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Scott County Regional Solid Waste Executive Summary

The State of Tennessee passed the Solid Waste Management Act in 1991, which required
the formation of municipal solid waste planning regions. In accordance with the solid
waste management act, Scott County formed a single county region. Scott County had
talked to Campbell, Morgan and Fentress County aboutforming a multi-county region, but
they decided it was best to let each county form their own plan for the State and possibly
later look at some regional concepts on certain components of the solid waste system.
The Solid Waste Board whose members are Chairman Waiter Marlow, Paul Strunk, Alice
Laxton, Wesley Riggins and Ralph Hoffman represent the County and the municipalities
of Oneida, Huntsville and Winfield. The Solid Waste Board feels the need for some
regional cooperation, such as the sharing of a Class IV landfill or the sharing of a material
processing center to provide for better efficiency through larger quantities of recyclable
material that could provide a better marketing price. The Scott County Region Solid Waste
Board feels that regional cooperation will become a necessity in the future as costs
continue to rise in solid waste management.

After completion of the needs assessment done in 1992 by the East Tennessee
Development District with the help of various county and city officials, the Solid Waste
Board began dissecting the gathered information and formulating a solid waste plan. It
should be noted that County Executive Clarence Lowe and Jetta Lloyd of the Scott
County Finance Department provided extensive help on the plan, which allowed for a
continuous fine of communication between the Solid Waste Board and the County
Commission. Using the State guidelines, the Scott County Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan consists of five major components, waste reduction, collection,
disposal, recycling and education. In the following discussion each component will be
looked at in terms of what is currently in place, what is needed to meet State guidelines
and what is being planned for in the 10 year planning period.

Before we begin our discussion some terminology and background information is needed
on the Scott County region. The region of Scott County is 532.1 square miles and has a
. population of 18,167. The urban population consist of the following municipalities,
Huntsville, Oneida and Winfield which make up 19.5% of the total population of Scott
County.
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Throughout the discussion you will see the terminology Class |, Class I, Class lli and
Class IV landfills being used to discuss the solid waste management plan. A Class |
landfill is a sanitary landfill which serves a municipal, institutional and\or rural population
and is used for disposal of domestic wastes, commercial wastes, institutional wastes,
municipa! wastes, bulky wastes, landscaping and land clearing wastes, industrial wastes,
construction\demolition wastes, farming wastes, discarded automotive tires and dead
animals. To sum it up, basically, just about anything can go into a Class ! landfill. A Class
Hl disposal facility is a landfill which receives waste which is generated by one or more
industrial or manufacturing plants and is used for the disposal of solid waste generated
by such plants. A Class Il disposal facility is a landfili which is used for the disposal of
farming wastes, landscaping and land clearing wastes and\or certain special wastes
having similar characteristics. The Class IV landfill is used for the disposal of
construction\demolition wastes and/or certain special wastes having similar characteristics.

The first component that we will look at is Waste Reduction. Scott County currently
produces nearly 14,433 tons of waste per year that goes to the publicly owned, privately
operated Class | landfill that will be closed by October, 1996. Scott County also has
nearly 28% or 5,593 ton's per year of un-managed waste that is not going into the Class
| tandfill, but instead the waste is being discarded along the roadsides and over the
mountain bluffs. The region of Scott County currently has no publicly supported or
operated waste reduction program, but.some private individuals dabble in composting and
some industries and commercial establishments have some in-house recycling programs
that divert an estimated 1% of waste from the Class | landfill. The State of Tennessee is
requiring that all regions meet a 25% reduction of waste from the Class [ landfill and as
you can see 1% is a long way from 25%. The solid waste board feels that there are three
ways that the region of Scott County can meet this 25% reduction goal: source reduction,
waste diversion, and recycling. Source reduction is basically the ability to not use virgin
material and reuse material, which will help the environment and keep additional items
from reaching the Class | landfill. The solid waste board feels that the region can get a 1%
reduction of waste from this concept. The Solid Waste Board has contacted CIS with the
State to help industries develop a source reduction plan, but the bottom line is profit for
the companies. If they can see a direct benefit, they will participate at a more greater
scale than the 1% projected amount.
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The next element is waste diversion which can be met by taking certain items to another
site or by using another disposal method that will keep the items from going into a Class
| landiill. Class H, lil, and 1V landfills can be used to meet this diversion of waste from the
Class 1 landifill. Due to the compaosition of Scott County Regional waste, the Solid Waste
Board feels that diverting waste to a Class IV tandfill will be the most economical to Scott
County. It is estimated that the Region of Scott County can divert nearly 15% or 2,527
fon's per year of waste from the Class 1 landfill by using a Class IV landfill. The solid
waste board looked at the construction of Class IV landfill, but felt that current waste
tonnage is not enough to justify building a Class IV landifili for Scott County waste only.
The solid waste board feels that if Scott County builds a Class IV landfill, then they need
to be able to take other outside county Class IV waste to justify its construction. The
region of Scott County will integrate the Class IV diversion by building a Class | & Class
IV waste transfer station, which will be discussed in greater detail under the component
disposal, and transport their Class IV waste to a Class IV {andfill. The overall budget for
the transfer station to handle both Class | and Class IV waste will be looked at under the
disposai component.

Even with both of these elements in place, the region of Scott County still does not meet
the 25% reduction goal set by the State. The final element that the Solid Waste Board
feels is needed is recycling. Since recycling is considered a part of the waste reduction,
we will discuss the recycling component at this time. Currently no public recycling
programs are being administered within the region of Scott County. Scott Appalachian
Industries has been providing some recycling for industries in the County, but overall
amounts of waste recycled has been small. The State of Tennessee has set a goal for
each region to have a least one recycling drop-off point in the Region by December 31,
1995. The Scott County Regional Solid Waste Board plans to put the first recycling drop-
off at the new transfer station. This will allow the cities to bring in their recyciable
material, along with their other waste to a centrai location. The Solid Waste Board feels
that as the education program gets started and as markets are established for the .
recyclable material, it will be necessary for the recycling program to expand into more than
one site, such as the cities providing door to door collection of recylable material. The
solid waste 10-year plan calls for the integrating of recycling into the convenience centers,
which would allow easier access for the public to drop off their recyclable material. The
following table represents the 10 year budget for the recycling program.
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Annual Capital and Operating Costs for Recycling Program

Recycling

Program: 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Capital Costs:

Equipment: $8,954 $4,477 $4,477 $4,477 $4,477 $4.477

Sinking Fund; $4.477 $4,477 $4,477 $4,477 $4,477 $4,477 $4,477 $4,477 $4.477
it o

Total Capital

Costs: $13,431 $8,954 $8,054 $8,954 $8,954 $8,954 $4,477 $4,474 $4,47

Operation Costs:

Personnek:* $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $Cﬂ

Transportation: $645 $1,290 $1,934 $2,579 $3,234 $3,869 $3,869 $3,869 $3.86%

Publicity &

Education: $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1.000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,

Sub-Total: $1,645 $2,290 $2,934 $3,579 $4,224 $4,869 $4,869 $4,869 $4,86

3.4% CLU $78 $100 $122 $143 $165 $263 $497 $6624

Total Cperation

Costs: $1,645 $2,368 $3,034 $3,701 $4,367 $5,035 $5,132 $5,366 $5,531

Total Capitat &

Operation Costs: $15,076 $11,322 $11,088 $12,655 $13,321 $13,989 $9,609 $9,843 $10,0

The Year 1994 no money was anticipated being spent for recycling and for that reason the 1994 table was left off.

* Personnel will be handied by the Convenience Center operators.

It is the board's belief that the cities should integrate recycling into their garbage collection.
The fact that tipping fees will increase and as recyclable markets are better established,
receiving monetary amounts for your recyclable will increase. The incentive will be there for
the cities to recycle, along with the public demand to set up a recycling program. Also, the
cities should work with the county to better utilize recycling equipment so that their is no
duplication of equipment or service. The same holds true for the industries and commercial
establishments that will be more willing to recycle when they can directly see a cost savings.
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To summarize the components waste reduction and recycling are new avenues that the region
of Scott County will be exploring in the future. The Solid Waste Board will play an important role
by looking at other program already established and learn from their experiences in order to
provide the best possible waste reduction program for the region of Scoit County. To reiterate,
currently the region of Scott County has no waste reduction or recycling program in place. The
State of Tennessee is requiring that waste going into Class | landfills be reduced by 25% in the
year 1995. Also, the State is requiring at least one recycling drop point off by 1996. The region
of Scott County's plan to meet these requirements is to provide source reduction, waste diversion
and recycling that will reduce the waste going into the Class | landfill by 29%. The regional plan
will also implement recycling drop offs at all of the six convenience centers.

The next component is collection of which the cities and private haulers make up the current
system in the region of Scott County. Currently, nearly 7,324 residents have door-to-door
collection of waste, which still leaves 10,843 residents unserved. Using the State formula for the
minimum level of solid waste collection service required in the region, the region of Scott County
must have at least one convenience center in place by January 1, 1996. The Solid Waste Board
feels that fo better serve the public the solid waste plan should provide a total of six convenience
centers, phased in over the next 10 year budget period. The following table represents the capital
and operating cost of the convenience centers over the next 10 year planning period. These
convenience centers will allow other components to be integrated into a more complete solid
waste system. Such elements as recycling and household hazardous waste drop-off points at the
centers, will make the solid waste management plan and its components more accessible to the
general public. The cities will continue to provided door-to-door cotlection and may utilize the
convenience centers for their recycling, if the centers are located near the municipalities.

In summary, currently the region of Scott County has no county wide collection program for its
citizens. The State of Tennessee is requiring that at least one State certified convenience center
be in place by 1996, The regional solid waste plan is calling for six convenience centers to be
built over the next 10 year planning period.

(5)



Annual Capital and Operating Costs for a Collection Program

Collection Program: 1995 1996 1997 1988 1999 2000 2091 2002 2003
Capital Costs:
Properly Acqulsition:
$4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000 $4,000
Canstruction: $28,400 $28,400 $28,400 $28,400 $26,400 $28,400
Sinking Fund: $4905|  $4,905) $4,905 $4,805 $4,905 $4,905 $4,905 $4,905 $4,905

1 Equipment: $7.394 $7.394 $7,304 $7,394 $7,394 $7.354

Total Capital Cosfs:
$44,699 $44,609 $44,699 $44,609 $44,609 $4,905 $4,905 $4,905 §4,908]

' Operation Costs:

H Personnel; $9,100 $16,200 _ $27,300 $36,400 $45,500 $54,600 $54,600 $54,600 554,501
Transportation; $3.211 $3,211 | $3.211 $3,211 $3.211 o §3.z21 $3,211 o %3211 §3,_21!|
Sub-Total: $12,31 $21.411 $30,511 $39,611 $48,711 $57.81 $57.861 $57,811 §57,811)
3.4% CLi $728 $2,075 $4,040 36,625 $9,828 $11,793 $13,759 §15,724
Total Operation :

Costa: $12,314 $22,139 $32,586 $43,851 $65,356 $67,639 $60,604 §71,570 §73,534
Total Capital &
Operation Costs: $57,010 $66,838 $77,285 $88,350 $100,035 $112,338 $74,500 $76,475 §78,441[

Since no money s anticipatad being spent in 1994 for collection program the table for 1994 was left off.

The next component is disposal of which the region currently has a Class | landfill that will be
closed by October, 1996. The Solid Waste Board looked at the possibility of building a Scott
County publicly owned Class | landfill, however, producing 45 tons of waste per day does not
make the construction of a Class | landfill economical feasible. The Solid Waste Board feels that
this is another area where regional cooperation could be of great benefit to all parties concerned.
However, at this time each County is doing its own thing and only the future holds the answers
to what will happen. The Solid Waste Board feels that the best way for the region of Scott County
to handle it's Class | waste is to haul it to a permitted Class | facility. The region of Scott County
will build a transfer station to haul their Class | and Class IV waste. Cities, industries, commercial
establishments and private individuals will play a major role in that they will pay a tipping fee to
help offset the cost of hauling the waste. It should be noted that under the present circumstances,
tipping fees would be much higher if the region of Scott County were to build its own Class | and
Class IV landfills, Waste from the convenience centers will be picked up and hauled to transfer
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stations. The following 10-year budget shows the capital and operating costs of a transfer station
for the region of Scott County. Please note, that two different cost estimates will be shown below.
Option # 1 is to build a transfer station to haul Class | waste only. Option # 2 is to build a transfer
station to haul Class | and Class IV waste.

Annual Capital and Operating Costs for a Transfer Station
Option # 1 (Class | Waste)

Transter Program: 1906 1897 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 |
Capital Costs:

Construction: $107,900

Equipment: $167,600 "
Sinking Fund: $32,817 $32,817 $32,817 $32817 $32,817 $32,817 $32,817
Total Capital

Costs: $275,500 $32,817 $32,817 $32,817 $32,817 $32,817 $32,817 $32,81

Operation Costs:

Personnel: $38,700 $38,700 $38,700 $38,700 $38,700 $38,700 $38,700 $35.700|
Utilities: $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2.400|
Transportation: $22,481 $22,401 $22,481 $22,481 $22,481 $22,481 $22,481 $22,481 |
Disposal Fee: $291,375 $201,375| $201,375|  $201,375] $201,375| $291,375|  $281,375 $291 .375|
Sub-Total: $354,956 $354,956]  $354,956| $354,956) $354,956| $354,956]  $354,956 $354,9
34%CLE $12,069 $24,137 $36,206 $48,274 $60,343 572,411 $84,48

Total Operation

Costs: $354,956 $367,025 $379,093 $391,162 $403,230 $415,299 $427,367 $439,436
Total Capital &
Operation Costs: $630,456 $399,842 $411,910 $423,979 $436,047 $448,116 $460,184 $472,253)

No anticipated money 18 1o be spent in 1994 & 1995 for the transler station.
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Annual Capital and Operating Cost for a Transfer Station
Option # 2 (Class | & IV Waste)

[ Program 1996 1997 1998 1989 2000 2001 2002 2003
8ysterm:
Capital
Costs:
Construction: $222,000
Equipment: $366,200
Sinking Fund: $76,133 $76,133 $76,133 $76,133 $76,133 $76,133 $76,133 $76,133
Total Capital - '
Il Costs: ¢664333|  ¢76133]  sveias|  s7et33|  $ve133]  $78,133|  $76,133 $76,133
QOperation
Costs:
Patsonnel: $60,372 $60,372 $60,372 $60,372 $60,372 $60,373 $60,374 $60,372
Transp: $33,721 $33,721 ' $33,721 $33,721 $33,721 $33,721 $33,721 $33.721
Disposal Fee: $201,375 $291,375 .$291 375 $291,375 $201,375 $291,375 $291,375 $201 .37ﬁ|
Utiities: $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 $2,400 szaoﬂ!
" Sub-Total: $3a7,868| ¢3s7ees| sasv.ees| goer.ees| ¢aev.ees| s3sv.ees|  $3ev.868 sas'r.ese“
" 3.4% cu $13,188 $26,375 $39,563 $52,750 © $65,938 $79,125 392,31d
Total
Operation $387.,868 $401,056 $414,243 $427 431 $440,618 $453,806 $466,993 $480,181]
Costs:
Total Capital
& Cperation $1,052,201 $477,189 $490,376 $503,564 $516,751 $529,939 $543,126 $558.314}I
Costs:
No monay is anticipated being spent in 1004 & 1995

or a transier station.

The final component and probably the most important component is education. If the public
is not aware of or is not taught the importance of proper solid waste practices, then all of the
other components will be unsuccessful. Since the region of Scott County does not have a
solid waste education program in place, the Solid Waste Board feels that becoming part of
the Keep America Beautifu! program will be beneficial to the region. The Oneida Independant
School District along with the Scott Count School District has indicated their interest in the
education program and the other cities have shown interest in helping through public
functions. The industries have shown interest in the education program either through
monetary contributions or education of their work force. The following table will illustrate the
10 year budget for the education program.
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Annual Capital and Operating Costs for Education Program

Education 1894 1905 1996 1997 1998 1989 2000 2001 2002
Program:

2002

Capital
Cosls:

KAB
Franchise $2,000
Fee:

Total
Caplta! $2,000
Costs:

Operation
Costs:

Personnak $6,500 $6,500 $6,500 $6,500 $6,600 $6,500 $6,500 $6,500 $6,600

Oftice .
Supplies: $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000

Publicity: $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 - $1,000 $1,000 $1,600 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000

KAB
Annuat $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200
Fee:

Sub-Total: $6,500 $6,500 $6,700 $6,700 $6,700 $6,700 $6,700 $6,700 $6,700

3.4% CLI §289 §578 $887 §1,183 $1,479 $1,775 $2,071 $2,380 $2,678

i

Total
Operation 48,789 $9,078 $9,587 $9,883 $10,179 $10,475 $10,771 $11,130 $11,428
Costs:

$11,72

Total
Capital & $8,789 $11,078 $9,687 $9,883 $10,179 $10,476 $10,771 $11,130 $11,428
QOperation
Costs:

$11,729

Finally, household hazardous waste needs to be addressed in the 10 year planning period.
At this time HHW coliection only includes motor fluids and oil filters, but eventually may
progress into paint cans and aerosof cans. The region of Scoft County currently utilizes the
private sector to collect these items, mostly the automotive serivce centers. The Solid Waste
Board does not want to replace the private sector and will continue to publicize these areas
of HHW drop-off points, but feels that each convenience center should provide HHW drop-offs
for the public. The region of Scott County will aiso utilize the State mobile unit twice a year.
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It should be noted, that even though the 10 year solid waste management plan does not call
for the construction of a new Class | landfill, the region of Scott County will have cost
associated with the old Class | landfill. The following table shows the cost of closing out the
current Class 1 landfiil:

Capital and Operation Costs for Closure and

Post Closure Care for Existing Scott County Class | Landfill

Class {
Landfill:

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Capital
Costs:

Final Cover:

$380,000

Post Closure
Care:

$60,300

$63,300

$66,500

$69,800

$73,300

$77,000

$80,800

Equipment;

$144,000

$148,300

$127,300

Total Capital

Costs:

$144,000

$148,300

$507,300

$60,300

$63,300

$66,500

$69,800

$73,300

$77,000

$80,800

Operation
Costs:

Personnel:

$144,000

$148,300

$127,300

Overhead:

$72,000

$74,200

$63,700

Grndwater
Monitoring:

$12,000

$9000

$6000

Enginering:

$6000

$8000

$10,000

Total
Operation
Costs:

$234,000

$239,500

$207,000

Total Capital
& Operation
Costs:

$378,000

$387,000

$714,300

$60,300

$63,000

$66,500

$69,800

$73,300

$77.000

$80,800

In summary, the region of Scoft County has a lot of deficiencies that need to be addressed
in the next ten year planning period. The Solid Waste Board feels that they have come up
with a 10 year plan that will solve these deficiencies in the most economical manner possible
for the region. The following 10 year budget will show you the overall cost of operating the
solid waste management plan for the next 10 year planning period:
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MAPS

1. Regional Base Map
2. Existing System

3. Proposed System
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Implementation

Schedule

1. Recycling
2. Collection
3. Disposal

4. Education

5. Household Hazardous Waste



pung [aIsusp

Joleu|pIoon
81sBM PllOS B BH

UoNIB|eD
BlBQg pUe
syuodey fenuuy

YN VN | SISeMPUcS sepepdn usid
. Bupexse
aAfleiedoon
pecg 0 82O
¥/N YN BISeM PllcS b4 UM 81BOUNWIWOYD
sojqupiony __
jo e[eg 000'01$ &unod X L'WY ulor
ewdinbg
SORID Buyohosy
Wup eBig ¥56'8$ % Aunod X esBYAINg
suojsuog GAJYUKLOD
oleAld 000's1$ uoiBINp3 X augng ey} eyeonpy
PiBYUM | uopoejioD
$ “piouO 100Q-91-00Q
0ad ‘alsiung Wim Bugakooy
BISBA PLOS 000'02$ SOl X | BupeiBawy @ Yooy
s18]ue)
8o8g Bujddi)\ SOUGIUBAUOD YIM
pung [eJeusd | 000'SHS Aunod Xl x Buiohoay eeiBoyy
[BlUsWWOYH
Asisnpu]
VN | S1o/Munco eBrnoouy
wnowy
jenuuy Kueg _
o6 | g6 :Bujjahoey __

weiboud BuloAosy 10y 8inPeyds uopejusweldw] JEaA U9l




Ten Year Implementation Schedule for Collection Program

Collection 94 a5 a6 97 o8 99 00 o1 02 03 Responsible $ Amount Funding
Party ) Source
Continue Door- X Cities: Onaida | (O) (©)
to-Door & Winfield $78,000 Property
Collection W) ] Tax (W}
$ 9,000 Beer Tax
Establish X State N/A N/A
Standards for
Private Haulers
Construct & X X X b4 X X County $41,300 State
Purchase Grants;
Equipment for ARC
Convenience Grants &
Centers Bond
Funds.
Manned X X X X X X County $10,920 County
Convenience General
Centers Funds
Centification of X State N/A N/A
Staff
1
Annual Reports | Y Y X b4 X X X X X X Y=Sclid Waste | N/A N/A
Board;
X=Solid Waste
Coordinator
Plan Updates X X Solid Waste N/A NA
Board




Ten Year Implementation Schedule for Disposal of Solid Waste

Coordinator

Disposat 94 o5 96 97 g8 | 99 00 01 0z 03 Responsible $ Amount Funding
Party Source
Closure of Scott X Private $380,000 Tipping
|} County Class | Company / Fees
Landfill County
Paost Closure X X X X X X X | County $60,000 Tipping -
Care ) Fees. '
" Construction of X County $222,000 ARC
Transfer Station Grant/
Bond
Funds
Purchase X X | County $366,200 ARC
Equipment Grant/
Bond
Funds/
Tipping
Fees
Hiring X County $60,732 Tipping
Personnel Fees
Training x State N/A N/A
Personnel
Plan Update X X Solid Waste N/A N/A
Board
Annua! Report Y Y X X X X X X X X ¥=Solid Waste | N/A N/A
Board;
X=8olid Waste




Ten Year Implementation Schedule for Education Program

Education 94 95 06 97 98 o8 00 01 02 03 Responsible $ Amount Funding
Party Solirce
Enforce illegal X Sherrif Dept. N/A N/A
Dumping & General
" Sessions Court
Establish KAB X Solid Waste $2,000 Private
Franchise Board Donations
Hire Education X County $10,000 Private
Coordinator Donations/
General
Funds
Educate the X Education $1,000 Private
Target Groups Committes Donations/
General
Funds
Increase X County $10,000 Private
|} Education Donations/
Program Hours State Grants
Plan Updates X X Solid Waste N/A N/A
Board
Annual Reports Y Y X X X X X X X X Y=Solid Waste | N/A N/A
Beard;
X=Solid Waste

Coordinator




Ten Year Implementation Schedule for Household Hazardous Waste

HHW 94 95 926 97 98 99 00 o1 02 03 Responsible $ Amount Funding
Party Source
Use State's X Solid Waste $1,000 General
Mobile Board Fund’
Equipment
Publicize HHW X X Solid Waste $1,000 General
sites Board/ ’ | Fund
Education
Committee
Continue Use X Landiill $15,000 State
of Tire Storage Operator Grants\
Site Tipping
Fees
Integrate HHW X X X X X X X County $6,500 State Grantf;
Sites with
Convenience
Centers
Contract with X County $500 General
Private Hauler Fund
for Disposal of
HHW
Annual Reports Y Y X X X X X X X X Y=Solid Waste
1 Board;
X=Solid Waste
Coordinator
Plan Updates X X Solid Waste NA N/A
Board




Flow Diagram for Scott County Region:

Source Reduction: 165 tonsfyear
Diversion: 2527 tonsfyear
. 1% - e
— Ll 15%
Waste Generation 71% ;'rgsngf?r Station & Landfilled:
11,698 tonsfyear 653 tonshyr
100%

Recycling: 2153 tons/year



SCOTT COUNTY SOLID WASTE REGIONAL PLAN

Introduction:

The Solid Waste Management Act of 1991 required the formation of municipal solid waste
planning regions, based on the recommendations of a District Needs Assessment prepared
under the leadership of the state's nine Development Districts. The planning regions were
formed by the end of December 1992.

The purpose of the District Needs Assessment was threefold: (1) to carry out an inventory and
analysis of the existing solid waste management system; (2} to define needs for additional
services and facilities for the next ten years; and (3) to recommend rational waste disposal areas,
which would provide the nucleus for a municipal solid waste planning region.

The purpose of the regional plan is to set forth how planning regions will meet these needs. The
regional plan is based on the inventory of facilities, services and programs provided in the
District Needs Assessments. The planning region defines its specific needs--quantitatively.

It was only necessary to revise the data collected in the District Needs Assessment when there
was a significant change in waste generation or management capacity, in the intervening year,
which was not projected in the Assessment (for example, the sudden closure of a major
industry, or construction of a new processing facility). The regional plans utilizes Tables from
the District Needs Assessments, where appropriate.

The regional plan is more specific and more detailed than the District Needs Assessment. The
regional plan addresses all required plan elements and follows the organization format set forth
in these Guidelines for Preparation of a Municipal Solid Waste Regional Plan, prepared by the
Tennessee State Planning Office. Much of the plan consists of narrative and may be supported
by tables, figures, and maps prepared by the region. The base year is 1993, and the planning
horizon is 1994-2003.

The plan consists of three parts: (1) an Executive Summary; (2) a detailed plan; and (3)
Appendices.

The plan was submitted to the State Planning Office, after a public hearing had been conducted
in the region.

The Statutory Authority requiring preparation of the plan and describing its content is found
in the following sections of the Tennessee Code Annotated: T.C.A. Sections 68-211-813(c}); 68-
211-814(a); 68-211-814(b)(6); 68-211-815; 68-31-851(b); 68-211-861(f); 68-211-842; 68-211-
871(a} and (b); and indirectly, in 68-211-866(b); and 49-7-121.
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION:

The County and municipalities in the Region include: Scott County, Winfield
(city), Huntsville {town), and Oneida (town). The total area for the region (Scott
County) is 532.1 square miles or 345,200 acres. The major physiographic features
of Scott: County include: the Cumberland Mountain Range (Lone Mountain,
Anderson Mountain, Gray Mountain, Gunsight Mountain, Buffalo Mountain,
Chimney Mountain, Shug Mountain, and Privet Mountain); and the Big South
Fork National River and Recreation Area, which contains the Scott State Forest,
Big South Fork Cumberland River, Clear Fork River and part of the New River.

Commercial | Residential | Industrial | Recreation | Agricultural | Public Forest

90 acres 1,970 190 71,010 69,800 1,850 200,290
" 0.03% 0.6% 0.06% 20.6% 20.2% 0.5% 58.0% "
Source: The East Tennessee Development District Land Use Plan: 1979 -2000.

Note: The information in the above Table is from the last comprehensive land use study

for Scott County (c. 1970) and does not take into account the official designation
and acquisition of the Big South Fork Recreation Area and subsequent
surrounding commercial development; however, most of the land acquired for the

Big South Fork National Recreation & River Area remains as "forest.”

RATIONALE FOR REGION FORMATION:

As specified in the Solid Waste Management Act (T.C.A. Section 68-211-815(b)(12),
there are specific reasons to be stated as to why Scott County failed to adopt a
multi-county region. The initial rationale for forming a single-county region was
due to the lack of potential contiguous counties wishing to form a multi-county
region with Scott County.

The County Executives from Morgan, Campbell and Scott County had met to
discuss the potential in forming a multi-county region; however, all three County
Commissions chose to form single-county regions at this time. Scott County, as
well as Campbell and Morgan Counties, agreed in adding a clause to each
resolution stating that if the three counties chose to reconsider, they would simply
amend their resolutions to form a multi-county region in the future.
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INSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURE:

The description of the institutional structure of the Scott County Solid Waste
Regional Board includes details on individual members, their authority and duties.
The Board members, their representation and term of office are listed as follows:

Member Representation Term of Office
Walter Marlow County (Chair) 2
Paul Strunk Winfield (Vice-Chair) 4
Alice Laxton County (Secretary) 4
Wesley Riggins County 6
Ralph Hoffman County 2

The Solid Waste Board coordinates with local government by having City and
County representatives on the Board. The County Executive regularly attends
meetings, which encourages information to be exchanged between the County
Commission and the Board during the planning process. Both City and County
representatives report te their respective councils or commissions. There are also
waste management workshops and seminars that bring the Board members into
contact with local government officials, and public citizens, including industrialists
and business people. Meetings are advertised and the public is encouraged to
attend.

A Solid Waste Advisory Committee has also been established to further link the
Solid Waste Board with the public. The Committee is composed of private citizens
who were recommended by Board members to assist during the planning process.
The Advisory Committee assists the Solid Waste Board in collecting data and
determining planning options for the following sub-committees: Public Education,
Finance, Collection, Reduction, and Disposal/Waste Flow. Solid Waste Advisory
Committee members include: Larry Crowley, Larry West, James Coffey, and Ella
Smith. ‘

DEMOGRAPHICS:
The current population for the Region, according to U.S. Census Bureau
projections, is noted below. Following, are Tables featuring data on average
population density and distribution, housing occupancy, and projected
populations,

Name of Region: Scott County

Regional Population: 18,167 (1993)

Regional Area: 532.1 square miles
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Table 1I-1

Average Population Density

Area 1993 Avg. Density
County (Sq. Miles) Population Population/sq.miles
Scott 532.1 18,167 34.1 "
Regional
Total 532.1 18,167 34.1

Table 1-2
Distribution of the Total Regional Population, by Urban and Rural Areas
(1993 Projection)
1
Urban Rural
County Population % Population %
Scott 3,543 19.5 14,624 80.5
Regional
Total 3,643 19.5 14,624 80.5 “
Table 1I-3
Distribution of Total Regional 1990 Population by Sex and Age
Age Total Male % Female %
0-4 1,281 664 51.8 617 48.2
5-17 4,100 2,130 52.0 1,970 48.0
18 - 44 7,266 3,603 49.6 3,663 50.4
45 - 64 3,611 1,674 47.7 1,837 52.3
65 + 2,200 873 39.7 1,327 60.3
REGIONAL
TOTAL 18,358 8,944 48.7 9,414 51.3

Source: 1980 Census
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Table I-4

Distribution of Regional 1990 Population by Education (Age = 25)

Number %
Less than 9th Grade 3,411 30.7
9th-12th Grade, no diploma 1,998 18.0
High School Graduate | 3,890 35.1
o Some College, no degree D - 865 - 7.8 -
Associate Degree 194 _ 1.8
Bachelor's Degree 444. 4.0
Post Graduate/Professional Degree 292 2.6
REGIONAL TOTAL 11,094 100.0

Soiirce: 1990 Census

Table I-5

Distribution of Region by Type of Housing and Occupancy in 1990

Total i
Persons Occupied Owner Rented !
Single Family
1, Detached 13,252 4,640 3,783 857
1, Attached | 115 | 53 | 18 | 5 |
Multi-Family
2 E 246 i 122 i 5 i 117 i
34 i 374 i 206 . i 3 i 203 i
5-9 | u3 | 53 | 6 | 47 |
10-19 i 84 - i 47 i 3 i 44 i
20-49 | 6 | I o | o |
50 or more i 0 i i G i i
Institutional i 169 i NA i NA i NA i
Mobile Home/Trailer i 3,763 E 1,332 i 1,056 i 276 1}
Other E 236 i 78 i 50 i 28 i
REGIONAL TOTAL E 18,358 i 6,534 i 4,924 i 1,577 i
________ Source: 1990 Census
Note: Total Number of Households in Region 6,535 (1993 Estimate)
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Table I-6

Regional Population Projections 1994 - 2003

Projection Year
Ir
County 1994 1995 1998 1897 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Scott | 18,098 | 18,065 | 17974 | 17918 | 17841 | 17,789 | 17.714 | 17,630 | 17,545 | 17,468
Reglonal
Total 18,098 | 18,055 | 17974 | 17913 | 17841 | 17789 | 17.714 | 17630 | 175545 { 17,468

Source: University of Tennessee, Department of Sociology, November 17, 1992,

Note: Regional Population 1993: 18,167

According to the population projections compiled by the University of Tennessee,
Department of Sociology, Scott County's population will decline 3.7% between 1990
and 2000. It is anticipated that all municipalities within the County will decline
during the next two decades unless major annexations occur. This decline is due to
limited economic opportunities, a limited amount of new construction and the overall
decline in household size.

Between 1980 and 1990 Scott County's population declined 4.7%. All municipalities
except Huntsville reported a decline in their population during this period. With
population declines occurring over the past 10 years, and again, predicted for the
next 10 years, waste generation projections will most likely decrease. Scott County
could be planning solid waste collection and disposal for a smaller population base
over the next 10 years. A decreasing population and waste generation amount
means that less disposal capacity will need to be assured, however, overall disposal
costs will likely increase with lesser amounts of solid waste generated in the County.



E. - ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

The following information concerns basic economic activities of Scott County. The
following Tables include data on agricultural and non-agricultural employment,
employers by industry, health care facilities, local revenue sources, assessed property
values, property tax revenue, local sales and sales tax revenues, and number of
registered of vehicles.

Table I-7 ——— e
Basic Economic Information for the Region of Scott County
%
Population
MSA Per Below the
1993 County Total Total Capita Poverty
County Population! {yes/no) Employment? Earnings? Income?® Line®
Scott 18,167 No 7,048 $215,111,000 $11,569 27.8%
Regional ‘
Total 18,167 No 7.048 $215,111,000 $11,569 27.8%

Source: ! University of Tennessee, Department of Sociology, November, 1992
? Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, 1991

3 1990 Census

Table I-8
Total Non-Agricultural Employment by Sector and % of Total Employment
Manufac- Transportation
County turing _Construction Trade Finance Service Govt. Pub. Utilities
Scott 2,121 379 1,077 266 1,045 1,095 426
Regional
Total 2,121 379 1,077 266 1,045 © 1,098 426
% 30.1 54 15.3 3.8 14.8 15.5 6.0

" Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, 1991
Note: Total Non-agricultural Employment, by Sector, in 1991;

‘Table I-9

6,725

Agricultural Employees

County

Employment

Scott

323

Regional
Total

323

Note: Total Agricultural Employment in 1991: 323
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Table I-10

Employers by Industry in the Region of Scott County *

FIRMS BY EMPLOYMENT SIZE CLASS

All 1- 5- 10- | 20- | 5O- 100- | 250- | 500- | 1000
Industry Firms 4 9 19 49 99 249 [ 499 1999 +
Total 296 168 { 55 30 23 11 6 2 1
Ag. Services,
Forestry,
Fisheries 4 4
Mining 14 4 2 3 1
Construction 24 13 5
| Manufacturing 42 | 13 | 10 9 1 3 1 1
Transportation,
Communication,
Utilities 23 13 2
Wholesale Trade 15 8 2
Retail Trade 83 50 16 10 5 1 1
Finance, Insur-
ance, Real Estate 13 10 1 1
Services 74 49 16 4 1 2 1 1
Source: U.S. Department of Comunerce, County Business Patterns, 1990, Tennessee
* Includes both private and public entifies in 1990.
Table I-11
Regional Summary of Institutions Housing More than 100 Persons
Total Number
Total Number of Students Estimated Quantity
County of Institutions Prisoners/Residents of Waste
Generated*
Scott 0 o 0
Regional
Total 0 0 0

* Estimated from Waste Management, Inc. (5 Ibs./person/day)
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Table 1I-12
Summary Data on Major Health Care Facilities (larger than 50 beds)

Infectious Waste Management
No. of No. of Est. Quantity of
County Facilities Beds On Site/Offsite | Type Treatment | Solid Waste
Generated*
Scott 3 247 offsite incineration 425 tpy
Regional
Total 3 247 offsite incineration 425 tpy

* Estimates from Waste Management, Inc. (16 Ibs./person/day for hospitals; and 5 Ibs./person/day
for nursing homes)

Table I-13
Sources of Local Revenue Utilized in the Region of Scott County
Local Waste H
Property Local Wheel | Collection User Fee/
County Tax Sales Tax Tax Fee Tipping Fee Other
Scott X X X Hotel-Motel
Tax
Regional Hotel-Motel
Total X X X Tax
Table 1-14
Assessed Property Values, Property Tax Revenue, Local Sales
and Sales Tax Revenues, and Number of Registered of Vehicles
1992 1992 1992 1992 1992
Total Total ~ Total Sales Total 1992 Total
Assessed Property Subject to Local # Wheel
Property Tax Local Sales Tax | Registered Tax
County Value 1 Revenue Sales Tax 2 Revenue | Vehicless | Revenue
Scott $84,304,37 $3,346,758 $75,800,000 $4,852,532 18,000+ 0
Regional
Total $84,304,372 | $3,346,758 $756,800,000 $4,852,532 18,000+ 4]
Source:

! According to Bill Wenders, Tennessee Division of Property Assessments.

2 According to Start Chervin, Director of Research, Tennessee Department of Revenue.
3 According to Scott County Court Clerk.
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The development of the Big South Fork National River and Recreation Area during
the past decade could provide an opportunity for tourism growth in the region
and, therefore, some additional generation of solid waste. However, ETDD feels
the impact will be limited. According to the U.S. Department of Commerce's
employment projections, Scott County will experience oniy a modest increase in
employment during the next two decades.

Solid waste projections for Scott County over the next 10 years will increase
slightly by 1995, and then begin to decrease by 2001. Any potential waste
reduction expected in the next 10 years will be based on a decreasing amount of
solid waste.
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Statutory Requirements:

", . (E)ach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include the following:...
(2) a current system analysis of: (A) waste streams, including data concerning types and
amounts generated; (B) collection capability, including data detailing the different types
of collection systems and the populations and areas which receive and do not receive
such services; (C) disposal capability, including an analysis of the remaining life
expectancy of landfills or other disposal facilities; (D) costs, using a full-cost accounting
model developed by the State Planning Office; including costs of collection disposal,
maintenance, contracts, and other costs; and (E} revenues, including cost reimbursement
fees, appropriations, and other revenue sources." [T.C.A. Section 68-211-815 (bX2)]

With a few exceptions, data supporting this chapter is displayed in the Scott County Profile,
prepared for the County as a part of the District Needs Assessments (Chapters III, V, VI, VII,
VIII, and IX).
A. WASTE STREAM CHARACTERIZATION
To date, there have been no detailed studies of the composition of Scott County’s solid
waste stream. Therefore, for the purpose of this plan the national averages will be used
for type of waste and tonnage.

Table II-1

Quantity of Solid Waste Received for Disposal/Incineration in Calendar 1991

Scatt County Tons Disposed | Population (1991) | Waste Disposed Per Capita
Regional Total 14,433 18,289 .79
Table II-2
Origin of Regional Solid Waste in 1991
TONS PER YEAR
Scott Institutional/ | Non-Hazardous
County Residential Commercial Industrial Special Other
Regional Total 4,619 4,438 5,340 36 -
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Table II-3

Acceptance of Certain Categories of Solid Waste for Disposal or Incineration

Yard Waste

Scott (Clippings Construction White
County/ leaves-grass) Sewage Sludge Demolition Tires Goods*

Facili
T Jenw] ew [emw] ow [¥w| oy |em| oy [wm| oy
(TPY) (TPY) {TPY) (TPY) (TPY)

Regional (1)
Total Y 506 |-Y .180 | Y |-8,000 Y | --300 300

* White Goods - discarded major appliances, such as refrigerators, ranges, etc.
1 Estimates frem the Scott County Landfill Operator

Table II-4

Description of the Waste Stream By Materials*

Waste Category
Paper & Paperboard
Glass
Ferrous Metals
Aluminum

Other Non-Ferrous Metals

Plastics

Rubber & Leather
Textiles

Wood

Food Waste

Yard Waste

Misc. Inorganic Waste
Other

TOTAL MUNICIPAL SOLID

WASTE

National %

40.0
7.1
6.5
1.4
0.6
8.0
2.5
2.1
3.6
7.4

17.6
1.5

1.7
100.0

Calculated
Regional Tons

5,773
1,024
939
202
86
1,156
361
303
520
1,068
2,540
216

— 245
14,433

* Scott County does not generate as much yard waste as the national percentage would
suggest. Because Scott County is a rural county, the percentage of yard waste generated

is felt to be between 2 and 5% of the total waste stream. Also, the plastics, rubber &

leather, and wood categories would increase due to Fruehauf Industries and Brewster
Builders generating large amounts of these waste types in Scott County.
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Table II-6

Unmanaged Waste*
Unmanaged Percent
: Potential Waste Actual Waste Waste 1991 of
Scott Generation 1991 | Disposed 1991 | {(potential/actual) | Potential
County PY TPY TPY ' Total
Regional '
Total 20,026 14,433 5,593 28%

* Wastes that are "outside" the collection system such as materials in roadside
dumps, litter, etc.

A waste generation and recycling survey of Scott County businesses was
completed during mid-1993. The findings did not indicate any broad
compositional differences than those noted in the national averages. These results
can be found in Appendix C.

Due to the large rural population in Scott County, yard waste percentages would
be less than the national composition. A large portion of Scott County consists
of the Big South Fork National Recreation Area. Since this area is relatively new,
the impact from tourists likely has not been significant enough to skew the area's
averages.

WASTE COLLECTION AND TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

The existing collection services and facilities in the planning Region of Scott
County (County Profile of the District Needs Assessment, Chapter V, A.1-18.) are
provided by the municipalities of Oneida and Winfleld, and several private haulers
operating in the County. Both cities and the private haulers offer door-to-door
collection service to residents. '

The estimated number of residents served in the Region of Scott County by the
existing solid waste collection system is listed below:
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Service ; Solid Waste Number of

Provider Collection System Residents Served
Oneida Door-to-Door Collection 3,962
Winfield Door-to-Door Collection 573
Elbert King Door-to-Door Collection 348
Benny King Door-to-Door Collection 973
Terry King Door-to-Door Collection 556
David Keeton Door-to-Door Collection 765
Howard Jeffers Door-to-Door Collection . 139
Reliable Waste
Services Door-to-Door Collection 8
Total Population Served 7.324

Solid waste collected by public and private waste haulers is transported for
disposal at the Scott County Landfill located in Helenwood.

From the information gathered in the Needs Assessment, the existing collection
system does not appear to service all residents in the region. Approximately,
11,034 residents (60% of the County population in 1991) have no solid waste
collection service provided to them in Scott County. This percentage has not
significantly changed for 1992 & 1993.

A regional map indicating the location of all facilities and service areas can be
viewed on page 17.

SOURCE REDUCTION AND RECYCLING SYSTEMS

Neither the County nor any of its municipalities are actively engaged in a source
reduction or recycling program. Several industries in Scott County have instituted
private recycling programs, which are having a noticeable impact on the amount
of waste being disposed of in the landfill. Also, private individuals are
participating in such activities as home composting and recycling.

It should be noted that Scott Appalachian Industries does process recyclable
material for resale and has the capabilities to grow with the needs of the County.
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D. WASTE PROCESSING, COMPOSTING, AND WASTE-TO-ENERGY/

INCINERATION SYSTEMS
It can be concluded from information gathered during the Needs Assessiment that
there are no existing waste processing, composting, and waste-to-energy/
incineration facilities in the Region of Scott County.
REGIONAL SUMMARY: FACILITIES
Table II-6 = Operating and Planned Coniposﬂng Facilities in the Region.

Existing: None

Planned: None
Table II-7 = Municipal Solid Waste Incinerators or Waste-to-Energy Facilities in

the region.

Operating Facilities: None

Planned Facilities: None

E. DISPOSAL FACILITIES - LANDFILLS
From information available in the Needs Assessment, it could be concluded that
the existing and planned landfill capacity for Scott County has not significantly
changed. Tables II-8 through II-11 present specific data on the landfill capacity
available in Scott County.
Table II-8
Existing Municipal Solid Waste Landfills in the Region
Permitted Current Rate of Remaining
Scott Name of Capacity Waste Accepted Capacity
County Landfill Locat_:ion (Acres) (tons/day) (tons)
Regional Scott Courntty Landfill Road, 63 42% 118,700+
Total Sanitary Helenwood
Landfill gEe*

L L
kK

Based on 312 days/year for 1993 (Scott County only).
Fentress County waste stream added for 1993.
Source: Beverly, Gore & Assoclates, Inc., Closure\Post-Closure; Sept.20,1983.
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Table I1-9

Existing Landfills Expected to Close Before 2003

Current :
Scott _ Current Use Annual Use Anticipated
County Location (Tons/Day) (Tons/Year) " Date of
Closure
Regional See Table II-6 85 26,520* 10/9/96
Total
* Based on 312 days/year for 1993 (Scott and Fentress County).
Table II-10
Planned Expansions and Planned New Facilities
Which Will Operate for Ten Years or More
1 Proposed Design Rate
Scott Facility When Will Permitted of Waste Potential
County Capacity Capacity (tpd) Expansion
Expan. New Location | be Available | Sought (acre) Disposed Yes/No
NA NA
j Planned New
i Reglonal Capacity
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Table -11

Total Existing and Planned Capacity in the Region at the Close of the Next Ten Years

TONS
Year Existing Planned Total
FY 1994 39,566 39,566
FY 1995 39,566 39,566
FY 1996 29,674 29,674
FY 1997 0 0 0
FY 1998 0 0] o
FY 1999 0 0 0
FY 2000 o 0 0
FY 2001 0 0 0
FY 2002 o 0 0
FY 2003 0 0 0

Total Capacity 108,806**

* Based on projected remaining capacity.

Source: Béverly. Gore & Associates, Inc., Closure\Post-Closure; Sept. 20, 1993.

F & G. COSTS AND REVENUES FOR THE CURRENT SYSTEM

The following Tables indicate the current system costs and revenues for Scott
County and its two municipalities that are actively involved in solid waste
management. In order to be consistent, when possible, costs are broken down into
either operating and maintenance or capital. With regard to revenues, applicable
revenue bases and their rates are indicated. Since General Revenue funds are
often composed of a series of different monies, whenever the primary revenue
source is property tax, the amount of the tax rate is indicated.
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SCOTT COUNTY FY'93 SYSTEM COSTS

Costs:

]

Total Sanitation:

| Revenue:

$190,640

SCOTT COUNTY FY'93 REVENUE

| Property Tax: $146,200

i Tipping/User Fees: $52,000

| Total Solid Waste Revenue: $198,200

| Total County Revenue: $17,630,109

.

Revenue:

‘Revenue

“Property Tax 73.8%

Solid Waste Share of Total County

Cost

Other County Costs

TippinglUser Fees 26.2%

11-8
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ONEIDA FY'93 REVENUES

| Revenues :

Credit:

Base: Rate: “

General Revenue Appropriation:

$78,000

Propetty
Tax

$1.40/$100

Total:

$78,000

Total City Revenue:

$1,600,000

Solid Waste Share of Total City

4.8%

Revenue:

Oneida FY 93 Revenues

Other City 95.2%

n-9
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ONEIDA FY'93 SYSTEM COSTS

Costs:
Collection: $61,250
Transportation: $8750

Disposal: | $8000 |
Total:

Oneida FY 393 System Costs

Collection 78.5%

Transportation 11.2%
Disposal 10.3%
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WINFIELD FY'93 REVENUES

redlt: N Rate: “

General Revenue $9000 Beer Tax Varied Rate "

| Total: $9000
| Total City Revenue: $358,650 Beer Tax Varied Rate

1 Solid Waste Share of Total | 2.5%
i Clty Revenue: .

Winfield FY 83 Revenues

Other City 97.5%
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WINFIELD FY'93 SYSTEM COSTS

$7875
$1125 -

$9000 H

£on — = —Em e

Winfield FY 93 System Costs

Collection 87.5%

Transportation 12.5%
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SCOTT COUNTY REGION FY'93 REVENUES

Revenue:
{ Property Tax: $224,200
Tipping/User Fees: $52,000

| Other: $9000
| Total Regional Revenue: : $285,200

Scott County Region

FY 93 Revenwes

Property Tax 78.6%

Other 3.2%

Tipping/User Fee 18.2%
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SCOTT COUNTY REGION FY'93 SYSTEM COSTS

$269,640 | “

$8000 ] | "

$0 |
|$278.765 _ |j

Total Regional Costs:

Scott County Region

FY 93 System Costs

Coilection 97.1% ¢
. LOHeCH Landfill 2.9%
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J.

PUBLIC INFORMATION AND EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Scott County does not employ a public information/education coordinator. Neither
the Scott County Schools nor the Oneida Schools offer a recycling education
program as part of their curriculum. Although, individual classrooms do some
minor recycling, such as aluminum cans. Public information dealing with solid
waste issues Is largely accomplished through publications of the Scott County
News and the Independent Herald and broadcast messages by WBNT-FM &
WOCV-AM.

PROBLEM WASTES (See Chapter X).
Except for waste tires, no information concerning problem wastes was collected

during the Needs Assessment. An analysis of existing solid waste management
practices for all problem wastes will be discussed in Chapter X.

SYSTEM MAP FOR BASE YEAR (1993)

A composite map of the regional solid waste management system is provided on the
following page. The map identifies the approximate location of the following existing
system components for the Reglon of Scott County.

1. Collection service areas for the Cities;

2. Waste flow patterns generated and disposed in the County; and

3. Class 1 Landfill site.
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1. Falrview Elementary
2. Huntsville School

- 6. Scoft High
+ 7. Onelda High
8. Oneida Elementary

EXISTING EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM FOR THE REGION
OF SCOTT COUNTY



STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF EXISTING SYSTEM

25% Waste Reduction: There are no public waste reduction programs in Scott
County. Any waste reduction achieved in the County is primarily due to the
recycling efforts of local commercial and industrial businesses and area scrap
metal dealers. From avaflable information, approximately 5.5% of the total waste
stream in 1991 was diverted by the private sector.

If the County and its cities are to meet the 25% waste reduction per capita goal by
1995, they will need to establish a comprehensive program involving residents,
institutions and local businesses.

County-wide Collection Service: The County does not offer solid waste collection
services at this time. Also, the City of Huntsville, as of February, 1992, no longer
provides a door-to-door collection service. Door-to-door service is provided by
Oneida and Winfield to city residents. Approximately 7,324 residents are serviced
by some private door-to-door collection service in the County. Between the services
rendered by Oneida, Winfield and private haulers, approximately 40% of the
residents the County have some solid waste collection services. Therefore, 60% of
the residents in Scott County have no available collection service.

Again, the County will need to address an adequate solid waste collection service
for all its citizens by January 1, 1995. At the very minimum, the County will be
required to provide a network of staffed convenience centers.

Solid Waste Education: No solid waste or recycling education programs exist in
the Scott County or Oneida City school systems. However, area newspapers
publish articles occasionally on solid waste issues and broadcast reports are made
on area radio stations.

The County will need to plan for an educational program when preparing the
regional plan, which will assist children and adults to understand solid waste
options, waste reduction and recycling.

Household Hazardous Waste: No plans have been made to establish a County
collection of household hazardous waste. The County wiil have to plan a collection
program by providing a secure collection site for household hazardous waste in
cooperation with the state mobile service for collection, packaging and disposal of
household hazardous wastes in each county.

Ten-Year Disposal Capacity Assurance: By October, 1996, State mandates will
close the Scott County publicly-owned landflil. The County will need to address
how it will assure a ten-year disposal capacity for solid waste generated in Scott
County. Specifically, the County will need to decide where its solid waste will be
disposed after October, 1996.

1I-17



Statutory Requirements:

"...(E}ach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include... anticipated
growth trends for the next ten{10) year period...and anticipated waste capacity needs."
[T.C.A. Section 68-211-815(bX4) and (5)]

In this chapter, the Region of Scott County defines probable growth trends, and determines how
much waste it will be requiired to manage in each year of the ten-year planning period (1994~
2003). In defining the regional solid waste management demand, the Region of Scott County
carries out a regional analysis following the same methodology and reporting format used by the
District Needs Assessment. Next, the regional plan states which of the possible components of
an integrated waste management system is considered in the plan, how much of the waste
stream might be managed by each, and how components will be evaluated.

A, PROJECTED REGIONAL DEMAND

For the Region of Scott County, waste projections were reviewed in the County Profile in
the District Needs Assessment, Chapter IV, A(1) through (7). A comparison of the annual
per capita generation rates from 1989 to 1993 indicates a gradual decrease in per capita
from 1989 through 1992, and an estimated increase for 1993 {due to imported solid
waste), as seen from Table III-1 below. Based on this extreme fluctuation in per capita
rates, the 1989 per capita is used as the base rate to calculate the 10-year waste
projections for Scott County.

The following Table, summarizes calculations of annual per capita solid waste generation
rates for Region of Scott County.

Table III-1*
Year 1989 1991 1992 1993*
Annual Tons 18,200 14,433 10,748 25,937
Population 20,550 18,291 18,231 18,167
Per Capita .88 .79 .b9 1.43
* llldeﬁodology from Items 2, 3 and 4 in chapter IV, A of the Needs Assessmenf for the Scott County
rofile.

> 1993 data includes Fentress and McCreary County waste.
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The projected quantity of solid waste requiring disposal (generation) in the Region of Scott
County is summarized in each projected year, adjusted for population changes.

Table III-2*
Quantity of Solid Waste Requiring Disposal (tons) Adjusted for Population Changes
Scott
County | 1994 | 1995 1996 1997 | 1998 | 19989 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003
Total 15,926 | 15,889 | 15,817 15,700 | 15,654 | 15,588 | 15,514 { 15,440 | 15,372

15,763

Methodology from Tables IV-1 in District Needs Assessment from Scott County Profile,
as extended.

The projected quantity of solid waste requiring disposal in the Region of Scott County is
sumimnarized for each projection year, adjusted for population and economic growth.

‘Table III-3*

Quantity of Solid Waste Requiring Disposal (in tons)
" Adjusted for Population and Economic Growth

Scott
County 1894 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Total 16,608 | 16,592 | 16,543 16,512 16,473 | 16,452 | 16,411 16,364 16,317 16,277

*

Methodology from Table IV-3 in District Needs Assessment from Scott County Profile, as
extended.

The projected quantities of solid waste requiring disposal (= generation) is summarized
below for each projection year, adjusted for population growth, economic growth, and
source reduction, recycling, and industrial process change.

Quantity of Waste Requiring Disp

Table IIT-4*
osal (in tons) Adjusted for Population Changes,

Economic Growth, and Waste Reduction and Recycling

Scott
County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Total 12,741 11,918 | 11,863 | 11,822 | 11,775 | 11,740 | 11,691 11,635 | 11,580 11,529

%*

Methodology from Table IV-4 in District Needs Assessment from Scott County Profile, as
extended. Projected waste for regulatory and special factor adjustments has been
integrated into Table III-4.

Note: 1994 assumes 20% per capita reduction plus additional 3.2% reduction for economic

growth.

reduction for economic growth.

-2
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B. Regional Demand/Supply
Table III-5 is not applicable to Scott County.

Table I0-6 is omitted because no special factor adjustments were claimed by the
region.

Table III-7*
Annual Projections of Solid Waste Requiring Disposal Adjusted for
Waste Imports (in tons/year)

Scott . .
County 1984 1995 1996 1997 1988 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Total 26,741 | 26,364 | 23,046 | 11,822 | 11,775 | 11,740 | 11,681 | 11,635 | 11,580 | 11,629

* Methodology from Table IV-7 in District Needs Assessment, Scott County Profile, as
extended.

Note: Imported waste from Fentress and McCreary County is projected for 1994 through
October 1996. Combined imports planned from Fentress and McCreary County for:

1994 14,000 tons
1995 14,448 tons
1996 11,183 tons {9 months only)

By October, 1996, Scott County Landfill will close as mandated by the State of
Tennessee. Remaining 3 months of Scott County waste (2,965 tons) is planned for
export to possibly Fentress County or surrounding area landfill for disposal. Provided
tipping fees and transportation costs are economically more efficient than the
operation of a landfill, planned export of solid waste for Scott County will continue
from October, 1996 through 2003.

The Region's adijusted demand is calculated--the total quantity of solid waste that will
require collection, treatment and disposal in each projection year from 1994 through
2003. The quantity of waste displayed in Table III-8 below represents the quantity of
waste to be managed in each projection year.

Table III-8*
Annual Projections of Solid Waste Requiring Disposal Adjusted for
All Applicable Factors (in tons/year)

Scott
County 1994 | 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2008

Total 26,741 | 26,364 | 23,046{ 11,822 | 11,775 | 11,740 | 11,691 | 11,635 | 11,580 11,529

* Methodology from Table IV-4 in District Needs Assessment from Scott County Profile,

as extended.

Note: 1994 assumes 20% per capita reduction plus additional 3.2% reduction for economic
growth. Imported waste from Fentress and McCreary County is added.

1995 - 2003 assumes 25% per capita reduction plus additional 3.2% reduction for economic
growth. Imported waste from Fentress and McCreary County is added.
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1996 - 2003 assumes Scott County waste will be exported to possibly Fentress County or
surrounding area landfill for disposal. Imported waste from Fentress and McCreary County
is added to 1996 for 9 months only.

The projected amount of waste in Table I1I-7, on the previous page, represents the regional
demand for solid waste management services, facilities and programs. This demand is
compared with the current system supply and planned additions to the current system (as
described in Chapter II) to define the regional needs in each projection year as illustrated
in Table III-9 below.

Table III-9

Projected Demand and Supply, and Identification of Potential
Shortfalls or Surplus in Disposal Capacity (in tons/year)

DEMAND: Tons of | SUPPLY: Existing Surplus Shortfall
Waste Requiring & Planned (+) )

Year Disposal* Capacity
1994 26,741 39,566 12,825
1995 26.362. 39,566 13,204
1996 23,046 29,675 2965
1997 11,822 0 11,822
1998 11,775 0 11,775
1999 11,740 0 11,740
2000 ' 11,691 | 4] 11,691 |
2001 11 .6‘35 0 11,635 |l
2002 11,580 0 11,680 "
2003 11,529 0 11,529
Total 157,921 108,807** 32,658 81,772 "

. From Table III-7. |

- Source; Beverely, Gore & Associates, Inc.; Closure\Post Closure; Sept. 20, 1993,

With the planned closing of the Scott County Class 1 Landfili be October 9, 1996, the Region may
begin to experience a shortfall in disposal capacity by mid-October 1896. The County Commission
will look at all surrounding landfills for the most economic disposal of Scott County refuse. The
proposed new landfill in Fentress County may be a viable option, if built in time for such use.
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PRELIMINARY SYSTEM DESIGN

The elements of an integrated waste management system to be considered in the
Region of Scott County could include waste reduction (Class IV diversion), recycling
and landfilling. The percentages of the total projected quantity of waste to be handled
by each major component by 1995 is estimated in the Table below.

Table III-10
Preliminary System Design by 1996 (planned)
System. Component Tons of Total % of Total Waste % of Total Waste
Waste Stream Stream Managed in Stream Managed
Managed in Planned System | in
Planned System Design (by 1996) Existing System
Design Design {1993)
Waste Reduction:
Class IV diversion 2,527 15 0
Recycling:
Commercial/Industrial 1,638 10 6
Residential 515 3 0
Landfilling 11,863 72 94
Total 16,543 JI 100 100

From the table above, it can be seen that the greatest change expected between the existing
and planned percentages of total waste stream managed by each system component is in
waste reduction by Class IV diversion, residential and commercial/industrial recycling.
With the predicted closing of Scott County Class 1 Land(fill by October 1996, a Class III/IV
Landfill eperating in the Region could significantly reduce the waste stream exported for
disposal.

The commercial and industrial recycling efforts in the County continue to divert a large

‘percentage of the total waste stream. This effort is expected to continue if not increase for

the Region as tipping fees are expected to increase.

Planned residential recycling will also be an added component to the solid waste
management system.

After each system component has been evaluated in Chapters IV-X, these tentative options

will be revisited in Chapter XI, where they may be confirmed or revised, as a resuit of the
detailed analyses of each component.
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EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR THE REGION

The solid waste management system components wilt be carefully evaluated in the
next seven chapters. A final selection of system elements and configurations will be
determined in each chapter using evaluation criteria from the planning guidelines
published by the State Planning Office. The evaluation criterion includes:
institutional compatibility; number and size of facilities needed to meet defined
regional needs; evaluation of regional markets for recovered materials, fuel or energy:
capital and annual operating costs; unit costs (cost per ton of waste); citing and
regulatory requirements; environmental impacts; public acceptance; and any other
criteria selected by the regional Board.
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Statutory Requirements:

"The goal of the state is to reduce by twenty-five percent (25%) the amount of solid waste
disposed of at municipal solid waste disposal facilities and incinerators, measured on
a per capita basis within Tennessee by weight, by December 31, 1995." [T.C.A. Section
68-211-861(a)l

= [Ejach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include...a description
of waste reduction activities designed to attain the twenty-five percent (25%) reduction
required by Section 25(a) [T.C.A. Section 68-211-861(a); and Section 14(b)10. [T.C.A.
Section 68-211-815(b} (10)].

"A county or region shall have the flexibility to design its own plan and methods which
take into account local conditions for attaining the waste reduction goal set by this
section. This plan shall be included as a part of the county or regional plan required
by Section 13 of this act.” [T.C.A. Section 68-211-861(f)]

A. ESTABLISHING A BASE YEAR QUANTITY
The quantity of solid waste generated and disposed of in calendar 1989 for the Region of
Scott County is provided below in Table IV-1. (This data is available in the UT Report
entitled "Managing Our Waste: Solid Waste Planning in Tennessee,” published in
February 1990).
Table IV-1

Quantity of Solid Waste Generated and Disposed in Calendar 1989

Scott Waste Disposed
County Tons Disposed Population (1989) | Per Capita
Regional ‘

Total 18,200 20,550 .89




A TARGET 1995 WASTE REDUCTION PER CAPITA DISPOSAL GOAL
To calculate the value of a 25% reduction in the per capita quantity of waste disposed,
in tons/person/year, the following equation is used:

Average 1989 per capita rate x 25 = Target 1995 per capita reduction:: .
(tons/person/year) {tons/person/year)

The target per capita reduction is then multiplied by the regional population projection
for 1995 (from Chapter I, Table III-1, Column 2} to determine the quantity of waste in
tons, that must be reduced at the source, or diverted to alternative treatment options, if
the Region is to meet the statutory goal by December 31, 1995.

1995 target per capita reduction (tons/person/year) x 1995 population (persons}
= 1995 target reduction in tons/year
.22 X 18,0565 = 8,972 target reduction in tons/year

Note: An additional 704 tons {3.2% annual economic growth index) for 1995 needs to be
reduced to compensate for the profected annual economic growth in Scott County.

3,972 + 704 = 4,676 total targeted tons/year in reduction for 1995.



C. HOW THE REGION WILL MEET THE STATEWIDE WASTE REDUCTION GOAL
As indicated in Chapter III for the preliminary system design, the Region plans to reduce
waste by 25% per capita by 1995 and continue a 25% per capita reduction through the
year 2003 by fmplementing a regional recycling program for the residential and private
sector, as well as designing a waste reduction program to divert solid waste disposed at
a Class 1 landfill to a permitted Class IV Landfill. The total targeted amount of tons for
Scott County to reduce in 1995 is 4,676 tons. (An additional 3.2% has been added to
reflect annual economic growth in Scott County for 1995). :
Recycling Program
A quantitative allocation of the 1995 waste reduction target concerning recycling by
material (recyclables, yard waste, etc.), by economic sector (residential and private), and
by year (1994, 1995, or beyond) is provided below in Table IV-2.
Table IV-2
Waste Reduction Target for Recycling Program
Economic Residential Sector Private Sector ‘ TOTAL "
Sector (Cities and County) (Commercial, Institutional TONS
& Industrial) (per ye“}
Material Recyclables* | Yardwaste Recyclables*
Year
1994 500 ' 3,367 3,867 4
1995 514 4,162 4,676
1996 515 _ 1,638 2,163
1997 516 1,642 2,158
1998 517 _ 1,642 2,159
1999 518 1,649 2,167 I
2000 519 1,652 2,171
2001 520 1,655 2,175
2002 521 1,658 2,179
2003 522 1,662 2,184

*

Recyclables include newspaper, mixed paper, cardboard, glass, steel cans,
aluminum cans, plastic containers, wood pallets, waste oil, etc.
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Table IV-4 below estimates the quantity of each material recovered/recycled in
1995 (based upon 4,676 tons), which will be achieved by each source sector.
Table IV-5 estimates the quantity of the 1995 reduction, by source sector. Any
additional reduction, such as a Class IV diversion iIs not included in the allocation.

Table IV-4

Quantitative Material Allocation (tons/year)

Material Quantity of Waste Percent of Total
Paper ' 2,501 55.4%
Glass 402 8.6%
Aluminum Cans 164 3.5%
Plastic 748 16.0%
Ferrous Metals 304 6.5%
Yard Waste 5056 10.8%
Total 4,676 100.0%
Table IV-5

Source Sector (tons/year)

Source Sector Quantity of Waste Percent of Total
Residential 500 11%

Commercial /Industrial 4,167 89%



D. 10-YEAR STAFFING REQUIREMENTS, BUDGET. AND FUNDING PLAN

The total 10-year staffing for the regional waste reduction strategies (not addressed in
other chapters) in Scott County should include the following:

Program _ Number of Staff
Class IV Landfill |
* Coordinator 1 \f time
Operator 1 full-time
Attendant 1 full-time
** Mechanic 1\2 time

* Data collection for plan updates and annual reports should be
executed by the solid waste coordinator for all planning elements.
The Solid Waste Coordinator will also be over the recycling, transfer
station and education program.

** The mechanic will also do maintenance on the transfer station.

Note: Staffing for the regional recycling program will be addressed in Chapter VI.
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Equipment:
Description:

loader

off road truck/pan
wheeled backhoe
pick-up truck
service truck
water truck

tire splitter

utility tractor
dump truck

dozer

SPPINOR RN

e

Total

Budget Information

Cost:

$100,000
$170,000
$35,000
$10,000
$20,000
$60,000
$15,000
$25,000
$100,000
$180,000

$715,000

*Assumption that life expectancy of vehicles is 7 years.

Personnel:
Description:

Solid Waste Coordinator
Operator

Attendant

Mechanic

el S

* 25 % fringe benefit costs

Operation & Maintenance:
Description:

Fuel & Utilities
Maintenance

Supplies

Professional Services
Insurance

Prof. Development
State Maintenance Fee
State Surcharge Tax
Contingencies {10%)

CRND AR WN =

Total

Cost:

1\4 time at 10 hr.
full time at 8 hr.
full time at 6 hr.
I\2 time at 8 hr.

Cost:

$21,000
$15,000
$5,000
$5,000
$10,000
$2,000
$2,000
$3,616
$6,362

$69,977
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E. 10-YEAR IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR ALL WASTE REDUCTION
STRATEGIES

Table IV-5

Implementation Schedule for All Waste Reduction Strategies

Programs 94 |95 ]96 |97 198 |99 |00 |01 | 02 | 03 | Responsible | $ Amount | Funding -}~ -
Party Source

Clase IV Landfill X County $3.,500 | Tipping

Permit: Fees

Construction X Coun $161,816 | Tippin

Class IV Landfiti v Fe%l; .

Integrate X County $15,076 | General

Recycling with Fund

Convenience

Centers:

Look at recycling X Citles: $20,000 | General

door-to-do.or Onleda & Fund/

collection: Winfield Sale of
Recycla-
bles

Continue Source | X County N/A | N/A

Reduction with

industries &

commercial

establishments:

Plan Updates: X : X Solid Waste N/A | N/A

Board
Transfer Class IV X County $321,000 { Tipping
Waste Fees

F. RESPONSIBILITY FOR IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN

The responsibility for implementing the waste reduction plan will remain with the
County. The County will continue to encourage commercial and industrial waste
reduction through sponsored waste reduction workshops and waste exchange
publications. The County will also implement a regional recycling program for residential
use.

A permit to design and construct a Class IV Land(fill could begin in 1995. The operation
of the Class IV Landfill could begin by October 1996. The solid waste board is also
looking at transfering Class IV waste to another facility outside the County. The cost of
this is shown in Chapter 5, along with an implementation schedule.

The first milestone for meeting the 25% waste reduction goal will occur by December 31,

1995. The second milestone occurs during the period when the plan is to be updated.
The County will be primarily responsible for documenting progress of the Region in
achieving and maintaining the waste reduction goal identified in this chapter.

IV-10



G.

REGIONAL DATA COLLECTION / ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORTS

As per T.C.A. Sections 68-211-863(b), the Region of Scott County must report to the
State Planning Office annually the quantities and types of recyclable materials collected.
Regional data collection will be maintained in monthly, quarterly and annual reports by
quantities and types of recyclables collected in the Region by a qualified staff person.
Annual progress reports, utilizing information gathered in Tables IV-2 and IV-3, will be
submitted to the State Planning Office. Annual reports will include the amount of waste
diverted to the Class IV landfill.
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Statutory Requirements:

"..[E]Jach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include...collection
capability, including data detailing the different types of collection systems and the
population and areas which receive and do not receive such services..." [T.C.A. 68-211-
815()X2)B); and "...as part of the local plan required by Section 13 of the Act, each
county or multi-county municipal solid waste disposal region shall submit a plan for the
adequate provision of collection services to the State Planning Office. Such plan shall
identify unmet needs and shall be updated annually.” [T.C.A. 68-211-851(b}

A.

Service
Provider

Oneida
Winfield
Elbert King
Benny King
Terry King
David Keeton
Howard Jeffers

Reliable Waste
Services

Solid Waste
Collection System

Door-tb-Door Collection
Dgoor-to-Door Collection
Door-to-Door Conection
Door-to-Door Collection
Door-to-Door Collection
Door-to-Door Collection

Door-to-Door Collection

Door-to-Door Collection

Total Population Served

EXISTING WASTE COLLECTION AND TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

The existing collection services and facilities in the planning Region of Scott County
{County Profile of the District Needs Assessment, ChapterV, A.1-18.) are provided by the
municipalities of Oneida and Winfield, and several private haulers operating in the
County. Both cities and the private haulers offer door-to-door collection service to
residents. '

The estimated number of residents served in the Region of Scott County by the existing
solid waste collection system is listed below:

Number of

Residents Served

3,962
573
348
973
556
765

139

7,324



Solid waste collected by public and private waste haulers is transported for disposal at
the Scott County Landfill located in Helenwood.

From the information gathered in the Needs Assessment, the existing coliection system
does not appear to service all residents in the region. Approximately, 11,034 residents
(60% of the County population in 1991) had no solid waste collection service provided to
them in Scott County. This percentage has not significantly changed in 1992 and 1993.

NUMBER OF CONVENIENCE CENTERS REQUIRED IN SCOTT COUNTY

As per Convenience Center Rule (1200-1-7), the minimum level of solid waste collection
service is :

A, Household collection - A county shall be deemed to have met minimum level of
service if at least 90% of all residents have access to household collection.

B. Convenience centers - A county shall be deemed to have a minimum level of service
if convenience centers are established.

-The minimum number of centers shall be established as follows:
1) The service area in square miles divided by 180 square miles:
532.1 square miles - 10.2 square miles (cities)
- 84 square miles (Big South Fork) =
438 square miles divided by 180 square miles =
: 2.4 convenience centers.
OR
2) The service area population divided by 12,000:
18,167 residents - 7 ;324 people served = 10,843 residents unserved
10,843 divided by 12,000 = .81 convenience centers.

Therefore, at least one convenience center will be built in the Scott County Region
by Janary 1, 1996.



REGIONAL NEEDS FOR COLLECTION SERVICE

Identified regional needs to provide adequate service to all residents and to meet the
criteria of the Convenience Center Rule 1200-1-7 are:

1) address unserved areas by January 1, 1995,

2) integrate collection system with recycling program,

3) expand the collection services during the next 10 years,
4) cost-effective collection system.

The total regional needs in Scott County to provide adequate service to all residents has
been addressed with the existing collection services outlined on the previous pages.
Given the required number of convenience centers by state regulations, the County will
need to address the unserved areas in Scott County with a network of convenience center
sites (1 - 2 centers at the minimum).

In 1984, the Local Planning Assistance Office prepared a convenience center study for the
Scott County Regional Planning Commission (see Appendix). Unique characteristics of
Scott County were examined, such as the road system and population distribution, to

. help determine the best alternative and location for convenience center collection sites.

Several alternatives for collection and equipment, number and location of sites were given
to the planning commission. No immediate action was taken at that time.

In 1984 an advisory board was formed with the primary task of choosing a collection
system adequate to serve the residents of Scott County. The Board with the help of the
Local Planning Office had determined that at least six (6) convenience center sites should
be located within the County. The Regional Solid Waste Board agrees with this study
and recommends that these centers should be phased-in over the 10-year planning
period.

The planned collection system in Scott County will successfully integrate recycling
services as drop-off locations at planned convenience center sites. The Cities could also

utilize the recycling drop-off locations.

The existing collection system will need to expand to meet the changing needs of the
County over the next 10 years. With the predicted mandated closing of the County Class
1 Landfill by October, 1996, the County will need to dispose of its solid waste elsewhere.
Therefore, Scott County should plan for the construction of a transfer station in a
centrally located site within the Region. The Helenwood convenience center site may also
be an appropriate location for the transfer station. Additional land may need to be
obtained in order to allow the transfer station to be placed at this site. This location is
also the present site of the County-owned Class 1 landfill. The County already has truck
scales at this site and should begin the permit process for additional land for a Class IV
landfill.



The most important regional need to provide adequate service to all residents is cost-
effectiveness. Again, the Board reviewed the planning commission study from 1984, and
a document published by Lewis Bumpas, UT-CTAS, entitled, Solid Waste: Transportation
and Other Costs, 1993. In both documents, the preferred collection system supports a
combination of compacting and receiving equipment to minimize costs.

COLLECTION SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION

Table V-1

Ten Year Implementation Schedule for Collection Program

Colilection: 9 0 Responsible | $ Funding
4 1 Party Amount Source

Continue x Cities: $78.000/ | Property
Door to door Onieda & $9000 Tax/Beer
Collection Winfield Tax
Establish State N/A N/A
Standards for
Private
Haulers
Construct & County $41,300 State &
Purchase ARC
Equipment Grants &
for Bond
Convenience Funds
Centers:
Manned County $10,920/ | General
Convenience Yr. Fund
Centers:
Certification State N/A N/A
of Staff:

. Plan Updates: | X Solid Waste | $20,000 General

Coordinator Fund

Annual X X Solid Waste | N/A N/A
Reports Board

Design and construction of the convenience center system will begin by 1995 with final
completion of the sixth center scheduled by the end of 2000. The construction of the

planned six convenience centers will occur in three phases:

Phase 1: 1995 - October, 1996
Phase 2: 1997 - 1998
Phase 3: 1999 - 2000
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The design and construction of the proposed transfer station, to be integrated into the
Helenwood convenience center site, could begin by Spring 1996 and operation could

begin by October, 1996.

Ten Year Implementation Schedule for Transferring of Waste

Transfer of Responsible | $ Amount .| Funding
Waste Party Source
Construction County $222,000 | ARC
of Transfer Grant/
Station Bond
Funds
Purchase of County $366,200 | ARC
Equipment Grant/
Bond
Funds
Personnel County $60,732 Tipping
Fees
Tratning State N/A N/A
Personmnel
Plan Updates Solid Waste | $20,000 General
Coordinator Fund
Annual Solid Waste N/A N/A
Reports Board

Training for all collection and transportation staff will be provided by the Department of
Environment and Conservation [T.C.A. Section 68-211-851(c)].

Any solid waste collection plan will be annually updated by the Region as required by
T.C.A. 68-211-814. The annual update will consider:

¢ Survey of roadside dumps;

* Citizen complaints; :

* Alternative systems available;

* Volume of waste received or collected by the existing systems.

This evaluation report will be submitted to the State Planning Office on July 1, 1995 and
each year thereafter.

The intent of the evaluation is to clearly determine whether the existing system is

adequately providing solid waste collection and disposal service to residents of the
County.
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D. TOTAL 10-YEAR STAFFING AND TRAINING NEEDS

The total 10-year staffing for the regional collection and transportation system in Scott
County should include:

Program Number of Staff
Convenience Centers {6) 6 part-time (28 hrs/week)
* Solid Waste Coordinator 1/4 time
** Mechanic 1/2 time
Transfer Station Operator 1 full-time (40 hrs/week)
Transfer Truck Haulers 2 full-time (40 hrs/week)

* Solid Waste Coordinator could also oversee the Class IV landfill, recycling
education and data collection.
** Mechanic could also de the maintenance on the Class IV landfill.

E. 10-YEAR BUDGET

A ten year budget, including both capital and annual operating costs, has been prepared
on the following page to summarize the total costs of the regional collection system. The
proposed budget assumes public sector capital and operational costs. All system costs
should be evaluated against solicited bids from the private sector to achieve the most
cost-effective approach for service delivery.
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F. Funding Plan

The region's financing plan for capital and operation costs will include
appropriations from the general fund, solid waste fee and State grants. A one
time State grant of $50,000 for convenience centers will be applied for in the
upcoming year. This will either be used as a matching of an ARC grant or a
straight funding of new convenience centers.

Annual Funding Plan for Collection Program

Sources of Revenue

Amount of Revenue Proportion of Individual
Source
Solid Waste Fee $41,080 72%
General Fund $10,920 19%
Grants $5000 9%
Total $57,000 100%

Annual Funding Plan for Transferring Waste Program

Location of Existing and Planned Collection System

Sources of Revenue Amount of Revenue Proportion of Individual
Source
Tipping Fees $58,275 34%
General Fund $114,351 66%
Total $172,626 100%
G.

The approximate location of the existing and new elements of the regional

“collection and transportation system in Scott County is available on the system
map provided in Chapter XI. Arrows are used to indicate probable waste flow
patterns within/or between the Region and adjoining regions.
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Statutory Requirements:

r, . [Elach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include...a recycling
plan, including a description of current public and private recycling efforts and planned
efforts to enhance recycling within the county or region.” [T.C.A. 68-211-815(bX7)]

and "Effective January 1, 1996, each county shall provide...one (1) or more sites for
collection of recyclable materials..." [T.C.A. 68-211-863(a)]

*Each person or entity operating a collection site for recyclable materials shall annually
report the quantities of recyclable materials collected, by type of material, to the region
which shall then report...[this information]...to the State Planning Office.” [T.C.A. 68-
211-863(bj]

A. REGIONAL NEEDS FOR RECYCLING PROGRAMS, FACILITIES, AND SERVICES.

Identified regional needs to provide recycling programs, facilities, and services to
residents of Scott County are:

1) provide one or more sites to collect recyclables by January 1, 1996,
2} integrate recycling program with collection system,

8) collect information on quantities and types of collected materials,
4} cost-effective markets.

Presently, there are no public recycling programs operating in Scott County. The
recycling collection programs that do exist in the County are scrap metal dealers and a
few waste reduction efforts by the commercial and industrial sector. Although the
estimated amount of waste diverted by the private sector in 1991 was 5.5%, the County
will need to establish collection sites for the residential population to bring their
recyclables by January, 1996.

The County plans to locate compartmentalized containers at each designated convenience
center for residential use. Materials collected will include: newspaper, plastic, glass
containers, cardboard and aluminum cans. Recyclables will be collected from the
convenience center sites and transported for processing and marketing. Scott
Appalachian Industries has shown an interest in providing processing and marketing
services for recyclables in the region.

With the combined public and private recycling efforts, the regional goal of diverting 25%
per capita by 1995 (approximately 4,000 tons/year) could be obtained.

VI-1



B.

EXPANSION AND ENHANCEMENT OF RECYCLING IN THE REGION

Drop-off recycling collection sites will be integrated into the County planned convenience
center system. Scott Appalachian Industries has shown interest in working with the
County on a contractual basis for the processing of recyclable material. They currently
have the facility to handle Scott County recyclables at the infant stage and have
expressed interest to actively pursue grants for equipment, etc. to grow with the recycling
program of Scott County.

The County plans to implement an educational program to enhance recycling in the
Region by distributing solid waste and recycling information to students, aduits, local
schools and civic organizations.

A summary of the planned recycling programs to be initiated in the Region are provided
in Table VI-1 below:

Table VI-1

Planned Recycling Programs in Region of Scott County (by 1996)

" Sector Program Type Entities Served Tons/Year % of Total Service Area
County Drop-off 17,974 residents 515 24 County
Commercial/ In-house City &
Industrial Waste Reduction businesses 1,638 76 County

Total 2,153 I I 100 “

Each County convenience center will have roll-off compartmentalized containers for
newspaper, plastic containers, aluminum cans, and glass containers {green, white and
brown). The roll-off containers will be loaded onto a roll-off truck and transported for
processing and marketing. One empty compartmentalized container will always stay with
the truck to be exchanged for a full container located at convenience center sites. A map
of the drop-off collection sites is provided on the system map in Chapter XI.

To reiterate, Scott Appalachian Industries (SAl}, located in the Scott County Industrial
Park in Helenwood, which was established and chartered as a public, non-profit
organization on June 28, 1984, has show an interest to provide process and marketing
services of recyclables for the region of Scott County. The County Commission through
resolution has shown their support for such endeavors by Scott Appalachian Industries.
SAI was formed to provide a growing program of services to the severely handicapped
citizens of Scott and surrounding counties, who are 17 years of age and older.

SAl is centrally located in the County to all residents and businesses. Its location in the

Industrial Park makes SAI an appropriate location for the Region's material processing
facility for recyclables. SAl is a recent member of the Recycling Marketing Cooperative
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C.

of East Tennessee (RMCET) and plans to participate in any other cost-effective
marketing contracts sought by either the State's Office of Cooperative Marketing
or the Recycling Marketing Cooperative of East Tennessee (RMCET). The regional
board will continue to encourage and support the efforts of SAI in their attempt
to implement a processing and marketing program for the County's recyclable
materials.

The Region will participate in creating and expanding markets for recovered
materials or products with a recycled content in a cost-effective manner through
local government purchasing and procurement, or by providing economic
incentives for new businesses who manufacture new products from recovered
materials. As local businesses increase their waste reduction efforts in Scott’
County, the Region will initiate a waste exchange program for recovered materials
from the commercial and industrial sector.

TOTAL 10-YEAR STAFFING AND TRAINING NEEDS

The total 10-year staffing for the regional recycling program in Scott County
should include:

Program Number of Staff
Drop-off Locations 6 part-time* |
Transportation 1 part-time*

Data Collection &
Plan Updates 1 full-timme**

* Same staff utilized at convenience center sites.
** Data collection for plan updates and annual reports to be executed by
the solid waste coordinator for all planning elements.
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Budget Information
Equipment:
Description: |  Cost:
1. Roll-off Containers = 4 compartments $4,477 (ea)

2. Using the transfer trailer at the Transfer Station.
3. Equipment Replacement fund is based on 7 years
life expectancy.

Transportation:

1. Based on 20 miles per week per center x .52 (transfer trailer) x .10 (roll-off trailer)
2. Based on recyclables going to Scott Appalachian Industries in Helenwood.



Statutory Requirements:

' "Each plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include fa] planned
capacity assurance, including descriptions of planned or needed facilities.” [T.C.A. 68-
31-815(X6)]

A. Regional Needs and Goals

The Scott County Landfill is nearing capacity and mandated closing will be
October, 1996. There is pending a private Class I landfill. The following two
tables illustrate the lack of disposal capacity for the region of Scott County within
the next 10 year planning period.

1. Projected Demand and Supply, and Identification of Potential Shortfalls or
Surplus in Disposal Capacity

Table VIII-1
Tons Per Year
DEMAND: Tons of SUPPLY: Existing Surplus Shortfall
Waste Requiring & Planned (+) {-)

Year Disposal _ Capacity
1993 26,520 118,700 92,180
1994 26,741 92,180 65,439
1995 286,364 65,439 39,075

1996 23,046 39,075 16,029
1997 11,822 0 11,822
1998 11,775 0 11,775 1
1999 11,740 4] 11,740
2000 11,691 0 11,691
2001 11,635 0 11,635
2002 11,680 0 11,580
2003 11,529 0 11,529

It should be noted that there is pending a private Class I landfill permit with the State in the
Region of Scott County by Johnny King (Roberta Landfill).

VIII-1
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Regional Disposal Capacity: Potential Shortfalls or Surplus in Projection Years

Table VIII-2 .
Projected Net Disposal Capacity* (Tons Per Year)
County/Regional

" Regional**
Year 1. 2, : Total

“ 1993 13,104 13,416 25,520+

base year

“ 1994 13,370 13,370 26,741+
1995 13,181 13,181 26,362+
1996 11,523 11,523 23,046+
1997 . 11,822 o 11,822-
1998 11,775 0 11,755-
1999 11,740 0 11,740-

ll 2000 | 11,691 0 11,691-

“ 2001 11,635 0 11,635~
2002 11,580 0 11,580-
2003 11,529 0 11,5629-

1. Represents Scott County
2. Represents Fentress County-current plan is for a new landfill
in Fentress by 1997

The passage of the Resource and Recovery Act Subtitle D final Rule for Municipal
Solid Waste Landfills on October 9, 1991, has made counties look at their disposal
methods and future needs in a different manner. The expense of the new landfills
due to increase monitoring and new design criterla have counties worried about
the long- term effects on decisions that they make in terms of disposal of solid
waste. The following budget outlines the expense of closing a Class I Jandfill and
the post- closure care thereafter.

VIII-2



0661 "Y3G0L00 TLNN SWILE 3STHL HO4 LOVHINOD LSOJ-ON V SVH ATLNIHHUND ALNNOD LLOJS «

loos’os jooo'zz -Jooe'eZ 00869 [00s'e9 [ooe'e9 loog'o9 |0oe'bi. 1008°28¢ [000°8€ | 180D ONILVYILO ANV TV.1IdYD) TWIOL

l

i 000202 [005'6€2 |000'PES 1509 ONILVH3dO TVLOL

| _

I o000°cL |oco'e  [000'S SINVLINSNOD «

! 000’0 {0006 |000'ZL ONIHOLINOW HI LYMANNOYD|

__ 002'¢8 002’7l [000Z2 JONIYS "WaV ‘QvaHNIAO |
00€'221 [00E'erL |000'FL TINNOSYId .)f

__ . :g1800 Bugesedol|

i

__w

__ ‘ Y p i [ :

__oom.om 00022 loosel |008'69 100599 |ooe'es [00£'02 |oog'20S Jooe'syl 10001 1809 WLidvD WVLOL

7 ooe'zzt |ooe'srl [000'YL 13nd ANV 3SvaT ININGIND3 .

50808 |000'Z2 jooeel [oog'e9 [o00s'es [ooe'e9 [00£'09 YD FHNS0TD 1S0d HO4 LOVHINOD)

I _ : 000'08¢ H3A0D TYNIJ 404 LOVHINOD|

1 181309 JoydeD

co0z | zooz | ooz | oooZ | 666} | 8664 | 66l | 966L | S66L | P66l TH4ANYT 1 SSV1D

(ssejjoq) iyPUET § SSBID AUNOD NS 103 $1809 BuljeledQ pue [eden

l ejqel

VY 'N3ddV
_ . .

R I [ —_—— J—

‘suonenbey _Emrmm pue sjeig Meu Jepun |lpue] | ssel) Auno)
1100S BU) JO S}SOD [B]0} 6Y) BZLBWILNS 0} Mojeq paJedesd eq pinoys *sisod Bupeiedo jenuue pue |ejided Yoq Buipnjoul JeBpnq Jeed ue} v

139ang ¥vaA-0l



B. Disposal Strategy

The Scott County Regional Solid Waste Board has decided since the region
generates only 45 tons of waste per day and all figures suggest that a region needs
to produce at least 100 tons per day of waste to make the construction of a new
Class I landfill economically feasible, that the region of Scott County will look at
hauling their waste to an available Class [ landfill providing the best contract for
Scott County. In order to reduce tipping fees at the Class I landfill and to meet the
25% waste reduction mandate by the State, the solid waste plan calls for
constructing a transfer station that will be large enough to separate Class I and
Class IV waste. The regional solid waste board has not ruled out the possibility of
building a Class IV landfill in the future and for that reason two 10 year budget

plans are shown on the next pages.

C. Funding and Implementation Schedule

Disposal 94 | 95 |96 | 97 | 98 | 99 | 00 | 01 02 | 03 Responsible $ Amount | Funding
Party Source

Look at X Solid Waste N/A N/A

Disposal Board

Alternatives

Construction X County $222,000 | ARC

of Transfer Grant/

Station Bond
Funds

Purchase X County $366,200 ARC

Equipment Grant/
Bond
Funds

Close Out X County/ $380,000 | Tipping

current Frivate Fees

Landfill Company

Post Closure X X X X X X X County $60,000 Tipping

Care annual Fees

Training & X State N/A N/A

Certify :

Personnel

Pian Updates X X Solid Waste N/A N/A

Board

Annual X X X X |x X X |x |x X Solid Waste $20,000 County

Reports Coordinator General
Funds
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Exported Waste

The Scott County Regional Solid Waste Board will actively pursue a Class I and
Class IV site for disposal of Scott County waste in the 10-year planning period.
Since all counties have been developing plans for the State, the solid waste board
thought it might be best to look at the situation after the plans have been
submitted to further examine its alternatives. Possible landfill sites include
Chestnut Ridge in Anderson County, a proposed new Class I landfill in Fentress
County and Chambers in Morgan County.
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Statutory Requirements:

"..[Elach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include...a description
of education initiatives aimed at business, industry, schools, citizens, and others, which
address recycling, waste reduction, collection, and other goals...'[T.C.A. Section 68-31-
815(X11)]

"...Each solid waste regional plan shall include an education program to assist adults
and children to understand solid waste issues, management options and costs, and the
value of waste reduction and recycling.” [T.C.A. Section 68-31-842]

There are no established recycling or solid waste education programs in Scott
County. The local media including the Scott County News, the [ndependent
Herald, WBNT-FM and WOCV-FM cover news stories on solid waste. These news

" items provide the only consistent source of information on local solid waste issues
in the area, but they meet only a fraction of the region's educational needs.

Since such a small part of the community is being covered by current educational
programs, more broad based goals and objectives must be established. In order
to meet the goal of proper solid waste management, the public must develop a
heightened awareness of, and sense of responsibility for, conserving the
environment. Through education the public can learn to solve many of the
problems associated with solid waste. The objective of creating a more enlightened
public can be reached by expanding upon the following basic tenets:

1. Reduce solid waste by altering purchasing and consumption habits.
Buy products which create the least amount of solid waste.

2. Reuse products whenever possible before discarding them.

3. Recycle solid waste items which can be made into new products. Re-
cover organic matter to soil composition.

4. Review our disposal practices to insure that unusable solid waste is
not polluting the environment, but make sure that it is placed in a safe
sanitary landfill.

5. Evaluate our present lifestyles to determine how they can be changed
to become more kind to the environment.



There are five major target groups for educational purposes. Through these five
groups the issues of proper solid waste management can be spread to a large
section of the community. These five groups are:

1. Schocl Children

2. Government Officials
3. Civic Groups

4. Business and Industry
5. At-large community

In order to best reach all of these groups in the most efficient and effective way,
a Keep America Beautiful program is proposed. Through the first two years, until
a Keep America Beautiful (KAB) program can be established, an assortment of
programs will be used to help disseminate information to these groups. The focus
of this information will be on finding alternatives to disposing of waste in Class I
landfills and eliminating environmentally hazardous practices. This includes
reducing waste at the source, recycling (residential, institutional, and industrial),
lessening the impact of litter, and illustrating the harm caused by illegal burning
and dumping.

Within the school system a series of different grades should be targeted for
Instruction. By choosing Fourth, Seventh, and Tenth grades similar materials can
be used for up to three years without becoming repetitive. Using established
environmental curriculum (i.e. V.E. Vivan's Solid Waste/Energy Curriculum and
offerings through the Tennessee Department of Education’s Project SWEEP) and
locally oriented presentations, most students needs can be met. Most curriculums
can be ordered through ERIC or KAB at a fairly minimal cost. To complement the
curriculum a locally oriented slide show with accompanying text could be provided
to the schools.

A series of workshops and conferences should be provided for merchants,
industrialists, public officials, and the public at large. Some of these seminars will
use a variation of the locally oriented slide show/video used in the school system.
Other programs will include information on waste reduction, recycling, local
services, and the necessary steps for gaining a Keep America Beautiful franchise.
‘Additional audio-visual presentations should include TVA's video "Rural America:
The Solid Waste Issue Hits Home." Literature focusing on regional services (i.e.
RMCET) and national solutions to solid waste management problems should be
provided at the seminars. The local media will need to be constantly updated on
events through a series of monthly or bi-monthly news releases.

In cooperation with the education programs at both the local school level and for
the adult community, a series of award programs could be instituted. These
awards will honor local individuais, groups, and businesses for progress they have
made in improving the region through better waste management practices. The
awards presentations would best fit as part of the workshops and conferences. To
assure a broad approach at the seminars, local input should be complemented
with exhibits and demonstrations from outside the region. Also, a list of possible
speakers would be developed, including individuals from the region, state and
national level.
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The best way to fulfill these plans is to hire'a part time staff person who will be
responsible for their implementation. For the initial few years, this individual
would work primarily on the school education requirements and on establishing
some basic adult oriented workshops. The staff person would also be responsible
for acquiring the necessary information in order to secure a Keep America
Beautiful franchise for the region. This person would naturally be the choice for
the full time KAB coordinator upon evaluation by the Scott County Solid Waste
Regional Board.

Ten Year Implementation Schedule for Education Program

Education

94 {1 95 ] 96 |97 |98 | 99| 00 | 01 | 62 | O3 | Responsible $ Amount | Funding

Party Source

Enforce X Sheriff N/A N/A

lllegal Deptartment

Dumping

Establish X Solid Waste $ 2,000 Private

KAB Board Donaticns

Franchise

-Hire X County $10,000 Private

Education Donations/

Coordinator General

Fund

Educate the X Education $ 1,000 Private

Target Coordinator Donations

Groups

Increase X County $10,000 General

Education Fund

Program

Hours

Plan X X Solid Waste N/A N/A

Updates Board

Annual X I X |X | X |IXI|X |X X |XxX |X Education N/A N/A

Reports Coordinator

A ten year budget, including both capital and annual operating costs, has been
prepared to summarize the total costs of the regional education program. This
budget can be seen on the following page.
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Annual Funding Plan for Education Program

Sources of Revenue Amount of Revenue Proportion of Individual
Source

General Fund $6500 65%

Grants $1000 | 10%

Private Donation $2500 - - ‘1 25%

Total $10,000 100%




54 |

© NS ;N

27

l
'~ BIG SOUTH FOR
TIONAL RIVER AND RECREATIONAL AR

%)

14,

fo Fentress
County Al TR

2]

- EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM SITES

. Fairview Elementary
. Huntsville School
Robbins
Burchfield

Winfield

. Scoft High

Oneida High

Oneida Elementary

SNwrELD
N,
NN
£ 5
4NN 2
< A
7
2
‘%6
9

EXISTING EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM FOR THE REGION
OF SCOTT COUNTY |



Statutory Requirements:

"..[Elach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include...a plan for the
disposal of household hazardous wastes; [t.c.a. 68-211-815(X8)]

"...Each county...shall provide a service site and shall advertise...the day(s) and hours
and location where the household hazardous wastes will be collected...fand]...furnish at
least one(1) person...who will assist...[at the] collection unit." [T.C.A. 68-211-829].

"...Effective January 1, 1995, no municipal solid waste disposal facility or incinerator
shall accept for disposal any whole waste tires, lead acid batteries, or used oil..."[T.C.A.
68-211-866(a)]

"..By January 1, 1995, each county shall provide at least one (1) site to receive and store
waste tires, used automotive oils and fluids, and lead-acid batteries...fJand]...shall sell
and/or cause the transfer of the recyclable materials...to a commercial recycler or a
regional receiving facility...” [T.C.A. 68-211-866(b)]

".{Ejach plan submitted by a municipal solid waste region shall include...any other
information as the Director of the State Planning Qffice may deem relevant to the
implementation of the Act.” [T.C.A. 68-211-815(bX15)]

The Solid Waste Management Act directly addresses four problem wastes. The
Region of Scott County, in its plan, must describe how the regional programs will
interface with the state household hazardous waste collection service. The Act
also bans disposal of scrap tires, batteries and waste oil in landfills after January
1, 1995, and requires the County to develop an infrastructure for accepting,
storing, recycling or safe disposal of these materials by the end of 1994. The
regional plan addresses these requirements.

The Act does not address litter prevention/education/remedial action programs.
However, the community efforts funded by the litter grants are acknowledged,
evaluated, and incorporated into the regional plan.

No data on current handling of waste tires, used oil or lead acid batteries was
collected in the District Needs Assessment. The Act bans these materials from
landfills or incinerators by the end of 1994, and requires the County to provide a
site to receive and store them for ultimate recycling and disposal. The regional
plan describes how the Region will collect necessary data to locate, design and
open these collection sites by the statutory deadline. Specific information included
for each problem waste is provided in the pages that follow. A more detailed plan
will be required when the regional plan is updated in 5 years.

X-1



HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE (HHW)

Regional Needs for a HHW Management Program

1) Identify an appropriate temporary site for collection,
2) Promote the Collection Event through advertisement and education, and
- 38) Provide County site representative during Collection Event.

Several potential temporary locations have been identifled by the County for the
collection, sorting and packaging of HHW. Given the minimum requirements of
a temporary site required by the Tennessee Department of Environment and
Conservation, as cited in the Policy Guide on County Responsibilities for the
Tennessee HHW Collection Program, 1993, appropriate locations in Scott County
could be:

Walmart (Oneida);
Scott County Schools; and/or
Local Grocery Stores.

Since the Walmart, and local grocery store locations are not County-owned, the
County will be responsible for all leasing arrangements. The leasing arrangement
will be in writing and submitted to the Special Waste Section Manager
(Department of Solid Waste Assistance, TDEC) 15 working days prior to the
Collection Event. Seven to fifteen days prior to the Collection Event, the County
will allow the HHW collection oontractor to inspect the site in order to finalize
plans for the Event.

The County will have a site location identified when submitting a request in
writing to the State for the collection service. The request will identify any of the
site criteria that are impossible for the County to meet. The County will provide
one or more waste containers for the collection of nonhazardous household waste
at each Collection Event and proved for the proper disposal of the nonhazardous
wastes,

The County will advertise in the local newspapers the date, hours and location of
the Collection Event. The advertisement will be published at least two full weeks
preceding the event date and during the week of the event. The ad will specify that
only 110 pounds of waste will be accepted from each household during the event
and list the items excluded from the program, as well as examples of acceptable
items. The ad will indicate that the collection and disposal costs will be paid by
the State of Tennessee.



The County will provide educational materials and brochures concerning HHW
collection and disposal to the public. Educational materials provided by the
contractor and the State will also be made available for use by the County. In
addition, the proposed education program for Scott County will support and
promote the HHW through the local schools, businesses, civic organizations and
general public.

A site representative will be provided by the County and available on site to
represent the County during the Collection Event. The site representative will
safeguard the County property used by the collection contractor (land and waste
containers) and manage problems that may arise during the collection of HHW
with County-owned utilities and the nonhazardous waste containers.

The site representative will be avaflable to assist the collection contractor in the
event of an emergency. Telephone numbers for the local law enforcement,
emergency response, and nearest medical facilities and the address of the medical
facilities will be provided to the collection contractor. The site representative will
be responsible for notifying the proper authorities if necessary.

Provided below is an estimate of the program costs to the County for a HHW
collection program.

HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE COLLECTION

PROGRAM PROGRAM
ELEMENTS COSTS
Site Leasing
{containers) $150 (service solid waste containers)
Advertisement $200 (newspaper article, brochures)
Site
Representative $ 60 ($6/hr @ 10hrs.)
Total $410
Potential site locations: Walmart (Oneida)
Scott County Schools
Local Grocery Stores



Site Criteria:

Be accessible by paved roads
Convenient location

Paved working area {100 ft. X 100 ft.)
Accommodate at least 15 cars

Clean water source

Toilet facilities

Telephones R,
110 electrical outlet

Program to be held twice a year at potential site location(s) = $820 (no leasing
costs)

Progress of the program will be reported annually to the State on the types and
amounts of HHW collected and the number of people served by the program. As
per T.C.A. Section 68-211-863(b), the Region will submit these annual reports to
the State Planning Office.

WASTE TIRES

-In 1993 waste tire handling and disposal practices in Scott County were supported

by a waste tire storage site located at the Scott County Landfill in Helenwood. The
approximate sfze of the site is 220' X 220'. The site can store approximately
10,000 tires. During the fiscal year 1992-93, 6,177 tires were sold in Scott
County. (This quantity was calculated from the annual tire pre-disposal fees paid
into the Solid Waste Management Fund each year. The annual revenues were
obtained from the Department of Revenue, 1993.) The storage site is capable of
handling the current discard rate.

The County will continue to inventory illegal tire piles and estimate the quantity
of tires in each through the operations of the County litter prevention program.
Education efforts to impact illegal dumping will be coordinated with the proposed
education program in Scott County.

The County estimated the annual capital costs of the storage site to be $15,000.
A grant for $5,000 was awarded to the County in 1993 to reimburse expenses
Incurred in constructing the site location. An additional $5,000 grant will be
pursued by the County for the waste tire storage site after the plan is approved in
1994. ‘

Tire shredding operations have been implemented at the site in the past. When
enough tires are stored at the site (approximately 5,000}, the tire shredding
contractor will be notified to begin operations. The County Landfill Operator will
be on site to assist the contractor if necessary. Shredded tires will be disposed at
the Scott County Landfill.

X-4



c‘

D.

Estimated operational costs on the maintenance of the storage site, vector control,
and shredding operation support will be integrated into the daily activities of the
landfill operator already on site at the County landfill.

WASTE OIL

Waste oil (and other used automotive fluids) are currently managed in the County
at local gasoline and automobile service stations who supply waste oil tanks for
temporary disposal. No estimate on the quantity of oil recovered in 1993 is
available for Scott County. The waste oil is currently béing handled efficiently by -
the private sector. The County will continue to support the existing efforts
through education and information provided to the public on possible locations.
Also, the County will provide oil collection tanks at each of the planned
convenience center sites for the public to utilize. These sites will begin to be
available for public use by January 1, 1995.

Industrial Waste Oil in Knoxville will supply a 300 gallon tank, or 55-galion
drums, at each site, pumped once to twice weekly, and provide receipts for
amounts at no charge (if a tank agreement is signed).

Other automobile fluids:
Used oil filters - 55 gallon drums @ $55 - $75/drum
(up to 100 miles)
Antifreeze - 55 gallon drums @ $25/drum
Pumped two (2) to four (4) times a year.

In addition, the County will encourage the public to turn in waste oil and other
automobile fluids at the scheduled HHW collection events to be held in the County
at least twice yearly.

LEAD ACID BATTERIES

Lead acid batteries are currently managed efficiently in the County by the private
sector through an exchange program. The County will provide at least one

-collection site to recejve and store discarded batteries as required by T.C.A. 68-31-

866(b) through the scheduled HHW collection program scheduled at least twice
yearly.

LITTER

The County will continue to operate the litter prevention program for the collection
of roadside litter and the clean-up of identified roadside dumps. Presently, the
County Grants Administrator directs the activities of the litter prevention grant.
In 1993, approximately 50 tons of roadside litter and illegally dumped waste was
collected by the County office. The County utilizes community service workers to
gather roadside litter and clean-up illegal dump sites. Future education efforts
sponsored by the litter prevention grant include: public service announcements,
public posters, brochures, and leaflets, litter receptacles distribution of litter bags,
and sponsoring a litter free event.



F. Timetable for Problem Waste Collection Program

Ten Year Implementation Schedule for Household Hazardous Waste

87

BHW 84 ;195 | 96 98 |99 00 | O1 | 02 | 03 | Responsible { $ Amount | Funding
Party Source

Use State’s [ X Solid Waste $1,000 | General
Mobile Board Fund :
Equipment
Publicize X |Xx Solid Waste $1,000 | General
HHW sites Board/ Fund

Education

Coordinator
Continue X Landfill $15,000 | State
Use of Tire Operator Grant/
Storage Site Tipping

_ Fees

Integrate X |IX |IX X |IXx (|x Solid Waste $6,500 | State
HHW sttes : Board Grant
with
Convenience
Centers
Contract X County $500 | General
with Private Fund
Hauler for
Disposal of
HHW
Annual X 1X |JxXx X |x |x IX |x |x }|x | soidwaste $20,000 | General
Reports Coordinator Fund
Plan X X Solid Waste N/A | N/A
Updates Board




G. Funding Plan

Annusl Funding Plan for Household Hazardous Waste

Sources of Revenue Amount of Revenue Proportion of Individual
Source

Tipping Fees $15,000 94%

Grants $1000 6%

Total $16,000 100%




The Solid Waste Regional Board for the region of Scott-County has developed the
following components into an integrated solid waste management system.

A.

1. Disposal
2. Waste Reduction
3. Collection

- Problem Waste
4. Recycling
5. Education

Disposal

To provide for a successful integrated system for the region of Scott County, the
Solid Waste Board first needs to decide on how to handle their disposal of
generated waste. After careful deliberation, the Scott County Regional Solid Waste
Board agreed that it would be unwise to construct a new Class I publicly owned
landfill for Scott County waste only. The region of Scott County produces about
45 tons of waste per day and that is before any future waste diversion.
Economically due to the new design criteria and monitoring requirements of Class
I landfills, the region of Scott County would not be able to construct a Class I
landfill and operate the landfill in the black financially on Scott County waste only.
Since, there is no movement at this time for a regional landfill in the area, the
Solid Waste Board is looking at transferring the region's waste to an available
Class I landfill. The transfer station will be centrally located in the county, and
the cities and private haulers will be expected to take their waste to the transfer

.station, Tipping fees will be charged at the transfer station site based on tonnage,

and the cost will correlate with the tipping fees being charged at the Class I landfill
site.

Waste Reduction

The Solid Waste Board initially looked at the construction of a Class IV landfill for
the diversion of waste to the Class I landfill site. It is anticipated that nearly 15%
of the waste can be diverted through the use of a Class IV diversion. The Solid
Waste Board looked at spending nearly $100 per ton to construct and operate a
Class IV landfill for the region's waste. The Solid Waste Board felt that $100 a ton
was not an economically viable option at this time and decided to build a larger
transfer station to separate Class I and Class IV waste. This would still give the



region the 15% diversion of waste that is needed at an anticipated much
lower cost. The Solid Waste Board has not ruled out the construction of a
Class IV landfill in the future, but feels that more than one county needs
to utilize the Class IV site. The cities and private haulers that provide door-
to-door pickup will be expected to separate Class IV waste from Class I
waste before delivering it to the transfer station. A separate tipping fee will
be set for Class IV waste and everyone delivering Class IV waste will be
expected to pay.

Source reduction goals can also help to meet the 25% waste reduction goal
established and mandated by the State. The Solid Waste Board and the
County will actively work with the industries and commercial
establishments to help find ways to reuse material in their workplace. With
the help of CIS, a few industries have started some source reduction
measures that should give a 1% waste diversion figure. The Solid Waste
Board and the education coordinator will provide public education and
technical assistance to businesses and industries on reduction, reuse, and
recycling. The cities of Oneida and Winfleld may look at charging a
collection fee based on volume that would further promote waste reduction
for all entities involved.

Collection

Currently, the region of Scott County has no convenience centers for the
collection of county waste; however, private haulers and the cities pick up
about 40% of the waste in Scott County. The City of Oneida and the City
of Winfield will continue to provide door-to-door collection of solid waste
within the 10 year planning period. In the near future both cities may
charge for collection pick-up. The Solid Waste Board and education
coordinator will work with the cities to show each resident the cost of a
collection program to offset any harsh feelings towards the governments.
Private haulers will continue to operate in the unincorporated areas of Scott
County and Huntsville and may be required in the future to be registered
with the State and meet certain guidelines, The region of Scott County will

"look at constructing six convenience centers throughout the County within

the next 10 year planning period. Once the convenience centers are in
place, an education campaign against illegal dumping will begin with
stronger enforcement of the law.



Problem Waste:

The Scott County Solid Waste Board will continue to arrange for designated
household hazardous waste collection days and utilize the mobile collection
equipment provided by the State. The Solid Waste Board will actively
pursue temporary sites for these HHW collection days that meet all State
standards and are the most accessible to the public.

The solid waste plan calls for the integration of HHW sites with the .. .. .

convenience centers in the next ten year planning period. The Solid Waste
Board will look at contracting with a private hauler to haul the waste from
the convenience centers or a more centrally located site, such as the
proposed transfer station.

The landfill operator will continue to utilize the State's tire shredder for the
disposal of tires. The Solid Waste Board will actively pursue a market for
either shredded or whole tires from which to haul the tires for disposal,
after the closure of the Class I landfill. The Solid Waste Board will work
closely with the Office of Cooperative Marketing and RMCET to find these
markets.

. The County and Cities will work together to identify and publicize proper
disposal for such items as used oil and batteries.

Recycling

Recycling is another way to meet the 25% waste reduction criteria
mandated by the State. Currently, the region of Scott County has no
recycling programs in place.

The County and Cities will work closely with the industries and businesses
to increase recycling, reuse, and source reduction. Seminars with the
assistance of the Center for Industrial Services could be set up to help such
establishments to begin their own recycling programs. Public
‘acknowledgement by the County and Cities could also promote recycling
efforts by industries and local businesses.

The County and Cities will work closely with Appalachian Industries or any
other private entity or non-profit group to help develop a material
processing center that can be used by the County and Cities. The Solid
Waste Board will help the region formulate a plan for a material processing
center, so that each entity will know what equipment is needed when

applying for grants.



The County will look at Jjoining Recycling Marketing Cooperative of East
Tennessee (RMCET) to help create a market for all of the recyclables,
RMCET should also be able to provide top dollar on the market through use
of volume, by combining with other counties, cities, etc. As the market
prices increase and tipping fees increase, the Cities will actively pursue the
possibility of providing door-to-door collection of recyclables.

Finally, the County will integrate recycling into all of their convenience
centers within the 10 year planning period. This integration should make
recycling drop-offs more accessible to the public, thus increasing their
participation.

Education

With the formation of the Keep America Beautiful program in the near
future, public awareness of the different solid waste components and the
need for everyone to get involved in the right way to handle solid waste will
become a reality. The goals of the education program is to work with
schools and make solid waste part of the everyday curriculum, work with
local businesses and industries to encourage source reduction, recycling
and reuse, and hold workshops on how you can reduce waste at your
homes. Basically, make people aware of solid waste, its cost and needs and
how the public can help make the implementation of the solid waste
management plan a success.



Managed Waste Stream

System Component Tons of Total Waste % of Total Waste Stream
Stream Managed per Year Managed

Class IV Diversion: 2,527 15%

Convenience Centers: 5,096 31%

Recycling: 2,153 13%

Source Reduction: 165 1%

Direct Hauling to Transfer 6,602 40%

Station:

Total System Components: 16,5643 100%

Total Hauling from 11,698

Transfer Station:

Staffing and Training Requirements for Each Component

Component 94 |95 |96 197 |98 J]99 |00 | 01 02 | 03 | Responsible | $ Funding
Party Amount | Source

Data Xy County $20,000 | General

Collection Fund

Transfer XX County $60,732 | Tipping

Station X Fees

Recycling*

Collection: X X X X X County $10,920 | General

Convenience Fund

Centers

Collection: X Cities $87,000 | General

Door-to-Door : Fund

Education X County $10,000 | Private

Donations
X = Staffing
Y = Training

* The recycling is to be integrated with the convenience centers which will allow the
personnel at the convenience centers to handle the recycling program.




Implementation

Schedule

1. Recycling

2. Collection

- 3. Disposal
4. Education

5. Household Hazardous Waste
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MAPS

1. Regional Base Map
; __2. Existing System |

3. Proposed System
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REGIONAL BASE MAP OF SCOTT COUNTY
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EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM SITES

1. Fairview Elementary
2. Huntsville School
3. Robbins

4. Burchfield
5. Winfield

6. Scott High
7. Oneida High

' 8. Oneida Elementary

EXISTING EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM FOR THE REGION
OF SCOTT COUNTY




Flow Diagram for Scott County Reglon:

Sourca Reduction: 165 tonsiyear
Diversion: 2527 tonsfyear
oW
L 15%
Waste Genesation ' 7% greasnger Station & Landfilled:
11.698 W y lO(lsJ'yt
100% |

3

Recycling: 2153 tonsfyear



A.

ONE-COUNTY REGION

Adoption of Solid Waste Managegement Plan by the Solid Waste Regional Board.
Adoption of Solid Waste Management Plan by the County Commission.
Minutes of the Regional Planning Commissions showing that the

Solid Waste Management Plan was presented to them for review and
comment. '
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Regional Board
Approval



RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION ENDORSING THE SCOTT COUNTY REGIONAL SOLID WASTE
PLAN.

Whereas, the Scott County Regional Solid Waste Board was created to evaluate the
existing solid waste system and develop a plan to alleviate the known deficiencies —
and,

Whereas, the Scott County Regional Solid Waste Board formulated a ten (10) year
solid waste management plan to solve the depicted deficiencies of the current solid
waste system and,

Whereas, the Scoft County Regional Solid Waste Management plan meets all Federal
and State guidelines.

Now, Therefore Be It Ordained, that the Scott County Regional Solid Waste Board
does fully endorse the Scott County Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. By
signatures below the Solid Waste Management Plan will become an official document
of record this 26th day of May, 1994.

Attest 4 {L._,g/ A@Z:)

Jie-Chairman Vice-Chairman

N 2 e




County
Commission
Approval
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REGULAR MONTHLY SESSION - APRIL TERM -~ 1994 May i6, 1994

e mre 4w emas—ns i —————— e mm s e s PR PR R

RESOLUTION # 21

~ Motion by Gibson, second by Zachary, to adopt the Sclid Waste Planning Board (10 year plan),
| this be submitted to the State.

Yoting AYE: ganhByrd, Carson, Cross, Crowley, Gibson, Newport, Phillips, Sexton, Slaven,
achary.

Yoting NAY: NONE
PASSED: Chambers,  -McCarroll.
ABSENT: Jimmy Byrd, West.

Motion Carried.

SPEAKING: Avery Smith.

| RESOLUTION # 22.

.

. Motion by Cross, second by Slaven, to look into the water problem at Avery Smith's and
e whatever steps necessary to get Mr. Smith water.

Yoting AYE: Jan Byrd, Carson, Chambers, Cross, Crowiey, Gibscn, McCarroll, Newport,
Phillips, Sexton, Slaven, Zachary.

Yoting NAY: NONE
ABSENT: Jimmy Byrd, West.

f-Motion Carried:

RESOLUTION # 23

Metion by Carson, second by McCarroil, that Court adjourn.

Voting AYE: Jan Byrd, Carson, Chambers, Cross, Crowley, Gibson, McCarrocll, Newport,
Phillips, Sexton, Slaven, Zachary.

Yoting NAY: NONE
" "ABSENT: Jimmy Byrd, West.

Motion Carried.




Regional
Planning
Commission
Minutes
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MINUTES
HUNTSVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 21, 1994

The regular meeting of the Huntsville Planning Commission was
held at 6:00 p.m. on Thursday, April 21, 1994 at the recreation

- center.

Members Present _ Members Absent others Present
- Kathleen West, Chmn. None Wes Riggins
.~ Ruth Hembree, V. €Chmn. ) Mitch Loomis,
" ¢Cleta Potter, Sec. ETDD '
verhonda Wilson, Mayor Will Hutchinson

Ina Mae Duncan
Holly Ericson

Y o

Staff Representative: David K., Williams

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m. by Chairman West.
The minutes of the March 17, 1994 meeting were unanimously approved
on a motion by Mayor Wilson and a second by Ms. Hembree.

REVIEW OF PROPOSED SOLID WASTE PLAN

Mr. Mitch Loomis, East Tennessee Development District, provided
_ommissioners with copies of the pertinent tables for Scott County's
solid waste plan. Mr. Loomis then explained that the Solid Waste
Act of 1991 required that all counties establish a solid waste
district, a solid waste board, prepare a solid waste plan, and meet
requirements regarding the collection and disposal of waste. Mr.

. . Loomis also explained that the act requires a 25 percent reduction

in the amount of waste which goes to the landfill.

The plan proposes that a class IV landfill be constructed and
recycling be provided to reduce the amount of waste going to the
landfill. A class IV 1andfill would handle wood, brick, and other
nonhazardous materials. They are much cheaper to operate because
they do not require plastic liners and constant monitoring.

Mr. Loomis explained that the county now generates nearly fifty
thousand tons of garbage each year. Approximately 3,500 tons could
be diverted to the class 1V 1andfill. The remaining waste goes to
the Scott County Landfill. The landfill, however, will close in
October, 1996. The waste will then have to be hauled to the Chestnut
Ridge Landfill or another landfill. :

The plan proposes that six convenience centers and a transfer
station be constructed. An ARC grant has been applied for to assist
with the cost of construction and equipment. The convenience centers
111 serve the approximately 10,000 county residents who do not have
their garbage collected.



MINUTES
SCOTT COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
April 18, 1994

MBERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSENT OTHERS PRESENT
' Alvin Krahn, Chm. Cara Sue Thompson, Sec. Wes Riggins
- pilda Bowling Odeva Byrd, V. Chm. Ralph Hoffman
Denny Lowe, Co. Exec. ’ Mitch Loomis,
‘Jimmy Byrd ETDD

R. L. Gibson Paul Strunk

staff Representative: David K. Williamsv")

| CALL TO ORDER \

The meeting was called to order at 5:15 p-m. by Kz:ahn The minutes of
the March 21, 1994 meeting were unanimously approved on a motion by
ILowe and a second by J. Byxd.

REQUEST FOR PUBLYC ACCEPTANCE OF MOUNTAIN VIEW DRIVE

‘Ms. Tilda Bowling recused herself from the commission for this issue.
She then represented the Appalachian Habitat for Humanity regarding a
request for the public acceptance of a road for the Mountain View
Subdivision. The commission had recommended that the road be accepted
into the road system at its March 21 meeting provided ‘the right-of-way

. width was increased from 40 te 350 feet. Ms. Annie Patterson had

informed staff, and Ms. Bowling confirmed, that the right-of-way could
not be increased unless the number of lots were reduced by two or
three. The subdivision was platted and had been constructed.

Mr. Gibson stated that the surveyor and developers were supposed to
wnrk with the commission on the *front end" to avoid these types of

oblems. Mr. Gibson and other commissioners were sympathetic to the
project, but felt +that the road acceptance standards should be
administered uniformly. However, the commission noted that this was a
nonprofit development which would benefit several of Scott County’s
most needy residents.

Staff Comment and Recommendation

Staff did not make a recommendation as to whether the road and its
right-of-way should be accepted into the county road system. Staff did
jnform the commission that several months ago he had provided each
surveyor with a copy of the each community’s development regulations
along with a memorandum explaining the requirements. Staff also stated
that the road acceptance standards require that roads have a tar and
chip surface in addition to the 50 foot right-of-way.

Action Taken
On a motion by Lowe and a second by Byrd, the commission voted to
recommend that the road be accepted into the county road system. Vote:

. ayes - Lowe, Krahn, and Byrd; nays - Gibson; abstain - Bowling.

REVIEW OF DRAFT OF THE SOLID WASTE PLAN

Mr. Mitch Loomis, of the East Tennessee Development District, provided
commissioners with tables and other information from the proposed solid
waste plan. Mr. Loomis explained that the Solid Waste Act of 1991
requires that counties form solid waste districts, establish a solid
waste board, develop a solid waste plan, develop a system of waste

\llection, and meet new landfill and disposal regquirements. Scott

- _ounty has formed a solid waste district, established the board, and

nearly completed the plan. The plan calls for at least one convenience



MINUTES
WINFIELD MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSION
© MAY 2, 1994

: The regular meeting of the Winfield Municipal Planning Commission
.was held at 6:45 p.m. on Monday, May 2, 1994 at the municipal center.

Members Present - Members Absent Others Present
Joyce Chitwood, Chmn. ' pick Sexton, Mayor Carlene Strunk
Euvaughan Chitwood, V. Chmn. Iris King Mitch Loomis,
Peggy Walker, Sec. ETDD

Opal Anderson ‘ Wess Riggins

Kenny Burchfield

Staff Representative: David K. Williams%}

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 6:45 p.m. by Chairman
~ Chitwood. - The minutes of the April 4, 1994 meeting were unanimously
. approved on a motion by Ms. Anderson and a second by Secretary Walker.

REVIEW OF PROPOSED SOLID WASTE PLAN

Mr. Mitch Loomis, of the East Tennessee Development District,

presented the proposed solid waste plan to the commission. He stated
‘at the county had established a solid waste board, prepared a needs

assessment, and prepared a proposed plan, in accordance with the
1991 Solid Waste Disposal Act. The plan proposed the development
of a transfer station, the construction of six convenience centers,
'and the development of a class IV landfill for demolition and other
nonhazardous materials. - .
&t . ‘s

The class IV landfill and recycling at the convenience centers
were proposed to reduce waste entering a class I landfill by a
required 25 percent. The transfer station would be necessary to
transport waste to the Chestnut Ridge Landfill once Scott County's
landfill ceases operation in October, 1996. The convenience centers
are required by the act. The operation of the collection and disposal
facilities would be over one million dollars each year. The capital
. costs for equipment would greatly increase costs during years when
facilities are constructed. The county commission would be
responsible for funding the facilities.

Staff comments and Recommendations

Staff stated that the commission could take action on the
proposed plan or wait until staff read the entire plan and could
offer a sound recommendation.

rction Taken

The commission took no action on the plan.
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New Facility Permit Application Review

A. Basis For Review

- The review of any application for landfill approval with the Scott County
Reglonal Solid Waste Board will be based upon compliance with the intent of
the plan as written, approved, and adopted. The primary questions which
must be answered will be as follows:

1. Will the additional landfill volume be needed for the region to maintain
environmentally acceptable and cost-effective Class I disposal volume for
the waste generated within the region?

2. Will the location of the new landfill or extension within the region provide
for more cost-effective disposal of Class I waste without sacrificing
environmental acceptability?

3. Is the location of the facility suitable for a landfill to serve the Scott County
Region?

4. Will the cost impacts for providing infrastructure {roads, water, etc.) for
bringing out-of-region waste into the region exceed the cost savings
provided by the additional landfill facility?

B. Application and Review Procedure

1. A copy of the Part 1 Solid Waste Disposal Facility Permit Application shall
be submitted to the chairman of the Scott County Solid Waste Regional
Board prior to submittal of said document to the Division of Solid Waste
Management. In addition to the DSWM Part 1 application, this submittal
shall include the following:

Estimated total volume of the facility in tons of waste.

Proposed daily tonnage of the facility.

Proposed service area of the facility.

Map showing the location of the site suitable for advertisement.

Map showing current zoning of the site with a description of any special
permits of re-zoning required and the status of same.

General site layout map showing proposed approximate landfill
footprint, access roads, and solid waste management facilities proposed,
etc.

Any preliminary site evaluation studies available.

An application fee will be established to cover the costs of the
advertisement, public hearing, etc.

o oo o

™
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2.

3.

4‘

The Solid Waste Board Chairman will advertise the proposatl in the local
newspapers of the county in which the disposal facility is proposed as well
as in the newspapers of any region which has a portion of their land mass
within 5 miles of the proposed facility. This advertisement will include the
following information:

a. General description of the proposed facility.

b. Road address and location relative to Incorporated or unincorporated
municipalities.

¢. Map showing the location of the site.

d. Date, time, and location of public hearing (must be at least 28 days after
advertisements runs).

e. Dates of public comment period.

f. Address for mailing of public comments,

The Planning Board Chainman will send copies of the application to each
member of the Solid Waste Planning Board, county executive(s} in the
region, and the Tennessee Division of Solid Waste Management.

The Solid Waste Planning Board will call a special meeting which will act
as the public hearing.

The public hearing will be in presentation format. The applicant will present
a 15 minute discussion of the proposed project. This will be followed by a
fifteen minute report from a representative of the Solid Waste Planning
Board. The public comment period will follow with comments limited to 5
minutes per person.

At the end of the public heanng' the Solid Waste Planning Board will
schedule another special meeting to he a minimum of two weeks and a
maximum of four weeks after the public hearing.

At the second special meeting the Solid Waste Planning Board will discuss
the issue and then will vote to reject or not to reject the application.

The Solid Waste Planning Board may reject an application for a new solid
waste disposal facility or incinerator or expansion of an existing solid waste
disposal facility or incinerator within the region only upon determining that
the application is inconsistent with the solid waste management plan
adopted by the region and approved by the State Division of Solid Waste
Assistance. The region shall document in writing the specific grounds on
which the application is inconsistent with the plan. The vote will be decided
by simple majority. In the event of a tie vote, any abstentions will be
repolled for a vote. In the event that the vote remains tied, a new special
meeting will be called within two weeks and the application will be voted on
again. In the event that the outcome remains a tie, the application will
automatically be rejected. The outcome will be provided to the owner and
the Tennessee Division of Solid Waste Management.

XI-2



10.

11.

12,

Upon either the rejection or approval of the Solid Waste Board, the
applicant shall proceed to the County Commission for final approval or
denial. Any additional procedures that are needed for County Commission
approval will be carried out by the applicant.

Approval of the application will allow the applicant to proceed with the full
permitting process of the State. The State review process will determine the
technical acceptability of the proposal. The Solid Waste Board's decision is
based on siting and need for the facility.

Rejection of the proposal by the County Commission will result in the
decision that the proposal is not consistent with the region's solid waste
management plan; and, therefore, the facility cannot proceed through the
State permitting process. Where a region rejects an application, the DSWM
shall not issue the permit unless they find that the decision of the region
is arbitrary and capricious and unsupported in the record developed before
the region.

Appeal of final actions of the reglon, shall be taken by an aggrieved person
within thirty (30) days to the Scott County Chancery Court. The court shall
exercise the same review as it would in a case arising under Tennessee
Code Annotated, Title 4, Chapter 5. For the purposes of this section, an

' "aggrieved person" shall be limited to persons applying for permits, persons

who own property or live within a three (3) mile radius of the facility or site
that is proposed for permitting, or cities and counties in which the
proposed facility is located.

Flow Control

Currently the Scott County Regional Solid Waste Board does not see the
need to suggest either an out of region ban or an intra-region flow control
ordinance. It is understood that the plan does show the flow control
avenues that will be taken in the ten year plan. If these flow conirol
avenues are threatened in the future, such ordinance by the County
Commission may need to be passed and enforced. '
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Appendix A

Legal Documentation and Organization of
the Region

Certified Copy of the Resolution establishing the region.

Members and Officers of the Board.
a. Appointment Letters.

Role of the Board.
a. Mission Statement
b. Summary of Activities

Certification of Financial Accounting in Region.
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MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE REGIONAL BOARD

SCOTT COUNTY

proper
2 year term -1~ Member - Buddy Marlow

4 year term -1- Member - Alice Laxton

6 year term -1- Member- Jerry Willard Thompson

TOWN OF ONEIDA

4 year term -1- Member-

TOWN OF WINFIELD

4 year term -1- Member- Robyn McBroom



x A RESOLUTION CREAT[NG !
SCOTT COUNTY'S MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE PLAWNING REGION .

HHEREAS, the adoption of the Subtitle 0 Jandriig requiations by
S : the United States Environmental Protection Adgency and companion

' regulations adopted by Lhe Teanessee Solid Waste Control Board
Will impact both the cost and method of disoosal of municipat
solid waste; and

"

. . WHEREAS, at the urging and suoport of a'coalition of local government,
X environmental, commercial, and Industrial leaders, the 97¢h
! Tennessee General Assembly enacted T.C.A, §68-211-801 et sed,
I tittes “Solid Waste Hanagement Act of 1991*; and =

WHEREAS. with the view that better planning for sollg waste will
help contrel the additional costs that will be Imposed by the new
landfill re?ulettons. help protect the environment, provide an
improved soild waste Ranggement system. better utilize our natural
reseyrces, and promnte the education of the cltizens of Tennnessee
In the areas of soiid waste management including the need for and
deskrabllity of reduction and mintmization of solid waste, local

; qgrpr:m:nts én Tennessen supparted and work for the passage of

: . this Act; an

WHEREAS, one of the stated public nalicles of this Act Is to
institute and maintafn a comprehensive. Intergrated, statewide
program for solid waste mAnansment: and .

WIEREAS a5 per T.C.A. §6R-211-811 the nine development districts

in the State of Tennessee have completed a district needs assessment
whith are {aventories of the solid waste systems in Tennessee;

and

WHEREAS. Scott County's Board of County Commissioners has given
consideration to the needs assessment prepared by the East Tennessee
Development District; and

| . WHEREAS, T.C.A, §68-211-813, requires that counties In the State
; of Tennessee form municipal sollg waste regions no later than
[ : . Necember 12, 1992; apd )

T
WHEREAS, the Act's stated preference Is the formation of multi-county
reqions with counties having Lhe option of forming single or
multi-county aunicipal solid waste regions; and

WHEREAS, the State of Tennessee will provide grant monfes of
varying smounts to single county, twe county, snd three or more
county municipal solid waste region plans; and

W WHEREAS, the primary and prevalling purpose of the municipal

- - solld waste regions are the preparation of municipal solid waste
reglonal plans which dmong ether requirements must tdentify how
i each reglon wil] reduce its solid waste disposal per capita by
T twenty-five {25X) by December 31, 1995. and a planned capacity

i - Aassurance of its disposal for a ten (10) year period: &nd

-¥ : WHEREAS, the development of a municipal soiid waste reqlonal olan
R that results in the most cost effective and efficient management
of municipal solld waste Is in the best Interest of the citizens
of Scott County,

HOM. THEREFORE BE 1T RESOLYED, by the Board of County Commissioners
of Scott County, Tennessee, action mpursuant to T.C.A, §68-211-80%
et §gg.. that there is hereby established a Municipal Solid Waste
R¥eéaTon for and by Scott County, Tennessee; and

Motion by Wast, second by Carson, to approve the above Resolution as presented,

Voting AYE: Burchfteld, Jan Byrd, Jimmy Byrd, Carson, Chambers, Cross, Crowley, @ibson,
. Slaven, West,

Voting NAY: NONE

ABSENT: Hamby, HcCarroll, Kewport, Zachary,
Matian Carried.

!
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Scott County, Tennessee hag the

option of becomlng a multi-county municipal soljd waste reglon ir
the need arises; and ‘

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Pursvant to 1.¢.A. §68-211-813

(b)(1), a Municipal Solid Waste Regfon Boarg is hereby established
to administer the activities of this Reglon; ang

8E IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this Municipal Solid Waste Reglon
Board shall be composed of flve (5) members: and '

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED. that-pursuant to T.C.A, 568-211-813(b)(
three (3) Boarg members shall pe appointed by the County Execut
and approved by this Board of County Commissioners and, due to
the fact that Onecida City and Winfield City collects or provides

Isposal services through fts own initiative op by contract, the
Citles of Oneida and Winfield shall have 4 Board membar appointed
by the Mayor of Oneida and Mayer of Winfield and approved by the
City Council of Onelda and City Council of Winfield; and

e

—
T

BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED, thet members of the Board of the Municipal
Solid Waste Reglon shall serve a six (6) Year term except that

.j;_BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this-MuniciDal.Solld.ﬂaste Regjon

-aoagd,shall.hqye a1l powers ang duties as granteéd- 1t “by-1, ¢ op

E,SGB:ZIJéafS"ét seg:“and~!n‘addft]on%_ln the performance of its

duty to prodice 3 mun!clpal”soiid Waste region plan, it shall be

}'empowered to utilize existing Scott County governmentai personnel,

to emplioy or contract with Persons, private consulting firms,

5 and/or governmental, quasi-governmental. and public entities ang
% agencles and to utilize Scott County's services, facilities and
grecords in compieting this task; ang -

BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Municinal Solid waste Region
~Poard, in the furtherance of its duty to produce 3 municipal

-Solid waste region plan, |s authorized tg apply for angd reEeive

funds from the State of Tennessee, the federa] government,' scott

... County, Onejda Clty ang Winfield City, and to apply for the and

&

recejve donations anpg grants from private corporations and founda-
tions; and :

BE IT FURTHER RESOLYED, that Scott County shali receive, disburse.

and act ag fiscal ageat for the administratlon of the funds of
the Municipai Solid Waste Region ang the Regfon's Board; and

2-A



BE IT'FURTHER RESOLVED, that upon the passage of this Resolution
and at no later date than December 31, 1992, the clerk of Scott
County shall transmit a copy of this Resolution to the Tennessee

RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF SCOTTCOUN’TY.
TENNESSEE, this the 16th day of November, 1992, the welfare of
the citizens of Scott County, Tennessee requiring 1t

Mg

CTarence U. Lowe, Chalrman

ATTEST:

' STATE OF TENNESSEE
SCOTT COUNTY '
L Vosta 1. Phillips County Cl:ex;k ;lo ..ereby
certily that the o .aning .,

Is : full. truo) and jrerinet mpﬁ
a8 game ap; of record now -on file In my

.. office. .
Wiinass my hand and official s
Huntaville, Tenn. this the

3-A
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REGION OF SCOTT COUNTY SOLID WASTE BOARD MEMBERS

Member Representation Terms of Office
1. Walter Marlow County (Chair) 2
2, Paul Strunk Winfield (Vice-Chair) 4
3. Alice Laxton County (Secretary) 4
4. Wesley Riggins County 6
5. Ralph Hoffman County 2

Meetings were held the 2nd Tuesday of each month at 2:00 P.M. at the Scott County
Courthouse.
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Town of Winfield

P.0.BOX38 ¥ WINFIELD, 'I'ENNESSEEE 37892
(615) 569-6139 :
FAX NO. (615) 560-2569

An Open Poor To A New Beginning EAST TEN UEVELOPRANT B

January 21, 1994

East Tennessee Development District
5616 Kingston Pike

P.C. Box 19806

Knoxville, Tennessee 37939-2806

Attention: Mr. Vincent Gauthier

Dear Mr. Gauthier,

The Board of Mayor and Aldermen for the Town of Winfield at their regular board
meeting on April 27, 1993 at the Winfield Municipal Building appointed Paul
Strunk to the Solid Waste Board to represent Winfield. The motion was made

by John Wright and seconded by Bert Burchfield with all present voting aye.

If you need more information please let us know.

Sincgrelys;

infield
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REGION OF SCOTT COUNTY SOLID WASTE BOA‘RD MEMBERS

Member Representation Terms of Office
1. Walter Marlow County (Chair) 2
2. Paul Strunk Winfield (Vice-Chair) 4
3. Alice Laxton County (Secretary) 4
4. Wesley Riggins County 6
5. Ralph Hoffman County 2

Meetings were held the 2nd Tuesday of each month at 2:00 pm at the Scott County
Courthouse.



Waste Reduction Committee

Goal: Evaluate existing waste streamn characteristics and waste projection
in Region and develop future waste flow patterns. Develop a plan to reduce
by 25% per capita by December 1995, the amount of solid waste disposed

in the region.

Board Member(s): Ralph Hoffman

Objectives Tasks Completion
Determine existing waste | 1. Evaluate needs assessment data. June, 1993
stream characteristics for | 2. Collect additional data. |
Region. 3. Assess and evaluate waste stream

data.
Determine waste 1. Review needs assessment data. July, 1993
projections and disposal 2. Update information.
capacity needs for next 3. Compute waste projections.
10 years. 4. Finalize information.
Identify existing waste 1. Evaluate needs assessment data. Sept, 1993
reduction activities in 2. Collect additional data.
Region and determine 3. Compare existing reduction system
strengths and in Region to waste disposal
weaknesses. reduction goal Rule 1200 -1-7.

4. |dentify program needs.

Define Regional needs to | 1. Review waste stream, projections Jan, 1994 |
achieve waste reduction and reduction data.
geal. 2. Identify strategies to address 25%

reduction goal.

3. Allocate responsibility among local

governments and private sector for

waste reduction.
Develop future waste flow | 1. Integrate waste reduction methods March, 1994

patterns for the region.

2.

into institutional structure.
Identify staff, training and budget
needs.




Combine selected Prepare comprehensive coliection April, 1994
alternatives into plan.
comprehensive collection

plan.




Collection Committee

Goal: Establish a plan to provide accessible collection to 90% of all
residents, one or more sites for coliection of recyclable materiais and
provisions for handiing problem wastes in the Region.

Board Member: Paut Strunk

collection of recyclable
materials.

2. Collect additional data on current

public and private recycling efforts.

3. ldentify strategies to enhance
recycling in Region and
alternatives.

4. |dentify costs and select
alternatives.

Objectives Tasks Completion
Determine service areas | 1. Evaluate needs assessment June, 1993
and program strengths data.
and weaknesses in 2. Collect additional data on service
Region. area (hauler survey, mapping,
etc.)
f 3. Compare existing collection "
system in Region to convenience
center Rule 1200-1-7 and
identify unserved areas and ll
program needs.
Define Regional needs to | 1. Review existing service areas Sept, 1993
establish access of and program analysis.
household collection to 2. ldentify strategies to achieve
90% of all residents in program needs and formulate
Region. alternatives.
3. Identify costs and select
alternatives.
Develop problem waste 1. Collect data on existing handling March, 1994
collection program: HHW, practices in Region for problem
waste oil and auto fluids, wastes. :
waste tire, batteries and 2. Identify options to handle problem
litter. wastes and formulate alternatives.
3. ldentify costs and select
alternatives.
Establish plan for 1. Evaluate needs assessment data. March, 1994




C. Disposal Committee
Goal: Establish a plan for 10 year disposal capacity assurance for the
Region. ,
Board Member(s): Walter Marlow
Objectives Tasks Completion

Identify existing disposal
system and determine
strengths and weaknesses.

1. Review data on disposal
capacity and facilities in
needs assessment.

2. Review disposal facility
plan prepared by
engineer.

3. Update signifilcant
changes if necessary.

May-July, 1993

Determine projected disposal
capacity for Region.

1. From analysis in
Chapters Il and Il of
guidelines document
compare disposal demand
with current and planned
disposal supply.

2. Determine shortfall/
surplus in disposal
capacity.

3. Plan capacity assurance
for 10 years.

Aug-Oct, 1993

Develop plan for banning
waste tires, batteries, HHW
and used oil from landfill in
Region.

1. Identify existing local laws
or ordinances to support
bans.

2. Make recommendations
to County Commission.

Jan-March, 1994

Prepare 10 year operation and
maintenance budget.

Cost Analysis.

April, 19894




B. Education Committee

Goal: Establish a plan for regional solid waste education program aimed at
businesses, industries, schools, and citizens which addresses recycling,
waste reduction, collection and other solid waste management options and

costs.

Board Member(s): Alice Laxton

education program.

2.

education program (schools,
private sector, media, etc.)
Prepare funding plan.

Objectives Tasks Completion ||
Identify existing solid waste 1. Evaluate needs assessment May-July, |
educational programs in Region data. 1993
and determine strengths and 2. Collect additional data on
weaknesses. existing programs in Region.
3. Collect data on litter and
illegal dumping.
4. Determine State criteria for
solid waste education
program.
Define regional needs for public | 1. Review analysis from May-July,
information/education program Chapters | and Ill in 1993
to support solid waste guidelines document.
management plan. 2. Gather input on needs from
' additional sources: schools, |
media, public, etc.
3. Identify strategies to address
Regional needs.
Estimate program costs. 1. ldentify existing and potential | Aug-Oct,
revenues for program. 1993
2. Cost analysis of program
options.
Establish public information/ 1. Utilize existing groups to plan | Jan, 1994




Summary of Activities

A. Finance Committee
Goal: Establish a plan for regional solid waste management expenditures
for next 10 years utilizing full-cost accounting methods.
Board Member(s): Wesley Riggins
Objectives Tasks Completion
Prepare detailed financial 1. Collect information from May-Aug, 1993
statement for all solid waste County and Cities on solid
expenditures and revenues for waste expenditures and
County and Cities in FY 93. revenues.
T : = 2. Identify sources for existing
solid waste budget(s).
3. Assess and evaluate
expenditures and revenues
for all solid waste services in
FY 93 for Cities and County.
4. Combine all information into
regional summary.
Plan for financing capital Determine potential capital Sept-Oct, 1993
improvements in Region. improvement costs and integrate
into budget plan.
Prepare 10 year budget to 1. Receive options chosen for Dec, 1993
implement Regional Plan for each solid waste component
| planned solid waste services: using cost analysis.
collection, recycling, waste 2. Review cost analysis.
reduction, disposal, public 3. Identify sources of revenue to
education, probiem wastes, support planned solid waste
etc. management system.
4. Integrate 10 year budgets for
all planned solid waste
services.




Mission Statement

The goal of the Scott County Regional Solid Waste Board is to anhalyze the existing solid
waste management system in the region and develop a 10 year plan for the region of
Scott County. It is the intent of the Solid Waste Board to develop a plan that not only
meets all State requirements, but is also a plan that financially can be handled by the
region of Scoft County. The Solid Waste Board will attempt to get input from the public
and the County Commission in order to develop a plan that meets their desires and
needs for the upcoming 10 year cycle. The following table represents a implementation
schedule for the development of the plan:

Components: | Completion Dates:
Analyze Existing Solid Waste System: February, 1993
Develop Waste Reduction Plan: April, 1993
Develop Disposal Plan: July, 1993
Develop Recycling Plan: | August, 1993
Develop Collection Plan: August, 1993
Develop HHW Plan: Méy, 1994
Finalize and Adopt Solid Waste Management Plan: June, 1994
Hold Public Hearing: May, 1994
Present Solid Waste Plan to Municipal Planning ‘
Boards: ) April, 1994
Present Solid Waste Plan to County Commission for

Approval: May, 1994
Submit Solid Waste Plan to State: July, 1994
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SLUL LU. EXEL. UFFLLE . S 16156633843

KEITH A. JEFFERS, DIRECTOR
P.Q. BOX §9
HUNTSVILLF, TN 37756
TELEPHONF. (615) 663-3460
FAX (61%) 663-3803

April 12, 19%4

Bast Tennessee Development District
5616 Xingston Plke

P. O. Box 19806

Knoxville, Tn 37939-2806

Attention: Mitch Loomis

This 18 to advise you that Sc¢ott County 18 in full
compliance with TCA68-31-874.

At the present time all landfill related activities
are accounted for in & Enterprise Fund # 207. All
other Bolld Waste activities are accounted for in a
gpecial Revenue Fund # 116.

Finance Directa

P.B2



Appendix C
Public Participation Activities

1. Summary of workshops, public information meetings,
informational and educational activities.

2. An attendance list, and summary of Public Hearing.

C-1
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SCOTT COUNTY MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE PLANNING BOARD
MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 1, 1993 MERTING

Members Present: J. R. Norman, Walter (Buddy) Marlow, Robin
McBroom, and Alice Laxton. Other persons present: . Clarence D,
Lowe, Bill Cooper, III, and Chris Garkovich, of the East
Tennessee Development District.

The meeting was called to order by the County Executive, Clarence
D. Lowe. It was announced the Jerry Willard Thompson, the fifth
member of the Board, may not accept his appointment. At this
time, Mr. Lowe read a letter to him from Governor McWherter,
lamenting the burdens imposed upon the States and Local
Governments by Congress regarding solid waste disposal.

At this time, Chris Garkovich of the East Tennessee Development
District presented an overview concerning the Solid Haste
Management Act, and how it relates to Scott County.

Mr. Marlow nominated J. R. Norman as Chalrman of the Board. Upon
motion duly made and seconded, J. R. Norman was appointed
Chairman by acclamation.

Motion by Robin McBroom, seconded by Walter Marlow, to table
other nominations until the next meeting. Voting on roll call:
Norman ~ Aye, Marlow - Aye, McBroom - Aye, Laxton - Aye. Motion
carried.

The Chairman, J. R. Norman, then selected Tueeday, February 16,
1983 at 1:00 p.m. as the date and time for the next meeting.
Motion by Marlow to adjourn, seconded by Laxton. Voting on roll
call, Norman - Aye, Marlow - Aye, McBroom - Aye, Laxton - Aye.
Motion carried. Meeting was adjourned.

A Vewn

CHATRMAN

f)z . L, 7

SECRETARY



SCOTT COUNTY MUNICTPAL SOLID WASTE PLANNING BOARD
MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 16, 1993 MEETING

Members Present: Alice Laxton, Walter (Buddy) Marlow, Jd. R.
Norman, and Robin McBroom. Also present: Clarence D. Lowe, Bill
Cooper, III, and Chris Garkovich, of the East Tennessee

Development District.

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, J. R. Borman.

Whereupon, the reading of the minutes ;rom the previous meeting .

were deferred until the next meeting.

Alice Laxton nominated Walter Marlow as Vice-Chairman. Upon
motion duly made and seconded, Mr. Marlow was hominated by
acclamation. Alice Laxton declined to serve as Secretary.

Motion by Marlow, seconded by Laxton to defer hiring of a
recorder until the full board is appointed. Voting on roll call,
Marlow - Aye, Laxton - Aye, Norman - No. Robin McBroom abstained
from voting. Motion carried.

Chris Garkovich of the East Tennessee Development District handed
out materials for the preparation of the Municipal Solid Waste
Regional Plan. Ms. Garkovich announced that the East Tennessee
Development District is willing ¢to assist the Board in the
drafting of the plan, subject to the terms and conditions of a
contract to be negotiated at a later time.

Motion by Marlow, seconded by Norman, to enter into negotiations
to hire the East Tennessee Development District on terms to be
formalized at a later date. Voting on roll call: Marlow - Aye,
Laxton - Aye, Norman - Aye. Robin McBroom abstained from voiing.
Motion carried. '

Robin McBroom announced that she will tender a formal resignation
to the Board at a later time.

Clarence D. Lowe presented the short term solid waste proposal
outlining essentially a one (1) year plan for the disposal of
gsolid waste in Scott County. A copy of the short term solid
waste proposal is on file in the County Executive’s Office.

Motion by Marlow, seconded by Laxton to support the short term
solid waste proposal. Voting on roll call: Marlow - Aye, Laxton
- Aye, Norman - Avye. Robin McBroom abstained from voting.

Motion carried.

R. L. Gibson and Hollis Carson of the Landfill Education
Committee of the County Commission presented a slide show
developed for the purpose of educating the community concerning
landfills.



Motion by Norman to adjourn. Seconded by Marlow. Voting on roll
call: Norman - Aye, Laxton - Aye, Marlow - Avye. (Robin McBroom
had previouely left the meeting). All in favor. Meeting was

adjourned.

()Lpfzg'Y7kvvv-a-«’/
CHAIRMAN ¥

Ll Kajlns

SECRETARY
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SCOTT COUNTY, TENNESSEE
Scott County Regional Solid Waste Plannning Board
MINUTES

March 11, 1993 Sl

Present: J. R. Norman, Walter Marlow, and Allice Laxton

The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by J. R. Norman,
Chairman.

1.

Motion by Walter Marlow, second by Alice Laxton to adopt the
" Robert Rules of Order" to govern the Board Meetings.

Voting Ave: All present

Motion by Walter Marlow, second by J. R. Norman to accept the
Minutes of the February 16, 1993 Meeting as read.

Voting Aye: All present

Motion by J. R. Norman, second by Walter Marlow to accept tne
Minutes of the February 1, 1993 Meeting as read.

Voting Aye: All present

Motion by Alice Laxton, second by Walter Marlow to allow

Mr. William S. Cooper, III, Attorney, to be the Recorder for
this Planning Board.

Voting Aye: All present

Mctioﬁ by Walter Marlow, second by J. R. Norman that Alice
Laxton.be appointed Secretary of the Planning Board.

Voting Ave: All present
Motion by Walter Marlow,_éecond by J. R. Norman to enter into

an Agreement with the East Tennessee Development District to
develop a Solid Waste Plan, subject to revisions by the County

. Executive and the County Attorney, and allow the Chairman to

sign the contract.

VotingAAye: All present



7. Motion by Walter Marlow, second by J. R. Norman to compensate
the Board Members Twenty-five Dollars ($265.00) per meeting,
‘retroactoive to the first Meeting of the Board.
Voting Aye: All present

8. Motion by Walter Marlow, second by Alice Laxton that any news
. releases be approved by the Planning Board before release.
.Voting Aye: All present -

9. Motion by Walter Marlow, second by Alice Laxton to adjourn the
Meeting. ’
Voting Aye: All present

Signed,

J. R. Norman, Chairman

Alice Laxton, Secretary

JRN:mac
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MINUTES OF THE MAY 18, 19903 MEBETING

Members Present: Walter (Buddy) Marlow, Paul Strunk, Alice
Laxton, and Wesley Riggins. Also present: Clarence D. Lowe,
Bill Cooper, III, and Chris Garkovich, of the East Tennessee
Development District.

The meeting was called to order. Walter Marlow was nominated as
Chairman by Wee Riggins. Seconded by Alice Laxton.

Motion by Alice Laxton, seconded by Paul S8trunk, that nominations
for Chalrman cease and that Walter Marlow De elected bLY
acclamation. Voting on roll call: FPaul Strunk: Aye; Allce
Laxton: Aye: Wesley Riggins: Aye; and Walter Marlow: Aye. All in
favor. Motion carried.

Paul Strunk was nominated as Vice-Chairman by Wes Riggins.
Seconded by Alice Laxton.

Motion by Alice Laxton that nominations cease and that Paul
Strunk be élected by acclamation. Seconded by Wes Riggins.
Voting on roll call: Paul Strunk: Ave; Alice Laxton: Aye; Wesley
Riggins: Aye; and Walter Marlow: Aye. All in favor. Motion
cargied.
There was a general discussion among the Board members that
Campbell County wanted to Join forces with Scott County for a
regional landfill. However, Campbell County did not want to hire
a consultant. The Board felt that Scott County should hire a
congultant. . '

There was a general discussion among the Board members and others
present regarding the contract between East Tennessee Development
District, Scott County, Tennessee, and the BScott County 8Solid
Wagte Reglonal Board.

Motion by Wes Riggins, seconded by Paul Strunk, to approve and
execute the Contract between East Tennessee Development Dlstrict,
Scott County, Tennessee, and the Scott County Solid Waste
Regional Board. Voting on roll call: Paul Strunk: Aye; Alice
Laxton: Ave: Wesley Rigginse: Aye; and Walter Marlow: Aye. All in
favor. Motion carried.

Clarence D. Lowe explained the actions of the County Commission
concerning the Helenwood Sanitary Landfill as discussed at the
County Commission meeting held on May 17, 1993. Mr. Lowe
suggested that the Scott County Landfill should hire a qualified
operator and take out-of-county golid waste.

Chrie Garkovich of East Tennegsee Development District discussed
the Needs Assessment Plan, She also discussed the need for an



advigory committee and the need for subcommittees.

Clarence D. Lowe met with David Williame of +the Planning
Comminssion. Mr. Williasms will have an updated report on
convenience centers by Auguset 1, 1993.

Me. Garkovich euggested the following commlttees be fLormed by the
Scott County Solild Waste Regional Board:

(1) Finance Committee to be represented by the entire Board.
* (2) Public Education Coﬁmittee: Allce Laxton, Paul Strunk,
(3) Disposal Committee: Walter Mariow.

(4) Collection Committee: Paul Strunk.

(6) Waste Generation/Waste Reduction: Wes Riggins.

L

There was & general diecusslion concerning the use of committees
of the Board and how tc manage the date and informstion generated
by the committeesn.

Ms. Garkovich announced that she would get expenditures and
revenues as it exists now from Scott County, Oneida, and
Winfield.

Motion by Allce Laxton, seconded by Paul Strunk, to adjourn.
Voting on roll call: Paul Strunk: Ayve; Alice Laxton: Aye:; Wesley
Riggine: Aye; and Walter Marlow: Aye. All in favor. Motion
carried.

The Iheeting was adjourned.

CHATRMAN

SECRETARY



MINUTES OF THE JULY 8. 1993 MEETING

Members Present: Walter (Buddy) Marlow, Paul Strunk, Wesley
Riggins, and Alice Laxton. Also present: Chris Garkovich, of
the East Tennessee Development District, Vincent P. Gauthier of
the East Tennessee Development District, Clarence D. Lowe, and
Bi1l Cooper, III.

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman.

A general discussion was lead by Chris Garkovich. She announced
that she met with David Williams, and he has agreed to meet with
Chris Garkovich and Paul Strunk to update the convenience center
study he had previously prepared. Apparently, state regulations
will require Scott County to have at least two (2) convenience
centers based upon population.

Chris Garkovich then discussed the long range planning process
with the Board. She announced that updated Solid Waste Plan
would be ready for the Board by next week.

Board held a general discussion concerning the February 17, 1886
motion of the County Commission wherein the County Commission
approved Johnny King’s convenient landfill stations and landfill
site with no obligation to Scott County. However, no action was
taken.

The Board then held a general discussion concerning the contract
between Scott County and James Coffey d/b/a Scott Solid Waste
Disposal.

The Board then discussed the best way to track specifications of
the solid waste stream between residential, commercial, and
industrial. Chris Garkovich then discussed waste reduction

scenarios.

I+ was - then suggested that the Board should consider a
business/industry survey regarding soclid waste disposal. Almeda
strunk of the Chamber of Commerce felt that local businesses
would cooperate in completing the survey.

Chrie Garkovich then discussed public education. Paul Strunk hae
been reading materials to prepare for a public education program.
At this point, Clarence D. Lowe noted that Scott County needed to
spend five percent (5%) of the Twenty Thousand ($20,000.00)
Dollars of the litter grant funds for public education. He also
suggested that the Board might wish to approach the retired
teachers association for help in the public education process.
Mr. Lowe felt that some coordination should take place with the
Landfill Education Committee of the County Commission chaired by
R. L. Gibson. One of the Board members noted that a presentation
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ghould include slides showing illegal dumps in Scott County to
make the public more aware of the problem.

Motion by Paul Strunk, seconded by Wes Riggins, upon presentation
of receipts, to reimburse each Board member for out-of-pocket and
travel expenses at the same rate as Scott County pays. Voting on
‘roll call: Paul Strunk: Aye; Alice Laxton: Aye; Wesley Riggins:
Aye: and Walter Marlow: Aye. All in favor. Motion carried.

Motion by Wes Riggins, seconded by Alice Laxton, to send Paul
Strunk to the Chamber of Commerce = meeting on July 22, 1993 to
seek endorsements for the business/industry source reduction
workshop. Voting on roll call: Paul Strunk: Aye:; Alice Laxton:
Aye; Wesley Riggins: Aye; and Walter Marlow: Aye. All in favor.

Motion carried.

It was announced that the next meeting of the Board would be held
on August 12, 19883 at 1:00 p.m. ’

Motion by Wes Riggins, seconded by Paul Strunk, to adjourn.
Voting on roll call: Paul Strunk: Aye; Alice Laxton: Aye; Wesley
Riggins: Aye; and Walter Marlow: Aye. All in favor. Motion

carried.

The meeting was adjourned.

CHAIRMAN

SECRETARY



SCOTT COUNTY MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE PLANNING BOARD
MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 12, 1993 MEETING

Members Present: Walter (Buddy) Marlow, Paul Strunk, Alice

Laxton and Wesley Riggins. Also present: Clarence D. Lowe,

Chris Garkovich, of the East Tennessee Development District and
Vincent P. Gauthier also of the East Tennessee Development District.

The meeting was called to order by chairman Walter Marlow.

Suggestion by Chris Garkovich to make public notice of each
meeting and publish in the Newspaper.

Request by Paul Strunk that the previous meetlng minutes be sent
to each member before each meeting.

Minutes for 7/8/93 read by Clarence Lowe, Motion by Alice Laxton
to accept the reading of the minutes. Seconded by Paul Strunk.
All voting aye.

Walter Marlow ask if a deadline could be set for the fifth member
of the Solid Waste Board. Mr. Lowe responded by saying he would
check with State Officials.

Suggested by Chris Garkovich that the Board should make effort to
fill fifth member Board seat before 7/1/94.

Chris Garkovich suggest that Paul Strunk decide how to handle SRR
oil, batteries, tlres, etc. T

Clarence Lowe will request through a letter that the Town of = -
Oneida appoint a member for the Board by the next monthly meeting,

- then he or_Chrls will contact the State on the rules for Board

Members.

- It was discussed what percentage of disposal was residential. or-

. commerical.

Vincent Gauthier suggested that someone monitor what portion of
waste was plastic, paper, glass, etc.



Vincent Gauthier led a discussion on the need for people to
present slides and all information to the public.

It was requested by Vincent Gauthier that Alice Laxton contact
all the retired teachers to assist in making Solid Waste presentations
in the schools.

Wesley Riggins would like for the Board to see the video on
Public Awarenesss that he has to help in educating the public.

After discussing cost of the Convenience Center, Chris Garkovich
agreed she would do an updated cost on Convenience Centers as
well as pepare a list of minimal requirements as per State Specs.

Motion by Walter Marlow, seconded by Alice Laxton to adjourn.
All present voting Aye.

Meeting was adjourned.

Chalrman

sSecretary



Scott County, Tennessee
Solid waste Board

Minutes

September 9, 1993

Members present: Walter Marlow, Paul Strunk, and Wesley Riggins

Members absent: Alice Laxton

The meeting was called to order.1:00 p.m. by the Chairman Walter Marlow.

ll

Mot ion made by Paul Strunk, éecond by Wesley Riggins to >
accept the minutes for the August Meeting .

Vot ing Aye: All present

Ralph Hoffman was present at the meeting . He will be recommended
by the Town of Onelda as the Oneida .
representative.

Chris Garksvitch speaks on:

Collection/Recycle: There was in indepth discussion on the
collection of so0lid waste and recycling. The need for garbage
collection centers to be set up in the most needed areas of

the county including recycling center were discussed.

The Helenwood area approximately being the center of the county
having a Transfer and Cocllection center was '

proposed. A ) -

Collection/Recycling would be & phase in: Phase 1. Helenwood,

Rebbins and Winona '94-96 Phase 2. Winfield’ 97—'98 Phase 3.
West Oneilda and Straight Fork ‘$9-2000.

David Berverly Discussed the Post Closure of the 1landfill and
showed maps that are to be submitted to the state.

James Coffey discussed the performance of the landfill and the
local haulers. _

Vince Gauthier discussed the Focus Groups and the Center for
Industrial Seminar he attended.

Scott County Advisory Committee:
Larry West

James Coffey

Larry Crowley

Motion made by Paul Strunk, second by Walter Marlow to adjourn
the meeting.

Voting Rye: All Present



Signed:

Lo J

Walter Marlow, Chairman’

RO,

etti Llcyd! Secretary

WM: idl



SCOTT COUNTY, TENNESSEE

SOLID WASTE BOARD
MINUTES

OCTOBER 14, 1893

Members Present: - All members present
The meeting was called to order 1:00 p.m. by chairman Walter Marlow.

1. Motion made by -Paul Strunk and second by Walter Marlow to
accept the minutes from Sepilember meeting.

Vot ing Aye: All Members

Mr. Clarence Lowe spoke on the status of Mr. Ralph Hoffman,
Oneida Representative. He will be recommended by Mr. Lowe to
the County Commissioners on Monday, October 18th monthly
meeting.

Chris Garkovich and the board members discussed the
Recycling and Disposal of Household Hazardous waste in
detail. Larry West of Scott Appalachian Industries spoke on
the progress of his Recyling Program.

See Attached Handout.

2. A Resolution in support of Scott Appalachian Industries
Recycling Program adopted on motion by Wesley Riggins and second
by Paul Strunk.

Voting Aye: All Members
3. Paul Strunk made a motion and second by Allice Laxton to

Incorporate a system of Convenient Collections Centers into
the Scott County’s 1@ year plan and include a class 3 & 4

Landfill.
Vot ing Ave: Walter Marlow, Alice Laxton and Paul Strunk.
Passing: Wesley Riggins

Scott County 10 Year Plan:

Phase I. Helenwood, Robkbins and Winona ‘94-'96
Fhase II. Winfield "97-'98
Phase TIIT. West Oneida and Stralght Fork '99-2000

The Solid Waste Board plans on having a workshop with County
Commissioners on November 4, 15%94.



Chris Garkovich will be 1leaving the Bast Tennessee
Development District effective October 31, 1993 and will be
taking a job with CTAS.

3. Paul Strunk made a motion to adiourned:

Chairman '

Secretary
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SCOTT COUNTY, TENNESSEE mﬁgﬁm&‘!ﬂmw__

SOLID WASTE BOARD
MINUTES

December 9, 1993
MEMBER PRESENT: All members present:

The meeting was called to order at 1:0@0 p.m. by Chairman
Walter Marlow.

1. Motion made by Ralph Hoffman and second by Alice Laxton to
accept minutes for October meet ing.

Voting Aye: All Members

County Executive, Clarence lLowe discussed about the ARC Grant the
County has applied for. It will help construct 5 Convenient Centers
in the County. The proposed. location of the Convenient Centers was
discussed. Mr. Lowe should know if the county will receive

the Grant by May, 1994,

- New Advisory Members: Bob Meriell, David Brewster
2. ~Alice Laxton made motion to adjourn.
SHarlon.) 2
Chairman 4
o AL

Secretary ! 4
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MEMBER PRESENT:

ABSENT :

SCOTT COUNTY, TENNESSEE

SOLID WASTE BOMARD MINUTES
JINURRY 13, 1994
Walter Marlow, Ralph Hoffman, Paul Strunk,
and Wesley Riggins

Alice Laxton

The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by Chairman,

Walter Marlow.

1. Motion made by Ralph Hoffman and second by Wesley Riggins to
accept minutes for January meeting.

Vot ing Qdye:

L1l members

Mitch Loomis will be replacing Vince at the end of January.

The Board changed the date of the regular scheduled meeting
from February 10th, to February 24. _

2. Moticn made by Paul Strunk to adjourn.

D hotton ST artes) D

Chairman

ol

g%/} Tl L

ecretary ’

v
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SOLID WASTE REGIONAL BOARD

" HUNTSVILLE, TENNESSEE |

Watur Mariow, Chalr, Scott County : Allce Laxton, Secretary, Scott County

V!ne-dulr Clty of Winfleld Wesley Riggins, Scott County
Ralph H?fman > Town of ﬁnelda _

E§COTT COUNTY, TENNESSEE
SOLID WASTE BONRRD MEETING
FEBRUARY 24, 1994

MEMBER PRESENT: Walter Marlow, Ralph Hoffman, Paul Strunk
Alice Laxton and Wesley Riggins

The Meet ing was called to order at 1:00 P.M. by Chairman, '
Walter Marlow. :

1. Motion made by Ralph Hoffman and second by Wesley
Riggins to accept minutes for February 24, meeting.

Voting Aye: A1l members

Mitch Loomis, with Bast Tennessee Development District, presented
the board the Preliminary plan for the Scott County Solid Waste

The Board and Mr. Loomls discussed and made changes in each
chapter of the plan.

2. Motion made by Paul Strunk and second by Alice Laxton o
adjourn.

_%@m%%%

Walter Marlow, Chail

Allce nggo%, Secreiary




M SOLID WASTE REGIONAL BOARD 4 0y pts g
' HUNTSVILLE, TENNESSEE

Walter Madow. C:hair Scctt Cauntg ' Alice Laxton, Secretary, Scott Caunty
Wesley Rlggins, Scott County

Paul eld
Ralph Ho fman wan of neida

SOLID WASTE BOARD MINUTES
MARCH 18,1994

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Alice Laxton, Paul Strunk, Wesley Riggins
MEMBERS ABSENT: Ralph Hoffman, Walter Marlow

The meeting was called to order at 1:00 P.M. by Chairman Protem,
Paul Strunk.

1. Motion made by Paul Strunk and second by Alice Laxton
to accept minutes for March Meeting.

Yoting Aye: All Members

o Wesley Riggins presented picture to the board and discussed
| the different sites he had v151ted in Johnson City and
‘ Jamestown.

I The board set a date for a workshop. The workshop will be
/ held at Mealtime Resturant Banquet Room at 6:P.M. on March
28, 1994. Dinner will be served.

2. Wesley Riggins made a motion to adjourn.
Alice Laxton second the motion.




SCOTT COUNTY .
SOLID WASTE REGIONAL BOARD

HUNTSVILLE, TENNESSEE

Walter Marlow, Chair, Scott County _ Alice Laxton, Secretary, Scott County
Paul Strunk, Vice-Chalr, City of Winfleld Wesley Riggins, Scott County

Ralph Hoffman, Oneida

Scott County, Temnessee
Solid Waste Board Meeting

April 14, 1994

MEMBEMS PRESENT: Walter Marlow, Ralph Hoffman, Paul Strunk,
Alice Laxton, and Wesley Riggins

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Walter Marlow at
1:00 p.m.

1. Motion was made by Paul Strunk and Second by Alice Laxton to
approve mimutes for March 18, 1994.

Voting aye: All present

Mitch Loomis advised he needs copies of the Resolution
appointing the Board. He discussed transfer station costs.

There was a question about the high costs associated with

the class IV Landfill, about $100/ton. The diversion being

needed to satisfy state requirements of a 25% reduction to
. the class I Landfill.

There was discussion of funding and it being the sense of

the board that the various options open to the county should
be noted without preference as to the method to be adopted by
the county commission.

The planning commission for Scott County outsgide those
associated with towns is scheduled for April 18 in Room
211 of the Scott County Courthose, Huntsville P.C. on
April 21 at 6:00 p.m. in each case, Winfield on May 2
at 5:30 p.m. and Oneida to follow at 7:00 p.m.

®

Printed on Hecyciéd Paper



B SCOIT COUNTY
@ SOLID WASTE REGIONAL BOARD

HUNTSVILLE, TENNESSEE

Waiter Marlow, Chair, Scott County Alice Laxton, Secretary, Scott County
Paul Strunk, Vice-Chatr, City of Winfleld Wesley Riggins, Scott County

The date of Tuesday May 10th was suggested for the Public
Hearing subject to change. The Public Notice is for Thursday
May 12th after next regular scheduled meeting. -

Chairman Marlow annouced he would be unable to attend the May
meeting.

2, Motion made by Paul Strunk and Second by Ralph -Hoffman to adjourn
meeting. :

| o) oo

alter Marlow, Chairmam

Ui et

Alice Laxton, Secretary

- ®

Printed on Recycled Papet



SOLID WASTE REGIONAL BOARD
HUNTSVILLE, TENNESSEE

Walter Marlow, Chair, Scatt County Allce Laxton, Secretary, Scott County
Paul Strunk, Vice-Chair, Clty of Winfleld Wesley Riggins, Scott County

3COTT COUNTY, TENNESSEE

SOLID WASTE 30ARD MEETINC
MAY 12, 1294

MEMEBERS FRESENT: Aiice Lagton, Ralph dofZfman. 2aul Strunk,
and Weslev Riggins

MEMEERES \BSENT: Walteor Mariow

The meeting was ¢zalled to order oy Tice Thairman, F2ul stunk
at 1:3¢ P.M.

1. Motlon by Wesiev Riggins and second by ?a;pn dofZman tc
approve minutas -or April 14, 1pee4,

Jorting Aye: 1All Fresent

Aitch Loomis discussed the option the npoard has Lo transfsr
stations.
Jption I- Transiesr statlions capablie 2f hnandling Slass D7
WasTa.

SpTtion i~ Tperation of a Jlass IV Landifilil

{ S doricon made oy Wesiev Rigging Jfeor ditch Lo S0 a f=z2as:ihlis st

f : of 2Xpanding -he proposed Lransier staction o e 2able of

* Nancdling demolition wasta Zor transier suf of the Zounty and
axgpanding Zhe 3iZe of a CTlass IV landfili for zossibie

; reglonaiization. Second by Ralilpn doffman.

i Joting Ave: All Present

[1s}
[+

pes
1.7

-

N #cTion Dy Allcs Laxtan o adlourn meeting Ior Aav L2,

' ,/, /7 Y I
| :_/'{J/'ZZ 1{% 7?/4%”,6"%/ AJ/
ﬁaiuer Warﬂow Chareman

Wy Syt 7
“Alice Laxton, 3Secrdetary




Scott County Regional Solid Waste Board
Minutes
May 26, 1994

Members Present: Paul Strunk, Ralph Hoffman and Alice Lioyd.

Meeting was called to order by Vice-Chairman, Paul Strunk.

1.

Ralph Hoffman moved to approve the solid waste plan as submitted by
Mitch Loomis of the East Tennessee Development District. Alice Lioyd
Second the motion. Paul Strunk called for a vote and it was unanimous
to accept the solid waste plan.

Motion by Ralph Hoffman to ask County Executive to draft letter to solid
waste assistance tentatively accepting the HHW day of October 15,1994.
Second by Alice Lloyd. Motioned passed.

Ralph Hoffman moved that the meeting be adjourned and Alice Lloyd
second the motion. Paul Strunk called for a vote and it was unanimous
to adjourned.



H ﬂuumﬂaﬁ TENNESSEE

Waiter Mariow, Chair; Scott County ' Allce Laxton, Secretary, Scott County
Paui Struni, Vice-Chair, Clty of Winfieid Wesley Rlggins, Scott County
Ralph Hotfman , Town of Uneida

SCOTT COUNTY, TENNESSEE
SCOTT COUNTY SOLID WASTE REGICMAL BCARD MEETING = . .. . .

JUNE 9, 199

MEMBERS PRESENTS: Alice Laxton, Paul Strumk, Wesley Riggins and -
Ralph HofIman

MEMBERS ABSENT: Walter Marlow

The meeting was called to order Dy Vice Chairman, Paul Strunk at
1:00 P.M.

1. Motiom by Ralph Hoffman to approve mirmtes for May 12 meeting,
second by Alice Laxton. ' :

Voting Ave: All present

Mitch Loomis was not present at the meeting. He is currently
working ‘on final draft and will have it to the members by
June 13, for reviewing before the Special Called Meeting
June 24.

2.  Motion by Wesley Riggins and second by Alica Laxton to Adjourn.

Voting aye; All present

llte P eclow /

Walter ow, irman .
' af
Alice Laxton, Secretary




SCOTT COUNTY '
SOLID WASTE REGIONAL BOARD }

HUNTSVILLE, TENNESSEE

Walter Martow, Chalir, Scott County Allce Laxton, Secretary, Scott County
Paul Strunk, Vice-Chair, City of Winfield Wesley Riggins, Scott County
Ralph Hoffman, Oneida

SCOTT COUNTYIREGIONAL SOLID WASTE BOARD
MINUTES
JUNE 27, 1994

Resumed from Recessed Meeting of Thursday June 23rd, 1994,on
Monday 27, 1994 at 1:00 P.M. in room 211 of Scott County
Courthouse.

Present: Paul Strunk- Vice Chailrman
Alice Laxton-Secretary
Ralph Hoffman
Wesley Riggins

Absent: Walter Marlow

1. Paul Strunk reported that Mitch Loomis, ETDD Consultant says
he is still sick, that the 1@ year Plan is being edited by
someone else in the office. They are presently on Chapter 5 out
of some 13 chapter.

2. Mitch Loomis has told Paul Strunk that Paul Davis in the
State of Tennessee Department of Environment and Congervation
has saild late submission of the Plan would be acceptable
preferable to submitting a poorly or partly done Plan.

A. Motion made by Wesley Rigglins and second by Alice
Laxton to call a Special Meeting of the Solid Waste
Regional Board for Thursday July 7 at 1:00 P.M. to
go over the Plan.

Voting ave: All Present

3. There is indication the Plan should discuss gpecific
landfill and county contracts/commitments to accept
and strengthen case for trangfer station.

B. Motion by Wesley Riggins and second by Ralph
Hoffman to adjourn.

Voting aye: All present
f;/ r."‘ -
Chairman

et 2 -_

Alice Laxton, Secretary



Fy HUNTSVILLE, TENNESSEE

Waiter Maricw, Chair, Scott County ' Alice Laxton, Secretary, Scott County
Paul Strunik, Vice-Chair, Clty of Winfieid Wesley Riggins. Scott County

SCOTT COUNTY, TENNESSEE
SOLID WASTE BOARD MEETING MINUTES

JULY 7, 1994

The Special called meeting was called to order by Co—Chairman
Paul Strunk at 1:25 p.m. Judy 7, 1994.

Member- Prasent: Paul Strunk, Ralph Hoffman Wesley Riggins and
Alice Laxton

Member Absent: = Walter Mariow

1. Motion by Alice Laxton and second by Ralph Hoffman to
approve mirmtes for Jume 27, 1994,

Voting Aye: All present

The board members along with Mitch Loomis, Clarence Lowe and
Advisory member Ella Smith went over the final draft of th

10 year plan. .
2. _Mo{:ion by Ralph Hoffman to adjourn second by Alice
' Laxton.
Voting Aye: Al]l present

Z(_Jdé! TV ey braed

Walter Marlow) Chairman
YA .

Secret
&Pﬁ%ted on Recycled Paper

Alice Laxton,



Public
Hearing



Seo 7’7‘ Covrt
SOl LegsTs




PROOF
OF

"PUBLICATION

-

Richard Megyazz _ belng duly
- .sworn, states that he is the
editor

- of the SCOTT COUNTY NEWS, a newspaper

. published at ONEIDA, SCOTT COUNTY,

. TENNESSEE, and that the annexed

The Scott co. Regicnal Solid Waste Board will'hold aipublic heanng on
_ ty courthouse. THe .....

i
' 1- Fl - * -

- was publighed in said paper for______three (3)

" consecutive weeks, commencing with the issue

" of  April 28 . .
19 %  and ending with the issue of
May 12 g %

Ruclland, Pagrjor

Sworn to before me this 13

g

day of May. ' , 19___ 904 .

N%%? 2-25-95




Appendix E
Review by Appropriate Municipal or Regional Planning Commission

1. A copy of the minutes of the commission meeting recording
submission and review of the plan.

E-1



MINUTES
HUNTSVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION
: APRIL 21, 1994

L The regular meeting of the Huntsville Planning Commission was
held at 6:00 p.m. On Thursday, April 21, 1994 at the recreation

" ‘enter.

Members Present Members Absent Others Present

¥athleen West, Chmn. None Wes Riggins
wuth Hembree, V. Chmn.. S Mitch Loomis,
Cleta Potter, Sec. ETDD

verhonda Wilson, Mayor Will Hutchinson

fna Mae Duncan
: Aolly Ericson

' gtaff Representative: David K. Williams

' CALL TO ORDER

‘ The meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m. by Chairman West.
' The minutes of the March 17, 1994 meeting were unanimously approved
. on a motion by Mayor Wilson and a second by Ms. Hembree.

{ REVIEW OF PROPOSED SOLID WASTE PLAN

: Mr. Mitch Loomis, East Tennessee Development District, provided
| __amissioners with copies of the pertinent tables for Scott County's
solid waste plan. Mr. Loomis then explained that the Solid Waste

-~ Act of 1991 required that all counties establish a solid waste

~ district, a solid waste board, prepare & solid waste plan, and meet
requirements regarding the collection and disposal of waste. Mr.
Loomis also explained that the act requires a 25 percent reduction
in the amount of waste which goes to the landfill.

The plan proposes that a class IV landfill be constructed and
recycling be provided to reduce the amount of waste going to the
landfill. A class IV 1andfill would handle wood, brick, and other
nonhazardous materials. They are much cheaper to operate because
they do not require plastic liners and constant monitoring.

Mr. Loomis explained that the county now generates nearly fiftiy
thousand tons of garbage each year. Approximately 3,500 tons could
be diverted to the class IV 1andfill. The remaining waste goes to
" the Scott County Landfill. The landfill, however, will close in
October, 1996. The waste will then have to be hauled to the Chestnut
Ridge Landfill or another landfill.

The plan proposes that six convenience centers and a transfer
station be constructed. An ARC grant has been applied for to assist
with the cost of construction and equipment. The convenience centers
111 sexrve the approximately 10,000 county residents who do not have
their garbage collected.



MINUTES
SCOTT COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
April 18, 1994

7 {BERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSENT OTHERS PRESENT
" a.vin Krahn, Chm. Cara Sue Thompson, Sec. Wes Riggins
rilda Bowling Odeva Byxd, V. Chm. Ralph Hoffman
Denny Lowe, Co. ExecC. ' Mitch Loomis,
- Jimmy Byxrd ETDD ‘

Paul Strunk
“Staff Representative: David K. Williamsv")

ORDER L . _ _
rThe meeting was called to order at 5:15 p.m. by Krahn. The minutes of
the March 21, 1994 meeting were unanimously approved on a motion by
Lowe and a second by J. Byrd.

. REQUEST ¥OR PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE OF MOUNTAIN VIEW _DRIVE

Ms. Tilda Bowling recused herself from the commission for this issue.
' she then represented the Appalachian Habitat for Humanity regarding a

request for the public acceptance of a road for the Mountain View

subdivision. The commission had recommended that the road be accepted
. 4nto the road system at its March 21 meetinmg provided the right-of-way
. width was increased from 40 to 50 feet. Ms. Annie Patterson had
' jnformed staff, and Ms. Bowling confirmed, that the right-of-way could
pot be increased unless the number of lots were reduced by two or
' three. The subdivision was platted and had been constructed.

' Mr. Gibson stated that the surveyor and developers were supposed to
. work with the commission on the "front end" to avoid these types of
'~ blems. Mr. Gibson and other commissioners were sympathetic to the
- project, but felt that the road acceptance standards should be
 administered uniformly. However, the commission noted that this was a
" nonprofit development which would benefit several of Scott County’s
. most needy residents.

- Staff Comment and Recommendation
Staff did not make a recommendation as t€o whether the road and its
. right-of-way should be accepted into the county road system. Staff did
inform the commission that several months ago he had provided each
' surveyor with a copy of the each community‘s development regulations
' along with a memorandum explaining the requirements. Staff also stated
that the road acceptance standards require that roads have a tar and
- chip surface in addition to the 50 foot right-of-way.

. Action Taken
On a motion by Lowe and a second by Byrd, the commission voted to
' yecommend that the road be accepted into the county road system. Vote:
ayes - Lowe, Krahn, and Byrd; nays - Gibson; abstain - Bowling.

REVIEW OF DRAFT OF THE SOLID WASTE PLAN

Mr. Mitch Loomis, of the East Tennessee Development District, provided
commissioners with tables and other information from the proposed solid
waste plan. Mr. Loomis explained that the Solid Waste Act of 1581
requires that counties form solid waste districts, establish a solid
waste board, develop a solid waste plan, develop a system of waste
- -llection, and meet new landfill and disposal requirements. Scott
. “anty has formed a solid waste district, established the board, and
nearly completed the plan. The plan calls for at least one convenience




MINUTES
WINFIELD MUNICIPAL PLANNING COMMISSTON
' " MAY 2, 1994

‘ The regular meeting of the Winfield Municipal Planning Commission
was held at 6:45 p.m. on Monday, May 2, 1994 at the municipal center.

'~ Members Present Members Absent Others Present
Joyce Chitwood, Chan. ' Dick Sexton, Mayof Carlene Strunk

- Buvaughan Chitwood, V. Chmn. Iris King Mitch Loomis,
Peggy Walker, Sec. = ETDD

" Opal Anderson ‘ Wess Riggins

- Kenny Burchfield

i staff Representative: David K. Williams“J

. CALL_TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 6:45 p.m. by Chairman
. chitwood. - The minutes of the April 4, 1994 meeting were unanimously
approved on a motion by Ms. Anderson and a second by Secretary Walker.

. REVIEW OF PROPOSED SOLID WASTE PLAN

— Mr. Mitch Loomis, of the East Tennessee Development District,
 presented the proposed solid waste plan to the commission. He stated
at the county had established a solid waste board, prepared a needs
~.sessment, and prepared a proposed plan, in accordance with the
1991 Solid Waste Disposal Act. The plan proposed the development
" of a transfer station, the construction of six convenience centers,
. and the development of a class IV landfill for demolition and other
nonhazardous materials. L . X
The class IV landfill and recycling at the convenience centers
were proposed to reduce waste entering a class I landfill by a
required 25 percent. The transfer station would be necessary to
transport waste to the Chestnut Ridge Landfill once Scott County's
1andfill ceases operation in October, 1996. The convenience centers
are required by the act. The operation of the collection and disposal
facilities would be over one million dollars each year. The capital
costs for equipment would greatly increase costs during years when
facilities are constructed. The county commission would be
' responsible for funding the facilities.

Staff comments and Recommendations

Staff stated that the commission could take action on the .
proposed plan or wait until staff read the entire plan and could
offer a sound recommendation.

. Action Taken

The commission took no action on the plan.



