EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The Concho Valley Council of Governments (CVCOG), under the authority of Subchapter O of the Texas Solid Waste Management Regulations, has prepared this Regional Solid Waste Management Plan which includes Coke, Concho, Crockett, Irion, Kimble, Mason, Menard, McCulloch, Reagan, Schleicher, Sterling, Sutton, and Tom Green counties and municipalities contained in these counties, and has identified the problems, goals, objectives, and recommended actions for solid waste management over a period from 1990 through 2010.  

This Regional Solid Waste Management Plan has considered all of the area within the CVCOG Planning Region and has provided an overview of the solid waste management situation throughout the region, with particular emphasis on identifying priorities and factors which need more detailed consideration at the local level.  The Plan has specifically considered the collection, transportation, storage, transfer, resource conservation and recovery, minimization of waste production, reuse or recycling, source separation, volume reduction, incineration, gasification, methane recovery, processing, treatment and disposal of solid waste within the region.

Furthermore, this Plan addresses all solid wastes within the region to the extent the wastes impact upon municipal operations, systems, or facilities.  Particular emphasis have been placed on wastes that possess the potential for adverse effects to health or the environment, or which provides for the opportunity for resource conservation or recovery.  

The 71st Texas Legislature in 1989 enacted SB 1519, which mandates the development of solid waste management plans by the state, regional planning agencies and local governments.  Subchapter O of the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission’s (TNRCC) Municipal Solid Waste Management Regulations defines the required scope of all regional and local solid waste management plans.  This plan is the expression of a commitment by the region to meet the state requirements as listed in the Comprehensive Municipal Solid Waste Management Resource Recovery and Conservation Act, Chapter 363, Texas Health and Safety Code.  

It is the intent of this document to provide the CVCOG with a comprehensive plan for the development of long-term municipal solid waste management in their region.  The Regional Plan is designed to coordinate activities between solid waste management programs and other related activities within the region.  Furthermore, it establishes goals, objectives, and timeframes within the region for the proper collection and disposal of solid waste, reduction of waste disposal and establishes an Action Plan for the implementation of these goals.  All data collected assumes a baseline from the year 1990.  This plan covers a twenty-year period ranging from 1990 to the year 2010.  The plan considers three separate planning periods:

· Short Range

1990-1995

· Intermediate Range
1996-2000

· Long Range

2001-2010

CONCHO VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

General

The Concho Valley Council of Governments includes the counties of Coke, Concho, Crockett, Irion, Kimble, Mason, Menard, McCulloch, Reagan, Schleicher, Sterling, Sutton, and Tom Green, which cover an area of approximately 16344 square miles in the geographic center of Texas.  The economic base of the Region consists of farming, ranching, oil/gas, hunting, and tourism.  Climate across the CVCOG is classified as subtropical subhumid with annual averages of temperature ranging from 34 to 96 degrees, evaporation from 68” to 81”, and precipitation below 25”.  

Population

The Region is predominantly a sparsely populated rural area.  Densities of all counties in the CVCOG except for Tom Green and McCulloch average between one and four persons per square mile to a high of 68.3 per square mile.  Tom Green County (City of San Angelo) is the most populous with an average density of 68.3 persons per square mile, followed by McCulloch County with a density of 7.7.  The sparse population of the area in conjunction with the great distances between cities presents particular challenges in the development of regional solid waste facilities.  

SOLID WASTE

Subregions

In the Concho Valley Region, it is useful to break the area into smaller subregions for certain aspects of future solid waste management.  In developing these smaller planning units, distances, population densities, and solid waste volumes were very important.  The Region is typical of west Texas in that twelve of the thirteen counties are sparsely populated and great distances separate the communities.  This makes regionalization of solid waste difficult and expensive to implement.  Many solid waste alternatives that are cost effective for large urban areas are not feasible for rural areas.  The subregions were defined using these criteria in conjunction with direction received from the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission and CVCOG staff.  The subregions are as follows:  Subregion I—Tom Green County and Subregion II—Rural Counties.  

Waste Volume Projections

Based on landfill records, estimates in response to surveys, and population data, an overall per capita generation rate of 4.8 pounds per person per day for each resident was developed.  Tonnage projections were developed by assuming a constant generation rate with population projections provided by the Texas Water Development Board.  In the year 2010, it is estimate that the total municipal solid waste generated in the Region will be approximately 143,600 tons per year.  This excludes hazardous wastes that must be handles differently.  

Current Disposal Methods

Landfilling in urban areas and individual burn barrels in the rural areas are the current method of solid waste disposal in the CVCOG region.  Due to the costs of alternatives available for sparsely populated areas and the relatively low cost of land, landfilling of wastes that cannot be recycled or composted will remain the method of choice in the area.  At this time, no solid waste is being transferred either into or out of the region.  

Landfill Capacity

There were nineteen existing landfills in the region when the study was initiated.  According to a survey of owners, by the time Subtitle D regulations are implemented on October 9, 1993, only sixteen facilities intend to remain open.  All of the landfills in Subregion II will apply for the Arid Exemption.  If the requirements change for this exemption, a shortage may develop.  Based upon the population projections and current waste reduction practices, Subregion II will run out of landfill capacity in the year 2003.  This estimate does not include any expansions that may be currently under consideration.  Subregion I plans to comply with all of the Subtitle D regulations and has capacity to the year 2020.  

Current Waste Reduction Practices

Many communities within CVCOG are providing some type of recycling option for residents.  This includes drop-off locations for recyclables such as paper, plastics, aluminum, and other metals.  Composting programs are also being utilized to divert yard waste in accordance with the new regulations.  These programs illustrate the desire of the communities to work towards the state’s recycling goal, however the cost of these programs in addition to the lack of markets has caused many municipalities to scale back on their efforts.  

Illegal Dumping

The indiscriminate disposal of solid waste will be one of the biggest problems facing local and county governments in the future.  As tipping fees rise and landfills close, illegal dumping will likely increase.  The strategies for stopping illegal dumping of trash deal with three general methods of curtailing such improper activities.  These strategies include rigorous law enforcement, provisions for convenient legal disposal services, and education.  

Public Education

Education of the general public is an essential key to making headway on environmental issues.  Through public and private education, changes necessary to reach the goals established for solid waste management can be accomplished.  In order for the community to actively participate and assist in the program, citizens must be well informed about the various solid waste alternatives and their impact on the public, environment, and economy.  

Waste Reduction Goals

Based upon the results of the Waste Reduction Survey, the CVCOG Solid Waste Task Force developed the following waste reduction goals and strategies:

SHORT TERM (0-5 YEARS) –30%

1) Ban all yard waste, brush, and agricultural waste from landfills.

2) Establish workable recycling programs within the subregions.

3) Establish a viable Public Education program throughout the Region targeting source reduction.

MEDIUM TERM (6-10 years) –40%

1) Implement Material Recovery Facilities and Recyclable Collection Programs.

LONG TERM (11-20 years) –50%

1) Long term public education.

2) Establish volume-based rates for collection and disposal.  

SECTION 1

PLAN OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

The Concho Valley Council of Governments (CVCOG), under the authority of Subchapter O of the Texas Solid Waste Management Regulations, has prepared this Regional Solid Waste Management Plan which includes Coke, Concho, Crockett, Irion, Kimble, Mason, Menard, McCulloch, Reagan, Schleicher, Sterling, Sutton, and Tom Green counties and municipalities contained in these counties, and has identified the problems, goals, objectives, and recommended actions for solid waste management over a twenty-year planning period.  

This Regional Solid Waste Management Plan has considered all of the area within the CVCOG Planning Region (Figure 1-1), and has provided an overview of the solid waste management situation throughout the region, with particular emphasis on identifying priorities and factors which need more detailed consideration at the local level.  The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan has specifically considered the collection, transportation, storage, transfer, resource conservation and recovery, minimization of waste production, reuse or recycling, source separation, volume reduction, incineration, gasification, methane recovery, processing, treatment and disposal of solid waste within the region.  

Furthermore, this Plan addresses all solid wastes within the region to the extent the wastes impact upon municipal operations, systems, or facilities.  Particular emphasis have been placed on wastes that possess the potential for adverse effects to health or the environment, or which provides for the opportunity for resource conservation or recovery.  

PLAN AUTHORITY, PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

The 71st Texas Legislature in 1989 enacted SB 1519, which mandates the development of solid waste management plans by the state, regional planning agencies and local governments.  Subchapter O of the Texas Natural Resource Commission’s (TNRCC) Municipal Solid Waste Management Regulations and the Comprehensive Solid Waste Management, Resource Recovery, and Conservation Act define the required scope of all regional and local solid waste management plans and give primary responsibility for the regional planning process to the Regional Council of Governments and their associated planning agencies.  SB 1340 (the “Recycling Bill”), passed by the 72nd Legislature, required that recycling goals be developed as part of the planning process.  This plan is developed as an expression of the commitment to meet state requirements as stated in the Comprehensive Municipal Solid Waste Management Resource Recovery and Conservation Act (Chapter 363, Texas Health and Safety Code).  

The legislation requires that state municipal solid waste management plans be updated every five years.  The twenty-four Councils of Government (COGs) are required to develop regional solid waste management plans, and local governments are required to develop local plans consistent with the regional plan.  Both regional and local plans shall be submitted for review by the TNRCC and ultimately adopted into rule as detailed by Subchapter O of the Municipal Solid Waste Regulations.  They are to be developed in accordance with State goals and objectives and the State waste management plan.  

It is the intent of this document to provide the CVCOG with a comprehensive plan for the development of long-term municipal solid waste management in their region.  The Regional Plan is designed to coordinate activities between solid waste management programs and other related activities within the region.  Furthermore, it establishes goal and objectives within the region for the proper collection and disposal of solid waste, reduction of wastes to be disposed of and established an Action Plan for the implementation of these goals.  All data collected assumes a baseline from the year 1990.  

This plan covers a twenty-year period ranging from 1990 to 2010.  The plan considers three separate planning periods:

· Short Range

--1990-1995

· Intermediate Range
--1996-2000

· Long Range

--2001-2010

For many years, solid waste has been landfilled or incinerated with very little thought on the part of the average citizen regarding any environmental implications of these practices or the possibility that solid waste could be managed any differently.  The increased environmental awareness and the rising costs of solid waste disposal are rapidly changing solid waste management practices in the United States.  Many of the changes necessitate or encourage cooperative efforts between neighboring communities and between government and business.  The regional planning process has offered municipal officials and other interested parties in Texas the opportunity to come together to identify common solid waste problems and identify solutions.  At the forefront of this process has been the national and state hierarchy decreed as the guiding directive for all solid waste management planning:  

1) source reduction and waste minimization

2) reuse or recycling of waste

3) treatment to destroy or reprocess the waste for the purpose of recovering energy or other beneficial resources in a manner that will not threaten public health, safety or the environment

4) land disposal

Subchapter O requires that management of municipal sludge also be included in the regional plans and provides the following hierarchy for proper management of sludge:

1) source reduction and minimization of sludge production and concentrations of heavy metals and other toxins in the sludge

2) treatment of sludge to reduce pathogens and recover energy, produce beneficial by-products, or reduce the quantity of the sludge

3) marketing and distribution of sludge and sludge products, if the marketing and distribution does not threaten public health, safety or the environment

4) land application for beneficial use

5) land treatment

6) landfilling

The objective of the planning process is to develop regional strategies for implementing these waste management hierarchies to the maximum extent practicable.  A broad variety of technologies and programs for solid waste minimization and disposal are included for consideration.  State solid waste management rules and priorities have greatly impacted the development of regional plans and serve as a basic guideline for regional strategies.  The regional plans will be foundational for development of solid waste management programs and facilities within a given region, but local planning may be required to further develop specific implementation within a single city or group of communities.  Local plans must be consistent with the regional plan.  

REGIONAL AGENCY

Prior to March 1992, the regulatory agency for municipal solid waste management in Texas was the Texas Department of Health (TDH)—Bureau of Solid Waste Management.  In March 1992, the Bureau became part of the TNRCC.  In 1993, as required by legislation passed in the 71st Legislative Session, the TNRCC will merge with the Texas Air Control Board and thereby creating the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission.  At that time, this Commission will become the regulatory authority for solid waste activities in Texas.  

PLANNING PROCESS

In recognition of the increasing difficulties and costs of managing solid waste at the local level, as well as the need for addressing solid waste issues at a regional level, the Texas Natural Resource Commission has provided funding for the development of regional and local plans.  This funding comes from a tax on tipping fees at disposal facilities.  The plans are intended to provide a blueprint for solid waste management decisions for the next twenty years.  

THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE

The Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee (Table 1-1) was appointed by the Executive Committee of the Concho Valley Council of Governments and includes local government officials, solid waste management professionals and citizens.  The task force has met since September 1990 to provide guidance to the consultant and the Concho Valley Council of Governments staff in preparing the Regional Solid Waste Management plan.  Staff members from the Concho Valley Council of Governments also contributed to the development of this plan.  Those who contributed are –Robert Weaver, Troy Williamson, and David Ward.  

CONSULTANTS

In August 1991, Blackwell Environmental, Inc. was chosen as the consultant for development of the Concho Valley Regional Solid Waste Management plan.  The work plan for development of the CVCOG Regional Solid Waste Management Plan involves twenty work elements as listed below:


WORK ELEMENT 1--
Program Coordination throughout Plan Development and Approval Process


WORK ELEMENT 2--
Public Participation at Critical Stages in Plan Development Adoption


WORK ELEMENT 3—
Develop a Geographic Base for the Plan


WORK ELEMENT 4—
Development Population/Demographic Estimates and Projections


WORK ELEMENT 5—
Develop Regional Environmental, Geologic/Hydrologic Waste Disposal Constraints/Suitability Maps


WORK ELEMENT 6—
Inventory of Historic, Existing and Proposed Solid Waste Collection, Storage, Transfer, Processing, and/or Disposal Equipment, Facilities and Sites


WORK ELEMENT 7—
Characterize Solid Waste, Estimate and Project Amounts by Type, Source and Waste Generation Area


WORK ELEMENT 8—
Inventory and Assess Adequacy of Current and Planned Solid Waste Management and Waste Minimization Activities in Light of Existing and Impending Regulations and Environmental Constraints


WORK ELEMENT 9—
Prepare Interim Report on Anticipated Financial and Environmental Cost of Continuing Present Practices of Solid Waste Management and Waste Minimization Activities


WORK ELEMENT 10—Identify Additional Opportunities for Solid Waste Minimization and Recommended Strategies for Implementation


WORK ELEMENT 11—Identify and Prioritize Solid Waste Management Problems and Solutions


WORK ELEMENT 12—Identify Planning Areas and Agencies with Common Solid Waste Management Problems Having Potential for Joint Action


WORK ELEMENT 13—Identify Incentives for and Barriers to Waste Reduction and Resource Recovery, Including Existing and Potential Markets


WORK ELEMENT 14—Develop Regional Goals and Objectives and Alternative Actions


WORK ELEMENT 15—Assess Advantages and Disadvantages of Alternative Actions


WORK ELEMENT 16—Prepare a Recommended Plan of Action, Including Institutional Arrangements, Responsibilities, Time Lines and Estimated Implementation Costs


WORK ELEMENT 17—Review of Plan of Action by CVCOG Staff and Executive Committee


WORK ELEMENT 18—Conduct Public Hearing on and Adopt Regional Solid Waste Management Plan


WORK ELEMENT 19—Submit Adopted Regional Plan to the Texas Natural Resource Commission


WORK ELEMENT 20—Regional Plan Has Final Approval

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

A round of public meetings was held early in the planning process to provide an overview of the planning process and an initial opportunity for public input.  Meetings were held in most of the counties in the region.  At each meeting, a short presentation was made on current solid waste management practices, the effects that Subtitle D and Senate Bill 1340 might have on solid waste throughout the region, and recommendations for solutions to waste problems in the region.  The floor was then opened for a question and answer period from the audience.  Input from these meetings was used in development of the final plan.  A final public hearing will be held prior to the adoption of the final plan.  

In addition, the periodic meetings of the Solid Waste Advisory Committee have been open to the public and have been advertised.  

DATA COLLECTION AND EVALUATION

Initial data collection efforts began in September 1991.  This phase involved interviews and written surveys of representatives of city and county government, landfill owners and operators, private haulers and recyclers and volunteer groups using survey forms developed by Blackwell Environmental, Inc.  The initial surveys have been supplemented and updated by telephone interviews.  The information gathered provided the basis for the Interim Report presented in the spring of 1992.  

Another important aspect of data collection has been the waste characterization effort.  This involved the sampling and sorting of waste at the San Angelo and Brady landfills at three different times during the planning process.  A record of trucks arriving at these landfills was kept for a week each time.  For two or three days during that week, workers sorted waste into categories such as paper, plastic, glass, metal, etc.  

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION PROCESS

A number of problems became readily apparent during the early data collection efforts and the first round of public meetings.  Examples would be the lack of recycling markets, the long haul distances required for implementation of regional landfills and the difficulty of recycling collection in sparsely populated rural areas.  

PLANNING UNITS

Planning units are considered from the smallest to the largest.  Consideration is given to special needs of apartments and industries in the smallest group.  Cities are the next larger group to be considered within the region with counties as the next larger group.  Chapter three discusses facilities by county.  Since each planning unit has common problems, they are consolidated into subregions as the consultant designated them.  Tom Green County is considered as a distinct subregion, because its urban population differentiates this county from the rest of the region.  The other twelve counties together form the second subregion (Figure 1-2).  Because each of these counties is sparsely populated and there are long haul distances between communities, their solid waste problems and issues are very similar.  In this region, each county is considered as a small geographic planning unit.  It is the combination of these units into a subregion that allows opportunities of efficient management and planning due to volume.  

DETERMINATION OF GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Following presentation of the Interim Report, attention turned to developing goals and objectives for the plan.  Recycling goals were discussed and various disposal options were considered.  

During this phase of the planning process, it became evident that most counties and local governments with existing landfills strongly preferred to maintain these facilities in order to avoid the long hauling distances that regional or subregional facilities would necessitate.  

COORDINATION WITH REGULATORY AGENCIES’ PLANS AND PROGRAMS

Since the offices of Blackwell Environmental, Inc. are located in Austin and they deal with various state and regulatory agencies on a daily basis, they have been able to serve as a conduit of information to the region regarding the rules, plans, and programs of these agencies, particularly TNRCC.  All parties involved in development of the regional solid waste plan have closely followed the evolution of TNRCC’s regulations to address Subtitle D and have provided input to TNRCC during this process as appropriate.  Throughout the planning process, it has been crucial to stay up-to-date on a number of legislate, regulatory, planning and funding programs developing at the state level and to provide appropriate responses.  Of particular interest in this region has been the status of the Arid Exemption and the specifics of that portion of TNRCC regulations to address Subtitle D.  

COORDINATION WITH ADJACENT REGIONS AND COUNTRIES

Because of the stated preference for keeping local landfills open under the Arid Exemption, coordination with adjacent regions has not been pursued in development of this regional plan.  There is a clear desire in the region not to import waste from outside the region and there is a preference to avoid needing to export waste to facilities outside the region.  

DEVELOPMENT OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND ACTION PLAN

Recommendations and a proposed action plan were developed by the consultants and have been reviewed and revised by the Advisory Committee.  Four time periods are used in this report:  current and historical periods are studies as a basis for the recommendations; recommendations are categorized as short-range (1-5 years); intermediate (6-10 years); and long range (11-20 years).  These periods are developed in the goals and action plans established in chapter seven.  

PLAN ADOPTION AND SUBMITTAL

Following the Regional Solid Waste Advisory Council’s approval of this plan, it will be presented to the Concho Valley Regional Council of Governments’ Executive Board for adoption.  A public hearing will be held and the plan will then be submitted to TNRCC for approval.  Once the plan is approved by TNRCC, it will officially become the Concho Valley Council of Governments’ Regional Solid Waste Management Plan. 

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

The Concho Valley Council of Governments and the Regional Solid Waste Advisory Committee will seek to encourage plan implementation and will be responsible for assessing its progress.  Solid waste management involves a broad spectrum of entities and no single party can be held responsible for implementation of the plan recommendations.  Each level of authority has its own responsibilities, which should be consistent with this plan.  In general, though, plan implementation will be the result of a desire on the part of the Valley residents, businesses and municipal officials to continue to improve solid waste management practices.  

PLAN EVALUATION, UPDATING AND AMENDMENTS

The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan will be re-evaluated, as specified in Senate Bill 1051 of the 73rd Texas Legislature, by the Concho Valley Council of Governments Solid Waste Management Advisory Committee.  Revisions to the plan will be made as needed and revised copies of the plan will be submitted to TNRCC for approval.  

SECTION 2

REGIONAL DESCRIPTION

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

The Concho Valley Council of Governments (CVCOG) consists of the following thirteen counties:  Coke, Concho, Crockett, Irion, Kimble, Mason, McCulloch, Menard, Reagan, Schleicher, Sterling, Sutton, and Tom Green.  These counties, located in the geographic center of Texas, contain 16,344.4 square miles.  The region is a predominantly sparsely populated rural area with San Angelo being the only major city.  The economic base consists of farming, ranching, oil and gas, and hunting.  

The major highways serving the region include IH-10, US 67, US 83, US 87, US 190, US 277, State Hwy 29, and State Hwy 71 (See Figure 2-1).  These roadways not only provide the major transportation link between communities within the region, but also to other areas such as Abilene, Big Spring, San Antonio, and Austin.  

Soil types in the region range from clay to solid limestone.  The Geologic Suitability Map (Figure 2-2) classifies areas of the region as good, marginal or poor for solid waste disposal sites.  The good areas consist of predominantly clay and mud with low permeabilities.  Marginal areas are those with a mixture of clay mud, sandstone, silt and caliche.  Areas considered poor for waste disposal sites are primarily sands, gravels, limestone with marl, or limestone.  Figure 2-2 was prepared from the Bureau of Economic Geology’s Land Resources Map, which is based on general soil characteristics of large areas.  Smaller areas of good, marginal, and poor soils may not be delineated.  Terrain in the Region varies from rolling prairie to areas of steep slopes with natural ground elevations ranging from 1,258’ to 3.958’.  The land in the region is used mainly two ways, both agricultural.  The northeastern corner is used for farming cotton and grains and raising livestock.  The rest of the area is used for raising cattle, sheep, and goats.  At this time, there is no reason to expect a change in land use and therefore no reason to expect any significant change in waste produced (Figure 2-3).  

The climate of the Concho Valley Council of Governments’ Region is classified as subtropical subhumid with temperatures averaging between 34 and 96 degrees.  The average gross lake surface evaporation rate for the area ranges from 68” in eastern Kimble County to 81” in Sterling County.  All areas within CVCOG average less than 25” of rainfall annually.  Runoff from storm events in the area is carried to the Colorado and Rio Grande Rivers by a series of intermittent streams and smaller tributary rivers.  Portions of these drainageways, along with numerous depressions, ponds, and lakes, have been identified by the U. S. Department of the Interior as wetland.  The Wetlands Map (Figure 2-4) classifies areas of the Region according to the type and prevalence of wetlands.  Landfilling in areas designated as wetlands is prohibited and the mapping is intended to assess the likelihood of wetlands being present on a potential site within a given area of the Region.  

Another consideration in siting solid waste disposal facilities is avoidance of endangered species habitats.  According to the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department’s Texas Natural Heritage Program Information System, approximately 18 endangered or threatened species have habitats in the Region.  The Endangered Species Map (Figure 2-5) indicates the quadrangle of known occurrence of the species have been sited.  

The region is divided between the Colorado and Rio Grande River Basins.  With the exception of the City of San Angelo, which receives surface water from Twin Buttes Reservoir, residents throughout the Region depend on the various major and minor aquifers.  The general locations of each of these ground-water sources are depicted in Figure 2-6.  New Subtitle D requirements for landfills require proactive measures for both ground water and surface water protection.  Even existing small facilities will be required to prove that there is no existing ground-water contamination in order to receive the Arid Exemption.  

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION

The historical population of the counties and county subdivisions in the Region since 1960 has been compiled in Table 2-1.  Also included in the second portion of this table is the rate of growth for each county.  Crockett, Reagan, and Tom Green were the only counties to show positive growth ranging from 5.4 to 20.9% during the 1950s.  In the same period, decreases as high as 29.0% were recorded for the majority of the remaining counties.  Though the percentage decrease in population was lower during the 1960s, Tom Green was the only county that showed growth.  The Region posted substantial growth during the 1970s, which slowed slightly in the 1980s.  Menard County is the only county showing a loss all four decades.  During the 1990s, Reagan County had the largest decrease in population, at 26.3% population loss.  Concho County grew the most, with a 30.3% increase in population.  Other counties losing population during this decade included McCulloch, Schleicher, Sterling, and Sutton.  

The Region’s population has a median age of only about 27 years (see Figure 2-7) compared to 32-33 years as the national norm.  In the San Angelo Metropolitan Statistical Area, the net migration accounted for a third of the growth during the 1980s with the balance due to a natural increase.  

Table 2-2 provides a breakdown of population projections by counties for the year 2010.  Information has been divided into subregions.  

Population density in the Region is extremely sparse with the exception of Tom Green and McCulloch Counties.  Tom Green County has the highest density with 68.3 persons per square mile followed by McCulloch County with 7.7 persons per square mile.  The low densities throughout the Region present significant challenges in the development of the regional solid waste plan due to the loss of economy of scale.  Many options may not be cost effective since the costs cannot be spread out over a large volume of waste.  

ECONOMIC DESCRIPTION

The economy of the Region represented by the CVCOG is a mixture of manufacturing, agriculture, mining, and tourism/hunting.  Diversification is an important key to a stable economy.  According to the 1990 fourth quarter survey by the Texas Employment Commission, 48,614 persons were employed in the Region.  The following is a breakdown by general classification:  Agriculture—2.2%, Mining—3.5%, Construction—3.6%, Trade—19.4%, Manufacturing—8.1%, Transportation, Communication, and Public Utility—5.8%, Finance, Insurance and Real Estate—3.3%, Service and Other—45.4%, Government 9%, (Figure 2-8).  The unemployment rate for the Concho Valley Region was 3.7% in July 2002, compared to 6% for the state of Texas during the same month.  

The Concho Valley Region is presently served by only one commercial airport, Mathis Field in San Angelo.  The facility, which is served by American Eagle, has a FAA contract tower, which logs over 90,000 operations per year. Mathis Field also serves as an operational base for the Border Patrol and Customs Service.  Many of the smaller cities in the area have smaller airports for private and charter aircraft.  

Manufacturing in the Region produces a wide range of products, which accounts for both jobs and money brought into the local economy.  Many of the manufacturing facilities located in the area use resources produced locally which consist mainly of cedar, wool, mohair, oil, and natural gas.  The following is a brief list of the types of manufacturing industries represented in CVCOG:  wood products from cedar, prefabricated steel buildings, foundry products, yarn, woven products, apparel, wool scouring, meat processing, oil products, gas products, oil field supplies, oil field equipment, trailers, military heavy haulers, soft drink bottling, bakery products, food processing, dairy products, outdoor equipment, specialized manufactured sand, windmills, publishing, communication equipment, leather products, boats, and furniture.  

Agriculture continues to be a key to the Region’s economy with major production from both farming and ranching.  Income producing crops include cotton, grains, sorghum, wheat, hay, oats, pecans, peanuts, and watermelons.  Irrigation is used only in limited areas at this time. Ranching consists of cattle, sheep, angora goats, and dairy with the Region leading the nation in sheep and wool production.  This has led to a significant concentration of industry-related businesses to be located throughout the area.  These businesses include wool and mohair warehouses, mills, slaughterhouses, and markets.  

The mining of mineral resources in the Region has provided a major impact on the economy for many years and will continue to play a significant role in the future.  While employing only 5% of the jobs directly, numerous support and manufacturing jobs are tied to the industry indirectly.  Mineral resources produces are oil, natural gas, stone, sand, gravel and topaz.  

Tourism and hunting are another major component of the Region’s economy.  The natural beauty, rich history, and reputation for excellent hunting have made the area a popular destination for visitors.  Many groups benefit from these two types of visitors, including landowners, feed stores, hotels, restaurants, retail stores, and craft shops.  

Defense spending is yet another factor in the Concho Valley economy.  In addition to the economic impact of Goodfellow AFB in San Angelo, many businesses in the Region market to the military.  

The Texas Comptroller’s office recently published a series of Regional Outlook reports for the various areas of the state.  The forecast for this region is included in the West Texas Regional Outlook.  It states that the economy of the West Texas region will differ significantly from that of the state.  The underlying economic trends expected for this region during the next ten years will serve to generate rising incomes, but job growth will not be rapid enough during the decade to stem some out-migration from the region.  Slightly more rapid growth in employment opportunities is expected during the latter half of the decade and should serve to lessen out-migration.  Very moderate growth is expected in virtually all employment sectors, with a slight decrease in mining employment and the finance, insurance and real estate sector.  

SECTION 3

SOLID WASTE INVENTORY

Current Solid Waste Management System

Roles, Responsibilities, and Institutional Arrangements

Until recent years, the public’s perception of the handling and disposal of solid waste is best described as “Out of Sight, Out of Mind”.  The new environmental awareness along with anticipated cost increases due to new regulations is making solid waste everyone’s business.  The group that is directly affected by the recent developments involving solid waste is local, county, and state entities in addition to private waste handlers.  This section identifies how collection and disposal are handled in each area of the Region and how the services are funded.  Existing landfill locations are shown on the map in Figure 3-1.  The handling of special wastes such as sludge generated by wastewater treatment plants or septic tanks will be discussed where applicable.  Recycling efforts are also noted for the cities that have been involved in recycling (Table 3-3).  Tables 3-1 and 3-2 summarize information gathered from surveys completed by individuals with the cities, counties, and private waste handlers.  In general, solid waste collection is not a service provided by county governments in this Region.  Most rural residents either contract with a private hauler, or haul it to a landfill themselves.  An exception to this is Tom Green County, which owns and operates a collection station in Christoval.  Of the thirteen counties in the Region, four own and operate a landfill for residents.  

Current Solid Waste Management Activities and Programs
Collection

Solid waste collection has been considered a function of local governments for many years.  However, with the increasing amount of new regulations and budget constraints, many authorities have turned to privatization.  The largest example in the Concho Valley Region is San Angelo, which franchised its residential collection to Trashaway Services, Inc.  The second largest municipality in the area, the City of Brady, has indicated that they are in the process of taking proposals to contract out all or part of their solid waste operations.  Of the municipalities interviewed in the solid waste survey, ten of the fifteen collected residential waste with their own trucks.  Most of these also provide commercial collection.  In unincorporated areas, private citizens must contract directly with a hauler, haul to a landfill in the county, or burn.  Collection service is not available in most of the sparsely populated areas.  Approximately 80% of the Concho Valley population is within the municipal area and can have their trash picked up by either municipal or private crews.  All those outside this area must arrange for their own collection service.  

In most cities, once-a-week pickup is provided.  Separate collection of yard waste is provided in most of the larger cities.  The average residential fee varies from $5.00/month in Sonora to $10.00/month in Big Lake.  Where solid waste collection is a function of municipal government, either with city forces or by private haulers under an exclusive franchise, the service is reported to be satisfactory and the costs reasonable.  Local plans may warrant investigation into possible changes in collection equipment, crew sizes, routing and other aspects of collection services, but these will not be addressed in the regional plan.  

Transfer Stations

At the present time, the only collection stations located in the region are in Christoval, Wall, and Grape Creek.  The station in Christoval, which is the only one with a compactor, was constructed in 1991 and is operated by Tom Green County.  The attended facility is open three days per week (Wednesday, Friday, and Saturday) and consists of one compactor with a capacity of 42 cubic yards.  Approximately every ten days to two weeks, when the container reaches capacity, Trashaway Services hauls it to the San Angelo landfill 35 miles away.  The stations located in Wall and Grape Creek consist of on-site leased roll-off containers with an attendant.  The facility in Wall is open three days per week while the one in Grape Creek is open four days per week, due to higher volumes.  Tipping fees at all three collection stations are $2.00 per car or pickup.  Recycling bins are provided at each location for cardboard, plastic, aluminum cans and scrap metal.  

Disposal

The old disposal system of one landfill per city is gradually being phased out across the country.  As landfills fill up and are closed, fewer cities are choosing to deal with the tighter regulations and increased difficulties of permitting a new site.  Two of the existing landfills in Tom Green County are in the process of closing, the Type I located at Goodfellow AFB and the Type IV located at the San Angelo State School (Table 3-2).  Both facilities are diverting their waste streams to the City of San Angelo’s Type I.  The current volume including the other facilities’ waste was used for all projections.  All of the landfills in the Region, except two, accept solid waste from any resident of the county where the facility is sited.  These are Type III landfills operated by the City of Melvin in McCulloch County and the City of Paint Rock in Concho County.  Both facilities only accept in-city waste at this time.  

The City of San Angelo and the City of Brady, owners of the only Type I facilities in the Region, represented by the CVCOG, have both expressed their firm desire not to accept flows from outside of their respective counties.  These Type I landfills account for designation from the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission.  These designations place less stringent operating requirements of the facility than Type I due to their smaller size.  The Landfill Location Map (Figure 3-1)—(see Section 3-2) identifies the 19 landfills currently operating in the Region.  

Resource Conservation and Recovery

A number of municipalities are involved in recycling programs.  Several communities provide some type of drop-off point for collection of recyclables such as paper, plastics, glass, aluminum and other metals.  These vary as to hours of operation, materials accepted and whether they are manned or unmanned.  The local governments provide some and others are provided by the military at Goodfellow AFB, or San Angelo Friends of the Environment.  In addition to operating two recycling centers, San Angelo Friends of the Environment are involved in educating the public by speaking to groups and students in schools about the recycling effort.  Less than 1% of the waste stream is currently recovered through these various programs, with the largest tonnages being newspapers, which are no longer being accepted due to the flooded market.  The second largest tonnage collected in the area is glass followed by aluminum and other metals.  A summary of the materials being collected for recycling is shown in Table 3-3.  CVCOG is working on a pilot program for collecting waste oil in Concho, Menard, and Tom Green Counties.  

A few of the businesses in the Region are involved in recycling various materials, but particularly metals.  These firms typically accept or purchase recyclables, process them in some way and haul or ship to a facility that manufactures the material into a marketable good.  Depleted prices and difficulties in finding markets is discouraging expansion of many recycling operations.  The increased interest in and emphasis on recycling has caused markets to become flooded resulting in a drop in prices.  

Recycling in the Region generally reflects the current situation nationwide.  Interest in recycling and a willingness to separate items for recycling throughout the Region is very high among both citizens and business.  However, the markets for recyclables are severely depleted and, in some cases, it is difficult to find any market at all.  This lack of markets is causing many to lose their initial enthusiasm for establishing recycling programs.  

At this time, other recovery options such as minimization, volume reduction, source separation, incineration, gasification, and methane recovery are not being utilized in the region due to the costs associated with implementation.  

Composting

There is a lot of interest in composting, especially the composting of brush and yard wastes since this comprises a significant percentage of the waste currently landfilled.  The City of Mason is currently chipping yard waste as it is picked up and used the material for public facilities.  The City of San Angelo is awaiting approval of a composting grant from TNRCC and expects to soon begin to compost material arriving at their landfill.  Trashaway Services, Inc., the operators of the San Angelo landfill, has started a pilot program at the facility.  Many communities in the area are looking into similar operations in the near future.  In the more rural areas composting has been a typical part of farming.  

Illegal Disposal

Of the total waste generated in the Region, only a small portion is disposed of illegally at unauthorized sites and along roadsides and ditches.  According to the surveys, a significant amount of the illegal dumping was due to tourist and hunters overfilling the containers at the roadside rest areas.  The responsibility of enforcement of the laws prohibiting illegal dumps generally falls to the TNRCC.  Figure 3-2 shows a map of Unauthorized Solid Waste Sites that have been investigated by TNRCC in the last few years.  

These sites fall into several different categories.  The first type is an illegal dump where one or more haulers dump loads that someone has paid him to collect.  TNRCC currently requires no registration of haulers and some of the haulers providing services in a few of the counties are very small operations that may or may not be taking the waste to a permitted landfill.  The second and most obvious type of unauthorized sites result from promiscuous dumping along public rights-of-way such as roads and ditches.  This type of dumping is a nuisance to everyone and degrades the image of the areas affected by it, making them less attractive to tourists, potential homebuyers and industries considering a new location in the Region.  The dumping in the ditches raises the likelihood of flooding in some areas since a drainage ditch will not accommodate design flows if it is clogged with trash.  Besides the problems associated with illegal disposal of household waste, tires account for another type of dumping problem.  Tires also tend to get dumped in ditches or piled at illegally operated dumps.  

Open Burning

Open burning is another prevalent practice in the Region.  In rural areas of the Region, burning of waste is very common among residents where reasonable priced alternatives are not available.  While burning of domestic waste at a private residence is currently allowed under Texas Air Control Board (TACB) regulations, it is likely to be prohibited in the near future.  

TYPES OF WASTE

Residential

People generally think of solid waste only in terms of the garbage they haul out the back door of their homes.  This type of waste is classified as household waste and is usually picked up by city forces or a private hauler once or twice per week.  Apartment residents often carry trash to a dumpster in the parking lot.  Rural residents may haul waste to a disposal point.  Most household waste can be categorized as durable goods, non-durable goods, or containers and packaging.  Durable goods such as appliances and furniture account for about 15% of U. S. waste disposal.  Non-durables such as papers, disposable diapers, clothing and footwear comprise another 28%.  Containers and packaging make up another 28%.  The remaining portion, roughly 30%, is basically made up of food wastes and yard wastes.  

Yard Waste

Yard waste (including brush) is a special type of household waste because it is fairly easy to separate and because it is not a health hazard or an environmentally damaging waste.  At the present time, several cities in the Region are considering plans to compost yard waste in the future.  Several cities are disposing of this waste at a separate site or a separate area of the landfill.  Several landfills have separate areas for this waste.  Many cities offer separate collection of yard wastes and want a cheaper disposal method of handling it than paying the hauling costs, and sometimes also tipping fees, associated with disposing of household and commercial wastes.  In anticipation of the higher cost of developing or expanding facilities, cities that operate their own landfills also want to extend the life of the landfill by keeping out the yard wastes.  Most communities in the region are implementing composting operations to varying degrees.  The rural communities do not have a significant amount of yard waste in their landfills.  

Special Wastes

A special category of household waste is household hazardous waste.  Items such as paints, lawn and garden products, used motor oil, and some household cleaners are considered hazardous waste.  Regulations currently allow this type of waste to be landfilled if it is from individual households and not from commercial generators.  IN some U. S. communities, however, there are programs such as “Household Hazardous Waste Days” aimed at keeping this material out of municipal landfills.  Typically, these are temporary collection sites where homeowners can take household hazardous waste for handling and disposal in a manner somewhat consistent with the regulations on other hazardous waste.  No special programs have been implemented to address household hazardous waste in the Region.  

Commercial/Institutional

Another type of waste that is familiar to most people is the type that is most often collected in dumpsters or roll-off.  The waste that businesses dispose of is considered commercial waste and generally consists of cardboard, office papers, food, disposable dinnerware and other waste products.  Institutional waste, such as that from schools, nursing homes and hospitals, is usually collected in the same manner as commercial waste and includes the same types of items.  

Industrial

Wastes resulting from the industry’s manufacturing operations are considered industrial process waste.  Some of the types of industrial waste in the Concho Valley are textile remnants from clothing manufacturers, cardboard from Crest Packaging, shredded paper from Goodfellow AFB, and foundry waste from B & W Foundry.  Some industries haul their own waste to a landfill, but most contract with a private hauler.  This process waste is often mixed in with the commercial waste generated at the plant.  

Municipal Sludge

Municipal sludge includes sludges from water and wastewater treatment plants and also septage (pumped from septic tanks) and grease and grit trap waste.  Due to the smaller size of the wastewater treatment plants and type of treatment processes used in the Region, very low volumes of sludge are generated.  The most common method of disposal of treatment plant sludges for the Region is land application.  Dried sludge and grease/grit trap waste is landfilled at some facilities.  Those accepting sludge include Robert Lee, Menard, and Sterling County.  Menard, Eldorado, and Sonora are currently accepting waste from grease/grit trap.  Haulers state that septage is being taken to treatment plants.  Typically, sludge generation is computed to be approximately sixty pounds per person per year.  If composted, this material can be used as daily cover.  

Agricultural

Agricultural wastes in the form of animal carcasses, paunch, and wool waste are reported to arrive in significant quantities at most of the landfills in the Regions.  No attempt has yet been made to quantify this particular type of waste.  While most paunch is landfilled, Trashaway Services, the operator of the San Angelo landfill, has started a pilot program composting the paunch.  

Medical

Medical waste generated in the area is either treated with a bleach solution, in accordance with Texas Department of Health guidelines, and immediately buried upon receipt at the landfill, or burned in on-site incinerators at the medical facility.  

SOLID WASTE CHARACTERIZATION

In order to begin to plan for future solid waste needs, it is necessary to know the amounts and types of wastes that are currently being generated in the region.  This task is somewhat difficult due to the fact that only five of the 19 landfills have access to scales to weigh the waste generated in the Region.  These five facilities include San Angelo, Brady, Sonora, Eldorado, and Crockett County.  Most of the landfills estimate tonnages based on the population equivalent method allowed by TNRCC.  In order to have sufficient quantities to sample, the characterization survey was conducted at the only two Type I landfills—San Angelo and Brady.  Landfill operators are keeping special records during time or each seasonal survey.  Also during that same period, samples are being taken aside and sorted according to type of waste.  The average of the samples provides a percentage breakdown by weight of the waste being disposed of in the Region.  

Quantities

The total tonnage of waste reported for 2000 as being deposited in the Concho Valley’s landfills is roughly 121,706 tons.  The reported tonnage for recycled waste is 100 tons, excluding scrap metals recycled from cars.  In addition to this waste, an estimated 18,000 tons per year is burned or disposed of illegally and not recovered for disposal at a permitted facility.  This brings the total waste generation for the Region to 127,500 tons per year for all types of solid waste (excluding hazardous waste and infectious medical waste, since these must be handled differently).  The estimated average waste generation rate equates to 4.8 pounds per person per day for each resident in the Region.  

EPA estimates an average generation rate of 4.0 pounds per person per day, but excludes certain types of waste that are landfilled in the Region, such as construction/demolition waste and agricultural waste.  TNRCC computes an average of 6.2 pounds per person per day based on the solid waste facility records that it receives.  EPA studies show that the per capita generation rate has steadily climbed over the last few decades, but this trend is expected to change as waste disposal costs rise.  Based on a projection rate that holds steady at 4.8 pounds per person per day, the projected total waste tonnage for the Region in the year 2000 is 134,739 tons.  For the year 2010, the projected total is 143,589 tons.  (See Table 3-4).  

Characterization of Waste

It is also useful to know a breakdown of the types of wastes being generated.  The TNRCC uses ten categories for characterization of municipal solid waste.  Waste stream sampling at the Brady and San Angelo landfills were conducted at three times during the year to determine the percentages by weight for these types of waste.  These samples are meant to be representative of waste generated during various periods.  The sampling results are listed in Table 3-5.  Note that this sampling effort only categorizes wastes that are discarded at a landfill from residences and commercial institutions.  Household hazardous wastes were included in the “Other Waste” category.  The EPA averages for waste generated indicates a higher percentage for paper (40%) and a slightly lower percentage for most other types of waste.  The results of the sampling efforts seem to correlate fairly well with the EPA averages, but with a few exceptions.  The percentages for metals at the Brady site are more than twice the national average with both sites reporting significantly higher percentages.  The variation in yard waste was probably due to daily fluctuations, typically seen during fall, and differences in collection.  The glass percentage was approximately half of the average in San Angelo possibly due to recycling efforts by S. A. F. E.  Their records indicate a significant amount being collected and delivered to Acme Iron and Metal.  

With the exception of recyclables being taken to Mexico, San Antonio, or other markets, very little of the Region’s waste moves in or out of the Region.  All landfill operators indicated in the survey that they currently accept waste streams generated within either their own county or city.  

Table 3-6 summarizes the waste types based on the source.  The waste generated at the military base is considered residential and commercial and not tracked separately.  

SECTION 4

CAPACITY OF EXISTING AND PLANNED FACILITIES

CAPACITY OF EXISTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES

Landfills

In assessing the remaining landfill capacity in the Concho Valley Region, it is assumed that the operators of smaller facilities will be allowed to operate under the small community provision for landfills in areas receiving less than an annual average of 20 TPD, in arid areas receiving less than 25 inches per year and in remote areas without any reasonable alternatives for regionalization with no evidence of ground water contamination.  This would leave a total of 16 of the current landfills still in operation.  The remaining capacity is based on figures provided as of the end of 1990 and utilizing the State’s method.  See Table 4-1 for capacity calculations.  

If none of the existing facilities expand their permitted areas, a total of 4.332 million tons of capacity would be available for landfilling.  This would provide excess estimated capacity of 1.634 million tons over the next 20 years, if the State Legislature’s SB 1340 Goal of 40% is not met.  If this goal is met, there will be an excess capacity at the landfills in the Region of 2.63 million tons.  

In annual reports submitted to TNRCC, each landfill operator estimated a projected date of closure usually based on the method suggested by TNRCC.  In this method, the assumption is made that the landfill will continue to accept the same annual tonnage of waste.  The method also does not take into account the reduction of volume due to daily cover, intermediate cover, sloped sidewalls, and area between cells if the trench fill method is used instead of the area fill method.  This lost volume is typically 30-35% in large landfills utilizing the area fill method and in excess of 50% in small landfills utilizing the trench method.  As previously noted, the tonnages are estimated at all landfills except San Angelo and some of these estimates are variable.  Figures 4-1 and 4-2 depict remaining tonnages and years for the landfills in the Region.  

Currently, the landfill at San Angelo serves the largest population of any landfill in the Region.  It serves a large portion of the unincorporated areas of Tom Green County in addition to San Angelo.  Based on our calculations, the estimated life of the presently permitted area is about 26 years.  This assumes no additional waste contracts from outside the CVCOG are negotiated.  

The San Angelo landfill reported about 104,143 tons accepted in 1990 and no significant increases were noted in 1991.  The reported estimate of closure date is 2020.  The remaining life is estimated at about 26 years.  

The landfill at Brady is a Type I facility with 484,000 ton capacity remaining at the end of 1990.  The 1990 reported tonnage was about 6,000 and based on the TNRCC method, and the City estimates that about 73 years of life remain.  

Sonora operates the only facility in Sutton County and its estimated remaining life for purposes of this report assumes that it accepts waste from the entire county.  The waste is estimated at 4.8 pounds per person per day, considering present practices and existing industrial activity taking place in the county will continue.  The estimated remaining life is 138 years.  

The City of Eden is landfilling an estimated 1,500 tons per year since it began accepting waste.  The City estimates 90 years of life remaining at the facility based on the State’s method.  

The facility at Robert Lee has a remaining life of approximately 378 years based upon the current usage.  If Bronte were to close their landfill and send their waste to Robert Lee, the expected life would drop to about 175 years.  

In the event that, in the near future, the TNRCC no longer allows the exemption, many of the smaller landfills will be forced to close due to operational expense.  This will significantly impact the entire Region, causing an acute shortage of landfill capacity, since both Type I facilities in the area have expressed a desire not to accept waste from areas outside of their respective counties.  

CURRENTLY PLANNED FACILITY EXPANSIONS AND PROGRAMS

The individuals, such as public works directors and landfill operators, who deal directly with solid waste issues on a daily basis are generally very informed and aware of the potential impacts of new legislation and regulation on their operations.  Many of the planned projects and programs are, at least to some degree, a response to anticipated recycling requirements and/or high costs of waste disposal.  

With the exception of the San Angelo landfill, the landfills in this region should quality for the Arid Exemption.  The Ozona landfill is in the process of closing, but all other landfill owners have indicated a desire to keep their landfills open by obtaining arid exemption status and complying with the associated regulations.  This will mean operational changes for many of the landfills.  

There are no proposed expansions or upgrades to existing facilities that could significantly impact the Region’s management of solid waste except for a new facility to serve Crockett County, which is needed immediately.  Planning is taking place but no estimates are available on anticipated volumes.  Big Lake is planning to develop an expansion adjacent to its existing landfill.  The proposal would add 100 acres to the site and at least 60 acres of usable landfill.  This would add approximately 226,000 tons of capacity and increase the estimated life by 65 years.  Paint Rock and Eldorado are also beginning to consider expansions.  No estimates are available at this time for these planned facilities.  Many communities are considering the possibility of establishing material recovery operations where recyclables are extracted from mixed waste by hand pickers or automated equipment, if SB 1340 becomes mandatory or if it becomes cost effective.  

San Angelo has plans to eventually implement separation of residential yard waste so that it can be composted as a part of the existing operation at the landfill.  This will help to reduce the amount of waste being landfilled and conserve landfill capacity.  

ANTICIPATED IMPACT OF REGULATORY CHANGES

Although the present solid waste management practices in most communities are adequate and the costs of services are presently reasonable, significant changes to the current system are deemed necessary.  Many of the changes will be in response to the federal and state regulations aimed at better environmental protection.  

Landfill Costs

The Subtitle D regulations described in the introduction to this report will impact the landfill operations in the region in a number of specific ways.  However, all of these regulations do not apply if arid exemption is obtained.  All of the landfills except San Angelo qualify for the arid exemption.  The positive impact of the regulations will be increased protection of the environment and a lower liability risk for those choosing to own and operate a landfill.  On the negative side, the cost of providing this new level of environmental protection is very high relative to the current costs of landfilling waste in the region.  

Subtitle D impacts development costs, operating costs, and also the costs associated with closing a landfill facility.  Developing a new landfill or expanding an existing one will require installing a plastic liner above two or three feet of compacted clay.  The combination of plastic and clay is knows as a composite line.  The clay portion of the liner will be much more expensive to construct than the liners that have typically been used for Texas landfills.  Most of the region’s landfills have  “in situ” liners, meaning the natural soils were considered tight enough to prevent significant leakage of the polluted liquid called “leachate”.  The new regulation require the clay to be tightly compacted in sic inch layers and each layer has to be tested to tight specifications.  The plastic liner than must e tested to ensure that it’s airtight.  The installed cost for plastic liners runs 65 cents per square foot and higher.  The liner then must be covered with about two feet of sand or natural soil to protect it.  

Other development cost items include monitoring wells and leachate collection systems.  Many landfills already have monitoring walls, but all will have to have them when the regulations take effect in 1993.  Leachate collection systems generally consist of a system of perforated plastic pipe on top of the plastic liner and a pump for getting the leachate out of the landfill and into a storage pond.  Various methods for managing the leachate are being tried at the small number of landfills with collection systems.  Generally, the leachate is taken to a wastewater treatment plant if there is one nearby that can handle it.  An on-site package treatment plant is another possibility, but one that is very costly.  Recirculation of the leachate back through the landfill is being tried at some facilities.  In areas where evaporation rates are high enough, the leachate can possibly be managed simply in aeration ponds.  

Subtitle D will impact operating costs in two main ways.  The first is in leachate management.  The costs vary widely depending on the method used and also the amount of leachate generated.  The second added operating cost is the requirement for quarterly testing of monitoring wells and also surface water leaving the site.  The current cost of obtaining and testing a sample is about $1,000.  The minimum number of wells usually required is one upgradient and three downgradient, but this can vary and it is not unusual for additional wells to be required by regulators.  

When a landfill has stopped receiving waste, two to three feet of final cover material must be placed over the entire area.  It is tested to make sure the soils have been compacted well enough to allow only a minimum of rain to seep down into the waste.  Sometimes a special drainage system is installed to collect the rainfall runoff and get it away from the landfill.  

Another major impact of Subtitle D regulations is in the requirement that money for 30 years of post-closure care be bonded at the time the landfill is closed.  The post-closure costs are maintenance of the final cover, continuing testing of monitoring wells and continued management of the leachate.  The state is presently deciding on which methods are acceptable to prove financial assurance required by the Subtitle D regulations.  

The current costs for landfilling waste in the region ranges from about $3-5 per ton at a large landfill to about $12-15 per ton at a small landfill.  The anticipated costs of landfilling waste under Subtitle D regulations is about $30 per ton at a large landfill and $60 per ton at a small landfill.  The average residential collection fee in the region is about $8 per month per household.  Of this $8, about $6 is for collection cost and the other $2 for disposal cost.  Assuming disposal costs at a large landfill are at $5 per ton and go to $30 per ton, the resulting residential fee would be about $18 per household.  This does not include allowance for the additional hauling costs that a city may incur in having to take waste to a more distant disposal facility.  More detailed cost projections for particular areas will be developed as a part of the alternative plans for future regional waste management. 

Landfill Liability

In the past, a number of environmental problems have arisen from the landfilling of municipal solid wastes.  Many Superfund sites in the nation were once landfills, typically ones that received hazardous waste from large generators.  Groundwater contamination and methane gas migration are two environmental hazards typical of landfills.  

The new Subtitle D regulations are intended to minimize the liability exposure of landfill owners and operators by providing a much higher level of environmental protection.  Therefore, if the landfill operator chooses to continue to operate a permitted landfill, the liability of exposure of a Subtitle D landfill should be much lower than the existing facility, due to the rigorous construction and monitoring requirements of Subtitle D. 

SECTION 5
SECTION 6

LEGAL ISSUES

This section describes a variety of options for establishing solid waste disposal and collection services in unincorporated areas.  This section is intended to offer an overview of the various political subdivisions, which may be created for this purpose, as well as describing the general regulatory authority of counties and other political subdivisions in establishing a solid waste management system.  It is the intent of this section to provide a general, broad-based discussion of the legal parameters involved in establishing a solid waste management system for unincorporated areas under each of these various mechanisms.  Information and material on issues contained in this section is presented in general terms and is not intended to be used for specific action without obtaining further legal advice.  

During the planning process, the Blackwell Environmental Inc. employed the law firm of McGinnis, Lochridge and Kilgore to provide answers to questions concerning solid waste issues in the Concho Valley Region.  In particular, members of the Task Force were interested in exploring the various methodologies which may be available to provide solid waste services to the rural portions of the Region where services do not exist today.  As previously mentioned, illegal dumping thrives in areas where no solid waste services exist, or where such services are beyond the fiscal means of residents.  

This section is presented in two parts:

1) Questions posed by members of the CVCOG Solid Waste Task Force, along with answers to these questions, and 

2) Legal discussions concerning establishment of various alternatives for solid waste management.  

LEGAL QUESTIONS POSED BY CVCOG

Q:  What is required to se up a regional or county solid waste authority with taxing powers?

A:  Counties have existing authority to establish a solid waste management program through adoption of ordinances to that effect.  Additionally, a political subdivision serving as a regional authority to establish a solid waste management system may be set up through a variety of mechanisms.  

Political subdivisions, other than counties, which may be established for the purposes of solid waste management through existing legislation, without further legislative activity, include the following:

· A water supply corporation (WSC) may petition to the TNRCC for designation as a Special Utility District (SUD) for the purpose of solid waste management.  See Texas Water Code 65.014.

· A water control and improvement district (WCID) may be created with the authority to manage solid waste.  See Texas Water Code 51.331.  Multiple WCIDs may petition jointly for the creation of a “master district” for the purposes of handling solid waste.  See Texas Water Code 51.047.

· A municipal utility district (MUD) created through petition to the TNRCC may also exercise solid waste management authority.  See Texas Water Code 54.014, 54.203.

Legislative action may also be used to establish a solid waste management district under the authority of Article XVI, Section 59 of the Texas Constitution.  

Examples of statutorily created districts include:

· The Gaines County Solid Waste Management District and the Upper Sabine Valley Solid Waste Management District.  See Tex. Rev. Civ. Stat. Ann. Art. 4477-7j and art. 4477-7k (Vernon 1991).  

· There is proposed legislation that would create a general mechanism for establishment of solid waste management districts.  The presently proposed bill would still require Legislative approval of each district desiring to be created.  Deleting this requirement would streamline the process.  

Q:  Can such an authority be set up to exclude incorporated areas?

A:  Subject to approval of either the TNRCC or the legislature, dependent on the “creation
 mechanism, a district may be set up to include all or part of any county which would assume that incorporated areas could be excluded.  County authority to establish a solid waste management system is limited to unincorporated areas.  See Texas Health and Safety Code 364.011(a).  

Q:  Would cities have the option of becoming part of a solid waste authority and turning over solid waste functions to the authority?  

A:  The options available to municipalities may be dependent on the type of solid waste authority involved.  Any area that wishes to be added to a district may petition for inclusion.  The board of the district has authority to rule on annexation.  See Texas Water Code 65.719.  Discretion of solid waste management districts set up by specific legislation to disallow addition of incorporated areas would be dependent on the terms of the statute creating the district.  

Q:  Can the county (or a regional or county solid waste authority) mandate a house-to-house collection program and either tax or bill for the cost of the service?

A:  Yes.  An authority responsible for solid waste management may require the use of its service and to charge appropriate fees for the service.  However, the authority is limited to a requirement of “reasonableness” in establishing the solid waste disposal system.  We have found no interpretation to date regarding whether a house-to-house collection system would be considered unreasonable.  See Texas Health and Safety Cod 364.034(a)(2).  

Concerning the legal authority of water supply corporations in the area of solid waste services:

Q:  Do water supply corporations have the authority to provide solid waste collection services and attach a solid waste fee to the monthly water bill?  

A:  Under current legislation, water supply corporations do not have the authority to provide solid waste collection services.  However, a water supply corporation may petition for designation as a Special Utility District (SUD), which would then have the authority to perform solid waste management.  A SUD would have the authority to charge the appropriate fees for this service.  Those fees could likely be billed jointly with water services provided by the SUD.  See Texas Water Code 65.204.  

Q:  Do WCS’s have the authority to cut off water service for non-payment of solid waste fee?

A:  No.  A political subdivision with the authority to manage solid waste would have the authority to terminate service of solid waste collection or disposal for non-payment of the associated fees.  See Texas Health and Safety Code 364.034.  However, it is unlikely that the solid waste management authority could discontinue water service for non-payment of solid waste fees.  See Texas Water Code 13.250.  

Q:  What would be the procedure for introducing legislation to grant water supply corporations the authority to handle solid waste services?

A:  As previously mentioned, water supply corporations have an existing mechanism through petitioning for designation as a Special Utility District, which would allow the WSC to handle solid waste services.  See Texas Water Code 65.014.  In addition, specific legislation to grant water supply corporations the authority to conduct solid waste management could be added through an amendment to the existing water supply corporation statute, Article 1434a V.A.T.C.S., or by separate legislation specific to this proposal.  

There is a proposed bill that would allow for creation of solid waste management districts through legislative action.  It is conceivable that the two suggestions could be harmonized by allowing a mechanism for a water supply corporation to petition for designation as a solid waste management district under the presently proposed bill.  

Q:  Could a county or solid waste authority provide waste collection services and contract with a water supply corporation or electric utility provider to handle the billing?

A:  Yes.  Authorities providing solid waste management services have broad discretion to contract out waste management services.  See Texas Health and Safety Code 363.117.  However, the contracting authority maintains responsibility for the quality of services provided.  

ESTABLISHMENT OF SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL DISTRICTS

The Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 361 grants authority for licensing of municipal solid waste facilities to counties within the State.  Additionally, where a political subdivision with jurisdiction in two or more counties has statutory authority to regulate solid waste handling or disposal, the political subdivision may assume exclusive jurisdiction over the solid waste management for the area.  The political subdivision then has the same powers and duties granted to counties for the disposal and handling of solid wastes.  With the assumption of this authority, the political subdivision serves as coordinator of all solid waste activities conducted by cities or counties within the boundaries of the political subdivision.  The parameters for regulation of municipal solid waste by counties and political subdivisions with the statutory authority for solid waste management are defined in Chapters 363 and 364 of the Texas Health and Safety Code.  

This section begins with a description of the various districts that may be created as political subdivisions with the authority to handle and dispose of solid waste.  Part B of this section offers a discussion of the scope of solid waste management authority granted to these political subdivisions, as well as counties, under the Texas Health and Safety Code.  

Article XVI, Section 59 of the Texas Constitution allows for creation of conservation and reclamation districts for purposes of preservation and conservation of the natural resources of the state.  Under this authority, the legislature has created a variety of statutory mechanisms for the establishment of various types of “special purpose districts,” to provide political subdivisions under Article XVI, Section 59 with the authority to handle and dispose of solid waste.  Each of these mechanisms is discussed separately below:

SPECIAL UTILITY DISTRICTS (“SUDs”)

Creation and Authority

Special Utility Districts (“SUDs”) may be created for the purposes of collection, handling, and disposal of municipal solid waste.  See Texas Water Code 65.201-704.  The specific authority granted to a SUD with respect to management of solid waste is as follows:

A district may collect solid waste and may purchase, construct, acquire, own, operate, maintain, repair, improve, and extend a solid waste collection and disposal system inside and outside the district and may make proper charges for its facilities or services provided by the system.  

The authority granted by the legislature for creation of a SUD for the handling of solid waste is specifically subject to the preference for integrated area-wide waste collection treatment and disposal systems.  

A water supply corporation (WSC), as created under Article 1434a of V. A. T. C. S., does not have the authority to handle or dispose of solid waste as a political subdivision.  However, under Chapter 65 of the Texas Water Code, a WSC may file a certified resolution with the TNRCC requesting designation as a special utility district.  With the designation as a SUD, the entity would take on the authority to manage solid waste under the powers granted in Chapter 65 of the Texas Water Code as a political subdivision in accordance with Article XVI, Section 59 of the Texas Constitution.  

Territory

A SUD may be composed of all or part of any one or more counties and may, but is not required, to include any cities or other public agencies.  The area contained within a district is not required to be contiguous.  If a SUD desires to serve areas within a city, the Texas Water Code allows special provisions for the city to approve plans and specifications and inspection of facilities constructed by the district.  In approving the creation of a district, the Commission has the discretion to exclude land that will not be benefited by the creation of the district and may require the district to redefine its proposed boundaries according to these findings.  

A SUD created for the purpose of solid waste handling and disposal may extend a solid waste collection and disposal system outside of the district to serve areas contiguous to or in the vicinity of the district.  To serve areas outside of the district that are within the limits of a city, the SUD must obtain a resolution or ordinance of the city.  

Following the formation of a SUD, land originally included in the SUD may be later excluded by motion of the board of the district or petition of any landowner or property owner in the district.  A hearing regarding the exclusion may be held on necessity determined by the Board or by written request in a petition.  The grounds for exclusion include:  (i) undue and uneconomical burden on the remainder of the district for continued service of the areas to be excluded or (ii) that the land desired to be excluded may not be benefited by the district’s proposed improvements.  See Id. Section 65.705.  The order of exclusion is issued by the Board, and must be filed in the deed records of each county in which the district is located.  

Governance

A SUD is governed by a Board of Directors to be elected by the residents within the district.  Management of the district’s activities may be performed by employees hired through the Board of Directors.  

Fiscal

A SUD has the power to charge “fees” for the services provided by the district, including “stand-by charges, fees, or rentals for providing any district facilities or services.”  Additionally, a SUD may require a deposit for any services or facilities furnished by the district.  

A SUD has the authority to issue bonds.  The rates charged by the special utility district may be higher for services provided outside the district.  Any rates charged for services outside the district should cover the expenses of the service.  Chapter 65 of the Texas Water Code does not specify taxing authority for a SUD.  

WATER CONTROL AND IMPROVEMENT DISTRICTS (“WCIDs”)

Creation and Authority

Under Chapter 51 of the Texas Water Code, a water control and improvement district (WCID) has the authority to regulate, dispose and handle solid waste.  See Texas Water Code section 51.001-402.  A petition for creation of a WCID located wholly within a single county may be approved by the commissioners’ court of that county.  Where the area to be included in the proposed WCID covers multiple counties, the TNRCC will consider and order its creation.  Id.  Additionally, a WCID may be created by special act of the Legislature under the authority of Article XVI, Section 59 of the Texas Constitution.  

Under Chapter 51 of the Texas Water Code, a WCID may be created for the sold purpose of handling and disposing of solid waste, or an existing WCID created without this authority may add solid waste disposal authority to its existing operating purposes.  Additionally, a WCID designated as a “master district” may be created, to encompass more than one existing district or part thereof.  

The master district may be created for the purposed of enabling districts to pool their resources to “maintain or operate works for the common benefit of the several districts.”  This general grant of authority appears to authorize the creation of a master district that might consolidate several existing WCIDs for the purpose of providing solid waste disposal.  A master district may be created by petition to the TNRCC.  Each district composing a part of the master district would constitute a separate voting unit.  No existing district may be included in a master district without the approval of the majority of the electorate in the second county to be included within the district.  However, these provisions do not apply where the WCID is created to exercise the powers of solid waste disposal.  

For districts created for the purposes of handling and disposing of solid waste, the TNRCC has the authority to rule on the petition for creation of such a district.  Additional lands may be added to a district created for the purposes of solid waste disposal through this same process.  

Fiscal

A WCID has taxing power over residents in the district as well as the authority to charge fees or rentals for providing any service or facility.  A district also has the authority to issue bonds for the purposes of financing debt necessary to provide improvements and maintenance of improvements to achieve the purposes for which the district was created.  

MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICTS (“MUDs”)

Creation and Authority

A municipal utility district may be created by petition to the TNRCC of the majority of the holders of title of land within the proposed district.  See Texas Water Code section 54.014-728.  The TNRCC has authority to rule on the petition after a proper hearing.  

The authority of a MUD related to management of solid wasted is set out in a separate provisions of Chapter 54 of the Texas Water Code as follows:  

A district is authorized to purchase, construct, acquire, own, operate, maintain, repair, improve, extend, or establish a solid waste collection and disposal system, including recycling, inside and outside the district, and make proper charges for it.  A district may require use of such services as a condition for receiving other district services.  A district may enter into an exclusive contract with a private entity to provide such services to all land and persons within its boundaries.  

A MUD has the authority to adopt and enforce reasonable regulations to accomplish these purposes.  The authority of a MUD is specifically subject to the preference for integrated area-wide waste treatment systems.  

Governance

An elected board of directors shall handle the administration of the board.  The board of directors of the MUD has the authority to employ any persons necessary to perform the management of the district.  Chapter 54 of the Texas Water Code provides specific requirements for election of the board of directors, establishment of district offices, as well as creation of by-laws for the MUD.  

Territory

The MUD may include all or part of any county, city or other public agency.  The areas included within a MUD need not be contiguous.  No area within the corporate limits of the city or the extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) of that city may be included without written consent of the city governing body.  However, the area within the ETJ may be included by election of a majority of the owners of land within the ETJ.  

After the initial petition for creation of  a MUD, an area not wishing to be part of the district to be created may petition for exclusion.  Chapter 54 sets out specific grounds for exclusion as follows:  

· Retention of subject property within the taxing power of the district is arbitrary and unnecessary to accomplish the purposes of the district, and would constitute an “arbitrary imposition of the confiscatory burden;”

· Retention of the subject area would “create an undue and uneconomical burden on the remainder of the district”; or

· The land to be excluded would not benefit from the proposed district improvements.  

The board of the MUD has the authority to rule on the order for exclusion, with appeal being directed to the state district courts.  Similarly, any owners of land wishing to be included within the district may petition for such addition.  The board has the authority to rule on this petition and if the petition is granted, the order should be filed with the county clerk of the county in which the land is located.  Additionally, a defined area of land may be included within the district through a petition process that is filed by a majority in value of the landowners in the area.  Further, two or more MUDs may consolidate into one district through a proper election process.  

Fiscal

A MUD may set up a system of fees and charges for the services provided.  Further, the district may discontinue service to ensure payment of those fees where the payment is at least six months overdue.  The district also has taxing authority to levy and collect taxes for maintenance purposes.  A MUD may issue bonds in order to allow construction of necessary facilities.  The MUD has the authority to levy taxes in an amount sufficient to pay the interest on the bonds according to property value.  

STATUTORY SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL DISTRICT

Creation and Authority

An additional option for creation of a political subdivision in accordance with Article XVI, Section 59 of the Texas Constitution is to adopt separate legislation specifically creating a district.  Currently, two solid waste management districts created by specific legislation exist:  (1) Gaines County Solid Waste Management District, Article 4477-7j V. A. C. S., and (2) Upper Sabine Valley Solid Waste Management District, Article 4477-7k, section 4.23.  

Governance

These statutorily created districts provide for governance by a Board of Directors with appointment of a general manager responsible for administering the directives of the Board.  

Territory

The statute related to the Upper Sabine Valley specifically provides for annexation of adjacent counties following a petition submitted by the commissioner’s court of the adjacent county.  No county will be annexed without the approval of the Board of the existing Upper Sabine Valley Solid Waste Management District.  See Article 4477-7j, section 8.03.  Similarly, the statute creating the Gaines County District allows for expansion of the district territory to include defined areas that petition for annexation to the district.  See Article 4477-7j, section 8.01.  

Fiscal

These statutes grant the subject districts the authority to charge necessary fees or rentals, as well as taxes, to cover expenses of providing services.  

PROPOSED LEGISLATION FOR SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS

Creation and Authority

A proposed house bill introduced in the 72nd Legislature and again in the 73rd Legislature would have created a mechanism for the creation of solid waste management districts, and established provisions intended to be uniformly applicable to all solid waste management districts created under the proposed statutory scheme.  Under the proposed bill, creation of a solid waste management district would continue to require legislative action.  The uniform provisions governing the solid waste management districts would have been included as a newly created chapter of the Health and Safety Code (proposed as Chapter 411).  

Creation of a solid waste management district would be a two step process under the proposed scheme.  First, the Legislature would, by special law, create a solid waste management district and provide for the appointment of temporary directors for the district.  Next, the residents of the district would vote in a confirmation election on whether the district should be created.  

Under the terms of the proposed bill, a solid waste management district would have delegated the power to adopt rules necessary to carry out the operation of the solid waste disposal system.  The regulatory powers of the district extend to every person within the district.  The district would be expressly authorized to contract for solid waste management services, and to set fees in accordance with considerations of:

1) quality (type) of the waste

2) quantity of the waste

3) difficulty encountered in treating or disposing of the waste

4) operation and maintenance expenses and debt retirement services

5) any other reasonable considerations

In general, the powers and duties section of the proposed bill parallels that of the corresponding sections for the statutes creating the Gaines County Solid Waste Management District and the Upper Sabine Valley Solid Waste Management District.  

Governance

Where the district’s boundaries are coextensive with boundaries of that county, the election of directors would be along the lines of commission precincts with three directors to be elected at large.  Where the district’s boundaries are not coextensive with the boundaries of the county, the directors for the entire district would be elected at large.  The Board would be allowed the discretion to employ a general manager for administration and operation of the district.  Proposed sections of the bill provided for specific provisions of the meetings and elections to be held within the district.  Additional provisions contained within this section of the proposed chapter related to eminent domain, contracts, construction and monitoring and payment of construction work, as well as suits and payment of judgments.  

Fiscal

The proposed legislation would have given the district the authority to issue bonds and to charge necessary fees and expenses to recover operations and maintenance expenses, as well as debt servicing costs.  The waste management district would also be authorized to levy taxes in an amount necessary to pay the principal and interest on bonds issued by the district and could assess a “maintenance tax” not to exceed 50 cents on each $100 of assessed value.  The bill also contained a specific chapter (Chapter 412) for the creation of a solid waste management districts for Van Zandt County.  

The proposed legislation creating the specific solid waste management districts adopted by reference the terms in the remainder of proposed Chapter 411.  However, the bill provided specific terms for election of the Board of Directors, as well as the date of the election for the first directors.  Limits on the taxing authority for the Van Zandt Solid Waste Management District would have been limited to five cents on each $100 of assessed value of property under the proposed legislation.  

REGULATORY AUTHORITY

Subject to the limitations contained in Subchapter H, of Chapter 361 of the Texas Health and Safety Code, Chapter 364 of the Health and Safety Code delineates the powers of authority granted to a county for regulation of solid waste practices and activities.  Pursuant to Chapter 364, the legislature has granted counties the authority to acquire, construct, and maintain all or part of any solid waste disposal system.  Further, a county may contract for the collections or disposal of solid waste and may contract for operation of a solid waste disposal system.  Additionally, a public agency, as it is defined in the Health and Safety Code, may contract with a county for collection, handling, or disposal of solid waste.  

A “public agency” is defined as “a district, municipality, regional planning commission created under Chapter 391, Local Government Code, or other political subdivision or state agency authorized to own and operate a solid waste collection, transportation, or disposal facility or system.”  Whether a public agency or the county operates the service, either entity may:

1) offer solid waste disposal within its territory

2) require use of service by those persons

3) charge fees for the service

4) establish the service as a utility separate from other utilities in its territory

To enforce the collection for the solid waste disposal service, the service may be discontinued until the delinquent claim is fully paid.  However, where an authority also provides water utility service, it is not likely that the district or authority providing multiple services would be able to discontinue water service for non-payment of solid waste disposal fees.  

A county may set up a solid waste disposal system through adoption of an ordinance that prohibits disposal of solid waste, except in designated areas.  This ordinance must be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the county for two consecutive weeks prior to consideration of the ordinance by the commissioner’s court.  Additionally, a public hearing must be held for any interested citizen to be allowed to testify prior to consideration of the proposed ordinance.  (Emphasis added.)  

A county has the authority to regulate solid waste collection, handling, storage, and disposal in areas of the county not in a municipality or extra-territorial jurisdiction of the municipality.  However, a county is limited in its regulatory authority and “may not impose an unreasonable requirement on the disposal of solid waste in the county not warranted by the circumstances.”  

A county may issue bonds in order to cover expenses associated with the solid waste disposal system.  The county may adjust rates in order to cover operations and maintenance expenses and any outstanding bond payments.  

