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1. GENERAL REPORT

1.1 INTRODUCTION

In 1993 the Solid Waste Association of North America - Horida Sunshine Chapter,
(SWANA), supported a project of the Florida Center for Solid and Hazardous Waste
Management that involved doing a survey of Florida's counties and municipdities to collect
information about solid waste collection, digposd, and recycling practices.  This represented the
third time that SWANA and the Forida Center for Solid and Hazardous Waste Management
combined resources to produce this biennid survey,

The survey was divided into five sections. These sections include: Generd Information,
Collection, Disposd, Recyding, and Cogts and Charges. The information gathered from the
responding cities and counties are presented in this report. The god of this report and directory
IS to provide information about the solid and hazardous waste collection, disposal, and recycling
practices used by Florida's cities and counties. Since response to the survey is voluntary not
al cities and counties responded. This report and directory provide information for the period
July 1, 1992, through June 30, 1993. The time required to collect the information and prepare
the report unfortunatdly means the information presented is two years old. However, the
information should alow interested parties to contact cities and counties who have experience
using paticular systems or practices.

More recent information about the amounts of materids landtilled, recycled, and
combusted in each county is available from the Florida Department of Environmenta Protection
(DEP) publication Solid Waste Management in FHoridas The January 1995, report is now
available and contains a great ded of useful information about the quantity and compostion of
Florida's solid waste. That report covers the period from July 1, 1993 to June 30, 1994 and
has information from dl 67 Horida counties.

This report is divided into two parts. a short General Report and the Directory. The
first section, General Report, isagenerd summary of each of the five sections of the survey.
The data for the counties and the municipdities is presented in a form smilar to the survey
completed by the participants. It is intended to give the user an idea of the type of information
obtained under each category. The second section of this document presents the survey data in
a directory-style format. The directory provides for quick and easy reference to the information
collected The Directory provides aquick reference guide to many of the most important solid
waste management options used by Horida's counties and municipdities. The Directory is
divided into two parts. Part | contains county data and Part |l contains city data. Each part is
divided into four subparts. Subpart 1, Summary, summarizes the responses on the survey
document. Subpart 2, Profiles, contains a profile for each responding county or city. Subpart
3, Index, assds the user in identifying counties or cities that are usng specific practices.
Subpart 4, Contacts, ligs the addresses of the counties and cities that participated in the survey.



1.2 METHODOLOGY
1.2.1 Survey Design

The 1993 SWANA survey was conducted to describe the solid and hazardous waste
management programs of the counties and municipdities in Florida for the period July 1, 1992
through June 30, 1993.

The 1993 written survey included as Appendix A contained questions on refuse
collection, refuse disposd, recycling, hazardous and speciad waste, and various costs and
charges. Particular emphasis was placed on recycling policies and the waste reduction.

Representatives from municipdities were asked to provide information for their
municipdity. County contacts were asked to supply information for their entire county and for
certan questions they were asked to provide information for the unincorporated aress of their
county. The god of the latter series of questions was to develop information about practices
used in unincorporated aress.

1.2.2 Survey Mailing

A letter requesting cities participate in the survey was mailed to 394 FHorida cities on
September 3, 1993. All cities that returned letters stating a willingness to participate plus al
67 counties were mailed a survey on October 25, 1993. The Horida League of Cities ligt of
cty officds and the Forida Depatment of Environmentd Regulaion's lig of county solid
waste professionas were used as sources of addresses. Participants were initidly given 2 weeks
to respond. Second requests for returns were sent out November 10, 1993. The fina deadline
for returns was January 31, 1994. A totd of 39 counties and 94 cities returned vaid survey
reports to the 1992-93 survey.

1.2.3 Methodology for Compiling Data

All surveys returned by January 3 1, 1994, were entered into database files usng d-Base
[11. The data was later transferred to Microsoft Excel for easer computation of averages, and
minimum and maximum vaues A disk with the data in Excd is avalable from the Horida
Center for Solid and Hazardous Waste Management for anyone who wishes to use the data that
was collected.

Data were extracted from the database files in ASCIl format and entered into
WordPerfect 6.0 for presentation. The tiles were combined in a summary sheet for each of the
responding entities and these summary sheets were mailed to the respondents for corrections in
Jduly 1994. Fina corrections were completed by September 1994.

Data supplied to the DEP as part of each county’s recycling grant gpplication was aso
used for a number of entries found in the County Profiles.



1.3 RESULTS
This section of the General Report highlights some information for counties and cities.
The reaults are presented for each survey question as averages, minimum, maximum, and
gandard deviation vaues in the Summary subparts of the Directory sections for the counties and
municipdities. A tota of 39 counties and 94 municipdities returned valid survey reports to the
1993 SWANA  survey.

131 Collection

Twenty-five of the 39 responding counties used franchised waste service companies to
provide waste services for their unincorporated aress. For the cities 56 provided their own
collection services.

While 21 counties reported mandatory collection for resdents only 13 counties had
mandatory collection in the entire unincorporated area.  Ninety of the cities had mandatory
resdentia collection with 88 having mandatory resdentia collection within the entire city.

For the unincorporated parts of counties with collection service 23 counties reported 2
collections per week and 9 counties reported one collection per week. Eighty of the cities
reported twice a week collection and 10 reported once a week collection.

1.3.2 Disposa

Thirty-seven counties had landfills and seven counties had combustion fecilities. Only
two cities had active landfills. Two cities had combustion facilities. One used refuse derived
fud as part of the fud for a power plant.

a _Landfills

Only three of the responding counties did not have a Class | landfill.  The three counties
were part of regiond solid waste associations. Four counties had more than one Class | landfill
and 11 counties had additiond class Il or Congruction and Demoalition Debris landfills.
Information was received from counties on a tota of 55 landfills. Two cities reported they had
a landfill. Private C&D landfills were not included in the data base. A ligt of FHorida Landfill
Fecilities Class I, Il & 1ll and a lig of Horida Congruction and Demoalition Debris Fecilities
can be found in Appendix C of the DEP report “Solid Waste Management in Florida January
1995.” Those ligts are dso included as Appendix B of this report.

The ownership of the Class | and Class | and other class(es) landfills was divided as
follows  county ownership 34 landfills, cty ownership 2 landfills, authority/associaion
ownership 2 landfills, and private ownership 3 landfills. The ownership of the Class Il was
divided as follows county ownership 7 landfills, city ownership 2 landfills, authority/association
ownership 1 landfill, and private ownership 3 landfills.  The three C&D landfills were county
owned. Private C&D landfills were not included in the database.  In 3 counties and 1 city
owned landfills, the landfill was operated by a private contractor.

The design capacity of the landfills varied from 8,113 to 185,000,000 cubic yards with
an average of 11,932,515 cubic yards. The years of cgpacity remaining varied from 1 to 100
years with the average being 16 years. Forty two of the landfills were lined and 44 had |leachate
collection sysems. Nineteen landfills had landfill gas collection systems with 1 landfill usng
the gas for power generation.



b. Solid Wage Combugtion Facilities

Fve counties reported on sx combugtion facilities. Three were county owned, two were
under private ownership and one was owned by a solid waste authority. All gx fadlities were
operated by a private company. The capacity of the combustion facilities ranged from 1,050 to
3,000 tons per day with an average capacity of 1,900 tons per day. Four of the facilities were
mass bum and 1 used refuse derived fuel. One city reported owning a mass bum incinerator
with 1,000 tons per day capacity operated by a private company. One city reported that 200
tons per day of refuse derived fuel was used in the city power plant oofired with other fuels.

c. Solid Waste Compodting (not including yard waste)

Two counties reported they had county owned and operated composting fecilities. One
county was usng compogting for volume reduction before landfilling. The other county facility
had a capacity of 15,350 tons per year. Both used windrows.

1.3.3Yard Waste

Yard waste was used for compost or mulch in 32 counties and 55 cities.  Twenty dities
burned yard waste.

Twenty nine counties provided information on 38 yard waste processng facilities. Thirty
of the facilities were county owned, 4 were privately owned and cities and authorities/association
each owned 2 fadlities. Fifteen of the facilities were privately operated. The cepacity of the
facilities ranged from 325 to 250,000 tons per year. Seventeen of the fadilities mulch only and
10 used windrows. Nineteen facilities used the product for landfill cover. The other category
was used to describe the use of the compost for 28 of the facilities. The amount of compost
produced ranged from 312 to 236,136 tons with an average of 32,902 tons. Seven facilities sold
compost with a price range from $3.50 to $6.00 per ton and an average of $4.92.  Twenty-9x
fadilities gave their compost or mulch away. Seventeen fadilities indicated they hed an identified
user for dl ther materids Three facilities had surplus materias. The surplus ranged from 100
to 26,000 cubic yards, with an average of 9,367 cubic yards.

Twenty-four cities provided information on 27 yad waste processing facilities.
Seventeen facilities were city owned and 10 were privately owned. Fourteen of the facilities
were city operated. The capacity of the facilities ranged from 390 to 300,000 tons per year
with the average being 41,452 tons. Sixteen of the facilities were mulch only. Seven facilities
used windrows. The amount of compost or mulch produced ranged from 23 to 26,400 tons with
the average being 4,973 tons. Three facilities were sdling compost with prices ranging from
$5.00 to $6.83 with an average price of $5.61. Seventeen facilities were giving away compost
or mulch. Thirteen facilities had users for dl ther materid. Two facilities had surplus meterid
of 113 and 150 tons.

1.3.4 Hazardous and Special Waste

Twenty-eight counties provided a forma household hazardous waste program and 27
had a program for smal quantity generators.

Only 18 of the cities had a forma household hazardous waste program and 12 had a
formal hazardous waste program for smal quantity generators.



1.3.5 Recycling

All 39 responding counties had a forma recycling program. Twenty-three counties had
both curbside collection and drop off location for recycling. Only curbside was reported by 5
counties. Nine counties had drop off centers but no curbside collection. Fifteen counties
utilized dean MRFs and 4 counties had dirty MRFs.  Eighty-six of the 94 responding cities had
a forma recycling program. Thirty-seven cities had both curbsde collection and drop off
location for recycling. Only curbsde was reported by 41 cities. Eight cities had drop off
centers but no curbsde collection. Five counties and 31 cities indicated that recycling was
mandatory. Information was received from counties about 33 resdentid, 17 multi-family, and
12 commercid recyding programs. Cities supplied information about 83 resdentid, 51 muilti-
family and 27 commercid recyding programs.  Thirty-three of the counties responding
collected duminum, glass, and newspaper. Eighty to 83 of the cities collected these same three
items. Thirty-two counties collected plastic and 24 collected sed cans. Seventy-five cities
collected plagtic and 61 collected stedd cans. These same items were most common for
multifamily program in both counties and cities  Corrugated paper and office paper were the
most frequently lised items for commercid programs.

1.3.6 Costs and Charges

Costs and charges are of a great ded of interest to many people in the recycling and solid
waste disposal area.  However, data about costs and charges is very difficult to develop.
Information from privete companies is not often avalable There are adso other variables
paticulaly in the commercid area such as Sze of contaner and frequency of collection thet
produce a very complicated rate Structure that is not easly compared from one system to
another. Some locad government fees for solid waste dso cover other items such as hazardous
waste management or mosquito control. Given al the above the information presented below
and in Cogt and Charges section of the directory should be compared with caution.

a

Solid waste collection was pad in 13 cases by direct billing and in 11 cases as a pecid
assessment on the property tax bill for the counties unincorporated aress.  Eleven respondents
selected the other category to describe their method of payment. The same pattern carried over
to payment for disposal. For the cities direct billing for collection and disposal was the most
common and was used by 67 cities.

In the following data county data refers to the unincorporated areas of the county. The
average charge for resdentiad unit was $136.27 for 25 counties and $152.36 for 29 cities using
a franchisee sysem The average for four county in-house systems was higher. For 50 cites,
the average for in-house systems was $172.74. The number of free enterprise systems in
counties and cities was too low to give a meaningful average.  The average charge for multi-
family units was $116.75 for 15 responding county systems, $156.45 for 9 city systems that
were franchised. The number of reports on other sysems and the commerciad sector in the
counties was too few for meaningful averages. The average for the 34 in-house city systems for
multifamily service was $194.35 per unit. For the cities the average charge per cubic yard of
dumpster was $8.44 for the 15 franchisee systems and $7.02 for the 20 in-house system.



b. Recvcling Cost and Charges

The average totd cost of the recycling program of the 19 counties that responded to this
question was $1,820,745 for the period of July 1, 1992 through June 30, 1993. The average
income generated from the sde of recyclables for 16 responding counties was $171,656.  For
15 responding counties the average charge per year for residential customer was $22.69. For
60 responding cities the average cost for recycling programs was $315,127. For the 43
responding cities the income from the sate of recyclables averaged $27,543. For 44 responding
counties the fee for resdentid recycling was $22.95.



