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Foreword

Regional planning commissions, also known as councils of governments (COGSs), are required by
statute to issue a biennial report to the legislature detailing how revenue received for the Regional
Solid Waste Grants Program is spedul{d Waste Disposal Act, Chapter 361, Health and Safety

Code, 361.014 (b)Revenue for this program is provided I
di sposal fee, or Atipping fee, 0 half of which

This report is respectfully submitted in fulfillment of this statutory requirement. A compilation of
data received from the 24 COGs through the Waste Permits Division of the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality is included, summarizing projects funded by each of the planning regions
during the State Fiscal Years 2008 and 2009. In addition, each of the 24 COGs has selected a pro-
ject to highlight its particular successes.

Additional information requests or inquiries may be directed to:

Ginny Lewis

Associate Director

Texas Association of Regional Councils
701 Brazos, Suite 780

Austin, TX 78701

512-2759305
glewis@txregionalcouncil.org

Special thanks are provided to the Regional Council of Governments Solid Waste Planners Asso-
ciationbdés Results & Legislative Reports Subcor
ment al Qualitydés Was thard WweinmevelopingbhisveposBpexial, f or t
appreciation is given to Mr. Gary Hanlon, Solid Waste Coordinator, Deep East Texas Council of
Governments, and Ms. Amy Boyers, Senior Environmental Planner, Hdbabogston Area

Council, for drafting this report.
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Introduction

The Regional Solid Waste Grants Program assists the State in fulfilling its public policy to safe-
guard health, general welfare, and physical property and to protect the environment by encouraging
a reduction in solid waste generation and the proper management of solid waste, including solid
waste diversion from landfills and processing to extract usable materials of energy.

The program is structured as a cooperative effort among state, regional and local governments,
and private enterprise in order to ensure implementation of state policy on solid waste manage-
ment and environmental protection.

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) administers the program of regional

solid waste management planning and allocation of project funds to each planning region of the
state. Regional COGs work with regional advisory committees comprised of public and private
sector members in order to update regional solid waste management plans for the TCEQ. They also
manage the numerous grant programs that support regional and local government projects for recy-
cling, waste reduction and enforcement of -alutmping laws

Funding allocations to regions are determined through a formula that takes into consideration
population, geographic area, solid waste fee generation and public health needs.

COGs, with the assistance of regional advisory committees comprised of public and private repre-
sentatives, develop specific funding plans for their respective regions and needs, with a focus on
regional and local goals and objectives. During State Fiscal Years (FY) 2008 and 2009, the 24 re-
gional COGs funded 475 projects totaling $14,566,507. The total amount of grant requests from
local governments was $24,370,052. Table 1 provides a breakdown by regional COG.

The participation of private sector members in committees that affect all aspects of the administra-
tion and management of these grant funds ensures that funded projects will not be used to create a
competitive advantage for local governments over private solid waste service providers



The Grant Program

The Regional Solid Waste Grants Program is funded by a portion of the revenues collected through
Municipal Solid Waste Fees (also known as "tipping fees") paid at landfills. Of the total revenue
that is allocated to TCEQ from the tipping fees, half is allocated to COGs for local and regional pro-
jects. During State Fiscal Years (FY) 2008 and 2009, the 24 regional COGs funded 475 projects
totaling $14,566,507. The total amount of grant requests from local governments was $24,370,052.
Table 1 provides a breakdown by regional COG.

The funding allocation to each region is determined by a formula adopted by the TCEQ, taking into
account population, geographic area, solid waste fees collected in the region and public health
needs. COGs earn interest on allocated funding for use on additional solid waste grant projects. In
FY 20082009, a total of $76,974 in interest was generated. Of this interest earned, $68,926 will be
applied to FY 2012011 projects

Eligible Entities

Local government entities are the only eligible recipients for grant funds and include cities,
counties, COGs, school districts, and other special districts and authorities. Grants are awarded
through a competitive process and reviewed and ranked by regional solid waste advisory commit-
tees, which include both public and private sector representatives. Applications are reviewed to en-
sure they are consistent with the goals and priorities established by regional solid waste manage-
ment plans. See Table 2 for a summary of projects and funding by governmental entity.

Regional Coordination
In addition to grant administration and management, the COGs perform a number of functions to
ensure coordination and implementation of regional plans and projects. Functions include:
e Maintaining solid waste advisory committees;
« Providing technical assistance to local governments;
« Conducting subgrant award and administration of contracts in support ehpasgh fund-
ing for local governments;
« Conducting implementation project solicitation, ranking, scoring, and selection;
« Providing outreach, education and training, technical assistance, and serving as centralized
regional points of contact for regional and local solid waste management planning;
« Maintaining and promoting a regional solid waste information resource center of education
and outreach materials;
« Conducting data collection and analysis, and maintaining current regional planning data and
reference materials;
e Maintaining a closed landfill inventory for their region;
o Review of municipal solid waste permit applications for consistency with regional solid
waste management plans;

e Updating and maintaining regional solid waste management plans; and,
e Maintaining program and financial records and conducting program and financial reporting.

!Beginning in FY 2012011 COGs were allowed to expend earned interest from FY-2008 on direct expenses
incurred and pasthrough implementation project funding.
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TABLE 1

FY 20082009 Regional Solid Waste Grants Program
Project Funding vs. Project Requests by COGs

. . Difference
COG AvallLibriziEéojeCtProject Requests (Funding
Requests)

AACOG $1,397,406 $2,595,15P -$1,197,746
ATCOG $210,695 $374,469 -$163,77%
BVCOG $162,596 $248,414 -$85,818
CAPCOG $877,579 $1,276,202 -$398,623
CBCOG $494,74% $905,930 -$411,185%
CTCOG $228,114 $228,114 $0

CVCOG $157,80% $191,631 -$33,826
DETCOG $267,694 $534,800 -$267,106
ETCOG $512,65Y $835,874 -$323,217
GCRPC $240,908 $300,826 -$59,918
H-GAC $2,817,07p $4,214,569 -$1,397,494
HOTCOG $238,107 $497,736 -$259,629
LRGVDC $586,132 $933,869 -$347,738
MRGDC $142,308 $257,467 -$115,164
NCTCOG $3,265,901 $7,080,201L -$3,814,300
NRPC $210,000 $254,871 -$44,871
PBRPC $359,987 $469,610 -$109,623
PRPC $577,476 $764,845 -$187,369
RGCOG $459,841 $752,635 -$292,794
SETRPC $310,154 $402,000 -$91,846
SPAG $304,048 $387,583 -$83,53%
STDC $241,000 $270,000 -$29,000
TCOG $178,48% $178,485 $0

WCTCOG $325,799 $414,769 -$88,970
TOTAL $14,566,507  $24,370,05p -$9,803,54)




TABLE 2

FY 20082009 Regional Solid Waste Grants Program
Project Funding by Local Governmental Entity

Local GO\_/ernment Num_ber of Percentage of Project Funding Percentagg of
Entity Projects Total Total Funding
Cities 320 67% $8,639,674.471 59%

Counties 117 25% $3,840,551.15 26%

CoG$ 22 5% $1,585,256.39 11%
School Districts 13 3% $415,466.26 3%
Other Distriots/ 3 1% $85,559.09 1%

TOTAL 475 100% $14,566,507.35 100%

2COGfunded projects benefit member governments in the entire region, and a majority of funds ishpassgd

to either the local member governments or private provider of services. Examples of regional projects are a
regionwide household hazardous recycling day, local enforcement training, and regional education projects that
provide consistent reduce, reuse, recycle, and rebuy messages, benefiting all citizens in a particular region.



Statewide Accomplishments

The impact of the FY 2008009 Regional Solid Waste Grants Program in the State of Texas
can be seen in the statewide accomplishments summarized below:

LOCAL ENFORCEMENT - Projects funded by the grant program supporting litter
abatement officers, training in litter and dumping laws, and documenting litter and
dumping with the purchase of equipment produced the following results:

o 16,038 litter and illegal dumping sites identified,;

o 17,091 fines issued totaling $300,000;

o 8,632 sites cleaned up; and,

0 12,024,585 pounds of waste removed from 8,632 illegal and dumping sites.

WASTE REDUCTION - Projects focusing on recycling and material reduction
including recycling, composting, chipping, mulching, and source reduction, produced the
following results:

o 1,057,950 tons of materials diverted from disposal;

0 $3,928,811 in local disposal costs avoided;

o $8,041,150 in local revenues from sale of diverted materials; and,

o 12,932,896 citizens served.

HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE (HHW) MANAGEMENT - Projects that
keep dangerous, but commonly found, items out of the veastam and dispose of
HHW materials properly and cesffectively, or recycle them, produced the following
results:
o 335 separate collection events held in a-fwar period across the state;
20 permanent collection facilities supported or funded by grant funds;
58,407 citizens participated in events;
1,520,638 pounds of HHW collected for disposal;
1,316,118 pounds of hazardous paint collected for disposal;
223,510 gallons of paint collected for recycling or reuse;
11,510 batteries collected for recycling;
83,461 gallons of oil collected for recycling;
16,510 oil filters collected for recycling;
9,498 gallons of arfireeze collected for recycling; and,
130,409 tires collected for recycling.

O OO0 O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0oOOo

CITIZEN COLLECTION STATIONS - Citizen Collection Stations address waste
management needs in rural or underserved areas and produced the following results:
o 101,360 citizens served,;
o 101,052 tons of waste collected for disposal;
o0 3,920 tons of materials diverted for recycling;
o $1,355,570 collected in user fees; and,
o $123,135 total revenues realized as a result of recycling



EDUCATION AND TRAINING - Public awareness and education programs encourage
proper disposal or recycling of waste and produced the following results:
0 114 educational projects across all major grant categories funded at a cost of
$1,154,478;
271 projects coordinated on a regional basis at a cost of $486,377;
4,838 educational events coordinated and funded;
801,991 citizens received training or attended educational events;
5,384,806 educational and training items distributed;
357,207 events involving mass media coordination; and,
An estimated 28,488,775 citizens reached through mass media efforts.

©O OO0 O0OO0Oo

CLEAN-UP EVENTS - Clearrup campaigns along waterways and visible land areas
are effective ways to combat litter and involve and educate the community on the
importance of litter control. Cleamp campaigns produced the following results:
0 4,958 separate events held in adyaar period;
77,639 citizens participated in cleap activities;
729 miles of shoreline cleaned up;
400,593 acres of land area cleaned up;
15,443,871 pounds of waste collected and disposed; and,
5,015,161 pounds of materials collected and diverted for recycling.

O O O OO

In many instances, these events and projects are ongoing, and while this report captures a
snapshot of accomplishments for a tyear period, the overall impact is much greater than
reflected here



Local Activities and Notable Trends

Projects that are funded by the Regional Solid Waste Grants Program adapt to meet the
challenges posed by the changing solid waste environment in each region. Local government
needs are reflected in the funding trends and project selection presented in this report.

During FY 20082009:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Organic Waste Management funding decreased by 15.9 percent from the previous biennium;
Education & Training funding increased by 6.3 percent from the last biennium;
Local Enforcement funding decreased by approximately 59.9 percent from the last biennium;

Recycling funding increased 47.8 percent from the last two years and was tfientedt

grant category during FY 20a8009 at $4,187,879; and,

lllegally dumped scrap tire collections reported under the Household Hazardous Waste Cate-

gory increased by 24.5% over the previous biennium.

See Table 3 for a summary of projects funded by grant category.



TABLE 3

FY 20082009 Regional Solid Waste Grants Program
Project Funding by Grant Category

Grant Catedor Number of | Percentage of | Project Funding Percentage of
gory Projects Total Projects by Category Total Funding
Education and Training 67 14% $2,109,181.74 14%
General Solid Waste Managemengt 123 26% $2,348,695.12 16%
HHW Management 37 8% $2,530,971.85 17%
Local Enforcement 67 14% $1,305,891.83 9%
Local Solid Waste Management o o
Plans and Studies 10 2% $533,407.27 4%
Organic Waste Management 55 12% $1,550,480.62 11%
Recycling 116 24% $4,187,878.92 29%
Used Oil Management 0 0% $0 0%
TOTAL 475 100% $14,566,507.35 100%

10




Regional Highlights

FY 20082009 Projects Summaries By Region

Regional COGs have provided several success stories from their regions to highlight the positive
impact of the Regional Solid Waste Grants Program at the local level. Highlights are provided al-
phabetically by region.

11



ALAMO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Two grants were awarded to the City of Leon Valley in FY 2009.

For 20 years the City of Leon Valley has celebrated Earthwise Living Day on the last Saturday in
February. The event is staged by resident vol
and started in 1989, just months before the City initiated the first curbside recycling program in the
Alamo Region. The event has become the kick f event for the regiond
events. Participants include vendors of environmental products and services, produce, and items
made from recycled goods.

Children from the nearby elementary, middle and high schools provide musical entertainment fea-
turing environmental themes. They also participate in art and poetry contests. Speakers present
important information on a variety of environmental topics such as composting, taking care of our
earth and recycling. Brochures on edribndly practices are distributed and this year the event
also offered an-gvaste collection (supported by Regional Solid Waste Grants Program grant of
$17,370.89) for the attendees. Thevaste collection from the attendees netted 114 TVs, 251
monitors, and 11,782 pounds of miscellaneous electronics.

The 1,200 attendees were each given a reusable grocery bag for their brochures and purchases.

12



Alamo Area Council of Governments (AACOG)
Regional Solid Waste Grants Program Summary
FY 2008 -2009

Bexar County City of Pleasanton
City of Boerne City of San Antonio
City of Christine City of Seguin

City of Cibolo Comal County

City of Kerrville Karnes County
City of Leon Valley Wilson County

City of New Braunfels

Single-family Funding by Grant Program Area Public agency

residential
(curbside) Centralized Workpl_ace
recycling recycling ~ recycling
programs ,-Programs
programs e e
7% b
Misc recycling
Misc education orograms |
ini o Centralized
and training 8% .
programs I composting
) Recy.c ing N
32% education and e
training programs :
1% ﬂ Chipping or brush

E-waste even Special collection management
Local Permanent HHW events programs
enforcement Mobile collection 4% 11%
programs collection facilities
1% units 24%
1%
Category Detail Percentage of Project Funding
Total

(Slinggrlaen—t)family residential (curbside) recycling programs 7% $98,230
Centralized recycling programs (2 grants) 6% $76,804
Public agency workplace recycling programs (1 grant) 1% $7,342
Misc recycling programs (1 grant) 8% $118,725
Centralized composting programs (1 grant) 3% $37,273
Chipping or brush management programs (2 grants) 11% $157,708
Special collection events (2 grants) 4% $54,165
Permanent HHW collection facilities (1 grant) 24% $330,000
Mobile collection units (1 grant) 1% $18,336
E-waste event (1 grant) 1% $17,371
Local enforcement programs (1 grant) 1% $19,289
Recycling education and training programs (1 grant) 1% $13,130
Misc education and training programs (4 grants) 32% $449,034
TOTAL 100% $1,397,406

13




ARK-TEX COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

The City of Redwater in Bowie County is a small community of approximately 2,000 residents in
northeast Texas. This community has historically conducted successfulipleaents and, by
working together as a team, they have proven that local partnerships can create a cleaner commu-
nity.

The city has bannually sponsored a City Wide Community Collection Event since 1990. The

resulting response is very rewarding for the city in diverse ways. Unsightly debris from private
property is disposed of properly. Items that might leach harmful chemicals into the soil or water

are brought to the Cleaup Station. lllegal dumping areas are routinely addressed as part of the
program, as well. With the help of Regional Solid Waste Grants Program grant funds, the city has
widened their scope on illegal dump sites so that the citizens can now put forth a concentrated ef-
fort on some roadways and vacant |l ots that hay

As a part of the bannual events, the city targets specific areas that are need of clearing of under-
growth, weeds and small trees. These areas are the ones which are causing general problems for
the public, such as visibility for motorists at intersections. The brush is mulched and made avail-
able to local landowners free of charge.

The city enlists the help of local volunteers and county agencies for each project. At each collec-
tion event, the city charges a small fee to the local residents who utilize the event to dispose of
their unwanted items. These funds are used to pay for the services of some residents who may be
unemployed or in financial distress. They have established good working relationships with local
citizens over the years and as an added bonus-hwmde meals are provided by volunteers and
served at City Hall during the lunch break. With this ddirme in a day filled with hard work, all

the participants are able to interact and cement relationships for the future.

14



Ark -Tex Council of Governments (ATCOG)
Regional Solid Waste Grants Program Summary
FY 2008 -2009

Bowie County City of Cooper
Chapel Hill ISD City of Daingerfield
City of Annona City of DeKalb
City of Avery City of Redriver
City of Clarksville Hopkins County

Funding by Grant Program Area

Centralized recycling
programs,
2%

Misc education and
training programs,
4%

Chipping or brush
management
programs,
19%

Litter control, 15%

Special cleanup

events,
cal enforcement
39%
programs,
21%

. Percentage of Project
Category Detail Total Funding
Centralized recycling programs (3 grants) 2% $4,139
Chipping or brush management programs (4 grants) 19% $39,000
Local enforcement programs (16 grants) 21% $44,418
Special cleanup events (7 grants) 39% $81,581
Litter control (1 grant) 15% $32,500
Misc education and training programs (1 grant) 4% $9,056
TOTAL 100% $210,695

15




BRAZOS VALLEY COUNCI L OF GOVERNMENTS

Much of the Brazos Valley region is located in the Post Oak Savannah Wildlife District. A

savannah is a mixture of herbaceous species with trees and/or shrubs. It usually features widely
spaced, scattered trees. This region is characterizestditered oak$ mainly post oaks and
blackjack oaks. Black hickory may also be locally abundant. Cedar elm, sugarberry, eastern red
cedar and common persimmon are also widespread.

The geographical characteristics of the rural communities of the
Brazos Valley region are often faced with a solid waste arena that is
unsystematic with the added burdens of poverty, geographic
isolation, limited local government staff resources, financial
limitations and other constraints.

o Where and how to begin a solid waste management program is a
critical issue for all communities, especially rural communities with
limited resources. The majority of FY 20@809 Regional Solid Waste Grants Program funding
was used under the category of Source Reduction and Recycling. The area of concentration for
these projects was chipping of wood waste that encompasses much the region. The end results pro-
vide mulch that is made available to its citizens at no cost for landscaping, nurturing and beautify-
ing their communities.

Approximately 56 percent of the FY 20@809 solid waste management funding was used to pro-

mote source reduction in the Brazos Valley. The large concentration of funding under this cate-
gory demonstrates how the citizens of the Brazos Valley region value the importance of source
reduction because it conserves resources, reduces disposal costs and pollution, and teaches conser-
vation and prevention. Source reduction has become recognized as a key component of integrated
waste management in the Brazos Valley. While its implementation is progressing at a gradual
pace, creative source reduction strategies are being applied across the region.

Thewaste hierarchyrefers to the 3Rs aokduce reuseandrecycle which classifywaste
managemergtrategies according to their desirability. The 3Rs are meant to be a hierarchy, in

order of importance. The FY 20@®09 Source Reduction projects parallel one of the most fa-
vored options of waste management.

most
favoured
option

prevention

* Tons of brush/yard waste diverted from the landfill = 86
minimisation

* Total disposal costs avoided = $17,394

lsast BNEIgY [BCTVET

favoured

aption disposal

16
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Brazos Valley Council of Governments (BVCOG)
Regional Solid Waste Grants Program Summary
FY 2008 -2009

Burleson County City of Navasota
City of Brenham Leon County

City of Bryan Madison County
City of Madisonville Washington County

Local enforcement
education and
training programs,
2%

Funding by Grant Program Area

Misc education and
training programs,
1%

Special waste

management
programs or
events, 7%

Litter control, 4%

Special cleanup

Publicagency

workplace recycling

programs,
4%

events _—
R
programs,
Loca;f:gﬂr);::nesrrlent 5%
19%

Category Detail Peor??r:)t;?e Ifur r?ij?rﬁtg
Public agency workplace recycling programs (1 grant) 4% $6,656
Chipping or brush management programs (3 grants) 52% $84,409
Local enforcement programs (2 grants) 19% $30,402
Special cleanup events (2 grants) 11% $18,001
Litter control (1 grant) 4% $6,274
Special waste management programs or events (4 grants) 7% $11,932
Local enforcement education and training programs (1 grant) 2% $3,310
Misc education and training programs (1 grant) 1% $1,613
TOTAL 100% $162,596

17




CAPITAL AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Fayette County and Lee County, adjacent counties located east of Austin, Texas, have combined
efforts and resources to overcome the transportation and marketing challenges faced by many rural
or semirural counties in Texas. Fayette County, with a current population estimated at 24,000,
hosts a recycling collection and processing facility in La Grange, with satellite collection points
throughout the county. Lee County, with a current population estimated at 17,000, hosts four recy-
cling dropoff and collection sites throughout the county. Because both counties are located a con-
siderable distance from commercial processors, the processing and aggregation of materials col-
lected throughout both counties allows them to maximize available storage space, increase returns
on recyclables sent to market and reduce transportation costs.

Lee County collects paper, aluminum, steel and tin cans, plastics, and glass. Through FY08 Re-
gional Solid Waste Grants Program grant funds, Lee County was able to purchase and repurpose a
used moving truck to transport collected paper directly to market, eliminating transportation
charges and maximizing storage space by allowing them to ship as needed. Other materials col-
lected by Lee County are transported a relatively short distance to Fayette County for processing.

Fayette County processes materials collected in both Fayette and Lee counties at their collection
and processing facility in La Grange, including paper, cardboard, aluminum, plastic, steel and tin
cans, and glass. FY08 Regional Solid Waste Grants Program grant funds allowed Fayette County
to purchase two balers to add to their processing capacity. By employing multiple balers, Fayette
County is able to dedicate each baler to a specific material, thereby reducing or eliminating the
need to stockpile materials until enough material for a full bale is collected. Fayette County is able
to reduce storage of loose materials, maximize their facility space and increase their overall proc-
essing efficiency.

A AL SRR

Baler at Fayette County Recycling collection point in Lee County.

processing facility.

18



Capital Area Council of Governments (CAPCOG)
Regional Solid Waste Grants Program Summary
FY 2008 -2009

Bastrop County City of Cedar Park City of Martindale
Blanco County City of Georgetown City of San Marcos
Burnet County City of Granite Shoals Fayette County
Caldwell County City of Hutto Hays County
CAPCOG City of Johnson City Lee County
City of Austin City of La Grange Llano County
City of Bertram City of Liberty Hill Travis County
City of Burnet City of Lockhart

Recycling Misc education and

educationand
training programs,
3%

Special cleanup
events,
8%
Citizens collection
stations,
8%
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Funding by Grant Program Area
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programs,

Publicagency
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recycling programs,

4%

Chipping or brush
management

programs,
3%

Category Detail

Percentage of

Project Funding

Total

Single -family residential (curbside) recycling programs (1 grant) 3% $27,388
Centralized recycling programs (7 grants) 21% $197,010
Public agency workplace recycling programs (2 grants) 4% $33,521
Misc recycling programs (1 grant) 3% $28,423
Chipping or brush management programs (1 grant) 3% $25,000
Special collection events (6 grants) 26% $221,767
Permanent HHW collection facilities (1 grant) 4% $34,400
Local enforcement programs (9 grants) 17% $149,956
Citizens collection stations (4 grants) 8% $69,480
Special cleanup events (6 grants) 8% $66,075
Recycling education and training programs (2 grants) 3% $21,178
Misc education and training programs (1 grant) 1% $3,381
TOTAL 100% $877,579
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Household hazardous waste (HHW) events have become extremely beneficial to the rural commu-
nities of the Central Texas Council of Governments (CTCOG) sewenty region, and the resi-

dents depend on the opportunity to rid their HHW waste once or twice each year via the services
that the Regional Solid Waste Grants Program grant provides. The proper disposal of HHW and
scrap tires has been the number one priority

The CTCOG region is severely lacking in disposal options for HHW and scrap tires. Currently,
there are no other annual collection events or any permanent facilities. These deficits leave resi-
dents with little option but to store their HHW and scrap tires, send them to a landfill or dispose of
them illegally. This project provided regional residents with a safe and easy way to properly dis-
pose of HHW and scrap tires and reduced the amount of HHW and scrap tires that would other-
wise be landfilled or disposed of improperly.

This project meets the following goals and objectives of the Regional Solid Waste Management
Plan:

Goal I Promote the proper and safe disposal of HHW and scrap tires.

Objectives 2) Develop and implement agoing public education programs about the importance
of properly disposing of HHW and scrap tires.

3) Encourage the development of local and/or regional HHW and tire collection events.

City of Belton, HHW Event

20

-
C



