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May 12, 1993

RECEIVED

The Honorable Lawton Chiles
Governor, State of Florida

The Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0001

ﬁ .R. OFFICE
\E SECRETARY.

“Dear Governor Chiles: | NAQmﬁma

I am writing to you to ask you to look into a very serious
threat to our environment. I know you are busy with many other
issues. As an elected official myself, I know how many pans can
be in the fire at one time; however, I am positive that
irreparable damage to the environment will take place if we do
not act responsibly now.

The problem is the process being used to handle our garbage.
It is an unproven technology called MSW composting which is being
promoted throughout our state and country. This is not the
typical composting system that composts organic waste but rather
a process which encompasses the entire waste stream and includes
very harmful hazardous waste. Once composted, the composted
material is distributed throughout the area to be used on yards,
in nurseries, agriculture, etc. While the promoters, who stand
to reap large profits say it is safe, I feel this method can be

more hazardous than any method currently used today to handle our
waste stream.

With MSW composting, there is no way to prevent hazardous
waste from ending up in someone’s backyard. There is no record
kept of who buys this contaminated compost, so it will be next to
impossible to clean up the contamination after it has been sold.
This is why we need to react now. I have enclosed information
that best summarizes my concerns in more detail.

To avoid further damage to our environment, it is essential
to place into effect a ban on distributing this mixed composted
material until the environmental concerns are addressed. Many of
our rivers and lakes are closing due to mercury poisoning and no
one knows what is causing this pollution. The effects of
contaminated compost can touch us all. Let us not wait until
this destroys our environment.

P.O. Box 1000 Bradenton, Florida 34206
FAX (813) 745-3790
(813) 745-3700
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I know you will have some questions regarding this very
serious matter and I hope you will call me at once to set up a
meeting so we may discuss the seriousness of this situation. I
can be reached at (813) 745-3714.

Thank you for your time in reading this 1letter, I 1look
forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
W\‘CQOI/(«
E MCCLASH
Vice Chairman
st
Enclosure
c: - The Honorable John McKay, State Senator

The Honorable Mark Ogles, State Legislator
The Honorable Julie McClure, State Legislator
Virginia Wetherell, Acting Director, D.E.R.
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THE REAL FACTS

ABouT MANATEE CouNTY's GARBAGE PLAN

Do you know the facts about this plan?

WHY IS THE COUNTY PURSUING GARBAGE SORTING?.

The consultants, who have been paid more than $200,000
and County Staff recommended this facility as the easiest and
cheapest way to meet the State's 30% recycling mandate by
the end of 1994. Manatee County is currently recycling 28%
of its waste.

‘IS THIS A PROVEN TECHNOLOGY OR A GIANT"EXPERI-'

MENT? .

‘HOW: MUCH WILL  THE PROPOSED AMERECYCLE:
:?FACILITY COST THE MANATEE COUNTY TAXPAYER? 8

No one knows. |t is known that this plan requires taxpay-
ers, (homes and businesses) in the county to pay at least
$80 MILLION OVERA MINIMUM 10 YEAR CONTRACT PERIOD,
This price tag is also going up as concerns are raised
concerning odors at the 50 acre plus facility.

Clearly |t isan experlment There is no facility in the United
States of similar size which has operated without major
problems. The two largest facilities, Porttand, Oregon and
Pembroke Pines, Floridawere closed in 1992 due to anumber
of operational difficulties including odors. Pembroke Pines is
paying $4.7 million and the Oregon facility $3.5 million to get
rid of the stench. Pembroke Pines has failed to obtain a
Class A compost rating.

HOW:. WILL THE: COUNTY‘S 'CURRENT RECYCLING'
'PROGRAMS BE AFFECTED?

Amerecycle's only facnhtywhlch processes 50tons perday
began operation June 1, 1990 in Sumter County, Florida.
Manatee County's proposed facility at 525 tons per day is
more than 10timesthe size of the Sumter County facility. The
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation has found
violations of environmental rules and imposed fines on the
Sumter County facility in April, 1993.

The County's curbside recycling program and drop-off
centers will be eliminated, even though County staff has
reported these programs have been successful due to high
rates of public participation. No newspaper will be recycled.
Glass recycling will be minimal. Other recyclables will be
difficult to remove and reduced in value because of contami-
nation.

WHAT.INCENTIVES. WOULD' THERE :BE FOR" HOUSE::
‘HOLDS AND. BUSINESSES TO:REDUCE THEI ;

'AND RECYCLE? -

Residential garbage collection will continue twice weekly.
Under the proposal, your recyclables, such as newspaper,
glass, plastics, aluminum will be mixed together with your
garbage including disposable diapers, moldy food, button
batteries, plastic packaging and dumped in the regular gar-
bage truck. Hazardous waste in the form of motor oil,
household cleaner, paint products and fluorescent lights
containing high mercury levels are also in the waste stream
and thrown away with your garbage.

NONE. Amerecycle as a private facility is paid based on
quantities of garbage delivered to them. The more garbage
delivered, the more revenue. No incentive plans have been
offered by the County staff or consultant .

'WILL CITIES USE THIS! FACILlTY? il

NO. The facility is being built to handle the County swaste
stream and exclude's the City of Bradenton, the County's
largest city. Other cities can opt in or out, however, the plant
can only handle 1/2 the waste stream entering the landfill.

'HOW MUCH WAS'

‘THIS.PLANT? -

ISPROP

1221 TPD Entering

There is no way to provnde a conslstently safe compost
product with this composting procedure. Garbage is dumped
on a conveyor belt at the facility and employees manually sort
through garbage containing disposable diapers, kitchenwaste,
household hazardous material, broken glass and other un-
known trash. These employees attempt to remove some
hazardous material and reclyclables from this contaminated
mixture. The remaining garbage is shredded and spread over
50+ acres to compost.

Prepared by the office of Commissioner Joe McClash.
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DO THE EXPERTS SAY?

Mixed MSW composting is yet another technol-
ogy that under closer scrutiny comes up short. in
our report, we concluded that these faults were so
compelling that the process should be prohibited.

Stephen A. Hammer

"Garbage In/Garbage Out: A Hard Look at Mixed
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) Composting".
quoted in Resource Recycling, February 1992
Copies available from the New York Environmental
Institute at (518) 462-5526

In fact, in recent years focusing on-the working_
envnronment and quality of recycled materials has
brought the recycling process on the right track:
Away from the fixation of the technological solu-
tions of the engineers to the conscious and disci-
plined process by the waste-producers themselves. ..

Remarks by Ole Busck, 1989

"Facts to Act On"

Institute for Local Self Reliance, Page 4 -
July 17, 1992

MSW-based composts also contained levels of
toxic heavy metals that matched or exceeded those
from sewage sludge. In fact, MSW derived com-
posts tended to lead the pack in levels of lead and
sodium.

Donald J. Lisk, Cornell University

April, 1992 Archives of Environmental

Contamination and Toxicology. Quoted by
Janet Raloff, "Cleaning Up Compost, Municipal

waste managers see hot prospects in rot.
Sclence News Vol. 143 Page 56

Based on review of operatlng and closed U S

facilities, some times in the operation of the facility
there will be odor problems that cannot be con-
tained under the current proposal.

Memo from Patrick Kennedy

R. W. Beck and Associates,

Manatee County Consultants
' December 26' 1991

management option, other competing alternatives .
are not considered seriously. Once a community
sinks millions of dollars into one system, they want
to feed all their garbage to this system and don't
want to spend more money on other alternatives.
Much like building an expensive incinerator, by

choosmg mixed waste compostlng, you limit the

growth potential of recychng programs. o
Stephen Lester, CCHW Science Director _
"Mixed Waste Composting: Good Idea or Quick

Fix Solution?" Citizen's Clearinghouse for
Hazardous Waste. April, 1992, Page 7

There are many companies trying to solve the
garbage crisis. The latest tactic by some of the
companies is to use safe words like "recycling" and
"composting"” to describe their process in hopes
that-communities=will-accept them at face value.
Their real intent is to confuse and fool the public.

‘They want you to think that their process is some-

thing other than what it really is.
. Stephen Lester, CCHW Science Director
"Mixed Waste Composting: Good Idea or Quick

. Fix Solution?” Citizen's Clearinghouse for
Hazardous Waste Apnl 1992, Page 8

The current lurch toward MSW compostlng is a
mistake which communities will soon regret.- Just
as early converts to incinerators learned that the
plants often did not work, presented unnecessary -
health risks, were prohibitively expensive and did
not provide an environmentally sound solution to
solid wastes management, so too with MSW com-
post facilities.

Before incurring significant public debt and com-
mitting a community to this disposal method, we
urge each state and local official to carefully con-

suder the implications.... .
ST e Wasserman, Executive-Director - +-evrsu- i woge o

New York Environmental Institute

"Garbage In/Garbage Out?",
A Hard Look at MSW Composting,

Introduction, October 22, 2991

The researchers found that recycling and com-
postingworkers had significantly higher prevalences

-of various disorders. They concluded that recy-

~ cling workers are prone to skin, respiratory tract,
Once a communlty commits to an expenswe '

upper airway, mucosal eye and gastrountestlnal
-problems. ,
Jerry Powell

"Safety of Workers in Recycling and Mlxed Waste T
Processing Plants."” :

Resource Recyclmg September, 1992

Prepared by the Office of Commissioner Joe McClash
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| ---G_arbage in/garbage out:

a hard look at mixed municipal

by Stephen A. | Hamrnér“

Stephen A. Hammer is the pnnmpal
in Stephen A. Hammer Environmental
Consulling, a ‘Cambridge, Massachu-
setlg-based firm specializing in recyc¢ling
program development and policy re-
search on a variety of solid waste
issues. .

An examination of compost
quality, cost, marketing

and recycling compatibility
concludes that MSW com-
posting is not the panacea
for the nation’s solid

waste lils.

.. Mixed MSW composting

With organic material (food waste, yard

. waste, wood waste and paperipaper
_ products) composing more - ‘than two-:

thirds of the waste -stream -in. the
T U.8.:(1), it is no surprise that compost-
ing has caught the interest of ‘munici-

_palitles searching for landfill alterna-
tives. In particular, there has been. a

tremendous surge of interest in mixed
municipal solid waste (MSW) compost-
ing facilities as a waste management
option. Eighteen of these facilities are
currently operating around the U.S. (2),
with another 140-plus in the planning
stage (3).

facilities
accept a commmgled stream of solid
waste, and purport to reclaim (i.e., recy-

- ¢cle or compost) 65-90 percent of the

material that otherwise would end up in

a landfill gr incinerator. The performance

claim certainly sounds impressive, but is

this all a municipality needs to know

about these facilities? In a study recently

completed for the New York Environ-

mental Institute, we evaluated the proc-

ess based on four key concerns:

8 Compost quality: How safe ls the end
product?

@ Operating. costs: Are less. expenswe
composting processes available?

@ What is the demand for this material?

@ Is this technology compatible with

solid waste composting

efforts tfo promote recycling and
waste reduction? =
" To - provide _some. context, we com-

~pared mixed MSW . composting . with

"green waste" composting, another com-
posting approach that uses only source-

Large-scale green waste composting |s
growing in popularity in Europe, but has
yet to establish a foothold in the U.S.

. Because New York State has issued

regulations  requiring  municipalities
to source-separate recyclables as of
September of this year, the analysis
effectively became a compan'son of two

‘clable and organic materials: a fagility-

based approach (mixed MSW compos!-
ing) and a curbside-based approach
(green waste composting and curbside
recycling collection).

Issue #1: the quality debats

A primary quality issue is the safety of
the end-product compost. Although com-
post is desirable because it contains
nutrients which enhance plant growth

. and soil quality, in excessive concentra-

tions these same nutrients can be toxic
to humans. For this reason, most states

or countries that reguiate compost qual-.

ity include some limits on the amount of
heavy metals it contains. Table 1 lists a

Rasource Rm Fobruary 1992 :




"i‘f;"*.‘ e h_.‘_ufidaqum;w_g‘g RN AL -:::_ﬂ.}rg_._:.__;.{ e —— =
1 - Haavy metals standards inthe L.S. L e Heavymmss:andamsmm -
' .' e . ‘Cunem Proposed _ o
.- Proposed .. ~Europgan, . European - Stateof |
‘ « + Classt : - NOAEBL - Ecgnoimic-.  Economic . 1891 . 1994 © 'Hessen;
. Parammter compost M!nnma Flonda Jowa standards (2] Communm Commumu Netherlands Nemeﬂands Genm
Cadmium P [+ DR [+ I 15_ 44 " o488 LA TR 2" 1 ‘-"2.6‘““"”
Nickel - 200 300 - .50 - 125 500 - 50 10 50 10 NP ” S
Lead _ 250 - - .. BO0 - 500 500 - 300 . - 180 . 160, 200 100 "160.
Chromium-total - 1,000 1000 e - 2,000 180 - 30 200 50. - 1680
Copper - 1,000 © 500 ., 450 125 1,200 150 40 300 . 60 o180
‘ U 2,500 1,_000 Q00- 250 2700‘ ‘ 500 240 800 . 200 400
v-PCBs-total T R "1..'.‘, L . . o IR
Testacoras—MxedMSWfoodsmdc . L Yest scores— Source-separated streamof organics
. Recomp . Agripost oo Researm Baienfurt,. - Yard wasts o
. facilty, . faciity Filmore . facility, " Gemnany " - . fagifty.  Wizenhausen, Heldelberg, .. o
) -8t.Cloud, DadeCty, County, Big Sandy. (soparamsout - CrotonPt, - Germany Gormany Lemgo:
Parameter Minnesota F!oﬂda!&[ Mnnnesota _Texas _ non—o;gamm! L o _freenwaste gmenwasm green waste
Mercury .24 0090 020 — 0.17 29 . 2.2
Gadmium 3 41 "+ 23 . 125 28 "Notdetaced - 0.5 09 26
Nickel 36 84 %4 219 .84 10 17’ 20.1 20.6
- Lead 230 124 197 334 322 ‘ 32 86 1836 1893
Chromium+otal - 44 - 206 . .58..:.. .88 " ... A07 .. ... 10 28 128 242
. Gopper - 26 ... - 2468 0 122 o 224 ... - 100 ’ - . 40 103 - 1128 -
Zinc 470 . 607 | 467" 650 § 779 . 82 255 - 439.7 390
(1) Contert In end-product compost wnoemmbons in- pans pes: mlllvon dry we:gm Test results ca came from various published data, Accuracy of test
. results’has nat necessarily been verified by any governmant agency. ..
. (2). No Otserved Adverse Effect Level — sludge compost standard devebpad by a oonsomum of umverszty and govemmem reseamhars
(33 The Agnpos! tacility was closed i eaﬂy 1991. . - .
. Source: Stephen A Hammer Environmental Consumng, 1991

variety of metals content standards both
in the U.S. and abroad.

As seen in Table 1, striking differ-
ences exist between the foreign stan-
dards and those established or pro-
posed in the U.S. Generally, they reflect
differing philosophies over what consti-
tutes “appropriate” compost quality.

U.8. standards are based on research
into the maximum amount of heavy met-
als that may be land-applied and still
prove safe to humans ingesting the
soil (4) or plants grown in that soil. The
European/Canadian standards are far
more restrictive, aiming instead to limit
the compost to a level naturally found in
the soil.

All of the mixed MSW composting
tacilittas currently operating in the U.S.
for which testing data are available meet
the U.S. standards. However, only facili-
ties using source-separated organic
material are able to achieve the tougher
European/Canadlan standards. This |s
because commingling (allowed under
MSW composting) increases the likell-
hood that praviously clean organic mate-
rnal becomes contaminated by inappro-
priate substances such as household
hazasdous waste,

Which approach ig right? Thera is no
clear scientific answer. The U.S, sci-

entists who developed the “No Ob-
served Adverse Effect Level®™ (NOAEL)
standards are adamant that mixed MSW
compost meeting their standards is per-
fectly safe for long-run use (5). More-
over, they arque that there is no scien-
tific basis for the tighter European/Cana-
dian standards. Qur research uncoverad
no hard evidence justifying Europe and

Canada’s pursuit of such stringent qual-

ity standards.

There are at least two practical
reasons why the lower limits make
sense, however,

m There are no long-run guarantees
that the U.S. standards currently
deemed safe will remain so. If they
were to change {and given the history
of solld waste management, this
seems likely), it would be impossible
to undo the damage — the compost
would already be in the soil. Large
areas of land could be affected, but
with no systematic records of where
compost was applied, it would be dit-
ficult to accurately restrict future land
use. Public health could be at risk.

m Testing protocols established by most
regulations are inadequate. None of
the regulations establish maximum
batch sizes for testing purposes. This
means the facility, and hence con-

FSSOWCs Recyclo Felxuary 1992
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sumers, are relying on a single guart-
sized bottle of compost to reprasent
the quality of between 10-300 tons of
material. Moreover, because tfesting
is generally required only periodically,
the vast majority of compost pro-
duced will make itz way to market
without ever having been tested.
Testing is less of an issue with com-
post derived from source-separated
organic material, because contamina-
tion by inappropriate substances such
as household hazardous waste Is
unlikely.

lssue #2: cost
The avidence on quality suggests that
source separation resulis in a superior
end product. However, we expected to
find that a source separation program
would prove more costly than MSW
composting, leading to a tradeoff
between quality and cost.

We wera wrong. Despite the fact that
they have higher collection costs, green
waste programs have a number of
budgetary advantages over mixed MSW
composting programs:

m Green waste facllities are designed to
accommodate only the organic por-
tion of the waste stream, meaning
they can be built smaller without sac-
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rficing any production capacity.
Mixed MSW facilities must be sized to
accept 100 percent of the wasle
strearn, much of which ig noncom-
postable. Size difference alone can
amount to millions of dollars in sav-
ings.

® Because they require less compli-
cated sifting rmachinery, a green
waste facility is cheaper to run on a
daily basis.

m Recyclable materials recovered under
a source separation program tend to
be cleaner, and thus more valuable lo
the recycling markets.

m The higher quality compost produced
from a green waste facility tends to
command higher prices.

Collectively, these budgetary savings

offset the higher collection costs the vast-

majority of the time. In a beneft-cost
analysis performed as part of the study,
we found that source separation I8 a
more expensive option only If the collec-
tion costs for a green waste program
exceed the cost of mixed waste collec-
tion by more than 70 percent (see
sidebar).

lssue #3: compost marketing
Without concerted effort at all levels of
government to help develop compost
markets, industry experts agree that
both green waste and mixed MSW com-
post will have a difficult time finding a
market base (6). Potential users must
first be identified and then convinced to
switch from another product (manures,
peat moss, etc.) — no easy task.
Nonetheless, comparing @ the two
technologies, green waste composiing
has an edge: Consumer acceptance is
likely to be higher given real or per-
ceived differences in compost quality.
(Ask yourself a question: Knowing what
you throw in your own garbage, would
you want a compost derived from mixed
MSW used on your garden?)
Government regulations exacerbate
the perception of inferior quality by
imposing limits that imply real quality dif-
ferences between the two materials. For
instance, In New York State, compost
produced from mixed MSW may not be
used on crop tand where food intended
for direct human consumption is grown.

1asue #4: compatibllity with recycling
efforts

Most MSW composting facilities tout the
fact that their process promotes recy-
cling because they pull materials out of
the waste stream that otherwise would
not have been recycled. if only the truth

-__colleéhm and pwoemng tec“?:mu&e.

- ganicsand. Were:
_assumed Yo diffet- reﬂectmg “different

SOUICS separahon dmgram m
treated: vasv_an anmwn; yan

were that simple. Such an argument

suggests that sound regource manage-

ment requires nothing more than merely
pulling recyclables out of the garbage.

Recognizing the complexities of the
issue, in recent years the ).5. Environ-
mental Protection Agency and many
state governments have begun to estab-
lish priorities among different waste
management strategies. Topping all of
these lists Is waste reduction, or the
need to generate less garbage by pay-
ing aRtention to our consumption and
production pattems. Second on these
lists Is recycling. The mixed MSW com-
posting process compromises both of
these priorities:

w Bocause mixed MSW composting
taciities are so expensive to con-
struct, most operators demand that
municipalities commit to supplying a
certain amount of garbage or pay &
penalty for the portion not delivered.
These agreements, known as “put or
pay” contracts, create a tremendous
financial disincentive against promot-
ing or enforcing waste reduction
efforts. On the other hand, most
waste reduction or recycling efforts
are not aimed at organic waste, 0 no

waste programs.

mechanical sorting equipment used in
the mixed MSW composting facilities
introduce contamination problems,
making much of the material un-
usable. The recovery rate tor recy-
clables is therefore far lower than
what would be achieved if a source
separation program were in place (8).

This is particularly true for paper,
much of which ends up composted
under a MSW composting program
rather than recycled. Although it Is
probably preferable to compost paper
than landfll #t. composting does
nothing to advance recycling's pri-
mary goal of reducing the use of vir-
gin materiais.

Conclusion
Given these facts, why do green waste -
composting programs feceive such
scant consideration by municipalities?
Part of this is due to the strong, and
occasionally misleading, promotional
efforts of industry groups and consumer
product companies that equate their
own interests to those of the public.
Equally important, however, is the
unwillingness of many public officials to
recognize that silver bullet solutions

Mixed MSW composting is yet another

such disincentives exist for green i:don‘t exist when it comes fo garbage.

» Recyclable materials are of use to the
materials markets only if they arrive
uncomaminated. Both the commin-

gled nature of the process and the

echnology that under closer scrutiny
comes up short. In our report, we con-
cluded that these faults were g0 compel-
ling that the process should be pro-
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hibitedMinstead, we believe that munici-
pal ofticials and solid waste planners
would be wise to astablish and promote
green waste collection and composting
programs,

Source separation programs may well
take more effort to get up and running,
because the demands in terms of public
education are greater. But there is little
question that in terms of cost, compost
quality, marketahility and environmental
integrity, the payback more than justifias
the effort. RR

This aniCle 1 adapted from a reporl writlen by
the author for the New York Environmental Insti-
tute entiied Garbage In/Garbage Out: A Hard
Look at Mixed Municipal Solid Waste (MSW)
Cormposting. Copies of the raport ara available
from the institute at (518) 462-5526.
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