
  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1VI.
Methods of Management: Facilities and Programs to be Used [ORC Section 3734.53(A)(7)-(12)]




All Tables referred to are located at the end of each respective chapter
This section shows the total amount of waste to be managed by each method (land filling, recycling, transfer, and composting) and identifies all of the facilities which will be used.

A.
District Methods for Management of Solid Waste

1.
Calculation of Capacity Needs

Table VI-1 shows estimated waste generation and management methods for the reference year and the years of the planning period.  Quantities of waste generated in the reference year are taken from Table IV-8.  Reference year data for methods of management also come from Table IV-8.  All other data is estimated as indicated below:

Tons of Solid Waste Generated

Beginning with 2010, this column is the sum of tons of total waste generated (from Table V-4) and the tons source reduced (from Table VI-2).

Tons Source Reduced

No source reduction was documented in the reference year, but reduction through successful participation in the regional “Interchange” waste exchange, has been reported in more recent years.  With the continuation of waste reduction efforts described in Section V, a modest amount of source reduction is expected to be achieved.  Firms participating in waste exchanges report amounts to Hamilton County Solid Waste District and they in-turn report amounts to ACSWD.  Modest estimates, based on past results, are included in Table V-6.
Net Tons to be Managed

Tons of solid waste generated less tons source reduced.

Recycling

The recycling quantity for this table is the sum of the recycling subtotals for residential/commercial from Table V-5 and industrial from Table V-6.

Transfer

In the reference year less than 1% of the material landfilled passed through three transfer facilities and then on to landfills.  For the two CSI transfer facilities, Evendale and Covington, following years were projected with the assumption this percentage of the landfilled waste stream would remain constant.  
Late in 2005, the new Adams County Transfer (ACT) Station began operation and the name was changed in 2008 to Adams Waste & Recycling (AWAR) to better communicate to citizens the purpose of the facility.  AWAR accepted 303 tons of municipal solid waste for transfer in 2010 and, we are projecting this to increase 3% a year over the planning period. These estimates are based on the best professional judgment.
Yard Waste Composting
Composting amounts in 2010 were 19,761 tons were verified from facilities in the District and an increase of 3% per year was projected for future years.  Although, in reality, there is likely more composting occurring but, being consistent with other portions of the Plan, if we cannot confirm it, we do not count it.  
Yard Waste Land Application

No amount is entered, although it is a wide-spread practice, no documentation exists. 

Biosolids Land Application

In 2010 the Clermont County Water Resources Department revived their land application of biosolids with 5,349 tons being land applied and the remaining going to a landfill.  Land application is mostly limited to agricultural production fields and is highly dependent on “seasonal windows” to allow application before planting or after harvesting when the ground is not too wet and the material can be incorporated into the soil.  The seasonal and weather dependent factors make consistent predictions difficult.  We project that the amount of biosolids land applied will increase 5% each year of the planning period.
Open Dumping

Small illegal dumping areas exist throughout the District.  Quantities disposed in open dumps during the reference year were estimated by conducting a visual survey.  Through a concerted educational and cleanup effort, the District anticipates that illegal dumping will decline gradually over the planning period.  The estimation of 1,282 tons was held constant for the planning period, although solid waste generation is increasing.

MSW Composting

A possible MSW composting facility is included in this plan as a contingency.  No quantities are projected.

Land filling

Quantity landfilled is the net tons to be managed less the sum of the other management methods, except transfer.  It is assumed that transferred waste will eventually be landfilled.

Tables VI-2 and VI-3 provide similar information for the residential/commercial and industrial sectors.  The footnote following each table indicates the source of the data.  In each case, landfilling is calculated as the difference between the tons generated and the sum of the other management methods.  For the sake of simplicity, each table shows only those management methods used by that sector.
B.
Demon​stration of Ac​cess to Capacity  
The District has estimated that over the next 19-year planning period, waste landfilled will be 28,417,991 tons or 85,239,236 cubic yards. The landfills identified in Table VI-4 are currently or recently being used by the District with approximately 56,585,541 tons or 169,756,624 cubic yards available remaining capacity.  This is more than 2 times our needs. The Adams-Clermont Solid Waste District has no efficient method of projecting regional waste flow from other Districts and therefore can only account for its own District’s waste generation and waste flow to disposal facilities. The District believes that there is sufficient landfill permitted disposal capacity in the Rumpke-Georgetown, municipal-Mason County and Bavarian to except regional waste flow.  In addition Duke Energy is in the process of expanding the Duke Energy Zimmer Landfill and Dayton Power & Light is in the process of building Carter Hollow Landfill new captive landfill in Adams County for coal generation ash and FGD waste.  Carter Hollow is being designed with a 15,110,000 cubic yard capacity, having a 25 to 30 year life expectancy, in addition to the available capacity stated earlier in this paragraph.   
Landfills that are projected to reach capacity (Rumpke-Hamilton County, Republic-Epperson, Hancock County) within the planning period could easily be replaced with other landfills used by the District. Once capacity is reached, waste that would normally flow to those landfills will most likely be diverted to the Rumpke-Brown County landfill. The landfills expected to reach capacity within the planning period include the Rumpke Sanitary Landfill in Hamilton County with14 year’s capacity and an expansion planned but not approved, the Stony Hollow Landfill with 4-5 years capacity, and the Republic Epperson Landfill with approximately 8 years capacity with a planned but not permitted expansion. Table VI-4 displays remaining capacity and waste flows for the District. 
In addition to current available capacity, there is the likelihood, if more capacity is needed, more will be built.  All municipal solid waste in the District is hauled by private haulers and almost all is hauled by a private hauler that also owns a landfill.  The entrepreneurs will make more capacity, if needed.  Figure VI-I, is a regional map showing sites identified and designated by the District. 
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Figure VI-I
C.
Schedule for Facilities and Programs: New, Expansions, Closures, Continuations
Table VI-5 comprises the District's schedules for new facilities, expansions, and closures for all facilities to be used by the District.  Additionally, all new and expanded programs are listed and assigned a time-frame for expansion or implementation.

D.
Identification of Facilities

Table VI-6 identifies solid waste disposal facilities that the District has designated and intends to use or may use throughout the planning period.  In addition the list also identifies facilities the District may use if the need arises.  However, the District does not limit additions to the designation or identification lists throughout the planning period.  

E.
Authorization Statement to Designate
The Board of Directors of the Adams-Clermont Joint Solid Waste Management District established facility designations under Section 343.014 of the ORC by resolutions issued on June 23, 2009 and November 30, 2009.  The Board is hereby authorized to maintain the existing facility designations and to alter the facility designations in accordance with that section.

F.
Waiver Process for Undesignated Facilities  

The Board of Directors of the Adams-Clermont Joint Solid Waste Management District is authorized to issue waivers authorizing the delivery of solid waste to a facility that is not designated in accordance with Section 343.01(I)(2) of the ORC.

G.
Siting Strategy for Facilities  

The following siting process is included to describe a general concept of the District's desire to thoroughly consider siting of facilities.  The process described here should not be considered an exact blue print of how the process will happen.  The Board of Directors reserves the right to adjust the process to better address the issues at the time.  The overall goal being thorough consideration of all issues and open and broad community input in siting of facilities. 



The four step site selection process begins with Ohio EPA approval of the plan.  At that time a site selection task force is formed.  This task force will review Ohio EPA and District siting criteria, gather pertinent environmental and social data, and develop a scoring system by which potential sites will be judged.



Any licensed solid waste facility wishing to be sited within the District, whether part of this Solid Waste Plan or not, shall initiate the following steps.  The four steps are as follows:



I.    Origination of Task Force



II.   Review of District Ranking Criteria and Available Sites



III.   Selection of Sites



IV.   Mediation



The following time tables are presented as an estimate of time necessary to perform the four steps outlined above and detailed in following text.  Steps II, III, and IV may vary in length depending greatly on the number of potential sites, type of facility being sited and public attitude and input.  The time table should not be used as a limiting factor.  It is important to understand that a thorough review of criteria and available sites, and ample opportunity for public comment the most important parts of the siting process.



Steps




Estimated Time Frame


I. Origination of Task Force



3 months



II. Review of District Ranking Criteria and

9 months



     Available Sites










III. Selection of Sites




3 months



IV. Mediation





1 month to a year


The major components of the four steps are:

I.
Origination of Task Force - To begin after Ohio EPA approval of the plan.

A. Site selection task force will be appointed by the Board of Directors and may include, but is not limited to, the District Director, Representatives of County Commissioner(s), and a Representative from each County Health District, a Representative from Clermont County Planning Commission, and a Technical Representative(s).  The use of consultants may also be considered.  The District Board of Directors will designate a Task Force leader to assume responsibility for facilitating meetings and necessary information gathering.  This leader will most likely be the District Director or District Consultant.

B. The District Board of Directors will affirm that mediation will be used if necessary to settle disputes.


C.
Review of solid waste management plan by task force.


D.
Review of current District rules and regulations by task force.


E.
Review of current Ohio and U.S. EPA regulations by task force.


F.
Task force will obtain and review siting criteria.


G.
Task force will obtain county base maps showing political jurisdictions and available land use data such as population density and transportation routes.


H.
Task force will obtain and compile data on such subjects as rivers, streams, wetlands, watershed boundaries, flood plain, aquifer boundaries, public waste systems, geology, topography, public and private utilities, archeological/historical sites, and information on other criteria such as parks and conservancy districts, natural areas, wildlife areas, and threatened species habitats.


I.
Task force will record data and information on map overlays.  


J.
Task force will apply Ohio EPA and District exclusionary criteria to District map to determine where potential sites exist.


K.
Task force will select a weighting system for the ranking criteria.  This is specific to the type of waste management facility, with the weighting factor for specific criterion remaining constant for each site.


L.
Task force will conduct public meetings for review of weighting and ranking system.


M.
Task force will apply District criteria to those areas that remain after the application of Ohio EPA and District Exclusionary criteria under I.J.  This must be done separately for each type of facility.


N.
Task force will inform those communities where there are potential sites for future solid waste management facilities.

II.
Task Force Will Review and Apply District Ranking Criteria to Available Proposed Sites - Activation based upon implementation schedule or entity wishing to site facility. Proposed Facility Owner may become member of task force.  District Board of Directors may also wish to appoint additional technical representative(s) to the task force.  Addition of a mediator may be appropriate at this time.


A.

The task force will conduct public meetings describing Ohio EPA exclusionary criteria and District ranking criteria; Show which areas of the District remain as potential sites after application of Ohio EPA exclusionary criteria under Phase I; Describe District ranking criteria and how they will be applied; and Explain bidding process by which communities may offer, or bid, to have facilities sited.


B.

District Board of Directors or the task force will invite communities to bid on having facilities sited.  If no bids are presented, task force will review potential sites.  The purpose of the bid request from communities is to allow them to define the terms and conditions under which they would welcome specific facilities.  These bids could provide inducements for a facility to locate at a specific location or define specific operating, facility design, hours of operation and/or limits or activities that the community would require for their acceptance of the facility.


C.

District Board of Directors will add one or more representatives from the political jurisdiction(s) most directly affected to the task force.  Additionally, all residents within 0.5 miles of the site(s) should be notified by mail by the task force and invited to attend task force meetings.


D.

Task force will review ranking criteria, based upon additional information available, and community bids.


E.

Task force will make recommendations to District Board of Directors.

III.
Selection of Sites


A.
District Board of Directors will review ranked sites and consider public comments. 


B.
District Board of Directors will make Announcement of Selected Sites.


C.
District Board of Directors or consultant will conduct public involvement and education programs for recommended sites.

IV.
Mediation



A.
Mediation is included as the last step but is a necessary component throughout the siting process.  This step may be facilitated by a professional mediator, District staff, or consultant.


2. SITING CRITERIA



General


During the implementation phase of the District's solid waste management plan, the District may require the use of siting criteria.  These criteria will assist in narrowing a number of possible sites to a list of potential sites for further consideration.  The criteria are divided into exclusionary and ranking categories.  The exclusionary criteria are those which are mandated by Ohio EPA and District regulations.  The ranking criteria are those which have been established by the District.



Exclusionary Criteria


Exclusionary criteria, for all solid waste facilities shall be applied in accordance with all applicable Federal and State of Ohio rules and regulations.



District Exclusionary Criteria


Due to significant differences between Adams and Clermont Counties with regard to the number of threatened or endangered species, the following District exclusionary criteria may serve as guidelines for Clermont County but shall be strictly adhered to for Adams County.



•
Endangered or threatened species.  No solid waste management facility may be sited within 2 miles of any recorded population of threatened or endangered species.



•
Geology.  No solid waste facility may be sited in an area where there is less than five feet of mean soil depth between surface and bedrock.



Ranking Criteria


The ranking criteria are divided into three general categories:  environmental criteria, suitability criteria, and socio-political criteria.  These criteria include, but are not limited to the following:



Environmental Criteria--



•
Noise:  Preferable sites should have a minimum adverse impact on noise levels in surrounding residential or other noise-sensitive areas.  Noise levels may result from traffic to and from the facility, construction and operation of the facility.



•
Endangered Species:  Preferable sites minimize the affect on the habitat of known rare or endangered species.



•
Screening:  Natural screens such as trees and topography should be utilized when designing the facility.



•
Aquifer location:  Underground aquifers should be considered when locating facilities.  An impact should be determined for aquifers and the possible effect on public and private water supplies.



•
Well Head Exclusion Zone:  Preferred sites should not be located within a recharge zone.



•
Watershed protection:  Sites impact on surface water quality should be considered.



•
Air Quality:  Preferred sites should minimize adverse air quality impacts.  Buffer zone distances, natural air currents, prevailing winds, and facility design should be considered with relation to air quality, especially for landfills and composting facilities.


Suitability Criteria--


Suitability criteria encompass those aspects having to do with the location, size, shape, use, and accessibility of the site.



•
Site Location:  While still satisfying the other criteria, the facility should be located as close as possible to the waste generation areas or other related waste management facilities to minimize the cost of transporting the waste.  For areas with widely dispersed waste generation, a system of facilities may be more economical, using transfer stations to service a single solid waste management facility or siting more than one waste management facility.  Environmental and/or public opinion factors may outweigh the economic savings of a close location and require a more remote site.



•
Traffic:  Preferable sites should minimize congestion and adverse safety effects of facility traffic on the existing traffic flows in the vicinity of the site.  Turning functions, site distance from areas of heavy traffic congestion, facility traffic volume, noise, and aesthetics are all factors to consider.



•
Accessibility:  The facility should be easily accessible from improved major roadways.  This is due to the number and type of trucks and transfer vehicles which will be using the facility.  Transporting waste through residential or commercial areas should be minimized.  Good access on improved roads will minimize impact on residential streets; reduce impact on normal traffic flow, and lower transportation time and expense.  Also, the facility should be located at a reasonable distance to waste generation or other related waste management facilities to minimize transportation costs.



•
Site Size and Shape:  Preferable sites should be large enough for the facility buildings and structures, construction areas and open space buffer areas.  There should be sufficient space to provide optimum vehicle movement, parking areas, queuing space, and private vehicle/truck separation.



•
Land Availability:  Preferable sites should be readily available for acquisition at a reasonable cost.  Site acquisition should not require condemnation of properties.



•
Single Ownership:  Preferable sites would be comprised of a single piece of property in order to limit the number of parties with which to negotiate.



•
Adjacent Land Use:  Preferable sites should be located a reasonable distance away from residential, community, and commercial development.  However, the site should be conveniently located to encourage participation.



•
Local Zoning:  Preferable sites should be compatible with local zoning.



•
Access to Utilities:  Preferable sites should have ready access to all required utilities.  These will include electricity for purchase and sale of power (as appropriate), potable water, process water, wastewater disposal, and telephone.  All utilities should have adequate capacity to supply the facility with its design requirements.



•
Access to Markets:  Convenient access to the markets for materials recovered at a facility may be an important factor, depending upon the type of facility and the materials.  Market determination is usually based on the market value of the material and the transportation cost to that specific market.



•
Topography:  Preferable sites should have topographic characteristics which are compatible with the type of facility being sited.



•
Soils and Geology:  Existing soils of the site must be adequate to support structures, roads and highways without adverse impacts or excessive costs.  Some soils types and properties may make development of a site difficult due to excessive costs or difficulty in providing adequate structural support.



Socio-Political Criteria–



•
Impact on Surrounding Areas:  Preferable sites should cause minimal real or perceived environmental or economic impacts on surrounding areas.  Public opinion can be a major factor in the relative importance and effect of this criterion.



•
Public Attitude:  Preferable sites should minimize public opposition by maximizing the sites conformance to the suitability and environmental criteria described above.



•
Governmental Cooperation:  Preferable sites should be located within the District or within the jurisdiction of the facility owner to reduce intergovernmental conflicts.



•
Public Participation:  The process of selecting a site should be an open process with ample opportunity for public comment and review of documents, plans, and potential impacts.



•
Prior Use:  Affects public opinion.



When the task force begins to develop the weight factors, impact ratings and mitigation factors for the ranking criteria, the public will need to be involved in the process.  Otherwise, it will be virtually impossible to minimize public controversy when siting a facility.

Additionally, the public may have extremely useful information on the sites which are being considered.



Section VI.G.3. Below addresses the ranking of potential sites.


3. RANKING OF POTENTIAL SITES



Potential sites will be ranked relative to one another in order to provide the task force the best possible site(s) to recommend to the District Board of Directors.  The ranking system compares the suitability of sites for a particular type of facility.



Since the ranking criteria are broad based in nature, and apply to the siting of all types of solid waste management facilities, a weighting system has been developed.  This weighting system allows the task force to administer the ranking system on a facility specific basis.  The Weight Factors range between 0 and 10 and remain constant for all potential sites for each type of facility.



Although the ranking system produces a quantifiable number, this number is not an absolute measurement of a specific site's suitability.  The ranking system is only a guide to help reduce the number of possible sites to a manageable level.



After determining the weighting factor for each of the criteria, an impact rating is assigned.  The impact ratings are site specific and provide a relative measure of how the various criteria will be affected for each site.



Mitigation factors are those aspects which tend to lessen the impact on certain criteria.  These mitigation factors may come about as a result of guidelines contained within operational procedure manuals for each type of facility, or as part of the compensation package agreed upon during the bidding process.  They are, therefore, considered to be a key component of the mediation process described in the following section (VI.G.4).  These mitigation factors are divided into three general categories:  operations and management, design, and compensation.  These factors include, but are not limited to the following:



Operations and Management--



•
Hours of Operation



•
Traffic Routing



•
Traffic Safety Devices



•
Traffic Safety Enforcement



•
Street Sweeping



•
Litter Control



•
Wheel Washing



•
Right for Local Inspection



•
Commitment to Ongoing Communications with Neighbors



Design--



•
Landscaping/Berming



•
Final Land Use Plan



•
Local Ordinance Compatibility



•
Fencing



•
Development of Non-fill Areas



•
Noise Abatement



•
Air Movement



Compensation--



•
Host Fee



•
Surcharge on Waste Disposal



•
Property Values of Neighbors



•
Services to Host Community



•
Assistance with Existing and Future Environmental Problems



Scoring
For each criteria the Weight Factor (A), will be multiplied by the Impact Rating (B) minus the Mitigation Factor (C) to equal the Net Impact D, using the following formula:

               

A x (B - C) = D



The Net Impact scores will be totaled to provide an Overall Impact.  This process will be duplicated for each potential site.



It is important to realize that ranking is only intended to aid in the final decision, not to make a site-specific determination.


4. MEDIATION PROCESS



Non-binding mediation may be used to help resolve conflicts, disputes, and impasses associated with siting of solid waste facilities.  A mediator or otherwise disinterested 3rd party will be brought into the siting process to assure all sides that their views and inputs will be fairly considered.  The mediator can act as a link for opposing interests, fostering communications, and encouraging cooperation.  The mediator can clarify issues and concerns, offer constructive suggestions, possible compromises, and potential solutions.



The use of a mediator should be used when the parties need help in establishing communications.  The mediator may be used under circumstances which follow:



•        When excessive personal time would be demanded



•
When the direction of a negotiated outcome is contrary to current District policy



•
When the District chose to be or is seen as a party to the issue rather than an umpire 



•
When the parties need help in establishing communication



•
When special group process skills are needed



•
When sensitive information is involved



•
When fresh ideas/potential solutions are needed



•        When negotiations are threatened by disagreements within groups



•        When a process is not working.



Since it is highly advisable to involve a mediator at the beginning of the citing process, a mediator will be selected by the District, upon the recommendation of the Task Force.  This will help assure differing factions that the citing criteria outlined in the solid waste plan is being evenly and fairly addressed.


The mediation process will be helpful for difficult issues.  The preferred way to avoid an impasse is to have a mediator address issues before conflict arises.  The District Directors will develop lines of communication with interested parties and will coordinate the selection process.  It may be advisable for the District Director to play as minor a role as possible to assure overall acceptance of the mediator.  The Board of Directors will define the role of the District Director.  



To achieve acceptance of various factions, the Directors will need to identify the various interest groups and incorporate them into the selection process.  It is essential that all parties be confident of the capability and neutrality of the mediator.

H. Contingencies for Capacity Assurance and Program Implementation

Disposal capacity is expected to be available at several of the current facilities throughout the planning period as discussed in VI. B. Although some of the currently designated or identified facilities may close during the planning period.  It is the belief that both of Rumpke's facilities will continue to operate and especially the Brown County facility will be able to expand to accept rerouted waste flows from other closed facilities.

Given the unforeseen circumstances that all the facilities currently accepting solid waste from the ACSWD would stop accepting waste, the following are reasonable alternatives.  The following is a list of potential facilities that may accept waste from the ACSWD.   It should be noted that there is no contractual agreement or disposal price established.  We have included the approximate distance from the ACSWD border to the facility as information to help make a reasonable availability determination.  The list certainly indicates that there are potential alternatives.  The real question is the cost of the disposal which changes with supply and demand, transportation distance, regulatory requirements, and facility operating costs.  


Athens Hocking Reclamation Center


Logan, Ohio






75 miles


American Landfill


Warren, Ohio






250 miles


Beech Hollow Landfill


Wellston, Ohio





45 miles


Defiance County Landfill



Defiance, Ohio





110 miles


Henry County Landfill


Napoleon, Ohio





180 miles


Mahoning Landfill


Warren, Ohio






250 miles


Green Valley Landfill


Ashland, Kentucky





 40 miles


Other Possibilities


Bond Hill Landfill, OH





40 miles


Preble County Landfill, OH





60 miles


City of Wilmington Sanitary Landfill, OH



50 miles


New Paris Pike Landfill, IN





70 miles


Decatur Hill Landfill, IN





80 miles


Valley View Trimble County, KY




70 miles


Republic Franklin County, KY



75 miles


Randolph Farms Landfill, IN





95 miles


Hayes Landfill, IN






100 miles


Caldwell Landfill, IN






100 miles


Bartholomew County Landfill, IN



105 miles


Local Sanitation of Rowan County, KY



85 miles


Clark Floyd Landfill, IN





105 miles


Medora Sanitary Landfill, IN





110 miles


Jay County Landfill, IN





110 miles


Rumpke Montgomery County, KY



105 miles


Williams Landfill, KY





100 miles


SWACO Franklin County, OH




110 miles


Washington County Landfill, IN




120 miles


Waste Management - Louisville, KY





110 miles


Republic Estill County, KY





115 miles


Southside Landfill, IN






130 miles


Belmont Ash Landfill, IN





130 miles


Cooksey Brothers Disposal, Inc., KY




125 miles


Nelson County Fiscal Court, KY




130 miles


Monroe County Landfill, IN





135 miles


Republic Lincoln County, KY




130 miles


Twin Bridges R&D Facility, IN




145 miles


Hardin County Fiscal Court, KY




140 miles


Wyandot Sanitary Landfill, OH




140 miles


Worthington Landfill, IN




150 miles


Midwest Disposal Landfill, IN




155 miles


Huntington City Landfill, IN





155 miles


Wabash Valley Landfill, IN





155 miles


MacBeth Road Landfill, IN





160 miles


United Refuse Landfill, IN





160 miles


Daviess County Landfill, IN





165 miles


Oak Ridge R&D Facility, IN





170 miles


Victory Environmental Landfill, IN




170 miles


Noble Road Landfill, OH





165 miles


Evergreen Recycling and Disposal, Inc., OH



165 miles


Wood County Landfill, OH





165 miles


Sullivan County Landfill, IN





175 miles


San Lan Landfill, OH






165 miles


County Line Landfill, IN





180 miles


Blackfoot Lanfill, IN






180 miles


LWS Williams County Landfill, OH




170 miles


Kosciusko Landfill, IN





185 miles


West Clinton Landfill, IN




185 miles

Ottawa County Landfill, OH





180 miles


Earthmovers Landfill, IN





200 miles


Elkhart County Landfill, IN





200 miles


Kimble Sanitary Landfill, OH





195 miles


Laubscher Meadows Landfill, IN




205 miles


Lorain County II Landfill, OH




200 miles


Countywide RDF, OH





210 miles


Deercroft R&D Facility, IN





220 miles


Newton County LF Partnership, IN




220 miles


Prairie View R&D Facility, IN




220 miles


Republic Carbon Limestone Sanitary Landfill, OH


250 miles
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