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SUMMARY

Waste Generation

The Metropolitan Council projected that the seven-county Metropolitan Area would generate
2,778,000 tons of mixed municipal solid waste (MSW) in fiscal year 1991, a 1.61 percent increase from
FY 1990 projection. The actual quantity of mixed solid waste reported as managed in the region was
2,733,000 tons--one percent less than what the Council projected for FY 1991. The Council forecasts
growth in the waste stream during the next decade to be about 1.6 percent annually. The MSW
stream is only a portion of the total solid waste generated in the region. The Council estimates that
3,583,400 tons of solid waste was generated in the region during FY 1991.

Waste Reduction

Waste reduction is the most preferred management option. The Council has promoted the reduction
of yard waste and the need to reduce overall waste generation. The Council has also identified in
its Solid Waste Development Guide/Policy Plan a number of measures that can be taken regionally to
encourage waste reduction. Among the steps identified are weight-based fees, a toxic materials tax
and an environmental protection fee to be assessed at landfills. The Council will continue to work
with state and national entities in the development of effective waste reduction strategies. The
metropolitan counties are participating with the Council in regional public education efforts. The
counties are also jointly working to establish household hazardous waste management programs.

Waste Composition

Understanding the composition and characteristics of solid waste is very useful not only for
anticipating potential issues and areas of concern but also for the ability to design new programs that
address the changing details of waste generation and disposal. The waste stream is composed of a
complex variety of materials that must be considered individually when management decisions are
made. More research into the composition of the waste stream will be necessary to help the region
identify opportunities to improve the waste management system and monitor the success of current
programs. The Council is currently conducting a regional waste composition study in cooperation
with the counties and the MPCA to develop a better understanding of the current regional waste
stream. :

Recycling

The amount of recycled materials reported increased during FY 1991. The counties reported in FY
1991 that 999,968 tons of recycled materials were collected. This equaled approximately 37 percent
of the total MSW the Council reports as managed in the region (2,732,730 tons). In comparison, the
FY 1990 total of materials recycled was 559,971 tons, which equaled approximately 23 percent of the
total MSW the Council reported as managed by the region (2,413,000 tons). During FY 1991 the
metropolitan counties intensified their efforts to track and report commercial/industrial recycling.
Consequently, the commercial/industrial recycling reported by the counties in FY 1991 represented
67 percent of the total recycling reported.






CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions are derived from the Issues and Conclusions sections of this report. They
reflect policies contained in the Council’s 1991 revised solid waste policy plan. The Council has
included recommendations as required by Minnesota Statutes 473.149, subd. 6. This states, in part:

...The report must recommend any legislation that may be required to
implement the plan.... [T]he council shall evaluate and report on the
need to reassign governmental responsibilities among cities, counties,
and metropolitan agencies to assure implementation and achievement
of the metropolitan and local abatement plans and objectives.

This section concludes with a list of actions the Council will take as part of its planning role for
regional solid waste management.

Waste Generation

. The Council has considerable experience in collecting and analyzing solid waste generation
and management data. The data collected on the management of the mixed municipal solid
waste stream confirms the Council’s estimates of total generation of MSW. The Council’s
projections of future waste stream growth are much lower than the growth in the regional
waste stream experienced by the region between 1970 and 1990.

. The solid waste generation projections developed by the Council are integral to its policy
plan. The Council carries out its responsibility to plan for a comprehensive regional waste
management system in accordance with the waste management hierarchy. The Council’s
projections, along with periodic updates from the annual Abatement Progress Report, form
the basis of the Council’s solid waste management knowledge for making development
decisions about the solid waste management system.

Waste Reduction

. The Council will continue to monitor the growth in the amount of waste managed in the
region. Both the counties and the Council will continue to promote waste reduction and
develop improved methods for documenting results. Significant waste reduction must occur
in order for the waste management system currently planned to be sufficient for the region’s

needs.
Recycling
. Recycling in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area appears to have met and exceeded the

Metropolitan Council’s recycling objectives for FY 1991. -

. County efforts to ensure that recycling options are available to most residents in cities and
townships appear to have been successful. Of the 189 cities and townships located in the
seven Metropolitan Area counties, only 4 communities failed to submit a report documenting



recycling tonnages collected during this period to their respective counties. With 92 percent
of the cities and townships in the Metropolitan Area reporting recyclables collected at
curbside, it appears that the regional recycling infrastructure as envisioned in the Council’s
Solid Waste Management Development Guide/Policy Plan has been successfully developed.

Future recycling objectives will be difficult to meet unless recycling programs expand to add
more materials and recycling becomes a habit for all people at home, at school and at work.
In order for people to truly develop a recycling habit, recycling must be available and
relatively convenient to everyone regardless of where they are.

People will be asked to recycle as much of the waste stream as possible. It is expected that
recycling programs may involve seven or more different recyclable materials in the future.
Separation of each of these materials into component types requiring separate storage and
collection will be an inconvenience to many, and may adversely affect participation rates and
recycling tonnages in the future. If the cost to collect these separated materials increases
relative to the price received from marketing the materials, it may not be practical to require
generators to separate materials into numerous categories or require haulers to collect several
separated components.

To reach recycling levels beyond 40 percent, greater efforts should be directed at coordinating
the collection of solid waste and recycling. Residents and businesses should be required to
recycle whenever possible.

In order to progress to the 50 percent recycling objective by 2000, volumes of recovered
materials must increase. Fundamental changes will be required to handle the increase in the
types and amounts of materials collected. = Commingled recycling and commingled
recycling/trash collection appear to offer the potential for improving convenience, and the
opportunity for the recycling of additional materials at lower costs. The Council is open to
using its Abatement Grants Program to help underwrite the cost of such demonstration
programs during FY 1992 and FY 1993.

Efforts to collect additional quantities of recyclable materials must continue to be directed
at multifamily buildings. In urban areas such as Minneapolis, where over 32 percent of the
population lives in structures with five or more units, this represents an untapped source from
which additional recyclables can be collected. Multimaterial recycling programs need to be
expanded to include all multifamily residences.

In FY 1991, counties reported that yard waste composting and land-spreading abated
approximately 6 percent of the region’s MSW generation, representing about 56 percent of
the projected total yard waste supply. While mulching and backyard composting accounted
for a portion of the remainder, substantial quantities of yard waste are still being mixed and
disposed of with MSW in spite of the legislative ban. Further efforts will need to be made
by both the Council and counties to better educate the public on the requirements of the ban
and the alternatives available for properly managing grass clippings, leaves and other yard and
garden material. Counties should continue to offer centralized composting/land-spreading
alternatives for those who choose to participate in such programs. Council policy suggests
that the programs should pay their own way.



The counties need to gather better data on recycling in the commercial/industrial sectors. A
concerted effort should be made to combine the MPCA’s enforcement of its reporting
requirements with the counties’ establishment of licensing programs for trash haulers and
recyclers. Using these mechanisms together should allow the counties to significantly improve
the quality of commercial/industrial recycling tonnage reports.

Centralized Processing

The Council, as part of its 1991 solid waste plan, has established a policy to encourage that
centralized processing facilities be planned, established and operated as part of a regional
solid waste management system in order to manage not only MSW, but all solid waste,
including rejects and residuals from processing facilities, in an environmentally safe and
economic manner.

The region has made great strides in the development of safe and effective waste processing
facilities. The facilities that have been developed to date are fully operational. The level of
rejects, residuals and ash produced by the facilities is comparable to the predicted rates
planned by the counties. The regional policy plan calls for managing the residuals, rejects,
and ash by methods other than landfilling. In order to accomplish this objective the counties
will be required to work together to develop and implement programs and facilities.

Land Disposal

The Council supports the revised landfill siting process, as it recognizes the importance of
planning and developing a land disposal facility in the Metropolitan Area within the next five

years.

The region will exhaust all currently permitted regional landfill capacity by 1996 unless
additional space is developed.

Waste Certification Reports

In keeping with revised state statutes and the Council’s solid waste policy plan, future waste
certification reports will require all metropolitan counties to provide more detailed
information on their progress toward reducing the amount of unprocessed waste entering the
region’s landfills. This will include their progress toward implementing waste sharing
agreements among facilities and counties; monthly summaries of the type and description of
loads that were received, rejected, transferred or denied access to a resource recovery or
disposal facility; and future actions to be taken by the county and/or the facility operators to
process additional types of materials not currently being processed at each facility.






RECOMMENDATIONS

Waste Generation

Metropolitan counties, state agencies and the Council should develop a comprehensive
strategy that quantifies on a periodic basis the region’s total solid waste stream for use in

future development and refinement of waste management policies and programs.

Waste Reduction

Volume- or weight-based fees should provide sufficient fee increments to promote waste
reduction. The provision of unlimited service should be discouraged.

An environmental protection fee should be added to tipping fees at all land disposal facilities
in the state. Funds accumulated from the fee should pay for all environmental protection
costs, including the removal of toxic materials from the waste stream, and encourage
generators to participate in further waste reduction efforts.

A tax or fee should be assessed on a list of materials determined by the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency to cause a negative environmental impact. Monies accumulated should be
placed in a dedicated fund used to reduce the toxicity of the waste stream.

Recycling

Cities and counties should work to expand the number of materials recycled and should work
toward same-day recycling and MSW collection.

Cities and counties should make use of their licensing procedures to improve reporting of
commercial/industrial recycling by private haulers/recyclers.

Yard waste composting and direct land-speading should continue to be offered by counties
although subsidies should begin to be phased out. The Council and counties should continue
to inform people of the yard waste ban and encourage generators to mulch, compost or
source-separate yard wastes for collection and processing at centralized yard waste
management facilities.






COUNCIL ACTIONS

Waste Composition

The Council will enter into an agreement with MPCA to perform a multiseason waste
composition study at landfills and resource recovery facilities in the Metropolitan Area. The
results from this study will be reported to the Legislative Commission on Waste Management
by Now. 1, 1992.

Waste Reduction

The Council will dedicate a large portion of its resources in solid waste management to waste
reduction efforts. The Council will work with the Office of Waste Management (OWM) and
metropolitan counties to develop and implement a program to provide specific and targeted
waste reduction assistance to commercial and industrial waste generators.

The Council will work to establish the environmental protection fee and toxic materials tax
called for in its policy plan as additional incentives for waste reduction. If these strategies are
not sufficient to keep waste generation at or below projected levels, additional legislation may
be sought.

The Council will work with the region’s trade associations to provide waste reduction seminars
to the business community. The Council will also offer on-site waste reduction assistance to
companies in the region who request assistance. The Council’s efforts will be coordinated
with the metropolitan counties.

The Council will implement procurement procedures that will require the consideration of
recycled content and recyclability in the preparation of bid specifications. The Council will
encourage the other metropolitan agencies, counties and cities to implement similar
procedures and, wherever possible, engage in joint purchasing agreements with these agencies.

Recycling

The Council and OWM should work jointly on regional market development efforts that
concentrate on identifying and expanding end markets to purchase increasing supplies of
recyclables and recycled materials. This effort should be jointly funded.

The Council will encourage the development of recycling programs that expand the number
of materials collected through support of alternative collection programs using the Abatement
Grant Funds.






REGIONAL WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Waste Management Act established a ranking for waste management methods in the following
order of preference:

1. Waste reduction and reuse;

2. Waste recycling;

3. Composting of yard waste and food waste;

4, Resource recovery through mixed municipal solid waste composting or incineration; and
5. Land disposal.

Decisions about the management of solid waste in the region are governed by this hierarchy. As it
revised the Solid Waste Management Development Guide/Policy Plan, the Council first examined the
quantity and types of waste that required management in the region. From that information the
Council began at the top of the waste management hierarchy as it established policy-based goals to
achieve the maximum amount of landfill abatement possible at each level before moving on to the
next. Thus, policy plan goal 1 (and related policies) focuses on a reduction in the quantity and
toxicity of waste generated, while goal 2 addresses recycling and reuse, and goal 3 pertains to resource
recovery and disposal facilities.

Similarly, development of the system plan section of the Council’s policy plan began with the top of
the hierarchy as it outlined a proposed schedule for developing facilities so that 100 percent of mixed
solid waste and special waste will be processed to recover materials or energy by the year 2000.
Projections of the waste stream that will require management were made assuming that a significant
amount of waste reduction will occur. Next, careful consideration was given to the maximum amount
of recycling the region could achieve by the year 2000 and a goal of 50 percent was set. Only then,
after assuming that waste reduction would occur and that the region would achieve a 50 percent
recycling rate, were needs for facility capacity identified.

Further, the Council made a policy decision to limit capacity for refused derived fuel (RDF) and
incineration technologies to the levels currently planned by the counties. Thus, any identified need
for additional management capacity would have to be met with composting technologies to avoid
landfilling unprocessed waste.

The metropolitan counties will revise their solid waste master plans to be consistent with the
Council’s policy plan. This will require continued careful attention to the hierarchy by the counties.
In addition, the hierarchy will be a consideration as the Council reviews landfill abatement projects
and landfill siting/expansion requests, administers abatement grants, and carries out similar solid waste
projects assigned by law.

The remainder of this report details the region’s current efforts to implement the waste management
hierarchy and achieve the goals and objectives established in the Council’s policy plan. Substantial
progress has been made in achieving the kind of balanced, integrated system envisioned in legislation.
Successes are noted and, where appropriate, recommendations are made that will continue to move
the region forward.
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REGIONAL SOLID WASTE GENERATION

The Council collects information from metropolitan counties and regional waste facility operators to
help determine the total amount of waste generated and managed in the region. In the past few
years, an increasing percentage of the waste stream has been disposed of outside the Metropolitan
Area. In order to obtain a complete picture of regional solid waste management, it has been
necessary for the Council to obtain information from a variety of sources. To do this, the Council
collects waste management information from cities, counties and the private sector. In addition,
information on regional disposal facilities is collected from the Department of Revenue and the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. Information on centralized processing facilities is collected
from the counties and facilities. The Council also contacts non-Metropolitan Area sanitary landfills
to assess the amount of Metropolitan Area waste that is received at those facilities. The sum total
of all waste management facility and program information provides the managed total municipal waste
stream in the region.

The Metropolitan Council is also charged with the development of regional projections for the waste
stream over a 20-year planning horizon. The Council has gone through a rigorous process to make
projections about future growth in the waste stream.

DATA - REGIONAL WASTE GENERATION ESTIMATES

The Council’s waste generation estimates and recycling projections have been challenged as indicators
of the need for the proposed Dakota County incinerator. The Council’s 1985 Solid Waste
Management Development Guide/Policy Plan estimated 1985 mixed municipal solid waste (MSW)
generation at 1,991,000 tons. This figure did not account for recycling activities that predated 198S.
The estimate was based on the following generation assumptions made by the consulting firm Pope
Reid & Associates: urban residents - 2.75 1bs./day; rural residents - 2.0 Ibs./day; commercial employees
- 3.21 Ibs./day; and industrial employees - 7.92 lbs./day.

Land disposal volume in the Metropolitan Area reported to the MPCA in 1985 totaled 1,947,943
tons. This substantiates the Council estimate because some net export was occurring and the
Richards Asphalt plant accounted for approximately 20,000 tons of waste. The 1985 policy plan
documented that land disposal varied up to 20 percent from year to year between 1972 and 1983.
The low volumes occurred in 1973-1974, 1976-1977 and 1981-1982. Recessions, defined as two
consecutive quarters of declining Gross National Product, began in 1973, 1980 and 1981. Another
recession began in 1990. Except for the 1976-1977 period, when employment growth in the Twin
Cities slowed, the periods of lower disposal correspond with the recessions in the U.S. economy.

The Council’s projection for 1990 regional waste generation was 2,756,000 tons. This figure includes
special waste and pre- and post-1985 recycling volumes. The estimate corresponds with consultant
work performed for the Council by Cal Recovery and Franklin Associates, Ltd. The Council
concluded that residents generated 2.64 lbs./day and commercial and industrial employees 7.03
Ibs./day. This estimate exceeds the 2,708,323 tons identified as managed by the Solid Waste
Management Coordinating Board (SWMCB) by two percent. The SWMCB identified management
through recycling, yard waste composting, resource recovery and land disposal. This again
corroborates the Council’s estimate since the difference of less than nine percent can be explained
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by materials that may not have been identified or by economic conditions that have been noted as
affecting the disposal trend observed prior to 1985.

The Metropolitan Area’s solid waste stream, which the Council estimates for FY 1991 at 3,580,400
tons, is primarily generated from residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural and construction-
demolition activities. The materials that comprise these wastes are characterized as either mixed-
municipal solid waste (MSW), solid waste in addition to MSW, or separately managed wastes. The
estimates do not include power generation ash, auto hulks, or materials such as old pavement, which
are recycled or otherwise managed outside of the solid waste system.

Table 1 contains the Council’s forecasts of solid waste generation for the Metropolitan Area for FY
1991 through FY 1995. Fiscal year projections were derived by averaging the calendar year
projections contained in the Council’s revised solid waste policy plan. The Council’s FY 1991
projection of regional MSW generation is 2,778,000 tons.

The non-MSW figure in Table 1 include estimates of materials that are not defined as MSW, such
as construction-demolition debris, separately managed wastes and other materials specifically banned
from being collected with MSW. The projections are based on maintaining the same relative
proportion of the non-MSW waste stream to the total waste generation figure.

Table 1
REGIONAL FORECASTS OF MSW AND NON-MSW GENERATION, FY 1990 - FY 1995

FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995

Waste Type

MSW 2,724,500 2,778,000 2,822,500 2,868,000 2,914,500 2,961,500
Non-MSW 789,700 802,400 815,300 828,400 841,800 855,300
Total 3,514200 3,580,400 3,637,800 3,696,400 3,756,300 3,816,800

Figure 2 details the Council’s approximation of how the reported MSW stream was managed in the
region. As stated earlier, this information is based upon data received from counties, municipalities,
the Department of Revenue and centralized processing facilities. The MSW stream that was
managed by the region is approximately 1.5 percent less than what was forecasted by the Council as
being generated by the region. This variation is well within the expected deviation from the trend
that should be anticipated during a recessionary period. Waste stream documentation has consistently
corroborated the reliability of the Council’s waste generation estimates. The Council projections
appropriately account for generation by individuals and employees - and include an adjustment for
anticipated waste reduction.
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METROPOLITAN AREA
TOTAL WASTE MANAGEMENT

FY1991
Unaccounted Est. 45,000 tons**
MSW
FORECAST Recycled Reported 1,000,000 tons
FOR MSW
REGIONAL STREAM
MANAGED
SYSTEM AS Tiras/ueed oll/motor vehicie batteries
2 778,000 Per Capita Est. 72,000 tons
' REPORTED Landfilled Reported 719,000 tons
TONS IN 381,000 Direct to metro 1.1,
203,000 Faciiity direct to metro Lf.
REGION 78,000 Facility direct to nonmetro LI,
2,733,000 80,000 Direct to nonmetro I.{. (Est.)
TONS Landlilled Ash (Dry) Est. 190,000 tons
Processed Reported 751,000 tons®

‘MSW resceived by facilities, minus ash,
rejects, residuals, TLO, excess and reycled materials,

**inciudes special waste, iitter, changes in conversion factors and waste densities, ﬂ“c&.‘ Wetropotiten Gounall

The Council has confidence in its estimates of future waste generation and the need it has identified
for processing facilities. The Council’s projections conservatively project that the combined effect
of per capita and per employee generation increases will moderate from the 2.34 percent growth rate
between 1987 and 1990 to a 1.6 percent rate in the future.

ISSUES - WASTE GENERATION

The Council has used waste generation estimates from information produced by nationally known
consultants. Council staff and the consultant worked together to estimate the amount of solid waste
the region would generate each year through the year 2010. The waste generation projections were
based on the assumption that the Council’s policies intended to slow the growth in the waste stream
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were successful. The region is anticipating growth in employment during this decade that will outpace
population growth. Increases in employment, if left unchecked by some form of waste reduction
effort in the region, would produce a 3.4 percent annual growth in the waste stream. The Council
has adopted policies supporting weight-based fees, public education encouraging waste reduction, and
a hazardous materials fee to encourage reduction in both the volume and toxicity of the waste stream.

The projections in Table 1 represent the Council’s best estimate of waste generation rates through
1995. The information generated by the counties in a separate analysis confirm the Council’s
estimates. The Council’s waste projections have been and continue to be a reliable estimate of the
waste generated in the Metropolitan Area.

The need to reduce waste generation by each generator is acute. Without significant waste reduction
efforts the waste stream may grow beyond the estimated 1.6 percent rate. The "Waste Reduction”
section of this report describes in more detail waste reduction efforts being implemented by the
Council.

CONCLUSIONS - WASTE GENERATION

The Council has had considerable experience in collecting and analyzing solid waste generation and
management data. The data collected on the management of the mixed municipal solid waste stream
confirms the Council’s estimates of total generation of MSW. The Council’s projections of future
waste stream growth are much lower than the growth in the regional waste stream between 1970 and
1990. The Council has based its projection of future growth in the waste stream on policy objectives
that the Council will pursue.

The solid waste generation projections developed by the Council are integral to the policy plan. The
Council discharges its responsibility to plan for a comprehensive regional waste management system
in accordance with the waste management hierarchy. The Council’s projections, along with periodic
updates from the annual Abatement Progress Report, form the basis of the Council’s solid waste
management knowledge for making development decisions about the solid waste management system.
The most current information available on regional solid waste management contained in this report
does not indicate that there is a fundamental problem in the vision of the regional solid waste system
as contained in the policy plan.

14



WASTE COMPOSITION

When the majority of MSW was disposed of in landfills, a sophisticated knowledge of the composition
of MSW did not seem necessary. Now, as the region implements and operates a variety of
management technologies to avoid landfilling waste, data about the composition of that waste has
become increasingly important. The Council’s solid waste policy plan calls for the metropolitan
counties to cooperatively provide for the development and operation of MSW waste facilities and
programs as one regional system that handles waste in the most appropriate and cost-effective way.
Implicit in the plan’s policies is the need to understand the various components of the waste stream
in order to determine how each can be managed at as high a level in the hierarchy as possible, i.e.
most appropriately. Further, the plan points out the counties’ responsibility for planning for the
management of all solid waste. Composition studies performed to date have focused on the MSW

“portion of the waste stream. Little attention has been paid to the types, quantities and current

management strategies for non-MSW waste--information that will be important to assist the counties
with the additional planning prescribed.

One of the most recent waste composition studies performed in the region was commissioned by
Dakota County in 1990, and conducted by Franklin Associates Ltd. at Pine Bend landfill. The results
of this two-season study are shown in Figure 3.

1990
WASTE COMPOSITION BY WEIGHT
DAKOTA COUNTY/PINE BEND LANDFILL

CORRUQATED

TOTAL
PAPER 42.7%

SPECIAL WASTES 0.2%

OTHER 18.8% OTHER INORGANICS 4.1%

GLASS 3.8%

S‘I'EEL/BI-MEATNs 19%

HOPE 1. NON-FERAOUS 0.2%

TOTAL
PLASTIC 10.6% ALUMINUM 1.0%
PET 0.3
;
Q OTHER ORGANICS 8.6%
.0.0'.':
ot00eY
O
YARD WASTE 8.8% FOOD WASTE 0.4%

WOOD WASTE 8.1%
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Major differences between the Dakota County study and a 1988 composition study performed at the
Ramsey/Washington Resource Recovery Facility by Cal Recovery include:

-A reduction in the percentage of corrugated disposed of from 17.4 percent to 12.2 percent
(perhaps attributable to increased commercial/industrial recycling activity),

-A reduction in the amount of yard waste disposed of from 11.8 percent to 5.8 percent (likely
the result of a ban on the disposal of yard waste at landfills),

-A relative increase in the amount of food waste (6.8 percent to 9.4 percent) and other
organics (6.8 percent to 8.6 percent) reported (insufficient data to determine why this change
occurred; other constituents of the waste stream varied only a percent or two between the
two studies).

Very little research has been done on the quantity and composition of non-MSW solid waste. The
Council prepared some preliminary estimates of total solid waste generation for use in its solid waste
policy plan, but acknowledged the need for significant further research to better understand
quantities, characteristics and current management activities of these wastes.

Most recent waste composition studies performed in the region have been limited in scope by their
length (one or two seasons), the number of locations examined (one or two), and the waste stream
studied (MSW only). A similar lack of current data for disposal facilities statewide was recognized
by the legislature during the 1990 session. To begin to address this issue, the legislature directed the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) to conduct a statewide analysis of the composition of
mixed municipal solid waste. However, with the funding available, the MPCA had to select a limited
number of sites for its composition studies. It did not identify any locations in the Metropolitan Area.

Although not benefiting from MPCA funding for waste composition studies, the Council saw an
opportunity to cooperate with the MPCA to expand the scope of the state study, taking a broader
look at total solid waste generation and better identifying the characteristics of the entire solid waste
stream. Landfill Abatement Account funds were used to expand the MPCA’s work into the
Metropolitan Area.

At present, the Council is entering into an agreement with MPCA that will utilize both agencies’
resources to conduct a four-season solid waste composition study at several facilities in the region
selected because they are representative of various "waste sheds"”. This study will include examining
materials at MSW facilities and developing and implementing a plan for primary research to evaluate
in more detail the types, characteristics and volumes of materials going to non-MSW facilities.

Results of the studies should be available in late 1992. The data collected will be reported in a future

Abatement Progress Report. It will be used to monitor progress toward implementing the region’s
plans and to help identify enhancements needed to further abate landfills.
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WASTE REDUCTION

Both the state and the Council identify waste reduction as the most preferred waste management
method. Legislation defines waste reduction as:

an activity that prevents generation of waste including reusing a product in its original
form, increasing the life span of a product, reducing material used in production or
packaging, or changing procurement, consumption, or waste generation habits to
result in smaller quantities of waste generated. (Minn. Stat., sec. 115A.03, subd. 36a)

The Council included this definition in its solid waste policy plan, but added the concept of reducing
the toxicity of waste as it considered and established waste reduction goals and policies.

WASTE REDUCTION OBJECTIVES

The Council’s revised solid waste policy plan addresses waste reduction in the following goal and
policy statements:

GOAL 1

The toxicity and quantity of waste generated must be significantly reduced through
influencing generators to produce less waste and substitute less toxic or nontoxic
products for toxic ones.

"POLICY 1a

An environmental protection fee should be added to tipping fees at all land disposal
facilities in the state. Funds accumulated from the fee should pay for all
environmental protection costs, including the removal of toxic materials from the
waste stream, and encourage generators to participate in further waste reduction
efforts.

POLICY 1b

A tax or fee should be assessed on a list of materials determined by the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency to cause a negative environmental impact. Monies
accumulated should be placed in a dedicated fund used to reduce the toxicity of the
waste stream.

POLICY 1c
The primary messages of public education and information programs should include
waste reduction and toxicity reduction in addition to recycling.

GOAL 2
All solid waste generated in the Metropolitan Area should be collected and marketed
in a manner that provides the greatest possible reuse and recycling of the materials.

POLICY 2a
The authority responsible for the management of waste collection should...ensure that
volume- or weight-based fees are established for each waste generator....

Beginning with a policy-based assumption that growth in the waste stream will slow significantly in
this decade and making its waste generation projections accordingly, the Council identified waste
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processing and disposal capacity needs for a smaller waste stream than would be projected using
historic growth rates.

By requiring the counties to plan for the management of this smaller waste stream, the Council has
built a waste reduction goal for the region into the planning process. Although no specific
incremental waste reduction goals are set in the policy plan, the system developed to meet the
Council’s growth projections through 2010 will manage 21 percent less waste than would have
required management without the assumption of reduced waste stream growth.

DATA - WASTE REDUCTION

Data about the amount of waste reduction occurring in the region is primarily anecdotal. While both
the region and the state Office of Waste Management have begun to explore methods for quantifying
waste reduction, specific tonnage figures are not yet available.

In their Regional Solid Waste Management Data Report, the metropolitan counties estimated 83,832
tons of waste reduction occurred in calendar year 1990. The figure resulted primarily from estimating
how much yard waste was likely generated in the region during 1990 and subtracting the amount of
yard waste managed at composting sites during that time. The difference was assumed to be the
result of backyard composting, a common waste reduction strategy.

Other strategies for promoting waste volume and toxicity reduction in the region included: public
information campaigns; education campaigns in the region’s schools; household hazardous waste
collection days and the establishment of permanent household hazardous waste collection sites; and
technical assistance to specific commercial and industrial generators seeking to reduce the volume
of waste they generated. Both the Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board and the Metro
Recycling Education Task Force are continuing their efforts to coordinate regional waste reduction
efforts.

Financial commitment to waste reduction is another measure of effort in the region. In their SCORE
reports to the Office of Waste Management, the metro counties identified expenditures of $1,396,629
for problem-materials management, household hazardous waste management and other waste
reduction activities.

ISSUES - WASTE REDUCTION

Many of the strategies to reduce the volume and toxicity of waste generated--such as regulation of
product design, manufacture and packaging, and the provision of financial incentives/disincentives--
require action at the federal and/or state level. However, both the Council and the counties can play
major supporting roles in ensuring that waste reduction occurs, particularly in the areas of consumer
information and education. Both entities are committed to doing their share.

For its part, the Council has added an additional grants program, Education and Technical Assistance
Grant Program for Source/Waste Reduction, funded through the Landfill Abatement Account. The
program is designed to provide the opportunity and resources to provide waste reduction education
and technical assistance programs and services to the public, abatement implementors and decision-
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makers. In addition, Council staff have been assigned to offer technical assistance targeted at specific
commercial and industrial generator groups to help them institute waste reduction programs. Further,
the public information efforts (ad campaigns, grocery bag promotions, press releases, etc.) of the
Council have been focused on waste reduction messages for the biennium.

The counties are undertaking similar efforts. Both individual county promotions and the coordinated
efforts of the Metro Recycling Education Task Force will highlight waste reduction messages. A
special committee of the Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board will continue its
implementation of a regional household hazardous waste collection program and the establishment
of permanent collection sites.

Both the counties and the Council have representatives who attend the Minnesota Source Reduction
Network meetings chaired by the Office of Waste Management. This group meets quarterly to
discuss waste reduction strategies and share information about successful waste reduction efforts
occurring throughout the state. Council and county staff have also participated in efforts such as the
Select Committee on Packaging and the Environment to develop and promote legislation targeted
at reducing waste volume and toxicity.

Support for the establishment of volume-based fees has come from both the Council and the counties
as well, resulting in making such a fee structure common in the region. More can be done to make
the incremental volume- or weight-based fees meaningful as a waste reduction strategy by not
providing a rate for unlimited volumes, increasing the fees charged at each incremental step, and/or
adding more steps.

CONCLUSIONS - WASTE REDUCTION

The Council will continue to monitor growth in the waste stream managed in the region. Both the
counties and the Council will continue to promote waste reduction through the programs previously
described, and to develop improved methods for documenting results. Simply stated, significant waste
reduction must occur in order for the waste management system currently planned to be sufficient
for the region’s needs.

Future abatement progress reports and future revisions of the Council’s solid waste management
policy plan will monitor the region’s progress. The Council will work to establish the environmental
protection fee and toxic materials tax called for in its policy plan as additional incentives for waste
reduction. If these strategies are not sufficient to keep waste generation at or below projected levels
additional legislation may be sought.
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RECYCLING

After waste reduction and reuse, the most preferred waste management strategy is recycling.
Recycling is the process of separating, collecting, and preparing materials for reuse and reusing the
materials in their original form or as a material feedstock in a manufacturing process. Recycling can
begin with the generator (household, business, industry, government entity) separating recyclable
materials from wastes before collection or it may begin with the hauler, contractor, or resource
recovery operator separating recyclable materials from collected MSW. Once the recyclable materials
have been separated, they are often processed to remove contaminants and to make the material
more economically transportable to market. Only after the materials have been reused as a material
feedstock is the recycling process complete.

For purposes of this report, recycling (with certain exceptions noted below) counts only materials that
would be classified as MSW if they were not recycled. For example, auto hulks are by definition
(Minn. Stat. 115A.03, subd. 21) not considered MSW. While auto hulks are recycled, they are not
counted in this report, which is focused on managing MSW. Certain materials (yard wastes, used oil,
tires, lead acid batteries and major appliances) that are no longer considered MSW are counted in
the recycling tonnages reported by counties.

In reporting the counties’ recycling progress, the Council assumes the legislative definition of "total
solid waste generation " described in Minn. Stat. 115A.551, subd. 1 which includes the total weight
of:

1. Materials separated for recycling;
2. Materials separated for yard waste composting;
3. Mixed municipal solid waste plus yard waste, used oil, tires, lead acid batteries and

major appliances; and

4. Residential waste materials that would be mixed municipal solid waste but for the fact
that they are not collected as such.

RECYCLING OBJECTIVES

Minnesota Statutes 115A.551, subd. 2 establishes a minimum recycling goal for each county in the
Metropolitan Area of 35 percent by weight of total solid waste generation (as defined above) by Dec.
31, 1993.

The Metropolitan Council no longer sets individualized recycling objectives for each of the counties,
but rather has established overall recycling objectives in its 1991 Solid Waste Management
Development Guide/Policy Plan. The policy plan presents waste generation forecasts and recycling
objectives on a calendar-year basis. The following are the Metropolitan Council’s recycling objectives
for the region for the period 1990 - 2010.
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Recycling Objectives for the Metropolitan Area

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 2000 2010
20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% S50%

For purposes of this report, fiscal year numbers have been calculated by interpolating the objectives
for the calendar years and rounding up to the nearest whole percent. Based on such an interpolation,
the fiscal year recycling objectives for the Metropolitan Area are given below for FY 1991-FY 1995.

Recycling Objectives for the Metropolitan Area

Fiscal Years
FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995
23% 28% 33% 38% 43%

DATA - RECYCLING

The FY 1991 recycling objective of 23 percent reflects the need to continue increasing the amount
of recycled materials collected and marketed in the region. Table 2 presents the total amount of
recycling reported by county and its percent of the total MSW stream estimated by county, as well
as for the region as a whole.

Table 2
FISCAL YEAR 1991 RECYCLING/MATERIALS RECOVERED (tons)
MSW
Reported MSW Percent Council’s
as Council’s Percent Managed as  Recycled per FY 1991
Recycled Forecasted Recycled per  Reported by MSW Recycling
County by County MSW Stream Forecast County Managed Goal (%)
Anoka 102,413 226,000 45% 241,533 42% 23%
Carver 15,966 41,500 38% 42,500 38% 23%
Dakota 86,795 275,500 32% 275,500 2% 23%
Hennepin 535,261 1,439,500 37% 1,271,161 42% 23%
Ramsey 187,562 620,500 30% 488,531 38% 23%
Scott 35,980 52,500 69% 69,067 52% 23%
Washington 35,991 122,500 29% 144,190 25% 8%
Metropolitan
Area 999,968 2,778,000 6% 2,532,482 39% 23%
* Includes all materials reported by metropolitan counties as having been recycled (recycling figures do not
inctude estimates of yard waste reduction).
Source: County Recycling Progress Reports, March and August 1991.
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The recycling tonnages shown in Table 2 are as reported by the respective counties. The total MSW
tonnages are forecasts of total MSW generation prepared by the Metropolitan Council. The
individual county forecasts are slightly different (usually larger) than the amount of total MSW
reported as managed by the individual counties. In general, the counties as a group have reported
managing less total MSW than the Council forecast for the region and as a result the percentage of
recycling achieved as a group (39%) is slightly higher than the percentage shown in Table 2 above.

Figure 4 illustrates the relative contribution for each type of recycling reported by counties. In FY
1991, the counties reported a new category of recycling (separately managed), expanding the different
types of recycling reported from four in FY 1990. The four original recycling categories were
residential recycling, yard waste composting, commercial/industrial/institutional (C/I/) recycling, and
recycling reported by resource recovery facilities.

RELATIVE CONTRIBUTION
OF EACH TYPE OF
RECYCLING TO TOTAL REPORTED BY COUNTY
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In FY 1991, all seven counties show C/I/ as the largest type of recycling. Residential recycling
moved into second place as the next largest type of recycling in four counties, and has comparable
tonnages to yard waste composting in one other county. In Anoka and Ramsey Counties, yard waste
composting is the second greatest contributor of recycling tonnages, with residential recycling in third
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place. While residential recycling increased relative to yard waste composting during FY 1991, it
actually declined as a percentage of the total recycling in each county.

In FY 1991, C/I/I recycling accounted for approximately two-thirds of the total recycling reported by
the seven counties. Table 3 below compares the C/I/I recycling data reported by the counties.
Institutional tonnages are generally actual tonnages reported by the counties themselves and from
city offices, school districts, hospitals and other institutional uses. Commercial and industrial recycling
tonnages are estimated by counties based on limited survey data. These figures are the least reliable
of the recycling data reported by the counties; and represent an area of concern with respect to the
accuracy of the entire recycling report prepared by each of the counties, as the C/I tonnages
represent from 48 to 89 percent of the total recycling reported by the counties.

Table 3
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL RECYCLING
FY 1990 and FY 1991

Fiscal Year 1990 Fiscal Year 1991
cn Inst. Total Percent cn Inst. Total Percent
County Tons Tons Tons of total Tons Tons Tons of total
Recycled Recycled
Anoka 20,111 121 20,232 2% 54,805 408 55,213 54%
Carver 3,208 214 3,422 50% 11,517 93 11,610 73%
Dakota 36,100 179 36,279 51% 44,797 798 45,595 53%
Hennepin 133,530 619 134,149 49% 397,995 4,151 402,146 75%
Ramsey 81,774 375 82,149 64% 103,055 1,949 105,004 56%
Scott 4,627 15 4,642 42% 32,030 80 32,110 89%
Washington 4,770 0 4,770 23% 16,997 139 17,136 48%
r&mp"“m“ 284,120 1,523 285,643 51% 661,196 17,618 668814 67%

Commercial/Industrial figures include tonnages from resource recovery and "dump and sort” facilities.
Some additional institutional (govt., school) figures were placed by municipalities in residential
recycling tonnages. FY 1990 figures do not include 222,635 tons pre-1985 C/I/1 recycling claimed by
Hennepin County, 15,000 tons C/I/I recycling claimed by Scott County and 9,230 tons C/I/I recycling
(4,000 tons pre-1985) claimed by Washington County. FY 1991 figures include all C/I/I tons reported
by the counties as having been recycled.

Source: County Recycling Progress Reports, March and August 1990, 1991.

Table 4 presents information on the number of curbside and drop-off recycling programs available
in each county on June 30, 1990 and June 30, 1991. Cities offering curbside collection and drop-off
recycling increased from a total of 162 to 176, a 9 percent increase for the year. During the same
period, the number of cities providing only drop-off recycling declined from 17 to 8, a 53 percent
decrease. In most cities, curbside collection is provided primarily to single-family residences and to
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residential buildings containing up to four dwelling units. In some cities curbside recycling collection
includes scattered small businesses located in residential neighborhoods.

Most curbside recycling programs collect aluminum and bimetal beverage and food containers, glass
containers, and newsprint. Many also collect corrugated cardboard and plastic bottles. Hennepin
County communities are required to collect a variety of plastic containers.

Multifamily buildings of five or more units have not traditionally been provided with residential
curbside collection in most communities. For several years, residents of multifamily buildings have
been requesting that their buildings become part of municipalities’ residential collection programs.
Significant efforts to include multifamily buildings as part of the recycling infrastructure have begun
in Hennepin County where it’s reported that one-third of the communities have begun collecting
recycling from multifamily buildings. In addition, Anoka, Dakota and Ramsey Counties report that
haulers are beginning to collect recyclables from multi-family buildings.

Table 4
COMPARISON OF SOURCE-SEPARATION ABATEMENT PROGRAMS
FY 1990 and FY 1991
Fiscal Year 1990 Fiscal Year 1991
Curbside/ Only Total Curbside/ Only Total

County Drop-off Drop-Off Programs Drop-Off Drop-Off Programs
Anoka 15 6 21 16 5 21
Carver 9 5 14 15 3 18
Dakota 33 0 33 33 0 33
Hennepin 41 4 45 45 0 45
Ramsey 16 0 16 16 0 16
Scott 19 0 19 19 0 19
Washington 29 2 31 32 0 32
TOTAL 162 17 179 176 8 184
Source: County Recycling Progress Reports, March and August 1991

Figure 5 compares the quantity of yard waste managed by each county in FY 1989, FY 1990 and FY
1991. Note that Anoka and Ramsey Counties more than doubled the tonnages of yard waste that
they managed compared to the preceding year. However, the five other counties all report a decline
in the yard wastes tonnages managed.
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Figure &
YARD WASTE REPORTED MANAGED (BY COUNTY)
FY 1989 , FY 1990 and FY 1991
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Figure 6 compares total residential recycling as reported by the counties for fiscal years 1989, 1990
and 1991. Note that the FY 1991 total represents a 37 percent increase over the tons reported
recycled for FY 1990 and a 140 percent increase over the tonnage reported in FY 1989. Both
curbside recycling programs and drop-off recycling centers have shown significant increases during
FY 1991
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Figure 6
COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING
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ISSUES - RECYCLING

Overall Recycling

In general, recycling data reported by the seven counties in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area
suggest that the counties are well ahead of their recycling objectives, with all of the counties reporting
recycling rates higher than the 23 percent objective established in the Council’s revised policy plan.
Four counties report that they have achieved recycling rates in excess of the 35 percent recycling rate
mandated for Metropolitan Area counties in at the end of 1993. Hennepin and Carver Counties
report recycling rates of 37 percent and 38 percent, respectively. Anoka County reports a recycling
rate of 45 percent. And Scott County reports a recycling rate of 69 percent.

The principal issue with respect to recycling is that the data reported by the counties overall are very
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soft. Because residential recycling is subsidized in some form by all of the counties, often through
their cities, there is some credible measure of accountability. Haulers/recyclers report tonnage of
each material recycled to respective cities, that in turn report the figures to the counties; in Dakota
County, the county has established a brokerage that purchases recyclables from haulers and processes
them for market, which provides the county with a means of doublechecking the haulers’ reports.
Generally the same process applies in counties for yard waste, with haulers reporting to cities, which
in turn report to the counties. Yard waste is usually measured by volume, with the data converted
to tons using a standardized formula. Like residential recycling tonnages, yard waste tonnages
reported are considered to be relatively accurate and consistent among the counties. Institutional
data is also generally quite good.

However, commercial and industrial recycling data is very soft. Data reported by the counties are
based on estimates prepared by counties, which in turn are based on sample surveys of business and
industries in the counties. Recyclers and haulers providing recycling services to the commercial and
industrial sectors have opposed providing tonnage data for their "clients” and do not report tonnages
to either cities or counties. This practice is in sharp contrast to the tonnage figures for residential
recycling programs, which are supported by weigh-receipts that the recyclers/haulers provide to cities,
or the volume estimates of yard waste provided by haulers and yard waste management facility
operators.

Although anecdotal accounts of increased C/I recycling and evidence of increased collection and
marketing of recyclables overall seems to support the belief that growth in C/I recycling has indeed
occurred, the reliability of C/I recycling data needs to be improved. The reporting of such high
undocumented C/I tonnages may lead the commercial/industrial sector to believe that no additional
effort is needed. Counties have the means to require recyclers and haulers to provide weigh-tickets
or similar documentation on their commercial/industrial recycling activities. Under Minn. Stat.
115A.93, counties have the responsibility to license both haulers and "to impose requirements...as a
condition of receiving and maintaining a license."

Residential Recycling

With counties and cities facing increased pressures to recycle at greater levels than has previously
been achieved, recycling programs have begun to expand their collection programs to include
nontraditional materials such as magazines, plastics and several paper grades, including computer and
mixed paper. During FY 1990 the Metropolitan Council conducted a study of the potential supply
of recyclables in the waste stream and the available market capacity. Franklin Associates, Ltd.,
performed the work. The supply-side and results indicated that even if 100 percent of the eight
recyclables identified in the study were recycled, reaching a 35 percent recycling objective by 1993
and a 50 percent objective by 2000 would be a challenge. The eight materials studied included: old
corrugated cardboard, mixed papers, glass containers, rigid plastic containers, metal (steel) food
containers, aluminum, yard waste, and old newspapers. Clearly, the number of materials being
recycled will need to increase to include even more items if recycling objectives in the future are to
be successfully met.

Other studies by the Metropolitan Council in 1991 found that while most households claim to recycle,
the actual number of households recycling in any given week can vary considerably. In order to
increase residential recycling rates, households will not only have to recycle more materials, they will
have to do so on a more consistent basis.
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One way to increase participation rates is to collect recyclables on the same day as regular trash
collection. Same-day collection allows recycling to benefit from the pre-established memory
association of needing to "set out" the trash. It helps to reduce the argument that recycling requires
"extra" effort. Same-day collection also has the added community benefit of reducing the number of
days when materials are set out for collecting, and reducing the number of days of truck noise
associated with trash and recycling collections.

There is concern that traditional source-separation programs that require households to separate
recyclables by type (old corrugated cardboard, old newspapers, cans, glass, yard wastes, etc.) will face
declining participation rates if households are required to separate and store even more materials
(plastics, mixed paper, magazines, etc.) in order to meet recycling objectives.

A way to deal with the problem--expanding the number of recyclable materials while improving
participation rates--may be an alternative source separation and collection program known as
commingling. Commingling involves the mixing (commingling) of recyclables into only one or two
groups rather than separating into five, six or more discrete component groups. By reducing the
number of separations, people can save both time and storage space. Recycling collection vehicles
can be made simpler and the cost of collection can be reduced because of the reduction in the
number of curbside sorting operations (separation at curbside into the various bins in the collection
vehicle).

Such a commingled recycling system would likely reduce collection costs per stop slightly, create some
increased revenues from the additional amount of materials collected, and require added costs for
processing to separate the commingled recyclables into their components for shipment to market.
The principal advantage accrues mostly to the household by making recycling more convenient.
Greater convenience should bring greater participation and higher recycling tonnages.

A variation of this basic idea of commingling recyclables involves the use of specially colored bags
(often referred to as a "blue bag" system) for storing and collecting the recyclables. The blue bags
are set out with the "trash" and picked up with the regular MSW collection. Trucks haul the
combined load of MSW and blue bags to a transfer/sorting station, where the blue bags are removed
and sent to a recycling line or separate facility for further separation and processing for market. The
advantage of this variation is that it could eliminate the cost of a separate pickup for recyclables.

There are concerns with respect to commingling. Both variations require additional processing with
corresponding higher processing costs. Both variations have the potential for contamination of the
recyclable materials, causing higher rejection rates at facilities, and making recyclables less marketable
or in some cases totally unmarketable. Glass fragments, for example, could become imbedded in
paper or plastic making the paper or plastic difficult or impossible to recycle.

Nevertheless, one of the largest firms providing waste and recycling collection services in the region,
Waste Management Inc., has begun pilot tests in several cities to test the commingled recyclables
concept. Preliminary results seem to indicate that participation rates and revenues from recyclables
have increased while contamination rates were lower than expected. Besides increasing recycling
participation and volume of recyclables collected, municipalities have noticed greater program
efficiencies, which have a direct relationship to program costs.

Haulers collecting both solid waste and recyclables have begun to explore commingled collection as
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a alternative to separate trash and recycling collections. One of the biggest problems they face will
be convincing officials to change a system that seems to be working and achieving results. Officials
are concerned about the costs, benefits and public image of changing a workable system. Pilot
projects, followed by demonstration programs, are needed before commingling is recommended for
region-wide application.

Yard Waste

Yard waste managed in the region during FY 1991 amounted to slightly more than 166,000 tons,
according to county estimates. This represents approximately 6 percent of the forecasted total MSW
generated in the Metropolitan Area in FY 1991 and 56 percent of the estimated yard waste generated
in the region. Only two counties showed substantial gains in yard wastes managed in FY 1991, while
the other five counties showed a modest decrease in the amounts of yard waste they managed.

The reason for the decrease in yard wastes managed may represent a maturing of the yard waste
programs in these counties, as well as the impact on waste generators of higher prices charged by
haulers and/or counties for collecting and managing the material. The figures suggest that 44 percent
of the yard waste likely to be generated is being handled outside of the counties’ yard waste
management systems. While more households are using mulching mowers or have otherwise reduced
their bagging of yard wastes, an informal survey of wastes arriving at transfer stations and resource
recovery facilities in the region found that some households are still disposing of yard wastes with
MSW.

Commercial/Industrial/Institutional Recycling

Recycling tonnage figures from commercial and industrial activities continue to be undocumented and
extremely soft. The present county methods to generate recycling data from this sector need to be
thoroughly revised. A uniform C/I/I recycling reporting system needs to be established that provides
more accurate and consistent reporting by the counties.

Many large shopping centers, single-tenant office buildings and large industries are presently
recycling, but smaller shopping centers, multitenant and smaller office buildings, and small industries
do not appear to be involved in comprehensive recycling programs. Many commercial recyclers have
traditionally focused on one or two of the more valuable components of the commercial waste stream
(for example, white office paper and corrugated cardboard). Past markets for these materials have
been consistent and fairly strong. In some cases, recyclers were able to actually pay generators for
their high-quality paper wastes and still make a profit because of the strong markets. Today, that is
no longer the case.

Today, commercial recyclers have an oversupply of recycled materials and consequently weak market
prices. While markets do appear to exist for all commercial recyclables, the margins for commercial
recyclers have largely disappeared. Commercial recyclers must charge customers for the recycling
service, and the cost is likely to be somewhat less than the costs charged by waste haulers, but the
difference may be inadequate to cause smaller commercial and industrial establishments to undertake
comprehensive recycling.
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Markets

An expanded number of recyclable materials, higher participation rates, expansion of recycling
programs to include the residents of larger multifamily buildings, and greater emphasis on helping
smaller businesses to recycle will cause more recyclables to go to already saturated markets. As
recycling programs in the Metropolitan Area continue to expand and as more recycling programs in
Greater Minnesota come on line, market conditions will get worse. Recycling markets are often
national and international in scope, and are largely unaffected by what happens in Minnesota.
Because recycling is a growth industry nationwide, markets will undoubtedly grow over time, but there
are likely to be oversupply problems and therefore depressed market prices for some time to come.

CONCLUSIONS - RECYCLING

Recycling in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area appears to have met and exceeded the Metropolitan
Council’s recycling objectives for FY 1991 and it appears likely that all of the metro counties will
meet or exceed the legislative goal of 35 percent recycling by Dec. 31, 1993.

County efforts to ensure that recycling options are available to most residents in cities and townships
appear to have been successful. The 189 cities and townships located in the seven Metropolitan Area
counties, only 4 communities failed to submit a report documenting recycling tonnages collected
during this period to their respective counties. With 92 percent of the cities and townships in the
Metropolitan Area reporting recyclables collected at curbside, it appears that the regional recycling
infrastructure as envisioned in the Council’s Solid Waste Management Development Guide/Policy Plan
has been successfully developed.

While recycling appears to be expanding rapidly in the Metropolitan Area, there are areas of concern.
Recycling objectives for later in the decade will be difficult to meet unless recycling programs expand
to add more materials and recycling becomes a habit for all people at home, at school and at work.
In order for people to truly develop a recycling habit, recycling must be available and relatively
convenient to everyone regardless of where they are.

People will be asked to recycle as much of the waste stream as possible. It is expected that recycling
programs may involve seven or more different recyclable materials in the future. Separation of each
of these materials into component types requiring separate storage and collection will be an
inconvenience to many, and may adversely affect participation rates and recycling tonnages in the
future. If the cost to collect these separated materials increases relative to the price received from
marketing the materials, it may not be practical to require generators to separate materials into
numerous categories or require haulers to collect several separated components.

To reach recycling levels beyond 40 percent, greater efforts should be directed at coordinating the
collection of solid waste and recycling. Greater efficiency and cost savings can be expected by
requiring haulers to collect recyclables and solid waste on the same day. In conjunction with
encouraging same-day collection, residents and businesses should be required to recycle whenever
possible. In order to achieve this level of coordination, many cities will have to set some limits for
residential trash haulers operating in their community. This may prove to be a hardship for some
haulers initially as schedules are juggled to fit community pickup days. In order to reduce the
problems, cities and counties should work closely with residential trash haulers to devise a fair and
equitable schedule.

In order to progress to the 50 percent recycling objective by 2000, volumes of recovered materials

must increase. Fundamental changes will be required to handle the increase in the types and amounts
of materials collected. Commingled recycling and commingled recycling/trash collection appear to
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offer the potential for improving convenience and the opportunity for the recycling of additional
materials at lower costs. These and other ways to improve convenience and increase recycling
participation rates need to be investigated and, if found to be workable, properly demonstrated before
urging such a radical change in the system for both recyclers and the public. The Council is open to
using its Abatement Grants Program to help underwrite the cost of such a demonstration program
during FY 1992 and FY 1993.

Efforts to collect additional quantities of recyclable materials must continue to be directed at
multifamily buildings. In urban areas such as Minneapolis, where over 32 percent of the population
lives in structures with five or more units, this represents an untapped source from which additional
recyclables can be collected. Multimaterial recycling programs need to be expanded to include all
multifamily residences. It may also be appropriate to expand curbside programs to include small
neighborhood businesses or even entire business districts in smaller, more rural communities.

In FY 1991, counties reported that yard waste composting and land-spreading abated approximately
6 percent of the region’s MSW generation, representing about 56 percent of the projected total yard
waste supply. While mulching and backyard composting accounted for a portion of the remainder,
substantial quantities of yard waste are still being mixed and disposed of with MSW in spite of the
legislative ban. Further efforts will need to be made by both the Council and counties to better
educate the public on the requirements of the ban and the alternatives available for properly
managing grass clippings, leaves and other yard and garden material. Counties should continue to
offer centralized composting/land-spreading alternatives for those who choose to participate in such
programs. Council policy suggests that the programs should pay their own way.

Existing reporting methods provide soft data on recycling efforts in the commercial/industrial sectors.
The data presented in county recycling reports suggest that commercial/industrial recycling is
widespread and being successfully implemented in all counties, and may discourage the development
of new or expanded programs to assist businesses to undertake C/I recycling. For example, in one
county 50 percent of the C/I/I recycling tonnages reported are generated by only four businesses and
there are no efforts in that county to encourage small businesses to start recycling.

The counties need to gather better data on recycling in the commercial/industrial sectors. A
concerted effort should be made to combine the MPCA's enforcement of its reporting requirements
with the counties’ establishment of licensing programs for trash haulers and recyclers. Using these
mechanisms together should allow the counties to significantly improve the quality of
commercial/industrial recycling tonnage reports.
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CENTRALIZED PROCESSING

Centralized processing of MSW is accomplished through resource recovery facilities employing either
mass burn, refuse-derived fuel (RDF) or composting technologies. Transfer stations help to regulate
the flow of waste to processing facilities and also serve to remove recyclable materials from the waste
stream prior to processing. Mixed municipal waste haulers are required to deliver waste to a
processing facility or transfer station according to the designation ordinance in effect in the county.
Three counties have not implemented designation in FY 1991 due to a lack of resource recovery
facility capacity to send the waste. The counties that have implemented designation--Hennepin,
Ramsey, Anoka, and Washington--had fully operational facilities during FY 1991. The design capacity
of the operating facilities is 3,772 tons per day.

DATA - CENTRALIZED PROCESSING

Table 5 shows the current and planned centralized processing facilities for the Metropolitan Area
through 1995. The facilities actually received 1,237,490 tons of waste, or 3,390 tons of waste per day.

Table 5
CENTRALIZED PROCESSING CAPACITY FOR THE METROPOLITAN REGION
(Tons Per Day Expected Average Daily Throughput)

CURRENTLY OPERATING FACILITIES TECHNOLOGY CAPACITY
Hennepin Energy Resource Corp. mass burn 1,000 TPD
Ramsey/Washington Resource Recovery Project RDF 1,000 TPD
Anoka/Hennepin Eik River Resource Recovery Facility RDF 1,300 TPD
Reuter, Inc. RDF 400 TPD
Richard’s Asphalt mass burn 72 TPD
ADDITIONAL FACILITIES PLANNED BY COUNTIES
Dakota County Resource Recovery Facility (operational 1993) mass burn 640 TPD
Scott/Carver MSW Composting Facility (operational 1992) MSW compost 148 TPD
SUBTOTAL (by 1993) 4,560 TPD
PROPOSED PRIVATELY DEVELOPED FACILITIES
Reuter Inc,, RDF Reject and Residual Composting Facility MSW compost 452 TPD
RECOMP Food Waste Composting Facility food waste compost 300 TPD
TOTAL PROCESSING CAPACITY (by 1995) 5,312 TPD

The design capacity exceeds the amount of waste that the facilities may be expected to process on
an annual basis. Seasonal variations in the flow of waste, down time for routine maintenance, and
unexpected problems all limit the amount of waste that a facility may actually process. In addition,
other circumstances may limit the amount of waste processed at resource recovery facilities.



Two facilities had processing capacity that was not fully used in FY 1991. The Reuter facility limited
the waste it received to 280 tons per day. The Reuter facility is permitted to process an average of
400 tons per day of waste. Further, Anoka County did not have sufficient waste to meet its
contractual obligation to NSP Elk River. Anoka delivered an annual average of 453 tons of waste
per day to Elk River but was obligated to NSP to deliver 500 tons per day. In total, 17,000 tons of
capacity at Elk River, intended for Anoka County use, was not used. The total processing capacity
that was not used due to a facility limiting the waste it received or due to lower-than-projected waste
deliveries was 26,600 tons in FY 1991. The waste processing capacity that was used in conjunction
with underused capacity equals 3,460 tons per day of processing capacity in the region with existing
facilities. Facility modifications to manage more of the waste stream could raise the ability of the
region to process additional waste at existing facilities.

During FY 1991 Hennepin County landfilled 10,189 tons of waste received at transfer stations (not
including rejects and unprocessible waste); Newport landfilled 70,879 tons of excess waste; and Elk
River landfilled 153 tons of excess waste. The total excess waste landfilled from counties that have
enacted designation was 81,221 tons of waste in FY 1991. Even if the operating facilities received
all contracted wastes, there would still have been 54,600 tons (or 150 tons per day) of processible
waste landfilled from counties that have enacted designation.

Table 6 shows the amount of MSW received by regional resource recovery facilities from FY 1987
through FY 1991. In FY 1987 only 1 percent of the estimated MSW stream was managed through
centralized processing, compared to FY 1991, when 45 percent of the estimated MSW stream was
sent to centralized processing facilities.

Table 6
WASTE RECEIVED AT CENTRALIZED PROCESSING IN THE METROPOLITAN AREA
FY 1987 - FY 1991

(in tons)
Facility Type FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991
Richards Mass Burn 20,200 21,448 17,873 23,354 24,046
Reuter RDF 0 26,882 25,819 113,066 102,444
Newport
(NSP) RDF 0 349,543 360,648 399,360 398,309
Elk River
(NSP) RDF 0 0 0 321,673 349,410
HERC Mass Burn 0 0 0 197,359 363,281
TOTAL 20,200 397,873 404,340 1,054,812 1,237,490
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The region landfilled 40,144 tons of rejects or waste that could not be processed at the facility that
received it. Likewise, 143,117 tons of processing residuals were produced in the region that were
landfilled by processing facilities. In FY 1991 only 28 percent of the regional waste stream was
converted to energy and 17 percent of the regional MSW was landfilled as rejects, residuals, or ash.
Table 7 shows the amount received, landfilled (rejects, residuals, excess, recyclables and ash), and
recycled by regional centralized processing facilities. Regional facilities landfill approximately 37
percent of the total weight received while processing 63 percent.

Table 7
MANAGEMENT OF MSW RECEIVED AT PROCESSING FACILITIES, FY 1991

Facility Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons RDF/Energy

Received  Rejects  Residuals  Excess Recovered Ash Marketed
HERC 363,281 135 3,514 0 9,949 97,868 251,815
Elk River* 349,410 16,536 55,129 153 0 50,586 227,006
Newport** 398,309 0 59,303 70,879 7,489 30,886 229,752
Reuter*** 102,444 23,473 25,171 N/A N/A 2,778 51,022
Richards 24,046 0 0 0 0 8,387 15,659
Total Tons 1,237,490 40,144 143,117 71,032 17,438 190,505 775,254
Percent 3% 12% 6% 1% 15% 63%.
* Anoka and Hennepin portion only.
*x Ramsey, Washington and Hennepin portion only; Newport rejects included with residuals and

excess materials;

rEx Reuter figures do not include materials that are in storage.
Source: County Recycling Progress Reports, March and August 1990

The Council’s revised solid waste management plan calls for residuals and rejects to be further
reduced before landfilling by alternate management methods. The wet fraction of the waste stream
could be reduced by removing food waste. Wastes that are unprocessible at an RDF facility are often
either compostable or processible at a mass-burn facility. To have an efficient, fully functional
regional solid waste management system actually calls for more processing facilities or expanded
processing capability at existing facilities. NSP, which runs the Elk River and Newport facilities, has
proposed to upgrade its processing lines to manage a higher percentage of the waste received.
Whether new facilities are built or additional processing capacity is built into existing facilities, it is
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clear that the region will need to improve the effectiveness of the waste processing portion of the
regional waste management system to meet regional objectives.

The Council’s revised solid waste policy plan indicates a need to develop additional processing
capacity by 1993. Additional processing capacity is required to manage waste currently entering land
disposal facilities and estimated future growth in the MSW stream. As Table 5 outlines, the Council
has planned for the development of two MSW processing facilities by 1993, one in Dakota and one
in Scott Counties. These two facilities are estimated to add 788 tons per day of processing capacity
for the region. This additional capacity for processing the region’s MSW stream is necessary in order
to achieve the legislative goal of sending no unprocessed wastes to landfills. With the development
of these facilities, the Council expects that landfilled materials will decrease, processing facility rejects
and residuals will increase slightly and the amount of ash produced will increase.

ISSUES - CENTRALIZED PROCESSING

The Council’s 1991 solid waste plan requires that a diversified system be developed that matches
appropriate waste management technology with components of the waste stream. This requires
building and operating different processing facilities using different technologies while also adhering
to the state’s mandated waste management hierarchy.

The Council’s 1991 solid waste plan also emphasizes that new facilities should be designed for optimal
efficiency, protect the region’s environment and complement those facilities already in operation. It
does not appear necessary or cost-effective for each county to develop a complete range of processing
options (recycling, composting, energy recovery).

Different components of the MSW stream are produced in different volumes throughout the year.
Also, there is considerable variation in the amount of waste generated in the region. The regional
waste processing system cannot be run to use the optimal processing capacity at each facility at all
times. The design capacity cannot be used to predict the actual volume of waste that facilities will
process. The actual processing capacity of existing facilities appears to be 3,540 tons per day
compared to the design capacity of 3,772 tons per day.

CONCLUSIONS - CENTRALIZED PROCESSING

The region has made great strides in the development of safe and effective waste processing facilities.
The facilities that have been developed to date are fully operational. The level of rejects, residuals
and ash produced by the facilities is comparable to the predicted rates planned by the counties. The
regional policy plan calls for managing the residuals, rejects, and ash by methods other than
landfilling. In order to accomplish this objective, the counties will be required to work together to
develop and implement programs and facilities to manage the residuals, rejects, and ash by alternative
methods. This strategy leads in part to a need for additional processing capacity. On the surface,
the Council’s policy plan projects that 5,312 tons per day of processing capacity will be needed in the
region. This additional capacity appears to show the region will process 66 percent of the projected
total waste stream. Looking closer, part of the processing capacity in the region will be devoted to
managing processed rejects and residuals. The actual amount of MSW that will be processed when
all planned facilities are operational is less than 50 percent. The need for additional processing
facilities in the region to integrate regional waste management is very clear.
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LAND DISPOSAL

Despite more restrictive legislation, increased tipping fees, shrinking capacity, serious environmental
concerns and continuing public opposition, landfills continue to remain a method for managing MSW
in the region. Furthermore, landfills will continue to receive significant amounts of wastes in spite
the fact that land disposal is at the bottom of the state’s waste management hierarchy.

DATA - LANDFILLS

The Council reviews landfill capacity for the region on an annual basis. The Council uses aerial
surveys of regional land disposal facilities to account for remaining landfill capacity. The most recent
aerial photographs used to determine the remaining capacity of landfills were taken in 1990.

The aerial survey showed that in 1990 there was an estimated 5,627 acre-feet of remaining capacity
(one acre-foot equals approximate 1,613 cubic yards or 484 tons of solid waste) in the region’s four
land disposal facilities. Table 8 shows the remaining acre-feet of each metropolitan landfill from 1984
through 1990. The rate of consumption, as measured by the survey, was 1,790 acre-feet between 1988
and 1990. The rate of consumption between 1986 and 1988 was 1,812 acre-feet.

REMAINING LANDFILL CAPACITY glilzl)?VISAERIAL SURVEY DATA, 1984 - 1990
(In acre-feet*)

Facility 1984 1986 1988 1990
Anoka 756 24 20 661
Burnsville 2566 2098 1220 1141
Dakhue 207 50 closed closed
Flying Cloud 250 174 closed closed
Freeway 201 43 20 closed
Louisville 595 504 758 - closed
Pine Bend 6797 5788 4783 3451
Woodlake 874 598 656 374
Total 12,246 9,279 7,457 5,627
* One acre-foot equals 1,613.3 cubic yard

Table 9 shows the amount of waste received at metropolitan land disposal facilities as reported by
MPCA and the Department of Revenue. In FY 1991 the amount of MSW regional facilities
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reported as being received and disposed of was 583,044 tons (based on 3.33 cufyd per ton). In FY
1990 the amount of waste that regional disposal facilities landfilled was 955,844 tons. This represents
a 39 percent reduction in wastes disposed of in metropolitan landfills from FY 1990 to FY 1991.

MSW RECEIVED AT METRO & SI:TFI:;)KISSNDING NON-METRO LANDFILLS
1986 - 1991

Metro Disposal
Facility FY 1986 FY 1987 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991
Anoka 278,437 254,863 152,962 37,417 56,896 59,515
Burnsville 199,830 280,001 329,106 308,945 169,678 91,146
Dakhue 56,160 41,416 13,968 closed closed closed
East Bethel 53,412 55,366 59,905 34,392 closed closed
Flying Cloud 484,423 53,388 9,268 closed closed closed
Freeway 43,379 43,338 24,958 22,743 7,956 closed
Louisville 217,562 321,923 211,493 189,006 106,512 closed
Pine Bend 625,248 819,205 884,699 803,953 540,979 376,473
Woodlake 83,895 129,634 157,430 226,307 73,823 55,910
Metropolitan Area
Landfills 2,042,346 1,999,134 1,843,789 1,622,763 955,844 583,044
Non-Metro
Disposal Facility 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991
Elk River 159,402 119,145 165,769 142,349 91,037 N/A
McLeod 27,548 30,543 53,727 75,911 63,086 N/A
Ponderosa ' 51,793 52,448 53,265 45,120 45,195 N/A
Sun Prairie N/A N/A 375 1,670 1,314 closing
Tellijohn 27,633 34,205 33,750 1,670 39,655 N/A
Yonak 56,839 54,229 61,904 46,297 51,466 N/A
Surrounding
Non-metro landfills 323,215 290,570 368,790 313,017 291,753 0
Calendar year figures were used for non-metro landfills and fiscal year figures were used for metro
landfills.
Source: Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (calendar); Department of Revenue (fiscal year)
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At current landfill consumption rates of approximately 580,000 tons of waste per year, it appears the
region will exhaust remaining capacity within five years as Figure 7 illustrates.

The Council’s revised solid waste policy plan will use landfill abatement as a key indicator of system
progress. The Council’s revised policy plan will monitor annually the amount of Metropolitan Area
waste landfilled and compare each year’s results with those of previous periods. The Council has set
maximum MSW land disposal limits as a means of achieving the implementation of an integrated
waste management system. The region’s FY 1991 limit for land disposal is 1,353,900 tons. Including
metro wastes landfilled outside the area by regional processing facilities, approximately 919,000 tons
of metro wastes were collected and disposed of in metro and non-metro land disposal facilities
(including an estimate of 191,000 tons of ash).

IMPLICATION OF
PROJECTED LANDFILL USE ON
EXISTING CAPACITY

Thousand Acre-Feet
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Potentlal expansion capacity, 4,000 acre-feet
Potential exportation capacity, 1,500 acre-feet SOURCE: Msatropolitan Councll

Landfill Siting Process
The legislature in 1991 placed a moratorium on the landfill replacement siting process. The

legislature directed metropolitan counties, in consultation with the Council and Office of Waste
Management, to develop a specific process for siting and developing two disposal facilities in the
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Metropolitan Area, one to accommodate ash and MSW and one for MSW. The counties are directed
to present this report to the Legislative Commission of Waste Management by December 1991. Even
though the siting process was suspended, the legislation does ensure that a siting process will be
completed.

ISSUES - LANDFILLS
Landfill Abatement

The counties, individually, have succeeded in reducing a substantial portion of unprocessed wastes
from being disposed of in landfills. Further reduction in the disposal of unprocessed or processed
wastes may occur through an integrated waste management system committed to managing each
component of the waste stream with methods that rank as high in the waste management hierarchy
as possible. The Council is promoting a waste management fee to be collected at landfills to pay for
the costs of protecting the environment from landfill contamination. The higher fee at landfills is also
intended to encourage greater waste reduction efforts.

CONCLUSIONS - LANDFILLS

The Council supports the revised landfill siting process, as it recognizes the importance of planning
and developing a land disposal facility in the Metropolitan Area, within the next five years. Also, in
order to reduce, abate and remove hazardous materials from being disposed of in landfills, the
Council, as part of its 1991 revised solid waste policy plan, encourages that a surcharge be added to
tipping fees at all land disposal facilities and to materials determined by MPCA to cause a negative
environmental impact.
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COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORTS

The Minnesota Legislature banned the disposal of unprocessed MSW in landfills located in the
Metropolitan Area after Jan. 1, 1990. Exceptions from this statute are provided for counties that
certify waste as unprocessible or for waste that is transferred from a resource recovery facility that
certifies the waste is unprocessible and that no other regional facility is capable of processing the
waste,

Minnesota statutes stipulate that waste certification reports must be submitted to and approved by
the Council (semi-annually) from each metropolitan county. Counties are required to submit
certification reports that detail the management of waste generated and collected within their
respective county.

DATA - WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORTS

Waste certification reports can serve as important indicators to the Council and legislature of the
progress made by counties and resource recovery facilities toward the region’s waste management
goals. The Council uses the waste certification reports, along with other reports provided by the
counties, to recommend policies and set objectives for the region. The council can prescribe or
suggest system changes only when enough information is present to understand current solid waste
operations.

The Council’s 1991 revised solid waste policy plan, which contains specific waste certification review
criteria, was not in effect when FY 1991 county reports were received by the Council. Therefore,
the Council has used the criteria established in state statute to review the reports. The review criteria
include requirements that the counties report the amount of unprocessed waste landfilled during the
current period compared with previous periods; reasons the waste was not processed; a strategy and
time line for developing techniques to ensure processing of the county’s waste; and any effort and
commitment by the counties to reduce the amount of unprocessed waste.

In addition, the state legislature revised the definition of processing as part of the Waste Management
Act amendments to exclude the transfer, storage or exchange of waste. The date on which this
amendment went into effect was after metropolitan counties had submitted waste certification reports
to the Council. The results are that 35 percent of the wastes landfilled by faciiities in FY 1991,
excluding ash, by definition is labeled "processed" will be categorized as "unprocessed" in future
certification reports.

Summary results for each of the seven counties follow:

Anoka County

1. The quantity of waste generated in the county that was not processed prior to transfer to a
disposal facility,

Anoka County reports an estimated 255,456 tons of MSW were generated in the county during FY

1991. Of that amount, Anoka County estimates 4,628 tons of unprocessed MSW were disposed of
at facilities in and near the Metropolitan Area.
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2. The reason(s) why the waste was not processed.
Anoka County stated in its waste certification reports that the size and characteristics of the waste
(large-bulky items) did not permit processing.

3. The strategy and timetable for the development of techniques to ensure processing of waste and
any progress made by the county to reduce the disposal of unprocessed waste at a landfill.
Anoka County stated that some of this waste is being sent to the HERC mass-burn facility in
Hennepin County. Anoka also indicated it has formal waste sharing agreements with Hennepin
County and Reuter, Inc. .

Carver County

1. The quantity of waste generated in the county that was not processed prior to transfer to a
disposal facility.

Carver County reports an estimated 42,500 tons of MSW were generated in the county during FY
1991. Of that amount, it is estimated that Carver disposed of 26,900 tons of unprocessed MSW at
various disposal facilities in and near the Metropolitan Area.

2. The reason(s) why the waste was not processed.
Carver County stated in its waste certification report that the reason was the lack of a resource
recovery facility in Carver County.

3. The strategy and timetable for the development of techniques to ensure processing of waste and
any progress made by the county to reduce the disposal of unprocessed waste at a landfill.
Carver County reported that it is cooperating with Scott County to develop a resource recovery
facility that will compost MSW. Carver County estimates the time line for completing this processing
facility is approximately two years. No indication was given in the report on the progress the county
has made to reduce the amount of unprocessed waste being landfilled.

Dakota County

1. The quantity of waste generated in the county that was not processed prior to transfer to a
disposal facility.

The Council estimates that Dakota County generated 275,500 tons of MSW in FY 1991. Of that
amount, it is estimated that 190,800 tons were unprocessed. Dakota County states that a majority
of the county’s MSW is disposed of at Pine Bend and Burnsville land disposal facilities.

2. The reason(s) why the waste was not processed.
Dakota County stated in its waste certification report that the reason was due to the lack of a
resource recovery facility in Dakota County.

3. The strategy and timetable for the development of techniques to ensure processing of waste and
any progress made by the county to reduce the disposal of unprocessed waste at a landfill.
Dakota County is currently seeking MPCA approval for a resource recovery facility (mass burn).
Dakota County estimates this facility will commence operations in 1993. Besides recycling
approximately 85,000 tons of MSW in FY 1991, Dakota County states it is working with other
metropolitan counties through the Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board to develop regional
waste management strategies.
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Hennepin County

1. The quantity of waste generated in the county that was not processed prior to transfer to a
disposal facility.

Hennepin County estimates that approximately 1,318,800 tons of MSW were generated in FY 1991.
Because of the previous definition of "processed waste,” Hennepin County sent no unprocessed
wastes to land disposal facilities during FY 1991. Using the revised definition of "processed wastes,"
Hennepin County landfilled approximately 62,700 tons of unprocessed MSW in FY 1991.

2. The reason(s) why the waste was not processed.
Hennepin County states in their report there was not available capacity at the resource recovery
facilities (Elk River-RDF or HERC) to process this waste.

3. The strategy and timetable for the development of techniques to ensure processing of waste and
any progress made by the county to reduce the disposal of unprocessed waste at a landfill.
Hennepin County reports that it has contracts with NSP-Newport and Reuter, Inc., resource recovery
facilities whereby Hennepin may be able to send waste to the other facilities if at any time it has
more MSW than can be processed at HERC and NSP-Elk River. In addition, Hennepin has an
agreement with Anoka whereby if it has excess waste and Anoka has not delivered its contracted
amount to NSP-Elk River, Hennepin can send its waste to the facility as Anoka County waste. The
county also report there is the potential to develop contracts with other metropolitan counties as
facilities are developed.

Hennepin reports it is coordinating and sharing information with other counties and organizations
through the Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board.

Ramsey County

1. The quantity of waste generated in the county that was not processed prior to transfer to a
disposal facility.

Ramsey County estimates that approximately 479,731 tons of MSW were generated in FY 1991
compared to the Council estimate of 620,500 tons. Ramsey County states in its waste certification
report that no unprocessed MSW was disposed of during FY 1991. The county stated that all waste
accepted by NSP at the facility was processed during FY 1991, according to the definition of
"processing” in Minn. Stat. sec. 115A.03. The county states correctly that the revised definition of
"processing” went into effect after the FY 1991 reporting period. In FY 1991, NSP’s Newport-RDF
facility disposed of 51,477 tons of "excess” MSW attributed to Ramsey County. In future waste
certification reports, excess MSW would be included as unprocessed.

2. The reason(s) why the waste was not processed.
Not applicable

3. The strategy and timetable for the development of techniques to ensure processing of waste and
any progress made by the county to reduce the disposal of unprocessed waste at a landfill.
Ramsey reports it is coordinating with other metropolitan counties and organizations through the
Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board. Ramsey also reports that since the facility is owned
and operated by NSP, it is the responsibility of NSP to certify processing capacities at Newport and
other facilities in the region.
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Scott County

1. The quantity of waste generated in the county that was not processed prior to transfer to a
disposal facility.

Scott County reported for FY 1991 an MSW generation estimate of 69,067 tons, compared to the
Council’s estimate of 52,500 tons. The Council, based upon its estimates of MSW generation,
indicates that in FY 1991 there were approximately 18,000 tons of unprocessed MSW generated in
Scott County that were disposed of at several landfills, including Ponderosa, McLeod and Burnsville
landfills. '

2. The reason(s) why the waste was not processed.
Scott County stated in the waste certification report that the reason was the lack of a designated
central processing facility in Scott County.

3. The strategy and timetable for the development of techniques to ensure processing of waste and
any progress made by the county to reduce the disposal of unprocessed waste at a landfill.
Along with developing an MSW composting facility with Carver County, Scott County reported it is
using an incentive program to encourage waste haulers to increase the quantity of recyclable materials
they collect in order to reduce the amount of unprocessed MSW entering the region’s landfills. Scott
County also reports it is coordinating and sharing information with other counties and organizations
through the Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board.

Washington County

1. The quantity of waste generated in the county that was not processed prior to transfer to a
disposal facility.

Washington County reported for FY 1991 an MSW generation estimate of 152,391 tons, compared
to the Council’s estimate of 142,500 tons. Washington County indicates in its certification report that
no unprocessed MSW was disposed of during FY 1991. The county’s report stated that all waste that
was accepted by NSP at the facility was processed during FY 1991, according to the definition of
"processing” in Minn. Stat. sec. 115A.03. The county states correctly that the revised definition of
"processing” went into effect after the FY 1991 reporting period. In FY 1991, NSP’s Newport-RDF
facility disposed of 19,040 tons of "excess" MSW attributed to Washington County. In future waste
certification reports, excess MSW would be included as unprocessed waste.

2. The reason(s) why the waste was not processed.
Not applicable

3. The strategy and timetable for the development of techniques to ensure processing of waste and
any progress made by the county to reduce the disposal of unprocessed waste at a landfill.
Washington County reports it is coordinating with other metropolitan counties and organizations
through the Solid Waste Management Coordinating Board. Washington County also reports that
installation of new equipment and incentives for NSP to process additional wastes have resulted in
reduced quantities of excess waste. Washington County restated Ramsey’s remarks regarding NSP’s
ownership of the Newport facility and its responsibility to certify waste as unprocessed.

The county-reported data for these three six-month periods does not easily lend itself to critical
analysis due to the short amount of time in which the data was gathered and the revised statutory
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reporting requirements. In addition, counties that have implemented designation ordinances were
not required to submit certification reports prior to August 1991. Data gathered from future county
waste certification reports will be necessary in order to better evaluate the significance and trends of
the amount of unprocessed wastes that are disposed of by metropolitan counties.

MSW REPORTED AS MANAGED BY FII;ZI’ElslllooPOLITAN COUNTIES, FY 1991 (tons)
| County Materials percent Energy percent  Landfill  percent Total
Recovery Recovery Managed
Anoka 102,413 42% 90,135 37% 48,885 20% 241,433
Carver 15,966 38% 1,656 4% 24,878 59% 42,500
Dakota 86,795 32% 8,065 3% 180,640 66% 275,500
Hennepin 535,261 42% 481,331 38% | 254,569 20% | 1,271,161
Ramsey 187,562 38% 178,639 37% 122,330 25% 488,531
Scott 35,980 52% 845 1% 32,242 47% 69,067
Washington 35,991 25% 62,955 4% 45,244 31% 144,190
;«:::;tgye:«sw 999,968 39% | 823,626 33% | 708,788 28% | 2,532,382
Total MSW 999,968 7% | 823,626 30% | 909,136 33% | 2,732,730
Managed
SOURCE: County Recycling Progress Reports, Certification Reports, March and August 1991

CONCLUSIONS - WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORTS

While the county certification reports did provide some insight into the amount of unprocessed waste
disposed of at landfills, in most cases the counties provided only the minimum amount of information

required under law.

In keeping with revised state statues and the Council’s solid waste policy plan, future waste
certification reports will require all metropolitan counties to provide greater detailed information on
their progress toward reducing the amount of unprocessed waste entering the region’s landfills. This
will include their progress toward implementing waste sharing agreements among facilities and
counties; monthly summaries on the type and description of loads that were received, rejected,
transferred or denied access to a resource recovery or disposal facility; and future actions to be taken
by the county and/or the facility operators to process additional types of materials not currently being
processed at each facility.
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In addition, due to a change in the definition of waste processing by the Minnesota Legislature,
metropolitan counties will not be able to include transfer, exchange or storage of waste as
management options in defining waste as being processed before disposal. The Council will continue
to work with the counties to develop a waste certification report format that will provide the
necessary information to assess the county’s progress toward abating unprocessed waste from landfills.
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1991 FISCAL

ANOKA

Under 5,000 Population

Bethel 394
Burns Twp. 2,401
Centerville 1,633
Circle Pines 4,704
Columbus Twp. 3,690
Hilltop 749
Lexington 2,279
Linwood Twp. 3,588
St. francis 2,538
Over 5,000 Population

Andover 15,216
Anoka 17,192
Blaine 38,975
Columbia Heights 18,910
Coon Rapids 52,978
East Bethel 8,050
Fridley 28,335
Ham Lake 8,924
Lino Lakes 8,807
Oak Grove 5,441
Ramsey 12,408
Spring Lake Park 6,429

House-
Population holds

130
754
519

1,562

1,129
410
829

1,146

760

4,430

6,394

12,825

7,766

17,449

2,562

10,909

2,720

2,603
1,638

3,620

2,302

APPENDIX A

PAGE A-1

Miscellaneous(not broken out by community)

Bunker Hitls/Rice

July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991
Recyc. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs.
Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
tory Type of Service Pick-Up Bin __ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard __Recy. Waste Recy. Yard
No -- -- -- 9.2 1.0 46.7 5.1 17.0 0.0 8.3 0.0
No drop-off recycling 3/89 -- -- 46.0 0.0 38.3 0.0 42.2 0.0 35.1 0.0
No curbside recycling 12/87, Meekly Yes 36.1 11.0 44.2 13.5 42.5 0.0 52.1 0.0
curbside yard Fall/85 Weekly
No curbside recycling 9/89, Weekly Yes 178.7 58.0 76.0 24.7 175.8 0.0 74.8 0.0
curbside yard waste 11/89 Weekly
No curbside recycling 3/90 2/month Yes 59.2 0.0 32.1 0.0 67.1 0.0 36.4 0.0
No curbside recycling 3/90 Weekly Yes 13.7 0.0 36.6 0.0 14.8 0.0 39.4 0.0
No curbside recycling 10/88 2/month Yes 34.6 70.0 30.4 61.4 35.8 4.0 31.4 3.5
No curbside recycling 3/91, 2/month Yes 49.2 1.0 27.4 0.6 70.0 0.0 39.0 0.0
drop-off recycling 6/88
No drop-off recycling 7/88 -- -- 38.4 0.0 30.3 0.0 55.4 7.0 43.7 5.5
No curbside recycling 11/89, 2/month Yes 296.4 0.0 39.0 0.0 372.1 0.0 48.9 0.0
drop-off recycling 6/88
No curbside recycling 9/88, 2/month Yes 541.3 358.5 63.0 41.7 552.6 277.8 64.3 32.3
drop-off recycling 9/88,
curbside yard waste 10/88 2/month
No curbside recyling 1/89, Weekly Yes 1,405.0 1,173.8 72.1 60.2 1,183.3 975.8 60.7 50.1
curbside yard waste 3/89 Weekly
No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 669.1 620.5 70.8 65.6 796.9 579.0 84.3 61.2
drop-off recycling 7/86,
curbside yard waste 8/89 Weekly
No curbside recycling 4/90, Weekly Yes 1,377.1 7.0 52.0 0.3 1,277.8 0.2 48.2 0.0
drop-off recycling 2/89,
curbside yard waste 4/90 Weekly
No curbside recycling 5/90, 2/month Yes 98.3 23.8 24.4 5.9 185.6 33.8 46.1 8.4
drop-off recycling 1983
No curbside recycling 6/85, 2/month Yes 740.4 1,212.0 52.3 85.5 925.1 454.5 65.3 32.1
drop-off recycling 1979,
drop-off yard waste 1985
No curbside recycling 1/91, Weekly No 119.3 0.0 26.7 0.0 280.4 0.0 62.8 0.0
drop-off recycling 7/88
No curbside recycling 6/89 Weekly Yes 212.9 11.1 48.3 2.5 247.7 4.0 56.3 0.9
No curbside recycling 3/91, 2/month Yes 83.7 0.0 30.8 0.0 117.2 0.0 43.1 0.0
drop-off recycling 4/88
No curbside recycling 10/90, 2/month Yes 376.2 1,782.8 60.6 287.4 429.3 2.0 69.2 3.9
drop-off recycling 4/87
No curbside recycling 1987, 2/month Yes 202.3 60.5 62.9 18.8 226.2 315.9 70.4 98.3
curbside yard waste 4/89, Weekly
drop-off yard waste Fall/90
155.9
10,647.0 14,155.6




ANOKA COUNTY TOTALS

July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991 PAGE A-2
TOTAL POPULATION 243,641 JOTAL TONS TOTAL _TONS
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 82,437 RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 6,587.1 54.1 lbs./person  7,270.6 59.7 lbs./person
RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 16,038.0 131.7 lbs./person 16,831.6 138.2 Lbs./person
RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 86.5 300.1
COMMER/ INDUS/INST. RECYCLING 22,311.9 28,667.1
COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 118.4 1,917.6
COMMER/ INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 33.4 2,250.2
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 13,857.7
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 32,869.6
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 386.6
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING 50,979.0
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 2,036.0
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 2,283.6



July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991
1991 FISCAL Recyc. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs. Tons Tons Lbs. tLbs.
House-  Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
CARVER Population holds tory Type of Service Pick-Up Bin _ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard _ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard
Under 5,000 Population
Benton Twp. 895 276 No drop-off recycling 1970 -- - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Camden Twp. 910 287 No drop-off recycling 1984 -- -- 16.3 0.0 35.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Carver 744 262 No curbside recycling 1/91, -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.8 3.0 39.7 8.1
drop-off recycling 1/91,
drop-off yard waste 1986
Chaska Twp. 174 60 No -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2 0.0 70.9 0.0
Cologne 563 216 No curbside recycling 1/91, -- -- 32.5 6.0 115.5 21.3 40.9 3.0 165.4 10.7
drop-off recycling 8/88,
drop-off yard waste 10/88
bDshlgren Twp. 1,296 394 No -- .- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 2.5 0.0
Hancock Twp. 364 110 No -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hollywood Twp. 1,060 327 No -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Laketown Twp. 2,232 601 No -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.6 0.0 1.5 0.0
Mayer 471 166 No curbside recycling 7/88, 2/month Yes 8.5 6.0 36.1 25.5 18.1 6.0 76.7 25.5
drop-off yard waste 10/88
New Germany 353 138 No curbside recycling 7/88, 2/month Yes 7.3 6.0 41.4 34.0 16.0 6.0 90.9 34.0
drop-off yard waste 10/88
San Francisco Twp. 73 244  No -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.0
Victoria 2,354 756 No curbside recycling 6/88, Weekly Yes 7.7 10.0 60.9 0.0 65.8 0.0 55.9 0.0
drop-off yard waste 10/82
Waconia 3,498 1,401 No curbside recycling 1988, Weekly Yes 82.9 60.0 47.4 34.3 25.5 0.0 1.6 0.0
curbside yard waste 10/85, --
drop-off yard waste 10/83
Waconia Twp. 1,287 407 No Drop-off recycling 10/91 -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 77.2 72.0 120.0 111.9
Watertown 2,408 848 No curbside recycling 1/88, 2/month Yes 58.3 60.0 48.4 49.8 7.5 36.0 62.7 29.9
drop-off recycling 1990,
drop-off yard waste 10/85
Watertown Twp. 1,349 439 No -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.8 0.0 30.8 0.0
Young America Twp. 916 285 No -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.3 0.0 57.3 0.0
Over 5,000 Population
Chanhassen 11,732 4,016 No curbside recycling 4/89, Bi-weekly No 557.9 183.0 95.1 31.2 413.5 78.0 70.5 13.3
drop-off recycling 6/88,
curbside yard waste 10/82, 2/year
drop-off yard waste 10/82
Chaska 11,339 4,212 No curbside recycling 10/91, -- -- 387.3 243.0 68.3 42.9 299.5 456.0 52.8 80.4
drop-off recycling 1980,
curbside yard waste, -
drop-off yard waste 10/82
Norwood/ 1,351 515 No curbside recycling 5/87, Weekly/ Yes 94.5 42.0 59.1 26.3 129.0 24.0 80.7 15.0
Young America/ 1,354 457 drop-off recycling 1990, Bi-weekly
and Hamburg 492 184 drop-off yard waste 10/86
Miscellaneous (not broken out by community) -- -- 253.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 143.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

PAGE A-3




CARVER COUNTY TOTALS

July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991 PAGE A-4
TOTAL POPULATION 47,915 TOTAL TONS TOTAL _TONS
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 16,601 RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 1,570.7 65.6 lbs./person 1,375.7 57.4 tbs./person
RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 616.0 25.7 lbs./person 684.0 28.6 lbs./person
RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 110.0 0.0
COMMER/ INDUS/INST. RECYCLING 5,657.8 5,952.0
COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 0.0 0.0
COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 0.0 0.0
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 2,946,
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 1

4
o
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED .0
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING 11,609.8
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 0.0
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 0.0



July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991 PAGE A-5

1991 FISCAL Recyc. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs.
House-  Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
DAKOTA Population holds tory _ Iype of Service Pick-Up Bin _ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard Recy. Waste Recy. Yard

Under 5,000 Population

Lilydate 506 297 No curbside recycling 4/89 Weekly Yes 42.7 0.0 168.8 0.0 33.2 0.0 131.3 0.0

Mendota 164 69 No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 0.4 0.0 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
curbside yard waste varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste 11/88

Sunfish Lake 413 138 No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 15.5 0.0 75.1 0.0 13.9 0.2 67.2 0.7
curbside yard varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste 11/88

Rural SW Comm.: No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly/ Yes 344.3 23.5 47.6 3.2 377.5 4.2 52.2 0.6

Castle Rock Twp. 1,480 460 drop-off recyc. pre 7/88, Bi-weekly

Coates 186 66 drop-off yard waste 11/88

Douglas Twp. 670 192

Empire Twp. 1,340 426

Eureka Twp. 1,405 447

Greenvale Twp. 685 228

Hampton 363 118

Hampton Twp. 866 260

Marshan Twp. 1,286 373

Miesville 135 &7

New Trier 96 29

Nininger Twp. 805 241

Randolph 331 m

Randolph Twp. 448 158

Ravenna Tup. 1,926 546

Sciota Twp. 252 86

Vermillion 510 157

Vermillion Twp. 1,201 354

Waterford Tuwp. 485 182

Over 5,000 Population

Apple Valley 34,598 11,145 No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 1,384.7 1,212.1 80.0 70.1 1,389.5 1,034.2 80.3 59.8
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard waste varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste 11/88

Burnsville 51,288 19,127 No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 1,897.8 1,784.5 74.0 69.6 1,665.3 827.3 64.9 32.3
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard waste varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste 4/88

Eagan 47,409 17,427 No curbside recycling 3/89, Weekly Yes 1,528.1 885.8 64.5 37.4 1,555.1 1,322.5 65.6 55.8
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard waste varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste 4/86

Farmington 5,940 2,064 No curbside recycling 3/89, Weekly Yes 221.1 178.6 74.4 60.1 319.7 261.5 107.6 88.1
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard waste 4/89, Varies
drop-off yard waste 11/88




1991 FISCAL

House-
DAKOTA Population holds
Hastings 15,440 5,401

(Part in Dakota Co.)

Inver Grove Hts. 22,477 7,803
Lakeville 24,854 7,851
Mendota Heights 9,431 3,302
Rosemount 8,622 2,719
South St. Paut 20,197 7,914
West St. Paul 19,248 8,441

PAGE A-6

Miscel laneous(not broken out by community)

TOTAL POPULATION 275,057
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 98,239

July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991
Recyc. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs. Tons Tons Lbs. tbs.
Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
tory Type of Service Pick-Up Bin __ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard __Recy. Waste Recy. Yard
No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 453.1 7.2 58.7 0.9 537.1 480.0 69.6 62.2
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard waste varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste 1986
No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 472.9 185.4 42.1 16.5 703.3 154.8 62.6 13.8
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard varies, Varies
drop-off yard 11/88
No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 878.8 395.8 70.7 31.9 934.7 497.7 75.2 40.0
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste 11/88
No curbside recycling 3/89, Weekly Yes 424 .1 109.3 89.9 23.2 399.0 212.2 84.6 45.0
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste 11/88
No curbside recycling 2/89, Weekly Yes 294.2 235.9 68.2 54.7 238.8 274.1 55.4 63.6
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard waste 3/89, Varies
drop-off yard waste 11/88
No curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 680.3 601.8 67.4 59.6 684.5 774.8 67.8 76.7
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88,
curbside yard varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste pre/88
No curbside recycling 4/89, 2/month Yes 746.7 418.2 T7.6 43.5 827.0 613.0 85.9 63.7
drop-off recyc. pre 7/88, or weekly
curbside yard varies, Varies
drop-off yard waste 11/88
-- -- 722.8 2,510.1 0.0 0.0 2,521.2 1,814.7 0.0 0.0

FISCAL
FISCAL
FISCAL
FISCAL
FISCAL
FISCAL

RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING

RESIOENTIAL YARD WASTE

RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED
COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING
COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE
COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED

RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING

RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE

RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED
COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING
COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE
COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED

July thru December 1990

TOTAL TONS

73.5 lbs./person
62.2 Lbs./person

January thru June 1991

JOTAL_TONS

12,199.7
8,271.0

88.7 Llbs./person
60.1 lbs./person



1991 FISCAL

HENNEPIN

Under 5,000 Population

Dayton

Deephaven

Excelsior

Fort Snelling
Greenwood
Hanover

Hassan Twp.
Minnetonka Beach
Minnetrista
Osseo

Rockford

Rogers

St. Bonifacius

Spring Park

Tonka Bay

Wayzata

Woodland

4,392

3,653

2,367
97
614
269
1,951
573
3,439
2,704

440

1,57

1,472

3,806

496

House-
Population holds

1,359

1,32

1,160
7

250
82
585
204
1,195
995

163

259

398

741

577

1,715

176

July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991 PAGE A-7
Recyc. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs.
Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
tory Type of Service Pick-Up Bin  Recy. Waste Recy. Yard Recy. Waste Recy. Yard
No curbside recycling 9/89, Weekly No 117.9 264.0 53.7 120.2 144.7 85.0 65.9 38.7
curbside yard waste Season
No curbside recycling 9/87, Weekly ‘Yes 150.2 25.8 82.2 14.1 175.4 13.4 96.0 7.3
curbside yard 1988, Season
drop-off yard waste 1990
Yes curbside recycling 8/84, Weekly Yes 103.1 0.0 87.1 0.0 148.9 27.0 125.8 22.8
curbside yard 1988 Season
-- -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o0.0
No curbside recycling 10/87, Weekly Yes 32.2 0.0 104.9 0.0 33.5 0.0 109.2 0.0
curbside yard 1989, Season
drop-off yard waste 1990
No -- -- -- 34.4 0.0 255.8 0.0 1.4 0.0 84.4 0.0
No curbside recycling 5/89, Weekly Yes 80.0 0.0 82.0 0.0 89.3 0.0 91.5 0.0
curbside yard 1989 Season
No curbside recycling 11/88, 2/month Yes 40.3 95.0 140.7 331.6 32.3 25.0 112.6 87.3
curbside yard waste 6/88 Season
No curbside recycling 5/87, 2/month Yes 148.6 119.0 86.4 69.2 180.6 272.0 105.0 158.2
drop-off yard 1988
No curbside recycling 5/89, Weekly Yes 60.7 80.5 44.9 59.5 67.0 92.5 49.5 68.4
curbside yard waste 5/89 Weekly
No curbside recycling 8/88, Bi-weekly VYes 71.8 20.4 326.4 92.7 73.4 0.0 333.5 0.0
drop-off recycling 8/89,
curbside yard 1989 Bi-weekly
No curbside recycling 8/89, Weekly -- 0.0 2.4 0.0 6.9 38.4 14.5 110.0 41.5
curbside yard 1989 .- i
No curbside recycling 9/87, 2/month Yes 106.3 3.6 180.2 6.1 70.0 0.0 118.6 0.0
curbside yard 1989, Season
drop-off yard 1988
No curbside recycling 4/87, Alt.Fri. Yes 35.9 0.0 45.7 0.0 50.7 0.0 64.5 0.0
drop-off recycling 4/87,
curbside yard 1988 2/year
No curbside recycling 6/87, Weekly Yes 83.2 68.4 113.0 92.9 76.0 67.7 103.2 92.0
drop-off recycling 7/87,
curbside yard waste 10/88, 2/year
drop-off yard 1989
No curbside recycling 7/87, Weekly Yes 311.7 515.7 163.8 271.0 304.2 172.5 159.8 90.6
drop-off recycling 1967,
curbside yard 1986, --
drop-off yard 1986
No curbside recycling 10/87, 2/month Yes 27.9 0.0 112.5 0.0 24.6 0.0 9.3 0.0
drop-off recycling 10/87,
curbside yard 1989 2/year



July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991 PAGE A-8

1991 FISCAL Recyc. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs. Tons Tons tbs. Lbs.
House-  Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
HENNEPIN Population holds tory Type of Service Pick-Up Bin___ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard Recy. Waste Recy. Yard

Over 5,000 Population
Bloomington 86,335 34,488 Yes curbside recycling 4/89, Weekly Yes 4,053.0 0.0 93.9 0.0 3,853.8 2,093.1 89.3 48.5
drop-off recycling 1/87,
curbside yard waste 4/89, Weekly
drop-off yard waste 4/90

Brooklyn Park 56,381 20,386 No curbside recycling 6/89, Weekly Yes 2,077.1 0.0 73.7 0.0 2,148.6 10.7 76.2 0.4
drop-off recycling 1/89,
curbside yard 1989, Weekly
drop-off yard waste 4/90

Champlin 16,849 5,423 No curbside recycling 8/88, Weekly Yes 509.7 895.7 60.5 106.3 557.9 408.1 66.2 48.4
curbside yard 1988 Weekly

Corcoran 5,199 1,545 No curbside recycling 8/88, Alt.Tues. Yes 176.3 0.0 67.8 0.0 240.6 0.0 92.6 0.0
drop-off recycling 8/88

Eden Prairie 39,311 14,447 No curbside recyc. by 8/89, Weekly Yes 1,477.0 589.0 75.1 30.0 1,501.3 300.0 76.4 15.3

drop-off recycling 1/89,
curbside yard waste 10/89 Fall

Edina ) 46,070 19,860 Yes curbside recycling 1987, Weekly Yes 1,972.4 2,979.1 85.6 129.3 2,393.8 1,567.8 103.9 68.1
drop-off recycling 1987,
curbside yard 1989 Season

Golden Valley 20,971 8,273 No curbside recycling 8/88, Weekly Yes 846.8 0.0 80.8 0.0 873.5 3,105.2 83.3 296.1
curbside yard 1988 Season

Hopkins 16,534 7,973 No curbside recycling 1/89, Weekly Yes 446.4 82.0 54.0 9.9 452.3 165.5 54.7 20.0
drop-off recycling 1/89,
curbside yard 1988 Season

Maple Grove 38,736 12,531 No curbside recycling 5/89, Weekly Yes 1,373.5 1,815.3 70.9 93.7 1,558.8 5,132.0 80.5 265.0
drop-off recycling 5/89,
curbside yard 1989 Fall

Minneapolis 368,383 160,682 No curbside recycling 11/83, 2/month Yes 10,998.2 7,128.0 59.7 38.7 11,415.0 7,942.5 62.0 43.1
curbside yard waste 10/87 Season

Minnetonka 48,370 18,687 No curbside recycling 5/89, Weekly Yes 1,881.8 0.0 77.8 0.0 1,913.9 615.8 79.1 25.5
drop-off recycling 2/88,
curbside yard 1988, Season
drop-off yard 1988

Mound 9,634 3,710 No curbside recycling 10/85, Weekly Yes 358.8 373.0 74.5 77.4 366.3 186.0 76.0 38.6
drop-off recycling 10/85,
curbside yard 1989, Fall
drop-off yard 1988

Richfield 35,710 15,551 No curbside recycling 9/84, Weekly Yes 1,220.2 2,633.4 68.3 147.5 1,283.1 1,019.6 71.9 57.1
curbside yard 1988 Season

Robbinsdale 14,396 6,008 Yes curbside recycling 6/88, Weekly Yes 769.7 281.3 106.9 39.1 708.4 67.4 98.4 9.4
drop-off recycling 6/88,
curbside yard 1988 Season

St. Anthony 5,278 2,208 No curbside recycling 12/89, Weekly Yes 203.7 37.2 77.2 14.1 237.3 10.6 89.9 4.0

drop-off recycling 1986,
curbside yard waste 12/89 Season



1991 FISCAL
House-
HENNEPIN Population holds
St. Louis Park 43,787 19,925
Shorewood 5,917 2,026
Henn. Recyc. Group:
Brooklyn Center 28,887 11,226
Crystal 23,788 9,272
New Hope 21,853 8,507
Plymouth/ 50,889 18,361
Medicine Lake 385 169
W. Henn. Recycling:
Greenfield 1,450 457
Independence 2,822 925
Long Lake 1,984 747
Loretto 404 167
Maple Plain 2,005 696
Medina 3,096 1,007
Orono 7,285 2,613

Miscellaneous(not broken out by community)

TOTAL POPULATION 1,032,431

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS

*Some municipal office tonnages are included

419,060

July thru December 1990 January_thru June 1991
Recyc. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs.
Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
tory Type of Service Pick-Up Bin _Recy. Waste Recy. Yard __ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard
No curbside recycling 1/82, Weekly Yes 1,650.0 1,851.0 75.4 84.5 1,926.9 1,401.0 88.0 64.0
curbside yard 1986 Season
No curbside recycling 7/87, Bi-weekly Yes 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.C 277.9 17.5 93.9 5.9
drop-off recycling 7/87,
curbside yard waste 6/90 Spring
No curbside recycling 6/89, Weekly Yes 2,639.7 3,601.2 70.8 96.6 2,801.8 2,759.3 75.2 74.0
drop-off recycling 1/89,
curbside yard 1989, Weekly
drop-off yard waste 5/90
No curbside recycling 4/86, Weekly Yes 1,738.0 2,260.0 67.8 88.2 1,884.7 350.0 73.5 13.7
drop-off recycling 4/86,
curbside yard 1988, Season
drop-off yard 1990
No curbside recycling 8/88, Bi-weekly Yes 1,110.8 168.7 116.6 17.7 1,023.6 106.5 107.5 11.2
drop-off recycling 11/86,
curbside yard 4/87 Season
2,421.9
July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991
TOTAL TONS JOTAL TONS
RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 39,329.2 76.2 lbe./person 38,939.7 75.4 lbs./person
RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 25,889.7 50.2 tbe./person 28,028.2 54.3 (bs./person
RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 570.5 293.2
COMMER/ INDUS/INST. RECYCLING* 197,480.0 204,365.6
COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 32.6 230.7
COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 6.0 95.4
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 78,268.9
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 53,917.9
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 863.7
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING* 401,845.6
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 263.3
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 101.4

in residential recycling.
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1991 FISCAL Recyc. Tons Tons tbs. Lbs. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs.
House-  Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
RAMSEY Population holds tory 1Type of Service Pick-Up Bin _ Recy. Waste* Recy. Yard* Recy. Waste* Recy. Yard*

Under 5,000 Population

Gem Lake 439 140 No curbside recycling 9/88 2/month $8 6.6 0.0 30.1 0.0 6.4 0.0 29.3 0.0
Lauderdale 2,700 1,166 No curbside recycling 7/87 2/month .No 61.7 0.0 45.7 0.0 81.3 0.0 60.2 0.0
North Oaks 3,386 1,085 No curbside recycling 4/87 Monthly $8 144.7 0.0 8.5 0.0 137.7 0.0 81.3 0.0
St. Anthony 2,449 1,245 No curbside recycling 1/90, Weekly Yes 205.4 0.0 167.7 0.0 73.3 0.0 59.9 0.0
drop-off recycling 1979
Spring Lake Park 103 41 -- -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(Part in Ramsey Co.)
Over 5,000 Population
Arden Hills 9,199 2,904 No curbside recycling 3/88 Weekly Yes 304.0 0.0 66.1 0.0 305.0 0.0 66.3 0.0
Falcon Heights 5,380 2,016 No curbside recycling 4/87, 2/month $8 197.4 0.0 73.4 0.0 196.7 0.0 73.1 0.0
curbside yard 1990 Weekly
Little Canada 8,971 3,902 No curbside recycling 7/87 Weekly Yes 188.1 0.0 41.9 0.0 227.6 0.0 50.7 0.0
Maplewood 30,954 11,496 No curbside recycling 11/88 2/month Yes 561.0 0.0 36.2 0.0 535.6 0.0 34.6 0.0
Mounds View 12,541 4,702 No curbside recycling 6/88 2/month Yes 266.1 0.0 42.4 0.0 251.8 0.0 40.1 0.0
New Brighton 22,207 8,523 No curbside recycling 7/87 2/month Yes 507.5 0.0 45.7 0.0 577.0 0.0 52.0 0.0
North St. Paul 12,376 4,447 No curbside recycling 7/87 2/month Yes 341.2 0.0 55.1 0.0 330.8 0.0 53.5 0.0
Roseville 33,485 13,562 No curbside recycling 7/87 2/month No 863.0 0.0 51.5 0.0 1,036.9 0.0 61.9 0.0
St. Paul 272,235 110,249 No curbside recycling 1981 2/month No 5,769.0 0.0 42.4 0.0 6,818.5 0.0 50.1 0.0
Weekly in  Yes
Dist 14 11& 14
Shoreview 24,587 8,991 No curbside recycling 5/88 2/month $6 852.6 7.2 69.4 0.6 919.8 0.0 746.8 0.0
Vadnais Heights 11,041 3,924 o curbside recycling 10/88 Weekly $8 204.8 0.0 37.1 0.0 272.2 0.0 49.3 0.0
White Bear Lake 24,288 8,902 No curbside recycling 4/88, Weekly Yes 675.5 0.0 55.6 0.0 643.2 6.0 53.0 0.0
(Part in Ramsey Co.) curbside yard waste 7/88
White Bear Twp. 9,424 3,205 No curbside recycling 9/85, Weekly Yes 254.7 0.0 54.1 0.0 246.7 0.0 52.4 0.0
curbside yard waste 4/88 --
Miscel laneous (not broken out by community) 3,952.3 26,707.8 2,898.1 22,680.0 0.0 0.0
July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991
TOTAL POPULATION 485,765 TOTAL TONS JOTAL TONS
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 190,500 RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 15,355.6 63.2 lbs./person  15,558.4 64.1 lbs./person
RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 26,715.0 110.0 lbs./person 22,680.0 93.4 lbs./person
RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 1,115.1 1,132.5
COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING** 50,459.4 54,545.7
COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 0.0 0.0
COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 0.0 0.5
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 30,914.0
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 49,395.0
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 2,247.6
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING** 105,005.1
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 0.0
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 0.5

*Specific information on yard waste is not available for each community.
**Some institutional tonnages are included in residential recycling.






1991 FISCAL

SCOTT

Under 5,000 Population

Belle Plaine 3,149
Belle Plaine Twp. 691
Blakeley Twp. 456
Cedar Lake Twp. 1,688
Credit River Twp. 2,854
Elko . 223
Helena Twp. 1,107
Jackson Twp. 1,359
Jordan 2,909
Louisville Twp. 910
New Market 227
New Market Twp. 2,008
New Prague 2,356
St. Lawrence Twp. 418
Sand Creek Twp. 1,51
Spring Lake Twp. 2,853
Over 5,000 Population
Prior Lake 11,482
Savage 9,906
Shakopee 11,739
Scott County Total

TOTAL POPULATION 57,846

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 19,

367

House-
Population holds

1,092
21
140
523
864

7
352
459

1,042

278

82
627
870
122
412
899

3,901
3,255
4,163
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July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991

Recyc. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs. Tons Tons tbs. LUbs.
Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
tory JIype of Service Pick-Up Bin  Recy. Waste Recy. Yard Recy. Waste Recy. Yard
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A  N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A  N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A  N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A  N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -~ N/A N/A  N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A  N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 .- N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A  N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A  N/A  N/A N/A N/A  N/A  N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 .- N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A  N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A  N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A  N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89 -- N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A
No curbside recycling 1/89, -- N/A N/A  N/A N/A N/A N/A  N/A N/A

curbside yard waste 4/89

curbside recycling 1/89, Varies Yes 1,284.0 513.0 1,441.3 273.0

curbside yard waste 4/89 Varies

July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991
TOTAL TONS TOTAL TONS

RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 1,284.0 44 .4 lbs./person 1,441.3 49.8 lbs./person

RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 513.0 17.7 lbs./person 273.0 9.4 lbs./person

RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 108.0 251.3

COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING 10,656.0 18,587.3

COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 111.0 1,827.8

COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 541.0 386.8
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 2,725.3
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 786.0
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 359.3
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING 29,243.3
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 1,938.8

FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED

927.8
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1991 FISCAL Recyc. Tons Tons tbs. Lbs. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs.
House-  Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
UASHINGTON Population holds tory Type of Service Pick-Up Bin __ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard _ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard
Under 5,000 Population
Afton 2,645 890 No curbside recycling 9/88, 2/month No 76.3 1.5 57.7 14 87.3 2.0 66.0 1.5
curbside yard waste 4/90 4/month
Bayport 3,200 743 No curbside recycling 10/89, 2/month Yes 98.6 1.6 61.6 1.0 99.0 0.0 61.9 0.0

drop-off recycling 1987,
curbside yard waste 10/89 2/month

Baytown Twp. 939 302 No curbside recycling 10/88 Monthly No 19.6 0.0 41.7 0.0 23.9 0.0 50.8 0.0

Birchwood 1,042 364 No curbside recycling 2/89, 2/month Yes 43.0 6.7 82.5 12.9 46.5 15.6 89.2 29.8
curbside yard waste 9/89 4/month

Dellwood 887 - 301 No curbside recycling 1/89, 2/month Yes 43.5 5.3 98.1 12.0 43.3 13.3 97.5 29.9
curbside yard waste 9/89 4/month

Denmark Twp. 1,172 367 No curbside recycling 9/89 Monthly No 28.0 0.0 47.8 0.0 16.8 0.0 28.7 0.0

Grant Twp. 3,778 1,173 No curbside recycling 1/90 Monthly No 85.9 0.0 45.5 0.0 85.3 0.0 45.1 0.0

Grey Cloud Island 414 165 No curbside recycling 6/90 Monthly Yes 1.4 0.0 6.8 0.0 4.1 0.0 19.8 0.0

Hastings 5 2 -- -- -- -- 0.0 0.0 0.0 O0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

(Part in Washington Co.)

Hugo 4,417 1,416 No drop-off yard waste 10/88 -- -- 51.0 36.0 23.1 16.3 25.7 123.9 11.6 56.1

Lake St. Crx. Bch. 1,078 415 No curbside recycling 7/88, 2/month Yes 28.1 8.8 52.1 16.3 33.6 12.1 62.3 22.5
curbside yard waste 1987 4/month

Lakeland 2,000 645 No curbside recycling 5/88, 2/month Yes 34.0 9.7 3.0 9.7 46.8 12.1 46.8 12.1
curbgide yard waste 1987 4&/month

Lakeland Shores 291 101 No curbside recycling 4/90, 2/month Yes 4.7 1.6 32.3 11.0 2.7 2.0 18.6 13.9
curbside yard waste 1987 4 /month

Landfall 685 300 No curbside recycling 4/90 2/month Yes 6.9 0.0 20.1 0.0 8.5 0.0 2..7 0.0

Marine St. Croix 602 234 No curbeide recycling 4/90, Monthly No 21.4 59.0 71.1 196.0 36.6 37.8 121.6 125.6
drop-off recycling 1985,
drop-off yard waste 4/90

May Twp. 2,535 820 No curbside recycling 4/90, Monthly No 65.9 0.0 52.0 0.0 95.4 0.0 75.2 0.0
drop-off recycling 1985

New Scandia Twp. 3,197 1,060 No curbside recycling 4/90, Monthly No 3.7 0.0 46.1 0.0 116.6 0.0 73.0 0.0
drop-off recycling 1985

Newport 3,720 1,323 No curbside recycling 4/90, 4/month Yes 97.1 0.0 52.2 0.0 80.1 0.0 43.0 0.0

drop-off recycling 1987,
drop-off yard waste 4/90
Oak Park Heights 3,486 1,322 Ko curbside recycling 9/89, 4/month Yes 175.6 76.0 100.7 43.6 97.9 0.0 56.2 0.0
drop-off recycling 1987,
curbside yard waste 6/88 4/month

Pine Springs 436 135 No curbside recycling 9/89 Monthly No 8.8 0.0 40.4 0.0 10.5 0.0 48.1 0.0
St. Mary's Point 339 126 No curbside recycling 10/88, 2/month No 9.4 1.5 55.5 8.8 8.3 2.0 49.1 11.9
curbside yard waste 1987 4/month
St. Paul Park 4,965 1,749 No curbside recycling 2/90, 4/month Yes 136.0 92.0 54.8 37.1 138.5 234.0 55.8 94.3
drop-off recycling 1987,
drop-off yard waste 10/90
Stillwater Twp. 2,066 639 No curbside recycling 3/89 2/month Yes 55.6 0.0 53.8 0.0 61.7 0.0 59.7 0.0
West Lakeland Twp. 1,736 524 No curbside recycling 10/88 2/month No 25.7 0.0 29.6 0.0 39.9 0.0 45.9 0.0
White Bear Lake 416 168 No curbside recycling 6/88 4/month Yes 8.7 0.0 41.8 0.0 11.8 0.0 56.6 0.0

(Part in Washington Co.)
Willernie 584 227 No curbside recycling 2/89 2/month Yes 15.4 0.0 52.7 0.0 17.6 0.0 60.4 0.0



1991 FISCAL

MASHINGTON

Population holds

Over 5,000 Population

Cottage Grove
Forest Lake
Forest Lake Twp.

Lake Elmo

Mahtomedi
Oakdale

Stillwater

Woodbury

22,935
5,833
6,690

5,903

5,569
18,374

13,882

20,075

House-

6,856

4,982

6,927

July thru December 1990 danuary thru June 1991 PAGE A-13
Recyc. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs. Tons Tons Lbs. Lbs.
Manda- City Resd. Yard Pers. Pers. Resd. Yard Pers. Pers.
tory Type of Service Pick-Up Bin _ Recy. Waste Recy. Yard Recy. Waste Recy. Yard
No curbside recycling 10/96, 4/month Yes 501.3 328.0 43.7 28.6 808.9 1,133.2 70.5 98.8
drop-off recycling 1987,
drop-off yard waste 1985
No curbside recycling 7/89, 2/month Yes 153.2 390.0 52.5 133.7 183.0 481.8 62.7 165.2
drop-off yard waste 1984
No curbside recycling 7/89 2/month Yes 153.2 0.0 45.8 0.0 187.5 0.0 56.0 0.0
No curbside recycling 3/88, -- Yes 191.3 391.0 64.8 132.5 184.6 898.5 62.5 304.4
curbside yard waste 4/90, &/month
drop-off yard waste 1985
No curbside recycling 2/89 2/month Yes 136.3 0.0 48.9 0.0 174.3 0.0 62.6 0.0
No curbside recycling 11/89, 2/month Yes 629.7 39.1 68,5 4.3 565.9 75.0 61.6 8.2
drop-off recycling 1987,
curbside yard waste 4/90 4 /month
No curbside recycling 9/89, 4/month Yes 721.2 200.0 103.9 28.8 530.7 826.0 76.5 119.0
drop-off recycling 1987,
curbside yard waste 6/88 4/month
No curbside recycling 1/90, 4&/month Yes 775.0 486.3 77.2 48.4 666.0 1,046.7 66.4 104.3
curbside yard waste 4/89, 4&/month
drop-off yard waste 1984
85.0

Miscel laneous(not broken out by community)

TOTAL POPULATION
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS

145,896
49,246

FISCAL
FISCAL
FISCAL
FISCAL
FISCAL
FISCAL

RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING

RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE

RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED
COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING
COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE
COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED

RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING

RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE

RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED
COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING
COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE
COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED

July thru December

I0TAL ToNs

61.
29.

4
3

1990 January thru June 1991

JOTAL TONS

lbe./person 4,624.0
lbe./person 4,916.0
2,689.5

10,300.6

0.0

0.0

63.4 lbs./person
67.4 lbs./person
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TOTALS FOR METRO AREA

July thru December 1990 January thru June 1991
TOTAL POPULATION 2,288,551 TOTAL TONS TOTAL TONS
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 875,450 RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING* 78,710 68.8 lbs./person 81,409 71.1 lbs./person
RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 80,454 70.3 lbs./person 81,684 71.4 Lbs./person
RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 3,251 5,496
COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING 314,940 346,473 B
COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE ) 262 3,976
COMMER/ INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 580 2,733
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING* 160,119
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL YARD WASTE 162,138
FISCAL RESIDENTIAL SEPARATELY MANAGED 8,747
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. RECYCLING 661,413
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. YARD WASTE 4,238
FISCAL COMMER/INDUS/INST. SEPARATELY MANAGED 3,313

*Some municipal office tonnages are included in residential recycling.

Source: Metropolitan Council *1990 Census Counts of Total Poputation, Housing Units and Population
Over & Under 18 for Twin Cities Metropolitan Area Communities,® Pub. #320-91-055, March 1991; and
County Recycling Implementation Progress Reports, March & August 1991

ABTAPX91.PLN 10/91
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RESTRICTED DISPOSAL

473.848 RESTRICTION ON DISPOSAL.
Subdivision 1. Restriction. (a) After January 1, 1990, a person may not dispose of
unprocessed mixed municipal solid waste at waste disposal facilities located in the metropolitan

area unless:
(1) the waste has been certified as unprocessible by a county under subdivision 2: or

(2)(1) the waste has been transferred to the disposal facility from a resource recovery facility;

(1) no other resource recovery facﬂlty in the metropolitan area is capable of processing the
waste; and

(iii) the waste has been certified as unprocessible by the operator of the resource recovery
facility under subdivision 3.

(b) For purposes of this section, mixed municipal solid waste does not include street
sweepings, construction debris, mining waste, foundry sand, and other materials, if they are not
capable of being processed by resource recovery as determined by the council.

Subd 2. County ceruficatlon, councﬂ approval (a) Each county eha{—h&s-neﬁm-p%emeﬁfeé

shall Smelt a semlannual certification report to Lhe council detmhng

(1) the quantity of waste generated in the county that was not processed prior to transfer to
a disposal facility during the six months preceding the report;

(2) the reasons the waste was not processed;

(3) a strategy for development of techniques to ensure processing of waste including a specific
timeline for implementation of those techniques; and

(4) any progress made by the county in reducing the amount of unprocessed waste.

(b) The council shall approve a county’s report if it determines that the county is reducing and
will continue to reduce the amount of unprocessed waste, based on the report and the county’s
progress in development and implementation of techniques to reduce the amount of unprocessed
waste transferred to disposal facilities. If the council does not approve a county’s report, it shall
negotiate with the county to develop and implement specific techniques to reduce unprocessed
waste. If the council does not approve three or more consecutive reports from any one county,
the council shall develop specific reduction techniques that are designed for the particular needs
of the county. The county shall implement those techniques by specific dates to be determined
by the council.

Subd. 3. Facility certification; county reports. (a) The operator of each resource recovery
facility that receives waste from counties in the metropolitan area shall certify as unprocessible
each load of mixed municipal solid waste it does not process. Certification must be made to
each county that sends its waste to the facility at intervals specified by the county. Certification
must include at least the number and size of loads certified as unprocessible and the reasons the
waste is unprocessible. Loads certified as unprocessible must include the loads that would
otherwise have been processed but were not processed because the facility was not in operation,
but nothing in this section relieves the operator of its contractual obligations to process mixed
municipal solid waste. '

(b) A county that sends its waste to a resource recovery facility shall submit a semiannual
report to the council detailing the quantity of waste generated within the county that was not
processed during the six months preceding the report, the reasons the waste was not processed,
and a strategy for reducing the amount of unprocessed mixed municipal solid waste.
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473.848

Subd. 4. Council report. The council shall include, as part of its report to the legislative
commission on waste management required under section 473.149, an accounting of the quantity
of unprocessed waste transferred to disposal facilities, the reasons the waste was not processed,
a strategy for reducing the amount of unprocessed waste, and progress made by counties to
reduce the amount of unprocessed waste. The council may adopt standards for determining
when waste is unprocessible and procedures for expediting certification and reporting of
unprocessed waste.

Subd. 5. Definition. For the purpose of this section, waste is "unprocessed" if it has not,
after collection fore di undergone at least one pr efined in section
115A ivision 235, excluding st xch fer of the wast
HIST: 1985 ¢ 274 s 35; 1989 ¢ 325 s 66; 1991 ¢ 337 s 81,82

473.849 PROHIBITION; SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL.
No person may place processed or unprocessed mixed municipal solid waste that is generated

in_the metropoli in a di facility that d n mply with the minimum
requirements for design. construction, and tion of a new mixed munici solid waste
dis facility under Minn Rules in effi n Janu 1, 1991 h_metropolitan count
shall, and each county in which is located a disposal facility may, enforce this prohibition and
may im nalti recover attorney f u t th xtent as for
enforcement of ignation ordin nder ion 115A ivision 6. The

commissioner of the pollution control agency may enforce this section under section 115.071 or
116.072

HIST: 1991 ¢ 337 s 83

NOTE: Effective January 1, 1992 for disposal facilities located outside the metropolitan area, as defined in section
473.121, and January 1, 1995 for all disposal facilities regardless of location.
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ANOKA COUNTY
CERTIFICATION REPORTS
FY 1991






|

ACILITY NAME Northern States Power RDF. Elk River

COMPLETED BY Brad Fields

COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT

FFROM

Juiv 1, 1990 TO _December 31. 1990

COUNTY Anoka Countv

TITLE Administrative Assistant

PITIONE 421-4760. Ext. 1173

TABLE I - RESOURCE RECOVERY/DISPOSAL FACILITY CERTIFICATION REPORT
(complete one table for each resource recovery/disposal facility where county waste is processed/disposed;
indicate quantities in tons)

Types of waste Waste Wasle Wasic Waste denicd Wastce sent 10 Ash pro- Residuals pro-
(pleasc specify) received processed recycled access 10 facility; landfills; duced; com- duced; com-
complcte 1able 2 complete table 3 | plcte table 4 | plete table §
|
!
MSW 67.607 62.041 -0- 4.603 9.662 9.462
Non-MSW
Construction-
! Demolition

|

Iyard Waste

i Industrial

1

; Otber(specify)

Paper

Glass

Ferrous Scrap

Non-Terrous
Scrap

Yard Waste

Other(specify)

' TOTAL

67.607

4.603

9,662

9.462

Please use additional sheets as necessary 10 complete tables



COUNTY Anoke Counnv

FACILITY NAMEL Northerr Siates Power

ROM Julv 1,1090

TO December 31, 1990

TABLE 1I - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES
(From Tuble I; list by tvpe und/or description of waste and caomplete one table for each facility)

Description/iype of waste

Describe why this waste was denied access 10 this faciliny?

None

Quantity

\Wag this waste processed
cisewherc? By whom?

Describe the management plan and nmelime 10 process this type of wasie.

e

Description/iype of wasie

Describe why this waste was denied access to this facility?

Quantny

Way this waste processed
clscwhere? By whom?

Describe the management plan and timelime to process this type of waste.

Descripiion/rype of waste

Describe why this waste was denied access 10 this faciliry?

Quantity

Was this waste processed
cisewhere? By whom?

Describe the management plan anc timelime 10 process this 1ype of waste.

Piease vse additional sheels as nelessary Lo complete tables



COUNTY Anoka Countv

3 : ¥

TO December 21, 1990

FROM July 1. 1990

FACILITY NAME Northern States Power

_ TABLE 111 - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTLE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL
(from Table 1; list by type and/or description of waste; each county and/or resource recovery facility must
account for and complete a separate section for wastes disposed at different landfills; include in this table reject
and excess wastes that exceeds or doesn’t meet the facility’s processing capacity)

Disposal Facility

Waste Management

| Landfll

Description/type of waste

Non-processible matcrial

Describe why this waste was dclivered to a disposal facility?

This is material that cannot be processed at an RDF facility. Examples of material include large items such as

old furniture and mattresses,

|
;
i

Quantity

i 4,603 tons

Zould this waste be
- processed elsewhere?

. Yes
!
i

Describe the mianagement plan and timelime to process this type of waste.

Some of this waste is now sent to the HERC Mass Burn Facility. They are able to burn the larger items that
will not go through our processing sysiem. In December, 1990, 35 tons were sent to this facility.

| Disposal Facility

;
| i
! Description/type of waste

|
i

Describe why this waste was delivered to a disposal facility.

|

i .

i Quantity
i

1

i

|
E Could this waste be

| processed elsewhere?
|

|

Describe the management plan and timelime to process this type of waste.

Plcasc use additional sheets as necessary to complete tabies



COUNTY Anoka Countv

FACILITY NAME Northern States Power

PFROM Julv 1, 1990

TO December 31, 1990

; TABLE IV - QUANTITIES OF ASII SENT TO A DISPOSAL FACILITY
! (from Table I; please complete one section for each facility receiving ash)

i

. Disposal Facility

| Becker Temporary Ash
Siorage Faciliry

Describe alternative plans for managing this type of waste.

None

' List tons of ash
scnerated; and the facility
where it was proguced

9,352 tons
UPA, Elk River

Describe the timelime 10 implement the management plan.

N/A

50 R s S

Disposal Facility

NSP, Wilmarth

Describe alternative plans for managing this type of waste.

None

List tons of ash
senerated; and the facility
where it was produced

272 tons
NSP, Wilmanb

Describe the timelime 1o implement the management plan.

N/A

s - S0 S R

Disposal Facility

NSP, Red Wing

Describe alternative plans for managing this type of waste.

List tons of ash
geaerated; and the facility
waere it was produced

38 1ons
NSP, Red Wing

Describe the timelime 1o implement the management plan.

Please use additional sheets as necessary 10 complete tables



COUNITIYI ANOKE LOountv FANILA LY INAKILL NOTLACTTT DLailCN FOWCT

I-'ROM‘JUI\' 1, 1990 TO December 31, 1990

TABLE V - QUANTITILES OF RESIDUALS PRODUCED BY PROCESSING

(from Table I; list type and/or description of wuste: complete one section/table for each resource recovery fucility)

Disposal Facility

Waste Management
Landfill, Ramscy,
Minncsota

Could this waste be further processed? 1f so, by what methods and/or technology?

Yes. Additional air classification and/or composting.

Description/type of waste

Residuc--ldeawy fraction
fromy RDF {aciliry.

Quantity

9,029 tons

bisposal Faciliry

ReComp, St. Cloud,
Minnesota

Describe the management plan and timclime to further process this type of waste.

None

Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Yes. Residue, or light fraction from compost facility, can go back to the RDF facility for fuel.

Description/type of waste

Residue--Heawy fraction
from RDF faciliry.

}

Quantity

433 tons

Disposal Facility

Describe the managemcnt plan and timelime to further process this type of waste,

None

Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Description/type of waste

Duamil)'

Describe the management plan and limelime to further process this type of waste.

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete lables



‘OUNTY Anoka Countv FACILITY NAME Northerr State< Power

‘ROM Julv 1, 1990 TO December 31, 1900

TABLE VI - QUANTITIES OF OTIER WASTLES GENERATED IN THE COUNTY (include non-MSW waste
streams generated within the county and waste thut escape county’s solid waste designution ordinaces)

Description/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this type of wastc.

Data not available. Not designated. Can go anyplace haulcr wants 10 take the maierial,

Quantity of waste (by Describe the timelime 10 implement the management plan(s).
tonnage)

P

Description/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this 1ype of wasie,

Quantity of waste (by Describe the timelime 10 implement the management plan(s).
tonnage)

Description/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this type of waste.

Quantiry of waste Describe the timelime to implement the management plan(s).
(by tonnage)

Pleasc use additional sheets as nceessary 10 complete tabies



(
1
1a
!

|

EFFORTS BY TIIE COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE AND ENSURE COOPERATION AMONG RESOURCE
RECOVERY FACILITIES
(describe in detail the county’s effort to ensure that wastes identified in Tuble II and 111 were processed)

For each description of waste (by (acility) identified in Table II and Table II1. indicate the eflorts the county
has made to further process that particular waste, other facilitics that were contacted to process that waste,
the frequency and manner of contact made to the other facilitics and the {inal decision of the facilitics that
were contacted. Include the tonnage of the waste and the date that the county and/or the resource recovery

facility pursued cooperative waste agreements {or additional processing of that particular description of waste.

The non-processible waste is sent to the HERC [acility whenever possible. There is no formal agreement
with Hennepin County to accept this waste. When HERC has available capacity, NSP coordinates sending
this material to them.

Plcase use additional sheets as necessany to complete tables






COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT
' FROM Julv 11,1990 TO December 21, 1990

ACILIT’Y NAME East Bethel Landfill (no scale available) COUNTY Anoka

COMPLETED BY Dave Harman | TITLE Environmental Health Specialist - PHHONE 421-4760 ev( 7077

TABLE I - RESOURCE RECOVERY/DISPOSAL FACILITY CERTIFICATION REPORT
(complete one table for each resource recovery/disposal facility where county waste is processed/disposcd;
indicate quantities in tons)

Types of waste Waste Waslic Waste Wasle denied Waste sent to Ash pro- Residuals pro-
(pleasc specify) reccived processed recycled access to facility; landfills; duced; com- duced: com-
complele table 2 complete table 3 | plete table 4 | picie table S

MSW
| Construction 98,366 cubic
| Demolition yards
65%
Industrial 52,966 cubic
3% yards
Yard Wasle 4,584 cubic 4,584 cubic
vards yards
Industrial
Paper
Glass

Ferrous Scrap

Non-Ferrous
Scrap

Yard Waste

Other (specify) ’ -1 150 cubic
Cardboard B : vards
|
1 .
JOTAL 155,916 cubic | 4,584 cubic | 150 cubic
I yards vards yards

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables




FACILITY NAME Anoka Regional Landfill

COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT
TO December 21, 1990

FROM _Julv 1. 1990

COUNTY Anoka

ZOMPLETED BY Sherrv Dahlheimer TITLE Anoka Regional Landlill Lead Office

PHONE 421-0540

TABLE I - RESOURCE RECOVERY/DISPOSAL FACILITY CERTIFICATION REPORT

TOTAL

42,606.09

4,367.69

Units 152.00

(complete one table for each resource recovery/disposul facility where county waste is processed/disposed;
indicate quantities in tons)
Ty [ waste Wasle Wasie Wasle Waste denicd Waste senl to Ash pro- Residuals pro-
Ypes © »\a‘f\' cceived processed recycied access 10 facility; tandfills; duced; com- duccd; com-
(please specify) recew compleie labie 2 compicte tabic 3 | plete tabie 4 plete table 5
MSW 34,999.00
Construciion
Demolition
Industrial
Yard Waste 240.11 240.11
- -
Fly Ash 3,240.00
!
%lr}::fr(smfy) 4,127.58 4,127.58 SR
; Paper T A 16.60 | o - SRS
I
f Glass 6.83
i
Ferrous Scrap 74.81
Scrap
Yard Waste
Other(specify)
Apnliances 1,52
- units
Tons 98.22

Plcase use additional shects as necessary to complete tables



Landfill Name

Burnsville Landfill
1000 W Clitf Road
Burnsvilie, MN 55337
£90-3248/890-3811
Rich/Bookkeeping

Elk River Landfill
22460 Hwy 163 NW
Elx River, MN 55330
441-2464

RuthAnn

McCloud Landfill
Ri1 3 Box 708
Glenco, MN §5336
1-864-5503

Phil Schweitzer

Pine Bend Landfill

2485 £ 117th Street

Inver Grove Heighis, MN 55077
457.2778

\‘Mary

Waste Managemen: Landfill
14730 Sunfish Lake Blvg
Femsey, MN 85303
421-0540

Sherry Dahlheimer

Woodlake Landfill
4000 Hamill Rozed
Meding, MN 553450
475-7428/944-22380
Sandre Flier

Yonak Landfill

Rie 1, Box 56
Bufalo, MN 55313
1-963-3158

Wayne Yonak

East Bethel Landfill Transfer
701 277th Avenue NZ

=as! Bethel, MN £5011
434-7473/435-5637

Freewav Transier
1001 Black Dog Rc
Burnsville, MN 55337
890-1081

MSW LANDFILL CHARGES
January, 1291

Total FeeTon State County City
$61.08 $6.66 $11.08 £3.23

$18.50 (unbagaed) compostzable
£28.50 (baggec or brush) composiable

$47.00 $6.60 $.60 $3.30

$54.84 $6.66 $1.66 -—-
$16.50/cu.yd. (compactec)
$12.50/cu.yd. (loose)

$61.98 $6.66 $11.08 $3.33

Demo debris same rate

£56.36 $6.67 $8.72 $3.23
Light demo same rate
$84.36 (special wastg) $6.67 $8.72 $3.33

$30.90 $6.66 S6.66 $3.33
Demo dsbris same rate :

$45.00 S6.66 §7.32 $1.16
S8.50/yd. (528.30/ton) Demo debris

MSW TRANSFER LOCATIONS
Total Fee
$10.00/cu.yd. ($33.30/ton) to transfer

$10.00/cu.yd. Demo detris to landfill
Not accepting hauler refuse

Oui of business as ¢f 1-7-81

Owner

$£18.50
$28.50

$36.50

$46.62

$40.80

§37.64

W
I~
wn
[e2]
I~

285 est



MSW TRANSFEZR LOCATION (ires, 2ppiances, meitresses aszuional fee)

Gallaoers Transter S$18.00/cu.yd. (S59.8410n)
1681 §1st AVE NE Cemo Cedris same rate
Slaine, MN S§5334

764-4709

Secky

North Hennepin Recvcling
gnd Transter

£550 Zachary Lane

haple Grove, N E5369
425-2228

$18.00/cu.ye. (£23.30/ton)

Tim Kigtke
Pine Lane Transfer $30.00/cu.yd. (S99.90/ton)
€320 E Viking Bivg Demo oedris same rate

Wyoming, MN £5092
4£2-5288
VWanda



COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT

COUNTY Anoka FACILITY Elk River Resource Recovery

COMPILED BY Carolyn Smith, Solid Waste Abatement Specia]ﬁONE 421-4760,x1701

For purposes of this report, the following definitions will be used:

Mixed Municipal Solid Waste

Garbage, refuse, and other solid waste from residential, commercial, industrial, and community
activities that the generator of the waste aggregates for collection, but does not include auto hulks,
street sweepings, ash, construction debris, mining waste, foundry sand, and other materials, if they are
not capable of being processed by resource recovery as determined by the Council. Separately
managed special wastes such as Jead acid batteries, tires, used oil, appliances and industrial wastes,
are also not included, provided they are not disposed of in sanitary landfills.

Solid Waste

Garbage, refuse, sludge from a water supply treatment plant or air contaminant treatment facility, and
other discarded waste materials and sludges, in solid, semisolid, liquid, or contained gaseous form,
resuliing from industrial, commercial, mining, and agricultural operations, and from communrity
Mtivities but does pot include hazardous waste; animal waste used as fertilizer; earthen fill, boulders,
ock; sewage siudge: solid or dissolved material in domestic sewage or other common poliutants in
water resources. such es silt, dissoived or suspsnded solids in industrial waste warer cffuents or
discharges which are pcint sources subjec: 10 permits under sscuon 402 of the federal Werer
Poliution Conirol Act as amended, dissolved materiais in irrigation return fiows: or scurce. soeziz
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I YWhnat is the oial amount o

covered by this report? | o C’.’ 7 ! 7 C?b ons

ail solic wasie generated in the county curing the six moniis

to

What is the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated in the county during the

six months covered by this report? tons

Complete the following tabics as provided and quantify all figures in tons. Attach additional pages
if necessary. ‘

Attach copies of all facility reports received by the county during the reporting period.
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FROM _JANUARY 1, 1991 TO _JUNE 30, 1991

FACILITY NAME NSP - ELK RIVER COUNTY ANCKA B

Administrative 421-4760
TITLE Assistant PHONE Ext. 1173

Brad Fields

COMPLETED BY

f TABLE I - SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORT - SUMMARY TABLE
f (complete this table for each resource recovery and/or disposal facility where county waste is mapaged; indicate quantities io tons)
; Types of waste Wasie recerved Waste processed Waste denied Warte sent 1o Quantiry of ash Quantuy of
| into energy access 10 facility; landfills; produced; residuals:
] complete table 2 | complete table 3 complete table 3 complete table 3 J
:
{
CMSW 69,338 51,607 -0- 23,9646 10,271 1:,915
.f
© Non-MSW g
+ Construction-
- Demolition
! Industrial
| Other(specify)
i
- I
: ;
- - --~-. .-~ .

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA ABOUT RECOVERED AND/OR RECYCLED MATERIALS
(please indicate the amount and type of material recycled and/or recovered in tons)

Types MSW Non-MSW Consi-Demo Yard Waste Industirial Otherspezcify)

Ferrous Serap

. Non-Ferrous
Scrap

' Yard Waste

Other(specify)

TOTAL 2,818

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



COUNTY ANCKA

FACILITY NAME Al

FROM - Brad Fields

TO

TABLE II - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

l List by geperator the amount and type of waste that has been denled access or excluded from delivering waste to this facility

Generator or origin of
this waste

Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this facility?

None

Quantity

I \Was this waste processed
¢lsewhere? By whom?

Generator or origin of
this waste

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.

None

Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this faciliry?

None

Quantity

Was this waste processed
elsewhere? By whom?

Generator or origin of
this waste

Describe the management plan and timeline 10 process this type of waste.

None

Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this facility?

None

Quantity

. Was this waste processed
"elsewhere? By whom?

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.

None

Pleasc use additional sheets as necessary to complcte tables



COUNTY

ANOKA

"ROM Bracd Fields TO

FACILITY NAME

NSP - ELK RIVER

TABLE IIT - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL

List by month the total amount of waste each county and/or resource recovery fucility disposed st laodfills; include io this table the

amount of excess (TLO), unprocessed, reject, recovered (recycling) and residual wastes landfilled

TYPE JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE
gﬁcii‘sx:::zisor -0- -0- -0- 25 -0- -0-
Rejects 327 244 228 338 270 328
Resideals 1,670 918 1,607 2.739 2.383 2.598
Reaveling

Ash 1,539 1,465 1,806 1,761 1,997 1,703

Tozal 3,536 2,627 3,641 4,863 4,650 4,629

List amount and

cisposal fecility

of excess or un-
crocessed wasies

25 Tons

Waste Mgmt.
Landfill,
Ramsey, MN

Lis: amount and

cispasal facility 327 244 228 333 270 328
Cl .':_)CCI wastes
kKaste Mamt.
Landfill
List amount and )
cisposal facility 1,670 218 1,607 2,739 2,333 2,588
of residual
vwastes Waste Mgmt.
Landfill.
List 2mount and
cisposal facility
of recovered
wasies
List amount and l,Slﬁ Beckenn 1,221 1,646 1,704 1,734 1,528
cisposal facility | 1emp Ash Becker Becker Becker Becker Becker
of 2sh Storage Fac.
25 244 160 57 213 174 Wilmapti
Wilmarth Wilmarth Wilmarth Wilmarth Wilmarth 1 Red Win

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tabies



county __ ANOKA

FACILITY NAME NSP - Elk River

From Brad Fields 1o

TABLE IV . DESCRIPTION OF EXCESS, REJECTS & RESIDUALS WASTES

[ list type and/or description of waste; complete one section/table for each resource recovery facility

Describe excess wasie
Waste the facility
process due to bur
being down.

Describe the current processing strategies 10 process this ftype of waste,
could not None.

n facility

11,735 Tons
I

'

Ramsey, MN

Describe reject wastes
Non-processible

Quantity Could this waste be further processed? If 50, by what methods and/or technoiogy?

25 Tons Yes - Other facilities

Disposal Facility Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using aliernative strategies.
Waste Management

Landfill, None.

Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of waste, !
not be processed at an RDF Facility. Examples include large bulky items

This is material that can-|

material such as mattresses. Since installing new shredders at the facility, we
have reduced the percentage of non-processible from 7.5% to 2.5% of waste
delivered.

Quantity Could nYu‘E weag[e be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Yes. It could be burned at a mass burn facility.

Disposal Facility
Waste Management
Landfill,
Ramsey, MN

Describe residual wastes

Heavy fraction
from RDF Facility

Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using alternative siraiegies.

As described above, we have already implemented & plan tc reduce this
waste stream.

Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of waste,
Material left after air classification and ferrous magnet separation.

Quantiry

11,915 Tons

Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Yes. Additional air classification and/or composting.

Disposal Fadility

Waste Management
Landfill,
Ramsey, MN

Describe the management plan, including a timeline, 10 process this type of waste using alternative strateges.

None.

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



COUNTY ANOKA FACILITY NAME NSP - ELK RIVER

FROM Brad Fields TO

TABLE VI - DESCRIBE IN DETAIL THE COUNTY'S EFFORTS TO ENCOURAGE AND IMPLEMENT
, WASTE SHARING AGREEMENTS AMONG THE RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

{ For each description of waste (by facility) identified in Table III, indicate the efforts the county has made to
. further process that particular waste, other facilities that were contacted to process that waste, the frequency
# and manner of contact made to the other facilities and the final decision of the facilities that were contacted.
" Include the toonage of the waste and the date that the county and/or the resource recovery facility pursued
cooperative waste agreements for additional processing of that particular description of waste.

Anoka County has formal waste sharing agreements with Hennepin County and Rueter, Inc.
In addition, we have been in contact with other counties and the Solid llaste Coor-
dinating Board to explore other opportunities to apply the best technology for the
appropriate waste strean.

Please use additional sheets as necessary to compiete tables



COUNTY SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORT
' FROM _JANUARY 1, 199] TO _JUNE 34, 1991

FACILITY NAME Waste Management of MN, Inc.-anoka CQOUNTY Anoks
TITLE Lead Office PHONE 421-0540

COMPLETED BY Steve Kollodge

TABLE I . SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORT - SUMMARY TABLE
{complete this abie for sach resource recovery and/or dispoaal facliity whers county waste ia mauaged; lndicate quantitiss in tons)

! Was:ie processed Waste Genied Waste sent o Quaatity of esh Quantity of
') Mo eaergy sccess 1o facllity, | landfiis; procuced; fesiduals;
| compicte table 2 | complete table 3 | complete table 3 | complete wbic 3 !

I _

MSW 22,886 Tons

] Types of waste ‘Waste received

Nop-MSW '

Construction.
Demalition

Industrial

Other(specify)

?———_—_—;*——-—_—
| SUPPLEMENTARY DATA ABOUT RECOVERED AND/OR RECYCLED MATERIALS
f (plemse {ndicate the amount and type of materisl recycled and/or recovered in tons)

Types MSW Non-MSw Const.Depo Yard Waste Induatrial Other{specify)
Paper 7.90 Tons
Ciass 4,49 Tons
Aluminum .19 Tons . .
Ferrous Scrap 66.47 Tone
Non.Perrous
Scrap )
| Yard Weste 262,80 Tons
Other{specily)
Tires 1716.61 Tons
i =%E
TOTAL 2058.46 Tons |

Please use additional shects as necessary to compiele tables




e MMUO Lo Te LU LD SVLVESTER T
- 7 > COUNTY SULiL waSTE CERTIFICATION REPORT .22
| FROM _JANUARY 1, 199] TO _IUNF. 3¢, 1991

FACILITY NAME ¢{

TITLE W PHONE 4/5‘/

COMPLETED BY

' > & e 4 ¥
TABLE ] - SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORT - SUMMARY TABLE ;
(eompiets (bis Wbl for cach rewourss recuvery andior disposal Iacility whery cosnty wastes s menoged; lndicsts quantRies In tons) J
Types of waste || Wesie rcaelvcj Waste processed Waste denied Waste sent 10 Quaniity of asb Ouanury of _
into ensrgy accese 10 fazilry, | landfils; produced; residuais;
compiete table 2 | complele able 3 | complete table 3 | complztz Lab
b sw 20,5 T
j Non-M3'¥
| Comurudon- ) !
| Demottlon,  5G /03, 5" by~ i ;
| — T
|
{ Indusinial :
! Cthtr(specify) i’
i
|
|
l SUPPLEMENTARY DATA ABOUT RECOVERED AND/OR RECYCLED MATERIALS 5
g (please indieate the amount and type of materis! recycird gnd/or recovered In tocs) I
Types MSW Nop-MSW Const-Demo © Yard Waste Ingustrin! | :
e ——— ‘m—
pg‘:f_f 3 f}‘g‘ﬂ
{ — i
| G : : |
us Serep anf » ‘ ' i
Sz ;
Yard Wasie 1/5'3—3 7&4.« ‘
Otxer(spesity) i
2309 /25"
=« epeptnned e, g
" TOTAL J‘
e e Y|
\.\‘ -

Please use sdcinional ghesls as pecessary (o complaie tables



1990
MONTH

TOTAL
TONS

DELIVERED

DALY
AVERAGE

TOTAL
NON-
PROCESSIBLE

% OF
TOT. TONS
DELIVERED PROCESSED

TOTAL

TONS

ANOKA NDF TONNAGES FOfl 1950

% OF
TONS
DELIVERED

TOTAL
TONS
ROF

% OF
TONS
PROCESSED

TOTAL
TONS

RESIDUE

% OF
TONS
PROCESSED

TOTAL
TONS
FERAOUS PROCESSED

% OF
TONS

TOTAL
DRY
ASH

% OF
TOHS
RDF

TOTAL

BECKER

ASH

BECKER

WET
ASH

e’ R RSB AEAA RGBS s EnA AN RS AR RAC R AR SR AR AR AR AS RS EAAOaRAANANAN SRR AN AR AAR A RAN AR R R AR d AR AR e e AR a et r 0NN AN LA AR RO R SR AR A AR A IR OAL A LN AA AR A AN R AR AN SN CAARRE I RARR RN AARRP AR R SRRt RoAARAARASOnEnannanaadna

JANUARY
oh DAYS

fEBRAUARY
24 DAYS

MARCH
27 DAYS

APRIL
25 DAYS

MAY
26 DAYS

JUNE
26 DAYS

JULY
25 DAYS

AVISUST
27 DAYS

SUPTEMBER
23 DAYS

OCTOBER
27 DAYS

HOVEMBER
25 DAYS

OLCEMUER
25 DAYS

TOTAL

10,276.00

8,807.00

11,055.00

11,267.00

12,179.C0

12,176 00

11,641.00

12,738.00

10,971.00

12,010 00

10,824.00

8,423

133,367.00

385.20

409 40

450.70

468.40

468.30

465.64

471.78

457.13

44481

432,96

377.00

434.42

722.00

636.00

1,145.00

908.00

1,036.00

1,074.00

879.00

1,049.00

757.00

857.00

688.00

308.00

10,157.00

7.03%

7.22%

10.36%

B8.04%

B51%

8.82%

7.55%

8.24%

6.90%

7.97%

6.36%

3.27%

7.62%

9,569.00

7.67200

10,065.00

9,862.00

11,053.00

10,671.00

11,006.00

10,757 .00

10,478.00

10,647.00

10,100.00

9,053.00

120,933.00

9I12%

87.11%

91.04%

87.53%

87.64%

94

:
®

RENY

B4.45%

95.51'%

B8 65%

83.31%

96.07%

90 680%

7.745.00

8,500.00

8,495.00

7.824.00

8,485.00

6,885.00

8,698.00

8,473.00

8,472.00

7.802.00 .

8515.00

7.816.00

95,916.00

60.94%

B84.72%

84.40%

79 33%

16.77%

64.52%

80 85%

78 82%

80.86%

73.28%

8431%

86.34%

79.31%

1,273 00

1,160 00

1,574.00

2,056 00

3.318 00

165500

1.821.00

1,593.00

2,372.00

1,167.00

854 00

19,712 00

13.30%

11.22%

11.60%

15.96%

18.60%

31.09%

15.04%

16.90%

15.20%

22.28%

11.55%

9.43%

16.30%

395.00

311.00

403.00

464.00

512.00

468.00

45300

457 00

41200

473.00

417.00

5,148.00

4.13%

4.05%

4.00%

470%

4 63%

4.39%

4.25%

3 93%

4.449%

4.13%

423%

4 26%

1,397.00

1,260.00

1,482.00

1,596 00

1,535 00

1,226 00

1,721.00

1,659 00

1,640.00

1,408.00

1,679.00

1,555 00

18,158.00

18.04%

19.38%

17 45%

18 09%

17 61%

19 34%

1957%

19 36%

18 05%

1972%

19.90%

18 3%

1,266 00

1,194 00

1,428 00

1,558 00

1,471 00

1,088.00

1,676 00

1,646 00

1,628 00

1,334 00

1.891.00

1,546 00

17,737 00

1,584 00

1,491 00

1,786 00

1,951 00

1,840 00

1,361 00

2.037 00

2,058 00

2.037 00

1.681 00

1,51200

193300

21,334 00



i
MITH

TOTAL

TONS

DELIVERED

DAILY
AVERAGE

TOTAL
NON-
PROCESSIBLE

% OF
TOT. TONS
DELVERED PROCESSED

TOTAL
TONS

% OF
TONS
DEILNVERLD

ATIOKA RDI

101A
TOHS
nor

LOHNAGLES FON 1991

% O
10HS

PROCESSED

TOTIAL
10NS
ACSIDUE

% OF
TONS
PROCESSED

TOTAL
TONS
FERAROUS  PROCESSED

* OF
TONS

TOTAL

ORnY
ASH

% OF
TONS
ADF

10TAL
BLECKER

ASH

DECKERA
WET

ASHt

R N S L R N I N I I O O O T N O R Y Ry O LR L T T eI

HUARY
DAYS

ANRUARY
DAYS

\CH
DAYS

HIC
DAYS

Y
DAYS

HE
DAYS

LY
DAYS

IGUST
DAYS

PTEMBERA
OAYS

-TOBER
DAYS

WEMBER
DAYS

CEMBER
OAYS

HAL

10,422.00

9,744 00

11,023 00

13,106 00

13,313.00

11,730.00

12,870.00

82,208.00

400.85

406.00

424.00

51204

469.20

495.00

453.19

327.00

244.00

3368.00

270.00

J328.00

255.00

1,990.00

J.14%

2.50%

2.07%

258%

2.03%

280%

1.96%

2.42%

9,814.00
9,429.00
11,182.00
11,995.00
12,460.00
11,451.00

11,947.00

78,266.00

9t IT5%

96 7%

101.44%

91 5Z'n

93 65%

97 6Z%

92 0%

Yo L

1,742 00

011300

9,136 (O

8,601 00

9,568 00

8,387 00

9,201.60

60,858 0O

78.835%

us 0%

8l 10

7221

76.74%

77.68%

77 rux

1,6/0.00

318 00

1.607.00

273900

2,383 00

2,598 00

2,138 00

14,053 00

17.02%

9.74%

14.37%

22.83%

19.91%

17.90%

17.85%

402 00

399 00

439.00

595 00

517.00

466 00

528.00

3,346 00

410%

423

393%

490%

415%

407%

442K

42/%

1,538 00

1,465 00

1,806 00

1,761.00

1,897 00

1.703 00

1,849 00

12,120 00

19 88'%

18 06

1977%

2033%

2087%

2031%

19 92%

19 %1%

1,514 00

122y 00

1,646 00

1,704 00

1,784 00

1,528 00

1.677.00

11,074 00

1,894 00

1,528 00

2,059 00

2,131 00

223200

191200

2,09/ 00

13.853 00



. WASTE SUMMARY FOR: January 1991

NORTHERN STATES PCWER COMPANY
ELX RIVER RESOURCE' RECOVERY FACILITY

Beginning Inventory
Beginning Processing Shortfall

Waste Delivered to ERRRF
Contract Waste Diverted to Landfill
Total Delivered & Diverted Waste
Contract Waste Delivered
Surplus Waste Delivered

Total Waste Processed
Net Contract Waste Processed
Net Surplus Waste Processed

ROF Processed
RDF Trans. to Combustion Facilities
RDF to Elk River Station
RDF to Wilmarth
RDF to Red Wing
ROF to Other
ROF landfilled

Process Rejects Landfilled (Residue)

Total Recovered Materials
Ferrous
Aluminum
COther Material Sold

Total Waste Transferrec
Total Non-Processible
Contract Non-Processible
Surplus Non-Processible
Waste Transferred
Contract Waste
surplus Waste

Citizen’s Area Waste Received
Waste Processed
Waste Landfilled
Ffees Collected

Haz./Unacc. Wzste Disposed of by Hauler
Haz./Unacc. Waste Disposed of by Vendor

Moisture Loss Tons

Ending Inventory
Ending Processing Shortfall

4,630

1,116

879
879

O O O

(=]

$0.00

28BS

1,133
(3,204)

26
500
ANOKA
108
(488)

10,422
]
10,422
10,422
0

9,814
9,814
0

7,742
7,557
185

O O O 0 (o

[e)

$0.00

95

294
(293)

800

HENNEPIN

354
(2,408)

13,367
0
13,367
13,367
0

12,706
12,706
0

10,023
9,784
239

[~ = B w )

2,162

521

407
4C7
&34

O O O Ll

o

$0.00

127

481
(2,278)

S0

(400)
(553)

1,138
0
1,138
1,084
S4

1,136
1,136
0

896
875

(= N o T on RS

193

[=)

[OX B V3 B WX
I~

[VY I

O 0O O -

$0.00

18

(450)
(661)

150

SHERBURNE TRI-COUNTY

3,680
3,680
3,657

3,560
3,560

2,808
2,741
67

45

808
28

o 0 0o oo o

o

QO OO0 0O o o o OO0 OO0 oo

v o

$0.00



NORTHERN STATES PCWER COMPANY
ASK MANAGEMENT SERVICES AGREEMENT
MONTHLY SUMMARY FOR: January 1991

Total Anokz Hennepin Sherburne Tri-County Cther

RDF to Elk River Station 21,469 7,557 9,784 875 2,741 512
ROF to Wilmarth 512 185 239 21 67 N/A
RDF to Red Wing 0 0 0 0 N/A
ROF Lancdfilled 0 0 0 0 0 0
Net RDF to Vendor 512 185 239 21 67 0
Wet Ash Received @ Becker 5,381 1,894 2,452 219 487 128
Tons of Ash Reused/Recycled 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Moisture Content 20.05%
£4A tons Becker 4,200 1,514 1,961 173 549
£6A tons Wilmarth 70 25 3 3 9
EEA tons Red Wing o— __0_ 0 ] 0
oL n
. , @ Kty o4
£E9 tons (Variable Fee) - 70 =JS:/"

PT4 tons (Sherburne Cnty Fee) 1,894 2,452 0 0



NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY
ELX RIVER RESOURCE RECOVERY FAZILITY

JASTE SUMMARY FOR: February 1991

GOTC:

geginning lnventory
Beginning Processing shortfall

Waste Delivered to ERRRF
Contract Waste Diverted to Landfill
Total Delivered & Diverted Waste
Contract Waste Delivered
surplus Waste Delivered

Total Waste Processed
Net Contract Waste Processed
Net Surplus Waste Processed

RDF Processed
RDF Trans. to Combustion Facilities
RDF to Elk River Station
ROF to Wilmarth
ROF to Red Wing
RDF to Other
RDF tandfilled

Process Rejects Landfilled (Residue)

Total Recovered Materials
) Ferrous
I Aluminum

Other Material Sold

Tctal Waste Transterred
Jozal Non-Processible
Contract Non-Processible
surplus Non-Processible
waste Transferred
Contract Waste
Surplus Waste

Zitizen’s Area Waste Received
Waste Processed
Waste Landfilled
fees Collected

=. Waste Disposed of by Hauler
z. Waste Disposed of by Vendor

Moisture Loss Tons

Ending Inventory
nding Processing Shortfall

1,133
3,208)

26,648
0
24,648
24,617
31

26,226
24,226
0

20,844
16,282
4,562

2,358

1,024

£3%
£39
578

&1

$0.0C

216

700
(3,607

26
500 800 50 150
ANOKA HENNEPIN SHERBURNE TRI-COUNTY
294 481 (450) 808
(293)  (2,278) (661) 28
9,76k 10,549 951 3,364
0 0 0 0
9,764 10,549 991 3,364
9,744 10,548 991 3,333
0 0 0 3
9,429 10,315 971 3,511
9,429 16,315 971 3,511
0 0 0 0
g, 113 2,875 £35s 3,021
6,137 6,933 653 2,360
1,776 1,942 183 661
0 0 ) 0
0 0 ) 0
) ) 0 0
918 1,004 95 342
399 4§36 41 148
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
284 22 28 o5
244 22 28 95
228 o8 Pa re)
16 24 5 16
0 0 ° 0
0 0 0 6
0 0 0 ¢
0 0 0 0
$0.00 $2.00 $32.00 $2.00
0 0 0 0
) 0 0
25 92 9 30
280 251 (467) 536
(291)  (2,384) (673) (259)

oo

0O 00 00

OO0 00 o000 oo

0o

OO0 00000

$2.00



NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

ASK MANAGEMENT SERVICES AGRIEMENT

MONTHLY SUMMARY FOR:

ROF to Elk River Station
ROF to Wilmarth
RDOF to Red Wing
ROF Landfilled
Net RDF to Vendor

We? Ash Received @ becker

Tons of Ash Reused/Recycled

Average Moisture Content

ESA tons Becker
E6A tons Wilmarth
E4A tons Red Wing

£E9 tons (Variable Fee)

PT4 tons (Sherburne Caty fee)

20.05%

1,138
627

627

February 1994

Anoka

1,221
2464

1,528

1,336
267

1,671

157

126
25

Hermepin Sherourne Tri-County

455
91

Other



NCRTHERN :STATES POWER COMPANY
ELK RIVER RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

STE SUMMARY FOR: March 1991

GDTC:

Beginning lnventory
Beginning Processing Shortfall

Waste Delivered to ERRRF
Contract Waste Diverted to Landfill
Total Delivered & Diverted Waste
Contract Waste Delivered
surplus Waste Delivered

Total Waste Processed
Net Contract wWaste Processed
Net surplus Waste Processed

RDF Processed
RDF Trams. to Combustion Facilities
ROF to Elk River Station
ROF to Wilmarth
RDF to Red Wing
RDF to Other
ROF landfilled

Process Rejects Landfilled (Residue)

Total Recovered Materials
Ferrous

s Aluninum

/Other Material Sold

Total Waste Transferred
Tetal Non-Processible
Contract Non-Processible
surplus Non-Processible
waste Transferred
Contract Waste
Surplus Waste

Zitizen's Ares Waste Received
Waste Processed
Waste Landfilled
Fees Collected

Haz./Unace. Waste Disposed of by Hauler
Haz./Unacc. Waste Disposed of by Vendor

Moisture Loss Tons

Ending Inventory
Ending Processing Shortfall

DAYS:
1,500
TOTAL
700
(3,607)

35,348
0
35,348
32,738
2,610

34,397
32,567
1,830

28,102
24,514
3,588

o o o

4,943

703
703
649

54

$0.00

439

509
(4,524)

26
500
ANOKA
280
(291)

11,023
0
11,023
11,023
0

11,182
10,979
203

9,136
7,969
1,166
0
0
0

1,607

439

O 0O o

o

$0.00

148

(255)
(616)

800
HENNEPIN
351
(2,384)

19,518
0
19,518
17,044
2,474

18,411
16,959
1,452

15,042
13,121
1,920
0

0

0

2,646

ool

{

[T
~ -
[ = T = JhN U\'J

o

$0.00

227

854
(2,862)

50

150

SHERBURNE TRI-COUNTY

(467
(673)

1,156
0
1,156
1,063
93

1,167

1,093
74

953
832
122

168

$0.00

14

(516)
(739)

(259)

3'
3’
3

3,
3,

2,
2l

$0.

(307

536

651
0
€51
608
43

637
536
1014

971
592
379
0
0
0

523

143

74
74
70

o 0O o~

v o

00

50

426

OTHER

OO0 0o [a)

(ol = e)

OO0 0000

o

OO0 OO0 000

[=)

$C.00

o



NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY
ASH MANAGEMENT SERVICES AGREEMENT

MONTHLY SUMMARY FOR: March 1991

Total Anoka Hennepin Sherburne Tri-County Other
RDF to Elk River Stetion 24,514 7,969 13,120 832 2,592 0
ROF to Wilmarth 3,587 1,166 1,520 122 379 K/A
ROF to Red Wing 0 0 0 0 0 N/A
ROF Landfilled 0 0 0 0 0 0

Net RDF to Vendor 3,587 1,166 1,920 122 379 0

Wet Ash Received @ Becker 6,333 2,059 3,390 215 670 0
Tons of Ash Reused/Recycled 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Hoisture Content 20.05%
£54 tons Becker 5,063 1,646 2,710 172 535
E6A tons Wilmarth 493 160 264 17 52
Eb6A tons Red Wing 0 0 0 0 0

faliatnd A

Ll Ry
29 tons (Variable Fee) 493 /

PT4 tons (Sherburne Cnty Fee) 2,059 3,390 0 0



* NORTHERN STATES PCWER COMPANY
ELX RIVER RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

WASTE SUMMARY FOR: April 1991

GDTC:

Beginning Inventory
Beginning Processing shortfall

Waste Delivered to ERRRF
Contract Waste Diverted to Landfill
Total Delivered & Diverted Waste
Contract Weste Delivered
surplus Waste Delivered

Tota! Waste Processed
Net Contract Waste Processed
Net Surplus Waste Processed

ROF Processed
RDF Trans, to Combustion Facilities
RDF to Elk River Station
RDF to Wilmarth
RDF to Red Wing
RDF to Other
RDF landfilled

Process Rejects Landfilled (Residue)

Total Recovered Materials
Ferrous
Aluminum
Other Material Scld

Total Waste Transferred
Total Non-Processible
Contract Non-Processible
surplus Non-Processible
Waste Transferred
Contract Waste
surplus Waste

Citizen’s Area Waste Received
Waste Processed
waste Landfilled
Fees Collected

Haz./Unacc. Waste Disposed of by Hauler
Haz./Unacc. Waste Disposed of by Vendor

Moisture Loss Tons

Ending Inventory
Ending Processing Shortfall

630
(4,403)

39,497
0
39,497
38,598
899

36,586
35,538
1,048

26,418
25,151
1,267

$95.40

612

1,713
(2,952)

26
500
ANOKA
(210)
(571

13,106
0
13,106
13,017
89

11,995
11,850
145

8,661
8,246
415

0

0

0

2,739

595

363
338
331

25

25

$95.40

208

330
57

800

HENNEPIN

810
(2,904)

21,342
0
21,342
20,844
498

19,923
19,181
742

14,386
13,696
690

[= 3N =)

4,549

988

692
564
538

26
128

128

$0.00

331

1,206
(2,110

50

(568)
(790)

1,372
0
1,372
1,262
130

1,186
1,137
9

856
815
41

42
34

T

-

o m

o

$0.00

21

(445)
(738)

150

SHERBURNE TRI1-COUNTY

598

(138)

3,677
0
3,677
3,495
182

3,482

3,370
112

2,514
2,39
121

119
100
96
19

19

$0.00

52

622

(161

OTHER

oo

OO0 000

o o o

OO0 000

[ e}

OO 00000

$0.00



JZIN STATES PCWER COMPANY

SANAGEMENT SERVIZES AGREEMENT

“.Y SUMMARY FCR:

32 E£lk River Station
T2 Wilmaren

10 Rec Wing
Larcfilled
21 RDF to Vendor

isn Recelivec & Becker

s of Asn Reused/Recycled

-age Moisture Loantent

lons Secker
tons Wilmarth
tons Red Wing

tons (Variable fee)

- tons (Sherourne Cnty fee)

Acril 1961

Total Anoxa
25,191 8,246
1,287 415
0 0
0 0
1,267 415
6,501 2,131
0 0
20.05
5,198 1,704
174 57
I
[Oulrs
N r
A 4
2,131

Hennepin Sherourne Tri-County

2,830
9S

3,540

168

495
17



NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY
ELK RIVER RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

WASTE SUMMARY FOR: May 1991

Beginning lnventory
Beginning Processing shortfall

waste Delivered to ERRRF
Contract Waste Diverted to Landfill
Yotal Delivered & Diverted Waste
Contract Waste Delivered
surplus Waste Delivered

Total Waste Processed
Net Contract Waste Processed
Net Surplus Waste Processed

RDF Processed
RDF Trans. to Combustion Facilities
RDF to Elk River Station
RDF to Wilmarth
RDF to Red Wing
RDF to Other
RDF landfilled

Process Rejects Landfilled (Residue)

Total Recovered Materials
Ferrous
Aluminum
Other Material Sold

Total Waste Transferred
Total Non-Processible
Contract Non-Processible
surplus Non-Processible
Waste Transferred
Contract Waste
surplus Waste

Citizen's Area Waste Received
Waste Processed
Waste Landfilled
Fees Collected

Kaz./Unacc. Waste Disposed of by Hauler
Haz./Unacc. Waste Disposed of by Vendor

Moisture Loss Tons

Ending lnventory
Ending Processing Shortfall

GLTC:

28,340
23,748
4,592

7,059

1,532

807
807
784

OOOD"

(=)

$0.00

617

3,756
(1,926)

9,568
8,018
1,550

2,383

517

270
270
266

O oo o

$0.00

205

698
439

800
HENNEPIN
1,205
(2,114)

21,962
0
21,962
20,878
1,084

19,779
19,639
140

15,178
12,719
2,459

$0.00

326

2,629
(1,619

50

150

SHERBURNE TRI-COUNTY

(445)
(739)

1,417
0
1,417
1,357
60

1,282
1,266
16

984
824
159

245

53

28
28
26

QO O

$0.00

22

(360)
(6%96)

625

(161)

3,705

3,401
3,37%
27

2,610
2,187
423

o oo

650

141

76
76
74

O O oOnN

$0.00

789
(50)

OTHER

o o

O oo oo

oo

0O 00000

o o

O O oo oo 00

$0.00



NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

ASH MANAGEMENT SERVICES AGREEMENT

MONTHLY SUMMARY FOR: May 1991
Total
RDf to Elk River Station 23,748
RDF to Wilmarth 4,591
RDF to Red Wing 0
ROF Landfilled 0
Net RDF to Vendor 4,591
Wet Ash Received & Becker 6,610
Tons of Ash Reused/Recycled 0
Average Moisture Content 20.05%
E4A tons Becker 5,285
Eb6A tons Wilmarth 631
E6A tons Red Wing : 0
::Q/é
£9 tons (Variable Fee) 631

PT4 tons (Sherburne Cnty Fee)

Anoke
8,018 12,719
1,550 2,459
0 0
0 0

0 0
1,784 2,830
213 238
0 0

) 26N
2,232 3,540

229

183
22

Kennepin Sherburme Tri-County

487
58



NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY
ELX RIVER RESOURCE RECQVERY FACILITY

WASTE SUMMARY FOR: June 1991 DAYS: 25
GDTC: 1,500 500 800 50 150 0
TOTAL ANCKA HENKEPIN SHERBURNE TRI-COUNTY OTHER
Beginning Inventory 3,756 698 2,629 (360) 789 0
Beginning Processing Shortfall (1,926) 439 (1,619 (696) (50) 0
Waste Delivered to ERRRF 34,615 11,730 18,043 1,170 3,672 0
Contract Waste Diverted to Landfill 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Delivered & Diverted Weste 34,615 11,730 18,043 1,170 3,672 0
Contract Waste Delivered 34,117 11,730 17,879 1,165 3,343 0
Surplus Waste Delivered 498 0 164 5 329 0
Total Waste Processed 34,001 11,451 18,060 1,216 3,274 0
Net Contract Waste Processed 32,266 11,107 16,893 1,125 3,141 0
Net Surplus Waste Processed 1,735 344 1,167 1 133
ROF Processed
ROF Trens. to Combustion Facilities 24,902 8,387 13,227 891 2,398 0
RDF to Elk River Station TTo21,122 7,114 11,219 755 2,034 0
ROF to Wilmarth 3,763 1,267 1,999 135 362 o}
RDF to Red Wing 17 b 9 1 2 o]
RDF to Other ¢ 0 0 a 0 0
ROF landfilled o} 0 0 0 s} 0
Process Rejects Landfilled (Residue) 7,713 2,598 4,097 276 743 0
Total Recovered Materials
Ferrous 1,385 466 736 50 133 0
Aluminum 0 0 g 0 g 0
"Otner Material Sold 0 0 0 ] 0
Total Waste Transferred 54 328 510 34 g2 G
Total Nonm-Processible 964 328 510 34 $2 0
Contract Non-Processible $20 314 485 32 89 0
Surplus Non-Processible 44 14 25 2 3 0
Waste Transferred 0 0 0 0 0 0
Contract Waste 0 s} 0 s} 0 0
Surplus Waste 0 0 0 0 o ¢]
Citizen’s Area Waste Received o] o] 0 o] g 0
Waste Processed .- -- .- .- -- --
Waste Landfilled -- -~ .- -- -- --
fees Collected $106.00 $106.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Haz./Unacc. Waste Disposed of by Kauler ¢ 0 0 0 g o]
Haz./Unacc. Waste Disposed of by Vendor 0 0 0 0 0 0
Moisture Loss Tons 0 o’ [t} 0 0 0
Ending lnventory 3,406 649 2,102 (440) 1,095 o]

Ending Processing Shortfall (995) 748 (1,118) (4688) &3 0



NORTHERN STATES POWER COMPANY

ASH MARAGEMENT SERVICES AGREEMENT

MONTHLY SUMMARY FOR:

RDF to Elk River Station

ROF to Wilmarth
RDF to Red Wing
ROF Landfilled

Net RDF to Vendor
Wet Ash Received @ Becker

Tons of Ash Reused/Recycled

Average Moisture Content

E6A tons Becker

EGA tons Wilmarth
E4A tons Red Wing

E9 tons (Variable Fee)

P74 tons (Sherburne Cnty Fee)

June 1991

21,228

3,763
18

20.05%

"REVISED"

Kernepin Sherburne Tri-County

Anoka

7,114 11,219
1,267 1,999
6 9
0 [¢]
1,273 2,008
1,912 3,015
0 0
1,528 2,410
174 275
1 1

| el
1,912 3,015

162
19

437
50



CARVER COUNTY
CERTIFICATION REPORTS
FY 1991






COUNTY CERT.F.CAT.ON REFCORT
COuNnTY Cerver FACILITY here

b by —~—— -— it anen l -
Cb\'/jLE‘IT:D BY .\:ichaeJ. Leiu ‘J'I“L-:’ E:’l\".C?"'\E L& P}"O\" LLS i,’jl
- Services Director

For puzposes of this repert, the following definiions will be used:

r 4
Mixed Municipal Solid Waste o ' |
Garbage, refuse, and other solid weste lrom residential, ommercial, industrial, end community
' sweezing

activities which is gener zled and collezted in e gg:c zie, ou S
consiructicn debris, mining waste, foundry send, znd other materiels,
of being p'occss:d by resource recovery 2 determined by the Coun
speciz] wastes such 25 jead zeid bal cr:c U:r"s, ' i i s

250 not included, provicded they are nct disposed of in sanitary landfills,

dily e

Solid Waste

Garbage, refuse, siudge from 2 wealer supply treetment plant or 2ir centeminant treatment

acility, and other discarded waste materiels and sludges, in solz\., sermisclid, liquid, o
contzined gaseous form, resulting from industrial, commercizl, r-..n'ng, and zgriculture
operations, ~d from community zciivities, but doss not include hzzardeus wesie; eznimea
waste usad s fe ‘...;.cr, :arin,n {11, boulders, rock; sewzze siudge; sciid or dissolvad materiz
in domestic sewzge or ciher common paiutants in water rescurees, such as sil, cissclved cs
suspended souids in industrial weste water efffuents or discharges which zre po;’:: sources

~

o

an sadwm
subject 1o pcr...‘:s vnder section 402 of the {e¢era] Watar Pollution Contr A 2s zrmended,
dissolved materizls in irrigation return’ Jows) or scurce, special nuclezs, cr Sy-product
mzierials as cefined by The Atcmic Energy Act of 1654, 2s zmended.

G

Processing
The treatment of waste after coilection and b :' cre d'.spo=al Processing includes reducticn;
separzlion; resOLIce recovery; &nd Da\'sxccl cel, or biclogical mod ;‘_ calion,

What s the tota] emount of 2ll solid waste generaied in the county during the six months covered
. (2 20,500 tens ¥as per Met Counedl

What is the to:a] emount of mixed mu m\.}pzl solid waste generated in the county during the six
moaths covered by this report? 20,¢9 lcas * C ver County estimate.

M .

Complete the [ollowing tables a5 provided and quantify il fgures in tons, Aftach zdditional pages

if necessary,

Attach copies of el facility reports received by tha county during the reporting period.

Postt™ brand fax transmitizl meme 7871 [u of pagos * g
*Neu usdrfsen M K ike loi
Ceo. , J C '

J“//fﬁ’ a,O_UM”,/ / Q&/ygr’ /,_()L/ 1 u,/
Dopt. P £

opt hone (,/(4(/’7/ 7
[ L9/ 4550 XY - 0

——

v
o'y



e N TIT iAW

FACILITY

COMPLET

2-31-90

FROM TO

Not epplicetle (no *

taciilly)

COUNTY _ca-ver

NAME

PHONE

TECOVETY
EDBY w{chael 1pin TITLE Ernviroawentel
Services Director

(compitie & Lzble for each resouree recoveny/cis

TABLE ! - RESOURCE RECOVERY/DISPOSAL FACIL

sa] facility where ccunry waste

ITY CERTIFICATION REP
e s precesseldiene scd

O

Weste Wagte Weste Waee danied Wesie s2nt Lo AN prody c::;
I Types of wasie essived proctused refveled BeLss 1o .’aci i lendfils; Lompieie bl
mpeletebis 20| eamplate tzblz 3 | 4 ]

CSW

NonMs$

.

faper

N
nm n‘... el
) Rihbr¥

._._..‘.,.,_.... A e
o Fuliad s

it Voanid)
"wb;-\ur = sV

ALK A e
-t

X3
gy
pades ..".\_ e

APITICO R Ly

Ton e

i 3
=

A e ..‘.&.m\_.,.-

Ry
e R
s ek

u- -.(‘

Do Y
......,-m,,..wu).,. S ——

1t s
,-»‘ R LT
L

sar/gnant ‘ SR IO
"i\ r\—': AT - < . e
v 4 et ) R e
o lmt o ol - ph A
e ————— RTINS L ety i
= Dl e e R

on2l sheels a5 proessery 10 complats tabies



Carver

COL\W

30 TO _12-3:-20 )

FROM _7-1-

Nerg =

4

ner opnlicanle,

FACILITY NANME

TABLE Il - QL’A\TITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOYL

te I: list by ype andlor ceseription of watte and complete one table for cach

-

RY FACILITIES
faeiliny)

I (From Tzb ' _‘
sihin?

Desariva why this wasie was Canied ecesss 1o ths fatilin?

Degriglisn/iype of wagie

.

Deserive 1he menegement plan 2nd Himelime 10 mrotess this 1y

Quantity

e of wag

o

s m——

Was {nis waste procesasd elsrahere? Ey whem?

Deseribe why this wesie was denied zccess 1o this fasiliny?

¢ S wasle

wnat ™ e s s .
santity Deasoribe the manzgem

ent plan end tmelime 1o prozess this npe of wasie,

Was 1his wasie processed elsewhers? By whom?

Sesss

* accitional sheels 2s neeessary 10 compleie 1



FACILITY NAME " None

COUNTY __ Cerver ——

FROM __7-1-50_ ___TO

; TABLE I - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL

L. L en . A preA omv foeility =0u snt .
i (from Tzble I lst by npe and/or deseripticn of wacte; ezch county and c rcs‘o-rcf recow:-,\.f.acm., ¢l account fer and
| 'e-scc"c" for westes disposed et iffercat landfilly; incivde in this table reject end excess westes thal

I eemplete @ separ

[ exceed or do net meet the facility's pre<essing capacity)

Dispasa! Faclliyy ‘ J Dagemne why this wasie wes delivers€ 10 & Clspazl .’al::";i\\?
I Verious permitced
|\ sanitery landfil Cerver County does mct have e decizneted resource recevery facilicv,
! v
| Daw piieUnge of wasie
| Unprocessed
| mixed
muenicipal
wiste,

Derinbe tht mEnagement pizn ang limelims (0 process (Nis npe ol wasle,

Carver County is cooperating with Scott County in the develcpment cf

i | & resource recovery facility., It s estimated thet zhe facilicy will
Caulzihis wasie be pe operational im sbout two veers. . This timetabdle could be Lnflrenced
sroceusd elrabers? by vendor negotietions, permit and EAW re\fiew,..-.nd pencding legislacien.

No

A A Py y 2
ispatal Facity Describe wihy this wasie was dejiveras 10 a dispose! [28ky.
;
lnizlicn/upe of wasie
sEnnly Descrive 1h¢ manzgement plan and timeiime 10 prozess his np2 of waste,

il this wasie be
Siused tleswhare?

Pisase vse 2dditional shesls 25 netessary 10 edmplaie t2bles



_Carver

FACILITY NAME  Negr epslizeble

COUNTY

FROM

TO _12=3-15%C . -

7-1-90

! TAELE IV -

QUANTITIES OF ASH SENT TO 4 DISPOSAL FACILITY

=:lele ¢ne sectien for e..ch fac:lm' recelving ash)

froz Table ! please com
] r
Describe aliernsiive slans for managing 1his nype of waste.

i

]

Il List ions ¢f ash
r generated; and the leility
) whare it wes profused

imt-

i . _ ,
Deszribe the timelime 10 impiement (he manegement pian,

Deseribe aliernzlive plans Jor mazneging this fHype of waste,

List tons of 2sh

i f-"crzzcc, znd the 2tiliy
Ii wiere it wes produced
i

Describe the timelime 10 impiement the masegemeznt plan,

{wesie,

Dascribe zltemnative plans for maneging this npe ¢

el :: £z d tae faciilty
W

Destribe the timelime 10 implement the masagemezt plan,

—o .

use 2cditional sh22is 26 pesesszry 1o complete tebies.

~
8



COUNTY  Crryes FACILITY NAME Wot epplicable

0 TO  12-21-90

o —

T-1.0

FROM i

TAGLE V - QUANTITIES OF RESIDUALS PRODUCED BY PROCESSING
Tsble Ty list hpe endlcr deseripticn of waste; complers ene secticntatle for esch resource recevery lacility)

- . .me - at mmprhoad [
ka:'& ?a:sii.\, j [ ‘d ‘,,,5 WEsie B Anhay pD—CLV:-? o 8, by whér nendt en Jeln .'-v:.._.') !
(PR, . .

—

anoane umelime 1o funiner process ihis npe cf wasts,

Dessiziioniyps ¢l waste

Quaniyy
D o e

Dupse! racitiy vid '..:’.s wasie be foriher procaseed? I 5o, by whal methods andfer technziogy?
SIRrislionAype of wasie D:&.—..-Iv the menzgement plzn end limclime 10 funiher process this npe of wasia,
Quentiny 1 '

2mdlme tmakeatam.

iy Could this waste be funiher prosessed? If se, by what mehode 2nd/er eehncion?

™ hess

cusaripieanpe of waste | Describe the manegament plen and timelims 10 Aurther process this e of waste,

Leeniy

Pizzse Lse alditinzal sheels af nesessary 1o compiele iablos



FACILITY NAME

SEIVGEX Not spplicable
7

G x

7-1=90

COUNTY

FROM TO __12-3:-90

I TABLE V1. QUANTIT IES OF OTHER WASTES GENERATED IN THE COUNTY (include non-MSW waste

treams generated within the county end was ha U : \ i
rea : h 1ty EN tes that "escope” county's golid waste cesianation ¢rdinances)

= ==
2 pians for meanaging 1his npe of wesiz,

Deseriztions Tipe el wasie [ Descrite

these types of wastes,

i

[ * -
{] We have no estimatesg ol
' .

) D.."-puowT\pc of waste

Daserive

plang fof maseging this N7 of wasle.

Describe the simelimit (0 implament the management pianls).




[— =52

I{ EFFORTS BY THE COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE AND ENSURE COOPERATION AMONG RESQURCE )

p RECOVERY FACILITIZS (Cesembe in dezil efTors to ensure wastes iCentified in Tadle IJ and 1] were processed)
L——_
. —— N ~ f . N !
5! For cach deseripiizn of wasie [Ty felliny) [Zemified in Tatle i ang Tebie il indiceie the ellors e county hag mace b
,i 13 furiher process each PENCUINT wagte, ouher fashliies iRzl ware contacied 10 2rOaLs that watle, ihe Tequency snd
jomennerelconisa mile o ihe Ciher facivivies and ihe fing] Cesicicn ef the fecilities thet were eontatied. Incluce i "
| sexnage of ihe weste and ihe Cales \hat the counly an2/or the rescurce recovery facility pursued cocperziive wasie |
i{ sersaments for 2¢ditiona! proseseing of thet prnicular wasie, !
4wy bl i
i; . . !f
i |
| Cerver Ceunty currently estimates that 10,639 tons ¢f oixed municipal eclid waeze !
} are being landiilleZ from Cexver Ccunty Tne county is cocperzting with Scett ”
. - - - & :
Courty in the develorment cf & resource recove:y fecility end s ectively 1
- & - -- - - . .
particizating in efforts cpensored by the Sclid Weste Yaregement Coordinsting |
l Sozvd to cccperstively menage solid waste.

Please use a¥Cilione) shaels as neeessery 12 ecmpicie tebles



Y
Kec

COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT

county Caryee C’ew% FACILITY Y i

COMPLETED BYZichte] £ein  TITLE Fav Setyjeu S PHONE 44%- /217
Jteetor

For purposes of this report, the following definitions will be used:

Mixed Municipal Solid Waste
Garbage, refuse, and other solid waste from rcsidential, commercial, industrial, and community

activitics that the generator of the waste aggregates for collection, but docs not include auto hulks,
street sweepings, ash, construction debris, mining waste, foundry sand, and other materials, if they are
not capable of being processed by rcsource recovery as determined by the Council. Scparatcly
managed special wastes such as lead acid batteries, tires, used oil, appliances and industrial wastcs,
are also not included, provided they are not disposed of in sanitary landfills.

Solid Waste
Garbage, refuse, sludge from a water supply treatment plant or air contaminant treatment facility, and

other discarded waste materials and sludges, in solid, semisolid, liquid, or contained gascous form,
resulting from industrial, commercial, mining, and agricultural operations, and from community
activities, but does not include hazardous waste; animal waste used as fertilizer; carthen fill, boulders,
rock; sewage sludge; solid or dissolved material iti’ domestic sewage or other common pollutants in
water resources, such as silt, dissolved or suspended solids in industrial waste water effluents or
discharges which are point sources subject to permits under section 402 of the federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, dissolved materials in-irrigation return flows; or source, special
nuclear, or by-product materials as defined by The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,

Processing
The treatment of waste after collection and before disposal.  Prdcessing includes reduction;

separation; resource recovery; and physical, chemical, or biological modification. Processing does not
include storage, exchange, and/or transfer of waste.

1, What js the total amount of all solid waste generated in the county during the six months

covered by this report? ﬁ/}r/{/ﬁ&m -, ons

2, What is the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated in the county during the

six months covered by this report? & / SO tons

Complete the following tables as provided and quantify all figures in tons. Attach additional pages
if neeessary.

Attach copies of all facility reports received by the county during the reporting period.

Post-It™ bragd fax transmittal memo 7671 {ﬁ ot poges » S

f"D.ar\g[wa.sh'mafw il ,f‘/\im (-2/3_)‘\

¥
Co. o = -

O

O

AR
N
\



“ACILITY NAME

ZOMPLETED BY

W e Y 4 &

YA

L

CAAN S Ay wawd b b

b A d A ANy

FROM _JANUARY 1, 1991 TO _TUNE 30, 1991

gl bael Le ‘n_

TITLE _£vy. Sety.teS PHONE o ol YRAA4

COUNTY

dnhod v ANS

Cavyer

)d/f‘IAJLOI‘

SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORT - SUMMARY TABLE

{
TABLEI - |
(complete thls tuble for enck resource recovery ond’or disposal focllity where county waste is moonped; lodlecte quantities §g tors) i
Tyzes of waste Wasle received Waste procsascd Was:e denjed Wasiz sent 1o Quantiny of ash Qusniity of f
into energy access (o facility, | landfills; prodused: residuzly;
compleie table 2 | complzte tzble 3 | complete table 5 | complete t2bie 3
4 |
NSV ji
Non-MSW {
Construction.
Demolition

Indusivial J ;

Ciher{speeify)
o ! |
|
R A TP T s et z——-r%
SUPPLEMENTARY DATA ABOUT RECOYERED AN /OR RECYCLED MATERIALS !
(plense Indleate the amount and fype of material recycled and/or recovered In tons) j

Types MW Non-MSW Const-Demo Yerd Waste Incustrie! Other(specify)
f
Peney 5”:(9 ﬁ/ﬁ’
Glags 72 17/' 63

Ferious Serap -

57,55

Noa-Ferrous
Serep

7E Y7

Yerd Wasie

224

o Hcisp"va)
2/t

,m.?-éao
CURS

G.6%
s%. /7

S 965,93

Pleass vse additional sheets 2s necessary 10 complete tebles



A b wdnddd A A 4N e b £ o

FROM ___ [~ /-5( To__£-30-%/
_
YT

It

TABLE II - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOQURCE RECOVERY FAC

List by penerator the emount and fype of waste thot has been denicd secess or excluded from delivering waste to this facillry

ddei h aas

i

Cenerator or origin of

| Gens
P oihis waste

I
i
!

Describe Lthe waste and indicale why (his wasie was denied aceess 1o this faciliry?

I Quanhly

P avag this wosie processed
eisewhere? By whem?

Generator or origin of
ihls wasie

Describe the management piah end timeline 10 process this rype of wasie,

Descrive the waste and indicale why this wastc was denicd aceess Lo this faciliry?

2=t

“ Quantity

I Wes ihis wasle processed
aisawhere? By whom?

Deseribe the manzgement plan end limeline 10 process (his typs of waste,

e

St SRR PR
. Generator or crigin of

Describe the waste and indicals why this waste was denied access (0 this facility?

PR
(- I3

Wag ihis wasle processed
Mhare? By whom?

Deseribe the manggement plan and timeline to process this npe of waste,

Please use additional shezis as necessary 1o complete tebles



ounty . Corig—

FACILITY NAME

-

ROM

[~ /= S/

TO

G- 3e-5/

TABLE ITI - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL

List by mostb the 1otal amount of waste each county and/or resource recovery facllity dlsposed 4t luodfills; include I this table the

smount of exeess (TLO), unprocessed, reiecy, recovered (recycling) ind resicual wastes lopdfilied,

(4]

-
’u.
. )

I JANUARY

FESRUARY MARCH

APRIL

MAY

JUNZ

i
e !
Jnprocassel or
Tyzags wastes

W

/

/

5 emount ang
<pcsai feclhiy

Trejest wasles

3 amount and
izasal faciiity

rasidual

setmn
3085

[ A

cditionai shesls as necsosary to complels 1a2bles



conmty _Ldred FACILITY NAME LT
rRoM (= /2% [ to_&-38-5/

— S S

1
; TABLE TY . DESCRIPTION OF EXCESS, REJECTS & RESIDUALS WASTES

g; list type and/or description of waste; complete one section/table for each resource recovery facility :

Descride excess waste Descride the current processing strategies to process this hype of waste, ’

|

| -

Quentity Could this waste be funther processed? If so, by what methods andior technology? !

|

i

i

rorie

| Disposal Fecility Deseribe the manzgement plan, including 8 timeling, 1o process this rype of waste using sliernattve siratagias,

|

ié

Dot A AN K O XY ST 3 (A o ] M) TN T P L S A A R o T RN (
Ei Deseribe reject wasies Describe the current prosessing siralegies to process this type of waste.

! amlyy Could this wusie o furiher processed? If s, by what methads and/or technology? |

P }

e

i Disposal Facility Describe the management plar, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using altemative strategiss,

|
i
! s

Daseridbe residual wastes Describe the current prosessing strategies 10 process this type of waste.

PRprat)

i-. 4

Quantity Could this wasie be further processed? If s, by what methods and/or technology?

Disncsal Fecil Describe the menagement plan, Including a timellne, to prosess this type of waste vsing aliernative strateges,

Pieaze uze additional sheels o8 neeessary 10 eomplete tables



yunty Cgroed

2

FACTLITY NAME

oM __(=/-%1

T0_G-2e~5/

"ABLE Y . QUANTITIES OF WASTES GENERATED AND COLLECTED IN COUNTIES THAT HAVE NOT !
MPLEMENTED DESIGNATION OF WASTES TO A RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY |

sseription/Type of waste

1S

Desaribe pians for manzging this hpe of wasie,

2 ’_)a»w)a T a A5 W“’/'"’&”’Z Solld= . ;

vt
e

Iy of wasic

: 4/;9."0 Y
1/, S60 115

wseripiion/Type of waste

Describe the timeline 10 implement he management plan(s).
/(/ca(, ¢ )11‘0.15 are oA C/} G e LA a /ﬂ.“ddl,\a%‘:o m ,\6/ /573
78 , %_“0 \/\‘
SIO Adla r YL JTMA%.

D MW mins reegsksy ominus &% westt ridution ( 4675 )
il ————

Describz plans for managing this 1ype of waste,

aatity of waste

shpiion/Typs of waste

Deseride the timeline 10 implement the mznzgpment plan(s).

Deseribe plans [or managing this ppe of weste,

T of wasie

Deseribe the timeline 1o implerment the management plan(s).

Pizass use 2d<itional sheets as nacsssary 1o complele (ablas



COUNTY & &l FACILITY NAME dadd

FROM » /= /-G/ TO 6-3¢~5/

e e g o —

* ABLE V1. DESCRIBE IN DETAIL THE COUNTY'S EFFORTS TO ENCOURAGE AND DVMPLEMENT
' WASTE SHARING AGREEMENTS AMONG THE RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

S gr—————s

; For each description of waste (by facility) identified in Table III, indicate the efforts the county has made to
| further process that particular waste, other [acilitics that were contacted to process that waste, the frequency
[‘ 2nd menner of contact mede to the other facilities and the final cecision of the facilities that were contacted.
I Include the tonnege of the waste and the dete that the county and/or the resource recovery facility pursued
cooperative waste agrecments for additional processing of that particular description of waste,

Carote C IS pmrc:pw Ya Ve WM& d@ e X
5wl gy cowidtiss Hhrages AL

| 5/15.\«\“-/ G & e
o 7 et
Sl wesh 474%;&67&/;/7/‘ (’Mcdub% Qﬁ’é—a:f/,

Please use additional sheets as nacessary 10 complete tables



CARVER COUNTY

RZCYCLING TORS BY MATERIAL
(Use at*-ached conversion table)

o - -/

Cormercial/ Resource

ttttt

Irdustrial Regovery Dumrp & Scrt

PAPER: Corrugated Cardboard
Newsprint
Glossy/Magazine
High Grades/0ffice
Mixed Grades/Junk Mail
Phone Books

903.74

2,48

0826 2|

Other (specify)

YETAL: Aluminun Food/Bev. Containers

Steel/Tin Cans
*Ferrous (iron) Scrap

xNon~ferrous (other metal) Scrap

1,25

Other (specify)
comninrled tin/aluminid

GL2SS: Container
Other (specify)

PIASTICS: PET (SPI Code 1)
HDPE (SPI Code 2)
Filn Plastics
Mixed Plastics
Other (specify)

Yard Waste
Tree/Brush/Wood Waste
Other (specify)

ORGANICS**:

MISCELLANEOUS:
Household Batteries

Household Items (Include furniture/
housewares/toys,etc./NOT major appliances

Textiles

I I R

|11

.

Other (specify)

TOTAL

SEPERATEZLY MANAGED WASTES:
Household Hazardous Waste
Used Major isppllances
Mctor Vehicle Batteries

il  ~--! ONLY if reused/recycled;

Tires --| NOT incinerated
Other (specify)

-0, 061, 1427 0
§G5a. 0%

*Exclucdes a2uto hulks
**1I source separated & collectel

Y PMYArpce~d s ae- - 1.



DAKOTA COUNTY
CERTIFICATION REPORTS
FY 1991






""LITY NAME

moMCOU &,'Y (:?RT'IF‘K,A ﬁmruxﬁ /gﬁ

COUNTY

OMPLETED BY _ L/ S/

e

LAY T

Tl ACE

TITLE KE //‘ <4

PHONE 2/~ 7002

/7“/\]/4'4- Ysr

TABLE I - RESOURCE RECOVERY/DISPOSAL FACILITY CERTIFICATION REPORT
(complete one table for each resource recovery/disposal fucility where county waste is processed/disposed;
indicute quantities in tons)

of waste

(ploase specity)

MSW

Waste recolved

Waste processed

Y/aste denied
accoss Lo facilily;
complets 1stie 2

Waste sent to
lanafilis,
complete table 3

Ash produced,

complete table 4

Rojocu &
Residugla

produced; tabie §

=L

Non-MSW

Construction-

Demolition

Yard Waste

Industeial

SUPPLEMENTAKRY DATA ABOUT KECOVERED ANID/OR RECYCLED MATERIALS
(please indicate the amount and type of material recycied and/or recovered in tons)

_ Types Msw Non-MSW Const-Demo Yard Waste Industrial Other(specify)
Paper | ;;7"747@7'&5 !
Glass // 42—/ 10
Ferrous Scrap 4 Za /s / =3 !
Noa-Perrous
Sawp
Yard Waste é/ 732,67

FLASTICS |
Othor(epeatty) || 72 80 |
“ATAL /Lz/gffdr‘“fg é’, 14 ¢, 73269
K CAouseNILR /7Fm5 - FrHe

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



FROM __ o+ Y TO . CEMEK

M-

R -~
LITY NAME COUNTY __ [ ¥ —F
.. s LCE
{PLETED BY _ /S~ L6 TITLE _CE cIVF AV PHONE $22/—70¢'2
HIFETET

TABLE I - RESOURCE RECOVERY/DISPOSAL FACILITY CERTIFICATION REPORT {
(complete one tadble for each resource recovery/disposal fucllity where county waste {s processed/disposed; ‘
indicate quantities in tone) 'f
& of waste Waste recoh=l Weaste processed VWaste dernisd { Waste fent to £k produced,; Rejecu & l
ase specify) acToas Lo facility; =z Glis, wmpcic tebic & Reoaidues !
complete ts%ic 2 | comprete bl 3 produces; tatie & J
; ,3 :
W , .
| .
MEW i I |
struzion. ] ! : {
nolltios f ! :
i i
' I
2 Westz i % f
{ J }1
S8 H {

SUPPLEMENTAXY DATA ABOUT RECOVERED AND/OR RECYCLED MATERIALS it
(pitsse lodicate the rmoust 822 Npe of meterial re<ycied end/or recoverel In tone) 3
I
H
Types MSW Non-MSW Czast-Demo Yard Wasie I=dustriad Other{specity) &
SRR p— 1
fi
e T = »
er :/‘7"7‘? & }~
;.i
s // ‘?ZJ o ‘// I;
I "
1
-z =

-zoe Serap 00 /5 ¥
--Fermoui i:
- lj:

=
&, 72267 j
FLASTICS !‘
sttty || T2 80 :
ax = =a i
e /|7 85078 f, 604 | ¢, 73269 3
= 1

N CAOVEEIILR [TEMS - T 05 <O
-~ ——
T EATTERIES - 2,65

Plcase use sditiczal shesls es pecsssery 1o complete tebles

[‘\



JOUNTY

FACILITY NAME I

~ -

ROM _ T~ /o 7

TO (2 70"«

v i e

——E—

ERE— A S—

e

TABLE Il - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOYERY FACILITIES
(From Table I; list by type and/or description of waste and complete one table for each facility)

Descriptiontype of waste

Deoscribe why this waste was denied acoess to this faclthy?

|

Quantity

Describe the management plan and timelime (0 process this rype of weste.

Was (his waste proceescd
esowhere? By whom?

.

Desctiptionfype of waste

7t

-~

A R S N T T A SR

Describe why thls waste was denlsd access to this facility?

TwLTETTT

Quaatity

Was this waste processed
¢lsewhere? By whom?

Descriptionfyps of wasts

Describe the management plac and timelime t0 process this type of waste.

B A e I S BT = lgm-omm, kg _get e g by be

Describe why this waste was denied access to this facility?

Quantity

Wes this waus proceased
tlscwhere? By whom?

Describe the management plan and timelime to process this type of waste,

Please use additional sheets as necessary 10 complete tables



INTY B KOTH FACILITY NAME _f/LIE BESAY Stitvlirrgy
LA e

M LY TO 7. s is =0

N

TABLE III - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTL DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL

(trom Table I; list by type and/or description of waste; each county and/or resource recovery facility must
ccount for and complete 2 scparate section for wastes dlsposed at different landfille; Include la this table refoct
and excess wasies that exceeds or docsn’t mect the facility’s processing cupacity)

R e = vmil
sposal Pactlity Describe why this wasic was deltvered 10 a disposal faciliry? ]‘
AR

(WE BEND . | |
i Lecavse TA¢ (an 7 aes pat foirtop gestazee |

7 I P‘

AL A -, L&f .. AL~ i

sscciptionnype of waste 1L d/ /(LC’ k{ /(/4 |
[ . A ‘

. i

m S l

:

|

]

Deseribe the managemen! plan and timelime to process this type of waste,

/ . ] - ’ .- ' - :‘/" .
Nz f‘/ / z\’)? C'/ JA2 (f;mr/u'r.’/(' /10‘7@'- > (7/ /_ia A c")fﬁ‘-’-ﬂu/./ﬁ'/‘?)- st j
+ £ . 1 7 f y s —

7 %é‘L cne ALANLFUL €L e CcoT T e %Lo(_.l 7 e ST |
ould this waste be f g L’) h
rocesssd clcwhire? ’ |

|

1o ‘
T e R L e N P 1 A D I T e e S N Ty e P

Jlsposal Facility Descrite why this waste was deltvercd (o 8 disposaf faclifry. ;

!

AMNE Lzn/D Pl Leiailh z;/iz, Cotir Wﬂ oAt /Mm o Ahalu L 4:

/U.Z;m"%?/ /ﬂx/t/é . A}c # 3

Jescriptionftype of weste ¢ ' J/ 7 ;

LR !

SO ‘

Quantiry Dezcribe the manzgement plsn and timelime 10 process this hype of wazte, , 1

- A T iy " " . . |

52 ‘7(?267‘ e Crundt ﬁyfm’é o Legm » WL?’“/ |
2 N ) . * z

1€, 257 10 ot cliZ WZ?L Fro kit ir— /973 9

Couid this weste bo J

proceased ciscwhere? -

Please use additlonal sheets as pecessary 10 complete tables
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TABLE Il - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTL DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL
(from Table I; list by type and/or description of waste; each county and/or resource recovery facility must

account for and complete & separate section for wastes disposed at different landfills; include la this table refect -

and excess wastes that exceeds or doesn’t meet the facllity’s procesalng cupacity)

Disposal Pucllity

A e pfsi/ic LE-

NN

————
Describe why this waste was deltvered to a disposal facility?

@zé.{dc«ﬁk C/Cc. (.l-a/zJ? W /w'»’-?é /J(_/z“t’ s

Descriptionstype of waste

e

gty CL— uéz’z/l/w/; /ﬁ/}u///v ﬂxzz

= T\ e

Describe the management plan and timelime (o process this type of waste.

Quantlty
/ ﬁzﬂ sy - T R "
4.9 744 f 2704 I , . : '»,
Cou'd tm:. waALS Be
processsd clsewhere? e
7Le Ceteny /Mfr 28 % ﬁ L (/"/ (7“ e /'7/* ~
A D /e8P Z&Iﬁ’é‘ 7" < } i 15455

Dlsposa! Fxciuty Descrite why thls waste was dellvered to e dxspoeai faelliry.
. - 4

‘ 2 SUie s _/ : - _ X " :
! R ;
i (_xfmfa? /é»a //7% 4%2‘ :
i t 7

Descriptionstype of waste “
1 !

EEYV Yy 24 ]
i S III/A ’/‘ ;
: L/
L _
i Quantiry Describe the management plan and timelime 10 process this type of waste. [i;"
X ~ - PE—
: A B e —_ — ._ -
K ) ’Z 0 "/ »f ‘/ \\/j ‘\,//J TS A /L&/"' o {0 ~ {'/,,://f' ES 4 Lt 7 A - [apryd

) 20t ‘ v e ¢ /

S R S GG

Could thls waste be T > SO S

proceased ¢clsewhere? ¢ {

R
u RN e ——— Rl —J

Pleasc use additional sheets as necessary 1o complete tabies
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TABLE IV - QUANTITIES OF ASH SENT TO A DISPOSAL FACILITY
(from Table I; please complete one section for each facility recelving ash)

M A —_— e —— A AR S St R —
1oanage of the ash or fuel (6.5 RDF) generated; and the facllity where It was produced.

:e} (¢.g. RDF) Is generaied estimaie esh implications and deserlbe plans for menaging this tpe of waste,

Ty

sb Is generated directly from waste procesting operatons indicate whether fucl was produced and deseride the whe management plan for
X®ing this fype of waste,

Please use addittonal shects as pecessary L0 compleic tadics




SOUNTY o =<l FACILITY NAME =

"ROM TO

e

e S
TABLE V - QUANTITIES OF REJECTS & RESIDUALS PRODUCED BY PROCESSING
(from Table I; list type and/or description of waste; complete one section/table for each resource recovery facility)

oy —~

Descriptioanype of waste | Describe the current procsssing strategies 10 process this rype of waste.

Quaatity

| Dispesal Facility Could this waste be further processed? 1150, by what methods end/or technology?

Describe the management plan, includlag & timelime, 1o process this type of waste using alternative strategies.

Picase use additional sheets ai necassary to compiete 1ables



TY e~ LT FACILITY NAME __Al_~
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ABLE VI « QUANTITIES OF OTHER WASTES GENERATED IN THE COUNTY (fnclude non-MSW waste
streams gencrated within the county and waste that escape county’s solid waste designation ordinaces)

Le—

O paa
ﬁp‘wn/rypa of waste | Describe plans for managing this rype of weste,
s 14 //W/ff/ﬂ/ /A/—//S wﬂ&f& VI3 ,/L//«@ MW ﬂf’LKWZEK/
e /17 )é//u f)é// // éua/ 2L m/cf /u‘ o (T e dp |
(s 71/1 C\c%mu”/,; s e uuuﬁm Ll A cst et |
atiryof waste (by Descrine u,e n-nc !j to implement e msnubcmc&')\m(s) /4—/1-] Can AL /»‘J(‘JL‘#
*ge) {}"’% Z///tﬂ" /U'Lc"’-’(‘/ /—/ui C{"z/;«_/;r M/C"LL&/
(,/ AL A . 7 Lo
rms| T A e bl coni popetlen
2 ;/x//m/z/ /Jf&j’/ T praclinancl e o g IRL
g 4

e

-

,ru«q

splea/Type of waste

m5’/30’

Dc:.:cxoc pians for maneging this nype of waste,

i o?"?m w féu /é/i/"

7l/$ &57%/7"& -é'l/ 7?4//-// //"/"[/(//764/;,{;_ \55“74,7_&
/7/}5/&/ /" U-({L//'h/ 7/&"“ [’U/l%ﬂ /ﬂ.c’/u&f(_& -

. Aa

,/// & Zﬂ&"//”'(‘r % ’)/}“// u/@, ﬂxw/zmns,, 74
F/A/M’/"/ x,&&/ (»'sz\{// Wuﬁi /Lwéw’/ ﬂ%/ / L

satj of waste (by
aeg)

wit0a/Type of wasts

Dmlbc the timelime to implement the masagement plan(s). W/ /’LG Z i; fo A

/w/vG/ A TH &%vr\?

emaliye prop e T2 /,@.ufd/ J (/,aéméz
'///../M,k__, Z/.Q/ L7 J/‘Z»ég.. {.A/’ Lo )’L/" /(/)/Li/ W/M&f
Waﬂ/a/uél f(/édﬁz/%ﬂf' ﬁ/O mﬁf//’ﬂﬂ*

YAV ERTARR

ppac

Dc&':rlb* plans fcr managing this type of wuste,

L e rp sttt sons g v

gy of waste
page)

Descrive the limellme (o impiement the menagement plan(s).

AR

Please usc additional sheets as pecessary 10 complete tabies
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EFFORTS BY THE COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE AND ENSURE COOPERATION AMGONG RESOURCE
RECOVERY FACILITIES

scribe in detall the county's effort to ensure that wastes identified in Teble II and Il were processed)
ORI C a T T T W CEEC Ay
‘or each description of waste (by facility) identified in Table II and Table IIf, indicate the efforts the county
1a3 made to further process that particular waste, other facilities that were contacted to process that waste,
he frequency and manner of contact made to the other facilities and the {inal decision of the facilities that '
vere contacted. Include the tonnage of the waste and the date that the county and/or the resource recovery

acility pursued cooperative waste agreements for additional processing of that particular description of waste.
W‘Ww
y i

V/é@ (‘Mﬁvfé'/} lS L uLe ruﬁ?/ (/b, w#’///}_ ‘f[?-"
iz fff[wza(f/ ZZC WU/} ﬁ/ //ZL /Ay/“/n,'#/%/ A?
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@Z A
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Please use additlonal shects as neceasary 10 complele tabies






COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT

COUNTY __{24 k¢TH FACILITY
df‘_;at(/dc'f
COMPLETED BY (/5S4 #/p46  TITLE gleccvé sty PHONE _5%/- 20662
C'-‘( ‘J'

For purposes of this report, the following definitions will be used:

Mixed Municipal Solid Waste

Garbage, refuse, and other solid waste from residential, commercial, industrial, and community
activities that the generator of the waste aggregates for collection, but does not include auto hulks,
street sweepings, ash, construction debris, mining waste, foundry sand, and other materials, if they are
not capable of being processed by resource recovery as determined by the Council. Separately
managed special wastes such as lead acid batteries, tires, used oil, appliances and industrial wastes,
are also not included, provided they are not disposed of in sanitary landfills.

Solid Waste

Garbage, refuse, sludge from a water supply treatment plant or air contaminant treatment facility, and
other discarded waste materials and sludges, in solid, semisolid, liquid, or contained gaseous form,
resulting from industrial, commercial, mining, and agricultural operations, and from community
activities, but does not include hazardous waste; animal waste used as fertilizer; earthen fill, boulders,
rock; sewage sludge; solid or dissolved material in domestic sewage or other common pollutants in
water resources, such as silt, dissolved or suspended solids in industrial waste water effluents or
discharges which are point sources subject to permits under section 402 of the federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, dissolved materials in irrigation return flows; or source, special
nuclear, or by-product materials as defined by The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

Processing ,

The treatment of waste after collection and before disposal. Processing includes reduction;
separation; resource recovery; and physical, chemical, or biological modification. Processing does not
include storage, exchange, and/or transfer of waste.

L. What is the total amount of all solid waste generated in the county during the six months

covered by this report? __ 25 2, 6 Z4. 24 tons

2. What is the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated in the county during the

six months covered by this report? 2 Y&, 27¢- 29 __tons

Complete the following tables as provided and quantify all figures in tons. Attach additional pages
if necessary.

Attach copies of all facility reports received by the county during the reporting period.



COUNTY SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPOKT

FROM _JANUARY 1, 1991 TO _JUNE 30, 1991

ACILITY NAME COUNTY _ JHd¥K¢TH

A’ES"LL:ZC:-.

‘OMPLETED BY __£/SH  £/4E TITLE ZEC o ERY PHONE _F9/- 7¢6¢Z

A HLY ST

TABLE I - SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORT - SUMMARY TABLE

(complete this table for each resource recovery and/or disposal facility where county waste is managed; indicate quantities in tons)

Types of wasle

Waste received

Waste processed
into energy

MSW

Waste denied
access 10 facility;
complicte able 2

Waste sent to
landfills;
compicte table 3

Quantity of ash
produced;
complete table 3

Quantity of
residuals;
compicte table 3

Non-MSW

Construction-
Demolition

Industrial

Other(specify)

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA ABOUT RECOVERED AND/OR RECYCLED MATERIALS
(please indicate the amount and type of material recycled and/or recovered in tons)
Types MSW Non-MSW Const-Demo Yard Waste Industrial Other(specify)
Paer 661799
Glass /, §sCIs
rd
Ferrous Scrap /, 213 53
Non-Ferro g
Scrap e qé,t/_?s’
Yard Waste ‘5// €43.21
Other(specify 5 <
7 SC.( 82- ﬁ)(l‘: 2, $17- 95
z 3', Y. S5.00
wh DOCHIMENTEY
. , ‘ i ]
TOTAL /13,471.053 §,043.21 |23 +45. 00

Piease use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables




COUNTY

LA KOTH

FACILITY NAME

FROM __TAA.

TO TllmE 199 |

TABLE II - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

List by generator the amount and type of waste that has been denied access or excluded from delivering waste to this facility

Generator or origin of
this waste

Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this facility?

L - THELE 15 oo AACIC)TY.

Quantity

|

J Was this waste processed
I elsewhere? By whom?
l

1

! Generator or origin of
this waste

, Cil LY GG
g

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste,

URECTH COUATY pfor€S
W ECCUE LY

ITS KESCLuCE.
CAHTE 1993

YO sMHCE
A re ITY BN TINEG s

Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this facility?

LA - THELE 15 A6 A 7Y

Quantity

Was this waste processed
elsewhere? By whom?

Generator or origin of
this waste

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.
HEOTH Cour'TY HOFPES 70 tt/E 7S RESoweCE
BLCOVELY FHCILITY OFERHTING sa!  LrFrE

1 FTS

197

e 2 Gy
Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this facility?

WA - THECE 15 WNO FHCICTY.

Quantity

Was this waste processed

_elsewhere? By whom?
If

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.
LG TH  COUrITE  +HT JUS vO ANfRLE 1TSS ECE
CECOVERSY 7901 1TY OFPECHTIANG ;) oriE 1995
a8 ety 177

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



OUNTY A EcTH FACILITY NAME _Z/ A E BiN D ip{THIEY
CAAALFI L

ROM __TAN- TO  TUAE (<9

TABLE III - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL

List by month the total amount of waste each county and/or resource recovery fucility disposed at landfills; include in tbis table the
amount of excess (TLO), unprocessed, reject, recovered (recycling) and residual wastes landfilled

T™TPE JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE

Unprocessed or
xcess wastes

Rejects

Residuals

Recveling

ASh

Total
PR o o .
List amount and
sisposal facility

of excess or un-
orocessed wastes

_ist amount and
disposal facility
of reject wastes

_ist amount and
disposal facility
2f residual
vastes

_ist amount and
Zisposal facility
2f recovered
~astes

_ist amount and I

lisposal facility
> ash

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables




COUNTY NAECTH FACILITY NAME JSUEASVILLE S THEY
‘ o LAMDFre

FROM _JTAA: TO SUACE , )

|
i

TABLE IIT - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL
List by month the total amount of waste each county and/or resource recovery facility disposed at landf(ilis; include in this table the
amount of excess (TLO), unprocessed, reject, recovered (recycling) and residual wastes landfilled.

™YPE JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE

Unprocessed or
Excess wastes

Rejects

Residuals

i Recveling

1
! Ash 1

i Total

ist amount and
disposal facility
1t excess or un-

i processed wastes

List amount and
disposal facility
of reject wastes

List amount and
disposal facility
of residual

wastes

List amount and
disposal facility
cf recovered

wastes

List amount and
disposal facility
f ash

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



SUNTY 4 TI? FACILITY NAME

WM THA

TO TJUNE | /TG

list type and/or description of waste; complete one section/table for each resource recovery fucility

TABLE IV - DESCRIPTION OF EXCESS, REJECTS & RESIDUALS WASTES

Describe excess waste

7y

Describe the current processing strategies 10 process this type of waste.

Quantity Could this waste be further processed? 1f so, by what methods and/or technology?
Disposal Facility Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using alternative strategies,
TS AN J

Describe reject wasics

A

Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of waste.

Quantity

Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Disposal Facility

Describe residual wastes

MA.

Describe the management plan, including a timeline, 1o process this type of waste using alternative strategies.

Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of waste,

Quantity

Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Dispaosal Facility

Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using alternative strategies.

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables




COUNTY JArerd | FACILITY NAME _J5(24 SULLE (L And e L

FROM ___THA TO SUUAE )9 )

‘ ,’[ABLE V - QUANTITIES OF WASTES GENERATED AND COLLECTED IN COUNTIES THAT HAVE NOT
IMPLEMENTED DESIGNATION OF WASTES TO A RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

Description/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this type of waste.

OHECTH  COLrTE  ppePES TO ConSriucty /f L8 Scect

o)
S RECen Y FrECre 7y
Quantity of waste Describe the timeline to implement the management plan(s).
10, 750 y" d )7 5 sCrED THRT THE LESCuLds [Lecolel y
FACIC s TY idri it BE CrURZATIAAC IA CrHE ’
“E 55 Tens 1TTI el EaRly G
0

Description/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this type of waste.

Quantity of waste Describe the timeline to implement the management plan(s).

—

Description/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this type of waste.

Quantity of waste Describe the timeline to implement the management plan(s).

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



OUNTY

DA rerH

FACILITY NAME _A/ANE ASERL) ¢ AROF7LL

ROM __THA .

TO TUAE )T

'ABLE V - QUANTITIES OF WASTES GENERATED AND COLLECTED IN COUNTIES THAT HAVE NOT
IMPLEMENTED DESIGNATION OF WASTES TO A RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

Description/Type of wasle

}J1S Lo

Describe plans for managing this type of waste.

CI)CL/‘/W AR /d(:S J < LA *_;‘f??k(f /,./

A rer T

D727

JEE S i2CE  KPECCE?Y

Quantity of waste

sFe /37 vo?

/57'; &/ s

Description/Type of wastc

Ol NIRRT
YD)

Describe the timeline to impiement the management plan(s).

/7 /5 el TR JHE 1RESCitdC EEC e sy
LRCreITY piel JE CFEENTIENFC 0 Lo TE
/FTS ok EARLY ITT.

Describe plans for managing this type of waste.
CeewsCEATLY MO Petxo s

T7rS  WHSTE.

TALEEE i gpe T

1777 KA E

Quantity of waste

37, 757 yod

/", 32 roms

Description/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this type of waste.

Describe the timeline to impiement the management plan(s).

Quantity of waste

Describe the timeline 10 implement the management plan(s).

Please use additional sheels as necessary 10 complete tables



COUNTY DAk CTr FACILITY NAME

FROM _ TJAA . TO  TUAE | 9%

: //."ABLE VI - DESCRIBE IN DETAIL THE COUNTY'S EFFORTS TO ENCOURAGE AND IMPLEMENT
WASTE SHARING AGREEMENTS AMONG THE RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

For each description of waste (by facility) identified in Table III, indicate the efforts the county has made to
further process that particular waste, other facilities that were contacted to process that waste, the frequency
and manner of contact made to the other facilities and the final decision of the facilities that were contacted.
Include the tonnage of the waste and the date that the county and/or the resource recovery facility pursued

cooperative waste agreements for additional processing of that particular description of waste.

HeTHOUGH  DARCTIV  ConwTV /5 cuewenriy oo vy
/A PERE LIl AISces s, oS D17778 oinre 2
COMTIES 4o TH REGHED TO AASTE SHZE/NG
HCREE7754) 7S, TAE  COUATY POES o™ FimgaA 7T

COmn7, 7 70 pRTOR LODECIS/ONS  Op TS 13T JTEE

MU 77¢e THE  ESOxiZcE LECOVELY P /L-‘/7‘§-’ /s

Prirz7/ 7TEQD o0& JOep's £ 32 /Teidsrr T

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tabies



OFFICE OF WASTE MANAGEMENT REPORT
JULY 1, 1990 - JUNE 30, 1991

MATERIAL

PAPER:

Corrugate
Newsprint
Office

Mixed

Other (phone)
Other (Mag.)
Other

Res. Recycling

7-12/90

29.77
5916.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

1-6/91

240.75
5814.95
15.27
0.00
0.00
2.49

Total

Res. Recyc.

270.52
11731.23
15.27
0.00
0.00
2.49
0.00

Doc. C/1 Recycling

7-12/90

76.23
6.03
110.89
110.89
0.00
0.00

1-6/91

235.36
33.92
202.40
72.80

Total
D C/I Recyc.

311.59
39.95
313.29
183.69
0.00
0.00

Nondoc. C/1 Recycling

7-12/90

1-6/91

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Total
ND C/I Recyc

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

TOTAL FY 91
RECYCLING

582
11771

328.
183,

SUBTOTAL

METAL :

Al food/bev.
Steel/tin
Other scrap

5946.05

551.32
100.21
93.93

6073.46

91.43
40.05
1468.37

12019.51

642.75
140.26
1562.30

-n
.18
56
69
.00
49
.00

.03

SUBTOTAL

GLASS:

Container
Other

1628.46
0.00

1599.85

1847 .48
0.00

2345.31

3475.94
0.00

SUBTOTAL

PLASTICS:

MISC.:

TOTALS
OWM-FYQ1

PET

HOPE

Mixed

Other (film)
Other

Yard Waste
Tree/wood
other

HHld batteries
L.A. batteries
Major Appt.
Tires

0il

Food Waste
Textiles

Mech. Sep. Recy
Other (HHW)
Other (HHLD)
Other

Other (non-doc.)

1628.46

0.00
0.00
28.44
0.00
0.00

8516.92

0.00
1019.69
905.80
515.98
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1022.60
0.00

20329.40

1847.48

0.61
0.00
116.76
0.00
0.00

117.37

8043.21
0.00
0.00

8043.21

0.00
631.83
1109.35
198.22
0.00
0.00
385.43
0.00
0.00
492.65
0.00

20498.85

3475.94

0.61
0.00
145.20
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0.00
1651.5¢2
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0.00

40828.25

D
[ en R e P o R o N o Mo M e N o I v I oo N o)
OO0 OOO0Q

COOCOOoOCOoOOOOOO

1208.39

»

OO0OO0OO0CCOOOOO
© e .
OO0 OO

COO0COCOO0OOOOO

0.00
21332.00

COO0OQ0O0O0OO0OOO0O
[l on o I e B e T e I e B o B o I o
[=N el oNoRalol=Nae Nl e)

0.00
23465.00

OO0 DOLOOOO
R
D000 DC O

OCOO0OO0O0O0OOCOO

21332.00

23465.00

44797.00



HENNEPIN COUNTY
CERTIFICATION REPORTS
FY 1991






COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT

COUNTY HENNEPIN FACILITY
Kathie Doty Principal Administrative Assistant 348-9266
COMPLETED BY Tim Goodman TITLE Sclid Waste PHONE 348-2863

Division Manager

For purposes of this report, the following definitions will be used:

Mixed Municipal Solid Waste

Garbage, refuse, and other solid waste from residential, commercial, industrial, and community
activities that the generator of the waste aggregates for collection, but does not include auto bulks,
street sweepings, ash, construction debris, mining waste, foundry sand, and other materials, if they are
not capable of being processed by resource recovery as determined by the Council. Separately
managed special wastes such as lead acid batteries, tires, used oil, appliances and industrial wastes,
are also not included, provided they are not disposed of in sanitary landfills.

Solid Waste

Garbage, refuse, sludge from a water supply treatment plant or air contaminant treatment facility, and
other discarded waste materials and sludges, in solid, semisolid, liquid, or contained gaseous form,
resulting from industrial, commercial, mining, and agricultural operations, and from community
activities, but does not include hazardous waste; animal waste used as fertilizer; earthen fill, boulders,
rock; sewage sludge; solid or dissolved material in domestic sewage or other common pollutants in
water resources, such as silt, dissolved or suspended solids in industrial waste water effluents or
discharges which are point sources subject to permits under section 402 of the federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, dissolved materials in irrigation return flows; or source, special
nuclear, or by-product materials as defined by The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

Processing

The treatment of waste after collection and before disposal. Processing includes reduction;
separation; resource recovery; and physical, chemical, or biological modification. Processing does not
include storage, exchange, and/or transfer of waste.

1. What is the total amount of all solid waste generated in the county during the six months
covered by this report? unknown tons
2. What is the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated in the county during the

six months covered by this report? Q{%ﬁ/j 4‘ tons

Complete the following tables as provided and quantify all figures in tons. Attach additional pages
il necessary.

Attach copics of all facility reports received by the county during the reporting period.



LITY NAML

*LETED BY

FROM _JANUAR)Y 1,199] TO __JUINTE MO, 199]

COUNTY

Kathie Doty

Tim Goodman

TITLE

HENNEPIN

Principal Administrative Asslstant
Solid Waste

Division Manager

PHONE

348-¢  ~
348-2;’\‘3

TABLE 1 - SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORT - SUMMARY TABLE

(complete this table for each resource recovery sad/or disposal fucllity where county wasic bs mapaged; indicate qusotities io tons)

|

|

-5 of wasle Waste reccrved Waste processed Waste denied Wasie sent 10 Quantiry of ash Quantity of .'

inio coergy sccess 1o fucility; | landflls; produced; residuals; '

complctc tabie 2 complete table 3 complete table 3 compicie wble 3 ||

I

\ 297,508 189,316 N/A 7,203 69,943 22,113 f

MSW 0 0 0 0 0 0 !

struction- !

soliion 0 0 0 0 0 0 ’

not not not not not not ’

sirial applicable applicable applicable applicable applicable applicable |
:r(specify)

.
l

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA ABOUT RECOVERED AND/OR RECYCLED MATERIALS
(please indicate the amount and type of material recycled and’/or recovered io tons)

Types MSW Non-MSW Const-Demo Yard Waste Industrial Other(spezify) J’
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
sus Scrap 8,932 0 0 0 0 0
-Ferrous 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wasie 0 0 0 0 0 0
r(specify)
0 0 0 0 0 0
M 8,932 0 0 0 0 0 N

Pieasc usc additional sheets as necessany 10 compicie tahles



OM

T0

. .

TABLE 11 - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES
"“.List by gepernior the smoun! and type of waste that bas been denled sccess or excluded from dellvering waste 1o this facllity

=N

e.  oror ongin of Describe the waste and indicste why this wasie was denicd scoess to this facility?
IS waSte

Not available
uanuty Describe the management plan and timeline 10 process this type of wastc,

Jas this waste processed
sewhere? By whom?

senerator or origin of
1is waste

Describe the wasie and indicate why this waste was denied access to this faciliry?

jeantity

Yas this waste processed
sewhere? By whom?

veneralor or origin of
11 waste

Desribe the management plan and timeline 10 process this type of waste.

Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this facility?

Juantity

Vas this wasie processed
is=here? By whom?

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.

Picasc use sdditional sheels as pecessary to complete tables



NTY

HENNEPIN

hY

TO

FACILITY NAML

HERC/DNOP = LEiIK Rlvel

TABLE 111 - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL

»y month tbe tolsl samount of wuste esch county apd/or resource recovery fucility disposed at landfills; Include in this table the

aint of excess (TLO), unprocessed, reject, recovered (recycling) and residual wasies landfilied

n

¢ JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE
ywocessed or
188 wastes 736 0 0 0 4,157 2,310
=rls 192 51 385 696 451 528
duals 2,422 1,276 2,866 4,878 4,039 4,330
viling 0 0 0 0 0 0
11,570 10,128 10,181 13,686 11,903 12,475
& 14,920 11,455 13,432 19,260 20,550 19,643
amoun! and
054l facility 736 0 0 0 4,157 2,310
XCess Or un-
22582d wasles
TO TO TO
WOODLAKE WOODLAKE WOODLAKE
Eﬁcﬁ?fﬂd 260 HERC 272 HERC 220 HERC 329 HERC 258 HERC 233 HERC
osal faciiiiy 2,162 NSP 1,004 NSP 2,646 NSP 4,549 NSP 3,781 NSP 4,097 NSP i
3)5:! wasties
zmount and 10 HERC 11 HERC 8 HERC 6 HERC 18 HERC 18 HERC
asal facility to Woodlakg to Woodlake to Woodlake to Woodlake to Woodlake to Woodlake
csidual
'2s 182 NSP to 40 NSP to 377 NSP to 691 NSP to 433 NSP 510 NSP
Elk River Elk River Elk River Elk River to E1lk Rivey to Elk Rive
ZmO“ﬂ?ﬂd 917 HERC 838 HERC 607 HERC 922 HERC 674 HERC 748 HERC
‘3“§m1?3 to Woodlakd to Woodlake to Woodlake to Woodlake to Woodlake to Woodlake
sTovere
e 521 NSP to| 436 NSP to 723 NSP to 988 NSP to 821 NSP to 736 NSP to
Elk River Elk River Elk River Elk River Elk River Elk River
amount and 9,085 HERC 8,180 HERC 6,526 HERC 10,050 HERC 8,025 HERC 9,184 HERC
2sal facibty to Laraway to Laraway to Laraway to Laraway to Laraway to Laraway
.5h

2,485 NSP
to Becker

1,938 NSP
to Becker

3,654 NSP
to Becker

3,636 NSP
to Becker

3,878 NSP
to Becker

3,291 NSP
to Becker

Plcase use addinional sheels as necessary 10 compicte tables



LONS TO

TABLE IV . DESCRIPTION OF EXCESS, REJECTS & RESIDUALS WASTES
list type snd/or description of wasie; complete one pection/lable for sach resource recovery facility

b D¢ EXCESS Wasle Describe the current processing siratcgics 10 process this type of waste.
MMSW HERC, NSP-ELK RIVER
Quantity Could this wasie be further processed? If s0, by what methods and/or technology?
7,203 Yes, if capacity was available at other facilities.
p
Disposal Facility Describe the managemenl plan, including & timeline, to process this rype of wasie using alternative strategies.
--Contracts with NSP~-Newport and Reuter.
Woodlake

~-Potential contracts with other metropolitan counties as facilities ,
are developed. !

--Potential exclusions to private facilities.

Describe reject wastes Describe the current processing strategies 10 process this type of waste,
Oversized, stringy
materials, etc. Processed at HERC, if possible. !
at NSP-Elk River
Quantity Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?
' 33 : Hennepin County is explaining the possibility of shearing some of the

b

rejected waste.

Disposal Facility Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using alternative strategies.
Elk River Internal discussions are in process. Alternative strategies will be |
Woodlake addressed in the Master Plan.

Describe residual wastes Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of waste.,

RDF residuals None have been tried in the first half of 1991.

Quantity Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?
19,811 Residuals could possibly be composted or processed at a

waste-to-energy facility,

Dispasal Facility Describe the management pian, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using alicrpative strategics.

Hennepin County plans to gather better data on the composition of residualsg
and then explore the possibility of developing contracts to compost
the residuals or send to HERC.

Pleasc use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



! TO

LE V - QUANTITIES OF WASTES GENERATED AND COLLECTED IN COUNTIES THAT HAVE NOT j

" EMENTED DESIGNATION OF WASTES TO A RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

J

iption/Type of waste | Descnibe plans for managing this fype of waste,

Not applicable,

Ty

.ity of waste Describe the timeline 10 implement the management plan(s).

—w
puion/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this type of waste.

ity of wasie Describe the timeline to implemens the management plan(s).

:ption/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this fype of waste,

Aty of waste Describe Lbe timeline to impicment the management plan(s).

Plcase use additional sheets ms necessary to complete tabies



{OM ‘ ' TO

T WLE V1 - DESCRIBE IN DETAIL THE COUNTY'S EFFORTS TO ENCOURAGE AND IMPLEMENT
i STE SIHARING AGREEMENTS AMONG THE RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

For each description of waste (by facility) identified in Table III, indicate the efforts the county has made to
further process that particular waste, other facilities that were contacted to process that waste, the frequency
and manner of contact made to the other facilities and the final decision of the facilities that were contacted.
Include the tonnage of the waste and the date that the county and/or the resource recovery facility pursued
:ooperative waste agreements for additional processing of that particular description’of waste.

Hennepin County has agreements in place with Reuter, Inc., and the Ramsey-Washington RDF
facility whereby, if at any time, Hennepin has more MMSW than can be processed at HERC
and NSP-Elk River, Hennepin may be able to send waste to the other facilities. In instances
where said excess waste exists, staff contacts both facilities to see what capacity they have

available. Waste is then routed appropriately.

Hennepin also has an agreement with Anoka whereby if Hennepin has excess waste and Anoka
has not delivered its contracted amount to NSP-Elk River, Hennepin can send its waste to the

facility as Anoka County waste.

Finally, Hennepin is discussing similar arrangements with other counties.

Pleasc usc additional sheets as necessary (o complete tables



AOTAL MINDIILC L SOLID VO30T P2 UNTD ME-ROTESSIRILS MOSS LRIECTS UAPSIZE FEITOUS REQINEVED A8 REESIOGE

ILrC {1 SI—R D T LAOIFILLS HEFC 1ZP iEPC Jsiyg 1ERC rsp HERC 5P
Juy 32.147.65 20,530.26 2,013.36 26.10 1,522.00 206.24 2,874.00 338.12 786.00 7,13u.95 3,721.00
SUAUGST 33,335.10 20,267.78 1,316 64 1220 1,670,409 188.79 2,%03.00 858.53 729.00 10,148 .06 3,302.00
SEPI1IIER 29,587.55 18,976.31 07.59 3.85 1,297.00 307.93 2,738.00 877.35 702.00 7,145.86 3,522.00
OCIUIR 21,105.41 22,942.24 1,235.31 6,587.68 11.32 1,737.00 198.27 4,304.00 668.94 857.00 5,73.64 3,164.00
NOVIFIER 32,282.34 13,7143.38 98.17 6.12 6.59 903.00 409.04 1,593.00 1,056.86 572.00 8,977.54 2,820.00
CEC1MHR 30,192.52 11,224.08 0.00 5.02 464.00 3. 1,085.00 841.53 491.00 7,651.12 2,491.00

St D HRLF

1390 “1OrAL 178.711.03  107,684.03 1,333.48 11,131.69 65.50 7,600.G0 1,941.58 15,513.00 5,241.34 4,144.00 46,806.77 19,020.00

Macch 15, 1991



RAMSEY COUNTY
CERTIFICATION REPORTS
FY 1991






COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT
FROM 7/1/90 to 12/31/90

(Note: items in bold are questions from the County Certification
Report form issued by Metropolitan Council staff on February 4, 1991.)

COUNTY: Ramsey

FACILITY: Ramsey/Washington Resource Recovery Facility
COMPLETED BY: Norm Schiferl

TITLE: Program Analyst

PHONE: 292-7903

what is the total amount of all solid waste generated in the county
during the six months covered by this report?

Not known at this time.

what is the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated in
the county during the six months covered by this report?

The most recent official estimate by Ramsey County of waste generation
is in the Ramsey County Master Plan for Solid Waste Management. The
Master Plan shows an estimate for 1990 of 475,900 tons of waste
generated. Assuming that the last half of 1990 accounts for half of
the estimate, 237,950 tons were generated in the County during the six
months covered by this report. This figure is essentially an estimate
of mixed municipal solid waste (MSW) plus recyclables separated for
recycling, including yard waste separated for composting and

landspreading.

TABLE I - RESOURCE RECOVERY/DISPOSAL FACILITY CERTIFICATION REPORT

Information for TABLE I in the Certification form is contained in the
following tables. The first table is a summary of waste management at
the Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Facility. All waste
delivered from Ramsey and Washington Counties is reflected. For the
last half of 1990, a separate column also reflects the totals for all
waste received, including 1,313 tons delivered from Hennepin County.
The second table summarizes waste management for waste delivered from

only Ramsey County.

Note that Tons Delivered reflects Acceptable Waste and Unacceptable
Waste, as defined in the Ramsey County Sclid Waste Ordinance and
Washington County Solid Waste Ordinance, that was received at the
facility (see TABLE II from the Certification form for waste denied
access to the facility).



SUMMARY OF MANBAGEMENT OF WASTE

AT THE RAMSEY/WASHINGTON COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY
1989 AND 1990

All Waste Received

1/1/89 - 7/1/89 - 1/1/90 - 7/1/90 - 7/1/90 -
6/30/89 12/31/89 6/30/90 12/31/90 12/31/90
(not inc. (inc.
Item Henn. Co.) Henn. Co.)
Tons Delivered 177,739 193,891 205,469 204,258 205,591
Tons Processed([1l] 128,266 143,662 168,856 163,132 164,245
% of Tons Del. 72.2% 74.1% 82.2% 79.9% 79.9%
Tons RDF 87,737 100,445 131,607 121,164 122,020
% of Tons Del. 49.4% 51.8% 64.1% 59.3% 59.4%
% of Tons Proc. 68.4% 69.9% 77.9% 74.3% 74.3%
Tons Ferrous Recy. 972 1,661 5,821 3,294 3,314
% of Tons Del. 0.5% 0.9% 2,8% 1.6% 1.6%
% of Tons Proc. 0.7% 1.2% 3.4% 2.0% 2.0%
Tons Landfilled
Excess Waste[2)] 44,560 41,401 33,421 38,591 38,810
Residue(3] 35,792 37,472 30,294 35,268 35,474
Ferrous not Mktd. 3,741 4,084 1,135 3,408 3,434
Total Landfilled 84,095 82,957 64,850 77,267 77,718
% of Tons Del. 47.3% 42.8% 31.6% 37.8% 37.8%

NOTES:

There
Waste
waste

(1)
(2]

is transferred to another waste facility.

(3]

lines to produce RDF and ferrous metals.

are some slight discrepancies due to rounding.
that proceeds through the two processing lines.
that does not proceed directly through the processing lines, but

Material remaining after waste proceeds through the two processing



Waste Received from Ramsey County[4]

1/1/89 - 7/1/89 - 1/1/90 - 7/1/90 -
Item 6/30/89 12/31/89 6/30/90 12/31/90
Tons Delivered 129,749 141,540 149,992 149,108
Tons Processed{1] 93,634 104,873 123,265 119,086
$ of Tons Del. 72.2% 74.1% 82.2% 79.9%
Tons RDF 64,048 73,325 96,073 88,450
% of Tons Del. 49.4% 51.8% 64.1% 59.3%
% of Tons Proc. 68.4% 69.9% 77.9% 74.3%
Tons Ferrous Recy. 710 1,213 4,249 2,405
% of Tons Del. 0.5% 0.9% 2,8% 1.6%
% of Tons Proc. 0.7% 1.2% 3.4% 2.0%
Tons Landfilled
Excess Waste[2] 32,529 30,223 24,397 28,171
Residue([3] 26,128 27,355 22,115 25,746
Ferrous not Mktd. 2,731 2,981 829 2,488
Total Landfilled 61,389 60,559 47,341 56,405
% of Tons Del. 47.3% 42.8% 31.6% 37.8%

NOTES:

[1]
(2]
[3]
(4]

There are some slight discrepancies due to rounding.

Waste that proceeds through the two processing lines.

Waste that does not proceed directly through the processing lines, but
is transferred to another waste facility.

{aterial remaining after waste proceeds through the two processing
lines to produce RDF and ferrous metals.

Based on previous studies, Ramsey and Washington Counties have agreed
that 73% of total waste received is attributable to Ramsey County.



TABLE II - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY
FACILITIES

Description/type of waste

contractually defined unacceptable waste.
Quantity

14 tons

Describe why this waste was denied access to this facility?

The Service Agreement between Ramsey and Washington Counties, and
Northern States Power Company (NSP) delineates the classes of
materials that are not acceptable at the Resource Recovery Facility.
Unacceptable waste includes waste which would likely pose a threat to
health or safety or which may cause damage to or materially adversely

affect the operation of the Facility.

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of
waste.

This waste will continue to be managed as appropriate by category.

The Counties, in conjunction with the Ramsey/Washington County
Resource Recovery Project Board and NSP, as appropriate, will continue
to explore methods to reduce the amount of this and other wastes that

may be landfilled.
Was this waste processed elsewhere? By whom?

The final destination of all waste denied access to the Facility is
the responsibility of the hauler.

TABLE III - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT LANDFILL

Disposal Facility
Pine Bend Landfill, Dakota County

Description

All waste accepted by NSP at the Facility is processed, eccording to
the definition of "Processing" in Minn. Stat. Sec. 115A.03, Subd. 25,

which is:

"Processing" means the treatment of waste after collection and
before disposal. Processing includes but is not limited to
reduction, storage, separation, exchange, resource recovery,
physical, chemical, or biological modification, and transfer
from one waste facility to another.

At the Resource Recovery Facility, most solid waste received proceeds



through the two processing lines. Certain types of waste that are not
suitable for these processing lines, along with any solid waste
received which exceeds NSP's processing capabilities, are transferred
from the tipping floor to Pine Bend Landfill. Residuals from the
processing lines, and unmarketed ferrous metals are also landfilled.

Quantity
See table under TABLE I.
Could this waste be processed elsewhere?

If capacity is available at a facility where a particular type of
waste would be processible.

Describe why this waste was delivered to a disposal facility.

1. Excess waste exceeded facility processing capacity.

2. Residue could not be further processed at the
Facility.

3. Secondary materials could not be marketed.

4. Unacceptable materials could not be processed at the
Facility.

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of
waste.

Washington and Ramsey Counties, in conjunction with the
Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Project and NSP, continue
to examine methods for managing this type of waste to divert it from
landfilling. Specific methods currently include the following:

1. The Counties and NSP amended the Service Agreement in
February 1991 to proceed with a residue processing
system to produce additional RDF and recyclable
material. Final engineering for this system is
currently taking place. The system would include
equipment to process residue into any one or more of
the following: ferrous and non-ferrous metals; ground
glass, stone, and grit; combustible material to be
reinjected into the RDF stream; and a heavy residue
fraction which may be landfilled.

2. Communication with Hennepin and Anoka Counties
regarding the potential for processing certain waste
at other processing facilities.

3. Installation of new equipment. In August 1989 new
shredding and related equipment was installed which
has increase the processing capacity on the processing
lines.

4. Amendments to the Service Agreement between NSP and
Ramsey and Washington Counties to provide an incentive



fee for NSP to process additional waste over the
amounts specified in the original Service Agreement
approved in 1986. The incentive fee concept was
initiated in 1989 for a two-year period, and extended
for the term of the Service Agreement in July 1990.

TABLE IV - QUANTITIES OF ASH SENT TO A DISPOSAL F¥ACILITY
RDF produced at the Facility is combusted at NSP’'s Red Wing and

Wilmarth electrical generating plants. Management of the ash produced
from the combustion of RDF is the responsibility of NSP.

TABLE V - QUANTITIES OF RESIDUALS PRODUCED BY PROCESSING

See TABLE III.

EFFORTS BY THE COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE AND ENSURE COOPERATION AMONG
RESQURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

See TABLES II and III.



COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT
FROM 7/1/91 to 12/31/91

(Note: items in bold are gquestions from the County Certification
Report form issued by Metropolitan Council staff on July 26, 1991.)

COUNTY: Ramsey

FACILITY: Ramsey/Washington Resource Recovery Facility
COMPLETED BY: Norm Schiferl

TITLE: Program Analyst

PHONE: 292-7903

1. What is the total amount of all solid waste generated in the
county during the six months covered by this report?

Not known at this time.

2. What is the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated
in the county during the six months covered by this report?

The most recent official estimate by Ramsey County of total mixed
municipal waste generation is in the Ramsey County Master Plan for
Solid Waste Management. The Master Plan shows an estimate for 1990
(the Plan does not show an estimate for 1991) of 475,900 tons of waste
generated. If this figure is divided in half to represent generation
for one-half of a year, 237,950 tons would have been generated in the
County during the six months covered by this report. This figure is
essentially an estimate of mixed municipal solid waste (MSW) plus
recyclables separated for recycling, including yard waste separated
for composting and landspreading.

The most recent estimate of how the mixed municipal waste stream and
selected separately managed waste streams were managed 1s contained in
the Regional Solid Waste Management Data Report adopted by the Solid
Waste Management Coordinating Board on June 26, 1991. This report
shows that a total of 226,036 tons were managed during the first half
of 1990 and 251,788 tons during the second half. These figures
include: MSW; recyclables separated for recycling (that would have
been placed in MSW were they not recycled); yard waste separated for
composting and landspreading; yard waste reduction; and tires, used
011, and lead acid batteries separated for separate management.




[C IR S -
-

TARBLE I - SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORT - SUMMARY TABLE

Information for TABLE I in the Certification form 1s contained 1in the
following tables. The first table is a summary of waste management at
the Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Facility. All waste
delivered from Ramsey and Washington Counties is reflected. (Waste
delivered from Hennepin County is not included.) The second table
summarizes waste management for waste delivered from only Ramsey

County.

Note that Tons Delivered reflects Acceptable Waste and Unacceptable
Waste, as defined in the Ramsey County Solid Waste Ordinance and
Washington County Solid Waste Ordinance, that was received at the
facility (see TABLE II from the Certification form for waste denied
access to the facility).



-

“*“SPMMARY OF MANAGEMENT OF WASTE -
AT THE RAMSEY/WASHINGTON COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY
1989 — 1991

Waste Recelived from Ramsey and Washington Counties

- -
1/1/89 - 7/1/89 -  1/1/90 - 7/1/90 - 1/1/91 -

Item 6/30/89 12/31/89 6/30/90 12/31/90 6/30/91
Tons Delivered 177,739 193,891 205,469 204,258 191,862
Tons Processed{1] 128,266 143,662 168,856 163,132 163,845
% of Tons Del. 72.2% 74.1% 82.2% 79.9% B5.4%
Tons RDF 87,737 100,445 131,607 121,164 133,964
% of Tons Del. 49.4% 51.8% 64.1% 5%.3% 69.8%
% of Tons Proc. 68.4% 69.9% 77.9% 74.3% 81.8%
Tons Ferrous Recy. 972 1,661 5,821 3,294 1,989
% of Tons Del. 0.5% 0.9% 2,8% 1.6% 1.0%
% of Tons Proc. 0.7% 1.2% 3.4% 2.0% 1.2%
Tons Landfilled

Excess Waste[2] 44,560 41,401 33,421 38,591 31,926

Residue[3] 35,792 37,472 30,294 35,268 23,731

Ferrous not Mktd. 3,741 4,084 1,135 3,408 4,035

Total Landfilled 84,095 82,957 64,850 77,267 59,692
% of Tons Del. 47.3% 42.8% 31.6% 37.8% 31.1%
NOTES:

— —
N =
e

(3]

There may be slight discrepancies due to rounding.

Also,

to account

precisely for inputs and outputs at the Facility during each time
period, additional information would need to be considered regarding
moisture loss of waste, and the inventory of waste on the tipping

floor at the beginning and end of each period.

Waste that proceeds through the two processing lines.

Waste that does not proceed directly through the processing lines, bu-
is transferred to another waste facility;

waste.

includes non-processible

Material remaining after waste proceeds through the two processing
lines to produce RDF and ferrous metals.



Waste Received from Ramsey Count§[4j

1/1/89 - 7/1/89 - 1/1/90 - 7/1/90 - 1/1/91 -
Item 6/30/89 12/31/89 6/30/90 12/31/90 6/30/91
Tons Delivered 129,749 141,540 149,992 149,108 140,059
Tons Processed(1] 93,634 104,873 123,265 119,086 119,607
% of Tons Del. 72.2% 74.1% £2.2% - 79.9% £5.4%
Tons RDF 64,048 73,325 96,073 88,450 97,794
% of Tons Del. 49.4% 51.8% 64.1% 59.3% 6£9.8%
% of Tons Proc. 68.4% 69.9% 77.9% 74.3% 81.8%
Tons Ferrous Recy. 710 1,213 4,249 2,405 1,452
% of Tons Del. 0.5% 0.9% 2,8% 1.6% 1.0%
% of Tons Proc. 0.7% 1.2% 3.4% 2.0% 1.2%
Tons Landfilled
Excess Waste[2) 32,5289 30,223 24,397 28,171 23,306
Residue[3) 26,128 27,355 22,115 25,746 17,324
Ferrous not Mktd. 2,731 2,981 829 2,488 2,946
Total Landfilled 61,389 60,559 47,341 56,405 43,576
47.3% 42.8% 31.6% 37.8% 31 3

% of Tons Del.

NOTES:

There are some slight discrepancies due to rounding.

(
(

waste.

1] Waste that proceeds through the two processing lines.
2] Waste that does not proceed directly through the processing lines, L
is transferred to another waste facility;

includes non-processible

[3] Material remaining after waste proceeds through the two processing
lines to produce RDF and ferrous metals.

(4] Based on previous studies, Ramsey and Washington Counties have agree
that 73% of total waste received from the two counties is attributab
to Ramsey County.



TABLE II - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY
FACILITIES

Generator or origin of this waste. Quantity.

During the first half of 1991, fourteen loads with a total of
47,258%30 pounds (23.6 tons) were rejected at the Ramsey/Washington
County Resource Recovery Facility. These loads included two loads
with a total of 303.3 pounds of asbestos, and twelve loads with a
total of 46,955 pounds of medical waste. The generator and hauler of
the asbestos wastes are unknown. The generator of five of the medical
waste loads is unknown, while the other seven loads were generated by
several hospitals.

Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to
this facility.

The Service Agreement between Ramsey and Washington Counties, and
Northern States Power Company (NSP) delineates the classes of
materials that are not acceptable at the Resource Recovery Facility.
Unacceptable waste includes waste which would likely pose a threat to
health or safety, or which may cause damage to or materially adversely
affect the operation of the Facility; the Service Agreement lists
specific unacceptable wastes.

Was this waste processed elsewhere? By whom?

The final destination of all waste denied access to the Facility is
the responsibility of the hauler. The Ramsey County Solid Waste
Ordinance (Section XII, Subsection 3.B.) provides that rejected waste
must be disposed in accordance with all applicable laws.

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of
waste.

This waste will continue to be managed as appropriate by category.

The Counties, in conjunction with the Ramsey/Washington County
Resource Recovery Project Board and NSP, as appropriate, will continue
to explore methods to reduce the amount of this and other wastes that
may be landfilled. Over the operational history of the Facility, NSP
has altered its equipment and operations to be able to manage more of
the waste stream (see table under TABLE I, "Summary of Management of
Waste at the Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Facility").
This process will continue to address various wastes that are
currently unacceptable to NSP.

NSP and the Counties have also been discussing problem materials with
the Minnesota Office of Waste Management, in order to ensure
appropriate management of these materials.

NSP and the Counties are currently addressing medical waste issues,
and are working with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and the
Minnesota Department of Health to ensure that NSP’'s employees’ health
and safety are protected when managing medical waste.

“
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TABLE III - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT LANDFILL

All waste accepted by NSP at the Facility between January 1 and June
30, 1991 was processed, according to the definition of "Processing" 1in
Minn. Stat. Sec. 115A.03, Subd. 25, which is:

"Processing" means the treatment of waste after collection and
before disposal. Processing includes but is not limited to
reduction, storage, separation, exchange, resource recovery,
physical, chemical, or biological modification, and transfer
from one waste facility to another.

(Effective ARugust 1, 1991, for the purposes of Minn. Stat. Sec.
473.848, this definition has been changed to exclude transfer,

exchange and storage.)

At the Resource Recovery Facility, most solid waste received proceeds
through the two processing lines. During the reporting period,
certain types of waste that were not suitable for these processing
lines, along with any solid waste received which exceeded NSP's
processing capabilities, were transferred from the tipping floor to
Pine Bend Landfill, along with residuals from the processing lines.
Unmarketed ferrous metals were also landfilled.

For quantities of specific wastes, see table under TABLE I, "Summary
of Management of Waste at the Ramsey/Washington County Resource
Recovery Facility." Also, a monthly summary of statistical

information on guantities of waste types, prepared by the
Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Project, is being forwarded
under separate cover.

With regard to ash, management of the ash produced from the combustion
of RDF at NSP's Red Wing and Wilmarth electrical generating plants is
the responsibility of NSP.

TABLE IV - DESCRIPTION OF EXCESS, REJECTS & RESIDUALS WASTES

Excess Waste

Describe excess waste. Excess waste is waste that does not proceed
directly through the processing lines at the Ramsey/Washington County
Resource Recovery Facility, but is transferred to another waste
facility. Excess waste includes both Processible Waste and
Non-Processible Waste, as defined in the Service Agreement between
Ramsey and Washington Counties and NSP, as amended. (Excess waste is
not a defined term in the Service Agreement, and should not be
confused with the defined term, Excess County Waste.)

Quantity. See table under TABLE I, "Summary of Management of Waste at
the Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Facility."

Disposal facility. To date, all excess waste has been disposed at
Pine Bend Landfill in Dakota County.
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Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of
waste. Installation of new equipment and establishment of incentives
for NSP have resulted in reduced quantities of excess waste. In
August 1989 new shredding and related equipment was installed which
has increased the processing capaclty on the processing lines at the
Facility. Through amendments to the Service Agreement between Ramsey
and Washington Counties, an in®€htive fee concept was initiated in
1989 for a two-year period, and extended in July 1990 for the term of
the Service Agreement. There 1s an 1incentive fee for NSP to process
additional waste over the amounts specified in the original Service
Agreement approved in 1986.

Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or
technology? Excess waste includes both Processible and
Non-Processible Waste. Ramsey and Washington Counties, the
Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Project, and NSP are
involved in efforts with Hennepin County to explore the potential for
processing Non-Processible Waste at the HERC mass burn facility. NSP
has indicated that it can increase 1its capabilities to process
Processible Waste due to availability of combustion capacity at its
Wilmarth power plant and ongoing improvements in processing capability
at the Facility in Newport.

Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this
type of waste using alternative strategies. The efforts described in
the previous paragraph are 1n progress.

Reject Wastes

Describe reject wastes. Rejects is a defined term in the Service
Agreement. It includes Non-Processible Waste, which is incorporated
in the discussion on excess waste above, and residuals (not a defined
term in the Service Agreement), which is discussed below.

Residual Wastes

Describe residual wastes. Residuals refers to materials remaining
after waste proceeds through the two processing lines to produce RDF
and ferrous metals.

Quantity. See table under TABLE I, "Summary of Management of Waste at
the Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Facility."

Disposal facility. To date, all residual wastes have been disposed at
Pine Bend Landfill in Dakota County.

Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of
waste. Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods
and/or technology? Describe the management plan, including a
timeline, to process this type of waste using alternative strategies.

The Counties and NSP amended the Service Agreement in February 13991 to
proceed with a residue processing system to produce additional RDF and
recyclable material. NSP has ordered the equipment, and the system 1is

i 29



expected to be in operation during 1992. The system will include
equipment to process residue into any one or more of the following:
ferrous and non-ferrous metals; ground glass, stone, and grit;
combustible material to be reinjected into the RDF stream; and a heavy
residue fraction. The heavy residue fraction would be landfilled, or
processed at another resource recovery facility 1f appropriate
technology and capacity becomes available to process this material.

TABLE V - QUANTITIES OF WASTES GENERATED AND COLLECTED IN COUNTIES
THAT HAVE NOT IMPLEMENTED DESIGNATION OF WASTES TO A RESOURCE RECOVERY

FACILITY

Not applicable to Ramsey County.

TABLE VI - DESCRIBE IN DETAIL THE COUNTY'S EFFORTS TO ENCOURAGE AND
IMPLEMENT WASTE SHARING ARRANGEMENTS AMONG THE RESOURCE RECOVERY
FACILITIES.

Ramsey County is participating with the Solid Waste Management
Coordirating Board (SWMCB), which is coordinating waste sharing
arrangements. The SWMCB has a three tiered approach to waste sharing:

1. Develop arrangements between existing facilities to process MSW;

2. Develop arrangements between existing facilities and counties
without designation to process MSW; and

3. Develop arrangements between facilitles to process residue.

Ramsey County has been working with other counties and NSP on the
first tier:

The Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Facility is owned and
operated by NSP. Pursuant to the Service Agreement, dated October,
1986, and approved by the Metropolitan Council, NSP is free to receive
waste from other counties, provided that receipt of such other waste
does not impair NSP's contractual commitments to Ramsey and Washington
Counties. This provision was included to allow NSP the ability to
compete in the waste management industry to obtain waste and to
maximize use of its facility in Newport. This provision encourages
waste sharing by allowing NSP to negotiate for unprocessed or excess
waste with other counties, and use the facility to 1its greatest
extent. NSP has negotiated such an agreement with Hennepin County,
and Hennepin County did deliver waste to Newport in the past year.

The Service Agreement between NSP and the counties has successfully
privatized resource recovery in the two counties. Because of this
relationship, NSP is responsible for the excess and non-processible
waste. This means that it is NSP that controls where unprocessed
waste flows. The requirements in Minn. Stat. Section 473,848, as
amended in 1991, now reguire NSP to certify that processing capacity
1s not available if waste is landfilled. It is NSP’'s responsibility,
therefore, to seek that capacity.



It 1s important to note that Ramsey and Washington Counties have a.so
been working with NSP to ensure that excess waste, including
non-processible waste, 1s managed appropriately. The Counties have
been working through the SWMCB to facilitate negotiations between NEP
and other countles. The Counties and NSP are also working on
potential amendments to the Service Agreement to provide for expedient
transfer of unprocessed waste to other facilities. The Counties are
negotiating with Anoka and Hennepin counties to develop arrangements
to encourage waste sharing.

The Counties and NSP have been exploring residue management for
several years, and NSP is in the process of adding equipment to
further process residue. Depending on the character and quantity of
residue that remains after that system 1s operational, the Counties
and NSP may explore other processing opportunities in the system for
that material.
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COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT

COUNTY _Scott FACILITY Vo current disposal facilitv

COMPLETED BY Michael Rvan TITLE Solid Waste PHONE 496-2177
Coordinator

For purposes of this report, the following definitions will be used:

Mixed Municipal Solid Waste
Garbage, refuse, and other solid waste from residential, commercial, industrial, and community

activities which is generated and collected in aggregate, but does not include street sweepings,
construction debris, mining waste, foundry sand, and other materials, if they are not capable
of being processed by resource recovery as determined by the Council. Separately managed
special wastes such as lead acid batteries, tires, used oil, appliances and industrial wastes, are
also not included, provided they are not disposed of in sanitary landfills.

Solid Waste
Garbage, refuse, sludge from a water supply treatment plant or air contaminant treatment

facility, and other discarded waste materials and sludges, in solid, semisolid, liquid, or
contained gaseous form, resulting from industrial, commercial, mining, and agricultural
operations, and from community activities, but does not include hazardous waste; animal
waste used as fertilizer; earthen fill, boulders, rock; sewage sludge; solid or dissolved material
in domestic sewage or other common pollutants in water resources, such as silt, dissolved or
suspended solids in industrial waste water effluents or discharges which are point sources
subject to permits under section 402 of the federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended,
dissolved materials in irrigation return flows; or source, special nuclear, or by-product
materials as defined by The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

Processing
The treatment of waste after collection and before disposal. Processing includes reduction;

separation; resource recovery; and physical, chemical, or biological modification.

What is the total amount of all solid waste generated in the county during the six months covered
by this report? tons * See last page

What is the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated in the county during the six

months covered by this report? 15652 tons - landfilled only.
Note mixed municipal solid waste is not mixed municipal solid
until it is generated and collected in aagregate. “*continued

Complete the following tables as provided and quantify all figures in tons. Attach additional pages
if necessary. ‘

Attach copies of all facility reports received by the county during the reporting period.

* Solid Waste that is generated and managed separately is not
mixed municipal solid waste. Therefore, we have reported what

was collected in aggregate.

waste
below.
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1 L : FROM Julv 1, 1990TO Dec. 21, 1990

Scott Countv does not currentlv
_ACILITY NAME haye ary disposal facilities COUNTY ___Scott county

COMPLETED By Michael Ryan TITLES.®. Coord.  PHONE _496-8177
TABLE I - RESOURCE RECOVERY/DISPOSAL FACILITY CERTIFICATION REPORT
(complete a table for each resource recovery/disposal facility where county waste is processed/disposed; use tons)
Waste Waste Waste Waste denied Waste sent to Ash produced; Residuals pro-
Types of waste received processed recycled access o facility; landfills; complete table | duced; com-
Er\er':,i complete table 2 | complete table 3 | 4 plete table 5
S 052
MSW i
Non-MSW
Construction-
Demolition
Yard Waste
4 Industrial

’ i Sold tof

Other(specif; g
{specity) oy

tires *1456
Other(specify)
wsed ol %274
Paper 5389
Glass v 371
Ferrous Scrap 5731
Non-Ferrous
Scrap . 260
Yard Waste 624
Other(specify)

_tires _ : 364
Other(specify)

eppliances ‘ _ : 71

juto batteyfies 10
TOTAL 12820

* Not part of reported Municipal Solid Waste: 15652

PU= Public Ufiiity Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables




‘OUNTY Scott FACILITY NAME _Scott Countv coes not have
' a resource recovery
ROM TO facility, currently

TABLE II - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

(From Table I; list by type and/or description of waste and complete one table for each fucility)

Description/type of wasle | Describe why this wasie was denicd access 10 this facility?

Quantity Describe the management plan and timelime to process Lais type of waste.

Was this waste processed elsewhere? By whom?

Description/rype of waste | Describe why this waste was denied access to this facility?

Quantity Describe the management plan and timelime to process this type of waste.

Was this waste processed elsewhere? By whom?

Please use additional sheets as necessary 1o complete tables



COUNTY . , Scott FACILITY NAME Scott ZTountv does not
currently have a sanitarv

FROM TO landfill

I

TABLE III - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL
(from Table ; list by type and/or description of waste; each county and/or resource recovery facility must account for and
complete & separate section for wastes disposed at different landfills; include in this table reject and excess wastes that
exceed or do not meet the facility’s processing capacity)

e ——— ——

Disposal Facility Describe why this waste was delivered to a disposal facility?

surnsville Scott County's Compost facility is still in the negotiation
Ponderosa stages. No waste designation authority currently exists
McLeod to direct this waste to a resource recovery facility

PJ R .

- ﬁers)c%ptioglpyge of waste elsewhere

Municipal

Solid Waste

Quantity Describe the management plan and timelime to process this type of waste.

15,652 tons Scott County is encouraging haulers to increase tvne and
guantity of recyclable materials through "PERC'" rebate
incertive program, providing curb-side containers, and

Could this waste be assisting in nublic information. A time line for the
processed elsewhere? compost facility is being revised and will bhe submitted

Doubtful, as an addendum to this report before April 1, 1991.
“+haulers are :
‘aggressively

seeking

alternatives
"~ = S

Disposal Facility Describe why this waste was dclivered to a disposal facility.

Description/type of waste

Quantity Describe the management plan and timelime to process this type of waste.

Could this waste be
processed elsewhere?

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables




‘OUNTY Scott FACILITY NAME

ROM TO

Does Yot Zoply

TABLE IV - QUANTITIES OF ASH SENT TO A DISPOSAL FACILITY

(from Table I; please complete one section for each facility receiving ash)

Disposal Facility Describe aliernative plans for managing this type of waste.

List tons of ash Describe the timclime (o implement the management plan.

generated; and the facility
where it was produced

k.
Disposal Facility Describe alternative plans for managing this type of waste.

List 1ons of ash Describe the timelime to implement the management plan.
generated; and the facility
where it was produced

S S S
Disposal Facility Describe alternative plans for managing this type of waste.

List tons of ash Describe the timelime to impiement the management plan.
zenerated; and the facility
«~here it was produced

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables.



COUNTY . ,Scott FACILITY NAME Scott Countv does not
currently have a sanitarv

TROM TO landfill

j

TABLE III - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL
(from Table I; list by type and/or description of waste; each county and/or resource recovery facility must account for and
complete a separate section for wastes disposed at different landfills; include in this table reject and excess wastes that

exceed or do not meet the facility’s processing capacity)

Disposal Facility Describe why this waste was delivered to a disposal facility?
Burnsville Scott County's Compost facilitv is still in the negotiation
Ponderosa stages. No waste designation authority currentlv exists
McLeod to direct this waste to a resource recovery facility

i B .
Pﬁe@c%ptio%ge of waste elsewhere

Municipal
Solid Waste

Quantity Describe the management plan and timelime to process this type of waste.

15,652 tons Scott County 1s encouraging haulers to increase tvne and
guantity of recyclable materials through "PERC" rebate
incentive program, providing curb-side containers, and

Could this waste be assisting in public information. A time line for the
processed elsewhere? compost facility is being revised and will be submitted
Doubtful, as an addendum to this report before April 1, 1991.

‘haulers are
'acgressively
seeking

alternatives

Disposal Facility Describe why this waste was dclivered to a disposal facility.

Description/type of waste

Quantiry Describe the management plan and timelime to process this type of waste.

Could this waste be
processed elsewhere?

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



'OUNTY Scott FACILITY NAME

ROM TO
Does Nct Zoply
TABLE IV - QUANTITIES OF ASH SENT TO A DISPOSAL FACILITY
(from Table I; please complete one section for each facility receiving ash)
—D;posal Facility Describe alternative plans for managing this 1ype of waste,

List tons of ash
cenerated; and the facility
where it was produced

e ———————————————————————

Disposal Facility

Describe the timelime to implement the management plan.

Describe alternative plans for managing this type of waste.

_ist tons of ash
zcoerated; and the facility
where it was produced

Disposal Facility

Describe the timelime to implement the management plan.

Describe alternative plans for managing this type of waste.

st tons of ash
:enerated; and the facility
~aere it was produced

Describe the timelime to implement the management plan.

Please use additional sheels as necessary to complete tables.




COUNTY Scott FACILITY NAME

OM TO
/ Does Not Apply

TABLE V - QUANTITIES OF RESIDUALS PRODUCED BY PROCESSING

(from Table I; list type and/or description of waste; complete one section/table for each resource recovery facility)

Disposal Facility Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Description/type of waste Describe the management plan and timelime to further process this type of waste,

Quantity

m

Disposal Facility Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Description/type of waste | Describe the management plan and timelime to further process this type of waste.

Quantity
Disposal Facility Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Description/type of waste | Describe the management plan and timelime to further process this type of waste.

Quantity

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables




"OUNTY Scott FACILITY NAME

ROM TO

No Fard Tnformation Available

TABLE VI - QUANTITIES OF OTHER WASTES GENERATED IN THE COUNTY (include non-MSW waste

streams generated within the county and wastes that "escape” county's solid waste designation ordinances)

——

Description/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this type of wasle.

Quantity of waste (by Describe the timelime to implement the management plan(s).
tonnage)

“!
D Describe plans for managing this type of waste.

escriplion/Type of waste

Quantity of waste (by Describe the timelime to implement the management plan(s).
tonnage)

L~
Description/Type of waste | Describe plans for managing this type of wasle.

Quantity of waste Describe the timelime to implement the management plan(s).
(by tonnage)

Please use additional sheets as necessary 10 complete tables




EFFORTS BY THE COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE AND ENSURE COOPERATION AMONG RESOURCE
RECOVERY FACILITIES (describe in detail efforts to ensure wastes identified in Table II and Il were processed)

] For each description of waste (by facility) identified in Table II and Table III, indicate the efforts the county has made
( to further process each particular waste, other facilities that were contacted to process that waste, the frequency and
manner of contact made to the other facilities and the final decision of the facilities that were contacted. Include the
tonnage of the waste and the dates that the county and/or the resource recovery facility pursued cooperative waste
agreements for additional processing of that particular waste.

P ———

Scott County has no current waste disposal facility.

1. Coordination with other counties throuch SWMCR, Metro Council,
MnOWM and MPCA.

2. Report reguirement through licensing, allows Scott Countv to
obtain data relative to type, quantityv ané marketability of
recyclables, as well as non-recyclable waste. Follow-up
coordiration with haulers allows Scott Countv to exchange
information with haulers. )

Question #1 from first page:

This question cannot be answered with the data we collect.
Counties are not required to plan for or manage all solid waste.

Although we acknowledge that county annuzl reports shall ceontain
"information, as the council may prescribe in its policv plan,
concerning solid waste generation and manacement within the
county." 473.803 Subd. 3. Counties are only responsible "for
abating to the greatest feasible and prudent extent the need

for and practice of land disposal of mixed municipal sclid
waste..." 473.803 Subd. lc. In the absence of any specific
mandates, (except for Household Hazardous Waste and recycling
goals) Scott County has concentrated its efforts on Mixed
Municipal Solid Waste and not the broader category cf Sclid Waste.
We have not attempted to gquantify nor address solid wastes which
are not Mixed Municipal Solid Wastes.

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables






COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT

COUNTY ___scoTT FACILITY Mo current disposal facilitv

COMPLETED BY Julie Grist TITLE S0lid Waste PpHONE 496-8177
Coordinator

For purposes of this report, the following definitions will be used:

Mixed Municipal Solid Waste

Garbage, refuse, and other solid waste from residential, commercial, industrial, and community
activities that the generator of the waste aggregates for collection, but does not include auto hulks,
street sweepings, ash, construction debris, mining waste, foundry sand, and other materials, if they are
not capable of being processed by resource recovery as determined by the Council. Separately
managed special wastes such as lead acid batteries, tires, used oil, appliances and industrial wastes,
are also not included, provided they are not disposed of in sanitary landfills.

Solid Waste

Garbage, refuse, sludge from a water supply treatment plant or air contaminant treatment facility, and
other discarded waste materials and sludges, in solid, semisolid, liquid, or contained gaseous form,
resulting from industrial, commercial, mining, and agricultural operations, and from community
activities, but does not include hazardous waste; animal waste used as fertilizer; earthen fill, boulders,
rock; sewage sludge; solid or dissolved material in domestic sewage or other common pollutants in
water resources, such as silt, dissolved or suspended solids in industrial waste water effluents or
discharges which are point sources subject to permits under section 402 of the federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, dissolved materials in irrigation return flows; or source, special
nuclear, or by-product materials as defined by The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

Processing

The treatment of waste after collection and before disposal. Processing includes reduction;
separation; resource recovery; and physical, chemical, or biological modification. Processing does not
include storage, exchange, and/or transfer of waste.

1. What is the total amount of all solid waste generated in the county during the six months
covered by this report? 71,700 * tons * gee last pacge

2. What is the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated in the county during the
six months covered by this report? 16,600 tons

Complete the following tables as provided and quantify all figures in tons. Attach additional pages
if necessary.

Attach copies of all facility reports received by the county during the reporting period.
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FROM _JANUARY 1, 1991 TO _JUNE 30, 1991

\CILITY NAME ¥No currert disposal facilitv

OMPLETED BY

Iunlie Grist

TITLE °Solid Waste

COUNTY

SCO™T

Coordinator

PHONE

496-8177

(complete this table for each resource recovery and/or disposal facility where county waste is managed; indicate quantities in tons)

TABLE I - SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION REPORT - SUMMARY TABLE

Types of waste Waste received Waste processed Waste denied Waste sent 10 Quantity of ash Quantity of
into energy access to facility; landfills; produced; residuals;
complete table 2 | complete table 3 complete tabie 3 complete table 3
\SW 16,600
Non-MSW
Construction-
Demolition 140,500
Industrial
Other(specify)

SN S S [ E— R— —

SUPPLEMENTARY DATA ABOUT RECOVERED AND/OR RECYCLED MATERIALS
(please indicate the amount and type of material recycled and/or recovered in tons)

Types MSW Non-MSW Const-Demo Yard Waste Industrial Other(specify)
Paper
Siass * Please| refer to attachment

Terrous Scrap

Non-Ferrous
Szrap

Yard Waste

“iher(specify)

TOTAL

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables
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FROM * 1+:1-90 1O 6-30-91

Does not apply

— RN
T

! TABLE 1t - QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

List by y~uerator the nmount and type of waste that has been denied access or excluded from delivering waste to this facility

Generator or origin of Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this facility?
this waste
Quantity Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.
Was this waste processed
elsewhere? By whom?
|
Generator or ¢rigin 0i Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this facility?
this waste
Quantity Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.

Was this waste processed
elsewhere? By whom?

Generator or origin of Describe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied access to this facility?
this waste
Quantity Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.

‘Was this waste processed
sewhere? By whom?

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



JUNTY __SCOTT FACILITY NAME No currert disnass] facilitv

TABLE III - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT A LANDFILL

.ist by month the totul amount of waste each county and/or resource recovery fucility disposed at landfills; include in this table the
'mount of excess (TLO), unprocessed, reject, recovered (recycling) and residual wastes landfilled.

YPE

JANUARY

FEBRUARY

MARCH

APRIL

JUNE

JInprocessed or
“Xcess wastes

2,760

2,770

2,760

2,760

2,770

[N}
-J
3
o)

lejects

wesiduals

.ecveling

sh

“otul

st amount and
:sposal facility

T excess Or un-
rocessed wastes

'Total amo

Ponderos

2,

unt equals

McLeod,

|

16,600 tons|
Pine Bend ar

Waste goe
d Telliijohn

s to the Rui
Landfills.

rnsville,

st amount and
isposal facility
{ reject wastes

st amount and
spasal facility
I residual

astes

st amount and
sposal facility
I recovered
astes

st amount and
sposal facility
T ash

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables




FACILITY NAME VO currrent disposal facility

COUNTY _SCOTT _

FrROM 1-1-90

Does not aprly

list type and/or description of waste; complete one section/table for each resource recovery facility

TABLE IV . DESCRIPTION OF EXCESS, REJECTS & RESIDUALS WASTES

Describe excess waste

Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of waste.

Quantity

Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technoiogy?

Disposal Facility

Describe reject wastes

- ____________________________________________________________________________________________|

Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using alternative strategies.

Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of waste.

Juantity

Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Disposal Facility

Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using alternative strategies.

Describe residual wastes Describe the current processing strategies to process this type of waste.

Quantity Could this waste be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or technology?

Disposal Facility Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this type of waste using alternative strategies.
L

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables



COUNTY SCOTT FACILITY NAME Vo current disnosal €acil:

FROM 1-1-°0 TO %-30-91

TABLE V - QUANTITIES OF WASTES GENERATED AND COLLECTED [N COUNTIES THAT HAVE NOT
IMPLEMENTED DESIGNATION OF WASTES TO A RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

Descrpuion/Type of waste | Descmibe plans for managing this npe of waste. :
Pres=ntlv, Scott Co. is negotiating for the Scott/Carver
Muricipal Compost Facility. Waste generated Zduring the reportinc
Selid period goes to landfills listed on Table TII.
Desicgnation is also keing rnecgotiate2 and nlanned for

e o e e

waste :

n implementation in 1991, |
, !
! Quanury of waste Descnibe the timeling to implement the management plan(s;. |
) 1

t

| o
i Scott Co. continues to encourace haulers to increase !

16,600 tcns I recvcling through the "PERC" irncentive program. P
I
i

!

|

i

| A timelire for the Scott/Carver Comnost Facility is
; attachec.

| ' . i
4 DecenzucnType of waste | Describe pians for masaging this fype cf waste, 55

i
; i
i I
! it
! i
| |
;

!

i
l . i
4 Quaenury of waste Describe the timeiine 10 implement the mznagement plan(s. i

t

Descristion/Type of westz | Describe pians for managing this fype of aste.

i
Quaciny of waste Descrive the timetine 10 impiemeat the m2aoagement plan(s).

Pleass usc additional shesgts 25 necessary to compiziz tables
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wn‘um RESOURCE REOOVERY FACILITY
T E

HUN
] 19 91 199 2 199 3
Ouration .-
Activity (Months) [May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec |Jan Feb Mar Apr Hay Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec |Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Hov
EAM
Subeit Draft EAH to MET Council -
Envvironmental Review 5 |
PERMIT APPLICATION
Subeit Draft Permit Ap. to MPCA .
Raceive Staff Comments & Revise 2 —-.-__l
Submit Final Perwmit Ap. to MPCA =
Public Cownant & Permit Procass -] ]
F INANCING
Financing Plan 5 —— l
Bond T tnancing he
NOTICE TO PROCEED =
FINAL DESIGN 4 _..__...__.._____l
CONSTRUCTION 14 |
STARTUP & ACCEPTANCE TESTING .2 ‘“‘—"l
FACILITY OPERATIONAL *




OUNTY SCOTT FACILITY NAME _No current Jdisposal €facilitv

oM __ 121220 TO __6-30-91

TABLE VI - DESCRIBE IN DETAIL THE COUNTY’S EFFORTS TO ENCOURAGE AND IMPLEMENT
WASTE SHARING AGREEMENTS AMONG THE RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

For each description of waste (by facility) identified in Table IIl, indicate the efforts the county has made to
further process that particular waste, other facilities that were contacted to process that waste, the frequency
and manner of contact made to the other facilities and the final decision of the facilities that were contacted.
Include the tonnage of the waste and the date that the county and/or the resource recovery facility pursued
cooperative waste agreements for additional processing of that particular description of waste.

Scott County has no current disposal facility.

1. Coordination with other counties through SWMCB, Metro Council,
MNOWM and the MPCA. Working closely with Carver County on the
Compost Facility Project.

2. Report requirement through licensing, allows Scott Countv to
obtain data relative to type, quantity and marketability of
recyclables, as well as non-recyclable waste. Follow-upn
coordination with haulers allows Scott County to exchange
information among the haulers.

Question £#1 from page 1:

The tonnage reported is a number we feel comfortable reporting in
that it reflects amounts that we have actual figures on. We do not
feel that this number captures ALL solid waste generated in the
county and that we could not capture the total amount with our
reporting mechanisms in place.

Please use additional sheets as necessary to complete tables
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COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT

From July 1, 1990 to December 31, 1990

COUNTY: Washington

FACILITY: Ramsey/%Washington Resource Recovery Facility
COMPLETED BY: David Hagen

TITLE: Senior Environmental Health Specialist
PHONE: 130-6678

What is the total amount of all solid waste generated in the county during the

'six months covered by this report?

1

Not known at this time.

What is the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated in the
county during the six months covered by this report?

The October 1986 Washington County Solid Waste Management Master Plan
provides the most recent official estimate of the County’s waste gener-
ation. The Plan gives a 1990 mixed municipal solid waste (MSW) es-
timate of 94,427 tons. Assuming that the last half of 1880 accounts for
half of the estimate; 47,000 tons of MSW were generated in the County
during the six months covered by this report.




TABLE 1 - RESOURCE RECOVERY/DISPOSAL FACILITY CERTIFICATION

REPORT

Information for this table
reflects Acceptable Waste and Unacceptable Waste,
Solid Waste Ordinance and Ramsey

washington County

i1s provided bhelow.

v

Note that Tons Delivercd
as defined
County

Y

Ordinance, that wus reccived at the facility (see Table 2 fidr waste
denied access to the ftacility)
1/1/89 - 7/1/89 - 1/1/90 -  7/1/90 - 7/1/90 -
6/30/84 12/31/89 6/30/90 12/31/90 12/31/90
{not inc. (inc.
. Henn. Co.) Henn. Co.)
‘ltem L '
‘Tons Delivered 77,739 193,891 205,469 204,258 203,591
Tons Processed [1] 128,266 143,662 168,856 163,132 164,245
%z ot Tons Delivered T2.2% T4.1% B2.2% 79.9% 79.9%L
Tons RDF 87,737 100,445 131,607 121,164 122,020
Ah'ofmToné,pelivered 49.4% 31.8% 64.1% S4.3% 39.4%
% of Tons Processed 68.4% 69.9% 77.9% 74.3% 74.3%
‘Toﬁé Ferrous Recycled 972 1,661 5,821 3,294 3,314
% of Tons Delivered 0.5% 0.9% 2.8% 1.6 1.6%
% of Tons Processed 0.7% 1.2% 3.4% 2.0% 2.0%
Tons Landfilled
Excess Waste [2] 44,560 41,401 33,421 38,591 38,810
Residue [3] 35,792 37,472 30,294 35,268 35,474
Ferrous not 2,741 4,084 1,135 3,408 3,434
Marketed
Total Landfilled 84,095 82,957 64,850 77,267 77,718
% of Tons Delivered 47.3% 42.8% 31.6% 37.8% 37.8%

'NOTES:

1]
[2]

(3]

Waste that proceeds through the two processing lines.
Waste that does not proc«ed directly threugh the processing lines, but
is transferred to another waste facility.

Material remaining after waste proceeds through the two processing lines

to produce RDF and ferrous metals.

in the
Solid waste



TABLE 17 ~ QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

Description/type of waste

Coﬁfractually defined unacceptable waste.
Quantity
14 tons.

Describe. why this waste was denied access to this facility?
'kThe Service Acreement hetween Ramseyv and Washington Counties, and
‘\orthern States Power Company {NSP) delineates the classes of materials
that are not acceptable at the Resource Recovery Facility. Unaccppta)]@
waste includes waste which would likely pose a threat to- ‘health

ysafety or which may cause damage to or materially adversely affect ﬁhe
operation ol the Facility. o e e

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this typé'bf waste.

,‘;Thiq waste will continue to he managed as appropriate by Categor\. The

' ‘Counties, in conjunction with the Ramsey/Washington County” Resource
Recovery Project Board and NSP, as appropriate, will continué to explore
methods to reduce the amount of this and other waste that ma\ be
landfilled.

Waé'this waste processed elsewhere? By whom?

The final destination of all waste denied access to the Facility is the
responsibility of the hauler.

~

TABLE I11 - QUANTITIES OF UNPROCESSED WASTE DISPOSED AT LANDFILL
Disposal Facility

Pine Bend Landfill, Dakota County

Ly
Description

All waste accepted by NSP at the Facility is processed, according to the
definition of "Processing'" in Minn. Stat. Sec. 115A.03, Subd. 23, which
is: o

"Processing” means the treatment of waste after collection and
before disposal. Processing includes but is not limited to
reduction, storage, separation. exchange, resource recoverv,
physical, chemical, or biological modification, and transfer from
one waste facility to another.

At the Resource Recovery Facility, most solid waste received proceeds
throuegh the two processing lines., Certain types of waste that are not
suitable for these processing lines, along with anyv solid waste received
which exceeds NSP's processing capabilities, are transferred from the



tipping flaoor to Pine Bend Landfill. FResiduals from the processing
lines, and unmarketed ferrous metals are also landtfilled.

Quantity

See Table 1.

Could this waste be processed elsewhere?

I1f capacity is available at a facility where a particular type ol waste
would bLe processible, IR SRS WY

Describe why this waste was delivered to a disposal facility.

[ I A

e

Excess waste exceeded facility processing capacity,

. Residue could not be further processed at the Facility,
Secondary malerials could not be marketed.

Unazceptahle materials could not be processed at the

Facility.

Describe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.

Washington and Ramsey counties, in c¢onjunction with the
Ramsey/Washington County Resource Recovery Project and NSP, continue to
examine methods for managing this type of waste to divert it from

landfilling.

1.

Specific methods currently include the following:

The Counties and NSP amended the Service Adreement in
February 1991 to proceed with a residue processing syvstem to
produce additional RDF and recyclable material. Final
engineering for this system is currently taking place. The
svstem would include equipment to process residue into any
onie or more of the following: ferrous and non-ferrous
metals; ground glass, stone, and ¢<rit; comhustible material
to be reinjected into the RDF stream; and a heavy residue
fraction which may be landfilled.

Communication with Hennepin and Anoka Counties regarding the
potential for processing certain waste at other processing
facilities.

Installation of new equipment. In August 1989 new shredding
and related equipment was installed which has increased the
processing capacity on the processing lines.

Amendments to the Service Agreement between NSP and Ramsey
and Washington Counties to provide an incentive fee for NSP
to process additional waste over the amounts specified in
the original Service Agreement approved in 1986, The
incentive fee concept was approved in 1989 for a two-vear
period, and extended for the term of the Service Agreement
in July 1990.



TABLE IV - QUANTITIES OF ASH SENT TO A DISPOSAL FACILITY

RDF produced at the Facility is combusted a NSP's Red Wing and Wilmarth
electrical generating plants. Management of the ash produced trom the
combustion of RDF is the responsibility of NSP.

TABLE V - QUANTITIES OF RESIDUALS PRODUCED BY PROCESSING

See Table I11.

EFFORTS -BY THE COUNTY TO ENCOURAGE AND ENSURE COOPFRATION AMONG RESOURCE
RECOVERY FACILITIES.

B

See Tabhles Il and 111, i
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COUNTY CERTIFICATION REPORT

From January 1, 1991 to June 31, 1991

COUNTY: Washington

FACILITY: Ramsey/Washington Resource Recovery Facility
COMPLETED BY: David Hagen

TITLE: Senior Environmental Health Specialist

PHONE:

430-6678

What is the total amount of all solid waste generated in the county during the
six months covered by this report?

wWhat i

Not known at this time.

s the total amount of mixed municipal solid waste generated in the

county during the six months covered by this report?

The October 1986 Washington County Solid Waste Management Master Plan
provides the most recent official estimate of the County’s waste gener-
ation. The Plan gives mixed municipal solid waste (MSW) estimate of
95,185 tons for 1991 (an extrapolation between the 1990 and 1995
values). Assuming that the first half of 1990 accounts for half of the
estimate; 47,593 tons of MSW were generated in the County during the six
months covered by this report.

A more recent, and therefor more accurate estimate of the MSW stream,
including selected separately managed wastes, 1s contained in the
Regional Solid Waste Management Data Report adopted by the Solid Waste
Management Coordinating Board on June 26, 1¢91. This report shows that
a total of 147,213 tons were managed in 1990. This figure includes:
MSW; recycling; yard waste composting and landspreading; yard waste
reduction; and the separated management of tires, used oil, and lead
acid batteries. By assuming a waste stream growth rate of 1.6X
(Metropolitan Council estimate), an estimate can be made for 1991 at
149,568 tons or 78,784 tons for the first half of 1991.



Ty WASTE MANAGEMENT SUMMARY AL
RAHSEY/HASHINGTON COUNTY RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY
(Waste Received Washington County Only)

1989 - 1991
[ s sty .
e mip 1/1/89 - 1/1/89 - 1/1/90 -~ 7/1/90 =»  1/1/81 -
4 ons . - 6/30/89 . 12/31/89  6/30/90 12/31/90,; 6/30/91
ke Ny N ! ) ‘ .. ': " ‘; %’() .
I, em o iy (SO i
Tons Delivered [1] 47,990 52,351 55,477 55,150. ~-:51,803
Tons Processed [2] 34,632 38,789 45,591 44,046 44 238
%X :0f Tons Delivered 72.2% 74.1% 82.2% 79.9% - . ¢ 84.4%
. . jg\.‘ .yp,),-rn
Tons RDF 23,689 27,120 35,534 32,714 136,170
3% of TongiDelivered 49,4 51.8% 64.1% 59.3% v 69.8%
:ﬁﬁjxadf~TonsmProcessed 68.4% 69.9% 77.9% 74.3% 81.8%X
R S b
sTans. Ferrous. Recycled 262 448 1,572 . 889 537
X of Tons:Delivered 0.5% 0.9% 2.8% 1.6 = 1.0%
X of Tons Processed 0.7% 1.2% 3.4% 2.0% 1.2%
Tons Landfilled . oo
. _:Excess Waste [3] 12,031 11,178, 9,024 10,420 . 8,620
~«+, -Restidue ;[4] 9,664 10,117 8,179 9,522 6,407
= rrEerrous not 1,010 1,108 306 920 -~ ..1,089
Marketed ey
Total Landfilled 22,706 122,398 17,510 20,862 ‘- ;16,11Rn
% of Tons Delivered 47.3% 42.8% 31.6x 37.8% - 31.1X

Sl

NOTES:
(1]

(2]
(3]

[N QN

Pk
';i'€;[4] DR

Waste delivered from Washington County accounts for 27X of . tota]
deliveries to the Facility.
waste that proceeds through the two processing lines. NS
‘Waste that does not proceed directly through the processing lines, but
is transferred to another waste facility; includes non-processib]e
waste.

‘Material remaining after waste proceeds through the two process1ng lines
to produce RDF and ferrous metals. i

Ca
o v




TABLE II f QUANTITIES OF WASTE DENIED ACCESS TO RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITIES

’_r ,1 i

Generator or origin of this waste. Quantity.

During the first half of 1991, fourteen loads totaling 47,258.30 pounds
(23. 63 tons) were rejected at the Ramsey/Wash1ngton County Resource
10 ‘Recovery Facility (Facility). These loads included two loads with a to-
tal of 303.30 pounds (0.15 tons) of asbestos, and twelve loads with a
~total of 46,955 pounds (23.48 tons) of medical waste. The.generator of
_ f1ve of the medical waste loads is unknown, while the other seven loads
‘U5 !'were generated by several hospitals. P9 paag 11 SN
Sl g ﬂf oS
Deséribe the waste and indicate why this waste was denied?sdccéss-to thfs
fac111ty.

e
dad

iﬁnfﬂ The Service Agreement between Washington and Ramsey#Countie¢s; arfid North-

“% ' erp States Power Company (NSP) delineates the classes.of“materialsithat
_ are not acceptable at the Facility. Unacceptable waste includes waste
£¢ which would 1likely pose a threat to health of safetyi‘iog.which may cause

f?*f damage to or materially adversely specific unacceptabﬂé“VaStes .J i
IR AR < Skt RS Lo o
Was this waste processed elsewhere? By whom? o TR S

Eﬁ’«~respons1b111ty of the hauler. The Washington County 8011d waste*ﬁanage—
“L. . 'ment Ordinance (Section XI, Subsection 1.C.2.) provides that .rejected
waste must be disposed in accordance with all applicable laws.:

Déscribe the management plan and timeline to process this type of waste.

777 This waste will continue to be managed appropriately by category. The
Counties, in conjunction with the Ramsey/Washington County Resource
_.Recovery Project Board and NSP will continue to explore methods to
reduce the amount of this and other waste being landfilled. Over the
‘s bperational history of the Facility, NSP has altered its equipment and
operations to be able to manage more of the waste stream (see Table I).
This process will continue to address various wastes that are currently
mtunacceptab’le at the Facility. .
el
NSP and the Counties have also discussed problem materials w1th the Min-
nesota Office of Waste Management to ensure appropriate management of
these materials.

NSP and the Counties are currently examining medical waste issues, and
are working with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency and the Min-
nesota Department of Health to develop a strategy to address the health
and safety concerns of Facility employees, as well as waste management
practices at hospitals and clinics.
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fADescr1be the curreat grocesswng strateg1es to process this type of waste.

T o

2 Instal]ét1on af new equ1pment and the establishment of contract incen-

' tives for NSP“have:resultedin reduced quantities of excess waste. In

“'Algust 1689 Yhe installatior of new shredding and related equipment

' ‘produced “an- fncrease’ in--the. processing capacity of the processing lines
- @t the Facilify. Through amendments to the 1986 Service Agreement with
NSP, an incentive fee for NSP to process additional waste was imple-

mented.

: Could this waste Be further processed? If so, by what methods and/or
techno]ogy’ ?*' e
Excess waste inciudes both processible and non- proceséﬁb]e waste.
Washington and Ramsey Counties, the Ramsey/Washington County Resource
[ 3““Rec6Vé?y Project, and NSP are involved in efforts with Hennepin County
?"4 o éxp1ore the potential for processing non- process1b1e waste at “he
‘¥ ieli HERC mass tburn facility. NSP has indicated that it can increase 1:ts
A ;capab1ﬁwt1es at i1ts Wilmarth power plant and ongoing improvements in
73 pribce¥sihy cdapability at the Facility in Newport.

.

Describe the management plan, including a timeline, to process this type of
waste using alternative strategies.

The efforts described in the previous paragraph are in progress.

REJECT WASTES

Describe reject wastes.

"Rejects” is a defined term in the Service Agreement. It includes non-
processed waste, which is incorporated in the discussion on excess waste
above, and residuals (not a defined term in the Service Agreement),
which is discussed below.

RESIDUAL WASTES

Describe residual wastes.

“"Residuals”™ refers to materials remaining after waste proceeds through
the two processing lines to produce RDF and ferrous metals.

Quantity.
See TABLE 1I.
Disposal Facility.

To date, all residual wastes have been disposed at Pine Bend Landfill in
Dakota County.



It is important to note that Washington and Ramsey Counties have
s@]1so been working with NSP to ensure that.excess waste, including
non-processible waste, is managed appropriately. The Counties
have been working through the SWMCB to-facilitate negotiations be-
tween NSP and other counties. The Counties;are-exploring options
for changes in the Service Agreement -with NSP which would provide
a mechanism for payment of pass-through costs.for transporting and
;processing excess waste at another facility.  Rormal discussions
with Anoka and Hennepin Counties have been-held to faciﬂitate
waste sharing arrangements. ‘

The Counties and NSP are also working on patential, amendments to
the Service Agreement to provide to expedient negotiating with
Anoka and Hennepin Count1es to develop arrangements to encourage
waste sharing. : Cogse o4

The ‘Counties and NSP have been exploring residue management for
severa] years, and NSP is in the process of adding equipment to
further process residue. Depend1ng on the charggter and quantity
of residue that remains after that system is operatagna] the
Counties and NSP may explore other process1ng‘ppportun1t1es in the
system for that materiail.








