products
but there are many more products we could be considered that cities purchase often (flooring,
roofing...).

Strategy 2.14

We can not get Brotex to take our carpet from our clean up because it MIGHT be wet. We need to
develop more markets and have more convenient drop offs if you want residents to recycle carpet
more.

Strategy 6.4

We need to require our Public Works Dept, Housing folks and whoever else takes down houses to
do reuse and reclaiming of materials first. It is easy to put it in an RFP but no one tells them they

need to do that first before demolition. Or require it in ordinance of developers who need permits
and go before planning commissions.
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Strategy 6.7

It would be helpful to explain why cities are not receptive to Sustainable Development. I do not find
that the case here except it takes a while to change codes.

Strategy 6.9

I receive reports for commercial recycling from my haulers because we have mandatory recycling.
However, weights/volumes are not available or not accurate. I just ask for what they are recycling,
size of container for trash and recycling and a comment from driver if recycling containers are 1/2
full or full and if they are doing a good job. Weights/volumes will be impossible and a list of who is
and isn't recycling is easier to obtain.

Good luck with your process. Thanks for all the hard work that went into this.

Comero, Charlie Jean, Visiam, LLC — General Comment Re: New Technology

Representing a new technology for waste processing and energy recovery, I would like to shine light
on the lack of ‘new technology support’ seen in the Draft Recommendation Strategies. New
technologies that are hard to define in existing language, but DO reduce the amount of GHGs
emitted in the waste management process, should be a part of this forward thinking document.
These technologies/businesses would represent a “green” alternative to the current disposal methods
in the sense that 1) they offer a beneficial use for waste and 2) process waste on a higher level within
the Waste Management Hierarchy. I have been to the majority of the meetings, and almost everyone
agrees that how we currently use landfills will be a thing of the past—but there is no discussion for
the need of flexibility in order to encourage technological growth and innovation in the field of
waste management.

I propose that the members of this committee consider including a ‘new technology’ section that
address barriers and possible assistance to businesses. The biggest barrier we have been up against as
an innovative waste processing company is that we don’t fit into current definitions, which could
lead to additional review time during permitting. It is understood that there is a lot of fear and risk
aversion for new technologies in general, especially new “waste-to-energy” technologies. For this
reason, the barriers to introduce a new technology are quite high. Assistance to these businesses
could be in the form of 1) streamlined permitting, which parallels MPCA’s emerging goals of green
streamlining for companies that result in overall benefit for the environment; 2) siting criteria
consistent with similar environmental impacts; and 3) promotion of the waste hierarchy concept at
all levels of the agency from policy to general staff.

Your time is certainly appreciated in considering this comment. As a stakeholder in this industry,
being able to participate and share concerns/ideas is valuable to commencing a widely accepted
strategy and document. Thank you very much.

Please feel free to contact me for any clarifications.

Curry, John, Policy Director, Audubon Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies

Audubon Minnesota appreciates the work of MEI and the work of the Stakeholders on this
important topic. Audubon scientists have analyzed data collected from 40 years worth of Christmas
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Bird Counts - the largest and lengthiest Citizen-Science project in the world. Their findings show
that the aggregate of bird species have moved 35 miles north during the winter count, corresponding
directly to warmer winters. This data corroborates what birders and outdoor enthusiasts of all stripes
experience by watching nature -- we are witness to major ecological distrutption as a result of climate
change. Your subect matter is waste. It is important to note that in nature there is no such thing as
waste -- it is a manmade invention and wholly the product of innefficiences. In an economy such as
ours which is still largely dependent on fossil fuels, waste is a remarkable proxy for greenhouse gases.
Every unit that never becomes waste -- through reduced consumption, reuse or recycling --
represents the maximum possible reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. We're far from a perfect
world on these concepts, but it is heartening that, like Audubon, Minnesota’s waste hierarchy reflects
these as the highest policy goals. Conversely, we are particularly discouraged with policies that rely
on landfilling and incineration. The incineration of waste is the worst of all solutions - because it
increases greenhouse gas emissions, requires additional energy and fuel to create, emits known
carcinogens and creates an economic disincentive to reduction, reuse and recycling. Specific items
that Audubon Minnesota would like to single out for support are: A.1.1. Support for Product
Stewardship B.2.1. Support for Recycling Legislation B.2.2 Support for Commercial/Industrial
Recycling B.2.4 Support for Residential Recycling B.2.5 Support for Recycling End Markets B.2.8
Support for Reduction/Recycling Education B.2.9 Support for Bottle Deposit Legislation C.3.1 The
organics goal is quite low. The state should have a 10% recovery goal by 2015 and a goal of total
recovery by 2020. And Minnesota should aggressively pursue anaerobic digestion of compostable
materials. D.4.0. Waste-to-Energy (aka: Garbage Incineration) strategies should be avoided. E.6.0
Other support strategies, particularly 6.3 “SCORE” funding to support recycling programs are very
important.

Davis, Leslie, President, Earth Protector, Inc. — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies

Earth Protector, Inc.

P.O. Box 11688
Minneapolis, MN 55411
612/522-9433
www.EarthProtector.org

December 7, 2009

Minnesota Environmental Initiative

211 First Street North, #250

Minneapolis, MN 55401

RE: COMMENTS ON STAKEHOLDER REPORT

Earth Protector has had serious concerns with burning garbage throughout Minnesota due
to the poisonous air emissions, and hazardous ash, generated from the activity.

14



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

Earth Protector has been involved in all aspects of garbage burning in Fosston, Perham,
Elk River, Minneapolis, Duluth, Mankato and Red Wing. We’ve sued to deny or modify state air
emission permits, exposed and stopped illegal ash dumping in Illinois, publicized mercury
violations at the Minneapolis burner (HERC) that resulted in state of the art mercury control
equipment being installed, and complained about the evaporation towers icing the road adjacent
to the HERC burner that resulted in modifications of the towers.

While the years of struggle that began in the 1980’s for the Earth Protectors prevented
burners in Winsted, New Brighton, Dakota County and elsewhere, our work has not prevented
the populace in certain areas of Minnesota from being insidiously poisoned by the most harmful
pollutants known to science. These pollutants range from the organics such as dioxin, to the
metals such as mercury.

Have we learned nothing in the past 25 years of how air emissions from garbage burners
enter the human body at levels so low that they are measured in fractions of the width of a
human hair? How they manifest into cancer, nervous disorders, endometriosis, and learning
disorders? Have we learned nothing of the cumulative effects of these poisons on the human
body and the environment where we have already poisoned most of our lakes? Obviously not. Or
maybe we have learned something but the results are covered-up in favor of a weekly paycheck.

So on we slog with the next generation of burner advocates and regulators being taught
the ropes from their bosses who are the remnants of Minnesota’s ugly MPCA past. Many former
MPCA uglies, such as Valentine, Bordson, Cain and Chamberlain are gone, but they have been
replaced by none wiser.

The story unfolding today is particularly onerous because it involves a strategy by
garbage burning proponents and their regulatory colleagues at the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA), to incorporate environmental entities such as the Minnesota Environmental
Initiative (MEI) into their review and decision-making process in order to give them a look of
legitimacy in order to ultimately help them burn as much garbage as they can get their hands on.
Their intentions are to increase the amount of garbage burned in Minnesota while continuing to
decimate public health.

The Earth Protectors oppose such a course.

Earth Protector has always supported and advocated for a garbage management policy
that avoids burning and focuses on REDUCING, REUSING and RECOVERING. This will leave
us with healthier air to breathe and less to bury.

Earth Protector stands in solidarity with the other groups and individuals commenting on
the MEI report, and we in particular support:
1. Removing 4.11 that promotes more garbage burning from your report.
2. Recommending a permanent legislative moratorium on construction or expansion of
garbage burning in Minnesota.
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Sincerely,

L&;Z@ Darvis

Leslie Davis, President
Earth Protector, Inc.

Cc:  Neighbors Against Burning
MPCA Commissioner Paul Eger
Mr. Alan Muller

Decker, Diadra, Citizen — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

Please accept my comment:

First and foremost, follow the intent and letter of the waste management hierarchy clearly spelled
out in law, defining the conservation and health policy mandate of the people of the state of
Minnesota, the most important class of stakeholders in this process by virtue of legitimate agency
and corporate actions always having to meet the test of protecting and enhancing the public interest
over private profit or governmental convenience.

Incineration and any activities that create air pollution and/or destroy usable materials are lower on
the list than 1) reduce consumption, 2) reuse materials and energy (with efficient processing that
does not destroy the underlying burnable material), and 3) recycle materials and energy. In general
they are to be avoided in preference to less polluting, more sustainable options. Many industrial and
municiapal proposals do not measure up, when one considers the potential of similar investments in
a higher rung of the waste management hierarchy as alternatives.

Therefore, specifically:

o Remove Strategy 4.11, promoting more garbage incineration, from the final report; because its
result would be to increase burning, increase public subsidies for incineration and force garbage to be
taken to incinerators.

o The ‘stakeholders’ should produce a plan that complies with the MCAG recommendations of 70
million tons cumulative carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through 2025.

o The stakeholder group should recommend that Minnesota enact a permanent legislative
moratorium on construction or expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota.

Please email me a description of how you have done this.

Doyle, Patricia — General Comment Re: Recycling and Composting

It is imperative that households and businesses recylce and segregate compostable refuse. Most of our
household garbage consists of plastics that Mpls no longer takes for recycling. I'd like to see all
plastic containers produced that are and will be recycled. Those of us in my household, in Linden
Hills, are collecting compostables and placing them in the special can for weekly pickup. If everyone
could enter this plan, our land waste would be greatly reduced.
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Doyle, Patricia — General Comment Re: Taxation of Garbage

I think that the garbage should be taxed according to how much each household and businesses use.

Eyrich, Ardell, a resident of Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

* Remove Strategy 4.11, promoting more garbage incineration, from the final report, and * The
‘stakeholders’ should produce a plan that complies with the MCAG recommendations of 70 million
tons cumulative carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through 2025. * The stakeholder group
should recommend that Minnesota enact a permanent legislative moratorium on construction or
expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota. We definitely should not be burning more
garbage in Minnesota. We should be burning even less than we currently do. I highly support
conserving and reusing resources rather than burning them up. It’s time for Minnesota to step up to
the plate and be a leader for our Nation, and the world, to do the same!!!

Ferguson, Beverly, Professor Emerita, Metropolitan State University — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

Burning garbage is a very bad idea. Remove Strategy 4.11 promoting more garbage incineration
from the final report. The phrase Waste to Energy sounds good, but it is really being promoted by
the incineration industry to con the public into believing they are doing something worthwhile. In
fact they are polluting our air and causing numerous health problems. Do not be persuaded by these
tactics. We have higher and higher rates of respiratory problems caused by the air we are breathing
every minute. I hope the Stakeholders will enact a permanent legislative moratorium on construction
or expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota. I hope the Stakeholders will protect the
public by producing a plan that complies with the MCAG recommendation of 70 million tons
cumulative carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through 2025.

Gitelis, Lynn, LWVMN - General Comment Re: Reducing carbon

I would hope that EACH of the recommendations that is enacted will specify the tonnage in carbon
reduction that it will achieve. Please include specific numbers for each recommendation. Similarly, I
would hope that NONE of the recommendations would add to already existing forms of CO2
loading. Thank you!

Gonder, Jan L. — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11
Please remove Strategy 4.11 from the final report. As a Mpls resident I oppose any expansion in

burning and subsidies for burning/burners.

Thank you for your attention.

Gover, Mary W., LWVMN - Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

Ideally, the use of light-weight plastic bags should cease. Their use produces great qualtities of litter
and they are dangerous to both animals and young children. I urge making progress toward ending
the use of plastic bags by imposing a tax or fee on each bag. I also favor requiring large retailers to
provide depositories for used plastic bags. These measures have proven effective in other cities and
states. Minnesotans should not be the last to join the effort.
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Greenfield, Janice, Neighbors Against the Burner — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11

I enthusiastically applaud the majority of your draft recommendations -- in particular the emphasis
on reducing, recycling & reusing. However, I find #4.11 to be an oxymoron. “Waste to Energy” is
by definition a very INEFFICIENT process. Worse, it is an alternative extremely hazardous to the
public health. We at the citizens’ volunteer organization, Neighbors Against the Burner, have been
researching the matter for two & one half years. Every day we learn new & damning details about
the dangers of the air pollution which ANY incineration causes! To pretend that existing Waste to
Energy facilities can be “improved” is a falsehood. They must be phased out & seen for the
inefficient & toxic load to our environment that they are. For factual support of my claim, please see
our website at: http://www.neighborsagainsttheburner.org/faq particularly, the sections entitled:
“Waste to Energy” is Wasteful & Uneconomical! A Burning Issue The Federal Reserve Bank of
Minneapolis thinks that incinerators are bad news for local government and taxpayers and explains
why incineration is a financial burden on the municipalities that bought into it. 20 reasons why
incineration is a losing financial proposition for host communities from the Institute for Local Self-
Reliance. Incineration of Municipal Solid Waste: Understanding the Costs & Financial Risks,
Durham Environment Watch, April 2006. Waste Incinerator Myths (PDF) List of Malfunctions
Known in Municipal Waste Incinerators, by Neil ]J. Carman, Ph.D., Clean Air Program Director,
Lone Star Chapter of Sierra Club. Dr. Carman spent 12 years inspecting incinerators & industrial
facilities for the state of Texas, working on enforcement cases & lawsuits against polluters. AND
Bioaccumulation Because the harmful effects of incineration are cumulative, they may take years or
decades to finally overpower our immune systems. Independent scientists (researchers who have not
been paid by those in the incinerator and garbage-processing industries, who stand to profit by
“proving” that burners are safe) studying the effects of burner emissions are discovering alarming
relationships between the incidences of serious diseases — cancers, reproductive system disorders,
immune system disorders, heart and lung disease, asthma and other breathing disorders (especially
the increases in childhood asthma), ADHD and other brain-function disorders in children, and fetal
health disorders — and patients’ proximity to burners. For current research, see: America's Most
Toxic Cities, Forbes, November 2, 2009. “The Price of Pollution: Cost Estimates of Environment-
Related Childhood Disease in Minnesota” Minnesota Ranks #7 in Top Ten States in U.S.
Incinerating PVC's Pollution Can Change Your DNA in 3 Days, Study Suggests, National
Geographic, May 17, 2009. Connection Between Plastics in Environment & Rising Obesity Rates,
PBS NOVA: Ghost in Your Genes, 2007. MPCA Sees Rise in Mercury Levels in Northern Pike,
Walleye from State Lakes “Lead, Smoke Exposure in Kids Linked to ADHD” “Lead Exposure
Endangers Children” “An American Life Worth Less Today” “Lobbyists Fight Clean Air Rules”
“The Health Effects of Waste Incinerators: Risk Assessment” “MPCA Air Quality Index” China’s
Incinerators Loom as a Global Hazard, NYTimes.com, August 12, 2009. “Dioxin and Breast Milk:
the French Island Incinerator” “The Inuit's Struggle with Dioxins and Other Organic Pollutants.”
“Dioxin Documentation” Panel Finds Smog-Mortality Link, National Academy of Sciences, April
23, 2008. BodyBurden: The Pollution in Newborns, Environmental Working Group, July 2005.
Toxic Link to Endometriosis, Endometriosis Association, 2005. Prevent Cancer Now: Let’s Say
“No” to Incineration in Canada I appreciate your earnest consideration of the factual material I have
submitted.
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Greenwood, Carol, writing as a private citizen — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies

My comments are both general and also targetted to a specific strategy, reduction of incineration. In
general, waste management policy should be made in the context of overall state sustainability and
greenhouse gas reduction strategy, which would be oriented toward reduction of toxicity, CO2
generation, and use of combustion/fossil fuels. Thus, waste reduction should be oriented toward
product stewardship: packaging should be reusable or compostable; retailers should be required to
facilitate take back and re-use systems for packaging (e.g. aseptic boxes and plastic bags) and
products that are financed by manufacturers. Most packaging that is not reusable should be
compostable, and compostable materials should be salvaged and used to generate biogas to fuel
energy generation systems. Less toxic materials should be required so that risk of water and air
pollution are reduced. Combustion versus landfilling should be re-analyzed to compare the fate of
specific wastes. Some would be safer landfilled than combusted and spewed into the air (or landfilled
as bottom ash), where even more toxic components than what was in the original will go into both
air and water. In regard to the garbage incineration strategy, “Remove Strategy 4.11, promoting
more garbage incineration, from the final report;” “The stakeholder group should recommend that
Minnesota enact a permanent legislative moratorium on construction or expansion of garbage
incineration capacity in Minnesota.” We already have more incinerators than any other state. This is
not conducive to either air or water quality. It is also a less efficient way of generating energy. It puts
money into the pockets of large multinational corporations rather than contributing to the economy
of Minnesota, which, along with local air and water quality, should be one of the first considerations
for any state policy. In reference to the previous comment of making the waste manegement policies
comply with greenhouse gas recommendations, “The ‘stakeholders’ should produce a plan that
complies with the MCAG recommendations of 70 million tons cumulative carbon dioxide
equivalent reductions through 2025.”

Healy, Kit — Comment Re: Strategy 1.11

My preference would be a ban. There is no reason for stores to offer plastic or paper bags; shoppers
can bring their own reusable bag(s). If stores are worried that shoppers will forget their bags and as a
result, not shop (or not buy as much), then start with a transparent tax on bags for a year. Make
every store charge the tax and every shopper know when he or she is paying it and why. After a year
of training/educating shoppers, stop offering the bags. Period.

Healy, Amy P., Director, Public Policy, Yellow Pages Association — Comment Re: Strategy 1.5

Executive Offices: Connell Corporate Center, 200 Connell Drive, Suite 1700, Berkeley Heights, NJ 07922-2747
Phone: 908.286.2380 Fax: 908.286.0620 WWwWw.ypassociation.org

November 17, 2009
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Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Work Group
Minnesota Environmental Initiative

211 First Street North, Suite 250

Minneapolis, MN 55401

Attn: Jack Hogin, Manager of Environmental Projects
Dear Mr. Hogin,

My name is Amy Healy and | am the director of public policy for the Yellow Pages Association
(YPA). YPA is the largest trade association of directory publishers and suppliers in the U.S. YPA's
members include print and internet publishers, national and local sales forces, advertisers and
suppliers, such as information technology, printing and paper companies. YPA requests that the
MEI-facilitated stakeholder group recognize and support the continuation of the industry’s voluntary
efforts to reduce the distribution of unwanted directories in lieu of support for a legislative mandate.

Telephone directories are commonly referred to as “yellow pages” and “white pages,” each with a
distinct function. Under Minnesota law, “white pages” must be regularly published and distributed to
telephone company customers. In addition to names, telephone numbers and business and
government information, telephone directories must include information on contacting emergency
services, dialing instructions and information on contacting telephone repair and resolving billing
issues. Yellow Pages advertising is not required by law, but many small and medium local
businesses use Yellow Pages as their primary means of advertising due to its high return on
investment.

YPA strongly supports consumer choice. Our association is actively implementing a voluntary
industry opt-out program to ensure that consumers who do not want printed directories do not
receive them. That is why, beginning in 2008, the YPA, together with the Association of Directory
Publishers, supported the establishment of environmental guidelines that offer consumers the option
of deciding which directories they want to receive at their homes — including the option of receiving
no printed directories at all.

YPA takes the issues raised by Representative Gardner in HF 170 very seriously. YPA and our
members have worked with Representative Gardner to address these concerns and to promote and
improve industry opt-out programs available to consumers. We have had several meetings with
Representative Gardner and with Minnesota Pollution Control Agency staff prior to the launch of
www.yellowpagesoptout.com. This website provides a clearinghouse of information based on a
user’s zip code that assists users to select which directories they would like to

Michigan Offices: 820 Kirts Boulevard Suite 100, Troy, Ml 48084-4836 Phone: 248.244.6200 Fax:
248.244.0700

receive or totally opt-out of receiving directories if that is their choice. This website -
www.yellowpagesoptout.com - currently contains opt-out information for publishers representing
over 91% of the telephone directories in circulation in the U.S. The other 9% of directories are
predominately published by small rural directory publishers. However, we continue to work towards
100% participation in the site. The opt-out website is receiving a growing number of hits each month.
We expect that trend to continue as the industry and our partners in the environmental and public
sector assist in efforts to increase consumer awareness of this option.

At the same time, competition from online and mobile alternatives to the printed directory has
caused the number of directories distributed to decrease and we expect this trend to continue.
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In addition to the industry opt-out site, some of the larger publishers serving metro areas in
Minnesota offer individual web sites where users can customize their directory order online, meaning
they can choose fewer directories or none at all, from the convenience of their PC.

As part of the industry’s commitment to source reduction and recycling in Minnesota, YPA is in
dialogue with a major state environmental group in hopes to develop a web-based educational tool
that will further promote the options to reduce or eliminate directories delivered to Minnesotans.

The industry takes great pride in its role as an economic catalyst, serving as the major marketing
partner to thousands of small businesses in Minnesota. And YPA believes that the industry’s
voluntary self-regulatory approach is reducing the number of unwanted directories in Minnesota.

For the reasons described in this letter, YPA requests that the MEI-facilitated stakeholder group
support the continuation of the industry’s voluntary efforts. In addition, we welcome suggestions and
feedback from individuals and organizations for improvement to the industry’s self-regulatory
program.

| appreciate the stakeholders’ consideration of this request.

Regards,

Amy P. Healy
Director, Public Policy

Hone, Nancy, Founder/Coordinator, Neighbors Against the Burner---------- REPRESENTING
CITIZEN STAKEHOLDERS - Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

Dear Mr. Hogin:
Thankyou for this opportunity for the public to comment on the waste stake-holder process.

I am the founder and coordinator of Neighbors AGainst the Burner representing thousands of
citizens who oppose the incineration of garbage and support Zero Waste as the alternative.

Following are my comments:

1.) Thank you for recommending increases in recycling as you have described in your draft. That is
commendable.

2.) However, I think that ZERO WASTE INITIATIVES should be at the forefront and number

one in your recommendations.
3.) In 4.11, the language “By 2011 all WTE facilities are operating at capacity,”

What does this mean? It appears to us that this is put in there SPECIFICALLY to allow for and
even encourage the 21% increase in incineration at the Hennepin County Recovery Center in
downtown Minneapolis as well as other existing burners. The citizens do not think there should be a
21% increase in their air pollution at the HERC burner or any other burner in Minnesota. This is
totally unacceptable and irresponsible to even suggest any increase in garbage incineration. The
Citizens of Minnesota that [ am in touch with think that all garbage incinerators, in fact, should be
phased out and the sooner the better.
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4.) It appears that global warming was not taken seriously by the “stake-holder” process evidenced by
even considering and suggesting the incineration of garbage.

Global warming is real.

We do not have time to drag our feet and move slowly to cut down on CO2 emissions. At
MINIMUM the “stake-holder” report should match the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory
group. The MCCAG report called for reducing greenhouse gas emissions through better waste
management by 75 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, cumulatively, by 2025. The

MPCA unilaterally reduced that to 52.5 million tons .This, too, is not acceptable to the “citizen
stake-holders.”

The state of Minnesota should be speeding and running toward all goals to cut down on Green
House gases rather than cautiously moving forward with impossibility thinking. There is no time to
waste appeasing special interest groups.

Global warming is an emergency and needs to be treated like one.

5.)The “stake-holder” group should be suggesting and promoting a moratorium on the expansion of
and building of further garbage incinerators and the eventual phase out of “waste to energy” as a
policy for the state of Minnesota.

6.) The health issues did not appear to be seriously addressed in this process. You did not seem to
have anyone on your panel that was an expert in the negative health effects of toxin spewing garbage
burners. As the public also was not represented on your panel, they could have brought forth experts
to bring the negative health effects to the conversation.

The citizens, after all, are the ULTIMATE STAKEHOLDERS as they are the victims of bad public
policy to pollute our air, our water and our land with the serious toxins coming out of the burner
stacks. We are the ones that do and will suffer the consequences of the toxic chemicals as they cause
cancer, parkinson’s disease, asthma, autism, alzheimers, MS, and any number of other health

issues that are present today that are shown to be a direct result of the CUMULATIVE effect of
toxic chemicals in our world.

7.) As I represent a large citizen group, I would like to state for the record that the citizens ARE
stake-holders and in the future should be treated as such.

The “stake-holder” meetings were also held during the day when citizens work. Re: the meetings
that occurred locally, we sometimes found out about them after the event, or the day of or before.
The one local public meeting was poorly publicized to the citizenry and the public comment period
for such a serious issue is only 2 weeks and over Thanksgiving at that.

9.) So I think that Strategy 4.11 MUST be eliminated from your draft. It is not responsible to our
children and to our citizens to keep 4.11 in the recommendations from the “stake holder” group on
waste management.

My serious hope is that public comment is seriously considered.
NAB includes many highly educated individuals capable of research.

NAB has consulted experts on a world wide basis to back up our comments.
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Some of our research can be read on our website: neighborsagainsttheburner.org if you want to learn
more.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the waste “stake holder” process and draft
report.

We understand that it has been a lot of work, but we do not consider this the end of the story.

Hubbard, Susan & Tim Brownell, Eureka Recycling — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies

Comments on Solid Waste Stakeholder Recommended Strategies
Eureka Recycling
December 8, 2009

Thank you to all of the participants who made such a great effort to develop these significant
strategies. We aspire, along with you, and fully commit to continue to provide our support to
accomplish these measures. As our mission is demonstrate that waste is preventable, it has been
inspiring to be a part of this process where so many share this belief (at least in part if not
entirely) that it is possible. Most of these strategies reflect the shared belief; there are a great
many opportunities to reduce the creation and the disposal of waste in Minnesota so that we all
can enjoy a true improvement in our environment, our health and our economy.

The following are a few of our specific comments on some of the strategies outlined in the
report. We look forward to further discussions and refinements of these strategies as well as
immediate action that results in the reduction of carbon emissions related to the waste we
generate. In terms of our changing climate we must all understand now that the immediacy of
action is paramount to protecting Minnesota’s unique and fragile environment as well as the rest
of our world.

Organics Management

We fully support the recommendation but we call attention to the lack of composting
infrastructure as an extreme barrier to the general strategies that are presented for this
recommendation. Cities and businesses that begin composting do so at a risk of ever-increasing
costs due to limited processing options. Public monies should be aimed at increasing the viability
of composting by clearly defining and prioritizing any state funds available for landfill or
incinerators improvements or new capacity to be far below the requests for composting
infrastructure. By shifting public dollars towards composting infrastructure, Minnesota can
experience similar increases in diversion goals to those seen in Canada, California, and cities in
many other parts of the world. In Toronto, the implementation of curbside organics collection
resulted in a 14% increase in diversion. Two years after launching their program, San Francisco
went from under 48% to a 67% diversion rate with recycling and organics collection. These
cities responded to a state-led vision of comprehensive organics composting, not business-as -
usual investments in disposal.

That said, until we remove statutory and regulatory barriers to increased composting by updating
definitions for source separated composting, clarifying the preference for source separated
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composting in the State’s waste management hierarchy and updating the permitting process for
composting facilities based on these statutory changes, we will not see any private investment in
composting infrastructure.

Organized Collection

This strategy is not getting the attention it deserves because there is formidable opposition from
industry based on how this strategy has been used in the past. Organized collection has been
done in the past to support the flow of materials to landfills and incinerators where competing
facilities would be challenged to operate. It has also been done in the past to reduce competition
on the collection side or to favor a single hauler. Neither of these motives will gain any broad-
based support. On the other hand, organized collection can be a support to developing
composting infrastructure — which should be supported at least generally by all parties. That is to
say — any party that recognizes composting to be environmentally preferable to incineration or
landfilling could support an organized collection proposal that results in increased composting
that is designed to improve/increase the processing opportunities for collected compostables.
When there is a commitment to a certain level of service- financing can be structured through
materials flows that will sustain facilities.

Although there would be high opposition to organized collection for garbage, a well-run
organized collection system can improve the environment by providing an efficient way to
collect garbage, recyclables and compostables. By organizing a collection system we could
reduce the unsightly, environmentally harmful and costly mismanagement (dumping) of bulky
materials, remove a number of trucks with associated emissions from the streets and alleys and
provide a greater quality of life to Minnesotans.

Organized collection can—and should—support the independent haulers and allow for
competition. Contrary to many residents concerns, cities in Minnesota and across the country
have implemented these systems and have maintained the independent (family-owned) haulers
and competition.

SCORE Funding

One thing that all stakeholders agree upon ...how materials are managed is all about the money.
SCORE allotments to communities have not even come close to keeping up with the rate of
inflation. SCORE has not moved in any relation to the increase in waste that local governments
are expected to manage. There is no correlation between the amount of SCORE funds dedicated
to improving our current situation and the growing feasibility of more environmentally preferred
methods that add dollars back to the economy, create jobs and protect the environment.

There is a larger amount of money collected through the (SWMT) than what is allotted for
source reduction, recycling or composting programs — most of the money collected goes to the
State’s General Fund and other MPCA programs. Although those needs are also great, until
leadership at the state level takes this situation into their hands, we will not reduce carbon
emissions or change the almost double-decade long struggle between the pressing need to move

24



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

materials up the hierarchy and the local government’s inability to fund the services and create the
infrastructure to do so.

Methane Management in Landfills

Although these strategies are confined to measurements related to carbon reduction it is
superficial and harms our chance of success if we overlook some concerns that have not been
clearly quantified. Landfill gas has increasingly being eyed as a renewable energy — and as such
is presented as a clean energy alternative. Landfill gas is about 40-60% methane, with the
remainder being mostly carbon dioxide (CO2). Landfill gas also contains varying amounts of
nitrogen, oxygen, water vapor, sulfur and a hundreds of other contaminants — most of which are
known as “non-methane organic compounds” or NMOCs. Inorganic contaminants like mercury
are also known to be present in landfill gas. Sometimes, even radioactive contaminants such as
tritium (radioactive hydrogen) have been found in landfill gas.

Of the hundreds of toxic contaminants in landfill gas, many are chlorinated, brominated or
fluoridated, which means that they can form dioxins when burned. Dioxins and furans are some
of the most toxic chemicals known to science. A report released in September 1994 by the US
Environmental Protection Agency clearly describes dioxin as a serious public health threat. 41 of
the 94 chemical contaminants in landfill gas identified by EPA in their 1991 report on landfill
gas are halogenated. Also, many of the chemical contaminants are already organohalogens, so
they could serve as good dioxin precursors. See the full (11 MB) original report here:
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/landfill/laurv1.pdf . The public health impact of dioxin may rival the
impact that DDT had on public health in the 1960's. According to the EPA report, not only does
there appear to be no "safe" level of exposure to dioxin, but levels of dioxin and dioxin-like
chemicals have been found in the general US population that are "at or near levels associated
with adverse health effects.”

So what to do with landfill gas? Doing nothing leads to gas migration off-site and has caused
dangerous explosions. The release of the methane creates serious global warming problems that
we try to address here and the release of the toxic contaminants can cause cancer and other
health problems in local communities. A New York study of 38 landfills found that women
living near solid waste landfills where gas is escaping have a four-fold increased chance of
bladder cancer or leukemia.

The only safe way to deal with landfill gas is prevention. Removing the organic or compostable
fraction of the waste from the non-organic or non-compostable materials prior to landfilling is
the only effective way to reduce carbon emissions and protect the health of our environment,
communities and citizens. No new landfill capacity should be permitted until organic materials
are banned from landfills. Mandatory capture of the gas should be a requirement of the landfill
owner where the cost should not be subsidized by green energy incentives rather it should be
reflected in the tip fees at the landfill. The cost of landfilling is alarmingly low (much lower than
incineration) because they do not reflect these environmental or health related costs. Until we
have a stable composting infrastructure that is developed through prioritization of public monies,
is clearly defined as a preference in the management hierarchy, and enjoys similar or greater
green incentives as disposal — then we will be presented with substandard options like these in
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this strategy "methane management in landfills" along with other subsidized disposal distractions
to the actual solution.

Product Stewardship Framework

Manufactured products and packaging represent 72.5% of all municipal solid waste. A Product
Stewardship Framework would provide a comprehensive, yet flexible method for managing
products that have significant impacts on the environment and serve as an alternative to the
current product specific approach with many different laws and methods.

By internalizing the costs of collection, recycling and managing product waste into the price of
the product we can shift the costs of managing these products from local governments to the
producers who design, manufacture and profit from these products.

Now more than ever government — especially local government is crushed with rising costs of
services and shrinking sources of revenue. Only a fraction of SCORE funds (a tax placed on
disposal) makes it to local governments for any waste management or diversion programs.
Making producers responsible for managing their wastes motivates them to design products that
are less toxic and more easily recycled. Now more than any other time we require a government
strategy to place responsibility for end of life management of products and associated packaging
on producers and consumers rather than on taxpayers, ratepayers or local governments.

Any product stewardship framework should take into account the opportunity to create and
sustain locally-based reuse, recycling, and composting programs and the accompanying jobs.
Product Stewardship should not create another funnel for money and jobs to flow out of
Minnesota (or through Minnesota to the corporate headquarters in another state) but rather it
should be an opportunity for new prosperity for Minnesotans and new green jobs and as such,
incentives should be included and exclusively directed to revitalize local economies by
supporting environmentally just, community-based, and real green materials schemes that are the
backbone of the “Product Stewardship Framework Strategy.”

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these strategies.

Sincerely,

Susan Hubbard Tim Brownell
Co-President Co-President
Eureka Recycling Eureka Recycling

Keen, Bryan — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11

Remove Strategy 4.11, promoting more garbage incineration, from the final report

Kieselhorst, John, Concerned St. Paul resident — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies

Minnesota needs to return the green roots of its former days, the days when the Mississippi River
was cleared of its “sewage mats” and when eagle populations had a chance to move from a low of 70

breeding pairs to well over 700 breeding pairs. These FACTS that bear strongly upon our quality of
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life only came about through the efforts of an engaged, environmentally concerned citizenry AND a
responsive government. We do not need to burn garbage (“refuse derived fuel” - what Orwellian
claptrap!) to generate energy in this state. Wind and solar need to be exploited to their maximum
potentials, and then augmented with natural gas and coal. Rock-Tenn could retool itself to move
with the times and begin producing non-depletable energy such as wind and solar. Jobs should be
protected through creativity rather than protectionism. To that end I make the following
recommendations: The stakeholders should produce a plan that complies with the MCAG
recommendations of 70 million tons cumulative carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through
2025. The stakeholder group should recommend that Minnesota enact a permanent legislative
moratorium on construction or expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota. Remove
Strategy 4.11 from the final report.

Kiser, Randy, Solid Waste Administrators Association — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies

December 8, 2009

Minnesota Solid Waste Administrators Association

Comments on Minnesota Environmental Initiative (MEI)/Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Integrated Solid Waste Management
Stakeholder Process (ISWMSP)

The Minnesota Solid Waste Administrators Association (SWAA) has a membership
roster that includes solid waste officers and solid waste administrators from all counties
and waste management districts. Our members typically are responsible for
implementation of solid waste program initiatives and also enforcement of local
ordinances and state rules. SWAA is able to contribute a vast amount of experience
and knowledge on solid waste and recycling issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the report generated by the Minnesota
Environmental Initiative (MEI)/Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Integrated
Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process (ISWMSP). SWAA is hopeful that the
process will contribute to greenhouse gas reduction and pollution prevention as
expected.

General Comments.

1. Overall, SWAA supports the need to improve our waste management practices
to reduce the generation of greenhouse gas (GHG) through the implementation of an
integrated solid waste system that supports the waste management hierarchy as
established in Minn. Stat. 115A.03. Waste reduction and recycling need to continue to
be viewed as the highest priority activities.
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2. The “centroid” work conducted over the summer represented a sincere effort by
regions to review ways to abate GHG through integrated waste management. Regional
areas will continue to work to implement practices proposed in the “centroid” work
product. From that perspective, the process has been a success.

3. A report as significant as this deserves a more realistic timeline for public
comment. There is much to digest in the document, and little time to digestit. The
result is likely to be poor public review and comment. A more complete public review
and commentary will be attained by providing additional time.

4, This report will be used for future policy development. Readers will take as
accurate the information contained in the report. When data is not rigorously
developed, there is a risk that readers will draw unrealistic conclusions. For example,
the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group (MCCAG) recommended a 60%
recycling rate and a 15% source separated organics composting rate. These numbers
appeared to based more upon political usefulness than data and experience analysis,
but have since been used as examples of realistic goals. Practical solutions require
realistic goals.

5. The ISWMSP’s goal is recommending ways that Minnesota should change waste
management to reduce global warming and avoid green house gas (GHG) generation.
This is an important goal. To effectively address this responsibility required that
participants look beyond their perceived organizational interests and consider the
broader public good. It is not productive to consider short-term “winners” and “losers” if
in the end we all lose.

This was a challenge. While titled a “stakeholder” process, the process was in ways
more interest group-driven where recommendations may have been based more by
business or organizational financial or philosophical interests than by the broader public
good. This is not to say that it is bad for a business, organization, or government to
work to protect its group goals, only that the results of the current process may need to
be evaluated in that context.

SWAA recommends future processes be configured to more effectively incorporate the
interests of the public as a whole. An example to consider may be the Jefferson
Institute Citizen’s Jury Process conducted by the Solid Waste Management
Coordinating Board.

6. While the title of the process included “Integrated Solid Waste Management”,
promotion of integrated waste management to reduce GHG generation was not always
the focus of the group. Many factors may have been at play: financial interests; a
philosophy of “starving the beast” (be it landfill or waste to energy facility) to try to force
more waste reduction or recycling; Not in My Backyard (NIMBY); or, perhaps simply that
the process did not encourage or enable consensus on difficult issues.
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The unfortunate result was consensus was impossible on a number of issues key to the
development of integrated waste management systems, including solid waste
processing, waste assurance, container deposit, and organized collection. For the most
part, these issue areas received limited discussion, and were set aside due to lack of
consensus.

7. Consensus was reached on the need for improved reduction and recycling
programs; this consensus has been in place for twenty years. Counties recognize that
improvement in these areas will reduce the generation of GHG. Since the passage of
SCORE in 1989, Minnesota’s local units of government have been leaders in
implementing reduction and recycling programs.

However, while consensus has been in place, necessary federal and state actions
supporting that consensus have been lacking. Absent sweeping federal and state
initiatives establishing a framework where reduction and recycling can be successful,
only limited success is possible on the local level. The end of the pipe is not the place
to solve these problems!

SCORE pass-through grant funding is a prime example of how rhetoric has not been
followed by action.

8. State leadership and vision are needed to improve integrated waste
management. The State needs to avoid sending mixed signals on the suitability of
various waste management alternatives based upon the type, timing, and current level
of controversy of the proposal. Policy can’t be based upon the level of controversy;
most processing and disposal projects include controversy.

9. The ISWMSP did not include a comprehensive evaluation of costs. Absent such
an analysis, recommendations are open to question.

10. Methane is a significant GHG. Landfills generate methane. Some can be
captured; there is debate regarding how much. Landfill abatement must be a
cornerstone of efforts to avoid climate change. Unrealistic projections that attribute
unrealistic levels of success for reduction and recycling and that thereby prevent the
development of solid waste processing alternatives will only result in more land disposal
and more methane generation.

11. Waste to energy can be conducted in an environmentally protective and
economically sustainable fashion, and needs to continue to be viewed as an available
tool for integrated waste management. Properly developed and operated, waste to
energy facilities will avoid the generation of GHG.

Specific Comments.

SWAA has not developed specific comments on individual recommendations contained
in the report. Instead, SWAA in general endorses comments submitted by the Solid
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Waste Management Coordinating Board. In addition, SWAA attaches its current
legislative policy platform, along with the policy platform for the Association of
Minnesota Counties, which includes positions on waste management and recycling
(pages 11 and 12).*

Thank you for receiving these comments.

*MEI Notation: The SWAA legislative policy platform and the policy platform for the Association of
Minnesota Counties are included as subsequent addenda to this document.

Kiser, Randy, Solid Waste Administrators Association — General Comment Re: Duration of
Public Comment Period

I am writing on behalf of the Minnesota Solid Waste Administrators Association. Our membership
consists of county solid waste officers and solid waste administrators. Our association is concerned
about the limited amount of time between the release of the stakeholders strategy recommendations
and the deadline for submitting comments. The release date of the report was November 24, 2009.
With a long holiday weekend following that date, only six full business days are available as a public
comment period. Our organization intends to submit comments on many of the recommendations,
and also on the stakeholder process itself. However, with over 80 members is it difficult to formulate
a response in such a short time frame. Therefore, we respectfully request that MEI accept comments
from the Solid Waste Administrators Association after the December 8, 2009 deadline. We fully
expect to have comments submitted by December 15, 2009. Thank you for your consideration.

Klave, Gregory L. — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

Dear Minnesota public policy makers:

I request that you do the following:

o Remove Strategy 4.11, promoting more garbage incineration, from the final report; and

o The ‘stakeholders’” should produce a plan that complies with the MCAG recommendations of 70
million tons cumulative carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through 2025.

o The stakeholder group should recommend that Minnesota enact a permanent legislative
moratorium on construction or expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency wants to increase the amount of garbage burned in
Minnesota by 50-60 percent, and in pursuit of that hired the “Minnesota Environmental Initiative,”
(MEI) to run a “stakeholder process <http://www.mn-ei.org/projects/solidwaste. html#online>.”

The MCAG report showed that there are big opportunities for greenhouse gas reductions through
source reduction, recycling, and composting, and essentially none through incineration (details

below).

The key bad “strategy” is No. 4.11 “Existing Waste-to-Energy Infrastructure is Operated at High
Efficiency”. Who can be against “high efficiency?” But like many burner industry statements, this
one is deceptive. The real meaning is found on pages 62-63 [comments in brackets]:
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In other words, the intent of Strategy 4.11 is to increase burning, increase public subsidies for
incineration and force garbage to be taken to incinerators.

So you need to “Remove Strategy 4.11 from the final report.”

The MCCAG report called for reducing greenhouse gas emissions through better waste management
by 75 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, cumulatively, by 2025. The MPCA
unilaterally reduced that to 52.5 million tons “To ensure efficiency and effectiveness and a workable
plan coming out of the process....” by including only “the four population centroid regions of
Minnesota.”

The “stakeholders” should produce a plan that complies with the MCAG recommendations of 70
million tons cumulative carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through 2025.

Incineration increases greenhouse gas emissions while source reduction, recycling, and composting
reduce them. This is not really hard to understand: Conserving and reusing resources is pretty
obviously more sustainable than burning them up.

The details of the MCAG report <http://www.mnclimatechange.uss MCCAG.cfm> are not always
easy to follow, and arguable in some cases, but the conclusions are striking:

Cumulative reduction in greenhouse gas emissions through 2025 (Table I-65).
(millions of metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent)

Source reduction, recycling, and composting: 70 costing-$0.20/ton*

“End of pipe” methods such as burning: 5.1 costing $51/ton **

total 75.1

“current MPCA goals” 7.4 costing $117/ton

* recycling saves money
** essentially all from landfill gas burning, not garbage incineration as such

It would seem that something other than logic and the public interest must be driving the present
leadership of the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. It is in our best interests as a state and civil
society to stop garbage incineration and put our resources toward

“The stakeholder group should recommend that Minnesota enact a permanent legislative
moratorium on construction or expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota.!”

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies

* This is an important report with many valuable recommendations. This report provides a specific
set of recommended policies and goals to address climate-changing emissions from waste
management. It is important that all sectors of society involved in waste generation and management
be engaged in following through on these recommendations. * The cumulative greenhouse gas
(GHG) reductions forecast from all of these policies do not total the goal for reductions set forth for
this sector in the MCCAG process (52.5mmt CO2e). More effort should be made to assemble a
plan that fully realizes necessary reductions. These efforts should be concentrated at the "top of the
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waste hierarchy", particularly in the area of producer responsibility for high GHG-potential
products. * To effectively implement these recommendations, existing waste system funding must be
aligned with these priorities. The cost of material reuse, recycling and disposal should be borne by
those involved in the manufacture, sale and use of the material in question, and not more generally
across society.

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 1.1

1.1 MN Product Stewardship Framework law is particularly important— IATP supports the
adoption of such a law. Manufacturers of "high GHG impact" or difficult to recycle materials should
be responsible for taking them back for remanufacturing or recycling.

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 2.1

2.1 Recycling Legislation is very important to set overarching recycling goals in legislation. We
support the requirement that a ban on disposal of recyclable materials be implemented, if the goals
are not achieved by 2015. The fact that a ban is viewed unfavorably by some elements of the waste
system provides incentive for them to work hard to achieve the goals without a ban.

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 2.9

2.9 Container Deposit Legislation - IATP strongly supports this practical recommendation. This
strategy is proven in other states (where deposits are ten cents) to be very effective at removing these
containers from the waste stream and recovering them for recycling, resulting in significant GHG
savings.

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 2.13

2.13 State Procurement Standards - this recommendation is appropriate and feasible and should be
implemented. It combines the public sector “leading by example,” with support for recycling of
materials that do not yet have robust markets.

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 3.1

3.1 Source Separated Organics Management - this proposal is a moderate, yet significant step
towards removing these valuable organic materials from “mass disposal” in the MSW system. IATP
supports this proposal, but believes that the ultimate goal by 2025 should be full recovery of usable
organic matter through the strategies outlined in this proposal. The benefits to society through
GHG reductions, biogas generation, nutrient recovery, soil building and job creation are very
promising.

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 6.3

6.3 SCORE Funding - this recommendation is critical. IATP would go a step further to encourage
full restoration of all Solid Waste Tax Revenue to the support of strategies recommended in this
report. Particularly important is the shoring up of local government funding for direct
implementation of these recommendations.
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Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Overall Comment/Comments to
Multiple Strategies

6.4, 6.5 and 6.6 Green Building Initiatives - are important strategies which begin to address the huge
GHG impacts of our buildings and homes. This effort will take years to implement, but we must
begin as soon as possible. Once again, government leading by example is an excellent start, as well as
an excellent long-term investment for all citizens.

Kleinschmit, Jim, Institute for Agriculture and Trade Policy — Comment Re: Strategy 6.8

6.8 Regular Updated Waste Sorts - Without this vital, recurring measure of results, all discussions
are theoretical and subject to endless modeling and posturing. This MUST be done, starting with a
new sort in 2010.
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Kordiak, Jim, Chair, Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

December 7, 2009

Mr. Tim Scherkenbach

Acting Deputy Commissioner
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road North

St. Paul, MN 55155-4194

Dear Mr. Scherkenbach:

The Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board (SWMCB) applauds
the MPCA’s commitment to advancing Minnesota’s solid waste
management system and for initiating the inclusive Integrated Solid
Waste Management Stakeholder Process. The SWMCB, a joint powers
board comprised of the six metropolitan counties of Anoka, Carver,
Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, and Washington, has been working
collaboratively with the MPCA for nearly twenty years to develop
policies and programs that improve Minnesota’s environment and
protect the public health. SWMCB very much appreciated the
opportunity to participate in the full work group discussions and in the
Metro Centroid specific meetings.

The SWMCB fully understands the varying perspectives and interests
brought to the Stakeholder Process and found much value discussing
the diverse interests. The SWMCB member counties, unlike many of
the stakeholder workgroup representatives, have specific legislatively
mandated responsibilities for solid waste management. It is important
to note that while the strategies developed in the Minnesota
Environmental Initiative’s November 24, 2009 Draft Report focus on
strategies to reduce GHG emissions, counties are also focused on
protecting the public health, reducing the toxicity of the waste,
meeting the processing requirements of Minnesota Statute 474.848
and managing waste as high as possible on the hierarchy established
in Minnesota Statute 115A.02.

Following the enactment of the Waste Management Act, the counties
aggressively responded to the legislative mandate to manage waste.
The metropolitan area successfully moved from a near total
dependence on landfilling to an effective and sound system that, while
complex is accountable, reduces risk to health and the environment
through a combination of public and private efforts, and holds true to
the hierarchy. The metropolitan area created a system where nearly
half of the waste was recycled, waste-to-energy was an integral
component of the waste management plan, and landfilling was
minimized.
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In the past, counties had the tool of flow control or designation to meet Minnesota’s
solid waste goals. Now, we must recognize that the counties have very little
influence over the $1 billion dollar industry that comprises Minnesota’s waste
management system. We are facing a situation where the environmental
programs that have been developed over the last three decades are in
jeopardy. Recycling programs have at best reached a plateau and waste-to-energy
and landfill abatement programs are sliding backwards. The time for leadership,
collaboration, and action is now.

SWMCB’s comments on the Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder
Process and the November 24, 2009 Report fall into three categories: 1) The
Process Used to Develop the Report, 2) Strategies SWMCB believes will
significantly advance the Waste Management System, and 3) Gaps in the Report.
We conclude our comments by welcoming the opportunity to discuss these
strategies and gaps through our work with the MPCA on the Metropolitan Solid
Waste Policy Plan.

Process Used to Develop the Report
We recognize the Work Group’s stated charge was to develop strategies that

“bridge the goals of the Waste Management Act and the Minnesota Climate Change
Advisory Group’s greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for the solid waste
sector.” However, we are compelled to highlight that the Work Group’s focus,
which evaluated each strategy largely on its potential to reduce GHG
emissions, is very limiting in the context of all the other public health and
environmental considerations that the counties must balance when
designing a solid waste system. However, we believe several of the strategies
in the report hold much promise and have the potential to become critical elements
in a vision for solid waste management.

SWMCB actively participated in the work of the Metro Centroid and developed three
scenarios for waste management along with strategies to achieve those scenarios.
The work of the Metro Centroid, along with the work of the other centroid
subgroups, was advanced to the Work Group for discussion. We are disappointed
that key elements of the Metro Centroid’s work were not fully discussed by
the Work Group or incorporated into the Draft Report. For example, as
further highlighted in the Gaps in the Report section of these comments, the Work
Group did not develop strategies around increasing waste-to-energy capacity.

We embrace the concept of stakeholder participation and value each opinion. As
the process unfolded, it appeared that the opinions in the room were diverse, well-
entrenched, and solidly aligned with the organizational interests of each work group
member. With this diversity of interests and the significant financial and
philosophical investments of the work group members, it was not possible to reach
consensus on many of the difficult issues facing the solid waste system. The
difficult issues should not have been set aside — rather they should have
been fully discussed and reported upon, regardless of the lack of
consensus. We believe strong leadership from the MPCA and the counties
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will be needed to develop a vision, and that legislative support will be
needed to implement significant changes in the solid waste system.

Lastly, we suggest that the Report call out the most important strategies on which
to focus — those strategies where the technology is proven, where costs and
environmental benefits are known and measurable, and that can be successfully
implemented.

Strateqies
Some of the strategies contained in the report represent a significant shift on how

solid waste is managed and have the potential to make great strides in waste
reduction and recycling. Other strategies, particularly those related to technical
assistance, awards programs, and education, can be expected to only have a
marginal impact on the amount of waste generated or recycled. While many of the
strategies will move the ball forward; SWMCB will focus its specific comments on
components of the plan we believe will have the greatest impact.

Product Stewardship: SWMCB has long been a supporter of product
stewardship and was a leader in the long, difficult, but successful march towards
manufacturer responsibility of e-waste and the ultimately vetoed bill to advance
paint product stewardship. We are pleased that enacting the Minnesota Product
Stewardship Framework (strategy 1.1) is included as a recommendation. We are
also pleased that product stewardship is an element in other strategies such as
telephone books (strategy 1.5) and carpet recycling (strategy 2.14). These product
stewardship strategies represent a significant shift that will greatly aid the
achievement of our desired outcomes for waste reduction, toxicity reduction, and
recycling.

Pricing Strategies: Volume Based Pricing (for disposal) and Increase Land
Disposal Fees to Align Price Structure with Waste Management Hierarchy are two
strategies (strategies 1.2 and 5.2) that address the very important issue of
aligning price signals with actions that will cause generators and the waste industry
to work towards the reduction of waste requiring management. While the specifics
of the strategies warrant much discussion, restructuring the price signals sent by
the marketplace must be addressed if we are to impact the $1 billion dollar waste
management industry in Minnesota.

Setting of Goals: Many of the strategies set goals for recycling or waste
reduction: 60% for overall recycling (strategy 2.1), 50% for carpet recycling,
(strategy 2.1), and 7% for organics management in the metro centroid (strategy
3.1). It will not be possible to advance the current recycling rate of 42%b of
MSW managed in the metropolitan area to 60%o6 by 2020 with the current
tools available. Significant changes to statewide policy that substantially impact
how products are manufactured and how waste is disposed will be needed. We
ask that the Report acknowledge that meeting the GHG goals and the goals
of the Waste Management Act will require significant legislative leadership
and the corresponding financial incentives needed to influence the
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disposition of waste that is largely managed and controlled by the private
sector.

Organics: We support the evaluation and exploration of the various
strategies contained in the organics strategy (strategy 3.1) and the need for MPCA
rule development and further study of the environmental impacts associated with
organics management. The work group set a goal of 7% of MSW to be managed
through organics programs. The Metro Centroid sub-group recognized the
importance of organics management as a component of the waste management
system; but had advanced three scenarios ranging from 3 — 7% of MSW to be
managed through organics programs. Seven percent is the most aggressive
strategy, represents a doubling of what is currently occurring, and would
require significant private and/or public investment.

Funding Recommendations: The funding recommendations (page 67)
contain overall principles for waste management that are aligned with achieving the
environmental outcomes. The challenge ahead is how to implement the principles.
Fundamental changes, which are likely to need legislative support, will be needed to
send pricing signals that direct waste highest on the hierarchy.

Gaps in the Report

Most troubling to the SWMCB is what is NOT in the Report. The process only
allowed for substantial discussion of strategies that were likely to achieve majority
or unanimous support. The strategies which would implement substantial shifts,
and are by their very nature controversial, are largely not included in the report.

Vision: The Report does a fine job of calculating the strategies’ impacts on
GHG emissions; but it falls short (particularly on the bottom portion of the
hierarchy) of developing a vision that “bridges the goals of the Waste Management
Act and the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Groups green house gas emission
reduction targets for the solid waste sector.” Though many of the strategies
support the hierarchy, the Report does not include a strategy specifically
reaffirming the waste hierarchy; nor does it evaluate the quantity of waste that will
require processing or landfilling. Even if all the reduction, recycling and organics
strategies were implemented, there would still be a need for waste-to-energy and
landfilling. Given the lack of strategies relating to preserving and expanding
waste-to-energy capacity, the Report should specifically project the tons
that will be landfilled in 2025.

Control of the Waste Stream: We ask that the Report incorporate the
financial data the MPCA presented at the November 20, 2009 work group meeting
regarding the cost of waste management. This data clearly shows, that even
though the system is supported by some public funding, it is largely dominated by
the private waste management sector. If we seek to make significant
improvements to the system; we must gear our strategies towards those
that finance and control the flow of waste. We ask that the Report, at a
minimum, identify potential tools relating to the control of waste and identify the
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need for further examination of legislative, regulatory, and financial tools that
would assist the public sector in achieving the goals in the Waste Management Act.

Waste-to-Energy: Counties are required to meet the processing
requirements in Minnesota Statute 474.848: Restriction on Disposal. The SWMCB
and its member counties have struggled to develop a feasible solution to meeting
this statutory requirement and had hoped that the Stakeholder process would at
least acknowledge the importance of maintaining the significant investment that
has been made in the development of waste-to-energy facilities, waste-to-energy’s
role in treating waste as a resource, and meeting the vision of the Waste
Management Act. Further, an expansion of waste-to-energy capacity is needed
even if we meet the 60% recycling goal if metro counties are to meet their
obligations under the Restrictions on Disposal Statute.

With the loss of designation, the Herculean effort needed to implement organized
collection under the current law, and without additional financial support, counties
cannot be expected to alone fulfill the statutory requirements to process waste that
is not reduced or recycled. We request that the Report, at the very least, reference
Minnesota Statute 478.848: Restrictions on Disposal, and the counties obligations
under that statute.

Toxicity Reduction: The absence of attention given to toxicity reduction is
of concern to the SWMCB. A major goal of the waste management system is to
reduce risk: risk to public health, the environment, property, and waste
management workers. The Report does not address the multitude of hazardous
materials that counties must manage or regulate. Significant investments in
household hazardous waste facilities have been made by the counties and we
proudly acknowledge the environmental benefits that have accrued because of
these efforts. Because the focus of this report was on GHG emissions and because
the GHG benefits of, for example, properly managing waste oil or removing
mercury from MSW, doesn’t fit into the WARM model, this important aspect of the
waste system was not addressed. We include this comment largely to point out
that counties have many public health, environmental and financial obligations
regarding waste management; not to discount the value of GHG emissions.

Non-MSW: SWMCB understands that the charge of this group was to focus
on MSW. However, we would be remiss if we didn’t call out the need to address
non-MSW — a waste stream that has significant opportunity for waste reduction and
recycling. Nearly 2.5 million tons of non-MSW was managed in the metropolitan
area in 2008. SWMCB has successfully partnered with the MPCA on the reduction
and recycling of Non-MSW, most notably tear-off shingles, and there is much
opportunity for GHG reductions through non-MSW management.

Legislative Leadership: A consistent venue at the Legislature is needed to
discuss key waste management policy issues as well as develop a comprehensive
waste management legislation. Many complex issues remain in waste management,
the resolution of which could benefit from the re-establishment of the Legislative
Commission on Waste Management.
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Concluding Remarks
Thank you for your consideration of SWMCB’s comments. We look forward to

discussing the Report and the gaps we identified above in our on-going discussions
with the MPCA and, in particular, discussions relating to the development of the
Metropolitan Solid Waste Management Policy Plan.

Sincerely,

Jim Kordiak
Chair, SWMCB

cc SWMCB Members
SWMCB Policy Staff Members
Jack Hogan, Minnesota Environmental Initiative

Lange, Nancy, Izaak Walton League of America — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies

Comments of the Izaak Walton League of America — Midwest Office INTEGRATED SOLID
WASTE MANAGEMENT DRAFT REPORT December 7, 2009

The Izaak Walton League of America (IWLA) supports adoption of new policies and refinement of
existing policies to achieve reductions in greenhouse gas emissions from solid waste. The working
group developed an ambitious but necessary path for Minnesota. This sector is a significant source of
greenhouse gas pollution and Minnesota will not achieve its statutory climate protection goals unless
we take steps to reduce pollution coming from solid waste management. In addition to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions, there are a myriad of other benefits that will result from strategic waste
management practices. These recommendations illustrate that waste strategies will need to be
implemented in a variety of sectors, using a number of different approaches. The IWLA provides the
following comments on specific strategies: Source reduction strategies can achieve large reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions and should be aggressively pursued.

1.1 ~ We support the recommendations in 1.1 to encourage businesses to independently develop
product stewardship plans and for the Minnesota legislature to enact the Minnesota Product
Stewardship Act. We believe it is critical that a timetable for identifying products and product
stewardship plans be established in state law.

1.2 Volume-based pricing is a market mechanism that provides incentives for homes and
businesses to increase waste reduction efforts. These types of mechanisms make sense, are easy to
implement, and are increasingly being employed to link higher consumption with higher costs. For
example, in a recent rate case proceeding for Center Point Energy, the Minnesota Public Utilities
Commission supported a rate structure that will charge higher rates to those consumers with the
highest rates of natural gas consumption. Increased recycling rates will also produce large reductions
in pollution and should be aggressively pursued.
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2.1 Minnesota should adopt recycling legislation that sets ambitious recycling goals and consider

including a ban on disposal of recyclables if necessary to meet the statutory goals of 50% by 2015
and 60% by 2020.

2.10/.13 It is especially appropriate to target stepped-up recycling efforts for those products
that have a big impact on greenhouse gas emissions, like carpeting, including mandatory take-back
requirements. Recycle organic wastes to cut greenhouse gas emissions and achieve other co-benefits.

3.1  The IWLA supports ambitious goals for organics recycling. The organics recycling rate in
2008 was about 2.5% and the draft recommendation to achieve 5-7% in the various centroids is an
important but not final step towards that goal. Minnesota should undertake research and
demonstration into digestion systems, biogas generation, and nutrient recovery. We believe that
these research and demonstration efforts will clearly support increasing the organics recycling goals
beyond 7%. Methane is a very potent greenhouse gas. Minnesota should set requirements for higher
rate of capture at landfills.

5.1  Minnesota should require landfill operators to capture 90% of the released methane, a
standard the industry has stated it can achieve. The captured methane should be used as an energy
source, not flared.

Green Building Initiatives. 6.4,6.5, 6.6 Green building standards, including waste
minimization/recycling practices, should be used when new buildings are constructed or existing
buildings are remodeled. The IWLA supports expanding green building requirements to public
buildings over 10,000 square feet. Capturing these opportunities during building construction is a
least-cost approach.

Lind, Nathan — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11

Please strike strategy 4.11, and instead work to decrease garbage incineration!

Meierotto, Joan, Audubon — Comment Re: Strategy 2.9

Having a deposit on containers may be one of the most effective ways of raising people’s
consciousness to the importance of recycling. When this bill was introduced earlier, decades ago,
polls indicated that about 85% of the citizens favored this legislation. The disconnect between
legislative action and the will of the people was clear. Global warming with resultant climate change
has been happening for some time and the effects are increasing in severity. Strategies that delay
implementation until 2011 or 2025 do not appear to have a sense of urgency. Having to wait until
these dates to affirm compliance seems too casual for the importance of these strategies to curb this
warming trend. Why not a deposit on container bill in the next legislative session plus mandates that
all products sold in MN must internalize and fund their costs of disposal?

Mellum, Julie, President, Take Back the Air — General Comment Re: no incineration--no
garbage

Incineration technology is death to clean air. The fine particulates emitted pose a severe health
hazard to people and they pollute the planet. Despite what “industry” manufacturers tell you, there
are no scrubbers on the market at any price that can adequately contain fine particles—you’d have to
change them every half hour because the black carbon soot is so profuse.
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Adding garbage to the mix is even deadlier, though wood smoke alone is implicated in premature
mortality and heart and asthma attacks. There is no such thing as “clean wood” when it is burned.
Burning garbage with it is not giving our children the priority they need to breathe clean air to stay

healthy.

Millberg, Laura, MPCA Green Building program — Comment Re: Strategy 6.7

Under Background, add, “The U.S. Green Building Council - Minnesota Chapter has been reaching
out to local governments and the Urban Land Institute to increase the sustainability of
communities.” Under Strategy Description/Recommendation, change wording to “MPCA should
work with partners to promote sustainable development through Green Step Cities, non-profit green
building certification programs in Minnesota, and similar efforts.” Under measurement method, add
“data from green building certification programs”.

Millberg, Laura, MPCA Green Building program — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies

Unclear whether the requirement of this strategy to meet all B3-MSBG required and recommended
performance criteria relates only to the Waste Reduction and Management guidelines or all of B3-
MSBG. The recommended performance criteria for some of the other guidelines may be more
difficult to accomplish and could deter implementation of this incentive if it applies to all of B3-
MSBG. The biggest funding problem for public entities with implementing green building is that
the funding mechanism (in this case, bonding for upfront costs of the building as determined by the
legislature) seeks to minimize expenditures, even though additional investment in design and
equipment/materials may be needed initially to create the conditions for lifetime building savings
and environmental benefits. These two stakeholder strategies, 6.5 and 6.6 could be reconfigured to
provide additional upfront investment funding for public entities voluntarily using B3-MSBG
(instead of a government mandate), and to set up a system where the long-term savings (primarily
energy, but also possibly waste management, etc), could be split 50-50 between the public entity
owner and a state revolving fund set up to fund additional future front-end costs of ever greener
public buildings. In this way, the state would only need the initial seed money for the 5% (or
whatever amount) additional bond funding for voluntary B3-MSBG participants and then the fund
would begin paying for itself as savings were returned to replenish the fund. Since the B3-MSBG
administrator (Center for Sustainable Building Research) intends to keep track of building
performance for all projects, and since B3-MSBG projects will soon be required to meet the MN
Sustainable Building 2030 energy/carbon benchmarks, there should be good information about
projected and actual energy savings, as well as other performance criteria, for B3-MSBG projects.
Before actual legislation is drafted, some additional work could be put into determining more
precisely what percentage of up-front costs might be used as an incentive that reflects the typical
actual added costs to create a truly high performance and integrated design green building. (The
reason to use the acronym B3-MSBG is because there is another part of the B3 program, the
benchmarking of public building energy use and input of data in its energy tracking database.)

Millberg, Laura, MPCA — Comment Re: Strategy 6.4

In the “Background Information section: “B-3” should be identified as “the State of Minnesota
Sustainable Building Guidelines (B3-MSBG)”. Included in B3-MSBG is Guideline P.2 Planning for
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Conservation, the intent of which is to “Maximize utilization of facilities and modify them less over
time by careful analysis of needs and resources. Building less, remodeling existing facilities, and
designing for flexibility lead to reductions in cost, energy, and environmental impacts of materials.”
This is a source reduction strategy that can be added as an example because it goes beyond reuse and
recycling to the highest level of the waste management hierarchy. Under “Strategy
Description/Recommendation”, also include “the MN Green Communities Initiative”. Under
“Measurement Method”, the green building certification programs collect data on percentage of
C&D waste diverted, percentage of materials with recycled content used in the project, etc.
Documentation submitted for projects may include actual pounds/tons diverted. B3-MSBG may
also collect information on square footage avoided being built through planning for conservation.
Under “Potential Implementation Parties”, reword to read, “U.S. Green Building Council -
Minnesota Chapter (USGBC-MN), National Association of the Remodeling Industry - Minnesota
Chapter (NARI-MN), University of Minnesota - Center for Sustainable Building Research (CSBR)
(which administers the B3 program under contract to the Departments of Administration and
Commerce), Green Communities Initiative, MPCA, local governments (cities and counties), The
Green Institute, LMC, AMC.” Delete CEE from the list because it is not involved in building
design, source reduction, materials selection, reuse, recycling or waste management. Under “Costs”,
include that “MPCA has an active Green Building outreach program including a strong web
presence, contractor and local government training, partnership building, and financial and technical
assistance to develop MN-specific tools that advance the implementation of green building.”
Regarding “Opportunities” and “Priority”, green building outreach is an integrated way to reach
people interested in environmental behaviors and get them to make appropriate choices. LEED for
Existing Building Operations and Maintenance requires building owners to create plans for
purchasing of ongoing consumables or durable goods -- an excellent entry point for resource
management contracting. Green building actively promotes purchase of building products with
recycled content. It encourages minimizing the amount built, and reusing or recycling the waste that
is created. Green building outreach definitely can help accomplish solid waste management
stakeholder goals.

Miller, Diane M., J.D., Director of Law and Public Policy, National Health Freedom Action —
General Comment Re: No Garbage Burning

Dear persons to comment to:

Please do not allow garbage burning. It is so toxic and seems to be a matter of common sense and
caution in light of the health hazards and dangers to all Minnesotans. I am very sad and shocked to
hear that someone is even considering this, given the many other options we have.

[ am an attorney and the Director of Law and Public Policy for National Health Freedom Coalition
and National Health Freedom Action. We work hard to protect consumer options in health care.
One big right that all people have is CLEAN AIR. Please do everything you can to protect our clean
air. Encourage leaders to do critical thinking and come up with safe options. Always use the
precautionary principle, and leave the burden of proof on the government to assure that there is
absolutely no health hazards before allowing such a massive impact on the air we breath. The citizens
do not have the responsibility to prove harm in this instance. It is our government that must show
safety in the circumstance where their are known risks to populations.
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Keep working for common sense solutions.

Moe, Marne — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies
Good Day to you:

I am writing today, as an over 50-year resident of Minneapolis, and property owner, to ask you to
please remove Strategy 4.11, which would promote more garbage and waste incineration, from the
final report.

There should be a permanent legislative moratorium on construction or expansion of garbage
incineration in the state of Minnesota.

In addition, no “wood waste” from trees or tree trimmings, should be considered as “garbage” or
“refuse.” Contracts with entities to supply garbage or waste results in the need for these entities to
come up with a continuous supply to feed these incinerators.

Our city and state should be working to reuse or recycle as much as is possible to do, so as to put and
keep dynamics in place to reduce the production of garbage and waste, not to increase it.

I fail to see how any increase of garbage or waste incineration is going to help any citizen of our city,
and it would appear that the financial interests of corporations are being served, and not the interests
of the citizens of our state and city, who are the ones who are ultimately picking up the tab for the
cost and consequences of these projects.

I would expect the MPCA to be protecting the residents of Minnesota, and not just serving the
interests of people who either: don't live here, are not from here, or don’t plan on retiring/ staying in
this state.

Several decades ago, city dwellers were not allowed anymore to incinerate their own garbage in their
homes. I fail to see how this’ being done on a large scale can be considered anything but “going
backwards.” Didn't we burn anything and everything as cave people? Just because we can, does not
mean that we should, in my opinion.

We, as residents, rely on our protection agencies to do just that. Isn’t that what our taxes are paying
for?

We want the Twin Cities and outlying areas to be better places for us and our children to live in.
That should mean better air quality and sustainability practices in the future, not worse ones.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — General Comment Re:
Solid Waste

Overall the solid waste management sector has already accomplished very significant reductions of
GHG emissions. This needs to be point out, while each phase in the solid waste management
process produces GHG emissions, over the past 25 years the levels of those emissions have been
reduced through technological advancements, environmental regulations, and promotion of
recycling and reuse. According to a study for the Journal of the Air & Water Management
Association, GHG emissions from MSW management were estimated to be 26 million metric tons
carbon equivalents (MMTCE) in 1974 and 8 MMTCE in 1997. It is estimated that if local waste
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manager had not taken steps they took over the past 25 years, the GHG emissions would be 60
MMTCE today. Note this is the national average; it has had a more significant impact within
Minnesota due to our in depth solid waste programs. The only aspect where GHG emissions showed
an increase within solid waste has been in transportation. Evaluation of the current
recommendations involving Waste Management is the lack of an in depth implementation plan to
obtain the emissions reductions. As a county, it may be useful to clarify our expertise and experience
is relevant to the issues raised. Counties have been managing recycling and solid waste management
programs since the 1990’s, and the results are outlined in the States annual SCORE report. The
current recycling levels for the State are primarily the result of the work the counties have invested
into the waste management system. This Report does not address any of the "hard" issues that need
to be addressed: 1. Organized collection 2. Waste designation 3. Current law in which the meto
counties are suppose to be processing their solid waste

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — General Comment Re:
"recyclable"

Recycling consists of three different activities: - Collection of the recyclable materials; - Preparing
those materials for market; and - Conversion of these materials by manufacturers into new products.
The greatest problem facing recycling is not the ability to collect the materials. It is the ability of the
markets to absorb the quantity of materials being collected and convert it into inexpensive, new
products. Market development has been the responsibility of the State, and a key factor that has been
effecting expanding the County’s recycling program is market development - you cannot get rid of
an item if no one wants it. It should be noted that the largest negative impact on the County
recycling programs has been the lack of expanding recycling markets, and a stabilized price paid for
the materials collected. Providing increased economic incentive for collection activities without
simultaneous market development will exacerbate the situation and ultimately end in failure. A
desirable end point or goal for the County, and no doubt the State, would be a recycling industry
without government subsidies. For example, last year when scrap steel hit such high levels. Our local
scrap yards were forced to turn away people due to the fact they yards was filled to their limit. Also
when cardboard prices were high, haulers and other private companies were aggressive in getting this
material. Do not want to see more “markets” where the County has to pay someone to take it. Our
County programs can increase their recycling rate but the question is, “Can it be done at a
reasonable cost?” Initially, recycling programs were sold on the basis that markets would be
developed for recyclable material and market revenue would eventually pay for the programs. Market
development has not progressed to a point where the materials can fully support these programs -
and it is questionable if this would ever be reached. In Greater Minnesota, another large cost
component is shipping - moving the materials to the market. Recycling’s fatal paradox is that
increased demand for recyclables does not necessarily equal higher prices for recyclables.
Manufacturers do not want to pay top dollar for their raw materials. Many times the low price’s
manufacturers pay for recyclables is the key to their profitability. Increased education, public
advertising, and increased hours of operation can increase overall participation. However, a point can
be reached when recycling practices mature and costs associated with increasing yields exceed the
benefits. The recycling rate will become flat because it will reach an inevitable plateau. With current
viable recovery technologies have we already reached this limit? There is some room to improve the
existing County system, but there is a limit. Any significant gains in recycling will come from either

44



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

development of markets for materials presently being thrown away or development of cheaper ways
to recycle. After all, waste is waste - materials for, which there is no longer sufficient economic value
to rescue from disposal. Another long-term concern is the changing makeup of the waste stream.
One area is the growth of plastics. In 1999, plastic bottle recycling fell to 22.1 percent nationwide
playing out a familiar story. More plastic was collected for recycling, but it was dwarfed by an even
larger increase in the amount of plastic bottles sold. The recycling rate has not kept pace with the
growth of plastics. Many businesses enter and exit a specific recycling market to insure a profit
margin. This indicates a position of fiscal responsibility by the business community. Recyclers tend
to compete for items having a high market price and ignore items whose volume, cost of
preparation, and price makes them less attractive. The following risks are associated with the loss of
profitable materials to the recycling market: the County can be left with the remaining less valuable
products in County-sponsored programs and increased operating costs. Recyclable materials are
usually considered property, not waste, under law. Thus, the ability to legally control recyclables at
the County level is restrictive. When the markets are strong, the County will see significant
quantities of valuable materials diverted from the normal County-sponsored recycling programs. The
County cannot interfere with these activities since recyclables are considered property and are
generally exempt from municipal solid waste regulations. It appears County-sponsored recycling
programs will never have a level playing field. The County must provide financial incentives for
these programs when markets are weak and face stiff competition for products when the prices are
firm. With today’s mandated programs, the natural market mechanisms of supply and demand no
longer work. The market was not generated by the private sector. Bottom line is that mandated
recycling will not be self-sustaining, and needs to be considered a service - like water, sewer, police
and fire protection. Funding a program from revenue raised by selling recyclables is not possible, and
a service fee through local property tax and State grants will be required to pay for recycling
programs into the foreseeable future. With a continued budget shortfall at the State level, counties
have already seen a reduction in State SCORE grants and at the same time, declining State support.
This will lead to additional recycling reassessments at the local level. The reality is that recycling
competes for taxpayers dollars. Another problem is that the benefits of recycling accrue globally
while the costs are borne locally. Recycling is a resource conservation issue, not a public health issue.
Overall, the relevant question at the local level is “how much recycling is good policy?” The reality of
the situation is that recycling services require government funding. This was further highlighted in
the January 2002, Office of the Legislative Auditors Program Evaluation Report, Recycling and
Waste Reduction which states, “before deciding if and how to pursue options to divert more waste,
however, state and County officials need to assess priorities, agree on funding, and better understand
the cost and benefits of various alternatives.” It is time for federal and state policy makers to consider
financial measures for recycled material that would create meaningful incentives for recycling and
enable local governments to keep and expand the recycling programs they offer. Crisis is the primary
driver to provoke significant change. For the past decade, garbage and recycling have not been
among America’s significant political issues. Tighter government budgets will make this an issue
when program levels are reduced, no new programs are initiated, or programs are stopped all
together, while at the same time, recycling mandates are maintained or increased.
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Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — General Comment Re:
SCORE Funding

Under many of the strategies, it recommends SCORE Funds. Need to be very specific, that the
SCORE Funds being referred to here are the funds that are currently going into general revenue.
Initially, half of the proceeds or $22 million, whichever is greater, went into the Solid Waste Fund,
used for MPCA landfill assessment and closure cost and appropriations for solid waste programs.
The remainder went into the General Revenue Fund, but then a portion went to fund MPCA and
SCORE grants to counties. Starting in 2000, this was changed to the Environmental Fund. Under
this concept, 70 percent of the SWMT went into the Environmental Fund, which MPCA receives
funds for SCORE, competitive grants, loans for waste abatement, and MPCA’s operating budget.
The remaining 30 percent remained in the General Fund, and is being spent on programs not
related to solid waste or the environment. SCORE authorized grants of $55,000 or more to counties
if they meet certain requirements, including providing matching funds and having an approved solid
waste management plan. The 2002 Legislature reduced the baseline from $55,000 to $49,500, and
reduced the overall SCORE funding by $1,401,000 or 10% for FY 2003, 2004 and 2005 in the
Omnibus Budget Reduction Bill to $12.6 million. This action was prompted by the announcement
of the $2 billion state budget shortfall for 2002-3003 biennium. The 2003 Legislature reduced the
SCORE funds slightly to $12.5 million. The projected shortfall for the 2004-2005 biennium was
$4.6 billion. For the 2008-2009 biennium the SCORE grant was increased back to the 2001 level of
$14 million. The Solid Waste Management Tax is projected to generate $66 million in 2008. Even
with the projected shortfall for the 2010-2011 biennium of $4.8 billion, the Legislature increased
the SCORE funding by $250,000. These manipulations have challenged the concept for this being a
“stable” source of State funding that was promised to the County when they initiated the existing
SCORE related programs. Minnesota counties spent $55.9 million in State and local funds for
SCORE-related programs in 2007. This includes the $14 million paid directly to counties from the
State as a block grant. Counties spent an additional $41.9 million in 2007 on SCORE related
programs. Counties spent more than 12 times the matching funds (by law they must match 25
percent or $3.5 million) they are required to provide under statute. It should be noted, the block
grant of $14 million provided by the State has been flat since 1991. During the same period,
Minnesota's recycling volumes increased 90 percent even though State funding stayed level. In
addition, the buying power of that $14 million, as measured by the national Consumer Price Index,
declined over 20 percent. Even with this flat investment by the State, the tonnage of recyclables
processed by the counties has risen significantly. Again, it need to be stressed that any funding from
SCORE will be coming out of the 30% that is currently going into General Revenue.

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re:
Strategy 1.2

For the centroids, this may be a valid strategy. Once you enter more rural areas, volume-based
pricing loses much of its impact. Here the primary cost is in the pickup (the sunk cost for the hauler
versus disposal cost), and the volume of garbage may not a key issue for many of their routes in the
rural areas.
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Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re:
Strategy 1.3

Why only computers. and not all electronics? Overall, electronics account for between 2 - 5% of the
wastestream. Our County has been operating an used electronics program since 2004 and only
approximately 25% of the weight consisted of computers. We are missing over 75% of this waste
stream. Household penetratoin of televisons is over 95% in the US, compared to about 50% for
computers - but the rate of sales growth (and obsolescence) is slower in televisions than in
computurs. Now this may be changing with the change over from analog to digital for televisions.
With this newer technology, will we be seeing the same time of usage or lower? Many businesses do
have some type of source reduction in place. This generally occurs as a cost-effective business
practice. In fact, the normal economic pressures in a free market system guarantee that manufactures
are constantly figuring out how to use fewer raw materials when making products or packages. They
create less trash in the process. Lighter weigh products are easier to use, less expensive to transport
and more convenient for consumers. Transportation costs are particularly important. Markets, not
government mandates, have given us less waste and a more efficient economy. We have seen this
since we have started our County used electronics program, and this is one of the issue of concerns of
the new electronics statature. With flat screens and other innovations, new electronics weigh much
less the older versions. The number of electronics coming in weigh significantly more the the same
number of newer models being sold today. Agree with the Barriers - many times it is not hardware
that is causing the item to be replace, but software issues. Also, energy usage - it may be more
environmentally prudent to get rid of the older versions. Similar to replacing old freezers. Even
though these still work, they are such energy hogs it is better to buy a replacement.

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re:
Strategy 1.5

A large issue with Counties is the fact the phone book manufactures are getting off from funding this
effort by “dumping” this to the counties by informing their customers to use curbside recycling. This
is contrary to the whole concept of product stewardship. Once again, they are able to avoid the full
cost of their product. If they opt to use this, they should be charged a fee to offset the recycling costs
or they must set up their own independent and viable program where their customers have a simple
and easily available way to dispose of their phonebooks. This whole issue of phone books have been a
thorn in the side of counties and our Solid Waste Administrator Association (SWAA) has voiced our
concerns for the last 10-years. We were stuck with a poorly written statatue that allow the
manufacture to do a very bare minimum to be in compliance.

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re:
Strategy 2.1

Under Barriers/Issues - Are their enough “viable” markets existing to deal with the potential influx of
all this additional material? By “viable” I mean markets that actually pay a decent price for the
material versus being subsidized to get rid of it.
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Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re:
Strategy 2.7

Under Barriers/Issues. Need to add something that "carpet” is not generic. When I looked into this
program, I was infomed that their are some types of carpets that they do not want. Like plastics, you
have different types.

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re:
Strategy 3.1

Starting back two years our County started to track food grease. I was surprised at the amount this
turned out to be for our County. Shouldn't this also be addressed here. This is a duel item, besides
being pulled out it is also a feed stock for bio-fuel. In addition, in many cases their is a very viable
market for this material. This waste stream should be counted against the proposed goal for organics.

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re:
Strategy 4.11

Under Barriers/Issues. Bias need to be modified to address the existing NIMBY attidute. Today their
was an article in the Star Tribune concerning the HERC. Road block after road block is being
thrown in their way, they are requesting to burn to their current design capacity. This is a
continuation of almost every inceneration project that has been proposed within the State for the last
5-years. According to the article, a State Rep lead the fight to stop it. This is contrary to the State
existing goals. It seems that our own legislators have not or will not provide clear guidance or when
they do, they seem not able to then to support it. All what I have seen since I started working back in
1996 in the solid waste arenea, is more and more layers of additional cost being added to any
proposed project. Their is a reason why no new solid waste disposal facility (landfill or WTE) has
been build since the early 1990’s within the State. These facilities have a significant cost just in the
construction and the operations of them. Adding in millions of dollars of additional cost to jump
through admistrative hurdles, with a great possibility of still not be issued a permit adds in a large
dissentive for anyone to accomplish any of these types of facilities within the State. Now we are
beginning to see this same actions in permit modifications.

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re:
Strategy 5.1

1. “All municipal solid waste (MSW) landfills in the state of Minnesota must meet a minimum
capture and destruction rate of all methane generated throughout the remaining life span of each
landfill, including active and post-closure emissions.” This document is recommending strategies for
the reduction of landfill gas (LFG) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that are detrimental to
small landfills working towards voluntary landfill gas collections systems with the intention of selling
carbon offset credits. The recommendation of mandating all MSW landfills to capture and destroy
methane generated throughout the remaining life span of each landfill takes away any economic
incentive that a small landfill may currently have through the sale of carbon credits. Small landfills
that are below the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) requirement to install an active
landfill gas system look to finance the capital investment through the sale of carbon credits. This sale
could provide up to $400,000 annually to these smaller and for the majority, public landfills during
difficult economic times. For perspective, a 2000 State of Minnesota report stated that LFG
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accounts for only 2.6 percent of the State’s GHG emissions. Transportation and electric generation
account for 70 percent of the emissions. Note that livestock flatulence accounts for 2.8 percent. Also,
the four current landfills required by NSPS to control LFG emissions account for 69% of the waste
being landfilled in the state. If you include the four other non-NSPS landfills with voluntary active
LEG control, currently 75 percent of the waste in the open MSW landfills has GHG emission
control. Stakeholders need to question if the investment in LFG collection and destruction
equipment required to gain a marginal decline in GHG emissions is justified. These smaller landfills
could fund this investment through the carbon offset market without tapping public funds. Two
Minnesota landfills, and many nationwide, have already done so. In a letter from the Carbon Offset
Providers Coalition to Barbara Boxer dated September 9, 2009 the following argument is made: “By
regulating landfills rather than allowing them to create offsets, the performance standard eliminates
the opportunity for landfills to pay for expensive emission capture systems by selling emission
reduction offset credits. It can cost a landfill between $500,000 and $1.5 million to install a methane
capture and destruction system. Most of the landfills that would be affected by this standard are
smaller facilities; many are municipal landfills. (In fact, 60% of the open landfills without gas
collection systems are publicly owned.) In these tough economic times, financially-strapped
municipalities would be forced to recover the costs of an EPA-required methane capture system in
the form of increased tipping fees or municipal bonds, imposing higher costs on citizens.” Without
these financial incentives the smaller public landfills would be force to pay for mandatory LFG
systems and their maintenance and operation through their existing capital budgets. If these
requirements create a financial burden and a County is not able to continue operation of a landfill,
then the potential exists for the sale of the landfill to a large independent operator or the closure of
the facility. Then either a small landfill becomes a large regional landfill with the potential of out of
state waste to be brought into Minnesota, or waste must be hauled a further distance to an open
facility, raising the waste collection cost to Minnesota residents and businesses. 2. “At a minimum,
all captured methane must be flared, but when technically and financially feasible, energy production
from recovered methane is preferable.” First the MPCA need to evaluate existing environmental laws
- existing laws actually discourage this action by adding in additionnal time and cost to "to the right
thing." Currently a small landfill with a gas system may not require a Title V air permit if an
evaluation of the emissions indicates it is below threshold values. Moving to on site generation of
energy then changes this from an evaluation to the need for a mandatory air permit for a stationary
source of emissions. A landfill must then go through additional and expensive air permitting. It does
not make sense that flaring of capture methane emissions is evaluated under one air permitting
process and the use of the same generated landfill gas for on-site power generation is conducted
under a different air permitting process. Maybe the MPCA should review and revise its air
permitting process prior to a recommendation, such as this one, is made. Second, again economic
incentives must be explored and established to promote versus just mandating that just adds
additional cost onto our already stressed economy. Many of the public MSW landfills are in rural
locations serviced by rural electric cooperatives. These cooperatives are conservative in the rates they
are willing to pay a renewable incentive for electricity generated from LFG. These rates do not cover
the capital costs required at these smaller generation stations. This conclusion was proven through
recent LFG to energy feasibility studies at two rural Minnesota landfills. 3. “The intent of this
strategy is to hold harmless facilities that have voluntarily implemented landfill gas equipment, and
through its rulemaking process, the MPCA will determine the most appropriate way to provide this
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assurance.” In discussion with representatives from the Climate Action Reserve (CAR) and the
Chicago Climate Exchange (CCX) any regulatory language that mandates the collection of landfill
gas disqualifies a site from the voluntary collection and destruction greenhouse gas and therefore is
not eligible for carbon credit. The MPCA cannot give the assurance to those facilities that have
implemented voluntary systems that their projects would remain eligible to sell carbon offset credits.

Morris, Douglas R., Waste Management Director, Crow Wing County — Comment Re:
Strategy 5.2

Under Barriers/Issues. Agree with the comment that taxes are already significant. The issue is then
on how these revenues are then allocated. Existing tax is SCORE and 30% is already
stolen/reallocated for General Revenue. Out of the $66 million raised, only $15.5 million goes back
to the Counties for recycling and HHW programs - less than 25% of the funds going to the actual
programs. Big question if fees were increase, how will the funds be allocated. Legislature does not
believe in dedicated funds. Just more funds to by stolen by General Revenue. If these funds are able
to be "fenced" for just SCORE related activies - this has its own issues. Under our County funding
structure, the landfill tipping fee accurately reflects the actual cost of the landfill operations versus
the total integrated solid waste system cost. This has two advantageous. First, with keeping the
tipping fee low at the County landfill it can compete with alternative disposal options that are also
priced to reflect the cost of disposal only. Second, dependency on landfill tipping fee revenues to
support SCORE programs puts these programs in direct competition with their source of funding,.
When all aspects of an integrated solid waste program are incorporated into a single tip fee, it allows
little flexibility for change. Worse case is the more successful SCORE is, and it greatly reduces
garbage amounts - this will decrease the funding that is coming in to pay for it!

Muller, Alan, Minneapolis Neighbors for Clean Air/Neighbors Against the Burner — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

Dear Mr. Hogin:
Thank you so much for accepting comments from the public on the garbage stakeholder process

draft “strategies.” I am writing to you on behalf of Minneapolis Neighbors for Clean Air and
Neighbors Against the Burner.

Many of the “strategies” are desirable, one in particular is problematic.

It appears to us that “Strategy 4.11,” among other purposes, is intended to take sides in the
controversy over increased burning at the HERC garbage incinerator in Minneapolis.

I asked about this at the “Stakeholder Input Meeting” on Nov, 18, 2009. Mr. Nargang (if I recall
correctly) responded that there was no intent to take sides in this controversy. That having been said,
it behooves the stakeholder group to remove from the final report any wording that does appear to
take sides in this controversy.

Strategy 4.11 contains this wording: “By 2011 all WTE facilities are operating at capacity, ....” This
language clearly does take sides--which is why I asked the question--and should be removed.

At one of the stakeholder meetings I expressed the view that it was irresponsible for the stakeholder
group to support expanded use of incineration without evaluating the health impacts, and noted that

50



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

no member of the stakeholder group--selected by MEI--appeared to have special expertise in this
area.

I brought this up again at the public meeting, noting that mere compliance with environmental
regulations does not prevent harmful impacts. This comment was greeted with ridicule. In my
opinion members of the public should be heard respectfully and not ridiculed.

In support of my views I offer you four documents, which I ask you to distribute in full to all
members of the stakeholder group and fully consider before retaining any part of Strategy 4.11 in
the final report.

(1) The Health Effects of Waste Incinerators
<http://www.ecomed.org.uk/content/IncineratorReport_v3.pdf> , from the British Society for
Ecological Medicine.

(2) “Touted as Earth-friendly, [Covanta] incinerator accused of
<http://www.nj.com/news/ledger/jersey/index.ssf?/base/news-15/1260062705235720.xml&coll=1>
spewing poison” <http://www.nj.com/news/ledger/jersey/index.ssf?/base/news-

15/1260062705235720.xml&coll=1>

(3) Should the “HERC” <http://www.neighborsagainsttheburner.org/files/PwrPtHERC.pdf> burn
more garbage? <http://www.neighborsagainsttheburner.org/files/PwrPtHERC.pdf> (Disclosure: 1
am one of the authors of this presentation.)

(4) Statement of Evidence - Particulate Emissions and Health

<http://www.durhamenvironmentwatch.org/Incinerator%20Health/ CVHRingaskiddyEvidenceFina
11.pdf> These are only four of thousands of documents that could be cited on the health and
environmental impacts of incineration generally, and Minnesota facilities in particular.

Unless the workgroup can show that it has fully evaluated the health and environmental impacts of
garbage incineration, it should not include in the final report any statements in favor of continued or
expanded incineration. Therefore, it appears to me that Strategy 4.11, which focuses on increased
garbage incineration in Minnesota, should be removed from the final report.

A summary of Strategy No. 4.11:

“Existing Waste-to-Energy Infrastructure is Operated at High Efficiency”. Sounds harmless, doesn’t
it? Who can be against “high efficiency?” But like many burner industry statements, this one is
deceptive. The real meaning is found on pages 62-63 [comments in brackets]:

“Several WTE facilities have not been operated at capacity due to the failure of waste assurance
through subsidy programs.” [Not enough money is going into subsidizing incineration.]

“By 2011 all WTE facilities are [we want them to be] operating at capacity, have long-term delivery
agreements, ....” [Taking sides in the HERC expansion controversy and sending more garbage to the
Great River Energy Elk River burner, now in danger of closing due to lack of garbage to burn].

“... provide long term commitments of mixed municipal solid waste (MMSW) [to incinerators] to
create investments” [in more incineration capacity rather than source reduction and recycling].
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“Waste generators [households and businesses] would bear the cost of WTE and waste processing as
it may be priced higher than landfills.” [Assumes that dumping is the only alternative to burning;
source reduction and recycling aren't to be taken seriously....]

In other words, the intent of Strategy 4.11 is to increase burning, increase public subsidies for
incineration and force garbage to be taken to incinerators.

So our key recommendation is “Remove Strategy 4.11 from the final report.”

We support Strategy 1.5 “Source Reduce Phone Books.” It is clear that recycling of phone books has
decreased in Minnesota in spite of promises from the industry to manage this product responsibly.
We note with disapproval the continued negative and unconvincing lobbying from this industry,
including comments sent into MEI on this stakeholder process.

In these comments we haven’t touched on the failure of the draft strategies to adequately address the
recommendations of the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group. We will do that in another
note.

If these comments raise any questions please feel free to contact me.

Muller, Alan, Minneapolis Neighbors for Clean Air/Neighbors Against the Burner — General
Comment Re: Climate change emissions

Dear Mr. Hogin:

Thank you so much for accepting comments from the public on the garbage stakeholder process
draft “strategies.” I am writing to you on behalf of Minneapolis Neighbors for Clean Air and
Neighbors Against the Burner. This second note focuses on climate-changed emissions.

First, we should all note that the news is increasingly bad about climate change. Almost every day
more indications enter the scientific literature that warming is proceeding more quickly than
projected. For example, a December 6, 2009 story from AFP
<http://www.france24.com/en/node/4941995> : Carbon dioxide indirectly causes up to 50 percent
more global warming than originally thought, a finding that raises questions over targets for
stabilising carbon emissions over the long term, a study said on Sunday.

In a paper published in the journal Nature Geoscience, British scientists said a tool commonly used
in climate modelling may have badly underlooked the sensitivity of key natural processes to the
warming caused by CO2. The US EPS stated in a press release <http://www.epa.gov/cgi-
bin/epalink?logname=epahome&steferrer=co2splash&target=http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.n
sf/bd4379a92ceceeac8525735900400c27/08d112a451131bca585257685005bf252!0OpenDocument
> yesterday: “After a thorough examination of the scientific evidence and careful consideration of
public comments, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced today that
greenhouse gases (GHGs) threaten the public health and welfare of the American people.” Thus, it is

vital that Minnesota not lose focus on this issue.

The charge to the stakeholder group <http://www.mn-

ei.org/projects/images/Solid Waste/comment/AppB_MPCAChargeto WorkGroup.pdf> was:
Purpose/Mission: Develop the elements of a plan based on the recommendations from the
Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group (MCCAG). The MCCAG report called for reducing

greenhouse gas emissions through better waste management by 75 million metric tons of carbon
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dioxide equivalent, cumulatively, by 2025. (This is also identified as a goal in the MPCA Strategic
Plan <http://www.pca.state.mn.us/publications/p-gen1-11.pdf> : Objective L1a) By January 1,
2025, achieve a total reduction of 75 million metric tons of greenhouse gas attributed to changes in
waste generation, materials conservation, and resource management practices.)

But, the MPCA unilaterally “recommended” reducing that goal in the stakeholder process to 52.5
million tons “To ensure efficiency and effectiveness and a workable plan coming out of the
process....” by including only “the four population centroid regions of Minnesota.”

Apparently the stakeholder group accepted this “recommendation.” This was an error that should be
corrected in the final report by producing a plan that accomplishes at least the MCAG
recommendations of 70 million tons cumulative carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through
2025.

Many of the “strategies” do tend towards this coal. On the other hand, many are long-term matters
such as “encourage sustainable development.” While commendable, these are not likely to produce
measurable progress in the short term, and are different to quantify. The final report should focus on
a small number of basic “strategies.” These, in practice, would be similar to “zero waste” strategies as
identified in the growing literature of zero waste.

In our opinion the “stakeholders” should recommend strategies that substantially exceed the
MCCAG recommendations. A goal of 100 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent,
cumulatively, by 2025, would be appropriate.

Incineration increases greenhouse gas emissions while source reduction, recycling, and composting
reduce them. This is not really hard to understand: Conserving and reusing resources is pretty
obviously more sustainable than burning them up.

Even the most biased possible source, the Energy Recovery Council, the national incineration lobby
organization, the national counterpart of the Minnesota Resource Recovery Association, notes on its
website <http://www.wte.org/epa-credits-waste-energy-recycling-ghg-a3010> :

Waste-to-energy recovery systems that combusted 31.4 million tons of MSW resulted in the
avoidance of 17 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent GHG emissions in 2006.

Municipal solid waste (MSW) recycling in 2006 resulted in the avoidance of nearly 183 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent GHG emissions. [emphasis added]

The details of the MCAG report <http://www.mnclimatechange.uss MCCAG.cfm> are not always
easy to follow, and arguable in some cases, but the conclusions are striking:

Cumulative reduction in greenhouse gas emissions through 2025 (Table I-65).
(millions of metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent)

Source reduction, recycling, and composting: 70 costing-$0.20/ton *

“End of pipe” methods such as burning: 5.1 costing $51/ton **

total 75.1

“current MPCA goals” 7.4 costing $117/ton ***

* shows that recycling saves money
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** essentially all from landfill gas burning, not garbage incineration as such. Waste “preprocessing” is
actually a recycling strategy, not an end-of-pipe strategy.

*** The MPCA has failed to revise it’s own solid waste goals, even though these were identified by
MCCAG as incompatible with the MPCA Strategic Plan. For example
<http://www.pca.state.mn.us/publications/reports/solidwaste-wastetoenergy.pdf> : “As a general
matter the MPCA has endorsed and will continue to endorse the concept that a higher proportion of
total municipal solid waste (“MSW?) should be going into a wasteto- energy (“WTE”) system than
is currently the case,....” Therefore, the stakeholder group should recommend that the MPCA revise
its own policies to bring them into alignment with the MCCAG report and its own Strategic Plan.

The stakeholder group used the EPA WARM model--runs by the City of Rochester and the PCA--to
quantify the climate change impacts of alternatives. The WARM model, while useful, fails in
significant ways to reflect reality and should not, by itself, be used to make policy decisions.

In conclusion, it seems to us that the stakeholder process has been dominated too much by
conventional thinking, particularly by a sense that waste policy will continue to be dominated by
competition between dumping and burning interests. Minnesotans are not well served now by this
paradigm, and will be less so in the future.

New thinking is needed. Fortunately, it is readily available. The “zero waste” movement, while some
are uncomfortable with the term, offers an essential new mindset. It is blossoming throughout the
world.

So the single most important “strategy” at this time is to begin a survey of zero waste “best practices”
throughout the world, and how to bring these, as applicable, to Minnesota.

Resources should be allocated to bring zero waste leaders to the state to help set goals and structure a
plan for their implementation. (This means zero waste leaders, not politically connected engineering
firms accustomed to designing and permitting dumps and burners (1))

We would be happy to work with the stakeholder group and the MPCA to identify appropriate

expertise.

Strategy 4.11, as noted in our previous comments, should be deleted in its entirety from the final
report.

If these comments raise any questions please feel free to contact me.

Myers, Gwen S. — General Comment Re: Recycling strategies

All these strategies have merit, but we must not be satisfied w/ modest goals or we will not reach the
60% goal. 1. Commercial/institutional recycling should be mandatory. 2. Residential recycling
should be mandatory. 3. Recycling end markets deserve more effort for this is critical to the success
of recycling programs. 4. City and county budgets are being cut due to LGA reductions. Funding
must be restored if we are to reach the 60% goal. 5. Bottle deposit legislation will be opposed, again,
by the bottling industry. MPCA must support this legislation.
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Newmark, Richard, Citizen member, Woodbury Environmental Advisory Commission —
General Comment Re: Green Building Requirements

Green Building (sections 6.4 - 6.7) needs more emphasis. New buildings have a 30 to 50 year
lifetime, but few builders have any incentive to provide energy savings since they sell or lease the
building immediately after construction and leave the energy costs to future tenants. Often the
payback for energy efficient construction is just a few years and the impact on greenhouse gases very
large. I suggest proposing changes in the state building code to mandate green B-3 standards for all
commercial buildings coupled with an educational component such that developers and renters
would understand that they are saving more money on utilities than they are spending on the
incremental cost of rent. The education component could come from the Green Step Cities program
and SCORE. I believe cities such as Woodbury promote green building standards and are working
on incentives, but cannot require standards which exceed the state building code.

Norkus-Crampton, Lara — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies
To Whom it May Concern:

I was surprised to learn that the MPCA is considering regulations that would promote garbage
incineration. I am specifically opposed to Strategy 4.11, as presented by the Minnesota
Environmental Initiative as one of their recommended “Waste to Energy Strategies” in their final
report.

[t is very ironic to me that while we are all hoping for international agreements in regulating
greenhouse gases in Copenhagen--we are considering promoting garbage burning in our own
backyard. Any plan ultimately approved by the MPCA should comply with the original Minnesota
Climate Change Advisory Group (MCAG) recommendations of 70 million tons cumulative carbon
dioxide equivalent reductions through 2025. To comply with this recommendation--there should be
a recommendation by the MPCA that Minnesota enacts a permanent moratorium on the
construction or expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota.

As a Minneapolis Planning Commissioner, I reviewed the 20% increase to “full capacity” at the
HERC. It was promoted as a Waste-to-Energy renewable green strategy--far superior to landfills.
The Planning Commission ultimately opposed a Conditional Use Permit for the proposed
expansion mainly on the grounds that it would spew more toxins like mercury and dioxin over a
wide area of Minneapolis, thereby not meeting the required finding: “Will not be detrimental to or
endanger the public health, safety, comfort or general welfare.”

On the face of it--it appears that Strategy 4.11 “Existing Waste-to-Energy Infrastructure is Operated
at High Efficiency,” and the associated rationale in the report, “By 2011 all WTE facilities are
[should be] operating at capacity, have long-term delivery agreements, ....” could effectively
undermine the authority of local government bodies deliberate Conditional Use Permits to protect
the public health, safety, or general welfare as prescribed by law.

One of the “problems” cited in the report is that “Several WTE facilities have not been operated at
capacity due to the failure of waste assurance through subsidy programs.” The state should not be in
the business of subsidizing or promoting garbage incineration over reducing, recycling, re-using, and
composting. In public testimony, Convanta told the Planning Commission that if the city
successfully reduced the amount of solid waste necessary for them to burn enough trash into energy
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for downtown Minneapolis--they would import garbage from other localities to keep their
incinerator at “full capacity”. This kills any incentive for reducing the waste stream at the source. At
least with a landfill--less waste means less landfills!

Minneapolis has been developing a Comprehensive Plan for Sustainable Growth--both economic
and ecological. Citizens in Minneapolis have an excellent record of participating in municipal
recycling programs. The neighborhoods of Linden Hills and East Calhoun are participating in a
pilot program for municipal composting and other neighborhoods want it. Individuals and
communities have repeatedly stepped up to the plate to be part of the solution in terms of reducing
the waste stream. Providing regulations that effectively lock localities into a certain level of
incineration, regardless of the amount of solid waste produced by the residents, is the wrong strategy
and sends the wrong message. To promote incineration as “green” “renewable”, and to divert
precious dollars away from true renewables like solar and wind stretches these definitions beyond
recognition.

Finally, the MCAG report demonstrates that significant reduction in greenhouse gases can be
accomplished only through source reduction, recycling and composting. This reduction is not
possible through incineration.

At this critical time we are asking world leaders to take greenhouse gases and global warming
seriously in Copenhagen to avert global catastrophe. We need to take these issues just as seriously
here at home.

Thank you for your consideration.

Norrgard, Lois — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

Dear MEI, My comments are for the most part general - and I appreciate the work that has gone
into this Process, there are many good draft strategies. In particular we should move to a zero waste
economy, so I really support the measures that will lead to this. Moving to zero waste would create
an economy where we use less natural resources - better for the planet, and our health. The health of
our local birds and wildlife and open spaces depends on making wise decisions about our overuse of
resources. Residential recycling should be mandatory, this is the only way to achieve recycling goals.
Recycling Education programs should be fully funded to help achieve this goal. Aa well
commercial/institutional recycling should be made mandatory - there is no reason not to move to
this - in steps if need be. And of course create, support and implement/find recycling end markets
that are local. Local markets would avoid costs of transportation long distances, reduce further
emissions and extra bonus! create local jobs. All organics should be recycled - organic materials are a
valuable "resource" that is wasted in the garbage stream but could be used to feed our soils -
personally my household has implemented 100% household organics composting while moving to
near 100% yard waste reuse within our own property. This is not a hard thing to accomplish for a
home owner, should be implemented statewide. I support a bottle deposit program, and believe that
this should become law in the state. Your support for this is important. We should also strongly
support and permit anerobic compost operations (while using the end project and not sending this
resource to landfills). Landfilling is not a good use of “waste” resources - All products from
electronics to carpet and mattresses should have a “take back” program by the manufacturers. I
support the MN Product Stewardship Framework law - waste reduction means avoiding greenhouse
gas impacts. Many of the products created today can be remanufactured or recycled. Burning of
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garbage is pollution - there is no way to avoid this impact - burning anything creates greenhouse
gases,whether it is garbage or vegetation like trees. We are all downstream from garbage burners - the
recent reports of 3M chemicals in the bodies of polar bears proves this. We should eliminate
incineration of garbage, it is not healthy for humans or the natural world. thank you for the
opportunity to participate in this process.

Nye, Janet, Minneapolis, MN — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11

The expansion of garbage burning to deal with waste is unacceptable. The solution lies in producing
less non-compostable, non-recyclable waste. Incinerating garbage leads to more greenhouse gases as
well as producing long-lasting toxic waste that ends up in our air, water and the earth. The
alternative to burning is source reduction. Much could be done toward lessening the amount of
garbage generated by a more judicious use of plastic in packaging. There are many ways to
accomplish this. Refundable glass bottles, use of bulk products, and just plain less packaging,
especially with non-food products could greatly lessen the amount of plastic generated. Banning
plastic bags would be another huge reduction in our waste stream. This is just the tip of the plastic
iceberg, but it is a substantial start toward weaning ourselves from overuse of a convenience product
that has many hidden environmental costs. I ask that you remove Strategy 4.11 from the final
report. The healthy future of our planet is assured by doing the common sense, economically viable,
realistic work of reducing waste, with the eventual goal of zero waste. This goal can and must be
accomplished.

Olson, Ben & Sarah Heuer, Minnesota Environmental Responsibility Network — Comment Re:
Strategy 2.9

The Minnesota Environmental Responsibility Network commends the Integrated Solid Waste
Management Stakeholder Process for recommending implementation of container deposit legislation
as a way to reduce green house gases and dramatically increase recycling rates in the state of
Minnesota. Minnesota has traditionally done poorly in the area of beverage container recycling, and
we echo the notion that container deposit legislation is the way to fix this problem. Further, we
would argu with the workgroup’s findings that this legislation would create jobs, increase recycling
rates, reduce litter, lead to better packaging, and create a cleaner recycling stream. However, in the
report, the following information should be included under the “opportunities” section:

[. Timeliness The recommendation of the work group is timely because:

* Throughout the year 2008, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) held
several roundtable meetings on the topic of beverage container recycling, the product of

which was the establishment of a goal to raise beverage container recycling rates to 80%
by 2012

* The Minnesota Recycling Refund Act (MRRA), a traditional container deposit bill
authored by Representative Hortman and Senator Sieben, was recently introduced for
consideration by the legislature.

* Recycling rates for beverage containers have flattened out over the past 10 years,
proving that a new approach is necessary.

II. Basic facts: Beverage container recycling rates are as follows:
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0 Aluminum -- 33%
0 PET --24%
0 Glass - 47%

* These figures were generated by the MPCA, and are based upon 10 different methods
for calculating the recycling rate. The average recycling rate in a state with a container
deposit is 78%. The highest rate of recycling for a deposit state is Michigan at 95%; this
increased rate is directly related to the fact that M1 is the only state with a 10 cent
deposit. MRRA advocates a 10 cent deposit as well, meaning that MN can anticipate
higher than average recycling rates with the passage of this law.

III. Implications for Curbside MRRA is specifically designed to protect curbside, and will do so
in the following ways:

* In cities with organized collection: a deposit would lead to a loss of aluminum revenue,
however, based on a MA (who is this? it should be spelled out the first time it appears in
the document) study, cities will save money by not having to manage and recycle glass,
for which there is little economic value.

* In concert with other features of MRRA--namely, the allocation of a percentage of the
unreclaimed deposits directly to counties (see below)--cities will end up even or with net
benefit, even after counting aluminum losses.

* Under MRRA, a portion of the unreclaimed deposits goes directly to counties to
maintain and expand curbside and/or recycling programs, and to offset any loss from
aluminum. By reducing the burden of beverage container collection on curbside,
communities may be able to pick up other household items (like additional types of
recyclable plastics, carpet, etc) that are currently not being captured. Funds from the
pool of unreclaimed deposits would ensure that curbside programs remained in
operation, and in many cases could bolster and expand these programs.

IV. Redemption Facilities
* The bill does not mandate that retailers become or establish redemption centers.
* Any entity, with approval of the Commissioner of the MPCA, may build and operate a

redemption center. They would be paid a one-cent handling fee for the processing of the
container.

V. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

* There has been some discussion of increasing the traditional curbside system as a way
to decrease greenhouse gas emissions, rather than implementing a deposit system.

* However, the expansion of curbside would be an extremely expensive endeavor. Given
that this biennium’s deficit was over five billion dollars and the next biennium’s deficit is
projected to be between four and seven billion dollars, local government aid is likely to
be cut, putting a further strain on local recycling programs, and certainly not allowing
for their expansion.
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* Under the current proposed container deposit law, unreclaimed deposits would help
pay for recycling programs. The system does not cost the state money, and would
actually raise revenue for the state.

* Furthermore, concerns about whether a deposit efficiently reduces greenhouse gas
emissions (such as the Rhode Island study mentioned in the Concerns section of this
report) must take into consideration that fuel-efficient trucks are and will continue to
emerge on the market. Julie Ketchum from Waste Management of Minnesota said at the
Recycling Association of Minnesota's annual conference that her company has set aside
500 million dollars to invest in fuel-efficient trucks. As overall fuel-efficiency increases,
this study and the associated concerns will become less and less applicable.

VI. Impact on Sales Trends

* There is no research available that attributes a direct decline in sales as a result of a new
deposit law. However, it is worth identifying the impact on sales from front-end fees or
deposits placed on beverage containers, which can be examined by analyzing sales before
and after fee or deposit implementation for states which have this type of legislation.

* For example, in 2001 Alberta instituted a consumer fee on non-alcoholic beverages.
According to Alberta sales history, there was no impact on the beverage sales trend after
the implementation of this front-end fee. The same lack of impact on the sales trend was
noticed in California when the deposit amount increased in 1989 and again in 1993,
2004, and 2007.

* In fact, in the state of Hawaii, which instituted a container deposit law in 2005,
beverage sales have increased in every subsequent year.

VII. Impact on Jobs
* In Michigan, the new law created 4,648 jobs.

* The collection and recycling of beer and soda containers in bottle bill states has created
tens of thousands of new jobs in retail, distribution and recycling. In states that have a
handling fee, a redemption industry has evolved to redeem empty containers. Often
these redemption centers expand into small retail operations.

Pfuhl, Jamie, Minnesota Grocers Association — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies

December 8, 2009 Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholders Process 211 First Street
North, Suite 250, Minneapolis MN 55401

The Minnesota Grocers Association is a state trade association representing the food retail industry
since 1897. We have over 200 retail members with nearly 1,200 stores statewide, as well as
approximately 115 distributors and manufacturers. Our member companies employ over 122,000
union and non-union Minnesotans. We actively advance the common interest of all those engaged
in any aspect of the retail food industry as a leader and advocate. The food retail industry takes great
pride in being good neighbors within the communities we serve. Our vow of sustainability can be
found in every aspect of our businesses, from a progressive approach to recycling to green energy
practices. The industry has built partnerships developing many innovative programs statewide. We
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present resources, solutions and education to our customers, assisting them to manage their
household in an environmentally conscious manner. Sustainability is of the utmost importance to
our businesses. Our industry has worked hard to find solutions that not only solve problems, but
work within our business models for positive outcomes. Several of the proposed strategies in the
draft Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholders Process report take a one-size-fits-all
approach to the way the retail food industry does business. There are three sections of the draft
report that are particularly relevant to our industry, plastic bag recycling (1.10-1.11), the bottle
deposit bill (2.9) and organics management (3.1). None of these proposals consider the important
environmental work already being done by grocery stores and their partners. With this level of focus
on our sector of the economy, the process was negligent in holding a stakeholders process with key
stakeholders missing from the table. The food retail industry is dedicated to sustainability initiatives
and has voluntarily implemented several models that have successfully reduced solid waste streams.
To reach the group’s charge of eliminating 52.5 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
from the atmosphere to be successful, it requires everyone to pitch in, rather than placing a heavy
burden on a few. Government, industry and consumers all need to work together to accomplish
solutions to environmental problems. Rewarding consumers and businesses that show leadership and
innovation is the necessary approach to truly create the change required to achieve desired results.
The food retail industry looks forward to the opportunity to participate in this important discussion.
Continued dialogue is critical to achieve goals and strategies that are feasible and logical. The
members of our industry have a proven, deep commitment to the environment and need to be part
of a process that improves Minnesota for the next generation.

Pratt, Tim, Association of Recycling Managers — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple
Strategies

ARM welcomes this opportunity to push the management of waste higher up the hierarchy. We
have worked on various initiatives already such as carpet recycling, telephone directory opt out, and
junk mail reduction. We support renewed effort on these. We welcome proposals such as producer
responsibility that create public/private partnerships to manage products throughout their life. We
also endorse efforts to increase composting of source separated organics. SSO are a significant
portion of our waste stream. And our residents indicate to us that they would prefer organic material
be composted and turned into a valuable resource. Finally we support efforts to enhance Minnesota’s
robust recycling system. In particular we are confident that these proposals will increase recycling in
our state: end market development, state recycled content procurement standards, container deposit,
improved reporting especially on commercial sector recycling, and enhanced SCORE funding.

Reilly, Rebecca, City of Minneapolis — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

Remove Strategy 4.11, promoting more garbage incineration, from the final report of the
stakeholder process. The ‘stakeholders’ should produce a plan that complies with the MCAG
recommendations of 70 million tons cumulative carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through
2025. The stakeholder group should recommend that Minnesota enact a permanent legislative
moratorium on construction or expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota.
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Richter, Trudy, Executive Director, Minnesota Resource Recovery Association — Overall
Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

MINNESOTA

RESOURCE
RECQVERY

ASSOCIATION

200 Gilbert Building
413 Wacouta Street
St. Paul, MN 55101-1957

December 8, 2009

Mr. Tim Scherkenbach
520 Lafayette Road North
St. Paul, MN 55155

Dear Mr. Scherkenbach:

The members of the Minnesota Resource Recovery Association (MRRA)
thank you for the opportunity to comment on the MPCA'’s Integrated Solid
Waste Management Stakeholder Process. The MRRA represents 10 waste
to energy facilities in Minnesota that process about 1,200,000 tons of
municipal solid waste every year (20% of the total municipal solid waste
generated). This waste is converted into a usable form of energy at all
facilities including electrical generation as well as process steam for
numerous local industries. MRRA members are committed to utilizing MSW,
a renewable energy, and reducing greenhouse gases emitted by landfills in
the form of methane as well as reducing the use of fossil fuels in Minnesota.

The MRRA wishes to thank all of the members of the Integrated Solid
Waste Management Stakeholder Process for working on this complex issue.
Before commenting on some individual strategies, the MRRA would like to
go on record supporting the four centroids’ work and specifically their
determinations that to accomplish the greenhouse gas reduction goals of
Minnesota for the solid waste sector, waste to energy needs to be included
in the strategies. It is unfortunate that the full stakeholder group did not
support this aspect of the centroids’ work.

Counties with waste to energy facilities are leaders in recycling. The MRRA
supports the work on waste reduction and recycling but believes that an
inadequate amount of time was spent on discussions related to organics,
waste to energy and land filling. The waste management hierarchy supports
the State’s greenhouse gas reduction goals and although the topics are
contentious, work needs to be done on waste to energy which provides
renewable energy and a superior resource recovery option (10 times more
energy is generated from WTE then land filling). Waste to energy is not an
end of life management option and consequently is inappropriately grouped
with landfilling.
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The Stakeholder Process demonstrated yet again that the private, nonprofit and public
sectors remain divided on key issues to assure successful waste management
consistent with the State’s environmental policies. Given this impasse, the MRRA will
support the MPCA and others at the Legislature to provide more tools and financial
support to achieve the objectives of the Solid Waste Management Act.

In addition, MRRA recommends continued support for two key waste management
concepts: “generator pays” and “product stewardship”. A key component of any
successful program needs to include the concept that the “generator pays” the FULL
cost for management of recyclables and waste. In addition, although the MRRA
supports a product stewardship framework, pending such a framework, the MRRA
believes that individual products such as CFLs need to be targeted with product
stewardship strategies and toxic reduction efforts with manufactures.

Related to the stakeholders’ specific strategies, the MRRA supports Strategy 4.9 to
commission a comprehensive study to analyze the financial impact and effectiveness of
pre or post processing of MSW at LANDFILLS and WTE facilities. MRRA members
have a significant amount of information available related to the costs, benefits and risks
of such pre or post processing. Certain facilities (Polk County, Pope-Douglas and the
City of Red Wing) have front end materials recovery facilities and pre-processing data
they can provide for such a study. Others, such as Olmsted County, has studied at
length pre-processing and can provide information from their studies. Almost all
facilities, if they do not have front end processing, have incorporated ferrous recovery
from ash. In the case of refuse derived fuel (RDF), both facilities remove aluminum and
ferrous when processing the MSW into RDF. Because WTE facilities have previously
incurred significant expense to develop such information and facilities, the MRRA
recommends that private landfill owners provide the funding to study the financial
impact and effectiveness of pre-processing at landfills.

The MRRA supports Strategy 4.11 to operate facilities at high efficiency. Not only does
such efficiency result in increased electricity or heat recovery, operating all existing
facilities at full capacity is also critical to meeting greenhouse gas reduction goals. It is
only common sense to fully and efficiently utilize the waste to energy capacity available.
Strategies to assure full utilization are essential. Again, public and private partnerships
are needed to assure investments made 20 years ago in WTE facilities, with a
functional life of 40 years, or more are fully utilized.

The MRRA supports landfill gas collection at ALL landfills. Methane has a global
warming potential 21 times that of CO2. Not all landfill gas can be successfully collected
due to delay in gas collection from initial waste placement, leaking pipes, extraction
wells and cover material over the large area covered by a landfill. The State should
require landfill gas collection to capture what can be captured given these limitations. In
addition, the MRRA supports perpetual care funding for landfills. Such funding should
be provided with financial instruments equivalent to cash, such as letters of credit, in
order to preclude future taxpayer cleanup. Almost thirty years ago, the Legislature
addressed solid waste management and was on “the cutting edge”. One primary goal
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was to reduce the reliance on landfills. Counties embraced this goal by investing almost
$400 million in processing facilities. Significant renewable energy has been produced
from tons of MSW that would otherwise have been landfilled. Greenhouse gases have
been reduced. Minnesota has lost its cutting edge and its vision and goals of the solid
waste management hierarchy. Solid waste management is a billion dollar industry in
Minnesota which has a total budget of $16 billion. Key legislative leadership is needed
to once again assist counties in meeting the goal of reducing reliance on land filling.
Such reduction in landfill use is also supportive of Minnesota’s greenhouse gas
reduction goals. The MRRA is prepared to support the centroids’ efforts to include WTE
in the greenhouse gas reduction strategy. The MRRA also supports increased
regulations and charges to discourage land filling and encourage waste management
practices higher on Minnesota’s waste management hierarchy.

Sincerely,

Trudy Richter
Executive Director

Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment Re: Strategy 1.1

Responsibility for end-of-life management of product and associated packaging should be placed
directly on producers and consumers rather than on taxpayers, ratepayers or local governments. This
legislation will provide incentives for industry to independently develop Product Stewardship plans
and to promote those plans to the public and government. Also creates private and public
partnerships that can result in cost savings for local units of government.

Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment Re: Strategy 1.2

Cities and counties should be required to adopt and implement Pay-as-You-Throw ordinances
where incremental price increases are proportional to container size increases as well as to the
frequency of service. This systems has resulted in source reduction increases of 6% as well as
increasing rates of recycling and composting. Further it is imperative that there are more financial
incentives to produce less waste, recycle more and move up the solid waste management hierarchy.
This law will support stronger waste management practices.

Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment Re: Strategy 1.11

[ strongly support this strategy. Financial incentives can be very motivating and effective. Further,
this system has worked very successfully in many other cities. San Francisco reports 5 million fewer
plastic bags used every month as a result of the ban. In Ireland bag usage has dropped 95%. In
addition arguments for limiting the use of plastic bags include the reducing littler from streets and
streams and that the bags lead to health problems.

Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment Re: Strategy 1.15

Support this strategy as a way to increase public awareness and understanding about waste
management while concurrently reducing the amount of waste generated.
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Risser, Sarah, Sierra Club — Comment Re: Strategy 2.9

[ feel strongly that Container Deposit Legislation will increase recycling rates and, thus, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, sch legislation would create jobs, reduce litter, lead to better
packaging and better feedstock for recycling. Further, studies show that beverage container
legislation has reduced total roadside litter by between 30% and 64% in the states with bottle bill
and that the recycling rate for beverage containers is vastly increased with a bottle bill.

Rondano, Annette, St. Paul small business owner/Minneapolis CEAC member since 2009 —
Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

To Whom It May Concern,

I have been reading with much enthusiasm the draft recommendations from the Minnesota Climate
Change Advisory Group (MCCAG). Many of the recommendations are implementations strategies
that I consider integral to finally reducing the amount of natural resources incinerated in Hennepin
County and the State of Minnesota. Here are my specific comments:

1. Phone books: An opt out strategy must be implemented. Curbside collection programs should not
be burdened with this material, easily diverted through producer responsibility actions. 13,000 tons
of phone books (aka., natural resources) constitutes over 3% of the 365,000 tons currently burned.
An effective opt out strategy could easily divert this waste of trees and air pollution.

The draft states, “Ideally it would be nice to have a central clearinghouse of telephone directories so
people could opt out of books at one site.” Yes. Just as there is a National Do not Call phone
number, a state-wide accessible opt out for phonebooks number should be implemented. At this
time there is only a small handful of companies that would be required to utilize the system, making
implementation/access to the data easy.

The potential for abating phone books will not be met until citizens and communities are not
plagued with what to do with the books that are dumped on their doorsteps.

2. Junk Mail: The same opt out strategy must be implemented for mail. All companies that mail-sort
to “current resident” would be bound to implement selective mailings based upon this list.

3. Producer Responsibility: Minnesota should be leading the country on Producer Responsibility
legislation. From packaging to containers to carpeting, producers are the obvious return source for
the materials that they produce. Examples:

Bottlers: Coca Cola and Pepsi are the two largest bottlers in the nation. They should be made to take
back 100% of the bottles they produce as well as the bottles from the smaller bottlers. At this time,
nation-wide single-serving containers are recovered at a rate just over 30%. While producers extract
new materials for bottling, they could be recycling their own materials into their own containers.
Diverting single-serving, quart and gallon containers from the waste stream would reduce waste to
the incinerator by up to 50%.

Styrofoam: Since no method exists for recycling styrofoam, producers should be held responsible for
paying for its disposal OR be expected to eliminate it entirely.

Although the list is extensive as to how Producer Responsibility can be applied, there is not the time
to go into these details here.

64



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

4. High grade paper vs. mixed grade: Currently all grades of paper are mixed in most municipal
recycling programs, and certainly separating paper grades is cumbersome. Still, offices, colleges, and
public and private schools across the State are not recycling the very paper stream that could
eliminate the most toxins from the burning process and the most waste when it comes to cutting
down trees. A comprehensive high-grade collection system would recover the “gold” of the solid
waste stream.

5. Incentives for Recycling: Incentives should not come at the expense of the programs that collect
recyclables. Resource recovery should be Volume-based rather than incentive-based (the less one
produces the more beneficial to the waste collection process in general). We have to stop looking at
our citizens as children who need rewards to do what is ‘right’. We make people use their trash cans
and we should make them use their recycling bins. I am opposed to incentive-based systems for
recycling because they cost the programs money that could be used for expanded collection of
materials. I am opposed as well because I believe that, over time, mandatory recycling will become a
state-wide habit far sooner than incentivized recycling.

If we are going to promote incentives for anything, we should promote an incentive to produce less
waste through a comprehensive volume-based garbage collection system. It is unconscionable that
Hennepin County alone burns 365,000 tons of recoverable/divertable materials each year.

6. Incineration: Incineration is not a solid waste strategy - it is crazy. Breathing garbage isn’t a
solution to looking at it and smelling it. Only waste abatement, reduction and elimination strategies
can eliminate the mess that we are in. We must stop generating resources into waste and stop
burning the waste we don’t want to deal with. On this note I would recommend that you:

A. Remove Strategy 4.11, promoting more garbage incineration, from the final report.

B. Produce a plan that complies with the MCAG recommendations of 70 million tons cumulative
carbon dioxide equivalent reductions through 2025.

C. Recommend that Minnesota enact a permanent legislative moratorium on construction or
expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota.

Saff, Ron, MD, Tallahasse, FL. — General Comment Re: Minnesota Incinerator

As a physician member of the Florida Medical Association's Environment and Health Section, I
monitor polluting industries around the country. The FMA, deeply concerned about the carcinogens
emitted from incinerators including dioxin, particle pollution and heavy metals is concerned about
the health impacts which include cancer, asthma attacks, heart attacks, strokes and shortened lives.
Dioxin is thought by many scientists to be one of the most potent carcinogens known to science, it is
so potent that ingestion of just one fish contaminated with enough dioxin is enough to raise one's
cancer risk. The general public is not aware that air pollution is a risk factor for breast cancer, with
approximately 1 in 7 women developing breast cancer at some point in their lives. Not only is air
pollution a health issue, but an educational one as well, pregnant women exposed to high levels of air
pollution give birth to children with stunted IQs. With half of all men, and one third of all women
developing some form of cancer in their lives, society needs less carcinogens, not more of them and
certainly incinerators hefty amounts of them. Communities with incinerators have higher cancer
rates. Below is the Fl Med Assoc resolution. The answer lies in resource conservation, reuse and
recycling and composting rather than burning garbage and spewing the air everyone breathes with
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poisons. The stakeholder group should recommend that Minnesota ban garbage incineration. Please
feel free to contact me should you have any concerns.

Resolution 08-21

Resource Conservation, Waste Recycling,
Health Risks Caused by Incinerators
Duval County Medical Society

FMA Environment and Health Section
Reference Committee I

RESOLVED, That the Florida

Medical Association support the implementation of HB 7135 which requires state
government to develop comprehensive programs for resource conservation,
resource reuse, recycling and composting for the state of Florida;

and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Florida Medical Association urges state government to adopt
policies to minimize the approval and construction of new incinerators

including mass-burn, gasification, plasma, pyrolysis, biomass, refuse-derived fuel and other
incinerator technologies, and to develop a plan to retire existing outdated

incinerators; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Florida Medical Association write to the Governor, the
President of the Florida Senate, and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives communicating the issues identified in this Resolution.

Schatz, Susie, Desnoyer Park — General Comment Re: Burning Garbage

I am writing to express my concern over Minnesota’s policy to burn garbage. The research is loud
and clear! It is not appropriate, it is not financially responsible, and it is not environmentally or
health friendly. It’s time we stop this insanity and move to better solutions for our waste like Zero

Waste. The MPCA has an opportunity to use their power to push real solutions, not smoke and
mirrors like WTE.

Scheidt, Jim — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11

Please remove strategy 4.11 from the final report and /or recommendations concerning any
expansion of any current capacity in any current garbage incinerator; and also remove strategy 4.11
as it may relate to any future consideration for any more garbage burner/incinerator.

We need to seriously upgrade our recycling efforts to increase participation, encourage composting
and possibly curbside pickup of composting materials. We can do much better.

Schmidt, Gregory V. — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

It has come to my attention of the opportunity to comment on the waste “stake holder” draft report.
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It seriously concerns me that after 16 meetings that ANY recommendation for the incineration of
garbage could possibly even be considered !

From the public here, who are the recipients of the air, water and land pollution coming from toxin
spewing garbage burners, I highly object to 4.11 being in your report. It is unconscionable and
irresponsible.

I suppose that comes from the fact that the public was not fairly represented on your panel as it

should have been.

The public has gathered a great deal of scientific research on the burning of garbage and its negative
health effects and would have been very valuable to your conversation. It puzzles me as to their
exclusion.

Perhaps you have not heard of Neighbors Against the Burner, a grass roots group that has led the
way in Minnesota on the research of how toxic garbage burners are. Please consult their great web
site, neighborsagainsttheburner.org <http://neighborsagainsttheburner.org> for a large amount of
science that supports the evidence of negative health effects from toxin spewing garbage incinerators.
This group has proven their credibility. They have nothing to gain monetarily. Follow the money.
The garbage incinerator industry has a lot to gain.

The only thing we citizens have to gain is our health and the health of our children and loved ones.

I call for closing down all garbage burners by 2014 and a moratorium for all expansions and building
of new burners from here on out.

Your report offering garbage incineration as an answer to the landfill problem is evidence to me that
you do not take global warming seriously.

What would it take to help you to understand the state of emergency we are in on the CO2 level
with global warming? Your report should at LEAST meet the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory
Group recommendations which include meeting the 75 million tons of CO2 reduction and not the
52.5 million proposed by the MPCA by 2025. There is no time to move so slowly. It is only making
excuses and pandering to special interests. It costs too much you say?

What is the cost of health care today with the large number of chronic diseases? Did anyone on the
panel even ask about the financial cost in terms of our health? This is a question that needs to be
addressed way before the cost to the industry. We as a society cannot continue to go down the path
of destruction that we are on today, economically or through the pain and heartache of bad health
for ourselves and our loved ones.

Lastly, Zero Waste should be front and center and number one on your recommendations with

absolutely NO recommendation to burn garbage FOR ANY REASON.

Please remove 4.11 from your draft and move ahead with cleaning up Minnesota for future
generations.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak from the public viewpoint.
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Sheehan, Bill, Ph.D., Executive Director, Product Policy Institute —- Comment Re: Strategy 1.1

PO Box 48433
Athens, GA 30604 USA

+1-706-613-0710

Product Policy Institute

December 2, 2009

REGARDING:

MEI Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process

Draft Recommended Strategies: November 24, 2009

1.1 Enact the Minnesota Product Stewardship Framework Law (page 45)

To Whom It May Concern:

Product Policy Institute (PPI) is a non-partisan research and educational organization
promoting policies that advance sustainable production, consumption and good
governance in North America. Founded in 2003, PPl works with local governments and
community organizations to build support for effective Extended Producer Responsibility
(EPR), or Product Stewardship, policies that hold producers responsible for ensuring that
their products do not become public liabilities.

EPR policies internalize product lifecycle impacts into product prices to generate green
jobs and unleash the creativity of businesses to design and provide “cradle to cradle”
product management. The framework approach allows one law to establish EPR as policy
and gives state government the authority to address multiple products over time. As
states and local governments gain experience with stewardship laws for individual
products, they are starting to see the advantages of a framework approach to improving
the sustainability of a range of products.

We support Recommendation 1.1 Enact the Minnesota Product Stewardship Framework
Law (page 45) as an important step towards waste management reform. Minnesota is not
alone in looking at the framework approach to producer responsibility. Several provinces
in Canada, including British Columbia, already have successful Framework EPR regulations
and programs. These programs are saving taxpayers and ratepayers a great deal of
money; the city of Vancouver alone estimates more than $4 million. The movement
towards the framework approach is picking up steam. In 2009, Washington, Oregon and
California introduced framework legislation, and Rhode Island introduced and passed a
study bill modeled on Minnesota’s. Maine has introduced a framework bill for the 2010
session.

info@productpolicy.org 68
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Bringing comprehensive EPR to Minnesota and applying it transparently and systematically
through a framework approach will benefit the state and its citizens in at least three ways:

* It will support Minnesota’s economy because EPR increases recycling, which in turns
creates local jobs

e It will reap environmental benefits, including reduced greenhouse gas emissions and
reduced toxics.

e It will streamline Minnesota’s government by lowering administrative costs.

Minnesota was one of the earliest adopters of the product stewardship approach in the 1990s
and has been a leader ever since. We commend Minnesota’s work to once again lead the states
in the development of a framework approach to product stewardship.

Sincerely,

Bill Sheehan, Ph.D.
Executive Director

Spear, Connie, University of MN HSRC — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11

Please remove Strategy 4.11 from the set of 38 draft proposals being considered for implementation
in the MED’s stakeholder process report.

There are more effective ways to deal with garbage than burning it or putting it in landfills. Let’s be
innovators in MN! Let’s do the creative work that is being done in other states and other areas of the
country to educate and implement recycling and composting rather than burning our garbage.

The citizens of MN *know* that incineration INCREASES greenhouse gas emissions. We *know*
that the fine particulates that are released into the air from incineration are hazardous to the health
of all of us (especially children). We know that the amount of ash that needs to be hauled away from
these facilities decreases our air quality (exhaust from the trucks used to haul it away-to where?)

We also know that by reducing packaging and making manufacturers accountable for recycling of
their packaging- we can reduce garbage in our state.

We know that recycling and composting WORK in the fight against global warming.

Please Please Please- Do not include Strategy 4.11 in your draft proposal.

Sponheim, Sarah — Overall Comment/Comments to Multiple Strategies

I strongly recommend that you REMOVE Strategy 4.11, which promotes increased garbage
incineration, from the final report. Furthermore, the stakeholder group should produce a plan that
complies with the MCAG recommendations of 70 million tons cumulative carbon dioxide
equivalent reductions through 2025 as well as recommend enactment of a permanent legislative
moratorium on construction or expansion of garbage incineration capacity in Minnesota.
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Young, Randy, President/ CEO, Minnesota Telecom Alliance — Comment Re: Strategy 1.5

By way of background, Minnesota has over 80 local telephone companies. Outside of
Qwest, Frontier-Citizens, and Century Link, most of the local telephone companies are small
rural cooperatives and family owned companies that serve between a few hundred and 50,000
customers. They provide service to many of the smaller communities and the rural areas in

Greater Minnesota.

The vast majority of Minnesota’s rural telephone companies are mailing their directories
to their subscribers. Using this means of delivery allows them to provide an easy means to “opt
out” for customers who do not desire to receive a directory. Unlike the Twin Cities Metro area
and other larger urban areas in Minnesota, in many small communities and rural areas one
does not find numerous directories being distributed. Thus there are not multiple directories
being delivered to the same rural residents. Because these telephone companies and the

communities that they serve are small, the directories that are delivered are small, too.

In the few instances where the directories are delivered door-to-door, it generally is an
accommaodation for providing a fund raiser opportunity for the local Boy Scouts, service club, or

school group.

We believe that because the communities that these telephone companies serve are
outside of the geographic areas of concern, the directories that they deliver are small in
comparison with directories delivered in metro areas, and the extensive use of the mail for

delivery, these communities should be exempt for any proposed regulation of directories.

Minnesota Telecom Alliance
1000 Westgate Drive

Suite 252

Saint Paul, MN 55114
651.291.7311

Randy Young, President/CEO
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Board of Directors, Recycling Association of Minnesota — Overall Comment/Comments to

Board of Directors*

Lorilee Blais
WLSSD
Mary Chamberlain
R.W. Beck
John Crudo
Green Lights Recycling
Duane Dittberner
Unisys
Tim Goodman

Tim Goodman & Assoc.

Sandy Gunderson

Becker County
Rebecca Haug

City of EIk River
Nathan Reinbold

Hennepin County
Mike Larson

J.R.’s Appliance
Russ Leistiko

R.W. Farms, LLC
Doug Lien

Tri-County Solid Waste
Michael Reed

Ramsey County
Mark Rust

MPCA
Jean Shrum

Target Corporation
Amy Ulbricht

Anoka County
Josh Heath

Oceantech
James Wollschlager

Randy’s Sanitation
Marcus Zbinden

Carver County

Ellen Telander
Executive Director

*Affiliations on letterhead

for identification purposes only

ﬂultiple Strategies

RECYCLING
ASSOCIATION

Ellen Telander, RAM

PO Box 14497, St. Paul, MIN 55114-0497
Tel: (651) 641-4560 Fax: (651) 641-4791
ellen@recycleminnesota.orxg
www.recyclemoreminnesota.org

ol Minnesola

December 8, 2009
Regarding: Public Comments for the MEI Solid Waste Stakeholders Group
To Whom It May Concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to write in our comments to the group.

First we’d like to acknowledge that the RAM board was uncertain as to why the State’s
organization for recycling (our organization) was not included as one of the members of
this stakeholders group. RAM is THE premier Minnesota representative on a national
level and our membership comprises over 230 businesses, government and individuals
that work in the recycling field. It was unknown, nor was it explained to RAM why we,
the state organization on recycling, were not included in your discussions. Simply put, it
doesn’t make sense and insinuates that our opinion does not count.

RAM’s goal has and always will be to promote recycling and provide recycling
education to Minnesotans. Our goal is to make every Minnesotan know the importance
of recycling and encourage them to recycle even more. We have achieved this in most
recent years by developing very innovative recycling programs such as Message in a
Bottle ™, the only away from home recycling program of its kind in the nation. This
program is going statewide this year and we have already set up three new programs in
only 2 months. We now service Duluth, Mankato, St. Cloud, Hutchinson, Twin Cities
and Hinkley. We have immediate plans to grow this program to Detroit Lakes,
Rochester and Owatonna in the next two months. This program offers recycling at away
from home locations like gas stations and car wash places to recycle cans and bottles.
It’s extremely successful in each area we set up and provides jobs for adults with
disabilities, a population needing this meaningful work.

Message in a Bottle ™ and It’s in the Bag ™ a Minnesota Waste Wise recycling
program to recycle grocery bags and film, have teamed forces to offer both programs in
each area that we set up. The infrastructure can be used for both programs and it helps
on our resources we have available. We know that we can make these programs work in
ANY community in Minnesota. We have proved it time and time again that they work.

RAM has also recently developed another recycling campaign called Recycle Your
Holidays ™ and we are offering this program statewide as well to any community that
wants to participate. This program has been going on for only 3 weeks and already
covering almost every part of the state. We have collected over 20,000 pounds of lights.
We did this with NO FUNDS, just earned media outreach and volunteers.

Imagine what we could all do together using Message in a Bottle infrastructures? That’s
RAM’s goal and we plan to continue to do our work in the name of recycling.
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Again, thank you for your time and we encourage that next time a project such as this is developed to
make statewide decisions about recycling, that the state organization for recycling is also included.

Sincerely,

The Recycling Association of Minnesota’s Board of Directors

No Name Provided — General Comment Re: Garbage Incinerators

I do not want an increase in garbage incinerators in Minnesota because they contribute an excess of
CO2 and pollutants per unit of energy, compared to other technologies, and are contrary to state
goals for CO2 reduction, and contribute to air and water toxins, thus undermining health.
Prevention, diversion, composting, and reduction should be increased using incentives that have
been minimally used up to now. If Minnesota wanted to be on the cutting edge, we could use bio-
reactors which require less labor and maintenance although having a slightly higher start-up cost.

No Name Provided — Comment Re: Strategy 4.11

It is imperative that Strategy 4.11 be removed from the final report.

My sensitive lungs have become seriously compromised since I moved to St Paul's best
neighborhood, Highland Park. When the Rock Ten on Vandalia and 194 is running, I cannot go
outside and must stay within range of air purifiers. Our cities are becoming uninhabitable. How can
any human being with a conscience participate in creating an environment which will serve only to
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WARM Emmission Factors

(Version 9.01, 3/09)

The emission factors presented in this table reflect national average landfill gas recovery practices and transportation

distances.
Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors (MTCOZ2E per short ton)
Landfilling, |Landfilling, Landfilling,
Source National No Landfilling,| Energy
Material |Reduction|Recycling| Average | Recovery Flaring Recovery |Combustion|Composting
Aluminum
Cans -8.29 -13.67 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.06 N/A
Steel Cans |-3.19 -1.8 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 -1.54 N/A
Copper Wire|-7.41 -4.97 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.06 N/A
Glass -0.58 -0.28 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 N/A
HDPE -1.8 -1.4 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.91 N/A
LDPE -2.29 -1.71 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.91 N/A
PET -2.11 -1.55 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 1.07 N/A
Corrugated
Box -5.59 -3.11 0.33 1.49 -0.22 -0.46 -0.66 N/A
Magazines |-8.66 -3.07 -0.33 0.14 -0.55 -0.65 -0.48 N/A
Newspaper |-4.89 -2.8 -0.89 -0.48 -1.09 -1.18 -0.75 N/A
Office Paper |-8.01 -2.85 1.76 3.71 0.84 0.42 -0.63 N/A
Phonebook |-6.34 -2.66 -0.89 -0.48 -1.09 -1.18 -0.75 N/A
Textbook -9.18 -3.11 1.76 3.71 0.84 0.42 -0.63 N/A
Dimensional
Lumber -2.02 -2.46 -0.52 0.07 -0.81 -0.93 -0.79 N/A
Fiberboard |-2.22 -2.47 -0.52 0.07 -0.81 -0.93 -0.79 N/A
Food Waste |N/A N/A 0.68 1.43 0.33 0.16 -0.18 -0.2
Yard Waste |N/A N/A -0.34 0.06 -0.54 -0.62 -0.22 -0.2
Grass N/A N/A 0.15 0.51 -0.02 -0.1 -0.22 -0.2
Leaves N/A N/A -0.58 -0.3 -0.72 -0.78 -0.22 -0.2
Branches N/A N/A -0.52 0.07 -0.81 -0.93 -0.22 -0.2
Mixed
Paper Board | N/A -3.54 0.27 1.35 -0.24 -0.47 -0.66 N/A
Mixed
Paper -
Residential |N/A -3.54 0.19 1.21 -0.3 -0.52 -0.66 N/A
Mixed
Paper -
Office N/A -3.42 0.38 1.43 -0.12 -0.34 -0.6 N/A
Mixed
Metals N/A -5.26 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 -1.07 N/A

file:///X|/EA/Solid%20Waste/Stakeholder%20Proc...

echnical%20Reports%20and%20Data/Warm_home.html (1 of 2) [7/1/2009 7:46:03 AM]




WARM Emmission Factors

Mixed

Plastics N/A -1.52 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.97 N/A
Mixed

Recyclables |N/A -2.88 0.08 0.93 -0.3 -0.47 -0.6 N/A
Mixed

Organics N/A N/A 0.15 0.59 -0.24 -0.37 -0.2 -0.2
MixedMSW |N/A N/A 0.37 1.34 -0.1 -0.31 -0.13 N/A
Carpets -4.03 -7.23 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.37 N/A
PCs -55.97 -2.27 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 -0.2 N/A
ClayBricks |-0.29 N/A 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 N/A N/A
Aggregate |N/A -0.01 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 N/A N/A
FlyAsh N/A -0.87 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 N/A N/A
Tires -4.01 -1.84 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.09 N/A

file:///X|/EA/Solid%20Waste/Stakeholder%20Proc...echnical%20Reports%20and%20Data/Warm_home.html (2 of 2) [7/1/2009 7:46:03 AM]
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Tolal Tons Total Tons Tolal Tons

Duluth Cenlroid 0 139,200 117,800
Duluth Gomposition 2005 Baseline SCORE Composition 2005 Baseline

EPA WARM Categories Percentages Applied to F’ercrenlages Appi '.Ed o

WARM Calegories (Langfiy ~ Resource WARM. Catoaones — Towl

Recovery (Recycling) ecycling ola

Aluminum Cans 0.9% 0 1,253 0.7% 877 2,130
Steel Cans 1.0% 0 1,392 0.9% 1,092 2,484
Copper Wire 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Glass 2.7% 0 3,758 4.8% 5,642 9,401
HDPE 0.8% 0 1,114 0.1% 110 1,224
LDPE 4.6% 0 6,403 0.1% 59 6,462
PET 0.7% 0 974 1% 108 1,082
Corrugated Cardboard 4.6% 0 6,403 17.3% 20,309 26,802
Magazines/Third-class Mail 2.2% 0 3,062 0.3% 382 3,445
Newspaper 4.7% 0 6,542 7.0% 8,287 14,830
Office Paper 21% 0 2,923 1.3% 1,557 4,480
Phonebooks 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 1 1
Texlbooks 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Dimensional Lumber (treated) 1.5% 0 2,088 0.3% 398 2,486
Medium-densily Fiberboard 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Foods Scraps 128% 0 17,818 0.3% 386 18,204
Yard Trimmings 2.2% 0 3,062 0.0% 0 3,062
Grass 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Leaves 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 o]
Branches 0.0% 0 1] 0.0% 0 a
Mixed Paper (general) 8.1% 0 11,275 7.4% 8,683 19,958
Mixed Paper (primarily residential) 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Paper (primarily from offices) 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 1]
Mixed Melals 5.5% 0 7,656 52.9% 62,243 69,899
Mixed Plastics 6.3% 0 8,770 1.0% 1,231 10,001
Mixed Recyclables 70% 0 9,744 3.4% 3,968 13,712
Mixed Organics 17.4% 0 24,221 0.0% 0 24,221
Mixed MSW 8.0% 0 11,136 0.0% 0 11,136
Carpet 4.7% ] 6,542 1.5% 1,785 8,327
Personal Computers 2.2% 0 3,062 0.3% 391 3,453
Clay Bricks 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Aggregate 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Fly Ash 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% 0 139,200 100.0% 117,600 256,800
Checks 256,800

XAMBAE\2008108M08 1\Stakeholder Process\Centroid Tons for WARM model JMF 3-26-09 .xls 10f1
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Dulurin

GHG Emissions Analysis -- Summary Report
Version 7 (8/05)

GHG Emissions Waste Management Analysis for St. Cloud 75%
Prepared by: JMF

Project Period for this Analysis: 01/00/00 to 01/00/00

GHG Emissions from Baseline Waste Management (MTCO,E): (572,022)

Tons Tons

Commodity Tons Recycled| Landfilled Tons Combusted Composted | Total MTCO,E

Alurmuinum Cans. EXkd 1253 = A [GEX

Steel Cans 1,052 1392 = A (1.903)

Glass 5,642 3,758 T WA (1.434)

HDPE 110 1.114 - NA (112)

LDPE 59 6403 - NA 145

PET 108 974 - NA 130§

Corrugaled Cardboard 20,399 6,403 5 A (52,143
tiagazinesAhird-class mall 362 3.062 5 A (1,724

Newspaper 8,267 6.532 T A 34,178,

Offica Paper 1557 2.623 - A 2,784

Phonebooks 1 - - A 3

Dimensional Lumber EEE] 2,088 - NA (1.784)

Food Scraps NA 17,818 - 386 14.972

Yard Tnmmings NA 3,062 - - (450]

ixed Paper, Broad 8683 11,275 7 A 21.610)

Fixed Netals 52.243 7558 - TA (451.673)

Lixed Plastics 1231 8,770 - NA {1.521)

Liixed Recyclables 3,968 8,744 - NA (B.6585)

Iied Crganics NA 24,221 - - B.037

Lilxed MGV WA 7136 - A 5375

Carpet 1.785 6.542 - NA (12.882)

Personal Computers 34 3.062 - A (845}

GHG Emissions from Allernative Waste Management Scenario (MTCO,E): (572,022)

Tons Source Tons Tons

Commadity Reduced | Tons Recycled Tons Landfilled Combusted | Composted Total MTCO,E
[Alarminum Cans - L T255 | - ) 13,095 ]

[Steel Cans - 1,082 1.382 - NA (1,903)
Glass - 5642 3.758 - A (1.434)
FDPE P 110 1,114 T A 112)
LOPE i ES) 6,403 - NA 145
PET - 108 a7a - NA {120)
Corrugaled Cardboard - 20.389 6.403 - NA (52.144)
Magazines/third-class mar - 382 3,082 - NA (1.724)
Newspaper - 8.287 6.642 - NA {34.178)
Office Paper - 1.557 2.923 - NA 2.7684
Phonebooks - 1 - - NA 3;
Dimensional Lumber . 398 2,088 - NA (1.754)
Focd Scraps NA NA 17.818 - 386 14,972
Yard Trimmings NA NA 3.062 - - (450 i
Mixed Paper, Broad NA 8,683 11,276 - NA (21,610
hixed Metals NA 62,243 7,656 - NA (451,973
Mixed Plastics NA 1,231 8,770 . NA (1.521)
Mixed Recyclables NA 3.968 9,744 - NA (8.659
Mixed Organics NA NA 24,221 - - 8.037
Mixed MSW NA NA 11,138 - NA B.476
Carpel - 1.785 6,542 - NA (12.892
Personal Computers - 391 3,082 - NA (845)
Tolal Change in GHG Emissions: 0 MTCO.E

This is equivalent to...
Passenger Cars from the
Removing - Roadway Each Year

Nole: a negaive velue (i e., a velue in parentheses) ndicales an emission reduction, a postive value indicates an emission increase

a) For explanation of methodclogy, see the EPA report:

Sohd Wasle Management and Greenhouse Gases' A Life-Cycle Assessmenl of Emissions and Sinks (EPA530-R-02-006)

-- available on the Internel at hitp.//www.epa gov/mswclimate/greengas pdf (1.1 Mb PDF file)



Total Tons
1,426,500

Total Tons
1,224,800

Total Tons

Melro Centroid 941,900

Metro Composilion

Percenlages Applied to SOORE Campasition

Percentages Applied to

2005 Baseline 2005 Baseline

EPA WARM Calegories

WARM Calegories

Resource WARM Categories .

(ResourLcaeHSEIIc)overy & Recovery Landfill {Recycling) Recycling Total
Aluminum Cans 0.9% 8,477 11,023 0.7% 10,678 30,178
Steel Cans 1.0% 9,419 12,248 0.5% 6,953 28,620
Copper Wire 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Glass 3.0% 28,257 36,744 3.4% 48,289 113,290
HDPE 1.0% 9,419 12,248 0.0% 567 22,234
LDPE 5.0% 47,095 61,240 0.0% 432 108,767
PET 1.3% 12,245 15,922 01% 1,220 29,387
Corrugaled Cardbeard 4.0% 37,676 48,992 10.4% 148,048 234,716
Magazines/Third-class Mail 2.0% 18,838 24,496 06% 8614 51,948
Newspaper 4.0% 37,676 48,992 9.7% 139,079 225747
Office Paper 20% 18,838 24,496 1.7% 24,787 68,121
Phonebooks 1.0% 9,419 12,248 0.1% 1,268 22,935
Texibooks 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Dimensional Lumber (treated) 3.9% 36,734 47,767 2.3% 32,843 117,144
Medium-density Fiberboard 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Foods Scraps 13.8% 129,982 169,022 T.1% 101,979 400,983
Yard Trimmings 1.8% 15,070 19,6507 0.0% 0 34,687
Grass 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 [
Leaves 0.0% 0 o] 0.0% 0 0
Branches 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Paper (general) 6.2% 58,398 75,938 10.9% 135,677 280,012
Mixed Paper (primarily residential) 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Paper (primarily from offices) 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Metals 3.5% 32,967 42,868 14.7% 210,095 285,930
Mixed Plastics 8.6% 81,003 105,333 1.6% 22,483 208,819
Mixed Recyclables 50% 47,095 61,240 351% 500,873 609,208
Mixed Qrganics 17.0% 160,123 208,216 0.0% 0 368,339
Mixed MSW 9.2% 86,655 112,682 0.0% 0 199,338
Carpet 4.0% 37,676 48,992 0.7% 9,617 96,285
Personal Computers 2.0% 18,838 24,496 0.2% 3,198 46,532
Clay Bricks 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Aggregale 0.0% 0 0 0.0% Q 0
Fly Ash 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 Q
TOTAL 100.0% 941,900 1,224,800 100.0% 1,426,500 3,593,200
Checks 3,593,200

XAMSVE\2008108M08 1\Stakeholder Process\Centroid Tons for WARM model JMF 3-26-09.xls
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GHG Emissions Analysis -- Summary Report

Wersion 7 (BA05)
GHG Emissi

Waste M

neni Analysis for 5t. Cloud 75%

Prepared by: JMF

Project Period for this Analysis: 01/00/00 to 01/00/00

GHG Emissions from Baseline Waste Management (MTCO,E): (4,605,516)
Tons Tons

Commodity Tons Recycled| Landfilled Tons Combusted Composted | Total MTCO,E

urninum Cans 10.678 11,023 8477 NA (158474
Slee| Gans 6.553 12,238 8.419 A (26,399)
Giass 38.289 36,744 28,257 A —(10,651)
HOPE 567 12,248 9.419 A 8.172
LOPE 432 61,240 47.095 A 44,108
PET 1.220 15,822 12,245 NA 11,797
Corrugated Cardboard 148,048 48,992 37676 TA {401.787)
lagazinesilhird-class mail 8,614 244% 18,838 NA (37.788)]
Mewspaper 138,079 48,952 37676 FA (653.210)
Cifice Paper 24,787 24.9%5 18.838 NA (17.823)
Phonebooks 1,268 12,248 9418 NA (21,147}
Cimensional Lumber 32,643 47.767 395,734 NA {127.702)
Food Scraps A 166.022 125,982 101,978 S8.216
¥aord Trimmings NA 19587 15.070 - 5.253]]
Tiixed Paper. Broad 155,677 75.538 58,398 NA (452,347,
Mixed Melals 210.085 42.868 32,967 NA (1.640.474
Tiixed Flastics 22,383 105.333 81,003 NA 48564
Tixed Recyclables 500873 61.240 47.055 NA {1.448,582)
Liixed Organics NA 208.216 160,123 - 36,692
Lixed MSW NA 112,862 £5.655 NA 54422
Carpel 9,817 48,892 37.678 NA (55.029)
Personal Gomputers 3.158 24,498 18,838 NA (10.719}]
GHG Emissions from Alternative Waste Managemenl Scenario (MTCO,E): (4,605,516)

Tons Scurce Tons Tons
Commodity Reduced |Tens Recycled| Tons Landfilled Combusted | Composted Total MTCOE
[Auminum Cans - 70618 11023 BaTT WA (158.474)]
Sieel Cans - 6.553 12.248 9,419 NA (26.368)]
Glass - 48.283 36.744 28,257 NA (10,851}
HOPE - 567 12.248 9319 NA 8172
LOPE - 432 51.240 47,085 NA 44105
PET - 1220 15.022 12.245 A 131,787
Cerrugated Cardooard - 148,048 48,592 37676 NA {401.797
Magazinesihird-class mail i 8,614 24453 18.838 NA {37,786
- 139,079 48.882 37.678 NA {853.210

Office Paper - 24,787 24.496 18,838 NA (17,823
Phonebooks - 1,268 12.248 8419 NA (21,141
Cimensional Lumber 5 32,643 47.767 36.74 NA (127,702
Food Seraps NA NA 168.022 125.882 101.878 99,216
Yard Trimmings A NA 19,597 15.070 - (6,253}
Mixed Paper. Broad NA 155,677 75.938 58.388 NA (462,347)
WMixed Metals NA 210,085 42,858 32.967 NA (1,590,474}
Tixed Plastics NA 22,483 105,333 51,003 NA 48,564
Mixed Recyclables NA 500,873 61,290 47,065 NA (1,498,682)
Mixed Organics NA NA 208.216 160,123 = 36,692
Riixed MSW NA NA 112,882 856,655 NA 54,422
Carpet - 9617 48,992 37,678 NA (55,029
Personal Computers = 3,188 24,498 18,838 A (10.719)!
Total Change in GHG Emissions: 0 MTCO.E

This is equivalent to...

Removing

Passenger Cars from the
Roadway Each Year

Note' a negative value (Le., & value in parentheses) indicates an ernission reduction. a positive value indicates an emission increase

a) For explanation of methodology, see lhe EPA report

Solid Waste Managemenl and Greenhouse Gases. A Life-Cycle Assessment of Emissions and Sinks (EPA530-R-02-008)

-- avallable on the Internel al htip:/fwww epa.govimswclimaleigreengas pdf (1 1 Mb PDF file).



Rochesler Centroid

Total Tons Total Tons

61,500 39,800

Tetal Tons
65,100

ERA WARMNM Categories

Olmsted County

Composition Percenlages

Applied lo WARM

2005 Baseline

SCORE Composition
Percentages Applied to

2005 Baseline

Calegories (Resource Resource WiARM Cal.egories i

Recgvery 8(‘ Landil) Recovsry Landfill (Recycling) Recycling Tolal
Aluminum Cans 0.6% 369 239 0.5% 313 921
Steel Cans 0.7% 431 279 0.8% 528 1,237
Copper Wire 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Glass 37% 2,276 1,473 29% 1,805 5,653
HDPE 0.7% 431 279 0.0% 0 708
LDPE T.2% 4,428 2,866 0.0% 0 7,294
PET 1.1% 877 438 0.0% 0 1,114
Corrugated Cardboard 9.4% 5,781 3,741 24.2% 15,730 25,252
Magazines/Third-class Mail 1.5% 923 587 0.4% 249 1,769
Newspaper 2.7% 1,661 1,075 1.8% 1,143 3,878
Office Paper 2.7% 1,661 1,075 32% 2,061 4,796
Phonebooks 0.0% 0 o] 0.1% 80 80
Texthooks 0.0% 0 0 00% 0 0
Dimensional Lumber (treated) 0.0% 0 0 3.3% 2,136 2,136
Medium-density Fiberboard 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Foods Scraps 24 6% 15,129 9,791 3.8% 2,500 27,420
Yard Trimmings 1.0% 615 398 0.0% 0 1,013
Grass 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Leaves 0.0% 0 0] 0.0% 0 0
Branches 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Paper (general) 10.1% 6,212 4,020 21.3% 13,889 24,120
Mixed Paper (primarily residentlial) 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Paper (primarily from offices) 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Metals 3.5% 2,153 1,393 30.7% 18,990 23,538
Mixed Plastics 7.7% 4,736 3,065 1.5% 058 8,758
Mixed Recyclables 0.2% 123 80 3.1% 2,015 2,218
Mixed Organics 16.0% 9,340 6,368 0.0% 0 16,208
Mixed MSW 1.4% 861 557 0.0% 0 1,418
Carpet 4.0% 2,460 1,592 1.0% 638 4,690
Personal Computers 1.2% 738 478 1.5% 984 2,200
Clay Bricks 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Aggregate 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Fly Ash 0.0% 1] 0 0.0% g 0
TOTAL 100.0% 61,500 39,800 100.0% 65,100 166,400
Checks 166,400

X:\MS\E\2008\08M08 1\Stakeholder Process\Centroid Tons for WARM model JMF 3-26-09.xls
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Koches tey/

GHG Emissions Analysis -- Summary Report

Versian 7 (8/05)

GHG Emissions Waste Management Analysis for St. Cloud 75%

Prepared by: JMF

Project Period for this Analysis: 01/00/00 to 01/00/00

GHG Emissions from Baseline Wasle Managemeni (MTCO,E): {258,508)
Tons Tons
Commaodity Tons Recycled| Landfifled Tons Combusted Compostad | Tolal MTCO,E
AJuminem Cans. EiE] FAE] W0 2 13,6492
|Steel Cans 528 278 EE] A (1.55%
Glass 1.505 1473 2,278 NA {360}
HOPE 2 279 a3 NA 359
[DFE - 2.866 4478 NA 7105
PET B 438 [iii NA 740
Corrugaied Cardboard 15,730 3741 5.761 NA [CERFH]
Tiagazines/hird-class mail 248 557 ] ) T1.238)
T 1143 1075 TE61 NA (6.103)
Gifice Paper 2,061 1075 1567 A (3.733)
Phonebooks B0 B 3 NE. [REER|
Dimensional Lumber 2136 - T A 15.239)
Food Scraps TR 5,797 15,128 2,600 5.058
Vard Timmings A 358 515 - 155
ixed Paper. Broad T3.885 4,020 5,212 NA 136,034)
Tiixed Melals 19.650 1383 Z.163 FA (1262131
TAxed Piaslics 558 3.065 ENES A, 3.257
Tined Recyclables 2.015 &0 723 NA 5.8341
Fixed Grganics NA 6,368 TED - FH
Tied MSW WA 557 &1 A 714
Carpet 538 1,502 2.450 NA (3.727)
Personal Compulers 684 478 738 NA _(2.535]]
GHG Emissions from Alternative Waste Management Scenario (MTCOQ,E): (258,508)
Tons Sourca Tons Tons
Commodity Reduced | Tons Racycled Tons Landfilled Combustad Composled Total MTCOE
AJuminum Cans, - Kik] 358 HA [CREEN
Sieel Cans - 528 278 331 NA (1,594)
Glass - 7.605 1473 2.276 ) [ER
HDPE - - 278 431 NA 389
TOPE - 3.865 3,478 NA 3105
FET - s 38 677 A 740
Corrugated Cardooard - 15,730 3,741 5,781 A {44.723]
I)agazinesithird-class mail - 249 597 923 NA (1.248)
- 1,143 1,075 1661 NA (6.103)
Office Paper N 2.061 7.075 1667 NA (3.733)
- 50 - - NA {158)
Bimensional Lumber - 2,136 - - NA (5.239)
Food Scraps NA NA 8,791 15,129 2,600 5.058 |
Yard Trimmings WA WA 358 615 - (198)
Mixed Paper. Broad NA 13,869 4,020 5212 NA 146,034)
Mixed Metals NA 19,560 7363 2153 A (146.213)]
Nixed Plastics NA 958 3.065 4,736 NA 3.257
Lixed Recyclables NA Z.015 ) 23 NA (5.694)
Mixed Organics NA A 5.308 5,840 - 122
Mixed MSW NA NA 557 881 WA 214
Carpel B 538 7502 2,450 NA @.727),
Personal Computers 2 984 478 738 NA {2.555)
Total Change in GHG Emissions: 0 MTCO,E

This is equivalent to...

Removing

Passenger Cars from the
Roadway Each Year

Note & negative value (ie . a value in parantheses) indicates an ermssion reduction. & positive value mdiceles an emission increase

a) For explanation of methodology, see the EPA report
Sold Waste Management and Greenhouse Gases A Life-Cycle Assessmenl of Emissions and Sinks (EPA530-R-02-008)
-- available on the Internet at hitp./iwww epa.gov/mswelimate/greengas pdf (1.1 Mb PDF file)




Total Tons  Total Tons Total Tons
St. Cloud Centroid 69,100 86,200 152,100

RRT - Elk River Composition i
; 2005 Baseline SCORE Composition 2005 Baseline
Higtanlages dppliedilg Percentages Applied to

AW les i

- A enteeer (RV:SPZ'E:\QECSZ%T;; & Respurs Landfill WAP;QM Catggories Recycling Tolal
Landiill) Recovery (Recycling) 2

Aluminum Cans 1.0% 691 862 1.4% 2,058 3,611
Steel Cans 0.6% 415 517 0.9% 1,330 2,262
Copper Wire 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Glass 34% 2,349 2,931 4.1% 6,216 11,497
HDPE 0.7% 484 6803 0.5% 786 1,873
LDPE 59% 4,077 5,086 0.1% 170 9,332
PET 1.3% 898 1121 0.2% 237 2,256
Corrugaled Cardboard 35% 2,419 3,017 10.0% 15,209 20,644
Magazines/Third-class Mail 1.9% 1,313 1,638 9.5% 14,426 17,376
Newspaper 4.1% 2,833 3,534 1M11% 16,901 23,268
Office Paper 19% 1,313 1,638 1.0% 1,541 4,492
Phonebooks 0.0% 0 0 0.1% 104 104
Textbooks 00% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Dimensional Lumber {lrealed) 26% 1,797 2,241 6.2% 9,391 13,428
Medium-densily Fiberboard 00% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Foods Scraps 11.7% 8,085 10,085 0.8% 1,174 19,344
Yard Trimmings 0.8% 622 776 0.0% 0 1,398
Grass 0.0% 0 0 00% 0 0
Leaves 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 Q
Branches 0.0% 0 0 00% 0 0
Mixed Paper (general) 7.2% 4,975 6,208 4.8% 7,308 18,488
Mixed Paper (primarily residential) 00% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Paper (primarily from offices) 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Mixed Metals 3.7% 2,557 3,189 41.8% 63,583 69,329
Mixed Plaslics 9.9% 6,841 8,534 1.0% 1,507 16,881
Mixed Recyclables 7.7% 5,321 6,637 6.5% 9,825 21,783
Mixed Crganics 18.7% 12,922 16,119 0.0% 0 29,041
Mixed MSW 7.2% 4,975 65,206 0.0% 0 11,182
Carpet 4.7% 3,248 4,051 0.0% 1 7.301
Personal Computers 1.4% 967 1,207 0.2% 335 2,510
Clay Bricks 0.0% 1] 0 0.0% 0 0
Aggregale 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Fly Ash 0.0% 0 ) 0.0% 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% 69,100 86,200 100.0% 152,100 307,400
Checks 307,400

XAMS\IE\2008\08M081\Stakeholder Process\Centroid Tons for WARM mode! JMF 3-26-09.xls 1of1



G Jo | abed

('s9] 000’2 = UL HOYS |) SUO) HOUS Ul BJED 18jus aseald

VN VN - - ysy A4
N YN - - 2)efaibby
WN YN = YN - syoug Aeid
VN 196 202') GEE 0L5'Z sigindwo) [euosiad
VN oA 1G0't L 1082 1adie
¥N S/6'¥F 902'9 N Z8L'LL MSWI PaxI
| zze'zh 6LL'aL YN 140'62 solueBiQ paxin
YN 1ze's 1£9'9 6Z8'6 £8/°1g sa|qejohosy paxiy
N 1¥8'9 ¥£5'8 205°} 1889l solyse|d paxIN
N 155'¢ 68L'E £85'c9 1 62£'69 s|eyo|y paxiy
YN - - - T (sao1yo woyy Ajuewud) jaded paxiy
VN - - - - (lenuapisal Aluewud) jaded paxiy
¥N SlB'Y 90Z'9 90g'L | 888l (1eJsusb) Jadeq paxiy
- - (2 - sayouelg
- - YN - SSAEDT
- - VN - SSBID
229 9Ll WN | 86€°L sBuiwuy pies
FZAN 580'8 G80'0L - VN | #¥E'61 sdeiog pood
N - - - A R pieogiagi4 Ajisusp-wnipsiy
N 162°) 1Z'Z 16E'6 6ZY'cl JaquinT |euoisuawig
N - - - - 00q)x3 1
¥N - 5 vOL 01 syoogauoyd
VN cIE') 8£9°) 1PG'L 261’y laded 20140
N €682 YES'E L0B'OL 89z'cZ Jadedsmap
VN CLE'L 8E9°} feraad 9/€' /1 e SSEID-pIIY L/seuizebep
¥N BL¥'T 10 602G ¥9'02 psecqpie) pajebnuo)
YN 868 (AR 182 9522 13d
vN L0 980°¢ 0Lk Ze€'6 3dan
N ¥8¥ £09 98/ £19°1 JdaH
YN BYE'T LE6Z alz'9 26¥°LE SSe|D
VN - - - - anp Jeddon
VN GLy LS 0ge’d FATArA suep |981s
VYN 169 298 8502 119 SUB) Wwnuiwnyy
umumonEOU paisnquiod pajjipueT Um_u;oov_ pajeiauas) |eLSIen
SuUoj suoj suojl sSUQ ) sSuo|

"pabeuew Auenb |ejo1 ay) sjenba pajesauab Anuenb je1o] ay) 1eYl ains axe - 13jua Jo yue|q

aAea| ‘)l azA[eue 0] Juem Jou op nok 10 AJlUnwwos JnoA ul pajelauab jou si |BISIRW BY) §|
‘Mojag palsl| sjeliajew MSIAl 2y} 10} Juawabeuew pue uonelaualb aujjaseq ayl aquiosag

I

"UOIJBWLIOUI 18)US 0} Paau NOA a19UM JJeIIpU] Seale papeys ay) aledwos o)

juem noA Jey) soueuass Juswabeuet MSIN SAIEUISYE PUR SUIBSEY U} SQIIDSAP 0 19aLSHIOM SIU} as)

sinduj -- (INYYM) [2POIN Uo13INPaY 33SYM
P 1S

s)nduj sisfjeuy

(50/8) £ uoisiapn,



G Jo g abed

YN VN - VN = ysy A4
N VYN - WN = gjebalfiby
N YN - VN § - syoug Aeo
YN 196 1024 SEE 015 sigIndwo) [euosiad
YN 8vZ'e 1S0'F 1 Log'L 1adien
¥N GI6'Y 902'9 VN WN Z8L°LL MSIN Paxin
7Z6'2H 611'9L VN VN 1¥0'62 sojuebiQ paxiy
VN 12E'S 1899 528'6 YN €8.°LE s9[qe[oAaay paxiiy
N 189 ¥ES'8 208°) YN 188'0l sanse|d paxin
YN 1562 B81'E £86'€9 N 6ZE'69 s[e)al paxiy
N - - - YN - 01O “1eded paxiy
YN - - - VYN . ‘pisay Jaded paxiy
N S16'y 902'9 90e'L YN 8881 peoiq ‘1aded paxin
- - YN YN -~ saLouelg
- - N YN - SBAEBT
- - ¥N VN - SSBID
229 9.2 WN YN 86¢'lL sBujww pre
L' L 5809 $80'0L VN vN ¥rE'6L sdelog pooy
N z - et i - pleoquaqly Ajisusp-winipepy
W¥N 164°) 1e'e L6E'6 BZP'EL JequinT (euolsuawig
WN - - - - syoogyxe L
VN - c 701 ¥0l $y00gsuUoyd
N gLe'l 889l LS L 26ty Jladed 9310
VN ££8'2 ¥ES'e L0691 89z'ce Jadedsmen
VN £1e'l ge9'L 9Zh' vl 9/€' L} [le ssejo-pliyl/sauizebey
VN 6LY'Z LL0'E 60Z°G1 ¥¥9'02 preoqgpie) pajebnuod
YN 968 LZL'L 182 95Z'Z 13d
WN 210'F 980'g 041 ZEE'6 3dai
WN ¥8p €09 984 £18') 3daH
¥N 6¥E'Z L£6'C 91Z'9 16¥'11 SSE|D
WN - - ~ - BN Jaddon
YN Sip L18 0Eg'L FASTAA suep a8
VYN 169 z98 850'z L9t SUBD winujwinpy
DmgmonEOU pajsnquod Pajjpuer um_n;umw_ painpay uoljelausn |eLialein
suoj suo | sSuo| suoj 821n0g suo | auljeseg

sindu| sisAjeuy

(‘pabeuew Ajjuenb |ejo} ayj sjenba pajesausb Auenb |ejoy ayj JeY} 21ns ayey)
‘anjea aa|3efiau B SB ULWN|O2 UCIIINPaY S24N0S au) Ul palsjua aq p|noys uopesaush ur asealou) Auy
"UWIN|o2 UORINP3Y 824N0S BY} Ul paJajua ag pjnoys uojesauab uy aseasdep Auy
‘auljaseq ay} ul pajesaush s|eldalew MSIAl 24) 10) oLleua9s JuawabeuBW aAjRUIS) R B} 8q142S9]

P S



4. Qe d

GHG Emissions Analysis -- Summary Report

Version 7 (&/05)

GHG Emissions Waste Management Analysis for St. Cloud 75%

Prepared by: JMF

Project Period for this Analysis: 01/00/00 to 01/00/00

GHG Emissions from Baseline Waste Management (MTCO,E): (702,233)
Tons Tons
Commodity Tons Recycled| Landfilled Tons Combusled Composled | Total MTCO,E
Juminam Cans. 58 Tz (1) ) (30.645)

[Sieel Cans 1.330 517 475 i) 12.997)

Glass 6.216 2.931 2,340 WA (1.508)

HOPE 785 803 ELT) A (645)]

[DP 170 5.088 3,077 WA 3.564

FET 237 1121 EL A R

Corrugaled Cardboard 15.208 3.017 2418 ) {41,502
r,‘!agazmos{lhwrd—c\ass mail 14,425 1.638 1,213 MA (40,004

T 16.501 3539 2,833 A (63,973

Office Paper 1541 1.638 1313 FA [EEE]

Phonenooks 4 - - NA [EEE]]

Dimensional Lumber 9,361 2241 757 T 125.328)

Food Seraps FA 10.085 5.055 174 5.834

¥ard Trmmings. NA 775 622 - 1253)

Tiixed Paper, Broad 7.308 6.208 EXTE TR 123.199)

Tiied Metals 53,583 3.189 Z.657 ) 263.063)

Tiixed Plastics 7,507 8534 6.831 A 1579

Filxed Recyclables 5.825 6.637 5321 TIA 286141

Tived Organics A 16,119 12,622 - 7734

[Thed MSW WA 5208 7675 3 2572

Carpel 1 4.051 3.248 A 1.345

Fersonal Compulers 335 1207 57 NA 16974)

GHG Emissions from Alternative Waste Management Scenario (MTCOQ,E): (702,233)

Tons Scutce Tens Tons

Commodity Reducad Tons Ratyelad| Tons Landfilled Combusted | Composted Tolal MTCO,E
TRiumnum Cans pXOE) 5 OET TR [30.545]
{Steel Cans 1330 517 415 A 2.967)
Giass - 5216 2,831 2.348 A (1.506)
FOPE 755 03 483 A (E45)
TDPE 3 170 5088 3077 FA 3.584
FET - 737 1121 855 A 634
Corrugaied Cardboard - 15,208 3.017 2.4189 NA (41.502)
WagazinesAhird-class mail 5 14476 [GEE] 1313 NA (40.004)
Newspaper 3 16,601 3534 2.833 WA (63.973)
Office Paper — 1541 7638 1313 NA oda)|
Phonebocks, - 104 - - NA 349
Dimensional Lumber - 8.391 2241 1,767 NA (25.326
Food Scraps NA A 10,085 5,085 1,174 6,634
Yard Trmmings NA A 770 522 - (253,
Tixed Paper, Broad NA 7.308 6.206 3,975 WA (23,159
Mixed Wetals A 63583 3.189 2557 NA {463.083)
Mixed Plastics NA 1.507 8,534 6,841 NA 1679
Mixed Recyclabies NA 9.825 6637 5321 WA 28.614)
Mixed Grganics WA A 16119 12.902 - EREES
Mixed MSWW NA WA 6.206 3.975 A 2,912
Carpel — 1 4,051 3.248. A 1345
Personal Computers - 335 1,207 67 NA (974)
Total Change in GHG Emissions: 0 MTCO.E

Removing

This is equivalent to...

Passenger Cars from lhe
Roadway Each Year

Nole a negalive value (L e . a value n parentheses) mdicales an emission reduction. a pastive value ndicates an emission mcrease.

a) For explanation of methodology, see the EPA report:

Solid Waste Managemenl and Greenhouse Gases. A Life-Cycle Assessment of Emissions and Sinks (EPA530-R-02-006)
-- available on the Internet al hitp:/Awww epa.gov/mswelimate/agreengas pdf (1 1 Mb PDF file).



MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTAL<INITIATIVE
Appendix G: Source Reduction Sub-Group Straw Proposals

1.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

1.1a

Implement Product Stewardship Plans for New Products

Description

The MPCA received one-time money in 2008 to conduct a study on Product Stewardship in which the agency was to
develop a framework for implementing product stewardship initiatives. Product Stewardship is a strategy where
manufacturers and other parties who have a role in designing, producing, or selling a product, product component or its
packaging take responsibility for reducing environmental impacts at every stage of that product's life including collecting
and recycling products at the end of their useful life. This shifts responsibility for managing these wastes from
government to private industry.

Producers should share the responsibility for eliminating this waste -through eliminating excess packaging, designing
products for durability, reusability and recyclability; using recycled materials; and providing financial support for
collection, processing, recycling and disposal of used materials.

Next up is legislation charging the agency with reporting to the Legislature every other year a list of products best
managed through product stewardship and the agency's efforts to manage at least one product through product
stewardship. We support such legislation. The agency must commit sufficient resources (money and staff) to develop and
implement these plans.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

First report due in 2010

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, industry and other private partners

Costs

Most costs would be borne by private industry who would also realize any cost saving through efficiencies. Additional
costs would most likely be passed through to consumers.

Funding Mechanisms

Agency funding, registration fees

Barriers/Issues

Each product stewardship plan requires time for all parties to negotiate implementation

Potential for information overload if consumers face multiple disposal mechanisms

Has worked well for electronics and rechargeable batteries, has not worked well for carpet and telephone books
Agency funding and staffing to monitor compliance

Legislature must remain engaged in holding the agency accountable

Opportunities

Creates private and public partnerships that can leverage the best of both parties

Feasibility Highly likely
General Comments
Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

April 8, 2009
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MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

1.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

1.1b

Extend Product Stewardship Law to Include Identification of Products to be Managed Through Source Reduction

Description

The MPCA received one-time money in 2008 to conduct a study on Product Stewardship in which the agency was to
develop a framework for implementing product stewardship initiatives. State efforts to date have dealt with end of life
issues for products that are either voluminous (carpet) or potentially hazardous (electronics). Legislation would charge
the agency with reporting to the Legislature every other year a list of products best managed through product
stewardship and the agency's efforts to manage at least one product through product stewardship.

These efforts should be enhanced by also requiring the agency to compile a list of five products that could best be
managed through source reduction - preferably at the manufacturing stage.

Currently decisions about manufacture of products are made by producers with little regard for the need for waste
prevention and recycling. Waste prevention can save money and resources. Recycling of these wastes can provide
feedstock for the manufacture of new products.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, industry and other private partners

Costs

Most costs would be borne by private industry who would also realize any cost saving through efficiencies. Additional
costs would most likely be passed through to consumers.

Funding Mechanisms

Agency funding, registration fees

Barriers/Issues

Each product stewardship plan requires time for all parties to negotiate implementation
Agency funding and staffing to monitor compliance
Legislature must remain engaged in holding the agency accountable

Opportunities

Creates private and public partnerships that can leverage the best of both parties

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

April 8, 2009
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MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

1.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

1.1c

Expand Product Stewardship Law to Include Extended Producer Responsibility

Description

Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) is a strategy designed to promote the integration of environmental costs
associated with products throughout their life cycles into the market price of the products.

Extended producer responsibility imposes accountability over the entire life cycle of products and packaging introduced
on the market. This means that firms, which manufacture, import and/or sell products and packaging, are required to be
financially or physically responsible for such products after their useful life. They must arrange for collection of spent
products and manage them through reuse, recycling or other approved management methods. In this way, EPR shifts
responsibility for waste from government to private industry, obliging producers, importers and/or sellers to internalize
waste management costs in their product prices (Hanisch, 2000).

Currently decisions about manufacture of products are made by producers with little regard for the need for waste
prevention and recycling. However, EPR not only provides a framework for managing the waste it has the potential to
benefit businesses. Waste prevention can save money and resources. Recycling of these wastes can provide feedstock for
the manufacture of new products.

In recent years, more than two dozen countries have introduced Producer Responsibility programs and policies.

This is basically Product Stewardship taken to a broader and higher level.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, industry and other private partners, federal government

Costs

Most costs would be borne by private industry who would also realize any cost saving through efficiencies. Additional
costs would most likely be passed through to consumers.

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

EPR has rarely been consistently quantified. Moreover, applying conventional Life Cycle Assessment and assigning
environmental impacts to producers and consumers can lead to double counting.

Developing plans require time for all parties to negotiate implementation

May require use of international trade treaties

Opportunities

Creates private and public partnerships that can leverage the best of both parties

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG

April 8, 2009
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MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

1.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

1.1d

Institute a System of Container Deposit for Beverage Containers

Description

Only 20-25% of used beverage containers in Minnesota are recycled. We have this low recycling rate despite widespread
access to residential curbside recycling and widespread educational efforts.

Eleven U.S. states and eight of Canada's ten provinces have "bottle bills" requiring deposit-return programs for beverage
containers. Deposit-return programs have much higher recycling rates than municipal recycling programs because of the
economic incentive to recycle offered to the consumer who gets money back for the containers. Over 75% of deposit-
return cans and bottles sold in "bottle-bill" states are recycled. Bottle bills creates a privately-funded collection
infrastructure for beverage containers and make producers and consumers (rather than taxpayers) responsible for their
packaging waste.

In Canada, domestically produced beer is sold in standardized bottles and 97% of the bottles come back to the producer to
be refilled.

Measurement Method

Number of beverage containers redeemed

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, beverage manufacturers, redemption centers, national trade associations

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Money from unredeemed deposits

Barriers/Issues

Resistance from the Beverage Association of Minnesota and retailers
Will take time to create a network of redemption centers

Opportunities

Creates jobs

Inspires innovation in packaging (similar to EPR above) especially when redesigning containers so they will be reusable
Containers collected (especially glass) are cleaner and provide a higher quality feedstock to manufacturers

Reduces litter

Reduces the incidence of glass lacerations among urban children (American Journal of Public Health, October 1986. v. 76,
no. 10)

National trade associations are adopting high recycling goals and have indicated a willingness to partner on initiatives that
may include bottle bills

April 8, 2009
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MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

Feasibility

Could be politically difficult to enact

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

1.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

1.1e

Institute a Ban on single-use Plastic Shopping Bags

Description

Numerous countries and cities have banned thinner, single-use plastic bags and in many cases they also tax thicker plastic
bags. A sample of participating countries/cities include:

Belgium — tax

China — ban and tax

Ireland - tax (32 cents)

Italy — tax

Korea — tax

Mumbai, India — ban

San Francisco - ban at certain types of stores

South Africa — ban and tax

Los Angeles’ ban goes into effect in July 2010.

Arguments for eliminating the use of bags include that the bags contribute to greenhouse gas emissions, clog up landfills,
litter streets and streams, and kill wildlife.

In San Francisco 5 million fewer plastic bags are used every month as a result of the ban. In Ireland bag usage has dropped
95%. Ban and tax initiatives are coupled with promotion of reusable bags.

Currently only about 3% of plastics bags are recycled nationwide.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, grocery stores and other retailers

April 8, 2009
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MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Tax on thicker bags

Barriers/Issues

Opposed by grocery stores and the plastics industry
Does not address environmental impacts of paper bags
Must include consumer education on changing habits

Opportunities

Reduces litter
Reduces harmful impacts on wildlife and on waterbodies

Feasibility

Politically difficult to enact

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

1.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

1.1f

Refillables

Description

ReUse - refillables

Measurement Method

Life cycle analysis of refillables have been done multiple times by multiple stakeholders

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Retailers, bottlers, soft drink companies and assoc., elected officials, grassroots movement, non profits, MPCA

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Deposits, taxes

Barriers/Issues

Issues

deposit legislation supports refillables

require the use of generic (standardized) bottles

provide financial incentives for companies that switch from one-way containers to refillable bottles

establish broad materials policies, such as taxes on virgin materials or energy consumption, as an incentive to reduce the
environmental effects of materials use - policies that internalize the environmental costs of an economic activity so that
industry absorbs these costs and accounts for them in pricing its goods and services. For example, taxes on virgin

April 8, 2009
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MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

materials or energy consumption, would give industry an incentive to reduce material consumption.

establishing government procurement guidelines that require or give preference to refillables

set two-tier quantity-based user fees half back deposits for collection of recyclable and non-recyclable solid waste, giving
consumers an incentive to use refillables. Full deposit returned for refillable half for one way.

implement policies that help establish a new infrastructure of outside contractors to collect, inspect, and wash refillable
bottles. Such policies could be integrated into local economic development efforts.

Some beverage companies cite various obstacles to greater use of refillables, including: low return rates; lack of space for
storing and washing empty bottles; major capital investments needed for space, equipment, and bottles; retailers' and
wholesalers' resistance to handling returned bottles; and consumer resistance to the scuffed appearance of refillable
bottles after several trips. Third-party companies that collect, sort, inspect, and wash bottles offer a solution for some
beverage companies that lack space or equipment to wash bottles. Still, beverage companies base their choice of
containers on a variety of considerations, and using the lowest-cost to them for a package does not always translate into
lowest overall system costs- cost that are born by the taxpayer and the environment.

Opportunities

Reuse keeps goods and materials out of the waste stream

Reuse advances source reduction

Reuse preserves the “embodied energy” that was originally used to manufacture an item

Reuse reduces the strain on valuable resources, such as fuel, forests and water supplies, and helps safeguard wildlife
habitats

Reuse creates less air and water pollution than making a new item or recycling

Reuse results in less hazardous waste

Reuse saves money in purchases and disposal costs

Reuse generates new business and employment opportunities for both small entrepreneurs and large enterprises
Reuse creates an affordable supply of goods that are often of excellent quality.

Unique to reuse is that it also brings resources to individuals and organizations that might otherwise be unable to acquire
them

Feasibility

Widely used in Canada and European Union with major soft drink involvement inc. coke etc. 95% of packaged beer sold
in Canada is in refillable bottle

General Comments

Refillables are currently available for cleaning products in twincities - limited — no govt support or incentives are provided

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

April 8, 2009
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1.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

1.2a

Funding for Source Reduction and Reuse

Description

While each of the straw proposals includes a consideration for funding mechanisms, the funding issue is important enough
to address separately and directly. If more resources are not devoted to this top of the hierarchy waste management
strategy, then nothing significant will happen. There are a number of possibilities including: devote all SCORE funds to
waste management with a significant portion going to source reduction; fees on management strategies at the lower end
of the hierarchy: land filling and/or WTE; fees on egregious examples of throw away packaging such as plastic bottles for
water, non-reusable packaging of various kinds, etc.

Measurement Method

Legislative fiscal note; agency budgets

Timeframe/Mileposts

The sooner the better

Potential Implementation
Parties

The legislature is key; counties, state government, NGOs, citizens supporting zero waste approaches

Costs

Opportunity costs — what else could we do with the money?

Funding Mechanisms

See above

Barriers/Issues

Fiscal difficulties; Resistance generally to new fees

Opportunities

A chance to make in investment that will save funds in the long run. Perhaps the Obama administration will put some
money into upper hierarchy methods and we will be in a position to take advantage of that.

Feasibility

???

General Comments

Source reduction and reuse has been grossly under funded when compared with back end methods. We don’t have good
information about total funds spent around the state, but it would not be much. We have not tried hard to make
reduction and reuse work. We must remember that a large chunk of the GHG reductions anticipated by MCCAG for 2025
depended on successful reduction activities and that reduction has the highest GHG multipliers. The sooner we get started
on aggressive source reduction activities, the more cumulative benefit we will get to meet 2025 goals.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 8, 2009
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1.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

1.2b

Unit Based Pricing

Description

Unit based pricing

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, Cities, Counties, private sector, nonprofits

Costs

Low - Some legislative or ordinance change and some enforcement

Funding Mechanisms

A method of equitable pricing for garbage services.

Barriers/Issues

Resist change or the perception of change
Application in multifamily units with central disposal
Some additional admin and enforcement

Opportunities

Source reduction increases documented 6%

Recycling and composting increases 17% and higher

Cost based on generation ( reduced cost for disposal as waste reduces)
Transparent and equitable

Feasibility

There is already legislation that requires some generational pricing but it is not specific or effective. Differentials must be
required at specific levels for benefits to result

General Comments

Rate differentials need to be no less than 70-80% higher for double the service to have impact

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 8, 2009
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1.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

1.2¢

Promote Zero Waste Model Cities or Counties Through Assistance and Special Grants

Description

Zero Waste is a strategy for managing waste as a resource that has been adopted by communities and businesses around
the country as well as in other countries. It is a philosophy and a design principle which takes a systems approach to the
flow of materials and wastes. It mimics natural systems in which balanced ecosystems make use of all wastes. The
approach is consistent with comprehensive solid waste planning but sets a goal and implementation plans for eliminating
waste through source reduction, recycling, composting, and holding producers responsible for producing products that
can be fit into this system. There is a developing movement around the country in cities, counties, and businesses that
provides motivation and tools for communities that want to do something progressive about their waste stream. Some
cities in Minnesota (Saint Paul) have already adopted the zero waste principle, but need support for implementation.
Other entities might be encouraged to take this step with some financial support. The state would employ a zero waste
specialist and would make grants (two years, renewable for another two?) available on a competitive basis for public
entities wanting to move to zero waste.

Measurement Method

Measurement would be built into the grant agreement and the technical assistance. There would be before and after
measurements of key waste streams, sectoral streams, etc. Recipients would develop ways of measuring progress.

Timeframe/Mileposts

The state could begin education and promotion regarding zero waste almost immediately, by feeding it into their usual
programs. Grant competition could come in 2010-2011, depending on when funding was available. Reports from grant
recipients would be required annually. They might also be responsible then for spreading the word to other entities.

Potential Implementation
Parties

State government through the PCA, willing local units of government, interested businesses, non-profits, other institutions
interested in zero waste.

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Landfill and/or WTE fees; additional SCORE funds; EPA grants? Plastic bottle fees, etc.

Barriers/Issues

Funding; skepticism about zero waste; current stresses on local government

Opportunities

A chance to motivate NGOs and citizens around a progressive, exciting new concept regarding waste. A message to get the
state off the plateau in reduction, recycling, and composting. Successful examples can spread to other entities.

Feasibility

Very feasible if funding issues can be settled

General Comments

We could try zero waste in one centroid; but centroids are not political units? All counties in a centroid. This might be
possible, but it is probably better to seek interested applicants wherever they are; perhaps in a range of sizes.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 8, 2009
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1.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

1.2d

Subsidize residential on site composting

Description

Increased low cost or free Residential Backyard and Vermi-Worm Composting Bins and Workshops with Measurable
Outcomes

Measurement Method

Warm Model has measurement for food waste ( but it does not include upstream benefit)

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

State, Counties, Cities, Nonprofit organizations, individuals

Costs

Residents have purchased subsidized bins and attended workshops in range of $25-535 each ( no study of price sensitivity
and participation)

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Benefits not measured/not understood. Needs measurement of effectiveness of bin subsidy and residents continued use
of bin and carbon offset to demonstrate the value of this initiative

What is price sensitivity for bin/workshop?

Perception of vector/odor etc issues

Opportunities

Composting on site is source reduction not organics management it avoids transporting costs and carbon impacts (EPA)
Lowest cost impact per ton with on site programs

Feasibility

In Seattle that is about 67,700 tons for 1995
149,400 households or 906 pounds per household per year. About 40% of single family hh compost.
After 7 years 70% still using the bin

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 8, 2009
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1.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

1.2e

Resource Management Contracting (RMC)

Description

Resource Management Contracting is an alternative type of contracting meant for large,
commercial/industrial/manufacturing/public organizations in an urban region. The contract focuses on customer
assistance for solid waste instead of the volume of waste hauled away. The waste contractor is paid for their customer
assistance and expertise in waste. The incentive is to work with the client to reduce, reuse, recycle and then haul the
waste that is left over at the end. These contracts look at shared costs and revenue for recycling programs, reuse
programs, organic diversion and behavior change of employees when it comes to thinking about waste. RMC programs
are relatively new and are still developing but seem to prove to be promising.

Measurement Method

Measurement is a crucial part of the RM contract. Organizations developing an RM contract are strongly encouraged to
require their hauler to provide a baseline before the RM services are determined and implemented. This helps the
organization determine what is currently happening before anything changes. The baseline helps people see what needs
to change as well as successes that are happening and what can happen in the future.

Timeframe/Mileposts

RM Contracts are new and many organizations that the MPCA has worked with have a hard time understanding the
concept without some guidance. RM contracts also require organizations to have a “new” contract so the organization has
to wait until their current contract has expired and then go to a new one with the hauler. There are a lot of things that the
MPCA is learning as more and more organizations adopt RM contracts. So, it could be awhile before RM is “mainstream”. |
would say it could take 10 years.

Potential Implementation
Parties

All medium to large organizations in an urban area that are negotiating new hauling contracts. Haulers
Potentially third party contractors for education.

Costs

Most costs would be on the organizations contracting for new services and the haulers. It would be nice if MPCA and
other government agencies also negotiated RM contracts.

It would be nice to offer assistance to other organizations to try RM contracts while it is in its infancy stages so we can
document how it is working and learn so new contracts can be even better.

Funding Mechanisms

Grants to organizations.

Barriers/Issues

Change is the biggest barrier. Something new takes awhile to catch on. It is a hard concept to grasp at first. Contracts are
usually negotiated for a length of time and you need to wait until the contracts are up to change them.
Haulers might not like the idea. It goes away from the way they have made money in the past.

Opportunities

There are several opportunities. One is that there would be a better tracking system of waste in the commercial sector.
It would provide more opportunities for recycling, organics capture, and opportunities for reuse.

Provides companies with an incentive to learn about their waste hauling bill. In the MPCA’s experience many
organizations don’t seem to analyze their waste bills.

Big potential to reduce waste, increase recycling, increase food reuse and organics recovery.

Feasibility Good feasibility but it will take time.
General Comments
Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total
April 8, 2009 Page 12
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Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

1.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

1.2f

Carbon Tax on Manufacturing

Description

Manufacturers would be charged a carbon tax based on the emissions from creation and transportation of their products.
This tax could be passed on at the retail level to be paid for by the purchaser.

The goal would be for manufacturers to reduce the environmental impacts that their products have as well show
consumers the “true” cost of the products that they purchase.

This would be accomplished at a national or international level. It would be close to impossible to do at a state level.

Measurement Method

Life-cycle assessments would have to be done on product manufacturing so the emissions from production could be
assessed back to the manufacturer. A determination would also need to be made to determine what fiscal amount would
be charged based on emissions.

Timeframe/Mileposts

This would take years to figure out.

Potential Implementation
Parties

Government, manufacturers, retailers, citizens, third- party associations, and life cycle analysis firms.

Costs

The cost to set up the system would be a lot. You would need experts in the field or economics, environment, life cycle
studies and several other fields working on this for several years as well as law makers and government agencies.

Funding Mechanisms

Many funding mechanisms would be needed including funds from manufacturers, government, universities, businesses
and others. The tax would probably be passed onto customers purchasing the products so consumers would ultimately be
paying too.

Barriers/Issues Many.
Opportunities Huge greenhouse gas savings. Huge education opportunity.
Feasibility low

General Comments

| know that this one isn’t likely to happen for many reasons but it needs to be stated that this is one BIG change that could
have extremely large impacts on reducing climate changing emissions.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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1.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

1.3a

Reduce the Use of Plastic Drink Bottles: Start with Water

Description

Strategy: Endorse and promote a campaign to reduce the use of plastic bottles for bottled water and work through
Product Stewardship and other strategies to reduce or eliminate overall the use of PET plastic bottles. Several national
organizations, including The New American Dream and Corporate Accountability International, have been promoting a
campaign to reduce the use of bottled water in situations where tap water is an acceptable alternative. The advantages of
this reduction include a significant reduction in waste plastic going to landfills and incinerators and a significant reduction
in the environmental impact of the transport of bottled water. This is an important waste reduction strategy that will
significantly reduce greenhouse gas releases. The state, through the Pollution Control Agency, would endorse, join, and
promote this campaign for state government entities (government as role model), other public institutions, schools,
businesses, and individuals. Progress would be monitored and if it was not sufficient, additional measures would be
adopted such as a bottle tax, container deposit legislation, packaging bans, landfill bans, etc.

Measurement Method

Keep track of the number of individuals and institutions who “sign the pledge” and do some sampling of typical bottled
water purchases and the impact of the program on reductions in purchases (involve willing participants).

Timeframe/Mileposts

Announce the campaign in 2010. Add significant resources (a “Plastic bottle staff person” with promotion budget) in 2011.
Continue extended producer responsibility discussions with manufacturers and suppliers to gain commitments for
reduction or recycling. Assess success in 2014. If reductions are occurring, continue with program. If not, impose
mandatory programs such as product bans, disposal bans, mandatory recycling provided by suppliers, taxes on containers,
etc.

Potential Implementation
Parties

The PCA, along with interested counties and cities would provide the impetus for the program. Implementation would
involve individuals and organizations signing the “beyond the bottle” pledge. Focus would be in the Metro area where 90
per cent or so of the waste is generated.

Costs

One campaign staff person would be added at the state level (or possibly also one at the Metro level) to promote and
monitor the campaign. Budget for promotional expenses would be included. This might be approximately $100,000 per
year. All or a portion of this cost could well be recovered through savings resulting from reduced bottled water
consumption, although the savings would not occur at the point of expense.

Funding Mechanisms

Use proceeds from a plastic bottle tax (or a bottled water tax); or use proceeds from a disposal tax; use money from cap
and auction revenues accruing to the state or other greenhouse gas funds; use SCORE or general revenue funds.

Barriers/Issues

Vested interests of the bottled water industry; marketing efforts of that industry to undermine confidence in publicly
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supplied water; habits and institutional inertia; identifying situations where bottled water is appropriate; funding sources.

Opportunities

Feasibility Nothing tricky about the strategy; certainly feasible to promote this campaign; feasibility of changing individual and
institutional behavior is always a question.

General Comments GHG Reduction Potential: Note: This is a hypothetical analysis based on aggressive action by 2015. It is designed to
check methodology and to show the cumulative power of early action.

According to the WARM model, PET plastic has a GHG multiplier of (2.12) while land filling has a positive multiplier of 0.04
and incineration 1.07. Thus, every ton of PET kept out of incineration results in a 3.19 ton reduction in GHG per year. (Is
this addition legitimate?) Also, does the WARM model take into account the GHG impacts of transporting bottled water? If
not, gains are understated.

According to the Centroid study, amount of PET going to incinerators or landfills
- Metro: 11,855 tons to incineration, 15, 894 tons to landfill = 27, 749 tons
- Duluth 937 tons to Landfill = 937
- St. Cloud 889 tons to incineration, 1087 tons to landfill = 1,976 tons
- Rochester 690 tons to incineration, 486 tons to landfill = 1,176 tons
Total Incineration = 13, 334 tons to incineration (Metro is 89%)
Total Landfill = 18,404 tons to landfill (Metro is 86%)

Potential GHG Reduction — Eliminate Plastic Bottles by 2015

13,334 X 3.19 X 10 Years = 425,000 tons eliminated cumulatively from incineration

15,894 X 2.16 X 10 Years = 343,000 tons eliminated cumulatively from landfill
Total: 768,000 metric tons of GHGs reduced by 2025 if all PET plastic bottles that are currently going to landfills and
incinerators are eliminated by 2015.

Other Comments: There are many ancillary benefits to areas where water is being withdrawn and for support of locally
supplied public water. Reliance on bottled water undermines public support for public water which has important equity
and health implications. Tap water is more highly regulated than bottled water and protects consumers; reduction in
bottled water will save money for individuals and institutions. In the US bottled water revenues were $15 billion in 2006
with the average per person consumption standing at 27.6 gallons. Publicly supplied water costs significantly less than
bottled water. Producing the bottles required more than 17 million barrels of oil in 2007, enough fuel a million cars for a
year, generating 2.5 million tons of GHGs.

Centroid Comments: As with most material streams, the Metro Centroid overwhelms the impact of the other three. The
Duluth Centroid is perhaps the least critical as the waste is land filled there with a smaller GHG multiplier.
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1.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

1.3b

Increase RETAP technical assistance

Description

Double the number of RETAP engineers working on source reduction at organizations.

Measurement Method

Analysis of trash bills before and after recommendations are implemented

Timeframe/Mileposts

Minimum of 6 years with milestones starting annually in year two, advantage quick start-up.

Potential Implementation
Parties

RETAP, MPCA, local units of government, businesses and potentially LEAN consultants

Costs

salaries for RETAP assessors, travel and training

Funding Mechanisms

$100,000 total for the entire centroid area

Barriers/Issues

sustaining the program-how does it continue, diversity of sectors, diversity of cultures and languages, perceived
government interference, trash billing, annual budgets,

Opportunities

build from existing technical experience, outside help from non-government entities, and partnerships

Feasibility

High

General Comments

The existing RETAP employees could work in the metro centroid area and new employees could be hired to work in other
centroid areas.

Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total
Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential
Priority
Centroid-Specific
Comments
1.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH
1.3c Develop and expand MnTAP
Description Develop and expand specific sectors that MnTAP staff work with on P2.
— Provide resources such as money
— Make organizations accountable for numbers
— Perception and accessibility are important
Measurement Method Analysis of trash bills before and after recommendations are implemented
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Timeframe/Mileposts

Minimum of 6 years with milestones starting annually in year two, advantage quick start-up.

Potential Implementation
Parties

MnTAP, MPCA, and businesses

Costs

salaries, travel and training

Funding Mechanisms

Potentially state money or from fees assessed to businesses

Barriers/Issues

sustaining the program-how does it continue, diversity of sectors, diversity of cultures and languages, perceived
government interference, trash billing, annual budgets,

Opportunities

build from existing technical experience, outside help from non-government entities, and partnerships

Feasibility

High

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

1.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

1.3d

Develop partnerships with other business assistance programs to work on waste reduction

Description

Technical assistance delivered through numerous partners
— small business programs, waste wise, business associations, extension services, vendors (procurement), and
non-profits
Provide resources such as money to work on source reduction
Make organizations accountable for numbers
Perception and accessibility are important
Can’t increase technical assistance efforts without additional resources

Partner with other organizations that already have access to work with companies on other issues and then work with
them or train them to provide technical assistance on waste reduction.

Measurement Method

Analysis of trash bills before and after recommendations are implemented

Timeframe/Mileposts

The initial stage would be creating a partnership. The next stage would be training staff from partnering organizations on
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waste reduction and having MPCA staff go into businesses to work on waste reduction. The program would take awhile to

start and gain momentum.

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, non-profits, small business assistance programs, business associations, extensions services, vendors (procurement)

and businesses

Costs

salaries, travel and training

Funding Mechanisms

Potentially state money or from fees assessed to businesses

Barriers/Issues

sustaining the program-how does it continue, diversity of sectors, diversity of cultures and languages, perceived

government interference, trash billing, annual budgets,

Opportunities

build from existing technical experience, outside help from non-government entities, and partnerships

Feasibility medium
General Comments
Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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1.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

1.3e

Consumer Food Waste Reduction Campaign

Description

Educate consumers about food waste issues and reduction measures including food planning, portion advice,
date label advice, money savings, recipes, tips, and food storage.

Coordinate with public health staff developing proposals for Statewide Health Improvement Program (SHIP)
funding to reduce “waist” and “waste.” The portion control aspect of the prevention program would serve to
minimize the size of people and the amount of food waste entering the municipal solid waste stream — either
through organics collection programs or trash collection programs.

Measurement Method

Point source waste generation numbers.

Timeframe/Mileposts

SHIP application due April 13, 2009.

Potential Implementation
Parties

Government, residents, service providers, non profits, Saint Paul — Ramsey County Department of Public Health
(Healthy Communities and Environmental Health Sections), others

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

The SHIP funding may include opportunities for portion control, obesity prevention and calorie labeling.

Barriers/Issues

Hard to measure

Opportunities

Source reduction of food waste is the cheapest most effective strategy to reduce waste and carbon emissions
associated with food waste

Saves consumer money in purchases and disposal costs

Approximately 20% of world’s climate change emissions are related to production, processing, transportation
and storage of food.

Opportunity to partner with health-related organizations.

Build upon research findings from food-to-hogs and plate waste reduction through R/W RRP and research
findings on obesity prevention programs.

Feasibility

Medium - High (Studies show that we toss over a third of the food we buy.)

General Comments

This joint approach to sharing information would be new in MN and may hold strong local appeal.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments
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1.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

1.3f

Job Training in ReUse and Repair Industry

Description

ReUse and repair job training

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Job development Corp. Economic dev corp, Job training orgs, non profits government, industry

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Green job fed funds

Barriers/Issues

Much of what we toss can be repaired, refurbished, restocked and resold. We lack infrastructure and skilled workforce to
do it and we lack jobs for unskilled and untrained people in Minnesota. According to ILSR there are 220,000 jobs for every
25.5 million tons of reusables that are tossed.

Opportunities

Reuse keeps goods and materials out of the waste stream

Reuse advances source reduction

Reuse preserves the “embodied energy” that was originally used to manufacture an item

Reuse reduces the strain on valuable resources, such as fuel, forests and water supplies, and helps safeguard wildlife
habitats

Reuse creates less air and water pollution than making a new item or recycling

Reuse results in less hazardous waste

Reuse saves money in purchases and disposal costs

Reuse generates new business and employment opportunities for both small entrepreneurs and large enterprises
Reuse creates an affordable supply of goods that are often of excellent quality.

Unique to reuse is that it also brings resources to individuals and organizations that might otherwise be unable to acquire
them

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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1.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

1.3g

Education and Promotion of Reusables

Description

Educate public about the environmental benefits of reuse and promote existing reuse businesses and services

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Governments, businesses and industry, nonprofits

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Existing reuse businesses and services are underfunded/under promoted.

Opportunities

Reuse keeps goods and materials out of the waste stream

Reuse advances source reduction

Reuse preserves the “embodied energy” that was originally used to manufacture an item

Reuse reduces the strain on valuable resources, such as fuel, forests and water supplies, and helps safeguard wildlife
habitats

Reuse creates less air and water pollution than making a new item or recycling

Reuse results in less hazardous waste

Reuse saves money in purchases and disposal costs

Reuse generates new business and employment opportunities for both small entrepreneurs and large enterprises
Reuse creates an affordable supply of goods that are often of excellent quality.

Unique to reuse is that it also brings resources to individuals and organizations that might otherwise be unable to acquire
them

Feasibility

Reuse businesses experience and increase in sales and services when they are promoted. This is the simplest, low cost
measure for increasing reuse.

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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1.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

1.3h

Awards Program for Source Reduction

Description

An awards program honoring exceptional examples of source reduction to inspire others to also incorporate source
reduction into their business practices. The awards program would need to have a ceremony that publicizes the projects
so others would see, learn and replicate the award winning projects.

The award program could also be used as an incentive to motivate businesses to move towards source reduction. For
instance in FL they have a program called Green Lodging. Green Lodging awardees are provided technical assistance on
how to become green lodging certified, are promoted and FL employees are required to stay at green lodges when
traveling.

WI also has a program called green tier. Green Tier is based on a collaborative system of contracts and charters crafted
jointly by participating businesses and the DNR. These contracts and charters streamline environmental requirements in
many cases and encourage new environmental technologies. Green Tier is designed to help environmentally responsible
companies achieve environmental and economic gains. http://dnr.wi.gov/org/caer/cea/environmental/

Measurement Method

Each applicant submitting a source reduction project for consideration would be required to provide measurements of
their source reduction and what they estimate will happen in the future. Each applicant would be asked to report any
other organizations that inquire and replicate award winning projects.

Timeframe/Mileposts

This could be started right away and incorporated into the existing Governor’s Awards Program or MEI Award Porgram.

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, MEI

Costs

A ceremony that assures recognition requires some money to be spent on presentations, a master of ceremony, etc. A
ceremony that would be well attended, showcases the projects and honors the award winners could be done for between
$10,000- $30,000.

Funding Mechanisms

Partnerships could be pursued with Chambers of Commerce or other large corporations but it would have to be a
sponsorship and a third party would award the winners so the judging would be unbiased. Another funding option could
be to work with MPCA’s Governor’s Award Program or MEI’s Environmental Initiative Award Program.

Barriers/Issues

If the ceremony is not well attended organizations won’t be inspired to work on similar projects. There might not be
enough applicants. Consistent funding could be hard to get. Watching award winning projects might not translate into
others doing similar projects.

Opportunities

There are already existing award programs to partner with. Many organizations are doing environmental projects and this
is a good way to showcase them.

Feasibility

Good feasibility.

General Comments

There are two award programs that exist and it seems like it would make more sense to partner or change the existing
programs instead of create an entirely new program.
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The other two award programs mentioned from FL and WI could be added to the existing programs to make the award
program even better.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

1.4 REGULATION AND PERMITTING

1.4a

Promote reduction through procurement, labeling, supply chain pressure

Description

In the private sector, this is sometimes referred to as the Wal-Mart strategy where the retailer asks its suppliers to take
certain steps with respect to energy, environmental impact, etc as part of their contract. Source reduction (or zero waste
planning) could be a part of this requirement and burden of proof is place on the supplier. In retail situations this could
be linked to green labeling of some kind (like now “organic” or “local”) to inform consumers about companies with
reduction efforts. In the public sector, this kind of requirement could be phased in to procurement contracts with
suppliers, giving preference to companies that had a zero waste plan in place and/or which were making successful
efforts in source reduction.

Measurement Method

Programmatic information would be obtained easily based on the number of businesses or government entities that had
adopted this approach, and the number of suppliers that complied. In terms of waste quantities reduced, this would
require some kind of sampling approach that would look at selected willing examples and extrapolate to the participants
in general.

Timeframe/Mileposts

Public procurement changes would probably take legislation or at least a Governor’s Executive Order. This could happen
in the 2010 session and could be implemented in 2011. In the private sector (and also applicable to the public sector), a
careful study of the potentials of the supply chain approach, labeling, and specific Minnesota opportunities would be
important. Funding for this could be obtained in 2010 and the study done in 2011. This might be implemented in
conjunction with the Product Stewardship efforts. By 2012, there might be pilot labeling and pr

Potential Implementation
Parties

Pollution Control Agency; State Government; Retail and other businesses

Costs

Costs would be for implementation and technical assistance staff; money for preparing the recommended report.

Funding Mechanisms

Round up the usual suspects

Barriers/Issues

Willingness of government and private entities to include these factors in their supplier decisions and the willingness of
suppliers to comply.

Opportunities

An opportunity for progressive companies to take another step toward sustainability, by implementing zero waste and
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pressuring suppliers to do the same. Put together with a retail labeling program, this could give the market and the
consumer a chance to vote with their dollars for zero waste. An opportunity for state government to lead by example.

Feasibility

Good

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific comments

1.4 REGULATION AND PERMITTING

1.4b

Remove liability barriers

Description

Educate about liability issues, remove myths and where possible remove liability barriers to regulated reuse programs for
reusables including reuseable HHW.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Government, residents, service providers, non profits

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Opportunities

Reuse keeps goods and materials out of the waste stream

Reuse advances source reduction

Reuse preserves the “embodied energy” that was originally used to manufacture an item

Reuse reduces the strain on valuable resources, such as fuel, forests and water supplies, and helps safeguard wildlife
habitats

Reuse creates less air and water pollution than making a new item or recycling

Reuse results in less hazardous waste

Reuse saves money in purchases and disposal costs

Reuse generates new business and employment opportunities for both small entrepreneurs and large enterprises
Reuse creates an affordable supply of goods that are often of excellent quality.

Unique to reuse is that it also brings resources to individuals and organizations that might otherwise be unable to acquire
them

Feasibility

Santa Monica, CA, operates a reuse area at their permanent facility. They estimate that the reuse program has saved them
more than $50,000, or 20%, of their total HHW program budget. Likewise, Chittendon County, VT, utilizes a 4’ x 7’ shed at
their fixed facility for their reusable products. They estimate it provides an annual cost savings of $8,100, or 10%, of their
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total program budget.

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

1.5 COLLECTION AND PROCESSING

1.5a

Organized Collection

Description

Promote the implementation of organized collection of MSW services through the lessening the requirements and
timeframes for governmental units to implement organized collection, as well as to encourage joint purchasing
efforts/cooperatives for the procurement of waste services.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies,
cities and townships), non-profits, private haulers, private sector

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

e Private haulers strongly oppose organized collection. Small haulers fear it will limit their opportunities to compete.
Large haulers believe that if their market share grows too large they may face additional government
scrutiny/regulation

e This should be done through public/private partnerships

e Vocal groups of residents protest to elected officials saying they like the ability to choose their hauler for themselves.

Opportunities

e Creates opportunity to provide community wide education about the program

e Canincrease overall capture of materials by providing consistent service to all residents.

e Can provide for multiple haulers to provide services by splitting cities into regions or allowing different haulers to
collect each stream.

e Gives waste generators flow control so they can designate that waste be managed by a method higher in the
hierarchy.

e Lengthens street life because of decreased heavy truck traffic, thus allowing cities to reduce or delay property tax
assessments for road maintenance or replacement.

e Allows cities to negotiate rates with haulers and thus create greater price differentials between different levels of
service and influence residents to reduce their waste and recycle more of their waste.

e Decreased diesel truck traffic decreases particle emissions resulting in cleaner air.
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e Route efficiency decreases greenhouse gas emissions.

e Route efficiency results in less neighborhood noise pollution.

e Decreased number of trucks on residential streets reduces the odds of accidents occurring.

e Gives cities greater control over determining the best provision of service to their residents. Currently there is an
artificially high threshold for switching to organized garbage service - a threshold that does not exist when cities
consider organizing other services such as recycling and wi-fi.

e Allows for transparency and consistency in pricing.

e Associated educational efforts expand and enhance resident's knowledge about the full range of services and costs for
waste disposal and recycling.

e Can guarantee market share for small haulers that are part of a consortium.

e Reduces confusion for new residents unsure how and what criteria to use to pick a garbage hauler.

Feasibility

Difficult politically to enact at the Legislature

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

1.5 COLLECTION AND PROCESSING

1.5b

ReUse Facilities

Description

Develop a network of ReUse Faciities

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Public and Private transfer Station and disposal facilities owners/operators. Opportunity for small business/green job
development

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Tip fees that are lower than disposal

Barriers/Issues

Developing a network of reuse facilities around the state especially in the centroids where materials are sorted by major
category for distribution to resale retailers

Opportunities

Reuse keeps goods and materials out of the waste stream

Reuse advances source reduction

Reuse preserves the “embodied energy” that was originally used to manufacture an item

Reuse reduces the strain on valuable resources, such as fuel, forests and water supplies, and helps safeguard wildlife
habitats
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Reuse creates less air and water pollution than making a new item or recycling

Reuse results in less hazardous waste

Reuse saves money in purchases and disposal costs

Reuse generates new business and employment opportunities for both small entrepreneurs and large enterprises

Reuse creates an affordable supply of goods that are often of excellent quality.

Unique to reuse is that it also brings resources to individuals and organizations that might otherwise be unable to acquire
them

Feasibility

There are reuse facilities all over the country and in Minnesota that provide green jobs and are profitable — most of these
enterprises received government support or assistance from donors to get established

General Comments

In 1994 over 85% of all of the reusables available were landfilled or incinerated — developing more reuse opportunities will
not put a dent in what is available for exisiting charities and other for profit resale operations.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

1.7 RESEARCH

1.7a

Updated statewide waste sort

Description

A comprehensive waste sort will provide a representative, statistically defensible estimate of the composition of
Minnesota’s MSW stream. This information is necessary to understand the need for reduction of any one of the
components of the waste landfilled or incinerated in Minnesota.

The last comprehensive, state-wide sort was completed in 1999. Our understanding of the actual waste composition is
based on data gathered 10 years ago. Since that time a number of components have been banned (i.e. crt’s) and other
management options have come about (ie. carpet recycling.) In addition, household consumption and ultimate disposal
behaviors may have changed due to economics and education actions.

An update is important now because it can accomplish the following goals:
e Establish a baseline for measuring future success in achieving waste management objectives;
e Assess progress in reduction and recycling since 1999 (and since the previous sort in 1992);
e Assist the State and its partners in setting future policy direction and management priorities.

You really can’t assess how far you’ve gone unless you know where you started. A waste sort will pinpoint that starting
location.
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1.7b

Investigate composition of reusables in the waste stream

Description

Get specific information about reusable in the waste stream in Minnesota so that we can create businesses, services and
programs to support their reuse

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Disposal facilities, MPCA, waste composition technicians

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Business needs information about feedstock availability to create a supporting business pan, the state needs to create
training programs to get skilled workers to fill reuse business positions products, problem, prevalent reusables need to be
identified for policy action and data is missing for any of these actions to occur.

Opportunities

Reuse keeps goods and materials out of the waste stream

Reuse advances source reduction

Reuse preserves the “embodied energy” that was originally used to manufacture an item

Reuse reduces the strain on valuable resources, such as fuel, forests and water supplies, and helps safeguard wildlife
habitats

Reuse creates less air and water pollution than making a new item or recycling

Reuse results in less hazardous waste

Reuse saves money in purchases and disposal costs

Reuse generates new business and employment opportunities for both small entrepreneurs and large enterprises
Reuse creates an affordable supply of goods that are often of excellent quality.

Unique to reuse is that it also brings resources to individuals and organizations that might otherwise be unable to acquire
them

Feasibility

Santa Monica, CA, operates a reuse area at their permanent facility. They estimate that the reuse program has saved them
more than $50,000, or 20%, of their total HHW program budget. Likewise, Chittendon County, VT, utilizes a 4’ x 7’ shed at
their fixed facility for their reusable products. They estimate it provides an annual cost savings of $8,100, or 10%, of their
total program budget.

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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1.7c

Feasibility Study of Commercial /Institutional on-site composting

Description

Feasibility /potential for on-site commercial/institutional composting

Measurement Method

Warm Model has measurement for food waste ( but it does not include upstream benefit)

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Variety of commercial applications, city, county, state, nonprofits, tech asst groups, U of M other universities and schools.
Other institutions

Costs

Large variance

Funding Mechanisms

Grants, tax incentives, no-interest loans

Barriers/Issues

Volume discounts on garbage create disincentive for waste reduction on commercial/institutional level
Lack of technical assistance for implementation

No grants/funding mechanisms to support this option

Perception of vector/odor etc issues

Opportunities

Lowest cost impact per ton with on site programs
Composting on site is source reduction not organics management it avoids transporting costs and carbon impacts (EPA)

Feasibility

Existing technology and currently operating programs throughout the country

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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1.8a

Promotion of Green Building

Description

Green Building programs such as LEED, MN Greenstar, and B-3 include provisions that reward reuse of materials, use of
durable materials that last longer, and use of materials with recycled content.

Measurement Method

Tonnages at C & D landfills, number of buildings certified by above programs

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

State Building Council, NAMRI, Green Institute, CEE, MN Dept. of Commerce, MPCA

Costs

Most costs would be borne by the developer or owner for the actual work.
Promotional costs would be borne by the partners including the MPCA

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Opportunities

- Continued sponsorship of Living Green Expo
- Continued sponsorship of the Eco Experience

Feasibility

General Comments

Most work will be done by parties other than the MPCA

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 8, 2009
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1.8 CD& |

1.8b Promotion of Sustainable Development

Description Sustainable development standards use a whole-system approach that seeks to preserve resources, reduce operating
costs, and reduce environmental and public health impacts. MPCA should work with partners to promote sustainable
development through GreenStep cities and similar programs.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts 2009-2010

Potential Implementation Cities, CEE, Met Council, CERTs, private consulting firms

Parties http://www.crplanning.com/susdo.htm (State funded Sustainable Development model ordinances)
Costs Continued funding from the MPCA of the GreenStep program

Other costs borne by partners

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues Would take a coordinated and comprehensive plan. May need to provide technical assistance to cities or consultants.

Opportunities e Metro Cites are required to update their Comprehensive Plans (Comp Plan) every 10 years. For most cities, that
process will be complete in 2009. The next step in that process is to update city codes and ordinances to implement
the updated comprehensive plan. Now is the time to work with cities to implement sustainable development
standards because updating the city code and ordinances will happen in 2009-2010.

e |[f cities have completed their Comp Plan process or, in the case of Greater MN, are not required to develop a Comp
Plan, cities should be encouraged to adopt sustainable policies and revise their codes and ordinance to implement
those policies.

e Amend the Comp Plan statutes to require that sustainable development practices be incorporated into the
mandatory Metro Cities Com Plan.

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 8, 2009 Page 31
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1.8c

Bonding Money Recipients Eligible for Additional Funding

Description

Currently all new buildings funded by state bonding money must demonstrate that the projects meet the state’s B-3
standards which include standards for: Performance Management, Site and Water, Energy and Atmosphere, Indoor
Environmental Quality, Materials and Waste. In 2009 all similarly funded remodeling projects of more that 10,000 sq/ft
must also meet the B-3 standards. B-3 standards include required and recommended actions
(http://www.msbg.umn.edu/ see also example under General Comments below).

Allow bonding money recipients to qualify for up to 5% additional funding if they meet both required and recommended
actions.

Measurement Method

Can be incorporated into the Dept. of Administration’s current tracking program

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Department of Administration, Department of Commerce

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Legislature through the bonding bill

Barriers/Issues

Lawmakers may prefer funding more projects rather that setting aside money to encourage better projects

Opportunities

This can provide for more Green Jobs

Feasibility

General Comments

From the State of Minnesota Sustainable Buildings Guidelines (B-3 standards)

M.3 Waste Reduction and Management

Intent

Minimize use of resources and negative environmental impacts through careful reduction and management of wastes
generated during the construction process and building occupancy.

Required Performance Criteria

A. Construction waste: Minimize waste generated from construction, renovation and demolition of buildings through detailing
and specifications.

B. Construction waste: Divert at least 75% (by weight) construction, demolition, and land clearing debris from landfill disposal.
C. Packaging waste: Reduce and recycle packaging waste associated with the construction process, and encourage
manufacturers to ship their product using reusable, recyclable, returnable, or recycled content packaging. Reuse or return 50%
of all packaging material, by weight, to suppliers or manufacturers.

D. Operations waste: Reduce and recycle at least 50% of the waste generated during building operation. Provide dedicated
recycling areas, processing and holding space, and reverse distribution space in the building.

Recommended Performance Criteria

E. Construction waste: Reuse, recycle and/or salvage an additional 15% (90% total by weight) of the construction, demolition,
and land clearing waste.

F. Packaging waste: Return an additional 25% (75% total by weight) of all packaging material to suppliers or manufacturers
Note: Portions of this guideline are adapted from LEED Version 2.0.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth | St. Cloud Rochester Total

April 8, 2009
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Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority
Centroid-Specific
Comments
1.8CD&I
1.8d New Building and Remodeling Projects by Cities, Counties, State Agencies and Schools Required to Meet B-3 standards
Description Currently only projects that receive bonding money from the state are required to meet B-3 standards. That requirement

should be extended to city, county, state agency, and school district building and/or remodeling projects of 10,000 sq/ft or
greater regardless of the funding source for the project.

Measurement Method

Can be incorporated into the Dept. of Administration’s current tracking program

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Department of Administration, Department of Commerce

Costs

Tracking by the Department of Administration. Individual entities would provide the project funding.

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Animosity toward a government mandate

Opportunities

This can provide for more Green Jobs

Feasibility

General Comments

From the State of Minnesota Sustainable Buildings Guidelines (B-3 standards)

M.3 Waste Reduction and Management

Intent

Minimize use of resources and negative environmental impacts through careful reduction and management of wastes
generated during the construction process and building occupancy.

Required Performance Criteria

A. Construction waste: Minimize waste generated from construction, renovation and demolition of buildings through detailing
and specifications.

B. Construction waste: Divert at least 75% (by weight) construction, demolition, and land clearing debris from landfill disposal.
C. Packaging waste: Reduce and recycle packaging waste associated with the construction process, and encourage
manufacturers to ship their product using reusable, recyclable, returnable, or recycled content packaging. Reuse or return 50%
of all packaging material, by weight, to suppliers or manufacturers.

D. Operations waste: Reduce and recycle at least 50% of the waste generated during building operation. Provide dedicated
recycling areas, processing and holding space, and reverse distribution space in the building.

Recommended Performance Criteria

E. Construction waste: Reuse, recycle and/or salvage an additional 15% (90% total by weight) of the construction, demolition,
and land clearing waste.

F. Packaging waste: Return an additional 25% (75% total by weight) of all packaging material to suppliers or manufacturers
Note: Portions of this guideline are adapted from LEED Version 2.0.

April 8, 2009
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Appendix H: Recycling Sub-Group Straw Proposals

2.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

2.1a

Mandatory Recycling Legislation

Description

Adopt a State mandatory recycling legislation that requires commercial sector and residential sector to achieve a 50%
recycling rate by 2011 and a 60% recycling rate by 2025. If these goals are not being met, the state would implement
mechanisms that will a help to achieve those goals. These mechanisms could include Deposit Legislation, Disposal Bans on
specific recyclable materials that are not achieving those rates, and Mandates that all products sold in MN must
internalize and fund their costs of disposal (EPR)

Measurement Method

Should be measured and enforced at the point of generation/collection.

Timeframe/Mileposts

50% state-wide recycling rate by 2011, 60% by 2025. There should be interim “check-in/trigger” dates established
between 2011 and 2025

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, Regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, economic development agencies, cities
and townships), non-profits, private sector, private haulers, MRF operators

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE Funds, service fees, material revenues

Barriers/Issues

e Small haulers will have difficulty meeting this requirement

e Strong opposition to implementation of disposal bans — enforcement must be at point of generation, not at
disposal sites

e Strong opposition to deposit legislation

e Concerns over accurate measurement mechanisms to determine compliance/achievement

e Challenges with implementation outside of centroids (reconciling stakeholder process charge with statewide goal)

e Proposal potentially changes the entity responsible for meeting recycling goals (currently responsibility resides
with counties and goals are tied to SCORE funds)

Opportunities

e Creates strong incentives for both commercial and residential sectors to meet goals
e We require cooperation of public and private sector to meet goals to avoid mandatory triggers

Feasibility

Feasible but very politically sensitive

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

2.1b

Minimum Recycled Content Requirements:

Description

Expand and/or enforce minimum recycled content requirements to meet or exceed the US EPA Comprehensive
Procurement requirements for all products that US EPA has established minimum recycled content recycled standards. All
units of government will purchase remanufactured products whenever practical without reducing safety, quality or
effectiveness.

Measurement Method

Require annual reporting by all units of government of their purchasing guidelines and outcomes

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Admin , Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies,
cities and townships),

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

State and local government purchasing budgets

Barriers/Issues

e Enforcement, currently there are state and local purchasing guidelines but no requirements or enforcement
around them

e Would require greater involvement and oversight of MPCA staff

e Some products may be difficult for current venders to supply

e Difficulty with quantification, reporting (ID uncertainties within reported data)

e Difficult to coordinate multiple purchasing sources in an organization

e Purchasing often decentralized, complex implications for reporting

Opportunities

e Would strongly enhance recycling and remanufacturing markets, increasing value and decreasing costs
* Increase awareness of the impact of recycling
e Many recycled and remanufactured products are less expensive

Feasibility

Very feasible but will have some budget impacts

General Comments

Need an update on the current status of programs currently in place

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

2.1c

Deposit Legislation — Bottle Bill

Description

Minnesota Legislature should adopt a Container deposit law that requires retailers and distributors to collect a $.10
refundable deposit on beverage containers. The deposit is paid when the container is purchased, and refunded when the
container is returned for recycling. Bottle bills have proven to be highly effective in reducing litter and waste and
promoting recycling.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Department of Commerce, Private sector retailers, distributors,

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Creates own funding mechanism

Barriers/Issues

e Strong opposition from retailers, distributors and beverage manufacturers

e Will have impacts on current curbside collection programs (less collection costs but also less revenue from
materials collected, ie. aluminum)

e Unredeemed deposits

e Impacts of market fluctuations

Opportunities

e Creates a privately funded infrastructure for the collection of beverage containers

e Makes producers and consumers responsible for their packaging wastes

e Achieves 66%-96% capture rates for containers covered by deposits in states that have passed legislation

e More glass recovered through color separation at collection points, making it possible to recycle back into glass
bottles

Feasibility

Very feasible but very politically sensitive

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

2.2a

Increased Costs for Disposal

Description

Raise the costs of disposal of refuse through increases in solid waste management taxes and through tip fee surcharges at
disposal sites

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies, cities
and townships), landfill operators, WTE facilities, non-profits, private sector, private haulers

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Would generate funding for state and local governments

Barriers/Issues

Some believe that raising taxes is not an effective way to affect behavior change

With increased costs of disposal, will result in increased illegal dumping

This necessitates Flow Control to prevent outstate transfer of waste

This would include the removal of all public funding for disposal methods to landfills and WTE/mass-burn facilities,
which implies certain barriers

Difficult to attribute GHG reductions to behavioral change that might result from higher disposal costs

Opportunities

Creates significant increase in costs to dispose of refuse, incentivizing businesses and residents to recycle
whenever possible

Increases funding for state and municipal governments to implement/fund waste reduction activities
Increases funding for state and municipal governments to fund waste reduction infrastructure

Feasibility

Feasible but very politically sensitive

General Comments

Assumptions used in quantification activities must be well defined and transparent

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

2.2b Incentivizing Behavior Change
Description Require cities and counties to adopt and implement Pay-as-You-Throw (PAYT) ordinances where incremental price
increases are proportional to container size increases as well as to the frequency of service
Measurement Method Local units of government would need to have licensing requirements that would ensure compliance
Timeframe/Mileposts 2011
Potential Implementation MPCA, Regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, cities and townships), non-profits, private sector, private
Parties haulers
Costs Low to municipalities — Costs paid by consumers
Funding Mechanisms
Barriers/Issues e Enforcement and compliance would be challenging

e Private sector haulers will be concerned about proprietary pricing information
e Public will have concerns about increased costs for current levels of service
e Capital costs to haulers to provide new carts of different sizes to customers

Opportunities e Creates recognizable price incentives for reducing refuse service and source reduction efforts
e Allows for customers to financial benefit by diverting waste into recycling streams
e This could also include provisions that require transparency in pricing

Feasibility Feasible to implement — enforcement challenge

General Comments

Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

2.3a

Expanded Education Efforts about the Benefits of Waste Reduction

Description

Expand statewide and local education efforts to inform all Minnesotans about the benefits of Recycling and waste
reduction regarding the environmental, GHG, and economic benefits of these activities. This could be done through broad
incorporation of the 3R’s into school curriculums, through the promotion of the fact that recycling services are not taxed,
through a targeted multifamily recycling outreach campaign (similar to Recycle More), and through educational
information at points of sale.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, Department of Education, Regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, cities and townships), School
Districts, non-profits, private sector, private haulers

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

State apportion additional solid waste tax money for SCORE grants to governmental entities to implement new and
innovative programs with measurable performance standards that lead to increased recovery of recyclable material. State
funding, Industry, School Districts, etc

Barriers/Issues

Adequate funding for educational programs

Independent governance of school districts from local units of government

School districts and waste and recovery services are not the same as municipal services in many circumstances,
creating problems with universal messages

Behavior change is hard to quantify

Difficult to measure effectiveness of education programs

Opportunities

Creates opportunities for Centroid wide Educational initiatives

Opportunities for public/private/institutional cooperation

Develop Public/Private partnerships to promote recycling through the expansion of programs such as ReTap,
WasteWise, and Certs

Opportunity for targeted education on specific material streams, informed by 2005 baseline data for each
Centroid

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities

Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.4 REGULATION AND PERMITTING

2.4a

Compliance with Current Legislation and Goals

Description

Enforce/require that all public entity laws and requirements are being abided by; that solid waste planning requirements
are being met, that new goals be reflected in those plans; that all MRF’s and MSW transfer, processing and disposal
facilities are required under permitting to report all materials handled and final destinations to ensure that solid waste
taxes and recycling tax exemptions are being accurately applied

Measurement Method

MPCA, County and Facility reporting requirements

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies,
cities and townships), landfill operators, WTE facilities, non-profits, private sector, private haulers

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE FUNDS

Barriers/Issues

Planning is tied to SCORE funding, which has not increased with growth or requirements

Governance for Centroid goals may require regional jurisdiction, not independent county planning

There is an inherent motivational and educational problem for local units of government to understand county
goals and have the desire to meet them

Counties will need timelines and mandates to meet goals

Barriers to enforcement: funding, staffing, follow through, education; markets drive program implementation
more than solid waste plans

Multitude of county entities complicates implementation

Tying funding to data points that are not terribly precise is an issue

Opportunities

With auditable reporting requirements as part of permitting process, accurate reporting from all facilities will
provide more detailed information for planning

Public sector compliance with current laws will provide leadership and increase recycling

SCORE funding is currently tied to completion and submission of a plan to the state. Could change funding based
upon the execution/achievement of the plan.

Feasibility

Very Feasible

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities

Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.4 REGULATION AND PERMITTING

2.4b

Access to Recycling through Permitting

Description

Expand permitting requirements to include equal access to recycling for all public event permits, through modifying state
building codes and regulations requiring equal opportunity/space to recycle in building design and require recycling
services as part of ongoing operations, as well as during the construction/renovation process

Measurement Method

Reporting requirements as part of permitting

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies,
cities and townships), non-profits, private sector, private haulers, C&D landfill operators, contractors and building trades

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Permit Fees

Barriers/Issues

Enforcement and follow-up will be imperative for this to be successful

Difficulties to apply requirements to pre-existing buildings with lack of space when applying for renovation
permits

Objections from public and contractors/developers for too many containers on limited space on some new
construction/renovation projects

Small haulers will have difficulty meeting this requirement

Opportunities

Puts recycling and other waste reduction services on equal access with waste services
Makes the commercial/retail/development sector responsible to provide services
Creates additional infrastructure for away-from-home recycling

Feasibility

Very Feasible to implement — difficult to enforce

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.4 REGULATION AND PERMITTING

2.4c

Preprocessing of MSW

Description

Require that no unprocessed waste may be landfilled in the state of Minnesota. All MSW must go through a pre-
processing facility that separates out recyclable materials and materials that are suitable for composting. Materials that
have no recyclable value and materials that are not well suited for composting but that are combustible should be
directed to an energy recovery facility. Only materials that are non-recyclable, non compostable, and are non-combustible
should be disposed of in a land-fill

Measurement Method

New permit requirement for all pre-processing and disposal facilities

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies,
cities and townships), landfill operators, WTE facilities, non-profits, private sector, private haulers

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Disposal Fees

Barriers/Issues

e Currently a rule for no unprocessed waste going into Landfills in the Metro, but not being enforced
e No unprocessed waste in landfill is not the same as preprocessing of all waste

e Enforcement would be critical to achieve compliance

e Potential to increase burden on disposal facilities, not generators

e Concerns about the nuances in definition of what is “recyclable, compostable, combustible”

e Whose judgment on what is suitable and the value of materials?

e Does not take into account if something is “combustible”, but may be harmful if burned (ie PVC)

e Recyclable and compostable materials will be more contaminated for end markets

Opportunities

e Similar to the European model which has demonstrated higher recycling and composting rates
e Creates equal requirements for disposal sites and methods
e Capture materials that otherwise would be disposed off and not recovered

Feasibility

Feasible but very politically sensitive and

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.5 COLLECTIONS AND PROCESSING

2.5a

Organized Collections

Description

Promote the implementation of organized collection of MSW services through lessening the requirements and timeframes
governmental units to implement organized collections, as well as to encourage joint purchasing efforts/cooperatives for
the procurement of waste services

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies,
cities and townships), non-profits, private haulers, private sector

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

e Private haulers strongly oppose organized collections. It limits their opportunities to compete. Spent years building
their businesses under a open hauling system and have built their business models accordingly

e This should be done through public/private partnerships

e Some residents like the ability to choose for themselves who will be their hauler. Creates political issues for city
councils, etc

e There exist other ways to address opportunites (i.e. citywide licensing, etc)

e Creates monopolies

e Puts small haulers out of business

Opportunities e Creates opportunity to provide community wide education about the program
e Canincrease overall capture of materials by providing consistent service to all residents.
e Can provide for multiple haulers to provide services by splitting cities into regions or allowing different haulers to
collect each stream.
e Decreased truck traffic, road wear and tear
e Licensing requirement, citizen mandate as alternative to organized collection
e Help cities create increased differential pricing
e One hauler may be able to take over the market
e Allows the city to control the waste contract for the entire community, possibly meaning more opportunities for
WMC.
Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

March 30, 2009
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Centroid-Specific

Comments
2.5 COLLECTIONS AND PROCESSING
2.5b New Collection and Processing Technologies
Description Support should be provided to the development of new technologies and the implementation of existing technologies to

effectively separate or collect recyclables and organic materials. Separate collection vehicles for recyclables,
compostables and refuse is a contributor to GHG emissions and results in unnecessary energy consumption

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies, cities and townships), private sector, non-

profits

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE Funds, MPCA Capital grants

Barriers/Issues

e Private haulers would have to swap out their fleets and buy expensive new equipment. Spent years building their
businesses under a open hauling system and have built their business models accordingly for the stream of materials

that they collect

e Major cost implications with indeterminate benefit

e Concerns if this would lead to the commingling of streams and rely on processing to separate recyclables from MSW,

etc. Would lead to more contamination of materials
e Might only be applicable in organized collection systems

Opportunities

e Could create efficiencies in collections that would lower the cost for collections
e Have other beneficial effects of having fewer trucks on the roads, such as decreasing road wear

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth

St. Cloud

Rochester

Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.5 COLLECTIONS AND PROCESSING

2.5¢ New Licensing Requirements and City Ordinances
Description Cities must require that all haulers be licensed in their communities. Require all licensed haulers to provide recycling
collection services as a condition of licensing.
Measurement Requirement of licensing would be annual reporting of materials collected
Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential
Implementation
Parties

Regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, economic development agencies, cities and townships), private haulers.

Costs

Low costs.

Funding Mechanisms

Service costs would be paid directly by residents to their hauler

Barriers/Issues

e Only requires haulers to offer services, but not to provide to all customers

e (Cities are already required to ensure that residents have the opportunity to recycle curbside unless too small.
e Does not require cities to mandate services, only an option

* Minimizes education opportunities that city —wide uniform services offer

Opportunities

e Can provide for multiple haulers opportunity to provide services
e Expedites implementation

Feasibility

Very feasible

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

Other Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.6 MARKET SECTOR (ORIGIN AND END MARKETS)

2.6a

Subsidizing New Market/Product Development

Description

Increase viability of local recycling markets by subsidizing new market/product development. Green jobs program similar
to JOBZ with associated tax incentives for companies to locate or expand end markets which also encourages creation of

businesses which use recyclable materials in production

Measurement Method

Track revenue and job creation numbers for companies that utilize program

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies,

cities and townships)

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

MPCA Capital Grants and Loans

Barriers/Issues

e Current underfunding of MPCA grant and loan funds

e Difficult to quantify benefits

e Should look at multi-state approach to this concept due to interstate nature of commodity flows

Opportunities

* Increases overall tax base with new job creation in both the new markets as well as up stream with collection and
processing sectors

e MPCA will have more tools to assist in recruiting market development

e Stimulate market forces, harnessing private sector to bring capital to material recovery

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities

Duluth

St. Cloud

Rochester

Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.6 MARKET SECTOR (ORIGIN AND END MARKETS)

2.6b

Opportunity to Recycle in Institutional, Commercial and Multifamily Sectors

Description

Extend opportunity to recycling to non-residential by developing recycling requirements for schools, public entities and
businesses. Require School districts to create and implement solid waste plans for recycling and composting. Implement
public space recycling requirements for all parks, malls, and convenience stores requiring recycling containers wherever

there is a trash container. Require that all state entities employ resource management contracts for their MSW services.

Measurement Method

Include Institutional and Commercial sectors in SCORE reporting

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Department of Education, Regional/local governments (counties,
economic development agencies, cities and townships), private sector, non-profits, private haulers, end markets

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE Funds

Barriers/Issues

e Lack of enforcement
e Adequate funding for implementation and education about requirements and goals
e There is an inherent motivational and educational problem for local units of government to understand county

goals and have the desire to meet them

e Need for significant technical support to provide assistance in program establishment in all applicable locations
e Increased financial burden on strapped school systems

Opportunities

e MPCA should promote and facilitate the use of resource management contracts

e This could lead to the use of more resource management contracts

e Develop Public/Private partnerships to promote recycling through the expansion of programs such as ReTap,
WasteWise, and Certs,

e Develop strong small business recycling programs.

e Encourage/incentivize company sustainability plans.

e Enhance value for end markets through increased participation

e Opportunities for private business partnership/sponsorships with schools

e Create a simple template planning tool for schools, entities

e Increase technical assistance to entities

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities

Duluth

St. Cloud

Rochester

Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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2.7a

Standardized calculation and consistent reporting

Description

MPCA needs to develop and implement a standardized method for all counties and municipalities to calculate source
reduction, recycling, organics recovery, WTE and land-filling in order to have full, accurate, and consistent reporting for
tracking MSW in the state. In addition, MPCA should develop a materials management model that tracks costs for each

method of material handling

Measurement Method

TBD

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies, cities and townships), non-profits, landfill
operators, WTE facilities, private haulers, other reclamation businesses

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE Funds

Barriers/Issues

Difficult to capture information from commercial sector on a voluntary basis

Defining and determining all businesses and locations engaged in recovery activities and getting reporting
information will require significant resources

Some additional admin and enforcement

Opportunities

Accurate tracking by county will provide valuable information for Solid Waste plans
Cost models will educate local policy makers on the overall system costs and inform their decisions

Feasibility

Very Feasible

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.8a

Create and Expand Recovery Opportunities for C&D Materials

Description

Create and expand efforts to develop end markets for C&D materials. Continue efforts to establish a spec for recycled

tear-off roofing in asphalt pavement. Continue market development for gypsum sheetrock recycling. Continue

environmental review and feasibility of C&D wood waste derived biomass fuel. Continue to require that C&D processing

facilities be permitted and well regulated/enforced in order to ensure proper management and to avoid improper

operating practices and material end uses, as well as opportunities for preprocessing materials for recovery of materials.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies, cities and townships), landfill operators,

private haulers, contractors and building trades

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

e Important to make sure that end-markets are environmentally appropriate and have actual GHG benefits (i.e. not

daily cover)
e Renovation materials are very difficult to identify
e Anunknown amount of materials are already separated at job sites. Difficult to track and report that data

e Painted and treated wood, painted Sheet-rock are examples of hard to determine what materials are they treated

with. No uniformity in materials and hazard identification
e Education of building trades professionals

Opportunities

e Promote job site separation and recovery as an effective way to capture quality materials
e LEED certification and other Green building programs are creating growing awareness of issue

e State requiring job-site recycling and recycled content materials for state construction projects would go a long

way in creating market demand for services

Feasibility

General Comments

Growing demand for Green/energy efficient/recycled content building materials and projects statewide.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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2.9a

Program and Infrastructure Development Option for Rural Recycling and Waste Collection Opportunities

Description

Develop centralized rural recycling and waste collection drop-site network to manage and capture wastes and recyclables
currently being buried or burned on site in rural areas of the state where waste collection services are not available.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties, economic development agencies, cities and
townships), non-profits, private sector

Costs

Low capital costs

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE Funds, Property taxes, User fees

Barriers/Issues

e Difficult to implement and enforce burning bans
e Will require significant education and awareness campaign to change behavior

Opportunities

This type of system could be implemented for a low capital cost with dramatic effects. Modeled on the system in place in
Houston County where the county operates 5 Staffed drop-sites where residents can take MSW, recyclables, and
demolition debris “free” of charge, this program is actually funded by property fees ($30.00/Household Annually).

Feasibility

Very Feasible but politically sensitive

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009

17




MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTAL<INITIATIVE
Appendix I: Organics Management Sub-Group Straw Proposals

Organics Management Straw Proposals Assumptions

PwnNpE

© N W

All proposals will support the existing Minnesota waste hierarchy.

All efforts have been made to reduce organics waste generation.

All efforts have been made to redirect food to people first, then animals.

The consequences of any proposal will include an evaluation and understanding of that proposal on other systems and infrastructure
already in operation.

Regardless of the approach, education is key to success.

How a revised system is implemented will depend on what straw proposals are adopted.

Use of biodegradable items will improve what is collected for composting.

Financial mechanisms should be equitably available and applied.

3.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

3.1a

Public Entity Source-Separated Organic Waste Diversion

Description

Take first step by mandating that public entities source-separate organic wastes. Portions of this waste could be directed
to various management methods (ie. Food to Humans/animals, Composting, digestion, bioreactor, gasification etc.).

Measurement Method

Some data exists at the county level in SCORE reporting, but a thorough evaluation of measurement method would be
necessary, especially in capturing data from generators, which would provide the clearest picture of how entities are
managing the entire waste stream.

Timeframe/Mileposts

Needs to be developed.

Implementation Parties

State Government Buildings. Local Government buildings. School districts. Libraries. Jails/Prisons. Publicly sponsored
events. Need to define the types of buildings—might be appropriate for buildings with food services, but not for general
office buildings, etc.

Costs

Increased costs on public entities mandated to participate. There may be increased costs or savings for public entities
depending on the particular system implemented.

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE, Solid Waste Tax if necessary.

Barriers/Issues

Funding to cover increased costs would be an issue. Education efforts would need to be in place to direct behavior
change. Additional hauling and hauling distances may be an additional GHG contributor.

Opportunities

Public entities would be able to implement more quickly than commercial and residential. If implemented, a sizeable
volume of organic waste would be available to evaluate different end-uses and management options. This experience
would provide a good case study of what works and doesn’t work in this system.

Feasibility

General Comments

There is some existing information from places where this is already happening (MPCA bldg, Schools, etc.) that could be
useful in developing this policy.
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Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

3.1b Target Organic Rich Commercial and Institution Generators

Description Define and Target “Organic Rich” Commercial and Institutional Generators and Require Separate Management of Food
Waste and Organics by any or all methods: reduction, food to hogs or composting, etc Includes organizations like Xcel
Center, Target Center, et.

Ban use of food grinders

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implementation Parties MCES identify large uses, MPCA, Counties, private sector

Costs Comparable to recycling costs
Depends on garbage costs, maybe cost savings for some

Funding Mechanisms SCORE

Barriers/Issues -Need to determine standard requirement method, legislative mandate, licensing requirement, etc
-Enforcement
-Space

-Training of employees
-Potential to impact waste hauler service level
-Additional reporting and review needed

Opportunities -Remaining msw becomes more visible and possible to reduce service and cost levels
-SWMT tax savings

-Increase worker safety & productivity

-Increase “green” appeal

-Possible increase of private sector service opportunities

Feasibility Very feasible. Need to increase resources to develop program elements and provide assistance and education to entities.
General Comments Examine financial incentives both at state and local levels, SWMT, county service charges
Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments
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3.1c

Residential sector, Co- collection of Food waste/organics with yard waste

Description

Many cities throughout the United States and Canada have proven that food waste/non-recyclable paper can be
efficiently co-collected using the existing yard waste collection system and managed effectively at a composting facility.
Based on the experience of the Carver County co-collection organics project, if all of the approximately 800,000
households in the Metro region with curbside trash collection were provided with organics collection, an additional
27,000 to 77,000 tons of organics could be diverted from the trash.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

There are currently two organics waste demonstration projects in the Metro area managing co-collected residential yard
waste and organics. The MPCA is reviewing additional requests for new organics composting sites which could be in
operation in 2009. Many cities in the metropolitan area have requested residential organics collections service for their
residents.

Implementation Parties

Regional and local governments, waste service providers, compost site owner/operators, MPCA

Costs

-possible low collection costs by co-collection of existing yard waste routes it eliminates the need for an additional truck.
- hauler can utilize existing yard waste carts so no new organics carts may be necessary Residents who choose to utilize
bags can not use plastic bags. The must purchase biodegradable bags which at this time are more expensive.

-possible increase cost due compost facility location, type

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

-Limited compost facility capacity

-Potential issue in siting new compost sites

-Collection during winter months. In the Carver County program organics are collected every other week and delivered
to the compost site which operates year round.

-Plastic bags

-Perception and sorting

-MCPA guidance on facility requirements needed

Opportunities

-Reduce frequency of garbage pickup or size of container
- efficiencies and lowered cost of service when residential organics are collected and composted with yard waste at yard
waste composting sites specifically setup for mixed organics

Feasibility

Proven technology

General Comments

Food waste and other organics in a landfill setting are the major contributors to landfill methane generation. Methane is
23 times more potent than carbon dioxide as a greenhouse gas. The strength of leachate is also increased by the
presence of food waste and other organics in a landfill and food waste going down in-sink garbage disposals add to the
BOD and phosphorus content of wastewater.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential
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Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

3.1d

Generator Organics Disposal Ban by 2015

Description

By 2015, residential and commercial and institutional generators will not be allowed to place food waste and organic
materials into the trash. Phase in approach with diversion goals and progress measured. Start with commercial and
institutional. Evaluate best practices for residential and evaluate by 2012

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implementation Parties

MCES, MPCA, Counties, cities, private sector

Costs

Depends on food waste/organics program. Many comparable to recycling costs
Depends on level of garbage costs, maybe cost savings for some

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE

Barriers/Issues

-Residential —apartment buildings, collection, ghg impacts

-Commercial —requiring all, or only “organic rich”, space, training employees, additional government requirement
-Development of program, definitions, implementation, enforcement

-trash contracts

-Compost rule/MPCA facility guidance

Opportunities

-Remaining msw becomes more visible and service levels maybe reduced, odors reduced
-funding incentives, service charges, swmt savings

-Increase worker safety and productivity

-Increase “green appeal”

-Possible increase in private sector service opportunities

Feasibility

Review and determine whether through hauler licensing programs requirements for organics collection can be
implemented.

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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3.1e

Refinement of the definition of Source Separated Compostable Materials (MN Stat. §115A.03, subd. 32b?) is needed

Description

Current State law contains the following definition:
115A.03 Subd. 32a. Source-separated compostable materials.
"Source-separated compostable materials" means materials that:
(1) are separated at the source by waste generators for the purpose of preparing them for use as compost;

(2) are collected separately from mixed municipal solid waste, and are governed by the licensing provisions
of section 115A.93;

(3) are comprised of food wastes, fish and animal waste, plant materials, diapers, sanitary products, and
paper that is not recyclable because the commissioner has determined that no other person is willing to accept
the paper for recycling;

(4) are delivered to a facility to undergo controlled microbial degradation to yield a humus-like product
meeting the agency's class | or class Il, or equivalent, compost standards and where process residues do not
exceed 15 percent by weight of the total material delivered to the facility; and

(5) may be delivered to a transfer station, mixed municipal solid waste processing facility, or recycling
facility only for the purposes of composting or transfer to a composting facility, unless the commissioner
determines that no other person is willing to accept the materials.

There was discussion amongst the SubGroup that this definition may need revised. The discussion included the need to
redefine organics diversion as recycling.

Measurement Method

Change in statute if determined a change is needed

Timeframe/Mileposts

2010 legislative session

Potential Implementation
Parties

Agency, Stakeholders, legislators, Governor

Costs

Zero

Funding Mechanisms

Non-needed

Barriers/Issues

Lack of buy-in by all stakeholders
Moves composting up on the waste hierarchy

Opportunities

Make reusing and recycling organic materials easier.

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments
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3.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES
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3.2a

Financial Viability

Description

Financial viability is key to the long-term viability of all straw proposals.
Funding mechanisms identified include:

a. Incentives such as tax credits
b. More heavily tax materials that are landfilled
c. Grants, low-interest loans
d. Carbon credit generation
e. Subsidy
f. Market factors alone
g. Market factors in combination with other incentives or taxes
Measurement Method
Timeframe/Mileposts
Potential Implementation
Parties
Costs
Funding Mechanisms
Barriers/Issues
Opportunities
Feasibility
General Comments
Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

3.3 EDUCATION AND OUTREACH
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3.4 REGULATION AND PERMITTING

3.4a Revise the MPCA rules for permitting source separated organics composting facilities and clarifiy the definition(s) of
organic materials.
Description Develop an updated rule for SSOM composting facility siting, design, operation and performance standards that protect

air and surface and groundwater but do not make siting and operation of such facilities cost prohibitive.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Develop a Guidance document and/or engage the Emergency Rule Making Authority so that the rule revision process
does not prevent the implementation of programs. Rule revision process to be completed by January 31, 2011

Implementation Parties

MPCA in conjunction with County staff

Costs

$85,000

Funding Mechanisms

Funded by the MPCA

Barriers/Issues

Protecting the environment, change based on scientific data including Demonstration projects

Opportunities

Rule revision will help promote for profit company interest in processing SSOM.

Feasibility

Highly feasible. Need is already identified. Effort is already underway.

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments
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3.5 COLLECTION AND PROCESSING

3.5a

Organized Collection

Description

Implement organized collection of Source Separated Organic Materials (SSOM) in municipalities to require and implement
the recovery of organics. This would create the densities of materials to make collection programs more affordable, as
well as to provide opportunities for all residents to participate. Municipalities would also have the pricing controls to then
incentivize the diversion of SSOM out of the garbage can and into an organics container.

Measurement Method

In organized collection programs, reporting of all materials collected would/could be a requirement of all contracts
allowing for accurate measurement of tons captured.

Timeframe/Mileposts

e Currently the process to follow the organized collection statute takes a municipality approximately one year to
complete

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce (Office of Energy Security), regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD,
economic development agencies, cities and townships), private haulers.

Costs

Low costs/medium costs. Legal and administrative costs paid by municipalities to follow the current mandated organizing
statute process. However, must recognize that it is transferring costs currently paid by residents directly to their hauler to
the local unit of government to pay. Per household costs generally are less in organized programs than under non-
organized collection programs.

Funding Mechanisms

This is usually done through either property tax or service fee increases.

Barriers/Issues

e Private haulers strongly oppose organized collections. It limits their opportunities to compete. Spent years building
their businesses under a open hauling system and have built their business models accordingly

e Residents like the ability to choose for themselves who will be their hauler. Creates political issues for city councils,
etc.

Opportunities

e Creates opportunity to provide community wide education about the program

e Canincrease overall capture of materials by providing consistent service to all residents.

e Can provide for multiple haulers to provide services by splitting cities into regions or allowing different haulers to
collect each stream.

Feasibility

Very feasible but politically sensitive

General Comments

The organized collection process is quite long and onerous for all parties involved

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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3.5b

Establish System for Transfer of SSOM

Description

Within Centroids create a system of drop-off locations for SSOM that facilitate the collection of materials from small
generators or with inadequate densities for collection. Also allow Material Recycling Facilities (MRF’s) to accept, set aside,
and transfer SSOM under their current permit-by-rule requirements.

Measurement Method

Reported tons of organics diverted at MRF’s and drop-off locations would be a requirement of the permits

Timeframe/Mileposts

Modify or create new rules in order to permit MRF’s to accept and transfer SSOM - 2011
License/construct/operate first municipal/regional SSOM drop-off locations - 2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, MN Dept. of Commerce (Energy Security Office), regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, economic
development agencies, etc.), private MRF operators.

Costs

Low capital costs to modify existing facilities to accept materials

Funding Mechanisms

Solid waste fees/taxes on MSW disposal/processing facilities, state/federal grants, tipping fee at facility.

Barriers/Issues

e Creating a sustainable infrastructure for the collection of source-separated organics.

* Need to develop more regional compost sites to minimize transportation costs of collected materials to processing
sites

e Will require revising MPCA rules for permitting such facilities.

e Public opposition to such facilities may be a problem.

Opportunities

e Utilizes current infrastructure to facilitate the collection and movement of SSOM
e Creates options for small generators and rural communities to provide access to those interested in self hauling

Feasibility

Technically feasible

General Comments

Would need to consider what additional permitting requirements are necessary to ensure public health

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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3.5¢

Collect Organics Under Same Rules as Recycling Collection

Description

Require that residents of MN be provided the same assurance of access to SSOM collection programs that govern the
provision of recycling services (115.552). Additionally SSOM should be exempted from all state and local solid waste
management taxes, and the collection of SSOM would be exempt from the organized collection statute.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Will require change in State Statute and MPCA rules - 2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce (Office of Energy Security), regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD,
economic development agencies, cities and townships), private haulers.

Costs

Medium/high costs. Municipalities and/or counties would be required to implement the collection of SSOM, either
through contracted services or through licensing requirements of haulers within their jurisdiction. There would also be a
loss of solid waste management tax revenue to the state and local units of government for the newly exempted materials
that would now be collected as SSOM.

Funding Mechanisms

This is usually done through either property tax or service fee increases, or through increased SCORE Funding to counties
and local units of government.

Barriers/Issues

e Private haulers strongly oppose contracted collections. It limits their opportunities to compete. Spent years building
their businesses under a open hauling system and have built their business models accordingly

e Unfunded mandate unless significant new funds are provided to municipalities

e Higher collection costs to the generator for collection and separation but potential savings in avoided disposal
costs if they are a large generator of SSOM.

e Loss of revenue to state

Opportunities

e Canincrease overall capture of materials by providing consistent service to all residents

e Can provide for multiple haulers to provide services by splitting cities into regions or allowing different haulers to
collect each stream.

e Expedites implementation

e Creates opportunity to provide community wide education about the program

Feasibility

Very feasible but politically sensitive

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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3.5d

Co-Collection

Description

Remove any regulatory requirements or restrictions that limit or prohibit the co-collection of SSOM. Allow for the co-
collection of SSOM either along with yard waste, and/or promote the collection of SSOM with the same vehicle but in
separate compartments from other streams of collected materials (ie. yard-waste, recyclables, refuse)

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

e Will require change in State Statute and MPCA rules - 2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD), private and public landfill owners, electrical utilities, other
potential energy markets, etc.

Costs

none

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

e Will require developing new MPCA rules for easing the operator in permitting such facilities. WLSSD now has this
kind of facility permit.

e Yard-waste collection is not a year-round service so may have some issues regarding year-round separation and
collection of SSOM

e Collection vehicles that must be purchased.

Opportunities

e Allows for additional opportunities to collect with low marginal costs

Feasibility

Technically feasible on a demonstration project basis. No long term operating experience.

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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3.5e

New Licensing Requirements and City Ordinances

Description

Cities would pass ordinances that mandate SSOM collections for their residents. This will allow haulers in the market to
decide if they want to compete or these services. Another mechanism is to require all licensed haulers to provide SSOM
collection services as a condition of licensing.

Measurement Method

Requirement of licensing would be annual reporting of materials collected

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, economic development agencies, cities and townships), private
haulers.

Costs

Low costs. Municipalities and/or counties would be required to implement the collection of SSOM, either through
ordinances or licensing requirements of haulers within their jurisdiction.

Funding Mechanisms

Service costs would be paid directly by residents to their hauler

Barriers/Issues

Only requires haulers to offer services, but not to provide to all customers
Does not require cities to mandate services, only an option
Minimizes education opportunities that city —wide uniform services offer

Opportunities

Can provide for multiple haulers opportunity to provide services
Expedites implementation

Feasibility

Very feasible

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester

Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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3.5f

ANAEROBIC DIGESTION

Description

Construct regional facilities in each centroid or a series of smaller facilities to process source separated organics (SSO) with
the goal of capturing 80% of the remaining organics in the municipal solid waste (MSW) stream. Through capture of the
gas, these facilities would produce energy to replace fossil fuels currently in use and send the digestate to be composted
at local or regional composting facilities.

Measurement Method

Reported tons of organics diverted to the digesters, reported volumes/quality of gas generated as an energy source, and
reported tons of digestate sent to composting facilities. Periodic waste sorts at disposal facilities and incinerators would
aid in measurement of the amounts of organics being diverted.

Timeframe/Mileposts

e Approve/construct/operate first community-based digester under MPCA’s research/demonstration project program —
2011

e Modify or create new rules in order to permit digesters designed to process the organics in MSW — 2015

e License/construct/operate first municipal/regional scale digester to process the organics in MSW — 2018

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce (Office of Energy Security), regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD,
economic development agencies), technology vendors, private sector investors/development companies, electrical
utilities, other potential energy markets, etc.

Costs

Medium/high capital cost compared to other organics processing methods.

Funding Mechanisms

Solid waste fees/taxes on MSW disposal/processing facilities, state/federal grants, tipping fee at facility, energy revenues.

Barriers/Issues

e Creating a sustainable infrastructure for the collection of source-separated organics.
e Will require revising MPCA rules for permitting such facilities.
e Public opposition to such facilities may be a problem.

Opportunities

e Being considered a renewable energy source will help in reaching renewable energy portfolio standards.
e Methane capture/recovery is higher than what can be achieved in landfill gas capture/recovery systems.
e Potential for processing other organic waste streams (e.g. yard waste).

e Digestate would still be able to go to a composting facility for further processing.

e Replaces energy produced from fossil fuels while achieving GHG emissions reductions.

Feasibility

Proven technology for processing medium to high-moisture organic waste streams.

General Comments

Potential for MSW digestion though much more difficult from a technical and product quality (gas & digestate)
perspective.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments
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3.5g

BIOREACTOR LANDFILLS

Description

Require that all new Minnesota MSW landfills, landfill expansions, or new cells constructed in existing landfills serving the
4 urban centroids incorporate leachate/liquid recirculation systems along with active gas recovery systems by 2017.
Landfills in greater Minnesota would need to meet the same requirement by 2020.

Measurement Method

Volume/quality of gas production, volume/quality of leachate, periodic measurements of settlement in terms of gained
airspace.

Timeframe/Mileposts

e Develop and codify rules for design and operation of bioreactor landfills — 2014
e Leachate/liquid recirculation systems in place in all landfills serving the 4 urban centroids — 2017
e Leachate/liquid recirculation systems in place in all landfills in greater Minnesota — 2020

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD), private and public landfill owners, electrical utilities,
other potential energy markets, etc.

Costs

Medium capital costs compared to other organics processing costs. Lower cost of gas recovery system is already in place.

Funding Mechanisms

Tipping fees, energy revenues.

Barriers/Issues

e Bioreactor landfill technology is still in the demonstration project phase (through the EPA’s Office of Research and
Development). Less than a dozen bioreactor landfills are in operation nationwide.

e Will require developing new MPCA rules for permitting such facilities.

e Public opposition to such facilities may be a problem.

e Total gas capture from bioreactor landfills is uncertain. Methane that does escape capture has a GHG warming
potential 25 times that of CO,.

e Other environmental issues associated with the design and operation of bioreactor landfills include significant
increased gas generation, the physical instability of the waste mass due to increased moisture and density, instability
of liner systems, and surface seeps due to waste mass movement and settlement.

e Precludes any recovery of degraded organics as a potential feedstock for further processing into compost.

Opportunities

* No change in current waste collection systems.

e Decomposition and biological stabilization in significantly less time.

e Could gain 15 to 30 percent in landfill space due to an increase in density of waste mass.

e Significant increased LFG generation that, when captured, can be used for energy use onsite or sold.
* Reduced leachate disposal costs and reduced post-closure costs.

Feasibility

Technically feasible on a demonstration project basis.

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

March 30, 2009
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3.5h

GASIFICATION

Description

Construct regional facilities in each centroid to process source separated organics (SSO) with a goal of capturing 80% of
the remaining organics in the municipal solid waste (MSW) stream. Through capture of the gas, these facilities would
produce energy to replace fossil fuels currently in use.

Measurement Method

Reported tons of organics diverted to the gasifiers and reported volumes/quality of gas generated as an energy source.
Periodic waste sorts at disposal facilities and incinerators would aid in measurement of the amounts of organics being
diverted.

Timeframe/Mileposts

Modify or create new rules in order to permit gasifiers designed to process SSO — 2014
License/construct/operate first municipal/regional scale gasifiers to process SSO — 2018

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, MN Dept. of Commerce (Energy Security Office), regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, economic

development agencies, etc.), technology vendors, private sector investors/development companies, electrical utilities,
other potential energy markets, etc.

Costs

High capital cost compared to other organics processing methods.

Funding Mechanisms

Solid waste fees/taxes on MSW disposal/processing facilities, state/federal grants, tipping fee at facility, energy revenues.

Barriers/Issues

e Little experience in the U.S. with gasifying SSO.

e Technology may be better suited to processing waste streams with a lower moisture content than SSO.
e Creating a sustainable infrastructure for the collection of source-separated organics.

e Will require revising MPCA rules for permitting such facilities.

e Public opposition to such facilities may be a problem.

Opportunities

e Being considered a renewable energy source will help in reaching renewable energy portfolio standards.

e Potential for processing other materials (e.g. MSW) and may be economically competitive with RDF production or
mass burn incineration.

e Efficient process for energy production.

e Replaces energy produced from fossil fuels while achieving GHG emissions reductions.

e Char may have some value as a soil amendment.

Feasibility

Technically feasible though little operational experience with SSO in the U.S.

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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3.6 MARKET SECTOR (ORIGIN AND END MARKETS)

3.6a

Increase Markets for Compost

Description

Composters currently report that they have adequate markets for their high quality compost. They report that the lower
quality compost, compost containing film plastics from plastic bags, does not have markets. This highlights the need to
produce high quality compost. The goal of 10% organics recovery by 2012 and 15% by 2020 will require close attention be
paid to producing high quality compost and growing end markets to accommodate the increased in available compost.

Measurement Method

SCORE report collects data on organics collected for food-to-people, food-to-animals/feed, and composting. Refining that
data collection method would provide the needed diversion numbers to determine if the 10 and 15 percent goal has been

reached.

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Private sector, public sector and non-governmental entities

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Visual contamination, quality of finished compost, research needed to encourage new markets in storm water management

BMP's.

Opportunities

Storm water management BMP that increase the infiltration of storm water improving water quality of surface water
bodies. Organic farmers have not been tied into the use of compost from either yard waste facilities or yard waste/food
waste compost facilities. This is a significant opportunity, considering the growth in the organic industry and value of
compost as fertilizer replacement.

Feasibility

General Comments

Education is key to the success of organics collection programs.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities

Duluth

St. Cloud

Rochester

Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority
Centroid-Specific The Metro Centroid has Duluth has a mandatory St. Cloud has been Rochester has been
Comments been very active in recycling ordinance for relatively in-active and | relatively in-active

promoting organics
reuse/recycling/composting.

commercial generators of
organic materials and
provides the compost
facility.

has not shown much
interest.

and has not shown
much interest.
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3.7a

Environmental Impact and Cost Analysis of Various Organic Management Methods

Description

Costs and Environmental Impact Analysis: Landfill with Gas Recovery, Bioreactor Landfill with Gas Recovery, Separate Cell
with Leachate Collection (Cuyahoga, OH), Greenwaste as ADC (California), Large and Small Windrow Composting Systems,
Anaerobic Digestion

Measurement Method

Gather broad spectrum (VOC’s, GHG) emissions data from all types of facilities/sites and compare the data/information,
including fuel used and emissions generated, leachate and run-off, total environmental impact of all types of systems
versus in small (backyard) and large windrow compost systems and in anaerobic digestion systems. Compare costs of all
methods and emissions generated, total lifecycle C footprint.

Timeframe/Mileposts

Three year study?

Potential Implementation
Parties

Facility owners and operators, state and local government

Costs

Most Systems already in place. Costs for emissions testing, and Life Cycle C Footprinting, including all transport of all
materials and related emissions, fuel and emissions associated with application of finished compost

Funding Mechanisms

State funding

Barriers/Issues

No state funding available

Opportunities

Assurance that we are proceeding with a firm foundation of data

Feasibility

Very feasible

General Comments

We need this information to make a scientific, fact based decision about what method of organics management is right for
Minnesota from an environmental and cost/benefit standpoint.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

March 30, 2009
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3.7b

Compost Lifecycle Analysis Research Limitations

Description

The MPCA completed a literature review in December, 2008. The MPCA had limited funds available for the literature
review, so several LAC were preliminarily reviewed and the two most complete studies were chosen for detailed review.
Overall the literature review revealed that compost is a net benefit in reducing GHG. However, the review also revealed
that each of the LAC’s could not be compared, as each evaluated different components of the system. For example,
some LAC’s consider collection a standard part of any system (recycling trash, yard waste, ssom, etc.); therefore
transportation is evaluated as a stand-alone system, and the compost LAC begins with the materials entering the
composting facility. Other studies include transportation in the LAC evaluation. The two LAC reviewed did not include
transportation, so in that way they were comparable to each other.

Another common shortfall of compost LAC’s is that rarely do they include the carbon offset benefits of the end use of
compost (including the GHG generated in transportation of the material to the end use). As a result, most evaluations
show that composting is either a neutral impact on GHG generation or a slight benefit. Each study says that, so long as
compost is not transported great distances, it will have a significant net benefit to reducing the impact of GHGs.

Nevertheless, most studies compare composting to landfilling, and not to other forms of extracting energy from the
feedstock waste. So, while diversion from a landfill appears to be a desirable practice, it is less clear how waste should
be managed post-diversion. In addition, most studies assume both well-managed composting operations and beneficial
application of the resulting compost (and, therefore, offsets of synthetic chemicals and fossil fuels). This combination of
avoided landfilling and chemical offsets determines the scope of the benefits from composting as related to GHGs.

Furthermore, some studies do assume that the compost is applied in significant quantities per acre in a commercial
agricultural setting, and often to soils different than, or more degraded than, most of those in Minnesota. Moreover, the
scope of the benefits of compost application in gardens in metropolitan areas (where most compost feedstocks are likely
to originate, and where most compost is likely to be applied) is less well studied and/or publicized, and, so, is less clear.

Measurement Method

The limitations of the above studies, and other LAC not included in the literature review, are that there is not enough
hard data to be used in models to get a more complete picture of the LAC of compost. All recommend further research is
needed to refine the existing LAC analysis.

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implementation Parties

State of Minnesota, University of MN, US Composting Council Foundation

Costs

Unknown

Funding Mechanisms

Public and Private Funding

Barriers/Issues

Funding is needed
Research take many years to be completed

Opportunities

e National Survey of compost facilities to facilitate data collection on GHG emissions resulting from processing YW and
Food scraps
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e Conduct a series of LCA studies using a consistent study protocol such as the ISO process described in the Australian
LAC in different climates, on different soil types, with different crop types to fill the gaps in data and research on the
benefits and risks of compost use and its effect on GHG generation and mitigation

e Research the impacts of aerobic composting on GHG generation and mitigation including carbon sequestration.

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

3.7c

WARM modeling limitations

Description

Currently the USEPA’s WARM is the most accessible public model for use for evaluating GHG impacts. That model was set
up primarily for modeling GHG impacts for recycling, not the reuse or recycling of organic materials. Examples would be
the model is insufficient for evaluating food to people and food to animal/animal feed options. It is also insufficient for
modeling compost, as it is missing the benefits accrued in the end use of compost and the negative impacts of
transporting the materials to the end use.

Measurement Method

To deal with the more complicated system of managing organic materials the following actions could be pursued:
1. Revise the WARM model, or
2. A separate model created

Timeframe/Mileposts

The sooner the better.

Potential Implementation
Parties

Financial resources will be needed to conduct the research needed to develop the data needed to refine the LAC on
compost.

Costs

Unknown

Funding Mechanisms

Public and private funding

Barriers/Issues

e  Financial and personnel resources are needed to complete the update of the WARM model

e WARM does not yet allow a user to reflect the shifting of food and food scraps any further up the hierarchy than
composting. That is, it does not have a separate entry for food scraps that are converted to animal feed (which could
be considered recycling) or edible food that is saved for human consumption (a form of source reduction). It is likely,
for example, that food-to-people would show an excellent return-per-ton on GHG avoided if fertilizer use were
confirmed to be avoided; the offset fertilizer would add to benefits that come from keeping food waste out of landfills
at, or below, the EPA default of 75% landfill-gas capture efficiency.

e The lack of an accurate model to calculate the GHG impacts/benefits of food to people, food to animals/animal feed
and compost .

e The model allows for food scraps, yard trimmings, grass, leaves, branches, and mixed organics (48% food scraps/52%
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yard trimmings). However it does not allow for the composting of non recyclable paper (paper plates, paper
napkins...). That material can only go to a resource recovery facility or be landfilled.

e Another missing piece for composting is the ability to adjust percentages of feed stocks. The mixed organics category
use a calculation of 48% food scraps/52% yard trimmings, yet Minnesota demonstration facilities are allowed to
compost only a 20% food scraps/80% yard trimmings. Any percentage greater than 20% food scraps would need to go
to a compost facility that has a solid waste composting permit.

e The benefits of end use of compost are not included in the model. Neither is the negative impact of transporting the
material to the end use included.

* More research is needed to accurately calculate the GHG impacts of composing.

Opportunities Partner with the USEPA to update the model

Feasibility It is feasible to develop this model. Expertise, funding and time is needed.

General Comments There has been some discussion within the USEPA of revising the model. Unknown what those discussion generated.
Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

3.8 CD&lI

3.9 OTHER
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Appendix J: Waste-to-Energy Sub-Group Straw Proposals

4.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

4.1a Waste-to-energy Defined as Renewable Energy

Description Support inclusion of electric and thermal energy generated by waste-to-energy facilities in the state and federal definition
of renewable energy. This will bring additional revenue to waste-to-energy facilities and discourages the landfilling of
organic, recyclable or combustible waste materials.

Measurement Method If it is included in state and federal renewable energy laws.
Timeframe/Mileposts 2010 legislative session

Potential Implementation Local, State and Federal governments and facility owners.

Parties

Costs Staff and lobbyist time

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues Public opposition

Opportunities Reduced GHG emissions as waste is moved up the waste disposal hierarchy

Brings additional revenue to waste-to-energy facilities
Increased recycling of ferrous and non-ferrous materials

Feasibility
General Comments Waste-to-energy currently included in the definition of “eligible energy technologies in the 2008 Minnesota Renewable
Energy Objective, Statute 216B.1691. Waste-to-energy is not included in all applicable federal renewable energy laws.
Centroid Information Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG Positive GHG

Reduction Potential reduction
compared with
landfilling MSW

Priority

Centroid-Specific

Comments

April 24, 2009 Page 1
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4.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

4.1b

Landfill Ban

Description

Combust with energy recovery all MSW not reduced, recycled, or composted.

Measurement Method

Weigh all incoming waste.

Timeframe/Mileposts

ASAP

Potential Implementation
Parties

State agency, county, or private party.

Costs

Installed capacity cost of $200,000 to $500,000 per ton of daily installed capacity

Funding Mechanisms

Tipping Fees

Barriers/Issues

Competition from landfills
Public opposition
Limited existing waste-to-energy capacity

Opportunities

District energy system potential near sources of waste generation
GHG reduction compared with landfilling

Feasibility

Technology proven and costs known.

General Comments

Needs commitment by state leaders.
Existing state statute 473.848 which prohibits landfilling of unprocessed mixed MSW has been determined to not be
enforceable

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 24, 2009

Page 2




MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

4.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

4.2a

Increased Landfill Disposal Fee

Description

Raise disposal fee for landfilling of unprocessed MSW. This will drive the disposal of waste higher up on waste hierarchy

and reduce GHG emissions.

Measurement Method

Law enacted

Timeframe/Mileposts

Enforce processing of all waste prior to landfilling in the Minneapolis/St Paul centroid by 2015

Potential Implementation
Parties

State and local government and landfill owners

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Tipping fees, Landfill tax

Barriers/Issues

Higher tipping fees and higher landfill costs
Create an enforceable law to support this proposal

Opportunities

Increased recycling rates as demonstrated by similar European action
Reduced GHG emissions from landfills

Feasibility

General Comments

Current state statute gives definition of unprocessed MSW

Centroid Information

Twin Cities

Duluth

St. Cloud

Rochester

Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 24, 2009
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4.4 REGULATION AND PERMITTING

4.4a

Preprocessing of MSW Prior to Landfilling

Description

See recycling proposal 2.4c

4.4 REGULATION AND PERMITTING
4.4b MSW Ash Utilization
Description MPCA to prepare permanent rules for WTE combined ash (fly & bottom) or bottom ash utilizations.

Measurement Method

Permanent rules are adopted to replace temporary demonstration permits.

Timeframe/Mileposts

2010

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA

Costs

MPCA staff time

Funding Mechanisms

MPCA environmental fund/SWM tax revenues

Barriers/Issues

Rule making process lengthy

Opportunities

Reuse of waste ash (European Model) rather than mono landfilling. Ash substitute for non-renewable resource of
aggregate materials for road base or bituminous mix that meets MnDOT specifications.
Reduce operating cost and tipping fees for waste-to-energy facilities

Feasibility

Many states and European nations use now.

General Comments

Polk County has demonstrated ash use feasibility for many years.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 24, 2009
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4.5 COLLECTIONS AND PROCESSING

4.5a

Flow control /Integrate the State into County Waste Designation

Description

The State enables counties and regional governments to implement waste designation within the four centroids to
achieve the desired goals of greenhouse gas reduction. Counties petition the state to designate eligible areas for flow
control. Based on criteria in statute, the state designates the eligible areas. (This replaces the County waste designation
plan process.) Counties implement with ordinances.

Measurement Method

Laws and ordinances enacted

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implement in stages:

- conduct designation-specific stakeholder input process in 2010

- legislative amendments in 2011/2012 session

- implement specific designation ordinances on an as-needed basis as high priority end management facilities or systems
are identified and developed.

Potential Implementation
Parties

Legislature, MPCA , local governments, and waste haulers

Costs

No significant cost increase to amend process.

Expected increased near-term end of life disposal costs as wastes directed to higher tipping fee facilities

Expected decreased long-term management costs as wastes are directed away from facilities such as landfills that have
embedded costs borne by future generations.

Funding Mechanisms

State and local revenues
Generator tipping fees

Barriers/Issues

Opposition from landfill owners and waste haulers
Opposition from generators to higher tipping fees
Legal uncertainties depending upon specific case situations

Opportunities

Increase tipping fees serving to drive abatement alternatives such as reduction and recycling
Direct waste to waste to energy facilities that combust methane-producing organic materials
Reduced GHG emissions from landfills

Reduced GHG emissions from avoided coal/fossil fuel combustion

Feasibility

Demonstrated legality and feasibility when implemented correctly

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 24, 2009

Page 5




4.7 RESEARCH

MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

4.7a

Anaerobic Digestion

Description

Evaluate viability of anaerobic digestion with thermal pretreatment and electric generation using mixed MSW as feed
stock by supporting financially and through policy the construction and operation of one commercial scale anaerobic

digestion facility in Minnesota

Measurement Method

One unit built in proposed timeframe

Timeframe/Mileposts

On line by end of 2010

Potential Implementation
Parties

State and local government and private industry

Costs

Installed cost of $150,000 to $250,000 per ton on daily capacity

Funding Mechanisms

Tipping fee, State or Federal grant/loan, SWMCB and private funds

Barriers/Issues

Competes with existing landfills

Funding could be an issue

Not the lowest cost disposal method

Getting sufficient MSW Diverted from other disposal methods to support this project

Opportunities

Digester solids suitable for soil amendments
Potentially lower GHG emissions than landfills
High recycling rates for metals, plastics and glass

Feasibility

Technically feasible

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud

Rochester

Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 24, 2009
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4.7b

Plasma Gasification

Description

Evaluate viability of plasma gasification with electric generation using mixed MSW as feed stock by supporting financially
and through policy the construction and operation of one commercial scale plasma gasification facility in Minnesota

Measurement Method

One unit built in proposed time frame

Timeframe/Mileposts

On line by end of 2010

Potential Implementation
Parties

State and local government and private industry

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Tipping fee, State or Federal grant/loan, SWMCB and private funds

Barriers/Issues

Competes with existing landfills

Funding could be an issue

Not the lowest cost disposal method

Getting sufficient MSW Diverted from other disposal methods to support this project

Opportunities

Potentially lower GHG emissions than landfills
Potentially lower air emissions than other combustion technologies

Feasibility

Technically feasible

General Comments

Plasma gasification facilities are capable of producing either renewable fuel such as diesel fuel or electric generation or a
combination of both

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 24, 2009
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4.7c

Use Rochester Centroid as Case Study

Description

Run GHG (WARM) model calculations for the Rochester centroid quantifying GHG emissions from an integrated waste
management system before and after a new state-of-the-art waste-to-energy facility was added to the disposal options.

Measurement Method

Modified WARM model. Use Dodge/Olmsted inputs

Timeframe/Mileposts

May 2009
Potential Implementation
Parties MPCA Staff
Costs Low

Funding Mechanisms

Stakeholder project budget

Barriers/Issues

Time constraints

Opportunities

Understand GHG emission levels for an existing integrated solid waste system that uses all elements of the hierarchy with
22 years of history

Feasibility

Excellent

General Comments

Increase understanding

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 24, 2009

Page 8




4.7 RESEARCH

MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

4.7d

Modify WARM Model to add Thermal Energy for Cogeneration WTE Facilities

Description

Run the WARM model to access GHG emissions from waste-to-energy facilities in Minnesota that incorporate combined
heat and power compared with waste-to-energy facilities that include only electric generation energy in the facility design.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Costs

Minor

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Opportunities

Information useful to determine best solutions for waste disposal

Feasibility

Very

General Comments

Over half of the waste-to-energy facilities in Minnesota use the combined heat and power design to improve thermal
efficiency and reduce GHG emissions

Centroid Information

Twin Cities

Duluth

St. Cloud

Rochester

Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific
Comments

April 24, 2009
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Appendix K: Landfill Disposal Sub-Group Straw Proposals

5.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

5.1a

Methane Capture Rates

Description

Mandate that all landfills in the state of Minnesota must meet the requirement that a continuous, minimum 90% capture
and destruction rate of all methane generated through-out the life span of each landfill, including all active and post-
closure emissions. Determination of this capture rate though continuous monitoring with best available technology
would be required.

Measurement Method

Cannot continuously monitor, need to do via computer modeling.

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Any state or federal requirements on LFG control in an effort to reduce GHG emissions would remove the additionality
(or voluntary) aspect to these projects, and the smaller landfills wouldn't be eligible to sell carbon offsets. These projects
are expensive for the smaller landfill with limited revenue from gate receipts. Redirect the focus to economic incentives
versus mandates. According to the MPCA projected 2011 methane emissions from the 21 landfills:

* 69.2% of the waste being landfilled are to landfills required to have active LFG control by NSPS (total of 4
landfills)
* With Clay County, Crow Wing, East Central, and part of Ponderosa having active LFG control voluntarily, the total

is about 75% of the waste being landfilled.
* These 4 sites could gain $263,000 to $1,040,000 on the current carbon market.
* Adding the next 7 largest sites voluntarily (15 of the 21 landfills) gets to 90% of the waste being landfilled.
* These 7 sites could gain $420,000 to $1,660,000 on the carbon market.

Technically it is doubtful that you can continuously monitor methane generation at a landfill. Would have to use
computer modeling. Difficult to measure gas output at early and late stages of landfill development due to very low gas
production.

Opportunities

Feasibility

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

April 28, 2009
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Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments
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5.4 REGULATION & PERMITTING

5.4a

Expansion of Landfill Post-Closure Assurances and Insurance Requirements

Description

Recommendations. MPCA must complete analysis of financial assurances to create a mechanism to address the
State’s Landfill Post Closure largest risk factors, remedial corrective action and third party injuries that are most likely to
arise after care and current assurance mechanisms end. To do that, the instrument must address each of these criteria:

1 Extend past the legal period of post-closure care.

2 Offer coverage that both reflects probabilistic events and can, as a practical matter, cover at least a significant part of
the true risks. The MPCA could commission insurance experts to develop fully and then apply an “Extended
Environmental Impairment Landfill Insurance” policy.

3 Retain the full value of the assurance funds in the mechanism until the end of the post-closure period because there
is a significant probability that unanticipated maintenance expenses will arise.

4 Require that, if a surety bond and letter of credit is cancelled, the State shall be assumed to have exercised its right to
claim the funds under the mechanism on the 120" day following notice of cancellation unless the State affirmative acts
to forego its right to do so prior to that time.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

Potential Implementation
Parties

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Opportunities

Feasibility

General Comments

MPCA is currently drafting required rules in a formal rule revision addressing financial assurance requirements for
disposal facilities. This strategy will be addressed in that process.

GHG benefit is not clear from this strategy. Also most GHG is occurs during the active life and in the beginning years of
post-closure.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments
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5.4b

Promote Leachate Recirculation and Bioreactor Landfills

Description

Promote leachate recirculation and bioreactor landfills

Measurement Method

Number of landfill that utilize this technology

Timeframe/Mileposts

1-year to finalize leachate recirculation, 2 —3 years for bioreactor.

Potential Implementation
Parties

Existing 21 landfills landfill operators and MPCA.

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

If made to be economical, landfills will accomplish and will be funded by themselves.

Barriers/Issues

Need to finalize and implement rules to allow this technology. MPCA working on a guidance document that will allow
more landfills to recirculate leachate. Leachate recirculation will just require state action, Bioreactors still require federal
interaction.

Opportunities

LFG emitted by landfills that utilize this technology will be generated quicker in the process and over a shorter

timeframe. This has the following benefits:

- Makes energy recovery more attractive.

- Faster timeframe for decomposition and biological waste stabilization; reduces long environmental risks and post-
closure costs.

Feasibility

Technology already exist, just need a favorable regulatory environment to promote this technology.

General Comments

In 2006, the Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA) and the US Composting Council agreed there is a place
for both composting and bioreactor landfills. The agreement outlines that both serve beneficial but different roles and
different functions in integrated waste management.

There is a very strong possibility we will not see any new siting for any type of waste management facility within
Minnesota due to the NIMBY syndrome. Therefore, the choice to extend the service life of the existing landfills is critical.
By implementing this technique to extend a landfill life it gives science and technology time to develop methods and
systems to deal with the challenges of solid waste in a more environmental benign and cost-effective manner.

Some states allow YW to be landfilled if they have gas recovery systems (California, Nebraska). Minnesota allows YW to
be composted on top of landfills. Some states are initiating legislation to allow YW into landfills with gas recovery
(Michigan, Oklahoma, Florida).

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

April 28, 2009
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5.7a

Cost Benefit Study of Installing Flare and Landfill Gas to Energy Systems

Description

Review nearly completed MPCA closed landfill study to determine feasibility of implementing flares, gas recovery
systems. Within the context of feasibility of closed landfill study, examine all open landfills without landfill gas to energy
systems for the cost/benefit of installing either flare systems or landfill gas to energy systems. An abbreviated study
would focus on landfills in/proximal to Centroids.

Measurement Method

Identify and categorize the universe of both open and closed landfills. Categorize based on age of facility, size/tonnage.
Determine representative sample of each category and conduct testing to determine current, uncontrolled emissions,
gas recovery potential, need for flare system or landfill GTE system, potential partnerships with utilities, renewable
energy opportunity and return on investment.

Timeframe/Mileposts

2 years; See also General Comments below.

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, public and private landfill owners, prospective utilities/third party gas operators.

Costs

Depends on depth of study

Funding Mechanisms

SW tax; Minn Stat. 216c.41 renewable energy tax credits extended to Landfill gas as renewable energy.

Barriers/Issues

Lack of funding, low gas production at closed facilities may not warrant doing anything. Increased costs for publicly
owned facilities if required to install flares. Perception of increased regulation with the study itself.

Opportunities

Reduction in GHG emissions, determination of cost, business opportunity for third party gas plant operation, renewable
energy opportunity for utility.

Feasibility

Depends on depth of study

General Comments

MPCA has considered this proposal in the past for closed landfills in the Closed LF Cleanup Program. Some of this
information may already be available, which would reduce the time required for the study.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

April 28, 2009
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5.7b

Identify and Remove Barriers to Landfill Gas to Energy

Description

Identify and remove barriers to LFGTE (Landfill Gas to Energy)

Measurement Method

Increase in LFGTE projects and/or increase in amount of methane destroyed in LFGTE projects.

Timeframe/Mileposts

1 year to identify issues, 2 —3 years to modify/change statutes or other documents

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA and landfill operators & their consultants. At a later date, bring in power companies representatives and potential
business that can utilize LFG as direct sell.

Costs

Internal costs for majority. If an incentive payment were added there would be an additional cost.

Funding Mechanisms

Incentive payment would be funded with same funds existing incentive payments.

Barriers/Issues

Willingness to accomplish in depth reviews and modify existing rules. Need to be able to weight what has greater
environmental gain — GHG versus other environmental issues.

Opportunities

All existing 21 landfill.

Feasibility

General Comments

Some of the existing issues:

- For electric generation

Add a landfill gas incentive payment to Minn. Stat. 216C.41

Local utilities are unwilling to set precedent by funding any interconnect capital

Local electrical infrastructure too small or too far away for electric generation

Utility wants to maintain carbon credit, removing potential revenue stream from Landfill

Utility not willing to pay the cost per kw-hr to breakeven

(need to talk to WM to see what their issues they encountered when they installed their electric generator
plants, i.e., EAW requirements, air permits, etc.)

- Direct sell

1. Consider incentive payment for direct use too.

2. Nodirect gas use option nearby. Option preference is 24/7 using as much gas as collected — promote an “energy
park” concept.

3. Viability of direct option required economic stability of user.

4. Easement issues for pipelines going off site. (note back in 2006, Pennsylvania took steps to makes the
development of landfill gas projects easier. The state is making highway right-of-ways available for landfill gas
pipelines, a move that encourage and promote such projects.)

- General issues

1. As landfills get smaller, LFG (landfill gas) generation is lower and capital and O&M cost per kw-hr is higher (loss
of economy of scale and less bang for the buck).

2. Smaller projects may need a grant or other funding that doesn’t require debt or payback

3. Air permitting issues

ok wnNE

Twin Cities Duluth | St. Cloud Rochester Total

April 28, 2009
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Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

April 28, 2009
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Appendix L: Cross-Cutting Straw Proposals

X.1 POLICY/LEGISLATION

X.1a Institute a System of Container Deposit for Beverage Containers — Bottle Bill

Description Minnesota Legislature should adopt a Container deposit law that requires retailers and distributors to collect a $.10
refundable deposit on beverage containers. The deposit is paid when the container is purchased, and refunded when the
container is returned for recycling. Bottle bills have proven to be highly effective in reducing litter and waste and
promoting recycling.

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts 2011

Implementation Parties MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Department of Commerce, Private sector retailers, distributors, beverage manufacturers,
redemption centers, national trade associations

Costs

Funding Mechanisms Creates own funding mechanism through money from unredeemed deposits

Barriers/Issues e Strong opposition from retailers, distributors, beverage manufacturers, Beverage Association of Minnesota

e Will take time to create a network of redemption centers

e Will have impacts on current curbside collection programs (less collection costs but also less revenue from materials
collected, i.e. aluminum)

* Unredeemed deposits

e Impacts of market fluctuations

Opportunities e Creates a privately funded infrastructure for the collection of beverage containers

e Achieves 66%-96% capture rates for containers covered by deposits in states that have passed legislation

* More glass recovered through color separation at collection points, making it possible to recycle back into glass
bottles

e Deposit-return programs have much higher recycling rates than municipal recycling programs because of the
economic incentive to recycle offered to the consumer who gets money back for the containers.

e Bottle bills creates a privately-funded collection infrastructure for beverage containers and make producers and
consumers (rather than taxpayers) responsible for their packaging waste.

e In Canada, domestically produced beer is sold in standardized bottles and 97% of the bottles come back to the
producer to be refilled.

e Creates jobs

e Inspires innovation in packaging (similar to EPR above) especially when redesigning containers so they will be
reusable

e Containers collected (especially glass) are cleaner and provide a higher quality feedstock to manufacturers

e Reduces litter

e Reduces the incidence of glass lacerations among urban children (American Journal of Public Health, October 1986. v.

April 8, 2009 1
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76, no. 10)

e National trade associations are adopting high recycling goals and have indicated a willingness to partner on initiatives

that may include bottle bills

Feasibility

Very feasible but very politically sensitive. Eleven U.S. states and eight of Canada's ten provinces have "bottle bills"

requiring deposit-return programs for beverage containers.

General Comments

Only 20-25% of used beverage containers in Minnesota are recycled. We have this low recycling rate despite widespread
access to residential curbside recycling and widespread educational efforts.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth

St. Cloud

Rochester

Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

April 8, 2009
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X.2 FINANCIAL INCENTIVES

X.2a

Incentivizing Behavior Change through Unit Based Pricing

Description

Require cities and counties to adopt and implement Pay-as-You-Throw (PAYT) ordinances where incremental price
increases are proportional to container size increases as well as to the frequency of service.

Measurement Method

Local units of government would need to have licensing requirements that would ensure compliance

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Implementation Parties

MPCA, Regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, cities and townships), non-profits, private sector, private
haulers

Costs

Low to municipalities, however:
e Some legislative or ordinance change and some enforcement
Costs paid by consumers

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

e Enforcement and compliance would be challenging

e Private sector haulers will be concerned about proprietary pricing information
e Public will have concerns about increased costs for current levels of service

e Capital costs to haulers to provide new carts of different sizes to customers

e Resistance to change or perception of change

e Application in multi-family units with central disposal

e Additional administration, enforcement and compliance

Opportunities

e Creates recognizable price incentives for reducing refuse service and source reduction efforts
e Allows for customers to financial benefit by diverting waste into recycling streams

e This could also include provisions that require transparency in pricing

e Source reduction increases documented 6%

e Recycling and composting increases 17% and higher

e Cost based on generation (reduced cost for disposal as waste reduces)

e Transparent and equitable

Feasibility

Feasible to implement — enforcement challenge. There is already legislation that requires some generational pricing but it
is not specific or effective.

General Comments

Rate differentials need to be no less than 70-80% higher for double the service to have impact.

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

April 8, 2009
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X.5 COLLECTIONS AND PROCESSING

X.5a

Organized Collection

Description

Promote the implementation of organized collection of MSW services through lessening the requirements and
timeframes governmental units to implement organized collections, as well as to encourage joint purchasing
efforts/cooperatives for the procurement of waste services.

Measurement Method

In organized collection programs, reporting of all materials collected would/could be a requirement of all contracts
allowing for accurate measurement of tons captured.

Timeframe/Mileposts

2011

Implementation Parties

MN Legislature, MPCA, MN Dept of Commerce, Regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, economic
development agencies, cities and townships), non-profits, private haulers, private sector

Costs

Low costs/medium costs. Legal and administrative costs paid by municipalities to follow the current mandated organizing
statute process. However, must recognize that it is transferring costs currently paid by residents directly to their hauler to
the local unit of government to pay. Per household costs generally are less in organized programs than under non-
organized collection programs.

Funding Mechanisms

This is usually done through either property tax or service fee increases.

Barriers/Issues

e Private haulers strongly oppose organized collection. Small haulers fear it will limit their opportunities to compete.
Large haulers believe that if their market share grows too large they may face additional government
scrutiny/regulation

e This should be done through public/private partnerships

e Vocal groups of residents protest to elected officials saying they like the ability to choose their hauler for themselves.
Creates political issues for city councils, etc.

e There exist other ways to address opportunities (i.e. citywide licensing, etc)

e Creates monopolies

e Puts small haulers out of business

e The organized collection process is quite long and onerous for all parties involved. Currently the process to follow the
organized collection statute takes a municipality approximately one year to complete

Opportunities

e Creates opportunity to provide community wide education about the program

e Canincrease overall capture of materials by providing consistent service to all residents.

e Can provide for multiple haulers to provide services by splitting cities into regions or allowing different haulers to
collect each stream.

e Licensing requirement, citizen mandate as alternative to organized collection

e One hauler may be able to take over the market

e Allows the city to control the waste contract for the entire community, possibly meaning more opportunities for
WMC.

e Gives waste generators flow control so they can designate that waste be managed by a method higher in the
hierarchy.

April 8, 2009
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Lengthens street life because of decreased heavy truck traffic, thus allowing cities to reduce or delay property tax
assessments for road maintenance or replacement.

Allows cities to negotiate rates with haulers and thus create greater price differentials between different levels of
service and influence residents to reduce their waste and recycle more of their waste.

Decreased diesel truck traffic decreases particle emissions resulting in cleaner air.

Route efficiency decreases greenhouse gas emissions.

Route efficiency results in less neighborhood noise pollution.

Decreased number of trucks on residential streets reduces the odds of accidents occurring.

Gives cities greater control over determining the best provision of service to their residents. Currently there is an
artificially high threshold for switching to organized garbage service - a threshold that does not exist when cities
consider organizing other services such as recycling and Wi-Fi.

Allows for transparency and consistency in pricing.

Associated educational efforts expand and enhance resident's knowledge about the full range of services and costs
for waste disposal and recycling.

Can guarantee market share for small haulers that are part of a consortium.

Reduces confusion for new residents unsure how and what criteria to use to pick a garbage hauler.

Would create the densities of materials to make collection programs more affordable, as well as to provide
opportunities for all residents to participate.

Municipalities would also have the pricing controls to then incentivize the diversion of SSOM out of the garbage can
and into an organics container.

Feasibility

Very feasible but politically sensitive — difficult politically to enact at Legislature

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

April 8, 2009
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X.5b

New Licensing Requirements and City Ordinances

Description

Cities pass ordinances to mandate the collection of recyclable and source separated organic materials or require all
licensed haulers to provide recycling and source separated organic material collection as a condition of licensing. Cities
must require that all haulers be licensed in their communities.

Measurement Method

Requirement of licensing would be annual reporting of materials collected

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implementation Parties

Regional/local governments (counties, SWMCB, WLSSD, economic development agencies, cities and townships), private
haulers.

Costs

Low costs.

Funding Mechanisms

Service costs would be paid directly by residents to their hauler

Barriers/Issues

e Only requires haulers to offer services, but not to provide to all customers

e (Cities are already required to ensure that residents have the opportunity to recycle curbside unless too small.
e Does not require cities to mandate services, only an option

e Minimizes education opportunities that city —wide uniform services offer

Opportunities

e Can provide for multiple haulers opportunity to provide services
e Expedites implementation
e This will allow haulers in the market to decide if they want to compete or these services.

Feasibility

Very feasible

General Comments

Centroid Information

Twin Cities Duluth St. Cloud Rochester Total

Cumulative GHG
Reduction Potential

Priority

Centroid-Specific Comments

April 8, 2009
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Appendix M: Centroid Sub-Group Charge

INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STAKEHOLDER PROCESS
Centroid Sub-Groups Charge
June 17, 2009

Purpose/Mission: Each centroid sub-group is to develop up to four centroid-based
implementation plans to at least meet the centroid GHG emission reduction targets set by the
Work Group. The centroid targets are as follows:

Duluth Centroid: 3.3 MMTCO,e
Rochester Centroid: 2 MMTCO,e

St. Cloud Centroid: 3.7 MMTCO,e
Twin Cities Centroid: 43.5 MMTCO,e

Parameters:

Higher centroid GHG emission reduction targets can be set, but targets cannot be reduced.
Centroid material mix targets within management methods can change as long as the resulting
overall GHG emission reduction target is still met.

The solid waste management hierarchy should by followed when designing implementation plans
or augmenting material mix targets.

Local efforts and plans within each centroid should be focused on when developing strategies.
Larger regional, statewide or national desired efforts can also be suggested, but are not necessary.
Costs, practicality and centroid needs should be identified in plans as much as possible.

Plans can be developed under a variety of funding and resource scenarios, from no additional
funding/resources to sufficient additional funding/resources. In the cases where additional
funding or resources are desired, plans should identify ideas to meet those additional needs,
including how existing resources from within, and/or outside of, the centroid could be
reallocated to meet the goals or ideas to generate new funding/resources. Sub-groups are asked
to also identify other ways of accomplishing goals without the infusion of new resources.

The Work Group created a list of strategies the centroid sub-groups must consider when
creating implementation plans. If the sub-groups decide not to incorporate items on the list they
need to provide rationale for why they chose not to incorporate the strategy ideas into the
centroid implementation plans.

When developing plans, sub-groups will need to provide the MPCA information and specificity
on how tonnages, or percentages, of specific material amounts would change by implementing
proposed strategies. This will allow the MPCA to run the WARM model or other models where
possible.

Available Tools/Resources:

2005 Waste Composition and GHG Baseline Data — Foth Infrastructure & Environment
completed a study to determine the baseline waste composition and resulting GHG emission
data for each centroid. Foth utilized county (SCORE) data as well as local composition studies
to generate 2005 baseline waste composition data. Some reassignment of materials occurred in
order to fit into the WARM model material categories.

Work Group straw proposals — the Work Group has developed a set of straw proposals that

could potentially be used to meet the solid waste management method GHG emission goals of
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the Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group (MCCAG). Sub-groups can use these straw
proposals and any additional ideas they create to achieve the centroid GHG emission reduction
target.

* GHG Potential Impact Charts for straw proposals — to help the sub-groups, the MPCA
reviewed the Work Group straw proposals and labeled them according to the following four
categories to help inform their GHG emission reduction potential and to identify where more
information is needed: Potential to directly impact GHG; Potential to indirectly impact GHG;
Immaterial/no impact on GHG; Unknown impact/more information needed.

*  WARM model GHG emission factor material multipliers — A spreadsheet outlining WARM’s
GHG emission reduction multiplier calculation for 34 different materials by management
method is attached. This spreadsheet can help sub-groups identify and/or prioritize materials to
focus on within each management method.

* Implementation Plan Template — A template for the implementation plans was created for the
sub-groups. This template includes all aspects of the waste management hierarchy and is
intended to guide format consistency across centroid implementation plans.

e  MPCA staff — the MPCA will provide technical support to sub-groups as needed, including
running WARM and other models where appropriate to estimate the GHG emission reduction
potential associated with centroid strategies and plan(s). In addition, where possible, the MPCA
can help to identify costs or other relevant information needs.

Desired Outcomes/Results: Sub-groups will develop up to four centroid-based
implementation plans. As shown in the Implementation Plan Template, plan(s) should detail the
overall integrated plan(s) proposed management method structure and material mix targets, as well
as the specifics on individual strategies including;

Description of strategy

GHG reduction potential (by strategy where possible)
Implementation timeframe and mileposts
Potential implementation parties

Costs

Funding mechanisms

Barriers and opportunities to implementation
Feasibility

Priority

Material target (type and quantity)

GHG reduction measurement method

Timing: Sub-groups are asked to complete and submit their plans to MEI by Monday, August
31, 2009. During the fall of 2009, the iterative process for centroid based strategy development
will continue. Centroid plans will be reviewed and refined during Work Group meetings, regionally
based Stakeholder Input Group meetings, and an online open public comment period on the rough
draft strategies report. Work Group meetings will take place throughout the fall of 2009, the
Stakeholder Input Group meetings are tentatively scheduled for October, and the online public
comment period is tentatively scheduled for the second half of November. Centroid sub-group
members and other interested parties are encouraged to attend and participate in all of the above
opportunities to provide input. The final report is scheduled to be completed in December 2009.
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Appendix N: Centroid Sub-Group Ground Rules

INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STAKEHOLDER PROCESS
Centroid Sub-Groups Ground Rules

June 17, 2009
Work Group Goals
The primary task of the Work Group is to develop strategies that can help reach the Minnesota Climate
Change Advisory Group (MCCAG) greenhouse gas reduction targets for the solid waste sector.
Recommendations produced by the Work Group will focus on the four major population centroids that
encompass 17 counties and one sanitary district where approximately 70% of the solid waste in the state is

generated. The MCCAG targets for solid waste for the four centroids equals a 52.5 million metric tons of
CO,, reduction by 2025.

The recommended strategies will serve to assist the MPCA in carrying out its mission, and will be
considered as the MPCA:

e determines priorities for technical and financial assistance;

« implements existing programs and develops new ones;

« modifies rules, and;

« proposes legislative changes.

Centroid Sub-Group Goals

Centroid sub-groups are asked to design up to four implementation plans to at least meet the GHG
emission reduction targets set for their centroid by the Work Group, as laid out in the centroid sub-group
charges. Sub-groups can propose higher GHG emission reduction targets, but cannot reduce their targets.

Documented Assumptions

The solid waste management hierarchy has long been upheld and Work Group members have agreed to
operate within the existing hierarchy to recommend management methods according to their level of
preference on the hierarchy. Centroid sub-groups should also follow the hierarchy when designing
implementation plans for their centroids.

The EPA’s Waste Reduction Model (WARM model) is the most accessible, comprehensive tool available
today to calculate projected GHG emissions from solid waste management activities. Although it has
some limitations, the WARM model will be the main tool used to measure strategies created by the Work
Group and the centroid sub-groups. WARM model inputs and assumptions need to be well documented,
and WARM inadequacies should be identified as necessary. In some instances, it may be possible to use
alternative GHG measurement models or otherwise address WARM inadequacies by supplementing
alternative data when reasonably and feasibly available.

METC’s Role

The Minnesota Environmental Initiative is responsible for the design, management and facilitation of the
overall Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process. MEI will work with centroid sub-group
chairs to schedule and convene sub-group meetings. Correspondence regarding sub-group meeting
announcements, agendas, and meeting locations will be distributed by MEIL.

Centroid Sub-Group Chair’s Role

As designated by MEI, Work Group members or other individuals representing local units of government
will serve as chairs for their centroid sub-group and are responsible for designing centroid sub-group
meeting agendas, setting meeting dates, finding locations, and leading sub-group meetings. Centroid sub-
group chairs, with support from MPCA staff, are also responsible for compiling input from sub-group
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members and drafting documents for sub-group review. As requested, sub-group chairs or other designated
individuals will be responsible for keeping and distributing meeting minutes.

MPCA’s Role

MPCA staff will provide technical and logistical support to sub-groups as needed, including running
WARM and other models as appropriate to estimate GHG emission reduction potential associated with
centroid strategies and plans. Where possible, MCPA staff will also help to identify costs or other relevant
information that can inform implementation plan development in the centroid sub-groups.

Centroid Sub-Group Membership

Each of the four centroids will have different sub-group membership plans, as reviewed with the Work
Group. MEI will work with sub-group chairs to ensure that each centroid membership plan is followed.
MEI reserves the right to limit participation as needed.

Participation

Sub-group participants are expected to attend all sub-group meetings, make every effort to be on time,
participate in conversations with the chair and MEI staff between meetings, review documentation prior
to meetings, and actively participate in the meetings. Participants are asked to keep their member
organizations and constituencies informed about the process proceedings, and to bring their views to the
discussions.

Good Faith Participation

All participants agree to act in good faith in all aspects of the process. The participants are expected to
present their own opinions based on their experience, perspective and training, and agree to participate
actively, constructively and cooperatively in the process. Debate and discussions in the sub-groups should
be based on shared facts and technical knowledge.

No Surprises

Participants agree to be forthcoming about potential conflicts with the proceedings and with decisions
that are developed by the group. Disagreements should be identified and shared with the group as early as
possible.

Respect

All participants are expected to act as equals during the process and will respect the experience and
perspective of the other participants. Participants should refrain from characterizing the viewpoints of
others during discussions. Personal criticisms of other stakeholders will not be tolerated.

Consensus

As much as possible, decisions in the sub-group will be based on consensus of the group, generally defined
as reaching an agreement that all participants can live with. Participants agree to be supportive of the
process, but are allowed the ability to disagree with specific decisions or outcomes of the process.
Consensus regarding strategies is desired, but is not required. In instances where significant disagreements
over strategies persist in the sub-groups, sub-groups may create up to four alternative implementation
scenarios to accommodate diverging viewpoints to bring to the Work Group for review. Final decisions
regarding strategies and implementation plans will be made by the Work Group at future Work Group
meetings.

Communications and Confidentiality
When making statements about the process or its outcomes in public, sub-group participants agree to
make clear that they speak on their own behalf, and do not necessarily represent the opinions of other

participants, MEI, or the MPCA.
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Appendix 0: Metro Centroid Implementation Plan

INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STAKEHOLDER PROCESS
Metro Centroid Sub-Group Plans

Scenario #1 Scenario #2 Scenario #3

2005 2025 2005 2025 2005 2025
Method Baseline Target Baseline Target Baseline Target
source 0% 5.9% 0% 5.9% 0% 5.9%
Reduction
Recycling 38% 55% 38% 48.5% 38% 55%
Organics 3% 7% 3% 4% 3% 3.1%
WTE 27% 33% 27% 25.5% 27% 36.7%
Landfill 32% 5% 32% 22% 32% 5.2%
GHG

47.1 44.1 44.5

REDUCTION
(GOAL = 43.5) MMTCO,e MMTCO,e MMTCO,e

*Source reduction percentage represents cumulative percentage of the waste stream reduced from 2005 to 2025, not a 2025 target amount.

Assumptions
Average one-way transportation distance for:

a. Recycling 50 miles
b. Composting 20 miles
c. WTE 25 miles
d. Landfill 12 miles
Default 44% landfill gas capture with energy recovery.

Metro Centroid Implementation Plan 1
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What is needed to support the proposed scenarios?

The Metro Centroid believes that several things must happen in order to effectively implement the proposed scenarios and to meet the goals
set for each management method. These essential needs include:

1) Extended Producer Responsibility/Product Stewardship — a state framework could help the Metro Centroid manage their waste more
efficiently and cost effectively and reduce waste generation.

2) Control — several strategies featured in the three scenarios require increased control over the flow of waste.

3) Legislative Commission on Waste Management — many of the proposed strategies will require strong state leadership, and the creation of a
legislative team that is educated on solid waste management may make for easier implementation.

Scenarios
The three scenarios, along with their resulting greenhouse gas emissions reductions are presented below.

Scenario #1

Strategies

- Extended Producer Responsibility/Product Stewardship
- Flow Control

- Organized Collection

- Volume-based Pricing

- Pre-processing of MSW

- Maximize WTE capacity

- Maximize WTE efficiency

- Recycling Legislation

- Increase landfill disposal fees

- Target organic-rich commercial and institutional generators
- Increase methane capture rates

GHG REDUCTION: 47,143,818 MTCO.e
Description of Scenario
The first scenario includes more publicly-managed outcomes than the other two proposed scenarios from the Metro Centroid. Flow control

and organized collection serve to increase public control of the waste and support other strategies, such as maximizing WTE capacity and
efficiency, targeting organics recovery in the commercial sector, and pre-processing of MSW at all facilities.

Metro Centroid Implementation Plan 2
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Scenario #2

Strategies

- Extended Producer Responsibility/Product Stewardship

- Volume-based Pricing

- Incentives for commercial and institutional recycling

- Opportunity to recycle in institutional, commercial, and multifamily sectors
- Increase WTE capacity

- Maximize WTE efficiency

- Increase methane capture rates

GHG REDUCTION: 44,086,583 MTCO.e

Description of Scenario
The second scenario includes a mix of publicly-managed outcomes and incentive-based outcomes. Public control of waste is less prominent,
while strategies for increased incentives and opportunities to move waste up the hierarchy are included.

Scenario #3

Strategies

- Extended Producer Responsibility/Product Stewardship
- Volume-based Pricing

- Incentives for commercial and institutional recycling

- Pre-processing of MSW

- Increase WTE capacity

- Maximize WTE efficiency

- Recycling Legislation

GHG REDUCTION: 44,538,311 MTCO.¢e

Description of Scenario
The third scenario features the strategies appearing most often in the scenarios developed by individual workgroup members.

Metro Centroid Implementation Plan
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Strategy-Specific Spreadsheets

1.1

Extended Producer Responsibility/Product Stewardship

Description

Extended Producer Responsibility/Product Stewardship

Measurement Method

SCORE; Reporting from manufacturers

Timeframe/Mileposts

Legislation passes in 2011, slow increase in reduction over time, 1.92% source reduction, cumulative

Potential Implementation
Parties

State (legislation)

Costs

Incurred by manufacturers

Funding Mechanisms

Established in legislation

Barriers/Issues

Political barriers

Opportunities

Feasibility

Very difficult to get the legislation passed, but easy to implement once legislation is in place

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

HDPE, LDPE, PET, OCC, Magazines, Newspapers, Office Paper, Phone Books, Carpet, Personal Computers

GHG Reduction Potential

Large (2% overall source reduction)

General Comments

1.2

Volume-Based Pricing

Description

Volume-Based Pricing

Measurement Method

Source Reduction, Recycling

Timeframe/Mileposts

Legislation passes in 2011, increasing reduction over 2-3 years

Potential Implementation
Parties

State (legislation), regional (county ordinances), state and regional enforcement

Costs

Costs incurred by generator

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Enforcement is challenging

Opportunities

Significant potential for reducing waste and increasing recycling

Feasibility

Difficult

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Curbside materials reduced by 5.5%; 5.5% recycling increase (when combined with EPR/PS, source reduction is 5.92%);

Contributes to composting increase.

Metro Centroid Implementation Plan
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GHG Reduction Potential

Large (5 to 5.5% overall source reduction)

General Comments

Need to revise the current state law, consider requiring percent differentials.
Also proposed by St. Cloud and Duluth

2.1

Recycling Legislation

Description

Recycling Legislation — mandate 60% by 2025

Measurement Method

Recycling, SCORE, MRF Reporting

Timeframe/Mileposts

Increases recycling rate to 50% by 2011, 55% by 2025

Potential Implementation
Parties

State - legislation, market development for recyclables, implementation tools, funding
Regional — ordinances, use tools to reach recycling goals

Costs

Costs for education/outreach efforts, new infrastructure

Funding Mechanisms

State funding for local government implementation

Barriers/Issues

Lack of markets for recyclables; behavior change by citizens; lack of tools and funding

Opportunities

Feasibility

Very difficult

Priority

Medium

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Residential and Commercial recycling increase in most material categories; gradual increases

GHG Reduction Potential

Large

General Comments

To get to 60% recycling with the current waste composition, we must increase recycling of certain materials to 90+%.
This strategy requires supporting strategies (such as Container Deposit, increased educational efforts, etc.) to get to
those material recycling rates. WARM Run assumed final goal not achieved (final 55% recycling rate)

2.2

Opportunity to Recycle in Non-Residential Sectors

Description

Opportunity to recycle in non-residential sectors

Measurement Method

Recycling; Reporting; SCORE

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implemented in 2011, reach 4% increase in recycling by 2013

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — legislation
Regional —infrastructure and enforcement

Costs

Infrastructure and enforcement costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Enforcement by counties would be difficult

Opportunities

Combined with VBP, improves recycling rate and composting

Feasibility

Very difficult

Metro Centroid Implementation Plan




MINNESOTA>ENVIRONMENTALKINITIATIVE

Priority

Low

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Increases overall recycling rate by 4%; Materials include Corrugated Cardboard, Magazines/Junk Mail, Office Paper,
Mixed Metals, Mixed Plastics, LDPE, HDPE, PET, Newspaper; Slight increase in organics

GHG Reduction Potential

Large

General Comments

Unfunded mandates without tools are not effective.

2.3

Incentives for Cll Recycling

Description

Incentives for Commercial/Institutional Recycling

Measurement Method

Recycling

Timeframe/Mileposts

No changes modeled (no data for this strategy)

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — legislation for economic incentives

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Opportunities

Feasibility

Difficult (depending on the type of incentive)

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

High priority if incentives are strong (i.e. increase the Solid Waste tax); Not modeled because incentives not defined.

3.1

Target Organics in ClI

Description

Target Organics in ClI

Measurement Method

Organics

Timeframe/Mileposts

Reach 7% composting by 2014; start increasing in 2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — legislation to level the playing field
Regional — development of infrastructure

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Collection is difficult, need to develop infrastructure
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Opportunities

Feasibility

Difficult (depends on the technology)

Priority

Medium

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Food waste, Yard Waste, Mixed Organics

GHG Reduction Potential

Medium

General Comments

Some concern regarding the greenhouse gas emission reductions from composting relative to waste to energy.

4.1

Pre-Processing of MSW

Description

Pre-processing of MSW

Measurement Method

Recycling; SCORE, facility reports

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implemented by 2015

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — legislation and enforcement

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Marketing of dirty/contaminated materials is challenging

Opportunities

Feasibility

Somewhat difficult

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Aluminum Cans, Steel Cans, Ferrous and Nonferrous metals, Mixed Metals, OCC, HDPE; 90% recovery of metals in waste
stream, 50% recovery of corrugated cardboard and HDPE

GHG Reduction Potential

Large

General Comments

Ability to influence waste flow is important to implementing this strategy.

4.2

Increase/Maximize WTE capacity

Description

Increase/Maximize Waste to Energy capacity

Measurement Method

Waste to Energy

Timeframe/Mileposts By 2011
Potential Implementation State — legislation, support from MPCA (permitting)
Parties Regional
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Costs

Development of facilities

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Permitting issues

Opportunities

Flow control or organized collection

Feasibility Difficult
Priority High
Material Targets (Type and All materials

Quantity Changed)

Maximize: at least 40% by 2013
Increase: Depends on control (capacity increase, but percentage level or slight increase)

GHG Reduction Potential

Medium

General Comments

4.3

Maximize WTE Efficiency

Description

Maximize Waste to Energy efficiency

Measurement Method

Waste to Energy

Timeframe/Mileposts

By 2009

Potential Implementation
Parties

Regional — local government support
State — legislative, MPCA support

Costs

Investments in facilities

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Ability to control flow of waste is important

Opportunities

Flow control or organized collection is required

Feasibility

Somewhat difficult

Priority

Medium

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

All materials; Multiplication factor of .1004 applied to additional capacity over BAU

GHG Reduction Potential

Medium

General Comments

5.1

Increase Methane Capture at Landfills

Description

Increase methane capture at landfills

Measurement Method

Landfill reporting
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Timeframe/Mileposts

Implemented in 2013

Potential Implementation
Parties

State - legislation

Costs

Investments in technology

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

May not be practical at small landfills

Opportunities

Feasibility Easy

Priority Medium

Material Targets (Type and N/A; increase capture efficiency to 75%
Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential

Large, depending on baseline capture

General Comments

Also proposed by St. Cloud

5.2

Increase Landfill Disposal Fees

Description

Increase landfill disposal fees

Measurement Method

Reduction in waste going to landfills

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implemented in 2011

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — legislation
Regional — legislation

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

May drive waste out of the state

Opportunities

Feasibility Somewhat difficult

Priority High

Material Targets (Type and Mixed waste, recyclables (plastic, glass, paper, metals); Results in approx. 50% recycling rate; Slight increase in
Quantity Changed) composting and WTE

GHG Reduction Potential

Large*

General Comments

*Reduction potential may be insignificant if 50% recycling is reached by other means.

6.1

Organized Collection

Description

Organized Collection
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Measurement Method

Source Reduction, Recycling, Organics; SCORE; Reporting required in contracts

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implemented in 2013

Potential Implementation

State — legislation

Parties Regional
Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues Political

Opportunities

Impacts of strategy extend beyond small recycling rate increase to improving implementation of other strategies.

Feasibility Very difficult

Priority Low

Material Targets (Type and Curbside recyclables; Total increase in recycling rate of 0.5%
Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential

Medium

General Comments

The political barriers to implementing this strategy are large. Would require strong state initiative to implement.

6.2

Flow Control

Description

Flow Control

Measurement Method

SCORE; Reports from facilities

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implemented in 2011; Maximize WTE; Small increases in recycling and organics

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — legislation, support for counties on litigation, assist counties with buying facilities
Federal - legislation

Costs

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues

Legislation will be challenging to pass.

Opportunities

Impacts of strategy assist with improving implementation of other strategies.

Feasibility

Very difficult (legislation), easy to implement once legislation is in place.

Priority

Medium

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Most materials are affected by recycling rate/composting rate increase.

GHG Reduction Potential

Medium

General Comments

All remaining waste (minus 5%) to WTE. Contributes to recycling and composting increases.
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Appendix P: St. Cloud Centroid Implementation Plan

INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STAKEHOLDER PROCESS

Scenario #1

2005 2025
Method Baseline Target
Source
Reduction* 0% SESEY
Recycling 53% 60%
Organics 0% 0%
WTE 6% 32%
Landfill 41% 8%
GHG
REDUCTION 2.5 MMTCOze
(GOAL =3.7)

*Source reduction percentage represents cumulative percentage of the waste stream reduced from 2005 to 2025, not a 2025 target amount.

Assumptions
Average one-way transportation distance for:

a. Recycling 50 miles
b. Composting 60 miles
c. WTE 65 miles
d. Landfill 100 miles
Default 50% landfill gas capture with energy recovery.
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What is needed to support the proposed scenario?

In order to implement the proposed scenario and maximize greenhouse gas emission reductions, the St. Cloud Centroid believes the following
must happen:

1) Market Development — the current recycling rate in the St. Cloud Centroid is already high; in order to significantly increase recycling (and
maximize greenhouse emission reductions), more materials need to be recyclable and markets need to be stabilized for the recyclables that are
currently being collected.

2) Waste to Energy maximization — The Tri-County Solid Waste Commission just concluded a 20 year agreement with the RRT facility in
Elk River. A new agreement will send waste to the Pope/Douglas WTE facility in Alexandria. It will ultimately result in about half of the
available MSW being incinerated. In order to incinerate more waste, either the price at the RRT facility would have to become more
attractive, or the State would have to mandate it.

Scenario

Strategies

- Incentives for residential recycling & disincentives for not recycling
- Market Development

- Increase Commercial/Institutional/Industrial recycling
- Increase carpet & mattress recycling

- Increase methane recovery at landfills to 65%

- Volume-based pricing

- Source reduction of phonebooks and office paper

- Increase recycling education

- Product Stewardship for packaging

- Extend life of personal computers

- Increase Waste to Energy

GHG REDUCTION: 2,516,519 MMTCO.e

Description of Scenario
The scenario proposed for the St. Cloud centroid reflects a mix of state and regional strategies.

St. Cloud Centroid Implementation Plan 2
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Strateqy-Specific Spreadsheets

22 [Volumebasedpricng ]

Description Volume-based pricing

Measurement Method SCORE

Timeframe/Mileposts 2010 through 2025 cumulative

Potential Implementation State — legislature, haulers, local governments

Parties

Costs Enforcement, illegal dumping

Funding Mechanisms Generator

Barriers/Issues Potential increase in illegal dumping or backyard burning

Opportunities Research indicates generators reduce waste and increase recycling with effective volume-based pricing of waste

Feasibility Difficult

Priority Medium

Material Targets (Type and Aluminum Cans, Steel Cans, Glass, HDPE, LDPE, PET, OCC, Mag/3rd Class Mail, Newspaper, Phone Books, Office Paper

Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential High

General Comments 3% source reduction (City of St. Cloud already has VBP, therefore, assumed less source reduction than other centroids);
Contributes to 60% recycling rate by 2014
Also proposed by Metro, Duluth

23 [PCSourceReducton ]

Description Extend life of personal computers

Measurement Method Procurement reports from targeted institutions

Timeframe/Mileposts Policies to extend the length of time between new computer purchases in place; gradual decrease of 10% cumulative
accomplished through procurement and purchasing guidelines established in government entities in the St. Cloud
Centroid

Potential Implementation Local governments, other large institutions (schools, hospitals, etc.)

Parties

Costs Relatively low (overall reduction in costs is likely)

Funding Mechanisms

Barriers/Issues Software requires new computer, new computers might be more energy efficient

Opportunities Cost savings to implementing entities

Feasibility Relatively easy to delay purchases, but made difficult by software compatibilities
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Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Computers reduced by 10%, gradual decrease to 2025

GHG Reduction Potential

High

General Comments

Also proposed by Rochester, Duluth

(24 [ProductStewardship for Packaging |

Description

Product Stewardship for packaging

Measurement Method

SCORE, manufacturer/retailer reports

Timeframe/Mileposts

2010 through 2025 cumulative; ~2% decrease in waste generation

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — legislature, manufacturers, retailers

Costs

Incurred by manufacturer

Funding Mechanisms

Could end up saving manufacturers money because they would save on raw material purchases and shipping costs

Barriers/Issues

Political

Opportunities

Waste reduction, more packaging is recyclable

Feasibility

Difficult (legislation)

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Aluminum Cans, Steel Cans, Glass, HDPE, LDPE, PET, OCC, Mag/3rd Class Mail, Newspaper, Phone Books, Office Paper

GHG Reduction Potential

High

General Comments

State should take a three-pronged approach: education, initiatives, and legislation

|25 [SourceReducephonebooks,officepaper |

Description

Reduction in phonebooks and office paper

Measurement Method

SCORE

Timeframe/Mileposts

Gradual to 2025; ~0.5% reduction in total waste generation by 2025

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — legislature & Commerce, local government, private industry, trade associations

Costs

Relatively low, Infrastructure (developing programs i.e. phone book opt outs)

Funding Mechanisms

Private industry
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Barriers/Issues

Upfront costs, behavioral changes, staffing

Opportunities

Local units of government, businesses, other institutions

Feasibility

Relatively easy

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Phonebooks, office paper — 50% reduction by 2025 (overall waste generation decrease of ~0.5%)

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

24 [Wncentivesforresidential recycng |

Description

Incentives for residential recycling, disincentives not to recycle

Measurement Method

SCORE

Timeframe/Mileposts

Increase recycling to 60% by 2014; Gradual increase from 2009 to 2014

Potential Implementation
Parties

Haulers, local (cities and counties) governments

Costs

Incurred by haulers and/or local governments; relatively low costs

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE, generator

Barriers/Issues

Already have a high recycling rate, recycling markets, non-recyclable materials

Opportunities

Feasibility

Relatively easy to implement, difficult to achieve 60% recycling

Priority

Medium

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Curbside recyclables plus LDPE, Mixed Metals, Mixed Paper, Mixed Plastics, Mixed Recyclables, Personal Computers

GHG Reduction Potential

High

General Comments

Could include: RecycleBank, recycling rebates, Get Caught Recycling

25 [EndMarketDevelopment ]

Description

Market Development

Measurement Method

Commodity prices, number of local markets and materials recycled

Timeframe/Mileposts

2014

Potential Implementation

State (PCA, DEED, Commerce), League of Minnesota Cities, Private Industry
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Parties

Costs Moderate, investment in markets
Funding Mechanisms State grants/loans
Barriers/Issues Collection infrastructure
Opportunities More materials are recyclable
Feasibility Difficult

Priority High

Material Targets (Type and Plastics (#1 and #2 without necks, #3-7), glass, stryofoam
Quantity Changed)
GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments Also proposed by Duluth
26 |ncreaseCRecycng |
Description Increase Commercial/Institutional/Industrial Recycling
Measurement Method SCORE
Timeframe/Mileposts 60% recycling by 2014
Potential Implementation State - legislature (require businesses to report), private sector
Parties
Costs Infrastructure (collection, separation, labor), enforcement
Funding Mechanisms Generator
Barriers/Issues Reporting, enforcement, space for separation/collection
Opportunities Big opportunity, lots of material to collect
Feasibility Difficult
Priority Medium-High
Material Targets (Type and Metals, OCC, paper, plastic, glass
Quantity Changed)
GHG Reduction Potential High
General Comments Need mandates to achieve compliance (education, incentives, and mandates)

Incentives for Cll also proposed by Metro

(27 [IncreaseCarpet, Mattress Recycling |

Description Increase carpet/mattress recycling
Measurement Method Carpet retailers and installers
Timeframe/Mileposts Gradual to 2025, 50% recycling rate
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Potential Implementation
Parties

Local government (education, info), private companies, haulers, recycling facility, generators

Costs

Moderate

Funding Mechanisms

Market development grants

Barriers/Issues

Markets, collection, distances to haul

Opportunities

More efficient management of bulky materials

Feasibility Difficult

Priority Medium

Material Targets (Type and Carpet — recycling rate increased to 50%
Quantity Changed) Mattresses

GHG Reduction Potential High

General Comments

Ban from landfill, product stewardship opportunity
Increase carpet recycling also proposed by Rochester

Description

28 [IncreaseRecyclngEducation |

Increase recycling education

Measurement Method

SCORE

Timeframe/Mileposts

Gradual until 2025

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — MPCA, local governments, haulers

Costs

Funding for outreach campaigns

Funding Mechanisms

SCORE funds

Barriers/Issues

Behavioral change, staffing

Opportunities

Reach different/new populations; could target K-12; increase educational efforts by the state

Feasibility Relatively easy (providing staff availability)

Priority High

Material Targets (Type and Typical curbside recyclables (metals, paper, glass, plastic)
Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

Might be difficult to measure the impact.
Also proposed by Duluth

Description Increase Waste to Energy
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Measurement Method

SCORE

Timeframe/Mileposts

Increase to capacity by 2014; Gradual increase from 2009 to 2014

Potential Implementation
Parties

State, local governments

Costs

Infrastructure to build and maintain facilities

Funding Mechanisms

Capital grants, increased landfill fees to make WTE a more economical choice

Barriers/Issues

Funding for facilities, opposition from some environmental associations, landfills fees are less expensive than WTE

Opportunities

A new source of energy, jobs in creating new technologies, and operating facilities; Educational opportunity with
public/industry/commercial

Feasibility

Relatively easy — already have nearby capacity

Priority

Medium-High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Materials diverted from landfill; 90% WTE processing of remaining waste

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

May extend the life of a landfill (less waste going into the landfill, the longer it will operate), a benefit since siting a
landfill is not easy.

54 [IncreaseMethaneRecoveryatlandfils |

Description

Increase methane recovery at landfills to 65%

Measurement Method

TBD, remote sensing

Timeframe/Mileposts

Mandate by 2014

Potential Implementation
Parties

State — legislature, landfill owners/operators

Costs

Unknown, incurred by landfill owners/operators

Funding Mechanisms

Tipping fees

Barriers/Issues

Measurement, permitting, engineering

Opportunities

Energy source

Feasibility

Unknown

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

65% LF gas capture and energy recovery

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

Also proposed by Metro
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Appendix Q: Rochester Centroid Implementation Plan

INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STAKEHOLDER PROCESS

Part 1 - Overall Management Method Target Spreadsheet

Description: The overall management method target spreadsheet will provide details on the proposed 2025 management method structure for
the centroids. Centroid sub-groups could create up to four different management method target structures for their centroid. The spreadsheet
should describe the centroid’s 2025 percentage targets for the five management methods within the solid waste management hierarchy:
Source Reduction and Reuse, Recycling, Organics, Waste-to-Energy, Landfill Disposal.

Fill-in Section:
Rochester

2005 2025
Method Baseline Target
Source Reduction* 0% 2%
Recycling 35% 40%
Organics 0% 2%
WTE 40% 55%
Landfill 25% 1%
GHG REDUCTION 2.055
(GOAL =2.0) MMTCO.e

*Source reduction percentage represents cumulative percentage of the waste stream reduced from 2005 to 2025, not a 2025 target amount.
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Part 2 - WARM Input Form for Final Scenarios
Description: This form will provide the MPCA with information and specificity on how tonnages, or percentages, of specific material
amounts would change by implementing proposed strategies. This information will allow the MPCA to run the WARM model or other
models to estimate GHG reduction potential. The form will also provide information to detail the overall plan(s) for the centroid and fill in the
strategy-specific spreadsheets that will detail strategies to implement the overall plan(s). When using the form and selecting strategies, it is
important to consider:
e The tonnages available for each material to be managed (e.g. you cannot source reduce more of one material than is available in the
waste stream)
« If you make a change in one management method or material, it will result in a change in another management method or material
(e.g. if you increase aluminum recycling tons disproportionately more than other recyclables, you must decrease tons recycled of
some other material if you plan to stay at the same overall recycling percentage target)
« WARM has limitations. For example, it’s important to keep in mind that WARM limits some materials to certain management
methods.

Fill-in Section:
1. Do you have any suggested changes to the projected baseline waste generation for your centroid for the years 2005 through 2025?
e All runs use the MPCA numbers regarding Waste generation and growth as well as distribution among the categories.

* The baseline reflects the 2 current waste combustors running at capacity till end of life in 2016. In 2017 all waste would be landfilled and,
due to regulations LFG capture installed. Based on data from the IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) and other GHG
websites 20% collection is what is now being given as a realistic capture rate so Olmsted used 25% as their model.

2. Based on your 2025 Source Reduction target, do you anticipate a gradual change in programs over time, or will there be specific
milestones?
a. If milestones, indicate in which year(s) and for which materials(s):

Program/Strategy Year Material Type Change Expected

Source Reduce Computers 2012 PC’s Immediate increase to
20%

Promote Reusable 2012 0oCC Immediate increase to

Containers 10%
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3. Based on your 2025 Recycling target, do you propose implementing a strategy that targets a specific material or set of materials? If

so, please indicate your 2025 target for each targeted material and whether you expect a gradual change or specific milestones?
Program/Strategy Year Material Type 2025 Target | Change Expected
Implement Waste 2011 Ferrous Metals 75% Immediate increase to
Processing and Metals 75%
Recovery from Ash
Carpet 2012 Carpet 40% Immediate increase to
40%

4. Based on your 2025 Organics target, do you propose implementing a strategy that targets a specific material or set of materials? If so,
please indicate your 2025 target for each targeted material and whether you expect a gradual change or specific milestones?

Program/Strategy Year Material Type 2025 Target | Change Expected

Unit 3 2010 All types 100% Incremental increase in

composting with current

activities. Effectively, 0%

will go to the landfill.

5. Based on your 2025 WTE target, do you expect any changes in capacity? If so, in what year?
Yes, additional unit is currently being built at the Olmsted Waste-to-Energy Facility (OWEF) resulting in 200 tons per day of available
capacity starting in 2010.

6. Indicate any changes in landfill gas management?
Landfill gas management would be required in 2017 if there were no changes to the current system. Due to the addition of Unit 3,
and the processing of bulky waste, the amount of waste will be significantly reduced, and therefore the addition of a landfill gas
management system will not be necessary.

7. Please estimate average one-way transportation distance for:

a. Recycling 90 miles
b. Composting 17 miles
c. WTE 4 miles
d. Landfill 8 miles
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What is needed to support the proposed scenario?

The Rochester Centroid believes that several things must happen in order to effectively implement the proposed scenarios and to meet the
goals set for each management method. These essential needs include:

1) Landfill tax

2) Funding — more SCORE appropriations, infrastructure funding (capital grants)

3) Product Stewardship/Extended Producer Responsibility (also deposits on items, return cores)

4) Flow Control

5) Petroleum tax

Part 3 - Strategy-Specific Spreadsheet

Description: Centroid sub-groups are asked to create up to four centroid-based plans for their centroids. Each plan should consist of text
describing the overall plan, the overall management method targets and specific material mix targets by management method, and the
multiple strategies to implement the overall plan. Each strategy proposed for each plan should be detailed in the strategy-specific spreadsheet
below and filled in as much as possible regarding the following:

e Description of strategy

e GHG reduction potential (by strategy where possible)

e Implementation timeframe and mileposts

e Potential implementation parties

e Costs

e Funding mechanisms

= Barriers and opportunities to implementation

e Feasibility

e Priority

e Material targets (type and quantity changed)

* GHG reduction measurement method
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Strategy-Specific Spreadsheets:

23 [PCSourceReducon

Description

Source Reduce — Computers: This would be accomplished in coordination with public entities and businesses to adopt
policies that delay the purchase of PCs for one year more than the current the current replacement schedule and
recommend the purchase of small form factor PCs when it is time for replacement. Also, conversion to flat panel
monitors as opposed to CRT s will reduce the mass of PC waste being produced. This could be a local effort or a State
initiative.

Measurement Method

Survey turnover rates from public entities/Purchasing & IT policies

Timeframe/Mileposts

Source Reduce by 20% by 2012

Potential Implementation
Parties

Olmsted County, Dodge County, School Districts, municipalities, businesses, general public

Costs

An estimated cost of $25,000 for staff time to work with businesses and public entities (includes cost of educational
materials)

Funding Mechanisms

Solid Waste Enterprise Fund or State funding

Barriers/Issues

Changing technology upgrades and compatibility with networks

Opportunities

Economic conditions make this more appealing to businesses and public entities because they will recognize a savings in
PC purchases

Feasibility

Potentially 80%

Priority

Medium

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

PC’s — Source reduce by 20% by 2012

GHG Reduction Potential

0.392 Million MTCO2E

General Comments

Olmsted County Public Works implemented this approach from 1995-2000. Physical mass is already being reduced by
improvements in technology. Economic conditions are currently impacting this rate.
Also proposed by St. Cloud, Duluth

26  [SourceReduwceocCC

Description

Source Reduce OCC — State initiative to require or promote reusable containers vs. cardboard boxes and enforcing the
packaging requirements and goals set forth in 115A.5501 and 115A.5502.

Measurement Method

Waste composition studies & SCORE numbers/Identify container manufacturers and obtain customer information

Timeframe/Mileposts

By 2012/reduced by 10% - continue to 2025

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, retailers, grocery stores etc., State Legislature, general public
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Costs

An estimated $10,000 for staff time to work with businesses (unless done through State initiative). Container costs and
shipping would be the responsibility of the businesses as they are now.

Funding Mechanisms

State funding and manufacturers or retailers could potentially purchase containers with funds saved by avoided disposal
and corrugated replacement costs

Barriers/Issues

Retailers get little return on investment of time for deposit-trade-in program if offered to general public

Opportunities

Some large businesses Target and other already doing and it is successful.

Feasibility

Dependent on State initiative

Priority

Low

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

10% reduction

GHG Reduction Potential

0.140 Million MTCO2E through 2025

General Comments

Description

27 [increaseCarpetRecycng

Increase Carpet Recycling through local programs for carpet retailers and installers through local educational efforts

Measurement Method

SCORE numbers

Timeframe/Mileposts

Increase Carpet Recycling to 40% by 2012. Current rate is ~14%

Potential Implementation
Parties

Carpet retailers, installers, general public

Costs

An estimated cost of $8,000-520,000 for staff time and educational media/advertising depending on whether the existing
program with collection by retailers was expanded or whether the option was opened up to the general public. Providing
collection at a County facility for the general public would also require a building expansion and would only be done to
provide space for other activities as well at a cost of roughly $420,000. Transportation costs are estimated to be
approximately $10,000/year for twice/month delivery.

Funding Mechanisms

In good market times, transportation costs are covered in avoided landfill disposal costs for retailers.

Making a program self-sustaining at a County facility, would require a considerable capital grant for building expansion,
that could provide space for other activities as well. After initial capital costs, user fees would still be required to cover
staff and transportation costs.

Barriers/Issues

Space in current facilities inadequate to offer public collection option. Transportation costs exclude small retailers if
guantities are too small, limited markets for material

Opportunities

Brotex is located in St. Paul, MN.

Feasibility

Likely, if markets remain favorable and costs can be recovered through sale of materials or State grant were available to
cover capital costs of public facility. Retailers who have sufficient quantities are doing it now because they recognize a
savings in disposal costs.
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Priority Medium

Material Targets (Type and Carpet — 40% recycling

Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential 0.151 Million MTCO2E through 2025
General Comments Market development

Increase carpet (and mattress) recycling also proposed by St. Cloud

2. [containerbepost

Description Implementation of a State Bottle Bill

Measurement Method Change in recovery rate over time/SCORE numbers/unredeemed deposits/waste sorts
Timeframe/Mileposts Implement statewide bottle bill with 80% recovery by 2012

Potential Implementation State Legislators, bottling industry, local recyclers

Parties

Costs An estimated $5,000 in local lobbying costs

Funding Mechanisms State

Barriers/Issues Bottling industry, impact on existing recycling centers and local funding
Opportunities Similar programs have been successful in other states

Feasibility Unknown

Priority Medium

Material Targets (Type and Glass, aluminum and PET plastic beverage containers — 80% reduction
Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential 0.158 Million MTCOZ2E through 2025

General Comments Also proposed by Duluth

las  [Addunit3ower

Description Adding Unit 3 to the Olmsted Waste-to-Energy Facility will provide 200 tons of additional waste combustor capacity. This
would reduce the amount landfilled to about 5% of the waste stream.

Measurement Method Tonnage records and data from Continuous Emissions Monitors (CEMs)
Timeframe/Mileposts January 2010 start-up of 200 TPD additional combustor capacity
Potential Implementation Olmsted and Dodge Counties

Rochester Centroid Implementation Plan 7
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Parties

Costs $112 per ton of mixed municipal solid waste processed

Funding Mechanisms Bonding, tipping fees, hauler collected service charge, energy sales and State grant

Barriers/Issues The MN Solid Waste Management Tax (SWMT) is a disincentive for counties to utilize waste-to-energy technology. With
landfilling being the cheapest disposal method it provides no incentive for counties to move toward processing. The SWMT
is based on the cost of disposal so counties that process waste also pay more state tax than counties who landfill waste.

Opportunities Community support, County Board conviction to handle waste locally, limit tax payer liability from environmental
damage.

Feasibility 99.9%

Priority High

Material Targets (Type and MSW and bulky waste such as furniture, large wood items, and other oversize waste that precludes or complicates being

Quantity Changed) handled in normal collection, processing or disposal methods.

GHG Reduction Potential 1.02 Million MTCO2E through 2025

General Comments

[46  [BulkyWasteProcessingand Ferrous Recoveryatower

Description Waste Processing and Metals Recovery - Install processing equipment for bulky waste such as furniture, large wood

items, and other oversize waste that precludes or complicates being handled in normal collection, processing or disposal
methods. The second component is to recover ferrous metals from the ash from the Olmsted Waste-to-Energy Facility
(OWEF) for recycling.

Measurement Method Tonnage of bulky waste processed at the landfill and delivered to the OWEF and the amount of metal sold for recycling.

Timeframe/Mileposts Operational by 2011

Potential Implementation U.S. Department of Energy, Olmsted Waste-to-Energy Facility & Kalmar Landfill, metals markets

Parties

Costs $2.5 Million for capital/equipment start-up, plus operational costs

Funding Mechanisms Department of Energy Grant or State Grant and landfill operations budget. Operational costs should be self-sustaining
depending on metals markets

Barriers/Issues No $ / No project

Opportunities Good markets for recovered ferrous material. Success with similar projects in other counties.

Feasibility Dependent on funding of capital equipment

Priority Medium

Material Targets (Type and Metals from OWEF ash - This is estimated to reduce the amount landfilled by about 75% and the ferrous metal recovered
Quantity Changed) from the ash would be recycled.
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GHG Reduction Potential

0.191 Milllion MTCO2E through 2025

General Comments

Rochester Centroid Implementation Plan
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Appendix R: Duluth Centroid Implementation Plan

INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT STAKEHOLDER PROCESS

Duluth Centroid Sub-Group Plan

Scenario #1 Scenario #2 Scenario #3

2005 2025 2005 2025 2005 2025
Method Baseline Target Baseline Target Baseline Target
source 0% T7% 0% 5.77% 0% 5.77%
Reduction
Recycling 47% 51.9% 47% 56.9% 47% 59.9%
Organics 0.1% 5.4% 0.1% 5.4% 0.1% 5.4%
WTE 0% 0% 0% 34.7% 0% 33.2%
Landfill 53% 42.7% 53% 3% 53% 1.5%
GHG

1.7 3.3 3.7

REDUCTION
(GOAL = 3.3) MMTCO.e MMTCO.e MMTCO.e

*Source reduction percentage represents cumulative percentage of the waste stream reduced from 2005 to 2025, not a 2025 target amount.

Duluth Centroid Implementation Plan 1
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Assumptions
Average one-way transportation distance for:

a. Recycling 112 miles

b. Composting 11 miles

c. WTE 0 miles and 10 miles if applicable
d. Landfill 27 miles

Default landfill gas capture is 0%.
What is needed to support the proposed scenarios?

The Duluth Centroid believes that several things must happen in order to effectively implement the proposed scenarios and to meet the
goals set for each management method. These essential needs include:

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Beverage Container Deposit Legislation — The groups feels this is a good approach to increase recovery rates of beverage containers.
2. Expand state funding to cities and counties - additional SCORE, capital funding and financial assistance to expand programs.
3. Support state recycling and energy markets — Quantifiable increase in recyclables end market demand and recycled materials
commodity values. The group would also like to see a state program established to develop end markets for energy produced by
WTE.

Secondary Recommendations:
1. Increase education and standardize recycling.
2. Expand rural garbage and recycling service/ban burn barrels.

Other Recommendations:
1. Support for waste processing.
2. Landfill gas capture and destruction (flaring) on a facility by facility basis.
3. Product Stewardship (i.e. HHW, Electronics, CFL's, extended computer longevity, etc.).

Duluth Centroid Implementation Plan 2
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Scenarios
The three scenarios, along with their resulting greenhouse gas emissions reductions are presented below.

Scenario #1

Strategies

- Container deposit legislation

- Junk mail reduction

- Extend the life of personal computers

- Landfill gas flaring at all landfills

- Expand organics composting programs

- Regional waste processing feasibility

- Increased recycling rate

- Support state markets for recyclable and energy

Description of Scenario
The scenario proposed for the Duluth centroid reflects a mix of state and regional strategies.

Scenario #2

Strategies

- All strategies from Scenario #1
- Volume-based Pricing

- Processing of waste

- Landfill gas to energy

- Perpetual care

Description of Scenario
The scenario proposed for the Duluth centroid reflects a mix of state and regional strategies.

Duluth Centroid Implementation Plan
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Scenario #3

Strategies

- All strategies from Scenario #1 and #2
- Expanded education efforts

GHG REDUCTION: 3.7 MMTCO.e

Description of Scenario
The scenario proposed for the Duluth centroid reflects a mix of state and regional strategies.

Background

Centroid sub-groups were asked to create up to four centroid-based plans for their centroids. Each plan should consist of text describing the
overall plan, the overall management method targets and specific material mix targets by management method, and the multiple strategies to
implement the overall plan. Each strategy proposed for each plan should be detailed in the strategy-specific spreadsheet below and filled in
as much as possible regarding the following:

Description of strategy

GHG reduction potential (by strategy where possible)
Implementation timeframe and mileposts
Potential implementation parties

Costs

Funding mechanisms

Barriers and opportunities to implementation
Feasibility

Priority

Material targets (type and quantity changed)
GHG reduction measurement method

Duluth Centroid Implementation Plan 4
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Strateqy-Specific Spreadsheets:

1.3 PC Source Reduction

Description

SCENARIO 1

Extend life of computers

Measurement Method

Internal purchasing/tracking

Timeframe/Mileposts

2013; Extend average govt/business computer life by 1 year

Potential Implementation
Parties

Business, Institutional and government purchasing agents, county and state environmental staff, Potential public
outreach

Costs

Minimal. Some public information/advertising. Should realize some cost savings.

Funding Mechanisms

Additional (new)SCORE funds supplemented by existing solid waste fees

Barriers/Issues

Changing software needs, anti-stimulus, potentially prevent switch out to more energy efficient units

Opportunities

Feasibility

High

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Computers and related components; 10% reduction

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

Also proposed by St. Cloud, Rochester

Description

1.7 Source Reduce Junk Mail

Reduce junk mail

Measurement Method

Waste composition study, number of pieces of information used

Timeframe/Mileposts

2013

Potential Implementation
Parties

Counties

Costs

County WLSSD education budgets; $40,000

Funding Mechanisms

Solid Waste fees, additional (new)SCORE funds

Barriers/Issues

Implementation, compliance

Duluth Centroid Implementation Plan
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Opportunities

Waste reduction, save trees

Feasibility

High

Priority

High - Medium

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Magazines/Third Class Mail; 10% reduction

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

2.5 End Market Development

Description

Support state development of recyclables and energy markets

Measurement Method

Quantifiable increase in recyclables end market demand.
Quantifiable increase in recycled materials commodity values.
Establishment of State Program to develop end markets for energy produced by W-to-E.

Timeframe/Mileposts

Invigorated State recycled materials market development program by 2012.
Creation of State energy end market development program by 2012.

Potential Implementation
Parties

Counties and WLSSD (policy makers and senior staff). Legislators. MPCA and other state agencies (ex: NRRI, IRRB).
Public utilities staff.

Costs

TBD. $20 million per year (510 per ton processing end market credit on 2 million tons of MSW in Minnesota).

Funding Mechanisms

Planning and promoting: existing state and local resources. Implementation: new state funding derived from solid
waste management tax revenues.

Barriers/Issues

Funding. State support. Potential opposition.

Opportunities

Creation of long term renewable energy source. Reducing use of natural resources and fossil fuels. Etc.

Feasibility

High.

Priority

High.

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

No changes modeled; All waste types.

GHG Reduction Potential

Anticipated high.

General Comments

Also proposed by St. Cloud

Duluth Centroid Implementation Plan
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29 Container Deposit

Description Support state-implemented container deposit by 2011

Measurement Method Passage of Legislation

Timeframe/Mileposts 2011

Potential Implementation MPCA, Beverage mfrs, Trade Associations, Redemption Centers, WLSSD, Counties

Parties

Costs Embedded staff time

Funding Mechanisms Deposits, solid waste fees

Barriers/Issues Opposition from Beverage Industry, establishing infrastructure, political opposition
Opportunities Creates jobs, increases recycling rates, reduces litter, better packaging, better feedstock for recycling
Feasibility All but politically

Priority High

Material Targets (Type and 90% recycling rate for Beverage containers; Aluminum Cans, Steel Cans, HDPE, PET, Glass
Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential Significant

General Comments Also proposed by Rochester

2.10 50% Recycling Rate

Description 50% recycling rate within Centroid by 2011 (w/deposit legislation)
Measurement Method Local waste sort, tonnage on SCORE annual reports

Timeframe/Mileposts 2010 -47%, 2011 — 53%, 2012 — 53%, 2013 - 53%

Potential Implementation WLSSD, State and Counties, state legislation (bottle bill)

Parties

Costs Increased costs to the customer

Funding Mechanisms Solid Waste Management Fees, increased SCORE grants

Barriers/Issues Funding, enforcement, increased recycling opportunities, behavior change
Opportunities Better recycling rate, reduced litter, saved landfill space,

Feasibility High
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Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Beverage containers, glass, tin, aluminum, #1 and #2 plastic, paper, OCC; 50% recycling rate by 2011

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

Description

3.2 Expand organics composting programs

Expand organics composting programs (specific methods determined by area)

Measurement Method

Tonnage composted

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implement in 2011; 3,000 tons by 2012, 4,000 tons by 2014

Potential Implementation
Parties

WLSSD and counties

Costs

$100 per ton

Funding Mechanisms

Tip fees, solid waste management fees, product sales

Barriers/Issues

Transportation of product, site capacity beyond 4,000 tons, collection logistics, customer participation

Opportunities

Increase of local reusable material into finished product, renewable product, awareness of waste generation by
generators, potential to implement residential collection

Feasibility High

Priority High

Material Targets (Type and SSOM — Source Separated Organic Material; Double recovery to 5%
Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

4.7 WTE Feasibility

Description

Continue to evaluate regional waste processing feasibility

Measurement Method

Completion of regional feasibility study.

Timeframe/Mileposts

Study completion by fall of 2011.

Potential Implementation

St. Louis County. WLSSD. MPCA. Other state agencies. End energy markets?

Duluth Centroid Implementation Plan
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Parties

Costs

Est. $100,000 to $150,000

Funding Mechanisms

State and Local funding (state grants, local sources)

Barriers/Issues

Available technologies. Participation by end markets. Study cost. Participation by needed partners

Opportunities

Establishment of long-range processing road map

Feasibility

High

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

No changes modeled; Potential benefits: Avoid combustion of fossil fuel. Avoid generation of landfill-based methane.
Improved transportation efficiencies.

GHG Reduction Potential

Estimated high.

General Comments

Description

5.3 Require Landfill Gas Flaring

Require landfill gas flaring

Measurement Method

Percentage of active industrial and MSW landfills actively collecting and flaring gas as determined by State permit
records

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implementation by summer 2011; 50% capture and flare by 2013

Potential Implementation
Parties

Landfill owners. Environmental consulting community. Regulatory agencies.

Costs

Feasibility and design. Construction. Operations. Low to county, cost passed on top consumer.

Funding Mechanisms

State grant and loan funding (proposed). Landfill owner funding resources.

Barriers/Issues

No significant technical barriers. Potential issue regarding local authority to require flaring.

Opportunities

Destroy methane prior to emission.

Feasibility High

Priority High

Material Targets (Type and Methane; 50% capture and flare
Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential

High

General Comments
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SCENARIO 2 (additions)

1.2 Volume-Based Pricing

Description Expanded volume-based pricing

Measurement Method Compliance of all haulers with existing VBS requirements, reduction of waste volumes, increase in recycling rates

Timeframe/Mileposts 2011

Potential Implementation MPCA, Cities, Counties and WLSSD, private haulers

Parties

Costs Low implementation costs, reduced costs to the customer

Funding Mechanisms Equitable pricing for garbage services

Barriers/Issues Resist change, multi-family units, staff for enforcement

Opportunities Source reduction increase of 5.5%, 5.5% recycling increase, and compost increase, costs based on generation,
transparent and equitable.

Feasibility High

Priority High-Medium

Material Targets (Type and Curbside materials; 5.5% source reduction, 5.5% recycling increase, increase in composting

Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments Background exists, need to enforce
Also proposed by St. Cloud and Metro

4.8 WTE Facility

Description Regional processing facility by 2018 (If feasible)

Measurement Method Successful development of facility.

Timeframe/Mileposts Go/no go decision by 2014; facility running by 2018

Potential Implementation State. Local units of government. End markets for materials energy.
Parties

Costs Anticipated $50 to 100 million.
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Funding Mechanisms

State grants funding. Processing credits for energy markets. Local funding (existing, bonding). Modified tipping fees.

Barriers/Issues

Cost. Potential public opposition. Need for end markets for materials. Governance issues, and need for long term
management structure. Uncertain State regulatory agency perspective.

Opportunities

Significant opportunity to capture recyclables and create energy. Significant opportunity to avoid fossil fuel usage and
reduce methane gas generation.

Feasibility

high

Priority

high

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

Process by WTE 92% of remaining waste (includes 90% ferrous recovery and .1004 efficiency factor); all materials

GHG Reduction Potential

High

General Comments

Description

Landfill gas to energy at all facilities (If feasible)

Measurement Method

Percentage of active industrial and MSW landfills actively collecting and flaring gas as determined by State permit records

Timeframe/Mileposts

Implementation by summer 2013

Potential
Implementation Parties

Landfill owners. Environmental consulting community. Regulatory agencies.

Costs

Feasibility and design. Construction. Operations.

Funding Mechanisms

State grant and loan funding (proposed). Landfill owner funding resources.

Barriers/Issues

No significant technical barriers. Potential issue regarding local authority to require flaring.

Opportunities

Destroy methane prior to emission, recognize increased demand for fossil fuels

Feasibility

High

Priority

High

Material Targets (Type

and Quantity Changed)

Methane; 50% LF gas capture and energy production

Duluth Centroid Implementation Plan
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5.5 Perpetual care at all landfills

Description

Perpetual care at all landfills

Measurement Method

Establishment of required perpetual care provisions at all msw/industrial waste landfills by 2015

Timeframe/Mileposts

Legislative authorization by 2013

Potential Implementation
Parties

State legislature. MPCA and other governmental agencies. Counties and WLSSD. All landfill owners.

Costs

TBD

Funding Mechanisms

Funded by landfill owner.

Barriers/Issues

Potential opposition by private landfill owners.

Opportunities

Establish organizational system for permanent management of methane generation.

Feasibility High

Priority High

Material Targets (Type and No changes modeled; All landfilled materials (MSW and industrial).
Quantity Changed)

GHG Reduction Potential

High, through establishment of upgraded system.

General Comments

SCENARIO 3 (additions)

2.8 Increased Recycling Education

Description

Expanded regional education and related reduction efforts

Measurement Method

Timeframe/Mileposts

2012 to 2014 (5% increase); 2015 to 2025 (3%)

Potential Implementation
Parties

MPCA, Department of Education, Regional/Local governments including counties and WLSSD, Schools, Non-profits and
haulers

Costs

Salaries for county, WLSSD staff, materials and distribution through a variety of media

Funding Mechanisms

Additional SCORE funding to Counties and WLSSD, solid waste fees,

Barriers/Issues

Having adequate funding for expanded educational programs, measuring behavioral change, measuring impact on solid
waste volumes and composition
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Opportunities

Creates opportunities for consistent messages across Centroid, increased opportunities for cooperation between
public, private and institutional entities.

Feasibility

Medium

Priority

Medium

Material Targets (Type and
Quantity Changed)

5% initial increase in recycling rate; 3% sustained rate; curbside recyclables

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments

2.11 55% Recycling Rate

Description

55% recycling rate within centroid by 2018

Measurement Method

Local waste sort, tonnage on SCORE annual reports

Timeframe/Mileposts

2014 - 53%, 2015 — 53%, 2016—53%, 2018 — 55%

Potential Implementation
Parties

WLSSD, State and Counties, state legislation (bottle bill)

Costs

Increased costs to the customer

Funding Mechanisms

Solid Waste Management Fees, grants, taxes

Barriers/Issues

Funding, enforcement, behavior change

Opportunities

Better recycling rate, reduced litter, saved landfill space,

Feasibility High

Priority High

Material Targets (Type and Beverage containers, glass, tin, aluminum, #1 and #2 plastic, paper; 55% recycling rate by 2020 (Already at 55% because
Quantity Changed) of VBP and MSW pre-processing)

GHG Reduction Potential

General Comments
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Summary

This Report on 2008 SCORE Programs summarizes information submitted by all 87 counties and the Western
Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) on waste management efforts, including waste reduction activities,
recycling, household hazardous waste programs, yard waste, and problem materials collection.

In 2008, less MSW was generated and more was recycled.

MSW generation

In 2008, while population increased,
total waste generation dropped by 3.5
percent.

Figure 1: 2008 Total MSW managed
(Figures in tons)

Minnesota's municipa solid waste

(MSW) generation totaled 5,926,951 Lanfill
tonsin 2008; this represents a total of 1,935.188 —
on-site disposal, problem materials not
recycled (PMNR), recyclables, MSW
disposal and processing (landfilled,
resource recovery facilities, and MSW
composting). 17,630

Recycling
2,589,954

On-site disposal

In 2008, an average Minnesotan created

2,242 pounds of MSW per year or 1.12 Waste 10 eneray - 71,423
tons. Minnesota’ s population increased o 125,075

t0 5,287,976 or 0.5 percent.

Recycling

In 2008, 2,589,954 tons were recycled, an increase of 0.2 percent. The base recycling rate, a more accurate
measure of progress, for 2008 is 43.7 percent of the total MSW generated. With credits for yard waste
recycling and waste reduction efforts, Minnesota s recycling rate for 2008 is 51.1 percent. The base recycling
rate is the actual percentage of materials recycled; it does not include the additional source reduction and yard
waste credits. The steady recycling growth reflects the significant state, local, and industry investment in our
recycling system.

MSW processing and disposal

In Minnesota, waste is managed through four main disposal and processing methods: landfills, resource
recovery, MSW composting, and on-site disposal. In 2008:

e 1,935,188 tonswere landfilled

e 1,187,680 tons were processed through resource recovery
e 17,630 tons were composted

e 71,423 tonswere disposed of on-site

The amount of waste leaving Minnesota continues to decrease. In 2008, 604,287 tons left Minnesota to the
states of 1owa, Wisconsin, North Dakota, and South Dakota.

Funding

In 2008, Minnesota counties spent over $57.8 million for SCORE-related programs — $13.8 million
(24 percent) was funded by the state, and $44 million (76 percent) was funded by counties. Due to the 2007
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Legidature and Governor’s actions, to restore SCORE funds to the levels of 2002, $13.8 was disbursed in
calendar year 2008.

Recycling markets

In 2008, global economic recession caused the price of virgin materials to drop significantly. Minnesota
recycling markets experienced adrop similar to that which was seen in 1997. Many outside factors affected the
price of the recycled materias, the two biggest were the economic recession and China pulling out of the
market for a short while. Local recyclers aso relied on selling to China's markets which in turn caused the
local end usersto find material elsewhere and sign long-term contracts. When the Chinese market dropped out,
local recyclers were left with little opportunity to sell their material to local markets.

The local market hasindicated interest to engage local recyclersif they are willing to sign long term supply
contracts. Local market concerns are of losing raw material to China from local suppliers once the market
recovers.

Introduction and Purpose

In 1989, the L egislature adopted comprehensive legislation based on recommendations of the Governor’s
Select Committee on Recycling and the Environment (SCORE). This set of laws, Minn. Stat.§ 115A.551-
115A.558, commonly referred to as SCORE, initiated a stable source of state funding for recycling programs,
as well as waste reduction and the improved management of household hazardous wastes, yard waste, and
problem materials. SCORE legislation provides grant dollars, along with funding to counties and local
government for long-term flexible programs.

This Report on 2008 SCORE Programs (Report) summarizes information submitted by all 87 counties and the
WL SSD on waste management efforts, including waste reduction activities, recycling, household hazardous
waste programs, and problem materials collection.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) uses thisinformation to calculate the state’ s recycling rates
and the cost of managing waste and recycling, and to detail trendsin waste generation and disposal. While data
collection began in 1989, in 1991, counties began collecting data on a calendar year basis, instead of afisca
year basis. By 1991, data collection and format had greatly improved, making the quality of the data that much
better.

This report and information on the SCORE program are available on the MPCA’s Web site at
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/score. The MPCA continues to review and use the submitted survey data after
publication of the final report each year. As aresult, tonnages published in this report for previous years may
not match the tonnages originally reported for those years. Occasionally, counties find errors, and it is
necessary to adjust reported data after the final report is published.

Every other year, the MPCA expands on the annual report on SCORE programs and makes solid waste policy
recommendations to the Legislature in the Solid Waste Policy Report. Work on the 2009 Solid Waste Policy
Report has begun. See http://www.pca.state.mn.us/oea/policy/policyreport.cfm for more details.

MSW Generation in Minnesota

Since 1999, Minnesota' s MSW generation has slowed. Beginning in 2006, MSW generation growth slowed to
an all-time low—increasing by only 0.3 percent in 2006, in 2007 by 0.07; however, in 2008, to arecord low of
-3.5 percent. Thisisthefirst timein the history of SCORE reporting that we have seen a decrease in MSW
generation. In 2008, per capita generation of MSW dropped to 1.12 tons, down from 1.16 tons per capita over
the past six years (2002-2007).

Mixed MSW is defined by statute as “ garbage, refuse, and other solid waste from residential, commercial,
industrial, and community activities that the generator of the waste aggregates for collection.” It includes
common materials found in household and commercial garbage, such as packaging materials, containers, food
discards and other compostable materials, plastic, paper, etc. MSW does not include auto hulks, street
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sweepings, ash, construction debris, mining waste, sludge, tree and agricultural wastes, tires, lead acid
batteries, motor and vehicle fluids and filters, and other materials collected, processed, and disposed of as
separate waste streams (Minn. Stat. § 115A.03, subd. 20). Total MSW generation does include wastes
discarded (tons sent to disposal and resource recovery facilities), recycled, disposed of on-site (burn barrels or
farm dumps), and PMNR.

Totals and trends

Minnesota s MSW generation totaled 5,926,951 tonsin 2008, a decrease from 6,140,012, in 2007. Statewide, this
represents adecrease of 3.5 percent from the previous year. Greater Minnesota accounted for 43 percent of the
state's M SW generation, and the seven-county Metropolitan Area accounted for 57 percent in 2008.

The four centroid areas— Duluth, St. Cloud, Rochester, and the Twin Cities— consisting of 17 counties,
generate 70 percent of the waste in Minnesota, or 4,353,320 tons in 2008. Thisis a decrease of approximately
153,773 tons from 2007. Sixty-nine percent of Minnesota' s population livesin these 17 counties, or 3,637,577
residents.

Since 1999, MSW generation dropped on average by 1 percent (1999-2008) and 0.07 percent over each of the
past five years (2004-2008). Counties attribute the 2008 decrease to |ess tourism, and |ess consumer spending
as seen by businesses closing or cutting inventory. While improvement in waste reduction efforts may account
for some decline, waste generation generally decreases during times of economic recession and increases
during an economic expansion.

Figure 2: Minnesota MSW generation
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MSW Generation 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2007-08

Greater Minnesota | 2.14 220 2.32 237 241 253 256 258 2.60 2.57 (1.2%)
Metropolitan Area 3.30 343 342 349 351 345 352 352 354 3.36 (5.2%)
Statewide 544 5.63 5.74 586 592 598 6.08 6.10 6.14 5.93 (3.5%)
Figures in millions of tons
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On-site disposal and problem materials not recycled

On-site disposal of MSW, either burning or burying, has been used for generations and still is being used.
Although it is against the law for most people, some farmers are allowed to burn or bury their household
garbage under existing Minn. Stat. 8§ 88.171 and 17.135.

In the 2008 SCORE survey, counties estimate that 1.2 percent of the total waste generated is disposed of on-
site, — an increase of 394 tons (0.6 percent) from 2007 (71,029 tons up to 71,423 tons).

Problem materials not recycled (PMNR) make up 2 percent of the total MSW generation for 2008. PMNR
includes five materials that have been banned from disposal in Minnesota (vehicle batteries, tires, mgjor
appliances, motor ail, and ail filters). The PMNR number is that portion of the materialsthat is not recycled,
but is assumed to be disposed of somewhere, legally or not, as they are banned from MSW disposal facilities.
It is assumed that they are not being counted in landfill or incinerator tonnages.

Per capita MSW generation

The MPCA calculates the amount of waste that the average Minnesotan creates each year in an attempt to
understand if waste growth is coming primarily from an increase in population or increases in consumption.

In 2008, the Minnesota per capita rate decreased (-3.91 percent from 2007) to 1.12 tons per person (2,242
pounds/person/year). Thisis consistent with the decreases seen in MSW generation (-3.5 percent) and with
Minnesota’ s economy. In looking at Greater Minnesota versus the Metropolitan Area per capitarate, we find
that the Greater Minnesota per capitarateis 1.06 tons (2,125 pounds/person/year), a decrease of approximately
1.31 percent from 2007. In comparison, the Metropolitan Area per capitarateis 1.170 tons (2,340
pounds/person/year), a decrease of 5.85 percent from 2007.

Minnesota’ s population continues to grow. In 2008, Minnesota s population increased 0.5 percent to 5,287,976
from 2007 population of 5,263,610—Greater Minnesota by 0.1 percent and the Metropolitan Area by 0.7
percent. In the last five years, Minnesota s population increased approximately 28,574 per year; however in
2008, the population increased by only 24,366. From 1991 to 2008, Minnesota’ s population grew 19.7
percent—Greater Minnesota increased 15.3 percent and the Metropolitan Areaincreased by 23.8 percent.

Recycling and Benefits

Minnesota’ s recycling programs are among the nation’s most successful. In 2008, 2,589,954 tons were
recycled; Minnesota s recycling rate (including credits for yard waste recycling and waste reduction efforts)
increased by 1.6 percentage pointsto 51.1 percent. The state’ s base recycling rate is approximately 43.7
percent, an increase of 1.59 percentage points. The base recycling rate is a more accurate measure of progress
asitisthe actua percentage of materials recycled; it does not include the additional source reduction and yard
waste credits. While this growth reflects the significant state, local, and industry investment in our recycling
system, as well as strong material markets, evidence suggests much more could be done to recover the millions
of tons of discarded recyclable and organic materials still disposed of each year.

In 2008, 27 percent of the materials collected for recycling in Minnesota came from residential sources; thisis
up dlightly from 25 percent over the last 10 years. Commercial, industrial, and institutional recycling, both
documented and undocumented industrial sectors, accounts for another 71 percent, and mechanical/hand
separated recycling accounts for the remaining 2 percent.
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Figure 3: Minnesota’s recycling progress
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Recycling Rates 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Metropolitan Area 48.2 47.4 46.7 47.8 49.7 49.7 50.5 52.0
Greater Minnesota 46.5 46.5 47.0 48.6 48.0 48.6 49.3 50.9
Statewide 46.9 46.6 46.5 48.0 48.5 48.7 49.5 51.1

The total reported recycling tonnages are from documented and estimated sources. Documented tonnages
account for 66 percent of the total recycling tonnages. Counties ask for, and the majority of them are ableto
receive, documented tonnages from their haulers, recyclers, and businesses. Thisisadifficult task for al
counties, especially those in the Metropolitan Area due to the large population and businesses, the number of
haulers, along with municipalities that contract for recycling. The amount of staff and time placed into the
collection of tonnages, enables the county to better identify and receive documented tonnages which increases
the degree of accuracy in annua reporting.

Counties have available to them tools that they can implement to assist them to obtain necessary and accurate
data, along with assisting in their solid waste management programs. The Solid Waste Ordinance is one such
tool, along with licensing of solid waste and recycling haulers.

It may help to look at the submitted 2008 SCORE survey to better understand and identify how many counties
implement these tools and how it may relate to the counties’ recycling rates. Below are break outs from the
general survey questions to recycling:

e Curbside collection — Counties reported in the 2008 SCORE survey that there are 799 cities or
townships that offer curbside collection at least once a month, serving over 4 million people or over
76 percent of Minnesota residents. There are 24 counties in Minnesota that have less than a 35 percent
recycling rate with credits. The population of these counties ranges from 3,724 to 105,000. In these 24
counties, it is estimated the percentage of the population receiving curbside collection ranges from 0
percent all the way to 99.49 percent.

e Commercial/industrial recycling promotion — The survey asks if the county has specific programs
promoting commercial/industrial recycling: 65 counties said yes, 22 counties said no. Of the counties
with less than a 35 percent recycling rate; 9 of the 24 counties have no program for
commercial/industrial recycling.
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e Availability to recycling centers, stations, or MRFs — All 87 counties have at |east one recycling
center, station, or MRF available to their residents for recycling. Some counties have a combination of
centers, stations, or MRFs available for their residents. Minn. Stat. § 115A.552, Opportunity to
Recycle, describes county reguirements, opportunities, education, and promotion of their recycling
programs.

e Banned recyclable materials from landfills or disposal —Only 18 counties of the 87 have banned
recyclable materials from disposal. The 24 counties with less than a 35 percent recycling rate indicate
that only 2 of them have banned recycling from disposal.

e Enacted solid waste ordinances requiring residents to recycle, businesses to recycle, and haulers to
provide recycling collection services — Only 21 counties have enacted an ordinance requiring
residents to recycle, and 20 of those counties require businesses to recycle. Only 30 of the 87 counties
require haulers to provide recycling collection services. If counties have not enacted an ordinance, the
2008 SCORE survey shows that 114 cities have enacted an ordinance requiring residents to recycle.
Only 53 cities have enacted an ordinance requiring businesses to recycle and 155 cities require haulers
to provide recycling collection services. Looking closer at the 24 counties with less than a 35 percent
recycling rate, 3 of them have an ordinance requiring residents and businesses to recycle. Four of the
24 counties require haulers to provide recycling collection services. Two of the 24 counties that have
not enacted an ordinance, reported that there are 5 cities that require residentsto recycle; 3 cities
require businesses to recycle, and 22 cities require haulers to provide recycling collection services.

e Licensed recycling collectors — Just over half of the countiesin Minnesota license their haulers, 50
counties report that they license recycling collectors. However, 66 counties report that they require
recyclers to submit tonnage reports. Eleven of the 24 counties, with less than a 35 percent recycling
rate, indicate that they license recycling collectors and 16 require recyclers to submit tonnage reports.

Below isasummary of the 2008 SCORE general survey questions in regard to solid waste. [ The survey
guestions are: do counties license solid waste haulers, and if not, do the cities; and are the solid waste haulers
required to have variable-rate pricing structure.]

e County solid waste licensing — Out of the 87 counties, 79 license solid waste haulers and 67 of those
report that they do not know or is not applicable that their cities license solid waste haulers. Looking
at the 24 counties with less than a 35 percent recycling rate, 21 counties state that they license their
solid waste haulers. There are only 3 counties that do not license; however, 1 of those counties report
that its cities license solid waste haulers.

e Variable-rate pricing — In the 2008 SCORE survey, 76 counties reported that they require variable-rate
pricing of their solid waste haulers. Fifteen of the 24 counties that have less than a 35 percent
recycling rate state that they do require solid waste haulers to have variable-rate pricing structuresin
place.

In Minnesota, an estimated 4,057,345 people, or 76 percent of the population is served by curbside recycling
programs for 2008. In 2007, the population served by curbside collection was 3,593,483.

In 2008, Minnesota county recycling programs collected approximately 2.6 million tons of recyclable materials
(paper, metals, glass, plastic, food, problem materials, etc.) — an increase of over 4,544 tons, or 0.2 percent
from the previous year. Since the SCORE legidlation was enacted in 1989, the tons of materials collected for
recycling in Minnesota have more than tripled, and the statewide recycling rate has increased by more than 28
percentage points, moving from 23 percent to 51.1 percent.
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In order to understand the increase in recycling in contrast to the market drop and economic recession, the
table depicts the recycling tonnages by category, from 2007 and 2008 and also the change seen. In 2008, due to

high markets for metal earlier in the year, the
majority of the increase seen in recycling wasin

. . 2007 2008 Change
metals. The mgj ority of the tonnages lost, in 2008, . Category Tonnage Tonnage from 2007
were from organic and paper recycled tonnages. This
is the second year organics reported tonnages have Banned 121,395 126,807 5412
decrea!sed from the hlgh in 2006 of 179,000 tons. Glass 126,496 126,391 (105)
Organic recycling consists of food to livestock, food
to people, and source separated composting. Metal 491,715 017,441 25,725
The 17 counties in the four centroid areas, the Organics 177,227 153,481 (23,746)
geographical urban area of Minnesota recycled a Other 670,000 695,522 25,513
total of 1,839,382 tons or 71 percent of the total
amount recycled in Minnesotain 2008. Thisisan Paper 932,223 901,879 (30,343)
increase of 13,286 tons or a0.73 percent increase _
from 2007. This does not follow the Minnesota Plastic 49,419 52,197 2,778
trend, statewide we saw a small increase of Textiles 16,926 16,236 (690)
0.2 percent from 2007.

Total 2,585,410 2,589,954 4,544

Economic and environmental benefits of recycling

Recycling isimportant in Minnesota—both economically and environmentally. Minnesota s recycling
manufacturers continues to contribute an estimated $3 billion to the state' s economy; and over 9,000
manufacturing jobs are tied to companies using recycled materia in their manufacturing processes. Over $760
million in wages is related to recycling activities. In addition to the contributions of these value-added
manufacturers, there is economic value related to collecting, processing, and marketing recyclablesin Minnesota

(which is supported by SCORE dollars).

Recycling markets

Outside economic indicators affecting market

Many outside factors affected the price of the recycled material market in 2008. The two biggest markets were
the 2008 global economic recession which caused the price of virgin materials to drop, and China exiting the
markets for a period of time. The price of recycled material closely tracks the virgin material markets. There
was asimilar drop for recycled material in Minnesotain 1997. Since 1997, Minnesota has added additional

capacity in paper and plastic which helps cushion the drop in markets.

Local markets

A strong local recycling infrastructure promotes local job development and capita investment, two essential

needs during these difficult economic times.

The largest segment of the value-added recycling industry is made up of manufacturers who use recycled
paper, post-consumer paper, old corrugated cardboard, and newspaper as raw materials. Major companies
around Minnesota include Rock-Tenn (St. Paul), Liberty Paper (Becker), New Page (Duluth), Pactiv
(Moorehead), and Insolution (Lorreto). These companies use 820,000 tons of cardboard, office paper, and

newspaper annually, much of their raw material is collected from Minnesota curbside and business recycling
programs.

Minnesota has one of the largest concentrations of plastic lumber/sheet manufacturersin the country: Master
Mark Plastic (Albany), Bedford Technology (Worthington), and Recycled Plastic Inc. (Garfield). A phone
survey to the local paper, plastic, and glass markets still indicated demand for these materials.
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Over reliance on China by some local recyclers

Some recyclers put agreat deal of reliance on the China market due to increased upward pricing opportunities.
This caused the local end usersto bring in raw material from other sources because they were unable to source
enough material locally. The evaporation of the China market for the recyclers has left them with littleto no
opportunity with the local market due to the long term supply contracts. The local end users have indicated
they would engage local recyclersif recycler were willing to sign long-term supply contracts. The- local
market is concerned that it would lose raw material to Chinafrom local suppliers once the market recovered.

In response to and in order to open this dialogue with local recyclers, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
in partnership with Recycling Association of Minnesota, Southeast Minnesota Recycler’ s Exchange
(SEMREX), and the Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board (SWMCB) held three market workshops
around the state, late 2008 and early 20009.

Discussion included markets for materials, such as plastic, paper, glass, and other region-specific materias, as
well as potential partnerships, resort and event recycling, and transportation logistics. The workshops also
offered attendees the chance to:

e seeasnapshot of recycling tonnages and markets in your region

e hear about local, national, and international market conditions

e discover opportunities for improving your recycling program’s efficiency
and cost-effectiveness

e |earn about local success stories

e hear from recycling markets in your region and other parts of the state and
have an opportunity to talk with them one-on-one

Environmental benefits

One measure of Minnesota recycling environmental benefits is the reduction of green house gas emissions
compared to other waste management practices. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency created atool to
measure and track these benefits: the Waste Reduction Model (WARM). Calculations using Minnesota
recycling of 2.6 million tons of material in 2008 show that: According to WARM, by recycling 2.6 million
tons of materialsin 2008, Minnesota:

e reduced 7.9 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCOZ2E)
e saved 84.1 million BTUs

WARM is available both as a Web-based calculator and as a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet (317K WinZip
archive). http://epa.gov/climatechange/index.html
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MSW Processing and Disposal

In Minnesota, waste is managed through four main methods: landfills, MSW composting, resource recovery
facilities, and on-site disposal. In 2008, waste that was not recycled or prevented/reduced and, therefore, must
be disposed of, totaled nearly 3.1 million tons—a decrease of over 219,056 tons (-6.5 percent) from 2007. This
number includes waste landfilled and processed, as well as estimates for on-site disposal and PMNR.

Figure 4: MSW processing and disposal in Minnesota
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Trends in waste disposal

Waste management in Minnesotais guided by a hierarchy that prioritizes waste reduction, recycling,
composting, and resource recovery. During 2008:

e  MSW composting decreased dlightly by 1.7 percent—from 17,930 tons in 2007 to 17,630 in 2008.

e On-sitedisposal (estimates from county staff on the level of on-site dumping and burning that occurs)
increased by 0.6 percent (more than 394 tons) to 71,423 tons.

e Waste-to-energy (WTE) in comparing tonnages from the previous year, 2007, the 2008 tonnage
decreased by 1.3 percent (15,264 tons) to 1,187,680 tons. Permitted capacity remained the samein
2008; facility downtime for improvements or repairs accounts for some of the decreases of waste
handled by WTE facilities in 2008.

o Landfilling decreased by 203,492 tons, or -9.5 percent to 1,935,188 tons. Landfilling, is the most
dominant disposal method, and in turn saw the largest decrease. Despite being the least-preferred
option, landfilling remains the dominant disposal method in Minnesota.

e PMNR (Problem Materials Not Recycled) increased by 1,058 tons or by 0.9 percent to 125,075 tons.

PMNR tonnages consist of reported tonnages, most of the tonnage is a cal culated tonnage based on
population and the amount generated, minus the amount recycled.
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Figure 5: Trends in Minnesota waste management in tons
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2.00 - On-site disposal (est.)
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1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Change
Trends in Tons | 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2007-08
Landfill 179 191 203 211 216 212 212 220 214 194 (9.5%)
MSW compost 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 (1.7%)
Waste to energy| 1.30 1.23 1.22 1.26 1.23 1.21 1.24 116 120 1.19 (1.3%)
PMNR 011 011 041 0212 012 012 0.12 042 022 0.3 0.9%
On-site disposal| .08 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.6%
Recycling 217 227 2.27 229 2.32 2.42 249 252 258 259 0.2%
Total 547 563 5.74 5.88 5.92 5.98 6.09 6.10 6.14 5.93 (3.5%)

Figures in millions of tons

Out-of-state waste flow

In tracking the trends of the amount of waste generated, and where that waste is processed and disposed of, we
find that in 2008, 604,287 tons left Minnesota. This equates to 19 percent of the total waste landfilled or
processed at a Waste to Energy facility istaken out of state. To break that amount further, 10,923 tons were
processed at a Waste to Energy facility and 593,364 tons were landfilled in the states of 1owa, North Dakota,
South Dakota, and Wisconsin. In comparing 2008 to 2007, there is a decrease of 100,560 tons (-14 percent) in
the amount of MSW leaving Minnesota.

While many factors may contribute to this decline in out-of-state waste flow

(facility locations, hauling companies in operation, existing contracts, MSW leaving Minnesota
surcharges and tip fees, and gas prices), the economy, increasing state 2001 | 671,954 tons
surcharges from Wisconsin and rising transportation costs likely have the 2002 | 614,002 tons
most impact. The price of diesel is probably the largest reason for the 2003 | 702,131 tons
declinein MSW leaving Minnesota. In 2008, petroleum prices began in 2004 | 850,204 tons
January at $3.159 and ended December at alow of $1.67; the month of July, 2005 | 812,379 tons
gas prices showed to be the highest at $4.165: 2006 | 742,093 tons
http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/dnav/pet/hist/mg_tt_usw.htm. 2007 | 705,631 tons
2008 615,210 tons
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Funding of SCORE Programs

Minnesota boasts one of the best recycling rates in the nation due to the level of participation by our residents
and businesses, along with comprehensive recycling programs at the township, city, and county levels—
programs funded by local government and state revenues.

In 2008, Minnesota counties spent $57.8 million for SCORE-related programs, an increase of $1,934,546
(3.5 percent) from 2007. Continued funding commitments from the Legislature and significant investments
at the local level provide the funding for these programs.

State funding: SCORE block grants

From the inception of SCORE, state tax revenue has provided along-standing funding source for recycling and
waste reduction programs. The Legislature, in 1989, set up afunding source for SCORE by passing Minn.
Stat. 8§ 297A: General Sales Tax and Distribution (SCORE). The rate of tax on residential generators of mixed
municipal solid waste management services set in 297H.02 is 9.75 percent. In Minn. Stat. 8297H.03,
commercial generators tax rate for solid waste management services was set at 17 percent. Industrial and
construction debris, meeting definitions in Minn. Stat. 8 115A.03, set in 297H.04 is taxed at 60 cents per cubic
yard. Infectious waste, defined in Minn. Stat. § 116.76, is taxed at 60 cents per 150 pounds.

In fiscal year 2008, total solid waste tax received was $67.3 million. Of that amount, $20.2 million was
deposited into the general fund, and $47.1 million was deposited into the environmental fund. Appropriations
from the environmental fund pay for SCORE grants as well as many other solid waste programs. Greater
Minnesota counties received over $7 million and the seven Metropolitan Area counties received over $6.9
million. In Minn. Stat. 8 115A.557, the Legisators describe how the SCORE disbursements are appropriated
to counties. SCORE disbursement dollars are to be distributed each fiscal year based on population, with an
established per county base minimum of $55,000.

Money from the state is passed on to the county level in the form of annual block grants as described in Minn.
Stat. 8 115A.557. SCORE disbursements are to be appropriated to counties each fiscal year based on
population. In the 2007 session, the Legislature and Governor Pawlenty took action to restore SCORE funds to
the levels of 2002, or $14 million per year. $13.8 million was disbursed in calendar year 2008, whichis
approximately 24 percent of the amount spent on SCORE-related programs.

Restored SCORE grant dollarsto previous levels of $14 million and the state’ s renewed interest in its
commitment to recycling and product stewardship, presents counties the ability to restore their reduced or cut
programs. Additional funding could enhance the ability to remove usable materials from the disposal system
and capture energy and economic benefits for the state.

Despite the economic value of the recycling industry to the state’' s economy, Minnesota' s recycling
infrastructure faces challenges. Some counties are dealing with budget reductions by closing down recycling
centers or limiting the types of materials they collect. Plastic and glass recycling have been eliminated in some
communities. Rura recycling programs, in particular, are facing more obstacles in getting materials to distant
markets. The MPCA continues to explore ways to better support county recycling programs and secondary
markets, recover more recyclable and organic material from the waste stream, and identify more opportunities
to reduce, reuse, and recycle in the manufacturing and business sectors.
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Figure 6: SCORE expenditures (millions of dollars)

70

60

50

40 -
30 - B County Share

[ ]
20 - State Share

10 -

O 4

> v P ] $H o A N
ST MK S O Q

S
P A AT AT AT DT DT AT O

0
©)
N

County funding

Within certain guidelines, counties have broad discretion in determining how to spend SCORE block grants
and local matching funds, which gives them flexibility to develop programs that best meet local needs. The
MPCA monitors the counties' use of SCORE grants to ensure the money is used to fund SCORE-€ligible
programs: source reduction, recycling, market devel opment, management of problem materials, waste
education, litter prevention, technical assistance to ensure proper solid waste management, and waste
processing (Minn. Stat. § 115A.55).

Between 1999 and 2008, overall SCORE expenditures have increased by 40 percent. These increases have
been funded entirely at the local level by counties and cities through use of general revenue dollars, specia
assessments, or other sources of revenue. In 2008, atotal of $57.8 million was spent on SCORE expenditures.
Greater Minnesota counties increased expenditures by $2.4 million (7.5 percent) and the Metropolitan Area
counties decreased their spending by $499,313 (-2.1 percent) from 2007.

County Change
Expenditure 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 | 2007-08
Greater Minnesota| 229 23.1 258 26.7 295 285 30.22 31.25 32.54 34.98 7.5%
Metropolitan Area | 18.3 185 20.2 19.9 19.7 226 24.06 23.35 23.38 22.883| (2.1%)
Total 41.3 416 46.0 46.7 49.1 511 5428 54.60 55.9 57.86 3.5%

Figure in millions of dollars. The annual SCORE survey includes only county spending; local units of government
also fund programs for waste management, reduction, and recycling.

Minn. Stat. § 115A.557 requires each county to match the funding from the Legislature with alocal
contribution of at least 25 percent. In 2008, county funds continued to exceed this match, spending over $44
million or 76 percent of the amount spent toward SCORE-related activities. Thisinvestment isin addition to
undocumented dollars spent by other local units of government, such as cities and townships, on programs
such as recycling, household hazardous waste, and waste education.

In 2008, counties’ increase in spending, in part, is due to economic recession and market price drops
experienced in the fall of 2008, aong with SCORE dollars not keeping up with inflation. These spending
increases, by counties, have paid for additional coststo recycling, source reduction, education, and market
development programs. County grants to other local unites of government increased as the amount spent on
county planning, oversight and administration decreased.

Counties face growing challenges to collect materials and deliver them to markets. Counties' declining dollars
are not covering their existing recycling programs and have been hard pressed to expand their recycling
programs. Counties are aware of the millions of tons of remaining recyclables in the waste stream along with
the missed economic and environmental benefits associated with recycling.

Report on 2008 SCORE Programs Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
12



Appendix A:
County SCORE Survey Responses



County Survey Responses
Finances: Revenues (part 1)

Processing

CY2007 revenue Adjustment to General facility

County carried over carryover revenue Service fee tip fee
Aitkin $147,437 0 $200,962 $400 $0
Anoka $184,488 0 $65,236 $714,841 $0
Becker ($124,070) 124,070 $0 $192,062 $0
Beltrami $0 0 $0 $499,898 $0
Benton $0 0 $0 $160,847 $0
Big Stone ($34,281) 34,281 $115,590 $526 $0
Blue Earth $0 0 $109,822 $0 $0
Brown $0 0 $298,041 $0 $0
Carlton ($68,148) 68,148 $0 $0 $58,995
Carver $0 0 $0 $462,933 $0
Cass $0 0 $0 $775,055 $0
Chippewa $0 0 $91,761 $0 $0
Chisago ($13,576) 0 $0 $161,013 $0
Clay $186,096 0 $0 $313,871 $0
Clearwater $0 0 $0 $61,742 $0
Cook $0 0 $179,230 $0 $0
Cottonwood $166,376 0 $185,597 $0 $0
Crow Wing $0 0 $424,008 $0 $81,591
Dakota $0 0 $0 $0 $0
Dodge $112,446 0 $173,830 $23,844 $33,999
Faribault $0 0 $34,225 $0 $0
Fillmore ($29,045) 29,045 $13,750 $0 $0
Freeborn $0 0 $341,335 $1,140 $0
Goodhue $115,938 0 $347,793 $0 $0
Grant $33,317 0 $36,065 $121,888 $0
Hennepin $0 0 $0 $3,403,207 $26,894
Houston $0 0 $165,522 $0 $0
Hubbard $0 0 $13,750 $488,753 $0
Isanti $101,622 0 $23,714 $0 $0
Itasca $0 0 $345,255 $0 $0
Jackson $142,198 0 $13,750 $0 $0
Kanabec $74,004 0 $12,375 $0 $0
Kandiyohi $0 0 $0 $201,944 $0
Kittson $0 0 $96,329 $0 $47,849
Koochiching $0 0 $67,439 $67,439 $10,683
Lac qui Parle $27,835 0 $98,184 $0 $0
Lake $0 0 $150,188 $0 $11,159
Lake of The Woods $0 0 $87,681 $0 $0
Le Sueur $0 0 $107,896 $0 $0
Lincoln $43,705 0 $78,248 $225 $0
Lyon $0 0 $0 $308,899 $0
Mahnomen $34,925 0 $0 $13,750 $0
Marshall $0 0 $5,412 $0 $0
Martin $57,409 0 $182,284 $0 $0
McLeod $5,082 0 $0 $0 $224,009
Meeker $20,198 0 $15,000 $0 $0
Mille Lacs $49,019 0 $113,797 $0 $0
Morrison $0 0 $167,511 $0 $0



County Survey Responses

Finances: Revenues (part 1)

Processing

CY2007 revenue Adjustment to General facility

County carried over carryover revenue Service fee tip fee
Mower $0 0 $0 $269,046 $0
Murray $28,729 0 $13,750 $0 $0
Nicollet $0 0 $266,018 $0 $0
Nobles $162,847 0 $5,551 $61,389 $0
Norman ($240) 0 $39,184 $0 $0
Olmsted $216,739 0 $0 $0 $208,175
Otter Tail $15,200 0 $0 $696,591 $0
Pennington $43,608 0 $13,750 $0 $0
Pine ($8,595) 8,595 $291,109 $0 $0
Pipestone $0 0 $189,733 $0 $0
Polk $145,632 0 $0 $183,712 $0
Pope/Douglas ($36,726) 36,726 $250,000 $0 $0
Ramsey $634,318 0 $0 $4,699,678 $0
Red Lake $0 0 $8,835 $0 $0
Redwood ($1,041) 1,041 $306,798 $0 $0
Renville $99,431 0 $186,600 $0 $2,000
Rice $31,553 0 $0 $446,684 $0
Rock $1,770 0 $70,028 $0 $0
Roseau ($39,107) 39,107 $0 $0 $0
Scott $978,269 0 $179,513 $31,432 $0
Sherburne $167,158 0 $0 $0 $0
Sibley $0 0 $128,826 $0 $0
St. Louis - partial $0 0 $0 $399,318 $0
Stearns $91,995 0 $73,450 $133,487 $0
Steele $0 0 $0 $346,313 $0
Stevens $26,120 0 $57,020 $0 $0
Swift $26,792 0 $154,835 $0 $0
Todd $0 0 $274,960 $0 $0
Traverse ($37,366) 37,366 $13,750 $0 $0
Wabasha $0 0 $89,651 $0 $0
Wadena $0 0 $116,403 $0 $16,244
Waseca $0 0 $0 $75,345 $0
Washington $0 0 $0 $853,639 $0
Watonwan $417,148 0 $13,536 $170,376 $0
Wilkin $0 0 $0 $83,076 $0
Winona $53,108 0 $236,291 $450,854 $0
WLSSD $0 0 $0 $1,579,634 $324,092
Wright $297,990 0 $101,349 $20,249 $0
Yellow Medicine $0 0 $12,201 $54,222 $0
Metro Area $985,964 $0 $65,236  $10,134,298 $26,894
Greater Minn. $3,562,343 $378,379 $7,389,485 $8,395,022  $1,018,797
Minnesota $4,548,306 $378,379 $7,454,721  $18,529,320 $1,045,691




County Survey Responses
Finances: Revenues (part 2)

SCORE pass- Material
County through Grants HHW funding sales Other
Aitkin $55,000 $2,485 $2,466 $0 $0
Anoka $809,566 $135,828 $0 $32,327 $71,846
Becker $79,060 $57,618 $12,109 $0 $31,688
Beltrami $106,020 $0 $8,107 $0 $0
Benton $95,796 $0 $923 $0 $29,159
Big Stone $55,000 $0 $2,400 $0 $200
Blue Earth $145,629 $0 $49,352 $0 $45,698
Brown $64,741 $0 $3,502 $0 $11,589
Carlton $83,687 $13,347 $6,469 $0 $0
Carver $214,230 $106,594 $0 $0 $192,553
Cass $70,783 $0 $7,125 $33,353 $0
Chippewa $55,000 $0 $2,400 $103 $13,914
Chisago $123,561 $70,137 $20,878 $3,895 $21,994
Clay $135,365 $0 $9,150 $0 $8,379
Clearwater $55,000 $0 $5,664 $17,936 $0
Cook $55,000 $0 $0 $78,913 $0
Cottonwood $55,000 $0 $0 $9,582 $20,818
Crow Wing $150,205 $0 $8,867 $0 $0
Dakota $964,579 $0 $0 $0 $92,536
Dodge $55,000 $0 $3,608 $181,840 $4,391
Faribault $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,102
Fillmore $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Freeborn $77,510 $0 $6,367 $0 $6,306
Goodhue $113,093 $0 $9,029 $164,507 $0
Grant $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $7,397
Hennepin $2,833,991 $301,572 $35,346 $2,517,976 $187,872
Houston $27,500 $0 $4,278 $171,072 $18,717
Hubbard $55,000 $0 $3,859 $34,169 $0
Isanti $94,857 $0 $2,143 $0 $0
ltasca $108,734 $0 $4,483 $3,922 $0
Jackson $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $15,146
Kanabec $55,000 $0 $1,182 $0 $0
Kandiyohi $102,387 $0 $55,205 $453,751 $93,486
Kittson $55,000 $0 $5,412 $39,365 $22,467
Koochiching $55,000 $0 $2,969 $31,190 $1,161
Lac qui Parle $55,000 $0 $2,400 $0 $904
Lake $55,000 $0 $8,533 $30,589 $124
Lake of The Woods $55,000 $0 $0 $51,252 $135
Le Sueur $68,383 $0 $3,258 $52,606 $14,522
Lincoln $55,000 $13,275 $0 $0 $8,209
Lyon $61,270 $0 $45,788 $1,075 $26,130
Mahnomen $55,000 $0 $2,805 $0 $0
Marshall $55,000 $0 $5,815 $33,562 $5,569
Martin $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $4,302
McLeod $91,001 $0 $10,432 $516,397 $92,787
Meeker $57,405 $0 $3,368 $0 $1,012
Mille Lacs $64,078 $0 $847 $0 $0
Morrison $80,906 $0 $4,676 $0  $218,597
Mower $94,812 $0 $7,709 $249,451 $900
Murray $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $24,946



County Survey Responses
Finances: Revenues (part 2)

SCORE pass- Material
County through Grants HHW funding sales Other
Nicollet $78,491 $0 $5,709 $0 $10,373
Nobles $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $10,708
Norman $55,000 $0 $2,820 $0 $0
Olmsted $340,628 $0 $113,647 $0 $979,277
Otter Tall $143,533 $0 $32,074 $662,224 $35,883
Pennington $55,000 $0 $0 $489 $0
Pine $69,423 $0 $0 $0 $0
Pipestone $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Polk $76,237 $0 $7,477 $115,466 $10,412
Pope/Douglas $142,481 $0 $10,059 $0 $600
Ramsey $1,266,308 $178,389 $0 $0 $83,086
Red Lake $55,000 $0 $5,337 $4,599 $327
Redwood $55,000 $0 $34,553 $201,376 $0
Renville $0 $0 $2,400 $0 $0
Rice $153,796 $0 $22,584 $623,763 $53,685
Rock $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $10,842
Roseau $55,000 $0 $6,294 $44,387 $7,055
Scott $298,584 $0 $0 $0 $1,533
Sherburne $210,202 $0 $4,873 $0 $1,733
Sibley $55,000 $0 $2,072 $41,040 $10,121
St. Louis - partial $229,939 $0 $14,566 $707,993 $0
Stearns $356,185 $0 $4,684 $0 $76,394
Steele $89,130 $0 $4,065 $0 $2,700
Stevens $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $427
Swift $55,000 $0 $2,400 $141,666 $0
Todd $0 $0 $4,684 $100,948 $0
Traverse $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Wabasha $55,142 $0 $3,581 $138 $1,350
Wadena $55,000 $0 $2,711 $0 $0
Waseca $55,000 $0 $2,710 $225,435 $696
Washington $565,829  $115,394 $0 $0  $117,321
Watonwan $55,000 $0 $2,176 $2,054 $8,061
Wilkin $55,000 $0 $0 $169,484 $1,200
Winona $122,514 $0 $21,266 $110,414 $11,837
WLSSD $251,534 $24,148 $222,866 $90,791 $114,253
Wright $548,129 $1,197 $10,700 $6,692 $9,105
Yellow Medicine $55,000 $0 $0 $0 $119
Metro Area $6,864,705  $837,778 $40,219 $2,550,303  $746,946
Greater Minn. $7,252,529  $182,208 $875,014 $5,407,489 $2,111,708
Minnesota $14,117,234 $1,019,986 $915,233 $7,957,792 $2,858,654




County Survey Responses
Finances: Revenue summary

Adjusted CY2007

County revenue (carried over) CY2008 revenue Total revenue
Aitkin $147,437 $261,313 $408,750
Anoka $184,488 $1,829,644 $2,014,132
Becker $0 $372,537 $372,537
Beltrami $0 $614,025 $614,025
Benton $0 $286,724 $286,724
Big Stone $0 $173,716 $173,716
Blue Earth $0 $350,501 $350,501
Brown $0 $377,873 $377,873
Carlton $0 $162,498 $162,498
Carver $0 $976,310 $976,310
Cass $0 $886,316 $886,316
Chippewa $0 $163,178 $163,178
Chisago ($13,576) $401,477 $387,901
Clay $186,096 $466,765 $652,861
Clearwater $0 $140,342 $140,342
Cook $0 $313,143 $313,143
Cottonwood $166,376 $270,997 $437,373
Crow Wing $0 $664,671 $664,671
Dakota $0 $2,080,202 $2,080,202
Dodge $112,446 $476,512 $588,958
Faribault $0 $93,327 $93,327
Fillmore $0 $68,750 $68,750
Freeborn $0 $432,658 $432,658
Goodhue $115,938 $634,422 $750,361
Grant $33,317 $220,350 $253,667
Hennepin $0 $9,306,858 $9,306,858
Houston $0 $387,089 $387,089
Hubbard $0 $595,531 $595,531
Isanti $101,622 $120,714 $222,336
Itasca $0 $462,394 $462,394
Jackson $142,198 $83,896 $226,094
Kanabec $74,004 $68,557 $142,561
Kandiyohi $0 $906,773 $906,773
Kittson $0 $266,422 $266,422
Koochiching $0 $235,882 $235,882
Lac qui Parle $27,835 $156,489 $184,324
Lake $0 $255,593 $255,593
Lake of The Woods $0 $194,068 $194,068
Le Sueur $0 $246,666 $246,666
Lincoln $43,705 $154,957 $198,662
Lyon $0 $544,162 $544,162
Mahnomen $34,925 $71,555 $106,480
Marshall $0 $105,359 $105,359
Martin $57,409 $241,586 $298,995
McLeod $5,082 $1,929,228 $1,934,310
Meeker $20,198 $76,785 $96,983
Mille Lacs $49,019 $178,722 $227,741
Morrison $0 $471,690 $471,690



County Survey Responses
Finances: Revenue summary

Adjusted CY2007

County revenue (carried over) CY2008 revenue Total revenue
Mower $0 $621,918 $621,918
Murray $28,729 $93,696 $122,425
Nicollet $0 $360,591 $360,591
Nobles $162,847 $409,406 $572,253
Norman ($240) $97,004 $96,764
Olmsted $216,739 $1,641,727 $1,858,466
Otter Tall $15,200 $1,570,306 $1,585,506
Pennington $43,608 $69,239 $112,847
Pine $0 $360,532 $360,532
Pipestone $0 $244,733 $244,733
Polk $145,632 $393,304 $538,937
Pope/Douglas $0 $403,140 $403,140
Ramsey $634,318 $6,227,461 $6,861,779
Red Lake $0 $74,097 $74,097
Redwood $0 $597,727 $597,727
Renville $99,431 $191,000 $290,431
Rice $31,553 $1,300,512 $1,332,065
Rock $1,770 $135,870 $137,640
Roseau $0 $112,736 $112,736
Scott $978,269 $555,785 $1,534,054
Sherburne $167,158 $337,762 $504,920
Sibley $0 $237,059 $237,059
St. Louis - partial $0 $1,351,816 $1,351,816
Stearns $91,995 $644,200 $736,195
Steele $0 $442,208 $442,208
Stevens $26,120 $112,447 $138,567
Swift $26,792 $353,901 $380,693
Todd $0 $380,592 $380,592
Traverse $0 $68,750 $68,750
Wabasha $0 $149,862 $149,862
Wadena $0 $190,359 $190,359
Waseca $0 $359,186 $359,186
Washington $0 $1,652,183 $1,652,183
Watonwan $417,148 $251,202 $668,350
Wilkin $0 $308,760 $308,760
Winona $53,108 $953,176 $1,006,284
WLSSD $0 $2,607,319 $2,607,319
Wright $297,990 $697,421 $995,411
Yellow Medicine $0 $149,873 $149,873
Metro Area $985,964 $22,410,420 $23,396,383
Greater Minn. $3,940,722 $34,077,665 $38,018,387
Minnesota $4,926,686 $56,488,084 $61,414,770




County Survey Responses
Finances: Expenditures by program area (part 1)

Planning & HHW and Source
County administration Recycling  Yard waste problem materials reduction
Aitkin $134,907 $76,173 $400 $14,678 $300
Anoka $605,086 $24,106 $110,178 $350,213 $31,818
Becker $176,933 $185,640 $2,270 $179,016 $0
Beltrami $1 $578,400 $0 $15,415 $0
Benton $127,481 $6,545 $0 $59,802 $16,838
Big Stone $64,253 $142,672 $0 $9,434 $0
Blue Earth $72,596 $154,299 $0 $84,643 $0
Brown $31,661 $292,451 $0 $46,818 $0
Carlton $61,415 $79,470 $1,880 $42,037 $0
Carver $417,628 $103,503 $39,867 $302,416 $2,488
Cass $107,511 $664,258 $2,140 $112,407 $0
Chippewa $21,970 $123,320 $0 $17,558 $0
Chisago $170,570 $57,000 $0 $137,396 $0
Clay $199,078 $288,710 $38,317 $94,668 $0
Clearwater $27,884 $79,609 $1,201 $30,394 $0
Cook $230,597 $79,378 $0 $2,666 $0
Cottonwood $154,231 $56,627 $0 $4,167 $0
Crow Wing $169,005 $81,968 $24,237 $108,706 $0
Dakota $533,724 $17,197 $0 $844,552 $0
Dodge $38,673 $375,564 $8,039 $10,604 $8,039
Faribault $22,403 $23,045 $0 $4,444 $0
Fillmore $0 $68,750 $0 $0 $0
Freeborn $102,850 $306,331 $0 $17,338 $0
Goodhue $370,751 $150,728 $0 $33,331 $0
Grant $0 $156,921 $0 $18,402 $0
Hennepin $1,644,085 $1,323,266 $80,110 $2,799,208 $150,276
Houston $20,713 $323,655 $0 $40,172 $0
Hubbard $70,932 $347,858 $3,729 $153,384 $0
Isanti $52,000 $47,960 $0 $10,290 $0
Itasca $88,028 $322,752 $0 $46,998 $38
Jackson $29,519 $16,525 $0 $11,124 $0
Kanabec $3,387 $55,744 $0 $82 $0
Kandiyohi $264,039 $545,723 $0 $97,011 $0
Kittson $33,177 $930 $0 $8,693 $0
Koochiching $109,485 $101,619 $2,500 $15,994 $0
Lac qui Parle $18,958 $51,356 $0 $18,580 $0
Lake $2,246 $190,423 $2,177 $86,574 $923
Lake of The Woods $6,055 $161,007 $1,165 $23,520 $0
Le Sueur $54,777 $51,595 $0 $70,776 $0
Lincoln $53,921 $105,568 $202 $8,620 $50
Lyon $57,255 $308,412 $0 $137,892 $1,000
Mahnomen $43,676 $7,746 $0 $14,489 $0
Marshall $29,451 $0 $0 $11,027 $0
Martin $29,830 $190,276 $308 $8,035 $298
McLeod $326,758 $1,376,206 $25,242 $86,832 $2,165
Meeker $10,257 $21,989 $0 $13,078 $0
Mille Lacs $61,851 $95,074 $0 $18,688 $0
Morrison $46,050 $120,077 $7,148 $241,194 $0

Mower $94,883 $510,753 $0 $8,344 $0



County Survey Responses
Finances: Expenditures by program area (part 1)

Planning & HHW and Source
County administration Recycling  Yard waste problem materials reduction
Murray $64,156 $31,107 $0 $1,549 $0
Nicollet $58,032 $171,560 $0 $81,753 $0
Nobles $103,311 $200,861 $0 $109,318 $0
Norman $17,111 $60,879 $0 $17,288 $0
Olmsted $57,055 $700,618 $115,974 $466,959 $133,701
Otter Tail $710,097 $565,890 $3,420 $218,299 $6,233
Pennington $21,434 $11,158 $0 $8,602 $0
Pine $46,400 $353,143 $0 $50,262 $0
Pipestone $24,351 $122,024 $0 $93,591 $0
Polk $34,667 $217,744 $7,252 $64,584 $0
Pope/Douglas $162,447 $124,965 $49,313 $27,904 $0
Ramsey $2,373,307 $268,645 $848,150 $1,041,408 $60,000
Red Lake $23,218 $44,869 $0 $4,885 $0
Redwood $263,382 $210,033 $537 $62,832 $4,800
Renville $81,863 $120,885 $0 $41,737 $0
Rice $494,150 $1,319,631 $42,500 $371,581 $500
Rock $61,498 $53,626 $2,890 $19,229 $700
Roseau $15,084 $0 $0 $26,051 $0
Scott $285,125 $0 $0 $145,199 $0
Sherburne $2,122 $28,500 $0 $109,792 $0
Sibley $49,283 $37,519 $0 $56,801 $0
St. Louis - partial $201,455 $864,822 $0 $205,722 $19,519
Stearns $164,128 $51,766 $14,826 $176,220 $14,826
Steele $116,806 $290,416 $0 $11,542 $0
Stevens $51,844 $29,167 $950 $21,043 $0
Swift $239,785 $81,912 $4,350 $2,181 $930
Todd $101,107 $178,419 $2,500 $90,124 $1,548
Traverse $51,532 $40,455 $0 $11,504 $0
Wabasha $91,198 $43,453 $0 $15,211 $0
Wadena $25,270 $97,401 $0 $13,121 $0
Waseca $75,876 $198,097 $2,475 $78,526 $0
Washington $231,778 $42,597 $0 $824,760 $7,606
Watonwan $11,656 $224,788 $0 $25,355 $0
Wilkin $33,723 $221,951 $3,644 $54,506 $0
Winona $256,799 $623,991 $0 $64,210 $0
WLSSD $1,458,606 $270,794 $134,932 $411,628 $0
Wright $63,652 $2,986 $0 $64,909 $0
Yellow Medicine $2,932 $132,347 $0 $6,496 $0
Metro Area $5,807,730  $1,807,814  $1,078,304 $6,272,349  $252,189
Greater Minn. $9,311,050 $16,680,385 $506,517 $5,296,044 $212,406
Minnesota $15,118,780 $18,488,199 $1,584,821 $11,568,393 $464,595




County Survey Responses
Finances: Expenditures by program area (part 2)

County grants to other

Market Litter local units of
County Education development prevention government
Aitkin $2,754 $0 $0 $0
Anoka $166,817 $0 $0 $725,914
Becker $5,790 $0 $1,500 $57,618
Beltrami $20,209 $0 $0 $0
Benton $21,887 $0 $0 $54,172
Big Stone $1,975 $0 $0 $0
Blue Earth $37,405 $0 $1,556 $0
Brown $6,943 $0 $0 $0
Carlton $5,851 $0 $0 $15,000
Carver $15,966 $0 $1,358 $93,084
Cass $0 $0 $0 $0
Chippewa $330 $0 $0 $0
Chisago $22,935 $0 $0 $0
Clay $26,435 $0 $0 $0
Clearwater $1,254 $0 $0 $0
Cook $502 $0 $0 $0
Cottonwood $4,621 $0 $0 $0
Crow Wing $30,429 $0 $1,226 $249,100
Dakota $292,915 $0 $0 $391,814
Dodge $35,069 $900 $0 $0
Faribault $1,171 $0 $890 $41,374
Fillmore $0 $0 $0 $0
Freeborn $18,996 $0 $0 $0
Goodhue $5,101 $0 $0 $0
Grant $0 $0 $0 $0
Hennepin $275,645 $0 $0 $3,034,268
Houston $2,548 $0 $0 $0
Hubbard $18,128 $0 $300 $1,200
Isanti $450 $0 $0 $2,000
Itasca $4,579 $0 $0 $0
Jackson $11,747 $0 $0 $0
Kanabec $2,619 $0 $0 $0
Kandiyohi $0 $0 $0 $0
Kittson $0 $0 $0 $223,623
Koochiching $6,158 $0 $126 $0
Lac qui Parle $1,097 $0 $0 $0
Lake $2,963 $923 $0 $0
Lake of The Woods $2,321 $0 $0 $0
Le Sueur $52,060 $0 $0 $17,459
Lincoln $2,461 $0 $100 $0
Lyon $39,603 $0 $0 $0
Mahnomen $2,012 $0 $0 $0
Marshall $0 $0 $0 $64,880
Martin $8,122 $0 $2,310 $12,315
McLeod $49,162 $0 $0 $67,946
Meeker $19,041 $0 $0 $14,357
Mille Lacs $3,500 $0 $0 $0
Morrison $1,812 $0 $0 $55,409



County Survey Responses
Finances: Expenditures by program area (part 2)

County grants to other

Market Litter local units of
County Education development prevention government
Mower $7,938 $0 $0 $0
Murray $4,109 $0 $0 $0
Nicollet $49,246 $0 $0 $0
Nobles $12,426 $0 $0 $0
Norman $1,486 $0 $0 $0
Olmsted $225,349 $0 $0 $0
Otter Tall $63,722 $0 $2,645 $0
Pennington $745 $0 $0 $0
Pine $500 $0 $0 $0
Pipestone $1,641 $0 $0 $3,126
Polk $9,364 $0 $0 $15,000
Pope/Douglas $25,969 $0 $0 $0
Ramsey $488,427 $126,074 $0 $1,023,778
Red Lake $1,126 $0 $0 $0
Redwood $15,325 $0 $265 $0
Renville $6,297 $0 $0 $0
Rice $17,300 $1,850 $200 $0
Rock $4,566 $0 $0 $0
Roseau $0 $0 $0 $123,495
Scott $166,267 $0 $0 $25,000
Sherburne $63,188 $5,555 $0 $204,467
Sibley $38,456 $0 $0 $54,999
St. Louis - partial $60,298 $0 $0 $0
Stearns $28,198 $14,826 $14,826 $217,280
Steele $23,444 $0 $0 $0
Stevens $4,693 $0 $0 $0
Swift $7,765 $0 $0 $0
Todd $6,594 $0 $300 $0
Traverse $1,010 $0 $0 $4,000
Wabasha $0 $0 $0 $0
Wadena $2,459 $0 $0 $0
Waseca $4,211 $0 $0 $0
Washington $186,882 $0 $0 $358,560
Watonwan $2,776 $0 $0 $0
Wilkin $2,988 $0 $0 $0
Winona $8,531 $0 $0 $0
WLSSD $206,368 $13,210 $21,113 $90,669
Wright $250 $0 $0 $189,744
Yellow Medicine $8,099 $0 $0 $0
Metro Area $1,489,840 $131,629 $1,358 $5,831,885
Greater Minn. $1,499,555 $31,709 $47,357 $1,599,765
Minnesota $2,989,395 $163,338 $48,715 $7,431,651




County Survey Responses
Finances: Balance Sheet

County Total revenues Total expenditures Balance
Aitkin $408,750 $229,212 $179,538
Anoka $2,014,132 $2,014,132 ($0)
Becker $372,537 $608,768 ($236,231)
Beltrami $614,025 $614,025 $0
Benton $286,724 $286,724 $0
Big Stone $173,716 $218,334 ($44,618)
Blue Earth $350,501 $350,501 $0
Brown $377,873 $377,873 $0
Carlton $162,498 $205,653 ($43,155)
Carver $976,310 $976,310 ($0)
Cass $886,316 $886,316 $0
Chippewa $163,178 $163,178 $0
Chisago $387,901 $387,901 $0
Clay $652,861 $647,208 $5,653
Clearwater $140,342 $140,342 ($0)
Cook $313,143 $313,143 $0
Cottonwood $437,373 $219,646 $217,727
Crow Wing $664,671 $664,671 $0
Dakota $2,080,202 $2,080,202 $0
Dodge $588,958 $476,888 $112,070
Faribault $93,327 $93,327 $0
Fillmore $68,750 $68,750 $0
Freeborn $432,658 $445,515 ($12,857)
Goodhue $750,361 $559,912 $190,449
Grant $253,667 $175,323 $78,344
Hennepin $9,306,858 $9,306,858 $0
Houston $387,089 $387,089 $0
Hubbard $595,531 $595,531 $0
Isanti $222,336 $112,700 $109,635
ltasca $462,394 $462,394 $0
Jackson $226,094 $68,915 $157,180
Kanabec $142,561 $61,831 $80,730
Kandiyohi $906,773 $906,773 $0
Kittson $266,422 $266,422 $0
Koochiching $235,882 $235,882 $0
Lac qui Parle $184,324 $89,992 $94,332
Lake $255,593 $286,229 ($30,636)
Lake of The Woods $194,068 $194,068 $0
Le Sueur $246,666 $246,666 $0
Lincoln $198,662 $170,922 $27,740
Lyon $544,162 $544,162 $0
Mahnomen $106,480 $67,924 $38,557
Marshall $105,359 $105,359 $0
Martin $298,995 $251,494 $47,501
McLeod $1,934,310 $1,934,310 $0
Meeker $96,983 $78,722 $18,261
Mille Lacs $227,741 $179,113 $48,628
Morrison $471,690 $471,690 $0
Mower $621,918 $621,918 (%0)



County Survey Responses
Finances: Balance Sheet

County Total revenues Total expenditures Balance
Murray $122,425 $100,921 $21,503
Nicollet $360,591 $360,591 ($0)
Nobles $572,253 $425,916 $146,337
Norman $96,764 $96,764 ($0)
Olmsted $1,858,466 $1,699,656 $158,810
Otter Tail $1,585,506 $1,570,306 $15,200
Pennington $112,847 $41,939 $70,908
Pine $360,532 $450,306 ($89,773)
Pipestone $244,733 $244,733 $0
Polk $538,937 $348,610 $190,327
Pope/Douglas $403,140 $390,598 $12,542
Ramsey $6,861,779 $6,229,789 $631,990
Red Lake $74,097 $74,097 $0
Redwood $597,727 $557,175 $40,553
Renville $290,431 $250,782 $39,649
Rice $1,332,065 $2,247,712 ($915,647)
Rock $137,640 $142,509 ($4,869)
Roseau $112,736 $164,630 ($51,894)
Scott $1,534,054 $621,591 $912,463
Sherburne $504,920 $413,624 $91,295
Sibley $237,059 $237,059 $0
St. Louis - partial $1,351,816 $1,351,816 $0
Stearns $736,195 $696,896 $39,299
Steele $442,208 $442,208 $0
Stevens $138,567 $107,696 $30,871
Swift $380,693 $336,923 $43,770
Todd $380,592 $380,592 $0
Traverse $68,750 $108,501 ($39,751)
Wabasha $149,862 $149,862 $0
Wadena $190,359 $138,250 $52,108
Waseca $359,186 $359,186 $0
Washington $1,652,183 $1,652,183 $0
Watonwan $668,350 $264,575 $403,775
Wilkin $308,760 $316,812 ($8,052)
Winona $1,006,284 $953,531 $52,753
WLSSD $2,607,319 $2,607,319 $0
Wright $995,411 $321,541 $673,869
Yellow Medicine $149,873 $149,873 $0
Metro Area $23,396,383 $22,673,098 $723,285
Greater Minn. $38,018,387 $35,184,788 $2,833,598
Minnesota $61,414,770 $57,857,887 $3,556,884




County Survey Responses:
Paper collected for recycling (tons)

County Computer Corrugated Magazine/ Mixed Newsprint Office  Other Phone Total
paper catalog paper paper paper book paper
Aitkin 0 694 0 313 0 0 0 0 1,007
Anoka 2 41,934 579 14,554 15,614 723 5,514 19 78,938
Becker 0 6,307 89 253 2,052 9 0 9 8,718
Beltrami 0 2,613 0 715 91 94 20 3 3,536
Benton 0 1,466 11,202 907 741 109 401 7 14,832
Big Stone 0 251 0 56 252 0 0 0 559
Blue Earth 0 15,991 1,268 6,053 3,256 182 0 0 26,751
Brown 0 3,166 0 3,336 921 21 1,772 0 9,216
Carlton 0 2,421 128 698 746 173 1 0 4,166
Carver 0 3,957 0 8,495 1,219 801 0 0 14,473
Cass 0 2,693 42 350 2,498 271 0 2 5,857
Chippewa 0 966 14 56 401 1 0 0 1,438
Chisago 225 2,326 0 98 2,201 200 0 25 5,075
Clay 0 2,593 157 574 1,042 314 0 24 4,704
Clearwater 0 209 0 75 0 0 0 2 286
Cook 0 492 119 0 94 39 0 0 744
Cottonwood 0 1,284 16 0 211 21 0 0 1,532
Crow Wing 0 5,228 158 4,923 1,698 19 0 28 12,053
Dakota 0 18,145 127 55,229 4,518 949 952 0 79,920
Dodge 0 777 69 852 0 89 8 0 1,794
Faribault 0 2,822 0 2,154 0 0 0 0 4,976
Fillmore 0 217 181 96 662 48 0 0 1,204
Freeborn 0 4,678 190 0 1,132 0 0 0 5,999
Goodhue 0 4,423 221 3,969 1,105 2,966 0 0 12,684
Grant 0 143 30 0 110 35 0 0 319
Hennepin 0 35,152 4,283 34,040 45,027 9,336 2,132 75 130,045
Houston 0 245 0 348 198 0 0 0 792
Hubbard 0 2,223 0 0 510 142 0 0 2,875
Isanti 0 2,447 0 7 835 0 0 0 3,289
Itasca 20 4,520 100 675 1,554 300 0 20 7,189
Jackson 0 1,243 0 0 356 129 0 0 1,728
Kanabec 0 518 0 0 144 0 1 0 663
Kandiyohi 0 3,862 342 507 757 68 53 18 5,607
Kittson 0 91 6 0 105 3 0 1 205
Koochiching 0 1,461 23 224 96 18 0 0 1,821
Lac qui Parle 0 470 0 0 203 37 0 0 711
Lake 0 871 74 111 303 52 0 0 1,411
Lake of The
Woods 0 79 0 0 0 0 0 0 79
Le Sueur 129 1,051 0 743 0 73 0 0 1,996
Lincoln 0 245 0 32 218 0 0 0 495
Lyon 0 3,137 0 105 734 7 0 0 3,983
Mahnomen 0 142 8 0 42 0 0 0 192
Marshall 0 68 3 24 132 7 0 1 236
Martin 0 6,291 0 3,813 0 0 0 0 10,104
McLeod 0 1,780 0 52 146 34 0 0 2,012
Meeker 0 1,098 12 105 416 117 0 0 1,747
Mille Lacs 0 455 0 266 0 0 0 0 722



County Survey Responses:
Paper collected for recycling (tons)

County Computer Corrugated Magazine/ Mixed Newsprint Office  Other Phone Total
paper catalog paper paper paper book paper
Morrison 0 3,269 307 0 350 1,699 0 0 5,625
Mower 247 12,229 92 0 897 0 0 8 13,473
Murray 0 497 15 4 421 159 0 0 1,097
Nicollet 0 1,769 0 6,693 450 2,808 275 21 12,016
Nobles 0 4,367 0 0 198 171 860 0 5,596
Norman 0 44 0 0 35 0 0 1 80
Olmsted 0 12,576 470 5,462 4,235 3,291 12,233 17 38,284
Otter Tall 0 2,455 176 0 968 363 0 109 4,071
Pennington 0 961 43 0 185 112 0 0 1,301
Pine 0 160 0 140 0 0 783 0 1,083
Pipestone 0 1,041 0 57 388 0 1 0 1,487
Polk 0 2,031 0 475 0 44 0 7 2,556
Pope/Douglas 0 5,357 0 441 1,477 55 0 0 7,330
Ramsey 0 3,365 1,890 8,284 24,725 117 24 346 38,752
Red Lake 0 77 12 0 67 2 0 0 158
Redwood 110 2,807 217 182 284 409 0 0 4,009
Renville 0 418 0 498 552 0 0 0 1,468
Rice 0 11,271 0 3,124 0 0 0 3 14,398
Rock 0 602 0 0 180 35 0 0 817
Roseau 0 2,023 84 0 169 108 0 0 2,384
Scott 883 14,668 0 14,418 3,463 902 376 1 34,711
Sherburne 0 1,489 1,520 1,995 500 126 100 9 5,739
Sibley 0 482 0 368 105 3 0 0 958
St. Louis -
partial 0 4,047 0 3,851 469 194 0 0 8,561
Stearns 0 9,670 9,460 3,837 3,253 4,286 232 43 30,780
Steele 0 5,233 2 1,416 0 1,605 503 0 8,759
Stevens 0 428 8 30 161 25 0 11 663
Swift 33 667 76 0 480 115 0 3 1,374
Todd 0 1,559 0 15,965 221 0 0 0 17,745
Traverse 0 115 30 0 86 31 0 0 262
Wabasha 0 5,210 203 0 846 30 0 0 6,290
Wadena 0 709 0 0 0 17 0 0 726
Waseca 0 3,360 65 1,186 183 347 28,186 7 33,334
Washington 0 15,103 336 15,531 19,699 12,866 87 117 63,740
Watonwan 0 645 0 0 1,108 0 0 0 1,753
Wilkin 17 389 14 0 176 0 0 0 596
Winona 1,054 6,407 0 4,058 776 0 0 0 12,295
WLSSD 0 13,775 225 8,904 1,320 1,314 423 0 25,960
Wright 4 7,997 31 186 3,985 5 0 0 12,207
Yellow
Medicine 0 460 13 58 218 13 0 0 762
0
Metro Area 885 132,323 7,216 150,552 114,266 25,694 9,086 558 440,579
Greater MN 1,839 220,648 27,514 91,422 50,706 22,944 45,851 377 461,300

Minnesota 2,723 352,971 34,729 241,973 164,972 48,638 54,937 935 901,879




County Survey Responses
Metal collected for recycling (tons)

County Aluminum  Co-mingled Other ferrous Steel/tin Total

alum/steel/tin & non-ferrous cans metal
Aitkin 110 0 667 96 874
Anoka 1,339 501 28,549 4,217 34,605
Becker 51 0 0 57 108
Beltrami 103 0 1,032 110 1,245
Benton 502 15,374 26,311 105 42,292
Big Stone 4 0 663 8 674
Blue Earth 9,684 0 8,106 1,112 18,901
Brown 58 733 2,749 0 3,540
Carlton 187 0 20 124 331
Carver 52 211 5,487 79 5,829
Cass 117 1,501 0 50 1,668
Chippewa 11 373 0 45 429
Chisago 272 0 671 201 1,144
Clay 65 0 7,888 100 8,053
Clearwater 23 21 653 0 697
Cook 18 0 160 31 209
Cottonwood 12 0 14 31 56
Crow Wing 198 0 22,858 404 23,460
Dakota 1,148 9,288 13,107 205 23,748
Dodge 17 0 3,685 62 3,764
Faribault 240 514 847 0 1,601
Fillmore 36 0 26 107 169
Freeborn 579 3,240 29 1,973 5,820
Goodhue 301 68 417 179 965
Grant 10 10 0 22 42
Hennepin 6,027 1,148 49,292 2,181 58,648
Houston 214 0 622 84 920
Hubbard 24 164 254 64 505
Isanti 439 228 897 4,592 6,156
ltasca 80 130 1,083 134 1,427
Jackson 38 0 670 30 738
Kanabec 0 15 0 702 717
Kandiyohi 246 0 8 101 355
Kittson 10 50 33 17 110
Koochiching 60 0 860 16 935
Lac qui Parle 41 86 636 0 763
Lake 18 22 339 46 425
Lake of The Woods 5 3 192 0 201
Le Sueur 32 171 2,256 407 2,866
Lincoln 66 0 11 12 89
Lyon 171 0 5,000 39 5,210
Mahnomen 11 0 51 10 71
Marshall 6 158 241 0 405
Martin 1,700 2,425 4,812 0 8,937
McLeod 56 0 342 19 417
Meeker 159 54 645 4 863
Mille Lacs 0 56 0 0 56
Morrison 0 166 4,290 0 4,456



County Survey Responses
Metal collected for recycling (tons)

County Aluminum  Co-mingled Other ferrous Steel/tin Total

alum/steel/tin & non-ferrous cans metal
Mower 188 0 50 115 353
Murray 99 229 120 22 470
Nicollet 219 897 296 23 1,435
Nobles 205 4,246 0 0 4,451
Norman 16 0 757 0 773
Olmsted 905 2,021 5,627 1,547 10,100
Otter Tail 286 863 4,379 142 5,671
Pennington 0 41 0 0 41
Pine 21 543 203 0 767
Pipestone 15 0 91 35 141
Polk 151 4 2,625 52 2,831
Pope/Douglas 1,146 0 346 567 2,059
Ramsey 2,592 757 1,111 14,139 18,598
Red Lake 1 27 250 6 284
Redwood 790 0 2,965 57 3,812
Renville 4 693 64 0 761
Rice 390 298 1,876 431 2,995
Rock 26 0 421 37 485
Roseau 65 0 599 85 749
Scott 590 1,710 12,691 827 15,817
Sherburne 181 20,503 2,204 68 22,956
Sibley 11 40 183 74 308
St. Louis - partial 530 2,927 40,633 824 44,914
Stearns 1,510 562 50,423 2,072 54,567
Steele 56 0 20 105 181
Stevens 77 0 315 154 546
Swift 138 0 59 90 287
Todd 29 0 190 42 262
Traverse 23 18 378 39 457
Wabasha 100 0 2,281 238 2,618
Wadena 0 160 4,702 0 4,862
Waseca 169 0 1,739 25 1,933
Washington 2,157 310 5,509 856 8,832
Watonwan 13 0 0 13 26
Wilkin 57 0 57 11 124
Winona 615 0 11,757 0 12,372
WLSSD 496 1,537 10,855 160 13,047
Wright 182 5 33 482 702
Yellow Medicine 6 25 300 26 358
Metro Area 13,905 13,924 115,745 22,504 166,078
Greater Minn. 24,693 61,199 246,835 18,636 351,363
Minnesota 38,597 75,123 362,580 41,141 517,441




County Survey Responses
Glass collected for recycling (tons)

County Food & beverage Other glass Total glass
Aitkin 102 0 102
Anoka 4,853 1,756 6,609
Becker 467 0 467
Beltrami 565 18 583
Benton 869 338 1,207
Big Stone 68 0 68
Blue Earth 1,033 0 1,033
Brown 343 0 343
Carlton 675 0 675
Carver 416 0 416
Cass 167 0 167
Chippewa 139 0 139
Chisago 751 0 751
Clay 523 0 523
Clearwater 0 0 0
Cook 215 0 215
Cottonwood 95 0 95
Crow Wing 1,199 0 1,199
Dakota 658 1,252 1,910
Dodge 249 317 566
Faribault 82 54 136
Fillmore 443 0 443
Freeborn 1,726 0 1,726
Goodhue 1,454 0 1,454
Grant 112 0 112
Hennepin 22,361 0 22,361
Houston 138 0 138
Hubbard 456 0 456
Isanti 293 0 293
ltasca 991 0 991
Jackson 115 0 115
Kanabec 73 0 73
Kandiyohi 293 0 293
Kittson 140 0 140
Koochiching 96 0 96
Lac qui Parle 38 0 38
Lake 585 0 585
Lake of The Wood: 500 0 500
Le Sueur 0 422 422
Lincoln 69 0 69
Lyon 262 0 262
Mahnomen 30 0 30
Marshall 117 0 117
Martin 908 280 1,188
McLeod 74 0 74
Meeker 198 0 198
Mille Lacs 108 0 108
Morrison 488 0 488
Mower 359 0 359



County Survey Responses
Glass collected for recycling (tons)

County Food & beverage Other glass Total glass
Murray 124 12 136
Nicollet 142 0 142
Nobles 205 0 205
Norman 68 0 68
Olmsted 2,000 946 2,946
Otter Tail 628 0 628
Pennington 56 0 56
Pine 120 0 120
Pipestone 147 0 147
Polk 277 0 277
Pope/Douglas 1,349 0 1,349
Ramsey 8,135 0 8,135
Red Lake 118 0 118
Redwood 307 0 307
Renville 392 0 392
Rice 954 3,876 4,830
Rock 82 0 82
Roseau 187 3,650 3,837
Scott 2,051 0 2,051
Sherburne 1,168 221 1,389
Sibley 0 245 245
St. Louis - partial 1,423 0 1,423
Stearns 2,768 985 3,752
Steele 514 31,938 32,452
Stevens 126 0 126
Swift 261 0 261
Todd 123 0 123
Traverse 31 0 31
Wabasha 455 0 455
Wadena 140 0 140
Waseca 132 0 132
Washington 2,926 0 2,926
Watonwan 106 0 106
Wilkin 60 0 60
Winona 955 0 955
WLSSD 4,215 0 4,215
Wright 1,224 0 1,224
Yellow Medicine 221 0 221
Metro Area 41,401 3,007 44,409
Greater Minn. (41,401) 43,302 81,983

Minnesota 46,309 126,391




County Survey Responses:

Plastic collected for recycling (tons)

County Fim HDPE Mixed Other PET Polystyrene Total

plastic plastic plastic Plastic
Aitkin 0 0 64 0 0 0 64
Anoka 44 203 1,225 709 2 3 2,186
Becker 4 0 92 511 0 0 607
Beltrami 0 52 0 0 0 0 52
Benton 28 371 49 96 42 0 587
Big Stone 0 8 0 0 8 0 16
Blue Earth 1,172 20 315 99 461 51 2,119
Brown 0 0 581 0 0 0 581
Carlton 23 0 357 0 0 0 380
Carver 54 0 892 0 0 26 971
Cass 0 16 27 0 37 0 80
Chippewa 2 3 72 0 0 7 83
Chisago 2 0 345 0 0 0 347
Clay 0 0 171 0 0 0 171
Clearwater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cook 0 0 47 0 0 0 47
Cottonwood 0 5 48 0 0 0 53
Crow Wing 0 0 319 70 0 0 389
Dakota 38 0 3,028 0 13 0 3,080
Dodge 0 0 89 148 0 0 237
Faribault 2 5 226 0 0 0 233
Fillmore 0 57 0 0 43 0 100
Freeborn 0 0 767 0 0 0 767
Goodhue 0 79 50 0 68 0 197
Grant 0 0 32 0 0 0 32
Hennepin 0 82 13,625 0 310 0 14,017
Houston 0 0 137 1 0 0 138
Hubbard 0 0 128 0 0 0 128
Isanti 16 0 118 0 0 0 134
Itasca 10 60 294 0 170 0 534
Jackson 0 0 42 0 0 0 42
Kanabec 0 0 22 0 0 0 22
Kandiyohi 33 81 0 0 90 0 204
Kittson 0 1 19 0 3 0 23
Koochiching 0 10 0 0 9 0 20
Lac qui Parle 0 0 0 1 56 0 57
Lake 0 0 62 0 0 0 62
Lake of The Woods 0 0 0 0 5 0 5
Le Sueur 0 0 77 11 0 0 87
Lincoln 0 4 3 0 6 0 13
Lyon 0 0 134 0 0 0 134
Mahnomen 0 0 6 0 0 0 6
Marshall 0 3 26 0 8 0 37
Martin 7 22 835 0 0 0 864
McLeod 2,240 0 30 4 0 174 2,448
Meeker 0 0 90 0 0 0 a0
Mille Lacs 0 0 48 0 0 0 48
Morrison 12 0 240 0 0 0 253



County Survey Responses:
Plastic collected for recycling (tons)

County Fim HDPE Mixed Other PET Polystyrene Total
plastic plastic plastic Plastic
Mower 32 86 0 0 62 0 179
Murray 0 47 69 3 0 0 120
Nicollet 0 73 224 126 97 0 521
Nobles 0 185 0 1,040 122 0 1,347
Norman 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Olmsted 1 0 928 17 0 6 952
Otter Tail 0 119 0 61 110 0 290
Pennington 0 0 13 0 0 0 13
Pine 0 0 24 0 0 0 24
Pipestone 0 0 78 269 0 0 347
Polk 20 0 73 0 0 0 93
Pope/Douglas 46 0 329 13 0 0 388
Ramsey 102 512 658 0 840 0 2,112
Red Lake 0 0 13 0 1 0 13
Redwood 209 81 96 0 42 0 427
Renville 0 0 90 0 0 0 90
Rice 49 0 760 0 0 0 809
Rock 0 0 65 0 0 0 65
Roseau 383 0 67 123 0 0 573
Scott 52 27 513 390 116 0 1,098
Sherburne 0 0 424 104 0 0 529
Sibley 0 0 30 0 0 0 30
St. Louis - partial 0 126 2 0 128 0 256
Stearns 115 1,132 186 404 181 30 2,049
Steele 49 0 103 147 0 0 300
Stevens 0 25 0 0 20 0 45
Swift 0 59 0 0 66 0 125
Todd 0 0 14 0 0 0 14
Traverse 0 0 17 0 0 0 17
Wabasha 0 0 323 0 0 0 323
Wadena 0 0 125 0 0 0 125
Waseca 0 22 20 91 43 0 176
Washington 105 0 1,082 0 12 0 1,199
Watonwan 0 0 23 0 0 0 23
Wilkin 0 0 15 0 0 0 15
Winona 0 498 0 0 0 0 498
WLSSD 119 1,040 2,439 41 284 3 3,926
Wright 0 0 305 0 0 0 305
Yellow Medicine 0 0 38 0 0 0 38
Metro Area 395 824 21,023 1,099 1,293 29 24,663
Greater Minn. 4574 4,290 12,856 3,382 2,162 270 27,534
Minnesota 4,969 5,115 33,879 4,480 3,455 299 52,197




County Survey Responses
Organics collected for recycling (tons) - Part 1

Source-

Food to separated Total
County livestock Food to people organics organics
Aitkin 0 0 0 0
Anoka 2,726 56 0 2,782
Becker 0 0 0 0
Beltrami 0 0 0 0
Benton 27 0 0 27
Big Stone 0 0 71 71
Blue Earth 0 0 0 0
Brown 1,929 0 0 1,929
Carlton 0 0 0 0
Carver 9,351 0 326 9,677
Cass 0 0 0 0
Chippewa 0 0 0 0
Chisago 16 0 0 16
Clay 5,993 80 0 6,073
Clearwater 0 0 0 0
Cook 0 0 0 0
Cottonwood 0 0 0 0
Crow Wing 570 0 0 570
Dakota 15,746 0 60 15,806
Dodge 0 0 71 71
Faribault 0 0 0 0
Fillmore 0 0 0 0
Freeborn 0 0 0 0
Goodhue 350 0 0 350
Grant 0 0 0 0
Hennepin 17,117 0 1,669 18,786
Houston 0 0 0 0
Hubbard 62 0 0 62
Isanti 464 0 0 464
Itasca 0 0 0 0
Jackson 31 0 0 31
Kanabec 0 0 0 0
Kandiyohi 156 0 0 156
Kittson 17 0 0 17
Koochiching 0 0 0 0
Lac qui Parle 648 0 0 648
Lake 0 0 0 0
Lake of The Woods 0 0 0 0
Le Sueur 4,450 0 0 4,450
Lincoln 0 8 0 8
Lyon 0 0 0 0
Mahnomen 0 0 0 0
Marshall 0 0 0 0
Martin 0 0 0 0
McLeod 0 0 2,046 2,046
Meeker 0 0 0 0
Mille Lacs 0 0 0 0



County Survey Responses

Organics collected for recycling (tons) - Part 1

Source-

Food to separated Total
County livestock Food to people organics organics
Morrison 0 0 0 0
Mower 0 0 0 0
Murray 0 5 0 5
Nicollet 171 0 0 171
Nobles 119 24 0 143
Norman 0 0 0 0
Olmsted 5,631 0 0 5,631
Otter Tail 0 0 0 0
Pennington 0 0 0 0
Pine 670 0 0 670
Pipestone 0 0 0 0
Polk 2,517 0 0 2,517
Pope/Douglas 2 0 0 2
Ramsey 28,361 430 18 28,809
Red Lake 0 0 0 0
Redwood 2,200 550 0 2,750
Renville 650 240 0 890
Rice 28,720 0 183 28,903
Rock 0 0 0 0
Roseau 0 0 0 0
Scott 469 0 474 943
Sherburne 491 0 11 503
Sibley 4,275 0 0 4,275
St. Louis - partial 0 0 0 0
Stearns 830 0 0 830
Steele 0 0 0 0
Stevens 0 0 0 0
Swift 0 0 1,084 1,084
Todd 0 0 0 0
Traverse 0 0 0 0
Wabasha 3,654 0 0 3,654
Wadena 0 0 0 0
Waseca 0 0 0 0
Washington 4,042 133 0 4,175
Watonwan 0 0 0 0
Wilkin 0 0 0 0
Winona 1,467 0 0 1,467
WLSSD 208 147 1,668 2,022
Wright 0 0 0 0
Yellow Medicine 0 0 0 0
Metro Area 77,812 619 2,547 80,977
Greater Minn. 66,316 1,053 5,134 72,503
Minnesota 144,127 1,672 7,681 153,481




County Survey Responses
Textiles, other collected for recycling (tons) - Part 2

Unspecified or

Mattresses &

County Carpet Textiles Pallets Other box springs Total
Aitkin 0 12 0 0 0 12
Anoka 0 3,016 627 3,114 0 6,758
Becker 0 41 455 0 0 496
Beltrami 0 0 0 0 0 0
Benton 0 0 0 0 0 0
Big Stone 0 7 0 0 0 7
Blue Earth 0 2,103 11,101 0 0 13,204
Brown 0 0 1,470 263 0 1,732
Carlton 0 0 0 0 43 43
Carver 10 121 712 4,774 0 5,617
Cass 0 11 0 3,658 0 3,669
Chippewa 0 0 0 150 0 150
Chisago 0 96 25 0 9 130
Clay 0 262 212 0 3 477
Clearwater 0 15 0 0 0 15
Cook 0 3 0 31 0 33
Cottonwood 0 0 2,400 2 0 2,402
Crow Wing 0 257 0 1 67 324
Dakota 0 3,051 12,734 64,557 0 80,342
Dodge 0 0 26 138 0 164
Faribault 0 13 0 0 0 13
Fillmore 0 11 0 724 0 735
Freeborn 0 2 60 0 0 62
Goodhue 0 7 5 0 0 12
Grant 0 0 0 125 0 125
Hennepin 0 0 46 332,088 29 332,163
Houston 0 26 0 257 0 283
Hubbard 0 188 0 0 0 188
Isanti 0 0 28 0 10 37
ltasca 0 0 0 0 0 0
Jackson 0 76 870 300 0 1,246
Kanabec 0 0 0 704 2 706
Kandiyohi 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kittson 0 0 0 3 0 3
Koochiching 0 0 3 20 0 23
Lac qui Parle 0 20 0 1 0 21
Lake 0 0 0 37 2 39
Lake of The Woods 0 0 0 0 0 0
Le Sueur 0 0 1,050 2 0 1,052
Lincoln 0 58 0 0 0 58
Lyon 0 769 1,872 2,986 0 5,627
Mahnomen 0 0 0 0 0 0
Marshall 0 0 0 0 0 0
Martin 0 4 0 0 0 4
McLeod 0 0 678 6,634 0 7,312
Meeker 0 0 900 306 0 1,206
Mille Lacs 0 0 0 0 8 8
Morrison 0 116 1,092 3 0 1,210



County Survey Responses
Textiles, other collected for recycling (tons) - Part 2

Unspecified or

Mattresses &

County Carpet Textiles Pallets Other box springs Total
Mower 0 112 7,479 0 0 7,591
Murray 0 153 133 0 0 286
Nicollet 0 3 438 1 0 442
Nobles 0 334 1,914 0 0 2,248
Norman 0 0 0 2 0 2
Olmsted 120 544 122 112 0 898
Otter Tail 29 0 0 748 16 793
Pennington 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pine 0 0 0 0 23 23
Pipestone 0 150 1,640 0 0 1,790
Polk 0 0 0 1,782 0 1,782
Pope/Douglas 120 294 31 0 0 445
Ramsey 8 611 10 192,020 0 192,648
Red Lake 0 0 0 0 0 0
Redwood 20 1,010 600 6,300 0 7,930
Renville 0 45 44 0 0 89
Rice 0 227 2,341 0 0 2,568
Rock 0 0 498 0 0 498
Roseau 0 0 1,194 0 0 1,194
Scott 0 227 4,500 0 0 4,726
Sherburne 0 0 193 0 4 197
Sibley 2 0 25 0 0 27
St. Louis - partial 0 0 0 0 155 155
Stearns 0 0 2,373 0 0 2,373
Steele 0 202 3,915 21 0 4,138
Stevens 0 0 0 0 0 0
Swift 0 0 0 0 0 0
Todd 0 1 0 0 0 1
Traverse 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wabasha 0 3 32 5 0 41
Wadena 0 0 0 0 0 0
Waseca 0 126 0 11 0 137
Washington 0 10 17 3,742 0 3,768
Watonwan 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wilkin 0 0 0 117 0 117
Winona 0 0 2,220 0 0 2,220
WLSSD 10 1,548 2,465 190 0 4,213
Wright 0 0 0 0 0 0
Yellow Medicine 0 33 500 178 0 711

0
Metro Area 18 7,036 18,645 600,294 29 626,022
Greater Minn. 301 8,882 50,404 25,810 340 85,736
Minnesota 319 15,918 69,048 626,104 369 711,758




Problem materials (banned) collected for recycling (tons)

County Survey Responses

Fluorescent &

Latex

Major

Used oil

Vehicle

Total problem

County Antifreeze  Electronics HID lamps HHW paint appliances Used oil filters batteries Waste tires matls
Aitkin 2 47 4 6 3 121 92 8 99 181 562
Anoka 75 1,099 27 4 91 1,997 266 155 2,042 666 6,422
Becker 1 43 3 1 18 199 26 15 198 65 568
Beltrami 3 127 4 7 7 304 35 20 269 127 904
Benton 0 20 1 3 7 239 32 19 289 80 689
Big Stone 0 26 2 2 1 39 19 5 34 18 145
Blue Earth a7 165 37 9 15 670 289 130 1,225 2,000 4,586
Brown 0 81 2 8 15 158 21 12 162 53 511
Carlton 5 55 2 1 7 205 27 16 209 68 596
Carver 4 377 4 61 63 538 72 42 550 179 1,890
Cass 2 45 6 10 8 247 28 13 176 388 923
Chippewa 0 13 3 0 0 76 10 6 78 470 655
Chisago 4 152 3 45 64 437 45 24 310 103 1,186
Clay 24 80 11 7 15 462 254 26 343 368 1,589
Clearwater 0 25 5 0 4 49 7 4 52 89 235
Cook 0 0 0 0 0 33 10 3 33 11 90
Cottonwood 0 50 1 1 2 93 9 5 71 23 255
Crow Wing 12 166 25 1 18 588 49 35 410 220 1,524
Dakota 121 6,454 100 101 248 2,391 319 188 2,446 797 13,164
Dodge 0 44 1 4 4 121 16 10 124 40 365
Faribault 2 47 1 2 1 96 13 8 99 35 304
Fillmore 2 36 3 0 25 127 17 10 129 42 391
Freeborn 1 40 1 9 8 189 25 15 193 63 543
Goodhue 0 104 6 0 0 277 37 22 283 92 821
Grant 0 30 1 5 0 36 5 3 37 12 129
Hennepin 34 2,142 29 96 640 7,015 935 546 7,176 2,338 20,952
Houston 0 111 2 3 0 185 16 9 121 96 543
Hubbard 0 123 9 1 1 208 26 9 116 466 959
Isanti 0 56 1 3 4 234 31 18 240 78 665
Itasca 2 109 4 0 0 1,100 36 21 272 89 1,633
Jackson 0 73 2 1 1 66 9 5 68 22 247
Kanabec 2 4 0 0 0 98 47 8 101 72 332
Kandiyohi 0 0 0 0 35 251 33 20 256 84 679
Kittson 0 5 1 0 2 28 4 2 29 9 79
Koochiching 0 29 2 2 0 81 11 6 83 27 241
Lac qui Parle 1 26 1 0 17 44 41 3 46 15 194
Lake 2 35 5 0 0 240 78 8 67 22 457
Lake of The

Woods 0 0 2 3 2 26 3 3 26 42 107
Le Sueur 1 25 5 0 6 178 43 13 172 90 533
Lincoln 0 17 1 3 0 36 22 3 37 40 158
Lyon 0 47 0 0 0 150 20 12 154 50 432
Mahnomen 0 5 0 0 1 31 4 2 31 10 84
Marshall 1 4 1 3 2 60 8 5 61 40 184
Martin 3 62 20 3 1 145 18 12 155 56 475
McLeod 9 25 5 2,020 28 224 30 17 229 75 2,660
Meeker 0 60 18 16 5 140 19 11 143 47 459
Mille Lacs 0 30 0 3 6 158 21 12 162 53 446
Morrison 5 106 8 0 10 206 220 15 202 383 1,156
Mower 3 16 1 0 15 231 31 18 236 77 627



County Survey Responses
Problem materials (banned) collected for recycling (tons)

Fluorescent &

Latex Major

Used oil Vehicle

Total problem

County Antifreeze  Electronics HID lamps HHW paint appliances Used oil filters batteries Waste tires matls
Murray 0 15 0 1 1 52 7 4 53 17 151
Nicollet 1 56 7 8 0 210 33 15 218 73 621
Nobles 46 57 14 6 3 123 364 16 126 270 1,025
Norman 0 19 2 0 1 41 5 3 42 14 128
Olmsted 26 314 31 40 19 848 113 66 867 283 2,608
Otter Tall 1 74 19 31 21 364 47 27 372 121 1,078
Pennington 0 12 2 2 3 82 15 6 84 27 233
Pine 1 148 0 10 0 521 23 13 174 577 1,466
Pipestone 0 35 3 4 0 56 7 4 57 19 186
Polk 0 71 1 5 7 186 25 15 190 143 642
Pope/Douglas 20 451 18 7 14 283 38 22 294 94 1,242
Ramsey 13 273 22 223 267 3,104 414 242 3,176 1,035 8,769
Red Lake 0 4 1 1 1 25 3 2 25 8 69
Redwood 58 498 31 13 8 217 580 29 612 1,096 3,141
Renville 0 56 3 0 5 188 15 8 105 162 542
Rice 76 95 17 45 37 388 50 29 413 126 1,277
Rock 0 45 1 1 2 57 8 4 58 511 687
Roseau 4 37 10 3 2 181 20 8 111 124 500
Scott 148 1,075 33 41 87 771 500 78 789 305 3,826
Sherburne 1 106 7 0 93 527 70 41 539 176 1,562
Sibley 2 25 3 15 9 231 12 7 94 82 480
St. Louis -

partial 279 227 7 79 0 3,740 461 38 494 806 6,131
Stearns 11 357 2 0 0 882 205 69 902 743 3,171
Steele 0 92 8 6 11 220 29 17 225 73 683
Stevens 0 60 2 7 0 58 8 5 60 19 219
Swift 0 19 3 0 0 68 9 5 70 23 197
Todd 0 25 1 0 1 146 19 11 149 53 405
Traverse 0 0 1 1 1 23 3 2 23 8 61
Wabasha 0 35 1 7 0 134 18 10 137 45 388
Wadena 0 0 0 0 0 81 11 6 83 84 266
Waseca 0 46 2 3 0 117 60 9 120 91 448
Washington 12 474 13 0 186 1,406 187 109 1,438 469 4,294
Watonwan 0 0 0 0 4 69 9 5 70 23 179
Wilkin 0 16 2 1 1 73 8 7 45 17 170
Winona 0 158 6 24 20 301 40 23 308 217 1,098
WLSSD 49 1,041 24 18 69 986 93 143 709 231 3,363
Wright 1 96 3 30 15 716 95 56 732 239 1,984
Yellow

Medicine 0 2 0 3 0 63 8 5 64 21 166
Metro Area 406 11,894 228 527 1,581 17,221 2,693 1,361 17,618 5,789 59,317

Greater MN 711 6,654 439 2554 703 21,140 4,349 1,374 16,460 13,105 67,490

Minnesota 1,117 18,548 668 3,081 2,284 38,361 7,043 2,734 34,077 18,894 126,807




County Survey Responses
Wastes generated (tons)

Estimated Problem matls Tons to MSW Tons

tons of MSW not collected for disposal/processing collected for Total tons
County not collected recycling facilities recycling generated
Aitkin 275 174 8,386 2,620 11,455
Anoka 0 8,392 179,490 138,300 326,182
Becker 252 810 17,788 10,964 29,813
Beltrami 0 1,026 24,741 6,320 32,087
Benton 2,686 985 21,120 59,634 84,425
Big Stone 840 110 2,389 1,539 4,877
Blue Earth 1,279 677 31,499 66,593 100,047
Brown 1,480 657 12,678 17,852 32,667
Carlton 685 861 12,602 6,191 20,338
Carver 294 2,260 45,485 38,873 86,912
Cass 0 445 16,293 12,364 29,102
Chippewa 1,679 214 7,691 2,894 12,477
Chisago 420 1,187 22,545 8,648 32,800
Clay 833 860 26,274 21,589 49,556
Clearwater 126 140 3,809 1,233 5,308
Cook 29 131 5,006 1,338 6,505
Cottonwood 1,006 263 5,890 4,392 11,552
Crow Wing 239 1,336 37,025 39,519 78,119
Dakota 0 10,048 234,357 217,969 462,374
Dodge 893 491 8,527 6,962 16,874
Faribault 2,180 351 7,470 7,263 17,264
Fillmore 3,022 526 6,606 3,043 13,197
Freeborn 315 782 25,140 14,917 41,154
Goodhue 420 1,159 26,247 16,482 44,309
Grant 742 151 2,024 759 3,675
Hennepin 0 29,486 854,215 596,972 1,480,673
Houston 546 406 5,039 2,814 8,805
Hubbard 0 285 14,647 5,173 20,105
Isanti 1,259 985 21,132 11,038 34,415
Itasca 371 1,052 25,183 11,774 38,380
Jackson 942 271 5,216 4,146 10,575
Kanabec 27 336 7,488 2,513 10,365
Kandiyohi 840 1,049 23,150 7,293 32,332
Kittson 84 115 1,590 577 2,366
Koochiching 315 332 7,652 3,137 11,436
Lac qui Parle 1,424 148 3,293 2,432 7,297
Lake 420 190 5,491 2,979 9,080
Lake of The Woods 17 65 2,774 892 3,747
Le Sueur 1,039 642 14,038 11,407 27,126
Lincoln 858 101 1,928 890 3,776
Lyon 812 625 15,139 15,648 32,224
Mahnomen 91 128 1,616 384 2,219
Marshall 315 218 4,911 978 6,422
Martin 2,375 472 9,697 21,572 34,116
McLeod 2,099 940 20,146 16,971 40,156
Meeker 1,007 580 8,721 4,564 14,873
Mille Lacs 1,469 666 13,484 1,386 17,005

Morrison 378 361 10,846 13,187 24,772



County Survey Responses
Wastes generated (tons)

Estimated Problem matls Tons to MSW Tons

tons of MSW not collected for disposal/processing collected for Total tons
County not collected recycling facilities recycling generated
Mower 1,238 955 25,381 22,581 50,155
Murray 798 213 3,535 2,264 6,810
Nicollet 1,066 759 14,926 15,347 32,098
Nobles 944 38 9,888 15,015 25,886
Norman 23 171 3,292 1,050 4,536
Olmsted 2,373 3,564 88,814 61,419 156,171
Otter Tall 949 1,379 31,856 12,531 46,714
Pennington 1,637 342 10,039 1,644 13,662
Pine 1,679 445 18,166 4,152 24,442
Pipestone 1,196 236 3,951 4,098 9,481
Polk 183 695 16,753 10,698 28,329
Pope/Douglas 483 1,187 27,619 12,815 42,103
Ramsey 0 13,049 360,880 297,822 671,751
Red Lake 8 104 1,546 642 2,300
Redwood 1,211 0 7,450 22,376 31,037
Renville 2,057 250 8,150 4,232 14,689
Rice 2,560 1,549 44,032 55,779 103,921
Rock 462 163 4,315 2,633 7,573
Roseau 682 273 9,459 9,237 19,651
Scott 33 2,788 72,533 63,174 138,528
Sherburne 210 2,217 40,961 32,874 76,261
Sibley 462 305 6,183 6,325 13,273
St. Louis - partial 333 864 55,869 61,440 118,506
Stearns 1,259 3,171 72,614 97,523 174,567
Steele 1,007 926 29,841 46,513 78,287
Stevens 401 244 5,797 1,599 8,041
Swift 1,062 284 4,640 3,328 9,314
Todd 840 599 10,907 18,549 30,895
Traverse 504 93 1,199 828 2,624
Wabasha 614 557 8,884 13,768 23,823
Wadena 378 284 8,172 6,119 14,952
Waseca 78 393 8,475 36,160 45,106
Washington 0 5,910 96,598 88,934 191,442
Watonwan 986 283 9,009 2,087 12,365
Wilkin 840 145 1,501 1,082 3,568
Winona 1,217 1,150 28,365 30,905 61,637
WLSSD 2,796 2,732 62,178 56,747 124,453
Wright 1,427 3,010 53,985 16,422 74,844
Yellow Medicine 1,049 257 4,261 2,256 7,823
Metro Area 327 71,933 1,843,558 1,442,044 3,357,862
Greater Minn. 71,096 53,143 1,296,940 1,147,910 2,569,089
Minnesota 71,423 125,075 3,140,499 2,589,954 5,926,951




County Survey Responses
Recycling rate

Tons Percent of MSW Source Yard Recycling

collected for Total MSW collected for reduction waste rate with

County recycling generated recycling credit credit credits
Aitkin 2,620 11,455 22.9% 3% 5% 30.9%
Anoka 138,300 326,182 42.4% 3% 5% 50.4%
Becker 10,964 29,813 36.8% 3% 5% 44.8%
Beltrami 6,320 32,087 19.7% 0% 5% 24.7%
Benton 59,634 84,425 70.6% 3% 5% 78.6%
Big Stone 1,539 4,877 31.6% 3% 3% 37.6%
Blue Earth 66,593 100,047 66.6% 3% 5% 74.6%
Brown 17,852 32,667 54.6% 2% 0% 56.6%
Carlton 6,191 20,338 30.4% 3% 5% 38.4%
Carver 38,873 86,912 44.7% 3% 5% 52.7%
Cass 12,364 29,102 42.5% 1% 5% 48.5%
Chippewa 2,894 12,477 23.2% 1% 5% 29.2%
Chisago 8,648 32,800 26.4% 3% 5% 34.4%
Clay 21,589 49,556 43.6% 3% 5% 51.6%
Clearwater 1,233 5,308 23.2% 3% 0% 26.2%
Cook 1,338 6,505 20.6% 3% 5% 28.6%
Cottonwood 4,392 11,552 38.0% 2% 5% 45.0%
Crow Wing 39,519 78,119 50.6% 8% 5% 63.5%
Dakota 217,969 462,374 47.1% 3% 5% 55.1%
Dodge 6,962 16,874 41.3% 3% 5% 49.3%
Faribault 7,263 17,264 42.1% 3% 5% 50.1%
Fillmore 3,043 13,197 23.1% 3% 5% 31.1%
Freeborn 14,917 41,154 36.2% 3% 5% 44.2%
Goodhue 16,482 44,309 37.2% 1% 5% 43.2%
Grant 759 3,675 20.6% 0% 5% 25.6%
Hennepin 596,972 1,480,673 40.3% 3% 5% 48.3%
Houston 2,814 8,805 32.0% 3% 5% 40.0%
Hubbard 5,173 20,105 25.7% 3% 5% 33.7%
Isanti 11,038 34,415 32.1% 3% 5% 40.1%
Itasca 11,774 38,380 30.7% 3% 5% 38.7%
Jackson 4,146 10,575 39.2% 3% 5% 47.2%
Kanabec 2,513 10,365 24.2% 2% 5% 31.2%
Kandiyohi 7,293 32,332 22.6% 2% 5% 29.6%
Kittson 577 2,366 24.4% 3% 5% 32.4%
Koochiching 3,137 11,436 27.4% 1% 5% 33.4%
Lac qui Parle 2,432 7,297 33.3% 3% 5% 41.3%
Lake 2,979 9,080 32.8% 2% 5% 39.8%
Lake of The Woods 892 3,747 23.8% 1% 5% 29.8%
Le Sueur 11,407 27,126 42.1% 3% 5% 50.1%
Lincoln 890 3,776 23.6% 3% 5% 31.6%
Lyon 15,648 32,224 48.6% 3% 5% 56.6%
Mahnomen 384 2,219 17.3% 3% 5% 25.3%
Marshall 978 6,422 15.2% 2% 5% 22.2%
Martin 21,572 34,116 63.2% 3% 5% 71.2%
McLeod 16,971 40,156 42.3% 3% 5% 50.3%
Meeker 4,564 14,873 30.7% 3% 5% 38.7%
Mille Lacs 1,386 17,005 8.2% 1% 5% 14.2%



County Survey Responses
Recycling rate

Tons Percent of MSW Source Yard Recycling

collected for Total MSW collected for reduction waste rate with

County recycling generated recycling credit credit credits
Morrison 13,187 24,772 53.2% 3% 5% 61.2%
Mower 22,581 50,155 45.0% 3% 5% 53.0%
Murray 2,264 6,810 33.3% 3% 5% 41.3%
Nicollet 15,347 32,098 47.8% 3% 5% 55.8%
Nobles 15,015 25,886 58.0% 3% 5% 66.0%
Norman 1,050 4,536 23.2% 0% 5% 28.2%
Olmsted 61,419 156,171 39.3% 3% 5% 47.3%
Otter Tall 12,531 46,714 26.8% 3% 5% 34.8%
Pennington 1,644 13,662 12.0% 3% 5% 20.0%
Pine 4,152 24,442 17.0% 1% 5% 23.0%
Pipestone 4,098 9,481 43.2% 3% 5% 51.2%
Polk 10,698 28,329 37.8% 3% 5% 45.8%
Pope/Douglas 12,815 42,103 30.4% 3% 5% 38.4%
Ramsey 297,822 671,751 44.3% 3% 5% 52.3%
Red Lake 642 2,300 27.9% 3% 5% 35.9%
Redwood 22,376 31,037 72.1% 3% 5% 80.1%
Renville 4,232 14,689 28.8% 3% 5% 36.8%
Rice 55,779 103,921 53.7% 3% 5% 61.7%
Rock 2,633 7,573 34.8% 3% 5% 42.8%
Roseau 9,237 19,651 47.0% 3% 5% 55.0%
Scott 63,174 138,528 45.6% 3% 5% 53.6%
Sherburne 32,874 76,261 43.1% 3% 5% 51.1%
Sibley 6,325 13,273 47.6% 3% 5% 55.6%
St. Louis - partial 61,440 118,506 51.8% 3% 5% 59.8%
Stearns 97,523 174,567 55.9% 2% 5% 62.9%
Steele 46,513 78,287 59.4% 3% 5% 67.4%
Stevens 1,599 8,041 19.9% 3% 5% 27.9%
Swift 3,328 9,314 35.7% 3% 5% 43.7%
Todd 18,549 30,895 60.0% 3% 5% 68.0%
Traverse 828 2,624 31.6% 2% 5% 38.6%
Wabasha 13,768 23,823 57.8% 3% 5% 65.8%
Wadena 6,119 14,952 40.9% 1% 5% 46.9%
Waseca 36,160 45,106 80.2% 1% 5% 86.2%
Washington 88,934 191,442 46.5% 3% 5% 54.5%
Watonwan 2,087 12,365 16.9% 0% 0% 16.9%
Wilkin 1,082 3,568 30.3% 3% 5% 38.3%
Winona 30,905 61,637 50.1% 3% 5% 58.1%
WLSSD 56,747 124,453 45.6% 3% 5% 53.6%
Wright 16,422 74,844 21.9% 1% 5% 27.9%
Yellow Medicine 2,256 7,823 28.8% 2% 5% 35.8%
Metro Area 1,442,044 3,357,862 42.95% 3.0% 5.0% 50.9%
Greater Minn. 1,147,910 2,569,089 44.68% 2.5% 4.8% 52.0%
Minnesota 2,589,954 5,926,951 43.70% 2.6% 4.8% 51.1%
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Introduction

Enacted during the 2009 legidlative session, Minn. Law Chapter 37 art 1 s62(1, 2) mandates county SCORE
relief asfollows:

a. 2010 requirement: Minnesota Statutes, section 115A.557, subdivision 3, paragraph (b), clause (2), that is
due April 1, 2010, shall be abbreviated in scope.

b. Recommendations report. The commissioner of the Pollution Control Agency, in consultation with the
Association of Minnesota Counties, the Solid Waste Administrators Association, the Solid Waste
Management Coordinating Board, and other interested parties shall make recommendations to amend the
reporting reguirements under Minnesota Statutes, section 115A.557, subdivision 3, in ways that:

i. reduce the resources counties employ to collect the data reported, while ensuring estimation
methods are consistent across counties and that the data reported are accurate and useful as aguide
to solid waste management policy makers.

ii. feasibility and desirability of multi-county reporting
iii. report submitted no later than January 15, 2010.

This SCORE Reporting Recommendations report fulfills the legidlative requirement for the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to abbreviate SCORE reporting due April 1, 2010. This report also makes
recommendations to amend the reporting requirements under Minnesota Statute § 115A.557, subd. 3, in ways
that reduce the resources that counties employ to collect consistently accurate data which is useful as aguide to
solid waste management policy makers. In addition, recommendations regarding the feasibility and desirability
of multi-county reporting have been included in this report. This SCORE Reporting Recommendations report is

available for download from the MPCA’ s website as Appendix C of the 2009 Policy Report:
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/

Development of recommendations for this report

In devel oping these recommendations, the MPCA consulted with the Association of Minnesota Counties
(AMC), Solid Waste Administrators Association (SWAA), and Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board
(SWMCB). Theseinitial consultations resulted in the formation of a workgroup composed of members
representing AMC, SWAA, SWMCB, and the MPCA.. The workgroup’s first official meeting wasin July
2009, and the last meeting to date was in January 2010. Additional meetings will be scheduled throughout
2010 to continue work on the issues and recommendations found in this report.

The primary goal of thisworkgroup isto satisfy the legislative mandate as stated above to provide counties
SCORE relief. The secondary goal of thisworkgroup is to develop SCORE and related reporting programs
into an improved measurement and evaluation system that is not overly burdensome upon counties, but will
lead to an improved understanding of the management of waste and use of resources throughout the state. The
workgroup’ s desired outcomes include reducing the counties’ workload by consolidating multiple reports;
collecting data that is consistent, useful, and accurate for the analysis of trends; and refining data collection to
reflect the current and future needs of policy makers (e.g. greenhouse gas and energy savings, carbon trading,
resource conservation, etc.).

Abbreviated 2009 SCORE Reporting Form,
due April 1, 2010

The MPCA will be abbreviating the SCORE Reporting Form used to collect information and data for the 2009
reporting year. The abbreviated 2009 form will continue to be used along with the existing MPCA database
until a new comprehensive evaluation process can be fully identified, developed, and implemented.
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The 2009 SCORE Reporting Form will be abbreviated in two general ways. First, some of the information
submitted by counties in the previous year will be prel oaded into the online electronic 2009 SCORE Reporting
Form. The expectation of the workgroup is that each county will review the pre-loaded previous year's
information and will need to make few, if any, changes to reflect 2009 activities in the program survey
guestions of the SCORE Reporting Form.

Second, data which the workgroup has identified as unnecessary or redundant will no longer be compiled by
the MPCA, thereby reducing the county’ s burden of data submittal. Also, some of the fields that are not
involved in calculations will be identified as disabled, which further relieves counties of the need to submit
data for 2009.

The following table identifies changes to the online electronic 2009 SCORE Reporting Form. Please note that
these changes involve principally survey questions and related data, while actual tonnages as documented by
individual counties will continue to be reported in the same manner as prior years.

2009 SCORE program survey questions Recommendation of workgroup

County solid waste collection system Pre-load the previous year's SCORE reported data for
the county’s review; data rarely changes from year-to-
year.

County solid waste SCORE staffing Although required by statute, this data was determined to

be unnecessary by both the MPCA and counties;
counties will not be required to report the data and the
fields will be disabled.

Recycling Pre-load the previous year's SCORE reported data for
the county’s review; data is time consuming for counties
to gather and is of questionable value.

Yard waste management Pre-load the previous year's SCORE reported data for
the county’s review.

Household hazardous waste (HHW) and problem HHW data is also collected by the MPCA in another

materials annual report; counties will not be required to report the
data and the fields will be disabled.

Procurement Pre-load the previous year's SCORE reported data for
the county’s review; data rarely changes from year-to-
year.

Electronic appliances Electronics data is also collected through other reports;

counties will not be required to report the data and the
fields will be disabled.

Source reduction checklist Pre-load the previous year's SCORE reported data for
the county’s review; data rarely changes from year-to-
year.

Revenues Pre-load the previous year’s carry-over and the calendar

year SCORE disbursement dollars.

Expenditures Counties will only need to place a single subtotal dollar
amount for each of the separate activities.

Municipal solid waste (MSW) generation Pre-load the previous year’s population without collection
services and the percent of commercial/industrial MSW
for the county’s review; counties will enter current year
MSW tonnages.
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Recommended 2010 SCORE Reporting Form,

due April 1, 2011

The immediate short-term focus of the workgroup was to abbreviate the 2009 SCORE Reporting Form, which
is due for submittal to the MPCA on or before April 1, 2010. Following completion of the abbreviated 2009
form, the workgroup unanimously agreed that further work was needed to reduce the burdensome effort
required by counties to collect and report data to the MPCA over the long term. The issues and
recommendations listed below represent the workgroup’ s progress to date in this regard, and these
recommendations will continue to be refined and devel oped throughout the year 2010 and possibly beyond.

2010 SCORE reporting issue

Recommendation

Lengthy reporting form includes many questions that
may be unnecessary.

Review SCORE questions and evaluate the state’s need
for the information requested, identify other annual
MPCA reports that require the same overlapping
information, and evaluate alternate information reporting
mechanisms, such as gathering data directly from the
point of generation.

Number of full time equivalent (FTE) staff at each
county is difficult to quantify and the perception is that
the data collected has minimal value.

Eliminate the entire section on county staffing FTE
questions; amend statute.

Native American Reservation solid waste management
information and data is inconsistently reported to
counties.

Continue to encourage counties to partner with local
tribal solid waste programs, as many counties have done
in the past.

Current recycling goals do not reflect the need to
evaluate the system from a waste abatement or
resource conservation perspective.

Pursue and study the development of a comprehensive
evaluation tool that provides overall measures of success
in abating waste and conserving resources.

Detailed revenue and expenditure reporting is
burdensome for counties and may not be necessary.

The MPCA and counties should first determine what
financial data is needed to carry forward their respective
roles in the further development of integrated solid waste
management systems, and then identify the best sources
for acquiring that data and create appropriate reporting
mechanisms for the identified data sources.

Difficulty of obtaining accurate commercial sector
recycling and waste management information.

To improve overall data quality and reduce the amount of
undocumented data, the MPCA and counties should
evaluate alternative ways to more effectively and
efficiently collect commercial recycling data; consider
collecting commercial data on a regional or statewide
basis and streamline estimation methods to improve the
accuracy and flow of data.

Inconsistent methods are used for estimating the
population that burns and/or buries waste on-site.

The MPCA will work with the counties to provide a more
consistent and accurate method for estimating the tons
of waste that are burned and buried on-site in the state,
giving due consideration to a method that is also easy to
update over subsequent years.

HHW and electronic waste data is collected in other
HHW and electronic waste reports.

Discontinue HHW and electronic waste general survey
questions from the SCORE Reporting Form, but continue
to track HHW and electronic recycling tonnages through
SCORE as a part of the recycling and resource
conservation goal measures.
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Source reduction checklist is lengthily and obsolete,
and the use of the source reduction credit as a portion
of the recycling rate is confusing and inaccurate.

Amend statute and discontinue the current source
reduction credit system, but work with waste reduction
staff and stakeholders to develop an effective source
reduction measure that can be evaluated independently
and is part of a new resource conservation measurement
scheme.

Yard waste credit as a portion of the recycling rate is
confusing and inaccurate.

Amend statute and discontinue the current yard waste
credit system, but work with solid waste staff and
stakeholders to develop an effective yard waste measure
that can be evaluated independently and is part of a new
resource conservation measurement scheme.

Estimates of problem materials (PM) and PM not
recycled (PMNR) are out of date and confusing, and
accurate numbers are very difficult to obtain.

Discontinue the current method of estimating PM and
PMNR, and either develop the means to document
actual tonnages by collecting data directly from
industries, or substantially revise the current estimating
method.

Counties use different methods to estimate recycling

tonnages, resulting in inconsistent and inaccurate data.

The MPCA and counties need to reach a new agreement
on the categories of materials countable towards
SCORE, and then discuss the various processes used to
estimate recycling tonnages in order to improve the
consistency and accuracy of the data reported.

Counties are required to submit numerous reports to
the MPCA which contain overlapping data.

Evaluate overlapping data collection and then
consolidate reports; improve data coordination to better
facilitate goal/volume tables and the certificate of need
process; expand reporting to include CD&I materials, the
beneficial reuse of materials and the MCCAG goals;
develop an evaluation system with a weighted focus
moving up the solid waste hierarchy; identify options for
the MPCA to implement electronic reporting for all solid
waste management activities; and reconfigure data into a
more comprehensive measurement and evaluation
system that leads to an improved understanding of
resource use and the management of waste statewide.

Multi-county reporting

The MPCA has aways allowed the option of multi-county SCORE reporting. To date, only two counties and
one district have taken advantage of this option. However, with the “centroid” work resulting from the 2009
Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process and the new solid waste planning rules enabling
multi-county planning, it is anticipated that more counties will take advantage of this reporting option in the
future. The workgroup’ s recommendation is that when feasible and applicable, the MPCA should continue to

encourage multi-county reporting.

Further development of recommendations

During 2010, the workgroup will continue to develop and implement the recommendations that address the
issues previously identified in this report. In addition, the workgroup will review the recent recommendations
of the Integrated Solid Waste Management Stakeholder Process, which were released on December 30, 2009.
Some of thiswork may require statutory changes prior to full implementation of the final recommendations of

the workgroup.
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Appendix: A

Overview of SCORE

Minnesota s statewide recycling efforts began in earnest in 1989, when the Legislature adopted
comprehensive legislation based on the recommendations of the Governor’s Select Committee on
Recycling and the Environment. This set of laws, commonly referred to as SCORE, initiated a stable
source of state funding for recycling programs, as well as waste reduction and the improved management
of household hazardous wastes and problem materials. The legislation, SCORE grant dollars, and revenue
from counties and local government provide the basis for long-term, flexible programs.

From the inception of SCORE, state tax revenue has provided along-standing funding source for
recycling and waste reduction programs. State Statute 8 115A.557 describes how the money from the
state is passed on to the county level in the form of annual block grants, the purpose for which the money
can be spent, and the eligibility to receive the money.

SCORE disbursement dollars were $14.5 million until 2002, when the L egis ature permanently reduced
SCORE block grant dollars by 10 percent, down to $12.6 million. In 2003, the governor enacted a one-
time general revenue unallotment, and the SCORE dollars were reduced to $11.2 million. In the 2007
legislative session, the Legislature and Governor took action to restore SCORE funds to the levels of
2002, or $14 million per year.

In calendar year 2008, the state disbursed $13.8 million dollarsin SCORE block grantsto eligible
counties, which accounted for 24 percent of the total county SCORE related expenditures for that year.
Additional state funding for SCORE needs to be considered when evaluating the state's need for
additional SCORE related information or new SCORE €ligible programs.

State Statute § 115A.557 also requires each county to submit areport by April 1 of each year detailing the
previous calendar year activities. The county isto report on how the money is spent, describe the resulting
gains achieved and provide evidence that local revenues equal a minimum of 25 percent of the SCORE
disbursement dollars received.

The annual SCORE survey collects avariety of data dealing with solid waste generation. The four main
components include:

e ageneral survey section (basic yes-or-no questions dealing with solid waste collection, service fee
information, staffing, recycling, etc.)

e revenues and expenditures
e tonsand types of materials recycled
e solid waste processing and disposal information

From thisinformation, the MPCA is able to analyze trendsin local program efforts, funding, recycling,
and solid waste disposal. These four main areas form the basis for the annual report on SCORE programs.
The following formulas for recycling rate and total solid waste generated are two of the main benchmarks
used to assess a county’ s success in solid waste management:

Recycling rate = (total tons recycled + source reduction and yard waste credits) =+ total tons generated

Total tons generated = tons recycled + tons disposed/processed + estimates for on-site disposal and
problem materials not recycled
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Minn. Stat. 8 115A.551, subd. 23, directs counties to achieve a minimum recycling rate of 35% for
counties located in Greater Minnesota and 50% for counties in the Metropolitan Area. Currently, the main
indicator of success for many counties, whether real or perceived, istheir recycling rate. While an
important part of evaluating a county’s success, the recycling rate represents only one aspect of an
effective recycling program. SCORE does not have any specific goals or measurement scheme in place to
properly evaluate a county’s success in disposal versus processing, source-separated composting, and
overall recycling programs.

The current SCORE survey has evolved since itsinception 21 years ago to include arange of questions
that also address the solid waste hierarchy. Some of these questions become out-of-date or are no longer
necessary and have been subsequently deleted. The last major overhaul and reduction in SCORE survey
guestions occurred about 10 years ago.

Collection of the SCORE data can be time consuming for the counties and there are problems with the
quality of some of the data collected. Nevertheless, the MPCA does use the information collected and
submitted electronically by all 87 counties and the Western Lake Superior Sanitary District to calculate
recycling rates, the cost of managing waste and to detail trends in waste generation and disposal.
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