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EXECUTI VE _SUMVARY

The Texoma Regi on continues to nake sl ow but steady progress in
the i nplenmentation of the Texoma Regional Solid Waste
Managenent Pl an. Recycling levels in the region are well bel ow
those targeted in the Plan. Factors involved in the | ower-

t han- pl anned recycling rates include the continued | ow market
prices obtaining in Dallas for nost recycl ables, the absence of
organi zed |l ocal collection processes, and the continued | ow
cost of landfilling. One landfill continues to be permtted
for operation in the region, the Waste Managenent facility

| ocated in Grayson County near Luella. Mst of the waste
flowng to this facility in 1997 and 1998 was transferred to a
sister facility in Lewisville (Denton County), although

managenent reports that a new cell is to be opened soon for
| ocal deposit of waste. Estimates of the remaining life of this
landfill vary.

Several regional communities, including the cities of Denison,
Gai nesville, and Sherman, with the assistance of the G eater
Texoma Utility Authority, have undertaken a process which nay
eventually result in the opening of a publically owned | andfill
in western Grayson County. A site has been selected and
approxi mately 750 acres have been purchased. Pre-permtting
activities are underway and | ocal opposition to the project has
been voiced. Entities in favor and organi zati ons opposed to
this project are undertaking canpai gns of public education.

Local enforcenent of the Texas Litter Abatenent Act, and
related crim nal environnmental |aws, continues to spread in the
region. Since the |last Plan Update, additional anti-dunping
prograns have begun in Fannin and Cooke counties and the |evel
of |l ocal prosecution of cases has risen dramatically.

The Solid Waste Advisory Comm ttee has been reorganized into
t he 24-menber Natural Resources Advisory Committee to nore
closely reflect the requirenments of 30 TAC 565(a).



REG ONAL PLAN UPDATE

ADVI SORY COWM TTEE | NFORMATI ON.

A. Current Regional Solid Waste Advisory Conmm ttee Menbership
I nformation (List of Nanmes and Representatives; Basic
Conmmi ttee Functions Regardi ng Regional Plan
| rpl ement ati ons)

Natural Resour ces Advisory Committee
As Of February 1999

Public Officials and Staff

Jerry Chapman Jeffrey Miller

General Manager Public Works Department
Greater Texoma Utility Authority City of Sherman

Bill Goodson Pat Hilliard

Mayor County Commissioner
City of Whitewright Fannin County

Jim Gray Phil Young

Director of Public Works County Commissioner
City of Gainesville Cooke County

Jerry White Jim White

Director of Public Works Environmental Enforcement Officer
City of Denison Grayson County

Private Industry / Waste Management Operators

Shirley Renshaw Don Powell
World of Recycled Products Waste Management, Inc.
Denison Luella

John Gustafson
Regional Manager, I.E.S.I.
McKinney

Environmental Professionals

Rodney Nicely Peter Schulze

Whitewright High School Biology Department, Austin College
Whitewright Sherman

Mike Smithson (non-voting) Ken Zimmerman

TNRCC - Region 4 Environmental Officer, Texas Instruments

Arlington Sherman




Jim Williams
Refuge Manager
Hagerman National Wildlife Refuge

Citizen Groups

Marilyn Franks Sara Anderson, President
Keep Denison Beautiful Keep Denison Beautiful
Denison Denison

Gerry Shehan, President
Keep Sherman Beautiful
Sherman

Interested Individuals

Richard G. West Cynthia Underwood
Pottsboro Collinsville

Dana Bennett Guanita Reiter
Sherman Gainesville

George Rowland
Sherman

Al menmbers were elected in Fall 1998 for a three year term
New Byl aws, when adopted, wll stagger these terns.

The Natural Resources Advisory Conmmttee is responsible for
devel opi ng recomendati ons regarding the inplenentation of the
Texoma Regional Solid WAste Managenent Plan in the tri-county
area. This commttee is also responsible, under the Interl ocal
Contract between TNRCC and TCOG, for providing input to TCOG in
its review of solid waste facility permt applications, for

i npl ementing certain recomended itens in the Texona Regi onal
Solid Waste Managenment Plan and for review ng and sel ecting
annual grant applications fromeligible entities.

In formng the Natural Resource Advisory Commttee, all nmenbers
of the former Solid Waste Advisory Committee were invited to
apply for participation as were all nenbers of the then

exi sting Environmental Advisory Committee. Newspaper articles
appeared i n Bonham Gainesville and Shernman advertising the
availability of menbership applications. Additionally, calls
were made soliciting nenmbership applications. At the end of
this process, with the exception of one applicant fromthe
Grayson county area, all applications were approved.

REGULATORY OVERVI EW

A. | npact of Federal and State Regul atory Changes on Regi onal



Sol id Waste Managenent

No new Federal or State regul atory changes have had a
maj or i npact on regional solid waste nmanagenent since the
| ast Plan Update. Local enforcenent activities have been
enhanced by the actions of the State Legislature in
consol i dati ng nost environnmental crinmes in Subchapter E,
Chapter 7 of the Texas Water Code. It is likely that the
i npl ement ati on of Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter
363. 064 (whereby COGs are required to inventory closed and
abandoned landfill and dunp sites and provide notice to

| andowners and county recording offices) will generate
additional public attention to solid waste managenment

t hr oughout Texas and in the Texoma region.

Updat e of Local Plans, Policies, Odinances, or Agreenents
Affecting Solid Waste Managenent

Participants in this process coment that:

The City of Gainesville:

"The Cities of Gainesville, Sherman, and Denison have entered into
an Interlocal Agreement for the purpose of obtaining a Texas Natural
Resource Conservation Commission (“TNRCC”) permit to operate a
Type 1 municipal solid waste (“MSW”) landfill. The Texoma Area
Solid Waste Agency Interim Agreement (“TASWA”) was entered into
by the three cities in the week of April 20, 1999.

The interlocal agreement follows an interlocal agreement dated April
27, 1997 to plan and site a location for a Type 1 MSW landfill. This
has now been accomplished with the site located 3 miles east of
Whitesboro on SH 56.

The Cities will now begin preparations to obtain a Type 1 MSW
permit.

TASWA will be directed by the Administrative Board of Trustees
which are the Mayors of the three cities as well as the County Judges
from Cooke and Grayson Counties.”

I'11. REVI SED DATA

A

Popul ati on Projections and Source

The follow ng estimates of popul ation growh are supplied
by the Texas State Data Center, Texas Agricul tural
Experiment Station, Texas A & M University System The



estimates used are fromthe Center’s Scenario 1990- 96,
which attenpts to reflect recent inmmgration into the
region. The total population increase in the 15 planning
years in these estimates is 9.25% which should be
conpared with the Center’s growh estimates for Collin
County of 92% (from 439,302 in 2000 to 839,488 in 2015),
Denton County of 62% (392,798 to 634,936) and Hunt County
of 18% (72,779 to 85,798). G ven the experienced and
antici pated population growth in the three counties

i medi ately South of the TCOG region and the increasingly
efficient highway networks linking the TCOG region to the
Dal | as/Fort Worth Metroplex, it seenms highly unlikely that
t he 15-year population increase in the TCOG region will be
limted to 9.25%

Popul ati on Projections for TCOG Service Area
(Cooke, Fannin, and Grayson Counti es)

Pl anni ng Year Popul ati on Projection
2000 163, 508
2005 168, 834
2010 173, 882
2015 178, 640

Economic Activity

Economi c activity in the Region continues to expand
according to the patterns that have existed for the past
several years. Housing devel opment, especially in

sout hern Grayson County, continues to be strong. Jobs

| ost from selected factory cl osings have been of fset
essentially by expanded business activities of existing
entities. Figures fromthe Texas Conptroller of Public
Accounts show i ncreasing gross sales region-w de produced
by an essentially flat nunber of sales points (al

i ndustries). The Texas Workforce Conm ssion reports
unenmpl oyment conditions in nost of the region as of
February 1999 to be slightly higher than national figures.
Cooke County, however, is experiencing an unenpl oynment
rate of about 60% that of the rest of the region. For
conparison, the national unenploynent rate as of this
witing is 4.4%

Unenpl oynent rates for TCOG Service Area

County Labor Force | Unenpl oyed




Cooke 16, 755 2.9%
Fanni n 12, 809 5.7%

Grayson 51, 327 5. 0%

Annual sales tax data collected by the Texas Conptroller
of Public Accounts (for all industries)shows steadily
growi ng econonmi c activity (measured as gross sal es
changes) over the past three years in Cooke and G ayson
Counties and a decline in Fannin County in 1998 over 1997
(see note on extrapol ation method used to determ ne 1998
annual results fromthree quarters of data).

Gross Business Sales (Al Industries)
TCOG Service Area
G oss Sal es ($000)
County
1996 1997 1998
Cooke 667, 289 703, 825 748, 201*
Fanni n 526, 595 538, 115 521, 053*
Grayson 2,192, 285 2,297, 283 2,367,587*

* Annual figures for 1998 extrapolated from 3 quarters of |data
at a rate equal to 1997 reported gross sales for each courty.

Wast e Di sposal Rates

Today, virtually all MSWgenerated in the region is

di sposed of outside of the region. O the four active
landfills at the time of the original Texoma Regi onal
Solid Waste Managenent Plan, two were closed owing to

pl anned capacity having been nmet (Greater Texoma Utility
Aut hority [#00648] and City of Gainesville [#00302]), one
became voluntarily inactive, although a permt is still in
effect(City of Bonham [#01303]), and the remaini ng one
(operated by Waste Managenent in Grayson County [#00523])
continues as an active site, although currently
transferring nost solid waste to facilities outside the

region for final disposal. The transfer station at the
Wast e Managenent facility is equipped with scales, as is
the receiving landfill being used by the City of

Gai nesville in Farnmers Branch, Texas. The MSW recei Vi ng
point in Lamar County for nmobst Fannin County waste is not
currently equi pped with scal es.



According to the Regional Solid Waste Managenent Pl an
(Page Il - 23), approximtely 98% of the region’s waste
was di sposed of in landfills |ocated within the region
during 1991. The total reversal of these figures, to the
poi nt that today virtually no solid waste is disposed of
in the region, is the biggest shift in solid waste
practices in the |ast eight years in our area.

Current Regi onal Waste Di sposal Rates

Landfill Tons Received (1997)

#00523 (Waste 1,091
Managenent )

Tot al 1,091
(Rest transferred out)

Al t hough nost of the waste com ng through this facility is
transferred to the Lewisville area for disposal, the
Grayson County facility remains fully permtted and able
to process waste | ocally.



Proj ected Regi onal Waste Di sposal Rates
Year Popul ati on Di sposal Per Capita % Reduct i on % Per Capita Di sposal
(tons) Di sposal over 1990 Reducti on Rat e Adj ust ed
Rat e Di sposal Goal Adj usted for for
(tons/ person/ Rat e Reducti on Reducti on
year) Goall Goal
1991 150, 602 174,942 1.16 - - 1.16 174,942
1995 157, 999 189, 583 1.20 0 10% 1.08 170, 638
2000 163, 508 195, 836 1.20 0 17. 5% 0.99 161, 873
2005 168, 834 202, 244 1.20 0 25% 0. 90 151, 951
2010 173, 882 208, 344 1.20 0 32. 5% 0.81 140, 844
2015 178, 640 217,080 1.22 0 40% 0.73 130, 407

Popul ation estimates are fromthe Texas State Data Center;

Di sposal

Reduction Goals are from Page 111-12 of the Regional

(tons) are from page 11-68 of the Regional

Solid Wast e Managenent

Pl an;

Solid Waste Managenent

Pl an;

snoot hed to show 17.5% and 32.5% | evels rather than junps from 10%to 25% to 40%




D.

Current Di sposal Capacity

1.

Regi on

There is no functioning landfill in the region,

al though the Waste Managenent facility in Grayson
County could resune local landfilling at any tinme a

busi ness deci sion woul d warrant and additional cells
were prepared. The estimated life of currently
perm tted areas concurs with the estimates in the
Texoma Regional Solid WAste Managenent Pl an.

Regi onal Di sposal Capacity
Regi onal Capacity Avail abl e
Facilities
Tons Years
Wast e Managenent
facility, 2,182, 390 Esti mat es
Grayson County, vary
Texas
[ #00523]
Tot al Esti mat es
vary

The above data is fromthe Annual Reporting Program
for Permtted MSWFacilities (TNRCC November 1998).

Sub-regi ons

At this tine there are no “sub-regional” facilities.



Sub-regi onal Capacity

Sub-regi on One:

Sub-r egi onal Capacity Avail able
Facilities

Tons Year s

Not applicable

E. Wast e Fl ow

1. Total Amount | nported From Ot her Regi ons

Essentially no waste is legally inported into the
Texoma Region from other regions. Over the past three
years limted recycling inports from outside the
region flowed to the World of Recycled Products
facility (recently closed) in Denison. Small flows of
MSW al so continue to occur fromnorth Hunt County
into the Waste Managenent facility in Grayson County
and from Wse and Montague Counties into the transfer
station in Gainesville.

Some snmall illegal flows from northern Denton County
have been identified by the Environnmental Officer in
sout hern Cooke County. Of interest is the fact that
an illegal landfill operation was identified by a

| ocally organi zed fly-over of the county by the
Environmental Officer. A search warrant was executed
against this illegal comercial dunp by I ocal
officers with the assistance of TNRCC Speci al

| nvestigati ons and the TNRCC Regi on 4 office
(Arlington) in early 1999, working under the
direction of local officials. M sdeneanor and felony
charges are pending in Cooke County agai nst several
individuals in this case. It is interesting that this
illegal flow of waste into Cooke County origi nated
from new home construction in northern Denton County
and, as such, is typical of the sort of illegal
dunping related to increasing economc activity in
and adj acent to the region. Prosecutors in Cooke and
Fanni n Counties have quickly passed the efforts of
Grayson County prosecutors to address illegal dunping
cases.



Total Amount Exported To Ot her Regi ons

Esti mted (Page 11-69, Texoma Regional Solid Waste
Managenment Pl an) annual waste exports to other
regi ons:

1. From Cooke County to Denton County,
primarily via collections fromthe City of
Gai nesville Transfer Station: 37,541 tons;

2. From Grayson County to Denton County,
primarily via the Waste Managenent
transfer station: 137,263 tons;

3. From Fannin County to Lamar County,
primarily via collections fromthe City of
Bonham 21,032 tons; and,

4. From Grayson, Cooke, and Fannin Counties
via other routes: negligible.

A project is underway to attenpt to confirm
t hese estimated figures working with observed
wei ghts in Cooke and Grayson Counti es.

Amount To/ From Ot her States, Origination or
Destinati on Points

To our know edge, no MSWis legally transferred
fromto other states and the Texoma Region. Grayson
and Fannin County Crimnal Environnental O ficers
have identified an occasional flow of construction

and denolition debris fromthe region to illega
dunps in Cklahoma. Cases have been prosecuted in
Fannin County on these illegal flows.

Anmpunt To/ From Mexi co

No flows are being conducted between Mexico and the
Texoma Region at this time, with the exception of
small fl ows of cardboard possibly reachi ng Mexican
mlls through Dallas brokers.



Regi onal Waste Fl ow
Regi on |Tons To/ From Ot her States| Tons Tot al
To/ From To/ Tons
Region | state: | State: | State: From
MX
| nports 0 0 0 0 0 0
Exports | 195, 836 0 0 0 0 195, 836

NOTE: Estinmates of waste exported to other
esti mated MSW generated in 2000 per
WAst e Managenent

regions are from

the Texoma Regi onal Solid

Pl an.

F.

Solid Waste Managenent and WAaste Reduction Progranms and
Servi ces

Wast e reduction progranms have been slow to begin in the
region, with a few exceptions. The City of Gainesville, a
menber of Clean Cities 2000, operates an aggressive
recycling program based on the use of citizen drop-off
centers | ocated at several sites in the city. Additional
recycl abl es are obtained by Gainesville from approxi mately
100 area businesses. The City of Gainesville adds,

“Gainesville sends less than 2% of all brush and grass clippings to a landfill.
These materials are ground for mulch, zoodoo, and compost. The City
diverts 20,000 cubic yards annually from the landfill as part of our integrated
solid waste management process.”

The City of Sherman has continued to subsidize a snmall
citizen drop-off collection center in that city operated
by WDF Recycling and Di sposal. This organization reported
recycling 351 tons of paper, 25 tons of clear glass, and 2
tons of alum num (378 tons total in 1998). Most use of
this facility is by Sherman residents, with some small
deposits being made by persons residing outside the city.
However, assum ng that this center is used only by the
34,500 residents of Sherman and further assum ng that

t hese residents generate waste at the regional per-person
average of 1.2 tons annually, this center would have
processed just under 1% of the city’s MSWin 1998. To
this figure should be added backyard conmposting and snall
flows of itens taken by residents to other centers. The
City of Sherman has been awarded a grant to study the
feasibility of operating a curb-side collection recycling
programin that comrunity.



The City of Pottsboro has operated a drop-off citizen
collection center for several years, now with the
assistance of |I.E.S. 1., a regional waste haul er.

Most of the communities in the region have been highly
supportive of prograns ained at increasing backyard
conposting. For several years TCOG has participated with
| ocal cities and groups and with the TNRCC in providing
conpost bins, supplies and instructions to area citizens.
However, although many conpostabl es are produced by
citizens and industry alike in the region, no | arge-scale
conposting project has been undertaken locally. The City
of Gainesville operates an active mnul ching program which
uses the product in city parks and other facilities.

Conti nued | ow market prices for many recycl abl es have
certainly done their part to suppress the devel opnent of

| ocal recycling programs. More analysis needs to be done
to identify those specific elenments of the regional waste
stream (ot her than conpostables) that can be recycled at a
fully-1oaded cost equal-to or less-than landfilling.

No regional communities are operating ‘smart buying or

ot her organi zed waste m nim zation training progranms for
citizens. Regional businesses, however, appear to continue
maki ng positive strides toward waste m ni m zation through
better purchasing practices and process recovery of
internally generated waste.

Several major industries in Sherman conprise the Sherman
| ndustrial Solid Waste Reducti on Team sponsored by the
Sherman Pl ant Managers Forum  Menber conpani es have
conmbi ned to reduce industrially generated MSWsent to
landfills by approximately 60% Programs instituted by
menbers include recycling, reuse, worker education,

pur chasi ng recycl ed products, and community awareness.

A traditional regional recycling sector, those conpanies
handl i ng scrap netals, have been particularly hard hit in
t he past year as local prices (and Dallas buying prices)
reflect sharply declining national and international scrap
prices. For exanple, one scrap netal processor in the
region reports that 100 pounds of scrap tin delivered in
Dallas will gross $1 and 100 pounds of scrap iron
materials will generate about $1.50. These prices are
about one-half of their levels fromone-year ago. Non-
ferrous netals faired somewhat better locally during 1998.

TCOG (through the TNRCC), the City of Sherman, Grayson



County and Cooke County have funded and held two Househol d
Hazardous Waste Col |l ection Days at a | ocal mall.

Approxi mately 500 cars brought HHW from over 700 famlies
to each of these events in October 1997 and 1998. A third
such event is planned for October 1999. Although many

i ndi vi dual s and conpani es provi de assi stance with these
events, two entities need to be singled out for special
recognition: Austin College has provided a pool of

vol unteers (including students, professors, and the
President of the college) w thout whom the project

couldn’t happen. Additionally, Texas Instrunments has
provi ded project planning and event-day managenment support
t hat has been superb.

In summary, while the City of Gainesville and major

i ndustry have made great advances in the managenent of
MSW and ot her conmunities have growi ng recycling
prograns, the situation that was identified in the Texona
Regi onal Solid Waste Managenent Pl an continues to
generally describe the overall recycling situation in the
region:

“The state’s solid waste managenent hierarchy is not
currently reflected in the region’s solid waste
managenent systenms. The region’s recycling level is
currently mniml, despite the various nunicipal,
civic, and private collection efforts. Furthernore,
ot her requirenents in state | egislation such as those
requiring |local governnents, school districts and

ot her governnmental agencies to start recycling
prograns and give preference in purchasing products
made of recycled materials, will need to be

i mpl enent ed.”

Texoma Regional Solid Waste Managenent Pl an, (page

I 1-50).

Regi onal Recycling Markets Avail abl e

I ndustry Nane Types of Materials Addr ess
City of Shernman al um num newsprint,| H ghway 75
Drop-Of Recycling |cardboard, clear (Al bertson’s)
Center (WDF gl ass Sher man
Recycl i ng)




City of Pottsboro al um num Pi oneer’ s Park

newspri nt Hi ghway 120
Pot t sboro

City of al um num Several sites in

Gai nesville newspri nt, City of
cardboard Gai nesville

Ful ton Supply & sel ected netal s, 616 East Scott

Recycl i ng nostly non-ferrous | Gainesville

Long Recycling bul k nmetal s by Hi ghway 82
speci al Ect or

arrangenment s

McKee'’ s Most netal s 814 North Houston
Deni son
Wort+d—of—Reeyeted facility closed in | 700 Coffin Street
Produets early 1999 Deni son
Hillside Landfill car dboard, VW Landfill
newsprint, paper, Luel l a, Texas
al um num

G. Solid Waste Facilities in the Region

1. New

None in region since |ast

2. Expanded

3. Cl osed

No expansions since | ast

updat e.

updat e.




4.

New Facilities:

The World of Recycled Products facility in Denison closed in early
1999. The Waste Managenent facility in Grayson County conducts
day-to-day operations as a transfer station while retaining an
active Type | landfill permt.

Pl anned

An as yet unnamed Type | landfill is currently being planned by
several regional cities to be |located 3 niles east of Whitesboro
(western Grayson County). |.E S.I. reports negotiations being

underway to acquire property to build an MSWtransfer station in
western Grayson County.

Facility

None

County Service Capacity
Ar ea

Expanded Facilities:

Facility

None

County Addi tional | Additi onal
Service Capacity
Ar ea

Cl osed Facilities:



Facility Type County Service Capacity
Ar ea Lost
Af f ect ed
WO R P. gener al Grayson | Texoma COG | Undet erm ne

recycling

d




Pl anned Facilities:

Facility Type County Service Capacity
Ar ea
Unnaned Type 1 Grayson | Grayson; Undet er m ne
Cooke d

|.E.S. I. Type 5 Grayson | Regi on Under 125
MSW t ons/ day
Transfer
Station

| V. Assessnment of Need for

A

St at us of Regi onal

For mal

(Separate docunent foll ows)

Amendnent s.

Plan | npl ementati on




Texoma Regiona Solid Waste Management Plan

As Of February 28, 1999

Thefollowing isasummary of the activities undertaken to implement the Texoma Regional Solid Waste Management Plan through the above
date. “Gods,” “Recommendations,” “Lead Entity,” and “Funding” categories are as printed in the Texoma Plan. There are a total of 55
recommendations in the Texoma Plan, divided into four functiond aress.

Activitiesundertaken are summearized in the block following each recommendation. Activities preceded by an identifying number (i.e,, “95-22-G01")
are projectsfunded by forma grantsawarded under the Solid Waste Management Plan Implementation process. Only those projectsfunded in and
after 1995 [the year of forma gpprova of the Texoma Plan] areincluded in this report

With itsformal approval by the TNRCC on October 25, 1995, the Texoma Plan becameincorporated by referenceinto Statelaw and regulations:
Texas Hedth and Safety Code, Chapter 363.066:

363.066 Conformity With Regional or Local Solid Waste Management Plan: (a) On the adoption of a
regional or local solid waste management plan by commission rule, public and private solid waste
management activities and State regulatory activities must conform to that plan.

TNRCC Municipa Solid Waste Disposal Rule, 30 TAC 330.568(c)(3):

It shall be the responsibility of affected local governments to implement the policies and recommended
actions of an adopted regional plan and to maintain policies and activities that do not conflict with provisions
in State and regional plans.

A primary mission of the Natural Resources Advisory Commiittee is to encourage the implementation of the Texoma Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan throughout theregion. All Solid Waste Implementation grant applications approved by the NRAC and TCOG Governing Body,
therefore, should further the implementation of theTexoma Plan. Funding for implementation derivesfrom the Solid Waste Disposal Fee collected
as part of normd tipping fees a landfills[$1.50/ton or $0.40/cubic yard] and redistributed by TNRCC to the COGs. In 1997, total fees collected
regiondly were $94,017 and totd receipts from TNRCC were $150,000 [because of its size and demographics, the TCOG region is heavily
subgsidized by urban areas elsewhere in the State]. Inquiries, corrections and suggestions should be directed to John Ockels, Ph.D., Regiona
Environmental Planner, TCOG, 903/813-3530.

Goal 1: REGIONALLY, ASSURE ADEQUATE LEVELS OF TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL CAPABILITIES.



Short-Term Recommendations (1-5 years):

11

1.2

The following disposa strategies should be cooperatively assessed by loca governments in each county [Note: the Texoma Plan
identifies three srategies for the provison of landfill space].

Lead Entity: Regiona MSW Coordinator
Funding: TBD by Locd Governments

Sixstrategiesto bereviewed for regional wastedisposal are contained inthe body of the Regional Plan (pages|1-105 and following). Threestrategies
for regional landfill capacity planning are included in the Recommendations Section of the Texoma Plan:
a.  Openthreepublicly-owned facilities[onein each county] and supplement them with the continued operation of aprivately owned facility;

b. Openapublicly-owned facility in the region and supplement this with the continued operation of a privately owned facility; and,
c. Assurethe continued operation of aprivately owned facility in Grayson County.

Under the Interlocal Agreement between TCOG and the TNRCC for FY 1996 (Contract Number 6106220068), TCOG was charged with the following
activity:

“The FUNDS RECIPIENT shall conduct two Region-wide workshops for elected officials and staff designed to exploreall optionsfor primary
trash disposa beyond transfer station operation within the FUND RECIPIENT’ S region. The workshops shall be completed
by August 31, 1996. The FUNDS RECIPIENT shadl maintain records of training and attendance, and shal provide that
information to the FUNDING AGENCY with the regular semi-annua program progress report.”

Thefirst of these workshops was held on November 16, 1995 at the TCOG offices in Sherman from 11:00 am until 1:30 pm.
Invitees included al regiond mayors, county judges, and members of the Solid Waste Advisory Committee. Attendance was
low and thefollowing individualswere present: Judge Horace Groff (Grayson County Judge); Judge Jmmy Doyle (Fannin County
Judge); Mayor Julie Starr (City of Sherman); Mr. Jm Andrews (City of Sherman City Manager); Mr. Jm Gray (City of
Ganesville Director of Public Works); Mr. Jm Stiff (City of Bonham City Manager); Mr. David Gaddis (City of Sherman

Director of Public Works); and Frances Pelley, Kevin Farley and John Ockels of TCOG. A second workshop was not held.

Management methods for grease/grit trap and other liquids prohibited from landfill disposad under Subtitle D shal be assessed by
SWAC.

Lead Entity: SWAC and landfill owners
Funding: None required



13

14

15

1.6

No activity to date on this recommendation.

Each city government should ensure that convenient MSW collection service is provided, at least weekly, in itsjurisdiction.

Leed Entity: Locd governments
Funding: TBD by Locd Governments

Each city government in the region is currently complying with this recommendation.

Each county government should ensurethat convenient MSW collection serviceisprovided initsjurisdiction on at least aweekly basis.

Lead Entity: County governments
Funding: TBD by Locd Governments

This recommendation is being followed in Cooke and Grayson Counties and, as best as can be determined, in Fannin County as well.
Hedth & Safety 363.113 contains the following provison: “Each county with a population of more than 30,000 and each
municipality shall review the provision of solid waste management services in its jurisdiction and shall assure that
those services are provided to all persons in its jurisdiction by a public agency or private person.” Grayson and Cooke
Counties have 1990 Census populations in excess of 30,000 persons and have, accordingly, complied with this regulation.

Transfer stations should be operated in countieswithout any State-permitted disposal facilitiesto the extent needed to support adisposa
dternative.

Lead Entity: Cities permitting facilities

Funding: TBD by Cities

Trandfer sations have been built in Cooke [publicly owned by City of Gainesville] and Grayson [privately owned by WMI] Counties.
No transfer station has been built in Fannin County. The City of Sherman transfer station continues to operate.

At least one publicly owned permitted M SW receiving facility should be operated in each county that isaccessbleto the generd public
and other private haulersthat live or operate within the county.



Leed Entity: SWAC, Locd Governments
Funding: State planning grants to facilitate local planning. If new facility is planned, Water Development Board may be
source of new monies.

MSW receiving locations exist a the transfer stations in Cooke and Grayson Counties. No public-access MSW receiving point exists
in Fannin County.

Medium-Term Recommendations (6-10 years)
1.7  Asssssthe need for additiona publicly permitted disposa capacity within the region.

Lead Entity: SWAC, Locd Governments
Funding: State planning grants

Such needs assessment for Grayson and Cooke County areas has been undertaken in connection with the feasibility study for anew publically
owned landfill in western Grayson County.

1.8  Locd governmentsin rura areas should cooperatively work toward standardization of MSW collection and transportation services.

Lead Entity: Regionad MSW Coordinator and Loca Governments
Funding: TBD by Regiona Coordinator and County Governments

No activity to date on this recommendation.

Long-Term Recommendations (11-25 years)
19  Needfor additiona disposa capacity should be monitored in the region.

Lead Entity: Regiond Solid Waste Coordinator
Funding: TBD, TCOG should monitor available grant funding at State level.



No activity to date on this recommendation.

1.10 Wasteto-energy and mixed waste composting should be given preference to land filling to the extent technically and economically

Goal 2:

feasble.
Lead Entity: Regiona MSW Coordinator and SWAC
Funding: TBD by Regiond MSW Coordinator and SWAC

No activity to date on this recommendation.

The City of Gainesville adds, “Economic concerns and air quality issues appear to make Waste-to-Energy not a
feasible landfill alternative at this time.”

DEVELOP LOCAL SOURCE REDUCTION, WASTE MINIMIZATION, REUSE, RECYCLING AND
COMPOSTING PROGRAMSTO CONSERVE DISPOSAL CAPACITY AND RESOURCES

Short-Term Recommendations (1-5 years):

21

2.2

A study should be performed to eva uate regiond collection, trangportation, processing and marketing options including options for
resdentid, commercid and inditutiona recycling.

Lead Entity: TCOG, SWAC
Funding: TCOG should gpply for State funding for this endeavor

Ongoing information collection and dissemination in each of these areas is routingly undertaken; however, no formal study has been
made to date. A related study in large-scale composting options was completed in July 1997 (Texoma Council of Governments

Regiona Centralized Composting Project 96-22-103).

Develop aregiona materid recovery facility within the region to receive and consolidate recyclable materid.

Lead Entity: SWAC, Loca Governments
Funding: TBD by Locd Governments. facility could be funded by private enterprise.




2.3
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25

With the closing of the World of Recycled Products, the region lost access to ade facto MRF.

At aminimum, drop-off collection centers for recyclables should be provided to each incorporated city of 1,000 or greater
population and a each county collection center.

Lead Entity: Locd governments

Funding: TBD by Locd Governments. One source for facility development could be CDBG grants.
96-22-G13 City of Gainesville [$5,840]; Congtruction of citizen drop-off center in NW Gainesville;
96-22-G15 City of Pottsboro [[$6,100]; Congtruction of citizen drop-off center in city.

A limited-service drop off center is operated in Sherman by WDF Recycling and Disposal, with the cooperation and support of the City
of Sherman. The Cities of Gainesville and Pottsboro currently operate citizen drop off centers, including the projects named above. No
known citizen recycling drop off centers operate in Fannin County. In each of the three counties, severd churches operate recycling
programs and resale barns. Grayson County Precinct 3 operates an on-going white-good recycling operation and severd Grayson County
Precincts cooperate with local KTB groups in annua clean-up programs.

At aminimum, one yard-waste composting Ste should be provided in each county at exigting landfill Sites.

Lead Entity: Loca Governments, MSW facility operators
Funding: TBD by owners of facilities

96-22-103 TCOG [$2,200]; Regiona study of compostable source materias (Texoma Council of Governments Regiona Centrdized
Composting Project).

At present, no such facility existsin any of the three counties.

Technicd assgtance should be provided to loca governments, businesses and inditutions in identifying and implementing source
reduction, waste minimization, reuse and recycling Strategies.

Lead Entity: Regiond MSW Coordinator
Funding: State funding for MSW Coordinators



2.6

2.7

2.8

96-22-101 TCOG/City of Gainesville [$15,168]; Increased concentration of recycling effortsin NW Gainesville
99-22-G04 City of Sherman [$13,060.80]; Curbside recycling study

Loca Governments and school digtricts should adopt interna source reduction, reuse, recycling and recycled content procurement
policies and programs.

Leed Entity: Regiond MSW Coordinator and Loca Governments
Funding: TBD by Locd Governments

95-22-G01 City of Gainesville [$7,716]; Annua payment on lease/purchase of bder;
95-22-G02 City of Denison [$1,800]; Freon recovery unit;

95-22-G03 EralSD [$750]; Internd recycling program development and operation;
96-22-G02 City of Gainesville [$7,704]; Annud payment on lease/purchase of bder;
96-22-G11 EralSD [$3,300]; Internd recycling program operation;

97-22-G07 EralSD [$770]; Interna recycling program operations,

97-22-G08 Howe 1SD [$1,500]; Middle school recycling project

Severa departments of the City of Denison recycle [primarily paper]; severd Grayson County departments recycle paper; the City of
Howe does limited recycling as does severd other smdler communities. TCOG recycles cans. The City of Sherman operated a
comprehensive office paper/newsprint recycling program when the World of Recycled Products was in business. However, & this
time, owing primarily to lack of regiond markets, no city government in the region operates a comprehengve internd recycling
program.

Education/awareness programs targeting proper methods or preparing recyclables, identifying collection locations for recyclablesin
the region and encouraging consumersto “precycle’ and “buy recycled” should be implemented.

Lead Entity: Regiona MSW Coordinator and TCOG
Funding: Included in duties associated with Regional MSW Coordinators funded by State Grants

95-22-103 TCOG [$650]; Production of arecycling educationa video for elementary schools;

Education/awareness programs targeting preferred options for yard waste reduction/management should be implemented.

[Note: Composting offers the most Sgnificant opportunity to reduce waste going to the landfill in the region. No other recyding/waste




reduction opportunity even comes close to the waste minimization opportunities offered by on-site composting by regiond resdents.

Waste compogition andysis contained in the Texoma Plan indicates that approximately 35% of al MSW generated by resdentsin
Texoma can be composted on Ste et the citizen’ shome. Assuming an averagefamily sze of 2.66 personsand aconservative estimation
of each person’s annud MSW generation being 1,022 pounds [2.8 pounds per citizen daily from resdentid MSW generation], an
average Texoma family can compost up to 950 pounds of waste annudly at home [358 pounds per person].

If al 163,508 citizens in Texoma composted, atotd of 58,535,864 pounds [29,268 tons| of yard waste, kitchen scraps and smilar
feed sockswould be diverted from the waste stream. Thisequatesto 17% of the estimated 174,942 tonsof MSW annually generated
that could be diverted daily from landfills. The enormous opportunity to reduce MSW being hauled to landfills smply through on site
composting by residents has not been lost on regiona governments, who have made compost education for citizens the most popular
grant request in the region. Centraly managed composting facilities in the region would help assure these results).

Lead Entity: Regional MSW Coordinator and TCOG
Funding: Included in activities of regiona MSW Coordinators funded by State Grants



95-22-G05
95-22-101
95-22-104

95-22-105

96-22-G01
96-22-G03
96-22-G04
96-22-G05
96-22-G06
96-22-G07
96-22-G08
96-22-G09
96-22-G10
96-22-G12
96-22-G14
96-22-G16
96-22-104

97-22-G01
97-22-G04
97-22-102
97-22-103
99-22-G01
99-22-102

Whiteshoro |SD [$1,192]; Congtruction of a Compost/Recyclables Demondtration Site;

TCOG [$8,940]; Digtribution of 300 compost bins and training in region;

TCOG [$8,905]; Digtribution of 100 additional compost bins and training in region; Improvements to demonstration
gtesin Pottsboro, Era and Whitesboro; additional school education;

TCOG [$3,500]; Construction of Composting Demongtration/Outdoor Learning Center at Golden Rule Elementary
School, Denison;

City of Denison [$2,055]; Digtribution of 100 compost bins and training in city;

City of Gainesville[$5,137.50]; Digtribution of 250 compost bins and training in city;

City of Gainesville[$2,675]; Congtruction of a Compost/Recyclables Demondration Site at Edison School;

City of Howe [$2,055]; Digtribution of 200 compost bins and training in city;

City of Leonard [$3,082.50]; Didtribution of 150 compost bins and training in city;

City of Muengter [$2,055]; Distribution of 100 compost bins and training in city;

City of Sherman [$6,165]; Didtribution of 300 compost bins and training in city;

City of Trenton [$1,077.50]; Distribution of 50 compost bins and training in city;

City of Whitesboro [$4,110]; Digtribution of 200 compost bins and training in city;

City of Whitewright [$1,077.50]; Distribution of 50 compost bins and training in city;

City of Tom Bean [$1,350]; Distribution of 50 compost bins and training in city;

City of Sherman [$5,202]; Construction of Compost Demonstration/Outdoor Learning Center and program;
TCOG [$1,655]; Improvement to Denison 1SD learning Center; 100 additiona compost bins and training materids
for rurd citizens not attending city sponsored courses,

City of Van Alstyne [$3,900]; Digtribution of 150 compost bins and training in city;

Fannindell 1SD [$2,000]; Congtruction of Compost Demonstration/Outdoor Learning Center;

TCOG [$16,238]; 1997 regiond digtribution of 750 compost bins and training;

TCOG [$2,500]; Large-scale composting demongtration project a TDC facility in Fannin County;

Bonham 1SD [$2,000] Construction of Compost Demonstration/Outdoor Learning Center;

TCOG [$3,260]; Regiond compost education project and bin distribution to 200 families.

Assigtance in marketing recyclables and compost/mulch products and developing such markets should be provided.

Leed Entity:
Funding:

Regional MSW Coordinator and State
State funding

No activity to date on this recommendation other than the assembly of State information in the Regional SW Library




2.10 Assgancein procuring products with recycled content should be provided.

Lead Entity: TCOG, the State, Local Governments and specia didtricts
Funding: State assistance

No activity to date on this recommendation

211 Theamount of MSW diverted from disoosa through source reduction, waste minimization, reuse and recycling programsin the
Texomaregion should be estimated on an annual basis and publicized.

Leed Entity: Regiond MSW Coordinator and TCOG
Funding: State Planning Implementation Grants

Estimates will be posted on the TCOG Solid Waste web site,

2.12 Theregion should support, encourage and benefit from State-level recyclables market development efforts.

Lead Entity: Regiona MSW Coordinator, TCOG and Loca Governments
Funding: State funded study

No activity to date on this recommendation.

2.13 Recyclables and compost/mulch market development efforts should be coordinated with other economic development efforts.

Lead Entity: TCOG and Loca Governments
Funding: TBD by TCOG and Locd Governments

No activity to date on this recommendation.

Medium-Term Recommendations (6-10 years)

2.14 More aggressive waste reduction programs should be implemented as needed to meet 25% recycling goas to the extent technically
possible and economically feasible,



Leed Entity: Regional MSW Coordinator and SWAC
Funding: TBD by SWAC and Loca Governments

No activity to date on this recommendation.

2.15 Fnancid incentives to increase waste reduction should be consdered.

Lead Entity: SWAC and Loca Governments
Funding: Loca Governments

No activity to date on this recommendation.

Long-Term Recommendations (11-25 Years)

2.16 More aggressve waste reduction programs should be implemented as needed to meet 40% recycling goas to the extent technically

possible and economically feasible.
Lead Entity: Regiona MSW Coordinator, SWAC and Loca Governments
Funding: TBD

No activity to date on this recommendation.

Goal 3: DEVELOP PROGRAMSTO ASSIST REGIONAL AND LOCAL ENTITIESIN CONTROLLING AND
STEMMING ILLEGAL AND IMPROPER DISPOSAL PRACTICES

Short-Term Recommendations (1-5 Years)

3.1  Education/awareness programsfor citizens discouraging illega dumping, open burning and other improper digposa practices should
be implemented.

Lead Entity: Regiona MSW Coordinator and TCOG
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds



3.2

3.3

34

3.5

Prior to beginning educationa programs for regiond citizens, TCOG determined that there was a need to educated local palice, fire
and other crimind enforcement officias on the existing State crimind environmenta laws. To that end, TCOG has been funded to
create and present four classesto different groups of public employees and citizens. In Fall 1998 a course caled “Fundamentas of
Crimind Environmenta Law Enforcement” was developed and offered to locd citizens through TCOG.

96-22-102 TCOG [$5,805]; Development of environmenta crimina law enforcement courses for police/fireljudges/ prosecutors;
97-22-101 TCOG [$5,805]; Development of environmenta crimina law enforcement courses for citizens; advanced topic course for
policeffire officers; digribution of environmenta law information to regiona enforcement agencies.

Education/awareness programs should be devel oped to inform residents about dternatives to hazardous home products and proper
disposa methods for household hazardous waste.

Lead Entity: TCOG
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds

Educationa components were included in each of the two HHW collection events that have been held in the region (1997,1998).

Education/awareness programs should be developed to inform small quantity generators of hazardous waste and infectious medica
waste about proper management practices.

Leed Entity: State, facilitated by TCOG, private haulers and Loca Governments
Funding: State Funding

TCOG will develop the firgt training courses in 1999; TNRCC currently offers no such direct training programs.

Locad Governments should develop plans for management of specid waste.

Lead Entity: Loca Governments
Funding: TBD by Locd Governments

To the best knowledge at TCOG, such plans are not currently being developed.

Technicd assstance should be provided to Loca Governments, businesses and inditutions in identifying and implementing proper



management practices for gpecid and problem wastes

Lead Entity:
Funding:

TCOG, State
State Planning Grant Funds

TNRCC has been contacted about conducting seminars for these generators of specid wastesin our region. In ardated activity, Locd
Emergency Planning bodies are in place and functioning as required by the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
[addressing the presence of hazardous materials in the region].

3.6  Each county within the region should develop and maintain litter abatement programs to reduce amount of illegd dumping in rurd

aress.

Lead Entity: TCOG, County Governments

Funding: State Grant Funding, Fines, Other TBD by Counties
97-22-G02 Grayson County [$19,621]; Partia funding for 1997 illegal dumping control program;
97-22-G03 Grayson County [$17,346]; Automation of GC Hedth Department Environmental Section to create county-wide

data base to fadilitate illegd dumping control;

97-22-G05 Fannin County [$12,515]; Start-up funding for illegal dumping control program;
97-22-G06 Grayson County [$478]; Radio for Hedlth Dept vehicle assgting inillegad dumping control;
97-22-G09 Cooke County [$16,237.50]; Funding for crimina environmental enforcement program;
98-22-G02 Cooke County [$12,000]; Funding for criminad environmenta enforcement program;
98-22-G03 Fannin County [$15,092.83]; Funding for crimina environmenta enforcement program;
98-22-G04 Grayson County [$655]; Radio upgrade;
99-22-G02 Grayson County [$17,028]; Funding for crimind environmental enforcement program;
99-22-G03 Cooke County [$11,180]; Funding for crimind environmenta enforcement program;

3.7  Aregiond “dumpstoppers’ hotline and reward system should be used to encourage citizens to anonymoudly report illegal dumping
and other improper disposa practices.

Leed Entity:
Funding:

State Regulatory Agency
State Funds




This suggestion should be considered by the Texoma Environmenta Crime Task Force, following its cregtion in 1999. A method of
filtering and forwarding these cals should be established prior to advertisng the number.

3.8  Economic incentives should be provided to encourage loca businesses to accept used oil and ail filters from do-it-yoursdf il

changes.
Leed Entity: Loca Governments, facilitated by TCOG
Funding: State Assistance

Some economic incentivesare dready in place at the Statelevel. Severd loca businesses and Grayson County Precinct 4 currently accept
used motor ail for recyding.

3.9  Largeappliances, furniture, tires and source-separated wood waste should be accepted a al MSW management facilities,
collected in every city and county, and recycled or reused to the greatest extent technically and economicaly feasble.

Lead Entity: MSW Facility Owners, Loca Governments
Funding: TBD by Locd Governments

No focused regiond efforts to collect and recycle these materidsis currently underway. Grayson County Precinct 3 operates acitizen
drop-off center to accept large appliances[i.e., white-goods].

3.10 Locd Governments and school digtricts should insure that lead-acid batteries, waste oil and used ail filters from ther fleets are

recycled.
Lead Entity: Locd Governments
Funding: Locd Governments

Most loca governments participate in these programs. Government fleet operators need to be notified thet illega disposa of lead-acid
batteriesisa Class A Misdemeanor in Texas. lllega discharge of any amount of used motor oil isa Speciad Felony in Texas, punishable
by fines of up to $50,000 for dl entities and imprisonment of up to 5 years.

3.11 Successof programs to encourage proper management of special and problem wastes should be monitored.



Leed Entity: Regiona MSW Coordinator
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds

Not currently being monitored.

Medium-Term Recommendations (6-10 Years)

3.12

3.13

Goal 4

Household hazardous waste and small quantity generated waste collection should be avalable in the region.

Lead Entity: TCOG, State
Funding: TBD

98-22-101 TCOG [$49,425.37]; Household Hazardous Waste Collection day, October 18, 1997;

99-22-101 TCOG [$30,000]; Household Hazardous Waste Collection day, October 17, 1998

Specid and problem wastes should be minimized, reused or recycled to the extent technicaly and economicaly feasible.

Lead Entity: TCOG, Locd Governments
Funding: TBD

No activity to date on this recommendation.

DEVELOP REGIONAL COST-EFFECTIVE, EFFICIENT AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SUITABLE SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Short-Term Recommendations (1-5 Years)

4.1

Exigting regiond Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) should be maintained as a sanding TCOG committee.

Lead Entity: TCOG should facilitate meetings
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds




4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

The SWAC (now NRAC) has been maintained as a stlanding TCOG committee as recommended.

New appointments to the SWAC should be approved by the SWAC and the TCOG Executive Board.

Lead Entity: TCOG
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds

In late 1998 the TCOG Governing Body voted to reform the SWAC by combining it with the Environmenta Advisory Committee

and gaffing it with a balance of members that more closdly reflects the requirements of 30 Texas Adminigtrative Code 330.565 (a).

SWAC shdl determine the need for establishment of subregiond plans.

Leed Entity: SWAC, Locd Governments
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds

NRAC has yet to address this recommendation.

MSW management should be coordinated at the regiond level and aregional coordinator should be designated.

Lead Entity: TCOG, SWAC
Funding: State Funds

A Regiond MSW Coordinator was hired in March 1994.

Implementation of regiond plan should be monitored & the regiond level.

Lead Entity: Regionad MSW Coordinator, SWAC
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds

will begin in the first quarter of 1999 by NRAC.

Monitoring of the Regiona Plan implementation has been cursory to this point. Formal quarterly monitoring of implementation progress




4.6  Periodic newdetter on solid waste topics should be published in the region.

Lead Entity: TCOG, Regiona MSW Coordinator
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds

The TCOG Naturd Resources web site will be used to convey this information.

4.7  Loca Government officids, facility/service operators and generators should be educated about changesin State MSW laws,
regulations and policies.

Lead Entity: TCOG, Regiona MSW Coordinator
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds

Included in the Municipa Procedures Workshop on aminor level.

4.8 Regiond clearinghouse on State and Federa MSW laws, regulations and policies should be established.

Leed Entity: TCOG, State
Funding: State Funds

TCOG maintainsalibrary of MSW laws, regulations, policies and generd reading matter. The availability of resourcesis regularly
advertised to Loca Governments and libraries.

4.9  SWAC should provide input to State officids on solid waste management issues important to the region.

Lead Entity: SWAC
Funding: TBD as needed

TCOG Executive Director and Regiona MSW Coordinator both participate in formd and informa information exchange with State
officias on regional MSW issues.

4.10 Locd, State and Federd funding sources should be tracked at the regiond level.
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4.12

4.13

Leed Entity: Regiond MSW Coordinator and TCOG
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds

Directories of available funding sources are maintained a TCOG; Solid Waste Implementation Grants routingly available regionaly.

Assigtance to Loca Governmentsin the preparation of applications for MSW management funding sources should be provided a
the regiond levd.

Lead Entity: TCOG
Funding; TBD by TCOG

TCOG Regiond MSW Coordinator routindly asssts L oca Governmentsin identifying M SW grant opportunitiesand in grant preparation.

SWAC should review and comment on MSW grant gpplications to the State.

Lead Entity: SWAC, TCOG
Funding: TBD by TCOG

SWAC routingly reviews and recommends MSW grant gpplicationsto TCOG Governing Body and TNRCC, as required by the
TCOG/TNRCC Intergovernmental Agreement.

Generd/M SW/Management education/awareness campaign should be implemented in the region.

Lead Entity: TCOG
Funding: State Planning Grant Funds applied for by TCOG

TCOG web stetraining will be available from Summer 1999, covering the existence of the Texoma Plan, its sanding in State law,
requirements for Local Governments to follow MSW poalicies that coincide with the Texoma Plan, and the adoption of Resolutions of
Support for the implementation of the Texoma Plan by Loca Governments.

a 95-22-102 TCOG [$930]; Distribution of compost worm demonstration bins to regiona schoals;

Medium-Term Recommendations (6-10 Years)




4.14 Theregiond plan should be updated a least every five years.

Lead Entity: TCOG
Funding: State Funds

Forma Plan review and updating is scheduled for 2000.




4.15 Additiond education/awareness programs should be developed at the regiond level to support MSW management programsin the
region and encourage proper management practices.

Lead Entity: TCOG
Funding: State Funds

Citizen education on regiond MSW issuesis routindly included in composting and illegal dumping sessions.

Long-Term Recommendations (11-25 Years)
4.16 Regiond plan should continue to be updated.

Lead Entity: TCOG
Funding: State Funds

No activity to date on this recommendation other than following the recommendation to update the Plan every five years.

B. Recommended Changes to the Regi onal Plan

No changes to the Plan are required.

C. Estimate of Tinme and Cost of a Formal Anendment

Not applicable



