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CHAPTER I: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Statutory Authority

The 1987 legislative session resulted in amendments to the Waste
Management Act which directed the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA or agency) and the Minnesota Waste Management Board
(WMB) to jointly prepare and adopt a Solid Waste Policy Report
for the 80 counties outside of the seven county Twin Cities
Metropolitan Area. (These 80 counties are referred to as Greater
Minnesota in this report.) The report was to be adopted by the
citizen boards of both agencies by November 15, 1988 and jointly
submitted to the Legislative Commission on Waste Management. The
report is to be revised every two years.

In terms of the specific content of the report, the Legislature
directed the two agencies to look at the following:

1. a summary of the current status of solid waste
management, including the amount of waste generated,
the manner in which it is collected, processed, and
disposed, the extent of separation, recycling, reuse,
and recovery, and the facilities available or under
development to manage the waste;

2. a summary of the current state solid waste
management policies, goals, and objectives, including
their statutory, administrative, and regulatory basis
and the state agencies and political subdivisions
responsible for implementation;

3. an evaluation of the extent and effectiveness of
implementation and an assessment of progress in
accomplishing state policies, goals, and objectives;

4. estimates of the generation of solid waste
anticipated for the future, the manner in which the
waste is likely to be managed, and the programs and
facilities that will be available and needed for proper
nanagement;

5. identification of issues requiring further research,
study, and action, the appropriate scope of the
research, study, or action, the state agency or
political subdivision that should implement the
research, study, or action, and a schedule for
completion of the activity; and

6. recommendations for establishing or modifying state
solid waste management policies, authorities, and
programs. (Minn. Stat.§115A.411, Subd. 2. (supp.1987))



As noted above, the legislature specifically excluded the
Metropolitan Area from being a focus of this report. (Minn.
Stat.§ 115A.411, Subd.l. (supp.1987)). The Metropolitan Council
has responsibility for solid waste planning in the Metropolitan
Area, and prepared and adopted a Solid Waste Management Plan for
that area in 1985. This policy plan is currently being revised.
The Council also reports annually to the legislature on abatement
programs and the status of landfill capacity. These reports will
be presented to the Legislative Commission on Waste Management in
late 1988.

The Metropolitan Council was asked to contribute planning
information in order to complete the statewide technical content
of the report and to reflect the nature of solid waste planning
underway in the Metropolitan Area. However, the reader should
note that the findings and recommendations contained in this
document have not been formally reviewed by the Council and do
not necessarily reflect the policy of the Council.

On October 7, 1988 the Governor, by Executive Order, abolished
the nine member citizen Waste Management Board and transferred
the Board's powers and duties to the Pollution Control Agency and
the Environmental Quality Board (EQB). The EQB assumed the
hazardous waste siting functions, with all other functions being
assumed by the MPCA. The powers and duties transferred to the
MPCA are now the responsibility of two new MPCA Offices, the
Office of Waste Management Grants and Assistance and the Office
of Waste Tire Management. The State Solid Waste Policy Report
was approved by the MPCA board. To reflect the change resulting
from the Governor's Order, the report will continue to refer to
the Waste Management Board when speaking of actions or
responsibilities prior to the merger. '

. Process for Development of the Policy Report

To facilitate the preparation and development of the policy
report a WMB/MPCA Joint Board Committee (JBC) was formed,
composed of three members from the Waste Management Board, three
members from the Pollution Control Agency Board, and one ex-
officio member from the Metropolitan Council. (A list of JBC
members is included in Appendix A.) The JBC held seven public
“forums throughout the state to gather input and ideas, and to
identify issues of concern from those working on solid waste
management in Greater Minnesota and the Twin Cities. Forums were
held in Rochester, St. Paul, Alexandria, Marshall, Grand Rapids,
Thief River Falls, and Fosston. The forums were held between
November 1987 and April 1988. Attendance ranged from 25 to 75
people. Summaries of the comments received at the forums are
available, and are contained in Chapter I of the report's
background papers. The forums were publicized regionally by
sending press releases to the weekly and daily newspapers, radio
stations, and television stations, and by follow up telephone
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calls to the major media in the region. In addition, the two
agencies did regional mailings notifying county solid waste
officers, municipal and county officials, other state agencies,
solid waste management businesses, and environmental and citizen
organizations of the meetings.

In addition to holding regional forums, members of the JBC also
toured solid waste management facilities around the state,
including waste-to-energy facilities in Rochester, Alexandria,
and Fosston, the densified Refuse Derived Fuel facility in Thief
River Falls, and recycling facilities in Alexandria, Grand
Rapids, and Rochester. A scheduled tour of a landfill had to be
cancelled.

A Solid Waste Policy Report Task Force was formed to advise the
JBC on the draft report and to discuss and recommend policy
issues for inclusion in the report. The 15 member Task Force was
composed of representatives from local government, county solid
waste officers, solid waste industries, and citizen and public
policy organizations working in the area of solid waste
management. (A list of Task Force members is included in Appendix
A.) The Task Force met monthly from November 1987 to April 1988,
and October 1988 to review and comment on the report and
recommendations.

Format of the Report

The report has fourteen chapters with background papers for each
chapter providing additional detail and documentation for the
recommendations contained in the report. The chapters and
supporting background papers are as follows: I. Executive
Summary, (the background paper for Chapter I is a documentation
of public input into the development of the policy report) II.
~Policy Overview, III. Current Roles and Programs, IV. County
Planning, V. Amount of Waste Generated, VI. Collection and
Transportation, VII. System Costs, VIII. Industrial and Special
Waste Streams, IX. Waste Education, X. Waste Reduction, XI.
Recycling, XII. Composting, XIII. Waste to Energy, and XIV. Land
Disposal. The report and background papers total approximately
700 pages. Individual background papers have been separately
bound, and are available on request. Below is a section
.containing major findings and recommendations. In order to
implement the agency recommendations, additional funding may be
necessary.



Major Findings and Recommendations

A, Recyeling, Waste Reduction, and Yard Waste Composting are
Preferred Waste Management Methods and Need Increased Funding.

There is virtually unanimous agreement that waste reduction,
recycling and yard waste composting are environmentally preferred
technologies for managing significant portions of the waste
stream. In many cases, these may also be the least costly
method. Although a good deal of activity has started in these
technologies, there is also widespread agreement that much more
can be and should be done at all levels of government to increase
the utilization of reduction, recycling, and yard waste
composting. Any statement of a waste management hierarchy should
exhibit a clear preference for these approaches, and more should
be done to implement them.

Waste reduction is widely recognized as a preferred waste
management method. However, considerable debate and discussion
exist about the definition of waste reduction. No definition
currently exists in statute, and working definitions in use at
the state and federal level differ in terms of content and focus.
A definition of waste reduction will need to include among other
things: a clear distinction between reduction, recycling, and
volume reduction after the point of generation.

Waste reduction programs in Minnesota include a mandated state
government resource recovery program, a requirement that all
counties address waste reduction in their county plans, a grant
program to encourage waste reduction and separation projects,
technical assistance to units of government regarding procurement
policies to stimulate waste reduction and recycling, technical
and research assistance and grants to generators of hazardous and
nonhazardous industrial waste (MnTAP), and a ban on yard waste in
disposal facilities.

At the local level counties' waste reduction efforts center
primarily on waste education. In addition, the results of a 1988
survey (sent to 80 Greater Minnesota county solid waste officers
to gather data for the policy report) show that of the 45
responding counties at least six have office paper reduction,
seven purchase in bulk, four have volume-based fees existing in
the county, and four purchase products with extended warranties.
In the Metropolitan Area, there have been major educational
campaigns to encourage the leaving of grass clippings on lawns.
No attempt was made to survey waste reduction activities by the
non-governmental sector. However, some waste reduction activities
can be cited, although the extent of such actions is limited.
Examples include: grocery stores and food co-ops that provide
waste reduction opportunities such as selling goods in bulk, use
of returnables, and reuse of grocery bags; corporations that
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implement office paper reduction or industrial waste reduction;
non-profit groups, such as Goodwill, that facilitate the reuse of
products; and waste exchanges that facilitate the utilization of
waste products between firms.

One reason waste reduction practices are not more widespread is
the difficulty in measuring the success of waste reduction
programs. Other reasons include cultural biases which favor
convenience and newness over conservation and a general
predisposition in environmental solutions to go to the "end of
the pipe" and deal with something after it has been generated;
inertia, both institutional and individual, are also contributing
factors.

In general, implementation of waste reduction activities at the
state and local level appears to be at the early stages of
development, and more needs to be done to improve performance in
this area. :

With respect to recycling, no comprehensive data exist on the
extent of recycling opportunities or the actual amounts of waste
being recycled in Greater Minnesota. 1In June 1988, 29 counties
were identified as having multi-material recycling centers
available. Approximately 50 do not have multi-material recycling
centers available, and 13 counties were identified as having no
known recycling centers. Information on the extent of curbside
programs is even more limited. However, a recent review of news
clippings and other sources indicates that there is growth in the
number of such programs. (Appendix C of this report summarizes
these programs county by county.) In terms of actual gquantities
of materials being recycled in Greater Minnesota, a 1988 survey
of county plans and solid waste officers indicated that
approximately 44,000 tons of waste were being recycled in 1987.
This constitutes about 4 per cent of the total waste streamn.
Recycling opportunities are available for a large portion of
Metropolitan Area residents either through curbside prograns,
drop-off, or buy back centers.

While no attempt has been made in this report to comprehensively
assess the role of the private sector in recycling activities in
Minnesota, it should be noted that private sector activities and
investments have played a large role in achieving current
recycling levels. State actions to encourage recycling around
the state need to be carefully designed so as not to disrupt
current and growing private sector activity. At the same time,
private sector actors will need to provide complete, accurate,
and verifiable data which are critical for the development of
effective recycling policies and programs.

There are a number of factors which have led to the relatively
small amount of recycling which is currently taking place in
Greater Minnesota. Among them are the following: definition and
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measurement problems have caused a good deal of confusion and
disagreement; low and or unstable prices, and the location of
major markets in the Metropolitan Area puts recycling efforts in
Greater Minnesota at a cost disadvantage; the notion that
recycling activities should be "profitable" rather than viewed
as a public service such as ordinary garbage collection which may
incur net costs; the difficulty in accurately estimating the per
ton cost in light of significant unknowns regarding participation
rates and prices to be received for recycled goods; and the fact
that recycling requires direct and significant behavioral change
by the individual. This last factor means that recycling requires
a firm commitment to education and community organization skills
and activities not required for more centralized waste management
activities.

A review of past state actions indicates that while there has
been consistent policy support for recycling, there has been a
somewhat less consistent and aggressive action program to foster
statewide recycling. At the statewide public forums held to
solicit input for this report county officials, private
recyclers, and members of public interest and environmental
groups repeatedly stated the need for greater state funding for
program development and educational campaigns. (A further
discussion of these issues can be found in Chapters X and XI, in
Appendices B and C of this report, and in the background papers
for these chapters.)

Recommendations:

1. The state should fund increased technical assistance and
informational materials to focus on the opportunities for
reduction by public and private sectors. In addition, the state
should fund programs or award systems to encourage innovative and
demonstration waste reduction programs by local governments or
private industry, as well as incentives to ensure that
distributors and retailers provide consumers with access to waste
reduction opportunities.

2. The state should require state agencies and other public
entities that receive state money to implement recycling programs
and procurement policies that give preference to products
.containing recycled materials and compost products unless not
applicable due to health impacts.

3. The state should substantially increase the funding for the
Low-Tech grant program for reduction and separation projects.
Increased funding would reflect the state's priorities and
commitment to recycling and reduction.

4. The state should consider expanding financial assistance
programs to include private owners and operators to encourage the
development of recycling in Greater Minnesota.
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5. The state should establish a statewide permanent funding
mechanism to provide support for recycling activities throughout
the state.

6. The state should provide funding to expand the existing
recycling programs within state government and establish specific

goals and targets.

7. The state should develop goals for recycling, including
methods and timetables for requiring implementation of the goals.
The new mandates should be made in the context of the county
planning program.

8. The state should closely monitor performance in meeting
recycling goals and state financed incentives should be developed
based on performance in meeting these goals.

9. The state should consider and further study mandatory
approaches to recycling as a way of improving statewide
performance.

10. The state should develop a uniform and consistent definition
of "waste reduction." The definition should emphasize the
reduction of waste at the source of generation and should make
clear the difference between reduction and recycling.

11. The agency should develop a list of currently practical
"opportunities to reduce" and efforts should be made to extend
those opportunities to all Minnesotans.

12. The agency should explore the development of methods to
measure the results of waste reduction efforts.

13. The agency should exblore mechanisms to transfer the avoided
cost savings (i.e., the money saved by recycling instead of
burning or landfilling) to public and private recycling programs.

B. The State Needs to Improve Its Ability to Make Environmental
and Health Risk Comparisons Between MSW Composting, Waste-to
Enerqgy, and Land Disposal and Needs to Maintain a Flexible Waste

‘Management Hierarchy Which is Responsive to Local Conditions.

Since the early 1980s, there has been an increase in the level of
understanding among regulators and others regarding the health
risks and uncertainties associated with waste-to-energy
technologies. The data that feed this new understanding come from
an increased ability to detect pollutants and assess their impact
on human health and the environment. Contaminant dispersion and
subsequent accumulation in the environmental media, including the
food chain, have caused individuals who assess risk to become
concerned. Because the actual risk from facilities is not
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completely understood, many of the decisions made at each point
in a health risk assessment include some amount of uncertainty.
As a result, the MPCA responds to conflicting or inadequate data
by choosing the most environmentally conservative value for which
there is scientific validity.

At the same time, new regulations have been developed which have
increased the requirements and standards for landfilling to
reduce health and environmental risks posed by land disposal.
Research into the risks associated with MSW composting (both in
terms of workplace risks and risks associated with compost usage)
is still at a very early stage.

There is a lack of adequate knowledge regarding the comparative
health risks of MSW composting, waste-to-energy, and land
disposal. The depth of health risk analysis that has been
conducted on waste-to-energy facilities has not been duplicated
with other technologies. Further, we lack adequate knowledge as
to what specific actions to take to reduce the hazard posed by
these technologies in terms of waste stream controls and siting
requirements. Research needs to be accelerated in order to
establish clearer direction for technology choices.

In addition, there is a feeling that the state has done more to
further the development of waste-to-energy technologies (e.g.,
the designation of waste to these facilities and the availability
of grants and loans for capital costs) than other management
methods such as recycling and waste reduction. This opinion was
expressed by some members of the Solid Waste Policy Report Task
Force, and was frequently expressed at the statewide public
forums held to solicit input and to identify areas of concern for
the policy report.

Given these factors, there is a concern that the state not be
perceived as having a rigid hierarchy which places land disposal
as the alternative of last resort at all times under all
conditions. The state should maintain a flexible hierarchy which
leads to choices based on environmental protection appropriate to
local conditions. (A further discussion of these issues can be
found in Chapters XII, XIII, and XIV and in the background papers
for these chapters.)

Recommendations:

14. The state should provide the agency with the funding
necessary to develop a method to determine the health risks
associated with various technologies and a method to compare
risks in order to make better judgments on the priority of
management options in a comprehensive solid waste management
system, and to aid local governments in choosing the most
environmentally sound management system given local conditions.




15. The state should clarify state policy with respect to the
appropriate role of each component of an integrated waste
management system in order to encourage the development of
systems based on the composition of the waste, and on the most
environmentally sound method of managing the waste (e.g., remove
recyclable items from the waste stream, compost the organics, do
not burn metals and glass). Thus waste stream constituents would
be matched to the management practice best suited to those
particular constituents.

16. The state should expand the mandatory training and
certification programs for disposal facility operators and
inspectors to include incinerators and MSW compost facilities,
and should fund these programs.

17. The state should define "composting" in statute to ensure
that a single consistent definition is used in all programs and
contexts. In addition, the state should develop a uniform
definition of the term "degradable," as in "degradable plastics."

18. The state should reassess the proportion of financial
incentives available for waste-to-energy projects versus other
management components of an integrated management system.

19. The state should continue to require state-of-the-art air
pollution control equipment for all waste-to-energy facilities,
including the repermitting of existing facilities.

20. The agency should assist counties in identifying existing
and potential regional service areas to encourage development and
management of an integrated waste management systen.

21. The agency should study the designation process to determine
if local governments are provided with sufficient authority to
control waste streams in order to implement an integrated waste
management system. Specifically, the study should determine
whether or not the designation process should be expanded to
include land disposal, mixed municipal solid waste (MSW) compost,
and recycling facilities.

22. The agency should explore and develop appropriate programs
and guidelines for the following areas of concern: 1) compost
facility worker exposure; 2) end use guidelines for compost; 3)
alternative management for incinerator ash.

C. Increased State Activity is Needed in the Area of Waste
Education.

Waste Education is widely recognized as a key element in a long
term strategy for improving waste management in the state. Waste
education is also recognized as an area where the state has a




very important and appropriate role to play in directing,
coordinating, preparing, and making materials available.

The Waste Education Coalition is an effort to coordinate existing
waste education efforts and to improve performance in this area.
The Coalition has three committees: a clearinghouse committee, a
youth education committee, and a community information and
education committee. The Coalition is currently involved in the
following activities: establishing a computerized waste
information clearinghouse and referral system; contracting with a
consultant to modify and expand the Itasca County solid waste
management education campaign; issuing a Request for Proposal to
develop a curriculum framework for grades K-6 and complete one
instructional unit; and sponsoring a statewide advertising
campaign focusing on recycling. Informational materials are
being collected and distributed through the clearinghouse.

A recent survey by the Coalition indicates that Minnesota
teachers are interested in teaching waste issues, but feel
limited in terms of resources available and the time constraints
of required curricula. The Coalition is trying to remedy this
situation by developing a model waste education curriculum. A
key element in waste education in the schools is the "living
example” in which students learn about waste management by
actually participating in separation, reduction, and recycling.
(A further discussion of this issue is found in Chapter IX and in
the background paper for the chapter.)

Recommendations:

23. The state should provide funding for the development,
production, and evaluation of school curricula and programs
related to waste management issues, including funding for

- technical assistance to assist school administrators in
developing "living example" waste reduction and recycling
programs.

24. The state should provide funding for technical assistance for
the development of community education programs, including
materials and training workshops relating to solid waste
management.

25. The state should provide additional funding for the placement
of waste education ideas and materials in the mass media (e.g.
newspaper advertisements, billboards, public service
announcements for radio, brochures).

26. The state should require that all state funded waste
management initiatives have a waste education component.
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D. Lack of Accurate and Adequate Data Limits Policy Analysis and
Development.

Accurate data is critical to making informed judgments and
evaluations regarding the effectiveness of waste management
programs, the magnitude of waste management problems, and for
anticipating emerging problems and proposing workable solutions.
Ccurrent data is significantly lacking in the areas of amounts and
types of waste generated in Minnesota, in the various ways in
which waste is managed (e.g. recycled, land disposed), in the
composition of waste, in the costs of waste management, in the
remaining capacity at currently permitted landfills, in the
performance of state funded landfill abatement projects and in
the implementation progress of county solid waste management
plans. A systematic approach to data gathering and reporting is
often lacking. When data is available, it can come from a variety
of sources using different units of measurement, thus making
comparisons difficult. (A further discussion of these issues can
be found in Chapters IV, V, VI, VII, X, XI, and XIV and in the
background papers for these chapters.)

Recommendations:

27. The state should fund a number of waste generation studies
and composition studies around the state to develop new baseline
data considering regional and seasonal differences.

28. The state should fund a computerized data base network to
encourage communication and information sharing among state
agencies and local governmental units, and to standardize data
gathering and to allow for more uniform reporting.

29, The agency should develop a uniform reporting system as part

_ of the county planning process in order to provide a

comprehensive data base for statewide policy development and
analysis, and to allow counties to indicate progress and problems
in local solid waste activities. Reports should coincide with
the state policy report schedule and would provide a major source
of data for the report. The reports should include information
on the amount of waste generated, recycled, and managed by
various technologies, including land disposal capacity, as well

‘as the current cost of solid waste management activities.

Technical assistance should be made available to the counties in
order to facilitate their participation.

30. The agency should improve the reporting and tracking of
projects that receive state grant and loan money in order to
assist in evaluating the cost effectiveness of a chosen
technology.

31. The agency should closely monitor local initiatives, such as
organized collection and volume-based pricing, and other
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innovative collection methods so that any information gained can
be transferred to other interested parties. The agency should
continue and expand technical assistance programs to all local
governments and interested parties.

32. The agency should monitor implementation of the new solid
waste rules to determine if sufficient information about
industrial waste generation and management are obtained.

E. Current Solid Waste Management Roles and Programs Are Complex
and Need Further Study.

Solid waste management in Minnesota is complex, with many
interconnecting and overlapping responsibilities, authorities,
powers, and resources. Public sector roles and responsibilities
are divided among several state agencies, a variety of local
government units (counties, municipalities, joint powers boards,
districts), and the Metropolitan Council. In addition, in
virtually every aspect of waste management, there is important
private sector activity.

Minnesota counties are responsible for the planning and
implementation of solid waste management systems, and may be
financially liable for some of the costs associated with remedial
action at landfill sites. They may undertake these
responsibilities individually or, in some instances, through
multi-county regional efforts. While counties have the basic
responsibility for waste management, the state provides a variety
of types of financial and technical assistance and also issues
permits and sets standards with which solid waste activities must
comply. Other entities which play an important role in solid
waste management include municipalities, which in many cases are
responsible for collection and transportation of waste and for
recycling programs, private haulers and landfill operators,
private recyclers, and non-profit businesses and civic
organizations involved in recycling. The large number of
participants in the implementation of solid waste programs
Creates a complex and sometimes confusing set of
interrelationships.

Another type of complexity occurs in the relationships between
activities in the Metropolitan Area and in Greater Minnesota.The
Metropolitan Council has the responsibility for solid waste
planning and policy development in the Metropolitan Area. The
MPCA is responsible for a number of activities statewide
(including the Metropolitan Area) such as permitting and
enforcement, but is responsible for planning and policy
development only in Greater Minnesota.

One of the problems created by overlapping authority is that the
same word or activity can be defined and/or measured differently
by different entities. For example, waste reduction is not
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defined in statute and is defined by the Metropolitan Council's
policy plan one way and by the agency's county planning rules
another way. Another example is that recycling is measured
differently in Greater Minnesota than it is in the Metropolitan
Area.

Although the report does not contain a comprehensive analysis of
the gaps, overlaps, strengths, and weaknesses of the current
distribution of authorities and responsibilities, it does contain
a number of recommendations relating to this complex set of
interrelationships. (A further discussion of these issues can be
found in Chapters II, III, and IV and in the background papers
for these chapters.)

Recommendations:

33. The state should further evaluate the existing solid waste
system and develop recommendations. Solid waste management
responsibilities are currently distributed among various
governmental levels, agen01es and the private sector. The roles
and responsibilities in the metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas should be investigated. In addition, issues related to the
powers of counties and of joint county activities (districting,
designation, and joint powers agreements) should be investigated
and analyzed to determine whether improvements in the current
system are needed or whether impediments exist. Systems used in
other states should be studied for comparison.

34. The agency should investigate the need to eliminate
discrepancies between the certificate of need (CON) rule in
Greater Minnesota and in the Metropolitan Area. In addition, the
agency should investigate problems associated with waste flow
from the Metropolitan Area to Greater Minnesota.

35. The agency should continue to strengthen key links between
all affected parties involved in planning, grants, permlttlng,
and facility development so that an integrated systenm is
developed which matches waste stream constituents to the
management practice best suited to them.

F. Ccurrent Staffing and Funding Levels Are Inadequate to Meet
Regulatory and Program Needs.

Current MPCA solid waste program activities include permit
issuance, establishing standards, enforcing permit conditions and
standards, emergency and financial response (Superfund), training
and certifying operators and inspectors of solid waste
facilities, development of household hazardous waste programs and
incinerator ash rules.

Additionally, the agency is responsible for issuing grants for
landfill abatement projects, a market development program for
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recyclables and compost, a waste education program (including
coordinating the efforts of the Waste Education Coalition), an
industrial wastes program (including MnTAP), a used oil
management program, county planning approval and technical
assistance, and certificate of need issuance and assistance.

The enforcement of environmental standards and permit conditions
is multi-faceted and complex. Enforcement tools include
compliance permits, inspections, notices of violation,
stipulation agreements, orders (compliance/closure), and
litigation. Enforcement activities require careful
documentation, making them time intensive. Further, staff time is
dedicated to other activities such as special projects (e.q.
participating on task forces, organizing conferences); responding
to information requests from the public, and from industry,
federal, state, local government, legislative representatives,
consultants and others; and training.

The cost of conducting closure, post-closure care, and remedial
actions at closed and abandoned facilities and short term land
disposal sites (i.e., sites that do not have enough capacity or
time to raise the money needed for financial assurance) is a
major concern. This is compounded by the municipal liability cap
for Superfund actions. The liability cap for political
subdivisions needs to be clarified and because interpretation of
the limit ranges from $300,000 to $1.2 million. A severe
shortfall in the revenues needed to conduct these activities will
occur.

The extent of staff turnover and the perception of inconsistent
enforcement activities were issues raised at some of the
statewide public forums held to solicit input on the development
of the policy report, and by members of the Solid Waste Policy

- Report Task Force. (Further discussion of these issues can be
found in Chapter III, Current Roles and Programs and in the
background paper for that chapter.)

Recommendations:

36. The state should increase MPCA and Attorney General staff
complement to allow for timely monitoring, inspection, and
‘administrative steps to attain permit standards and state goals.
Mechanisms should be developed to attract and retain qualified
professional staff and minimize staff turnover. The state should
adequately fund the MPCA to keep track of research so that
informed decisions can be made regarding technology choices and
policy and program development.

37. The state should resolve questions of municipal liability

and find methods to fund the proper closure, postclosure, and
remedial action at closed and abandoned land disposal facilities
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in order to minimize the risk to public health and the
environment from these facilities.

15



CHAPTER II: OVERVIEW OF POLICY

Introduction

Solid waste management has included everything from the backyard
dump to waste-to-energy facilities and has changed over time in
response to new information and governmental policies. The
development of solid waste policy in Minnesota is complex and
spans many years. There is no single policy stated anywhere in
statute, but there are many statutes with many policies. However,
the overriding goal behind governmental actions is to minimize
risk to human health and the environment from solid waste
management practices. A Table summarizing state laws, policies,
and programs in solid waste is contained in Appendix B.

Policy Development Through 1970

A review of the history of solid waste management is necessary to
understand why no single policy exists but rather a number of
policies have been included in statute over time. The most
common method of solid waste disposal in aggregate has been the
open burning dump. In Minnesota, it is estimated that over 1500
open dumps were used with the majority sited in swamps,
floodplains, and gravel pits. Few controls were used to minimize
the typical problems of smoke, odor, rodents, flies, blowing
paper and water pollution. It is estimated that various
hazardous wastes, like oils and solvents, found their way into
many of the open dumps.

The regulatory control of open dumps was the responsibility of
local governments in which the dumps were located. Supplementing
the local control were two state units of government; the
Minnesota Department of Health, started in 1927, and the Water
Pollution Control Commission, started in 1945. The Minnesota
Department of Health's control was limited to tourist camps,
summer hotels and permits for disposal facilities impacting
surface waters. Only one solid waste permit was issued.

In 1967, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) was
established. 1In 1969, the MPCA adopted an air quality rule
banning open burning. Also in 1969, the Minnesota Legislature
directed the MPCA to control solid waste disposal practices and
to adopt standards, regulations, and variances regarding solid
waste. In 1970, the MPCA adopted solid waste rules to address
the collection, transportation, and disposal of solid waste. The
rules required closure of open dumps and placed operational
controls on permitted facilities.
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Policy Development in the 1970s

The Minnesota Environmental Rights Act of 1971 authorized citizen
suits to protect the air, land and waters of the state. This act
reinforced the premise that citizens were afforded the right to a
clean environment. In 1973, the legislature again responded to
environmental concerns by enacting a series of environmental
policies. The Environmental Policy Act generally stated that it
was state policy to encourage productive and enjoyable uses of
our resources while protecting the environment and understanding
the ecological systems. Specific to solid waste, state agencies
were to improve and coordinate state plans so as to act as a
trustee of the environment, reduce wasteful practices, minimize
depletion of natural resources, conserve natural resources and
encourage better understanding of the ecological systems and
natural resources important to the state and the nation.
Environmental Impact Statements were also required. With the
passage of the Recycling of Solid Waste Act, the 1973 Minnesota
legislature also recognized the need to reduce the amount of
waste produced and encourage recycling.

The MPCA revised its solid waste rules in 1973 to strengthen the
land disposal facility standards. The rules were based on
federal guldellnes published in 1972. The changes included a
five foot minimum separation to ground water, monitoring
requirements and restrictions on the waste permltted for
disposal. Closure requlrements were also established. Solid
waste was a major issue in 1973. Finally, legislative action in
1973 established the Environmental Education Board to promote and
coordinate environmental education act1v1t1es throughout the
state.

- The later years of the seventies were reasonably qulet regarding
solid waste. 1In 1974, the MPCA adopted rules governing
packaging. These rules were challenged in the Supreme Court,
which decided the MPCA acted outside of its authority. The rules
became guidelines. In 1979, the MPCA adopted hazardous waste
rules as well as solid waste rules which incorporated less
restrictive standards for land disposal facilities in areas with
a population under 2500.

Policy Development in the 1980s

The Waste Management Act of 1980 initiated a decade of intensive
solid waste legislation. Every year since 1980, the Waste
Management Act has been amended to address some issue of solid
waste management and broaden the scope of state policy. The
Waste Management Act created the Waste Management Board and the
Legislative Commission ‘on Waste Management. The goal of the
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Waste Management Act is the improvement of waste management to
serve the following purposes:

(a)
(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)

reduction in waste generated;

separation and recovery of materials and energy from
waste;

reduction in indiscriminate dependence on disposal of
waste;

coordination of solid waste management among political
subdivisions; and

orderly and deliberate development and financial
security of waste facilities including disposal
facilities. Minn. Stat. § 115A.02 (1987).

Since 1980, the Waste Management Act has been amended in the
following manner (program implementation activities as the result
of legislation are included):

1.

2'

3.

4'

1981

1982

1983

1984

* required the agency to establish intrinsic
suitability requirements for land disposal of solid
waste

* permitted bond issuance for construction of solid
waste management facilities.

* authorized flow control for resource recovery
facilities

* required WMB to approve designation plans for
resource recovery facilities

* exempted recycled materials from designation

* the WMB adopted rules for the creation of Solid
Waste Management Districts.

* eliminated WMB grants and loans to facilities that
do not recover resources

* the MPCA grant programs for planning and
implementation of low technology waste management
options were eliminated under budget cuts.

* directed the MPCA to certify the need for land
disposal capacity before issuing permits

* incorporated the county planning process as a
mandatory part of the permitting process

* established responsibility of facility owners and

operators for closure, postclosure care and

contingency action at land disposal facilities

required financial assurance for land disposal

facilities

established the metropolitan landfill surcharge

authorized nonmetropolitan counties and cities to

assess surcharges at land disposal facilities

banned the land disposal of waste tires after July

1, 1985

*

¥ % ¥
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5.

6.

7.

8.

1985

1986

1987

1988

the WMB established rules regarding eligibility
and application requirements for technical and
financial assistance to solid waste processing
facilities.

required the Commissioner of Administration to
establish a recycling program for all state agencies
and the legislature

authorized municipalities to exceed levy limits for
solid waste

provided additional capital assistance money
allowed loans by the WMB for demonstration programs
banned the disposal of unprocessed mixed municipal
solid waste in the Metropolitan Area after January
1, 1990

the MPCA adopted planning rules and certificate of
need rule

the WMB adopted Solid Waste Processing Capital
Assistance Program Rules.

created a State Potable Water Protection Policy.

transferred the responsibility for county planning
assistance from the MPCA to the WMB

required the MPCA to establish a program to manage
household hazardous waste

required the WMB to establish programs in market
development, waste education, and reduction and
separation grants

required the WMB and MPCA to jointly prepare and
adopt a report on solid waste management policy for
Greater Minnesota

banned the disposal of lead acid batteries and used
0il in mixed municipal solid waste after January 1,
1988

the WMB adopted Solid Waste Reduction and Separation
Grant Program Rules and Environmental Testing Grant
Rules.

established a solid waste incinerator ash management
program

banned land disposal and incineration of yard waste
in the Metropolitan Area after January 1, 1990 and
statewide after January 1, 1992

banned the use of plastic beverage cans and banned
the use of nondegradable plastic rings that hold
together beverage or motor oil containers

required the LCWM in cooperation with state agencies
to study disposal fees and recommend to the
legislature a fee regulation system
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* required the development of goals and timetables to
reduce the quantity and toxicity of solid waste
incinerator ash

* Required the adoption of rules by March 31, 1989 to
require plastic containers to be labeled to identify
constituent resins to promote recycling

* the MPCA adopted new and modified the existing rules
regarding solid waste management facilities

Another major piece of legislation passed during this time was
the Minnesota Environmental Response and Liability Act of 1983.
This legislative act created an environmental response,
compensation and compliance fund to finance the clean up of
releases of hazardous substances or pollutants and contaminants
when the responsible party is unwilling or unable to take
adequate actions. The legislation complements the federal
Superfund Act discussed later.

History of Federal Policy Development

The federal government began to take action on solid waste in
1964 with moneys appropriated for solid waste management
research. However, three major pieces of legislation have really
set the direction for solid waste management at the national
level. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 broadened
the powers of the EPA and focused attention on environmental
matters. In 1976, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) was enacted to provide technical and financial assistance
for the development of management systems and facilities for the
recovery of energy and other resources from discarded materials,
the development of environmentally sound disposal, and the
regulation of hazardous waste. RCRA was reauthorized in 1984 and
required EPA to develop reports to Congress on the status and
need for additional solid waste regulation. EPA must also revise
the criteria for operating mixed municipal solid waste land
disposal facilities.

The last piece of major federal legislation, the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, was
passed in 1981. The Act, commonly called Superfund, provides a
mechanism to clean up releases of hazardous substances.

Superfund was reauthorized and amended in 1986 in a manner that
may severely restrict the future use of Superfund moneys at solid
waste facilities because it requires a permanent solution to the
problem. This may not be practical at land disposal facilities
as it could be interpreted as removal of the waste.

The federal government through EPA is currently focusing on air
quality emissions and ash management from solid waste

incinerators. Congress is debating legislation that would place
more stringent controls on incinerator owners and operators and
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on states. The EPA is discussing rule changes to address the
concerns surrounding these issues.

History of local and Redional Involvement

Along with the state and federal units of government, local units
have specific solid waste management authorities. In 1957 under
Minn. Stat. ch. 450, local units of government within 25 miles of
Minneapolis were authorized to work together as a sanitary
authority to obtain property and operate disposal facilities and
establish rules governing solid waste disposal. Only one
authority was created. By 1970, six more authorities were
authorized under special legislation.

In 1969, the legislature enacted the Metropolitan Area Solid
Waste Management Act, which authorized the Metropolitan Council
to adopt a comprehensive plan for solid waste in the Metropolitan
Area. In 1971, the counties outside the Metropolitan Area were
given authority to conduct solid waste programs, to complete
plans, to acquire and dispose of property, construct and operate
facilities, enter into management and service contracts,
establish service areas and service charges, issue revenue and
general obligation bonds or tax to finance disposal systens.
Counties were required to periodically inspect waste facilities
to obtain and maintain compliance with state rules and cooperate
with the MPCA in the development and implementation of a systenm
for recovery and use of materials and energy from solid waste.
This direction is contained in Minn. Stat. ch. 400.

Policy Summary

In summary, the major policies developed in statutes to attain
the goal of minimizing risk to human health and the environment
are as follows:

1. Development of enforceable standards to protect air, land,
water and human health (Minn. Stat. chs. 116, 116B, 116D,
400, 473);

2. Develop methods to reduce waste generation, minimize

resource depletion, recover materials and energy, and abate
land disposal (Minn. Stat. chs. 115A, 116A, 116F, 400, 473);

3. Provide adequate resources through financial planning,
grants, and loans (Minn. Stat. chs. 115A, 116, 400, 473);:

4. Develop planning and management structures that include
private sector involvement (Minn. Stat. chs. 115A, 116C,
116D, 116F, 400, 473):

5. Provide for citizen input (Minn. Stat. chs. 116B, 116D,
116E) ;
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6. Provide technical assistance (Minn. Stat. chs. 115A, 116F):;

7. Consider economic viability and factors when implementing
programs (Minn. Stat. chs. 115A, 116, 116D, 473);

8. Recognize regional differences in standards, materials
conservation, planning, and grant priorities (Minn. Stat.
chs. 116, 116F, 115A); and

9. Develop coordinated efforts among various entities and
cooperation among state agencies (Minn. Stat. chs. 116C,
116D, 115A). :

(See Appendix B for a table of statutory programs.)
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CHAPTER IIXI: CURRENT ROLES AND PROGRAMS

Introduction

Solid waste management is affected by many laws and statutes.
Whether it is the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) or Minnesota's Waste Management Act, laws have established
specific roles for the federal, state, and local government in
controlling how solid waste is managed in a manner that protects
human health and the environment. It is important to understand
what the roles are for each level of government.

Federal Program Overview

Federal programs that impact solid waste management are found in
RCRA, the Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Clean
Air Act, the Toxic Substances Control Act, and the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. These
acts and the rules and guidelines established at the federal
level establish standards for emissions and discharges that are
designed to reduce risk. States are encouraged to conduct
programs that implement these goals. For many such programs,
federal money is made available to the states for program
implementation. However, no federal money has been allocated for
solid waste since 1984.

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has regulations
for solid waste management. These regulations are found in
Chapter 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 256 and 257.
(40 CFR Parts 256 & 257.) These parts establish state solid waste
management planning guidelines and specific criteria for siting
and managing solid waste land disposal facilities. Currently,
the enforcement of these criteria is the responsibility of each
state, and is spotty due to limited resources. The federal
program is undergoing change. The EPA is revising its criteria
for mixed municipal solid waste land disposal facilities.
Programs are being developed to control emissions from
incinerators and to establish solid waste incinerator ash testing
and management standards.

State Agency Overview

Minnesota has long been looked upon as a leader in solid waste
programs. Until October of 1988, activity at the state level was
divided among the MPCA, WMB, Department of Administration,
Minnesota Environmental Education Board, State Planning Agency,
and the Department of Trade and Economic Development. As noted
above, the solid waste functions formerly performed by the WMB
have been merged into the MPCA. The Minnesota Department of
Health establishes standards for contaminants that effect human
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health including recommended allowable limits (RAL), and maximum
contaminant levels (MCLS) in drinking water, and defines
tolerable risk.

The MPCA Division of Ground Water and Solid Waste is responsible
for permitting facilities, establishing standards, monitoring,
enforcing the standards, and training and certifying facility
personnel who operate or inspect disposal facilities. The MPCA
Office of Waste Management Grants and Assistance (formerly the
WMB) is responsible for county solid waste planning, grant and
loan programs, waste education coordination, market development
for recyclables and compost, and technical assistance. Waste
tire management, formerly the responsibility of the WMB, is now
the responsibility of the MPCA Office of Waste Tire Management.
The Department of Administration is responsible for establishing
recycling programs in state agencies. The Minnesota
Environmental Education Board establishes school curricula and
other programs to educate Minnesota's citizens on environmental
issues. The State Planning Agency is responsible for
coordinating legislative activities and specialized programs.
The Department of Trade and Economic Development's efforts are
geared to the development of markets for solid waste to encourage
recycling and reuse of this material.

MPCA=Background

The Governor appoints a nine-member citizen board. In addition
to the citizen board and an Administrative Office, the MPCA is
divided into four divisions of Air Quality, Water Quality,
Hazardous Waste, and Ground Water and Solid Waste; and three
offices, Waste Management Grants and Assistance, Waste Tire
Management, and Planning and Review. Internal review of problems
and proposals often cross divisional lines. Many of the cross-
_ programmatic issues are resolved in the environmental review
process. The Office of Planning and Review prepares the
environmental documents, Environmental Assessment Worksheets and
Environmental Impact Statements, for projects requiring MPCA
permits in Greater Minnesota. The Metropolitan Council conducts
environmental reviews for the Metropolitan Area. The
environmental review process is designed to evaluate issues and
determine the potential for significant impact from facility
.construction before a facility is built. The effectiveness and
need for environmental protection is evaluated and the controls
become permits conditions.

The MPCA began its involvement in regulating solid waste
management about 20 years ago. With this experience has come
knowledge, which has caused the MPCA to change programs in order
to effect change that protects human health and the environment.
In 1970, the MPCA adopted solid waste regulations. The rules
were revised in 1973 in order to control leachate problems at
land disposal facilities, prohibit hazardous waste and other
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undesirable wastes from disposal, and establish closure
requirements. In 1979, the rules were revised once again to
establish less restrictive operating standards for facilities
located in sparsely populated areas.

In 1981, monitoring data at land disposal facilities began to
indicate existing controls were inadequate for protecting ground
water. In 1982, the MPCA began to upgrade permits to include
provisions for increased hydrogeologic investigations,
monitoring, and design standards. The MPCA also began reviewing
and redrafting the existing solid waste rules. The revised rules
were adopted in September 1988.

Current MPCA program activities include:

Permit issuance and environmental review;

Standard development;

Permit enforcement;

Emergency and site response (Superfund):;

Operator and inspector training and certification;
Household hazardous waste program development;
Technical and financial programs; and
Coordination of waste education.
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In addition to the above activities, staff time is also dedicated
to other activities including special projects, information
requests, and training. As much as 20 percent of staff time is
spent on special projects such as participation on task forces,
open dump inventories, answering letters, legislative updates,
arranging inspections, reviewing special waste disposal options,
and developing enforcement policies. Eighteen percent of the
staff's time is devoted to information requests.

. Staff turnover results in a significant amount of time being
spent in new employee training. Enforcement and permit staff
must understand agency operating procedures, enforcement
strategies, site history, and current enforcement status of a
site in order to be effective. In 1987, orientation training for
new staff required ten percent of available work hours. Basic
training requirements include:

Employee orientation;

MPCA regulation training;

First Aid;

Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation;
Defensive Driving;

Health Monitoring; and
Personal protection and safety.
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Because the staff is involved in many different activities and
has many responsibilities, staff time cannot be entirely
committed to enforcement activities. This is only one
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constraining factor in how quickly enforcement and permitting
occur. Other factors involve Attorney General priorities, the
pernittee's response to requested actions, and limitations on the
consulting community resources to provide the requested
information.

Permitting Prodgram

The MPCA issues permits pursuant to the authorities granted it in
Minn. Stat.chs. 115 and 116. Specific permit requirements are
found in Minn. Rules ch. 7001. The technical standards for solid
waste management are found in Minn. Rules ch. 7035. Air quality
standards are found in Minn. Rules ch. 7005 The environmental
review program is governed by Minn. Rules ch. 4410. Facility
owners and operators must demonstrate that the proposed activity
can meet standards established in law and rules. Public notice
and opportunity for public comment provisions are included in the
permit process. Permits are issued for no more than five years.

The objectives of the permit program are:

* To conduct technical and environmental reviews for permit
issuance;

* To conduct technical reviews of closure plans and
construction certifications;

* To continue to upgrade permits on a priority basis;

* To assist enforcement staff by providing technical
assistance and review;

* To act as instructors at training courses;

* To assist Superfund staff by providing technical reviews;
and

* To interface with pertinent state agencies and local
government to address all issues.

Permit review staff consider how proposed facility designs and
operations will be capable of protecting human health and the
environment. This means all facilities must be judged in
relation to a consistent standard. Technical standards for the
design, construction, and operation of solid waste management
facilities are found in Minn. Rules ch. 7035. Minn. Rules pts.
7005.0600 to 7005.0650 establish emission standards for solid
waste incinerators. Minn. Rules ch. 7060 establishes standards
to preserve and protect underground waters by preventing new and
abating existing pollution. The nondegradation policy of part
7060.0500 is the basis of many MPCA enforcement actions.

Standards and Enforcement

All standards are subject to change as new information becomes
available. Research is conducted to determine the suitability of
specific standards by identifying and quantifying the risks
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associated with specific standards. Establishing acceptable risk
levels is a difficult process. The MPCA relies on the U.S. EPA,
the Minnesota Department of Health, and other scientific research
to establish these levels. The acceptable risk level established
by the EPA and the Minnesota Department of Health is one
additional death or injury per 100,000 population exposed over a
70-year period. This risk level is also used by the MPCA Board
in making permit issuance decisions.

The technical review and permit process is only as effective as
the enforcement program used to ensure compliance. Enforcement
is a multi-faceted and complex program. Enforcement priorities
and methods depend on the history of noncompliance, resources
available, risks to human health and the environment, and other
factors. Enforcement tools used by the MPCA 1nclude.

Compliance permits;
Inspections;

Notices of violation;
Stipulation agreements;
Orders; and

Litigation procedures.
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Enforcement activities require careful documentation, making them
time intensive. The number of hours required for negotiation and
preparation of enforcement documents ranges from 50 hours for
each compliance permit to years for litigation activities.
Stipulation agreements may take 120 hours or more and closure
orders may take as much as 500 hours for completion. In addition
to the enforcement activities described above, enforcement staff
are responsible for developlng policy papers on the management of
specific wastes, answering complaints, review of codisposal
requests, legislative updates, and special task force work.

The objectives of the enforcement program are:

* To ensure that facilities are operated in an
environmentally sound manner by maintaining compliance
with MPCA rules and permits;

* To act as a focal point for the coordination between
permit staff and regional inspectors;

* To coordinate with Superfund staff in developing a
strategy for future site nominations for the National
Priorities List and the Permanent List of Priorities;

* To provide review of industrial waste disposal practices;
and

* To respond to complaints.

Superfund Activities

The State Superfund Law (the Minnesota Environmental Response and
Liability Act of 1983) provides the authority to the MPCA to use
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funds to administer the program and finance response actions.
Response actions include remedial investigation, feasibility
studies, cleanup actions, and emergency actions.

In Minnesota, the Superfund program has emphasized seeking out
and securing responsible party commitments for cleanups, limiting
the use of public funds to situations where no viable responsible
party exists or where a party is unwilling to cooperate.
Currently, Minnesota has 139 hazardous waste sites on its
Permanent List of Priorities. Of this, 51 mixed municipal solid
waste land disposal facilities are on the state Permanent List of
Priorities and ten are on the federal list. Response actions have
been initiated at 83 of these sites. Responsible parties are
conducting and financing 59 of these actions and 24 actions are
being funded by state and/or federal Superfund money.

The Superfund program is used as an investigation, enforcement,
and cleanup tool. Ground water contamination has been documented
at nearly every mixed municipal solid waste land disposal
facility that has been properly monitored. The evaluation
program that establishes the criteria for placement on the list,
Minn. Rules ch. 7044, is based on size, location, potential for
environmental degradation, known or suspected presence of
hazardous materials, and other criteria.

The objectives of the Superfund program are:

* Implementation of Superfund activities;

* To administer contracts for investigation and cleanup at
Superfund sites when no responsible party actions are at
work;

* To review proposals and reports on feasibility studies
and response action; and

* To develop and implement procedures that efficiently
coordinate inter and intra-agency actions regarding
design and implementation of remedial action.

Certification and Training

Compliance with laws and rules requires an understanding of these
.regulatory tools and the land disposal facility one is operating.
The MPCA, under Minn, Stat. § 116.41, subd. 2, has developed
standards and training programs for operators and inspectors of
waste disposal facilities. Minn. Rules ch. 7048 establish the
requirements, procedures, and qualifications necessary to become
certified and retain certification. There are no training and
certification programs required for compost or waste-to-energy
facility operators or inspectors.
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The objectives of the training and certification program are:

* To conduct programs so solid waste facilities are
operated and inspected by qualified personnel;

* To develop implementation manuals for MPCA rules; and

* To develop strategies and programs to improve and
maintain internal and external communications.

Household Hazardous Waste Programs

Ground water contamination at mixed municipal solid waste land
disposal facilities and emission/ash concerns at solid waste
incinerators are often attributed to the amount of household
hazardous waste delivered to these facilities. Minnesota is in
the process of developing one of the most progressive, full-
service household hazardous waste programs in the nation. The
program grew out of a Legislative Commission on Minnesota
Resources funded program from 1985 to 1987. The program showed
that household hazardous waste could be safely, efficiently, and
effectively collected from citizens. Over 2,800 households
participated in 14 separate collection projects.

The 1987 legislature authorized the MPCA to develop a permanent
household hazardous waste program. The goal of this program is
to enable every citizen to manage household hazardous waste in a
manner that protects themselves, public health, and the
environment. The program has three major elements:

* Public Education/Waste Reduction - statewide hotline and
education materials;

* One Day Collection Projects - continuation of existing
program; and :

* Ongoing Collection - satellite collection points for
permanent collection.

Local community involvement is necessary for the household
hazardous waste program to be successful.

Assistance for Solid Waste Processing, Separation, and Reduction
Projects

. The Waste Management Act established a number of programs

designed to improve the management of solid waste in the state.
These programs are for the most part aimed at providing technical
and financial assistance for the development of facilities and
services to further the goal of landfill abatement in the state.

The MPCA has a number of financial and technical assistance

programs designed to assist in the development of landfill
abatement activities.
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1. A Processing Facilities Demonstration Program (DEMO)
has, since 1984, provided financial assistance in the development
of eight facilities around the state, including waste-to-energy,
recycling, and composting facilities. Approximately $4.4 million
has been awarded to date and approximately $400,000 remain in the
program.

2. A Capital Assistance Program (CAP) provides grants for
solid waste processing facilities and transfer stations serving
processing facilities. This program has funded 12 waste-to-energy
facilities and transfer stations around the state. Approximately
$7.9 million in grants have been awarded and slightly under $10
million remain in the program. Table III-1 summarizes some of the
information regarding the DEMO and CAP prograns.

3. A Reduction and Separation (Low-Tech) Program provides
funds for recycling and waste reduction activities. Funded at a
level of $300,000 by the legislature in 1987, the program has
assisted six projects around the state and all funds are now
expended.

4. An Environmental Testing Grant Program (TEST) assists in
financing the costs of tests necessary to determine the
appropriate pollution control equipment or the environmental
effects of any product or material produced by a processing
facility. This program is funded out of the CAP funds. To date,
four grants have been awarded, totalling approximately $250,000.

Map ITI-1, and Tables III-1 to III-4 summarize the projects
funded under these four programs. Awards under the DEMO, CAP,
and Low-Tech programs total $12,865,778 in grants and loans.
Composting and recycling programs have received 27 percent of the
funds, 51 percent has gone to mass burn projects, 11 percent has
been awarded to refuse derived fuel (RDF) projects, 8 percent to
tire processing facilities, and 3 percent to transfer stations
serving resource recovery facilities. These figures include two
recent grants (Mower County Recycling Facility and Swift County
Recycling and Composting Facility) not shown on the tables and
maps.

In addition to these technical and financial assistance programs,
the MPCA has a number of other responsibilities relating to
improved solid waste management in the state:

l. A Market Development Program, established by the
legislature in 1987, assists in the development of markets for
recyclables and compost in the state. This program has two major
elements: the first is a grant program to persons seeking to
develop facilities or services that will result in the greater
market availability for recyclables and/or compost in the state.
The grants are limited to $50,000 and require a 50% match. In
September 1988, a grant to assist in studying the feasibility of
a plastics recycling facility in the state was awarded. Second,
the program provides assistance in the encouragement of
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MAP Iil-1

PROJECTS
JULY, 1988

Lake of the Woods -a $199,750 grant
and a $199,750 loan to build thrée )
integrated recycling and composting facilities.

Pennington County --a $782,413 grant
and loan to build a densified refuse-
derived fuel facility in Thief River Falls
Also, a $5,965 grant under the TEST
Program for environmental testing of
air emmissions from the facility.

Polk Coun'_ce/ --$1.5 million grant
to help build a $7.9 million solid
waste resource recovery plant (WRRP)
near Fosston. Plantwillhandle
waste from Polk, Norman,
Mahnomen, Clearwater, and
Beltrami Counties. Also, a $82,180

to help fund a
transfg

St. Louis County -- a $586,400 grant for a
$3 million waste tire processing plant in
Babbitt. Plant can process 3.5 million tires
_ per year.
Beltramj County -- a $46,000 grant
a$186,000 solid waste
r station near Bemidji.

St. Louis County -- a $290,000 grantand a
$110,000 loan tor an expansion of the tire
processing plant in Babbitt.

Cook County -- a $62,755 grant
to help fund a $125,510 county-
wide recycling program.

rant to conduct air emissions
esting at the WRRP.

Hubbard County -- $86,825
grant to help build two
solid waste transfer stations:

Duluth -- a $600,000 grant and loan to
install a waste separation/shredder ur
as part of the WLSSD project.

Duluth -- a $95,155 grant awarded under
the TEST Program for air quality testing, as
characterization, residual analysis and

Otter Tail/Becker Counties --
$85,842 grant to build transfer

feedstock testing at WLSSD.
Carlton County -- a $94,562

stations in Detriot Lakes an
Henning.

Todd County -a $72,187 grant

grantto build a transfer
station near Cariton.

to build a transfer station
near Browerville.

Fergus Falls -- $862,500 to help
build a $4.35 million waste-to-
energy plant providing steam to
the Regional Treatment Center.
Plant will handle waste from
Otter Tail, Grant, Stevens, Wilkins,
Traverse, Becker, Hubbard, Wadena
and Todd Counties.

Dou%las County -- $37,500 LOW-TECH
grant tofund a public education and

7

Ramsey County -- a $609,750 grant
and loan to build a recycled materiais
processing facility in St. Paul.

City of Red Wing - $14,875 grant

to install continuous emissions monitoring

I e%mgment at the city’s incinerator. Also,
a $69,297 grant undér the TEST Program

for environmental testing of air

emissions from the incinerator.

Goodhue County -- a $37,500 grant
under the LOW-TECH Program to
fund a public education/recycling
program.

recyclables collection program.

Winona County -- a $2 million grant to
help fund a $12.9 million solid waste

Stevens County -- $53,984 grant
to help build a'$215,934 transfer

incinerator to handle solid waste from
Winona, Wabasha, and Houston
Counties, and from two counties in

station near Morris that provides
waste to the Fergus Falls
Waste-to-Energy Facility.

Wisconsin. Also, a $50,000 grant under
the LOW-TECH Program to fund a public

Pope/Douglas Counties --
$1.6 million grant to help
buiid a $6.5 million waste-

to-energy plantin Alexandria.

Swift County -- a $37,500 grant under
the LOW-TECH Program t0 integrate
recycling program with composting
facility.

Dodge County -- an award of ¢
$48,8975 to build a transfer station

waste to the Rochester waste-to-
energy facility.

Fillmore County -- a $399,960 grant
and loan to help build a solid waste
composting plant in Preston. Also,
near Mantorville that provides a$5

Program 0 fund a program of recyclable
materials collection and public education.

education and recyclable collection truck
project.

Olmsted County -- a $600,000 grant and
loan to help build a 200 ton/day mass

burn waste-to-energy project in Rochester
serving Olmstead, Dodge, and parts of
Wabasha and Goodhue Counties.

Olmsted County -- a $644,000 grant and

loan to build a recycled materials

8rocessm plantin Rochester serving
Imstead and Dodge Counties.

,000 grant under the LOW-TECH Mower County -- a $37,500 grant
under the LOW-TECH Program to

fund a recycling program.
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TABLE [ii-1

SOLID WASTE PROJECTS ASSISTED BY

WMB CAP AND DEMO PROGRAMS

SUMMARY DATA
JULY 1988
WASTE TO ENERGY
NUMBER OF TOTAL TOTAL CAPACITY TRANSFER
YEAR 1 "PROJECTS | GRANTS | LOANS | (tonsiday) | RECYCLING REFUSE ccsury | STATION OTHER
DERIVED FUEL | MASSBU
[$577,250 |$759,663* | ‘ D
1985 $2,680,404 |$944,150 692 1 1 2 2
1986 6 $5.078,462 |0 458 3 2 1
(tire
processing)
1987 5 $804,459 $158,240 109 2 2 1
(one (tire
compost- processing
recycling expansion)
facility)
1988 3 $286,812 $199,750 30 1 1 1
through (integrated (emissions
July recycling - monitoring
compost equipment)
project)
TOTAL 22 $9,427,387 |$2,061,803 1420 5 2 5 7 3
*Includes Pennington County loan subsequently changed to grant.

SW/PR
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TABLE 1li-2

SOLID WASTE PROCESSING FACILITIES

FUNDED BY THE WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

THROUGH CAP AND DEMO PROGRAMS

August 1984 - June 1988

Location - Capacity: TPD Waste . % Capital . . .
Facility . Operaticnal WMB Award Cost Other Financing | 'Total Capital
Owner/Operator Tyoe Design/Opera- Assurance End Product * _ proiected (Date) Funded b Sour Cost
(WMB Program) yp ting Method(s) =rrol UWI\eIIB y urces
St. Paul: Ramsey | Recycled Glass July 1985 $277,250 Grant County Funds $678,000
County/Super Materials Metal $277,250 Loan City of St. Paul
Cycle (DEMOQ) Processing -Paper (Aug 29, 1984) Funds
Thief River Densified | 55/30 Hauler dRDF January 1985 $300,000 Grant 59 G. 0. Bonds $1.4 million
Falis:Pennington | Refuse Contracts Pellets $482,413 Loan*
County/Future Derived ' (Oct. 31, 1984)
Fuel (DEMO) Fuel
Rochester: Wastete | 200/180 Designation Steam 1987 $300,000 Grant 3 G. O. Bonds, Sale | $18 million
Olmsted County | Energy Ordinance Electricity $300,000 Loan of Foarmer State
(DEMO) (Jan. 27, 1985) Hospital
Duluth: Maodifica- | 400/200 Limited Landfill | RDF 1985 $300,000 Grant 13 WLSSD Funds, $4.6 million
City of tion Access (WLSSD | Fuel $300,000 Loan G. 0. Bonds
Duluth/Western | of RDF Designation (May 23, 1985)
Lake Superior Processing Authority)
Sanitary District
(DEMO)
Rochester: Recycled 20/5 None Glass June 1986 $300,000 Grant 88 County Funds $735,500
Olmsted Materials Metal $344,150 Loan
County/Ability Processing Paper (June 27, 1985),
Building Center
(DEMO)
Henning and Transfer 10/10Henning | County Service | MMSW used | Sept. 1986 $ 85,842 Grant 25 Service Fee $350,000
Detroit Lakes: Stations 40/60 Detroit Fee at Perham (Aug. 26, 1985) Revenue
Ottertail & Lakes Incinerator '
Becker Counties
(CAP)

In 1988, the legislature acted to forgive the Pennington County loan. Thus the entire amount is now grant funding.
WP/ISW/PRIFXS/KM eh 30c



TABLE IlI-2 CONTINUED

SOLID WASTE PROCESSING FACILITIES FUNDED
FUNDED BY THE WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
THROUGH CAP AND DEMO PROGRAMS

Location Capacity: Waste % Capital
Owner/Operator F?;::y DesigT:/gpera Assurance End Product *Ofiz.itj‘;:::j W,Y(Ig :t\;ard Fu ni;:_,s; By Othesz)i:zaér;cmg Tota(l:(c)?tpntal
(WMB Program) “ting Method(s) WMB
Carlton: Carlton | Transfer | 50/44 Limited Landfill | MSW used | 1986 $94,562Grant |23 | CountyFunds  |$405000
County (CAP) Station Access (WLSSD at WLSSD (Aug. 26, 1985) IRRRB Funds
Designation Coincinerator WLSSD
Authority)
Alexandria: Wasteto | 72/50 Hauler Contract | Steam 1987 $1,600,000 Grant | 24 G. 0. Bonds $6.550,000
Pope & Douglas | Energy {Oct. 31, 1985)
Counties (CAP)
Babbit Tire 3 million/ Statewide Tire Rubber 1987 $586,412 Grant 25 IRRB $2.345,647
St. Louis County/ | Processing || 900,000 Ban Fiber {lan. 16, 1986) DEED
Rubber Research | and {tires) Steel County Funds
Elastomerics Reclama-
(CAP) tion
Fergus Falls: Wasteto | 80/ Service Fee Steam 1988 $862,500 Grant 20 G.0. Bonds $4,355,000
City of Fergus Energy Contracts with (May 2, 1986) City Funds
Falls{CAP) Counties Pollution Control
Grant
Mantorvilie: "I Transfer 12/10 Designation MMSW used || 1986 $48,975 Grant 23 County Funds $215,000
Dodge County Station Ordinance at Olmsted {May 2, 1986) AMC Loan
(CAP) Co.
Incinerator
Fosston: Waste to 100/ Contracts with Steam 1988 $1,493,750 Grant | 21 G. O. Bonds $6,978,000
Polk County Energy Counties & (Sept. 11, 1986) DEED Grant
(CAP) Haulers
Winona: Waste Lo 150/ Contracts with Steam *1989 $2,000,000 Grant | 15 G. 0. Bonds $12,930,228
Winona County | Energy Counties; Electricity {Oct. 9, 1986)
{CAP) Hauler

WP/SW/PR/ExS//KM:eh
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TABLE 0il-2 CONTINUED

SOLID WASTE PROCESSING FACILITIES

FUNDED BY THE WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

THROUGH CAP AND DEMO PROGRAMS

30e

. e % Capital
Location - Capacity: TPD Waste . . .
Owner/Operator Ficnmy Desigr/Opera- Assurance End Product ?;-):rra;nor;az Wi\?g ltward . Cdoés; o Other Financing Total Capital
(if different) ype ting Method(s) - jecte ate) un y Sources Cost
WMB

| Park Rapids and | Two County Service MSW used at | £86,825 Grant un S!d

Guthrie: Transfer Fee Fergus Falls (Dec 18, 1986) Waste Mgmt.

Hubbard County | Stations Incinerator Funds

{(CAP)

Preston: Compost- | 25/20 Agreements Compost, 1988 $351,720 Grant 55 County Funds $733,440
Fillmore County | Recycling with Cities Glass, Paper, $48,240 Loan .
(DEMO) Facility Plastic, (March, 26, 1987)

Metal, etc.

Bemidji: Trensfer 61/42 Contracts with MMSW used | 1987 $46,000 Grant 25 County Funds $186,000
Beltrami County | Station Haulers at Polk Co. (April 23, 1987)

(CAP) Incinerator

Grand Marais: Recycling | /1 Nune Glass, Metal, | 1987 $62,755 Grant 50 County Funds $125,510
Cook County Center Paper, etc. (May 28, 1987)

(DEMO)

Babbitt; Tire 3 milliory Statewide Tire Rubber, 1987 $290,000 Grant 68 iRRB $590.,000
St. Louis County/ | Processing | 900,000 (tires) Ban Fiber, $110,000 Loan DEED

Rubber Research | and Steel (Aug. 27, 1987) County Funds

Elastomerics Reclaima-

(DEMO) uon
WP/SW/PR/ExS/KM:eh



TABLE [1l-2 CONTINUED

SOLID WASTE PROCESSING FACILITIES

FUNDED BY THE WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

THROUGH CAP AND DEMO PROGRAMS

Location
Owner/Operator
(if different)

Morris:

Facility
Type

Transfer

Capacity: TPD
Design/Opera-
ting

Waste
Assurance
Method(s)

Agreement with

End Product

Operational

* = Projected

MSW used at | o

WMB Award
{Date)

% Capital

Funded By

Cost

WMB

$53,984 Grant |25

Other Financing

Sources

County Funds

Total Captital
Cost

$215,934

30f

Stevens County | Station Haulers Fergus Falls {Nov. 19, 1987)
{CAP) Incinerator
Baudette: integrated | 10/ No Alternative Glass, Metal, | *1989 $199,750 Grant 99 County Funds $399,950
Lake of the Recycling Management Paper, Plastic, $119,750 Loan
Woods County and Facilities Compost (March 24, 1988)
(DEMO) Compost Available
Project
Red Wing: Wasteto | 72/72 informal Steam 1982 Facility $14,87S Grantfor |25 City Funds $59,500 for
City of Red Wing | Energy Agreements Operational; | Emissions Emissions
{(CAP) with Haulers *1988 Monitoring Monitoring
Emissions Equipment Equipment
Monitoring (January 28, 1988)
Equipment
Installation
Browerville: Transfer 20/ County Service MSW used at | *1988 $72,187 Grant 21 County Funds $341,750
Todd County Station Fee Fergus Falis {March 24, 1988)
(CAP) or Perham
Incinerators
WPRW/PR/ExS/TKM:eh



: TABLE lil-3
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECTS FUNDED BY WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD THROUGH LOW-TECH GRANTS PROGRAM
JULY, 1988

Applicant

Project Manager/
Operator

Project Type

Capacity: TPD
Design/Opera

ting

Operational

*projected

WMB
Award
(date)

% Project
Costs
Funded by
WMB for
First Year

Other
Financing
Sources

Projected
Cost for
First Year

Collection Trailer

Fillmore |Fillmore County/ |Public Education $50,000 County "
County Private Haulers Recyclable and 12/ 1988* (April 28, 45 Funds $112,158
Compostable 1988)
Collection
Winona |Winona County/ |Public Education, | =7/ $50,000 County
County ORC Industries Recyclables 1988* (June 30, 35 Funds $143,656
Inc. Collection Truck 1988)
Swift Swift County/ Public Education, $37,500 County
County Local Haulers Recyclables 2/ 1989* (August 25, 28 Funds $134,590
Collection, 1988)
Collection Trailer,
Drop Boxes
Goodhue |Cannon Valley Public Education, $37,500 County
County Environmental Recyclables 2/ 1988* (August 25, 35 Funds, $105,067
Coalition/Local Collection, 1988) City of
Hauler Containers, Cannon
Trailers Falls, Local
Hauler
Mower Mower Public Education, $37,500 County
County County/Cedar Curbside and 2/ 1988* (August 25, 15 Funds $252,333
Valle Drop-off box, 1988)
Rehabilitation Recyclables
Workshop Collection Trailer
Douglas |Douglas County/ |[Public Education $37,500 County
County Local Hauler Curbside and 2/ 1988* (August 25, 35 Funds $107,019
Drop-off box 1988)
Recyclables
Collection

WH/SW/PR/E XS/KMigh
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Table tli-4

ENVIRONMENTAL TESTING PROJECTS FUNDED BY THE WASTE

MANAGEMENT BOARD THROUGH THE TEST PROGRAM

JULY 1988
Location _ .
- . Requested Grant WMB Award % Project Costs
Owner/Operator Facility Type Project Type J

(ifdéﬁg’ent ylyp ) yp Amount (date) Funded by WMB
WLSSD RDF Processing Characterization (October 22, 1987)
Fosston: Waste to Energy || Air Quality $89,180 $82,180 92
Polk County (January 28, 1988)
Red Wing: Waste to Energy | Air Quality $71,747 $69,297 97
City of Red Wing (May 26, 1988)
Thief River Falls: RDF Facility Particulate $ 5,965 $ 5,965 100
Pennington Emissions Testing (May 26, 1988)
County

WP/SW/PR/ExS/KM:dc
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procurement policies and practices that emphasize reduction and
recycling.

2. A Waste Education program, established by the
legislature in 1987 at a funding level of $190,000 for the
biennium, has responsibility for developing and implementing a
program of public education on waste management. The majority of
the work is done through the Waste Education Coalition, described
in greater detail in the chapter and background paper on Waste
Education.

3. Industrial Waste Programs, including planning, technical
assistance, and financial assistance for the improved management
of nonhazardous industrial wastes, include grants for reduction
and for processing facility development, and technical assistance
through the Minnesota Technical Assistance Program (MnTAP).

4. Waste Tire Programs include waste tire dump abatement,
facility permitting, and waste tire processing grant and loan
programs. A separate Tire Progress Report was submitted to the
legislature in November 1988.

5. Used 0il Management technical and financial assistance
includes grants to counties for the purchase and installation of
storage tanks to collect used oil and loans for the purchase of
used oil processing equipment. Finally, the Board recently
awarded a $50,000 matching grant to a company to perform an
economic feasibility study of a used oil recycling facility in
the state.

6. The state's County Planning and Certificate of Need
assistance and approval program and assistance and approval of
local designation (flow control) activities. These
responsibilities are discussed in detail in the chapter on County
Planning.

Table III-5 shows an overview of staffing and funding levels for
these prograns.

Other State Agency Roles

Other state agencies have responsibilities related to the
management of solid waste in the state.

1. The Environmental Quality Board's (EQB) activities in
the area of waste have recently focused on waste education and
are discussed in that chapter and background paper.

2. The Department of Administration (DOA) is charged with
responsibility for administering a State Government Resource
Recovery Program. This program includes stimulating the recycling
and reuse of products in state government and the encouragement
of procurement practices which emphasize the use of recycled
materials. DOA is also responsible for enforcing the Governor's
Executive Order on recycling. Further information on these
programs will be found in the chapters on recycling and
reduction.
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TABLE IlI-5
FUNDING LEVELS

THROUGH JULY 1988

PROGRAM NAME
(Year Program Established)

B

STAFF
COMMITMENT

FUNDS CURRENTLY
AVAILABLE/DEDICATED

TOTAL
GRANT/LOAN
SPENDING TO
DATE

SOURCE OF
FUNDS

SOLID WASTE DISTRICTS (1980)
SUPPLEMENTARY REVIEW (1980)

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
e DEMO (1980) 6 $ 413,525 $ 4,443,278 | Gen.Ob.Bonds
@ CAP (1985) 9,848,991 7,908,412 |~ "
e LOW-TECH (1987) 150,000 0 |Gen.Rev. Funds
® TEST (1987) Funding Through CAP 252,597
MARKET DEVELOPMENT (1987) 3 200,000 ($130,000 available for 0 |General Fund
grants)
WASTE EDUCATION (1987) 2 190,000 75,025 | General Fund
INDUSTRIAL WASTE (1987)
® GRANTS 1.25 140,000 60,000 | General Fund
e MINTAP 0.5 15,000
WASTE TIRES (1987)
@ PERMITTING 2 Motor
@ PROCESSING FACILITY 2 980,000 0 | Vehicle
DEVELOPMENT Transfer
© ABATEMENT 2 2,200,000 589,647 |Fund
USED OIL (1988)
® GRANTS 0.25 $ 400,000 (through FY 1989) 0 | Motor Vehicle
® LOANS 0.25 0 |Transfer Fund
COUNTY SOLID WASTE (1987) No specific appropriation. Covered
PLANNING ASSISTANCE (1987) under General Operations and
SOLID WASTE DESIGNATION (1980) 7 Management Budget. NA General Fund

WP/SW/PR/ECS/KM:dc




3. The Environmental Education Board and State Department
of Education have roles in the area of waste education. Their
involvement is further described in the chapter on Waste
Education.

4. The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) sponsors the
Minnesota Clean Rivers Project to clean illegally dumped waste
from lands over which the DNR has jurisdiction.

5. The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT)
collects illegally dumped waste from roadsides and other state-
owned land.

Local and Regional Government Roles

Local government and regional programs are important to solid
waste management. Local government roles have been established
in Minn. Stat. chs. 400 and 473. County involvement has varied
from only regulatory to complete ownership and operation of solid
waste management facilities. The Waste Management Act Amendments
of 1984 further clarified county roles. Counties are required to
plan, develop and implement programs that reduce their reliance
on land disposal of solid waste. Counties must also determine
land disposal capacity needs for a ten-year planning period.

The Western Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) was created
by the legislature in 1971 (Minnesota Laws 1971, Chapter 478) to
collect, treat, and dispose of sewage. The district includes
parts of Carlton and St. Louis counties. 1In 1974, the
legislature authorized WLSSD to regulate solid waste under a
comprehensive solid waste management plan.

In the Metropolitan Area, the Metropolitan Council is responsible
for developing a long-range policy plan. The major policies
contained in the 1985 plan are:

* Termination of land disposal of unprocessed mixed
municipal solid waste by 1990;

* Achieving an additional 4 percent waste reduction by
1990;

* Processing of 80 percent of solid waste including
materials recovery, energy recovery and composting by
1990; :

* Achieving an additional 16 percent source separation of
recyclables and yard waste by 1990; and

* Coordination of education programs.

Counties in the Metropolitan Area are required to adopt and
implement management plans that complement this regional plan.

Counties statewide are authorized to adopt ordinances for the

protection of public health and the environment and to control
nuisances. Enforcement of the ordinances is sporadic.
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Cities have the authority to organize collection of waste, issue
licenses for collection, zone property, abate nuisances, and
conduct activities to protect the public health and welfare of
their citizens. Cities may also own and operate resource
recovery facilities and landfills. Cities are not required to
report their activities to any state agency; thus, little
information is available on their participation in the state's
solid waste management system. However, in the Metropolitan Area
they are required to implement recycling prograns.
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CHAPTER 1IV: COUNTY PLANNING

Introduction

The Waste Management Act requires all counties in Minnesota to
complete comprehensive solid waste management plans. Counties in
the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area complete their plans under
procedures developed by the Metropolitan Council. Counties in
Greater Minnesota complete plans under procedures administered by
the MPCA. This county planning procedure is a key step in the
development of improved waste management practices in the state.
The act and rules implementing the planning process contain
specific requlrements for plan contents. In general, the process
should result in a document which addresses the county's needs,
identifies the most feasible and prudent alternatives for future
waste management, and indicates how the county intends to develop
and implement desirable alternatives. Cities and towns located
within the county are encouraged to comply with the completed
plan.

Closely linked to the planning process are the issuance of
certificates-of-need for land disposal capacity and the
development, where appropriate, of designation (flow control)
plans and ordinances. The MPCA also administers these programs in
Greater Minnesota.

Current Status of Planning Activities

As of September 1988, 37 of the 80 Greater Minnesota counties
have had plans approved Another 39 have submitted plans for
review. Five plans are in the development stage, and three
counties have just begun the planning process. (See Map IV-=1).
Because of the potential advantages of regional cooperation, many
counties have worked or are working together to produce plans.
Ten regional groups including 48 counties are working to jointly
develop plans. (See Map IV-2). In general, counties have
responded very well to the legislative mandate and the level of
local planning activities taklng place in Minnesota appears to
significantly exceed that in most other states.

Because of the relatively recent completion date for most of the
plans, the success in implementing the programs and projects
proposed in plans is difficult and has not been evaluated. In the
future as more counties develop implementation experience, it
will be important to review and evaluate performance. While a
systematic, county by county evaluation of plan implementation
has not been done, it is possible to make some general,
preliminary assessments of the process. The extensive development
of waste to energy fa0111t1es, the growing number of composting
projects, and increasing recycling activities in Greater
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COUNTY PLANNING STATUS
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Minnesota are, in the aggregate, general indicators of the
progress being made in landfill abatement and resource recovery,
two key goals of the planning process. However, as noted in the
recycling background paper, the development of recycling
activities in Greater Minnesota has not met expectations. The
causes for this relatively slow development are discussed in the
chapter and background paper on recycling.

Contents of Approved Plans

Specific requirements for county solid waste management plans are
detailed in the Waste Management Act (Minn. Stat. §115A.46,
subds. 1 and 2. (1986)) and the Comprehensive Solid Waste
Management Planning and Certificate of Need Rule (Minn. Rules
pts. 9215.0100-0250) .

Plans are required to address the goals of the Act (Minn. Stat. §
115A.02) :

* reduction in waste generated;

* separation and recovery of materials and energy from waste

* reduction in indiscriminate dependence on disposal of
waste;

* coordination of solid waste management among political
subdivisions; and

* orderly and deliberate development and financial security
of waste facilities including disposal facilities.

In addition to a description of the current solid waste system in
the county, plans are required to develop specific strategies and
programs for waste reduction, recycling, yard waste composting,
and MSW composting and/or energy recovery. Table IV-1 shows the

tenth year landfill abatement goals for the county plans approved.

through 1987. While the detailed goals differ among counties,
the Table clearly shows that counties are planning to
significantly reduce their reliance on land disposal. The reader
should note that these figures are goals and .do not reflect the
current status of implementation.

Other key requirements include addressing the following issues
(Minn. Stat. §115A.46, subd. 2):

* encouragement of the ownership and operation of solid
waste facilities by private industry; and

* development of criteria and standards to protect existing
facilities from displacement.

Plans vary in terms of the level of attention to these goals,

although, in general, they do not receive the same level of
attention as the landfill abatement portions of the plans.
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Table V-1
Landfill Abatement Goals by County 1 (percentage by Weight)2
To be Achieved by Year 10

Waste Yard Waste MSW Composting Land-
County/Author 1.4 Date of Plan Red ucton Recycding | Composting angéggizfrgy fill3
Goal Goal Goal Goal y

Beltrami/SWO 1986 Addendum | 2 8
Clearwater/SWO 1986 Addendum 2 20 8 53 17
Mahnomen/SWO 1986 Addendum 2 20 8 53 17
Norman/SWQO 1986 Addendum 2 20 8 53 17
Polk/SWO 1986 Addendum 2 20 8 53 17
Pennington County 1984 Addendum 1 10 1 53 35
Cook/ARDC 1984 Addendum 1 3 1 - 95
Carlton/PRA 1986 1 1 1 27 70
Dodge/Bob Pulford Amended 10/85 2 5 <1 34 59
Chisago/Hickok 1987 1 1 1 70 17
Isanti/Hickok 1987 1 11 1 74 13
KanabedHickok 1987 1 11 1 74 13
Mille Lacs/Hickok 1987 1 11 1 54 34
Pine/Hickok 1987 1 11 1 60 27
Benton/HDR 1987 Addendum 1 10 ) 444 35
Sherburne/HDR 1987 Addendum 2 10 9 414 38
Stearns/HDR 1987 Addendum 2 15 9 504 24
Steele/RCM 1987 1 14 3 62 21

" For counties with plans approved through 1987.

Some plans do not contain goals.
Z Totals may not add to 100 due to rounding.
3 Does not include residuals
4 ARDC - Arrowhead Regional Development Commission, HDR-HDR Techserv, Inc., Hickok-Eugene A. Hickok &
Associates, PRA-Pope Reid Associates, RCM-Rieke Carrol Muller Associates, inc., SWO-Solid Waste Officer, WSN-
Widceth Smith Naltina & Associates, Inc




Minnesota Rules pts. 9215.0100-0250 set forth a schedule for
submittal and revision of plans as well as a process for
determining what is "feasible and prudent." Plans must contain a
comparative cost analysis for the existing system, proposed
system, and an alternative system. The cost of each component is
adjusted using a formula to reflect environmental impacts, and
summed for the ten-year period. The aggregate ten-year costs can
then be compared for the existing, proposed, and alternative
systems.

Regional Planning

Two types of regional organizations can be formed by counties to
operate a solid waste management system. Minn. Stat. §471.59
authorizes two or more counties to enter into a cooperative
agreement, called a "joint powers agreement” to jointly operate a
solid waste management program. A joint powers agreement is a
voluntary arrangement. Minn. Stat. §115A.63, subd. 2 authorizes
the creation of waste management districts. The boards of two or
more counties ¢an request the creation of a district by petition
to the MPCA. The petition must show that the counties are unable
to use a joint powers agreement to accomplish the same purpose.

A waste management district may include a county which does not
voluntarily choose to participate.

Designation Planning

Minn. Stat. §115A.81, subd.2 authorizes counties to require "that

all or any portion of the mixed municipal solid waste that is

generated in its [a county or district's] boundaries or any

service area thereof be delivered to a resource recovery facility

identified by the district or county." At present, designation

plans cannot be used to direct waste to land disposal, recycling,
or yard waste composting facilities.

The designation process consists of two primary stages:

* a designation plan is developed by the county and approved
by the State; and

* a designation ordinance is developed by the county and
approved by the State.

Since the designation process was established by the legislature
in 1982, designation plans for ten counties in Greater Minnesota
have been reviewed and approved by the WMB.

Issues in County Planning

While the planning process is producing progress in solid waste
policies and programs around the state, local planning and
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implementation efforts continue to be affected by a number of
barriers, including:

* ¥

% % % ¥ ¥ % %

historical lack of federal and state leadership;
uncertainty regarding necessary environmental protection
measures;

the overall financial status of some counties;
the existence of cheap landfill capacity;

public attitudes;

lack of markets for recovered resources;
difficulties in inter-county cooperation;
inefficient or ineffective past planning;

lack of local leadership and expertise; and

the lead time needed to effect change.

Acceleration of the implementation of improved waste management
practices around the state will require that these barriers be
addressed.
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CHAPTER V: AMOUNT OF WASTE GENERATED

Introduction

No accurate, comprehensive data exist on the amount of solid
waste generated in Minnesota. Further, no system is currently in
place in the state to gather and aggregate this data. At best,
what is available are estimates based primarily on land dlsposal
facility receipt records (requlred by MPCA rules), hauler surveys
done by individual counties in their solid waste plannlng
efforts, and extrapolations from per-capita generation estimates
done by consultant studies in the late 1970s and early 1980s.

Extrapolating from Land Disposal Data

The most consistent data regarding waste generation statewide
comes from the reports submitted to the MPCA by all land disposal
facility operators in the state. Beginning in 1980 this data was
computerized and can be analyzed and tabulated easily. The
reported data from land dlsposal facilities indicate that the
amount of waste landfilled in the state has remained relatively
constant since 1980 at approximately 10.2 million cubic yards per
year. Using a conversion factor of 3.33 cubic yards per ton
yields a per ton figure of slightly over 3 million tons per year.

While these data are perhaps the best available, they suffer from
a number of limitations: first, the information provided is not
audited; second, the majority of the state's landfills do not
have scales so report in cubic yards which must be converted to
tons using a very rough approximation; third, these numbers do
not include any waste that is shipped outside of the state for
disposal but do include waste imported for disposal into the
state.

A more significant limitation of using land disposal facility
reports for estimating total generation is that they do not
capture waste that may be managed by other technologies. At the
present time no aggregate data exists for these quantities. A
1986 estimate by MPCA staff put the total for these three
activities at approximately 1.1 million cubic yards per year.
This translates to a total generation estimate of 11.1 million
cubic yards per year, which translates to a total generation
estimate of approximately 3.3 million tons per year.

Aggregating County Estimates

Another approach to estimating total state waste generation is to
sum the individual estimates being made by counties under the
county planning process. MPCA staff utilized these estimates and
other data in 1987 to develop a ton-per-day estimate for each
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county in the state. These estimates are shown in Map V-1.
Aggregating these figures gives an estimate of 3.25 million tons
per year. This compares relatively closely with the 3.3 million
ton estimate noted above. Table V-1 summarizes these estinmates.

Per Capita Estimates

Another method frequently used by counties in estimating total
waste generation is to make use of per-capita estimates derived
from local studies such as hauler surveys and engineering
estimates. For Greater Minnesota, a study frequently cited is
the Minnesota Resource Recovery Plan (MRRP) done by Barr
Engineering and Gordian Associates in 1979. Based on discussions
with MPCA staff and on a review of the technical literature, this
study developed per capita generation rates ranging from 2.0 to
3.6 pounds per capita per day, depending on the size of the
community. This figure includes residential, commercial, and
business waste, but does not include industrial waste or
demolition debris.

Several other studies have been done in Minnesota and nationally
which contain similar estimates. While most results fall within a
similar range, results are very hard to compare in detail because
of differences in the sector included (some include just
residential, others include business and commercial) and
differing population characteristics included in the residential
category. Using the 3.3 million ton per year figure and dividing
by the approximately 4 million population, produces a per capita,
per day estimate for Minnesota of 4.3 pounds per day for all
mixed municipal solid waste (including commercial, business, and
institutional.)

Waste Composition

" The composition of the waste stream is extremely important in
terms of the environmental problems that might be caused by the
management of a particular waste stream, and in determining the
potential quantities available for various waste management
technologies. Composition varies significantly by location
characteristics (e.g., urban vs. rural) and seasonally. Because
of the expense involved in doing accurate and careful composition
studies, few have been done in Minnesota. The results of two
recent studies are shown in Table V-2. Nationally, the most
complete study has been done by Franklin Associates. This study
includes historical trends and prOJectlons. The results of this
study are shown in Table V-3.

Waste Generation Trends: Amount of Waste Generated

Many factors influence‘the amount of waste generated, including
changes . in population, the health of the economy, and the success
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MAP V-1
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TABLE V-1
TOTAL SOLID WASTE GENERATION ESTIMATES
GREATER MINNES