
AGENDA 

CARRBORO BOARD OF ALDERMEN 


TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 1, 1998 

7:30 P.M., TOWN HALL BOARD ROOM 


Approximate Time* 

7:30 -7:40 A. 

7:40 -7:45 B. 

7:45 - 7:55 C. 

D. 

7:55 - 8:10 
P/5 

8:10 - 9:10 
P/5 

9:10 - 9:15 E. 

9: 15 - 9:25 F. 

9:25 - 9:35 G. 

9:35 - 9:45 H. 

REQUESTS FROM VISITORS AND SPEAKERS FROM THE FLOOR 

CONSENT AGENDA 

(1) Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting: August 25, 1998 

RESOLUTIONS, PROCLAMATIONS AND CHARGES 

OTHER MATTERS 

(1) Change Order for Town Hall Renovations 

The purpose of this item is to consider an amendment to the construction budget 
for the renovations to the Town Hall. 

(2) Discussion of Solid Waste Management Issues 

The Board of Aldermen will discuss a proposal made by the Orange County 
Board of Commissioners who would assume solid waste management 
responsibilities. 

MATTERS BY TOWN CLERK 

MATTERS BY TOWN MANAGER 

MATTERS BY TOWN ATTORNEY 

MATTERS BY BOARD ME:MBERS 

*The times listed on the agenda are intended only as general indications. Citizens are encouraged to arrive at 7:30 p.rn. as the Board 
of Aldennen at times considers items out of the order listed on the agenda. 



BOARD OF ALDERMEN 
ITEM NO. lllil 

AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
MEETING DATE: September 1,1998 REVISED 

SUBJECT: Amendment to Town Hall Renovation Construction Budget 

DEPARTMENT: Town Manager's Office PUBLIC HEARING: YES -- NO x_ 

ATTACHMENTS: architect's letter FOR INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert W. Morgan, Town Manager 
Chris Peterson, public Works Director 

PURPOSE 

The purpose ofthis item is to consider an amendment to the construction budget for the renovations to the 
Town Hall. 

ANALYSIS 

On August 18 the Board approved two change orders for the renovation work on Town Hall. The two 
change orders added 4000 and 3000 bricks to complete the project. The cost of these two change orders 
was $80,500 for labor and $1,329 for brick for a total of $81,829. Adding these two change orders with 
the base contract of $109,000 and Architectural Services of $12,560 brought the total budget to $203,389. 
The original estimate for this project was $190,000 requiring $13,389 to be transferred from the Town 
Center construction account to the Town Hall renovations. 

These two change orders were to replace the face brick on Town Hall on the Farmers' Market side and the 
Fire Station side. This past week it became necessary to remove an entire top section of the wall on the 
market side approximate five feet by twenty feet. The condition ofthe entire wall was not known until the 
face brick was removed. This section of the wall was three and sometimes four brick thick. Repairing this 
section has used all the brick currently approved plus approximately 800 more. This leaves unfinished the 
reconstruction work on the fire station side of Town Hall. 

Attached is a letter from Dan Huffinan with Cherry Huffman Architects outlining the need for additional 
funds for renovating the Town Hall. The change order calls for additional funds of551,823. This would 
put the project $65,212 over the original budget of5190,000. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Town Administration recommends that the Town Manager be authorized to sign the change order for 
the Town Hall Renovation Project for the amount of551, 823 and that these funds be transferred out of 
the funds designated for the Town Center. Based upon the Administration's observations further 
renovations are necessary for the long term protection ofthe Town Hall. Further postponement or stop 
gap measures could result in the deterioration of the integrity of the building as we saw on the South wall. 
The transfer of funds from the Town Center budget will require the Town Administration to develop 
options for that construction budget. Including the loss of saving of $30,000 from the Town Hall 
renovations and the need for an additional 565,212 for those renovations, the proposed budget for the 
Town Center has been reduced by $95,211. 
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August 28, 1998 

Mr. Chris Peterson 
Town of Carrboro 
Post Office Box 829 
C4lrrboro, Nonh Carolina 27510 

Dear Mr. PeIe'('son: 

As you are aware. the upper portion of the brick wall on the parking lot §ide of the 
building fell during construction efforts. This area is approximately 25' long by 5' high 
with 4 brick wytbes thick at the lower l' x 25 and 3 wythes of brick at the upper 4' xI 

25', huffman 

This wall was.ill very poo.t' conditiou, much worse than anticipated. It appears tJwt the 

Uppel' portion of lhe wall was painted and that this was removed by sand blasting, The 

sand blasLing removed the harder finj~h on The face of the bricks. This has created a 

more poTou." surface which absorbs more moisture wbich is wicked to the inside. ,4t'c/t;Wcu.• JI," 


Apparently this has deteriorated the monar on the interior wythes of brick. This l\ 


hidden condition which. is not typical. 


The work remaining includes the lOP of the southern wall, where the brick fell, aod the 

upper portion of the north wall. The Contractor has not started removing the brick 

from rhls wall. However. thiS pan of the wall appears to have been sand blasted and 

the brick is discolored. The Contractor feels that this waIl is nlore sturdy than the soulh 

waU . .However~ When the tace brick are removed, we could find thaI the interior 

wyrhes of brick and mortar have deteriorated. 


1 recommend that the Owner provide additional funds to replace the hrick on the sOllth 


wallta complete it and replace me fa.ce bride on the uppe.5' portion of Ihe n.orth waJJ. 

Portions of me interior brick may be mpoor condition also. A contingency amQUllt 

should be added to aIJow fOT this. This is extremely ditticulr 10 estim3.re UDlil the race 

brick aTe removed. The estimate for the remaining work is: 


Soulh Wall 

l' x 2S' x 4 wytbes x 6.75 brick/sf == 
4' x 25' x 3 }Yythes x 6.7' brick/sf ;;; 
Totnl 

Remaining brick 
Additional requirecl 

800 brick x $1l.685Ibk = 

615 bricks 
2025 bricks 
2700 bricks 

-1900 bricks 
800 brick 

$9.348.00 

http:9.348.00
http:estim3.re
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" -r •• 

Norrh Wail 


63.2j • x. 2S' ~ 6.75 brick/sf = 2135 brick (l wylhc) 


2135 brick x 51 1.685lbk ;;:; 


Continge.ncy (ISOO brick) = $17527. 5 


ToLal Add $51,823.00 


'fhe contingency amount for the north wall is a minimal amount. Once the face brick 
are removed we may find more eXtenSive d.ama.ge. Please cOntact me ifyou have 
questions or would like to discuss th.is further. 

SincerelY'~/"L/-z,:/ 

~ ?'C> ~..
/' C',/ . 

.....VanG. H .., A 

http:d.ama.ge
http:51,823.00


BOARD OF ALDERMEN 
ITEM NO. D(2) 

AGENDA ITEM ABSTRACT 
MEETING DATE: September 1,1998 

SUBJECT: Discussion of Solid Waste Management Issues 

DEPARTMENT: Town Manager's Office PUBLIC HEARING: YES NO x_ 

ATTACHMENTS: (See attached list) FOR INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Robert W. Morgan, Town Manager 

PURPOSE 

This week each member of the Board should have received a letter from Margaret W. Brown, Chair, 
Orange County Commissioners requesting a response within sixty days on the County's proposal for 
assuming solid waste management responsibilities. The purpose ofthis item is for the Board to discuss this 

pro...Jw( $£ fir: time 

ANALYSIS ­ -

Since May ofthis year, the Mayor and Board ofAldermen have received numerous Ie! L~l , ­.J 

and reports related the reorganization of solid waste management in Orange County. Attached to this 
agenda item are those documents. The Carrboro Public Works Staffhas also prepared information 
concerning solid waste collection cost and service levels, tons collected, and tipping fees. (This information 
will be distributed to the Board on Monday evening.) " 

The Town Manager met with Aldermen Gist and McDuffee on Monday evening to review what 
information should be included for your discussion of this agenda item. They also requested the Town 
Administration provide some analysis of the key issues in the county's proposal. That analysis will be 
provided to the Board on Monday evening. 

Aldermen Gist and McDuffee requested that County Manager, John Link be in attendance for this 
discussion. This request was made, however neither he nor a staff person will be available due to a 
previously scheduled meeting. 

RECOM:MENDATION 

Review and discuss Orange County's proposal to assume responsibility of solid waste management. 



LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 


» March 30 and June 11, 1998 letter from Mayor Nelson responding to County's 
last proposal 

» July 8, 1998 letter from Mayor Waldorf responding to County's last proposal 

» August 20, 1998 letter from Margaret Brown containing County's new proposal 
( two exhibits) 

» August 11,1998 agenda abstract: Orange County Solid Waste Report (twenty­
one exhibits) 

» June 2, 1998 revised report on Alternative Funding Strategies for Solid Waste 
Management Programs prepared by HDR 



·
' 
TOWN OF CARRBORO 

NORTH CAROLINA 

March 30, 1998 

Ms. Margaret Brown, Chair 
Or~ge County Board ofCommissioners 
P.O. Box 8181 
Hillsborough, N.C. 27278 

Dear Margaret: 

The Carrboro Board ofAldermen met in a special worksession on Thursday, March 26, 
1998 to discuss solid waste management issues. The Board made the following 
responses to your letter dated February 20, 1998 concerning proposed community 
benefits to the neighborhoods around the Eubanks Road Landfill: 

Benefit # 1 - Water/Sewer Extensions - Potential Approaches, Cost Allocation. and Other 
Issues 

SEWER 

The Board reconfirms its willingness to compromise on the issue ofsewer connections. 
However, the Board believes that the three governments, under the leadership ofthe 
County, should explore the possibility ofextending sewer lines to the historic Rogers 
Road community. Options such as CDBG funds or a bond referenda could be explored. 
(Question A-I) 

WATER 

The Board reconfirms its position that installation ofwater lines serves as insurance in 
terms of future potential litigation. (A-2) Because of this, our attorney advises us that 
tipping fees (A-4) could be used for community benefits, including water extensions. We 
are interested in keeping all options open at this time, including CDBG and a bond 
referenda. It is our opinion that the county government, which represents all taxpayers, 
should take the lead on this. (C) 

With regard to the area to be served with water, the Board concurs with the County that 
the historic Rogers Road neighborhood should be included in any benefit related to water 
quality. (B) 

301 WEST MAIN STREET. CARRBORO. NC 27510 • 19191 942·8541 • FAX 19191968·7737 • TOO 19191968·7717 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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In addition, the Board feels that water lines should be extended to those residences in the 
Millhouse Road neighborhood that were constructed prior to 1972. Millhouse Road 
residents are in closest proximity to the landfill ofany residents considered. Neighbors 
have suffered significant degradation ofquality of life for an extended period oftime as a 
result of living in close proximity to activities associated with a public enterprise in the 
form of the Orange County landfill for over 25 years. It should be recognized that this 
action is a specific remedy to correct this unique hardship to residents who have 
specifically suffered and to insure these residents against potential health hazards 
resulting from past, present and future landfill-associated activities. 

The Board believes that, because this neighborhood is downhill from the landfill and 
because contaminants have been found already in one well, an exception should be made. 
However, in order to protect the integrity ofthe rural buffer, which we care deeply about, 
the water lines should be carefully sized to serve only the residents intended. 

The Board would not support a survey to ascertain which residents could benefit from the 
installation ofwater filtration systems. 

Benefit #2 - Financial Assistance for Water and Sewer Connections 

1. 	 The Board is interested in exploring reduction in fees, fee waivers and 
alternative funding sources as a means ofaddressing financial assistance 
for water quality improvements, iflegal. 

2. 	 The Board feels that main water lines should be paid for with as yet 
undetermined funds. Acreage/facility fees and plumbing connections 
might be paid for, based on need, with COBG funds, bonds, etc. The 
Board would like to do whatever possible to facilitate use ofthe water 
lines. 

Benefit #11 - Activities Related to Planning Boundaries 

The Board will work with the Town ofChapel Hill in redefining the Carrboro and Chapel 
Hill transition areas. 

Benefit #12 - Post-Closure Use ofthe Landfill 

1. 	 The Board agrees that it is not prudent to construct a recreation facility on 
a closed landfill. 

2. 	 The Board agrees with the most recent position of the LOG that the 
Greene Tract not be used for: 

» Construction and demolition landfill 

» Mixed solid waste landfill 

» Materials recovery facility 
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March 30, 1998 

Orange County Board ofCommissioners 


» Transfer station 

The Board will have proposals in the future addressing where these 
facilities could be located following a thorough Board discussion ofthis 
matter. 

Benefit #13 - Expansion ofLandfill 

The Board does not support expanding the current landfill by purchasing land for 

landfilling activities, but the Board is open to purchasing land for other solid waste 

activities. 


Other Solid Waste Issues 

1. 	 The Board does not want to close the door on a new landfill siting process, 
and would like to keep that option at this time. We would like to extend 
the life of the existing landfill by shipping some waste and exploring 
options to reduce waste flow. 

2. 	 The Board would not be interest in conducting additional testing ofwells 
in the vicinity of the landfill at this time. 

Thank you for passing this information along to the County Commissioners for 

consideration. 


Sincerely, 

'7J1~JX .)J~ 
Michael R. Nelson 

Mayor 




, \ 

TOWN OF CARRBORO 

NORTH CAROLINA 

June 11, 1998 

Ms. Margaret Brown, Chair 
Orange. County Board ofCommissioners 
P.O. Box 8181 
Hillsborough, N.C. 27278 

.Dear Margaret: 

The Carrboro Board ofAldermen at its meeting on June 9, 1998 discussed your letter 
dated April 30, 1998 concerning solid waste matters. 

Due to the lateness of the hour, the Board was unable to fully discuss your letter, but the 
Board did make the following comnlents: 

1) The Board ofAldermen is concerned that there is no funding allocated for 
supplyiilg water to the Millhouse Road neighborhood which is in close 
proximity to an unlined landfill. 

2) The Board ofAldermen would like to reiterate its position that the Greene 
Tract not be used for landfill-related purposes. 

As this process moves forward, the Board will have further input. We look forward to 
continued discussion on this issue. 

Sincerely,_ 

7i7-uJV(J
d~J 

Michael R. Nelson 
Mayor 

301 WEST MAIN STREET. CARRBORO. NC 27510 • 19191942-8541 • FAX (9191968·7737 • TOO 19191 968·1711 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



TOWN OF CHAPEL HILL 

306 NORTH COLUMBIA STREET 


CHAPEL HILL, NORTH CAROLINA 21516 


Telephone (919) 968-2100 

July 8, 1998 

Margaret Brown 
Board ofOrange County Commissioners 
1509 Smith Level Road 
Chapel Hill, N.C. 17516 

Dear Ms. Brown: 

Thank you for your thoughtfW letter of April 30, 1998 regarding a series of issues related to solid 
waste management. The Council has discussed these issues at some length on June 22 and July 2 and 
we send our comments to you. We have organized our response around the questions that you raised. 

In addition to the discussion below, I enclose a copy of the resolution the Council adopted giving 
guidance to the Chapel Hill representatives on the Landfill Owners Group. Also enclosed is a copy of 
a proposal for governance of the solid waste system. The Council voted to endorse it as a proposal 
that the council woul~ like to consider and to forward it to the governing bodies of Orange County, 
Cannoro and Hillsborough. I am doing so along with copies of this letter and the accompanying 
resolution. 

Financing Solid Waste Operations 

Point AI: Local responsibility for collection ofgarbage 

The Commissioners support the principle that each governing board would retain its responsibility for 
collection of solid waste. The adopted solid Waste Management Plan contemplates the same division 
of responsibility for garbage collection as well as the centralized collection and processing of 
recyclables. 

Point A2-4: Use oftipping fee to maximum extent pOSSIble 

We agree that the tipping fee should be used to the extent pOSSIble to support county-wide solid waste 
management operations. However, we also agree with the Landfill Owners Group's admonition that 
the tipping fee may become inadequate to do that. As waste reduction and waste recycling programs 
succeed, the volume ofwaste disposed in the landfill decreases. However, landfill tipping fees support 
the cost ofwaste reduction and waste recycling programs. Ifthe tipping fees are increased to cover the 
increasing costs of waste reduction and recycling, volumes delivered to the landfill decrease partly 
because of the success of the other programs and partly because tipping fees become prohibitive. The 
Orange Regional Landfill tipping fees are now close to the tOI) of the range of landfills in surrounding
counties. .. 
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Therefore, we believe that it would be prudent to establish alternative funding to be incorporated into 
the Fiscal 1999/00 landfill budget. A necessary step before recycling can be substantially increased is 
the siting, building and operation of a materials recovery facility. The siting and development of a 
construction and demolition landfill is needed now to help extend the life of the mixed solid waste 
landfill. A transfer station may be needed in 2005-06 when the current landfill is full. Therefore, we 
believe it is advisable to initiate additional funding sources as soon as possible to begin accumulating 
needed capital funds. 

A LOG committee is currently exploring financing methods in addition to the tip fee. Until that work 
in completed this summer, we would not want to exclude the use of any potential financial source, 
including pay-as-you-throw fees and the General Fund ofany ofthe govenunentaI bodies. 

Presently the solid waste operation is an enterprise fund. It is assumed from this section that the 
County intends to continue to deal with solid waste matters in the same way, but this is not clearly 
stated. It would be helpful to have the County say that it intends to continue the solid waste operations 
as an enterprise fund. Also a LOG financing committee has been at work for several months and will 
make recommendations in the future to the LOG for review and consideration for all the governing 
bodies in Orange County. It would be helpful for the County to acknowledge this committee and let us 
know how it plans to use these recommendations. 

Point AS: Participation ofCarrboro and Chapel Hill in financing community benefits 

We continue to believe that the issue ofdouble taxation is an important one. We believe that all county 
residents. should share equally in the funding of any water service lines provided to the community 
around the present landfill, using the principle ofone person/one tax. Several means ofCounty funding 
could avoid the double taxation ofmunicipal taxpayers. We support the County either paying from its 
operating budget or financing the costs thorough bonds or other instruments of debt. The use of 
County sales tax revenues would also avoid municipal taxpayers paying twice. We would emphasize 
that the use ofany resources ofthe municipalities would constitute double taxation. 

Point A6: Analysis ofindirect costs to be charged against the Landfill Fund 

We are not sure ofthe benefit ofan independent analysis ofthe indirect costs ofadministering the solid 
waste operations. It appears that the County believes that the $115,000 (FY 98/99) that the Landfill 
Fund pays to the Chapel Hill General Fund for such costs would not be sufficient should the County be 
the administrator ofthe landfill. 

Over the past 26 years, the work ofthe Solid Waste Management Department has grown significantly, 
but gradually. Therefore, Landfill Fund administration has been gradually incorporated into the jobs of 
many Town employees, including such positions as revenue collector, payroll clerk, personnel analyst, 
purchasing agent, finance director, personnel director and the like. Such work has also become a part 
of the jobs of the Town Attorney, Assistant Town Manager and the Town Manager. None of these 
positions exist solely to serve Solid Waste and in no case does Landfill Fund-related work comprise the 
full work ofany position outside ofthose positions that are part ofthe Solid Waste Department. 

We believe that the existing cost allocation fonnula that assigns administrative overhead costs to the 
Landfill Fund generally provides reasonable compensation for financial, personnel, and general 
administrative services. 
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Point A7: Direction ofreserve funds to the planning and development ofnew facilities 

Landfill Fund reserve accounts have been established to provide for part of the costs of planning and 
establishing new facilities, as follows: 

• 	 The Equipment Reserve is intended to provide for the equipment needed for daily 
operations. 

• 	 The Eubanks Road Reserve is intended to pay for the planning and construction of the 
remaining cell of the Eubanks Road landfill, as well as the final cover and closing of that 
facility. 

• 	 The Land Acquisition and Construction Reserve is available and sufficient for the 
acquisition of land for a material recovery facility (MRF), a transfer station and a 
construction and demolition disposal facility. 

Operating funds have been appropriated for the planning for a MRF, with the understanding that the 
MRF would be designed, built and operated by a private party. If the governments decide that it is 
advantageous for the Landfill Owners Group to retain ownership of the building itself and/or the 
equipment within, this reserve fund could also contribute, as funds are available, to this expense. The 
attached tables (Attachment 5) demonstrate how the present reserves could, with continued annual 
contributions, finance site acquisition and development ofthe needed additional facilities. 

The Finance Committee of the Landfill Owners Group will be discussing financing issues for all 
contemplated facilities and programs over the summer, reporting back to the full Owners Group. We 
anticipate that the Landfill Owners Group will further discuss financing issues this fall following the 
Finance Committee's work. 

We agree that discussion among the two staffs would be helpful in developing options for the future 
disposition ofthe administration building currently located in the Chapel Hill Public Works yard. In this 
regard, we note that it is likely that sufficient property could result from proposed land acquisition for 
some ofthe above mentioned facilities to site a new or relocated administration building. 
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Point AS: No use ofthe power ofeminent domain for acquiring land for a sanitaty landfill 

We would request that the Commissioners clarify whether this policy would apply also to acquisition of 
land for other solid waste management facilities, such as a construction and demolition waste landfill, 
materials recovery facility or a transfer station. We believe that it would be difficult, maybe 
impossible, to site one ofthese facilities without the possibility ofusing eminent domain. 

We believe that it is unlikely that a new sanitary landfill could be acquired in Orange County without 
the use ofeminent domain proceedings. 

Regardless, it appears that a decision has been passively made not to have another mixed solid waste 
landfill in Orange County. There is no effort now being made to identify a site for a landfill. There is no 
discussion of initiating a process to do so. The present landfill will be full in 2005-06, and it takes 
about 5 years from the point oftransfer oftitle to disposal ofthe first bag ofgarbage in a new landfill. 
Therefore, we believe that the community should be planning for a transfer station, including searching 
for a site. 

Point A9: Higher costs ofoperating multiple facilities 

We anticipate that a construction and demolition (C&D) landfill and a materials recovery facility 
(MRF) will need to operate simultaneously with either a mixed solid waste landfill or a transfer station. 
The two former facilities are necessary to minimize the solid waste that must be either landfilled or 

transporteg out ofcounty to a final disposal facility. 

The attached March 12 memorandum from the Solid Waste Director to the Landfill Owners Group 
explains the issues related to the simultaneous operation of a landfill and a transfer station and why we 
do not recommend it. The key points are: 

• 	 fixed costs of landfill operation are such that reducing the volumes received would not 
reduce the costs significantly 

• 	 building and operating a transfer station is expensive, especially because our waste stream 
is relatively small; reducing the waste stream would likely increase the unit costs of transfer 
and transportation 

We would recommend operating a transfer station only if it were necessary to fill the time interval 
between the closing of the present landfill and the opening of another, or if the decision is made to 
avoid an in-county landfill in the future. . 

The simultaneous operation of a MRF and either a landfill or a transfer station is a key point of the 
integrated solid waste management plan. The MRF would be necessary to maximize recycling and, 
therefore, to reduce to the greatest· extent possible the waste either being landfilled in Orange County 
or needing transportation to an out-of-county landfill. 

As noted in the discussion above ofthe Landfill Fund's reserves, we believe that existing reserves and 
future landfill revenues, ifcontinued as currently projected, could fund the acquisition ofproperty for a 
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construction and demolition facility and for a transfer station/materials recovery facility; and pay for the 
construction ofthe transfer station in 20005-06 (assuming a construction and demolition management 
facility site can be developed, preventing C&D wastes from shifting to the lined landfill). The 
construction and demolition facility could pay for all C&D operations and, in addition, could probably 
fund post-closure expenses for the required thirty years for the Eubanks Road landfill. 

It is also our opinion that current and future landfill revenues will be insufficient to fund all the new 
costs related to the implementation of the solid waste plan. Additionally, revenues from the transfer 
station would be needed to fund the waste transfer operation, with little or none left over for funding of 
recycling or waste reduction programs. Once the landfill reaches capacity, those existing recycling and 
waste reduction programs being funded from landfill revenues would also need to receive other 
funding. 

In summary, we believe that the main financial issue is how to fund county-wide recycling, processing 
and waste reduction programs. Other programs could probably be self-sustaining. These issues will be 
discussed in detail by the Landfill Owners Group and its Finance Committee. 

Administration 

Attached is a copy ofthe Town's policy on reduction in force. However, we cannot comment now on 
what the Town would do if it finds that a reduced waste stream would allow a decrease in solid waste 
staff. It would depend on the situation in the rest of the Town's organization and exactly which 
positions were not needed. 

we do not envision a significantly reduced waste steam in the near future. Rather, we expect a major 
shift ofwaste materials from disposal to recycling, and shift of resources from landfill to recycling and 
waste reduction activities. If the adopted solid waste management plan is implemented, recycling and 
waste reduction services for the county will be expanded. 

Timing ofPotential Transfer ofRes.ponsibili1y for Solid Waste Operations 

The County Commissioners note that it would take a year for the County to assume administration of 
solid waste management activities after an agreement on governance is concluded. The Town can 
continue to manage solid waste operations indefinitely, but we believe that a decision must be made. 
We are especially concerned about the stress being experienced by landfill employees, who, for several 
years have had no certainty about their future employer or their future employment. We would 
emphasize our sense of urgency about the County completing a proposal this fall so that we might 
resolve issues of governance and be able to focus on the solid waste management needs of the 
community. 

Community Benefits 

We agree with the resolution of the Landfill Owners Group adopted unanimously on February 18, 
1998, . that the Greene tract not be used for C&D, MRF, or transfer station operations. In addition, 
State regulations would not allow its use for a mixed solid waste landfill because of its proximity to 
Horace Williams Airport. 

We would not object to asking OWASA to consider a means of waiving or reducing its fees to help 
fund neighborhood benefits. 



Margaret Brown 
Page 6 

The Council has also supported the extension of water lines to the area surrounding the landfill, 
assuming that an equitable way to share the cost can be developed. 

We believe that a special reserve fund to help defray the costs of any future water line extensions is 
unnecesSaIy for the following reasons: 

1. 	 The fill area is surrounded by 21 monitoring wells meant to detect any contamination coming 
from the waste before· it reaches the property line of the landfill. Therefore, it should be possible 
for the first indications ofany contamination from the fill area to be detected and mitigated before 
such contamination can reach the property line. 

2. 	 Even with all the precautions followed in designing, building and operating the landfill, it is 
theoretically possible for contamination to occur. There is an undesignated fund balance available 
at all times for true emergencies. . 

3. 	 The entity that is ultimately responsible for solid waste management should decide ifsuch a reserve 
fund is prudent. 

The Town Attorney also notes that any neighborhood benefits need to follow a general policy, rather 
that distinguishing among landowners based on their individual histories. We would also point out that 
the area designated by the County as the "historical Rogers Road neighborhood" excludes the land of 
Gertrude Nunn, next to the eastern boundary ofthe landfill. . 

CONCLUSION 

The life ofour present mixed solid waste landfill is expected to end in 2005-06. As we move closer to 
that point, it will become more difficult to make decisions and provide services in the most efficient 
and effective way possible. 

As time goes by, the community's options will become more and more restricted. Remaining space in 
both the construction and demolition and the municipal solid waste landfills diminishes with each day of 
operation. 'This community may be forced to negotiate agreements with out-of-county landfills and 
operators of other solid waste facilities when the predictable end of our disposal capacity puts us in a 
very poor negotiating position. 

We believe that we need to maximize the life of the landfill even while we prepare to replace it, be the 
replacement in-county or out-of-county. To this end we believe the following steps are needed: 

1. 	 Acquire a site ror a construction and demo6tion waste laudfdl now. About one third of our 
waste stream is construction and demolition (C&D)waste. The current C&D landfill space will be 
full in 18 months; ifno alternative has been identified and developed by that time, C&D waste will 
have to go into the lined municipal solid waste (MSW) landfill. Such placement would cut about 2 
years from the remaining life of theMSW landfill. Simple refusal by the landfill to accept C&D 
waste would leave about 550 customers a week with a choice of travelling to Holly Springs (a 
facility that is predicted to close in 2 years) or farther, or dumping in the woods or the side of the 
road. Finally, because handling C&D costs less than the revenue it generates, the lack of a C&D 
landfill would cause the loss ofabout $400,000-500,000 per year ofnet revenue. 
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Three potential sites are before the Landfill Owners Group now: a) an extension ofthe present 
C&D site onto land owned primarily by Ms. Blackwood; b) the Greene tract, and 3) a site within 2 
miles ofthe present landfill whose owner wishes to keep the location confidential. 

a) 	 The Blackwood site would be the most efficient and economical to operate, because it would be an 
extension of present operations. The same scales, equipment, access road and supervision could 
continue to be used. No land would need to be acquired for a buffer where it adjoins the present 
landfill. However, it would come close to the home ofMs. Blackwood and ofMr. Nunn, and Ms. 
Blackwood has recently repeated her refusal to sell her land for use as a landfill. 

b) 	 The Greene tract would have the lowest acquisition costs: it is presently owned by the three landfill 
partners. It could use the same scales, equipment and supervision. However, it is surrounded by 
developed neighborhoods. The Landfill Owners Group unanimously adopted a resolution on 
February 18 recommending to the governing boards that the Greene tract not be used for a C&D 
landfill, a materials recovery facility or a transfer station. And, we believe that the land is too 
valuable to use this way, both in tenns of the market price and in tenns of the role it could play in 
creating a village center, a park, affordable housing, and/or other elements of the Council's vision 
for the northern part of our planning area. 

c) 	 The third site has the advantages of being well-buffered from the closest house and being freely 
offered for sale. It is also close enough to the mixed solid waste landfill to minimize inconvenience 
to customers who have to be redirected to the C&D landfi1.1, and close enough for supervision and 
some equipment to be shared. It is the only site found preliminarily to be suitable for a C&D 
landfill after a county-wide search for land freely offered for sale. Its total price may be higher than __ 
we would expect to pay for the smaller parcels owned by Ms. Blackwood and an out of town 
owner, but we believe its isolation from neighbors and the fact that it is voluntarily offered for sale 
are worth the price. 

We discuss below how the acquisition ofthese sites could be financed. 

2. 	 Acquire a site for a material recovery facility (MRF) now and proceed to plan and build it. 
Such a facility is necessary for a significant increase in recycling and concomitant reduction in 
municipal solid waste going into the mixed solid waste landfill. The three parcels directly west of 
the current landfill property on the north side of Eubanks Road together make an excellent site. 
The power of eminent domain should be used if necessary. It would take about three years to 
design, penni! and build a materials recovery facility, once the site has been acquired. 

3. 	 Use the Landfill Fund reserves to finance the acquisition of both sites. There is enough in 
reserve for the acquisition of sites for both a materials recovery facility and a C&D landfi1.1, as well 
as for the development of the rest of the present mixed solid waste landfill and its closure. 
Attachment 5 includes tables detailing the present and projected status of the reserve funds 
assuming that the recommended sites for the materials recovery facility and the C&D landfill are 
acquired in 1998-99. 

4. 	 Conclude issues conceming govemance. Lack of agreement on governance has made it difficult 
to make decisions effectively and in a timely manner. It has created unnecessary and time­
consuming steps for all the elected officials to go through. Staffing these extra steps has taken time 
away from the business ofmanaging the current operations. 
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We would add three other items which are important to the Town Council: 

1. 	 We believe that all current Solid Waste Department employees should be transferred to the 
County, where they would become County employees subject to the supervision of the County 
Manager. 

2. 	 We caution that the administrative cost factor not substantially increase. It is· currently based on 
13.5% ofthe salaries of Solid Waste employees. 

3. 	 We believe that all ofthe solid waste issues now pending should be resolved before any agreement 
on changes in governance, including the. need for a construction and demolition waste landfill, 
siting a construction and demolition landfill, siting a materials recovery facility, siting a transfer 
station and the resolution offuture financing methods for solid waste operations. 

We in Chapel Hill look forward to receiving your proposed agreement in the fall and recognize that, 
whoever runs solid waste operations, we will all need to work together to make these decisions. 
Continued cooperation among the governments will serve the welfare of the residents, of this 
community. 

Sincerely, 

Rosemary I. Waldorf 
Mayor 

enclosures 

cc: 	 Orange County Board ofCommissioners 
Mayor and Carrboro Board ofAldennen 
Mayor and Hillsborough Board ofCommissioners 

RIW:ddh 



A RESOLUTION OFFERING SUGGESTIONS REGARDING THE COUNTY ASSUMING 
ADMINISTRATION OF SOLID WASTE MATTERS FOR ORANGE COUNTY WITH A 
REQUEST FORA REPLY (98-7-2IR-1) 

WHEREAS, the Council of the Town of Chapel Hill is one of three governments which own the 
Orange Regional landfill; and 

WHEREAS, representatives of the governing body of each owner fonn the Landfill Owners Group, 
which advises the governments on matters ofsolid waste management; and 

WHEREAS, the Town ofChapel Hill, under the 1972 agreement, operates the landfill; and 

WHEREAS, the three· owners of the landfill have raised significant questions about future means of 
reducing and disposing of solid waste, and about future governance of solid waste management in 
Orange County; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the Town of Chapel Hill that its 
representatives on the Landfill Owners Group are requested to pursue the fonowing objectives: 

1. Join with the other Landfill Owners Group members to hold a public hearing in September on the 
three sites presently under consideration by the Landfill Owners Group. Acquire· a site for a 
construction and demolition waste landfill by faIl of 1998. Continue to be open to other possibilities 
that may arise. 

2. Acquire a site, ifacquisition is necessary, for a materials recovery facility by faIl of 1998 and proceed 
to plan and build it. The site next tathe landfill on the north side ofEubankc; Road is one ros~iNp site 
and the pc\ver ofeminent domain should be used ifnecessary; the Greene Tract is another possible site 
which would not require acquisition. Continue to be open to other possibilities that may arise. 

3. Plan for a transfer station if no alternatives, including use of existing transfer stations in other 
locations, can be found. Begin to identifY possible locations. The site next to the landfill on the north 
site ofEubanks Road is one possible site and the Greene Tract is another possible site. 

4. Use the Landfill Fund reserves to finance the acquisition of sites for and construction of solid waste 
facilities. . 

5. Acknowledge at this time that there will be no search for a future landfill site recognizing that this 
will not be binding on any future governments. 

6. We desire a quick resolution to governance issues. 

7. Recognize that a decision about the Greene Tract should not delay the transfer ofgovernance. 

8. In all finance issues, be sensitive to the issue ofdouble taxation. 

This the 2nd day ofJuly, 1998. 



July 2,1998 

Memo to: Council Members 

From: Mayor Waldorf 

Re: A proposal for governance of the solid waste system 

I offer the following proposal for governance of future solid waste management 
operations for your consideration. It is an option that has been mentioned, but never 
much discussed, at Council meetings. You wUl see that it is rather general, but I 
believe it is quite workable if our partners can agree to it, or to some variation of it. I 
have told both Mayor Nelson and Chairman Brown that I would probably offer this 
suggestion to Council today, and asked them directly if they would in any way take 
offense: Both assured me that they would not. Let me state emphatically that it is not 
my intent to create any division among the partners, or to prolong this process. I am 
searching for an approach that will move the process forward. 

ACTION STEPS 

Step 1. Conclude site selections for a C&D disposal facility and a MRF and transfer 
station. The LOG is attempting to do this now. Acquire the properties, using landfill 
reserves. These decisions, which would be ratified by all the LOG partners, would 
3ett!c !~ey policy and operational issua~. ' , 

Step 2. Agree that Chapel Hill will administer future solid waste management 
operations, specifically: 

--Operate the landfill until it is closed, and assume responsibility for post-closure 
monitoring. 
--Construct and operate a new C&D facility indefinitely. 
--Supervise design of a MRF: negotiate contract with a private company to build 
and operate a MRF. (I recommend that we pin down our minimum predictable 
recyclables stream before we make this large financial commitment. For a MRF, 
more recyclables are better; in fact, it's hard to have enough. ) 
--Supervise design and construction of a transfer station. Negotiate contract 
with an out of county hauler and disposer. Manage the transfer station 
operation indefinitely. 

Step 3. Agree on dimension of shared 'budget oversight, and whether we should have 
an advisory board. (Accorrlplish these steps quickly.) 

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS' 

Personnel: Q'ualified solid waste management staN would retain their jobs, as 
empioyees of the~own of Chapel Hill. Our manager, assistant manager and attorney 
would continue to provide management and legal advice. 



Collection: Collection method would remain a decision made by each local 

government. 


Annual budget: Chapel Hill staff would develop the annual budget for solid 
waste operations. The annual budget must be reviewed by Board of Commissioners, 
Carrboro Board of Aldermen, and Hillsborough Town Board. These elected boards 
need some specific budget authorities regarding system costs that directly affect their 
town or county budgets. I do not have details to offer here, but I believe we should 
return to the draft Interlocal Agreement. It has some very reasonable stipulations on 
this point, and it was worked out in great detail. (In addition, the landfill fund paid an 
attorney, Bob Jessup, a handsome fee to draft this proposal. I hope we will not throw it 
away; instead, I hope we will mine it for its good features.) Clearly, the 1972 interlocal 
agreement needs updating. 

Sources of revenue: Tip fees will be charged for both C&D and MSW 
disposal. It is clear to everyone that another source of revenue will be needed in the 
future. Equity requires that this be a county-wide source of revenue. Law requires that 
any county-wide source of revenue must be .imposed by the commissioners, and can 
only be imposed by the commissioners. I would hope that Orange County would enact 
a non-regressive revenue-generating instrument for long-term solid waste 
management, to provide the necessary supplement to tip fees -- necessary if we are 
going to meet our solid waste reduction goals. (For the part of Chapel Hill that is in 
1""\. .... ~II""'~"""•• _ r" ..... '""tv I"'I-_~""I 1t IIli·1:11 ml'ght need to captur ~ Li ICV -- - --nut::' )••• -_ .......1' ""'I ..~'"".....I t:: .... ·'·IS ..... V. 

Solid Waste Management Plan: All 4 governing bodies adopted this plan, 
and adopted the same set of waste reduction goals. As policy, this plan is in force for 
our system, though not fully implemented. Our planning, to date, is predicated on this 
plan, because this plan is policy. 

Community Benefits: This issue has been successfully severed (I hope and 
believe) from the governance issue. Several requested benefits have already been 
provided. Data to help determine where the water Jines should go is being studied by 
an Orange County intern, under the direction of Margaret Brown. An Orange County­
Chapel Hill-Carrboro cOrr!mittee has been appointed to recommend how water 
provision should be financed. I think we all hope this committee will complete its 
charge over the summer. 

"OPEN MATTERS" 

Bob Jessup, the attorney hired to draft the Interlocal Agreement, used this 
elegant phrase to refer to matters undecided, and not essential to executing an 
interlocal agreement. As open matters, I would put forth a preliminary list of 2: 

Advisory Board. Perhaps we need a citizen advisory board with 
representation from each of the 4 jurisdictions. I am very flexible, and could happily 



live with or without such a board. (Again, the draft Interlocal Agreement has some 
good and painstakingly worked out standards on this subject.) 

The Greene Tract. I would suggest that Chapel Hill be willing to commit to 
administer solid waste management operations without requiring that the Greene Tract 
be a landfill asset. I am content to say, for now, that it is a public asset, and to let its 
future be determined later by the three owners. I fear the Greene Tract's future may 
stand in the way of getting the important siting and governance decisions made. 

Thank you for considering my proposal. As I see it, the Council could do any of the 
following: 

1. Politely thank me for this proposal and reject it. 

2. Endorse it as an option the Council would like to consider, and forward it to Orange 
County, Carrboro and Hillsborough, for their consideration and comment. 

3. Embrace it warmly, with smiles all round, and urge it on our partners. 

I have resolved to go home happy, no matter how my proposal is dealt with, but gently 
remind us all that these issues need to be put to bed soon. 
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August 20, 1998 

«Title» «First_Name» «Last_Name» 

«Organization» 

«Address} » 

«Address2» 

«City», «State» <<Zip» 

As I noted in my letter last week, on August 11 the Orange County Board ofCommissioners met in a work 
session to discuss the future ofsolid waste management in Orange County. The Board reached consensus 
concerning a concrete proposal under which the County would assume responsibility for overall solid waste 
management in the next fiscal year. 

The Board's discussion at the work session followed the organh?ation ofa report prepared by the County 
Manager~ based on the conceptual framework approved by the Commissioners in mid-June for a countywide 
solid waste management pIan. The Commissioners' proposal to the Towns for as$1lI1lption by the County of 
solid waste responsibility is attached in Exhibit 1. It is laid out in accordance with the major beadings ofthe 
Manalerss proposal ofAuaust 11, the outline ofwhich presentation accompanies this letter as Exhibit 2. 

J hope that you and your board will review this propo.sal carefully and let us know within sixty days whether the 
Town feels we can move forward with this framework for solid waste management oversight. I know that all 
;.isdictions would like to resolve the remaining open matters as soon as possible, and trust that a spirit of 
JII8SOIUIble compromise will help our respective jurisdictions reach final agreement. The Board of 
Commissioners looks forward to your thoughts about our proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret W. Brown 
Chair 



L 
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Orange County Board of Commissioners 

Proposal for Assuming Responsibility for Solid Waste Management Operations 

August II, 1998 


Vision/Goals 

A. 	 The Board confirmed its commitment to the solid waste goals as adopted in December 1995. 

B. 	 The Board confirmed its adherence to the six principles it identified in November 1997 (with minor mod iticat ions 
noted where applicable in the sections that folJow), Those principles are: 
1. 	 Enterprise fund operation (i.e. revenues must meet Or exceed expeaditures). 
2. 	 The Greene Tract remains a landfill asset. 
3. 	 No restriotions on acquisition of additional acreage at the current landfill. 
4. 	 Whoever is responsible for countywide solid waste sY$tem needs committed partners to make an enterprise 

operation economically viable. 
S. 	 All community benefItS to be provided through the landfill enterprise. 
6. 	 Seek a solution in which reduction of solid waste and the economic viability of the solid waste facility are in 

coneert- right now, when solid waste is reduced, the landfill suffers financially. 

ll. CODlDlua;ty BeaefitS 

A. 	 With regard to principle #5 (Section I-B) and the financing of water line extensions to neighborhoods adjacent to the 
Eubanks Road landfill, the Board indieated its preference that the County and Towns share the cost using one cent 
sales tax revenue based on each jurisdiction~s share of that revenue source (Orange County-Chapel Hill-Carrboro 
shares are roughly 650/0-16% ..9%, per Attachment 3 to the Manager's August 11 report). If agreement cannot be 
reached to use this revenue source, then the water .line extensions should be funded using LOG resources. 

IlL Govemaac;elManaaemeat 

A. 	 If agreement with the Towns is reached on points as noted, the COWlty will assume solid waste management 
responsibility no earlier than October 1, 1999. to include current and future operations. 

B. 	 The County will aceept transfer ofall Chapel HHI solid waste management positions that exist as of September 30, 
1998. 

C. 	 If the County assumes the lead role, the Board ofCommissioners shall approve the 1999-2000 solid waste 
management operatina budget. 

D. 	 All parties will sign the Interlocal Agreement after it has been revised 10 incorporate modifications. 

E. 	 With reaatd to principle #4 (section I-B), the Board emphasized the importance of having committed partners. 

F. 	 Until the County assumes responsibility~ the 1.00 shall continue to direct solid waste management., as in the past, 
including operating by consensus. 

O. 	 Each government shall appoint two representatives to a Solid Waste Management Advisory Commissio~ pursuant to 
an adopted Interlocal Agreemen~ which shall succeed the LOG and begin meeting after adoption of the 1999 ..2000 
budget (no later than July 1, 1999)_ 
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R. 	 The Board re-emphasi%eCi that solid waste collection/transportation decisions would remain the preroptive ofeach 
local government entity. 

I. 	 It is important that UNC-CH representatives sit at the table, even if the University chooses not to commit to 
participation in the solid waste management system. 

IV.. Facilities, Seryiees, '" Programs 

A. 	 With regard to principle #2 (Section I-B) .. sixty acres ofthe Greene Tract should be set aside for use by the County in 
future solid waste management activities, with the balance of the Greene Tract to remain under the ownership ofthe 
current owners, who shall determine its future usc. If this course ofaction is follo\\l-ed, the Town ofChapel HHI is 
expected to rezone the property for appropriate solid waste uses. If the Towns disagree with this approach, they 
should offer counterproposals that are reasonable and cost effective. failing agreement within 12 months, the Greene 
Tract would become a landfill asset with the lead entity making siting decisions and assuming control of the property 
as a landfill asset. 

S. 	Local governments shaU continue to work, through the LOO, to site a transfer swion and work to develop options for 
materials recovery and construction & demolition disposaL The Board acknowledged the need for siting decisions!, 
but believes that those decisions should be considered comprehensively rather than pieeemeaf. Review ofoptions 
should include the pros and cons ofco-locating major solid waste facilities; and review of information to be gathered 
by County and LOG staffs regarding modeJ solid waste facilities from across the nation that are viewed positively in 
their communities. 

C. 	 The Board fonnally indicated its intent not to seek a new MSW landfill in Orange County. 

D. 	 The Board affinned its intent not to use eminent domain to acquire an MSW landfill site, but acknowledged that 
decision is not bindina upon fUture Boards ofCommissioners. The Board also indicated a wilJingness to consider the 
use ofeminent domain as a Jast resort, with regard to other types of solid waste facilities. 

A. 	 As part ofthe fmancing mechanism, aU boards endorse implementation ofa "Chapel HiU...Carrboro-Hillsborough­
Orange County Solid Waste Availa.bility Fee" for all county residents. 

B. 	 Solid waste operations shall continue to operate as an enterprise fund after the County assumes responsibility'. The 
County shall have the option of implementing other fees, and shall not be required to use general funds for solid 
waste manaaement activities. 

C. 	 Any iDterlocal agreement must anow the lead entity unilaterally to raise fees by up to 10% annuaUy (this provision is 
in the most recent version ofthe draft interloeal aareement). 

D. 	 The Board endorsed a conceptual revenue structure that: 
L finances core operations (MRf, MSW and C&D Landfills) through tipping fees 
2. 	 finances collection/transportation activities through property taxes and collection charges 
3. 	 fmances reduction/recycling through tipping fees to the extent practical. with the balance from availability fees 

E. 	 The Boarcl indicated its willingness to consider pay-per-throw as a revenue and waste reduction tool. 

F. 	 It is important that an indirect cost study be accomplished. if the County assumes the lead role, so that administrative 
cost allocations for required CQunty su.pport (personnel, fmance, purchasing, bud,et, anomey, etc) can be accurately 
determined. 
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to the outstanding solid waste issues. 

BACKGROUND: At the BOCC Work Session on June 15, 1998, you requested that staff prepare a 
report for presentation in August, 1998 that would address options for the operation, planning and 
financing of solid waste facilities and programs in Orange County. The infonnation in this report is 
intended to assist the Board in developing the County's response on facilities and programs needed 
in Orange County for solid waste management, who should administer these facilities and programs 
and the best approach to finance their development and operation. One item ofrequested 
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REPORT TO: Orange County Board ofCommissio 

FROM: John M. Link, Jr., County Manager 

DATE: August 11, 1998 

RE: Options for Solid Waste Operations, Planning, and Financing 

At your work session on June 15, 1998, you requested that staff prepare a report for presentation 
in August 1998 that would address options for the operation, planning, and fmancing of solid 
waste facilities and programs in Orange County, both current and future. While these options are 
complex, I hope that the infonnation in this report and cited reference documents will assist the 
Board in moving closer to agreement with our municipal partners as to: facilities and programs 
needed in Orange County for solid waste management; who should oversee and administer these 
facilities and programs; and the best approach to financing their development and operation. 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

,During the past year, the governing boards of Orange County and its municipalities have been 
involved in extensive discussion, research, and analysis regarding a number of critical solid 
waste matters, including: 

• benefits to be provided to the community adjacent to the current landfill 
• future governance of solid waste management 
• future solid waste processes and facilities 
• financing for future solid waste operations 
• implementation of a Countywide, integrated solid waste management plan 

The Board will recaU that at the June 15, 1998 Work Session, a Framework for a 
Comprehensive Plan for Solid Waste Management in Orange County was pres~nted and 
adopted. As the Board considers elements of this report, they should refer back to this 
Framework, which has been included here as Attachment 1.1 

This report is organized to address the issues cited above in one or more sections, as 
follows. 

I Framework for a Comprehensive Plan for Solid Waste Management in Orange County, June 15, 1998. 
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Vision/Goals for Solid Waste Management (Section 2.0) 

This section recaps the solid waste management mission and goals adopted by the County and 
municipalities several years ago. 

Community Benefits (Section 3.0) 

Resolution between the governing boards has been achieved for most community benefits 
proposed by the LOGlNeighborhood Working Group. Many proposals have been implemented 
or are in the process of being implemented. The most challenging issue remaining involves the 
scope and financing for provision of water lines to neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Eubanks 
Road landfill. 

GovernancelManagement Issues (Section 4.0) 

Recent discussion has focused on the concepts of either Orange County or Chapel Hill assuming 
full responsibility for solid waste management and governance; or some hybrid of that" approach, 
such as Chapel Hill continuing to operate the current landfill and the County planning for and 
operating all future facilities. The outstanding solid waste issues - who m~kes policy and 
how; siting and development of facilities; and financing of facilities and operations; among 
others -must be resolved regardless of which government serves as lead agency for solid 
waste manage nt. LOG funded staff have been awaiting a determination of their future 
employer and employment status throughout governance discussions this past year. In the 
interests of reducing their uncertainty and understandable anxiety, resolution should also be 
reached soon about their potential transfer to County government. 

Future Solid Waste Processes and Facilities (Section 5.0) 

Important decisions need to be made in the near term regarding siting one or more solid waste 
processing or disposal facilities. This report briefly reviews the primary issues related to: 
municipal solid waste (MSW) disposal options, either landfill and/or transfer station; 
construction and demolition (C&D) waste disposal options; and a Materials Recovery Facility 
(MRF). Consens~ has been elusive regarding another issue directly related to siting of needed 
solid waste facilities - the disposition of the Greene Tract. This 169-acre property, jointly owned 
by Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and the County and originally purchased for future solid waste needs, 
has been the focal point of many competing proposals for its ultimate use. Agreement about its 
use soon, or an agreement to postpone such a decision to a specified point in the future, is 
essential to solving the cpallenges we face collectively' on both governance and facility siting 
issues. 

Financing for Future Solid Waste Facilities and Operations (Section 6.0) 

It appears that waste reduction programs can no longer be financed through tipping fee 
revenue alone, if waste reduction targets are to be achieved. Additional revenue sources 
will be required to allow the implementation of the programs required attaining the 

Printed: 08/06/982:59 PM 
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adopted waste reduction goals. Options for supplementing tipping fee revenue are being 
examined by a LOG subcommittee this summer. This report summarizes the financial issues 
reviewed by that committee to date and briefly outlines the primary revenue mechanisms 
available. The potential role of "pay per throw" - as a mechanism for generating revenue for 
collection programs and for creating incentives for citizens to reduce the amount of solid waste 
they generate for disposal- is discussed briefly in this report. 

Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan (Section 7.0) 

With aggressive reduction goals of 45% by 2001 and 61 % by 2006 in place, and in the face of an 
approaching disposal challenge, it is essential that we undertake full implementation of the 
countywide solid waste plan. The framework for the plan was adopted by all four governments 
in 1997 and forms the basis for the local solid waste plan formally submitted to the State. It has 
been assumed that the four member governments remain committed to these goals and are 
willing to commit the necessary resources to their attainment. A Materials Recovery Facility 
(MRF) has been identified as the centerpiece of the waste reduction plan. Timely siting, design, 
and construction of this facility are essential if the 2001 reduction target is to remain realistic. 

2.0 VISION/GOALS 

In December 1995, the Board of County Commissioners adopted a set of 14 solid waste goals. 
Its LOG partners subsequently adopted these goals.2 The vision reflected in these goals included 
minimizing waste generation; conserving resources; maximizing recycling and reuse of 
materials; and disposing of the balance in an environmentally soun<L socially responsible, and 
cost effective manner. 

These goals remain viable, if the County and its municipal partners are willing to incur the 
financial impacts and implement the policies necessary to achieve our aggressive solid waste 
reduction targets. I recommend that the Board review these goals and either affirm its 
commitment to them as written, or amend them as needed and communicate any changes 
to the municipal governing boards. 

3.0 COMM~TY BENEFITS 

Most of the fourteen community benefits have been addressed and implemented. The most 
significant community benefit requiring resolution remains the scope and method of paying 
for water line extensions to properties in the vicinity of the Eubanks Road landfill. While 
some elected officials ha~e indicated a desire for a broader scope, recent discussion has focused 
on pursuing extensions to the "traditional Rogers Road neighborhood". LOG member 
governments have appointed representatives to serve on a committee that will make 
recommendations regarding which properties water lines should be extended to, and how these 
extensions should be paid. 

2 Goals for the Management of Solid Waste in Orange County, October 19, 1995. 

Printed: 08/06/982:59 PM 
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The County Engineer and the Orange County Personnel Department are continuing the process 
of seeking an intern to conduct a field survey of the Rogers Road neighborhood. The purpose of 
the survey is to: 
1. 	 accurately locate or verify locations of existing structures and buildings on existing property 

parcel maps and aerial photography maps; 
2. 	 determine which structures have been, are or can be occupied and thus require water service; 

and 
3. 	 survey residents to determine the number and socio-economic status of occupants of each 

building as may be required to help determine the extent of an economic status related 
expenditure of public benefits for individual service fees and plumbing costs. 

The intern will coordinate his or her activities with the County Engineer, the Housing and 
Community Development Director, neighborhood residents, and community activists. The field 
survey and data compilation process is estimated to take approximately five weeks, a period, 
which will commence upon the hiring of the intern. A second round of advertising for the intern 
position is currently underway. 

The County has previously advanced various alternative formulas for sharing the costs of 
. community benefits. The municipalities have made it clear that they believe the County should 

finance those community benefits, if any, which cannot be funded through LOG resources. I 
believe just as strongly that the Board of Commissioners should not be expected to underwrite 
the fuH cos~ of non~LOG funded benefits. The municipalities have raised concerns about what 
they perceive as the issue of double taxation. I maintain that there are revenue sources, such 
as one-cent sales taxes (which are distributed back to the County and Towns on the basis of 
each's population), that could be employed using an agreed upon cost distribution formula, 
and would not cons'ijtute double taxation. The attached spreadsheet provides an example of a 
cost allocation based on per capita fonnula (sales tax distribution). 3 

Perhaps the County and Towns will just have to agree to disagree over this point. If so, I would 
suggest that we reexamine a broad interpretation of how benefits related to water line 
extensions could be funded through LOG resources. Both Carrboro Town Attorney Mike 
Brough4 and County Attorney Geof Gledhills reviewed this approach in reports in October 1997. 
The former raised Jhe "insurance theory" and the latter discussed funding benefits in light of the 
possibility that groundwater supplies to landfill neighbors could become contaminated at some 
point in the future. Preliminary estimates of the cost to provide water service to the 119 
households in the historic Rogers Road neighborhood is $840,5006

, This amount can reasonably 
be borne through existing landfill reserves and/or an increase in planned allocations to those 
reserves in future years. 

3 Calculation ofCommunity Benefits for Landfill, August 6, 1998. 

4 Memo from Michael Brough to Carrboro Mayor and Board ofAldermen Re: Benefits to Neighbors of Existing Landfill, October 8. 1997. 

5 Letter from GeotTrey Gledhill to BOCC. Re: Report of the Landfill Owners Group/Landfill Neighbors Working Group - Recommendations 

for Improvements around the Orange Regional Landfill. October 16, 1997. 

(j Memo - Paul Thames to BOCC. Property parcel maps, small scale aerial photography parcel maps, parcel analysis chart and community 

waster service benefits cost chart. May 13. 1998 
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4.0 GOVERNANCEIMANAGEMENT 

4.1 Interlocal Agreement 

The LOG retained Attorney Bob Jessup to assist in preparing a new interlocal agreement to serve 
as the basis for governance among the County and Towns of future solid waste management 
programs and facilities. Eight drafts were carefully prepared, reviewed, and revised over a 
period of many months. Momentum was lost when final agreement among the parties could not 
be reached at an Assembly of Governments meeting in October 1997. A copy of the most recent 
version of the Interlocal Agreement has been included here as Attachment 7 for reference. 

However, after further reflection, I think one could. conclude that there is far more agreement 
than disagreement regarding the entire draft interlocal agreement. A summary of points of 
agreement was most recently presented at the June 15, 1998 BOCC Solid Waste Work Session.' 
There are many strong features of this document and substantial compromise has been achieved 
to preserve the most important interests of all intended parties to the agreement. Therefore, I 
strongly recommend that the Board of Commissioners resume discussions in ·the near 
future with its municipal partners to reach resolution on the governance question, using the 
most recent draft of the document as the departure point for tackling "open matters" which 
include: 
• 	 selecting a new solid waste management disposal option (i.e., new landfill or transfer station 

prior to execution of the interlocal agreement 
• 	 date for adoption of the interlocal agreement and Advisory Commission appointments 
• 	 use and disposition of the Green Tract 
• 	 employment resolution of solid waste system employees 
• 	 provision of community benefits to neighbors of the existing landfill and neighbors of the 

new solid waste management sites 
• 	 financing for the solid waste system 

Attachment #9 of this report provides a more detailed enumeration of the elements of the 
proposed interlocal agreement about which consensus has not yet been reached. 8 

4.2 Principles.Essential to County Governance of Solid Waste Management 

In November 1997, the Board of Commissioners enumerated six principles or conditions under 
which the County Commissioners would be willing to take the lead responsibility for solid waste 
management in the County.9 These conditions were: 

1. 	 Enterprise fund operation (i.e. revenues must meet or exceed expenditures). 
2. 	 The Greene Tract remains a landfill asset. 
3. 	 No restrictions on acquisition of additional acreage at the current landfill. 

7 Interlocal Agreement - Summary of Points of Consensus, BOCC Work Session, June 15, 1998, Attachment #4 

K Interlocal Agreement: Points on Which Consensus Has Not Yet Been Reached. 


9 Memo from John Link to BOCC Re: Conditions for County's Assumption of Lead Role in Solid Waste Management, November 26, 1997. 
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4. 	 Whoever is responsible for countywide solid waste system needs committed partners to make 
an enterprise operation economically viable. 

5. 	 All community benefits to be provided through the landfill enterprise. 
6. 	 Seek a solution in which reduction of solid waste and the economic viability of the solid 

waste facility are in concert - right now, when solid waste is reduced, the landfill suffers 
financially. 

I recommend that the Board review these principles at the August 11 work session and 
confirm or amend these to reflect the Board's current outlook. This should prove helpful in 
narrowing the issues remaining to be resolved regarding future solid waste management and 
governance in Orange County. In reviewing these principles, several observations are worthy of 
note: 
• 	 In my view, principle # 1 remains entirely valid, although the potential supplementing of 

tipping fees with one or more additional revenue sources reflects a shift in the nature of the 
enterprise fund used for solid waste management accounting to date. 

• 	 Principal #2 may present the stickiest point affecting resolution of governance decisions. The 
Town of Chapel Hill has suggested that a perspective be adopted that the Greene Tract be 
viewed as a public asset, rather than specifically as a landfill asset. I recommend that the 
Board discuss this approach to determine if it helps move the process forward. 

• 	 Principal #6 reflects a challenge that can be met, I believe, by employing additional revenue 
sources to reduce the reliance on tipping fees. Judicious application of certain mechanisms, 
such as pay-per-throw financing of some portion of collection activities, can provide the dual 
benefit of providing revenue and creating incentives for waste reduction. However, I 
strongly recommend that there be a clear statement of purpose in the final interlocal 
agreement regarding the functions that tipping fees finance and functions that will be 
financed by other resources. 

4.3 County vs. Town 'Governance 

In addition to deliberations about possible unilateral administration by either Chapel Hill or the 
County, there has been discussion regarding the County assuming responsibility for planning and 
operating future solid waste facilities, and the Town of Chapel Hill assuming responsibility for 
operating the EUQ~ Road landfill for the rest of its useful life. Should this approach be 
adopted, provisions would need to be made for landfill reserve funds to be employed by the 
County to pay for planning and implementation of future facilities and programs. Should the 
County assume responsibility for planning and implementation of future facilities and 
programs, it is recommended that the earliest date for this to occur would be October 1, 
1999, as numerous implementation details remain to be worked out in the areas of 
personnel, finance, purchasing, automation, and facilities, to name a few. 

The next subsections outline some of the pros, cons, and impacts of Orange County or Chapel 
Hill operating either current or future (or both) solid waste facilities. Many of the pros and cons 
are similar for either C~unty or Town operations. Notable distinctions are highlighted in bold 
text. 
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4.3.1 Pros, Cons, and Other Impacts of Orange County Operating the Eubanks Road 
Landfill and Assuming Responsibility for Planning and Operating Other Future Solid 
Waste Facilities 

Pros 
• 	 County Commissioners represent all County residents. 
• 	 County Commissioners elected by entire County electorate. 
• 	 Budget adoption and approval by one entity. 
• 	 Single governmental unit owning and operating, may improve timeliness, and simplify solid 

waste management, administration, and operations decisions. 
• 	 Single government approval for major contracts, construction, and bid award. 
• 	 Fees set and adopted by one Government including tipping fees, penalty fees~ and service 

fees. 
• 	 V ote decided by simple majority of the Board of County Commissioners. 
• 	 Equal vote for each County Commissioner. 
• 	 County Commissioners have broader financing options available to them than· the town 

governments (e.g. authority to levy availability fees countywide) 
• 	 One government negotiates land purchases. 
• 	 One government conduct public hearings and provide zoning/land use regulatory approvals. 
• 	 County has greater legal debt capacity due to substantially higher tax base. 

Cons 
• 	 Orange County has less experience in managing major solid waste facilities (i.e. landfIll) 
• 	 Will require considerable coordination and cooperation with Town governments to meet 

waste reduction goals and recycling goals, if collection is still handled by the towns. 
• 	 Will require a transition period of at least twelve months before transfer takes place. 
• 	 Will require some operational changes for integration with County poli~- procedures 

and practices. 
• 	 Will place additional demands on County support services departments (i.e., Finance 

Purchasing and Central Services, Personnel, and Public Works). 

Other Impacts 
• 	 Will require an indirect cost study to accurately determine appropriate administrative cost 

allocations (needed to justify to Towns the charges Coup.ty would make against Landfill 
Fund for indirect costs). 

• 	 If County takes over completely, must consider how policy decisions will be made during the 
transition period to County operations - is the LOG dissolved immediately and BOCC take 
over? 

• 	 Will require agreement with member governments to ensure that they bring waste to Solid 
Waste Management facilities operated by the County. 

• 	 Orange County will assume more responsibility and liability for major solid \vaste 
management decisions. 
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• 	 Will require that Towns relinquish control and decision making authority on major solid 
waste management issues, although municipal governing boards can influence those through 
the proposed advisory committee. 

• 	 Commitment and cooperation on the part of the Towns for financing for major solid waste 
initiatives will be required. 

• 	 Will require development of a finance plan for solid waste facilities that will require funding 
other than tipping fees. 

• 	 Will require development of contract / agreement with the University of North Carolina, 
UNC Hospital and commercial customers to gain commitments and plan for future solid 
waste facilities. 

• 	 Will require establishment of an Assistant to the County Manager to administer Solid Waste 
programs. 

• 	 May require outside consulting help until the County i gains experience and knowledge in 
operating solid waste programs. 

4.3.2 Pros, Cons, and Other Impacts of Chapel Hill Operating the Eubanks Road Landfill 
and Assuming Responsibility for Planning and Operating Other Future Solid Waste 
Facilities 

Pros 
• 	 Town of Chapel Hill has more experience in operating solid waste facilities. 
• . Budget adoption and approval by one entity. 
• 	 Single government owning and operating, may improve timeliness, and simplify solid waste 

management, administration, and operations decisions. 
• 	 Single government approval for major contracts, construction and bid award. 
• 	 One government will set tipping fees, penalty fees, service fees, etc. 
• 	 V ote decided by simple majority of Chapel Hill Town Council. 
• 	 One government negotiates land purchase. 
• 	 One government conduct public hearings and provide zoning - lan~ use regulatory approvals 

Cons 
• 	 Officials elected by limited segment of county making decisions that affect all county 

residents. 
• 	 Town has lower debt capacity. 
• 	 Town has less financing options available for financing of solid waste programs. 

Other Impacts 
• 	 Will require that County relinquish control and decision making authority on major solid 

waste management issues, although BOCC can influence those through the proposed 
advisory committee. 

• 	 If Town takes over completely must consider how soon policy decisions will be made solely 
by Town Council- does LOG go away immediately? 
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4.3.3 Primary Considerations to be Addressed if Orange County Assumes Responsibility 
for Management of Solid Waste Operations. 

Town of Chapel Hill and County staff have previously dedicated a significant amount of time 
and effort to the development of a transition plan to facilitate the potential transfer of 
responsibility from Chapel Hill to the County. Preparatory work has addressed issues, such as 
automation, employee compensation, position descriptions, financial system/general ledger, 
assets, operations, legal, insurance, liability issues, organization, and regulatory requirements. 
Progress on this transition plan stopped after the October 1997 Assembly of Governments 
meeting until decisions could be reached. Much work and many implementation details remain 
to be worked out, however. Staff from both jurisdictions refrained from prematurely assuming 
that the governing boards would ultimately approve such a transition. Personnel related issues 
are the most complex and sensitive, and will· require considerable time and care to effectively 
communicate policies, procedures, and other transition impacts to each affected employee. 
Attachment #8 outlines personnel work accomplished thus far and remaining to be completed 
prior to a turnover of management responsibilitylO The major staffing considerations related to a 
potential assumption of overall solid waste management responsibility by Orange County are 
presented below: 

• 	 The Town of Chapel Hill Solid Waste Department would be transferred in' its entirety and 
become a new County department. 

• 	 The Solid Waste Management Director would become a County department head, reporting 
directly to the County Manager. This position, paid by the Landfill Fund, would have a 
working title ofAssistant to the Manager for Solid Waste. 

• 	 Upon the Solid Waste Department becoming an Orange County organization, each of the 
current employees, both permanent and temporary, would become an Orange County 
employee. At the time of this. transition, the functions of the Solid Waste Department would 
continue as presently structured and the employees' duties and responsibilities would 
continue as presently assigned. 

• 	 To support the transition, employee pay and benefits would be handled in such ways as to 
provide a substantially equivalent total compensation package for the employees transferring 
from the Town of Chapel Hill to Orange County. 

• 	 Upon the tr~sition and with the pay and benefits handling approved to provide a 
substantially equivalent compensation package, the employees would become Orange County 
employees and be covered by the County's personnel policies and benefits. 

• 	 If the County Solid Waste functions should change in the future such as through 
implementation of a transfer station or materials recovery facility, the County would handle 
any need for fewer staff or different staff through attrition or reassignment of existing staff 
rather than through layoff. 

10 Employee Transition from Town ofChapel Hill to Orange County Employment. April 14, 1998. 
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5.0 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES AND SERVICESI PROGRAMS 

Appropriate solid waste management facilities are, and will continue to be, required for the 
management of some or all of the approximately 140,000 tons of solid waste generated 
within Orange County, regardless of decisions related to governance issues. At a minimum, 
this would include facilities to manage the quantity of municipal solid waste (MSW), 
construction and demolition (C&D) waste and recyclable material that is collected by, and 
therefore within the control of, the LOG member governments. It may also include facilities 
with adequate capacity to manage some or all of the MSW and C&D waste that is collected and 
disposed by private waste management companies. Figures 1 and 2 present a summary of the 
estimated quantity, source and disposition of solid waste generated in Orange County during the 
1997/98 fiscal year. 

5.1 Existing System 

The existing waste management system includes the system components summarized b~low. 

5.1.1 Waste Reduction 

LOG member governments currently reduce the quantity of waste sent to disposal through the 
following programs: 
• 	 drop-off centers, urban and rural curbside, multi-family and commercial recycling programs 

for container materials and fibers; 
• 	 construction and demolition waste recycling program (salvaged materials sales and pallet 

recovery; 
• 	 household hazardous waste and paint exchange programs; 
• 	 other recycling programs (Le., automotive battery recycling, tire recycling, scrap metal 

recycling, etc.); 
• 	 a yard waste mulching program. 

Quantity and cost information for each of these programs was initially presented by Weston, Inc., 
updated for the BOCC Solid Waste Management Work Session, November 20, 1997, and 
included here as Attachment #911

, The estimated reduction in waste sent to disposal during the 
1997/98 fiscal year was approximately 40,000 tons, or 28% of the total waste generated within 
Orange County, 

5.1.2 Waste Collection 

Each member government in Orange County is responsible for collecting MSW within their 
jurisdiction. Other MSW collection (i.e., from larger industrial, commercial and institutional 
(IC&I) locations) is provided by private waste management service companies (i.e., BFI, Waste 
Industries, etc.). 

II Orange County Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan -Current Recycling Programs versus Proposed Additions, updated Table presented 
as Attachment 2·A. Board of County Commissioners Work Session agenda package. November 20, 1997. 
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Collection services for residential and some light commercial recyclable materials are provided 
under private contracts administered by Orange Community Recycling, or in-house by Orange 
Community Recycling employees. Collection and processing for most commercial locations are 
provided by private sector waste management service companies. 

5.1.3 Waste Disposal- MSW and C&D 

During the 1997/98 fiscal year, approximately 99,000 tons of waste was disposed at landfill in 
Orange County. This included approximately 68,000 tons of MSW and 31,000 tons of C&D 
waste. MSW is currently disposed at the Orange Regional Landfill, a lined MSW landfill site. 
,C&D waste is currently disposed at an unlined portion of the Orange Regional Landfill. 
Approximately 1,000 tOllS of MSW and C&D wastes were disposed at out-of-County landfill 
sites. 

5.2 Required Facilities for Future Waste Management 

New and/or additional facilities will be required in the future to manage recyclable materials as 
well as waste requiring disposal: 
• 	 it is projected that the existing C&D landfill site will reach capacity within 12 to 18 months; 
• 	 it is projected that the existing MSW landfill site will reach capacity within 5 to 10 years; 
• 	 previous reports have specifically identified the need for a materials recovery facility (MRF) 

to process and prepare commingled recyclable materials, if the adopted waste reduction goals 
are to be met (45% by 2001 and 61% by 2006. Table 1 presents proposed recycling program 
additions, including estimated cost and diversion for each. 

The Board of Commissioners has specified it would not employ the power ofeminent domain for 
any new MSW landfill. I recommend that the Board discuss and determine to what extent, 
if any, that proscription applies to siting of other solid waste facilities. 

5.2.1 Waste Reduction 

In order to achiev~ the waste reduction goals as identified, both the amount and type of recycled 
materials must be increased. This could be achieved by: 
• 	 Increasing the service level to provide curbside collection to additional households in the 

unincorporated areas of the County; 
• 	 Providing recycling service to new locations not currently being served (i.e. additional 

multi-family and commercial locations); 
• 	 Increasing the type of materials collected at some or all locations (i.e. mixed paper). As 

this would include some materials that are not currently being managed by private sector 
service companies in this area, it will be necessary to develop and operate a MRF to facilitate 
processing and marketing. The need for a MRF has previously been identified in the 
Integrated Solid Waste Management Study; the Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan 
previously adopted by all participating governments, and various staff reports and memos. A 
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previous memo summarized factors related to the development and implementation of a 
MRF, including a projected schedule for development and construction. 12 

Based on previous reports, it is assumed that a property of approximately 10 to 15 acres would be 
required for the development and operation of a MRF.13 Considerations for co-siting with a 
transfer station are examined below. 

It should also be noted that various policy initiatives and other support programs might be 
required to ensure adequate participation in waste reduction programs to achieve desired 
reduction rates. The previously adopted waste reduction fran1ework for MSW identified the 
following items for implementation: 
• 	 public education for all waste generators in order to reduce the amount of waste being 

produced, and to encourage greater participation in recycling programs; 
• 	 differential landfill fees to encourage the separation of recyclable materials (Le., lower 

tipping fees are currently charged for yard waste that can be ground for mulch, waiving of 
tipping fees for scrap metals that can be recycled, etc.) . 

• 	 non-economic incentives such as a requirement for solid waste plans for new, non­
residential construction, waste audits, recognition programs for businesses that achieve high 
waste reduction or recycling rates, etc.; 

• 	 mandatory recycling and/or disposal bans in order to ensure that most or all 'recyclable 
materials are diverted from the waste stream; 

• 	 volume based fees/pay-as-you-throw programs that charge waste generators for collection 
and disposal based on the quantity (either by volume or weight) of waste disposed. In 
addition to providing revenues to pay for collection and/or disposal of waste, these programs 
typically result in increased waste reduction and recycling. 

5.2.2 Waste Collection 

As previously agreed by member governments, collection of MSW would continue to be 
managed by local governments. 

5.2.3 Waste Disposal- MSW 

Discussions in recent years about implementation of an integrated solid waste management 
plan, while never formally resolved with regard to the disposal component had clearly been 
predicated on the assumption that a new MSW landfill would be sited and permitted in 
Orange County. That premise was severely challenged in Fall 1997 when it was learned 
that action taken by Duke University had effectively forestalled the development of Site 
OC-17, the preferred landfill site identified by the Landfill Search Committee. 

12 Memo from John Link to BOCC Re: Development of Materials Recovery Facility, January 12, 1998: 


13 Memo from Gayle Wilson to John Link Re: Response to Question on development of transfer station and materials recovery facility, 

November 13, 1997. 
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Those circumstances have profoundly changed the environment for future solid waste 
governance and operations. Neither the County nor the Towns have indicated any intent to 
undertake the steps necessary to continue the landfill search process begun in 1990, or to 
begin anew. I recommend that the Board of Commissioners formalize the decision not to 
seek a new site for a MSW landfill, a,nd encourage the Towns to do likewise. That step will 
remove any lingering uncertainty a~ong Orange County citizens regarding the other 15 
sites considered during the landfill search process, and allow LOG members to focus their 
full attention on other solid waste processes and facilities. 

Even ifthe local governments decide formally not to pursue another MSW landfill, every effort 
should be made to extend the useful life of the Eubanks Road landfill. Through skillful planning 
and administration and the effective implementation of waste reduction and recycling me8-'UI'es, 
the life of that landfill has already been extended from its originally expected closing date of 
1997 to 2006. Aggressive implementation of the Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan is our 
best hope for achieving further longevity at the Eubanks Road facility. 

Assuming a new in-County landfill is not developed, a transfer station will be required to 
consolidate waste for shipment to an out-of-County site once the existing landfill reaches 
capacity. The cost to construct a transfer station has previously been estimated at $1.8 million, 
plus $300,000 for equipment. While it is difficult to predict future hauling costs and tipping fees 
at an out-of-County landfill with a great degree of accuracy, current costs are estimated to be in 
the range of $17.50 per ton for shipping and $24.00 to $30.00 per ton for disposal at an out-of­
County landfill. 

As with other solid waste management facilities, a site for a transfer station will need to be 
identified. Based on previous reports, it is assumed that a property of approximately 10 to 15 
acres would be required for the development and operation of a transfer station.14 Although not a 
necessity, it may make sense to site both the MRF and transfer station together in order to share 
access roads, weigh scales, etc. The area required to site these facilities together would not be 
double the area required for one, but would likely be in the range of 15 to 20 acres. 

5.2.4 Waste Disposal- C&D 

The need for a new management option for C&D waste is currently the most urgent. C&D waste 
makes up approximately one-third of the total waste stream. As much as 70% of this W~"1e is 
recyclable as wood products, scrap metal, construction rock and dirt products. As part of the 
adopted waste reduction goals, C&D waste is slated to be reduced by 20%, as part of the oyerall 
45% reduction goal for 2001 and 58% as part of the 61% goal by 2006. If a C&D 'waste 
management plan is. not developed, it is unlikely that we can meet our waste reduction goals. 
While the current C&D salvage program and the requirement for solid waste plans for non­
residential construction (Town of Chapel Hill) contribute to waste reduction goals, it is likely 

14 Memo from Gayle Wilson to John Link Re: Response to Question on development of transfer station and materials recovery facility. 
November 13, 1997. 
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that some type of sorting or processing facility will be required in future to achieve the overall 
waste reduction goals. 

Although future disposal for C&D waste may be left to the private sector, it should be noted that 
the excess revenue that is currently generated by C&D disposal would go to the private sector, 
and would no longer be available to fund other waste reduction activities in Orange County. 
C&D waste, disposal of which is charged at $38/ton against an estimated handling cost of less 
than $22 per ton, provides a substantial subsidy of approximately $400,000 -$500,000 per year 
that is currently used to fund waste reduction and recycling programs, which themselves produce 
very little program revenue. 

Discussions and considerations related to future management options have been on going. A 
previous memo summarizes five main options for future management of construction and 
demolition waste materials. IS That memo did not address the option of developing a new C&D 
landfiH site at a new location. A June 1998 summary report presented details regarding C&D 
waste management practices in several neighboring communities, and has been included here for 
reference. 16 • 

A recent report from Joyce Engineering, Inc., presented life cycle cost analyses for three 
proposed C&D landfill sites in Orange County.17 While none of these sites may ultimately be 
selected for use as a C&D landfill, the report does provide 'order of magnitude' life cycle costs 
($19 to $22/ton) that would likely be representative of costs that would be incurred at other 
potential locations in Orange County. 

Given that the existing C&D landfill will reach capacity within 12 to 18 months, and the 
financial considerations addressed above, it is recommended that the HOCC and other 
governments proceed with siting a new in-County C&D landfill. 

5.3 Materials Recovery Facility 

In order to achieve the waste-diversion goals that have previously been identified (45% by 2001 
and 61% by 2006); the capture rate for available recyclable containers and fibers must be 
increased. This c~uld be achieved by broadening the source of recyclable materials to include 
additional households (rural, multi-family) andlor commercial locations and deepening recovery 
from these locations (Le., through recovery of additional materials, andlor increased capture of 
target materials). As this would include some materials that are not currently being managed by 
private sector service companies, it will be necessary to develop and operate a materials recovery 
facility (MRF) to facilitate processing and marketing. The need for a MRF was identified in a 
May 1996 report from Weston (Final Report, Integrated Solid Waste Management Study) and the 
Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan previously adopted by all participating governments. 

15 Memo from John Link to BOCC Re: Management ofConstruction and Demolition (C&D) Wao;te, January 12, 1998. 

16 Memo from Wilbert McAdoo to John Link, Re: C&D Waste Management Practices - Summary Reports, June 30, 1998. 

17 Joyce Engineering, [nc., Life Cycle cost Analyses, Proposed C&D Landfill Sites, June 2, 1998_ 
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A previous memo summarized factors related to the development and implementation of a MRF, 
including a projected schedule for development and construction. IS 

Based on previous reports, it is assumed that a property of approximately 10 to 15 acres would be 
required for the development and operation of a MRF. 

In order to ensure that waste reduction goals can be attained, the BOCC and member 
governments should proceed with siting and development of a MRF in keeping with previously 
identified timelines. 

5.4 Disposition of the Greene Tract 

The Board has indicated in the past that one of the principles involved with possible County 
assumption of solid waste management responsibility is that the Greene Tract must remain a 
landfill asset. The BOCC has also indicated that it believes the Greene Tract should not yet be 
ruled out as the site of one or more future solid waste facilities, and should be preserved as a last 
resort option. Other·governing boards have indicated they are opposed to using the Greene Tract 
for any solid waste facility with the view that the land is too valuable and would be better put to 
other public uses. Perhaps a "sword of Damocles" approach may be helpful in moving the 
process forward at this point. If needed solid waste facilities have not been sited within 12 
months, then the Greene Tract would become the de facto choice. If decisions had not been 
made by all the governing boards at that point, then the entity designated to assume overall solid 
waste management authority would make the final siting decisions, or assume control of the 
Greene Tract as a landfill asset. 

5.5 Review Process for Siting New Solid Waste Facilities 

Attachment 18 of this report addresses the required steps for the siting of various solid waste 
facilities within Orange County's jurisdiction. 19 

6.0 FINANCING 

Implementation o( the Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan adopted by the County and its 
municipal partners in 1997 will involve new facilities and programs, and substantially higher 
annual operating and maintenance costs than at present. Currently, virtually all LOG programs, 
including recycling and reduction efforts, are underwritten by landfill tipping fees. A significant 
concern for LOG members is that if tipping fees remain essentially the only revenue source for 
solid waste operations, fee levels required would become uncompetitive with disposal facilities 
elsewhere in the region. If landfill users find that they can dispose of some of their waste less 
expensively elsewhere, it will intensify upward pressure on tipping fees (and/or other revenue 
mechanisms) to cover lost revenue and to pay operational costs which will be only marginally 
lower with a reduced waste stream. 

18 Memo from john Link to BOCC Re: Development of Materials Recovery Facility, January 12.1998. 

19 Memo from Gene Bell to Rod Visser Re: Review Process for Solid Waste Facilities, August 4. 1998. 
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The LOG has appointed a subcommittee to examine options for generating additional revenue for 
solid waste operations. While specific conclusions and recommendations must await the 
completion of the Solid Waste Financing Committee's work in the next several months, 
preliminary data compiled by the committee's consulting firm HDR Engineering, Inc. are 
enlightening. LOG solid waste programs are primarily oriented towards residential collection 
and disposal, but more than 50% of program revenue comes from private haulers of commercial 
waste. An April 1998 summary report presented information regarding alternative funding 
sources for waste management services in several neighboring communities, and has been 
included here for reference. 20 

Private waste haulers are presently under no compulsion to dispose of waste at the Orange 
Regional Landfill. HDR advises that as tipping fees in Orange County continue to increase, 
private haulers may make economic decisions to transport waste they collect to other landfills 
with lower tipping fees. 21 With relatively fixed costs for many aspects of LOG programs, higher 
fees would need to be charged against the smaller waste stream left behind in order to generate 
the same operational revenue. There are a number of adverse consequences resulting "from this, 
such as higher tip fees for remaining customers, including the local governments; and loss of any 
ability to influence reduction efforts in the waste stream taken to out of County landfills. Orange 
County incentives/disincentives to reduce waste are meaningless to haulers taking waste out of 
county, and their waste still counts against Orange County in the calculations of per capita waste 
reduction. Reduction efforts directed against the remaining waste stream would have to be that 
much more intense if the County is to reach its stated reduction goals of 45% by 2001 and 610/0 
by 2006. 

6.1 Revenue Mechanisms 

While the precise level at which tipping fees would become uncompetitive regionally is arguable, 
it is clear that additional revenue source(s) need to be employed to minimize future tipping fee 
increases. I recommend that the Board of Commissioners maintain its previously 
established stance that Orange County General Fund revenue will not be used to 
underwrite current LOG programs and activities that cannot be covered in the future by 
tipping fees or other revenues described below. It would be critical for the BOCC to retain 
in the Interlocal Agreement the provision that allows the BOCC to increase the mixed solid 
waste tipping fee up to 10% per year, without the prior consent of the ()ther governments. 
It would also be important for the County to assure that resources have been appropriately 
budgeted, if and when .the County assumes responsibility. For instance, assuming that 
Orange County assumes full responsibility for solid waste management and governance on 
October 1, 1999, we urge the BOCC to have the right to review and approve the final 
budget for FY 1999/2000 as adopted by the LOG to ensure the County has the resources 
required to carry out its responsibilities. 

20 Memo from Wilbert McAdoo to John Link Re: Solid Waste Issues Arising from ecce Meeting of 04/14/98. 

21 HOR Engineering, Inc., Residential "Availability Fee" Options for Solid Waste Services, July 6, 1998 
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There are three primary mechanisms for generating solid waste program revenue currently under 
review by the Solid Waste Financing Committee: 

6.1.1 User Fees: Fees that are directly charged by local governments to the users of solid 
waste management services. Tipping fees charged to haulers for disposing of waste at the 
landfill are a prime example. 

6.1.2 Collection Fees: Boards of County Commissioners are authorized in the North Carolina 
General Statutes to in1pose a fee for solid waste collection that may not exceed the cost of 
collection. 

6.1.3 Availability Fees: Charged to persons/entities who have an opportunity to benefit from a 
solid waste management facility. The state statute has been broadly construed by a number of 
local governments to pennit the application of availability fees to address the costs of recycling 
programs. 

It seems logical to consider implementing availability fees on a countywide basis, as all citizens 
benefit from collaborative recycling and reduction efforts. The Board of Commissioners is the 
only body empowered to levy such fees countywide. I recommend that if the Board 
ultimately pursues this course of action, that the Towns demonstrate their agreement 
through adopting resolutions specifically endorsing the levying of this fee, thereby 
reflecting the broad support of all jurisdictions for this particular funding mechanism. 
This fee should be known as the "Chapel Hill- Carrboro - Orange County Solid Waste 
Availability Fee". 

The specific mix and levels of fees to be implemented should be detennined after the Financing 
Committee completes its work. However, I recommend the Board consider endorsing a 
conceptual revenue structure that would include: 

• 	 Financing for core operations (such as a MRF, and MSW and C&D landfilling), and the solid 
waste positions that support these operations, through tipping fees. 

• 	 Financing solid waste collection/transportation activities and positions through a combination 
of property t~es and collection charges, such as pay-per-throw (for County at large 
operations only). 

• 	 Financing reduction/recycling efforts and required staff through tipping fees to th~ extent 
practical, and finance the balance with availability fees. The nature and scope of 
reduction/recycling efforts would be examined biannually, and approved with clear 
performance standard~ and expectations as to the desired levels of service as it relates to the 
availability fee. 

6.2 Financing of New· Facilities and Services 

LOG staff have indicated throughout development of the 1998-99 Landfill Fund budget that 
adequate reserves are on hand or programmed for the acquisition of sites and for construction and 

Printed: 08/06/982:59 PM 
A:\RPT#78-1.doc 



18 

development of needed facilities including a C&D landfill, MRF, and transfer station.22 We 
would note that LOG finances will grow increasingly tight as the amount of solid waste 
processed decreases and tipping fees (and other potential revenue mechanisms) increase. 
Without this self-discipline the responsible government could find itself without the 
revenues required to ensure that planned annual reserves are indeed set aside. The 
temptation to reduce the contributions to the reserves in order to minimize required annual 
increases in tipping fees must be resisted. 

6.3 Pay-Per ..Throw 

This report examines pay-as-you-throw in the context of County operations due to the individual 
responsibility of each government for waste collection. 

As discussed above, pay-per-throw offers at least two significant benefits. First, it provides "an 
additional revenue source that can offset overreliance on tipping fees. Second, by charging users 
based on the amount ofwaste they dispose, it creates incentives for users to reduce the amount of 
waste they present for collection and disposal. There are drawbacks to its implementation, 
however, including its unfamiliarity and the likely perception that it is '1ust another tax". 
Should the Board ultimately elect to use pay-per-throw as a solid waste management tool, I 
recommend that the County undertake an extensive, proactive public information effort to 
explain the rationale for its implementation. Input from citizens at public meetings held in the 
County several years ago indicated that citizens in unincorporated Orange County were relatively 
satisfied with the level of service provided at the County's solid waste convenience centers. 
They also indicated their general preference that solid waste collection be funded through general 
property tax revenue. If we do implement a pay-per-throw approach, I suggest we consider a 
phased-in approach where some of the cost of collection initially is borne by the General Fund. 
Over time, the fees for waste disposal could increase to a greater percentage of the cost of 
collection. 

Decisions on pay-per-throw can be considered further down the road, after the current pressing 
decisions about governance and solid waste facility siting have been resolved. However, some of 
the implementation issues the Board will need to consider in addition to those outlined above 
will include: 
• 	 weight (scales) vs. volume (bag or can) based 
• 	 type of containers to be used (cans vs. clear bags vs. any bags) 
• 	 lessons learned from case studies of successes and challenges experienced in implementation 

ofpay-per throw systems elsewhere (North Carolina and nationally) 
• 	 what kind of reduction rates can be expected for different levels of fees 
• 	 what problems are likely if County uses pay-per-throw but municipalities don't? 

22 Memo from Gayle Wilson to LOG Re: Funding for C&D Landfill Site Acquisition, June 4, 1998, Revised June 15, 1998 
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7.0 SOLID WASTE PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

In order to meet the 45% (by 2001) and 61% (by 2006) reduction goals that were previously 
adopted by all governments, it is necessary to begin implementation of the integrated solid waste 
management plan. It has been assumed that the four member governments remain committed to 
these goals and are willing to commit the necessary resources to their attainment. 

The Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) has previously been identified as the foundation of the 
waste reduction plan. Should member governments choose to not pursue the development of 
a MRF, the ,vaste reduction goals and the Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan would 
need to be revised downward. 

It is also important to note that the integrated plan is intended to address all waste management 
system elements, not simply waste reduction. The goal of a truly integrated solid waste system 
should be to ensure that all system components are consistent with, and work to reiriforce and 
support all other system components. 

The framework for waste reduction previously adopted by all governments, identified the 
following items for implementation: 
• 	 public education for all waste generators in order to reduce the amount of waste being 

produced, and to encourage greater participation in recycling programs; 
• 	 differential landfill fees to encourage the separation of recyclable materials (Le., lower 

tipping fees are currently charged for yard waste that can be ground for mulch, waiving of 
tipping fees for scrap metals that can be recycled, etc.) 

• 	 non-economic incentives such as a requirement for solid waste plans for new, non­
residential construction, waste audits, recognition programs for businesses that achieve high 
waste reduction or recycling rates, etc.; 

• 	 mandatory recycling and/or disposal bans in order to ensure that most or all recyclable 
materials are diverted from the waste stream; 

• 	 volume based fees/pay-as-you-throw programs that charge waste generators for collection 
and disposal based on the quantity (either by volume or weight) of waste disposed. In 
addition to providing revenues to pay for collection and/or disposal of waste, these programs 
typically result in increased waste reduction and recycling. At this point in time, it remains 
unclear what level of commitment exists among member governments to implement volume 
based or pay-as-you-throw programs. 

7.1 Steps to Implementation 

The Integrated Solid Waste Management Study identified three suggested steps for development 
of an implementation plan.23 The three steps identified were: 

23 Roy F. Weston. Inc .. Integrated Solid Waste Management Study, Final Report. Revised Draft. May 1996. 
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• 	 Determine the administrative method for the overall system and system components. This 
step is considered essential because the administrative method will often impact the capital 
financing and annual funding methods. 

• 	 Determine the capital financing and annual funding methods to be used for the overall system 
and system components. 

• 	 Prioritize system elements. Setting priorities will be dependent, in part, on which 
components are required to be in place to make another element work. Additionally, setting 
priorities will depend on preference factors, Including: 
• 	 Timing for achievement of certain diversion levels; 
• 	 Spreading of potential cost impacts; and 
• 	 Linking cost and diversion benefits. 

More recently, aproposed timetable for implementation of the Countywide solid waste reduction 
plan was presented to the LOO.24 The timetable included a timeline for development of a 
materials recovery facility, which is considered to be the cornerstone of the larger waste 
reduction plan. 

7.2 Progress Toward Implementation 

Some progress has been made in implementing several components of the waste reduction 
framework, including: 

• 	 Public education programs are on going through the "Waste Matters" newsletter, 
newspaper advertisements, flyers" etc. 

• 	 Differential landfill fees have been implemented for several materials, including: 
• 	 Yard materials; 
• 	 Scrap metals; 
• 	 White goods (appliances); 

• 	 Non-economic incentives have been initiated (i.e., requirement for solid waste plans for new 
non-residential construction projects in the Town of Chapel Hill). 

7.3 Next Steps 

As has been noted previously in this report, the development and implementation of a MRF has 
been identified as a key component of the overall waste management plan. A request for 
qualifications (RFQ) was issued in May 1998 to secure the services of a consulting team to 
advise and assist staff from the Town of Chapel Hill in selecting a private sector partner for the 
development, constructio.Q. and/or on-going operation of a comingled MRF. Interviews for the 
selection of a conSUlting team have been completed, and final negotiations are planned with a 
consulting firm. 

Estimated timelines for the development and construction of a MRF were reviewed in Section 5 
of this report. Other factors, such as financing and policy initiatives required to support the 

24 Memo from Gayle Wilson to LOG, Re: Timeline for Implementation of Solid Waste Reduction Plan, May 12, 1998. 

Printed: 08/06/982:59 PM 
A:\RPT#78-1.doc 



21 

operation of the MRF should be implemented as appropriate to ensure waste reduction targets 
can be achieved (i.e., mandatory recycling and/or landfill bans for recyclable materials). 

Other components of the integrated plan will also need to be coordinated to optimize efficiency 
in the overall system (Le., collection demands for recyclable materials will increase following the 
opening of the MRF, while collection demands for mixed waste can be expected to decrease). 

8.0 CONCLUSION 

Numerous important solid waste management decisions face the Board of County 
Commissioners and the municipal governing boards; Some decisions will be unpopular, at least 
until the public grows accustomed to new programs, processes, and financing mechanisms. Most 
decisions will require a concerted and straightforward public infonnation effort that explains to 
citizens the rationale for the difficult choices made and the sacrifices needed to achieve the 
aggressive waste reduction goals established in Orange County. No single government acting 
alone can provide the best md most cost effective approach to solid waste management in its 
jurisdiction. . 

In an effort to provide the Board ofCounty Commissioners with a framework by which to pursue 
these solid waste dicussions, I offer the following structure for the Board to consider and modify 
as they see fit: 

2.0 Vision/Goals for Solid Waste Management 
If all governments reaffirm their commitment to the goals as written, or amend them as 
required and adopt the agreed upon goals; 

3.0 Community Benefits 
If all governments reach agreement on the scope and method of fmancing for provision of 
water lines to neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Eubanks Road landfill; 

4.0 GovernancelManagement Issues 
If all governments reach agreement on Orange County developing policies, and the policy 
development pro~ess, for, among others, planning, siting and development of facilities, 
financing of facilities and operations, and transfer of staff (as referenced on page 9 of this 
report) and through agreement on the Interlocal Agreement; 

5.0 Future Solid Waste Processes and Facilities 
If all governments reac~ agreement concerning the siting of an MSW disposal option (i.e., 
transfer station), C&D waste disposal option and a materials recovery facility, and the 
purpose and/or disposition of the Green Tract, or agreement to delegate these 
responsibilities to Orange County as part of future solid waste management 
responsibilities; 

Printed: 08/06/982:59 PM 
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6.0 Financing for Future Solid Waste Facilities and Operations 
If agreement can be reached by governments concerning financing through an enterprise 
fund for future solid waste programs, or through identification of additional revenue 
sources that will be necessary to allow implementation of the programs required to attain 
the adopted waste reduction goals, to the extent that these cannot be funded through 
tipping fee revenues; 

7.0 Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan 
If all governments reaffirm the adopted waste reduction goals of 45% by 2001 and 61% by 
2006, including committing the necessary resources above and beyond tipping fees to their 
attainment and reach agreement on all elements of the Integrated Solid Waste 
Management Plan; 

Then, on October 1, 1999, Orange County would assume full responsibility for solid waste 
management and governance and adopt a financial plan for solid waste programs and 
services. 

The staff and I welcome the opportunity to discuss this report and these recommendations with 
the Board, as we attempt to achieve closure on major solid waste decisions in Orange County. 
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Figure 1. Sources of Waste in 

T own of Carrboro 
7,254 tons municipal Solid Waste 

Orange County 

Town of Chapel Hill 
24,037 tons Municipal Solid Waste 

Town of Hillsborough 
4,695 tons Municipal Solid Waste 

Orange County 
11,668 tons Municipal Solid Waste 

UNC1 
497 tons Municipal Solid Waste 
(Tonnages include self-hauled quantities only.) 

UNC Hospital 
1,480 tons Municipal Solid Waste 

Total: 

141,059 tons 

Solid Waste 
Generated in 

1997/1998 

Private Haulers 
50,363 tons Municipal Solid Waste 

Recycled Materials 
41,064 tons Municipal Solid Waste 

lData presented in these figures represent the most recent 
information from the Town of Chapel Hill. Delivery of coal ash from 
UNC to the Orange Regional Landfill was discontinued January 1, 
1997. Any remaining UNC waste is included within the private 
haulers' totals. 
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Figure 2. Waste Recycling and Disposal in Orange County 

Yard Waste! 1----..... Mulch: 6,263 tons 

Clean Wood' 
6,385 tons 

~I Orange Regional Landfill: 62,190 tons Municipal Solid 
... Waste:.... 

...62,809 tons -: Out of county: 619 tons 

......- Orange Regional Landfill: 30,168 tons Construction & 
... ... Demolition Waste: 

......30,801 tons Out of county: 266 tons -! 

Total: ~ Aluminum cans: 124 tons 
~ 

~Recyclable ...141,059 tons ... Materials: 
.... .,.. Steel cans: 158 tons 41,064 tons Solid Waste 

Generated in 
Old corrugated cardboard: 779 tons 

1997/1998 \~
Old newspaper: 4,327 tons .... 

...... 
Glass containers: 2,002 tons .... 

.. ;~:i-,i'; 

.... .,.. Oil & lead acid batteries: 102 tons 

........ Scrap metals & appliances: 445 tons 

~, 
..... .,... Tires: 1,097 tons 

Reuse: building 
materials, etc.; ..... .... Food waste: 487 tons items from salvage 
sheds: 

..... 
Pallets: 110 tons U n knov~Jl;.;quantities ...­
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1 FRAMEWORK FOR A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
," FOR 


SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

IN 


ORANGE COUNTY 


VISION 

MISSION 

IMPLEMENTATION 

1. Governance 

2. 	 Inter-local Agreement 

Partner 

Customer 

Transition 


3. Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan for Waste 
Reduction Goals 

Pay as you Throw 
Other Waste Reduction Options 

4. 	 Financial Plan 

Access Fees 

Tip Fees 

Other 


5. Transportation Plan 

6. Solid Waste Management Ordinance 

7. Ordinance Concerning Disposal of Solid Waste 
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Goals for the Management of Solid Waste in Orange County 
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The mission of the ~'Orange Solid Waste Management Group'" shall be to 
mjnjmize the generation of waste; to conserve resources; to recycle and reuse 
that portion ofour waste that we can~ and to dispose of the remaining solid waste 
in an environmenraIly sotmcL socially responsible and cost effective manner. 

a 	 wfanage the waste in Orange COlDlty consistent with the mission sta1:ement 
above, consistent with environmental and human health protection., 
consistent with conservation of narural resources and energy, and in 
complianc~ with all federaL State and local laws and regulations. 

b. 	 Set aggressive waste reduction goals, \Vith the intent of raising waste 
reduction goals when set goals have been achieved. 

c. 	 Achieve these stated goals through the development of public and pubIic­
pri-var.e waste prevenrion, source reduction, recycling and reuse 
oppornmiries., materials recovery, as well. as development and 
implementation of public and public-private education programs, policies 
and inc...~ri'ves to promote waste prevention, r:ecyclfug and reuse, 

Desi~ develop and implement public informario~ awareness and 
education programs designed. to increm;e public awareness of th~ n~ for., 
and public involvement in the i:npiementarion of, source reducrio~ 

recycling, composting, and to promote environmentally sotmd and cost 
effective inte2!a!ed solid waste manaaement. 

,
P:.rricipaze '.vith regional efforts to ! I !anage and rfOll.ce wa.ste~ wnen 
cODSisL..~t '.vith adopted goals and policies. 

E 	 E'Valuare and establish alternatives tor the management of recyclable 
materialS banned from landfilling. 

g. 	 Evaluate and establish alt:ema.t:i.Y'es fur the rwma~ement of materials which 
pose spec:.a.l management problems. Develop programs which result in 
the e!iminarion of these materials from :he waste stream whenever 
possible. 

http:rfOll.ce
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ATTACHMENT 3 

, ,. Calculation of Community Benefits for Landfill 

Orange County 
Chapel Hill 
Carrboro 

Total 

Based on Per Capita Formula (Sales 
Tax Distribution) 

Percentage 
Amount 

(- % * $840,500) 
65.11 % $547,216 
25.77% $216,579 

9.13% $76,705 
100.00% $840,500 

Solid Waste Report: 
Options for Solid Waste Operations, August 11, 1998 
Planning and Financing Printed: 8/6/98 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Carrboro Mayor and Soard ofAldermen 

FROM: Mkhaef B. Brough 16f; 
DATE: Odow l 1997 

ibe Board hAs requested that I ac:tdRss the legal iSS\l<$ NTO~ the recocnmendaiioQS 
of the Landfill Owners Otoup;1..an<ffill Neighbors Workinl Oroul' to provide cctWl'1 benefits to 
the neipbon of the exUtinc landfilL Of the eiC'Yeft ~mmendations in the n:pott that I 
micwe1 sianificant Jep( issues are presented only by the rll'St two: exte:2dma wau:r md sewer 
miltS to £be a:ea and payioa (or all Of a portioa of the costS (primarily. OWASA fees) associated 
with ~DI coaDeCtions to mcsc UlJlity lines. 

While there Is no doubt chat utiUty lines caD be extended CO \he area in questioa at pabUc 
expense. the priac.ipal question is whether and 10 wtw. cxttm revcmx:s a=mted by land.fnf tees 
can be u.seci CO pay fer such ext.ccsioa.s. The. mam obstacle is N.C.O..$. IS3A·292. wbkh states: 
-The board orcounty ~oeets may impose • r~ rOt the use or. disposaitadUcy provided 
by me county. The tee for usc may not ucud life 4"OS/ of DpfflllinllM focUif1 lAd may be 
imFosed oaly on thea who use the tJcilily.w (Emphasis Iddcd). Tbcretore, ia order Ie be able to 
use 1cldtiJl f=dJ derived from .,q,piag tees" to pay for udficy extemioas or coaledions. it 
would be no:ess&ty to cltmOCS1Z'&te that such extensions or coancdions are DeCeSsazy to Lbe 
opmlioa orthe landtiJL 

'W'hile the m&ftU is bard1y he ft'cm cIoubc. I bdicw •. JOOd arpmenc CIII be made thIt 
the eost of extcndiq WIler tiDeS 10 ndpboriaa properties can be j=fied a • operadOMI cost • 
oteM 1andfi11 under VIbat may be cbaAc:fcri:red as b 41lSU1'1QCe theol)'.... 1'1lt IrJUIIICZU is m.. 
if nearby propctda are Oft wells. me exis&eucc of 1M IaDdfiU craaes die possibility of 
coratamirtatlon or chose wells. which miaJu subj«t the landfill to naisIace .aics lhu c:ouHf 
potentially I'e$Ull in si¢r1Caat damaccs or odler injunctive relict chat would iDlerU:re with or 
pe:baps even ))melt the 1and1iU's opcratioa. hyq (or &be cxtcnsioa olwatct Jines to allow 
aei"ttborinc properties to connect to d1e pvblic Vi&t~ system is rantamoant to providina 
in.s~ apiM such ~t=tW lepI difficulties.. 

Eveu assuminl the basic theoty is sound.. twq potential problems shouki be cottSidered. 
The fit.st is whether there i$ any factual basls ror me concern ova the pollution of wells. T'ne 
~ is whether there is my relationship between the areas that have beat selected to receive 
benefits ~.d the c.onum over weU pollution. t have no iuCotrn.1tioQ about ei1ha'matter. 

The payment of !4\IrU line extensions out or landfill rund$ is mort problematic.. 
Appa.re:uJy the extension of a sewa' J.it1e (0 the landfill can be justi(t<d as an opcratinc CQ$t 

beause reiUlatiollS ~uire thai the liquid tbal laches from the landtlll be removed from cb= si:c 
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used in determining wh.i('h properties were to be benefited and wbi~ were not. Th.e dep'ee of 
.anention tblt mu"t be paid to this issue varies. depending on which souroc of funds is used to pay 

fClC' water tine extensions and hook-ups. If geMraJ funds are used.. theft the issue of where to 
draw \he liM presents I poUtical rather than • ICC'l1 issu<. However. if 12tt.dfiI1 funds are used.. 
&ben dle justifiatioa for using such Nn4s (described abow) pcesumes that there is some 
relationshIp ~ the properties that are benefited cd tbe concem about wel! contamination. 

3 
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ATTACHMENT 5 


Letter from Geoffrey Gledhill to BOCC Re: Report of the Landfill Owners GroupfLandfill 

Neighbors Working Group - Recommendations for Improvements around the Orange Regional 


Landfill 
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\. 
Bill Crowther, Chair 

Margaret Brown 

Moses Carey, Jr. 


, Alice Gordon I 

Stephen Halkiotis 

Orange County Board of Commissioners 

Post office Box 8181 

Hillsborough, North Carolina 27278 


RE: . Report or the L~dfill O~ers GrouplLandfill Neighbors Working Group' ­
Recommendati~ns for Improvements around the Orange Regional Landfill 

Dear Board Members: 
"" . 

At your October 6 meeting YQU requested that I look at the legal issues surrounding the 
recommendations for improvements in the community of neighbors of the Orange Regional 
Landfill whic~ are contained in the September 18, 1997 Report of the Landfill Owners 
Group/Landfill Neighbors Working Group. An important starting point of my review and 
analysis of these recommendations is the second paragraph of the Report itself. It states: "In 
no way should these recommendations be interpreted as compensation for siting ,of a future 
landfill in the Eubanks Road area - rather they are solely meant to address the compensation of 
neighbors for havi!lg lived near the current landfill." (Emphasis added.) Any public 
improvements that are made in the area surrounding the Orange Regional Landfill must be legally 
justified on some basis other than compensation for siting the Orange .Regional Landfill. The 
ability of the local governments of Orange County, Chapel Hill and Carrboro to pay for the 
recommended and any. other p,ublic imp~ovements. must rest on .~.ome basis other than 
compensation. '" \. _ .. 

Most of the recommendations do ~ot have significant legal implications •. Those that don't 
may call for additional financial and people resources and in some instances some re.gula«;>ry 
tightening. But':generally they can_.be .perfonned within the context of the' operation of the 

I landfill enterprise .. Only those that have significant legal implications will be .addresSed further 
\ in this letter. .' .-.. ..... '. '. l '::.:" :.-:" :;.:':. 

-' 
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reasonable to assume annexation by the towns of their reSpective transition areas. The towns can 
provide public water and sewer in their transition areas. Furthermore, and in my opinion 
significantly, the entire identified community can be served with public water and sewer using 
the general fund revenue of Orange County, Chapel Hill and Carrboro in a joint undertaking. 
This would allow a "blurring" of jurisdictional lines by reasonable assumptions concerning 
financial contribution to the enterprise. I think: there could be quite a bit of latitude in these 
assumptions given that the enterprise in question would be one of constructing public water and 
sewer utilities and not their operation thereafter. The operation of these utilities would 
presumably fall to O\V ASA-once they were constructed. 

Fees for connection to the water and sewer utilities can be justified, if they are all to be 
paid, on the same basis as the line extensions themselves. However, if only those fees associated 
with homes owned by persons with low and moderate income are to be paid, then landfill 
enterprise funds would not be available. Low and moderate income homeowners' fees C:;J.n be ~ 

paid by the local governments under the community development programs and activities power 
of the County, Carrboro and Chapel Hill found in N.C. Gen. Stat §§ 153A-376 and l60A-456, 
copies of which are enclosed. ­

The legal analysis for public transportation in the Orange Regional Landfill community 
is the same as the general fund public water and sewer extension analysis above. Tne practical 
issues are different but the legal issues are the same. 

Relocating future annexation boundaries by referendum is, in my opinion, problematic. 

I have previously written to the Board advising against holding non-binding or "straw" ballot 

referenda not expressly authorized by the North Carolina General Assembly. The annexation 

boundary and the joint planning transition area boundary should be determined through the joiJ1t 

planning process already in place. 


One of the recommendations in the Report of the Landfill Owners GrouplL.1l1dfill 

Neighbors Working Group calls for using at least 50 acres of the Greene tract for recreation 

facilities. Tne Greene.tract is presently an asset of the Orange Regional Landfill enterprise. I 

have not done an exhaustive research project on this question. However, tr:lIlsferring the Greene 

tract out of the enterprise and essentially declaring it to be surpius property for landfill purposes 

raises a legal question because the property was purchased with landfill tipping fees, which by 

law cannot exceed the cost of opemting the landfill. The question further becomes one of 

whether the Greene tract is or ever can become truly surpius given the potential liability 

associated with owning and operating a landfill forevermore and the cost of its conti:rrued 

·operation. Put another way, can the Greene tract be disposed of by the landfill enterprise while 

tipping fees are charged for operations expenses, including the potential for future payment of 

environmental mitigation expenses due to past, present- and furure landflll practices, that could 

j otherwise be avoided because of the availability of the Greene tract asset? I have not reached 
\ 
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• 	
MEMORAi~DUM 

TO: County Commissioners 
John Link, County Manager 

Rod Visser, Assistant County Manager 


COPIES: 	 Wilbert MacAdoo, Public Works Director 

Wayne Fenton, Solid Waste Manager 


FROM: Paul Thames, PE, County Engine~~ 
DATE: May 13, 1998 

SUBJECT: 	 Property parcel maps, small scale aerial photography parcel maps, parcel analysis chart 
and community water service benefits cost chart 

• 

As per the request ofCommissioner Brown, I have prepared (or had prepared by the Orange County 
Planning Department's GIS specialist) and attached several new or modified Rogers Road community 
water service benefit documents for distribution to the various elected officials, solid waste staff and 
management staff for the local governments involved in the LOG. Two of these documents are new and 
larger scale maps ofthe Rogers Road neighborhood. The first of the maps is a modification of earlier 
maps which showed all of the six originally proposed water and sewer" benefit" neighborhoods with 
proposed water and sewer line layouts and land use designations. The new map shows primarily the 
Rogers Road neighborhood and its proposed water line layout, with only a portion of some of the other 
neighborhoods shown along the periphery. Another modification to the revised map, the use ofcolor to 
designate neighborhoods and cross-hatching to designate land use classifications (on the original maps, 
colors were used to designate land use and cross-hatching was used to designate neighborhoods) has 
been made to enhance the visual definition of the neighborhoods included on the map. The second map, 
a "key" map of sorts, shows the property lines ofparcels in the neighborhoods on the periphery of the 
Rogers Road neighborhood, but only the Rogers Road neighborhood and its proposed water line system 
is shown in color. This map also shows a parcel map key number for each tract ofproperty (numbered 
as 1 through 119) which might logically be considered to be in the Rogers Road neighborhood or 
provided water service-by the proposed water distribution system. These parcel numbers are keyed to a 
third document, a ten page chart entitled "Desktop Analysis of Property Parcels in the Historical Rogers 
Road Neighborhood". This title may be a slight misnomer in that parcel 119 is actually the Nunn 
property located off ofEubanks Road and originally proposed (by OWASA's Hazen & Sawyer water 
and sewer benefit area layout and cost report) to be served by water lines extended along and from 
Eubanks Road. In addition to the parcel map key numbers, this chart also includes following 
information derived from the County's Land Records and Tax Assessor's databases for each property: 
the owner's name and address, parcel acreage, number of buildings on each parcel, total value of the 
buildings on each parcel, the date of the last recorded deed and year the dwelling was constructed (if 
applicable). A parcel tax map reference number (TMBL) is also included, although this number is useful 

• primarily as a database reference for staff working to obtain additional information or performing 
additional analysis. The fourth document is actually two small scale (1" = 600") aerial photographs of 
the same general area shown on the maps described above. Outlines and some TMBL reference 

. -­. -­
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• DESKTOP ANALYSIS OF PROPERTY P~~RCELS 
IN THE 

HISTORIC~~L ROGERS ROAD NEIGHBORHOOD 

2 

3 

4 

• 5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

• 


0.43 0 6/28/61 Not 

Availabl 

7.23~C.5 Calvin Neville 0.47 1 ($23927): 4/1/96 1960 

107 Cobb St. 

Carrboro . 


7.23 .C.6 Mamie Thompson 0.42 1 ($20167) 4/11/84 1961 

7707 Rogers Road 
Hill 

7.23 .C.6A Monica Brooks 0.44 1 ($16189) 4/24/96 1961 


202 West Union St. 

Hillsborou 


7.23 .C.7 	 KemeylRuth Scurlock 1.20 2 ($19793) 12/30/92 1960 

1116 Sedgefield St. 
Durham 

7.23.C.8 	 Dorthy Morrow 0.56 1 ($19549) 3/20/96 1961 

317 McDade St 
Hill 

7.23.C.9 	 1.35 1 ($39657) 8/9/94 Not 
Available 

7.23.C.10 	 1.50 0 6/7/54 Not 
Available 

7..23.C.. IOA 	 S..J .. Knight . 0.40 1 ($0) 8/9/94 Not 

729> S. State College. Blvd. Availabl 

Anaheim, Calf• 

Page 1 
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:>:: <':30:·::·':::· ':: 7~J8"'4:7~ :::" . .: c...tij.¢y:::::::,::::::::::::,:::::::",: 
.:...,.'::::::::.: .:....:... ' :. ...... ~·#~##.·I#· :~'>..#~:':;·\·:{::~:{:t.:·/::· :. :: · : 

I~Uiil·· U· .erHilf::::::\:::::':::::::::::}<:::::::·::.::::':: ::::>:::":::::::}.'.:. 

31 7.23.0.1 

32 7.23.0.2 

33 7.23.0.2B 

34 7.23.0.2C 

35 7.23.D.3 

1.14 

1..0.1' 

.. ·1.1S 

1.30 

2.22 

1.21 

0.41 

0.44 

2 ($63940) 3/6/80 

2 ($S95~y ::. 9/1/90 

' ... .:~ :.:: :-:-::.:.::.::.:.:.~.: .:.,'::.' .. ..' 

1979 

Not 
Availab 

·.. ·.. 1914· :.:,.:.::.', .:':. ::- : .. . ,­ - . 

o 12/29/93 Not 
Available 

o 7112/94 Not 
Available 

1 ($37894) 11123/93 1970 

o 3/7149 Not 
Available 

1 ($15348) 6/28/80 '1960 
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• 
. .. .. .. .. .. 

, .. 
.. 

.:: 

60 7.23 .D.11A GeorgelEsther Tate 2.08 o 11/1/72 Not 
342 W. Rosemary Street Available 
Chapel Hill 

• 

50 

51 

52 

. . . . .. ... - . . . . 
...... .. .. . .. . ... 

7.18 ..26B 

7.18 .. 26 Norman Barbee 
210 Jones Ferry Road 
Carrboro 

7.18 ..26C AlfredlElsie Barbee 
205 Terrace View Drive 
vUQ,L''''.l Hill 

. ..: .,..::...:- .. . .: ::: .. ::.: ...: .. 
. • r.-....····· " , .. . 

54 7.18.25 

:. ::.. .. .: ... ',':: ..... : ...: .... -: . .. . : :.:: ...... 
': . .: . ,'.:: : . . .. : ::. . -::: -

.' .. ::.:..:-:. :-:.:.~,,: .::.::-::- :- .:.:: .'::: - . .--...........·~·.J··:: ::Dnve: 

. .......... .. ... . 
... 

.:.:-:<:.:.:-:.:-::-: :.:.:.:-:.:.:.::.: :.:- .:.:.~':'.:: :. '. . 
" .... ... . 
.. -. ...... .. .. .. . . . - .. . ... 

" 

.. . " , ::.:.:.:-:-:.:.:::.: ... ..: 

58 

59 

. .. . . .... .... . ... .. 
. ':: " '::: :. ::::"' '': .. . .. . . . .. . . . . 

7.23.D.I1B. 4.15 

7.23.0.11 

3.30 

2.30 

4.30 

3.50' 

3.26 

.' 21;.81: 

·3·.00·:.• '::':: 

2.07 

'0 

o 

o 

. 2"($0) ..... .. 
. :::' :.. ::-:.:.:-:::.:-:. 

. .... . .,'..... .. . .. ... ... . 

. :.::" : ':::.:.::::': 
. . - .. ... . ...... . . . 

9/25/97 

7/14/97 

2/19/88 

... .. . 
... ... . 

3 ($12074) 10/5/90 

Not 
Available 

Not 
Available 

Not 
Available 

1940 

·:9124194::::: '::::" 1932-:>" 

'·::197'5 ·: 
. . . . . .. . . .. .. . ... .... .... . .... ,

:-:.::-: .: .. . ..:::: :::.::. . 

:·\:.·.·.·.Nor:
·· vaila.b 

2 ($31425) 5/1/71 . 1872 

o 12114/60 Not 
Available 

Page 5 



9 

• 
Bobby R. Roberts +/-0.6 0 8/1/75 ~ot 

PO Box 2626 Available 
Durham 

7.24..1 0Julia/Samuel Jones 2.97 12/29/89 ~ot 

1612 Purefoy Available 
Hill 

7.24.. 1B 1 ($54704)1.00 1I10i95 1971 

· 

• 

75 

76 

77 7.24.. 1C 

::··: 78. : . · 7~24~~lA· .· . 

. . . .... . .. . 

. . . . ... .. . - . .... . . 
. ': . ::: : : .::.:: ', 

:"':, ', ::: ::::::" ::: -: -

80 7.24..2 

2.97 

. 1.00 

1.25 ·· · 

6.75 

o 12/29/89 Not 
Available 

Not 
vailab 

1996 

1970 

Not 

82 7.24..4 

: .cott::::::::: :::::::::::::.:·:·:::::··::::::. 
. - .. .. ......... -.- ... .. .. ... . .. .. 

7.24..4G l.00 

1($79443) 

2 ($37041) 1119/90 

1986 

.:.> Not 

vailab 

84 1991 

85 7.24..4H 0.99 0 5/7/85 ~ot 

Available 

• 
86 7.24..4F MarylCharles Burnette 1.00 0 4/15/85 1992 

8023 Sandberg Lane 
Chapel Hill 

PaQe 7 
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• 


• 


104 

":::"':'::':':::":" ':::-:,':"::.>:':':':':-:-.:-:: ..::. :':':-:': :>::<-.:­....... . ". ­ .. . 
::lMleD~lne ...::..::. .. ... ::«:::­

. . ..:.:..... . : F:~lfingt~lf ::>·: ·: 

: Hl~11():.t{~ge.&.: ::~~~4::::?:..:::.::>:::.:: :·::>::· <> 
............_.-,._...•·aUt:::: ::·::·:::·::::·:::··>::::: ·::::;·::::.:::::;: .:: 

7.23.0.15 ThomaslThelma Bass 
1033 Chalmers Street 
Durham 

7.23.0.16 Preston Weaver, Jr. 
8028 Rogers Road 
_U&i~~"'& Hill 

. . . . .. . ... . 

. ... .. .. . . - . .­ ... . 

'::::::::.::: : : :::: .. ::::. ': ' . . 

..... . ... ..., .. .. . . . .. .. ... . . . 
" .. -.­ . . . . - .. . ... . 

.. ,' 

. . -..... 

-:::-:" >:'. :~ .:': . -::'­

+/- 0.50 1($19918) 7/1/72 1962 

+1- 0.50 3 ($26418) 4/26/62 1960 

···· 2;. 
I:::'-:.::::::::::::::::: :: :O::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::J/::::::::::::::::::::::::::::}:::::<:::( ·: I~· ~·VlliI:a:I)Jet 

.... . . .. .. ...... . 

, . . .......... .. . . - :. /:.::~::::. :-:.:.:-::.:-:.:. :.: -:.:. :..:-:.:-:.:.:.:.::.: • • ••••• • - 0 ' ••• • • • •••• • • :.: .••••• :::::: ::::. 

106 7.23.0.17 +/- 0.70 2 ($24594) 5/3/85 1964 

107 7.23.0.18 +/- 0.40 1 ($20717) 11/6/84 1962 

::­ 109:::::::·: ........... .... . :.. +/~·· O:.40::: 
. . .. .. .. . . . . . . . 

-, ...... ... . . . ...: ..:::::::::..:::: ...: : .. .. ..." 

. .... 
:':: -::.. : : ':. :::::::. 

.... ... ...... ... ' ... .... ....... . 
. . ... .. " .:,''' ::. ::'::::::':'::::::::::::~:::::: 

.. +/- 0..40 

III 7.23.D.22 +/- 0.40 2 ($59599) 5/15/62 1962 

112 7.23.D.23 +/- 0.50 1 ($24416) 12/13/94 1969 
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'" == 600' DATE: 14 May 98 10:22:32 Thursday 

PrjO"ln.::1rori Civ nnnnp r;;\Jntv rentr~1 Land Records/GIS Offic~ 




· ,. 

Water Service Community Benefit Cost for the Historical Rogers Road 

Neighborhood (revised 5/12/98) 


Rogers Rd., Rusch Rd., Purefoy Rd., Priscilla Ln., Sandburg Ln. 

Line segment location Line segment diameter, Line segment designation # 
length and cost (as per Hazen-Sawyer Report) 

(with appurtenances, 
easements, engineering 

and contin ..... "".....:""~\ 
- ­ .,.J J 

Rogers Road from Talley Ho to just south ofMeadow 4260 LF - 12" W/L 
Run $226,000 

Purefoy Road 850 LF - 8" W/L 6 
$35,000 

Purefoy Road 1020 If .. 8"W/L 7 
100 If- 4"W/L 

$43,000 

Sandburg Lane 790 If - 8'''W /L 8 
100 If- 4" W/L 

$39,000 

Cros,s..county north and west from Purfoy Ro~ south on 2700 If- 8"W/L 9 
Priscilla Lane to Rodgers Road 200 if .. 4" W/L 

$124,000 

Rusch Road 500 If- 8" W/L 10 
680 If- 4"W/L 

$36,000 

Cross-country east from Rogers Road near north end 140 If .. 3"W/L 51 
$5,000 

Cross-country north-east from Rogers Road near north 560 If.. 3"W/L not shown in Hazen & Sawyer 
end (to serve B.G. Carney home on Eubanks Road. $8,500 report .. proposed service to Carney 

-home from Eubanks Road line 

Cross-country north from east end ofPurefoy Road (to 3000 if - 3"W/L not shown in Hazen & Sawyer 
serve G. F. Nwm property $44,000 report .. proposed service to Nunn 

home from Eubanks Road line 

$560,500Total Construction Cost for Rogers Road 
neighborhood 

Plumbing costs and OWASA fees for approximately $280,000 
existing units @ $4000 per unit 

Total of All Costs for tbe Rogers Road neie;bborhood $840,500 
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. Eighth draft, dated October 7, 1997 

Marked to show changes from the draft ofSeptember 22 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 


CONCERNING SOLID WASTE 

MANAGEMENT MATTERS 


Dated as of()etslJe, November 1, 1997 


Among 


ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 


TOWN OF CARRBORO, NORTH CAROLINA 


T.OWN OF CHAPEL HILL, NORTH CAROLINA 


TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH, NORTH CAROLINA 


..-. -. 
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 


CONCERNING SOLID WASTE 

MANAGEMENT MATTERS 


This Inter/oeal Agreement Concerning Solid Waste Management Matters is dated as of 
Oetoeer November 1, 1997, and is by and among ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH 
CAROLINA, the TOWN OF CARRBORO, NORTH CAROLINA, the TOWN OF 
CHAPEL mLL, NORTH CAROLINA, and the TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH, NORTH 
CAROLINA. 

WHEREAS, the parties have worked together over a period of years to develop an 
effective, comprehensive approach to the solid waste management issues confronting them, and 
have reached this Agreement to address those issues; 

THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 

ARTICLE I 

Purpose of Alreement; Conditiogs to Effectiyeness 

1.01. Purpose. The purpose ofthis Agreement is to set forth the Parties' agreement 
to transfer operati~al control to the County of the solid waste management system serving the 
County and the Towns, and to establish the terms for the management of such solid waste 
management system under which the Towns will participate in formulating solid waste 
management policy for their own jurisdiction and for Orange County as a whole. 

1.02. ConditiQn~, Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, 

(a) no provision of this Agreement, other than the requirement to bargain as described 
in Section 1.03, shall become effective until the Parties have selected the New Solid Waste 
Management Site ana. finishea. eel/eloping the proeesses eeseneed Hi Seetioss 3.02(a) ane 
3.02(9); and 

. ... .. 
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(b) the asset and liability transfer contemplated by Article II, and the transfer of 
operational control contemplated by Article V, shall not take place until Carrboro, Chapel Hill 
and the County have executed and delivered the Transfer Agreement, as contemplated by 
Sections 2.01 and 2.07. 

The selection of the New Solid Waste Management Site, the eompletion of the dev:elopment of 
the processes described in Seetions 3.02(a) and 3.02(b) and the eompletion of the Transfer and 
the approval by the Governing Boards of Carrboro, Chapel Hill and the County of a 
substantially final form of the Transfer Agreement are referred to in this Agreement as the 
"Open Matters." 

1.03. Diligent. Good Faith Bargaining, The Parties shall bargain together in good 
faith and with all due diligence, and shall use their respective best efforts, to reach final 
agreement on resolution of the Open Matters. 

1.04. Deadline for Negotiations. This Agreement shall automatically tenninate on 
December 1, 1997, unless each Party's Governing Board has adopted an appropriate resolution 
referencing this Agreement and stating that the Open Matters have been resolved to such Party's 
satisfaction. . 

ARTICLE II 

County's Acquisition of Existing Solid Waste System 

2.01. County's Acquisition; Consideration. In consideration for the transfer of 
assets described in Section 2.02, and in consideration for the other undertakings of the Towns in 
this Agreement (including the undertakings set forth in Section 2.05), but without additional 
monetary compensation, the County agrees to assume the liabilities described in Section 2.04 and 
to undertake the other obligations imposed on it by this Agreement. The Transfer will be 
consummated pursuant to a separate transfer agreement (the "Transfer Agreement'') to be 
negotiated among the County, Carrboro and Chapel Hill, which agreement shall be subject to 
approval in its- substantially final form by the respective Governing Boards of those three 
Parties. ". 

2.02. Existing System Assets. (a) Under the Transfer Agreement, 
Carrboro and Chapel Hill shall transfer all of their respective right, title and interest in and to all 
of the Existing System As~ets to the County. 

(b) The Parties agree that they do not intend, by the Transfer, to revive any easement 
across the Greene Tract for the benefit of the property known as the "Neville Tract." 

2.03. Greene Tract. (a) The Parties agree that neither the Transfer nor any 
other provision of this Agreement shall or does effect any change in the status of the ownership 
of the Greene Tract. 
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(b) Carrboro, Chapel Hill and the County, as the current owners of the Greene Tract, 
agree to bargain together in good faith and with all due diligence, and to use their respective best 
efforts, to determine an ultimate use or disposition of the Greene Tract before January 1, ~ 
lOOl. During this period, no Party shall take any action to force any sale or division of the .' 
Greene Tract, nor shall any Party take any action to sell, mortgage or otherwise transfer all or any 
part of its ownership interest in the Greene Tract. 

(c) If the owners of the Greene Tract have not reached an agreement as to the ultimate 
use or disposition of the Greene Tract by January 1, 2000, then the County, for itself and as agent 
for the other owners, shall forthwith proceed to offer and sell all the Greene Tract in fee simple 
for cash to the highest bidder therefore, in such manner as the County may determine in its 
reasonable discretion. 

(d) The County shall promptly apply the proceeds of any S1:lGa sale sale made 
pursuant to subsection (c) above in the following manner: 

(i) First, to pay the expenses of the sale; 

(ii) Second, to pay to the Solid Waste System enterprise fund -then maintained 
by the County pursuant to Section 5.04, the sum of (a) $608,823, being the original purchase 
price of the Greene Tract, plus tB:)£bl uncompounded interest on such amount at the annual rate 
of6% from March 30, 1984, to the closing date of any sale; and 

(iii) Any remainder shall be distributed in the following proportions: 

(A) To Carrboro, 14%; 

(B) To Chapel Hill, 43%; and 

(C) To the County, 43%. 

2.04. Lja~iljties, (a) Under the Transfer Agreement, the County shall assume all 
liabilities, including environmental liabilities, related to the ownership of the Solid Waste 
System, including, to the extent permitted by law, all liabilities related to the ownership of 
Existing System Assets which may have accrued prior to the Closing. 

(b) Under the Transfer Agreement, the Parties shall retain their individual liability, if 
any, under environmental laws and otherwise, related to their respective use of the Solid Waste 
System both before and after the Closing (as, for example, any liability arising from their 
delivering, or causing to be delivered, Solid Waste to System Management Facilities). 

(c) The Parties acknowledge that the County's assumption of certain liabilities 
pursuant to the Transfer Agreement, as described in subsection (a) above, will not limit, and is 
not intended to limit, the ability of any governmental authority to impose, or to seek to impose, 

. -.. -. 



5 

environmental or other liability directly on a Party (as, for example, any liability accruing to the 
current owners of the Existing System Assets as a result of their status as owners prior to the 
Closing). 

(d) The County shall not assume any indebtedness of Carrboro or Chapel Hill. 
Furthennore, by this Agreement and the County's agreement to acquire assets and assume 
liabilities as provided in Section 2.01, the County does not assume any indebtedness of Carrboro 
or Chapel Hill. 

2.05. Deliyery of Solid Waste and Recyclables. (a) As additional consideration 
for the Parties' respective and mutual undertakings under this Agreement and the Transfer 
Agreement, the County and the Towns all agree to deliver, or cause to be delivered, to System 
Management Facilities for disposal or processing, respectively, all Solid Waste and County 
Recyclables under their respective control,including (without limitation) all Solid Waste and 
County Recyclables collected by any Party's employees, solid waste collection contractors, solid 
waste collection licensees or solid waste collection franchisees; provided, however, that there 
shall be no such obligation to deliver Other Recyclables to System Management Facilities. 

(b) All Solid Waste and County Recyclables delivered to System Jv1anagement 
Facilities, or to County employees, solid waste collection contractors, solid waste collection 
licensees or solid waste collection franchisees, shall be the property of the County upon such 
delivery. After Recyclables have been placed in a designated container at a convenience center, 
the Recyclables are the County's property. 

2.06. Treatmegt olSoOd Waste System Employees. (a) All of the System 
Employees will be transferred to the County and become County employees subject to the 
supervision of the County Manager in the same fashion as other County employees. 

(b) "The Parties acknowledge that it is an important objective of this Agreement that 
the current total compensation package for System Employees be maintained at a substantially 
equivalent level through the Transfer, although the combination of salary and benefits for any 
employee may change. The Parties recognize that all components of compensation to System 
Employees after the Transfer will be subject to changes in salaries and benefits in the same 
fashion as other County employees. The County and Chapel Hill shall develop a detailed 
schedule comparing the total pre-Transfer and post-Transfer compensation for each System 
Employee in connection with the Transfer Agreement. Chapel Hill shall send a copy of such 
schedule to Carrboro when the schedule is complete. 

2.07. Closing Procedure. (a) The Transfer Agreement shall provide for the 
appropriate parties to execute and deliver at the Closing the documents and instruments listed on 
Exhibit C to carry out the Transfer, all of which documents and instruments shall be in form and 
substance reasonably acceptable to the County, Carrboro and Chapel Hill. 

(b) The Transfer Agreement shall transfer all Existing System Assets on an as-is, 
where·is basis, without warranty of title, condition or any other kind; provided, however, (i) that 

..-.-" 
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real property shall be transferred pursuant to general warranty deed as described in paragraph (a) 
of Exhibit C, (ii) that vehicles subject to State motor vehicle titling requirements shall be 
transferred by endorsement and delivery of title certificates as described in paragraph (b) of 
Exhibit C, and (iii) that Chapel Hill shall provide such evidence of title to all other transferring 
equipment as it may have reasonably available in its business records. 

(c) In the Transfer Agreement, the County, Carrboro and Chapel Hill shall make 
appropriate representations and warranties with respect to (i) their respective authority to enter 
into the Transfer Agreement and conswnmate the Transfer and (ii) the absence of conflicts with 
agreements and applicable laws. 

ARTICLE III 

Selection of New Solid Waste Management Site and Related Matters 

3.01. Selection of New Solid Waste Management Site. (a) The Parties shall work 
together to select a New Solid Waste Management Site within Orange County: 

(b) For the purposes of this Agreement, "seleetiofl of the"selecting a New Solid 
Waste Management Site" means (i) completion of all public meetings or hearings required by 
law or regulation prior to the filing of an application for a SiaN permit to construct a solid waste 
landfill and (ii) the adoption by each Governing Board of a resolution designating 8 single 
paniealar &'aet of the same real property as the pareei real property as to which such pennit 
should be sought. 

3.02. Benefits to Communities. (a) Existing Lant/.fill Site - (To come.) 

--...a..=<b~) 'New Solid Waste Management Site -- The Parties shall 'Walk togfiBer to ee:'lelop a 
prosess to aeeress issaes related: to pf0714di&g cooperate tQ provide reasonable public benefits to 
the community of residents and property owners in the neighborhood of the New Solid Waste 
Management Site, in recognition of the effects that operation of a landfill Qr other solid waste 
management or d~sposal site may be perceived to have on the eoJ:Bff.ll:ln:ity of aEljoifl:iftg property 
O'\¥Bers a.a6 reslS8lits. These "Helie 8eBefits soch community. 

, This process shaD include facilitated discussiOnS among persons belonging to such 
community. members of the Advisory CQmmission selected by the Advisory Commission 
and at least Qne member of each Goyerning Board (as each Governing Board shall 
designate for itself) who is not a member of the Advisory Commission, This working group 
shall determine a proposed list of community benefits to be provided. 

Each Party shall then provide for its Governing Board to discuss the proposed list 
and shall provide for such legal and other staff analysis of the proposed list as it may deem 
appropriate. After each Governing Board has held its own discussions of the proposed list 
to its own satisfaction, the Parties sball provide for selected members of each Governing 
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Board (as each Governing Board shall designate for itselQ to meet as a working group to 
discuss the respective vjews of the Governing Boards. Through this working group and 
continued discussion by the Governing Boards, the Parties shall work together. diligentl): 
and in good faitb. to reach an agreement as to community benefits to be provided. The 
process of determining community benefits shall continue to include participation by 
persons belonging to the relevant community. 

Final determinations of the public benefits to be provided. the sources for their 
payment and the mechanisms for providing the benefits shall be made only by agreement 
of all the Parties. 

(c) In General- The public benefits contemplated by this Section 3.02 are to be· 
considered as separate and distinct from any compensation detennined to be owed for any 
"taking" ofan interest in property, as detennined under applicable State or federal law. :t:fte 
Parties agree taat dHs pfoeess saoals iflGlade panisipatioa ey pefSOBS aeloBgmg to sash 
sornmanity. To the extent permitted by law, ey this A.greemeat and by generally accepted 
accounting principles, eaQ to the extent determined by the Parties and notwithstanding any 
other proyjsion of tbis Aareement, the costs of providing reasoBaele public benefits as 
described in this Section saeseetioB may ae treated as an eKpeBse of tae Solid Waste System and 
may ee pais B:eftl System Rel'leBaes. 

(8) existiBg LElBdfiD Site TIle Parties saall work together to sel/elep a pfOsess to adaress issaes 
related to PfO"fiamg feasoaaele paslie ee&efits to the eOHHB1:lftity of fesiseBts aBd property 
OWflefS m tae Beipsorhoos of tae exis&ag laftdfill. These paelie 8e&efi~ anl to ae eOll5idefed as 
separate aBd 8istiaet ffoftl 8ft)' eompensatioB determiRea to 'ge ov-tes ref aay "takiBg" of an 
interest m PfOPeR}', as dete11il:iBes l:Ifltief appaeaele State Of Hseml law. The Parties agree tltat 
tftis pfOeess sh:eaW. melese partieipatioB ay pemons 'geloagiBg to Sl:Iea eoftlfRt:m:ity. To the ex1:eat 
peHFlittes ay law, '9y this l~eftleBt aad ay geaemlly aeeeptes aeeo\ifJ:ting priBeiples, and to the 
exieat setetmined '9y tae Panies, the eoe OfpfOlAElillg feasoBaele plialie BeBefits as Elessri.-eed iB 
~s saaseetioB may be treated as an expense of the Solid Waste System and may be paid from 
System Revenues. 

ARTICLE IV 

Deyelopment ofSolid Waste Management Policy 

4.01. Previous Cooperation in Policy Deyelopment All the Parties have joined in 
a solid waste manag~meni plan designed to comply with certain State regulatory requirements. 
This plan incorporates a solid waste plan framework (attached as Exhibit E) which reflects 
agreements in principle reached by representatives of the Parties. 

4.02. Future Policy Development (a) Upon the resolution of the Open 
Matters, the County, as the operator of the Solid Waste System, shall have the ongoing authority 
and responsibility in its discretion (i) to administer and operate the Solid Waste System in 
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accordance with the Solid Waste Management Plea policies and (ii) to determine and modify 
from time to time the Solid Waste Management Piaa Policies. 

(b) The County agrees, however, to consult with the other Parties and the Advisorv 
Commission, frequently and consistently, to determine on an on-going basis their respective 
views on the Solid Waste Management Plaft Poli$ies and possible changes thereto. 

b:) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a) above. the Cougty shall got 
put into effect any "Material Financial Change," as defined in subsection (d) below, unless 
the County shall first obtain the consent of all Parties, 

(d) A "Material Financial Change" means a change. or series of related cbagges, 
made ,by the County to the SoUd Waste Management Policies that, in the determination of 
aDY Town (provided that the Advisory Commission must verify such determination if so 
requested bv the County1 would have the effect of increasing by more than 15% the direct 
monetary cost to such Town of all its solid waste management activities (such as solid waste 
collection), when comparing (I) the expected cost of such actiyjties for the first (ull Fiscal 
Year followinl the effective date of the Mateda. Finagcial Change to (ii) the total cost for 
the Fiscal Year most recently completed prior to the effective date of the Material Financial 
OU~ ­

(c) It sball be cach Town's oblilation to determine whetber any change or 
proposed chanle to the Solid Waste Manalement Policies is a Material Financial Change 
with respect to such Town within ten Busincss Days of receivjnl actual or constructive 
gotice of tbe change or proposed change., and to notify the County within five additional 
Business Days if the Town determines that such change or proposed chanle is a Material 
Financial Chanle. 

(0 The provisions of this Section 4.02 arc independcnt of the provisions 
regarding rateL fees and charps set forth in Article V, 

ARTICLE V 

County's Operatiop of the Solid Waste System 

5.01. Solid Wast,e System Operatiop. (a) The County shall establish and 
enforce reasonable rules 'and regulations governing the operation and use of the Solid Waste 
System, operate the Solid Waste System in an efficient and economical manner, and maintain the 
properties constituting the Solid Waste System in good repair and in sound operating condition 
for so long as the same are necessary for the operation of the Solid Waste System. 

(b) As part of its responsibility to operate the Solid Waste System, the County shall 
provide System Management Facilities suitable for the disposition of Solid Waste by the County, 
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the Towns and the persons and organizations within their jurisdictions. The County shall have 
the right to refuse to accept for disposal at System Management Facilities any material or 
substance which the County reasonably determines is barred from such disposal by the Solid 
Waste Management P*m Policies or any applicable law or regulation. 

(c) The existing landfill,' as well as any successor thereto, shall be designated to 
accept solid waste generated exclusively by residents, businesses and other institutions located in 
Orange County and that portion of Chapel Hill located within Durham County, North Carolina. 

(d) The Parties in all events retain the right to determine their own systems and 
procedures for the collection of Solid Waste and related matters, provided that such systems and 
procedures are reasonably designed to be consistent and compatible with the provisions of the 
Solid Waste Management Plea Policies concerning Solid Waste disposal and processing of 
County Recyclables. 

5.02. Compliance with Law. The County shall comply with, or cause there to be 
compliance with, all applicable laws, orders, rules, regulations and requirements of any 
governmental authority relating to the construction, use and operation of the Solid Waste System. 
Nothing in this Agreement, however, shall prevent the County from contesting in good faith the 
applicability or validity of any such law or other requirement, so long as the County's failure to 
comply with the same during the period of such contest will not materially impair the operation 
or revenue-producing capability of the Solid Waste System. 

5.03. Budget, The County shall annually adopt a separate budget for the Solid 
Waste System in accordance with the County's usual budgetary process. 

5.04. Records, Accounts and Aqdlts; Other Reports. (a) The County shall 
segregate for accounting purposes all the accounts, moneys and investments of the Solid Waste 
System. 

(b) The County shall keep accurate records and accounts of all items of costs and of 
all expenditures relating to the Solid Waste System, and of the System Revenues collected and 
the application of "~ystem Revenues. Such records and accounts shall be open to any Party's 
inspection at any ""reasonable time upon reasonable notice. The County shall provide for the 
assets, liabilities and results of operations of the Solid Waste System to be presented in the 
Countis annual audit as a separate enterprise fund, in accordance with generally accepting 
accounting principles. 

(c) The CountY shall make, or cause to be made, any additional reports or audits 
relating to the Solid Waste System as may be required by law. The County, as often as may 
reasonably be requested, shall furnish such other information as the County may have reasonably 
available concerning the Solid Waste System or its operation as the Advisory· Commission or 
any Party may reasonably request. 
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5.05. Rates, Fees and Charges. (a) The County shall establish and maintain a 
system of rates, fees and charges for the use of, and for the services provided by, the Solid Waste 
System which is reasonably designed to pay in full all the costs (and only the costs) of carrying 
out the County's responsibilities under this Agreement and the Solid Waste Management ~ 
Policies, including, without limitation, (i) costs of disposing of Solid Waste, (ii) costs of 
collecting, processing and disposing of Recyclables, (iii) to the extent pennitted by law, costs of 
providing public benefits determined to be provided pursuant to Section 3.02, and (iv) costs of 
solid waste reduction activities. 

(b) Subject to the limitations of Sections 5.06, 5.07 and 5.08, the County may revise 
any rates, fees and charges at any time and'·as often as it shall deem appropriate, and shall not be 
limited in the number of times in any Fiscal Year that it changes any rate, fee orcharge. 

5.06. Mixed Solid Waste Tipping Fee. (a) The County may increase the Mixed 
Solid Waste Tipping Fee from time to time in its discretion with at least 30 days' notice of the 
increase to all other Parties. The County may not, however, increase the Mixed Solid Waste 
Tipping Fee during or at the beginning of any Fiscal Year to a fee that exceeds the Mixed Solid 
Waste Tipping Fee in effect at the end of the preceding Fiscal Year by more than 10%, without 
the prior consent of all the other Parties. Further, the Parties intend and agree that the County 
shall endeavor to adjust the Mixed Solid Waste Tipping Fee only annually, with changes 
becoming effective only at the beginning ofa Fiscal Year. 

(b) The County may decrease the Mixed Solid Waste Tipping Fee from time to time 
in Its discretion, without prior notice to or action by any other Party. The County shall promptly 
notify the other Parties of any decrease in the Mixed Solid Waste Tipping Fee. 

5.07. Other Governmental Fees. (a) For the purposes of this Agreement, a 
"Governmental Fee" shall mean any fee related to activities of the Solid Waste System that is 
imposed directly and solely on the Parties themselves, other than the Mixed Solid Waste Tipping 
Fee. 

(b) If the County determines that it is or may be advisable to create and impose any 
Governmental F~, then the County shall give at least 30 days' notice' of the proposed 
Governmental Fee 'to the other Parties. A Governmental Fee may then be imposed only if the 
creation and imposition of such Governmental Fee is subsequently approved by the County and 
at least two other Parties (except that approval by any two Parties shall be required at any time 
there are less than four Parties to this Agreement). A new Governmental Fee shall take effect at 
the end of the notice period or, if later, the date of the last Governing Body approval necessary 
for it to take effect. . 

(c) The County may increase any individual Governmental Fee from time to time in 
its discretion with at least 30 days' notice of the increase to all other Parties. The County may 
not, however, increase any individual Governmental Fee during or at the beginning of any Fiscal 
Year to a fee that exceeds the fee in effect at the end of the preceding Fiscal Year by more than 
10%, without the prior consent 0'£ all the other Parties. The Parties intend and agree that the 

.... .. 
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County shall endeavor to adjust any and all Governmental Fees only annually, with changes 
becoming effective only at the beginning of a Fiscal Year. 

(d) The County may decrease any Governmental Fee from time to time in its 
discretion, without prior notice to or action by any other Party. The County shall promptly notify 
the other Parties of any decrease in any Governmental Fee. 

5.08. Other Fees. If the County determines that it is or may be advisable to create, 
increase or decrease any other rate, fee or charge, including any charges by the County for the 
sale of goods (for example, mulch) or services, then the County shall give at least 30 days' notice 
of the proposed change to the other Parties, and the County shall request that the Advisory 
Commission consider the proposed change. If the Advisory Commission recommends that the 
change be approved, then the change may take effect if it is subsequently approved by the 
County. If the Advisory Commission recommends that the change not be approved, then the 
change may take effect only if the change is subsequently approved by the County and at least 
two other Parties (except that approval by ariy two Parties shall be required at any time there are 
less than four Parties to this Agreement). A change shall take effect at the end of the notice 
period or, iflater, the date of the last Governing Body approval necessary for it to take effect. 

5.09. Time Limitation on Fee Change Approvals. Any approvals given by a 
Party to the imposition or increase of any fee, pursuant to the approval requirements in Sections 
5.06,5.07 and S.08, shall be ofno further effect after 90 days from the date of the action granting 
. approval (or after such shorter or longer period as may be made part of the action granting 
approval), if the imposition or increase so approved has not by such time received all approvals 
required for its effectiveness. 

5.10. Use o(System Rev~nues and County General Funds. (a) The County 
shall use System Revenues solely to carry out the Solid Waste Management PIa Policies and 
solely for the benefit of the Solid Waste System, including (i) to pay costs of disposing of Solid 
Waste, (ii) to pay costs of collecting, processing and disposing of Recyclables, (iii) to the extent 
pennitted by law, to pay costs ofproviding public benefits detennined to be provided pursuant to 
Section 3.02, and (iv) to pay costs of solid waste reduction activities. The County shall not use 
System Revenues tp pay costs ofcollecting Solid Waste in unincorporated areas of the County. 

(b) The County shall in no event be required to use assets or funds other than those of 
the Solid Waste System to fulfill its obligations under this Agreement, including its obligations 
under Section 2.04(a) but excluding its obligations under Section 2.0S. 

5.11. Risk .Management. The County covenants that it will maintain a p~actical 
program of insurance and risk management, with reasonable tenns, conditions, provisions and 
costs, which the County determines (a) will afford the County adequate protection against loss 
caused by damage to or destruction of the Solid Waste System or any part thereQf and (b) will 
provide reasonable liability protection for bodily injury and property damage resulting from the 
construction or operation of the Solid Waste System. 

http:5.06,5.07
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Any such insurance policies contracted by the County to provide for the risk coverages 
required by this Section shall be carried with one or more responsible insurance companies 
authorized and qualified to assume the risks thereof. The County shall have the right to provide 
for the risk coverages required by this Section, in whole or in part, by means of a reasonable and 
prudent program of self-insurance, pooled risk coverages or other alternative means of risk " 
managements 

All insurance polices and other risk coverages provided for in this Section shall be for the 
County's benefit, and the County shall have the exclusive right to receive any amounts 
recoverable under such coverages. The County shall apply any amounts recovered under such 
coverages (net of any expenses of collection) in its discretion for the benefit of the Solid Waste 
System. 

5.12. Solid Waste Reportipg; Similar Matters. The County and the Towns shall 
cooperate in preparing and submitting any reports that a Party may be required to file with 
governmental authorities, such as the State's Division of Waste Management. The County shall 
also be generally responsible for solid waste reporting, planning, regulatory compliance and 
similar matters. 

5.13. ReservatioD oeCounty's Rights. Notwithstanding any provision of the Solid 
Waste Management Plea PoUdes or this Agreement to the contrary, the County shall in all 
events be entitled to operate the Solid Waste System and all its facilities, and may adjust any and 
all rates, fees and charges, as it may in its reasonable discretion deem reasonably necessary (a) to 
comply with any requirements of any applicable law or regulation or any court order, 
administrative decree or similar order of any judicial or regulatory authority, (b) to comply with 
the requirements of any contracts, instruments or other agreements at any time securing 
Outstanding System Debt, (c) to pay unfinanceable costs related to the acquisition of the New 
Solid Waste Management Site, or (d) to pay costs of remediating any adverse environmental 
conditions at any time existing with respect to the Solid Waste System. 

ARTICLE VI 

Solid Waste Management Advisory Commission 

6.01. Establishment. There is hereby established the "Orange County Solid 
Waste Management Advisory Commission." 

6.02. AdviSory Commission's Responsibilities. The Advjsory Commission shall 
advise the County's Governing Board on matters related to the Solid Waste System and the Solid 
Waste Management PIa&: Policies. The Advisory Commission's responsibilities include the 
following: 
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(a) To recommend programs, policies, expansions and reductions of services, and 
other matters related to the operation of the Solid Waste System; 

(b) To suggest amendments to the Solid Waste Management ~ Policies; 

(c) To provide advice to the County Manager for use in the County Manager's 
developing the proposed annual budget for the Solid Waste System, to review the budget for the 
Solid Waste System as proposed by the County Manager to the County's Governing Board, and 
to provide recommendations to the County's Governing Board for the approval or amendment of 
the proposed budget; 

(d) To receive and interpret for the County public input concerning the Solid Waste 
System and the Solid Waste Management Pkm Policies; 

(e) To further such mission and goals for the Solid Waste System as the Governing 
Boards may together adopt from time to time (a copy of the current version of the mission 
statement and goals appears as Exhibit D); 

(f) To advise the County Manager on the hiring of any subsequent department head 
for the Solid Waste System; 

(g) To provide promptly to the County's Governing Body a recommendation 
concerning any proposal for a change to rates, fees and charges forwarded to the Adyisory 
Commission pursuant to Section 5.08; and 

(h) Such other matters as the Adyjsory Commission may deem appropriate or which 
may be requested by any Governing Board or the County Manager. 

6.03. Appointment o(Members; Terms. (a) Each Governing Board shall appoint 
two members to the Advisory Commission. All appointments shall be made within 45 days of 
the Parties' reaching final agreement on the Open Matters, and each Party shall notify all the 
other Parties of its appointments within 10 days ofmaking such appointments. 

(b) AdVisory Commission members shall serve staggered three-year terms. To 
provide for the staggered terms of the members, the initial appointments by the Parties shall be 
for the following terms: 

County: 	 Member A. 3 years 

MemberB. 2 years 


Carrboro: 	 Member A. 2 years 

MemberB. 3 years 


Chapel Hill: 	 Member A. 3 years 

MemberB. 1 year 


. ­. -.. 
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Hillsborough: 	 MemberA. 1 year 

MemberB. 2 years 


(c) The first year of the tenn of each initial member of the Advisory Commission 
shall be deemed to expire on December 31, 1998. Thereafter, each year of the tenn of an 
Advisory Commission member shall run from January 1 through the subsequent December 31, 
but each member shall continue to serve until such member's successor has been duly appointed 
and qualified for office. 

(d) Each Party may establish its own rules and procedures for selecting and 
appointing Advisory Commission members, except that no staff member of a Party may be 
appointed as a Advisory Commission member. This Agreement in no way requires that any 
member be an elected official of the appointing Party. Any elected official of a Party appointed 
to the Advisory Commission shall be deemed to be serving on the Advisory Commission as a 
part of the individual's duties of office, and shall not be considered to be serving in a- separate 
office. Any elected official of a Party appointed to the Adyisory Commission shall cease to be a 
member of the Advisory Commission upon such individual's cessation of service as an elected 
official of such Party, whether or not such melTlber's successor shall be been appointed and 
qualified for office. Each member of the Advisory Commission (including elected officials) 
serves at the pleasure of the appointing Party, and may be removed at any time by the appointing 
Party, with or without cause. 

(e) Any vacancy on the Advisory Commission shall be filled by the Governing 
Board that appointed the person who vacated the Advisory Commission seat. In the case of a 
vacancy created during the term of a member, the appointment to fill the vacancy shall be made 
for the remaining portion of the term in order to preserve the staggered-term pattern. 

6.04. Advisory Commission's Procedures. The Adyisory Commission may adopt its 
own rules of procedure not inconsistent with the provisions of this Agreement, but the Adyisory 
Commission's procedures shall include the following provisions: 

(a) EaCh member of the Adyisory Commission shall have one vote, except that in the 
event ofthe absence of a member, the other member appointed by the same Party as the absent 
member shall be entitled to cast two votes. 

(b) A number C?f affirmative votes equal to a majority of the authorized number of 
Advisory Commission members shall be necessary to take any action. 

(c) The Adyjsory Commission's presiding officer shall vote as a member of the 
Advisory Commission, but shall have no additional or tie-breaking vote. 

(d) Representatives of a Party that has given notice of withdrawal as provided in 
Section 7.02 shall have no vote on any matters that will affect the Solid Waste System beyond 
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the effective date of such Party's withdrawal, and as to any such matters such members shall not 
be deemed to be within the authorized number of Advisory Commission members for the 
purposes ofsubsection (b) above. 

ARTICLE VII 

Term of Agreement; Withdrawal 

7.01. Term. This Agreement (a) shall take effect immediately upon its execution and 
delivery by all the Parties, and (b) shall continue in effect so long as there are at least two Parties 
to the Agreement, in each case subject to the provisions ofSection 1.02. 

7.02. Withdrawal ofa Party. (a) Any Party may withdraw from this 
Agreement (and thereby cease to be a Party to this Agreement) upon notice given to all the other 
Parties and subject to the other provisions of this Section. 

(b) A withdrawal may be effective only upon the beginning ofa Fiscal Year. A Town 
may withdraw only with at least one year's notice. The County· may withdraw only with at least 
two years' notice. 

(c) No withdrawal shall relieve a Party of its obligations under Section 2.05 so long 
as there is System Debt Outstanding; provided, however, that System Debt first issued or 
contracted after the date a Party gives notice ofwithdrawal shall be disregarded for the purposes 
of this subsection. 

(d) No withdrawal shall relieve any Party of its individual liability, if any, under 
environmental laws or otherwise~ related to its respective use or ownership of the Solid Waste 
System which may accrue or which has accrued prior to the effective date of such Party's 
withdrawal. 

ARTICLE VIII 

Parties' Representations and Warranties 

The Parties hereby represent and warrant, one to each other, but each only as to itself, as 
follows: 

(a) Valid Existen£e; Due Authorization. The Party is a public body validly 
organized and existing under State law, has full power to enter into this Agreement and has duly 
authorized, executed and delivered this Agreement. 

(b) Valid Obligation. This Agreement, when executed and delivered by the Party 
and assuming its due authorizati~n, execution and delivery by each other Party, will be the legal, 
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valid and binding obligation of the Party, enforceable in accordance with its tenns, except to the 
extent the same may be limited by the application of insolvency and similar general laws and by 
the application of equitable principles. 

(c) No Breach of Law or Contract. Neither the execution and delivery of this 
Agreement nor the consummation of the transactions contemplated hereby, nor the fulfillment of 
or compliance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, (i) to the best of the Party's 
knowledge, constitutes a violation of any provision of law, rule or regulation governing the 
Party, or (ii) results in a breach of the terms, conditions or provisions of any contract, lease or 
other agreement or any order, decree or judgment to which the Party is a party or by which the 
Party is bound. 

(d) No Litigation. There is no litigation or any governmental administrative 
proceeding to which the Party (or any official thereof in an official capacity) is a party that is 
pending or, to the best of the Party's knowledge after reasonable investigation, threatened with 
respect to (i) the Party's organization or existence, (ii) its authority to execute and deliver this 
Agreement or to comply with the terms of this Agreement, (iii) the validity or enforceability of 
this Agreement or the transactions contemplated hereby, (iv) the title of the Party officers who 
executed this Agreement, (v) any proceedings relating to the Party's authorization, execution, 
delivery or performance of this Agreement, or (vi) the undertaking of the transactions 
contemplated by this Agreement. To the best of the Party's knowledge, there is no reasonable 
basis existing for any such litigation. 

(e) No Misrepresentation. No representation, covenant or warranty by the Party in 
this Agreement is false or misleading in any material respect. 

ARTICLE IX 

MisceUaneous 

9.01. Amendments. This Agreement may not be modified or amended unless such 
amendment is approved by all Parties, is in writing and is signed on behalfof all the Parties. 

~. .. ' 

9.02. Definitions; Rules of Construction. All capitalized terms used in this 
Agreement and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings ascribed thereto in Exhibit A. 
This Agreement and its terms shall be construed using the rules of construction set forth in 
Exhibit B. 

9.03. Notices. 

(a) Any notice or other communication required or permitted by this 
Agreement must be in writing. 

. .- -. 
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(b) Any notice or other communication shall be deemed given (i) on the date 
delivered by hand or (ii) on the date it is received by mail, as evidenced by the date shown on a 
United States mail registered mail receipt, in any case addressed as follows: 

(A) If to the County, as follows: 

Orange County 

Attn: County Manager 

200 South Cameron St. 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 


(B) lfto Carrboro, as follows: 

Town of Carrboro 
Attn: Town Manager 
301 West Main St. 
Carrboro, NC 27510 

(C) Ifto Chapel H~ll, as follows: 

Town ofChapel Hill 
Attn: Town Manager 
306 North Colwnbia St. 
Chapel Hill, NC 27516 

(0) If to Hillsborou~ as follows: 

Town ofHillsborough 

Attn: Town Manager 

137 North Churton St 

Hillsborough, NC 27278 

When this Agreement requires that notice be given to more than one Party, the effective date of 
the notice shall be-the last date on which notice is deemed given to any required Party. 

(c) Any Party may designate a different address for communications by notice given 
under this Section to each other Party. 

(d) A Party may also designate, by notice to each other Party under this ~ection, 
additional addresses to which copies of required notices shall be given. Each Party shall make a 
good faith effort to send required notices to such additional addressees, but no failure to deliver 
any such additional notices shall affect the validity of notices properly given to the address 
designated in subsection (a) or its successor address. 
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(e) Whenever in this Agreement the giving of notice is required, the giving of such 
notice may be waived in writing by the Party entitled to receive such notice, and in any such case 
the giving or receipt of such notice shall not be a condition precedent to the validity of any action 
taken in reliance upon such waiver. 

9.04. Further Instruments. Upon any Party's request, the Parties shall execute, 
acknowledge and deliver such further instruments as may be reasonably desired by any Party to 
carry out more effectively the purposes and intents of this Agreement. 

9.05. Limitation of Rights. Nothing expressed or implied in this Agreement 
shall give any person other than the Parties any rights to enforce any provision of this 
Agreement. There are no intended third-party beneficiaries of this Agreement. 

9.06. Non-Business Days. When any action is provided in this Agreement to be done 
on a designated day or within a designated time period, and the designated day or the last day of 
the designated period is not a Business Day, the action may be done on the next Business Day, 
with the same effect as if done on the designated day. 

9.07. Survival of Covenants aad RepFeseBtatieBs. All covenants, 
representations and warranties made by the Parties in this Agreement shall survive the delivery 
of this Agreement. 

9.08. Severability. If any proVlslon of this Agreement shall be held invalid or 
unenforceable by any court ofcompetent jurisdiction, such holding shall not invalidate or render 
unenforceable any other provision of this Agreement; provided, however, that upon the election 
of any Party, this Agreement shall immediately become void and of no further effect upon such 
election (except that the provisions of Section 2.05 and Section 7.02(c) shall continue in effect, 
unless either such Section is among the Sections held unenforceable) if any provisions of Section 
2.02, Section 2.04, Section 2.05, Section 5.10 or Article vn are among those held unenforceable. 

9.09. Governing Law. The parties intend that this Agreement and all rights and 
obligations provided for in this Agreement, including matters of construction, validity and 
perfonnance, shall be governed by North Carolina law. 

9.10. Entire Contract. This Agreement, including the Exhibits, constitutes the 
entire agreement between the Parties with respect to its subject matter. 

9.11. Counterparts. This Agreement may be signed in several counterparts, 
including separate counterparts. Each shall be an original, but all of them together constitute the 
same instrument. 

9.12. Recordable Form. As this Agreement limits the Partiest rights to dispose of 
their respective ownership interests in the Greene Tract, any Party may cause this Agreement to 
be filed in the real property records in the office of the Register of ±)ee6 ~ of Orange 
County. 

.. -. -. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each of the Parties has caused this Agreement to be 
executed in its corporate name by its 'duly authorized officers, all as of the date first above 
written. 

(SEAL) 

ATTEST: 

By: 

ORANGE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 

Chair, Board of Commissioners 

Clerk, Board ofCommissioners 

(SEAL) 

ATTEST: 

By: 

TOWN OF CARRBORO, NORTH CAROLINA 

Mayor 

(SEAL) 

ATTEST: 

TownQerk 

By: 

TOWN OF CHAPEL BILL, 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Mayor 

(SEAL) 

ATTEST: 

Town Clerk 

By: 

TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH, 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Mayor 

Town Clerk 

lInteriocal A&reement Concernin& Solid Waste Mana&ement Matters, Dated as of November 1. 19971 



20 

EXHIBIT A 

DEFINITIONS 

For all purposes of this Agreement, the following tenns have the following meanings, 
unless the context clearly indicates otherwise. 

"Advisory Commission" means the Orange Countv Solid Waste Management 
Adyjsory Commission created pursuant to Article VI. 

"Agreement" means this Interlocal Agreement Concerning Solid Waste Management 
Matters, as it may be duly amended and supplemented from time to time. 

"Business Day" means any day (a) other than a day on which national banks are required 
or authorized to close and (b) on which the New York Stock Exchange is not closed. 

"CIl;"boro" means the Town ofCarrboro, North Carolina. 

"Chapel Hill" means the Town ofChapel Hill, North Carolina. 

"Closing" means the consummation of the Transfer by the execution and delivery of the 
Transfer Agreement. 

"CsIlfIlfis5ig1l " Mell"S lite Drage CSII"". 8s/ill JJ4Jste Als1Illgeme"t CSIlfIlfi55ie1l epesletl 
11"'91111111 18 ArRe/e Jl1 

"County" means Orange County, North Carolina. 

"County Manager" means the County's chief administrative officer. 

"County Recyclables" means all materials processed by the County for recycling and not 
disposed ofat System Management Facilities, as the same shall be established and amended from 
time to time under the Solid Wast.e Management Pti:tft Policies. 

"Existing System Assets" means all assets of the Solid Waste System existing as of the 
Closing, including, without limitation, the existing landfill, all other land and buildings, all 
equipment, including rolling stock, all licenses, pennits and other governmental authorizations, 
all contracts, all cUstomer records, all bank and other business records, and all cash and 
investments, including the capital reserve account currently maintained by Chapel Hill on behalf 
of the Landfill Owners' Group, but expressly excluding any interest in the Greene Tract. 

"Fiscal Year" means the County's fiscal year beginning July 1, or such other fiscal year 
as the County may lawfully establish. 

. -.. -. 
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"Governing Board" means, for any party, its governing board of elected officials. 

"Greene Tract" means the parcel of land comprising approximately 169 acres lying south 
of Eubanks Road described in Plat Book 14, Page 143 and Plat Book IS, Page 138, Orange 
County Registry, as more specifically described in Exhibit F. 

"Hillsborough" means the Town ofHillsborough, North Carolina. 

"Material Finllnci4l Change" has the meaning assigned in Sectiop 4.02(d). 

"Mixed Solid Waste Tipping Fee" means the fee of that name assessed for disposing 
mixed solid waste at the existing landfill; or any successor to that fee. 

UNew Solid Waste Management Site" means the location of the new System 
Management Facilities which are expected to be needed to serve the solid waste disposal needs 
of the County, the Towns and all persons and organizations within their jurisdictions. . 

"Open Matters" bas the meaning assigned in Section 1.02. 

"Other Recyclables" means materials which would otherwise constitute Solid Waste, but 
which are to be delivered to some other entity and processed for recycling. For any material to 
constitute Other Recyclables, however, the entity to which the material is to be delivered must 
represent that such materials are intended to be processed for use in new products. Material will 
not constitute Other Recyclables, for example, if the entity to which it is to be delivered intends 
to re-deliver the material to some other disposal facility (such as a landfill or incinerator), 
whether or not such material is intended to be subject to further processing before disposal. 

"Partiesn means, collectively, the County and the Towns, and "Partyn means anyone of 
them individually. 

"Solid Waste" means all materials accepted by the County for disposal at System 
Management Facilities, as the same shall be established and amended from time to time under 
the Solid Waste Management PlaB Policies (subject to the provisions of Section S.Ol(b», which 
therefore does not include County Recyclables. 

I'Solid Waste Management llhHf!!Policies" means, collectively, all policies related to the 
Solid Waste System and coordinated solid waste management for the County, the towns and the 
persons and organizations in their jurisdictions, as the same may exist from time to time; it 
includes, as of the . date of this Agreement, all such policies now in place and the policies 
incorporated in the framework attached as Exhibit E. 

"Solid Waste System" means all assets, including both real and personal property, used 
from time ·to time in the conduct of the functions of collecting and processing Recyclables, 
reducing solid waste, disposing C?f Solid Waste and mulching, compo sting and re-using Solid 
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Waste, and includes both (a) the Existing System Assets and (b) all moneys and investments 
related to such functions. 

"State" means the State ofNorth Carolina. 

"System Debt" means all obligations incurred or asswned by the County in connection 
with the ownership or operation of the System for payments ofprincipal-and interest with respect 
to borrowed money, without regard to the form of the transaction, and specifically including 
leases or similar financing agreements which are required to be capitalized in accordance with 
generally accepted accounting principles. System Debt is "Outstanding" at all times after it is 
issued or contracted until it is paid. 

"System Employees" Jmeans employees of Chapel Hill directly engaged in carrying out 
the business of the Solid Waste System (but expressly not including employees of Chapel Hill's 
sanitation department). 

"System Management Facilities" means those assets of the Solid Waste System used to 
provide final disposal of solid waste, such as landfills. 

"System Revenues" means all amounts derived by the County from the imposition of 
rates, fees and charges for the use of, and for the services furnished by, the Solid Waste System. 

"Towns" means, collectively, Carrboro, Chapel Hill and Hillsborough. 

"Transfer" means the conveyance of the Existing System Assets to the County pursuant 
to the Transfer Agreement in accordance with Article II. 

"Transfer Agreement" has the meaning assigned in Section 2.01 . 

... ..... 



23 

EXHIBIT B 

RULES OF CONSTRUCTION 

F or all purposes of this Agreement, unless the context clearly requires otherwise, 

(a) an accounting tenn not otherwise defined has the meaning assigned to it in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles; 

Agreement; 
(b) references to Articles and Sections are to the Articles and Sections of this 

(c) words importing the singular shall include the plural and vice versa; 

(d) < the headings in this Agreement are solely for convenience ofreference; the 
headings shall not constitute a part of this Agreement, nor shall they affect its meanings, 
construction or effect; 

(e) all references to any Party shall be deemed to include any successor to the 
general functions, powers and properties of such Party; and 

(t) any references to approvals or other actions by any Party shall be deemed 
to be references to actions taken by the Party's Governing Board or taken pursuant to express, 
specific direction given by the Party's Governing Board . 

. ~.. -. 
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EXHIBIT C 

DOCUMENISANDINSTRUMENTSFORlRANSFER 

(a) General warranty deed for the transfer of Carrboro's and Chapel Hillts real 
property interests in Existing System Assets; 

(b) Titles to vehicles that are subject to State titling laws, properly endorsed for 
transfer; 

J 

(c) Bills ofSale to convey all ownership rights in all other personal property 
constituting any portion of Existing System Assets; 

(d) An Assignment and Assumption Agreement, transferring to the County all rights 
under existing contracts that constitute any portion of the Existing System Assets; 

(e) All instruments necessary and appropriate to transfer to the County all permits, 
licenses and other governmental authorizations now being utilized in connection with the 
operation of the System; 

(f) A detailed listing of the assets being transferred; and 

(g) Such other documents and instruments as any Party may reasonably request. 

. -.. -. 
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EXHIBIT D 


MISSION STATEMENT AND GOALS 


. -­. -. 
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EXHIBIT E 

SOLID WASTE FRAMEWORK 

.. ~. 

..-~. 
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EXHIBIT F 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE GREENE TRACT 

: :: 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

ORANGE COUNTY 

I, a Notary Public of such County and State, certify that and ____ 
personally came before me this day and acknowledged that they are the Chair and Clerk, 
respectively, of the Board of Commissioners of Orange, County, North Carolina, and that by 
authority duly given and as the act of Orange County, North Carolina, the foregoing instrument 
was signed in the County's name by such Chair, sealed with its corporate seal and attested by 
such Clerk. 

WITNESS my hand and official stamp or seal, this _._ day of___, 1997. 

[SEAL] 

Notary Public . 

My commission expires: ______ 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

ORANGE COUNTY 

I, a Notary Public of such County and State, certify that and ____ 
personally came before me this day and acknowledged that they are the Mayor and Town Clerk, 
respectively, of the Town of Carrboro, North Carolina, and that by authority duly given and as 
the act of such Town, the foregoing instrument was signed in the Town's name by such Mayor, 
sealed with its corporate seal and attested by such Town Clerk. 

WITNESS my hand and official stamp or seal, this __ day of___,. 1997. 

[SEAL] 

Notary Public 

My commission expires: ______ 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

ORANGE COUNTY 

I, a Notary Public of such County and State, certify that and ____ 
personally came before me this day and acknowledged that they are the Mayor and Town Clerk, 
respectively, of the Town of Chapel Hill, North Carolina, and that by authority duly given at"ld as 
the act of such Town, the foregoing instrument was signed in the Town's name by such Mayor, 
sealed with its corporate seal and attested by such Town Clerk. 

WITNESS my hand and official stamp or seal, this __ day of___, 1997. 

[SEAL] 

Notary Public 

My commission expires: ______ 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 

ORANGE COUNTY 

I, a Notary Public of such County and State, certify that and ____ 
personally came before me this day and acknowledged that they are the Mayor and Town Clerk, 
respectively, of the Town of Hillsborough, North Carolina, and that by authority duly given and 
as the act of such Town, the foregoing instrument was signed in the Town's name by such 
Mayor, sealed with its corporate seal and attested by such Town Clerk. 

WITNESS my hand and official stamp or seal, this __ day of__-" 1997. 

[SEAL] 

Notary Public 

My commission expires: _-______ 
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Interlocal Agreement - Summary of Points of Consensus 



1 INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT - SUMMARY OF POINTS OF CONSENSUS 

ARTICl:-E f , .. .Purpose ofAgreement: 
Effectiveness 

Conditiotls and . . ".: : .. . General 
. C()nsensusl 

Among 3 . 
Governments 

1.01 Purpose 

1.02 Conditions 
a) 
b) 

1.03 Diligent, Good Faith Bargaining 

1.04 Deadline for Negotiations 

YES 

NO 
YES 

YES 

NO 

,1{~~~~~~~i+~"6P?~;~~~~~11~!~,;~'~~,~~;~~r*§I:id'~~$.~~S~~T~ ~~ 'G~I~1~~I; ', 

2.01 County's Acquisition: Consideration 	 YES 

2.02 	Existing System Assets 

.a) YES 

b) NO 


2.03 	Greene Tract 

a) NO 

b) NO 

c) NO 

d) NO 


2.04 	Liabilities 

a) YES 

b) YES 

c) YES 

d) YES 


2.05 	Delivery of Solid Waste and Recyclab1es 

a) YES 

b) YES 


2.06 	Treatment of Solid Waste System Employees 

a) NO 

b) NO 


Interlocal Agreement 1 Printed: 8/3/98 
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INTERLOCAl AGREEMENT - SUMMARY OF POINTS OF CONSENSUS 

ARTICLE II - ·County's A.cquisitionol ~xistiflg . Solid Waste System . General 
.Consensus.. 

2.07 Closing Procedure 
a) 
b) 
c) 

YES 
YES 
YES 

3.01 	 Selection of New Solid Waste Management Site 
a) 
b) 

3.02 	Benefits to Communities 
a) Existing Landfill Site 
b) New Solid Waste Management Site 
c) In General 

4.01 Previous Cooperation in Policy Development 

4.02 Future Policy Development 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 

NO 
NO 

NO 
YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

5.01 	 Solid Waste System Operation 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

IntertocaJ Agreement 2 Printed: 8/3/98 
Summary of Points of Consensus 
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT - SUMMARY OF POINTS OF CONSENSUS 


,ARTICLE V. - County'sOperation:of the Solid Waste System 

5.02 Compliance with Law 

5.03 Budget 

5.04 Records, Accounts and Audits: Other Reports 
a) 
b) 
c) 

5.05 	Rates, Fees and Charges 
a) 
b) 

5.06 	Mixed Solid Waste Tipping Fee 
a) 
b) 

5.07 	Other Governmental Fees 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 

5.08 Other Fees 

5.09 Time Limitation on Fee Change Approvals 

5.10 	Use of System Revenues and County General Funds 
a) 
b) 

5.11 Risk Management 

5.12 Solid Waste Reporting: Similar Matters 

5.13 	Reservation of County's Rights 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 

General. 

Consensus 


YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

Interlocal Agreement 3 Printed: 813/98 
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT - SUMMARY OF POINTS OF CONSENSUS 

ARTlqL,E VI- ­ Solid -Wasttt'-Managemerit A.dvisory CQlrimission­
-,--:,--­

General 
COhs~'r'lsus -­

6.01 Establishment YES 

6.02 Advisory Commission's Responsibilities 
a) YES 
b) YES 
c) YES 
d) YES 
e) YES 
f) YES 
g) YES 
h) YES 

6.03 Appointment of Members: Terms 
a) YES 
b) YES 
c) YES 
d) YES 
e) YES 

6.04 Advisory Commission's Procedures 
a) YES 
b) YES 
c) YES 
d) YES 

7.01 Term 

7.02 	Withdrawal by a Party 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 

YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

Interlocal Agreement 4 Printed: 8/3/98 
Summary of Points of Consensus 
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT - SUMMARY OF POINTS OF CONSENSUS 

ARTICLE vln -Pa~ies Representations and Warranties 
., 

General 
Consensus 

a) Valid Existence: Due Authorization 
b) Valid Obligation 
c) No Breach of Law or Contract 
d) No Litigation 
e) No Misrepresentation 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

9.01 Amendments 

9.02 Definitions: Rules of Construction 

9.03 	Notices 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 

9.04 Further Instruments 

9.05 Limitation of Rights 

9.06 Non-Business Days 

9.07 Survival of Covenants 

9.08 Severability 

9.09 Governing Law 

9.10 Entire Contract 

9.11 Counterparts 

9.12 Recordable Form 

YES 

YES 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

Interlocal Agreement 5 Printed: 8/3/98 
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Interlocal Agreement: Points on Which Consensus Has Not Been Reached 
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Interlocal Agreement: Points On Which Consensus Has Not Been Reached 

no provision of this Agreement, other than the requirement to bargain as 
1.02 (a) described in Section 1.03, shall become effective until the Parties have 

selected the New Solid Waste Management Site; and 

1,02 (b) 
The selection of the New Solid Waste Management Site and the approval by 
the Governing Boards of Carrboro, Chapel Hill and the County of a 
substantially final form of the Transfer Agreement are referred to in this 
Agreement as the "Open Matters." 

1.04 Deadline for Negotiations. This Agreement shall automatically terminate on 
December 1, 1997, unless each Party's Governing Board has adopted an 
appropriate resolution referencing this Agreement and stating that the Open 
Matters have been resolved to such Party's satisfaction. ' 

2.02 (b) The Parties agree that they do not intend, by the Transfer, to revive any 
easement across the Greene Tract for the benefit of the property known as 
the "Neville Tract." 

2.03 (a) Greene Tract. (a) The parties agree that neither the Transfer nor any other 
provision of this Agreement shall or does effect any change in the status of 
the ownership of the Greene Tract. 

2.03 (b) Carrboro, Chapel Hill, and the County, as the current owners of the Greene 
Tract, agree to bargain together in good faith and with all due diligence, and 
to use their respective best efforts, to determine an ultimate use or disposition 
of the Greene Tract before January 1, 2003. During this period, no Party shall 
take any action to force any sale or division of the Greene Tract, nor shall any 
Party take any action to sell, mortgage or otherwise transfer all or any part of 
its ownership interest in the Greene Tract. 

2.03 (c) If the owners of the Greene Tract have not reached an agreement as to the 
ultimate use or disposition of the Greene Tract by January 1, 2000, then the 
County, for itself and as agent for the other owners, shall forthwith proceed to 
offer and sell all the Greene Tract in fee simple for cash to the highest bidder 
therefore, in such manner as the County may determine in its reasonable 
discretion. 

2.03 (d) The County shall promptly apply the proceeds of any sale made pursuant to 
subsection (c) above in the following manner: 

(i) First, to pay the expenses of the sale; 

(ii) Second, to pay to the Solid Waste System enterprise fund then 
maintained by the County pursuant to Section 5.04, the sum of (a) $608,823, 
being the original purchase price of the Greene Tract, plus (b) uncompounded 
interest on such amount at the annual rate of 60/0 from March 30, 1984, to the 
closing date of any sale; and 

(iii) Any remainder shall be distributed in the following proportions: 

(A) To Carrboro, 140/0 

(B) To Chapel Hill, 43%; and 

(C) To the County, 430/0. 

2.06 (a) Treatment of Solid Waste System Employees. (a) All of the System 

Printed :08/04/98 
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Employees will be transferred to the County and become County employees 
subject to the supervision of the County Manager in the same fashion as 
other County employees. 

2.06 (b) 	 The Parties acknowledge that it is an important objective of this Agreement 
that the current total compensation package for System Employees be 
maintained at a substantially equivalent level through the Transfer, although 
the combination of salary and benefits for any employee may change. The 
Parties recognize that all components of compensation to System Employees 
after the Transfer will be subject to changes in salaries and benefits in the 
same fashion as other County employees. The County and Chapel Hill shall 
develop a detailed schedule comparing the total pre-Transfer and post­
Transfer compensation for each System Employee in connection with the 
Transfer Agreement. Chapel Hill shall send a copy of such schedule to 
Carrboro when the schedule is complete. 

3.01 	(a) Selection of New Solid Waste Management Site. (a) The Parties shall work 
together to select a New Solid Waste Management Site within Orange 
County. 

3.01 (b) 	 For the purposes of this Agreement, "selecting a New Solid Waste 
Management Site" means (i) completion of all public meetings or hearings 
required by law or regulation prior to th~ filing of an application for a State 
permit to construct a solid waste landfill and (ii) the adoption by each 
Governing Board of a resolution designating the same real property as the 
real property as to which such permit should be sought. 

3.02 (b) 	 New Solid Waste Management Site -- The Parties shall cooperate to provide 
reasonable public benefits to the community of residents and property owners 
in the neighborhood of the New Solid Waste Management Site, in recognition 
of the effects that operation of a landfill or other solid waste management or 
disposal site may be perceived to have on such community. 

This process shall include facilitated discussions among persons belonging to 
such community, members of the Advisory Commission selected by the 
Advisory Commission and at least one member of each Governing Board (as 
each Governing Board shall designate for itself) who is not a member of the 
Advisory Commission. This working group shall determine a proposed list of 
community benefits to be provided. 

Each Party shall then provide for its Governing Board to discuss the proposed 
list, and shall provide for such legal and other staff analysis of the proposed 
list as it may deem appropriate. After each Governing Board has held its own 
discussions of the proposed list to its own satisfaction, the Parties shall 
provide for selected members of each Governing Board (as each Governing 
Board shall designate for itself) to meet as a working group to discuss the 
respective views of the Governing Boards. Through this working group and 
continued dtscussion by the Governing Boards, the Parties shall work 
together, diligently and in good faith, to reach an agreement as to community 
benefits to be provided. The process of determining community benefits shall 
continue to include participation by persons belonging to the relevant 
community. 

Final determination of the public benefits to be provided, the sources for their 
payment and the mechanisms for providing the benefits shall be made only by 

2 	 Printed :08/04/98 
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agreement of all the Parties. 

5.10 (b) The County shall in no event be required to use assets or funds other than 
those of the Solid Waste System to fulfill its obligations under this Agreement, 
including its obligations under Section 2.04(a) but excluding its obligations 
under Section 2.05. 

6.03 (c) The first year of the term of each initial member of the Advisory Commission 
shall be deemed to expire on December 31, 1998. Thereafter, each year of 
the term of an Advisory Commission member shall run from January 1 
through the subsequent December 31, but each member shall continue to 
serve until such member's successor has been duly appointed and qualified 
for office. 

3 Printed :08/04/98 
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Memo from John Link to BOCC Re: Conditions for County's Assumption of Lead role in Solid 

Waste Management 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Orange County Board of Commissioners 

FROM: John Link, County Manager 

DATE: November 26, 1997 

RE: Conditions for County's Assumption of Lead Role in Solid Waste Management 

At the November 20 solid waste work session, the Board indicated that it was important to 
communicate to the other governing boards the conditions under which the County 
Commissioners would be willing to take lead responsibility for solid waste management in the 
County. There appears to be consensus among the Commissioners that there are at least six 
conditions which the Board requires, as embodied in the 'six principles" restated below: 

1. Enterprise fund operation, i.e. revenues must meet or exceed expenditures. 
2. The Greene Tract remains a landfill asset. 
3. No restrictions on acquisition of additional acreage at the current landfill. 
4. Whoever is responsible for county-wide Solid Waste System needs committed partners to 
make an enterprise operation economically viable. 
5. All community benefits to be provided should be funded through the landfill enterprise. 
6. Seek a solution in which reduction of solid waste and the economic viability of the solid 
waste facility are in concert - right now, when solid waste is reduced, the landfill suffers 
financially. 

Commissioners indicated that they have other conditions in mind as well. The staff, Attorney, 
and I have met, along with Gayle Wilson, and developed the following information and list of 
-questions iand issues that we suggest you review as you consider the conditions you believe 
should apply to the County's possible assumption of overall solid waste management 
responsibility. 

GOVERNANCE 
under what conditions are you willing to govern solid waste functions? 

BOCC only, with no advisory board? 
BOCC w/advisory board (N-l decisi,on making)? - if so, 'other jurisdict;ions must be 

committedllong-term contracted customer to participate on advisory board, and 
BOCC makes final decisions 
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different version of current LOG model wfN-l decision making? 
under what conditions would you be willing to have someone else govern - if BOCC doesn't do 

it, are you willing to submit to same conditions we ask of others, especially Chapel Hill? 
if not, what are the reasons (e.g. only BOCC represents all the population in County)? 

what contractual arrangements would you require of partners? 

LAND USE POLICIES 
zoning of Greene Tract - what degree of assurance can we obtain that County could use it for 

landfill related purposes? (Gene indicates under current Chapel Hill zoning, it is "rural 
transition" - this would allow a landfill, with a Special Use Permit approved by Chapel Hill) 

how could County acquire zoning authority over Greene Tract (and do we want to pursue this)?-
Geof says no property under County zoning authority immediately adjacent to this 

zoning control of the Greene Tract - what zoning do you want if Chapel Hill has zoning 
authority? 

what zoning do you want if OC has zoning authority? (property would need to be in rural buffer; 
would require Joint Planning Agreement be amended to include this property in rural buffer ­
that would require approval by Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and County; rural buffer does permit a 
landfill with a Class A Special Use Permit, which would be approved solely by BOCC) 

will you allow Chapel Hill to have that authority if they run landfill? 
are governments willing to pursue elimination of turboprops from Horace Williams Airport? 

(Gayle to produce footprint of Greene Tract landfill usable area, considering buffers - Gayle 
says he will also prepare short memo on regulatory feasibility of siting solid waste facilities 
(MRF, transfer station, C&D disposal) on the Greene Tract) 

what zoning/watershed/rural buffer limitations would you impose on landfill siting or other SW 
facility siting? (LONG TERM ISSUE) 

OPERATIONS 

what staffing/management structure? (importance of Landfill staff having "one boss") 

transfer of landfill staff/resources per draft interlocal agreement? 

contract w/Chapel Hill to handle solid waste functions w/existing staff, as governed by County? 

leave Chapel Hill w/present operation? 

county hire own employees? 

county contract w/private enterprise? 

budgetary considerations? 

decision on waste disposal approach? MRF, C&D, landfill siting (if any) or transfer station? 

factors about shipping out waste - while there is lots of landfill space in the Southeast now, the 

glut of landfill space likely to disappear; may get lucrative contract now, but contractor may 
fill up their landfill that your waste is being shipped to, and they may ship your waste instead 
to a different landfill, perhaps one with a history of violations - then, you have to look for a 
different contract at a much higher rate; reasonable assumption is that once you get out of 
landfill business, you're out of it for good 

are Commissioners willirig·to pick up landfill siting process on their own? to start over on their 
own? examining any other potential site? picking either existing sites, or some new site? 
(Gayle points out if the answer is yes, it is important to start now; if no, we can build a 
transfer station in 2 years) (Gayle says if we stop using landfill for a period of 4-5 years, 
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would have to be repermitted - permit comes up every five years - he needs to check 
timeframe) 

is BOCC willing to cease use of Eubanks Road now to buy more time? 
is there some way of substantially decreasing the use now of the current landfill to preserve 

space, without triggering State repermitting requirements? (Gayle mentions if landfill cell 
will be inactive for a year, must use 18 inches of cover rather than 6 - eats a lot of "airspace") 

whoever is doing long term planning must have access to landfill budget to fund short term 
decisions 

need assets in one name, not Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and County 
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COMMUNITY BENEFITS 
decisions have been made on nine of fourteen proposed benefits, with some already being 

implemented 
consensus at Assembly of Governments meeting not to pursue sewer extensions 
what to do about water line extensions? 
although the recent landfill leachate report "Groundwater Risk Assessment for the Orange 

Regional Landfill" does not provide a scientific or technical basis for providing an enterprise 
funded extension of water utilities, the report does not completely eliminate that possibility; 
the conclusion to the report which states that "potential shallow ground water contamination 
at the Orange Regional Landfill does not appear to pose an immediate threat to surrounding 
residential water supply wells" leaves open the possibility of, long term contamination of the 
bedrock or deep ground water aquifers; as the deep aquifers are those which are the water 
source for local water supply wells, this could allow the use of the enterprise fund to pay for 
the extension of utilities as insurance against potential future pollution; does the BOCC 
wish to pursue this option? would the BOCC prefer thatadditional study of this issue be 
folded into the USGS ground water analysis or some other study which could perhaps 
provide a better indication of the long-term probabilities for leachate contamination of the 
deep or bedrock aquifers? 

if at some point governments decide to pursue water line extensions, where does the money come 
from? do we start reserving a portion of tip fees now? fund all in one fiscal year with a 
corresponding one time impact on the tip fee 7" 

FINANCIAL 
whichjurisdiction(s) responsible for 1998-99 budget approval? 
what mix of revenue sources beyond tipping fees, but still in enterprise revenue concept will you 

consider? tip fees only? solid waste availability fee? weight/volume based fees, or 

"pay-per-throw"? fees for services? 


RECYCLING 

are you willing to pursue the established SW reduction goals - do they need to be revisited? 

are we willing to incur the costs associated with 61 % reduction by 2006? 

what would be the-threshold for decisions to pursue goals vs. cost? 

must recycling always be paid by tipping fees - what revenue sources are permissible for 


recycling? 

We have asked the Landfill staff to provide us with information about what is expected to be 
accomplished, and included in the budget, for the current and upcoming fiscal years regarding 
implementation of the integrated solid waste management plan. We realize this information is 
important to you as you deliberate about future solid waste direction. Please consider the 
information presented and questions posed above and let me have your feedback within the next 
two weeks. Staff and I could then develop a composite of what the majority of the Board 
members seem to favor on each major point. We would prepare this composite for your re\iew. 
After further discussion, the Board would hopefully agree on conditions under which the County 



would assume the lead role for solid waste management and convey those to the other municipal 
governing boards. 
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Employee Transition from Town of Chapel Hill to Orange County Employment 
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4/14/98 
Employee Transition from Town of Chapel Hill to Orange County Employment 

1. 	 Over the last year, Orange County Personnel staff and Town of Chapel Hill staff have completed a 
number of activities related to identifying, assessing and working through transition issues involved if 
the Town of Chapel Hill Solid Waste employees became Orange County employees. Activities 
completed include: 

a. 	 Drafting of requests for proposals and contracting with two consultants to assist in the transition 
issues. This included: 

(1) 	 Selection of a consultant to identify and recommend the appropriate classification and 
salary grade assignment for the involved Town positions within the Orange County 
classification and pay plan. 

(2) 	 Selection of a consultant to compare the Town of Chapel Hill and Orange County 
employee benefits, analyze the differences and recommend the benefits and pay to maintain 
the current total compensation package for each employee at a substantially equivalent 
level. 	 . 

b. 	 Completion of the classification study by the consultant. This included receipt of updated position 
descriptions, review of the results with County and Town personnel staff and the Solid Waste 
Management Director and resolution of concerns. 

c. 	 Review and detailed comparison of the Town and County benefits by the consultant, analysis of 
the results, and identification of recommended handling. 

2. 	 There are a number of activities remaining to complete any employee transition to Orange County 
employment including: 

a. 	 Updating of the classification, pay and benefits analysis done earlier, and reviewing the final 
outcomes of the classification, pay and benefits review with the County Manager and Town 
Manager. 

b. 	 Reporting on the proposed pay and benefits handling to the Board of Commissioners and 
requesting approval for the classification plan amendments and benefits handling necessary for the 
proposed pay and benefits package. 

c. 	 Extensive employee communications including group and individual meetings to explain the 
planned handling, to pr9vide each employee with a full and individualized information package 
and to respond to questions. 

3. 	 Upon the transition and with the pay and benefits handling approved to provide a substantially 
equivalent total compensation package for the employees, the employees would become Orange 
County employees and be covered by the County's personnel policies and benefits programs. 

F:\elaine\sw5.doc 
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Orange County Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan - Current Recycling Programs versus 

Proposed Additions (Updated table presented at BOCC Work Session) 




OIlAfKil COliN I Y IN r F. GnA I ,)UD WASTE MANAUEMENT Pl.AN • 

Cuuellt rlecydil1tJ PItJYWInS versus P,oposed Additions 

Urban cwbsilJe colleclion 

Multi family collection 
caD necyclill9 
Additional wasle ple,veillion eUor's 
Othet OCR n~rvrlil\l'1 

l!i 

I !l'\ 

:t' 

1~~t~/,~s'er/~/s MSlJsf?ed -I 90.~8_' I $2,140,280 1$ 241 67,1071 $ 3.432.49'JJ.___._~! 

oase .'ear P"-l1C:} IVI;:)VV LDS./Ci.IPI\CI C:,ft!t! t!,1t!c. ____..__ .._m 

Recycling Collecllons & Programs 

~ote!; 
< 1> Cosls represent nnnual r:osls which include nmortized capil:"ll costs. 
<2> ewrenl Syslp.1Il np.Gydinq Pf()Gp.!'-:~iluJ (:nsl!l fOf SOlIlGP. S~pp.l:"ltp.d mnlolinls au! indud(!(1 in r:olll'dioll r:tllll/:ld~~. 
<3> New SysteIH necyr;ling/C&D Plocessing costs include conull;',yled processing of hllth GlUlenl (0,3"0 lOllS) ami ncldiliollnl pO.onllolls) 11Ialell;\I~; 
<4> 2006 is lha projected dole for achieving lhe 61% recycling gool ond Ihe li,st opeulling year 01 n new MSW .mel C&U landfill. Costs in cUllelll dlJlbl~~. 
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DATE: 1/14/98 

MEMO TO: County Landfill Owners Group Representatives 

FROM: John Link, County Manager 

RE: Development of Materials Recovery Facility 

IBackground 

A materials recovery- facility (MRF) is a key component of the integrated waste 
management system for Orange County, and will be necessary if diversion 
targets/goals are to be met (Le., 45% by 2001 and 61 % by 2006). The need for 
a MRF was identified in an earlier report from Weston (Final Report, Integrated 
Solid Waste Management Study, May 1996) and the Integrated Solid yYaste 
Management Plan previously adopted by all participating governments. 

The diversion achieved through' the estabHshment and operation of· a MRF will 
contribute to extending the useful rife of the existing fandfifl site by approximately 
one year, based on the implementation schedule presented below. The MRF is 
required to expand the recycling efforts that will be necessary to achieve the 
45% and 61 % diversion goals. 

A survey was recently delivered to several neighboring jurisdictions, Orange 
Regional Landfill users, and other prospective MRF users to determine the level 
of interest in participating in the development of a MRF and/or delivery of 
recyclable materials to a MRF established in Orange County. This information 
will assist in determining the appropriate capacity of the MRF. The estimated 
capacity required for processing materials generated within Orange County only, 
including the local municipalities is 100 tons per day. 

The estimated cost of the MRF has been identified as $30 per ton, including 
amortized capital costs. 

A projected schedule for development and construction of the MRF is presented 
below. Early development and implementation of the MRF will allow waste 
diversion rates to' be achieved sooner and the useful life of the existing landfill 
site extended.' Greater diversion through the MRF will also reduce future 
disposal requirements, whether at a new in-county landfill, or to be shipped to an 
out-of-county landfill via a transfer station. 

Memo: Development of MRF 1/14/98 
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Potential locations for siting a new MRF include: 

• 	 Greene Tract 
• unfilled area of existing landfill site 
• other unidentified sites 

Implementation Item Date To Be 
Completed 

MRF siting decision by local governing bodies April 1998 
Selection of consultant to assist with facility development June 1998 
Finalize contract with consultant July 1998 
Preparation and release of RFP for MRF October 1998 
Deadline for RFPs January 1999 
Review and evaluation of RFPs March 1999' 
Selection of preferred RFP for negotiations April 1999 
Sig n contract July'1999 
Completion of facility design January 2000 
Begin construction March 2000 
Complete construction June 2001 
Shakedown of facility and equipment July 2001 
Begin full operation August 2001 

I Recommendations 

In order for the implementation as described above to be accomplished, the 
following decisions are required: 

• location of MRF 

• ownership and operation (Le., public, private, or public-private partnership) 

• 	 approval to-·proceed with selection of consultant and issuance of RFPs for the 

design and development of MRF 

The local governing bodies should make immediate decisions concerning each 
of the above items. . 

Memo: Development of MRF 2 	 1/14/98 
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To: John Link, County Manager 
From: Gayle Wilson, Solid Waste Management Department 
Subject: Response to Question on development of transfer station and materials recovery 

facility 
Date: November 13, 1997 

What is the feasibility of developing a transfer station and a materials recovery facility 
(MRF) including possible costs and sites. 

Introduction 

Both a transfer station and a materials recovery facility (MRF) could be developed at a 
variety of sites in Orange County using any combination of public and private ownership 
and operation. State and federal siting regulations are far less onerous for these types of 
facilities than for landfills. Environmental monitoring needs are limited compared to 
landfills which must monitor for groundwater contamination and methane generation as 
well as develop long term post-closure plans. 

The Greene Tract is a possible site for either a transfer station or a material~ recovery 
facility provided that local zoning regulations allow either one or both. Other sites 
adjoining the existing landfill or throughout the County are also feasible. Sites chosen 
for transfer stations and MRFs should be near good transportation networks and close to 
the centers of waste generation to achieve efficiency in transportation. Both transfer 
stations and materials recovery facilities have been built in all types of settings including 
adjoining residential areas. 

Either type of facility could be built on 12 to 15 acres including ample buffer areas. It is 
possible to site both facilities on a single parcel that might have to be greater than 12 to 
15 acres but not double the size needed for the individual facilities. Land quality and 
utility requirements would be similar to that needed for other industrial facilities. 

Transfer Stations 

A transfer statiQn is an enclosed facility that consolidates waste from a variety of smaller 
trucks for reloading into single larger transfer trailers capable of transporting as much as 
twenty tons of waste to a distant disposal facility. Typically hauls of greater than 20 
miles one-way to landfills or other disposal facilities make transfer stations economical. 
All the private, licensed facilities investigated by WESTON as part of the out-of-county 
alternatives report issuC?d to the Owners Group in July 1995 were further than twenty 
miles from Orange County. The private landfill to which Durham plans to ship its waste 
is over 100 miles away. 

Transfer stations are capable of handling both mixed solid waste and construction and 
demolition wastes, both of which are now received"at the Orange Regional Landfill. It is 
somewhat more costly to design a facility capable of handling the construction and 
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demolition waste since that material may be heavier, more abrasive and generate more 
dust thus requiring more durable floors and walls and dust control than a facility for only 
mixed solid waste. 

Estimating the cost of a Transfer Station 

Facility cost varies with size, number of bays, types of equipment, design and amenities. 
From discussions with engineering fmus who have designed transfer stations recently in 
North Carolina and nationally, we believe that a facility of 8,000 to 10,000 square feet 
with a minimum of two bays would be capable of handling the waste stream of 66,500 
tons per year projected to be generated in Orange County by 2006, around the year the 
current landfIll is projected to close. Facility costs could be in the range of $200 per 
square foot including all site development costs and utilities, but exclusive of land costs. 
Land costs could be paid out of a fund already established for that purpose. 

Averaging the projected size at 9,000 square feet and estimating the cost at $200 per 
square foot, the capital cost of the facility would be around $1.80 million. Equipment, 
according to WESTON's report could cost another $300,000. Total capital cost for a 
transfer station would then be about $2.1 million. The transfer station could be expected 
to last twenty years with a 10% annual maintenance cost to replace equipment and floors. 
Arinualized capital cost would then be $115,000 over twenty years excluding debt 
service. 

Operations costs are estimated at $350,000 to include eight full-time people, utilities, 
benefits, repairs, leachate collection, and administration to operate approximately the 
same 54 hours per week t~at the landfill is now operated. 

Operating costs do not include the post-closure monitoring costs estimated by Joyce 
Engineering at $50,000 annUally. By federal law, landfills must be monitored for thirty 
years after closure. 

The above-stated costs do not include cost of hauling and tipping at the remote disposal 
site that would accept waste from the transfer station. Those costs range from the'$24.05 
per ton that the City of Durham recently negotiated with Carolina Container Corporation 
for hauling and tipping fees to the $27.50 per ton tipping fee only offered to the Orange 
Regional LandfIll at the Browning Ferris Industries landfill in Sampson County plus 
hauling costs of $17.50 per ton estimated by WESTON in their July 1995 report on out­
of-county disposal facilities. Hauling and tipping fee contracts should be negotiated Iong­
term to achieve the low~st prices. The cost model shown in table 1 below assumes that a 
twenty year contract at fixes prices (adjusted for inflation only) could be negotiated. We 
note that the proposed new landfill for Orange County is designed as a fifty year facility. 

All transfer station capital and operating costs, tipping fee, hauling costs and ancillary 
landfill operations costs could be paid for with tippfng fees as the landfill operation is 
now. If Orange County meets the adopted goal of 61 % waste reduction per capita by 
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2006, we project that 66,500 tons of mixed solid waste plus construction and demolition 
waste will be delivered to the Orange Regional waste disposal facility for transfer to a 
final disposal site. An average per ton tipping fee would range from $31.80 to $52.75 
(See table 1) to cover costs of disposing of this waste and paying post-closure costs. 

Table 1 
Cost of Operating a Transfer Station at Orange Regional LanMIlI 
estimated November 1997. 

Category Cost Annual Cost (in 1997 
dollars) 

Capital Cost $2,100,000 $115,500 (20 years) 
Annual Operating Costs, 
Transfer Station only .: ... ­

$350,000 $350,000 (8 staff) 

Post-closure costs (Joyce 
Engineeri~gt June 1995) 

$1,500,000 (30 years) $50,000 

Hauling costs plus tipping 
fees at remote landfill, based 
on 66,500 tons per year total 
waste 

$24.05 -- $45 per ton $1,599,000 -- $2,992,500 

, 

Total cost (tipping fee)* $31.80 -- $52.75 PER TON $2,114,500 -- $3,508,000 

* NOTE: Tip fees do not include funds to finance programs other than transfer station operation and 
post-closure monitoring. 

Materials Recovery Facility 

In adopting an integrated" solid waste plan with a goal of 61 % waste reduction per capita 
by 2006, the member governments of the Landfill Owners Group included the 
development of a materials recovery facility to process recyclables from residents and 
businesses into market-ready commodities .. Such a facility would be capable of handling 
up to 100 tons per day (25,500 tons per year) of source-separated and commingled 
recyclable paper, containers and other materials expected to be collected by publicly 
operated programs. The MRF could be built and operated with a combination of public 
and private respurces. No facility now exists or is planned in the Triangle Region that 
could process the wide variety of commingled and source-separated materials envisioned 
i~ this collection program. We believe such a facility to be necessary to expand recycling 
efforts sufficiently to reach the 61 % diversion goal. ' 

A materials recovery facility'would need an area of 12 to 15 acres including adequate 
indoor and outdoor storage, buffers, parking, and access areas. If built in combination 
with a transfer station for non-recyclable wastes, the facility would need more than 12 
acres but less than double the amount for the two facilities built individually. As with a 
transfer station, a MRF is best located in a area close to the point of materials generation 
and near good transportation to achieve highest efficiency of moving large amounts of 
mostly low-value materials. The Greene tract, other areas adjoinfng the current landfill , 
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or other sites throughout the County would be suitable locations if local zoning is 
adequate. 

Costs of materials recovery facilities vary greatly according to size, degree of automation, 
design, amenities. Generally the trend in materials recovery facility design is towards 
larger facilities with flexibility in design to handle a wider variety of materials and adapt 
quickly to changing market conditions. There are significant economies of scale 
achievable with larger facilities. 

Estimated Cost of Materials Recovery Facility 

A literature review of existing MRF operations and survey of MRF tipping fees 
conducted by the Solid Waste Department staff last year came up with an average net ; 
tipping fee of approximately $30 per ton to cover operating costs and debt service for a 
facility large enough to process the projected 100 tons per day expected to be recycled by 
publicly operated programs in Orange County by 2006. The range of tipping fees in the 
survey varied from $12 per ton to $90 per ton. The privately operated materials recovery 
facility in Mecklenberg County charges $36 per ton to process commingled recyclables. 
Factors affecting the wide variation depended upon the nature of ownership and 
operation, degree of automation, expected amounts of residue from processing and 
market conditions for recyclables. 

- The planning level cost analysis for considering construction of a materials recovery 
facility uses $30 per ton net processing cost. Therefore the cost tQ process the 25,600 tons 
of recyclables ~xpected to be collected by programs operated by Orange Community 
Recycling in the target year of 2006 is $768,000 (See spread sheet on current v. proposed 
recycling costs attached elswhere in this report). This processing cost is part of the 
overall cost of operating the recycling and waste reduction system .. 

If recyclables collected by others are also processed at the MRF, total cost could rise but 
those new costs would be covered by the tipping fee collected from the haulers of the 
other materials plus the revenues generated from sale of the collected materials. Cost per 
ton could fall with the increased economies of scale. The projected processing cost of. 
$30 per ton is less than the projected cost ofa tipping fee at a transfer station or landfill, 
so it is possible that this differential could create an additional incentive to recycle. 

4 
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DATE: 1/12/98 

MEMO TO: County Landfill Owners Group Representatives 

FROM: John Link, County Manager 

RE: ManagementofCol1struction'and Demolition (O&D) Waste 

I Background 

Of the estimated 90,000 tons of waste delivered each year to the Orange Regional 
Landfill, 33,000 tons is estimated to consist of construction an'd demolition (C&D) waste 
materials. At current fill rates, and without any new diversion options, it is estimated 
that capacity at the current C&D disposal area will be exhausted within eighteen 
months. . 

Several memos and reports have previously examined current management practices 
and proposed future management options for C&D wastes. Complete copies have 
been attached and are summarized below. 

DATE ITEM " , :":' ""SUBJECT' :" 
07/11/96 Gayle Wilson Memo 

to LOG 
Follow-up Items on Construction and Demolition 
Waste Reduction Planning 

12/12/96 Gayle Wilson Memo 
to Log 

Follow-up Report on Options for Reducing 
Construction and Demolition Waste 

01/15/97 Joyce Brown Memo 
to LOG 

Article from "Governing" journal 

01/22/97 Gayle Wilson Memo 
to LOG 

Information for Public Forum on Construction and 
Demolition Waste Management 

01/22/97 Gayle Wilson Memo 
to LOG 

Regulating Construction and Demolition Waste 
Through Solid Waste Planning Ordinances 

01/22/97 Gayle Wilson Memo 
to LOG 

Selection of Construction and Demolition Waste 
Management Options 

06/23/97 W. Calvin Horton 
Memo to Mayor and 
Council 

Funding of Construction and Demolition Waste 
Reduction Programs with an Increase in 
Construction and Demolition Waste Landfill Tipping 
Fee 

07/16/97 Solid Waste Plan Chapter 3, p. 3-9 - 3-13 
11/11/97 Gayle Wilson Memo 

to John Link 
Response to County Board Questions - C&D 
Disposal 

Memo: C&D Waste Management 1/12/98' 
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ICurrent Practices and Activities 

Current diversion practices include a manual separation program for reusable and 
recyclable C&D materials at the landfill. This program has been in operation since 
December 1997 and has diverted 12 tons of materials during its first month. Estimated 
annual diversion is 400 tons. In addition, draft ordinances which would require 
separation of reusable and/or recyclable C&D materials are currently being'developed 
by Chapel Hill for consideration by all local governments. It is also proposed that landfill 
bans may be implemented for certain materials, and higher tipping fees implemented 
for incoming loads which contain mixed waste materials. Although important waste 
diversion activities, these programs will have only a minimal impact on postponing the 
need for additional disposal capacity. 

I~F_u_t_u_re__M_a_n_a~g_e_m_e_n_t_O~p_ti_o_n_s______________________________________~I . 

Five main options for future management of C&D waste materials were previously 
developed. and are summarized in the table below. It must be noted that even with 
current and future diversion activities for C&D waste materials, new landfill capacity will 
be required for materials which cannot be diverted from disposal . 

OPTI'ON· 
. :. 

NEWC·OSTS 
FOR LOG 

. .. . . IMPLICATIONS 

Discontinue Management no • may have impacts associated with 
of C&D Materials new development (i.e., illegal 

dumping, etc.) 
• unlikely to meet waste reduction 

targets 
Expansion of Existing 
C&D Disposal Area 

yes 
(est. $0.60/ton) 

• unlikely to meet waste reduction 
targets without processing facility 

Construction of Transfer 
Station for Shipment of 
C&D Materials 

yes 
(est. $9.90 ­
$15.50/ton) 

• unlikely to meet waste reduction 
targets without processing facility 

Development of a yes • would still require new disposal 
Manual Processing (est. $17.70) capacity for residual materials 
Facility for Recovery of • may not achieve waste reduction 
Reusable/Recyclable targets 
C&D Materials • estimated 150/0 total diversion 
Development of a Semi- yes • would still require new disposal 
Automated Processing (est. $20.50) capacity for residual materials 
Facility for Recovery of • should enable attainment of waste 
Reusable/Recyclable reduction targets 
C&D Materials • estimated 25% diversion 

Memo: C&D Waste Management 2 1/12/98 
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Recommendations 

If it is determined that a processing facility will be developed to divert reusable and 
recyclable materials from incoming loads, a decision will be required regarding the type 
of facility (Le., manual vs. semi-automated), The type of facility that i~ developed will 
have an impact on the quantity of waste materials which are diverted, anp therefore the 
quantity of remaining waste which will require disposal. 

Decisions are also required regarding suitable locations for any new C&D processing, 
transfer and/or landfill disposal facilities for C&D waste materials, as well as the 
financing and ownership of the selected facilities. 

I·····.··•••.·.··.• •.· •••• ?· ..•.. ·<F:~¢iJity<·)=.:···<·· .'. ....,'.. ,.:-....; .......: ..::.>.; F'/:"':< .'p<te ·tj:ll·· ..' . ·tr . ".< ". 
k··· ... .'.".(). ·n. '.~ ·oc~. ons....... 

...... 
.... 

C&D ProceSSing Facility 
• manual 
• semi-automated 

• Greene Tract 
• Unfilled area of existing landfill site 
• Purchase of additional property 

Disposal 
• C&D Transfer Station 
• C&D Landfill 

• Greene Tract 
• Unfilled area of existing landfill site 

• Purchase of additional property 

Note: a C&D transfer station would likely be developed in conjunction with a transfer 
facility for mixed solid waste. 

In order to ensure adequate time for the planning, development and construction of the 
necessary facilities to manage C&D waste materials beyond the life of the existing C&D 
landfill, member governments must make immediate decisions regarding the preferred 
future diversion and disposal option(s) for C&D waste materials. Even with the current 
diversion activities for C&D waste materials, new diversion and disposal options will be 
required when the existing C&D disposal site reaches capacity in approximately 
eighteen months. Eighteen months, or more, will be required for the planning, 
development, and construction of C&D waste management facilities. 

Memo: C&D Waste Management • .. 3 1/12/98 
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1 DRAFT 

DATE: 06/30/98 

TO: John Link, County Manager 

FROM: Wilbert McAdoo, Public Works Director 

RE: C&D Waste Management Practices - Summary Reports 

The attached summary reports present an overview of current management 

practices for construction and demolition (C&D)1 waste in several neighboring 

communities. Some communities also provided information regarding land 

clearing and inert debris (LCID) management practices.2 

Public Works staff initially contacted several neighboring communities' and 

counties to obtain information regarding the management of C&D waste. The 

North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR), 

Division of Waste Management was also contacted to obtain up-to-date 

information about permitted C&D landfills operating in the State. The complete 

list provided by the Waste Management Division is attached for reference. 

Public Works attempted to contact representatives from eleven neighboring 

communities including: 

• Alamance County 

• Caswell County 

• Chatham County 

• City of Durham 

• Granville County 

I Construction and Demolition Waste: Solid waste resulting.solely from construction, 

demolition, remodeling or demolition operations on pavement, buildings, or other structures. not 

including inert, land-clearing or yard debris. 

Z Land Clearing and Inert Debris: Solid waste generated solely from land-clearing activities, 

such as stumps and trees; material that is virtually inert, such as concrete, brick, rock, and clean 

soil. Note: used asphalt may also be legally accepted. 


(Source: Triangle Region Construction and Demolition Waste Recycling and Disposal Directory, 

Triangle J Council of Governments, August 1997) 


C&D Survey Printed: 08/03/98 
F:\SHARED\WFENTOMWASTE\POLICV\C&0\06-29-98.DOC 



2 DRAFT 

• 	 City of Greensboro 

• 	 Guilford County 

• 	 Lee County 

• 	 Person Cbunty 

• 	 Wake County 

• 	 Winston-Salem/Forsyth County 

At the time that this report was prepared, information had been obtained from ten 

of these communities. 

Browning-Ferris Industries (BFI) was also contacted for information regarding 

their Holly Springs C&D landfill site in WakeColJnty. 

ALAMANCE COUNTY 


• 	 Accept specified C&D materials in a separate cell at MSW landfill 
• 	 Shingles, asphalt, brick, block, concrete, scrap lumber, pallets, etc. 
• 	 Do not accept plastic, insulation, paint buckets, etc. 

• 	 Natural clay liner, no synthetic liner in C&D cell 
• 	 Tipping fees: 

• $30/ton - C&D 
• - 9,000 tons per year 
• - 2 years remaining capacity 
• 	 expect to expand in 1999 for - additional 5 years 
• 	 may be additional future expansions as required 
• 	 have ground clean loads of wood in past for use as mulch and/or for volume 

reduction 
• 	 are not doing so actively at this time as they still have large quantities of 

mulch remaining from Hurricane Fran storm debris 

C&D Survey 	 2 Printed: 08/03/98 
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DRAFT 

CASWELL COUNTY 


• 	 County does not operate a C&D or MSW landfill 
• 	 County accepts only residential waste at nine convenience centers 
• 	 Centers accept household waste and recyclable materials 
• 	 Households are charged a $70/year availability fee (will stay the same for 

1998/99) for disposal of household waste and recyclables 
• 	 C&D waste from residents is accepted at one of the convenience centers only 
• 	 Tip fee for C&D materials is $45/ton 
• 	 - 93.5 tons received in 1996/97 (includes tree limbs, etc., that are accepted at 

no charge as storm debris) 
• 	 Waste from the convenience centers is currently shipped to a transfer station 

in Virginia, then transferred to a landfill in Kernersville for disposal 

CHATHAM COUNTY 


• 	 Accept land clearing and inert debris (LCID) only 
• 	 $18/ton - LCID 
• 	 Are considering changes required to allow acceptance of C&D 
• 	 Are examining/considering the County's obligation to provide access to C&D 

disposal 
• 	 Considerations include the need to monitor incoming loads to ensure no 

unacceptable materials are included in loads - increased staffing, costs 
• 	 Many loads come in with what people think is LCID, but is really C&D 
• 	 People with C&D loads are currently directed to C&D sites, including private 

site in Holly Springs 

CITY OF DURHAM 


• 	 Land clearing and inert debris (LCrD) is accepted at Durham rubble landfill .. 
$ 24/ton 

• 	 'extensive' life left - not a lot of material is delivered to this site, as lower cost 
options are available from private sector 

• 	 C&D is accepted and mixed with MSW at transfer station and shipped to 
Virginia landfill 

• 	 Tipping fee at transfer station is $39.50/ton 
• 	 Consideration had previously been given to finishing out contours at closed 

MSW landfill, but clear answers were not readily available and other issues/ 
concerns (i.e., transfer station) have taken priority 

• 	 New (permanent) transfer station should be open - 3 weeks 

C&D Survey 	 3 Printed: 08/03/98 
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DRAFT 

GRANVILLE COUNTY 


• 	 Closed two unlined MSW sites in December 1997 
• 	 Currently operate one of these (old Oxford landfill) as a C&D site 
• 	 Accept C&D, LCID, some dry inert industrial waste (Le., off cuts, etc. from a 

shingle manufacturer) 
• 	 Accept material from outside of Granville County 
• 	 Hasn't accepted any from Virginia but assume that they could 
• 	 $20/ton 
• 	 -20,000 tons per year - not at this level yet, but hope to be - site is a net 

revenue generator 
• 	 remaining capacity -25 years+ 

CITY OF GREENSBORO 


• C&D materials are being used to develop final contours for a closed MSW site 
• - 25 years+ remaining 
• - 150,000 -180,000 tons per year currently received 
• 	 Did market survey 

• 	 Two private C&D landfills within City limits 
• 	 Both charge by volume/load - no scales 
• 	 City weighs incoming loads, but charges by load size to be competitive 

GUILFORD COUNTY 


• 


LEE COUNTY 


• 	 County operates a C&D landfill 
• Tip fee: $18/ton 

• - 4,600 tons durir:lg 1997 calendar year (C&O and LCID) 

• 	 accept yard materials and LCIO - material is chipped and given to residents' 

at no charge 
• only accept waste generated within Lee County 

C&D Survey 	 4 Printed: 08/03/98 
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PERSON COUNTY 


• 	 County opened a new landfill - one year ago 
• 	 MSW and C&D landfilled together 
• 	 Yard waste is not accepted at the landfill 
• 	 Currently receive - 225,000 - 240,000 tons per year 
• 	 Hope to reach 300,000 tons per year 
• 	 Estimated site life of 20-30 years based on fill rate of 300,000 tons per year 
• 	 Tip fees: 

• 	 In-county: will only provide to in-county residents/businesses 
• 	 Out-of-county: $30/ton 

WAKE COUNTY 


• 	 Manage C&D waste at two sites 
• 	 North Wake - disposed with MSW in lined site (to assist in meeting put or 

pay quantities) 
• Tip fees: $25/ton (same as MSW) 

• - 75,000 tons disposed in 1997/98 

• 	 Remaining capacity - five years (MSW and C&D) 

• 	 South Wake (Feltonsville) - C&D waste is being used to develop final 
contours at MSW site . 
• Tip fees: $22/ton 

• - 42,000 tons disposed in 1997/98 

• 	 Remaining capacity - several years 

• 	 Are examining potential future options - i.e., separation of sheetrock, brick, 
block, etc.~ and attempts to develop interest by private recyclers 

• 	 Would possibly entertain receipt of out-of-county C&D waste 

WINSTON-SALEM/FORSYTH COUNTY 


• 	 City/County Utilities Commission owns/operates MSW and C&D landfills and 
yard materials processing facility 

• - 284,000 tons of MSW in 1997/98 
• - 60,000 tons of C&D in 1997/98 (- triple original projections) 
• 	 Tipping fees - 1998/99: 

• 	 $15/ton - C&D 

C&D Survey 	 5 Printed: 08/03/98 
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• 	 $12/ton - Yard 
• 	 there are private C&D landfills within the County, but it is assumed that the 

majority is delivered to the City/County site 
• 	 large site that has been open for - 1.5 years 
• 	 remaining site life assumed to be 20 years+ 
• 	 haulers who consistently bring loads containing significant quantities of clean 

wood waste are diverted to yard material facility 
• 	 yard material facility receives clean yard materials 
• 	 yard materials are ground under contract for a fee by a private company ­

contractor owns and markets wood chips 

BFI - HOllY SPRINGS (WAKE COUNTY) 

• 	 Tip fees 
• 	 $22/ton OR 
• 	 charge by load 

• 	 $20 - small truck 
• 	 $40-70 - depending on size 
• 	 $100-tandem 
• 	 $110 - triaxle 
• 	 $120 - tractor 

• 	 Also operate a yard waste facility 
• 	 No white goods, AlCequipment, liquid paint, etc. are accepted. Some OCC 

will be accepted with mixed loads. 

C&D Survey 	 6 Printed: 08/03/98 
F:\SHARED\WFENTON\WASTE\POLICY\C&D\06-29-98.DOC 
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Joyce Engineering Inc., Report - Life Cycle Cost Analyses, Proposed C&D Landfill Sites 
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June 2, 1998 

w!r. Gayle Wilson, Director 

Department of Solid Waste Management 

TO\VD. of Chapel Hill 

306 N. Columbia Street 

Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27516-2113 

RE: 	 LIFE CYCLE COST AL"fALYSES 

PROPOSED C&D LAJ.'IDFILL SITES 

JEI PROJECT NO. 229.00, TASK 46 


Dear Gayle: 

As requested, Joyce Engineering, Inc. has completed life cycle cost analyses for three proposed 
construction md demolition (C&:O) landfill sites. The three sites included in this study 3te (1) ·Site 
CD-I, located along the east side ofOld Highway 86, north ofDuke Forest; (2) a northern expansion ­
of the existing C&:D landfill onto the adjacent Blackwood and other properties; and (3) the publicly 
owned Greene tract, located adjacent to the southeast comer ofthe South Eubanks Road· landfill. The 
life cycle \!ost analyses include development, operations and maintenance (O&~O, closure and post­
closure costs. 

The purpose of the life cycle cost analyses was to identify and quantify significant differences 
berween the deveiopment and operating costs for each site over the life of the facility. Conceptual· 
landfHl development plans 'were prepared for each site to obtain projections of the initial capital, 
closure, and post-closure costs. Landfill operations and maintenance costs were obtained from 
budget tigures from the Town of Chapel Hill. General assumptions applicable to all s·ites, and 
specific assumptions used for the individual sites, are provided oelo\v. A sununary of the results 
follows the assumptions. 

Gene"! Assumptions: 

• 	 Tne landfill's operating life Y4ill be at least 30 years. 

• 	 The C&D waste stream \\ili average 30,000 tons per ye:lr. Waste density is assumed to be 
1200 pcy. 

• 	 Weekly soil cover is assumed., resulting in a 9: 1 waste-to-cover ratio. 

• 	 Each landfill has additional available capacity (and life) if the fill height is increased or the 
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footprint is expanded. Expanding the landfill \IIi11 reduce the life cycle unit cost, while 
decreasing the size or the height \IIith increase the life cycle unit cost. 

• 	 AIl costs are in 1998 dollars. It is assumed that money ,.,.i11 be available to meet the initial 
capital requirements, and that no financing will be necessary. 

• 	 Land costs were provided by the Town of Chapel Hill. Actual purchase price may vary. 

• 	 Operations and maintenance costs were based on Chapel Hill's budget projections for the 
C&D landfilL 

• 	 Initial eanh\ll'ork costs are for excavation of the initial waste disposal area It is assumed that 
subsequent grading activities will be performed during normal landfill operatio~. 

• 	 Volumes of available on-site soil were estimated from preliminary base grading plans. 
Actual volumes of available soil will need to be confumed by subsurfac~testing prior to 
development. 

• 	 The Tovm ofChapel Hill 'Nil1 use its \)\,'=11. equipment and personnei to construct the majority 
of the landfill. Significant costs associated 'Him bidding and contracting the construction 
work are not anticipated and are therttore not inch.!dt!c,. 

• 	 Published values for the cost ofotI-:ite suil borrow mateLial are used in the analyses. Actual 
cost may vary over a wide range depending on local conditions. 

• 	 Future closure and post-closure costs for the existing C&D landfill are not included in the 
cost estimates for the new C&D landfilL 

• 	 The post-closure period is assumed to be the minimum five-year period. Per the regulations, 
five years after closure, the Section will evaluate the data and determine whether to continue 
post-<:losure monitoring at the landfill. 

Additional Assumptions for Site CD-l (Old Highwav 86): 

• 	 The maximum elevation for Site CD-l was limited to 610 feet (r.,,[SL) to be comparable to 
the proposed elevation of the South Eubanks Road landfill. A.n additional four years of life 
could be available if the maximwn landfill elevation is increased to 650 feet (MSL). 

• 	 A new unpaved one-half mile access road \vill be constructed to serve both the landfill and 
a poUce shooting range, located to the northeast of the proposed landfill footprint.........
- -..- ­- ._.... 

~ ..... 
, #gNGiNEE8Jt@jNCtJSC.§ 
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• 	 Two-thirds of the area of the conceptual footprint vtiil require only light clearing and 
grubbing. The remaining area is assumed to be densely wooded, vtith a higher site 
preparation cost. 

• 	 Two additioual employees (a weighmaster and an equipment operator) will be required at 
this location compared to the CWO sites that are contiguous to existing landfill operations. 
This is reflected in a higher annual personnel cost for CD-I. 

• 	 A new set ofscales and an officelscalehouse trailer will be required. 

• 	 Separate equipment will be required at'this site, including a scraper (pan), crawler loader, 
water truck, motor grader, service truck, small tractor and equipment, and a fuel tank. 
However, it is possible that some of this equipment could be shared vvith the nearby landfill 
operations. 

• 	 Adequate on-site soils are available for operations, but approximately 130,000 cy of soil will 
be required from a separate borrow area fot' closure. 

• 	 Because ofradial tlow from the disposal area, the number of wells needed to monitor this 
site is higher than the average site monitoring necwork. The monitoring network is assumed 
to consist of ten groundwater monitoring "vells. '. 

Additional AssumptioDs for a N~rthem Expansion of the E:tistinl C&D Landfill: 

• 	 The maximum elevation for the northward expansion of the ~xisting C&D landflll was 
limited to 570 feet (MSL) -to be comparable to the elevation of the Nortlr Eubanks Road 
landfill. Additional life could be available if the maximum landfill elevation is increased, 
or the footprint is expanded. An earlier scenario presented a smaller landtUl expansion at 
this location~:With a life ofapproximately 10 years. 

• 	 The area of the conceptual footprint \\i11 require only light clearing and grlolooing. 

• 	 Current personnel numbers are adequate at this locatio~ since an expansion \\iU result in a 
continuation of the ~xisting operations. 

• 	 The existing scales and office/maintenance facilities ~ill be utilized. 

• 	 The existing equipment can be used to operate the site. Ho\vever, capital costs include a 
scraper (pan) \\'hich is scheduled for replacement regardless of the site chosen. 
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• 	 Initial earunvork costs are for excavation of the initial \vaste disposal area. It.is assumed ilia! 
subsequent grading activities will be performed during nonnallandftll operations. 

• 	 Adequate on-site soils are available for operations~ but approximately 180,000 cy of off-5i~e 
soil will be required for closure. 

• 	 To allow for equivalent comparisons with the other sites, the monitoring network is assume~ 
to consist of only those groundwater monitoring \vells that would be required to monitor rhe 

expansion footprint area. Therefore, only three monitoring vlells are included for this sire. 

• 	 To allow for equivalent comparisons with the other sites, the area used in the clqsure ar:.d. 
post-closure cost calculations is assumed to consist of only the area in the expansion 
footprint area. 

t~dditiQnal Assumptions for a C&D LandtiII on the Greene Tract: 

• 	 The maximum elevatioAlS for the Greene tract was limited to 610 feet (MSL) to ce 
comparable [0 the p.-oposed .::IevatioI! of The South Eubanks Road landfill. An earlie: 
scenario presented a larger C&D landfill at this location, with a life of approximately 70 
yenTS. 

• 	 The area of the conceptual footprint is densely wooded and will require clearing, grubbing, 
and grinding. 

• 	 CllITent personnel numbers are adequate at this location, since the site is contiguous with the 
c:xisting ~vlS\V operations. 

• 	 The existing-oS-cales and office/maintenance facilities \vill be utilized. 

• 	 The existing equipment can be used to operate the site. Ho\vever, capital costs include .:. 
scraper (pan) which is scheduled for replacement regardless of the site chosen. 

• 	 Initial earthwork costS are for excavation of the initial ~·aste disposal area. It is assumed tb::: 
subsequen~ grading activities will be performed during normal landfill operations. 

• 	 Adequate on-site soils are available" for operations and closure. 

• 	 The monitoring network is assumed to consist of six groundwater monitoring wells. 

Lr".-.-- ------......­~ 

•#"ftt. :,._.~ ... _ ''';'_ _.:.__ 
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Summary: 

.A. summary of the projected total, annual and unit life cycle costs is provided in Table 1. The 
conceprual site development plans are provided on Drawing Nos. 1 through 3. Based on the 
a..Tla!yses~ all three sites are te1:hnically and economically feasibie for development as a construction 
and demolition landfill. For the operating lives used in the J.l1alysis (39 to 42.5 years), the annual 
life cycle costs for the t..iu'ee sites range bet\veen approximately 5550,000 and 5650,000. In 
comparison, the revenues projected from tipping fees are over one million doUars per year. This 
results in a net lifetime revenue frotp. the proposed C&D facilities on the order of 14 to 18 million 
dollars. 

If a smaller landfill is developed, unit life cycle costs will increase as the landfill life decreases. This 
is because expenditures for initial capital, closure, and post-closure are relatively independent of 
landfill life, except for costs that are directly related to developed area. In contrast, O&M costs 
remain relatively constant for each year ofoperation, as long as the waste stream remains Wlchanged. 
For example, for the approximately 40-year life used in these analyses,. over eighty percent of the 
life cycle cost for each site results from operation of the f~ci1ity. Of the total unit cost of $21.72 
projected for Site CD-I, O&M costs are around S 17.58 per ton, while all other costs are around ­
54.14 per ton. Ifthe landfill life were reduced to eight years7 08a'A. costs would remain the same, 
\vhile the other costs would in...:rease to around $16.00 per ton, for a total unit cost on the order of 
$34. This underscores the cost advantages of prolonging operating life at the chosen facility. 

If you have comments or questions, please call me at yoW' convenience. As aI'ways, it is a 
r.leosW'e to be of service to the T01w\ll of Chapel Hill and the Landfill O'WD.ers Group. 

Sincerely, 

JOYCE ENGINEERING, INC. 


/l r h p _
/ IL/;I~7 L It~ 
).rancy E. ~farshall, P.E. 
Senior Project Engineer 

..l..ttachmenrs: 	 Table 1. 
Drawing Nos. 1 through 3 

C: Janis D. NicHargue, P.E. 

........ 
- ---....­~ 



jLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROJECTED LIFE CYCLE COSTS 

-
PROPOSED C&D LANDFILL SITE 

Site CIJ-1 Northern Expansion 
Site and Conceptual Desinn Information (Old Highway 88) (Blackwood) SUe Greene Tract .. r 

Waste Disposal Area: 37 Acres·37 Acres 36 Acres' 
IMax Elevation: 610 feet (MSL) 570 feet (MSL) 610 feet (MSL) 
I 

Total Tons: 1.171,8001.2Q3.250 1.275.000 

Total Site Area: 133.5 Acres 59 Acres 168.74 Acres 

-Does ~ol include the existing 1aacru area 

Total Life Cycle Costs't$) $2',140,000 $26.963.000 $21,879,000 

Initial Capital $2.278,500 

Operations and Maintenance $21,150,500 

Closure l $2,4111,000 
Post-Closure ___ . $295,000 

$1,053.000 

$21.619.000 

$3.041.000 

$250,000 
~ 

$610.000 

$19.991.000 

$1,002,000 

$276,000 

Annual Life Cycl~ Costs ($/Year) $663.600 $611.000 $561,000 ! 
life: 40 years 42.5 years 39 years 

Unit Life Cycle Costs per Ton ($/Ton) $21.72 $20.36 $18.67 

Initial Capital 

Operations and Maintenance 

~Closure 

Post-Closure 

$1.89 

$17.5~ 

$2.00 

$0.25 

$0.83 

$16.94 

$2.39 

$0.20 

$0.52 

$17.06 

$0.85 

$0.24 
---­

0\ 

Construction 'and Demolilion Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING. INC. 
Orange County, North Carolina June 2, 199B 
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PROJECTED LIFE CYCLE COSTS 

Life =40 Years; Footprint Area =31 acres; Total Site Size =133.5 acres; 30.000 TPY 

(A) INITIAL CAPITAL COST ( See Page 2) 

(A) SUBTOTAL $2.218,405 

(8) OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCe (See Page 3) 
Total airspace =2.437.200 cy; 0.6 tonslcy; 9:1 waste:cover ratio I 

Total Capadty (tons) = 11.203.250 I 

Annual O&M Cost I Years of Operation I Total O&M Cost 
$528.755 I 40 I S21.150.200 

(B) SUBTOTAL 521,150,200 

(C) CLOSURE COSTS (See Page 4) I 
(C) SUBTOTAL $2,416,014 

(0) POST CLOSURE COSTS (See Page 5) 
Annuai cost for 31 acres l Number of Years Total Cost 

$58.994 I 5 S294.970 

(0) SUBTOTAL 5294,910 . 

NOTE: All values are in 1998 dollars. 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING, INC. 

Orange County, North Carolina Page 1 of 5 June 2.1998 
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TABLE 2: SITE CD-1 (OLD HIGHVVAY a6) 

(A) PROJECTED INIT1AL CAPITAL COSTS 

ITEM UNIT aUANT1TYI UNIT COST COST 
P redevelopment I 

Siting lump sum - I - I SO 
lump sumMapping. Hydrogeo, Design 5165,000 

and Permitting. 'Nell Network I 
Legal/public heanngs lump sum 55.000- I ­
Administrative support lump sum - I - I S5,OoO 

.. ....Contingency 510.000I 
Subtotal S185,OOO 

Land Cost (acres x cost/acre) 133.5 x 510,000 1,335,000 
(Estimated) 

Ancillary Facilities 
Site preparation (clearing & grinding) 
Earthwork 
Access road 
Scales and Office Trailer 
Gates and signs 
Capital equipment 

acres I 20 I 54,500 
cy 25000 I 52 

lump suml - I estimated 
each 1 I estimated 

Jump sum - I estimated ,1 estimatedeach .­
Subtotal 

$90.000 
S50,000 
S60,000 
S90.000 
S10,000 

S428AOS 

5728.405 I 

--- ----------------_.--,I ---------------- ­lsedimentation and Erosion Controls 530,000 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING. INC. 

Orange County, North Caroiina - Page 2 of 5 June 2.1598 
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I ~tU..:: 4: '::)1 I :. '-U·l (ULD HIGHWAY 8S) 
(8) 	PROJECTED OPERAnONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 

PERSONNEL FY 2000-01 I Present Worth (1998 dollars) I 
Weigh Master (1) N/A j 

Equipment Operators (3) N/A l I 
Salvage Person (1) N/A I 
Landfifllnspector (1) N/A I 
Benefits N/A I 

Subtotal S218,103 i 5201,548 

OPERATIONS FY 2000-01 I Present Worth (1998 doUars) 
Professional Services $4.244 I $4.0C'C 
Environmental Monitoring (10 wells) NA I S18.0oo 
Meetings and Training 54.098 I S3.663 
Telephone 52.552 I S2.5C~ 
Printing 51.591 I S1,5oo 
Advertising S1,326 I $1.250 
Buildings Maintenance/Repair 51.:6i I S1,000 
Equipment Maintenance/Repair 534.214 I 532.250 
Equipment Rental 510.742 I 510, ~2: 
Uniform Rental 54.244 I 54.000 
Electricity 52. '22 I S2.0OO 
Misc. Contracted Services 52.652 I S2.5OO 
Supplies 510.305 I .. 

$9.713 
Mise. Vehides Supplies 528,379 I 526.750 

Subtotal $107,530 , $119,451 

OTHER NON-OEPARTMENTAL COSTS I FY 2000-01 I Present Worth {1998 do~ 
Pay Adjustments Reserve 58.048 I 	 57,585 
tnsurance and Sand 54,303 I 	 54,056 

S19,658', 	 518.530Charges by G.neral Fund 
5177484 ! . S1.n,4S4 

Subtotal 
Contribution to·eql!ipment Reserve 

5209A93 I 	 5207,656 

, ...... ' 
-' ....-. . _ "" ~ . ~l!...' <.~,,:;:•.~, ..... " 	 " '. ',:" 

TOTALANNUAI.:QPERAnONSANO'MAINTENANCE COST' ..:~ . ':.';' $528,755 

Notes: 

1. 	 The inflation factor used for personnel items was 4%. 

2. 	 The inftation factor used for operational items was 3%. 

3. 	 The annual costs and i,riftacon rates are based on the T:':m ·:f Chapel HiIIlarrcfili t:..:cget 
figures provided by t.'1e Department of Solid Waste Mar.~=e:.:snt. 

4 Two additional personnel (operator and weighmaster) '.viiI ::e :equired for this s;te. 

5. 	 Adequate cover soil is available for operations. 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE E~GINEER:'3, INC. 

Orange County. North Carolina Page 3 of 5 Jl.!:",! 2.1998 




TABLE 2: SITE CD-1 (OLD HIGHWA Y 86) . 13 
(C) PROJECTED CLOSURE COSTS 

ITEM UNIT IQUANTITY IUNIT COSTi COST $ 

F1NAL CAP SYSTEM 
Intermediate Cvver (12") cy 66,857 I 52.00 5133.714 
Infiltration Layer (24" :ow k soil)''' cy 133.713 I 512.00 51.504.556 
Topsoil (6") 01 29.847 1 52.00 359.694 

Subtotal $1,797,964 

ICQA MONITORING acre' 37 S6.400 5236,800 I 

SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROLS 
Diversion Berms with matting if 10,900! 55.00 354.500 
Silt Fence If 1.500 I 52.50 33.750 
Slope Drains I 

Drop Inlet with Cover each 19 I 5500.00 59,500 
HOPE Pipe If I 2.7CO j 545.00 S121.500 

Conveyance Channels I I 
Grass-lined Channels If 5.300 I $3.00 517.400 
RCP Culverts If 70 I sao.oo S5.600 

Ssdiment Basin 
~~--~--------------~-Sediment Traps 

each 1 1530,000.00 
-------------+--~--~-E!aC;-:, 2 t 53,Ooo.QO 

S:30,000 I 
,----------~S6:0CO I

i 

[VEGETATIVE COVER 37 S2.000 I 574,000 1 

Subtotal S248,250 

IENGINEERING FEES 

: C:oslJrp. PI~n. ~!SC PI:.:an, Sp~ S2MQO I 
Construction Oversight 520.000 
(:QA Keport ana (,iosure Certification S6.00u 
Survey and Deed 55,000 

Subtotal $59,000 

Construction and Demoiit:cn Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING, INC. 


Orange County, No~h Carolina • -Page 4 of 5 June 2.1998 




TABLE 2: SITE CD-1 (OLD HIGHWAY 86) 
(0) PROJECTED ·POST -CLOSURE COSTS 

ITEM UNIT IQUANTITY I UNIT COST IANNUAL COST I 
IINSPECTIONSI RECORD KEEPING per trip I 12 $200 $2.400 I 

ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING 
Groundwater (semi-annually) 2 $9,000 S18,000 

ROUTINE MAINTENANCe 
Mowing acre I 37 S90 S3.330 
!=ertilizing acre 37 S200 57.400 
Reseedir.g (once every 3 years) acre 12 51,125 S13,500 

Subtotal $24,230 

WELL MAINTENANCE 
Groundwater Wells 10 550 5500 

ICAP REPAIR acre 0.25 S30,000 $7,500 I 

IADMINISTRA TION & FEES 'lump suml $1,000 I 

ENGINEER:~~G 52.682 
CONT1NGENCY 52.682 

Notes: 
1. Groundwater mOAitQring includes sampling .and analYSis costs 70r 10 wells and 2 blanks. 
2. Maintenance of groundwater wells assumes S500 per well eVery ten years. 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING. INC. 

Orange County, North Carolina .p~e 5 of 5 June 2.1998 




TABLE:3: NOt< I HERN EXPANSJON iBL.ACKWUUU) SITE 
PROJECTED LJFE CYCLE COSTS 

15 . 

[Life =42.5 Years; Expansion Area =37 acres; Total Site Size =59 acres; 30,000 T?Y 

(A) INITIAL CAPITAL COST ( See Page 2) 

(A) SUBTOTAL 51,052.500 

(B) OPERATIONS & MA1Nl'ENANCE (See Page 3) 

Icral airspace =2.665.500 cy: 0.6 tons/cy: 9: '1 waste:cover rat:o 
Total Capacity (tons) =1.275,000 

Annual O&M Cost I Years of Operation Total O&M Cost 
456.543 I 8 53.652.344 
520,755 34.5 $17,966,048 

(8) SUBTOTAL 521,618,392 

(C) CLOSURE COSTS (Se. Page 4) 

(C) SUBTOTAL I 53.042,734 

I(0) POST CLOSURE COSTS (See Page 5) 
I Annual cost for 37 acres , Number of Years Total Cost 
I $49,808 I 5 . 5249,040 

I (0) SUBTOTAL 5249,040 

NOTE: All values ~re in 1998 dollars. 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING, INC. 

Orange County I North Carolina Page 1 of 5 June 2. 1998 




TABLE 3: NORTHERN EXPANSlON ~8LACK'NOOO) SlTE 
(A) PROJECTED INITIAL CAPITAL COSTS 

ITEM UNIT QUANTITY I UNIT COST COST 
Predeveiopment 

Siting lumo sum - [ - SO 
Mapping, Hydrogeo, Design 

and Permitting, Well Network 
lump sum - I 

~ 5100,000 

Legal/oublic hearings lump sum . I - 55.000 
Administrative support lump sum - I - 55.000 
Unanticipated costs - - I . 55,000 

Subtotal 5115,000 

x 512,500Land Cost (acres x cost/acre) 
5200.000House Lots (1 and 3 acres, 

681,500 
400,000 

Ancillary Facilities 
Site preparation (clearing Igrinding) acres r 5 I 54,500 522,500 
Earthwork cy r 25000 I 52 550,000 
Access road If I 0 I - • 50 
Scales and Office Trailer each I 0 I, estimated SO 
Gates and signs lump suml - I estimated 57,500 
Capital Equipment each I 1 ! estimated 5140,000 

Subtotal 5220,000 

Sedimentation and erosion Controls 530,000 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING. INC. 

Orange Counrt. North Carolina .Page 2 of 5 June 2. 1998 
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TABLE J: NORTHERN EXPANSION (8LACK'NOOO) SITE 
(8) 	PROJECTED OPERAnONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 

PERSONNEL FY 2000"()1 Present Worth (1998 doHars) 
Weigh Master (0) N/A 
E:Ulpment Ooerators (2) N/A 
Salvage Person (1) N/A 
Landfill Inspector (1) N/A 
Benefits NJA 

Subtotal: $144,396 

OPERATIONS FY 2000-01 Present Worth (1998 dollars) 
P roressional Services 54,244 $4,000 

. Environmental Monitoring (3 wells) NA 510.000 
Meetings and Training 54,098 53.863 
Telephone 52.652 52.500 
Printing S1.591 I 51,500 
Advertising 51,326 51,250 
Buildings Maintenance/Repair 51,061 51.000 
Equipment MaintenanceiRepair 534.214 532.250 
Equipment Rental 510,742 510.125 
Uniform Rental 54.244 $4,000 
Electricity $2.122 52.000 
Misc. Contracted Services 52.652 52,500 
Supplies $5.305 55.000 
Misc. Vehicles Supplies 528.379 526,750 

Subtotal $102.630 $108,738 

OTHER NON-OEPARTMENTAL COSTS FY 2000-01 Pre1gent Worth (1998 dollars) 
Pay Adjustments ReselVe . 55.339 
Insurance and Bond 54,303 54,056 
Charges by General Fund $19.658 518.530 
Contribution. to equipment Reserve ' . $1.77,484 . . .~. 51n.484 

Subtotal $201,445 I $205,409 

Notes: 

1. 	 lne inflation factor used for personnel items was 4%•. 

2. 	 The inflation factor us~ for operational items was 3%. 

3. 	 The annual costs ""and" inflation rates'are based on the Town of Chapel Hililandnil budget 
figures provided by the Department of Solid Waste Management 

4. 	 The annual O&M cost is for the first 8 years while the adjacent MSW landfill is operational. 
For the remaining years of operation after closure of the MSN landfill. O&M costs wilt be 
comparable to those for Site CO ..1, except for environmental monitoring (S520,755). 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING, INC. 
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T~8L': J: NORTHERN =X?ANSlCN l8LAC;'<'NOOO) SiTE 
(C) PROJECTED CLOSURE caSTS 

ITEM UNIT IQUANTITY IUNIT COSTI COSTS 

FINAL CAP SYSTEM 
Intermediate Cover ( 12") cy 66,857 t S12.00 5802.284 
Innltration Layer (24" low k soil) cy 133.713 I S12.00 51.604.556 
Topsoil (6") cy 29.847 I 52.00 559.694 

Subtotal 52,466,534 

ICOA MONITORING 	 acre 37 56.400 I 5236,800 I 

SEOIMENTATlON AND EROSION CONTROLS , 

Diversion Berms with matting $47,000 
Silt Fence 0 I S2.50If SO 
Slope Drains 

Drop Inlet with Cover 

If 9.400 I S5.00 

13 I S500.00each S6.5QO 
HOPE Pipe If 2.300 I 545.00 5103.500 

Conveyance Chennels 
RCP Culverts ~f 70 1 S80.00 55,600 
Grass-lined Channels 4,500 I 53.00\f 513.800 

Sediment Basin each 1 IS30,OOO.00 530,000 
Sediment Traps each 1 I S3,OCO.Ou f 53,000-	 .­-

Subtotal $206.400 

IVEGETATlVe9EYE_·n.____..L.-~a;....c....;re_.l..__3_7_....l.___52.....;.,_00_0__'_'~____$7.....;.4,OOU I 

i 

ICQA Report ~nd Closure CcrniiCCition 	 SS,vOO I 
IENGINEERING FEES 
Closure Plan, E&SC Plan. Specs 528,000 
Construction Oversight 520.000 

Notes: 
1. 	 Adequate on-site soils are not avaifable to complete the cap construction. 

An additional 1"90,000 cy will likely be required from an off-site source. 

Construction and Demolition LandfHl JOYCE ENGINEERING. INC. 

Orange County, North Carolina -Page 4 of 5 JIJne 2. 1998 
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TABLE 3: NORTHERN EXPANSION (BLACKWOOD) SITE 
(D) PROJECTED POST-CLOSURE COSTS 

ITEM UNIT IQUANTITY I UNIT COST IANNUAL COST ] 

IINSPECTIONSI RECORD KEEPING I per trip I 12 $200 $2,400 I 

ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING 
Grcunc::.Nvater (semi-annually) 2 $5,000 S10,OOO 

ROUT1NE MAINTENANCE 
Mowing acre 37 S90 S3,330 
Fertilizing acre 37 S200 S7.400 
Reseeding (once every 3 years) acre 12 $1.125 $13.500 

SUBTOTAL $24,230 

WELL MAINTENANCE 

Groundwater Wens 3 S50 ~1S0 


I·CAP REPAIR acre 0.25 $30,000 $7,500 I 

IADMINJSTRAnON & FEES Ilump sumf $1.000 I 

ENGINEERING 52.264 
CONTINGENCY 5% $2.264 

Notes: 
1. Groundwater monitoring indudes sampling and analysis costS for 3 wells and 2 blanks. 
2. Maintenance of groundwater wEJUS assumes 5500 per well every ten years. 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING. INC. 

Orange County. North Carolina Page 5 of 5 June 2. 1998 
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TABLE 4: GREENE TRACT 
PROJECTED LIFE CYCLE COSTS 

ILife = 39 Years; Footprint Area =36 acres; Total Site Size =168.74 acres; 30,000 TPY J 
(A) INITIAL CAPITAL COST ( See Page 2) 

(A) SUBTOTAl. $610,500 

(B) OPERAnONS & MAINTENANCE (See Page 3) 
Total airspace =2..373,3000/: 0.6 ttlnsJcy: 9:1 ·Naste:cover ratio 

Total Capacity (tens) =i,171.8oo 

Annual O&M Cost Years of 0 peratien Total O&M Cost 
$461,543 8 $3.692,344 
$S2S,75S 31 $16.298,40S 

(B) SUBTOTAL 519,990,749 

. 

(e) CLOSURE COSTS (S.. Page 4) 

(e) SUBTOTAl. 51,002,478 

(D) POST CLOSURE COSTS. (See Page 5) 
Annual cost for 36 acres 

SSS,154 
Number of Years 

5-
(D) SUBTOTAL 

Total Cost 
5275,770 

$275,770 

NOTE; AU values are in 1998 dollars. 

Construction and Demolition landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING, INC. 

Orange County. North Carolina Page 1 of 5 June 2.1998 
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rASL= J.; GRE::.\iC: TRACT 
(A) PROJECTED INITIAL CAPITAL COSTS 

ITEM UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST COST 
Predeve(opment 

Siting lump sum . - SO 
Mapping. Hydrogeo. Design 

and Permitting. Well Network 
lump sum - . S180,OOO 

Legatlpublic hearings lump sum - - - $5,000 
Administrative suoport Ilump sum - . S5,OOO 
Unanticipated costs - - - S10,OOO 

Subtotal 5200,000 

ILand Cost 

Ancillary Facilities 
Site preparation (clearing Igrinding) acres 20 I $4,500 S90,OOO 
Earthwork cy SOOOO I $2 S100,OOO 
Access road lump sum 1 estimated S43,OOO 
Scales and Office Trailer each 0 estimated SO 
Gates and signs lump suml 1 estimated S7.500 
Capital Equipment each 1 estimated S140,000 

Subtotal 5380,500 

Sedimentation and Erosion Controls 530,000 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING, INC. 
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7.2 
(8) 	PROJECTED OPERAnONS AND MAJNTENANCE COSTS 

PERSONNEL FY 2000-a1 Present Worth (1998 dollars) 
Weigh Master (0) N/A 
Equipment Operators (2) N/A I 
Salvage Person (1) N/A 
Landfill Inspector (1) N/A 
Benefits N/A 

Subtotal: $144,396 

OPERATIONS FY 2000-a1 Present Worth (1998 dollars) 
Professional Services t $4.244 54.000 
Environmental Monitoring NA $15.000 
Meetings and Training $4,098 53.863 
Telephone 52.652 52.500 
Printing 51.591 51,500 
Advertising 51.326 51,250 
Buildings Maintenance/Repair 51,061 51,000 
Equipment Maintenance/Repair 534.214 $32.250 
Equipment Rental $10.742 510,125 
Uniform RentaJ $4.244 54,000 
Electricity 52.122 52,000 
Mise. Contracted Services 52.652 $2,500 
Supplies 55.305 I 55,000 
Misc. Vehicles Supplies 528.379 526.750 

Subtotal 5102,530 $111,738 

OTHER NON-OEPARTMENTAL. COSTS FY 2000..01 t Present Worth (1998 dollars) 
Pay Adjustments Reserve -I S5.339 
Insurance and Bond 34.303 I 54.056 
Charges by General Fund 519.658 I S18.S30 
Contribution to Equioment Reserve 5177.484 I 51n.484 

Subtotal $201,445 I $205,409 

.."",' .;::.. • • -!-..: .-- .. ... ~ ..;, ..... . ~ •. ••• :. !'. ~ -~: '. ':.. .;: 
..." .,.""':... :=- •. :~'''''''':. : :.-.;~ji.:::...... '*"" ...... : .... .;.~.#:,.~~"'.. 'f.. .. 

TOTAl:.ANNUAt:.~OPERAnONSAND MAINTENANCaCOST.:.........:";: ... ·~$461,543:00 .,:,~:".:.:. ~ 

Notes: 

1. 	 Tne inflation factor used for personnelltems was 4%. 

2. 	 The inflation factor used for operational items was 30/0. 

3. 	 The annual costs and inflation rates are based on the Town at Chapel Hill landfill budget 
figures provided by the Department of Solid Waste Management 

4. 	 The annucU O&M c::::st is for the first 8 years while the adjacent MSW landfill is operational. 
For the remaining years of operation after closure of the MS~N landfill, O&M costs w~n be 
comparable to those for Site CD..1, except for environmental monitOring (S525. iSS). 
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T~aL="': GrtE2NE 7R.AC 7 
1·3(C) PROJECTED CLOSURE COSTS 

ITEM UNIT IQUANTITY IUNIT COSTi COSTS 

FiNAL CAP SYSTEM 
Intermediate Cover (12t 

,) cy 65.050 I 52.00 5130,100 
Innltration Layer (24" low k soil) -, cy 130,099 I S2.00 5260.198 
Topsoil (6") cy 29.040 I 52.00 558,080 

Subtotal $448,378 

ICQA MONITORJNG acre· I 36 56.400 I 5230,400 I 

SEDfMENTAnON AND EROSION CONTROLS 
Diversion Berms with matting ,&­ 11.100 55.00 S55.500II 

Silt Fence if a 52.50 50 
Slope Drains 

Drop Inlet with Cover each 16 5500.00 S8',OOO 
HOPE Pipe If 1.700 S45.00 576,500 

Conveyance Channels 
Grass-lined Channels If I 5.700 53.00 517.100 
RCP Culverts \f 70 sao.00 55,600 

Sediment Basin each 1 S30,OOO.00 530,000 
I Sediment Tr::~s eat::h 0 TS3.000.00 
I 

::subtotal $192,700 1 

l~G~T~COVe_R____~_~_J_e_~_3_S_~__S_2_.0_0_0_1____$_7~~OO~ 


1fNG~IN~E~E~R~JN~G~F~EE~S~-----------------------

Closure Plan, E&SC Ptan. Specs 528,000 

CQA Report and Closure Certification ~6.000 
Survey-aiidD~ -------------------­ 55,000 

Subtotal $59,000 

,; ~" .....'::- ;~:;.~.......;.:-",: .' .........~-
~ .... .... ,. ­ .. .. 

TOTAL CLOSURECOST 
"!?*.~~~:;,.. ,~::'. ;"':f' 

.... '~, ;:., , $1,002,478 

Notes: 
1. Adequate on·site soils are available to complete the cao construction. 
2. Costs assume that on-site material will be hauled and spread by landfill personnel. 

Construction'and Demolition Lanatill JOYCE ENGINEERING. INC. 
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TABLE 4: GREENE TRACT 
(0) PROJECTED POST-CLOSURE COSTS 

7.11. 

ITEM UNIT IQUANTITY I UNIT COST I ANNUAL COST I 

IINSPECTIONSI RECORD KEEPING I per trip I 12 5200 $2,400 I 

ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING 
Groundwater (semi-annually) 2 57,500 515.000 

ROUTINE MAINTENANCE 
Mowing aae 36 S90 $3,240 
Fertilizing acre 36 5200 57,200 
Reseeding (once every 3 years) acre 12 51,125 513.500 

SUBTOTAL $23,940 

WELL MAINTENANCE 
Groundwater Wells 6 S50 5300 

ICAP REPAIR f acre 0.25 530,000 $7,500 I 
.. .IADMINISTRATION & FEES Ilumpsumf $1,OOG I 

: I . ..' !ENGINEERING $2,507 t 
CONnNGENCY $2.507 

Notes: 
1. Groundwater monitoring includes sampling and analysis costs for 6 wells and 2 blanks. 
2. Maintenance of groundwater wells assumes $500 per well ever/ ten years. 

Construction and Demolition Landfill JOYCE ENGINEERING, INC. 

Orange County, North Carolina Page 5 of 5 June 2.1998 




ATTACHMENT 18 


Memo from Gene Bell to Rod Visser Re: Review Process for Solid Waste Facilities 
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ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
306F REVERE ROAD 

HILLSBOROUGH, NORTH CAROLINA 27218 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Rod Visser, Assistant County Manager 

FROM: Gene Bell, Interim Planning Director 

SUBJECT: Review Process for Solid Waste Facilities 

DATE: August 4, 1998 

COPIES: 	 Geof Gledhill, Orange County Attorney 

Wilbert McAdoo, Public Works Director 

Emily Cameron, ASLA, Planner IIllandscape Architect 


As per your request, the following information is provided regarding siting various solid waste _ 
facilities in Orange County's jurisdiction. The e-mail we received from you also included 
questions about the requirements, process and time frame for such a project in the Town of 
Chapel Hill's Joint Planning jurisdiction. The Greene Tract and the area east of the existing 
Orange Regional Landfill are parceJs you asked about which are subject to review by Chapel 
Hit!. Zoning and development review questions for the Town's Planning Staff may be directed 
to J.B. Culpepper at 968-2728. 

To accurately respond to zoning questions regarding a specific use, submittal of a site plan 
and a written description of the proposed use is recommended. Individual characteristics of a 
proposed use can determine where it "fits" in terms of zoning. In the absence of an 
application for a zoning compliance permit, the Planning Staff is limited to generalizations 
about the ordinance requirements that may apply to a category of land use, in this case, solid 
waste facilities. W~ile reviewing the current request for a recycling facility adjacent to the 
existing landfill, the' Planning Staff consulted with the County Attorney who advised us of 
statutes and court cases he· is examining which may affect how zoning regulations are 
applied to solid waste facilities. 

Given the context described above, the points we were asked to address are listed below: 

1. 	 What would be the appro val process for siting a construction and demolition landfill, a 
materials recovery facility, and a transfer station? Are certain solid waste facilities 
permitted by right in certain zoning classifications? 

A landfill two (2) acres or more in size may be permitted in the AR, RB, or R-1 zoning 
districts through approval of a Class A Special Use Permit. New landfills are not allowed 
in Critical Watershed Areas. Discharging landfills are not permitted in protected 



2 
watersheds. Application for a Class A Special Use Permit is subject to approval by the 
Board of County Commissioners following presentation at. a public hearing. As you know, 
our regular public hearings are scheduled on a quarterly basis. 

In the Orange County Zoning Ordinance, Article 4 establishes the list of permitted uses. 
Section 4. 1 states that "uses not expressly permitted are prohibited. " Section 4. 1 also 
describes uses permitted as a matter of right in all zoning districts. A "solid waste 
collection facility" is a use permitted in all zoning districts when it is owned and operated 
by a public agency and limited to disposal of household waste by Orange County 
residents. A materials recovery facility or a transfer station may be determined to be a 
solid waste collection facility to the extent that it is limited to household waste. 

If upon application for a zoning compliance permit for a governmentally owned and 
operated materials recovery facility or a materials recovery facility and transfer station 
combined, it is determined to be a solid waste collection facility, then performance 
standards and design criteria in Section 6. 16.15 of the Zoning Ordinance must be met. 
The process would be an administrative site plan review by the Planning Department 
Staff. 	 . 

If a materials recovery facility or a transfer station is determined to be a IIGovernment 
Facility, H it may be considered a permitted use in most zoning districts (except EC-5, EI, 
and AS). Government facilities involving structures in the County's jurisdiction also require­
site plan review by Staff. 

2. 	 What aspect of each facility (e.g. construction of a building) would trigger any need for 
special use permits? 

A zoning compliance permit or Special Use Permit is required for construction of a building 
or structure. 

3. 	 What are the steps in the application and review process for a Special Use Permit? How 
long does the process typically take? 

A pre-application meeting is required for Special Use Permit requests. The application and 
review process.. typically follows the quarterly public hearing cycle. For example, the 
application deadline for the August 24 public hearing was at the end of June. At the 
hearing, usually no action is taken other than to refer the request to the Planning Board 
for a recommendation. The Planning Board is scheduled to review items presented at the 
August hearing at its regular meeting on October 7. 

In the August cycle, action by the Board of Commissioners is anticipated at the first 
regular meeting in November. Following approval by the Commissioners, the Special Use 
Permit is revised if necessary to include all conditions of approval. The permit document is 
subject to review by the County Attorney. Upon approval of the final versio,!, the permit 
is signed by the County Manager, the Clerk to the Commissioners, and the applicant(s), 
with appropriate certifications from a Notary Public. The executed permit must be 
recorded at the Orange County Register of Deeds. 
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A building permit may be issued after the Special Use Permit has been recorded and the 
site plan meets all conditions of approval contained in the permit. In addition aU other 
conditions of the SUP must be met, such as obtaining approvals from other agencies. The 
total process beginning with the pre-application meeting may take five or six months. 

4. Who has planning jurisdiction over potential solid waste facilities that might be sited on: 

a. 	 the Greene Tract - The Town of Chapel Hill (as per the Joint Planning Agreement); 

b. 	 property in the immediate vicinity of the current landfill 

to the north - Orange County (Rural Buffer zoning district) 

to the east - Town of Chapel Hill 

to the west - Orange County (Rural Buffer); 

c. 	 Buckhorn Road Economic Development District (all quadrants) - Only the two' eastern 
quadrants of the interchange are zoned EDD and Upper Eno Protected Watershed with 
a portion in the Major Transportation Corridor (MTC). The 'northwest quadrant and 
approximately 50 acres of the southwest quadrant are in the Town of Mebane's 
jurisdiction. Outside of Mebane's jurisdiction on the southwest side of the 
interchange is Orange County's jurisdiction zoned Rural Residential (R-1) and MTC; 
and 

d. 	 Tax Map Parcels 7.20.. 6, 18, 18A, 18B, 18e - The area east of Old NC 86 north of 
Duke Forest is in Orange County's jurisdiction and zoned Rural Buffer. 

If you need additional information, please let us know. 
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Solid Waste Issues Arising from Meeting of 04/14/98 
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DATE: 

MEMO TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

April 20, 1998 

John Link, County Manager 

Wilbert McAdoo, Public Works Director 

Solid Waste Issues Arising from SCCC Meeting of 04/14/98 

ALTERNATIVE FUNDING SOURCES FOR WASTE MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES - AREA COUNTIES 

Several neighboring counties have developed and implemented alternative 
funding mechanisms for solid waste programs. An overview of several programs 
is presented below. It should be noted that the types of services for which 
fees are charged varies from one county to another, with many charging for 
collection services as well as access to other programs. 

ALAMANCE COUNTY 
• 	 does not use an Availability Fee 
• 	 charges by the bag ($0.25/bag) for waste 
• 	 no charge for recyclables 
• 	 currently examining possible need to increase the per bag fee and/or to 

charge for recyclables 
• 	 recyclables charge related to expiration of processing contract with SFI July 

1, 1998 

CHATHAM COUNTY 
• 	 $45.00/year Availability Fee for access to services provided at Convenience 

Centers 
• 	 $45.00/year Collection Fee 
• 	 all households in unincorporated areas of County are billed 
• 	 those who' subscribe to waste services with a private contractor are exempt 

from both 
• 	 as of 07/01/98 no one will be exempt from Availability Fee, as many services 

at Convenience Centers are not provided by private contractors (Le., bulky 
items, large appliances, tires, etc.) 

• 	 fees are collectecl with tax billings 
• 	 consideration is being given to use of Availability Fee for fixed costs only (Le., 

staffing and maintenance of Convenience Centers), and pay-as-you-throw for 
variable costs (Le., quantity of waste to be transported and disposed) 

• 	 current Availability Fee ($45.00/year) does not cover total fixed costs which 
are estimated to be $55.00/year. Consideration is currently being given to 
increasing the fee to $55.00/year which would cover all fixed costs. 

1 	 Printed: 08/03198 
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DURHAM COUNTY 
• 	 $45.00/year Availabilty Fee for unincorporated County residents for access to: 

• 	 Solid Waste Convenience Centers 
• 	 Recycling Centers 
• 	 Collection of yard trimmings 
• 	 Biweekly curbside recycling 
• 	 Large appliance recycling 
• 	 Litter control enforcement/education 

• 	 services may be made available to out-of-County residents and City of 
Durham residents at higher rates (Le., $60.00/year for City residents) 

GRANVILLE COUNTY 
• 	 have a standard charge on tax bill ($65.00/year) to cover operation of 

Convenience Centers 
• only applied to County residents who do not use curbside recycling service 
• 	 have franchised collection areas 
• 	 looking at a $15.00/year fee for-access to limited services 
• 	 City of Oxford uses a bar code and scanner system to provide a credit for 

recycling 

LEE COUNTY 
• 	 solid waste fee for County residents of $50.00/year 
• 	 $75.00/year fee for City residents includes sewer fees 

WAKE COUNTY 
• 	 $18.00 ann~al residential waste reduction fee for a all County residents to 

support County non-landfill solid waste programs and facilities, including: 
• 	 eleven County Convenience Centers 
• 	 two multi-material drop-off facilities 
• fifty school 'Igloo' recycling programs 

• one permanent household hazardous waste facility 

• forty-nine magazine collection days 

• one semi-annual telephon'e book recycling program 

• 	 extensive public education programs for all waste reduction and recycling 

initiatives 
• 	 research and ,activities of the Solid Waste Advisory Committee 
• 	 Recycling Reserve Fund 

• 	 The programs cover~d by the County's fee are in addition to the 
curbside/drop-off progran1s offered by municipalities and private waste 
haulers 

• 	 Use of the fee allowed reduced tipping fee at landfill from $31/ton to $221ton. 
Residents could see cost savings in monthly solid waste fees charged by 
municipalities and/or private waste haulers. 

2 	 Printed: 08/03/98 
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FEASIBILITY OF SIMULTANEOUS OPERATION ANDIOR MAINTENANCE OF 
EXISTING LANDFILL AND TRANSFER STATION 

In a memo dated March 12, 1998, the Solid Waste Director provided an overview 
of issues related to the development and simultaneous operation of a transfer 
station and the existing Orange Regional Landfill. A copy of this memo is 
included with the agenda for the April 22, 1998 LOG meeting. 

3 Printed: 08/03/98 
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LANDFILL OWNERS GROUP 


FINANCING COMMITTEE 


RESIDENTIAL "AV AILABILITY FEE" OPTIONS 


FOR SOLID WASTE SERVICES 


INTRODUCTION 

The Financing Committee of the Landfill Owners Group has been c~arged with developing an 

alternative method of financing for the solid waste services it provides. Historically, these 

services-which include recycling and disposal services-have been paid for through the tipping 

fees charged at the Regional Landfill. In light of the increased types and levels of recycling 

services that-are planned to meet the Landfill Owners Group's (LOG) 61 % recycling goal by the 

year 2006, this financing option is no longer feasible. 

A previous report entitled "Alternative Funding Strategies for Solid Waste Management 

Programs," submitted to the LOG on May 5, 1998, and revised on June 2, 1998, provided 

information on the costs and service levels of current and planned LOG solid waste services. It 

also analyzed the implications of continuing to use the current funding approach-namely, 

reliance on tipping fees-to pay for future programs. Finally, it presented an overview of 

alternative funding approaches being usedby other local governments in North Carolina. 

One of the· most popular options that is being used by local governments in North Carolina is the 

uAvailability Fee." (The other major alternative financing method-is taxation.)" The purpose of 

this paper is to present two alternative fmancing options that the LOG Financing Committee nlay 

wanr to consider for future implementation. These are: 

> 	Flat Fee Used to.Pay for All Future Non-Disposal Services - The current 

tipping fee of $38 per ton at the Regional Landfill is at the high end of the 

competitive range when compared to other disposal rates in the area. The 

current tipping fee generates sufficient revenues to pay for the current disposal 

and other services provided by the LOG. Under this option, a flat fee would 

be used to pay for funire LOG services. The furure costs split equally ~tween 

the residential and commercial sectors. 

Availability Fee Options 
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:y 	 Variable Fee Used to Pay for Current and Future Disposal Services ­

Under this option, recipients of LOG services would be charged an availability 

fee for all non-landfill services, based on the number and type of services they 

receive. 

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 

To develop availability fee estimates for each of the two options, HDR and the LOG 

Administrative staff first refined the progr~ cost projections presented to the LOG Financing 

Committee in the June 2nd report. These updated cost projections are presented in Table 1. Key 

changes and assumptions included in this table are as follows: 

> 	Overall cost projections·changed slightly due to reallocation and refinement of . 

cost projections. For example, in fiscal year (FY) 1999/2000 the overall 

program cost projections changed from $4.81 million to $4.76 million. 

> The costs of the "Transfer Station'" services increased substantially. The 

original costs did not include the costs of disposal at the remote landfill site. 

The current cost estimates assume a one-way haul distance of 100 miles and 

remote disposal costs of $25 per ton in 1998 dollars inflated at a rate of 4% 

per year. 

)- Except for the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF), the capital costs associated 

with each service are assumed to be covered through the annual 

"Contrj.butions to Reserves" charge made to each service in the annual budget. 

> 	Landfill closure costs are assumed to be covered through the annual 

"Contributions to Reserve Funds" charge to the MSW Landfill account. 

> 	Landfill revenues do not include the sale of the "green tract" of land currently 

owned by the LOG. This land was purchased for $650,000. and is now 

estimated to be worth $2.5-$3.0 million. 
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TABLE 1 

PROGRAM COST PROJECTIONS 

Progam 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 

MSW Landfill $2,229,618 $ 2,307,185 $2,357,994 $ 2,409,943 $ 2,464,876 $2,543.209 $2,621.351 $ 84,341 $ 86,027 $ 87,748 

Transfer Station $ - $ - $ $ $ $ $ $3,711,784 $ 3,813,013 $3,966,208 

C&D Landfill $ 541.120 $ 647,615 $ 511,711 $ 537,797 $ 563,166 $ 578,068 $ 593.528 $ 609,569 $ 642,757 $ 674,642 

Commercial Glass $ 11. 2,972 $ 166,170 $ 268,941 $ 279.561 $ 290,606 $ 302,093 $ 314,706 $ 327,130 $ 340,051 $ 353,489 

Commercial Food $ 43.380 $ 51,634 $ 65,220 $ 67,829 $ 70,542 $ 73,364 $ 76,298 $ 79,350 $ 82,524 $ 85,825 

Commercial General $ $ $ 27,861 $ 85.255 $ 114,813 $ 114,813 $ 114,813 $ 114.813 $ 120,220 $ 131,~58 

Multi-Family Recyclables Collection $ 264,382 $ 274.957 $ 285,955 $ 297,393 $ 309,289 $ 321,661 $ 334,527 $ 347,908 $ 361,824 $ 376,297 

Drop-Off Centers $ 295.890 $ 305,628 $ 315,755 $ 326,287 $ 342,496 $ 353,887 $ 369,509 $ 381,830 $ 394.644 $ 414,064 

HHW Collection/Processing $ 129.688 $ 134,876 $ 140,271 $ 145,881 $ 151.717 $ 157,785 $ 164,097 $ 170,661 $ 177,487 $ 184.586 

Materials Recovery Facility $ $ $ 901,463 $ 777.208 $ 766,326 $ 756,67,8 $ 747.041 $ 737,416 $ 727,804 $ 718.203 

Non-AJlocable Costs $ 369,529 $ 409,943 $ 506,604 $ 525,403 $544,909 $ 565,151 $ 586,155 $ 607,952 $ 630,571 $ 654,044 

Curbside Recycling - Urban $ 558.670 $ 575,430 $ 747,020 $ 732.675 $ 754,655 $ 777,295 $ 800,613 $ 824,632 $ 849,371 $ 874,852 

Curbside Recycling - Rural $ 213,624 $ 220.033 $ 587,171 $ 641,543 $ 660.789 $ 68p,613 $ 701.031 $ 722,062 $ 743,724 $ 766,036 

TOTAL $4,758,873 $ 5,093,470 $6.715.965 $ 6,826,n4 $ 7,034,184 $ 7,224,616 $ 7,423,670 $8,719,449 $ 8,970,016 $9,287,352 

.t;... 
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For each option. estimates are provided only for the Availability Fees that would be charged to 

the Residential Sector. While it is assumed that some type of uAvailability Fee" would also be 

developed for the Commercial Sector, estimates of the magnitude of these fees will be provided 

once input is provided from the LOG Finance Committee on the methodology that should be 

used to assess the commercial fees. 

Specifically, input is needed from the LOG Financing Committee on the establishment of 

availability fees for the commercial sector in the following areas: 

» 	Basis .for Fee Assessment - Residential solid waste customers can be 

categorized into a relatively small number of categories (urban single family; 

urban multi-family, etc.). Businesses, on the other hand~ run the gamut from 

small convenience stores to major industries or institutions (such as UNC). 

There is no clearly defined way to group businesses in order to assess 

availability fees. 

One option would be to charge all businesses a unifonn fee, regardless of size. 

Another would be to group businesses into three sizes based on number of 

employees, (e.g., small, medium, or large). A third option would be to assess 

the fee based on the amount of solid waste generated. 

}> 	 Fee Administration - The administration of a commercial availability fee is 

significantly more complex than a residential fee. Businesses will need to be 

assessed the appropriate fees and then billed accordingly. A bill accounting 

and collection program.. will need to be established and administered. Input is 

needed on the most efficient and appropriate methods that should be used for 

fee billing and collection. 

Once guidance is received from the LOG Financing Committee on these areas, staff will then 

gather the additional required infonnation in order to properly group the businesses and develop 

estimates of the required fees. 
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RESULTS 

The projected Residential A vail ability Fees associated with each option are summarized i:. 

Table 2. 

TABLE 2 


RESIDENTIAL A V AILABILITY FEES 


Alternative 1999/2000 200312004 200&r'.JJ09 

Option 1: Flat Fee Pays for All Future Non-
Disposal Services 

.­ AU Residences 
$12 534 $.13 

Option 2: Variable Fee Pays for All Non-
Disposal Services (Current and Future) 

Urban Residences 

• Single Family 

• Multi-Family 

Rural Residences 

• With Curbside Recycling 

• Without Curbside Recycling 

$51 

$33 

$57 

$13 

$73 

$45 

$60 

$24 

. 

S75 

S5() 

$62 

527 

»- Option 1: Residential Flat Fee Pays for All Future Services - The 

Residential Availability Fee under this option in FY 199912000 would be: 

• All Residences $12 per year 

This fee would rise to $43 per residence per year in FY 2008/2009. This 

would be a flat fee charged to all residences regardiess of the type and level of 

services they receive. In addition to these Availability Fees, residences would 

also pay for landfill tipping fees and solid waste collection costs through the 

general funds of their respective local governments. The flat residential fee 

would cover 50% of future program costs. A commercial availability fee 

would be assessed to cover the remaining 50% of future program costs. 

Availability Fee Options 5 
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~ Option 2: Variable Residential Fee Pays for Current and Future 

Non-Disposal Services - Under this option, residential fees would be 

assessed based on the services provided to each residence by the LOG. In 

FY 1999/2000, these fees are projected to be: 

• Urban Single Family Residence 	 $51 per year 

• Urban Multi-Family Residence 	 $33 per year 

• 	 Rural Single Family Residence $57 per year 

(With Curbside Recycling) 

• 	 Rural Single Family Residence $13 per year 

(Without Curbside Recycling) 

These fees would increase through FY 2008/2009 as indicated in Table 2. 

Support data used to develop these fee estimates are provided. in 

Attachment A. 

The Availability Fees that would be needed by the LOG to supplement tipping fee revenues are 

in line with those charged by other North Carolina jurisdictions, as indicated in Table 3. Of the 

jurisdictions listed, the fees charged in Wake County and Mecldenburg County would be most 

comparable to those estimated for the LOG.· However, it is likely that these fees do not cover 

curbside recycling costs in these two counties. 

TABLE 3 

AVAILABILITY FEES CHARGES BY OTHER 


N.C. JURISDICTIONS 


Jurisdiction., Fee Covers: 

l. Wake 'County . $18 per year Non-landfill Services 

2. Mecklenburg County $10 per year Non-landfill Services 

3. City of Charlotte: 

• Single Fari:rily 

• Mufti-Family 

$38 per year 

$23 per year 

Recycling and disposal services 

Recycling and disposal services 
.... II it ~ ..i'AI "" 

4. Chatham County $45 per year .... '( s ~~cycling and disposal services 

5. Durham County $45· per year Recycling and disposal services 

Availability Fee Options 	 6 



CONCLUSIONS 

Depending on the strategy selected, LOG Availability Fees would range from $12 to $57 per 

residence per year. These fee estimates assume that a separate Availability Fee strategy would be 

developed for the commer~ial sector. Input is needed from the LOG Financing Committee on the 

appropriateness of the residential Availability Fee options presented in this paper, as well as 

policies that should guide the development of Availability Fees for the commercial sector. 
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OPTION 1: RESIDENTIAL AVAILABILITY FEE PAYS FOR 50% OF ALL FUTURE SERVICES 

PROGRAM COST PROJECTIONS 

f!2i!!!l l!!t.B ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2001-2008 ~ 

MSW LandiNi $ 2.229.618 S 2.307.185 $ 2.357.994 $ 2,409.943 S 2,414,676 $ 2,543.209 $ 2,621.351 $ 84.341 $ 66.027 S 87.748 

Transf. SIaIIon $ $ $ S S $ $ $ 3.711,784 S 3,813,013 S 3.966.208 

C&DLandllII S 541.120 $ 647.815 S 511.711 $ 537.791 $ 563,166 $ 576.068 $ 593.528 $ 609,569 $ 642.757 S 614.642 

Commercial Glast $ 112.912 $ 188,170 $ 288.941 • 279,581 $ 290,606 $ 302.093 $ 314,706 327.130 S 340,051 S 353.489 

Commerctal Food $ 43.380 $ 51.634 $ 85,220 • 87.829 $ 10,542 $ 73.364 $ 76,298 $ 79,350 $ 62.524 85,825 

Commerdal General $ $ $ 27.881 S 85.2S5 $ 114.813 S 114,813 $ 114.813 $ 114.813 $ 120.220 S 131,358 

Mufti-Family Recydablel CoIIec:tlon $ 284._ $ 274.957 $ 285.955 $ 287.393 $ 309.289 $ 321.661 $ 334,527 S 347.908 $ 361,624 S 376.297 

Drop·OIl Centers 12M.• S 305,628 $ 316.155 $ 326,287 $ 342,498 $ 353.887 $ 369.509 , 381.830 $ 394,644 S 414.064 

HHW CoIIedIonIProcealing S 12uae S 134.878 $ 140.271 S 145.881 $ 151.711 S 157.785 $ 184,097 170.661 S 177.487 S 184,586 

M...1IaIa RecoveIy FIICIIIy $ $ $ 901.483 $ 777,208 $ 166.326' S 756.678 $ 747,041 S 737,416 $ 727,804 S 7t8,203 

Non-AIIoc:tIIM CoIIII $ _.528 $ 40lUM3 $ 508.604 • 525.403 $ 544,909 S 565,151 $ 586.155 , 607,952 S 630.571 S 654,044 

Cumslde Recydlng • Uman $ 558.610 $ 575,430 S 747.020 $ 732,676 $ 754.655 S 777.295 $ 800,613 $ 824,632 $ 649,371 874.852 

Curbside Recycling· Rural $ 213.624 S 220,033 $ 587,171 $ 641.543 S 660,769 S 680,613 $ 701,031 S 722.062 S 743.724 S 766.036 

TOTAl S 4.758.874 $ 5,093,470 $ 6.115,965 • 6,826.774 S 7.034,184 $ 7.224.616 $ 7,423,670 S 8,719,449 S 8.970,016 S 9.287.352 

Tons Disposed 92.001 92,773 88.271 78.71» 78,953 79,197 79,442 79,687 79.934 80.180 

Tipping F .. (Based on Compelltive Ral ..) $ 39.52 $ 41.10 S 42.74 $ 44.45 $ 46.23 S 46.08 $ 50.01 $ 52.01 S 5409 56.25 

RB""n/Jd FtOm TIppIng F... $ 3.635,882 $ 3,813,037 $ 3.773,117 $ 3.498.974 $ 3,650,202 $ 3,807.959 $ 3.972.525 $ 4.144.195 $ 4,323,275 S 4.510.084 

Net Program COlli Requiring Additional Funding $ 1.123,012 $ 1.280,432 $ 2.942.848 $ 3.327.800 $ 3,383,982 S 3,416.858 $ 3,451,145 S 4.575,254 $ 4.646,741 S 4.177.268 

Program COlli To Be Paid Ae8ldenllal Availability Fe.. (50%) $ 581.506 $' 640,218 $ 1,411.424 $ 1.~.900 $ 1.691.991 $ 1,708,329 $ 1.725.573 $ 2,267,627 S 2.323.371 S 2.368.634 

No. of Resldenc:el 45.912 48.891 47,1129 48,1116 49,762 50,757 51,772 52.807 53.664 54.941 

AM.... A".1IIbIIItJ f .. Per "'"denc, $12 $14 $31 $34 S34 $34 $33 $43 $43 $43 

---:> 
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OPTION 2: RESIDENTIAL AVAILABILITY FEE PAYS FOR ALL RESIDENTIAL NON-DISPOSAL SERVICES 

PROGRAM COST PROJECTIONS AND REVENUE SOURCES 

1999-2000 2000-2001 2901-2002 2002·2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 ~~ 2007-2008 2008-2QQ 
Progrtlm CO.'. To B. hid By R ••'d.nl'.' U••, FH. 

Multi-Family Recyclables Collection $ 264.382 $ 274.957 S 285.955 $ 297.393 $ 309.289 $ 321.661 $ 334,527 $ 347.908 $ 361,824 $ 376.29 

Drop-Olf Centers • 295.890 $ 305,628 $ , 315.755 $ 326.287 $ 342,496 $ 353.887 $ 369,509 $ 381.830 $ 394,644 $ 414,00 

HHW Collection/Processing $ 129.888 .J 134.876 $ 140.271 $ 145.881 $ 151.717 $ 157.785 $ 164,097 $ 170.661 $ 177,487 $ 184,5l! 

Malerials Recovery Facility (50%) 50.4.% $ $ $ 454.337 $ 391.713 $ 386.228 $ 381.366 $ 376.509 $ 371.658 $ 366.813 $ 361.97 

Non-Allocable Costs (50%) 0.5 $ 184.764 $ 204.972 $ 253.302 $ 262,701 $ 272,455 $ 282.575 $ 293,078 $ 303,976 $ 315,286 $ 327.02 

Curbside Recycling - Urban $ 558.670 $ 575.430 $ 747.020 $ 732.675 $ 754.655 $ 777.295 $ BOO,613 $ 824.632 $ 849,371 $ 874.85 

Curbside Recycling' Rural $ 213.624 $ 220.033 $ 587.171 $ 641,543 $ 660.789 $ 680,613 $ 701,031 $ 722.062 $ 743,724 $ 766.031 

Subtotal $ 1.647.018 $ 1,715.894 $ 2.783.811 $ 2,198.193 $ 2,877.628 $ 2.955.181 $ 3,039.364 $ 3.122.727 $ 3,209,149 $ 3.304.83 

TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS • 4.758,874 $ 5.093.470 $ 6.715.965 $ 6.829,883 $ 7.037.250 $ . 7,227,643 $ 7,426,668 $ 8".722,399 $ 8,972.928 $ 9.290.22 
I 

Re./cMnllal U••, • •nd Propo.ad FH. 

Urban Single Family Re,ldenee. 
Annual Fee $ 51.05 $ 51.91 $ 76.56 $ 72.89 $ 73.32 $ 73.68 $ 74.13 $ 74.52 $ 74.94 $ 75.4! 
Projected Annual Revenues $ 755.028 $ 783,090 $ 1.178.052 $ 1,143.967 $ 1,173,729 $ 1,203.071 $ 1,234,656 $ 1.266.091 $ 1,298,624 $ 1.334,25~ 

Urban Multi-Family Re.ldence. 
Annual Fee $33 $34 $44 $44 $45 $46 $47 $48 $49 $5 
Projected Annual Revenu~ $ 441.382 $ 462.146 $ 594.429 $ 5Q9.109 $ 618.986 $ 638.256 $ 659,430 $ 680.351 $ 702,147 $ 726.62( 

Rural Single Family Re.ldenee •• With Curb.lde 
Annual Fee $57 $59 $58 $59 $60 $60 $61 $61 $62 $t 
Projected Annual Revenues $ 426.910 $ 445.595 $ 968.914 $ 1,013.760 $ 1.042.502 $ 1.070,531 $ 1.100,853 $ 1,130,862 $ 1.161.912 $ 1.196,23' 

Rural Single Family Re.ldence. - Without Curb.lde 
Annual Fee $13 $14 $24 $23 $24 $24 $25 $25 $26 $~ 

Projected Annual Revenues $ 23,698 $ 25.062 $ 42,416 $ 41.357 $ 42.413 $ 43,324 $ 44,425 $ 45,422 $ 46.465 $ 47,79: 

Total Uee, Fee Revenue. $ 1,647.018 $ 1.715.894 $ 2.783.811 $ 2.198.193 $ 2,877.628 $ 2,955,181 $ 3.039,364 $ 3,122,727 $ 3.209,149 $ 3.304,89f 

TOTAL REVENUES $ 4.758.874 $ 5.093,470 $ 6.715.965 $ 6,829.883 $ 7.037,250 $ 7.227,643 $ 7,426.658 $ 8,722.399 $ 8,972,928 $ 9,290,29. 
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User Fees: Urban Residential Single Family 

Option: User Fees Pay For All Non-Landfill Programs 

f!2SI!!!!. 
Percent 01 

f!r.2I1£1m ~21SI ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2007-2008 2008-2009 

Orop-ort Centers 32% $ 95.193 $ 98.328 $ 101,584 $ 104,972 $ 110.187 $ 113.852 $ 118.878 $ 122.842 $ 126.964 $ 133.212 

HHW CoilealonlProcesaing 

Materials Recovery Facility (22.5%) 

32% 

22.5% 

$ 41.723 

• : 

$ 

$ 

43,_ $ 45.127 

$ 202.829 

S 

$ 

46.933 

174.872 

$ 

$ 

48.810 

172.423 

$ 

$ 

50.762 

170,253 

$ 

$ 

52.793 

168.084 

$ 

$ 

54.905 

165.919 

$ 

$ 

57.101 

163,756 

$ 

$ 

59,385 

161,596 

Non-Altocabie Costa (50%) 18% $ 59 ..... 2 $ 65.943 $ 81.482 $ 64.518 $ 87.653 $ 90.909 $ 94.288 $ 97.794 S 101.433 $ 105,209 

CurDside RecvdIoo __ Urban 1m s 550070 s 575 130 s 747020 S 732,615 S 754655 I 777.295 S 800613 S 824·632 $ 849 371 S 674 652 

TOTAL $ 755.021 • 783.080 $ 1.178.052 $ 1.143.867 $ 1,173.729 $ 1.203.071 $ 1.234.656 $ 1.266,091 $ 1,298,624 $ 1,334,252 

No, Ulban SIngle Family Hoosehdds 

Annual User Fee $ 

14.780 

51,OS • 
15._ 

sun 

15.388 

$ 76,58 $ 

15.695 

12.89 $ 

16.009 

73.32 $ 

16.329 

73.68 $ 

16.656 

74.13 $ 

16.989 

74.52 $ 

17.329 

74.94 $ 

17,675 

75.49 

1I1ban resktenllal tOO$ to MRF represent 22.5% 01 total MRF tona, 
Tbtal No. households In Orange County (FY 1999-2000); Urban 

SIngle Family 
"uIII-FamIIy 

Rural 
Single Family _Cwbside Collection 
Single Famity _ No Culbside Collection 

14.790 
13.332 

16,065 
1.785 

32"10 
29% 

0"10 
35"10 
4% 

N 
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User Fees: Urban Residential Multi-Family 

Option: User F ••s Pay For All Non-Landfill Programs 

fuuIIDl 

Drop-Oil Centers 

HHW CoUecIIonIPr~ 

Materlala Recovery Fadlily 

Non-Alocable Coati (50% C>I CollIs • MullI·Femly ~,.) 

MuIII·FamllY Recvcllna 

P.,cenlo' 
flOCIIWD "Rill 

29% 

2t% 

11.4'" 

15% 

1m 

J.RaIIIII . 86_ 
• 37,810 

$ 

I 63.fiG ...... 

IR.DI1 

I 8U33 

I 39,114 

I 

I 68.....2 

L.W..iil 

~ 

$ 91.570 

• 40,819 

I 102,787 

I 73.451 

S 285.9&1 

ata:aIU 

$ 94.824 

• 42,_ 

• 88.602 

I 78.184 

a 297.393 

$ 

S 

$ 

$ 

S 

~ 

99,325 

43.998 

87.361 

79.013 

399289 

$ 

S 

$ 

$ 

S 

~ 

102.628 

45.758 

88.261 

81.948 

321661 

S 

$ 

$ 

$ 

S 

~ 

107.159 

47.588 

85.163 

84,993 

W 527 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

S 

~ 

110,732 

49.492 

84,065 

88,154 

347908 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

~ 

114,448 

51.472 

82.970 

91,434 

361 824 

$ 

$ 

~ 

120.080 

53.531 

81,815 

94,637 

376297 

TOTAl $ ....,._ $ 482.148 $ 594.421 $ 599,109 $ 618.888 $ 638.256 $ 659.430 $ 680.351 $ 702.147 $ 726,620 

No. Urban MulII·FIImiIy HouIehoIdI 13.331 13._ 13.800 13.738 13.873 14,012 14.152 14.294 14.437 14,581 

Annual User f .. I 33.11 I 34.32 $ 43.71 $ 43.62 $ 44.82 $ 45.55 $ 46.60 $ 47.60 4864 49.83 

• MuIII·famlly res1denU81 tOM to MRF fepteMnt 11.4% oIlOlIl MRF tons.1n FY2002·2003, 
~ lOiIl No HouaehoIds In Or....~ (FV 1989-20(0): Urban 

SIngle Family 
Mull-Femllr 

Rural 
Single Famity _Cla'IIIkJe CoIhtctlon 
SIngle FII1IiI)' _ No Curbsld4t COIleclion 

TOlaI HH In County 

14.790 
13.332 

16.065 
1.785 

45.972 

32% 
29% 
0% 

35% 
4% 

100% 

-
~ 
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User Fees: Rural Residents With Curbside Recycling 

Option: User Fees Pay For All Non·Landfili Programs 

f!!B!m 

Drop-on C.,t... 

HHW CoIIeClIonIProceaalng 

Malerill. Recovery Fdity 

Non-Allocable CoIIt (5O'lI. at CoIIt • Rural RcraIdent.' &!W') 
Rural RecvcIIna 

'.re.... or 
Pr9w.C9·ta 

35% 

35%' 

14.1% 

17% 

lilOli 

1III::aa2Il 

$ 103.398 

•• 45.320 , 
$ 64.561 

L.Z.1.UU 

~ 

$ 106.802 

• 47.132 

$ 

S 11.628 

s 220033 

~ 

$ 110.341 

S 49,018 

$ 133.867 

• 88.517 

s 587111 

~ 

• 114.021 

S 50.979 

S 115,415 

S 91.801 

S 111543 

~ 

S 119.686 

S 53,018 

• 113,799 

S 95,210 

S 660 789 

~ 

• 123.667 

S 55,138 

• 112.367 

• 98.746 

S 080613 

~ 

S 129.126 

S '7.344 

S 110,936 

S 102.417 

S Zg1031 

~ 

S 133.431 

$ 59.638 

S 109.506 

S 106.225 

S 722062 

~ 

~ 131.909 

$ 62.023 

108.019 

S 110.177 

I _HJJ.2.4 

~ 

144.695 

64.~04 

106.653 

t14.278 

S 766.103 

TOTAL S421••'0 , 441.615 S 868,914 • 1.013.780 S 1.042.502 • 1.070.531 • 1.100.853 • 1,130.1162 $ 1.16t.912 $ 1.196.234 

No. RUfel SIngle F8I1\i1y HouHhOtdI 1,441 1,515 16.71. 17.048 17.389 17,737 UI,092 18.453 lB.822 19,199 

MnuIIUMrF.. S 51.33 S 58.87 $ 57.17 S 59.46 S 59.95 $ 60.36 S 60.85 S 61.28 $ 61.73 $ 6231 

, 
Ru,.. retldenlill Ion. to MRF ,epreaenl16.5% at IOteI MAl' lOOt.1n FY2002-2003. 
TOItI No HQuHholda In Orange County. (FY 189912000) Urban 

Slngte FamIIV 
MulI-FemliV 

Rural 
SlngI. Famllv _CUfbalde CoIIec:llon 
Single F amllV _ No Curbllde CoIIeclion 

Tole! HH In Countv 

14.790 
13.332 

16,065 
1.765 

45,972 

32% 
29% 

0% 
35% 

4% 
100% 
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User Fees: Rural Residents Without Curbside Recycling 

Option: U.er F... Pay For All Non-landfill Programs 

lrUIm 
Pernnlo' 
fmll_coats .lIII:a 8:UI1 iQRl.:IIB ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Dfop-Oft Center. 4% $ 11 •• $ 11.867 $ 12.260 $ 12.689 $ 13.298 $ 13.741 $ 14.347 $ 14.826 $ 15.323 16.017 

HHW CoIIecdoIIIProc:eulng 

Male. Rec:overy Fadlily 

tISID-*1IIII ,_(m III '.1.So BIIISIIDII' _. 

TOTAL 

4% 

1.7% 

~ 

$ s.o36 

$ 

L..lJl! 

$ 2U. 

$ 5.231 

$ 

LZ..iU 

$25.082 

$ 5,446 

• 14,874 

L...lJIa 

• 42,418 

5,684 

$ 12,824 

~ 

• 41.357 

$ 5.891 

12,644 

L.lQ.m , 42.413 

6,126 

S 12.485 

J.......lQ.ll.2 

43.324 

$ 6.372 

12.326 

L..l.J.32 

44,'25 

$ 6,626 

12.167 

L..l1.JIQ.3 

$ 45.422 

$ 6.891 

$ 12.009 

~ 

$ 46.465 

1,167 

$ 11.850 

L..!WI 

47.192 

No. Rural SIngle Family HouIIehoIda - WlIhoIA CwtIIIde Rec~1ng VIS 1.785 1.785 1,785 1,185 ),785 1.785 1.785 1.185 1.185 

Annual U.., F.. $ 13.28 $ 14.04 23.76 $ 23.17 23.78 S 24.27 $ 24.89 25.45 $ 26.03 $ 2617 

Aur. relidenllaltON 10 WRF rep,...,. 18.5% oIlOIaI WAF tON.!n FY2002·1OO3. 
10l1li No HouIehc*JIIn Of.... CowIIy: (FYI881112OOO) Uiben 

SIngle Family 
Mulll-Famlly 

RurII 
Single Family _Culbaide CoIIecIIo 
Single Family _ No CU/bslde Colle 

10tal HH In Counly 

14,790 
13.332 

16.065 
1.785 

'5.972 

32% 
29% 

35% 
4% 

100% 

L" 

AVlilabilUy F .. Optlonl 
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Memo from Gayle Wilson to LOG Re: Funding for C&D Landfill Site Acquisition 



I ­

1. 


lVIENI0RANDUM 

TO: Landfill Owners Group 

FROM: Gayle Wilson, Solid Waste Director 

SUBJECT: Funding for C & D Landfill Site Acquisition 

DATE: June 4, 1998 

Sufficient resources exist within the Landfill Fund to spend $1,330,000 in 1998-99 to acquire a 
site for the proposed C & D landfill from the following sources: 

Funding Source 
$ 556,500 Reserve Fund for Land Acquisition and Construction 

558,500 Reserve Fund for Eubanks Construction 
185,000 Undesignated Reserve (Fund Balance) 

$1,330,000 

~opies ofthe tables ofeach reserve account, modified to reflect the proposed ftmding for the 
C&D landfill, are attached. 

I Z the purchase of a C & D site is made- in 1998..99, the residual in the Reseive Fund for Land 
Acquisition and Construction would drop to $59,700 at the end ofthis year. However, assuming 
no subsequent outlays, and none are now planned, the residual would grow to $2,304,700 in 
2004-05. That is the time th~t we may need approximately $2 million to construct a transfer 
station. 

Using $588,500 from the Eubanks Construction Reserve Account in 1998-99 would reduce the 
residual this year to $85,500. However, given the proposed schedule of contributions, this 
reserve fund would be sUfficient to fund the major expenses remaining related to the Eubanks 
Road landfill. 

Using $185,000 ofundesignated Fund balance would leave a Fund Balance as ofJune 30, 1999, 
of approximately $587,000, 13.6% ofthe operating budget. 

In summary, the proposal detailed in the following tables would require an increase of 3.0% in 
contributions to reserves between 1998-99 and 2004-05. 



2 LAt'ffiFTLL RESERVE FUND for: 

Equipment Replacement 


YEAR· CONTRIBUTION OUTLAY RESIDUAL 

Fiscal Year 

1998-99 
Original 
Proposal 

1998-99 
Revised 
Proposal 

1998-99 
Original 
Proposal 

1998-99 
Revised 
Proposal 

88-89 50,000 50,000 50,000 

89-90 109,300 109,300 159,300 

90-91 273,819 273,819, 433,119 

91-92 350,415 350,415 783,534 

92-93 242,411 242,411 215,545 215,545 810,400 

93-94 ° ° 234,500 234,500 575,900 

94-95 175,000 175,000 252,000' 252,000 498,900 

95-96 216,000 216,000 317,000 317,000 397,900 
96-97 275,000 275,000 255,504 255,504 681,900 
97-98 385,000 385,000 601,000 601,000 465,900 

98-99 475,000 300,000 343,000 325,000 440,900 

99-00 550:000 550,000 305,000 305,000 685,900 

00-01 550,000 550,000 609,000 749,000 486,900 
01-02 550,000 550,000 504,000 505,000 531.900 
02-03 J 550:000 550,000 506,000 505,300 576,600 I 
03~O4 ! 550,000 . 550,000 509,500 . 525,000 601,600 
04-05 550,000 550,000 364,000 728,400 423,200 

Footnotes'. ... .... -.". 

Notes Purchases I Comments 
Purchases: bulldozer ($190,000); Roll-Off Truck (5115,000); and used grader ($20,000) = 

1998-99 5325,000. 
1999-2000 Purchase of: Scraper/pan (5305,000). 

Purchases: Landfill compactor (5320,770), scaper/pan (5288,405); and crawler/dozer for C&D 
2000-2001 fill (SI40,000) = 5749,175. 
2001-2002 Purchases: Bulldozer ($378,515) and Loader/backhoe ($125,727) = 5504,242. 

Purchases: Landfill compactor (5340,305) and front-loading recycling truck ($164,998) = 
2002-2003 5505,303. 
2004-2005 Replacement schedule assumes continuation of landfill operations beyond 2004/05. 

Revised: 6/4198 - 4:25 PM ReserveFunds99 1Equip99a 



LANDFILL RESERVE FUND for: '3 
Land Acquisitions 

YEAR CONTRIBUTIONS OUTLAY RESIDUAL 

1997-98 
Estimate 

1998-99 
Revised 
Estimate 

1997-98 
Estimate 

1998-99 
Revised 
Estimate 

89..90 100,000 100,000 0 0 100,000 
90-91 110,000 110,000 0 0 210,000 
91..92 110,000 110,000 0 0 320,000 
92..93 130,,000 . 130,000 0 0 450,000 
93-94 110,000 110,000' 0 0 560,000 
94-95 135,000 135,000 0 0 695,000 

95-96 160,000 160,000 202,450 202,450 652,550 
96-97 185,000 185,000 0 837,550 
97...98 210,000 210,000 309,300 561,300 486,250 
98-99 235,000 235,000 255,000 661,550 59,700 
99-00 260,000 10,000 0 0 469,700 

00-01 285,000 10,000 0 0 79,700 
01-02 700,000 500,000 0 0 579,700 
02-03 700,000 500,000 0 0 1,079,700 
03-04 700,000 SOO,OCO 0 0 1,579,700 
04-05 92S,lYtJO 725,000 0 ~ 2,304,700 

TOTAL $5,055,000 $3,730,000 $766,750 $1,425..300 

NOTES·... 

Fiscal Year Purchases I CommentS 
1995-1996 Expenditure for purchase of Neville tract and Johnson tract 

::'997-1998' Expenditure for purchase ofWtlson property and professional services related tobndfill site 
search. 

1998-1999 
Expenditures include: development ofeither landtill.MRFrrransfer Station (S50,000); 

construction ofmaterials separation area ($55,000); and towards acquisition of a C&D Land:fi.ll 
($556,500). 

Revised: 6/4/98 - 4:27 PM ReserveFunds99 I Land&Ac99 
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LANDFllL RESER VE FlJND for. 
Eubanks Construction 

YEAR CONTRIBUTIONS OUTLAY RESIDUAL 

1997..98 
Estimate 

1998-99 Revised 
Est. 

1997-98 
Estimate 

1998..99 Revised 
Estimate 

88-89 100,000 100,000 ° ° 100,000 

89-90 300,000 300,000 0 ° 400,000 

90-91 250,000 250,000 ° ° 650,000 
91..92 550,000 550,000 ° 0 1,200,000 

92-93 650,000 650,000 ° ° 1,850,000 

93-94 567,000 567,000 0 ° " 2,417,000 

94-95 835,000 835,000 3,038,500 3,038,500 213,500 
95-96 855,000 855,000 0 0 1:068,500 
96-97 670,000 670,000 272,000 272,00Q 1,738,500 

97-98 400,000 400,000 1,550,000 1,550,000 588,500 

98-99 420,000 335,000 71,500 840,000 83,50Q 

99-00 440,000 720,000 0 130,000 673,500 

00-01 440,000 735,000 1,610,000 1,400,000 8,500 

01-02 225,000 225,000 ° C 233,500 

02-03 225,000 225,000 0 0 458,500 

03-04 225,000 225,000 680,000 680,000 3,500 

04-05 ° ° 0 3,500 

05-06 "' 

TOTAL $7,152,000 $7,642,000" $i,222,OOO $i,910,500 i 

NOTES-

Fiscal Year Purchases I Comments 

1998-1999 Expenditure: gas flares (S30~OOO), perimeter fencing ($71,500), MRF land and development 
(S 150.000); and fimds towards acquisition of C&D landfill (SS88~SOO). 

1999..2000 Outlay for scales and related development for C&D landfill (SI30,000). r 

2000-2001 Construction ofLandfill Cell #4 (final cell) 
2003-2004 Closure ~sts for Eubanks landfill. which \lilllikely be deferred one additional year. 

Revised: 6/4/98 - .+:32 PM ReserveFunds99 / Eubanks99 



5 Landfill Reserve FUIld.s: 
A.ggJ:egat<: of All Funds 

YEAR CONTRIBUTIONS OUTLAY RESIDUAL 

1997-98 
Estimate 

1998-99 
Revised Est.. 

1997-98 
Estimate 

1998-99 
Revised 
Estimate 

88-89 150,000 150,000 0 0 150,000 

89-90 509,300 509,300 0 0 659,300 

1,293,11990-91 633,819 633,819 0 0 
91..92 1,010,415 1,010,415 0 0 2,303,534 

92-93 1,022,411 1,022,411 215,545 215,545 3,110,400 

93-94 677,000 677,000 234,500 234,500 3,552,900 

'4-95 1,145,000 1,145,000 3,290,500 3,290,500 1,407,400 

95-96 1,231,000 1,231,000 519,450 S19,~SO 2,118,950 

96-97 1,130,000 1,130,000 527,504 S27,S04 3,257,950 

97-98 995,000 995,000 2,460,300 2,712,300 1,540,650 

98-99 1,130,000 870,000 669,500 1,826,550 584,100 

99-GO 1,250,000 1,280,000 305,000 43',000 1,429,100 

00-01 1,275,000 1,295,000 2,219,000 2,149,000 '75,100 
01-02 1,475,000 1,275,000 504,000 505,000 1,345,100 

·02-83 1,475,000 1,275,000 506,000 505,300 2,114,800 
03-04 1,475,000 1,275,000 1,189,500 1,205,000 2,184,800 
04-05 1,475,000 1,275,000 364,000 728,400 2,731,400 

0S-06 0 0 0 0 2,731,400 

TOTAL 18,058,945 17,048,945 13,004,799 14,8S4,049 

Notes Purchases I Comments 

1996-1997 

Arithmetic aaomoly is based. upon a reconciliatiOD ofreserve accounts with the curreDt 
audited financial stateDleots, which resulted in higher reserve aQ:OUDt balances. Hieber 
raene accouut balauces are due to tho difference betweal dlargins 0D1y the actual 
expendi.tuRs rather dun the budgeted appropriations in severa11iscaJ years preceeding the 
~ reconciliation ill 1996.97. 

Revised: 611 S198 - 5:34 PM ReservcFunds99 / Aggregate 



6 
LANDflU. RESERVE FUND for: 

.Equipclex:d Replacement 

YEAR CONTRIBurION OUTLAY RESIDUAL 

Fiscal Year 

1998-99 
Original 
Proposal 

50,000 

1998-99 
Revised 
Proposal 

1998-99 
Original 
Proposal 

1998-99 
Revised 
Proposal 

88-89 50,000 50,000 
89-90 109,300 109,300 159,300 

90-91 273,819 273,819 433,119 

91-92 350,41S 350,415 783,534 

91-93 242,411 242,411 215,545 215,545 810,400 

93-94 0 0 234,500 234,500 575,900 
94-9S ]75,000 17S,000 252,000 252,000 498,900 
95-96 216,000 216,000 317,000 317,000 397,900 

~97 275,000 275,000 255,504 255,504 681,900 
97..91 385,000 385,000 601,000 601,000 465,900 

' ...99 475,000 300,000 343,000 325,000 440,900 
99-00· 5S0,OOO 550,000 305,000 305,000 685,900 

08-01 550,000 550,000 609,000 749,000 486,900 
01-02 550,000 550,000 504,000 S05,oeo 531,900 
0:2-03 550,000 550,000 506,000 505,300 576,600 

03-4M 550,000 550,000 509,500 525,000 601,600 

04-0S .550,000 SSO,OOO 364,000 728,400 423,200 
05..Q6 0 0 0 0 423,200 

TOTAL SSt 8S 1,94.5 55,676,945 55,016,049 S5,518,249 

Footnotes: 

l!m!l Purchases I Comments . 

1996-1997 

Arit!mttetic aaomoly is baae4 \IpOIl a ReODCiliatiOll of reserve tcCOUDtS with tbc CUD1!IJt audited 
fi:aaaciaJ. 1tIt.ealeDa.. wbic:h n:sulted in bi8her teSene 8CCOU'Ilt baJaDce3. Higher raerve 
tII:COUDt '-lances are due to tbe dill'ercac:e bctwa:n cbarcmc oaly the IdU81 expcu4if.urCI m.ther 
tbaQ. the budcc*cl appropdatiom in SC\1Dl fixa1 )'an pm;eodiq 1bt &CCDmlt RCODciliatioa in 
1996-97. 

.. 

1998-1999 
Purchasa: bulldozer ($190.000); Ron·OffTrw:k; (S11 S.OOO)~ aDd. used pader (120,000) = 

5325,000. 

1999·lOOO Purcbase of Sc.repcr;pon ($305,000). 

2000-2001 
Purchases: I..aud1m compectOr (S3207770)~ scaperlpan ($288,40.5): aad crawler/dour for Ca:D 

fill ($140.000) =$749.17S. 
2OOt-2002 ~ Bvlldozer (5378.515) aDd Loaderlbockboe (S12S;n7) =SS04,242 . 

2002-2003 
. Purcb.ass: I.aDdftD. compactor (5340..305) and froDt..loadi:n& I'fJC)'di:Da tnK:k (Sl64!Om) :. 

SSOS,303. 
lOO4-lOOS RepJacemeat schedule ~ continuation of JandftU operatiOll$ beyOnd 20041O~. 

ReYised: 6/15191- 5:31 PM 



7 
LANDFILL RESERVE FUND for. 

Eubanks Comtructi.on 

YEAR CONTRlBUfIONS OUTLAY RESIDUAL 

1997-98 
Estimate 

1998-99 Re'¥ised 
Est. 

1997-98 
Estimate 

1998-99 Rnised 
Estimate 

~ 100,000 . lQO,OOO 0 0 100,000 

89-90 300,000 300,000 ° 0 400,000 
90-91 250,000 250,000 0 0 650,000 
91-91 550,000 SSO,OOO 0 0 1,200,000 
92-93 650,000 650,000 0 0 1,850,000 

93-94 567,000 567,000 0 0 2,417,000 

94-95 83',000 83',000 3,038,500 3,038,500 213,'00 
95-96 855,000 8S',OOO 0 0 1,068,500 
96-97 670,000 670,000 272,000 272,000 1,738,500 
91•• 400,000 400,000 I,SSO,ooo 1,550,000 S88,SOO 
98-99 420,000 335,000 71,500 840,000 83,'00 
99-«1 440,000 720,000 0 130,000 673,500 
00-01 440,000 73.5,000 1,610,000 1,400,000 8,500 
01-02 225,000 225,000 0 0 233,500 
0l-03 225,000 225,000 0 0 458,500 
.03-04 225,000 225,000 680,000 680,000 3,500 
04-0S 0 0 0 0 3,500 
05-06 0 0 0 0 3,500 

TOTAL $7,1'2,000 $7,642,000 $7,222,000 $7,910,SOO 

NOTES-. 

I1scaIYear Purchases I Comments 

1996-lm 

Arid.",. IIIOIIIOIy is bucclupoa • JCCGIIC'1iaIiIDa ofmcrve ICCOUIItS Widl.1he C1It1C8t aodiIed 
fiDacial ~ ftich.raa.lted ill hi.... reserve accouut MJances. Hi&Jlcr l"CSICI'VC a«OVat 
babma:s an due to tile diff'«eace bet"..ehlrgiq oa1y the Idaal expe:adituIa, neba-a.. the 
1nIdgded appropriaticxss ..9CM:ral fiscal yean prooccdiDg the ~wt teCOIlcilillioa in 1996-97. 

1998-1999 ExpeIJdit'tn: ps tiara (530,000), pcr.imctc:r fIIIIciq ($71,500), .MRF lmd. IUd devc10pmcal 
(SlSO,OOO); IIIdfaDds mwm1s ICquisitioaofca.o bmdfill (S588,500). 

1999-2GOO Outlay for scales lad rcJaIId cleve' for CctD laDdtiD. ($130,000). 

20G0-2001 Coascructioa OfLandfiIJ Cell i#4 (final ~ 
%GOJ..2G04 CIa&arc COSIS fO&' Eubuab ludfiU, -.h:ich ....at likdy b1! ~ ODe addition:tl yaor. 

RmS'ed: 6/15/98 - 5:27 PM ResaveFunds99 I Eubuk.s99 

http:Comtructi.on


·~ ., 

LANDFILL RESER\IE FUND for. 
Land Acquisitions 

YEAR CONTRIBlITIONS OUTLAY RESIDUAL 

1997-98 
Estimate 

1998-99 
Revised 

. Estimate 
1997-98 
E.timate 

1998-99 
:Revised 
Estimate 

88-89 0 0 0 0 

89-90 100,000 100,000 0 0 100,000 
90-91 110,000 110,000 0 0 210,000 
91·92 110,000 110,000 0 0 320,000 

92-93 130,000 130,000 0 0 450,000· 

93-94 110,000 110,000 0 0 560,000 
94-95 135,000 13S,OOO 0 0 695,000 

95-" 160,000 160,000 202,450 202,450 652,550 
96-97 185,000 185,000 0 837,550 
1)7·98 210,000 210,000 309,300 561,300 486,250 
98-99 23',000 235,000 

... 
255,000 661,550 S9,700 

99-00 260,000 10,000 0 0 69,700 
00.01 285,000 10,000 0 0 79,700 
01-02 700,000 500,000 0 0 '79,700 
0l-03 700,000 500,000 0 0 111 079,700 

03-04 700,000 500,000 0 0 1,'79,100 
04-0S 92',000 725,000 0 0 2,304,700 

05-06 0 0 0 0 2,304,700 

TOTAL $5,055,000 $3,730,000 . $766,750 $1,42',300 

NOTES-I 
1995-1996 &pca.ditun: far parcbase ofNcMl1e traet au4 10Jms0a 1rICt 

1"'·1998 
Expeaditure for purchase of WiJ90n ptupcrty ad prafessioaal services related to ludfill site 

search. 

1m-I'" 
COIISb'Uctioa. ofmatcrials scpara1icm INa (S~S.OOO); I8d towards acquisi.tiOil of. CIrD LaDdfiD. 

(SS56,5OO). 

RI!vi.sed: 6/15198 - 5:41 PM ReserveFunds99! LandAc99 
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SECTION 1.0 


INTRODUCTION 


The Landfill Owners Group (LOG) provides a variety of solid waste management services to 

residents and businesses in the towns of Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and Hillsborough, as well as 

the unincorporated areas of Orange County. Major services include solid waste planning, 

curbside recycling, operation of 10 drop-off centers, commercial glass and food waste 

recycling, multi-family recycling, solid waste disposal, disposal of construction and 

demolition waste, and the periodic collection and' disposal of household hazardous waste. 

Public education services are also provided. 

LOG services are managed by the Town of Chapel Hill's Solid 'Waste Department. Some of' 

these services, such as solid waste disposal, are provided directly by the LOG, While others are 

provided by private companies underco'ntract to the LOG. 

LOG services are currently- fund~d, primarily by tipping fees charged for the disposal of 

lllunicipal solid waste (MSW) and construction and'demolition (C&D) wastes. The proposed 
-.. 	 0" , ~. 

fiscal. year 98/99 tipping fee for disposal of either waste is $~8 per ton. 

1.1 	 Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study, prepared by ~olid Waste. Departnle~t staff and HDR 

Engineering, Inc. of North Carolina (HDR), is to assess current and 'future funding 

needs associated with the solid waste management servlc~s'provided by the LOG. 

This asse~sment is also needed to address the risks and inequities associated with the 

current system. 

-. 	 Need for Additional FundIng Sources - Additional funding sources 

are needed to pay for future programs proposed in th~ Solid Waste 

Management Plan (the Plan)' and for other future solid waste 

facilities. The major future programs identified in the Plan include 

the expansion of the ,residential curbside recycling progr~; the 

Landfill Owners Group Rev 



II ~~~ A .F1~c>-fi-r 

Table 2-1 

Program Cost Summary 

, ,:~~ogram · .; ."':;~r()gtam .. Program 
: ~":'.! ,·G()st;;<:;·,;. /,',;CCost Cost ·,· 
:FY98/99 '. FY03/04 FY08/09 

Services Provided to Residential Customers: 

$ 538,150 $ 646,119• Residential Curbside - Incorporated Areas $ 749,029 
211,750 361,670 419,275• Residential Curbside - Rural 

' 366,483 . 232,839 303,388• Recycling Drop-Off Centers 
, 124,700 151,717• Household Hazardous Waste Management 184,586 

. , Residential Curbside - Multi-Family , 254,213 309,289 376,297 

Services Provided to Commercial Customers: 

~~, Commercial Glass $ 57,3891 $ 290,606 $ 353,489 
~ : Commercial Food Waste . 41,712 60,298 73,362 

144,371 ' 160,916 . ' Commercial- General 

'Services Pt:ovided to All Customers: 

~ ' Pr~gram Administration/Overhead $ 362,446 I ,$ '554,889 $ 66~,182 
, 652,250 ' ' , 690,67S ' • . M~terials Recovery Facility 

ii C&D Landfill ,. " 279,772 IfO ..·.631,666, . . 743,142 
2,222,774' . 3,466,497 ' 2,548,408 . • ' 'MSW Landfill 

78%~ercent of Net CostS Paid by Landfill Tipping Fees ,78% 78% 

73,187 69,992Tons Landfilled 88,700 

$69.85Required Tipping Fees $37.93 $81,.50 
' $33.70Required Tipping Fee to Cover Landfill Costs " ' $28.~1 $36.41 

Competitive Tipp~g ., Fees in Region , (in~luding ,; $35.00 $42.58 , .$5L81 
Transfer, 'Haul,. and Disposal C~sts) 

, ' . 

Amount of Tipping Fee Used to Cover Other LOG I :$9.72 $36.15 $45.09 
Program. Costs .. , . 

Landfill Owners Group Rev 5 



Table 2-4 

Monthly Value ofServices Provided by the LOG 
FY98/99 Costs/Residential Customer 

.• !\~;;;~:: ; ; , .. '<i5: :>
I,'" ',;' '''".,.,/;/,' 

.-. ,:,i;~:<,~;,~:'i Z:. '?~::!~. 
Program Administrationl 
Planning (1) 

Drop-Off Recycling 
Centers (2) 

I :," ,<~':: " ;1" Jncorp~:rated .~~~ .. , 
;~;,i;Residentia1CUstomers 

'. Sin le~Farnil ":: ", ":Mu1ti~Eamil : . 
.. ($~RiMO)r- "_ ($mEitM6)~,;>': 

Unincorporated 
' ,Areas 

' ;; Single-Family 
($/HHJMo) 

$0.35 

$0.22 

$0.35 

$0.22 

$0.35 

$0.22 

Multi-Family Curbside $0.94 

Residential Curbside $3~26 $2.42 

MRF Operations ' , ~ 

HHW Management $0.24 $0.24 $0.24 

LarldfIll Disposal ' $1.84 . $1:84 $1.84 

Total $5.91 ' $~.59 .$5.07 

(1) ' Assumes 50% of Total Prograni AdministrationIPlanning C,osts 'are 
allocated to residentiaI customers. 

(2LAssumes 50% of DroQ~OffCenter costs are allocated to residential customers. 

Currently, about 70% of LOG revenues are' received from landfi~l tipping fees .. 


Residents in the incorporated areas of the county pay their landfill tipping. fees through 


. property taxes, ~hich ' are' used,in tUrll, to pay the solid waste·' disposal agencies or ' 


, service " providers. The, " tipping' fees for ;' solid' wastes from resi~ents in" the 


unincorporated areas are also paid indirectly through Orange County/taxes. 

t ,urrently, about 31,530 tons of residential waste, or 0.72 tons per residential unit, are 


received at the landfill each year,. At the proposed tipping fee of $38 per ton of MSW, 


this means that each r~sidence pays $27.36 for LOG services per year, or $2.28 ·per 


household per month. , 


.. 
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" 

3.3 Overview of Funding Options 

As indicated in Articles 15 and 16 of the North Carolina State Statutes, the provision 

of solid waste management services by a city or county government is considered a 

public enterprise. To fund public enterprises, local governments can levy property 

taxes, charge fees, borrow money, and/or accept grants: 

The major funding mec~anisms for solid. waste management services are property 

taxes and fees. There are three types' of fees that can be charged for solid' waste 

services: user fees, collection fees, and availability fees. 

3.3.1 User Fees, 

User fees, as 'the na.n:e implies,. are fees that ~e directly charged by local 

governments to the users of solid waste management services. 'For example, a 

. "tipping fee',' that is charged by it local government to a' hauler fQr the use of ~ 
public landfIll would be considered a user fee~ 

3.3.2 . Collection Fees 

A collection fee is a type ofuser fee th~t is specifIcally described in the North 

Carolina Statutes. According to the Statutes, 

"A municipality which provides garbage collection services may 

impose a charge r~asonably co~ensUrate with the cost of the 

service." , 

Similarly; 

"The board of county commissioners may impose a fee for' the 

collection of solid waste. The fee may not exceed. the costs of 

collection. " 

.. 
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• 	 Chatham County - In 1996, Chatham County adopted an annual 


availability fee of $45, as well as an annual collection fee of $45. 


__ 	 These fees are charged to all County residences that are located 

outside the corporate limits of Goldston, Pittsboro, and Siler City. 

• 	 Charlotte ~ In 1995, the city of Charlotte implemented an 


availability fee to pay for city solid waste recycling and disposal 


services. TIus fee is $38 per residence per year for single family 


residences and $23 per year for multi-family,residences. ' 


• 	 Greensboro - -The, city of Greensboro charges a solid waste 


collection availability fee to residences., The $2.35 per, 


household/per month fee became effe~tive on January 1, 1998. 


• 	 City ofDurham - The city of Durham does not have ,an av~lability 


f~ but pays' for 'solid waste services through a' combination of 


tipping fe~sandp~operty taxes. , 


• 	 Durham County - Durham County charges an, ayailability fee of, 


$45 per year to residences in the unincorporated areas of the County. 


The fee is used' to pay, for the County landfill, as well as other 


programs~ 

, The'members of LOG recently adopted a Solid Waste Management 'Plan that calls for ' 

a, sigpificant expansion in recycling, programs to, meet the, sta~e and local 'Vaste "., 

reduction goals .. These programs, if funded exclusively from tipping fees, will cause a 

significant increase in tile 'tipping fees charged at the Eubanks Road Lan~fill, which, in 

tum, will further jeopardize landfill revenues. In order to avoid the' "vicious" cycle of 

declining revenues resulting from ipcreasing tipping fees, LOG will need to implement 

other funding strategies to pay for new solid 'waste management serVices.' 

'­
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.City of Chapel,HiI~" North Carolina 
.Landfill Own~rs ,~r'o'up . 

. . 
Program Cost.;,P,rojections 

MSW Landfill 

Transfer Station 

C&D Landfill 

Commercial Glass 

Commercial Food , 

Commercial General 

Multi-Family 

Drop~Off Centers 

HHW 

Materials Recovery 
Facility 

Non-Allocable Costs 

Recycling Curbside 

Rural Curbside 

TOTAL 

$2,231,058 

$0 

$609,620 

$112,972 

$50,101 

$0 

, $264,382 

$262,461 

$129,688 

$0 

$376,888 

$554,295 

$218,103 

$4,809,568 

$2,308,668 I'. $2,359,5221 $2,411,517 1.· $2,466,497 r'$2,544,879 $2,623,070 

, ': $0 I' $0 I '. . $01 ':·:,· · ' : , :'$0 h " '. $0 $0 

$716,1.15 1 $580,211 1 $606,297 1 ': $631,666 1 $646,568 $662,028 

$166,170 $268,941 , $279,561 I' $290,606 I ':~' $302,093. $314,706 

$53,605:. $55,749 $57,979 1: .' $60;298 I " $62,710 $65,219 

$0 $~7,8~1 $85,255 1$144,371 I '··, .$144,371 $144,371 

$274,957 $285,955 I' . $2~7,393. 1 ·. :": .$309,289 1 $321,661 1 $334,527 

$270,861 $279,597 1 $288,683 1 . $303,388 1 $313,215 \ $327,211 

$134,876 ,' $140,2711 $145,881 I·': $151,717 I ~.: $157,785 .1 $164,097 

" $0' $449,525 \ $608,000 I.. . $652,250 1 $658,063 1 $664,766 

$417,906 $515,203 \ '$534,674 I >::' .$554,889 . $575,878 $597,670 
-

$570,923 , - $984,029 I',' $627,300 h~\ : $646,119 $665,502 $685,467 

$224,646 ~, .$579,909 'I $351,1361·::.( $361,670 . $372,521 $383,696 

$5,138,727 " $6,526,773 \$6,293,676 1 .'~ $6,572,760 ,I". $6,765,246 $6,966,828 

:,;2b08~b9 ~' . 

($217,865) ($226,976) ($235,346) 

$2,693,942 $2,741,207 $2,783,754 

$678,069 $711,257 $743,142 

$327,130 $340,051 $353,489 

$67,827 $70,54'1 $73,362 

. $144,371 $149,778 $160,916 

$347,908 $361,824 $376,297 

$337,840 $348,894 $366,483 

$170,661 $177,487 $184,586 

$672,404 $681,024 $690,675 

$620,296 $643,789 $668,182 

$706,031 $727,212 $749,029 

$395,207 $407,063 $419,275 

$6,943,821 $7,133,151-1 $7,333,844 

Tons Disposed 88,635 89,151 84,272 . 75,7-53 73,187 . . 72,529 71,969 71,361 70,703 69,9~2 

$56.25Tipping Fee $39.52 $41.10 .. $42.74 '$44.45 . " $46.23 $48.08 $50.01 $52.01 . $54.09 

Revenues from 
Tipping Fees 

$3,502,855 $3,664,106 '" $3,601,785 1$3,367,221-­1"$3;383,435 I .$3,487,194 $3,599,170 $3,711,486 $3,824,325 $3,937,050 

Net Program Cost 
Requiring Additional 
Fundiing 

$1,306,713 I $1,474,6211 .$2,924,988 I $2,926,455 ' 

., / 

, $3;189.. 325 I $3,278,052 I $3,367,658 1 $3,232,335 1 $3,308,826 I $3,396,794 

Program Cost Projection 


