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Abbreviations and Definitions

bulky items couches, chairs, mattress springs, etc.
C&D construction and demolition debris
Cooperative Wharton County Electric Cooperative
District #6 Montgomery County Drainage District #6
H-GAC Houston-Galveston Area Council
project team Reed-Stowe & Co., Inc. and West Environmental Consulting
T.D.C. Texas Department of Corrections
TNRCC Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
Tri-County MHMR Tri-County Mental Health Mental Retardation Services
Type IV Landfill A site used for the disposal of brush, construction and demolition debris, 

and/or rubbish free of putrescible wastes. 
white goods household appliances like refrigerators, washing machines, dryers, etc.
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A.  Introduction
Illegal dumping is a problem which has begun to gain increased attention at both the regional and
state level in recent years.  As Subtitle D regulations came into being, many of the smaller rural
and county landfills in Texas have been forced to close due to the cost prohibitive regulations
associated with operating a landfill while complying with Subtitle D.  The number of landfills
operating in the state has decreased from 635 in 1990 to 224 in 1996.1  For those counties that are
primarily rural in nature, and less densely populated, this has made it increasingly more difficult
and costly for the residents of these counties to  properly dispose of their municipal solid waste.
While few, if any, studies have been conducted to quantify to what extent illegal dumping of
solid waste is occurring, it is perceived by many within the solid waste industry to be a problem
that is on the rise.  As a result, both county and municipal governments in Texas are now
beginning to develop environmental enforcement programs to address this growing problem.

B.  Purpose for the Study
The project team of Reed-Stowe & Co., Inc. and West Environmental Consulting was retained on
April 23, 1997 by the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) to assist in conducting a pilot
study to determine the impact of illegal dumping within the H-GAC region.  The original scope
of services required the project team to complete the following tasks:

•  The project team was to work with H-GAC staff to identify two (2) target areas for the
study.  (For purposes of this study, Montgomery and Wharton Counties were selected.)

 
•  The project team was to work with H-GAC staff to determine the severity of illegal

dumping, current control measures in place, location of the primary illegal disposal sites
in the target area, waste stream characterization, and the cost of on-going clean-up.

 
•  The project team was to determine the costs currently being incurred by these counties in

dealing with illegal dumping (education, clean-up, enforcement, prosecution, etc.).
 
•  Finally, the project team was requested to develop a series of recommendations for

eliminating the problem of illegal dumping.
 

 During our first round of interviews with the county judges, county commissioners and
environmental enforcement officers it became apparent that there were a number of
organizational issues which needed to be addressed.  Examples of such issues include how
environmental enforcement officers and county attorneys coordinate their illegal dumping cases,
and the level of education provided to the county residents with regard to the nature of illegal
dumping and the penalties associated with it.  Based on these preliminary findings we broadened
the scope of the study to not only address the items described in the initial scope of services, but
to include a series of recommendations which addressed a number of organizational, educational,
and legal issues associated with both counties’ environmental enforcement programs.
 

                                                          
1 Source:  Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC), “Status Report - Municipal Solid
Waste Management in Texas,” April 1997, p.16.
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 This study was funded through a solid waste management grant from the Texas Natural Resource
Conservation Commission (TNRCC), and is consistent with H-GAC’s goals of reducing the level
of illegal dumping within the region, while enforcing  the current state laws that address illegal
dumping.2

 
 C.  Report Format
 This report is structured such that “Section I. Executive Summary” provides a brief summary of
the key issues facing each county with regard to their environmental enforcement program, as
well as a series of findings and recommendations which will allow both counties’ environmental
enforcement programs to continue in their efforts to eliminate the illegal disposal of solid waste
in their respective counties.  The remainder of the report is structured such that “Section II.
Montgomery County” and “Section III. Wharton County” provide in-depth reviews into each
county’s environmental enforcement program and the various services offered to their residents,
in an effort to minimize illegal dumping.  “Section IV. Findings And Recommendations”
provides a detailed review and explanation of the findings and recommendations which are
summarized in the Executive Summary.  Appendices A - C provide additional insight with regard
to environmental enforcement programs in other parts of the United States; a brief synopsis
concerning the status of construction and demolition recycling in Texas; and an overview of
Harris County’s Environmental Enforcement Division.
 
 D.  Findings and Recommendations
 Montgomery County
 Montgomery County is located immediately north of the Houston metroplex, and is one of the
fastest growing suburban areas in the H-GAC region.  It is projected that by the year 2010
Montgomery County’s population will reach 325,499, or 90,000 additional residents.3  The
Woodlands, a master planned community, has grown from a population of 8,443 in 1980 to
47,346 in 1996, representing an annual growth rate of 11.4%.4

 
 Montgomery County was selected to participate in the illegal dumping study because it has
historically been a rural county.  However, with the rapid growth realized by the county in recent
years, the county has seen an increase in illegal dumping, particularly with regard to construction
and demolition materials (C&D).
 
 Montgomery County spends approximately $390,775 per year dealing with illegal dumping
related activities (e.g. clean-up, collection, disposal, enforcement, prosecution).  The City of Oak
Ridge North and Montgomery County Drainage District #6 spend an additional $101,626 on
illegal dumping related activities.  Collectively, Montgomery County, Oak Ridge North and
Montgomery County Drainage District #6 spend $492,401 per year dealing with illegal
dumping.
 
 
 
 
 

                                                          
 2 Source:  Resource Responsibility, Solid Waste Management Plan for the H-GAC Region, 1992-2012,
February 1994, p.61.  1996 Update, November 1996, p.18.
 3 Source:  H-GAC Solid Waste Management Plan for the H-GAC Region, 1992-2012, February 1994,
p.173.
 4 Source:  Interfaith of The Woodlands.



RS H-GAC Illegal Dumping Study

Page 3

 Wharton County
 Wharton County is located in the southwestern portion of the H-GAC planning region.  Wharton
County’s population has remained relatively unchanged during the past fifteen years, with a
population of 40,990 in 1996.  Wharton County is primarily agricultural in nature with the vast
majority of the county largely undeveloped.
 
 The primary items found illegally dumped in Wharton County are residential garbage, yard
waste, bulky items (couches, chairs, mattress springs, etc.), and white goods (refrigerators,
washing machines, etc.).  Other materials that can also be found at illegal dumpsites are roofing
shingles and C&D materials.  Wharton County spends $152,276 per year dealing with illegal
dumping.
 
 Wharton County was selected to participate in this study because it is a rural and agricultural
county.  By contrast, Montgomery County is a rapidly growing county which must deal with
illegal dumping issues associated with rapid urban growth.  By selecting two uniquely different
counties, the project team of Reed-Stowe & Co., Inc. and West Environmental Consulting was
able to identify those illegal dumping problems which are similar for both counties, as well as
those illegal dumping issues which are county specific.  This analysis then allowed the project
team to develop a series of recommendations which will help the two counties in managing their
illegal dumping problems.
 
 Recommendations
 During the course of the study the project team developed a series of findings and
recommendations concerning ways in which to reduce the illegal dumping activity in
Montgomery and Wharton Counties.  Listed below is a summary of the project team’s
recommendations. An in-depth explanation of the findings and recommendations is provided in
“Section IV. Findings and Recommendations” of this report.
 
 Recommendations 1 through 4 are essential in order for Montgomery and Wharton Counties to
develop effective environmental enforcement programs that will enable the counties to realize
significant decreases in illegal dumping within their respective counties.  Recommendations 5
through 10 will benefit Montgomery and Wharton Counties as they modify/develop their
environmental enforcement programs.
 
 1. Commitment by Key Policymakers to the Program
 For Montgomery and Wharton Counties’ environmental enforcement programs to

succeed, both programs must receive financial and political support from key
policymakers within each respective county.

 
 2. Enforcement of Environmental Laws
 Environmental enforcement officers’ duties and responsibilities should be focused solely

on environmental enforcement related activities (illegal dumping investigations,
environmental education, etc.).  As part of their responsibilities, the enforcement officers
must educate the public as to the laws concerning illegal dumping.  The environmental
enforcement officers must also coordinate their activities with other law enforcement
agencies.

 
 3. Educational Programs to Support Enforcement Efforts
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 Education is critical to the success of any environmental enforcement program.
Therefore, Montgomery and Wharton Counties must be willing to make the commitment
to establish educational programs in their respective counties.

 
 4. Prosecution of Violators
 Montgomery and Wharton Counties must prosecute those guilty of illegal dumping.  In

order to effectively do that the prosecutors, judges, etc. must be educated with regard to
environmental law.  Those people that are found guilty of illegal dumping must be fined
and the cases publicized.  This will discourage others from illegal dumping.

 
 
 In addition, the project team would recommend the following:
 
 5. Availability and Convenience of Legal Disposal Options
 Montgomery County should consider the development of a Type IV landfill or transfer

station in the county, which would accept construction and demolition materials.  In
addition, the county should consider the creation of a “disposal bond” or “disposal
permit” to be issued at the time a building permit is issued, ensuring that construction
debris is properly disposed.

 
 Wharton county should consider the siting of a citizen collection center near the

community of Boling.  The county should consider a county-wide “amnesty” day, as well
as encourage Wharton County Electric Cooperative to expand its existing solid waste
services.

 
 6. Utilize Harris County’s Environmental Enforcement Expertise
 Harris County’s Environmental Enforcement Division, County Attorney and District

Attorney’s offices have all agreed to offer their assistance to Montgomery and Wharton
Counties.  Montgomery and Wharton Counties should take advantage of these resources
to the maximum extent possible.

 
 7. Centralization of Education, Administration and County-wide Clean-ups
 The project team would recommend that both counties consider the centralization of

certain environmental enforcement functions which would allow for efficiencies to be
realized and avoid the duplication of activities.

 
 8. Funding of Environmental Enforcement Programs
 At this time, the project team would propose that the funding of environmental

enforcement officers be focused at the county level, rather than the municipal level
within Montgomery and Wharton Counties.  However, as Montgomery County continues
to grow, specifically in the southern portion of the county, it will become necessary to
develop partnerships between the municipalities and county to deal with environmental
enforcement issues.

 
 9. Monitor “Renegade Recyclers”
 During the course of this study the project team was made aware of a problem within the

H-GAC region concerning “renegade recyclers.”  This term refers to companies which
promote themselves as recycling companies, yet are unable to provide the actual
service(s).  It is important that environmental enforcement officers monitor these sites to
ensure that the operations do not become illegal dumpsites.
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 10. Collection of Financial and Operational Data
 Montgomery and Wharton Counties should track their financial costs and operational

data  associated with environmental enforcement.  While both counties are currently
tracking some of these items, there is additional data which they should consider
compiling.

 
 11. Environmental Enforcement Program to be Coordinated with Existing Solid Waste

Programs in County
 Montgomery and Wharton Counties should coordinate their environmental enforcement

programs with the solid waste services currently offered within each county.5  The
environmental enforcement program should work in conjunction with all other solid
waste programs so as to avoid duplication of effort, and to ensure that each county is
presenting a consistent message to its citizens, with regard to how solid waste is
managed within the county.     

                                                          
 5 This would include solid waste services offered by the county, as well as those offered by municipalities
and private operators within the county.
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 II. MONTGOMERY COUNTY
 
 A.  Description of County
 Located immediately north of the Houston metroplex, Montgomery County’s population has
grown from 128,487 in 1980 to an estimated 236,192 in 1996, representing an annual growth rate
of 3.9%.  It is projected that by the year 2010 Montgomery County’s population will reach
325,499, or 90,000 additional residents.6  While Montgomery County has historically been
considered a rural county, it is currently one of the fastest growing suburban areas in the H-GAC
region.  The southern portion of the county, where The Woodlands is located, is where the
majority of the growth is occurring.7  The Woodlands, a master planned community, has grown
from a population of 8,443 in 1980 to 47,346 in 1996, representing an annual growth rate of
11.4%.  The City of Conroe is the largest incorporated city in the county with a population of
39,387.  Approximately 133,037 residents, or 56.3% of the people within Montgomery County
live in rural areas.8

 
 Table 1.

 Montgomery County Population9

 
     The   Rural Montgomery
 Woodlands   Conroe Residents    County
    1980      8,443    18,034    86,933    128,487
    1990    29,205    27,610  104,397    182,201
    1995    36,627    37,761  130,135    230,253
    1996    47,346    39,387            133,037   236,192 
 
 In addition to the southern portion of the county, which has realized significant residential,
commercial and light industrial development, growth is also occurring in the northern portion of
the county along the I-45 corridor and Lake Conroe.  Much of the rest of the county is rural and
agricultural or heavily wooded.  The Sam Houston National Forest is located in the northern part
of the county; while Lake Conroe, a major recreational area, is located in the northwestern
portion of the  county.  Montgomery County is approximately 1,090 square miles in size.10

 
 Montgomery County was selected to participate in this illegal dumping study because it has
historically been a rural county.  However, with the rapid growth realized by the county in recent

                                                          
 6 Source:  H-GAC Solid Waste Management Plan for the H-GAC Region, 1992-2012, February 1994,
p.173.
 7 Population in the south Montgomery County area is projected to be 155,280 by December 2010.  Source:
The South Montgomery County Population Study, April 1997.
 8 Rural areas, for purposes of this study, are defined as those areas outside the boundaries of all cities, both
incorporated as well as unincorporated.  The Woodlands are not considered a rural area since it is a planned
community.
 9 Sources:  H-GAC Regional Data Book, 1982; U.S. Department of Commerce, 1991; Texas State Data
Center, 1996; Interfaith of The Woodlands.  Table 1. does not list each city in Montgomery County,
therefore the columns for The Woodlands, City of Conroe and Rural Residents do not sum to the total
Montgomery County population column.
 10 Refer to Map 1 for an overview of the H-GAC region, as well as Map 2 for a map of Montgomery
County.
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years, the county has seen an increase in illegal dumping, particularly with regard to construction
and demolition materials.  This issue will be addressed in more detail in the following section.
 
 B.  Illegal Dumping in Montgomery County
 To ensure a thorough understanding as to the status of illegal dumping in Montgomery County
the project team met with numerous county and city officials during the course of this study to
gain their input and perspective as to the severity of illegal dumping and the associated costs.  As
the study progressed, and new information and ideas were developed, the project team oftentimes
scheduled follow-up meetings and/or phone interviews with various individuals to discuss these
issues.
 
 The project team toured various illegal dumpsites throughout the county with the county’s two
enforcement officers to gain a better perspective as to what they were dealing with on a daily
basis.  In addition, the team was shown photographic records of several other locations, some of
which had already been subsequently cleaned up.  Some of the sites were simply one or two 30-
gallon trash bags of waste thrown from a passing car.  Other sites consisted of a mixture of debris
(residential waste, furniture, etc.) which covered a five to ten square foot area.  Finally, there
were two major illegal dumpsites which were run by individuals who charged a tipping fee for
the waste, despite the fact that they did not have a permit from the TNRCC.
 
 In addition, tours were made of two commercial recycling facilities: Nature’s Way and Bulldog
Construction.  The first is a mulching operation which accepts tree limbs and stumps, untreated
lumber, and yard waste for processing on site.  It was actively accepting materials and moving
finished mulch off site.  The location was somewhat crowded with materials waiting to be
ground on the 4-5 acres available.  The second facility was less active and appeared to have a
large accumulation of segregated recyclables and mixed content materials in a dozen or more
roll-off containers.  There did not appear to be any active movement of materials off-site and the
operation could face difficulties if materials continue to accumulate.
 
 Observations
 Based on our interviews and tours of the county it became apparent that the issue of illegal
dumping is much more of county issue than a municipal one.  Every city official we visited said
that illegal dumping was not really a problem within the city limits because it was hard for
someone to dump illegally without being seen and reported.11  In addition, city ordinances are in
place to discourage dumping and provide for punishments or fines for non-compliance, a
governmental option which is not available to the county.  Illegal dumping is a problem however
in the unincorporated portions of the county which are much less densely populated, and thus
easier to dump illegally without being apprehended.
 
 Precinct One is in the northern part of Montgomery County and is primarily rural with

population density concentrated around Lake Conroe.  In touring the area and visiting
with the commissioner, we found that most of the materials cleaned up by the county
crews are the result of littering rather than the actual illegal dumping of waste.12  One

                                                          
 11 While larger cities like Houston have a very real problem with illegal dumping, smaller cities (i.e. less
than 50,000) do not appear to have much of an illegal dumping problem, or at least do not perceive it as a
problem.  Conroe, the largest city in Montgomery County has a population of 39,387.
 12 For purposes of this study, litter is considered to be those small items (e.g. drink and food containers)
which are frequently tossed from a vehicle and found along roadsides.  Illegal dumping is defined as the
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illegal dumpsite visited in this area was located near the lake and contained primarily
construction debris, about 50 cubic yards.  Another site, located under a bridge along a
relatively isolated county road, was a chronic site for household waste.  Typically,
resident complaints lead to the identification of sites such as these, whereas the day-to-
day collection of waste by county road crews is characterized by isolated dumping of
primarily household waste or bulky items.  The commissioner identified the need for
litter abatement programs to curtail the problem of roadside dumping and litter blown out
of the rear of pick-up trucks.

 
 Precinct Two is located in the western part of the county and includes rural areas as well

as “urban” populations in The Woodlands in the southern part of the county.  Most
importantly, for the purposes of this study, it includes the Tamina area in the south,
where the largest and most active illegal landfills in the county have historically
operated.  Tamina is an economically disadvantaged minority community and illegal
dumping activities have provided income for some of its residents while adversely
affecting the quality of life for the community as a whole.  Several sites have been the
focus of long-standing investigations by the local TNRCC enforcement office.  Illegal
landfill operators have been prosecuted, fined, even jailed, and the sites cleaned up only
to reopen under the demand for convenient affordable dumping for construction debris in
this rapidly growing part of the county.  The precinct commissioner is aware of the
situation and has been actively working to get the sites permanently closed.  In the
interview with the project team, he identified the need for increased monitoring of illegal
sites, continued enforcement, and successful prosecution to help end the problem.  In an
on-going effort to address the situation, the commissioners and other county officials met
with the State Attorney General’s office and the TNRCC’s state staff shortly after the
project team’s interview.  While the problem of chronic, large-scale dumping of
construction and demolition debris is the overriding illegal waste problem in the
precinct, the rural areas of the precinct experience problems with illegally disposed
household waste similar to other rural parts of the county.

 
 Precinct Three is located in the southern part of Montgomery County and is the most

“urban” precinct in population density, including most of the currently developed
sections of The Woodlands as well as several other unincorporated subdivisions and the
City of Oak Ridge North.  While the precinct is experiencing rapid growth which
generates large volumes of construction debris and attendant problems, illegal dumping
of household waste is relatively slight.  Most of the subdivisions in the precinct have
waste collection services provided by homeowner associations or municipal utility
districts and the precinct provides drop-off containers for bulky items, yard waste, white
goods, and do-it-yourself construction at the precinct barn.  Some illegal C&D dumpsites
have been located in creek areas abandoned after recent floods, as well as along the
drainage ditches now patrolled by law enforcement officers from the City of Oak Ridge
North.  However, the availability of large illegal sites in Precinct Two combined with the
relative population density of Precinct Three seems to encourage the exporting of waste
outside the precinct.  In fact, investigations of the Tamina area illegal dumpsites have
produced evidence of building materials coming from Precinct Three.

 

                                                                                                                                                                            
disposal of larger items where oftentimes an individual stops his vehicle in a remote area to unload garbage
bags, old furniture, appliances, construction debris, etc.
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 Precinct Four is located in the eastern portion of the county and is primarily rural in
nature.  Illegal dumping in this precinct consists of primarily residential household
waste.  The environmental enforcement officer attached to the precinct identified a
pattern of illegal dumping which suggests that most offenders dump their household
trash three to four miles from their home.  Dead end roads are subject to dumping as are
certain through roads in relatively isolated areas which become “favorite” dumping
places.  While construction and demolition debris is less often involved, its volumes are
greater.  This is true for the county as a whole and typical of the C&D problem.  For
example, the precinct’s environmental enforcement officer, who serves the entire county,
indicated that he and the other investigator estimate that while the number of C&D sites
are only one-third of the total number of sites, they account for 70% of the total volume
of illegally disposed waste.

 
 Construction Debris
 During the project team’s examination of illegal dumping in Montgomery County we discovered
that residential garbage, bulky items (couches, chairs, mattress springs, etc.), white goods, yard
waste and construction debris were found at various illegal dumpsites throughout the county.
However, the greatest concern is with regard to the large amount of construction debris which is
currently being disposed of illegally.  Montgomery County has several major illegal dumpsites
which have been, and may still be accepting construction debris.13

 
 The high incidence of illegal dumping is caused by the large amount of new development
occurring in Montgomery County, coupled with the fact that the county has only one Subtitle D
landfill, Security Landfill (Waste Management, Inc.), which is approximately a 1 to 1.5 hour
round-trip from The Woodlands.14  As a result, homebuilders seeking to dispose of construction
debris do not have convenient access to a legal site at which to dump their construction debris.
By comparison, illegal dumpsites in the Tamina area just east of I-45 are approximately ten
minutes from The Woodlands.  In conversations with environmental enforcement officers and
other city and county officials, it appears that the homebuilders oftentimes contract with a small
operator to dispose of the construction debris.  In many cases the contractor collecting the waste
is a one or two man operation.
 
 C.  Existing Programs to Minimize/Eliminate Illegal Dumping
 The following section of this report will provide a brief overview of the services provided by
Montgomery County in dealing with illegal dumping.
 
 Precinct One’s primary expenditures are related to funding clean-ups of the county

roads and right-of-ways.  As mentioned in the preceding section, the majority of these
expenditures are incurred for litter collection rather than the clean-up of illegal dumping
locations.  One full-time county employee and associated equipment are funded by the
precinct to conduct the clean-up operations.  Unpaid labor from the local Gulf Coast

                                                          
 13 These sites are the Walter Jackson site and Isiah Thomas site (both in the Tamina area), and a site located
in the former Conroe oil fields.
 14 Number of building permits in Montgomery County, per the County Engineer.
 commercial  residential
 1994    136 2,394
 1995    141 2,854
 1996    194 3,872
 1997 (estimated to equal or slightly exceed 1996)
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Trade Center youth detention center are used to perform the clean-up.  Precinct One also
spends a portion of its funds in the posting of “no dumping” signs within the precinct.
Finally, along with all other precincts in the county, it participates in the annual county-
wide clean-up day when county residents can drop off bulky items, white goods, do-it-
yourself debris, and other trash at containers located throughout the county.  The event
has recently been reduced from a multi-day, multi-weekend event to keep costs down.
The local landfill provides one day of free disposal to support the event.

 
 Precinct Two expends the majority of its funds in the clean-up of illegal dumpsites and

littering on roads and right-of-ways.  In addition to funding county personnel and
equipment to perform the clean-ups, the precinct has contracted with the non-profit Tri-
County Mental Health Mental Retardation Services (Tri-County MHMR) to assist in
litter collection.15  Personnel, equipment and materials are also used in the posting and
repair of “no dumping” signs.  Precinct Two also includes 20% of an enforcement officer
who serves as the precinct’s environmental enforcement officer on a part-time basis and
assists the full-time enforcement officer from Precinct Four.  The commissioner
mentioned that the enforcement officers have been able to eliminate approximately six
illegal dumpsites within the precinct.  Finally, the precinct participates in the annual
county-wide clean-up day.

 
 Precinct Three offers a variety of services in order to reduce illegal dumping within the

precinct.  A 30 cubic yard roll-off is kept at the precinct barn and is made available to the
residents of this precinct year-round to dispose of their white goods, do-it-yourself
construction debris, tree limbs and brush.  The residents are not assessed a fee when they
drop-off items for disposal.  The roll-off is available on a 24-hour basis and is supervised
during work hours but unmanned when the precinct barn is closed.  Contamination of the
roll-off (household hazardous waste, used oil, etc.) is estimated at less than 5%.  The
commissioner estimates that since these containers were first made available to the
residents, four years ago, the level of illegal dumping within the precinct has decreased
70-75%.  An 8 cubic yard container near the adjacent ballpark is also made available to
the precinct’s residents.  He mentioned that the private collectors within the precinct
have not complained about the county government “competing” with the private
operators for the collection of solid waste.  In addition to the county workers, who spend
a portion of their time cleaning up illegal dumping on county roads and right-of-ways,
the precinct contracts with Tri-County MHMR Services to pick-up litter along county
roads.

 
 Precinct Four has become more active in addressing solid waste issues in the past year.

In December 1996 the precinct was awarded a grant to hire an environmental
enforcement officer to assist in reducing illegal dumping within the precinct, as well as
county-wide.  The commissioner believes that the precinct will in all likelihood assume
the costs associated with the environmental enforcement officer once the grant funds are
fully expended.  The precinct also received a grant for the construction of a recycling
facility which opened approximately four months ago.16  The precinct also provides for

                                                          
 15 Precincts 2, 3 and 4 have all contract with Tri-County MHMR for litter collection.  However, these
services will no longer be available and alternative methods will have to be found which may be more
expensive.  Precinct 4 has already switched to prison labor, see above.
 16 The capital and operating costs associated with the recycling facility are not included as a cost in
determining the cost of illegal dumping, because it is not a fully integrated solid waste facility which would
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the clean-up of illegally dumped items in the county roads and right-of-ways.  The
precinct has begun to use Texas Department of Corrections (T.D.C.) inmates to provide
litter control services within the precinct.  The only funding required of the precinct for
litter control is meals for the inmates and the use of a 1993 van and 14’ trailer.  The
precinct also spends a portion of its funds on the posting of “no dumping” signs.  Finally,
the precinct is assisting with the funding of an Adopt-A-County Mile Program to assist in
the maintaining of the county roads and right-of-ways.  In visiting with the
commissioner, he has found that by keeping the right-of-ways mowed and drainage
ditches cleared that it appears to help in discouraging illegal dumping.  Since many of
these programs started, he feels that illegal dumping and littering within the precinct has
shown a steady decrease.

 
 In addition to the precinct budgets, the County’s Environmental Health Division funds

the salaries, benefits, and materials required for their inspectors who spend a portion of
their time dealing with illegal dumping related issues.  The County Attorney’s Office is
also funded for their activities with regard to the prosecution of environmental cases.

 
 D.  Annual Cost of Programs
 Schedule 2, provides a summary of the total costs incurred by all four precincts, the County
Environmental Health Division and the County Attorney’s Office, in dealing with illegal
dumping in Montgomery County.  Schedules 3 through 6 provide a detailed description and
breakdown of the costs by precinct.  Illegal dumping costs Montgomery County, on an annual
basis, an estimated $390,775.
 
 Schedule 7 lists the illegal dumping related expenditures incurred by other governmental entities
within Montgomery County.  While most cities said they did not expend any money dealing with
illegal dumping, the City of Oak Ridge North estimated they spend $2,500 per year with regard
to clean-ups and enforcement activities.  Montgomery County Drainage District #6 estimated
their annual expenditure at $99,126.  District #6 said they incurred a significant cost, $53,026 per
year cleaning out debris that has been illegally dumped in drainage ditches.
 
 If added together, Montgomery County, the City of Oak Ridge North, and Montgomery
County Drainage District #6 spend an estimated $492,401 per year dealing with illegal
dumping.
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                            
also take municipal solid waste on a full time basis.  At present, it will take one or two 30 gallon bags of
garbage from a resident if they are also dropping off materials at the recycling facility.
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 III. WHARTON COUNTY
 
 A.  Description of County
 Wharton County is located in the southwestern portion of the H-GAC planning region.  Wharton
County’s population has remained relatively unchanged during the past fifteen years.  The
county’s population was 40,242 in 1980 and had grown to 40,990 by 1996.  The only
incorporated cities in the county are El Campo (10,798) and Wharton (10,066).  As of 1996,
approximately 42.2% of the county’s residents reside in rural areas.17

 
 Table 2.

 Wharton County Population18

 
   Rural Wharton
 Wharton El Campo Residents  County
 1980   9,033   10,462   17,664  40,242
 1990   9,011   10,511   17,770  39,955
 1995   9,855   10,788   17,617  41,103
 1996 10,066   10,798   17,307  40,990
 
 Wharton County is primarily agricultural in nature with the vast majority of the county largely
undeveloped.  Wharton County is one of the leading rice-producing counties within the state.
Wharton County is approximately 1,076 square miles.19

 
 Wharton County was selected to participate in this study because it is a rural and agricultural
county.  By contrast, Montgomery County is a rapidly growing county which must deal with the
illegal dumping issues associated with rapid urban growth.  By selecting two uniquely different
counties, the project team was able to identify those illegal dumping problems which are similar
for both counties, as well as those illegal dumping issues which are county specific.  This
analysis then allowed the project team to develop a series of recommendations which will help
the two counties in managing their illegal dumping problems.
 
 B.  Illegal Dumping in Wharton County
 The project team’s approach to examining the issue of illegal dumping within Wharton County
was similar to the process used in Montgomery County.  The project team members met with
county and city officials to gain their perspective, and then toured a number of illegal dumpsites
(in- person, video, photographic, etc.).
 
 With the exception of the cities of El Campo and Wharton, the county is primarily rural and
agricultural in nature.  In visiting with the commissioners from each precinct, the primary items
found illegally dumped in the county roads and right-of-ways are residential garbage, yard waste,

                                                          
 17 Rural areas, for purposes of this study, are defined as those areas outside the boundaries of all cities, both
incorporated as well as unincorporated.  Table 2 does not list each city in Wharton County, therefore the
columns for the Cities of El Campo and Wharton, and Rural Residents do not sum to the total Wharton
County population.
 18 Source:  H-GAC Regional Data Book, 1982; U.S. Department of Commerce, 1991; Texas State Data
Center, 1996.
 19 Refer to Map 3 for a map of Wharton County.
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bulky items (couches, chairs, mattress springs, etc.) and white goods.  Other materials that can
also be found at illegal dumpsites are roofing shingles and C&D materials.20  The enforcement
officer and one commissioner also mentioned junked vehicles as a problem and one that needs to
be addressed.
 
 C.  Existing Programs to Minimize/Eliminate Illegal Dumping
 With the exception of Precinct Two, the other three precincts’ expenditures with regard to illegal
dumping are related to primarily cleaning up materials that are illegally dumped in the county
roads and  right-of-ways.  However, Precinct Three does accept brush and limbs at certain times
of the year,21 and it also provides recycling bins in Louise to collect newspaper, plastic, and used
oil.
 
 Precinct Two focuses primarily on county roads and right-of-ways when cleaning up illegal
dumpsites, as well as on any new illegal dumpsites located on private property.  When the illegal
dumpsites are on private property the precinct will typically send a letter to the owner of the
property telling them to clean up the property based on the Public Health Nuisance Act (Chapter
341, Health and Safety Code).  However, the precinct has limited success with this tactic since in
many cases if the county were to file a lien against the property it would end up costing the
county more money to clean-up the site than the property is oftentimes worth.
 
 Precinct Two has been operating a citizen collection center since 1991.  The citizen collection
center is located on the outskirts of East Bernard.  Items accepted at the collection center include:
municipal solid waste, C&D materials, used oil, used tires, white goods/bulky items, and brush.
Precinct Two is the only precinct to collect bulky items.  In fact, Precinct Two is currently
accepting bulky items from two other counties as well.  All users of the collection center are
charged a fee depending on the items being disposed.  Precinct Two also operates a recycling
facility which takes newspaper, office paper, aluminum, cardboard, HDPE and PET.22

 
 In visiting with the commissioner of Precinct Two he said that the creation of a citizen collection
center has definitely reduced illegal dumping in his precinct.  For citizens in other parts of the
county, there are municipal transfer stations located in the cities of El Campo and Wharton, both
of which are open to county residents for a charge.
 
 Wharton County was awarded a grant in October 1996 to fund the salary, benefits, equipment
and vehicle for one environmental enforcement officer.  The officer is staffed out of the sheriff’s
department.  It is projected at this time that once the grant funds are expended the county will
pick up the cost of this position in the county budget.
 
 D.  Annual Cost of Programs
 Schedule 8 provides a summary of the total costs incurred by all four precincts in dealing with
illegal dumping.  Schedules 9 through 12 provide a detailed description and breakdown of the
costs by precinct.  Illegal dumping costs Wharton County an estimated $152,276 per year.
 
 
 Comparison of Wharton County and Montgomery County Expenditures

                                                          
 20 Wharton County has some problems with the illegal dumping of C&D, but not to extent of Montgomery
County.
 21 Presently collecting during the month of October.
 22 Costs associated with the recycling facility are not included for purposes of this study.
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 Schedule 1 provides a comparison of the annual illegal dumping related expenditures for
Montgomery County and Wharton County.  While it is difficult to compare expenditures
between two counties which are very different with regard to population, growth, etc., there are
some basic comments that can be made.  They are as follows:
 

•  Based on interviews with both counties, neither Montgomery or Wharton Counties
expend any funds on education with regard to illegal dumping.23  If the counties want
to reduce the amount of illegal dumping currently taking place within their counties,
they must be willing to spend the money to educate their residents about illegal
dumping (e.g. health risks, public safety, penalties).  Education is a critical
component in all successful environmental enforcement programs.

 
•  If both counties decide to begin prosecuting people guilty of illegal dumping, then

they must be willing to recognize that prosecution related costs will increase, as
county and district attorneys spend more time on environmental cases.24  However, if
perpetrators are required, or volunteer, to clean up their illegal dumpsites, the
counties can avoid spending their funds on clean-up which can save the counties
money.25

 
•  While Montgomery County is spending more money than Wharton County on every

type of illegal dumping related activity (clean-up/collection, enforcement, disposal,
prosecution), it should be noted that on a per capita basis, Wharton County is
spending considerably more than Montgomery County (Wharton County - $3.72 per
capita, per year; Montgomery County $2.08 per capita, per year).

 
 These numbers highlight an issue that many rural counties must address:  Rural

counties (i.e.Wharton County) must spend more on a per capita basis than their
urban counterparts (i.e. Montgomery County) in order to provide even a “minimal”
level of service with regard to environmental enforcement.

                                                          
 23 While the counties may spend some nominal amount of money on education, it is insignificant enough
that it could not be documented.
 24 This may not represent a “true” increase in costs for the county.  For instance if the county is able to use
its existing staff to prosecute these cases, the county has not incurred any additional costs, it would merely
recognize that a larger portion of its existing county budget is being used to combat illegal dumping.
 25 Avoided clean-up costs can be substantial.  The City of Houston’s illegal dumping program “Rat on a
Rat,” is estimated to have saved the city over $1 million in clean-up costs since the program’s inception in
1993.
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 IV. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 
 This section will provide a series of findings and recommendations which the project team
developed based upon information reviewed, and interviews conducted during the course of this
study.26  While all of the recommendations will assist Montgomery and Wharton Counties in the
development of a highly effective environmental enforcement program, the first four
recommendations are absolutely essential if the counties are to have successful programs.27

 
 The first four recommendations are as follows:
 
 1.  Commitment by key policymakers to the program
 2. Enforcement of environmental laws
 3. Educational programs to support enforcement efforts
 4. Prosecution of violators
 
 A detailed description of the first four recommendations is provided below.  Following those
recommendations are a series of additional recommendations that will benefit Montgomery and
Wharton Counties as they modify/develop their environmental enforcement programs.
 
 
 1. Commitment by Key Policymakers to the Program
 
 Findings:
 
 For Montgomery and Wharton Counties’ environmental enforcement programs to

succeed, both programs must receive financial and political support from key
policymakers within each respective county.  This support is essential in order for the
enforcement officers and prosecutors to be able to successfully undertake and complete
their assigned duties.

 
 Harris County has a very successful environmental enforcement program.  The

program’s success is due in a large part to the realization by one of the county
commissioners that there was a critical need for a program that would pursue those
parties guilty of illegal dumping.  Through the commissioner’s persistence, he was able
to obtain the necessary political and financial backing from the commissioners court and
key individuals within Harris County in order to create the Harris County Environmental
Enforcement Division.

 
 Recommendations:
 

                                                          
 26 Refer to Attachments 13 and 14 for a listing of individuals interviewed and documents reviewed during
the course of this study.
 27 A recommendation may actually include a series of “sub-recommendations” which need to be
implemented.  For instance, “Recommendation 4. Prosecution of Violators” lists a series of sub-
recommendations which the counties should consider implementing.
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 Use environmental enforcement experts from region to better inform
commissioners courts in both counties about the importance of environmental
enforcement.

 This task can be accomplished in a number of ways, including a special briefing or
presentation made to members of the court.  Among the aspects to be covered are the
nature and extent of illegal dumping, options for enforcement, and the importance of
providing a deterrent program.  Enforcement officers should be used to assist in
providing materials and background for the presentation including photographs and
videos of illegal dumping sites or activities.  Maps of the locations of the dumpsites
should be developed.  By allowing the commissioners to “buy-in” to the importance of
an environmental enforcement program, the counties will have the backing essential to
support the environmental enforcement officers and prosecutors in the conduct of their
jobs.

 
 In addition to obtaining “buy-in” from the commissioners, it is important that other key

decision makers such as law enforcement management (county sheriffs, etc.) and other
officials in a position to have decision-making authority over the environmental
enforcement program are educated with regard to the program, and committed to its
success.

 
 Outside resources to contact for participation/assistance in presentation include Harris

County Precinct Three Environmental Enforcement Division, Harris County Pollution
Control Department, Harris County attorneys Ms. Cathy Sisk or Mr. Roger Haseman,
and H-GAC.

 
 
 2. Enforcement of Environmental Laws
 
 Findings:
 
 The environmental enforcement officer is typically the most visible individual within an

environmental enforcement program.  In the early stages of the development of a new
program, it is not uncommon for the officer(s) to spend the majority of their time
educating the general public and key county officials about illegal dumping (health risks,
fines, etc.).  The Harris County environmental enforcement program was created in May,
1993.  The senior environmental enforcement officer in Harris County’s program spent
the majority of his time that first year educating people about the program, from business
and community leaders to school children.  The environmental enforcement officer will
also oftentimes help educate other law enforcement officers (constables, sheriff’s
deputies) to enhance cooperation between enforcement entities.

 
 Because Harris County’s program is now four years old, many people are familiar with

the program and call in with complaints about illegal dumping.  While the majority of the
officers’ time is now spent on investigation, education remains an important and ongoing
effort.

 
 Recommendations:
 
 i.  Environmental enforcement officers should focus on environmental crimes
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 The environmental enforcement officers in each county should be used to solely
investigate environmental offenses (illegal dumping of solid waste, C&D, hazardous
wastes, etc.).  These officers should not be utilized to conduct code enforcement
inspections which are handled by the county health departments.

 
 ii.  Officers must educate general public, etc.
 The environmental enforcement officers must be active in educating the general public

as to the law concerning illegal dumping.  Presentations at schools, civic groups, etc. are
ideal for accomplishing this task.

 
 iii.  Montgomery County to fund a second officer
 We propose that the county consider hiring a second environmental enforcement officer.

At present, the county has the equivalent of approximately 1.2 FTE’s, with regard to
environmental enforcement officers.  Due to the magnitude of illegal dumping,
specifically construction debris, a second officer would be helpful in conducting more
investigations.  The second officer would also increase the amount of time available for
staking out chronic illegal dumpsites, in an attempt to arrest the responsible individuals.

 
 iv.  Wharton County to continue to fund the current officer position
 The Wharton County environmental enforcement officer’s position is currently funded

with a grant from H-GAC.  The project team would strongly recommend that the county
continue to fund the position with county funds once the grant funds are expended.  The
environmental enforcement officer’s position is critical if the county is to retain an
environmental enforcement program.

 
 (With regard to recommendations iii. and iv., if either county is unable to assign staff

full-time to environmental enforcement, the county should still establish an
environmental enforcement program to utilize existing staff resources to address illegal
dumping problems to the extent possible.)

 
 v.  Train other law enforcement officers
 The environmental enforcement officers in both counties need to train the other law

enforcement officers in their county (constables, sheriff’s department), and establish
procedures for their involvement in the environmental enforcement efforts, especially in
the initial identification of illegal dumping activities and the referral of these cases to the
assigned environmental enforcement officer.  Harris County’s environmental
enforcement officers found that by giving a brief presentation at roll call they could
educate other law enforcement officers as to things to look for when they are on patrol,
with regard to illegal dumping and other environmental crimes.

 
 
 3.  Educational Programs to Support Enforcement Efforts
 
 Education is crucial to the success of any environmental enforcement program.  It is essential
that the citizens be educated with regard to the fines and penalties associated with illegal
dumping.  In addition, it is important that citizens be made aware of the health and safety issues
associated with illegal dumping, as well as where they can go to properly dispose of their waste
within the county.
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 One of the major reasons for education is that citizen complaints are the source of most illegal
dumping reports.  Citizen cooperation is promoted by getting good, reliable information to the
public about how they can participate.  Just as important, however, is educating local leadership
and key personnel about program goals and purposes.   Not surprisingly, Harris County Precinct
Three, which we have included in this report as an example of a successful environmental
enforcement program, also has an excellent educational component.  It includes a schools
program, brochure, stand-up display, videotape, slide presentation, and 100 public presentations
per year to children and adult groups.  The following recommendations are intended to assist
Montgomery and Wharton Counties develop effective educational programs.
 
 Findings:
 
 In reviewing the budgets  for Montgomery and Wharton Counties we found no

funds allocated specifically to education.  Interviews with county officials and
enforcement personnel indicated some interest in providing educational materials, but no
formal programs in place.  Both counties were in their initial year and both were grant-
funded through H-GAC to provide for start-up personnel and equipment costs.  While
education is not an integral part of the environmental enforcement programs yet, the
enforcement officers in both counties are cooperating with the local media on press-
generated stories concerning the enforcement program.

 
 Recommendations:
 
 Montgomery and Wharton Counties need to establish educational programs.
 Without educational programming, the efforts made to date in developing environment

enforcement will not become self-sustaining and will lose both momentum and
effectiveness.  Education needs to be considered as an on-going process, it should
continue as long as the enforcement program is in place.

 
 The process of developing an educational program involves several steps, including the

following:
 
 a.  Define Target Audiences
 In both counties, audiences targeted for education efforts should include, at a minimum:
 

•  public officials
•  law enforcement personnel and leadership
•  county prosecutors and judges
•  general public

 
 b.  Develop Methods to Reach Audiences
 Varying methods should be used to reach different audiences.  For example, in educating

public officials, a preferred method would be through meetings or special briefings.
Presentations to these decision makers might include data gathered on illegal dumping in
the county, photographs of typical sites, maps indicating the locations of illegal dumping
sites, brief reports on the status of sites -- cleaned-up or existing sites, and budgetary
information.  Public officials are often the first and most important audience for
educational messages.  Environmental enforcement officers in Harris County Precinct
Three spent their first year educating elected officials, including commissioners court,
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Justices of the Peace, as well as law enforcement and local prosecutors.  Law
enforcement officers were also educated through county-held workshops on
environmental enforcement.  Prosecutors and judges can also benefit from workshops
which address environmental law as an emerging legal issue in Texas.

 
 Basic methods for reaching the general public include: press releases, speakers bureau,

and informal presentations.  Releases need to be produced regularly and distributed to a
wide variety of outlets to reach the broadest public.  Speakers bureaus involve
scheduling environmental officers to speak at local service clubs, church groups,
community meetings, and schools.  Informal presentations may mean setting up a table
outside a local grocery store or library or at special community events like the county
fair.

 
 c.  Develop a Budget for Education
 During the yearly budget process counties should develop a budget for education to be

included within the environmental enforcement budget.   Additional funds should be
sought through grant opportunities.  In-house personnel should be utilized as much as
possible to perform education functions.  For example, receptionists can be trained to
assist with citizen hotline calls about illegal dumping, or county personnel involved in
media relations can be used to help publicize the environmental enforcement program.  It
is important to budget some resources, especially for support materials.

 
 d.  Produce Supporting Materials

 Enforcement officers can effectively carry the message directly to the various targets
audiences, however, supporting materials can be invaluable in reaching wider audiences
through indirect means.28  Among the recommended supporting materials are:

 
•  Citizen Hotline

 Citizens need an easy method to report illegal dumping.  Counties may designate
their main number as long as its is equipped with an answering machine and illegal
dumping message for after hours calls.  Personnel who answer the line must be
trained to field the calls.  Include hotline numbers on all educational materials and
other county publications intended for public distribution.

 
•  Informational brochure or guide

 Guides can be produced for various audiences.  Harris County Precinct Three has a
general information guide to environmental law for use with public officials,
businesses, and enforcement officers.  It also has an easy-to-read flyer designed for
use with the general public and school groups.  Production was paid for by a grant.
The public program is called STOP, which stands for Stop Trashing Our Precinct,
and is a good model for other counties.

 
•  Display

 Displays can be used by enforcement officers to accompany presentations or as a
stand-alone informational tool which can be set up in controlled locations like
libraries.  Displays may include photos of local illegal dumpsites and spotlight the
activities of the environmental enforcement program.

                                                          
 28 The project team can provide sample copies of brochures developed by Harris County, Cameron County,
and Palm Beach County (Florida), if requested.
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•  Videotape

 A short, informational videotape can be an excellent way to get out the message
about environmental enforcement.  Multiple copies can be made and distributed to
county leadership, schools, and interested organizations.  Harris County Precinct
Three developed an excellent videotape using grant funds, for a very nominal cost.

 
 
 4.  Prosecution of Violators
 
 The following recommendations are provided to assist the county and district attorneys with their
prosecution of “environmental law” related cases.  Implementation of these recommendations
will help each county in its prosecution of environmental related crimes and assist in reducing
the amount of illegal dumping within Montgomery and Wharton Counties.
 
 A.  Prosecutors need to be educated regarding environmental law
 
 Findings:
 
 In our meetings with both environmental officers and prosecutors we found that many

prosecutors are unfamiliar with environmental law and how to prosecute people who
have been arrested for illegal dumping.  One prosecutor said that she would like to
prosecute these cases, but that she was unfamiliar with the law, and due to her backlog it
made it nearly impossible for her to do the necessary legal research in order to prepare an
illegal dumping case for trial.  Environmental enforcement officers said they find it
frustrating when they arrest someone for illegal dumping, and then have the case
dismissed, due to the low priority given these types of cases, or because the prosecutor is
unfamiliar with the law as it pertains to illegal dumping.

 
 Harris County has a very active environmental enforcement program.  During the course

of this study the project team met with environmental officers in the Harris County
Environmental Enforcement Division, staff from the Harris County Pollution Control
Department, as well as with Ms. Cathy Sisk, Assistant County Attorney, Harris County;
and Mr. Roger Haseman, Assistant District Attorney, Harris County.  Both attorneys deal
solely with the prosecution of environmental crimes.  They both agreed that one of the
biggest challenges for county prosecutors unfamiliar with environmental law was finding
the time to do the legal research.  They said if sample copies of pleadings, motions, etc.
from prior environmental cases, were made available to the prosecutors, those documents
would be of great benefit in helping them to prosecute environmental crimes.

 
 Recommendations:
 
 i.  Provide copies of sample pleadings
 The project team would recommend that sample copies of pleadings be provided to

prosecutors in Montgomery and Wharton Counties who are involved in the prosecution
of environmental cases.  We have enclosed some sample copies of pleadings as
Attachments 1 through 9.

 
 ii.  Provide environmental law training sessions
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 The project team would recommend that H-GAC continue to offer training sessions for
prosecutors (county attorneys, district attorneys) that would provide them with an
understanding as to how to prosecute illegal dumping cases, as well as other
environmental crimes.  These sessions would also explain why there is a need for
enforcement of these laws.  In many cases, the legal staff and judiciary are not only not
familiar with the laws, but are not familiar with why enforcement is important.  In
addition, prior cases (filings, etc.) could be provided to the attendees so they would have
a series of environmental cases for future reference.29

 
 iii.  Take advantage of prosecutors knowledgeable in environmental law
 We would recommend that both Montgomery and Wharton Counties utilize Ms. Sisk and

Mr. Haseman’s expertise with regard to environmental law.  Both individuals offered to
help answer any questions that either county may have with regard to the prosecution of
environmental cases.  Their phone numbers are:

 
•  Ms. Cathy Sisk, Assistant County Attorney, Harris County  (713) 755-8282
•  Mr. Roger Haseman, Assistant District Attorney, Harris County  (713) 755-7889
 

 iv.  Have a county prosecutor(s) specialized in environmental law
 Due to the fact that many county prosecutors are not familiar with environmental law, we

would propose that both counties consider having one prosecutor or a team of
prosecutors (two or three) designated as the prosecutors responsible for handling
environmental cases.  Once they have received the proper training (see recommendations
i. - iii.), they would be capable of handling the environmental cases within their
respective county.  Depending on the number of cases, it may be determined that only
one attorney needs to be trained in environmental law.  The county may also decide that
having a team of attorneys familiar with environmental law is more time effective.

 
 v.  Judges need to be educated regarding environmental law
 It is important that the judges hearing the environmental cases be educated as well.  One

prosecutor mentioned during his interview with the project team that he had to educate
some of the judges he presents his environmental cases before, due to their unfamiliarity
with environmental law.  The prosecutor mentioned that when he brings an
environmental case before one particular judge, that he helped “educate,” the judge is
now familiar with environmental law and is known for being “tough” on those people
guilty of environmental crimes.  The importance of educating the judges cannot be
underestimated.  In recent years a municipal judge in Dallas dismissed hundreds of
dumping-related citations because he said they should have been filed in state court.30

 
 B.  People caught illegally dumping must be prosecuted
 
 Findings:
 
 At present, when someone is caught illegally dumping they are typically given a warning

and told to clean up the dumpsite, required to do some type of community service, and/or
fined a certain dollar amount as allowed by state law.  However, it appears that in many

                                                          
 29 Training courses concerning environmental law have also been developed by Texoma Council of
Governments, and may be of benefit.
 30 Dallas Morning News, Monday August 11, 1997, Attachment 10.
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cases the warnings, community service and fines are not serving as a severe enough
deterrent to further dumping.  It can simply become the cost of doing business to chronic
offenders.

 
 Recommendations:
 
 Fine people convicted of illegal dumping.
 The project team would recommend that both counties consider fining people convicted

of illegal dumping the maximum amount allowed by law (see recommendation C.
below).  Enforcement officers and prosecutors interviewed by the project team all agreed
that in order to reduce the amount of illegal dumping taking place within Montgomery
and Wharton Counties, the illegal dumpers need to be fined and the cases publicized.  By
publicizing the cases people will realize that Montgomery and Wharton Counties are
serious about fining people that are caught illegally dumping within each of their
respective counties.

 
 At present, Montgomery County has homebuilders that appear to be having their scrap

construction materials illegally dumped (oftentimes by an individual contractor).  Until
these builders and/or haulers are fined, or have their vehicles confiscated (as allowed by
state law), they will continue to illegally dump the scrap construction materials.  In
interviews with Palm Beach County, Florida and Dade County, Florida officials they said
that without strict enforcement and fining of illegal dumpers the illegal dumping activity
will only continue.31

 
 C.  Prosecution in a civil vs. criminal venue
 
 Findings:
 
 In our interviews with environmental enforcement officers and prosecutors (county and

district attorneys) we found that people cited for illegal dumping are typically prosecuted
under the terms of either the Solid Waste Disposal Act (Chapter 361, Health and Safety
Code) or the Texas Litter Abatement Act (Chapter 365, Health and Safety Code).  In
most cases, when an individual is caught illegally disposing of materials (e.g. dumping a
quarter-ton load of construction debris in a deserted lot, or dumping an old sofa in a
creek bed) the case is typically tried as a criminal offense where the fines are as follows:

 
 Class C Misdemeanor -Solid waste or litter which weighs 15 pound or less.
 Penalty:  $500 fine
 

 Class B Misdemeanor -Solid waste or litter which weighs more than 15 pounds
 but less than 500 pounds.

 Penalty:  180 days in jail and/or $2,000 fine
 
 Class A Misdemeanor -Solid waste or litter which weighs more than 500

 pounds.
 Penalty:  1 year in jail and/or $4,000 fine
 
 Repeat Offenders        -On a subsequent conviction of the offense:
                                                          
 31 For more information on these Florida counties, refer to Appendix A of this report.
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•  the punishment is increased to the punishment of the next highest

category; and
•  the vehicle used by the violator may be forfeited.

For those cases where there is a large illegal dumpsite that is a chronic problem it may
make sense to prosecute those cases in a civil venue, since the fines can be larger than
those described above, and the prosecutor is able to obtain a court ordered injunction
with regard to the illegal dumping activity.  For example, the project team was told by a
prosecutor that in a hypothetical case of  a homebuilder that was hauling construction
scrap to an illegal dumpsite, she would probably prosecute that case in a civil venue so
she could obtain a court ordered injunction to close down the illegal dumpsite and then
seek restitution from the homebuilder to assist in the monetary costs associated with
cleaning up the illegal dumpsite.  Staff at the Harris County Pollution Control
Department said that corporations caught illegally dumping materials would rather be
prosecuted in a civil venue, even though the fines can be higher, so as to avoid the
corporation having a criminal record.

Recommendations:

Prosecute in the venue which will provide the strongest deterrent to future illegal
dumping.
We would recommend that Montgomery and Wharton Counties prosecute the cases
under whichever venue will be the most effective in acting as a deterrent to future illegal
dumping by the individual charged.  To the extent that these cases are publicized, the
publicity will let other potential illegal dumpers know that the county is serious about
prosecuting those individuals that are illegally dumping within the county.

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS:

In addition to the above four recommendations, which are essential to the success of
environmental enforcement programs, there are a number of additional recommendations which
the counties should consider implementing in order to ensure that their environmental
enforcement programs are as effective as possible.  The recommendations are as follows:

5. Availability and Convenience of Legal Disposal Options

While each county has private collection of solid waste offered in most parts of their respective
counties, portions of each county continue to have sections that do not have solid waste
collection services, or which are cost prohibitive.  To the extent that counties take action on the
following recommendations, illegal dumping should decrease in both Montgomery and Wharton
Counties.

i. Montgomery County should consider the development of a Type IV landfill or
transfer station in the county
Montgomery County is generating sufficient construction debris that the county should
consider the development of either a Type IV landfill, or a transfer station to transport
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construction debris to a Type IV landfill in Harris County.  While the development of a
feasibility analysis for a Type IV landfill in Montgomery County goes beyond the scope
of this study, Attachment 11 provides some information with regard to proposed costs
associated with a Type IV landfill.  In addition, based on several conversations with
private solid waste companies, it appears that there is sufficient interest with regard to
the development of a Type IV landfill in Montgomery County.  If the construction of a
Type IV landfill is too “political,” the county should consider the construction of a
transfer station (for Type IV materials only).  Construction of a transfer station would be
a relatively inexpensive solution, as opposed to the construction of a Type IV landfill.  A
Type IV landfill or transfer station could be structured as a public entity, public-private
venture, or private entity.

ii. Disposal “bonds” or “permits” issued at the time a building permit is issued in
Montgomery County
The project team would recommend that the county consider the creation of a “disposal
bond” or “disposal permit” to be issued at the time a building permit is issued in
Montgomery County.  This would entail the builder posting a bond ($1,000 to $2,000, or
more, for each residential construction project).32  When the builder presented the county
with copies of tipping fee receipts from a licensed Type I or Type IV landfill, the builder
would have his bond money refunded by the county.  The project team checked with the
county government, and the current building permit system would allow the county to
implement this program.  A number of governmental entities have instituted ordinances
or policies which are similar in nature.33

iii. Wharton County should consider the siting of a citizen collection center near the
Community of Boling
Wharton County is a geographically large county with no active landfills.  Three transfer
stations/citizen collection centers are available and provide relatively good coverage for
the county as a whole as well as all the population centers, with the exception of Boling.
The Community of Boling does not have an organized solid waste collection program.  A
citizen collection center, similar to the one near East Bernard, could be operated in a like
manner and would assist in reducing illegal dumping in the Boling region.  In addition,
with minor modifications the local schools might be able to use such a collection station
to dispose of food waste more cost effectively (as is done in East Bernard) providing a
mutually beneficial opportunity.

iv. Wharton County should promote county-wide “amnesty” days
The project team would recommend that Wharton County consider the development of
annual county-wide “amnesty” days.  Counties with these types of programs typically
designate one or two weekends during the year when bulky items, solid waste, etc. can
be brought to the precinct barns for disposal.  A user fee may or may not be assessed for
disposal of the materials.  These programs provide residents with a way in which to get
rid of their bulky items and discourages the illegal dumping of these items.

v. Utilize Wharton County Electric Cooperative

                                                          
32 A bond would also be issued for commercial construction, but would be based on the square footage of
the proposed structure.
33 City of Dallas, Texas, ordinance no. 22120, requires that all roofers provide proof that the debris has
been properly disposed of, prior to receiving a final inspection and approval from the city. Attachment 12.
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In conversations with city and county officials within Wharton County the project team
learned that the Wharton County Electric Cooperative (Cooperative) provides solid
waste collection services to a number of residents within Wharton County.  Wharton
County should consider entering into conversations with the Cooperative to inquire as to
their willingness to expand their service area and possibly their product line (e.g.
management of the county-wide clean-up days, recycling drop-off stations).

6. Utilize Harris County’s Environmental Enforcement Expertise

The project team would strongly recommend that Montgomery and Wharton Counties
draw upon Harris County’s experience with regard to environmental enforcement.  Both
Harris County’s Environmental Enforcement Division and the County Attorney and
District Attorney’s offices have all agreed to offer their assistance in assisting
Montgomery and Wharton Counties in the development/expansion of the counties’
current environmental enforcement programs.

7. Centralization of Education, Administration and County-wide Clean-ups

The project team would recommend that both counties consider the centralization of
environmental enforcement functions which would allow for efficiencies to be realized
and avoid the duplication of activities.  Many of the activities described during the
course of this report would continue to be managed at the precinct level using precinct
funds (road crew clean-ups, collection and recycling centers, etc.).  It is believed
centralizing administration of the environmental enforcement program and the
accompanying educational efforts will result in equitable distribution of manpower and
resources and ensure a consistent program message throughout the county.
Commissioners in Montgomery County would continue to coordinate their own
precinct’s participation in the county-wide clean-up days.

8. Funding of Environmental Enforcement Programs

At this time, the project team would propose that the funding of environmental
enforcement officers be focused at the county level, rather than the municipal level
within Montgomery and Wharton Counties.  Based on our interviews and observations,
the primary emphasis with regard to illegal dumping is at the county level rather than the
municipal level within these counties.  However, as Montgomery County continues to
grow, specifically in the southern portion of the county, it will become necessary to
develop partnerships between the  municipalities and county to deal with environmental
enforcement issues.

An example of a successful “environmental enforcement” partnership between a
municipality and county is the current “Rat on a Rat” program which the City of Houston
currently has in place to combat illegal dumping.  The City of Houston and Harris
County have an agreement that allows Harris County environmental enforcement officers
to pursue cases within the City of Houston, and visa versa.  This partnership allows the
city and county to coordinate their environmental enforcement activities while avoiding
some of the “turf battles” which sometimes occur in these types of situations.
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9. Monitor “Renegade Recyclers”

During the course of our interviews and field visits the project team heard about the
problems which some counties were having with regard to “renegade recyclers.”  This
term refers to companies which promote their firms as recycling companies (yard waste,
recyclables, etc.), yet are unable to provide the actual services.  For instance, there is one
recycler in the H-GAC region that promotes itself as a processor and recycler of yard
waste, however, upon review of its operating sites, they appear to more closely resemble
an illegal dumpsite than a recycling facility.  It is important that environmental
enforcement officers monitor these sites to ensure that the operations do not become an
illegal dumpsite.

10. Collection of Financial and Operational Data

The following recommendations are made to assist Montgomery and Wharton Counties in
monitoring and tracking the financial costs associated with their environmental enforcement
programs.  The project team has also made a series of recommendations with regard to
maintaining a database of operational data concerning environmental issues within each county.34

A.  Track financial costs associated with environmental enforcement

Findings:

During the course of this study we found that while many of the precincts had an
approximate estimate as to what their environmental enforcement activities cost, the
ability to identify/track these costs would have been made much easier if standardized
forms had been developed and made available to each precinct.  If the cost data were
compiled on standardized schedules, by precinct, the costs could be summed for the four
precincts, and the county-wide functions (Environmental Health Division, County
Attorney’s Office) to determine the total annual costs associated with environmental
enforcement in each county.  These forms could also be used to assist the precincts, as
well as the county, in budgeting and tracking actual environmental enforcement
expenditures during the fiscal year.

Recommendations:

i.  Develop standardized forms
The project team would recommend that standardized forms be developed which would
allow the precincts to track their operating and capital costs, by program.  For instance,
capital and operating costs associated with the clean-up of illegal dumpsites would be

                                                          
34 These recommendations are more detailed in nature than recommendations 5 - 9, due to the fact that the
primary focus of this study was to review and quantify the costs associated with illegal dumping.  As a
result, the project team spent an extensive amount of time reviewing both counties’ financial and
operational data.
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tracked on one separate schedule.35  The forms would allow the precinct commissioner to
then see how much money is being expended for both capital and operating costs, by
program.36

ii.  Forms to be completed by each precinct and at the county-wide level
Each precinct would use the forms to determine its annual costs with regard to
environmental enforcement.  At the county-wide level, forms would be completed for
environmental enforcement related activities that function on a county-wide basis.  For
instance, at the county-wide level Montgomery County would use the forms to determine
the costs associated with the County Attorney’s Office, the Environmental Health
Division, and administrative responsibilities.  The costs for the four precincts and the
county-wide functions would then be summarized to determine the annual cost incurred
with regard to environmental enforcement.

iii.  Track costs on a monthly, quarterly and annual basis.
Once the costs have been identified, the precincts, as well as the county, can track these
costs on a monthly, quarterly, and/or annual basis to determine if the county is operating
within its environmental enforcement budget.  By tracking these costs the county will be
able to identify any positive as well as negative trends which may be occurring.  For
instance, if the county is exceeding its projected budget for the clean-up of illegal
dumpsites, this may be a signal that illegal dumping is on the rise.

B.  Track operational data associated with environmental enforcement

Findings:

It is critical that both Wharton and Montgomery Counties track key operational data with
regard to their environmental enforcement activities.  While the counties are already
tracking certain types of data (e.g. complaints, warnings, convictions) there are other
types of data which we would propose should also be monitored.

Recommendations:

i.  Identify key activities to monitor
In addition to tracking the items listed on the monthly sheet which is completed by the
environment enforcement officer (e.g. number of complaints, number of cases tried,
number of convictions, etc.) we would propose that the county begin to track the physical
location of illegal dumpsites.  Using a grid, the county can be divided into numbered
sections.  This method, used by Harris County Precinct Three, helps identify problem
areas, and the section numbers can be included as part of the illegal dumping case
number by the enforcement officers.  Harris County case numbers include the precinct
number, section number, and a “C” or “P” to designate whether the dumping is on county
or private property.  In addition, these dumpsites could be cataloged by type (e.g.

                                                          
35 The schedules would allow the precinct to allocate equipment and personnel costs between various
activities.  For instance, if a dump truck is used 20% of the time on the clean-up of illegal dumpsites the
forms would allow 20% of the capital and operating costs to be allocated to the clean-up of illegal
dumpsites and the remaining 80% to whatever activities it is used for (county road repair, etc.).
36 Examples of different illegal dumping related programs are: illegal dumpsite clean-ups, litter pick-up,
enforcement activities, etc.
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residential, commercial, brush trimmings/yard waste, C&D, hazardous, etc.).  To the
extent “repeat” complaints arise about additional waste being dumped at a site already
cataloged, this information should be noted.  This will help identify the “chronic”
dumpsites.

ii.  Create a database
After identifying the key activities which the counties are going to monitor, the project
team would recommend that each county develop a computerized database of the key
activities which would be updated on a monthly basis.  This will allow each county to
begin to compile a database of key environmental enforcement related activities.  Each
county will also be able to map where its illegal dumpsites are located by type (C&D,
residential, etc.).  If the counties have a GIS mapping system which the sites can be
overlaid onto, the counties can locate the dumpsites in proximity to water sources (lakes,
streams, creeks, etc.)

iii.  Track data on a monthly, quarterly and annual basis
As the database is added to over the months, the counties will be able to note any trends
with regard to whether the dumpsites are located in one particular part of the county, the
types of waste at the sites, as well as whether sites are chronic dumpsites.  For those sites
that are chronic dumpsites, it may warrant a stakeout of the dumpsite by the
environmental enforcement officer in hopes of apprehending the illegal dumpers.37

11. Environmental Enforcement Program to be Coordinated with Existing Solid Waste
Programs in County

Montgomery and Wharton Counties should coordinate their environmental enforcement
programs with the solid waste services currently offered within each county.  This would
include those existing solid waste programs offered by the county (roll-offs at the district
barn, etc.), as well as the solid waste services offered by the municipalities and private
operators within the county.  For instance, if Wharton County is educating its citizens as
to the health and safety issues associated with illegal dumping and the importance of
proper disposal, it is essential that the county list locations where residents can go to
dispose of their waste (transfer stations/citizen collection centers in the communities of
Wharton, El Campo, and East Bernard).

If each county’s environmental enforcement program is coordinated with the other solid
waste programs within the county, the potential duplication of effort (time and money)
can be avoided.  In addition, it will ensure that the county presents a consistent and
unified message with regard to how solid waste is managed within the county.

                                                          
37 Harris County’s Environmental Enforcement Division has begun to compile a database of illegal
dumpsites and has found it very beneficial in its policing of chronic illegal dumpsites.
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Schedule 1
Houston - Galveston Area Council

Illegal Dumping Study
Illegal Dumping Cost Summary - Montgomery and Wharton Counties

Montgomery County - Illegal Dumping Expenditures

Clean-up / Collection
55%Enforcement

27%

Education
0%

Disposal
13%

Other
0%

Prosecution
4%

Administrative
1%

Wharton County - Illegal Dumping Expenditures

Clean-up / Collection
46%

Administrative
0%

Enforcement
37%

Education
0%

Disposal
17%

Prosecution
0%

Other
0%



Montgomery County Wharton County
Clean-up / Collection 54% $210,963 Prosecutio 0% $0
Administrative 1% 5,428$     Clean-up / 47% 71,100$  
Enforcement 27% 105,903$ Administrat 0% $0
Education 0% -$         Enforceme 37% 55,626$  
Disposal 13% 51,381$   Education 0% -$        
Other 0% 1,500$     Disposal 17% 25,550$  
Prosecution 4% 15,600$   Other 0% -$        

100% 390,775$ 100% 152,276$



Schedule 2

Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Total Expenditures by Montgomery County for Illegal Dumping(1)

Clean-up / Collection

Precinct 1 $48,480
Precinct 2 40,332     
Precinct 3 63,906     
Precinct 4 58,245     

Sub-total $210,963

Disposal

Precinct 1 $8,250
Precinct 2 4,800       
Precinct 3 19,351     
Precinct 4 18,980     

Sub-total $51,381

Enforcement

Precinct 1 $14,777
Precinct 2 12,354     
Precinct 3 -           
Precinct 4 53,772     
Environmental Health Division 25,000     

Sub-total $105,903

Education

Sub-total $0

Administrative

Precinct 4 $3,328
County Judge's Office 2,100       

Sub-total $5,428

Other

Precinct 4 $1,500
Sub-total $1,500

Prosecution

Prosecution $15,600
Sub-total $15,600

Total Expenditures by Montgomery County $390,775

Notes:
(1) Detail regarding expenditures, by precinct, is provided on Schedules 3 through 6.



Schedule 3

Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Illegal Dumping Cost Detail - Montgomery County Precinct 1

Clean-up / Collection

1.  Clean-up along County roads and right-of-ways(1)
labor costs $29,536
capital and operating costs 18,720     

$48,256
2.  County-wide clean-up(2) $224

$224
Sub-total $48,480

Disposal

1.  Disposal Costs(3) $8,250
Sub-total $8,250

Enforcement

1.  Posting of Signs (replacement, etc.)
labor costs $5,580
capital and operating costs 3,952       
signs 5,246       

Sub-total $14,777

Education

Sub-total $0

Administrative

Sub-total $0

Other

Sub-total $0

Total Costs - Precinct 1 $71,507

Notes:
(1)  Combination of picking up both illegally dumped materials as well as litter (majority is litter).
(2)  Cost is low because the clean-up was "quickly developed" and the dumpster was made available for 
       only one Saturday, for half a day.
(3)  Roll-off container "pulled" approximately 30 times per year, at $275 per pull.



Schedule 4

Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Illegal Dumping Cost Detail - Montgomery County Precinct 2

Clean-up / Collection 

1.  Illegal dumpsite clean-ups(1)
gradall and operator 13,680$   
dump truck and driver (12 cubic yard truck) 4,950       
dump truck and driver (6 cubic yard truck) 630          
Small dump truck and crew 18,000     

$37,260
2.  Tri-County Services litter control $3,072

$3,072
Sub-total 40,332$   

Disposal

tipping fees 4,800$     
Sub-total 4,800$     

Enforcement

signs(2) 2,500$     
enforcement officer(3) 9,854       

Sub-total 12,354$   

Education

Sub-total $0

Administrative

Sub-total $0

Other

Sub-total $0

Total Cost - Precinct 2 57,486$   

Notes:
(1) Includes capital costs for equipment in addition to repairs, fuel, etc. associated with operating equipment.
     Labor costs are also included.
(2) Includes salary, benefits, equipment and materials for installing signs.
(3) 20% of officer's time.  Includes labor, vehicle costs, materials.  (Based on 20% of Precinct 4's enforcement
    officer's costs.)



Schedule 5

Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Illegal Dumping Cost Detail - Montgomery County Precinct 3

Clean-up / Collection

1.  Front-end loader (to compact dumpsters)
labor costs $364
capital and operating costs(1) 420          

$784
2.  Illegal dumpsite clean-ups

labor costs $17,952
capital and operating costs(1) 13,800     

$31,752
3.  Tri-County Services, litter control(2) $25,934

$25,934
4.  Removal of illegally placed items (signs, etc.) $4,800

$4,800
5.  County-wide clean-ups $635

$635
Sub-total 63,906$     

Disposal

1.  30 cubic yard dumpster at Precinct 3 barn
rental $600
collection & disposal (72 "pulls" at $236.37 per pull) 17,019     

$17,619
2.  8 cubic yard dumpster near ball park $511

$511
3.  Tipping fees(3) 1,221$     

$1,221
Sub-total $19,351

Enforcement

Sub-total $0

Education

Sub-total $0

Administrative

Sub-total $0

Other

Sub-total $0

Total Costs - Precinct 3 $83,256
Notes:
(1) Operating costs defined as fuel, oil, repairs, etc.  It does not include labor costs.  Labor costs are shown separately.
(2) Litter control includes picking up items dumped in the County right-of-ways.
(3) These tipping fees are in addition to the disposal fees paid for the collection and disposal of roll-offs.



Schedule 6

Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Illegal Dumping Cost Detail - Montgomery County Precinct 4

Clean-up / Collection

1.  Illegal dumpsite clean-ups
labor costs $40,960
capital and operating costs 10,785     

$51,745
2.  Meals for T.D.C. inmates $6,500

$6,500
Sub-total $58,245

Disposal

1.  Collection and "pulling" of dumpsters(1) $18,980
Sub-total $18,980

Enforcement

1.  Signage $4,500
$4,500

2.  Enforcement Officer (salary and benefits)
labor costs $41,472
vehicle costs 5,400       
materials 2,400       

$49,272
Sub-total $53,772

Education

Sub-total $0

Administrative

1.  Receptionist $3,328
Sub-total $3,328

Other

1.  Adopt-A-County Mile Program $1,500
Sub-total $1,500

Total Costs - Precinct 4 $135,825

Notes:
(1) Dumpster "pulled" once per week at $365 per "pull".



Schedule 7 

Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Total Illegal Dumping Expenditures by Other Entities in Montgomery County

City of Oak Ridge North
1.  clean-up, enforcement, etc. 2,500$     

Montgomery County Drainage District #6
1.  removal of illegally dumped materials, 53,026$   
2.  law enforcement 41,490     
3.  administration 4,610       

Total Expenditures by Other Entities $101,626
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Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Total Expenditures by Wharton County for Illegal Dumping(1)

Clean-up / Collection

Precinct 1 $10,000
Precinct 2 41,100        
Precinct 3 10,000        
Precinct 4 10,000        

Subtotal $71,100

Disposal

Precinct 2 $25,550
$25,550

Enforcement

1.  Enforcement Officer(2) $55,626
Subtotal $55,626

Education

Subtotal $0

Administrative

Subtotal $0

Other

Subtotal $0

Prosecution

Subtotal $0

Total Expenditures by Wharton County $152,276

Notes:
(1) Detail regarding expenditures, by precinct, is provided on Schedule 9 through 12.
(2) Includes salary, benefits, equipment and materials.  Staffed in Sheriff's Department.



Schedule 9

Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Illegal Dumping Cost Detail - Wharton County Precinct 1

Clean-up / Collection

1.  Illegal dumpsite clean-ups(1) $10,000
Subtotal $10,000

Disposal

Subtotal $0

Enforcement

Subtotal $0

Education

Subtotal $0

Administrative

Subtotal $0

Other

Subtotal $0

Total Costs - Precinct 3 $10,000

Notes:
(1) Precinct does not keep any type of records as to clean-up and disposal costs.  At present, the Precinct's
      road crews pick up illegally dumped items on an "as needed" basis.  This $10,000 includes both collection
     and disposal costs.
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Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Illegal Dumping Cost Detail - Wharton County Precinct 2

Clean-up / Collection 

1.  Citizen collection center(1)
operating costs 29,450$   
capital costs 3,650       

$33,100
2.  Illegal dumpsite clean-ups $8,000

$8,000
Subtotal 41,100$   

Disposal

1.  Disposal costs (illegal) 4,000$     
4,000$     

2.  Disposal costs (collection center) $21,550
21,550$   

Subtotal 25,550$   
Enforcement

Subtotal $0

Education

Subtotal $0

Administrative

Subtotal $0

Other

Subtotal $0

Total Cost - Precinct 2 66,650$   

Notes:
(1) All capital costs included, and amortized, with exception of the purchase of land $11,000, which is not included
      in these costs, because these costs represent the "normalized" annual costs of dealing with illegal dumping.
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Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Illegal Dumping Cost Detail - Wharton County Precinct 3

Clean-up / Collection

1.  Illegal dumpsite clean-ups(1) $10,000
Subtotal $10,000

Disposal

Subtotal $0

Enforcement

Subtotal $0

Education

Subtotal $0

Administrative

Subtotal $0

Other

Subtotal $0

Total Costs - Precinct 3 $10,000

Notes:
(1) Precinct does not keep any type of records as to clean-up and disposal costs.  At present, the Precinct's
      road crews pick up illegally dumped items on an "as needed" basis.  This $10,000 includes both collection
     and disposal costs.
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Houston - Galveston Area Council
Illegal Dumping Study

Illegal Dumping Cost Detail - Wharton County Precinct 4

Clean-up / Collection

1.  Illegal dumpsite clean-ups(1) $10,000
Subtotal $10,000

Disposal

Subtotal $0

Enforcement

Subtotal $0

Education

Subtotal $0

Administrative

Subtotal $0

Other

Subtotal $0

Total Costs - Precinct 3 $10,000

Notes:
(1) Precinct does not keep any type of records as to clean-up and disposal costs.  At present, the Precinct's
      road crews pick up illegally dumped items on an "as needed" basis.  This $10,000 includes both collection
     and disposal costs.
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RS Appendix A - Limited Survey

Page 1

LIMITED SURVEY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS
THROUGHOUT THE UNITED STATES

The project team conducted a limited survey1 of counties throughout the United States that have
environmental enforcement programs.  While this survey is not meant to provide a
comprehensive review of how county governments in the United States deal with illegal
dumping,  the survey is helpful in affirming some of the recommendations proposed by the
project team.  In addition, the survey aided us in identifying some strategies which Montgomery
and Wharton Counties may wish to consider at some point in the future.

Commercial construction and demolition (C&D) debris remain the major illegal dumping focus
of most counties that are experiencing a significant growth in population. Most of these counties
have realized the correlation and have since implemented more progressive and proactive
programs to combat illegal dumping.  A listing2 of counties with growth characteristics similar to
Montgomery County has provided a broad model for comparative examination.  Also, several
rural counties were contacted to address illegal dumping issues similar to Wharton County.

Several illegal dumping programs have been highlighted and summarized from our listing.  They
are as follows:

1. The Keep Oklahoma Beautiful, Inc. Solid Waste Illegal Dumping Task Force Report

This report summarizes statewide levels of illegal dumping in Oklahoma.  Oklahoma county
commissioners responded to a survey issued by the Solid Waste Illegal Dumping Task Force.
Key findings are as follows:

a) There are 2,500 illegal dumpsites on Oklahoma public property.  That is about 32
dumps per county.  Most dumpsites cover an average of 1/4 acre or more.  Clean-up
costs are extreme.  County commissioners have determined the costs to properly
dispose of illegally dumped materials can go as high as $25 per load with each 1/4
acre dump averaging 10 dumploads.

b) Every year, county commissioners estimate they dispatch illegal dumping clean-up
crews 4,600 times at an annual cost of $750,000 to Oklahoma taxpayers.

c) State agencies estimate another $300,000 is spent annually to clean-up dumps along
state highways and right-of-ways.

d) Oklahoma taxpayers spend more than $1 million each year in an attempt to halt or
control the spread of the state’s illegal dumpsites.

e) One time clean-up cost to the taxpayers for these 2,500 dumps is estimated at
$3,900,0003

2.  Lee County, Florida
                                                          
1  Schedule A-1
2 US Bureau of the Census --  http://www.census.gov/
3 Does not include dumping on private land or litter duty, thus, a conservative figure.
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a) Lee County collects a $.60 per ton surcharge for all solid waste.  These funds are
earmarked to finance an environmental enforcement program that currently costs
$150,000 per year.  The program funds four deputies and their transportation costs in
order to cover a quadrant of the 575 square mile county.  Each of the deputies works
in a decentralized manner patrolling the existing illegal dumpsites within their own
quadrant.  Each deputy also specializes in a specific waste material4 and maintains
current knowledge on safety, recycling and disposal of those waste materials.  Strong
lines of communication throughout the county allow the deputies to share knowledge
of specific waste material, and apply the proper safety and enforcement procedures.

b) The Lee County deputy who specializes in the disposal of tires designed an aggressive
program that has successfully removed thousands of illegally dumped tires5.  The
county found a vendor who recycled tires into useful products such as sports turf,
mulch, and weed mats around road signs.  The manufacturer of recycled products also
makes playground surfaces out of tires.  The county had one of their parks resurfaced
with the spongy, shock absorbing matting, which is much safer for children to play on
than conventional surfaces.

The project team has developed a matrix6 that provides current recycling options for
Montgomery and Wharton Counties to consider when disposing of construction and demolition
materials.  If a construction and demolition landfill is not built, this information will provide the
Counties with a current listing of businesses in Texas and Louisiana which recycle various C&D
materials.

3.  Solid Waste Management District - (Jackson, Gallia, Meigs, and Vinton Counties, Ohio)

a) The four rural counties surveyed in Ohio formed a joint Solid Waste Management
District to combat illegal dumpers in the southeast region of the state.  Each county
has a sheriff’s deputy who spends twenty hours per week on illegal dumping issues.
A surcharge on tipping fees fund .5 FTE of a sheriff’s deputy per county to enforce
illegal dumping.

 
b) The Solid Waste Management District has significant problems with construction and

demolition debris from the county’s own residents.  Typically, high growth counties
have problems with C&D, but the rural southeast region of Ohio has endured severe
flooding this season; therefore, homeowners have been gutting and repairing  their
homes and illegally disposing of the materials.

 
c) Tires have been the other concern of these counties.  The district has become a target

for illegal commercial tire dumping.  Companies load tires in unmarked covered
trailers in Columbus and dump the tires in the rural counties within the District.
These acts have been nearly impossible for the part-time enforcement officers to
proactively combat and attempt to “catch” in the act.

 
                                                          
4 i.e. hazardous waste, tires, construction & demolition and household solid waste
5 1,801 in 1993 alone
6 Schedule B-1
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d) Even when an illegal dumper is apprehended, many of the cases are seen as “low
priority”; thus, they are dismissed by judges.

 
e) Counties in Ohio do not have the ability to draft ordinances and must therefore rely

on the State of Ohio to enact legislation with regard to the prosecution of illegal
dumpers.

4.  Gwinnet County, Georgia

a) Gwinnet County has recently consolidated what was a very disorganized
environmental enforcement program into one which currently has designated two
environmental enforcement officers covering a 442 square mile area.

 
b) The rapid growth and expansion in Atlanta has developed severe construction and

demolition dumping on its public property and right-of-ways.  The problem has been
magnified since the county does not have a C&D disposal facility.

 
c) All solid waste services within the county are privatized.  The private operators pay a

regulatory fee to the county to fund the enforcement budget.  The fees fund a
$400,000 annual illegal dumping enforcement budget.

 
d) Although C&D illegal dumps have been a problem, the county does not plan on

constructing a C&D landfill.  Currently, private operators drive to one of the five type
IV sites in the Atlanta metro area, outside the county.  Lack of accessibility to a C&D
landfill may continue to yield illegal dumpsites within the county.

5.  Dade County, Florida

Dade County has significantly reduced their illegal dumping problems by taking a proactive
approach.  They believe the current program is one of the most progressive in the nation.

a) Dade County operates utilizing a “three pronged approach,” this approach
consolidates the services of the Metro-Dade Police Department, the Office of the
State Attorney and Dade Solid Waste Management (DSWM).  This cooperative effort
allows for the investigation, arrest, and prosecution of persons who commit illegal
dumping.

 
b) In addition, a “special master” program has been implemented.  These county

enforcement personnel are empowered to issue civil citations carrying fines from
$250 to $1,000.

 
c) The enforcement personnel are supplemented with ten undercover illegal dumping

enforcement units.  This group is not certified to issue citations, but maintain lines of
communication with proper enforcement authorities over police radio channels from
common illegal dumpsites (i.e. stakeouts).

 
d) The special master program uses a third party that is not a government employee to

render impartial decisions.
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 6.  Maricopa County, Arizona

a) Maricopa County’s environmental enforcement program is split between the County
Board of Health and the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ).

 
b) A budget of $60,000 has been established to fund the nation’s fastest growing county7

with one enforcement officer and one vehicle.
 
c) Maricopa has over 9,000 square miles of land to patrol.
 
d) Aggressive pursuance of illegal dumpers “caught in the act” has been an impossibility

with one officer to cover the entire county; therefore, the enforcement officer fields
complaints over the phone in more of a reactionary form of enforcement.  Complaints
and illegal dumpsites have grown and are projected to continue under the current
program.

7.  Palm Beach County, Florida

In 1989 Palm Beach County had an estimated 740 acres of illegal dumpsites across the 2,300
square mile county.  In 1990, the Illegal Dumping Task Force was formed and has been
comprised of individuals from the following agencies:

                                                          
7 based on a physical population gain of 489,226 people. (1990-1996)

♦  County Sheriff’s Office
♦  State Attorney’s Office
♦  County Code Enforcement
♦  County Property  Department
♦  County Real Estate Management

Department

♦  County Environmental Control Office
♦  Department of Environmental

Protection
♦  County Public Health Unit
♦  The Solid Waste Authority

The Task Force has been very successful at achieving the program’s goals.  This is due, in large
part to full commitment and cooperation of all agencies involved.

a) Repeat offenders have been given prison sentences.

b) Vehicles involved in the commission of felonies have been confiscated.

c) Clean-up and restoration has been required for those prosecuted.

d) Civil penalties as well as community service has been imposed.

A key factor that illustrates the success of an environmental enforcement program is the number
of complaints investigated within the county.  The following bar graph illustrates the number of
complaints over an eight year period.
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This graph is evidence that a combination of commitment by the Illegal Dumping Task Force and
strict enforcement has helped to curb Palm Beach County’s illegal dumping problem since  the
Task Force’s inception in 1990.
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H-GAC Illegal Dumping Study
Limited Survey of Other County Programs

Number of Primary
Size Enforcement Wastes Ability to

County State Contact(s) Phone Number (sq. miles) Population Officers(1) Found Draft Ordinances
� Dade FL Joe Ruiz (305) 594-1520 2,200       2,000,000 10 Undercover(2) Tires, C&D and Yes

Mira Austin (305) 594-1664 Hazardous
� Lee FL Dave Archer (941) 691-7533 575          350,000    4 Deputies Tires, C&D, Yes

Rick Klontz (941) 338-3102 Hazardous and
Household

� Palm Beach FL Ken Berg (561) 697-2700 2,300       1,000,000 2 Deputies Tires, C&D and Yes
Yard Waste

� Wake NC Johnny Beal (919) 856-6191 843 538,380    .5 Officers C&D and Yard Waste Yes(3)
� Maricopa AZ Mark Richardson (602) 506-3867 9,000       2,500,000 1 Officer Tires and C&D Yes
� Gwinnett GA Connie Wiggins (770) 822-5187 442          480,000    2 Officers Tires, C&D, Yes

Hazardous and
Household

� Jackson OH Joe Wright (614) 286-6464 400          36,000      .5 Deputies Tires and C&D No
� Gallia OH Bonnie Pierce (614) 446-1221 445          36,000      .5 Deputies Tires and C&D No
� Meigs OH James Saulsby (614) 992-3371 435          29,000      .5 Deputies Tires and C&D No
� Vinton OH Angie Mitchell (614) 596-5242 435          15,000      .5 Deputies Tires and C&D No

Texas Counties

� Tarrant TX Jack Allen (817) 238-4410 950          1,320,103 3 Officers C&D No
� Bexar TX Jim Clark (210) 207-8853 1,248       1,335,394 0 Officers C&D No
� Collin TX Ron James (972) 547-5116 900          372,445    1 Officer Tires, C&D and No

Household
� Cameron TX Leslie De Los Santos (956) 399-3679 1,172       340,120    2 Officers C&D and Household No
� Harris TX Ted Heap (713) 755-6306 1,734       3,022,165 4 Officers C&D and Household No
� Montgomery TX Jim Strong (409) 539-7812 1,090       236,192    1.2 Officers C&D, Household and No

Bulky Items
� Wharton TX Elloyd Canales (409) 543-1373 1,076       40,990      1 Officer Tires, C&D, No

Bulky, Yard Waste, and
Household Materials

Notes:
(1) Officers that exclusively enforce illegal dumping (fractions are a result of part-time enforcement personnel)
(2) Does not include part time enforcement that could not be quantified.
(3) Only if county ordinances are more stringent than state statutes
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CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION RECYCLING IN TEXAS

During the course of this study the project team reviewed the feasibility of recycling the
construction and demolition debris (C&D) which is currently being generated within
Montgomery County.  The following synopsis will provide a brief overview with regard to C&D
recycling, the status of C&D recycling in the United States, as well as a review of C&D recycling
within the State of Texas.

C&D Recycling
It is estimated that C&D comprises 18 to 25 percent of the nation’s waste stream.  With the rapid
rise in tipping fees in recent years due to Subtitle D, there has been an increased interest in
diverting as much C&D debris as possible from landfills. As a result, there has been an increase
in the number of sites throughout the United States that have begun to recycle construction and
demolition debris.  It is estimated that there are at least 2,000 plants in North America that
process waste concrete, asphalt, wood, gypsum or shingles into reusable products.1

In the construction of homes the majority of waste material generated is wood.  In a 1993 study
for Portland, Oregon’s waste management utility, a study titled “Characterization of Construction
Site Waste” estimated that wood comprises 58% to 77% of the total waste generated from a
single family residential home.2

There are two basic types of facilities that process C&D materials.  The first type, is
characterized by its requirement for source separation, and accepts only clean loads of a single
material such as concrete, asphalt or wood.  Processing usually consists of a grinder,
hammermill, or shredder, followed by sizing through a trommel screen or vibrating deck screen.
The second type of facility processes mixed C&D material.  The material is brought into a
tipping area, usually in a dump truck or roll-off container.  The material is then inspected for any
contaminants prior to processing.  Salvaging of the materials is then done by hand and/or with a
grapple or front end loader.  Large pieces of plywood, etc. are pulled from the pile for
processing.  The remaining materials are fed into a screen and then passed along a conveyor for
additional hand-picking of salvageable components.  The remaining materials are then usually
shred.  Depending on the size of the waste stream,  C&D recycling facilities can range in size
from 50 tons per day to over 2,500 tons per day.2

Recycled wood is often used as a boiler fuel or particle board feedstock, while recycled concrete
is used in the construction of new roadways.  Depending on state regulations the mulched wood
can also be used as an alternative daily cover at landfills.3  The market for drywall is more
unstable.  To-date, drywall is re-used only by wallboard plants, although there are two small pilot
programs to turn it into fertilizer pellets and animal bedding.4

C&D Recycling in the United States

                                                          
1 “Diverse and Conquer,” World Waste, August 1997, p.38.
2 “Settling the Dust on C&D Wastes,” MSW Management, January/February 1995, p.25.
     (for a copy of the study, contact Portland METRO)
3 The use of wood chips as a daily cover was in another state.  TNRCC would need to be contacted to
determine whether that is a legal option in Texas.
4 “C&D Debris: Construction and Dismantling?” Waste Age, April 1994, p.169.



While there are firms throughout the United States, and Texas, which accept one or two materials
(concrete, asphalt, or wood), the majority of recyclers that accept a complete line of C&D
materials (concrete, asphalt, wood, gypsum board, metal, glass, etc.) are located primarily in the
eastern and southeastern parts of the United States.  There are also a number of recyclers on the
west coast (specifically, California, Oregon, British Columbia).  The feasibility of operating a
fully integrated C&D recycling facility, that accepts all types of C&D materials, is driven by
higher tipping fees in those parts of the country.  In addition, in some states specific legislation
has been enacted which encourages the recycling of C&D.

In the Portland area tipping fees have increased from $17 per ton in 1989 to $75 per ton in 1995.
According to a Portland METRO official, the recycling of wallboard began when tipping fees
reached $60 to $65 per ton.2

C&D Recycling in Texas
In a conversation with Mr. William Turley, Editor for “C&D Debris Recycling” magazine, he
stated that Texas is a “tough” market for C&D recycling because tipping fees are still fairly low
compared to other parts of the United States.  He said that the cement and asphalt recycling
markets are fairly well established in Texas, but markets for materials like wood and gypsum
board were much more limited due to the low tipping fees.

He proposed that Montgomery County consider the purchase of a tub grinder which could be
used at the Type IV landfill, if a landfill were developed.  The county could still charge a tipping
fee for the wood but then mulch the wood and use it for composting, boiler fuel, or particle board
feedstock (the last two items, boiler fuel and particle board feedstock, are driven by the local
markets).

Enclosed as Schedule B-1 is a listing of various C&D recycling options within the H-GAC
region.  The project team contacted all of the listed parties and verified that they collected the
materials listed on the schedule, confirmed their prices, etc.5

                                                          

5 Recycle Texas, A Directory of Recycling Companies, TNRCC (GI-224), November 1996.



Schedule B-1
H-GAC Illegal Dumping Study

Construction & Demolition Recycling Option Matrix

Separated or Distance
Company City/State Phone Number Address Materials Accepted Collector Commingled Costs From Conroe

� Garden-Ville Horticultural Products San Antonio, TX (210) 661-5180 7800 IH 10 East Sheet Rock No Separated Variable 170 Miles
78219

� Southern Crushed Concrete-Chrisman Houston, TX (281) 987-8789 14329 Chrisman Concrete and Brick No Separated $0 - Concrete 30 Miles
77039 $25 / Dumptruck -Brick

� Southern Crushed Concrete-Gasmer Houston, TX (281) 987-8789 14329 Chrisman Concrete and Brick No Separated $0 - Concrete 60 Miles
77040 $25 / Dumptruck -Brick

� Transamerican Waste of Houston, Inc. Houston, TX (713) 849-3061 10554 Tanner Rd. Concrete, Brick, Asphalt Yes Separated $3.00 / Yard 10 Miles
77041 Shingles, Cedar Shingles + Transportation(1)

Slate Shingles, Tile Shingles
Scrap Lumber and Sheet Rock

� Transwaste, Inc. Alexandria, LA (318) 448-9752 P.O. Box 11826 Concrete, Brick, Asphalt No Commingled $26.95 Per Ton 270 Miles
71315 Shingles, Cedar Shingles

Slate Shingles, Tile Shingles
Scrap Lumber and Sheet Rock

� Verner Material & Equipment Company Freeport, TX (409) 233-3366 P.O. Box 967 Clute Concrete and Brick No Commingled $5-$70 Per Ton (2) 60 Miles
77531

� Waste Reduction Systems (WRS) Angleton, TX (281) 922-0634 100 Genoa-Redbluff Rd. Scrap Lumber No Separated $3.50 / Yard 25 Miles(3)
(281) 922-1000 77038

Notes:
(1) Transportation fee varies and is based on the distance traveled, size of the load and material content
(2) Fee varies due to clay and sand concentration within materials.
(3) Northwest drop site.
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HARRIS COUNTY PRECINCT THREE
ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT DIVISION

Harris County Precinct Three’s Environmental Enforcement Division was created in May
1993 to respond countywide to the problem of illegal dumping of solid waste in the
unincorporated areas of Harris County.  It is currently staffed with five (5) certified peace
officers from a centrally-located constable’s office and assigned to the precinct.

The duty of these officers is:
•  to actively work to prevent the illegal dumping of solid and special wastes
•  to bring violators into compliance or justice
•  to educate the public about the hazards of illegal dumping, how to properly dispose of

solid waste and household hazardous wastes, and how to report illegal dumping
•  to enforce the State of Texas’s laws pertaining to the illegal disposal of  solid waste

The division is focused on traditional enforcement.  Enforcement is targeted at
identifying, categorizing, and properly responding to dump sites, abandoned barrels, and
related environmental concerns.  Two are HAZWOPER (Hazardous Waste Operations
and Emergency Response) certified and the others are will be trained. The officers are on
call 24 hours a day and the EED maintains a 24-hour emergency response line for
citizens to report violations.  Investigators are immediately notified by the system.
Officers have the authority to issue citations to a violator or to arrest those participating
in the act of  illegal dumping.  Cases are also referred to the EED by regular patrol
deputies in the Harris County Sheriff’s Department and the various Constables’ Precincts.

The EED  works closely with the Harris County Pollution Control Department, the Harris
County Attorney’s Office, and the District Attorney’s Office, to provide coordinated
criminal investigation.  An interlocal agreement with the City of Houston also permits the
EED to coordinate efforts and investigate cases within the municipal boundaries.

As of November 1997, the number of cases filed with the EED since September 1993:
1,108 total cases investigated
1,121 cases closed
   283 criminal charges filed
   944 offenders/sites brought into compliance

The EED’s proactive education program includes adult and children’s versions of  STOP
(Stop Trashing Our Precinct) brochures developed in cooperation with a local elementary
school, which won first place at the State’s Community Problem Solving Competition in
1993.  A grant-supported, professionally produced videotape on the dangers and
consequences of illegal dumping was also produced.

The estimated cost of the program is $275,000+.  This includes salaries, benefits,
vehicles, film/processing, uniforms, equipment, printing.
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Attachment 13
Houston - Galveston Area Council

Illegal Dumping Study
Documents Reviewed

1. Contracting for Solid Waste Services, A Workbook for Cities and Counties, H-GAC, September 1996
2. Environmental Law Enforcement Training Conference, February 24, 25 1997, (sponsored by: TNRCC;

H-GAC; University of Houston Criminal Justice Center; Commissioner Steve Radack, Harris County
Precinct 3; City of Houston)

3. Illegal Dumping Assessment of Impacts on County Governments in the Texas-Mexico Border Region,
TNRCC (AS-138), July 1997

4. Illegal Dumping:  Incidence, Drivers, and Strategies, by Lisa Skumatz, Hans Van Dusen and Jennie Carto
5. Kaufman County Solid Waste Management Plan, May 1997
6. Montgomery County Audited Financials, September 30, 1995 and September 30, 1996
7. Montgomery County Budget, Fiscal Years 1995-1996, 1996-1997
8. Montgomery County Solid Waste Management Screening Study, December 15, 1994
9. Municipal Solid Waste Groundwater Protection Cost Study (Including Subtitle D Requirements),

Texas Water Commission (LP 92-94), November 1992
10. Outdoor Burning in Texas, TNRCC (RG-49), April 1997
11. Resource Responsibility

� Solid Waste Management Plan for the H-GAC Region, 1992-2012 (February 1994)
� Solid Waste Management Plan for the H-GAC Region, 1992-2012 - Executive Summary

 (February 1994)
� 1996 Update (November 1996)

12. Status Report - Municipal Solid Waste Management in Texas, TNRCC, April 1997
13. Stopping Illegal Dumping, Regional Solid Waste Management Plan for North Central Texas
14. Strategic Plan - Municipal Solid Waste Management in Texas, TNRCC, March 1997
15. Survey of the Costs Associated with Illegal Dumping in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania Economy League,

Inc., June 1995
16. Wharton County Audited Financials, December 31,1996
17. Wharton County Budget, 1996



Attachment 14
Houston - Galveston Area Council

Illegal Dumping Study
Interviews

Montgomery County

ALAN B. SADLER DEAN TOWERY RODNEY SMITH
County Judge Director, Public Works, City of Conroe Public Relations, Waste Management

JIM STRONG GEORGE BIERNESSER MARY SZILAGYI-OVAITT
County Judge's Office Chief of Police, City of Oak Ridge North Attorney, County Attorney's Office

MIKE MEADOR ANDY WALTERS JUNIOR ELDRIDGE
Commissioner, Precinct 1 Detective, City of Oak Ridge North Deputy, Environmental Officer

Precinct 4
MALCOLM PURVIS MIKE ARTHUR
Commissioner, Precinct 2 City Manager, City of Willis TOMMY GAGE

Deputy, Environmental Officer
ED CHANCE PETE MARTINEZ Precinct 2
Commissioner, Precinct 3 Manager, Nature's Way

CLYDE SCRUGGS
JIM SIMMONS RICH SINGER Inspector, Environmental Health Division
Commissioner, Precinct 4 Manager, Security Landfill, 

Waste Management

Wharton County

LAWRENCE NAISER PHILLIP MILLER TERRY ROBERTS
County Judge Commissioner, Precinct 3 City Manager, City of El Campo

MICKEY REYNOLDS CATHERINE DRAPELA PHILLIP BUSH
Commissioner, Precinct 1 Commissioner, Precinct 4 Director, Public Works,

City of Wharton
CHRIS KING ELLOY CANALES
Commissioner, Precinct 2 Deputy, Environmental Officer

Harris County / City of Houston 

STEVE RADACK CLARISSA BAUER ANDY VANCE
Commissioner, Precinct 3 Assistant County Attorney TNRCC Enforcement

TED HEAP ROGER HASEMAN BRENT WATTS
Captain, Environmental Assistant District Attorney TNRCC Enforcement
Enforcement Division

PAT PENDLETON TED HAZEN
CAROLE LENZ Harris County Pollution TNRCC Special Events,
Community Aide, Precinct 3 Control Department Outreach Assistant

CATHY SISK TOM COLLINS
Assistant County Attorney Rat on a Rat, City of Houston


