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INTRODUCTION
The passage of Senate Bill 530 (SB 530) in 1990 marked a major change in the management of solid waste in Missouri. The bill created a new focus on increasing resource recovery, decreasing the volume of waste going to landfills, and encouraging regional planning for solid waste management. Highlights of SB 530 include:

· Development of a model plan for comprehensive solid waste management designed to reduce waste 40 percent by January 1, 1998.
· A process for one or more counties to form a solid waste management district.
· Landfill tonnage fees were instituted to create a Solid Waste Management Fund.
· Financial assistance using monies in the Solid Waste Management Fund to create and improve markets for recyclable materials, provide statewide grants for waste reduction and recycling, and grants to the solid waste management districts for local waste reduction, recycling, illegal dumping and other solid waste activities.
· Prohibited certain items from being disposed in landfills - lead acid batteries, major appliances, waste oil, whole tires, yard waste, and small quantities of hazardous waste that are exempt from regulation under the Missouri Hazardous Waste Management Law, except de minimus quantities.
· Creation of a tire fee to fund permitting, prevention of illegal dumping and market development for waste tires.  

A significant update to the law occurred with the passage of Senate Bill 60 & 112 in 1995.  The bill refined the permit application process for solid waste facilities, upgraded statutes pertaining to waste tires, and changed the allocation of moneys in the state Solid Waste Management Fund.  Concurrent with these changes in the management of solid waste within the state, the enactment of federal Subtitle D requirements, effective for Missouri on April 9, 1994, has also had a significant impact.  Subtitle D effectively reduced the number of active sanitary landfills in the state from over 70 to 23 and increased the number of transfer stations from 26 to 53 by establishing environmental requirements for existing, proposed, and closed landfills.

The Missouri House of Representatives Interim Committee on Solid Waste and Recycling issued a report in January 1999.  The committee found that solid waste management was working well and that the general focus of the current program should be continued.  The committee had the following recommendations:

· Waste tire fee should be extended three years.

· Increase public participation in permitting process for disposal facilities.

· DNR should look into emergency bid process for tire clean up.

· Consider tax incentives for end users of recycled products – for both business and public.

· Testimony was given that suggests improper use of grant money – “The potential for grants to subsidize competition with private industry is a particular concern.”

· Encouraged DNR to develop county litter control programs.

In 2001, Missouri reached and exceeded the overall goal of diverting 40% of waste generated in the state from landfills.  For 2001, the Missouri Department of Natural Resources estimates that 41% of waste was diverted from landfills.  The estimated percent diverted rose to 45% in 2003.  While the percentage goals in SB 530 have been met, the amount of solid waste disposed in landfills by Missourians has remained fairly level – 6.9 million tons in 1990 and 6.2 million tons in 2003.  These seemingly incompatible statistics result from more waste being generated now than in 1990.  The statistics also show that waste disposal continues to be a vital part of solid waste management in Missouri and that the state needs to continue its efforts to ensure citizens have a safe method of disposing waste.
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In fiscal year 2003, the amount of general revenue going to the Department of Natural Resources for solid waste management was reduced by $1.78 million.  The department then relied more heavily on tonnage fees to make up the loss, using fees accumulated in prior years to cover the loss until a change could be made in statute.  The recommended change came in 2004 with the passage of Senate Bill (SB) 1040. 

SB 1040 changed the allocation of the tonnage fees – taking funds previously directed towards statewide targeted grants and using them to replace lost general revenue operating funds for the department and providing an increase in grants to the state’s 20 solid waste management districts. 

	RSMo 260.335 – before SB 1040
	RSMo 260.335 – after SB1040
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The tonnage fee provisions in SB 1040 are effective for one year to allow the General Assembly more time to study and recommend the method of funding solid waste management efforts in the state.  SB 1040 established this joint committee with the following charge:

“Beginning July 1, 2004, a joint committee appointed by the speaker of the house of representatives and the president pro tem of the senate shall consider proposals for fees, restructuring the distribution of the fees between solid waste districts, grant recipients, and the department. The committee shall consider options for the distribution of the tipping fee to the solid waste districts and any other matters it deems appropriate. The committee shall prepare and submit a report including its recommendation for changes to the governor, the house of representatives, and the senate no later than December 31, 2004.”

SUMMARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES TESTIMONY

The committee conducted a hearing on September 28, 2004, to hear testimony from the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (DNR). Steve Mahfood, Director of the MDNR, Roger Randolph, from the Division of Air and Land Protection, Jim Macy from the Water Protection and Soil Conservation Division, Sara Parker, from the Outreach and Assistance Center, Mimi Garstang from the Geological Survey and Resource Assessment Division testified.

History of Solid Waste Management in Missouri

Solid waste management did not truly begin to improve until the Missouri Division of Health conducted a statewide survey of solid waste practices from1968 through1970.  The division found solid waste management in Missouri was largely unplanned and was causing serious threats to public health and the environment.  Approximately 50 percent of the population lived in areas that did not regulate sanitary storage or disposal of solid waste.  Twenty-four percent of the residents of the state were not served by a solid waste collection system and there were at least 2,600 roadside or promiscuous dumps.  Ninety-seven percent of the 457 “authorized” land disposal sites contributed to either air, water or land pollution.

Findings from the survey led to passage of the Missouri Solid Waste Management Law in 1972, which required local governments to implement sound solid waste management practices.  In the period between 1970 and 1975, more than 550 operated town dumps were closed in Missouri.  Also during this time approximately 125 engineered sanitary and demolition landfills were permitted by the Division of Health and later by the Department of Natural Resources to replace the town dumps.  Some cities developed solid waste management plans and worked with regional planning commissions to coordinate solid waste collection, transportation and disposal.

In 1990, Senate Bill 530 created a new focus on increasing resource recovery and decreasing the volume of waste going to landfills.  Highlights of the bill:

· Development of a model plan for comprehensive solid waste management designed to reduce waste 40 percent by January 1, 1998.
· A process for one or more counties to form a solid waste management district. Landfill tonnage fees were instituted to create a Solid Waste Management Fund.
· Financial assistance using monies in the Solid Waste Management Fund to create and improve markets for recyclable materials, provide statewide grants for waste reduction and recycling, and grants to the solid waste management districts for local waste reduction, recycling, illegal dumping and other solid waste activities.
· Prohibited certain items from being disposed in landfills - lead acid batteries, major appliances, waste oil, whole tires, yard waste, and small quantities of hazardous waste that are exempt from regulation under the Missouri Hazardous Waste Management Law, except de minimus quantities.
· Creation of a tire fee to fund permitting, prevention of illegal dumping and market development for waste tires.
Missouri implemented federal Subtitle D regulations in 1994, which established standards for existing, proposed, and closed landfills.  Subtitle D governs the design and construction of solid waste landfills including requirements for groundwater monitoring, landfill gas management, landfill leachate collection, site selection restrictions and financial assurance.  The stricter standards led to a reduced number of active sanitary landfills in the state from over 70 to 23 now and increased the number of transfer stations from 26 to 53.

In fiscal year 2003, the amount of general revenue going to the Department of Natural Resources for solid waste management was reduced by $1.78 million.  The department then relied more heavily on tonnage fees to make up the loss, using fees accumulated in prior years to cover the loss until a change could be made in statute.  The recommended change came in 2004 with the passage of Senate Bill (SB) 1040. 

SB 1040 changed the allocation of the tonnage fees – taking funds previously directed towards statewide targeted grants and using them to replace lost general revenue operating funds for the department and providing an increase in grants to the state’s 20 solid waste management districts.  Losing statewide targeted grants reduces the department’s ability to address waste reduction and recycling needs statewide – these grants provided the department the ability to address community needs where district funds could not.

The department supports the 42% allocation in SB 1040 for DNR operations and would support funding Environmental Improvement and Energy Resources Authority (EIERA) at pre-SB 1040 levels to a maximum of $1 million. Of the amount allocated to EIERA, the department supports continuing the $150,000 for household hazardous waste.

The 42% allocated to DNR will mean a reduction of two staff – from 60 staff doing solid waste work statewide to 58.  A 42% allocation means a reduction of total DNR funding for solid waste work.  The department agrees that every member of the solid waste community should find ways to cut their budgets.

The changes in SB 1040 provide sufficient funding for an effective regulatory program, which is needed to retain federal Subtitle D authority.  To simply fund only the activities required by EPA to keep Subtitle D authority the MDNR needs $1.9 for engineering and $1.3 for enforcement.  This does not include the simple operation and oversight of the program, which is $980K.  Subtitle D is a federal regulation governing the design and construction of solid waste landfills including requirements for groundwater monitoring, landfill gas management, landfill leachate collection, site selection restrictions and financial assurance.  

Without an effective regulatory program:

· more stringent federal law would soon prohibit new landfills in one-third of Missouri potentially impacted by earthquakes, karst geology and flood-prone areas. This includes the City and County of St. Louis, St. Charles County and most of southeast and south central Missouri;

· there would be no state approval or monitoring of new solid waste facilities; eventually, currently operating landfills would also close because there would be no state inspection or permitting staff left to authorize permit modifications or expansions of waste disposal facilities that reach capacity. EPA does not permit or monitor transfer stations;

· these changes would increase public and private costs of waste disposal, which often causes statewide illegal dumping to increase;

· as open dumping increases, the quality of Missouri’s environment will suffer, and public health will be threatened.

The department also supports comments by the Solid Waste Advisory Board and other testimony recommending more accountability of grant funds distributed by all agencies – solid waste districts, EIERA, and DNR.  Regular audits and reporting requirements should be established.

Solid Waste Management Program

The purpose of the Missouri Solid Waste Management Program is to protect and enhance the health and environment for all by ensuring that trash is managed effectively, economically and efficiently.  The program’s three sections carry out this mission: Resource Planning, Engineering, and Compliance and Enforcement.

The Resource Planning Section works with stakeholders to develop solid waste management policies and oversees grants to encourage waste reduction and recycling.  Staff provide planning and oversight of solid waste districts and grants at the state level.  The section conducts statewide planning involving stakeholder participation, such as developing the state’s solid waste management plan.  Since waste is an issue affecting all Missourians, it is the department’s belief that the plan should include viewpoints from a broad range of stakeholders statewide: private citizens, business and industry, and state and local government. 

The Resource Planning Section compiles a statewide list of recycling services across Missouri and publishes the information on the department’s Internet site, compiles data such as disposal statistics and diversion from landfill estimates, researches solid waste management trends, provides technical guidance and information to citizens, businesses, and local governments, and coordinates the department and state government’s efforts to recycle and purchase products made from recovered materials.  The section also oversees district grants and district administrative grants, administers and oversees state target grants, and provides information and assistance to solid waste management districts.
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The Engineering Section ensures the safe disposal of waste through the proper design, construction, and operation of facilities.  On average the section reviews two construction and operating permit applications a year for new landfills and five for transfer stations.  Staff also review close to an average of 60 site modifications a year.  Staff review and administer Financial Assurance Instruments of approximately $275,000,000, review and approve new landfill cell construction, review groundwater monitoring reports, and provide guidance and assistance to permit applicants.  The Engineering section also reviews beneficial reuse requests, closure and post-closure plans, corrective (remedial) action plans, permit exemption requests, and gas well monitoring data.  Engineering staff meet with the general public to get their input and answer questions when considering changes to an already permitted site or an application for a new site. 
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The Compliance and Enforcement Section helps ensure the safe disposal of waste by encouraging and enforcing compliance with solid waste management laws and regulations.  Staff provide guidance on the Missouri Solid Waste Law and regulations, support and guide staff in the department’s regional offices who conduct inspections and investigate complaints, and negotiate with responsible parties to resolve violations through penalties, settlement agreements and consent judgments.  The section oversees remediation actions such as dump cleanups, develops and conducts technician certification classes, and oversees landfill closure.

Environmental Services Program (ESP)

The department’s ESP performs fieldwork to ensure the validity of groundwater and landfill gas data submitted to the state.  Staff conduct groundwater sampling to verify that private contract labs hired by landfill operators are providing accurate data to the department.  This independent verification process addresses past public concerns about landfills doing their own groundwater monitoring.  The ESP performs field audits of landfill gas monitoring and ground water sampling to protect against leachate.  
Regional Office Program
The regional office program conducts field inspections, complaint investigations, and problem solving and technical assistance on environmental issues and emergencies.  After closing one regional office because of a shortage of funds, each office has more territory to cover and as a result more travel time to facilities.  

Thirteen employees work specifically on solid waste issues in the department’ s five regional offices.  They inspect each landfill and transfer station four times a year.  This allows facility operators and state inspectors to find problems before they become too big.  Having this consistent field presence encourages facilities to comply with the law and deters illegal dumping activities.  

Closed facilities and certain inactive facilities are also inspected, usually about once per year.  In particular, closed landfills, while not accepting new wastes, may have problems that could result in exposed trash, leachate leakage, or gas migration.  A thorough annual inspection gives assurance that the owner has met obligations to maintain the closed landfill in a protective manner.

Field inspections assure the people of Missouri that solid waste facilities are being operated and maintained in ways that protect human health and the environment. 
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Geological Survey and Resource Assessment Division (GSRAD)

Staff of the GSRAD work with a permit applicant to locate new landfills where the solid waste will be contained and isolated from groundwater.  Proper citing of landfills protects drinking water, springs, streams, and reservoirs from leachate and protects the public from excessive subsurface gas migration.  Staff help establish sound monitoring programs and provide technical support for enforcement action on existing and abandoned sites.

GSRAD staff conduct a preliminary site investigation to eliminate poor sites before the applicant makes a large investment.  This is followed by a detailed site analysis where the applicant and the department work together to understand the physical limitations of a proposed site.  When a public hearing is held for a proposed landfill, staff assist in informing the public about issues that could impact their community.  They also provide technical advice on groundwater monitoring and gas migration wells.  

Three staff currently funded by General Revenue do this solid waste work.

Outreach and Assistance Center (OAC)
The OAC implements the portion of the law (260.335 RSMo) related to household hazardous waste (HHW) and agricultural hazardous waste from family farms. Because of the relationships among the wastes and the disposal needs, MoDNR and EIERA added Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator (CESQG) hazardous waste, universal waste, and “do-it-yourselfer” used oil collection to the process.  Staff have established a Plan, an Executive Summary, and Education Program for these wastes.  The department is now in the implementation and management phase for HHW and agricultural hazardous waste. 

Used oil and leftover paint and certain items can be recycled or made available through a swap shop.  If dumped illegally, such as down a storm drain, they can cause serious pollution or disrupt wastewater treatment plant operations.

There is a need at the state level for HHW planning, coordination and oversight of activities.  Districts are very important to the plan implementation, but statewide assessment and monitoring of HHW activities is needed to ensure HHW needs in the state are being met.  Several jurisdictions have established collections and disseminate information, but this does not occur statewide.  

The need remains for a state point of contact for HHW.  Statewide data is needed regarding amounts, types and costs.  This information can be used to identify aspects of HHW management in Missouri that are effective and those that need additional attention.  The state needs to monitor the disposal process and program implementation and saturation to be able to assess the states progress and performance.

Also, it is important to maintain the state contact for the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in matters relating to HHW and its relationship with HW for the state.  Many citizens call the department’s 800 number in search of guidance regarding HHW, especially when their city or county does not have a collection program for HHW.  Additionally, a number of callers do not know the state is subdivided into solid waste management districts and do not know their district planner or location.  

The OAC has two staff to handle the statewide issues.

DNR Staffing Levels
The department has carried out its responsibilities with fewer staff than in previous years.  In fiscal year 1995, the department had 70 doing solid waste management work.  A decade later in fiscal year 2005, the department has 60 staff for this work.  If the allocations in Senate Bill 1040 become permanent, the department will reduce that number to 58 – a 17% decrease in staff. 
SUMMARY OF THE Environmental Improvement and Energy Resources Authority (EIERA) TESTIMONY

The Missouri Market Development Program (MMDP) was formed in 1990 by Senate Bill 530 to fund activities that promote the development and maintenance of markets for recovered materials.  It helps ensure that recycled materials are used as raw materials to make new products that are purchased and used by consumers.

To promote markets, the MMDP provides financial assistance to purchase equipment used in the manufacturing of products from recovered materials or equipment used in the final processing of recovered materials into feedstock.  The following table shows the financial assistance awarded along with the tonnage of waste saved from landfills and the number of jobs created by the projects.
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The MMDP partners with the Missouri Enterprise Business Assistance Center, a nonprofit corporation, to provide companies and local governments technical assistance. Technical assistance may include plant layout, optimizing efficiency of manufacturing processes, marketing or business planning, product feasibility, market analysis, and Web site development and training.  The following table shows the amounts that the program awarded in technical assistance along with the tonnage of waste saved from landfills and the number of jobs created by the projects.
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The MMDP provides help locating and procuring feedstock, promoting Missouri recycled-content products, producing the Recycled Products Directory, promoting industrial materials exchanges, holding buy recycled workshops, and supporting national and regional organizations and initiatives.

Before the passage of Senate Bill1040, the MMDP received 10% of the Solid Waste Management Fund revenue up to $1 million annually.  Of this amount, 15% was available to DNR for household hazardous waste.  After Senate Bill 1040, the program receives up to $800,000 annually with 19% of this amount available for household hazardous waste. The reduction in funds means fewer jobs created, less waste diverted, less cost savings to businesses, reduced end-market opportunities for recyclables, no Missouri Recycled Products Directory, and no Missouri Directory of Markets for Recovered Material.

Recycling matters because it reduces pollution and conserves natural resources, saves energy and reduces greenhouse gases, reduces waste disposal, and stimulates the state’s development of green technologies.  Economic benefits from the MMDP include investing $1.9 million to help leverage $12+ million in additional investment in past 5 years, creating or retaining hundreds of Missouri jobs, and obtaining cost savings for businesses.

  SUMMARY OF SITE VISITS

I. SOUTHERN:  AUGUST 17-18, 2004

1. Neosho Recycling Facility 

The facility operates as a nonprofit organization.  Grants from the EIERA helped get the facility of the ground.  Recyclable material that is accepted includes newspaper, phone books, cardboard, cans, plastic bottles, glass bottles, etc.  In 2003 the facility diverted 416 tons of waste from landfills.  The facility is a drive in facility so you don’t have to worry if the weather is bad.  To help offset costs the facility has local volunteers from AARP help with sorting materials received.

2. Carthage Drop off and Composting Facility 

This is an outside facility that has several recycle bins set up to take newspapers, magazines, cans, glass, plastic, etc.  They also accept yard waste that they make into compost.  This facility is very important to the community for helping to get products recycled.

3. Joplin Recycling Facility 

This facility is an outside facility.  They are open to the public Tuesday through Saturday.  The recyclables they accept are cardboard, paperboard, newspapers, magazines, books, plastic, glass containers, cans, Styrofoam, ink jet and toner cartridges, cellular telephones and all batteries.  Thanks to grants from the EIERA and Region M SWMD they were able to purchase a glass breaking machine and a peanut machine that makes packing peanuts from larger Styrofoam material.  The City of Joplin also collects leaves from residents at curbside.

4. Service Recycling

This facility collects aluminum cans, cardboard, magazines, newspaper, office paper, plastic bottles and tin cans.  They also collect the waste white paper from prescription paper.  This material, because it is so white, is used to make the outside covering for drywall.  This is one of their most profitable materials.  The company has their own trucks for collecting from area businesses.

5. Springfield Household Hazardous Waste Collection Center

The City of Springfield's Household Chemical Collection Center (HCCC) is an important component of the Integrated Solid Waste Management System. As with all of the other components of that system, the Household Chemical Collection Center is funded entirely through tipping fees collected at the Sanitary Landfill; therefore, there is no charge to use the HCCC.  In the last 9 years they have collected 794,962 pounds of hazardous waste.  They also resale paint that has been collected.

The HCCC is open year-round and provides a safe means of disposal for unneeded household chemicals, thereby keeping these materials out of the waste stream while helping to protect the Springfield/Greene County groundwater supply. The facility is designed and built for the safety and convenience of the community, as well as the efficiency and protection of the technicians. All HCCC personnel receive extensive training, which is updated several times a year, and follow all Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, Department of Transportation, and Missouri Department of Natural Resources rules, regulations and guidelines.

6. Nestle Purina – Springfield MO

This facility manufactures a product called Yesterday’s News.  The main product is cat litter, but they also have rabbit, ferret and dog litter and small animal bedding.  The product is pellets made with a minimum of 70% recycled newspapers and contain no small particles, and they are 99.7% dust free.  The litters are also safe and non-toxic.  The special way they process recycled materials produces litters that are up to 300% more moisture absorbent than clay for highly effective odor control.

I. WESTERN:  AUGUST 23 - 25, 2004

1. Coon Manufacturing – Spickard, MO 

This manufacturing facility makes plastic rotomolded buildings, bulk containers, dock flotation devices, hay savers, septic tanks, storm shelters, trash containers, and water tanks and high quality sheet goods.  Much of the plastic used to make these products come from milk containers.  Coon Manufacturing, Inc. was awarded $50,000 to purchase equipment needed to expand operations to manufacture septic tanks from recovered plastics from EIERA. 

2. The Surplus Exchange, Kansas City 

Since 1984, The Surplus Exchange has been an integral part of the community in greater Kansas City.  Annual they divert over 1,100 tons of business materials from landfills.  In an ongoing effort to preserve the environment, the Surplus Exchange operates an electronics recycling operation.  Metals, plastics, circuit boards and other recyclables are sold in the appropriate market to divert them from the waste stream and provide revenues to supplement the Exchange’s daily operations.  They also benefit Not-For-Profit Organizations by providing them with refurbished and new electronics, furniture, materials and other equipment.  The also have a “Learn and Earn” program designed to support student’s educational experience by allowing them to build and keep their own computer.  Most students that go through this program would not be able to afford a computer on their own, plus they develop skills that may help them in the future.

3. Kansas City Environmental Campus 

The Kansas City Environmental Campus collects all types of recyclables and is set up to collect household hazardous waste and have yard-waste mulch and composting area.  They collect newspaper, papers, magazines, cans, cardboard, glass, plastic, batteries, tires, used motor oil, etc.  They have a furnace that burns waste oils that heats the facility.   

4. Habitat ReStore – Kansas City, MO

Habitat for Humanity's ReStore program accepts new and used building materials from contractors and homeowners as well as building supply retail stores. Materials are available for purchase by homeowners, landlords, small contractors, and artists at very reasonable discount prices, allowing them to increase the value of neighborhoods and the community. This saves the contractors and homeowners from paying disposal costs for otherwise usable goods while conserving landfill space and valuable resources.  The city, the Department of Environmental Management, Mid-America Regional Council Solid Waste District, and Missouri Department of Natural Resources support them.  All proceeds support Habitat for Humanity; building homes for those in need.

5. Missouri Organic Recycling 

Missouri Organic offers the highest quality mulch, compost and topsoil - at wholesale prices.  The Midwest’s best professional landscapers as well as homeowners who want the best products available for their landscaping needs use our products and services.  The products we offer include Premium #1 Mulch, Cedar Mulch, Erosion Control Mulch, Native Mulches, Aspen Top Soil, Top Soil Blends, Natural Hardwood Mulch, Natural Darkwood Mulch, Colored Mulch Products, Hardwood Chips, Nature Wise Compost.  Our large trucks can deliver from 3 cubic yards to 100 cubic yards of material per load. Residents or contractors can take advantage of this time saving service for a minimal fee.  Our products are environmentally safe and customer-approved to the highest standards. We make our own products for both landscapers and homeowners. In fact, we're the largest state permitted organic recycling facility in Kansas City. Our processes divert thousands of cubic yards of local green waste from landfills and illegal dumping each year. We take that green waste and produce many products to meet your gardening, landscaping and soil needs. 

6. Courtney Ridge Recycling and Disposal Facility, Sugar Creek 

This facility opened in 1996, and currently accepts about 2000 tons of waste per day.  In addition to the 134-acre disposal area, the site has a 2-acre compost area, a recycling area, and a location where citizens can drop off waste.  To address local concerns about nearby groundwater sources, the disposal area is lined in a manner that exceeds regulatory requirements.  A closed landfill is located on an adjacent site.  Gas from this landfill is used to heat a greenhouse teaching facility operated by the Fort Osage School District.

7. Lafarge North America 

This facility has an annual production capacity of approximately 1,000,000 tons of cement.  The kiln currently produces no cement kiln dust waste because of the high quality of the local limestone.  The limestone is mined from 700 feet below the ground surface.  Enough limestone is produced to supply both the cement plant and other construction material needs in the area. 

8. Lee’s Summit Resource Recovery Park 

The facility includes a recycling center, yard-waste mulch and composting area, and a household hazardous waste facility.  The recycling center accepts cardboard, paper, glass, plastic, newsprint, aluminum, and other cans, lead-acid batteries, appliances, tires, and scrap metals.  Approximately 450 tons of material is recycled annually.  The facility has been aided by several state grants.

9. Missouri Department of Conservation Discovery Center, Kansas City 

Discover ten acres of gardens, wetlands, walkways and wildlife that surround the Discovery Center building, located near the banks of Brush Creek at Troost in Kauffman Legacy Park. The environmentally friendly building houses information and outreach services of the Missouri Department of Conservation and the Missouri Department of Natural Resources.  Located in the heart of the urban core, the Discovery Center focuses its educational programs on helping urban children and adults appreciate the bounty and beauty of nature, and learn outdoor skills such as hiking, camping, wildlife viewing and growing native plants. Hunting and fishing permits, books, videos and educational materials highlighting the natural resources of Missouri can be purchased in the Missouri Outdoors Nature Shop.  The Discovery Center provides a unique educational experience as well as a quiet place of reflection for residents and visitors alike to enjoy and appreciate nature's offerings.

I. EASTERN:  AUGUST 31 – SEPTEMBER 1, 2004

1. St. Peters Materials Recovery Facility 

This facility opened in 1997 with the goal of being the focal point for recycling activities in St. Charles County.  The opening was made possible by assistance from state, federal and private grants.  The facility currently transfers approximately 200 tons of refuse for disposal and processes about 53 tons of recyclable materials each day.  Automobile batteries and white goods are also collected for recycling.  The City of St. Peters offers residents a blue-bag recycling program, a drop-off site for recyclables, weekly pickup of residential yard waste, and other special services.

2. St. Charles County Community Drop off Center 

This is a new drop-off recycling facility that was recently opened.  The materials they except include cardboard, newspaper, magazines, junk mail, envelopes, colored paper, manila envelopes, white office paper, message slips, computer paper, cereal boxes, dry food boxes, white goods, computers and cell phones.

3. Enviro-Pak 

Enviro-Pak is a state of the art manufacturer of custom molded paper pulp packaging. EnviroPak's packaging is made from 100% post-consumer newspaper; generating a product that is 100% biodegradable and 100% recyclable.  It is only recently, within the last five years, that molded pulp has emerged as the interior packaging of choice for many electronic and consumer products. The emergence of molded pulp as the preferred packaging material for many new applications is due to a number of factors, including the development of new, computer controlled molding equipment, which permits smaller runs and enables products to be molded with much more exact tolerances, and the need for environmentally friendly packaging.

4. Fred Weber Landfill and Gas Recover System

This 85-acre landfill is located in an inactive quarry.  Gas from the landfill is collected and used to fuel an aggregate dryer and a hot oil boiler, and to heat greenhouses, water in a concrete plant, and Pattonville High School.  The school saves over $30,000 per year in heating costs while using approximately 15 million cubic feet of landfill gas.  This unique cooperative project won a 1998 Governor's Pollution Prevention Award.  

5. Elam Area Transfer Station 

This station is being used to receive non-hazardous, municipal solid waste, and transfer it from collection trucks to larger trucks, which will deliver it to a landfill. The facility will also accept some recyclable materials. 

6. Tri-Rinse 

TRI-Rinse, Inc. is an environmental contractor founded in 1981 and specializing in container disposal of all sizes, hazardous waste removal, scrap tire abatement projects, above and underground tank cleaning/removal, the recycling of plastic and steel containers, and volume reduction.  Our mobile capabilities allow our personnel, who are trained to meet Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response regulations, to be on-site when you need them.

SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL TESTIMONY

TESTIMONY: AUGUST 17, 2004 – JOPLIN

1. Lynn Calton – City of Lamar, Chairman Executive Committee Region M Solid Waste Management 

Ms. Calton stated that she has been on the Region M board for several years.  The Prairie View Regional Waste Facility in Lamar, MO takes in approximately 1,700 tons of solid waste per day.  At the current rate the landfill will be used up in approximately 19 years.  We have installed monitoring wells at the current landfill and the old landfill.  Next year we will start collecting gas from the landfill to use for electricity.  We should be able to produce approximately 8 megawatts of power.  The old landfill is 95% saw dust and we are thinking about mining to extract the sawdust to also burn to make electricity.  One company is currently using sawdust and recycled plastic to make decking material.  The current tipping fee is $29/ton.

2. Bobby Gregg – Associated Recyclers of the Midwest – a non-profit organization 

Mr. Gregg noted that recycling diverts much solid waste from the landfills.  End markets are very important.  We can recycle but if we don’t have good end markets their will not be any place to take or sell our recycled products.  EIERA grants helped the Neosho Recycling Facility to get off the ground.  We received grants for a hammer mill and shredder that we would not have been able to purchase without their help.  P K insulation in Joplin was diverting approximately 325 tons/year of old newsprint from landfills and using it to make insulation.  They started out with 8 employees and were up to 18 to 20 employees before the plant burned down.  The plant is in the process of being rebuilt and should be operational by December.  Also Mr. Gregg believes that the funding needs to stay at a local level, where they have more grass roots.  If we had to compete at the state level, I don’t feel that we would exist today.

3. Robert L. Nichols – Environmental Task Force of Jasper and Newton Counties 

Mr. Nichols noted that his group was created by an ordinance adopted by the City of Joplin.  The Task Force’s “charge” is to monitor and advise the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (DNR) in their activities in cleaning up the superfund area in the two counties.  There has been excellent cooperation between the EPA, DNR and the Task Force.  The clean up effort has been very successful to date.  There have been many accomplishments.  The task force has recognized over the past years that there are many more environmental issues than the superfund.  The City of Joplin is keenly aware that the environmental concerns are much broader than the city limits of Joplin.  Therefore, the City and the task force are in process of reorganizing the group into a non-for-profit corporation.  The membership of this corporation will be similar to the original group, but with a much broader charge.  A typical issue that has encouraged the task force to reorganize is the problem of waste automobile tires that have been discarded throughout the two counties and statewide.  These tire dumps are unsightly and present a serious health hazard and something needs to be done about this.  The tire fee was a successful program and the task force is disappointed the General Assembly allowed this to sunset.  We strongly encourage the General Assembly to reenact this legislation and re-implement the tire clean up program.

4. Carla Fahnestock – Steve A. Flick Seed Company 

Ms. Fahnestock noted that the Flick Seed Company is turning seed waste hulls into pellets as an alternative fuel to reduce the cost of generating electricity.  They are contracting with farmers to get there seed waste, which is low in nutritional value.  Also they have received a grant from EIERA to study the feasibility of co-mingling the seed hulls with specific types of waste paper to make these pellets.  These pellets burn much cleaner than burning coal and the BTU value is approximately equal to natural gas.  Looking to grow crops that can be used to make this product.  This has diverted over 300,000 lbs of seed waste from landfills to date.   

5. Tammy Snodgrass – Environmental programs manager for Meramec Regional Planning Commission and planner for the Ozark Rivers Solid Waste Management District (K)

The Ozark Rivers Solid Waste District is located in South Central Missouri and includes the seven counties of Crawford, Dent, Gasconade, Maries, Phelps, Pulaski and Washington and all of the cities located within those counties. I have been working with several groups that are preparing testimony for this committee—including MACOG, SWAB and MORA. But the testimony stating their positions will be presented at the hearings in Jefferson City. What I’d like to talk about is the important work that the solid waste districts are doing across the state.

SB 530, when it was passed over a decade ago, was landmark legislation. And it is still good legislation. It established regional planning for solid waste management by establishing solid waste management districts and placing the responsibility for developing and implementing those plans at the local level.

Solid waste districts are providing much needed services to residents across the state. My district has suffered from wide swings in funding—the most district grant dollars we received was in the neighborhood of $150,000—but for most of the last decade we have received the minimum funding of $45,000 for district grants. Despite the funding difficulties, our district has put a lot of money into solid waste programs over the past ten years—in excess of $638,000 in district grants alone. These grant dollars have gone to cities for recycling programs, to county litter control programs and illegally dumped tire cleanups. Our district, cooperating with county road crews, has recovered the equivalent of 27,750 passenger car tires from our county roads. We have worked with local businesses and leveraged district grant funds with federal dollars to provide 3 full-scale household hazardous waste (HHW) collections that removed 70,000 pounds of HHW from local homes. We have provided paint collections in all seven counties. And our first electronics waste collection was held last year.

District grant funds have helped cities make their curbside programs more efficient and helped them establish compost programs, have purchased equipment for new and old recycling centers and helped schools to not only establish recycling programs but use those programs as tools for teaching students about environmental issues and solutions.

The district grant program is considered by many to be the most important funding mechanism of the Solid Waste Management Fund (SWMF). It allows a portion of the fees collected on every ton of trash land filled in the state to come back to the local level where it can be used to its best advantage. Local officials manage the district grant program—or people appointed by local officials, and people who are closest to our states citizens—the folks who know best what the needs are in their jurisdictions.

The point I want to emphasize today is that solid waste issues are best handled at the local level. The funding does the most good when the decisions for how it is spent are being done locally.

6. Mary Anne Phillips – Recycling Coordinator for the City of Joplin 

The city council gives me a budget to run the recycling program.  Our program has diverted over 600 tons of waste from landfills.  At our recycling center we collect medal, cans, plastic bottles, glass, star foam, paper and waste tires. Twice a year we have a waste tire collection, however almost every day at our recycling facility someone will bring in a few tires.  We sell the glass and medal that we collect which helps to fund the program.  The tires that are collected are shipped to Odesa, MO to chip for fuel use.  At this time we just have a recycling center that people bring their recyclables to, but our ultimate goal would be for curbside recycling.  Joplin’s landfill closed, so any trash that can’t be recycled is taken to Galena, Kansas.  

7. Jared Ellis – Lamar Feed & Grain Inc.

Lamar Feed & Grain recycles out dated or off specification dog food, cat food and horse food and makes it into poultry feed.  We create a high protein chicken feed that we sell to Tyson Foods.  It could be used for cattle feed because of the high protein content but it’s not because of possible problems with mad cow.  Prior to Lamar Feed & Grain coming up with this process the entire out dated animal feed was sent to land fills.  Currently Lamar Feed is diverting 200 to 300 tons of waste per day from the landfills and creating a usable product.  Lamar Feed & Grain has received grants from the EIERA to perform studies into the feasibility of doing this project and to purchase equipment for the production of this poultry feed.  Without these grants they may not have been able to get this business up and running.  They are currently in the process of looking at other types of waste that can be used to make poultry feed. 

8. Wendy Smith – MRS Recycling Services

The solid waste fund must continue to be used for the Solid Waste Management Program; with the majority being used at district level.  We received grant money to get a cardboard recycling center going.  Without the grant money we would not have been able to get this started.  The business started in 1998 and we have been doubling the business each year.  When we started business we could get $2,400 for one trailer load of cardboard.  The prices have since then dropped and it now takes 3 trailer loads to make the same $2,400.  The jobs created by this company currently supports approximately 30 families.  The solid waste program is extremely important to the economy of this state.

9. Harry Rogers – Executive Director Harry S. Truman Coordinating Council – Region M Solid Waste Coordinating Council

The solid waste fund must continue to be used for Solid Waste Management Program.  The progress made in reducing waste and encouraging recycling has been tremendous.  Local flexibility is very important.  The board creates goals every year with the grant monies received and monitors grant recipients to make sure they are using the money received in an efficient way.  The EIERA grants are also very important in developing new markets for economic development.  These grants are generally used to get businesses up and running.  In order for recycling to grow these companies need to be able to create a profit somewhere along the line.  

Also companies need to use their profits from profitable recycling projects to offset the cost of non-profitable recycling projects so that all waste that can be recycled gets recycled.

Back in the 80’s there were over 200 active landfills in Missouri and now there are less than 25 remaining.  Even though landfills are closed they still need to be closely monitored.  Also there are only 10 major haulers of solid waste in Missouri.  These changes need to be looked at.

10. Larry VanGilper – Region N Solid Waste District

In 1990 there were 73 landfills in Missouri and now there are only 23 remaining.  The state is divided into 20 solid waste management regions.  In 1992 we received approximately $80,000 in grant allocations and since 2000 we have only been receiving approximately $42,000 in grant allocations each year.  In 2003 the Lamar landfill accepted 499,992 tons of trash.  Tipping fees for Region M, where Lamar landfill is located, totaled $568,985 for 2005.  District N uses Lamar landfill.  District N generates approximately 205,199 tons of trash annually, of which approximately 40% is recycled leaving approximately 123,119 tons of material going from district N to the Lamar landfill.  Funding has gone to where trash ends up instead of where it comes from.  This has definitely created problems with the system.

With the funds received by District N there have been many recycling opportunities created.  We have opened recycling centers and made mobile trailers for recycling, but 60% of communities in our district don’t have recycling capabilities.  With additional funding we could do more and divert more solid waste from the landfills.   

11. Barbara Lutz – City of Springfield Integrated Solid Waste Management

Springfield’s voter-approved Integrated Solid Waste Management System is funded by revenues generated from tipping fees at the City’s Sanitary Landfill as well as several new revenue sources, including the sale of yard waste compost and mulch products, grants, honor system fees, and donations.  We have curbside recycling and the city operates a household chemical collection center for residents, which has collected over 1 million pounds of hazardous waste over the last 10 years.  150,000 cubic yards of yard waste is received each year, which is turned into mulch and compost that an average of 150 Springfield/Greene County residents use per day.  Many of these recycling projects were made possible by grants received from EIERA.

We would also like to see the waste tire fee reinstated.  

12. Robert Hamilton – Region O Solid Waste District

Over the last 10 years Region O has received a little over $1,000,000 in grant appropriations averaging approximately $106,406 per year.  However, the amount received each year has fluctuated from $60,000 up to $150,000, which makes it hard to plan from year to year.  These grants have helped us to fund many start-up recycling businesses that now do not need our assistance, but if they had not had our initial funding would not have been able to go into business.  We also strongly support the work of the EIERA.  We would like to see the staffing level at DNR remain at the current level because the services they provide are also very important.  We also support the tipping fee at the current level of $2.04.  Our total fee charged for dumping is $27.50 per ton.

13. Elizabeth Hull - Purina

Our company is making cat and dog litter from waste newspaper and saw dust.  In our process to make the litter pellets we use 75% paper and 25% sawdust.  The name of the litter is Yesterdays News.  We have received a couple of grants from EIERA to buy machinery.  Currently we have a $2 million payroll and employee 36 FTE.  We given over $1 million back to the community and our utilities run about $250,000 per year.  

14. Lowell Graves – P.K. Insulation Mfg. Co., Inc.

One of our company’s products is residential and commercial insulation called fiber-lite which is a wood fiber product made from 100% recycled paper and requires very little energy in its manufacturing process.  Conversely, man-made mineral fiber utilizes significantly less recycled material and consumes large quantities of energy in its manufacture.  Maximum utilization of recycled materials and preservation of our natural resources is a must.  The financial assistance provided by DNR, EIERA and Region M solid waste management district has been crucial in making this possible for our company.

TESTIMONY: AUGUST 23, 2004 – Trenton, Missouri

1. Lisa Colson – North Missouri Solid Waste Management District Region B 

Ms. Colson stated that the 1992 funding formula for allocating district implementation grants is based on numbers of tons of waste buried in each district.  Region B no longer has any landfills in operation, therefore only receives minimum funding of $45,000.  The district receives $18,000 for plan implementation and $27,000 for allocation of grants for city/county projects.  There are insufficient funds to benefit recycling needs in our 11 county area.  Our district needs more funding in order to fulfill all of our recycling needs.

2. Brenda Kennedy – Coordinator Region D Recycling & Waste Management District 

Ms. Kennedy states that the district council has seen first hand the benefits of having solid waste districts.  To eliminate or even diminish the funding to the solid waste districts would be distressing, if not devastating.  Many very valuable programs and projects in effect today would have to be eliminated and jobs would be destroyed.  Employment of the handicapped working with recycling would most definitely be in jeopardy.  We do not feel that the tonnage fee should be increased or that permit or administrative fees should be considered to offset the loss of general revenue.  We also feel that fees should not be shifted from statewide project grants to offset the loss of general revenue by DNR, however, we do feel that funds should be shifted from EIERA to help fund this general revenue loss.  Minimum funding for individual districts should be increased to as much as $95,000 and the formula for distribution of district funds between the various solid waste management districts should remain the same.

3. Eric Maninga - MoDot 

Mr. Maninga supports the solid waste committee.  The concern MoDot has is in the impact that trucks can have to roadways.  For example, the hog farms in Davies county have contributed to route B, YY, etc. to fall apart.  MoDot requests to be a consultant or help in any way in determining what affects additional landfills or transfer stations may have on the roadways in the future.

4. Jason Helton – Premium Standard Farms 

Premium Standard Farms was awarded a grant of $10,000 towards a $16,000 project from EIERA.  The project is to evaluate potential uses for waste wood shavings mixed with manure that has been used as bedding in semi-trailer trucks that transport pigs to its packinghouse.  This creates approximately 1,300 tons of the waste chips each year that currently is land filled.  The proposed project intends to determine the marketability and cost of the waste material, including its nutrient value and potential products such as compost, soil amendments or fuel sources that could be produced.  We need to keep the EIERA because Missouri needs their market development expertise.

5. Greg Wall – Andrew County 

The district funds received by Andrew County are cleaning up the county.  District funds have provided for the purchase of a cardboard recycling trailer, mobile recycling program trailer, recycling bins, partial funding for the drop-off center and for a waste oil furnace to name a few.  In 2003 Andrew County recycled over 70 tons of waste and 2004 is looking to be much more than that.  Please continue to fund the solid waste districts and I would also like to see the 50-cent waste tire fee come back.

6. Kerry Sampson – City Commissioner Trenton, MO 

I am in support of increasing the funding the solid waste districts.  Their services are invaluable.   

7. Kenneth Roberts – Grundy County and NMSWMD 

I am in support of at least maintaining the level of funding for this project; it would be very beneficial if the funding could be increased.  Without this funding Grundy County could not afford to operate the recycling program.  This program has made a big impact in our county and should be continued and expanded if possible. 

TESTIMONY: AUGUST 25, 2004 – Kansas City, Missouri

1. Tom Jacobs – MARC Solid Waste Management District (Region E) 

The MARC Solid Waste Management District is proud of its accomplishments to address waste diversion in our region and more work is needed to maximize community benefits for reducing waste.  The district is keenly aware of local needs.  We want to maximize the local flexibility for action and local control of resources in order to continue to build on past successes.  We are in favor of a fair allocation of revenues among districts that addresses where waste is generated.  We are open to a compromise that meets the needs of our solid waste districts counterparts.  The district supports changes to the law to provide for local control of grant dollars and a funding formula that recognizes where waste is generated.  We view DNR as a partner.

2. Craig Porter – Clay County Commissioner 

The Household hazardous waste program has diverted a lot of tonnage from landfills in Clay County.  The program needs to be expanded to allow small businesses to reap the same benefits as large companies in getting recycling done.  Waste appliances are a major problem in our county.  Urban people are taking white goods to rural communities and dumping them.  We have to protect our resources and protect our water supply so that it does not get contaminated.  Education and access to recycling are very important to the residents in my county.

3. Mark Carr – Bridging the Gap 

Bridging the Gap has been forming partnerships to help business, government and individuals improve their environmental practices.  Solid waste funds have been critical in all of our successes.  Rural areas need a minimum level of funding to maintain sufficient infrastructure to help citizens divert waste and recycle.  However, more waste is generated in urban areas.  States with strong programs to reduce waste have state recycling organizations that received state funding.  These non-profits often manage statewide education programs, share successes and resources, and in some cases administer solid waste grant funds.  Dedicated or at least “allowed funding” for a non-profit recycling association is critical.

4. David Brewer – Environmental Excellence Business Network (EEBN) 

We support the solid waste district and the Kansas City Regional By-Product Synergy Project.  The project is to assist the region in successfully bringing neighboring industrial companies and organizations together to discover innovative ways to integrate their operations to cut pollution, reduce material costs and improve internal processes.  One company’s waste could be another company’s raw material for making a product.  We are also working with UMKC on a recycling program.

5. Richard Robson – Hallmark Cards, Inc. 

In the early 1990’s Hallmark to the initiative to reduce waste and recycle.  We have reduced our waste by 70%, but still send a lot of waste to landfills each year.  Organizations like MARC and Bridging the Gap have helped us to find markets for our waste.  We want to be proactive in waste reduction before it is necessary to pass laws to take care of the problem.  Currently Hallmark is not going into new recycling projects unless we can turn a profit on it. 

6. Robert Hartnett – City of Lee’s Summit 

As an active member of the Region E Solid Waste Management District and as an operator of a regional solid waste recovery center, the City of Lee’s Summit is acutely aware of the need to reduce the amount of solid waste that is disposed of on a daily basis.  Without adequate funding of the Solid Waste Management District and their grant programs, the success of our Resource Recovery Park would not be possible.  Our landfill has been in operation since 1982 and the daily disposal rate is approximately 350 tons per day.  We were also the first DNR permitted composting facility in Missouri and we operate one of two permanent household hazardous waste facilities in the district.  The City of Lee’s Summit was awarded a grant from Region E in 1994 in the amount of $60,000 for the purchase of a compost screener for the City’s yard-waste facility which gives us the ability to produce high grade compost, which is always in demand.  In 1996 a grant of $78,000 was awarded to purchase two storage buildings for the Lee’s Summit Household Hazardous Waste Facility.  Through these two grants the city has been able to divert a large amount of waste.

The City of Lee’s Summit is actively supporting the MARC Solid Waste Management District’s efforts to modify the laws regarding the funding allocation formula for Missouri’s 20 solid waste management districts.  We believe the current formula does not reflect the realities of how waste is managed and disposed of today.  Population should be considered in determining the distribution of funding to the districts.  Districts should be allocated a minimum amount of funding for adequate operation and administration of effective solid waste reduction and recycling activities to achieve established goals.  Program funding should be reallocated to allow the core regulatory program administered by DNR to continue at its present level and additional responsibility and funding for solid waste reduction and recycling programs should be placed under management of the solid waste management districts.  The state should raise the portion of the solid waste funding available to solid waste districts from 50% to 60% to offset the loss of access to state project grant funds and provide more local control of waste reduction and recycling projects.  Funds should be distributed on a per capita basis to solid waste districts putting emphasis on waste reduction instead of waste disposal.  The state should guarantee a minimum lever of funding to ensure viability of all districts and keep administrative grant for district operations.

7. Daren “Wren” Sleyster – Owner of a Salvage Yard 

Wren received a grant from EIERA to purchase equipment to make retaining walls using tires and concrete.  The machine compresses between 120 and 140 waste tires into a bail and then he puts the bail into a form and pours in concrete, which makes a retaining wall.  By using the tires this cuts down the weight from 30,000 pounds to around 13,000 pounds.  These retaining walls are designed to stack on top of each other so that you can get different sized retaining walls to fit the project at hand.  Without the help of the EIERA this project would probably not gotten off the ground.  This product has helped create 3 full-time jobs, which Mr. Sleyster hopes to double.

8. Becky Halphin – Windswept Worm Farm 

Windswept Worm Farm was awarded $50,000 from a grant from EIERA to purchase equipment costing $83,077 to expand its vermiculture operation.  They use nursery debris, animal manure, food waste and paper waste to grow worms and produce castings for use as a premium soil amendment and in compost.  They have been in business for approximately one year and they are selling their product across the nation.  They hope to eventually divert over 5,000 tons of waste annually from landfills creating an additional 3 full-time employees.

9. Phyllis Mieser – Region F Solid Waste District 

Attending outreach and assistance courses through DNR has helped prepare me to provide quality-recycling presentations that I present to school educators and students.  I explain the different resources that are available to protect the environment and promote recycling.  I support the great work that DNR does.

10. Scott Cahail – MARC Solid Waste District 

Background

Due to general revenue funding cuts for the Department of Natural Resources, the DNR indicated in 2003 they would be pursuing legislative changes to address shortfalls in the solid waste management program.  For some time the MARC Solid Waste District (MARC) has struggled with the inequity of the revenue based distribution formula, and the problem has become worse as more landfills close.  When DNR said they would be “opening the law,” MARC actively engaged in the legislative process to see if the distribution issue to districts could also be addressed.  The result was SB 1040 which established the interim committee to study the issue and recommend a long-term solution to the solid waste funding issue.

District’s Funding Distribution

With SB 530, Missouri joined the national movement to address the reliance on sanitary landfills by reducing waste generation, increasing recycling, and otherwise diverting waste from landfills.  The solid waste fund was established to support this policy with a progressive series of actions and programs (planning requirements, grant programs, landfill bans), including the formation of the 20 solid waste management districts.

When SB 530 was passed in 1990, there were nearly 100 landfills in the state, resulting in an acceptable distribution of fee dollars throughout the state.  Since that time, we now have less than 25 landfills.  In the Kansas City region, roughly 60 percent of our waste is now direct hauled to landfills in Kansas, so no fees are paid in Missouri.  Despite having 18 percent of the population, the MARC District receives only 7.6 percent of the revenue sent to districts.

The most sensible way to achieve solid waste diversion from landfills is to educate citizens about the issues, encourage them to modify their behavior, and provide convenient and reasonable “recycling infrastructure.”  Each of these steps is most effective when applied where the waste is generated (where the people are), not where it is disposed.  Therefore, a move to a population-based distribution is advisable.

MARC has participated in the efforts of the Solid Waste Advisory Board (SWAB) and Missouri Association of Councils of Governments (MACOG) to examine these issues and develop recommendations.  While we consider it to be a significant compromise of our position, we join our colleagues in recommending an adjustment in the district funding distribution formula to at least a 50 percent population and 50 percent revenue basis.

DNR Funding

There has always been a significant level of understanding and support for the core regulatory functions DNR provides in the solid waste area.  It is essential that permitting and inspections continue in the interest of human health and the environment.  SB 1040 addressed some of this need by allowing DNR to use its portion for all programs and not just waste reduction and recycling activities as set forth in SB 530.  This is a significant change.

In addition, DNR wants a substantial portion of the project grant dollars to be redirected to offset their funding shortfalls. While some level of shift may be appropriate, the actual amount has become a point of contention.  Districts, cities, counties, businesses, and residents will lose access to those dollars that had been available to support waste reduction and recycling activities.  It is not fair or appropriate to shift 18 percent or more of this portion of the fund to DNR, especially given the previous change that free up their ability to spend their 25 percent.  A compromise based on actual need and a “sharing of the pain” is warranted.

A Bigger Pie?

If the shift in general fund allocation away from DNR is expected to be permanent, then other sources of revenue to support the regulatory activities should be considered.  A modest increase in the tonnage fee is not unreasonable given the situation.  An increase in permitting and inspection fees should also be considered, especially since those are the exact functions we are trying to maintain.  

The efforts of the cities, counties, districts, and recycling industry are important work that yields real economic and environmental benefits.  It would not be wise to backtrack on these efforts when there is much left to do.  How we manage our resources and wastes are critical to our future.  More and more people understand that resources are finite and it does not make sense to “waste” them to a landfill.  We must stay the course so that Missouri can be proud to be part of the solution rather than part of the problem.

TESTIMONY: SEPTEMBER 1, 2004 – St. Louis, Missouri

1. Representative Harold Selby 

Members of the Interim Committee on Solid Waste I would like to thank you for allowing me to address some issues I have with the way we handle solid waste problems.  

The first issue I would like to tell you about is an illegal dump that caught fire in my district on April 17, 2003.  The dump known as Charlie’s Scrap Metal consisted of mulch, some seven stories high on a hillside.  Mixed in the mulch were tires, automobiles, chemical drums, lumber, etc.  The High Ridge Fire Protection District received the call at nine am on April 17 and stayed on the scene until May 15.  The cost to the High Ridge Fire Protection District was $5,714.64 in fuel, $1,194.21 in food, $15,270.00 in excavating, three million gallons of water from nearby lakes and 250,000 gallons of water from the county water district.  Many other fire departments also responded to this alarm.  Residents had to leave their homes and smoke could be seen and smelled for miles around.

Residents and the fire protection district contacted me.  They thought the state would provide expertise and resources to fight this fire.  When meeting with state agencies I found that we did not have any money to help.  Finally, the EPA provided funds to cover the fire with dirt.  The dump is still there and from time to time you can still see smoke rising from the ground.  Chemicals are still draining into the creek below and the owner has no way of cleaning up this mess.  It appears the County, State and Federal Government does not want to seize the property because they don’t want to clean it up.

By the way where was DNR, Jefferson County Solid Waste and the Environmental Protection Agency the thirty years this dump operated illegally?  I would hope that as you look at solid waste fees that you set aside a clean up fund for the many illegal landfills that are across our state.

The other issue I would like to bring to your attention is trash transfer stations.  The way we issue permits to these facilities has to be changed.  I have a permit pending in my district for a transfer station.  As I follow the permit process I have learned that there needs to be more coordination between the Department of Natural Resources, the county, the solid waste district and the Missouri Department of Transportation.  As it is now each entity does their own part but no one looks at the whole picture.

The transfer station proposed for my area would be a big mistake.  The area is residential and only served by a two-lane road.  Fifty trash trucks and fourteen semi’s will go in and out each day.  They will travel two lane state roads with no shoulders that are already over crowded.  The application for a zoning permit modification contained eleven procedural violations and nearby property owners have filed suit against Jefferson County.  I believe DNR is also going to make the same types of mistakes.  The system we have in place now does not work and I would ask that Director Mahfood of DNR not issue any trash transfer permits until a solution can be found.

2. Nancy McClintock – Rockwood School District Teacher 

Workshops through DNR have helper her to teach environmental education.  You need to educate kids to take care of the world and recycle.  I teach students to appreciate the world around them, to make educated decisions and become responsible citizens and leaders.  DNR has given me a lot of the tools necessary to reach these goals.

3. Timothy Shockley – Tri-Rinse, Inc. 

We have been in business 23 years recycling waste products and doing chemical clean up.  DNR and EIERA have made great progress in taking care of the natural resources of the state of Missouri.  They have been of great service to our company also.  Last year alone we recycled 7 million pounds of hazardous waste plastic, 2,547 tons of steel and 753 tons of cardboard.  We have also cleaned up a lot of waste tires.  Our payroll is approximately $2 million.  Tri-Rinse is a dynamic company and is continually striving to expand and improve our environmental stewardship services for the customer and respective communities we serve.

4. Jim Wolterman – Organic Resource Management, Inc. 

Organic Resource Management, Inc. has converted a closed landfill into a yard debris compost facility producing high quality mulch and soil.  We have removed waste from being land filled and made a useable product.  With the help of EIERA we are looking into going into food waste.  EIERA and DNR have provided funding to help us get into new markets.  They have provided us with start-up cash to help get the business going.  We currently have 9 full-time employees.  

5. Hon. Virginia Bira – City of Vinita Park 

The state needs to continue to reduce, reuse and recycle.  DNR is doing a great job and their funding needs to be continued.  The grants provided by DNR have been very helpful to our recycling programs.  The solid waste laws need to be revised to get more of the money to rural Missouri.  Maybe the state should charge more user fees at Missouri parks to help DNR to be able to do more.

6. Kim Gardner – Committee Against The Trash Transfer Station (CATTS) 

We do not want a trash transfer station in Jefferson County.  The transfer station has been approved for 300 tons per day on a 6-acre site in a residential area.  This should not be allowed.  They should be required to be larger than 6 acres; maybe 20 acres and the dump area should be in the middle of the site not the edge.  They should be required to use larger roads, not 2 lane roads and their hours should be limited.  I am requesting that the state adopt minimum requirements and other regulatory elements to protect health and safety in respect to the citing and operation of trash transfer station.  The minimum requirements/regulations would allow local control for all aspects of such operation providing that local controls are at least as restrictive or more restrictive than the state requirements.    

7. Kathleen Schweitzer – The ReStore 

Currently we have 5 stores in Missouri.  We receive between 150 and 200 tons of new and used building materials every month for resale.  The items are 80% to 90% used and 10% to 20% new.  We offer these at a substantial discount to new materials.  This is also helping to divert these materials from landfills.  EIERA helped get this business going.  We currently employ 7 people with a payroll of $175,000 per year.  

8. Deborah Chollet – Missouri Botanical Garden 

The solid waste management district has provided funding for us to educate schools and help them to get a recycling program started.  Fifty percent of the waste is paper.  We have also started a program called pots to plants, where individuals bring in their old pots and we make new planters from them.  Since 1998 we have recycled approximately 138 tons of planters.  Education is the key to getting people to recycle.

9. Paul Wight – Remains Textile Recycling 

Remains has been in operation since 1982 as a vintage wholesale business which takes in used clothing.  Remains processes over 40,000 pounds of used clothing daily.  This is sorted into 3 main categories; vintage wholesale, export and recycle.  Remains plays a significant role in the region’s waste management infrastructure and regional economy.  Over 10 million pounds of unwanted material passes through Remains annually.  Over 6 million pounds is identified as recovered from the waste stream equating to over $150,000 in saved waste disposal costs.  Remains employees 16 employees and generates over $1 million in annual sales.  10 new employee positions will be created within the next 6 months.  Waste management is a critical component in the world we live in.  Missouri and St. Louis have benefited greatly with the support of DNR.  Landfill space and costs involved are becoming huge issues now and for as long as we exist.  Capturing waste is and will be an on-going process.  Public funds invested in recycling and waste management benefits the whole economy.  

10. William Wisbrock – Firm Green Fuels, LLC 

DNR and EIERA grant funding was very helpful in getting my business off the ground.  My firm develops, builds, owns and operates landfill gas to fuel projects.  

11. Art Morey – Environmental Recycling, Inc. 

My company recycles 400,000 to 500,000 pounds of plastic per month.  We manufacture lumber from plastic, which is used for benches, tables, truck floors, scaffolding, concrete expansion joints, pallets, etc.  EIERA allowed us to purchase a grinder with the grant we received from them.  We support continued funding for projects that teach the value of reusing plastic.  We also employ 11 people who were unemployed for 3 years or more when we hired them.

12. Don Hughes – Smurfit-Stone 

Smurfit-Stone is one of the largest recycling plants in the Midwest with the majority of recycled goods tonnage coming from Eastern Missouri.  I support DNR in their statewide role in waste management and for continued resources that DNR can provide both at the local level as well as the state for recycling efforts.

Smurfit’s primary business is the manufacture of paperboard and paper-based packaging primarily from recycled paper.  We have 35,000 employees nationwide, 270 locations, with our corporate headquarters in St. Louis.  Our recycling division is made up of 23 plants and 13 sales offices responsible for fibering our mill system as well as trade customers.  We as a company collect, process, and market about 6.5 million tons per year of waste paper and non-fiber products such as aluminum cans, glass, and plastics.

Our St. Louis operation collects, sorts, bales, and ships over 630 tons per day of recyclables.  Recycling is alive and well in St. Louis.  Our facility built in the Enterprise Zone of St. Louis, provides over 65 full time jobs with 2004 projected gross sales to be over $14,000,000.  Since 1997 we have grown from processing 450 tons per day to the 630 today, with the capacity to handle over 800 tons per day.  We have long-term markets for future growth.

All this tonnage, without companies like ours in the market place, would be destined for the landfill.  The problem is, the St. Louis area is a “mature” recycling city, meaning programs for the large volume generators has been in place for many years.  Where help is needed is extracting the tonnage from the small generator, like small businesses, or even curbside programs.  This is where grants, like those supplied from the Solid Waste Districts can, and have, had a big impact.  With the high cost of hauling and labor, the economics of picking up small quantities of recyclables is many times prohibitive.  In our case, we have received grants to pay for equipment to provide service to small businesses and offices where we could not afford such a program without the districts help.  Since 1993 when we received our first grant, we have collected over 18,000 tons of office waste that most likely would have been land filled.

This type of support is critical to the private and municipal sector to continue looking for growth opportunities in the less than traditional, self-supporting, programs.  We are attempting to reach the entire community and give them a chance to recycle.  With continued support from DNR and companies such as ours needing additional volume for our mills, we will succeed in adding jobs to our community and reducing what is currently being directed to our landfills.  

13. David Robnak – Central Paper Stock Co., Inc. 

Annually we recycle approximately 108,000 tons of paper, which amounts to approximately 1,836,000 trees saved every year.  St. Louis Jefferson Solid Waste Management District is very important to our recycling community.  The grants they have provided have helped to increase recycling efforts.  We need to keep the controls at the local level and not at the state level.  We employee 15 people from the sheltered work shop.

14. Joseph Martinich – College of Business Administration University of Missouri – St. Louis 

In 2002 I headed a research project funded by the St. Louis – Jefferson Solid Waste Management District, which attempted to measure the economic impact of the recycling, re-manufacturing, and re-use industries in the St. Louis Metropolitan Area.  The St. Louis Metro Area has developed an extensive economic infrastructure for collecting waste materials and used products, which can, and are, being recycled into new manufactured products, used as the basis for re-manufactured products, or resold directly as used items.  

Nearly 16,000 jobs, with an annual payroll of over $600 million, can be attributed directly to recycling industry activities in the Metro Area.  When indirect and induced effects are included, such as from suppliers, transporters, consultants, the contribution is nearly 40,000 jobs and $1.5 Billion in payroll.  In the Metro Area these direct effects are larger than the impact of chemical manufacturing; larger than primary metals manufacturing; and larger than printing and related support activities.  They are even larger than the food and beverage manufacturing industries combined.

The availability of this recycled material locally has the potential to act as an economic draw or foundation for downstream companies that can use these materials and products in their production processes.  At a time when so many manufacturing jobs are moving overseas, recycling and re-manufacturing offer very promising opportunities to create manufacturing-type jobs within the State.  I would encourage the state to provide the necessary resources to support and expand the recycling infrastructure, and to support and encourage entrepreneurs to create new companies in recycling, reuse, and remanufacturing to create new jobs in Missouri.  I would especially encourage efforts to promote demand for recycled and remanufactured products.  Economic incentives, education, and technical assistance should be used to encourage individuals, companies, and government bodies to buy used and remanufactured items, such as furniture, computers, industrial components, and telecommunications equipment whenever possible.  Remanufactured and reconditioned items are generally made locally, and produce jobs locally, whereas most new goods, especially furniture, computers, and telecommunications equipment are made outside Missouri, and often outside the United States.

15. Jill Hamilton – Recycling Program Manager – City of St. Louis Refuse Division 

We are responsible for collection and disposal of residential waste for about 348,000 residents in approximately 147,000 households in the City of St. Louis.  We also support and promote waste reduction, materials reuse, and resource recycling.  This is an important part of our division because, annually, the City of St. Louis landfills over 200,000 tons of trash, including almost 20,000 tons of yard waste.

Reducing, reusing, and recycling are business opportunities.  Located within the city limits are at least 52 businesses and organizations that are directly involved in this industry, whether it’s education, collection, processing, manufacturing, and/or the sale of recycled content goods.  At least 17 city businesses, institutions, and organizations contract with two small local companies to have their recyclables collected and four major city businesses helped form a local cooperative striving to reduce, reuse, and recycle construction and demolition waste, and incorporate the use of recycled content building products into their construction projects.

Between our curbside and drop-off recycling programs, as well as our alley and curbside collection, the City of St. Louis reuses and recycles 17 types of materials, much of which is shipped elsewhere.  Think about all of these materials that are moving out of state, and consider how they could contribute to Missouri’s employment and economy, if we worked harder on building up this industry so that we could close this loop right here at home.  There is a significant lack of manufacturing or sale of recycled products in the St. Louis area, both of which are necessary in order to have markets for the materials our city collects.  For businesses that need greater volumes of materials, there is much room for expansion in the area of curbside collection.  

DNR plays a valuable role in managing Missouri’s waste.  DNR is useful as a clearinghouse for what’s going on elsewhere in the country and as a network for what other parts of the state are doing.  Locally, the St. Louis-Jefferson Solid Waste Management District has been vital to the efforts of the Refuse Division.  Their staff is immensely informed about the history of waste management in the St. Louis region; which efforts have failed or succeeded and why, and what activities are being planned or conducted.  Since 1994 an estimated 21 grants from the District have assisted the city with expanding drop-off recycling programs, providing compost bins to residents, printing a recycling curriculum for 3rd Grade Educators, offering curbside recycling service and purchasing and distributing recycled content products to educate residents.  Since 1997 three grants from DNR have helped to promote school paper recycling programs and provided for educational kiosks at our 27 drop-off recycling sites.

Waste reduction, reuse, and recycling can save millions of dollars that are being spent on disposal fees.  These alternatives also protect local, national, and international assets, whether referring to the money, energy, and time spent on extracting natural reserves, or the wildlife habitat, natural scenery, and water resources that are sometimes harmed during those processes.  The cost to landfill continues to increase, however, the cost of our drop-off recycling program is moving toward paying for itself.  By investing public funds in reducing, reusing, and recycling, government can stimulate business development and job creation.  We can set an example for residents and businesses to assume responsibility for their activities, to take initiative to make changes, and to take advantage of the opportunities associated with a sustainable environment and economy.  

16. Wayne Lovelace – Nursery business 

I operate a business in which I grow trees and native plants of Missouri in yard waste and then sell them.  The environmental program lead by DNR is important to the state of Missouri.

17. William Sehie – City of Byrnes Mill 

Thanks to funding we received from St. Louis-Jefferson Solid Waste Management District we were able to establish and maintain a recycle center.  This is very important to our community and it is important to keep this control at the local level.

18. Greg Janson – Northside/Southside Recycling 

We currently employee 43 FTE and have approximately $10 million in sales per year of recyclables.  We recycle approximately 10,000 tons per month.  Grants from DNR have helped us to purchase trucks for cardboard pick-up from small businesses.  Grants provide seed money to get markets off the ground.  The $1.5 million in funding needs to go for project support not administration.

19. Brian McGowen – Attorney representing solid waste landfills 

The industry and DNR have a good relationship.  Do not reduce funding to DNR; they are needed to monitor, supervise and act on landfill regulations.  Subtitle D decreased the number of landfills, but increased what needed to be done.  The industry needs DNR and the Solid Waste Management districts.

20. Ron Coleman – Open Space Council 

Organized Operation Clean Stream, the longest on-going river clean up in America.  In 1994, 100 tons of trash was removed from 360 miles of waterways comprising major parts of the Meramec, Bourbeuse and Big Rivers, and Huzzah and Courtois Creeks.  Many partners helped.  The Meramec went from a dirty river in the 1960’s to a very clean river today.

We have removed over 20,000 tires from the Meramec River.  We support the waste tire fee and would like to see it back in place.

21. Thomas Diehl - Individual 

Please prevent the trash transfer system form going into Jefferson County.  You need to set parameter’s on where transfer facilities can go.  They should not go in residential areas.  The state is bound by the constitution to protect the welfare of the citizens of Missouri.  

22. Klaus Haake - Individual 

The waste transfer station on Hwy “O” in Jefferson County originally handled about 4 to 5 tons per week; the modified permit is for 1,500 tons per week.  DNR permit application and DNR permits do not list Lake Camp Solidarity, which receives the outflow of the Transfer Station.  The overflow of the Lake flows into the Meramec.  The lake is about 600 feet to the west of the transfer station.  The lake is used for swimming and fishing and the transfer station is a health hazard to the lake.  DNR should have the right to reject incomplete applications.  If a permit is obtained by withholding information, which impacts the decision, that permit should be voided.  The applicant should be charged a flat fee plus an hourly fee to reimburse DNR for reworking the application.  Violators should be charged the cost of investigation plus fines.  You need to do an audit of Reliable Disposal, Inc. including DNR and Missouri Revenue files.

TESTIMONY: SEPTEMBER 28, 2004 – Jefferson City, Missouri

1. Richard Cavender - MACOG

The Solid Waste Management Fund created by SB 530 in 1990 was landmark waste reduction legislation.  Missouri can be proud of its achievements over the past 14 years.  The intent of the legislation was to reduce solid waste going into Missouri landfills by increasing waste reduction, recycling and composting.  Waste going into landfills has reduced by one-third, most communities have recycling programs, and thousands of jobs have been created in the recycling industry in Missouri. 

The MACOG-Solid Waste District Committee believes it is important to make some substantive recommendations to the Interim Committee as members consider ideas for new legislation that will ensure that Missouri’s natural resources are maintained and adequately protected.  The group felt strongly that all of the ideas are worthy of serious consideration, but after much discussion, two recommendations were put forth and approved by the committee.  These recommendations are consistent with the intent of SB 530 in that they promote local decision-making, ensure accountability of all parties and strive to streamline programs for the most effective and efficient use of taxpayer dollars—whether those be through General Revenue or tipping fees.  Additionally, these recommendations recognize the importance and necessity of permitting, inspection and enforcement but also promote waste reduction and reuse as an integral part of a sound and comprehensive solid waste management policy.   

The Solid Waste Management Fund generates approximately $11,000,000 per year.  This is not a large fund, and it supports waste reduction, recycling, composting, education, household hazardous waste, market development programs, and local waste tire collection programs throughout the state.  Project requests greatly exceed available resources every year.  We recommend the following allocation formula for the Solid Waste Management Fund.  This allocation will balance the needs of Missouri’s waste reduction and recycling industry and the Department of Natural Resources.  

The EIERA Market Development Program should be allocated 10% of the fund.  EIERA’s efforts to develop markets for recovered materials have been substantial.  However, the need to continue to expand local end-use markets is still great, and provides significant economic development opportunities for the state.  The EIERA portion has been capped at $1 million per year with up to $150,000 of that available to DNR and EIERA for household hazardous waste efforts.  The current budget has only been $850,000 per year for market development.  HHW education and oversight is already being done primarily at the local level.  Local jurisdictions have established both permanent and one-day collections and disseminated HHW educational/informational materials.  We recommend that EIERA be allocated a flat 10% of the fund for market development purposes.  EIERA has the ability to conduct research and implement special projects that are important to improve solid waste and recycling programs across the state.  EIERA does a good job of administering financial assistance and has the necessary structure, expertise and mission to fill the gap left by the drastic reduction/elimination of the statewide project grant program.  Providing EIERA with adequate funds and encouraging the agency to expand its scope in regards to the types of projects funded, would reinvigorate a statewide grant program dedicated to waste reuse, reduction and recycling.  This would no longer be allocated separately, but be part of the overall allocation.  The group wants to be sure to clarify that this recommendation was not put forth or promoted in any way by EIERA.  

The Solid Waste Management Districts should be allocated 65% of the fund.  The solid waste management districts have evolved into the local recycling support infrastructure that was intended in SB 530.  Solid waste management district boards are made up of county and municipal leaders that make decisions based on what is needed in the community.  The following allocations (based on a percentage for the entire fund) will allow each district to provide needed services tailored to their local areas.

Solid Waste Management District Administration – 5% Each solid waste management district has an office and a paid staff that provides solid waste information, technical support and recommends local projects that need financial support to the district board.  A 5% portion of the Solid Waste Management Fund will provide a minimal level of funding for the administration of each solid waste management district.  While 5% of the funding is allocated to administration, districts should not be restricted to 5% as different districts have different needs and define administration in different terms.

Population Based Allocation – 30% The original allocation formula was based on where the fees originated.  In 1990, there were over 100 landfills in the state and disposal was spread out fairly evenly.  Now there are less than 25 landfills in the state and many are regional facilities that draw waste from several Solid Waste Management Districts.  A district without a landfill still needs to recycle and educate its residents about proper solid waste management.  These funds are for plan implementation (solid waste education, tire collections, HHW collections, etc.) district operations and grants to local municipalities, counties, and private recyclers.  Revising the allocation formula to provide for more populous districts is important to ensure that progress can continue in all areas of the state.

Source Based Allocation – 30% Solid Waste Management Districts with landfills have received a greater share of the fund based on the original SB 530 formula.  As the number of landfills continues to shrink, these districts have a greater proportion of the available resources, but also shoulder a greater burden on local infrastructure and environment.  Maintaining a proportion of resources based on disposal locations provides important incentives to encourage the citing of local facilities.  These funds will allow plan implementation activities (solid waste education, tire collections, HHW collections, etc.), district operations and grants to local municipalities, counties and private recyclers.  This portion of the distribution formula also provides important incentives to encourage local support of proposed disposal facilities.

DNR Solid Waste Management Program – 25% DNR Solid Waste Management Program is responsible for promoting integrated solid waste management in Missouri, including regulation solid waste disposal and promoting waste reduction and recycling.  An allocation of up to 25% from the fund represents an overall increase of about $880,000 since the EIERA allocation would no longer be made first and separately.  Additionally, and very importantly, SB 1040 provided legislative authority for DNR to utilize its allocation for any aspect of program administration, which had previously been restricted to recycling.  A 25% allocation is an increase over current levels and provides the management flexibility to ensure that all core functions are implemented.  This will ensure that Missouri’s “Subtitle D” certification by EP is not jeopardized.  DNR budget numbers are conflicting, and the Legislature needs to pinpoint those numbers to ensure accountability, One memo presented to the Solid Waste Law Advisory Group indicated that the Solid Waste Management Program needs $3.2 million to carry out all of its core functions, specifically permitting, inspection, and enforcement.  If the allocation to DNR remains as it was intended in SB 530, a 25% portion of the Solid Waste Management Fund will produce $2.75 million per year.  That should easily cover all core functions.  Options for outsource permit processing and generating more revenue through permit fees or fee increases were discussed previously and could be used as needed if the legislature determines a larger program is desired.

Creation of a Solid Waste Commission It is perceived that there is a lack of oversight and guidance for the solid waste management program in Missouri.  SB 530 established the Solid Waste Advisory Board (SWAB) to provide advice to the Solid Waste Program.  This has some benefits, but also some drawbacks.  SWAB lacks the authority to provide guidance that the DNR Solid Waste Program must follow and is not balanced regarding population or composition.  While SWAB serves a very useful function, a formal Solid Waste Management Commission is needed to provide oversight for both the Solid Waste Management Program and the solid waste management districts.  The SWAB could also be an important advisory body to the solid waste commission.

Solid waste management districts should also be expected to take full responsibility for the funds they have been charged with and provide the necessary accountability to the legislators and general public.  

2. Harry Rogers – Executive Director - Harry S. Truman Coordinating Council

I strongly agree with the MACOG report.  Need to keep decision making on the local level, grass roots support has worked well.  I also think that DNR staffing levels need to be looked at.  DNR has fewer permitted facilities now and they could take a modest cut.  They could contract out for some services and definitely don’t need the number of engineers they are budgeted for.  The cap on fees for permitting needs to be taken off.  Charging the full cost of permitting fees will not increase tipping fees.  The solid waste program needs more general revenue.  The tipping fees should be increased only as a last resort; however, increasing the tipping fee by 25 cents per ton would only add approximately 80 cents per year to the average consumer.

3. Scott Cahill - MARC Solid Waste District

I agree with the MACOG’s stance in the report.  We have not completed all of the requirements of SB 530 regarding reduction, reuse and recycling.  Need to keep the responsibilities for decision making at the local level and need to move away from reliance of landfills.  I think you need to do away with the state project grants; they are duplication of the district grants and the grants from EIERA.

4. Dave Berger – St. Louis-Jefferson Solid Waste Management District

The St. Louis-Jefferson Solid Waste Management District Executive Board formally adopted and endorsed the MACOG position at its meeting on September 21, 2004.  We strongly urge the Interim Committee to use those recommendations and other suggestions in the report as the key basis for its report to the full legislature.  

Recycling has come a long way since SB 530 was passed in 1990.  Recent studies conducted by DNR have indicated that 74% of Missourians recycle and that 45% of all waste in Missouri is now being diverted from disposal.  That is a major accomplishment of which we can be proud.  Recycling needs to be expanded in a number of areas of the state.  The economic benefit to the state has also been tremendous, as you have seen from the testimony provided by Dr. Joseph Martinich, a professor in the School of Business Administration.  Waste reduction and recycling continue to have much untapped potential to improve our environment and economy.

5. Matthew Harline – Mid-Missouri Solid Waste Management District

Our current budget is $87,000 and we received grants of $355,000 this past year.  The grant funds are used to administer waste reduction and recycling projects in the district.  We have started many recycling programs with the funding we have received, but there is much more to do.  

We need to look at a reduction in staff levels at DNR; they need to share cuts too.  There has been a reduction in permitting and investigation needs because there are fewer landfills and transfer stations.  Tipping fees alone are not a good way to fund the program, you need to charge more for permitting and remove the current cap of $8,000.  You need to keep the money for state project grants.  There should be a 50-50 split between population and landfills on how the funds are divvied.  There should also be a $75,000 minimum per district and you may want to look into whether or not there is a better way to arrange the districts.

6. Drex Rothweiler & Phillip Shatzer – Mark Twain Solid Waste District – District G

District G was one of the first districts to acknowledge the disparity of grant funding for some of the other solid waste districts and suggests that through discussions facilitated by the Solid Waste Advisory Board (SWAB), that districts devise a formula to more adequately fund the districts that receive only the minimum.  Both population of districts and landfill sites within a district should be components of the formula.  This could be accomplished as follows:

· Funding for DNR/SWMP and the districts are based on the portions specified in SB 1040;

· Project Grants be discontinued;

· The District Administrative Grants be discontinued.  A sliding scale be devised and implemented to determine each district’s administrative funding needs and then that amount is deducted from their annual funding;

· Compliance and performance standards would be devised by discussions facilitated by the SWAB;

· The portion of each district’s annual funding that is determined by the sliding scale to be for administration would be non-competitive, but would be subject to the compliance and performance standards;

· The portion of each district’s annual funding that is determined to be for grants would remain competitive and the submission process would remain the same;

· The districts negotiate an equitable system for dividing their part of the SWMP fund that takes into account population and landfill locating, keeping in mind that the urban centers continue to export their MSW;

· All grant activities, except for grants coordinated through EIERA, are done at the local level through the districts;

· In the event an application that could impact the entire state, several districts could participate in the funding through the coordination of EIERA.  In the event that an applicant approaches EIERA first, then EIERA could enlist districts to participate in the project.  This would fill any void left by the discontinuation of project grants; and

· DNR/SWMP retains oversight of the grants that districts award.  Part of that oversight will be a requirement that the districts obtain annual audits with district funds and the audits be performed by a certified outside source.

In essence, District G suggests that; (1) the districts and EIERA grant the funding from the Solid Waste Management Program Fund and DNR/SWMP stop granting and only perform oversight and assistance to the districts, in addition to their core regulatory functions and; (2) the districts equitably divide their share of the fund to insure more adequate funding for districts receiving the minimum.

7. Tim Mahoney – Welch Products Inc. - Des Moines, Iowa

My company makes value added products from waste tires.  We view waste tires as an untapped resource.  Welch Products Inc. is a premier products and equipment manufacturer for the recreational, playground and safety surface industry.  We have created, from waste tires, a playground surface that has been tested and proven to prevent head injuries from an 8-foot fall onto the surface.  We would like to see the waste tire fee put back into place.

8. Tim Smith – Solid Waste Advisory Board (SWAB)

Missouri’s solid waste reduction programs directly involve local, county, and state governments as well as private entities and are one of the most successful waste reduction efforts in the United States.  Both SWAB and industry representatives concur that new Solid Waste Legislation is needed.  The solid waste management districts (SWMD) support new legislation primarily to allocate more funding to the SWMDs for solid waste reduction and recycling grants and to change the basis of distribution of funding.  Industry supports new legislation to ensure the DNR regulatory program remains intact; loss of the program would mean that the solid waste permitting activities would revert directly to EPA – an unsatisfactory outcome in the opinion of all involved parties.  SWAB’s recommendations are as follows;

Funding for SWMDs

The formula for distribution of district funds between the various solid waste management districts should be changed from the current revenue (tonnage) basis.  The formula for distributing District funds should be weighted equally on the population of the District and on the revenue collected within the District (50% population/50% revenue.)

The minimum funding for any individual district should be increased from the current $75,000 to $95,000 (total of District Administrative Grants plus Plan Implementation Grants).  This is needed to adequately support effective solid waste reduction and recycling programs at the District level.  There also needs to be District accountability and minimum standards need to be established and adopted.

To achieve the increase in minimum funding to Districts and to make more funds available for District reduction and recycling grant activities funds should be reallocated from statewide project grants.  SWAB believes District grants are far more effective in aiding local, more focused reduction/recycling efforts than programs conducted on a statewide level.

Funding for EIERA
SWAB believes EIERA’s market development programs are a vital component of Missouri’s solid waste reduction and recycling programs; furthermore, EIERA’s programs are beneficial to all SWMDs.  SWAB considers EIERA a valuable resource that should be maintained at its current funding level.

Funding for DNR
SWAB would like to see the state restore general revenue funds to the Solid Waste Management Program.  DNR must be supported to maintain its “core” functions.  An increase in the tonnage fee, permitting fees or other administrative fees should not be considered in order to offset the loss of general revenue.  Also the distribution of Solid Waste Management funds and statewide project grants should not be reallocated to offset the loss of general revenue previously used to support DNR staff and activities.  

9. Gary Deaver – Solid Waste District O

It is essential that DNR Solid Waste Management Program (SWMP) continue to be funded at the current level.  The program is an essential partner with the solid waste districts in meeting previously set statewide and local goals and providing essential oversight and technical assistance to the districts.  We recommend, in this order, the following sources of funding for the SWMP:

· Restore the SWMP general revenue (GR) funds to their prior level.

· Apply the landfill tipping fee surcharge to solid waste hauled directly to landfills in other states.  Currently, the surcharge only applies to waste exported out of state if the waste is first processed at a Missouri Transfer Station.  It is estimated that applying this fee to all exported waste would generate approximately $2,000,000 per year.

· Increase permitting and inspection fees to partially replace GR.

· Increase the amount of the landfill tipping fee surcharge.

· As a last resort, divert state project funds to the SWMP as currently provided in SB 1040.

Funding for EIERA needs to be maintained at the current level.  Funding for statewide project grants also needs to be funded at the current level except if it is necessary to divert those funds to maintain the SWMP at the current funding level.

If the SWMP and EIERA are funded as recommended above, then distribute the remaining funds to the Solid Waste Management Districts.  If no additional sources of revenue are developed and the SWMP is funded as outlined in SB 1040, we recommend 62% of the total Tipping Fee Surcharge be distributed to the waste districts in the following manner:

· Each Solid Waste District receives a minimum of $95,000 from the fund.

· The remainder of the funds should be distributed to each district based on the district population.  The current system creates gross inequities within the state.

· The new law should provide that at least 60% of funds received by a district be used to fund city, county and private business grants and up to 40% may be used for district administration and district plan implementation grants.

· The new law should make Solid Waste Districts more accountable for District Grant Funds they receive.  More oversight is needed on how each District’s Grants are implemented, evaluated and how they impact the District’s goals and objectives.

10. Chris Bussen – Missouri Recycling Association

Missourians don’t want more trash and vigorously oppose landfills and transfer stations.  Almost half of all waste is now diverted from landfills and that percentage continues to grow.  Local Solid Waste Management Districts exercise great care to stretch the limited resources they have as far as possible to support waste reduction, recycling, composting, market development, education, and household hazardous waste programs.  These are local funds paid by all Missourians that should not be diverted and if anything should be increased.  The return on investment is huge.  MORA strongly encourages our elected leaders to continue their support for this vital effort that generates tremendous benefits for all Missourians.

11. Kate Krebs – Executive Director National Recycling Coalition

Government commitment to recycling drives private sector investment.  Community recycling programs supply the raw material needs of a diverse, vibrant and growing number of recycled product makers.    Recycling requires less energy than virgin material.  I strongly urge you to continue to be for recycling and continue to supply the critical funds needed to continue to show that Missouri supports the economy and the environment by recycling.

12. Derrick Standley – President – Genesis Solid Waste Group of St. Louis

I am president of the Genesis Solid Waste Group of St. Louis Missouri.  With me today is my Lobbyist, Tom Rackers.  I will summarize my comments and leave the rest to be reviewed later for the record.    

Let’s begin with some background on Genesis and why we are involved in this process. Genesis is an engineering and consulting firm that is solely dedicated to solid waste management.  We have worked in 26 states for a variety of waste companies, recycling companies, not for profit recycling entities, local governments and solid waste management districts.  I attended nearly all of the SB 530 meetings, and served on two of the sub committees of SB 530 (landfill committee and waste tire committee).   Since that time someone from Genesis has attended nearly every meeting of the SWAB board.  

I have three issues to present to you this morning.  The first is a response to the MACOG report; the second is the results of recent research done regarding the St. Louis – Jefferson SWMD; and third is to discuss with you briefly the changing economic situation in the solid waste management field.  

MACOG: The members of the Missouri Association Council of Governments (MACOG) and non-aligned waste districts have been meeting to come up with a solution to continue the funding of Solid Waste Management Districts in Missouri.  In the final MACOG document they list seven ideas for how the districts and MACOG can extract more revenue from the Missouri solid waste management system.  

MACOG suggests that Tipping fees should be increased as a last resort. In the MACOG Draft Report, they state that the current solid waste fee is “collected as a component of disposal bills, but is passed straight through to the waste generators”.  This is true in some cases, but in many cases (maybe most cases) this doesn’t happen.   In the St. Louis Metropolitan area fees charged do not typically get passed through to residents or businesses because of competitive pressures.  Case in point, commercial pricing in the St. Louis area has remained relatively flat over the past 4 years while the fees have continued to rise.    This doesn’t always mean the waste company is taking all of the loss directly, in some cases the loss in revenue or higher expense of the fees (depending on the angle you choose to view it from) comes in the form of reduced maintenance, reduced wages for labor, reduced customer service etc.   The MACOG numbers fail to account for the waste that leaves the State by direct haul, which means no fees are collected.  

A likely outcome of increasing State Solid Waste Fees beyond the existing rate is to have the effect of pushing more waste by direct haul out of Missouri to surrounding States.  The MACOG documents actually did an excellent job of explaining how this has worked.  The MACOG document explained that The Solid Waste Management Fund generates approximately $11,000,000 per year.  The Fee was originally $1.50 per ton with a CPI escalator. The Fee is now $2.04 per ton.  Despite the increase in the fee, the amount of funds have leveled off.  This is true.   

Missouri is today the fourth largest exporter of trash in the Nation.  As a State, Missouri exports 1 out of every 3 tons.  Each time the fee increases more trash gets exported.  Finally, regarding fees, Missouri does not have an exemption from fees on pollution control waste disposal like Illinois.  It is interesting to note that in 2003 the St. Louis Metro East landfills disposed of just over 400,000 tons of pollution control waste much of which came from Missouri.  It went to Illinois in large part because Illinois charges no fees for pollution control waste.  To dispose of the same material in a St. Louis Metro West Landfill fees would be charged at both the local and state level.  If Missouri even discounted pollution control waste to 50% of the normal fee it would make the St. Louis Metro West landfills more competitive and allow for the recovery of as much as $400,000 annually into the Solid Waste Fund.  Further, the Illinois exemption on pollution control waste, results in increased air pollution in Missouri. This is true because the material is being transported to Illinois rather than being disposed in a Missouri facility.

The MACOG document claimed that they brought together “all of the different local stakeholders and EIERA”.  This is interesting because the MACOG and Districts missed some stakeholders, among those not invited are:

-
Compost facility operators

-
Waste haulers

-
Landfill facility operators

-
MDNR

-
Missouri Educators

-
Waste and Recycling Industry consultants and engineers

-
Most segments of the recycling industries 

In conclusion, Senate Bill 530 was not just intended to “reduce solid waste going to Missouri landfills by increasing waste reduction, recycling, and composting” it was also intended to cleanup sites, stop illegal dumping, educate the children and Missouri as a whole population.   In the MACOG documents they describe SB 530 as a document intended to “establish a decentralized, grassroots approach to waste reduction and recycling” but the true intent as described by those who crafted the bill was to in part “facilitate local and regional cooperation to modernize Missouri’s waste management practices”, yes, two components of which are waste reduction and recycling.  A few of the other components are reuse of materials, stopping illegal dumping, cleanup of illegal dump sites, community cleanups, assisting local waste collectors to modernize their sanitation fleets and collection methods, aid local disposal facilities in installing gas recovery systems, aid in the siting of needed waste management and recycling facilities, increase road safety as transportation becomes more of a factor in waste management, and educate the next generation about the importance of not just recycling but total solid waste management system.  

Summary of District Findings: Recently I had the opportunity to review records from the St. Louis Jefferson SWMD.  I found that the St. Louis – Jefferson District has been responsible for funding many worthwhile projects.  The District has been an active player in many of the regions recycling and waste diversion efforts.  I also found five things that jumped out at me in my review. 1.) The District conducts what they call an internal audit.  But the auditor states that they “do not provide assurance on the internal control over financial reporting”.   The internal audit basically examines the numbers which are provided by the District without really offer much comment regarding the management controls.  2.) Second, the amount of funds that have been distributed repeatedly to the same entities 5 governments (all board represented), 5 not for profits and 10 for profit companies which have collectively received 38% of all monies.  The District itself has consumed an additional 11%, 18% seems to be in a reserve fund which I admit is still a mystery to me and the balance of the fund totaling 33% has been distributed to some 130 entities.  3.) The third note worthy item was the number of entities that the SWMD has given money to that have no corporate record with the Secretary of States Office or no longer exist.  4.) I found that some entities that received grants from the district did so under multiple names.  What I mean by this is that upon review of records with the Missouri Secretary of States Office I found the names of some individuals show up as officers or directors of multiple entities receiving grants.  This was not a frequent occurrence, but any occurrence should be explained.  Further, many grants issued over the past 5 years in particular appear to me to be more in the nature of subsidies.  Subsidies, to local governments, not-for-profit entities, and for-profit companies.  

Regarding the need for further funding of commercial for profit recycling entities

Many nations such as China and India are rapidly developing into consumer economies. As this happens natural resources such as petroleum and steel are in greater demand and hence becoming more expensive putting a strain on the waste management industry.  As a result of this growing development and demand for natural resources, recyclables are in higher demand.  The fastest growing segment of the recycling market has been and will continue to be in fiber materials.  Incidentally, commercial fiber collection and processing has thrived over the past decade by enlarge without the aid of grant programs or technical assistance.   The Recycling Industry claims that the U.S. recycling industry has now passed the waste industry in total revenue. It therefore seems reasonable that the entire premise of funding for-profit-recyclers should be reviewed.  

13. Bob Thompson – Executive VP of Missouri Enterprise

My company has worked with EIERA for over 6 years.  We offer hands-on technical and business assistance to technology-based companies, manufacturers and agriculture businesses.  We assist companies with quality certification, product design, plant layout; feasibility studies marketing and business plans.  Our company is aware of the EIERA mission of identifying solid waste streams from manufacturing going to landfills that might be transformed and marketed in the form of new products.  We have worked with 109 Missouri manufacturing and agriculture companies utilizing the EIERA program over the past 6 years.  During the past three years clients have reported increased sales, cost savings and increased investment of $11.1 million and over 105,000 tons of waste diversion from landfills and many new jobs.  Our experience and the reported impact from clients show that the EIERA program is effective and yields an excellent return on investment to taxpayers.

14. Gary Ryan – Ryan Enterprises

I own a farm in Fulton MO and needed to redo my fences.  I thought that if could find some plastic posts they would last much longer and I wouldn’t have replaced them as quickly as wood posts.  I contacted several companies and no one had them so I contacted DNR and they helped me.  They suggested that I talk with EIERA and they said why don’t you make them yourself.  EIERA helped me to do a feasibility study and develop a market.  I traveled the state looking for plastic that had no other home.  I found that I could use old computer terminals and plastic pallets and huge plastic barrels.  We found that it would be economical to do so I was awarded a grant to purchase equipment.  This would not have been possible without the help of DNR and EIERA.

15. Larry VanGilder – Region N Solid Waste District

Since 2001 Region N has been at the minimum funding level of $45,000.  Funding has shifted to where the trash ends up, not where it is generated.  The need for recycling is very great and for our district to receive minimum funding is really hurting our chances for new markets.  Funding needs to be redistributed based on population and the minimum funding for each district needs to be $95,000.  There needs to also be accountability at all levels.

16. Gary Gilliam – Resource Management Companies

Resource Management Companies supports the State of Missouri’s funding assistance for recycling at the community level for the following reasons:

· Communities with curbside recycling achieve lower solid waste management costs.

· Recovery of post consumer recyclable materials has a major contribution to the Missouri economy.

· Disposal of post consumer recyclable materials into landfills is simply wasteful.

· More recycling is needed at the community level to ensure sufficient supplies of recyclable materials are generated to improve the economies of scale needed for cost effective collection, processing, and marketing of post consumer recyclable materials.

We recommend that funding continue at the community level to achieve greater participation of citizens to get their recyclables out to the curb for recycling collection.  Our observation as the largest processor of recyclable materials from curbside programs in the State of Missouri is that households will participate in curbside recycling programs if they are simply given a recycling bin with instructions regarding how to recycle.  If funds can continue to be provided to communities for this purpose, the citizens of Missouri will greatly benefit from this endeavor.  

17. Dave Overfelt – National Solid Wastes Management Association

During 2003, industry representatives participated in several stakeholder meetings hosted by DNR to discuss the solid waste fee and distribution of the fees.  The following issues were and continue to be the position of the Missouri Chapter:

· No increase in any fees.

· The industry supports re-allocating the fees to fund the critical services at the Department of Natural Resources in order for Missouri to stay in compliance with Subtitle D.

· The industry prefers that the current system of distributing funds that rewards communities who host solid waste facilities remain the same.

ISSUES

Issues with Funding

The Solid Waste Management Fund was established in 1990 to assure proper disposal of solid waste and increase recycling efforts in Missouri.  Money in this fund comes from a $2.04 per ton disposal fee on waste disposed of in Missouri landfills or sent out of state through permitted transfer stations.  Prior to December 2002, general revenue also provided funding.  

As state revenues dropped over the past few years, a balanced budget required cuts to many state agencies and programs.  In November 2002, the Solid Waste Management Program lost $1.7 million of general revenue.

With the reduction of general revenue, the tonnage fee was relied upon to make up a larger portion of the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) efforts.  Senate Bill 1040 reallocated the tonnage fee for one year so the department could continue to implement state law.  Without this reallocation of fees, the department would soon lose authorization to implement federal solid waste law and fall behind in its statutory obligations.  Missouri and virtually every other state in the nation adopted Subtitle D regulations.  According to DNR in order to fund the activities required by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to keep Subtitle D authority they need $1.9 million for engineering, $1.3 million for enforcement and approximately $1 million for operation and oversight of the program.  Loss of permitting and enforcement staff would result in the loss of Subtitle D permitting authority granted to the state by the EPA.  This would reduce the services the department presently provides to Missouri public, business and industry.

A loss of permitting and enforcement staff in the state would ultimately result in the loss of Subtitle D permitting authority granted to the state by the United States EPA.  This loss would immediately result in a ban on any new landfills or expansions of existing facilities within the seismic zones established in the state.  In Missouri, this zone is anything south and east of a line that starts at the Mississippi River just south of Bowling Green and extends to the southwest, passing approximately forty miles east of Springfield all the way to the Arkansas border.  This would include the entire St. Louis metropolitan area.

Current U.S. EPA Subtitle D regulations also restrict the development of landfills in wetlands and unstable areas unless demonstrations showing no environmental impact are made to the director in an approved state.  This could further restrict landfills in most of the southern half of Missouri if the state lost its federal authority.  

In addition to the Subtitle D authority without the permitting and enforcement staff, most existing landfills would close within 2-3 years, facilities would have to operate without materially changing their operation until capacity of the existing landfill was reached, public safety issues such as landfill gas migration would no longer be regulated, groundwater contamination would not be monitored or regulated, no more beneficial reuse approvals; waste materials, such as coal combustion byproducts, which could otherwise be reused, will have to be disposed of in a permitted disposal facility.  This would result in increased costs to the public, business and industry.

Issues with DNR

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources was organized nearly 30 years ago, the department’s Solid Waste Management Program was expected to protect and enhance the health and environment for all by ensuring that trash is managed effectively, economically and efficiently.  The Solid Waste Management Fund was established in 1990 to assure proper disposal of solid waste and increase recycling efforts in Missouri.

Missouri implemented federal Subtitle D regulations in 1994, which established standards for existing, proposed, and closed landfills.  Subtitle D governs the design and construction of solid waste landfills including requirements for groundwater monitoring, landfill gas management, landfill leachate collection, site selection restrictions and financial assurance.  The stricter standards led to a reduced number of active sanitary landfills in the state from over 70 to 23 now and increased the number of transfer stations from 26 to 53.  These federal requirements do not apply to any landfill that stopped taking waste prior to October 9, 1991.  

The last few years DNR has only been permitting about 2 landfills per year, however the landfills are usually a lot larger than in the past and require more engineering and oversight.  The permit fees charged to the owner/operators of proposed landfills do not come close to the actual cost to DNR for these services.  DNR shows a lack of ability to measure and adequately explain and justify fees charged in their permitting and oversight of facilities.

For those landfills closed prior to October 9, 1991 assumptions were always made that monitoring the ground water around them is important, but who should bare the cost of this monitoring.  Should it be the industry, government or the owner?

While the department is doing an adequate job managing the solid waste program, as original structured by law, it fails to meet today’s criteria regarding reporting and measurement of taxpayer investment in the program.



Issues with SWAB

The Solid Waste Advisory Board is made up of the chairperson of each of the 20 Solid Waste Management Districts (SWMD), three citizen representatives and two representatives of solid waste management industry. The SWAB advises the department on various solid waste management issues as follows: 

· The efficacy of its technical assistance program; 

· Solid waste management problems experienced by solid waste management districts;

· The effects of proposed rules and regulations upon solid waste management within the districts; 

· Criteria to be used in awarding grants pursuant to section 260.335; 

· Waste management issues pertinent to the districts; 

· The development of improved methods of solid waste minimization, recycling and resource recovery; and 

· Such other matters as the advisory board may determine. 

The board has limited responsibility and no authority to take action.  There is a lack of measurement and accountability in the funds invested in programs with no real fiscal assurance that the citizens of Missouri have gotten the best value for their investment.

Issues with Solid Waste Management Districts

The 20 Solid Waste Management Districts (SWMD) were formed to encourage regional, city and county cooperation in proper solid waste management. Districts develop programs to encourage waste reduction, recycling, reuse, and proper disposal methods.  They are providing important resources for communities across the state, creating investment opportunities and informing and educating Missourian’s about the program.  Many recycle initiatives have been started up because of their work.  However, the districts lack specific objectives and the ability to accurately measure how their programs have economically benefited Missouri.

Also should the number of districts be changed; is 20 the right number?  Do the districts have the right rural and urban mix and proper demographics to complement each other?

Issues with Legislators

Institutional knowledge pertaining to solid waste issues is fast declining with term limits.  Issues related to solid waste require tremendous study and understanding of the problems and consequences.  With the learning curve being what it is, these issues may not hit the priority list of most legislators. 

Few legislators, under the current mode of operations, enjoy making cuts, raising fees or cutting services on issues that directly impact programs and individuals in the state.  Most of the time legislators are not given enough information to accurately measure or make reasonable decisions on what programs are funded correctly or need to be modified.  

Most legislators are not comfortable raising fees or cutting services on issues such as this because many other important statewide issues have not received support either nor can they justify the value of one program over another.

Issues with EIERA

The Environmental Improvement and Energy Resources Authority (EIERA) is a quasi-governmental agency that serves as the financing arm for the Missouri Department of Natural Resources. Established by the Missouri General Assembly in 1972, the EIERA Board of Directors is appointed by the Governor.

The EIERA's primary mandate is to provide financial assistance for energy and environmental projects and protect the environment. The agency also conducts research, supports energy efficiency and energy alternatives and promotes economic development.

The EIERA has also developed other financing and coordinates recycling market development to expand and support recycling and waste recovery through the Missouri Market Development Program.

The EIERA has worked to establish many new businesses with their investment; however, many other new businesses of recycling have started up without any grants or government support.

The EIERA has a very important long-term function to give needed investment to good ideas that will propel good economies and investment.  The only problem is that they need to do a better job of measuring outputs.

Possible Solutions

In order to meet the current funding shortfalls it may be necessary to revisit the budget and for the short-term reinstate a portion of the general revenue that was reduced to adequately meet the existing needs of the program.  The CPI increase on the “per ton charge” should also go towards these needs.  Additional General Revenue reductions should not be considered until the program is re-evaluated.    

Another possible solution would be to empower the Solid Waste Advisory Board or to create a new authority or commission including individuals from solid waste businesses and industry.  The authority should be limited in scope.  They would review grant requests; measure and evaluate the outcomes of grants awarded; and make a yearly evaluation of the entire solid waste management program.  Also, possibly include flexible authority that allows the movement of the tipping fee funds as needed for departmental needs, solid waste needs or district needs as they see fit. 

District boundaries should be reevaluate to make sure they are still correctly proportioned.  Rural and urban issues should be treated fairly with adequate attention given as necessary.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1) The Solid Waste Management Program provides value to the state and needs to stay for the present time.

2) DNR should closely monitor fund balance and when the fund balance exceeds the operational needs of the program, the department should redistribute the excess fund balance to the districts.

3) Existing statutory CPI provisions should be kept.

4) Expand composition and scope of existing Solid Waste Advisory Board.  Members who sit on board should represent industry, DNR, generators and legislators.  The Board’s powers should include:

· Recommend changes in formula for allocating funds to solid waste districts;

· Oversight on grants including measurements of efficiencies and outcomes;

· Oversight on any other matters relating to SB 1040; and

· Report annually to the Legislature. 

5) The board should not have the authority to designate the number of landfills or their location and they should not have authority to decide what science is needed in developing landfills for public safety reasons.  DNR is required to issue permits for landfills based on an applicant’s demonstration of compliance with the statutory requirements for a landfill permit.

6) DNR needs to look into the feasibility of restructuring and combining any like programs throughout the department including operational efficiencies.

7) A population factor should be added to the formula fro distributing Solid Waste Management Fund money to the districts.
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Program Description

		PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

		Department of Natural Resources

		Air & Land Protection Division - Solid Waste Management Program

		Program is found in the following core budget(s):  Solid Waste Management Program

		1.  What does this program do?

		2. What is the authorization for this program, i.e., federal or state statute, etc.? (Include the federal program number if applicable.)

		3.  Are there federal matching requirements?  If yes, please explain.

		4.  Is this a federally mandated program?  If yes, please explain.

		5.  Provide actual expenditures for the prior three fiscal years and planned expenditures for the current fiscal year.

				FY2005 Planned appropriations include Solid Waste Management Fund - Scrap Tire Subaccount (Fund 0569).  The fee for this fund expired

				January 1, 2004. Without legislation to extend the fee, the department will be unable to spend these entire appropriations.

		6.  What are the sources of the "Other " funds?

		7a.		Provide an effectiveness measure.

				Permit activities by Solid Waste Management Program.

				**The projected numbers for years prior to FY 2005 are not shown since the current measure includes a different universe of activities than were included in historical budgets.  This graphic includes all activties on landfill permits including constructio

		7a.		Provide an effectiveness measure.

				Solid waste managed in Missouri.

				This is a new measure, this total waste generated in Missouri  is estimated on a per capita basis, the waste disposed includes waste generated by Missourians but shipped out-of-state for disposal.  Historical projections of these exact criteria were not a

		7a.		Provide an effectiveness measure.

				The number of Missouri communities with recycling collection services has increased from 51 in 1989 to 410 in 2002.

				Note:  This is a new measure therefore historic projections are not available.  Actual data is based on biennial inventories of solid waste services submitted to the department by Missouri's twenty solid waste management districts.  Inventories are conduc

		7b.		Provide an efficiency measure.

				What is the costs per FTE for the cleanup of waste tires and dumps?

				Notes: This is a new measure, no historical projections were done, therefore none are shown.

				Larger sites are less costly per tire cleaned up than smaller sites.

				Due to the sunset of the tire fee,  DNR employees  are not charging to the fund for tire clean-up. On-going sites are being completed and funding  should be depleted in FY 05 therefore there are no projections for FY05-07.

				The RIM waste tire dump that contained over 4 million waste tires was completed up in FY 2002.  This large dump significantly reduced the FTE cost per tire clean-up for FY 2002.

				Clean up completed on scrap tire dumps and total tires cleaned up over the life of the program.

				Fiscal Year				Dumps		Tires

				1997		actual		59		234,567

				1998		actual		38		579,443

				1999		actual		22		545,656

				2000		actual		51		718,917

				2001		actual		36		1,186,516

				2002		actual		35		4,939,208

				2003		actual		76		1,670,133

				2004		actual		100		891,860

				2005		projected		50		500,000

				Projected Total				467		11,266,300

				The scrap tire fee sunset and funding is projected to be depleted in FY 2005

		7c.		Provide the number of clients/individuals served, if applicable.

				Completed Waste Tire Clean-Up Sites by County

		7d.		Provide a customer satisfaction measure, if available.

		The Department uses input from the public and other stakeholders when developing priorities and policies for the management of solid waste in Missouri.

		In May 2000, the Department asked a contractor to perform a public opinion survey to determine the public's views on solid waste disposal and recycling issues.

		82% of Missourians surveyed indicated they were satisfied with the performance of the Department of Natural Resources (DNR).
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OTHER (569/570)

TOTAL

Program Expenditure History
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The Solid Waste Management Program operates a federally-authorized regulatory program and coordinates a statewide network of partners who help to ensure that solid waste generated by Missouri citizens, businesses and institutions is managed effectively, economically and in a manner that protects the environment.  Solid waste processing  facilities (e.g., landfills and transfer stations)  are issued permits to ensure that they are designed and operated to protect public health and safety, and the environment.  The program inspects facilities and enforces solid waste laws and rules that assure that the solid waste industry meets requirements to ensure economic equity among industry.  Grants to solid waste management districts and statewide grants for waste reduction and recycling are issued and managed by the Solid Waste Program.  Solid Waste staff provide workshops and training for districts and grant applicants, develop and maintain statewide solid waste plans, including data on wastes, information on innovative technologies, and provide technical assistance.  Waste Tire Hauler and Processing Permits are reviewed for issuance by SWMP staff.

State - RSMo 260.200 through 260.345 and RSMo 260.270 through 260.281 (Waste Tires), Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1976
Federal - Subtitle D of Resource Recovery and Conservation Act

No.

Yes. Federal requirements for the management of solid waste are met through the work of the program.  Missouri currently has EPA approval to implement Subtitle D landfill regulations under the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1986.

Solid Waste Management Fund (0570); Scrap Tire Subaccount of the Solid Waste Management Fund (0569)

**

Total

ANNUAL NUMBER OF SWMP LANDFILL PERMIT ACTIVITIES

Actual FY 2002

Actual FY 2003

Actual FY 2004

FY 2005 Projected

FY 2006 Projected

FY 2007 Projected

274
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257

257

257

District Admin

Individuals

Non-Profit Organization

Business

Public Entity

Total Grants Awarded

Number of Grants

Recipients of District Administration Grants, Subgrants and Project Grants

FY 02 Actual

FY 02 Actual

FY 02 Actual

FY 02 Actual

FY 02 Actual

FY 02 Actual

FY 03 Actual

FY 03 Actual

FY 03 Actual

FY 03 Actual

FY 03 Actual

FY 03 Actual

FY 04 Actual

FY 04 Actual

FY 04 Actual

FY 04 Actual

FY 04 Actual

FY 04 Actual

FY 05 Proj

FY 05 Proj

FY 05 Proj

FY 05 Proj

FY 05 Proj

FY 05 Proj

FY 06 Proj

FY 06 Proj

FY 06 Proj

FY 06 Proj

FY 06 Proj

FY 06 Proj

20

0

29

77

133

210

20

4

44

67

140

207

20

0

31

70

140

210

20

1

31.08

68.92

114.92

183.84

20

0

24.33

60.67

106.67

167.34

Number of Communities

Number of Communities

Recycling Collection Services in Missouri Communities
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259
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415.2

419.44

423.528

427.6336

431.76032



				Program Expenditures

				FY 2002 Actual		FY 2003 Actual		FY 2004 Actual		FY 2005 Planned

		GR (101)		N/A		247,562		0		0

		FEDERAL (140)		N/A		3,443		1,337		5,200

		OTHER (0198)						24

		OTHER (569/570)				1,508,622		1,759,873		2,067,536

		TOTAL		N/A		1,759,627		1,761,234		2,072,736

		OTHER - ST 0569		N/A		103,580		52,669		151,774

		OTHER - SWMF 0570		N/A		1,405,042		1,707,204		1,915,762

				CY 2002 Actual		CY 2003 Actual		CY 2004 Proj		CY 2005 Proj		CY 2006 Proj

		Generated		10,935,989		11,275,005		11,466,012		11,523,342		11,580,959

		Diverted		4,736,744		5,026,994		5,274,365		5,300,737		5,327,241

				FY 1997		FY 1998		FY 1999		FY 2000		FY 2001		FY 2002		FY 2003		FY 2004		TOTALS:

		No. of Waste Tires		234,567		579,443		545,656		718,917		1,186,516		4,939,208		1,670,133		891,860		10,766,300

		No. of Waste Tire Dumps		59.000		38.000		22.000		51.000		36.000		35.000		76.000		100.000		417.000

		Staff		$261,154.00		$257,576.00		$300,857.00		$358,895.00		$320,407.00		$325,022.00		$382,439.00		$191,555.00		2,397,905

		Staff/Per Tire Costs		$1.113		$0.445		$0.551		$0.499		$0.270		$0.066		$0.229		$0.215		$0.223

				KCRO		NERO		SERO		SLRO		SWRO				TOTAL

		SWMP Complaints		209		244		106		120		313		992		1984

		Landfill Inspections		104		106		88		123		94		515		1030

		Close Illegal Dumps		2		39		25		12		40		118		236

				SWMP Permit Actions								sum of prior/number of years rounded

				Actual FY 2002		Actual FY 2003		Actual FY 2004		FY 2005 Projected		FY 2006 Projected		FY 2007 Projected

		Construction and Operating Permits		3		8		11		7		7		7

		Landfill Closure		15		18		9		14		14		14

		Remediation and Enforcement		16		18		7		14		14		14

		Exemptions		18		12		12		14		14		14

		Violation History Disclosure Statements		24		18		17		20		20		20

		FAI 's Reviewed and Approved		55		40		50		48		48		48

		Permit Modifications		62		74		68		68		68		68

		Groundwater Monitoring Reports Reviewed		81		65		69		72		72		72

		Total		274		253		243		257		257		257

		Waste Tire Hauler Permits		74		74		74		72		294

		Waste Tire Hauler Processors/Sites						2		2		4

		Wase Tire Beneficial Use Approvals						14		0		14

												0

				PERCENT RESPONDING

				Not very				Slightly or				Extremely

				Serious				somewhat				serious

								serious

		Dumping trash on public lands		20				41				36%

		Dumping trash on other peoples' property		25				37				34%

		Illegal dumping of waste tires		22				45				28%

		Littering		18				54				27%

		Disposing household hazardous chemicals		22				46				25%

		Illegal disposal of appliances		25				47				23%

		Burying trash in landfills		32				44				16%

		Disposing trash on own property		45				36				14%

		Burning trash in commercial incinerators		42				34				10%

		Individuals burning own trash		56				31				9%

						Solid Waste Generated, Diverted and Landfilled in Missouri																										0.5497382199

				Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Projected		Projected		Projected		Projected

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

		Generated		7.5		7.6		7.8		8.1		8.4		8.6		8.8		9		9.2		9.6		10.28		10.6		11		11		11		12		12		12.16

		Diverted		0.74		1.4		1.8		2.2		2.8		2.86		3.44		3.52		3.36		3.4		3.92		4.38		4.74		5.03		5.32		5.61		5.9		6.19

		Disposed		6.7		6.2		6		5.9		5.6		5.7		5.33		5.53		5.87		6.15		6.4		6.22		6.2		6.25		6.3		6.35		6.4		6.45		0.5304712559

																																0.37		0.19		0.06		0.06

		Based on .05% population growth																														0.29		0.29		0.29		0.29

						Customer Satisfaction																										0.05		0.05		0.05		0.05

				FY 02 Actual		FY 03 Actual		FY 04 Actual		FY 05 Proj		FY 06 Proj																				11.64		11.65		11.58		11.64

		District Admin		20		20		20		20		20																				5.32		5.61		5.9		6.19

		Individuals		0		4		0		1		0																				6.3		6.35		6.4		6.45

		Non-Profit Organization		29		44		31		31		24

		Business		77		67		70		69		61

		Public Entity		133		140		140		115		107

		Total Grants Awarded		210		207		210		184		167

				The number above represent District Sub-Grants and Waste Reduction Target Project Grants

				Issues of Greatest Importance To Missourians Surveyed

				2000		2004

		Education		69%		63%

		Health Care		69%		66%

		Safety and Crime		55%		48%

		Environment		43%		21%

		Economy		36%		58%

		Social Services		18%		32%

		Excellent		4%

		Good		36%

		Fair		43%

		Poor		9%

		Don't Know		9%

				Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Actual		Projected		Projected		Projected		Projected		Projected

		Year		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007

		Number of Communities		51		68		117		154		213		259		322		370		384		394		399		403		407		410		415		419		424		428		432

																						10		5		4		4		3		5.2		4.24		4.088		4.1056		4.12672



**

**

Byron Murray:
Per SAM II Data Warehouse Web Interface Report Date: 05/21/2004 for Funds: 0569 and 0570.  Fiscal Year: 2003.

Byron Murray:
Per SAM II Data Warehouse Web Interface Report Date: 05/21/2004 for Funds: 0569 and 0570.  Fiscal Year: 2003.

Byron Murray:
Accounts for Project and District Grant Awards.

Byron Murray:
FY 05 projections are based on a previous years grant data because SB 1040 applies only to FY 05.

Byron Murray:
FY 06 projections are based on a previous years grant data because SB 1040 applies only to FY 05.

Byron Murray:
FY 06 projections are based on a previous years grant data because SB 1040 applies only to FY 05.

Byron Murray:
FY 06 projections are based on a previous years grant data because SB 1040 applies only to FY 05.

Byron Murray:
FY 06 projections are based on a previous years grant data because SB 1040 applies only to FY 05.

Byron Murray:
Projected numbers are based on an average of the previous years' data.

Byron Murray:
Staff costs consists of Personal Services and Fringe Benefits for waste tire staff only.



		Summary of Missouri Waste Generation, Disposal and Diversion

				1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Population		5,117,073		5,157,507		5,193,872		5,237,867		5,281,280		5,226,784		5,358,692		5,402,058		5,438,559		5,468,338		5,595,211		5,629,719		5,672,579		5,704,484

		PCE (in millions)		54,500		55,100		56,700		58,600		60,800		61,900		63,400		65,400		66,700		69,100		74,365		76,670		79,047		81,497

		TOTAL Solid Waste Generated in Missouri (tons)		7,540,000		7,623,009		7,844,367		8,107,229		8,411,596		8,563,780		8,771,303		9,048,000		9,227,853		9,559,890		10,288,232		10,607,167		10,935,989		11,275,005		116,528,415		105,592,426

		Solid Waste Disposed of in Missouri Landfills (tons)		5,400,000		5,269,846		4,751,816		4,731,633		4,075,174		4,121,753		3,640,337		4,118,739		4,464,357		4,570,496		4,759,493		4,960,600		4,413,294		4,120,373

		Solid Waste Imported from Other States (tons)		132,669		27,165		49,000		58,000		110,000		171,043		65,210		159,209		143,358		175,275		183,042		178,032		207,185		206,873

		Total In-State Disposal of Missouri Generated Waste (tons)		5,267,331		5,242,681		4,702,816		4,673,633		3,965,174		3,950,710		3,575,127		3,959,530		4,320,999		4,395,221		4,576,451		4,782,568		4,206,109		3,913,500

		Solid Waste Exported By Missouri to Other States (tons)		1,403,113		953,418		1,307,420		1,263,632		1,644,417		1,750,515		1,755,606		1,569,033		1,551,417		1,751,690		1,792,753		1,439,834		1,993,136		2,334,511

		TOTAL Solid Waste Disposal by Missourians (tons)		6,670,444		6,196,099		6,010,236		5,937,265		5,609,591		5,701,225		5,330,733		5,528,563		5,872,416		6,146,911		6,369,204		6,222,402		6,199,245		6,248,011		77,794,334		71,595,089

		Diversion from landfills by Source Reduction, Reuse, Recycling, and Composting (tons)		869,556		1,426,910		1,834,131		2,169,964		2,802,005		2,862,555		3,440,570		3,519,437		3,355,437		3,412,979		3,919,028		4,384,765		4,736,744		5,026,994

		Percent Waste Diverson		10%		19%		23%		27%		33%		33%		39%		39%		36%		36%		38%		41%		43%		45%

		11/19/04

																																38,734,081		33,997,337

		0.0001383

		prepared by Kati D. SWMP
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Sheet1

		

				2001						JCRO		KCRO		NERO		SERO		SLRO		SWRO

				COMPLAINTS																		Total

				COMPLAINTS RECEIVED		APC				138		196		143		165		106		188		936

						HWP				60		150		45		71		138		105		569

						PDW				81		36		1		53		32		158		361

						SWM				194		134		22		171		69		212		802

						WPC				300		253		99		253		219		334		1458

						Total				773		769		310		713		564		997		4126

				2002						JCRO		KCRO		NERO		SERO		SLRO		SWRO

				COMPLAINTS																		Total

				COMPLAINTS RECEIVED		APC				132		162		162		114		158		181		909

						HWP				81		105		42		59		122		142		551

						PDW				93		27		25		68		32		153		398

						SWM				256		138		160		180		98		230		1062

						WPC				357		216		170		238		221		480		1682

						Total				919		648		559		659		631		1186		4602

				2003						JCRO		KCRO		NERO		SERO		SLRO		SWRO

				COMPLAINTS																		Total

				COMPLAINTS RECEIVED		APC				139		157		414		139		138		167		1154

						HWP				67		114		56		65		100		150		552

						PDW				62		6		23		53		21		131		296

						SWM				194		157		149		175		86		304		1065

						WPC				319		238		152		232		209		412		1562

						Total				781		672		794		664		554		1164		4629

				2004								KCRO		NERO		SERO		SLRO		SWRO

				COMPLAINTS																		Total

				COMPLAINTS RECEIVED		APC						188		608		129		133		221		1279

						HWP						91		74		54		80		167		466

						PDW						12		32		83		29		126		282

						SWM						94		216		227		107		301		945

						WPC						256		270		329		202		479		1536

						Total						641		1200		822		551		1294		4508





Sheet2

		

				2001						JCRO		KCRO		NERO		SERO		SLRO		SWRO

				COMPLAINTS

				COMPLAINTS RECEIVED		APC				138		196		143		165		106		188		936

						HWP				60		150		45		71		138		105		569

						PDW				81		36		1		53		32		158		361

						SWM				194		134		22		171		69		212		802

						WPC				300		253		99		253		219		334		1458

				2002						JCRO		KCRO		NERO		SERO		SLRO		SWRO

				COMPLAINTS

				COMPLAINTS RECEIVED		APC				132		162		162		114		158		181		909

						HWP				81		105		42		59		122		142		551

						PDW				93		27		25		68		32		153		398

						SWM				256		138		160		180		98		230		1062

						WPC				357		216		170		238		221		480		1682

				2003						JCRO		KCRO		NERO		SERO		SLRO		SWRO

				COMPLAINTS

				COMPLAINTS RECEIVED		APC				139		157		414		139		138		167		1154

						HWP				67		114		56		65		100		150		552

						PDW				62		6		23		53		21		131		296

						SWM				194		157		149		175		86		304		1065

						WPC				319		238		152		232		209		412		1562

				2004								KCRO		NERO		SERO		SLRO		SWRO

				COMPLAINTS

				COMPLAINTS RECEIVED		APC						188		608		129		133		221		1279

						HWP						91		74		54		80		167		466

						PDW						12		32		83		29		126		282

						SWM						94		216		227		107		301		945

						WPC						256		270		329		202		479		1536

																						17865

												FY01		FY02		FY03		FY04		Total

				APC						APC		936		909		1154		1279		4278

				HWP						HWP		569		551		552		466		2138

				PDW						PDW		361		398		296		282		1337

				SWM						SWM		802		1062		1065		945		3874

				WPC						WPC		1458		1682		1562		1536		6238

														Slight increases in SWM & WPCP

														Major increase in APC

														Slight decrease in HWP and PDW
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