HAMILTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
Wednesday, January 19, 2022
1:30 p.m.
AGENDA
1. Introduction/Opening Comments
2. Clerk’s Report
a. Approval of Minutes – November 10 and December 2, 2021 Rules Subcommittee
meetings and the November 17 and December 6, 2021 Policy Committee meetings –
Attachment A
3. Public Comment
4. R3Source Revenue Updates/Analysis – Attachment B
5. Policy Items
a. Solid Waste Policy Committee
b. Waste Industry Representative
6. Informational Items
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

2020 Hamilton County Diversion Rate
Hamilton County Solid Waste Plan Update – Attachment C
Waste Reduction Innovation Grant Update – Attachment D
2022 Draft Workplan – Attachment E
Environmental Enforcement Program – Attachment F

7. Tentative Future Agenda Items
8. Policy Committee Members’ Comments
9. Upcoming Policy Committee Meetings
The next regularly scheduled Policy Committee meeting will be Wednesday, March 16,
2022, at 1:30 p.m. at Hamilton County Environmental Services, 250 William Howard Taft,
1st Floor, Cincinnati, Ohio 45219.
10. Adjournment (Target Time - 3:00 p.m.)

HAMILTON COUNTY SOLID WASTE POLICY COMMITTEE
MANAGER'S MEMORANDUM
DATE:

January 14, 2022

TO:

Hamilton County Solid Waste Policy Committee Members

FROM:

Michelle Balz, Solid Waste Manager

1.

Introduction/Opening Comments
NOTICE: This memo is for the meeting to be held Wednesday, January 19, 2022 at 1:30 p.m. This meeting will
be held in person and available to the public virtually using Zoom.
Policy Committee information (Agendas, Manager’s Memos, Minutes, etc.) is available on R3Source’s website at
www.hcdoes.org/357/Policy-Committee.

2.

Clerk's Report
A.

Approval of Minutes – Minutes from the November 10, 2021 and December 2, 2021 Rules
Subcommittee meetings and the November 17, 2021 and December 6, 2021 Policy Committee meetings
are included as Attachment A.

3.

Public Comment

4.

R3Source Revenue Updates/Analysis
Updates will be provided on current revenue receipts and comparisons with the prior year, as included as
Attachment B.

5.

Policy Items for Discussion
A.
Solid Waste Policy Committee
Broad overview of the scope of the Policy Committee. Next steps in administering solid waste rules.
Impact of Solid Waste Rules on the R3Source budget.
B.

6.

Waste Industry Representative
Mr. Riddle has resigned from the Policy Committee. Should the Policy Committee take some action to
receive formal input from the waste industry during Policy Committee meetings?

Informational Items
A.

2020 Hamilton County Diversion Rate
Hamilton County achieved an overall diversion rate of 55.78% in 2020. This is down slightly from the
2019 rate of 56.05%. We experienced a 90,600 ton increase in residential/commercial diversion (about
20%) and a 43,520 decrease in industrial diversion (5%). Overall Hamilton County decreased tons
entering the landfill by 28% or 453,032 tons.
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B.

Hamilton County Solid Waste Plan Update
Attachment C provides a draft of the Economic Incentive Analysis that primarily focuses on the
Residential Recycling Incentive program. Staff will give a brief presentation about this analysis.
The solid waste consultant hired to help with the Solid Waste Plan Update, Karen Luken with Economic
Environmental Solutions International, will provide an overview of findings so far regarding the Business
Analysis, Waste Composition Analysis, Special Program Analysis, and Data Collection Analysis. Ms. Luken
will also give an overview of stakeholder input sessions collected to date and planned for the future.

C.

Waste Reduction Innovation Grant Update
Attachment D includes an overview of the Waste Reduction Innovation Grant proposal we received since
the last update.

D.

2022 Draft Workplan
Attachment E is a draft R3Source Workplan for 2022.

E.

Environmental Enforcement Program
Attachment F shows activity of the deputy through December 2021.

7.

Policy Committee Members' Comments

8.

Upcoming R3Source Meetings
The next Policy Committee meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, March 16, 2022. This meeting is currently
scheduled be held in person at 250 William Howard Taft Road, Cincinnati, Ohio 45219, first floor.

9.

Adjournment (Target Time: 3:00 p.m.)
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Attachment A

DRAFT MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF
HAMILTON COUNTY R3SOURCE
Solid Waste Rules Subcommittee Meeting
In person & Zoom
DATE:

November 10, 2021

TIME:

12:00 p.m.

PLACE:

Hamilton County Environmental Services
250 William Howard Taft Road
Cincinnati, Ohio 45219

PRESENT:

Solid Waste Rules Subcommittee Members
Tony DiPuccio, Generator Representative, Chair
Bob Gedert, Public Member
Sue Magness, Largest Municipality Representative
Supporting Participants
Nee Fong Chin, Hamilton County Prosecutor’s Office
Chuck DeJonckheere, Hamilton County Public Health
Kurstin Jones, Hamilton County Public Health
Sharon Lutz, Hamilton County resident and business owner
Staff
Michelle Balz, Hamilton County R3Source
Gage Bradford, Hamilton County ReSource
Mike Kramer, Hamilton County Environmental Services
Brad Johnson, Hamilton County Environmental Services
Susan Schumacher, Hamilton County R3Source, Clerk
Tony Staubach, Hamilton County R3Source
Others in Attendance
Michelle Ackenhausen, Ohio EPA
Mike Cappel, Metropolitan Sewer District
Chet Chaney, Ohio EPA
Sally Dannemiller
Craig Davidson, Hamilton County Public Health
Carrie Davis, Child Advocacy for Jobs & Equity
Tracy Enlow
Dean Ferrier, Rumpke
Evring Francis, Metropolitan Sewer District
Kurt Grossman
Wright Gwyn
Matthew Hittle, Ohio, EPA
Marie Kocoshis, Sierra Club
Tim Mara, Oxbow
Gina Marsh, Chief of Staff for Commissioner Driehaus
Shayla Nico
Bryan Peak, Hamilton County Sheriff’s Office
Larry Riddle, Rumpke
William Rumpke III, Rumpke
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Sam Schutte
Ernie Stall, Ohio, EPA
John Sullivan, Metropolitan Sewer District
Bradley Taft
Jim Thaxton, Rumpke
Kathy Trent, Waste Management
Lisa Wynn
Molly Yeager, Rumpke
James
Unknown Phone Participant
Amanda
Albin Bauer
Nick S
NiSi
1.

CALL TO ORDER
Mr. DiPuccio called the meeting to order at 12:07 pm. Ms. Balz went over some guidelines relating to the public
comments period via in person and on Zoom.
Mr. DiPuccio asked everyone to turn off their cell phones and to speak loudly.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that there was a representative from potential outside legal council virtually to participate
for background purposes only. Mr. DiPuccio stated that this representative was not contracted with ReSource.
Mr. DiPuccio asked everyone to introduce themselves.

2.

CLERK’S REPORT
A.
Approval of Minutes
There were no minutes to approve.
B.
Additions to the Agenda
Mr. DiPuccio stated that one change in the agenda had to do with Environmental Justice and asked Ms.
Jones if she had any remarks. Ms. Jones stated not at the moment.

3.

FOLLOW-UP FROM FIRST MEETING QUESTIONS
Mr. Johnson stated that this question was partially legal so he would not be providing the legal information, but
the question was if permits were applied for during this phase where we are exploring rules as a Subcommittee,
what would happen, in particular, if a facility were to apply for an expansion.
Mr. Johnson stated that he contacted Mr. Russ Brown who is the assistant Chief for the Southwest District with
the Ohio EPA and was assured that all of the permitting for Hamilton County goes through Ohio EPA Southwest
District office so contacting Columbus would not be necessary. The Southwest District office will notify DOES of
anything and at this moment, he would not have anything expected that would be immediate.
Ms. Balz stated that she did route the questions to the prosecutor’s office and they reported back that they
would like the Subcommittee to seek outside counsel that specializes in solid waste rule making. Staff is
currently working on getting that contract in place so we do not have answers to the questions. She stated that
the questions were:
1. What is the extent of the authority of solid waste rules with governing the maintenance, protection, and use
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of solid waste facilities? For example, ORC language excludes “design standards”. What is the extent of
criteria that the Board can adopt to approve or disapprove solid waste facilities plans?
2. Is a recycling facility considered a solid waste facility under rule 2?
3. If an application to expand or build a new solid waste facility is submitted in the next few months before the
Board adopts rules, would that facility be excluded from the rules process?
Ms. Balz stated that she was hopeful to have a contract in place next week.
4.

ECONOMIC JUSTICE AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
There was no discussion on this item.

5.

MSD PRESENTATION
Mr. Sullivan gave a presentation relating to wet weather discharge from Rumpke Landfill (attached) and a brief
question and answer session ensued.

6.

OHIO EPA PRESENTATION
Mr. Stall gave a presentation regarding solid waste districts and rules (attached) and a brief question and answer
session ensued.

7.

SUBCOMMITTEE DISCUSSION ON RULES
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he would like to remind everyone of what this Subcommittee’s charge is at this point.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the way he understood it was to understand the existing rules and regulations and take
a broad look at the whole district in terms of understanding the existing environmental and land use, zoning and
any other requirements that might apply to any solid waste facility. Environmental land use/zoning are typical
ones but there are also regulations that would come into play from transportation with roads and obviously
MSD and their involvement with stormwater.
Ms. DiPuccio stated that there are a lot of different requirements that any solid waste facility needs to meet. Mr.
DiPuccio stated that he did not mean for these to run in a step-by-step process; we could be doing these
consecutively and parallel.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the other thing would be determining whether we see any gaps or supplemental needs
in terms of rules and regulations on solid waste facilities. Closely aligned with that is understanding the extent of
the District’s statutory authority. The Plan already has given the Board of County Commissioners the authority to
adopt rules and regulations and that is an important distinction: it is not the District that adopts those rules and
regulations.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that going back specifically to the Subcommittee; our next step is to pull all of that together
and make a recommendation back to the Policy Committee; not to the Board of County Commissioners and
depending on what the Policy Committee decides, then there will be the next steps after that.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the Policy Committee could decide to have the Subcommittee do additional work which
could be to develop additional rules or gather additional information. He does not want to speculate what the
Policy Committee will decide.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that when the Policy Committee decides that the Subcommittee’s work is completed, it
would make a decision as to what it would take to the Board of County Commissioners and stated that he
wanted to bounce all of this off Ms. Magness and Mr. Gedert to make sure everyone is of a common
understanding.

3

Rules Subcommittee Meeting
November 10, 2021
Page 4
Mr. Gedert stated that he would agree but more of an expansive role of the Subcommittee. He thinks the
Subcommittee was charged (which was in the Policy Committee minutes) with offering suggestions for rules as
well. That the Subcommittee was to explore is there a need for rules as well as the development and suggestion
of rules for the larger Policy Committee.
Mr. Gedert stated that when we were formed as a Subcommittee, not charged with making any decisions but
bringing back to the Policy Committee some suggestions.
Ms. Magness stated that she saw it more of a work group that was supposed to be doing research, going out and
determining, looking at our rules, doing research, getting impact from the community, reading their letters, and
determining if additional rules might be needed and making suggestions on what possible rules could be.
Ms. Magness stated that based on preliminary information that we have an urgent need to make some rules
quickly but then those rules could always be changed, modified, altered, deleted, expanded as we get more
information, new best practices, etc.
Ms. Magness stated that she sees two phases; doing something very quickly and she sees this as a long,
deliberative process.
Mr. DiPuccio asked Ms. Magness to run through her rational about how she sees the preliminary information.
Ms. Magness stated that she sees letters from the community and a lot of things that are happening now
around the Bond Road site.
Mr. Gedert stated that as the public representative he hears citizens speaking of several sites and not one site
but the lack of public input on any permit of any facility, so he expands that thought to any facility of any
company the lack of public review at a local level.
Mr. Gedert stated that Ohio EPA is there, yes, there is a review process at the state level but what is the review
process at the local level. In our processes, the Subcommittee was charged with developing rules to present to
the Policy Committee which then presents to the County Commissioners. The County Commissioners act as that
local review process in addition to Ohio EPA and that is a closer view for citizens to voice their concern. As the
public representative, he feels that is a needed step in the development of rules that brings that second step of
review he thinks is needed.
Mr. Gedert stated that he was looking at Warren County’s rules and that satisfies that second step that brings
that review to the County Commissioners; it brings that opportunity for citizens to have that local voice at the
County Commissioners step. First at the Policy Committee and second at the County Commissioners doorstep.
Mr. Gedert stated that he liked what Warren County’s processes were and he is looking at modeling what
Warren County has.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he thinks what Ms. Magness and Mr. Gedert are saying is that they are seeing some
deficiencies at this point with Ohio EPA and would like to hear from Ohio EPA the steps and processes they go
through because that has been around for a while in terms of what they do for a new one or modification to an
existing one. What are the steps they go through both technical and public participation process because he
thinks there is more there than what they are seeing.
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Mr. Gedert stated that he was familiar with their processes and is open to that discussion but feels an extra step
is necessary for a local conversation with the citizens. Mr. DiPuccio stated that he thinks they are on the same
page in terms of the broader view. Mr. DiPuccio stated that solid waste facilities in general fall under Ohio EPA
regulations, land use and zoning requirements, MSD requirements, city, township, or county requirements,
transportation departments, etc.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that his thought is to look at those and see if the Subcommittee thinks there is gap or
deficiency in this arena then that’s where they need to focus rules rather than just putting in a set of rules
another county has adopted. He does not think Warren County has any solid waste facilities; maybe some
composting operations but is not sure they have ever had any landfills, material recovery facilities, etc. in the
last ten years.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that in thinking about any of these 21 districts that have adopted rules, how similar are
those to the Hamilton County Solid Waste District in terms of the conditions that have existed over the past five
or ten years.
Mr. Gedert stated that he was open to that process but was looking more at process rather than similar
situation. What he is looking at is the actual process for citizen’s voice and taking the actual ability to be able to
have their local representatives there, the Policy Committee, but more importantly, the County Commissioners
level to voice their opinion and display their information that may not be available at other levels of
governmental review.
Mr. Gedert stated that there was technical review and there is an excellent technical review done at the Ohio
EPA level but is there the citizen input level of review at the County Commissioner level which he feels is missing
in the process.
Mr. Gedert stated that he would like to introduce a draft copy; as Ms. Magness mentioned earlier, this is the
beginning of a process and what he has to introduce is not the end all and is not answering every issue. Mr.
DiPuccio mentioned the broader picture earlier which he would agree with; introducing rules right now does not
answer everything that is to be studied and addressed.
Mr. Gedert stated that the rules he would like to introduce address certain issues that have been brought
forward to us up to this date can be added to; this is an editing process and can be brought forward and added
to this document as well as changed in direction as well.
Mr. Gedert stated that he would like to bring forward a draft set of rules. It has not been legally reviewed and
therefore cannot be acted on at all and he was not suggesting any action but would like to introduce it as first
reading; not to be adopted until it has been reviewed and revised by legal counsel. He thinks that is a very
important statement there.
Mr. Gedert stated that we would have legal counsel next week; sometime in the near future, on board and he
would like legal counsel to review, edit, make recommendations for change prior to any future action on this but
we have the convenience of today’s discussion, the convenience of this public meeting and part of the process is
a full public discussion of what we are thinking about; what rules are we thinking of presenting and he feels like
this is kind of like a first draft and could be considered a rough first draft.
Mr. Gedert stated that it is modeled off Warren County. If Warren County is not the right model, maybe there is
another county we could model off.
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Ms. Chin stated that hopefully, we will have a contract with outside counsel in the next couple of weeks.
Someone else in her office is handling that agreement. Ms. Chin stated to maybe go ahead an accept the
document but no discussions today. Let outside counsel review it and outside counsel should be able to attend
the next meeting and then we can have the discussion. Right now, having a discussion on something that is not
vetted through outside counsel would not be moving forward as productively as she thinks it could be.
Mr. Gedert stated that he could accept, limited to very limited discussion, he will not walk through the
document. Ms. Chin stated that if he wanted to submit the document today to Mr. DiPuccio, Mr. DiPuccio can
hand it off to outside counsel once Ms. Balz and the solid waste district signs off on it. It will be handed off to
outside counsel where it will be reviewed and hopefully, come more prepared for discussion at the next
meeting.
Mr. Gedert stated that he was OK with that. His goal for today is to make sure that we are moving forward, and
this is a first draft much like 95 percent of this language comes from Warren County and it is adapted that has
Hamilton County language in it so that is the five percent. If it is not, like Mr. DiPuccio says that Warren County
has a different situation than Hamilton County, and if you read through it and see that it is not fitting to this
situation, he is open to revisions or adaptation of a different county’s language, he is open, but it is a first start.
Mr. Gedert stated that what he is interested in moving the dime forward, moving us forward toward a set of
rules and as you read forward to it, you will see more of what his intent is. He feels like there needs to be a basic
set of rules for the District, in writing, for any; and stated that if he says more, he is going to far and stated he
would stop here.
Ms. Chin stated that she thinks he is alright with submitting it but let legal review it and then hopefully, we will
have something by the next meeting.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he takes what Mr. Gedert said as a motion and asked Ms. Magness if she wanted to
second for the legal review which she did. Mr. DiPuccio stated Aye so all were in favor on the motion.
Ms. Chin asked if was it going to be submitted throughout the county for review? Mr. DiPuccio stated that his
feeling is that it says with the Subcommittee right now because he has been down this road before where you
put a document out that that has not gone through legal review and all of a sudden, you send it out and then it’s
like you really cannot do that or you really can’t do this or you can do this part but with restrictions and all of a
sudden, you send the information out and people get confused and gave an example.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that beyond the legal review, stated that he was against duplicating regulations that are
already in place, but we do need to look at the what the existing requirements are and if those need to be added
to. He is not at a point where he is making any decisions about what the rules are or are not needed, whether
we need supplemental rules, etc. but he against duplicating efforts that are already there and that we can
already access whether it is through Ohio EPA, zoning, etc.
Mr. Gedert agreed and stated that what he would propose that that we hold another Subcommittee meeting
shortly after receiving the advice of an attorney on these rules. Mr. DiPuccio stated that the word shortly is
vague. Mr. Gedert stated that it is vague but in his view is one day after receiving. Mr. DiPuccio stated that he
was not going to support that. Mr. Gedert state that his statement is shortly after receiving the advice and we
will look at our calendars.
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Mr. DiPuccio stated that we do not have legal counsel under contract. Mr. Gedert stated no, we did not and that
he recognized that. Mr. DiPuccio stated that we are running into holiday seasons and a lot of people’s schedules
vary.
Ms. Chin reiterated so she understood, the document will be submitted to us and meanwhile it will not be going
out to everyone else to review and to send comments in and asked if this was correct. Mr. DiPuccio stated yes.
Mr. DiPuccio asked if the document should be submitted specifically to her. Ms. Chin stated yes, and she would
see that it gets to the right hands.
Ms. Magness asked if the document would become part of the public record. Ms. Chin stated that since it was
submitted, it was public record. Ms. Chin asked for clarification then stated that she did not know how it could
be submitted without it being public record at this point and asked who had it. Ms. Chin asked if the document
had already been submitted to others. Mr. Gedert stated no. Ms. Chin asked if Ms. Magness was asking if the
document was going to be public record in the sense that that is available for public requests? Ms. Magness
stated yes and once we have the attorney, we can release it and asked if this was correct.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he did not support releasing this draft out to the public right now. He thinks it needs to
go to under a legal review first and then once we get that back, we can decide what version to release. Mr.
Gedert stated that he thinks he would agree and decide that at the next Subcommittee meeting. Ms. Magness
concurred with Mr. Gedert and stated she would like to get this done before the holidays.
Mr. Gedert stated that this is a public process and at the point at the next Subcommittee meeting, he would like
to have a public draft written to release to the public.
Mr. Mara apologized for objecting and stated it passed Mr. Gedert’s hands and Ms. Magness’ hands indicating
she has it, it became a public record and stated that he would immediately ask for a copy as soon as possible.
(someone said “me too” but I don’t know who.)
Mr. DiPuccio asked Ms. Chin assuming we get our legal counsel on board, he guesses there is some attorneyclient privilege in terms of our discussions. Ms. Chin stated yes, during discussions.
Mr. DiPuccio asked Ms. Chin if she needed time to get back to the Subcommittee regarding Mr. Mara’s request.
Ms. Chin stated yes because this just happened so quickly so if it will be released, he will have it. Mr. Mara
stated that it has been released and is a public record.
Ms. Chin asked if this was the same copy that went out on social media. Mr. Gedert stated he did not know
because he is not on social media. Ms. Chin stated she was not either. Mr. DiPuccio stated that he could not
answer that question.
Mr. Gedert stated that he has not released it to anyone until today’s meeting and he gave one to Mr. Johnson,
Ms. Schumacher, and one to Ms. Magness. (someone asked if an electronic version was released sounds like
from the audience: Mr. Mara maybe?) Mr. Gedert stated he has not passed out an electronic copy to anyone.
Ms. Chin stated she was going to step out of the room for a minute.
Ms. Lutz stated that a list of proposed ideas of rules that was put out on social media without her consent and
that was just talk of possible proposed rules for discussion. Mr. DiPuccio stated that he has not seen it and didn’t
know who put it out, or who was credited with putting the list together but understands what Ms. Lutz was
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saying that it was a list of things to consider. Ms. Lutz asked to please consider, if possible, rules to adopt but her
name was put on it without her consent.
Mr. Gedert stated that this was the list that Rumpke responded to which is where he saw it. Mr. DiPuccio stated
that he did not see it. Ms. Magness stated she saw it in the Rumpke letter.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that in Rumpke’s letter, they are saying this is what was sent. Mr. Gedert stated that it was
in the back end of the Rumpke letter.
Mr. DiPuccio thanked Ms. Lutz.
8.

TIMELINE OF RULES-MAKING PROCESS
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he thought that this has been covered during the meeting.

9.

LEGAL SUPPORT
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he thought this has already been covered during the meeting.

10.

NEXT STEPS
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he thought this has already been covered during the meeting.
Mr. Gedert stated that there was a Policy Committee meeting coming up next week and asked what could be
shared from this Subcommittee in our report. Mr. DiPuccio stated that he thinks we could give them an update
on where we stand, which is now, two meetings and he is not exactly sure what the other Policy Committee
members are going to be specifically interested in. He thinks they are going to be most interested in what we
have done versus any positions and next steps at this point and stated that he would pull that together.
Mr. Gedert stated that they might be interested in any proposed rules. We may not have a response yet from a
contracted attorney and recognizes that so we will need to know what we can say at that meeting. Mr. DiPuccio
stated that the did not know if we would have an opinion back from legal counsel and Ms. Chin was clear on
even the draft that no discussion should take place on that until it has been reviewed by the attorney. Mr.
DiPuccio stated that we can tell them about the draft but there is to be no discussion on it.
Ms. Balz stated she could do another doodle poll. Ms. Magness asked what the timeline was. Mr. DiPuccio
stated he would give it at least four weeks if we were going to get some of these questions answered and
schedule someone from MSD to be here. Mr. Gedert stated four weeks would be Thanksgiving and asked if
three weeks would work.
The Subcommittee concurred that three weeks from today would work for the next meeting. Ms. Balz stated she
would set up a doodle poll and asked if two hours was enough time. The Subcommittee concurred.
Mr. DiPuccio asked if the Subcommittee wanted to set up the next meeting at the end of each meeting or have a
set schedule. Mr. DiPuccio suggested to hold off on doing a regularly scheduled until we get into the meat and
receive more information on what our authority is.

11.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Mr. DiPuccio stated that each person providing public comments will have two minutes to speak and would ask
that new information is focused on. Mr. DiPuccio asked that each person give their name and affiliation. Mr.
DiPuccio stated that each person would be cut off at two minutes and Mr. Johnson added that there will be an
audible sound as well.
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Carrie Davis:
Ms. Davis stated that she would like to request that Mr. Gedert and Ms. Magness propose a motion to forward
the draft rules to be submitted so the Committee can also start working on it. She is going to ask before they
leave today that you propose a motion for your rule to be forwarded to the Policy Committee before you leave
today. It is imperative.
Tim Mara:
Mr. Mara introduced himself and stated that he is on the board of directors from Oxbow. Mr. Mara stated that
he agrees with Sue’s earlier remarks in that he thinks we need to get rules adopted in two phases. He thinks you
quickly need, at a minimum, a set of rules in order that there will be no doubt that it would apply to any
application that made be made for a solid waste facility. It’s obvious he is concerned about Rumpke. They might
apply in the interim before rules are adopted and that will raise a legal question of if those rules apply to an
already pending application so to eliminate that doubt, he agrees with Ms. Davis that we need to act quickly. We
hope that you forward Bob’s draft and Oxbow per Jon Seymour’s letter to you or other lists such as Carrie’s. Just
get moving on that so that we cannot be at partum.
Mr. Mara agrees with Mr. Gedert’s suggestion about citizen input and in addition to whatever document Mr.
Gedert handed to Ms. Magness, anything that is exchanged then becomes a public record, so he wants a copy
ASAP of that suggestive list that Mr. Gedert had proposed.
He will also remind you that you are under an obligation to conduct all discussions in public and not in a private,
closed-door kind of forum. We intend to participate and listen to all these discussions moving forward fully
understanding whatever it is that you decide.
Lastly, he thinks you have rather strange order of business on your agendas here. He noticed the last two
meetings you have at the end, citizen input and that might mean that it comes after you make decisions and
suggest you consider another format that would allow citizen input before you make decisions.
William Rumpke:
Mr. Rumpke introduced himself and stated that he was the Cincinnati region vice-president for Rumpke and
thanked the Subcommittee for the opportunity to speak.
Mr. Rumpke stated that for the past 90 years, his family has been committee to helping the region properly
dispose if its trash and establishing effective recycling programs. We currently operate the only municipal solid
waste landfills in the county as well as the regions recycling facility.
Mr. Rumpke stated that we are a total waste solution provider, and we adopt the best available technology and
practices to meet the needs of the community we service.
Mr. Rumpke stated that he appreciates the passion of this Subcommittee and believes we are all working for the
same end goal which is to ensure the region continues to have access to an environmentally sound disposal site.
We operate all our sites with the goal of 100 percent compliance with all local, state, and federal regulations.
Mr. Rumpke stated that as mentioned during the meeting, there are many regulations in place in place today
monitoring everything from odor to dust to groundwater, surface water, wildlife, noise, and everything in
between. All the monitoring is public record, and we are happy to provide additional information regarding any
of those results.
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Mr. Rumpke stated that we have a history of working well with our regulators and this group. He encourages the
solid waste advisory committee and this subgroup to reach out to us for factual information about our sites. Our
team has a substantial amount of knowledge and can provide insights to this committee and the full advisory
team to address any questions involving our sites that prove beneficial as conversations progress.
Mr. Rumpke stated that he appreciates the time and the form here today and should you have any questions
about our operations, you can reach out to me or one of our team members directly.
JIm Thaxton:
Mr. Thaxton introduced himself and stated that for the last 22 years he has had the privilege of representing
Rumpke as their general counsel.
Mr. Thaxton stated that there is not a whole lot to add to what’s been said today. He had a full presentation
ready, but he is very gratified to see the degree to which this Subcommittee is willing to dig in and get past the
noise and misinformation that is out there and to get down to actual facts about what the statutory authority of
solid waste districts and this committee are.
Mr. Thaxton stated that he wished he would have had a chance to go in a little deeper into the subsection C (2)
authority which is really where the rubber is going to meet the road here and the requirement that any rules
passed by a solid waste district must be consistent with the statutes and all Ohio EPA regulations, so we get into
the redundancy issue that the Chairman raised also.
Mr. Thaxton stated that he was also glad that the comment and the access to the other districts that have rules
was made and you will have access to that because we have seen again, social media, take it for what it is worth
and we have seen citations to Brown County rules from Brown County Minnesota.
Mr. Thaxton stated that it is important that this group dig in and get down to the truth of what matters.
Mr. Thaxton stated that he thinks the speed need is red herring; the facility is already there, it is permitted, it is
existing, it is open “so we have to do this before Rumpke acts”; the permit is already in place. That and in his
experience, fast rules tend to be poor rules and poor rules pay lawyers like him.
Mr., Thaxton stated that the methodical, direct, educative process this committee is going under we support
and would be happy to support in any way we can.
Mr. DiPuccio thanked everyone who gave public comments.
Mr. DiPuccio asked Ms. Chin if she had anything to add. Ms. Chin stated that as long as Ms. Schumacher marks
every page “draft” then it does become a public document and as long as everybody who is getting this copied
document knows it is not the official document of this Subcommittee, then it is fine.
Mr. DiPuccio suggested a date be included. Ms. Chin requested a date be included on each page.
Mr. Johnson stated that for those who are requesting the document, there is a records request section on our
website you can email Ms. Balz.
UPCOMING SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the next meeting is not being set as it is contingent on the legal opinion of the draft
rules.
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11.

ADJOURNMENT (Target Time – 3:00 p.m.)
Mr. DiPuccio asked for a motion to adjourn. Ms. Magness moved; Mr. Gedert seconded. All were in favor and
the meeting was adjourned at 2:23 p.m.
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Solid Waste Management District
Rules
R3Source Rules Subcommittee
November 10, 2021
Presented by Ernie Stall and Matthew Hittle

Basics about rules
Policy committee grants or withholds the board’s
authority to adopt rules through the solid waste
management plan
Board cannot adopt rules until after Ohio EPA approves
the plan
Policy committee not required to confer the authority
Board not required to adopt rules even if given authority

Authority is in Ohio Revised Code 3734.53(C)

(C)(1) – Prohibit or limit waste imports*
(C)(2) – Maintenance, protection, and use of solid
waste facilities
- Require plans and specifications
(C)(3) – Inspecting solid waste generated out-of-state
and disposed within the SWMD
(C)(4) – Exemptions from zoning restrictions
*Stipulations for adopting a rule under ORC 3734.53(C)(1) are
complicated

Boards
representing
21 of the 52
SWMDs have
adopted rules

Submit application demonstrating
insufficient capacity.
Ohio EPA must approve the application.
Ohio EPA can modify the rule if:

(C)(1) – Prohibit or limit waste
imports from non-member
counties

To date, no SWMDs have
applied for approval of a rule
under (C)(1)

The sending SWMD has < 6 months of
capacity, has no facilities scheduled to begin
operating, and has been unable to site a new
facility.
The sending SWMD made good faith effort to
negotiate with other SWMDs for disposal
needs.
Facility owner in the receiving SWMD is willing
to accept the sending SWMD’s waste.
Issuing order is consistent with state plan and
will not limit the receiving SWMD’s capacity to
dispose of waste to < 8 years .

See Ohio EPA Guidance #1006
for more information

…and now for some caveats
Ohio EPA does not review or comment on draft rules
Ohio EPA does not approve draft rules
Ohio EPA is not involved in the process of
adopting rules
Ohio EPA will not provide legal advice
Ohio EPA can provide a list of SWMDs that have
adopted rules

WET WEATHER DISCHARGE
TO THE METROPOLITAN
SEWER DISTRICT
Rumpke Sanitary Landfill (RSL) Discharge
to the Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD)

RSL DISCHARGE


Storm water infiltration collected as leachate is discharged to the
MSD sewer



Discharge to the sewer is regulated under (WDP) SIU-105



Storm water runoff from the active landfill is covered under an
NPDES permit



Phase V leachate is not discharged to the sewer at RSL

RSL TO MILL CREEK WWTP

RSL Pump Station

Sewer
Type

MSD Slx

Niagara flow
level monitoring

SSO 1066

Mill Creek WWTP

Sanitary

SSO 1065
RSL trucked
leachate
discharge

Sewer
Size

12
24
27
36
42
54
60/45
60/48
60/30
60/33
60/54
60/48
60/51
60/57
78
96

Comments

MSD SLX

Hauled leachate
To WWTP

WET WEATHER DISCHARGE RESTRICTIONS


Flow elevation at the Niagara Street sewer is monitored and a
signal is sent to shut off sump pumps at the RSL during elevated
flows



Prevents leachate from being discharged from RSL during
elevated wet weather flows

NIAGARA STREET SEWER MONITORING
Control Panel

Manhole 26206019

RSL PHASE V LEACHATE DISCHARGE


High-strength leachate can be hauled to Rumpke Recycling St.
Bernard for discharge to the MSD sanitary sewer



Leachate is loaded at RSL loading area



MSD Watershed Operations installed signal lights (green and red)
to control discharge destination during wet weather conditions



Conditions are controlled by MSD’s wet weather SCADA system



Green light signal indicates leachate can be hauled to Rumpke
Recycling

RSL LEACHATE LOADING

RUMPKE RECYCLING – ST. BERNARD

RUMPKE RECYCLING LEACHATE DISCHARGE

WET WEATHER DISCHARGE RESTRICTIONS


A red light signals leachate must be hauled to Mill Creek WWTP (Red light
indicators include:



Water level in SS0 1066: if >458.73’ (feet above sea level) then haul to MSDMCTP, unless the creek level is higher than the SSO 1066 level



Mill Creek water level at SSO 1066: If the Mill Creek water level is higher than
the level within the SSO 1066 structure than this condition overrides # 1, and
hauling to MSD-MCTP is not required



MCTP interceptor sewer gate: <95% open = “throttled back” and signals
required hauling to MSD-MCTP. This condition overrides # 1 and 2



MSD wet weather SCADA systems also sends text and/or email notification
to select recipients, both within MSD and Rumpke

SSO 1066

RSL LEACHATE LOADING

EMAIL NOTIFICATIONS

MILL CREEK WWTP DISCHARGE LOCATION

RSL DISCHARGE LOCATION AT MC WWTP

RSL DISCHARGE LOCATION AT MC WWTP

RSL DISCHARGE LOCATION AT MC WWTP

MILL CREEK WWTP RSL LEACHATE
DISCHARGE RESTRICTIONS


Discharge limited to 250,000 gallons per day



No more than 2 tankers per hour – minimum of 20 minutes apart



Discharge temperature cannot exceed 104 degrees Fahrenheit

QUESTIONS?
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Matt Tietsort, Northwest Local School District
Erica Turner, Ditch the Dump
Max Webster
Molly Yeager, Rumpke
1.

CALL TO ORDER
Ms. Driehaus called the meeting to order at 1:35 pm.

2.

CLERK’S REPORT
A.
Approval of Minutes – September 15, 2021 Policy Committee Meeting
Ms. Driehaus asked if there were any corrections or additions. Hearing none, Ms. Driehaus asked for a
motion to approve. Mr. DiPuccio moved to approve the minutes. Ms. Magness seconded. Mr. Gedert
abstained. All others were in favor and the minutes were approved.

3.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Ms. Driehaus stated that the agenda had been redone so the public could make their comments and would not
have to wait around until the end of the meeting.
Ms. Driehaus asked Ms. Balz if she wanted to add anything. Ms. Balz apologized for not being there in person
due to being in close contact with a Covid positive individual . She said she would monitor for any public
comments on Zoom.
Tim Mara
Mr. Mara introduced himself and stated he is on the Board of Directors of Oxbow and that Dr. Seymour, the
President of Oxbow, could not attend and asked Mr. Mara to attend and explain why they are concerned.
Mr. Mara stated that his background and education is being a planner. One of the acronyms that is used in
planning is “lulu” which stands for Locally Unwanted Land Use. If there ever was a lulu, it is a landfill. It is the lulu
of lulu’s and people do not like being near a landfill because it affects their quality of life; it is hard to enjoy your
home when you smell a nearby landfill. It is hard to market your home to sell if people come to look at it and
they smell the landfill.
Mr. Mara stated that in Oxbow’s case, they have invested millions of dollars to acquire a large nature preserve
that rivals in size of the large county and city parks in this area. They do not want that to be impacted by
compromising our water quality.
Mr. Mara stated that there are over 200 species of birds that either live at the oxbow or come to the oxbow and
migrate north and south seasonally. Water quality is critical to the enjoyment of the oxbow.
Mr. Mara stated that the rules you are considering are important to residents and to the environment. They give
us an extra layer of protection from lulu’s; it is not stopping them; it is giving an extra layer of refute which he
thinks is important in siting a landfill.
Mr. Mara stated that the timing of rules adoption is critical. February 19 of this year, Rumpke sought OEPA
approval for this landfill expansion. They can apply any day; they control when they apply; it’s just that you
adopt rules immediately or soon if you want to have them comply to the application.
Carrie Davis
Ms. Davis thanked the Committee for the change in the time public comments were done on the agenda.
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Ms. Davis stated that it was not about Rumpke and that Rumpke does good all over the county; it’s their impact
but from management and permits pending, permits that are being renewed, so, no it is not just about Rumpke
and Bond Road. Bond Road is important because we don’t want to start another problem, we already have a
problem we can’t handle.
Ms. Davis stated that as a resident of Colerain Township, they have been dealing with Rumpke; the good things
about them and the bad; it’s not just about Rumpke; that we need to pass these rules now and get ahead of the
game so all the landfill operators and solid waste facility managers have advance notice because you don’t want
to put stuff on people at the last minute.
Ms. Davis stated that she thinks it is imperative that we proceed expeditiously now that we have identified our
powers of authority.
Kurt Grossman
Mr. Grossman introduced himself and stated that he was a taxpayer and citizen of Hamilton County. He stated
he was here mostly to encourage you not to fail for what you need to do to protect all of us.
Mr. Grossman stated that he has lived near a landfill, has lived downtown and the way the laws are set up today,
any waste management company can demand the right to set up a landfill anywhere in this county and you
would not be able to stop it; you could not stop it. You need to change and have rules.
Mr. Grossman stated Ohio statute allows you to govern the maintenance, protection, and use of solid waste
collection, storage, disposal, transfer, and various other facilities. You have not done that; you’ve had the ability
to do that in the statute for years.
Mr. Grossman stated that he would like to pass out a proposed set of rules and distribute to the Policy
Committee. Mr. Grossman stated that it is important to have rules so there is a body beyond just the minimum
standards of the EPA to be sure that we protect our community. Rumpke’s a good neighbor, they want to be a
good neighbor, but they are not the only player. There are several others, and anybody could do this in any
minute, and you could not stop them; you need to control this.
Mr. Grossman stated that Butler County’s approach, in fact, they are dumping their waste here because they
have rules to protect the community, but we don’t have them. We don’t even have a rule to require a tarp over
an open landfill at night; when all the smells come up and they are not running back and forth to keep the smell
down. Franklin County does; why don’t we? It is simple things like this that are not possible for the operation of
the landfill and the business that dumps that, but they are helpful for all of us and keeps us safer and more
comfortable.
Mr. Gedert stated that he has a comment, and he does not expect an answer, but he has served on many other
committees that public comments are anywhere from three to five minutes instead of two minutes and asked,
for consideration in the future, to have more time for public comments than the short two minutes.
Ms. Driehaus stated that it was mirrored with the County Commissioner time limits and this is duly noted.
4.

R3SOURCE REVENUE UPDATES/ANALYSIS
Ms. Balz stated that 2021 revenue over 2020 saw a $114,000 increase in revenue which is not a huge jump but
an increase over 2020.
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5.
POLICY COMMITTEE ITEMS
A. Rule Subcommittee Update
Mr. DiPuccio stated the Board of County Commissioners approved hiring outside legal counsel for the Rules
Subcommittee and it is his understanding that a contract is completed or very near being completed with a
contract in place by the end of this week.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the Subcommittee has come back to the Policy Committee to request that the
Policy Committee okay the Subcommittee to engage outside legal counsel but to also have staff engage with
legal counsel to determine the authority the Policy Committee has so we can continue to move ahead with
looking at the assessment on rules.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that this was a request and he would make a motion to ask the Policy Committee to
have staff more engaged with us and also with outside legal counsel to give us direction on legal authority.
Mr. Rajagopal asked what the expectation of the Subcommittee was and asked if they were going to have
findings and recommendations and what the target date was to present this to the Policy Committee.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the minutes outlined what the Subcommittee was charged to do: do an assessment
as to whether any rules or regulations are needed. Based upon that assessment come back to the Policy
Committee and get further direction depending on what the Subcommittee’s recommendation was and
whether we proceed ahead on potentially coming up with rules and regulations specific to the Hamilton
County Solid Waste District.
Mr. Rajagopal asked if something would be available by the next meeting. Mr. DiPuccio stated that this was
not his expectation, and the Subcommittee has only had two meetings and has only scratched the surface as
far as educating ourselves about what the existing framework is out there for all these solid waste facilities.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the Subcommittee had a presentation by Ohio EPA on solid waste planning and a
presentation by MSD about how the leachate from RSL is handled.
Mr. Gedert stated that the Subcommittee submitted some rules that they have developed. Mr. DiPuccio
stated that Mr. Gedert submitted rules and that he never saw the rules until right before the meeting. He
did not agree to submitting the rules but had to include them in the record. There was no acceptance by the
Subcommittee on those.
Mr. Gedert stated that rules had been submitted but not adopted and stated that he had rules he would like
to propose for consideration. Mr. Gedert stated that there was discussion at the Subcommittee meeting as
to the purpose of the Subcommittee; conduct research or develop rules and two of the three members
believed the purpose was to develop rules and bring them forward to the Policy Committee.
Mr. Gedert stated that he does not believe the Subcommittee had the power to adopt rules but rather, to
develop rules and bring them to the Policy Committee for consideration. If the Policy Committee adopts
those rules, they can then be forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for their consideration
recognizing that any rules need legal review.
Mr. Gedert stated that he has a set of draft rules that have not been legally reviewed and would like to have
these presented to the Policy Committee if that possible. Mr. Gedert stated that it was not a uniform
opinion of the Rules Subcommittee, but it is the opinion of two of the members and they feel it is based on
good research. Ninety-five percent of the language of these rules comes from Warren County Solid Waste
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District’s Plan and these rules have been in effect since 1994.Mr. Gedert stated that they feel like these rules
are pretty solid and have not been reviewed by our legal counsel, but once legal counsel is hired, these rules
will be directed to them for review.
Mr. Gedert stated that there were two paths he presented from Ms. Magness and himself. First, that these
rules be submitted to legal counsel and the Subcommittee meeting take place after Thanksgiving to discuss
these rules and make a decision to present the rules to the Policy Committee the first two weeks in
December. Then pass these onto the County Commissioners if their satisfied, approved, and adopted by the
Policy Committee on a fast track.
Mr. Gedert stated, or a second path could be for the Policy Committee to accept these rules at today’s
meeting on a motion.
Mr. Kesterman stated that his team has not seen the rules and that he has two members on the
Subcommittee and asked if Mr. Gedert’s proposed rules had been discussed with the Subcommittee. Mr.
Kesterman stated that Mr. Grossman presented a new set of rules and Ms. Davis, at one point presented a
set of rules, and another woman on the Subcommittee presented a set of rules so he knows that there are
at least four sets of rules. Has the Subcommittee reviewed these sets of rules and provided a
recommendation as to which set of rules or which pieces from those rules make sense?
Mr. Gedert stated that the only rules he has are the ones he presented to Ms. Balz for legal review and is
unaware of the other rules Mr. Kesterman referenced. Mr. Gedert stated that his were more complete and
ready for legal review because they come from a district plan that has been in existence for a long time.
They are more complete because they have the full package that is needed and they meet the needs for
public standing, the public standing for review of any submittal of modification and presentation of any type
of landfill or other solid waste facility modification.
Mr. Kesterman stated that his personal concern is that there are four sets of rules, and everyone has not
had a chance to read them which presents a concern.
Mr. Kesterman stated that he wanted to address the motion that was made. In the original minutes it
authorizes the Subcommittee to get a legal opinion; it is important for him to know what legal bounds there
are and what the ramifications of those mean.
Ms. Magness stated she understood and wished there was more time.
A discussion ensued regarding rules and time to further deliberate and look at the other rule options as well.
Ms. Magness stated if she had some assurance from Rumpke that they were not going to submit permit
requests until the beginning of 2022, then we could move a bit slower.
Ms. Driehaus asked if the rules Ms. Magness referenced were presented at the Subcommittee meeting. Ms.
Magness stated yes.
Mr. Kesterman stated that back to the question of urgency, asked the Subcommittee if they presented this
question to the county prosecutor regarding the need for urgency. If Rumpke submitted tomorrow, there is
a months long process for getting plans approved including a public comment process. If plans were
submitted today, for example, plans to change the landfill asked if that immediately prevents us from having
rules in the future? Or can our rules still take effect all the way until Ohio EPA takes action? Mr. DiPuccio
stated that this question has not been asked to legal counsel.
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Mr. Kesterman stated that from watching the video from last month, Mr. Mara spoke about making sure
this process is a transparent one and if two of his team members sit on a committee and were not a part of
the creation of those rules and did not see them before the meeting, he would challenge that we are not
being open and asked of the Subcommittee that as you continue to work, to make sure you are not
excluding members and quite frankly, the public.
Mr. Gedert stated that he would challenge that statement and that their meetings are open to the public
and very transparent. He does not see any hidden agendas, and everything has been transparent. Mr.
Kesterman asked how the rules were submitted without his team’s participation.
Mr. Gedert stated that the rules were created on his computer and no one was around. The rules were
distributed and discussed in an open, public meeting and Mr. Kesterman’s description was not accurate.
Mr. DiPuccio stated the Mr. Kesterman hit on this transparency issue; apparently, Mr. Gedert and Ms.
Magness went off and created these rules or pulled them out of another plan. He brought this issue up in
the Subcommittee meeting; there was no substantial discussion on the document at the Subcommittee level
between us three; maybe Mr. Gedert and Ms. Magness or among Ms. Davis or whoever else has interest in
these rules. Mr. DiPuccio stated that to say there was transparency and a discussion on the rules is
completely ludacris.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the whole process if you bring that document was that Mr. Gedert and Ms.
Magness went off and created the rules and brought them to the Subcommittee; only having been emailed
to him that morning.
Mr. Gedert stated that the Subcommittee was asked by Mr. DiPuccio not to discuss the document; he was
prepared to go through the document line by line and discuss it and expected edits and he asked them not
to do so.
Mr. DiPuccio stated because it had not had any legal review whatsoever. These could have fifty percent,
seventy-five percent, or zero percent not passing legal muster and we are going to talk about it? They may
point out there is a need, but the County Commissioners cannot do anything about it and that is the whole
point.
Mr. DiPiuccio stated that the Subcommittee has not thoroughly researched this.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that transparency on this is very much lacking at the Subcommittee level, he doesn’t
know who else Mr. Gedert consulted and who else the rules were passed out to ahead of time before he
presented them to the Subcommittee. If you took what you had in your files at home, but they look like the
Warren County rules because he knows that plan.
Mr. Rajagopal asked if outside counsel would work with the County Prosecutor. Mr. Gedert stated that the
work would default to the contracted attorney and Ms. Chin concurred. Ms. Driehaus asked if the County
Prosecutor decided it would be best if outside counsel is being hired because it is such a niche subject. Ms.
Chin stated that consultant was hired because it was decided this would be best to go with outside counsel.
Ms. Hurley stated that she is not a member of the Subcommittee but as an observer, came to the
Subcommittee meeting because, as a Policy Committee member, she wanted to hear the discussion of these
proposed rules and was quite upset when all discussion was closed down and the Prosecutor’s
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representative had to go out to even get a ruling on whether they could be shared with Mr. DiPuccio. Ms.
Chin came back and said that as long as they were marked as “draft” they could be declared a public record
and could be shared but by that time it was the end of the meeting.
Ms. Hurley stated that it wasn’t that Mr. Gedert and Ms. Magness did not want discussion; they did want
discussion. Ms. Hurley stated that they were not trying, from her observation to ram these through. They
thought this was going to be a forum to work through these.
Ms. Hurley stated she feels this should be taken into consideration and feels that Mr. DiPuccio’s demeaner
at the meeting was that he was trying to close everything down and announced that he did not believe that
rules were even necessary. It was a very contentious meeting.
Ms. Hurley asked that one of her questions as a Policy Committee member is what are the timelines and
instructions? She heard from Jon Seymour, the President from Oxbow and the letter he shared with
everyone, that timing is critical and they believe that if a permit comes in and these rules have not been
approved, they will not apply.
Ms. Hurley stated that this is the urgency that is driving the people in Whitewater Township about it. That is
sort of the urgency and thinks that as both Ms. Hurley and Mr. Gedert are citizen representatives on the
Policy Committee, they are trying to listen to concerns of citizens who are really worried about this and
trying to figure out how to expedite the process.
Ms. Hurley stated she did not know what all that means at this moment but thinks there shouldn’t be
recriminations about bad intent along the way. She thinks they are all trying to do what they can to honor
the request but thinks it is a legitimate request from the people of the Township.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that it was completely lacking; the first step should be determining is there a need. If
there is a need, is there a gap or are there additional regulations needed and they have never had that
discussion. Mr. DiPuccio stated that they were starting off with what everyone agreed to and that was that
they needed to educate themselves which was discussed at Policy Committee meetings. They need to
educate themselves about the whole permitting process to better understand it and the rules and
regulations and then identify what potential gaps there might be or additional regulations. Mr. DiPuccio
stated that they have not gone to that step.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the timeline is who you want to believe, different parties are saying different
things. Mr. DiPuccio referenced an email from Ms. Magness that said that the Subcommittee should take a
very deliberate look and not rush through this and now nothing’s changed from a month or two ago and all
of a sudden, it’s we need to get this done right away.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that they have talked about this, and have passed by this, what he calls, education
process, they bypassed the legal review, and all of a sudden, they have a document thrown out called draft
rules.
Ms. Driehaus stated that for clarification that the formation of a Subcommittee was talked about, the
expectation was to dig a little deeper into this issue related to rules and then make recommendations
related to rules because we do not have them. The question is should we have them and that
recommendation comes to the Policy Committee; the Policy Committee then recommends to the County
Commissioners. Ms. Driehaus stated that this is the process that has been established and that is what we
are trying to do here.
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Ms. Driehaus stated that she thought there were two things driving; this consternation is timing and a lack
of understanding of whether or not these rules could be in place post request for permit. These are the two
things that are driving the anxiety of she thinks, the Subcommittee and in part, the Policy Committee.
Ms. Driehaus asked if the rules need to be in place prior to a permit being requested and if there are in place
after a permit has been requested, would they apply which would be a question for legal counsel. A
question for Rumpke would be whether or not there is an expectation of any sort of permit being requested
by year’s end or the beginning of next year and if not, she thinks, this would give the Subcommittee a little
bit of a breather to have another meeting and continue this conversation and is wondering if she could get
any clarity on either one.
Ms. Chin stated that on the legal clarity, this is being researched by the Prosecutor’s Office and will
ultimately be researched by outside counsel and stated that she could not give Ms. Driehaus that answer
right now. Ms. Driehaus stated that we do have a difference of opinion here whether or not we can have
rules apply after a permit is issued. Ms. Chin stated that she understood and stated that this issue just came
up this morning.
Ms. Driehaus stated that this question has been asked for a while and we just need clarity and stated that
today, Ms. Chin did not have the answer. Ms. Chin stated yes.
Ms. Magness stated that this was a question that was asked in the Subcommittee, but we haven’t seen any
minutes yet and until we get detailed minutes, we can’t see the questions. She was hoping she was going to
know who was going to answer each question.
Ms. Chin stated that when the rules were originally submitted at the Subcommittee meeting last week,
there were several issues that were floating around. There were two members who met and drafted the
rules and we didn’t even see those rules until that morning. We have that issue going on and we are
supposed to be transparent.
Ms. Chin stated that we had the first meeting and we were supposed to be gathering information and at the
next meeting, rules were being submitted. With this, the rules were not vetted at her office or the technical
staff with the Health District.
Ms. Chin stated that at that time, it was her understanding that there was a full list of the discussions to be
made and comments to be made and in all fairness, she thinks those rules needed to be reviewed to see if
these rules are good for Hamilton County or not. There are only 21 counties in Ohio that have rules. If the
rules are not good for us, then why. This could open us up to lawsuits and all of these issues have not been
looked at.
Mr. Riddle stated as far as he knows Rumpke has nothing pending but if something comes up next week,
there is a whole list of regulations, prescribed public hearings, comment sessions, and a period of time for
public input prior to any decision from Ohio EPA.
Mr. Riddle stated that from that standpoint, Jim Thaxton, Rumpke’s counsel, submitted a letter today
outlining some of those things and has to do with some of the urgency. There is no need for a sense of
urgency and as he knows it today, there is nothing pending.
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Mr. Riddle stated that his impression of what the Subcommittee was charged with was also, from a
regulatory standpoint, what we allow it to do; Ms. Chin adequately provided some information for what is
allowed and what isn’t allowed and stated that he doesn’t even know if that discussion has even been had in
the Subcommittee or the Policy Committee.
Mr. Riddle stated that we have challenged our legal counsel and think she has provided it, but we didn’t talk
about it at the last meeting; maybe it was discussed at the first Subcommittee meeting but to Mr.
Kesterman’s point, it would be nice to have the legal review on these issues before we get too far out on a
limb. It should be looked at and he didn’t think we were there yet.
Mr. Kesterman stated in the interest of making sure that everyone is on the same page with Rumpke’s plans,
he is privy to other conversations, his understanding is Rumpke’s plans at the Bond Road Site in the
relatively near future, beginning sometime next year, is to make an addition of 22 acres to the landfill. Part
of this is to resolve a leachate issue, part of that is to resolve other issues and asked Mr. Riddle if this was an
accurate statement because he wanted to make sure everyone heard the same thing. Mr. Riddle stated that
the work for next year would be infrastructure work. There is some work on the south side that they would
want to advance but the majority of that work has already been approved.
Mr. Riddle stated that Rumpke already had the permit to go to 4,000 but requested it go back to the
minimum requirement. It is not a question of applying for a new permit to expand more land, but Rumpke
does have some work planned for infrastructure, etc.
Mr. Kesterman asked Mr. Riddle regarding the proposal Rumpke is working through right now with Ohio
EPA, the next submission potentially is to expand the current limits of waste by plus or minus 20 acres but
that is to deal with the leachate, but it is truly expanding into the new acres. There is in the future a plan to
expand the limits of waste at that site and it is not on the table yet, but it is coming.
Mr. Kesterman stated that regarding the question of urgency, there is some and he wanted to balance all of
that to make sure everybody hears that because he wasn’t sure he would have known that without other
conversations that have occurred.
Ms. Magness stated that this was the concern, and she is not hearing anything about not doing anything
until the first of the year.
Mr. Riddle stated that he did not know anything Rumpke was going to do this year or before the first of the
year. Ms. Magness asked if Mr. Riddle or someone from Rumpke could make that commitment to not
submit any permits for any work in Hamilton County until after January 1. Mr. Riddle stated that Billy
Rumpke and Jim Thaxton were both on Zoom and they may like to comment.
Mr. Rumpke stated that the 22-acre expansion to the south would be a new expansion permit with the
primary goal to Mr. Riddle’s point to fix some of the infrastructure relating to leachate. The exact timeline of
that is still in flux but can say he is not wholly confident that Rumpke will not be able to get all the work
done by January 1 but would expect it to be in the next three to four months but cannot really pin down an
exact timeline on that.
Mr. Rumpke stated that since back in May, all of Rumpke’s communication has been the Rumpke plans on
putting in a small expansion permit to fix some of our infrastructure at that site.
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Ms. Hurley stated that the Rumpke letter the Committee received today does state as a fact that if a permit
is submitted and these rules are not in place, but they come into play while public hearings are going on it
states as a fact that they would apply and thinks this is the big issue here under contention.
Ms. Hurley stated that until we hear either that Rumpke will not submit or some legal counsel tells us that
this is; her sense is that we have to proceed as the worst case is true until we get a legal opinion and thinks
we have to keep this process moving.
Ms. Hurley stated that it was her understanding that we can always reform once they are put into place and
at this moment, we have a certain thing we are facing; we need to deal with that and maybe there is a lot of
other issues that come up later that we can deal with and that’s fine but to get the protection she feels is
imperative at this point if we do not know what the legal guideline is.
Mr. Gedert stated that he wanted to add that at the Subcommittee meeting, they heard from Ohio EPA
about the ability to create rules and the process of creation of rules and the rules that they submit are
within the ability to create these rules. It is within the legal rights of the Policy Committee and County
Commissioners to create these rules and it fits the descriptions presented by Ohio EPA.
Mr. DiPuccio asked, create which rules? Mr. Gedert stated that he was not a legal professional, but it fits the
second description and the type of rules presented and the content of the rules fits the authority that was
afforded to us by Ohio EPA.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that Ohio EPA does not review rules and regulations. Mr. Gedert stated that he feels it
fits that description that was presented to us.
Mr. Gedert stated that he would like the Policy Committee to consider the possibility of the two-step
process that he proposed: An emergency meeting of the Subcommittee to review these rules. There was
mention of several sets of rules that have been entertained. But what was presented by the Subcommittee
for the Policy Committee is one set of rules here. While there are others that have been written and he does
have respect of the public, there is only one set of rules that have been presented through the Policy
Committee.
Mr. Gedert stated that he did wish for the two-step rule of review of the Subcommittee and a second Policy
Committee meeting in December so they can finalize and make a recommendation to the County
Commissioners.
Ms. Chin stated that it seems like right now, if the rules are being accepted even voted on it appears the
rules are mainly for Rumpke right now; they are Rumpke rules, and it is supposed to be across the board for
any other landfills. They mentioned Waste Management earlier, but all the discussion is going towards
Rumpke, so it is kind of one sided now.
Mr. Rajagopal stated that he did not agree with that and the rules the Subcommittee are for the whole
County purpose.
Mr. Riddle stated that as an industry representative, there are other organizations in Hamilton County that
provide solid waste disposal services; transfer stations, recycling centers, other forms of recycling centers
and even transfer stations.
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Mr. Riddle stated that these folks have been contacted and are aware. Ms. Trent is on the call, and he is sure
they would like to have some input into this situation as well and will probably get it in a timely manner. He
thinks rushing the rules as Mr. DiPuccio said may not be the best thing to do if you want good rules. Having
legal counsel take a look at anything we do before we get too far ahead of ourselves would probably be the
appropriate measure to take as opposed to rushing something through “because Rumpke may do
something” and does not think that is going to happen. If something would happen the first of the year, it
would take a long time for that process to work its way through the system.
Mr. Kesterman stated he has not seen any of the versions of rules and stated that many communities have
compost facilities and asked if the Rules had any impact on these facilities. Mr. Gedert said that they did not.
Mr. Riddle stated it did not.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he disagreed with this and it encompasses all solid waste facilities which is one of
the discussions they had; they were not going to target just landfills, transfer stations, etc.
Ms. Magness stated that it includes multiple facilities and at this point, it is unclear if any rules we make
affects things in the past or not.
Mr. Gedert stated that by definition, it does not include compost.
Mrs. Driehaus stated that they are not even sure if anything they pass at this moment in time applies back to
any regulations. Because they have not got that legal opinion.
Ms. Driehaus asked if the discussion was finished because she wanted to make a recommendation. Ms.
Driehaus stated that she appreciated everyone’s comments and stated we do feel a sense of urgency. The
community has reached out to members of the Policy Committee including herself and she feels compelled
to respond to the concern.
Ms. Driehaus stated that we are capable of establishing rules through the Policy Committee to the Board of
County Commissioners and in the past have not done this.
Ms. Driehaus stated that here we are in this moment in time; we have a concern from the residents. We
have established a Subcommittee to vet this before it comes to the Policy Committee so a solid
recommendation can be made to the Board of County Commissioners and to keep up with legal scrutiny and
respond to the industry concerns and the residents’ concerns which is where we are.
Ms. Driehaus stated that , as Mr. Gedert has suggested is to have another Subcommittee meeting to further
vet what is in front of them and leave it to the Subcommittee to determine whether it is this set of rules,
although she thinks legal counsel should be reviewing them and if there is anything else legal counsel should
review, that should happen before the Subcommittee meets so you have that piece of knowledge going in.
Ms. Driehaus stated that the Subcommittee meet with legal counsel and thoroughly discuss what is in front
of you in order to make a recommendation to the Policy Committee which in turn, the Committee makes a
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners.
Ms. Driehaus stated that she feels like there is a timing issue here and she would prefer, if possible, we get
this done before the end of the year. Ms. Driehaus stated that the Commissioner’s last meeting is December
16 and realizes this is a quick time frame but thinks there is some urgency to the issue and thinks the citizens
deserve to have this move as quickly as we can on something like this.
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Ms. Driehaus stated that she would welcome discussion on her recommendation especially from the
Subcommittee members. Ms. Driehaus stated that actually, it was Mr. Gedert’s recommendation. Ms.
Driehaus asked if there were any questions on this time frame. Mr. Rajagopal asked if she was making a
motion. Ms. Driehaus stated that she not sure she needed to make a motion other than we have a clear
understanding amongst ourselves as to what the next step is for the Subcommittee because really, it is their
next move that will get things moving.
Ms. Driehaus stated if the Subcommittee could meet within the next week or two and then have something
to bring forward to the Policy Committee.
Mr. Gedert asked if Ms. Balz could do a doodle poll for Subcommittee members availability.
Mr. DiPuccio asked if December 16 was a County Commissioner meeting. Ms. Driehaus stated it was their
final meeting of the year.
Mr. Kesterman stated that he would like a clear understanding of the impact of these rules. In the first
meeting Chuck DeJonckheere with the Health District laid out what a solid waste facility was, and it is a lot
more than what we think; it is compost facilities, transfer stations and several communities have their own
transfer stations, so they do not have to haul their material to Rumpke. He would love to know the impact
because the impact on a small community might be very different than a large landfill.
Mr. Kesterman stated to look at the broader picture; yes, we are talking about Bond Road, but we need to
think about the entire county so just make sure we all have a better understanding of that.
Ms. Driehaus stated that it might be helpful, depending on what the Subcommittee decides to take up by
way of rules, if the Policy Committee receives them and stated that she knows this is not necessarily
something you would do but given the timing here; Ms. Driehaus stated that as the Subcommittee reviews
things, if you could give the Policy Committee advance rules, that would be very helpful.
Mr. Gedert asked if it would be after the attorney reviews because there might be edits from the attorney.
Ms. Driehaus stated yes and as it comes.
Mr. Kesterman asked why were the other three sets of rules being dismissed? He would love to know and
wondered if they were good, bad, what is included. Ms. Driehaus stated we could have legal counsel vet
them all.
Ms. Driehaus stated that there is a Subcommittee for a reason and there are four sets of rules for them to
determine which is most appropriate. One is already being vetted but take a look at the others and maybe
decide to get legal review and the Policy Committee is purview to that legal review.
Ms. Driehaus asked if everyone was amiable to this approach. The Committee concurred.
Assistant Solid Waste Manager
Ms. Balz stated that currently, there are seven full-time solid waste staff funded 100 percent with the solid
waste department. We have added a few staff and a few programs over the past year and she directly
supervises six staff members which is not ideal in addition to everything else she does.
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Ms. Balz stated that in the past, there has been an assistant solid waste manager. If an assistant solid waste
manager is re-added, then that role could take on managing two or three of the solid waste staff and she
would supervise the remainder of the staff.
Ms. Balz stated that she brings this up now because it is an addition to the budget from what was approved
in July and is something added to the budget that will go before the Board of County Commissioners but
would like the Committee’s feedback. If the Committee thinks this is a bad idea, staff will not move forward
with posting the position but if the Committee approves the position, staff will move forward and post and
hire for this position in 2022.
Ms. Balz stated that she was looking for feedback and if the Committee wanted to pass a resolution, that
would be great as well.
Ms. Magness stated that she wanted an assistant too but her only concern was that we are adding a lot of
staff now; we just added a position in July which wasn’t anticipated.
Ms. Magness stated that while the District has the money right now, she has been around when the District
did not have much money in leaner years and if we add these positions, we are stuck with potential layoffs
which she would not like for something like that to happen. With having been on this Policy Committee for a
number of years, she is a little concerned that our personnel budget is now higher than the Residential
Recycling Incentive (RRI) budget which has never happened and is now over $900,000 and yet the RRI
program is stalled at $900,000 which was never restored.
Ms. Magness stated that she thought a position audit should be performed because Ms. Balz has a lot of
work on her plate.
Ms. Magness asked if the assistant manager position was a position that will be added or can current staff
load be redistributed to give Ms. Balz more help.
Ms. Magness stated that she would like to know what the five-year cost is for this new position because it is
going to put the budget out of whack in a bad year; changing the table of organization with two new full
time staff members with benefits for eternity unless there are layoffs.
Mr. DiPuccio asked what the years were that the District had to cut back. Ms. Magness stated she couldn’t
remember the years but there were some years that the RRI and some programming was cut back. Ms.
Magness stated that it is just much bigger than when she worked at the District, and she was here for eight
years.
Ms. Magness stated that now, there were ten positions that we pay fifty percent and eight positions that we
pay 100 percent and asked Ms. Balz if this was correct. Ms. Balz stated that the District pays seven positions
100 percent and regarding part time, it is not that we have part time staff, we are paying for part of
Environmental Services staff which is something we have always done. Ms. Balz stated that we pay for a
percentage of our Director, a percentage of the receptionist, a percentage of the Operations Manager, etc.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that his overview of this was the District has many more programs now than it did in the
past which have gradually grown over the years. Mr. DiPuccio stated if more and more programs are added,
grant programs are being done differently, staff has still continued with the RRI program which he is very
familiar with since he instituted that. At the same time, staff is doing other things that were not done before
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which is going back and evaluating each program saying how can we improve these programs, etc. and there
are a lot more going on then there has been in the past year and gave examples.
Ms. Hurley stated that in looking through the documents Ms. Balz sent over regarding household hazardous
waste and recycling infrastructure, she was really taken with the gap analysis throughout those and they are
really important and it seems to her that through the Plan Update, there are going to be even more
demands on staff.
Ms. Magness agreed but stated that during lean years, staff could be laid off. Mr. DiPuccio stated that fees
could be raised.
Mr. Kesterman stated that working for an agency that has literally been crushed these past eighteen
months, having the necessary support to do your job is critical and he has grown his agency by 100 people
when he started and is at 150 now plus more as contractors, etc. Without that team, they would not have
been able to respond.
Mr. Kesterman stated that he brings up this analogy; if staff is saying they are busy and they have the
funding now; sometimes you have to make decisions that support staff before you lose valuable resources
because people quit when they are not well supported.
Mr. Kesterman stated that he fully supports the proposal and stated that the knows it is a hard decision and
knows that at some point he may not have funding to support 150 additional people at the health district
but he needed help.
Mr. Kesterman stated that he would suspect if Ms. Balz is coming to the Committee asking for help, it is
because she needs it.
Mr. Gedert stated that he agreed with everyone and somewhat disagreed with Ms. Magness and stated that
he supports the hire request in the support and management of staff particularly because of the problems
identified and the increased programming that have been identified in the reports that were shared with the
Committee and are on the agenda. Mr. Gedert stated that this demands some programmatic changes and
additional staff perhaps.
Mr. Gedert stated that he supports this but would add a different, unique perspective; earlier in the agenda,
there was mention of revenue to the District from the Rumple Landfill and always cringes at that report
because there are ever increasing revenues to the District.
Mr. Gedert stated that he feels the mission of this District is to reduce revenues, reduce waste going to a
landfill and increase recycling programs.
Mr. Gedert stated that it is a counter message to the revenues needed to support these programs. Besides
that, counter message, he believes he supports this request.
Ms. Driehaus entertained a motion to support the recommendation. Mr. Kesterman moved and Mr.
DiPuccio seconded. Ms. Magness voted Nay. Everyone else was in favor and the motion was approved.
6.

INFORMATONAL ITEMS
A. Household Hazardous Products Collection Update
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Ms. Balz stated that the District had an excellent household hazardous products event on October 23, 2021.
It went very smoothly and there were no issues, and huge kudos to Ms. Mohring for organizing such a
flawless event and for all the staff that worked on a Saturday.
Ms. Balz stated that 47.69 tons of material was collected and 1,283 households attended but over 1,800
were registered to attend.
A brief question and answer session ensued.
B. Hamilton County Solid Waste Plan Update
Ms. Balz stated that prior to this meeting, two different analysis, Difficult to Manage Waste Streams and
Residential Recycling Infrastructure were sent to Committee members, and she will give a presentation.
Ms. Balz stated that before her presentation, she wanted to mention that staff has been working with our
DEI consultant, RedCon, and they are evaluating five of our program areas. That work is ongoing.
Ms. Balz stated that staff is also working with our solid waste consultant, Karen Luken with EESI and she is
putting together some stakeholder input sessions right now and will be having two community sessions the
first week in December. Ms. Balz stated that staff is trying to get input before we start writing and after as
well.
Ms. Balz gave a brief PowerPoint presentation on Residential Recycling Infrastructure (attached) and
stated that she would love to have a discussion now. She has a few questions to prompt discussion and
certainly after you review them, if you have more ideas or things you want to add to them, there will be
time later and to feel free to send her an email.
Mr. Gedert stated that regarding the questions, suggested to look at the non-subscription areas and work
with model language for their next contract to pair the recycling with the waste for their subscription and
offer contract language.
Mr. Gedert also recommended requiring county-wide; he does not think this is in place that every single
single-family resident unit be required to contract for waste service. There are gaps in the county where
single-family units are not contracting for waste service if their community does not contract for waste
service and that is causing a theft of service in the business community. Single family households are taking
their trash and going to a dumpster in a shopping center and dumping their trash in a commercial dumpster.
Also, some, use their neighbor’s trash to dispose of their trash.
Mr. Gedert stated that because of this, he thinks there should be a county-wide rule that every single
family/structure should have a contract for waste.
Mr. Gedert suggested having a unified recycling message and gave examples. Mr. Gedert stated that it
would benefit everyone.
Ms. Magness talked about multi-family barriers and stated that it should be included in this. Ms. Balz stated
that multi-family recycling is included in the business sector analysis and the DEI and solid waste consultant
are both looking at this.
A brief discussion and question/answer session ensued.
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Ms. Balz stated that she still had the Difficult to Manage Waste Streams PowerPoint and realized we were
running out of time. Ms. Balz stated that she would send the presentation to the Committee and they could
let her know if there were questions.
C. Beyond 34 Update
Ms. Balz stated this was an item Ms. Hurley requested at the last meeting. Out of the Beyond 34 initiative,
there were three working groups that were formed: 1) business working group, 2) residential recycling
outreach group, 3) organics group.
Ms. Balz stated that Ms. Cropenbaker has been working on a waste audit tool kit that will have all the
different how to do a waste audit, the types of audits, and videos.
Ms. Balz stated the residential recycling outreach working group has fallen flat and that the hope at the last
meeting was to be able to get input from the organizations that were involved such as P & G and Coca Cola
on the residential recycling campaign to be developed. A campaign has not been developed but staff is
working on that now so hopefully, we get that input.
Ms. Balz stated that organics group was led by Robin Henderson from the City of Cincinnati and Jenny
Lohmann from our office, but Jenny retired in June. Ms. Balz stated that Ms. Henderson has been working
on those initiatives and they align very closely with the Great Lakes Cohort initiatives with NRDC that they
have been involved in and there has been a lot of work on especially food rescue infrastructure.
Ms. Balz asked Mr. Gedert if he had anything to add. Mr. Gedert stated that Ms. Balz did a great job and
stated that Beyond 34 was no longer funded through the Chamber; there is no funding channels and grants
at the moment but he does envision that the three groups mentioned could gain funding through the
infrastructure dollars that were approved through congress and these projects could be regenerated as
funding becomes available which was the stopping point in the discussions in the past.
A brief discussion ensued.
D. Third Quarter Performance Measures
Ms. Balz asked r the Committee to review and let her know if they had any questions.
E. Environmental Enforcement Program
Ms. Balz stated that Attachment D showed activities since January of cases investigated and a map of where
the complaints were in the county and asked if there were any questions.
Mr. Rajagopal discussed litter and cameras, and cameras stolen in Colerain Township. Mr. Gedert stated that
there was infrastructure money for litter that was in streams that specifically led to the ocean. He believes
these funds will be available six to nine months from now for cameras and litter abatement activities.
F. 2021 Awards
Ms. Balz stated that Mr. Bradford and Ms. Cherry were handling the awards this year. Mr. Bradford stated
that as covid is still lingering, we will not be having an in-person awards ceremony; instead, we will be doing
individual social media spotlights which includes write-ups for each winner which will start at the beginning
of the year.
Mr. Bradford stated that the physical awards are coming from a local business that is 513Green Certified . It
is really nice to see this relationship come full circle.
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7.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
Mr. Gedert stated that he would be interested in an update of our accounting of methane emissions from all of
the landfills in the county and would like to have a discussion. Mr. DiPuccio asked if this could be expanded to
methane emissions in general. Mr. Gedert concurred.

8.

POLICY COMMITTEE MEMBERS’ COMMENTS
There were no Policy Committee member comments.
Ms. Driehaus reiterated that a Rules Subcommittee meeting will occur in the next 2 weeks with a Policy
Committee meeting following before December 16 as this is the last Commissioners meeting in 2021.

10.

11.

UPCOMING DISTRICT MEETINGS
The next regularly scheduled Hamilton County Solid Waste Policy Committee meeting will be held on
Wednesday, January 19, 2022. The meeting will be a hybrid of in person for Committee members/staff and
Zoom for others wishing to attend virtually. The meeting will begin at 1:30 p.m. at 250 William Howard Taft
Road, 1st Floor, Cincinnati, Ohio 45219. Meeting information will be sent at a later date.
ADJOURNMENT (Target Time – 3:00 p.m.)
Ms. Driehaus asked for a motion to adjourn. Ms. Hurley moved; Mr. Gedert seconded. All were in favor and the
meeting was adjourned at 3:24 p.m.
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Residential Recycling
Infrastructure Analysis

•
•
•
•

98% of residents have access to curbside recycling
17.54% residential diversion rate in 2020
41,000 tons recycled
17,000 tons composted

2018 Residential Landfill Study
Yard Trimmings, 7.20%

HHW, 0.20%

C&D Debris, 1.10%

Electronics, 1%

Paper, 31.70%
Organics, 19.20%

Glass, 3.80%
Metals, 3.70%
Plastics, 21.40%

Textiles,
8.20%

Other, 2.50%

Recycling Program Type

Subscription
Community, 15

Drop-off Only
Community, 1

Non-Subscription
Community, 32

2020 Pounds Per Resident Recycled
400.00
350.00

357.93

300.00
250.00
200.00
150.00
100.00

131.85

50.00
0.00

50.03
Subscription Community

Non-Subscription Community

Drop-Off Only Community

Recycling Drop-Off Improvements

• Increase drop-off access
• Improve drop-off signage
• Improve drop-off placement

Curbside Recycling Improvements
• Upgrade from drop-off to curbside.
• Upgrade from subscription to curbside.
• Technical assistance/ community
education
• Single fee model

Questions for Policy
Committee
 Do you agree that Hamilton County has a strong residential
recycling infrastructure?
 What are your priorities?
 Are there programs you would like staff to investigate
further?
 Would the Policy Committee rather staff focus on
infrastructure improvement or recycling promotion?

Difficult to Manage Waste
Stream Analysis

•
•
•
•

Scrap Tires
Yard Trimmings
Household Hazardous Waste
Electronic Waste

Scrap Tires
Current Programs:
• Cincinnati Health Department and Hamilton County Public Health
contracts
• Partner with Keep Cincinnati Beautiful to fund tire collection events in
communities
• Environmental Enforcement Partnership with Sheriff

Scrap Tires
Ideas for improvement:
• Work with communities holding tire events to include neighboring
communities.
• Provide extra funding to help host community cover increased cost.

Yard Trimmings
Community Programs
20
14

12

2
Curbside Collection

Seasonal Curbside
Collection

Drop-Off

None

Yard Trimmings
Drop-Off
Table 5: Yard Trimmings Drop-Off Performance by Location 2020
Location

Tons
Collected
East
2,414

Households

Cost

not counted $51,977.56

Cost Per Ton
$21.53

North

1,000

3,531

$89,710.75

$89.71

West

456

5,545

$76,421.25

$167.59

Yard Trimmings
• Encourage communities to maintain or adopt curbside collection.
• Shift funding away from drop-off sites and to communities to operate
yard trimmings
• Reinstitute Yard Trimmings Infrastructure Grant program
• Decrease cost of Yard Trimmings Drop-Off program.
• Condense to one-site.
• Find new West-side host.

Household Hazardous
Waste (HHW)

• 0.5% of residential waste landfilled.
• 1,378 tons generated in 2020.

HHW Drop-Off
•
•
•
•

1,610 households participated
55 tons dropped off
$134,927
Figure 5: Breakdown of HHW Collected in 2020
$2,453/ton
Gasoline, Kerosene,
Other
Pool Chemicals and
Cleaners
6%

5%

Solvents, Thinners
14%

Fire Extinguishers
6%
Misc. Cylinders
4%

Motor Oil and Antifreeze
10%

Paint Related Products
34%

Pesticides and Herbicides,
14%
Sludges water based stains,
conditioners etc, 7%

Household Hazardous
Waste (HHW)

• Promote HHW reduction
• Promote alternative outlets
• Increase awareness of HHW issues at
the state level

Questions for Policy
Committee
 Fourteen communities do not provide some type of separate yard
trimmings program. Should R3Source shift funds budgeted for the
Yard Trimmings Drop-Offs to encourage more community collection?
 Should some of the carryover funds be used to help communities
build yard trimmings collection infrastructure?
 Should R3Source continue HHW collection program in long term
given it only reaches, at most, 3% of the population?
 Should we concentrate more efforts and paid advertising to promote
HHW reduction and alternative outlets instead of our current HHW
drop-off program?
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1.

CALL TO ORDER
Mr. DiPuccio called the meeting to order at 8:32 am. Ms. Balz went over some guidelines relating to the public
comments period via in person and on Zoom.
Mr. DiPuccio asked everyone to turn off their cell phones and to speak loudly.

2.

INTRODUCTION OF SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERS AND SUPPORT STAFF
The Subcommittee introduced themselves and stated who they were representing from the Policy Committee as
follows: Mr. DiPuccio, Generator Representative; Mr. Gedert, Public Member; and Ms. Magness, Representative
from the largest municipality in the County.
The support staff also introduced themselves.

3.

CLERK’S REPORT
A.
Approval of Minutes – October 22, 2021
Mr. DiPuccio stated on page 6, 4th paragraph: Mr. DiPuccio stated that there is a regulation, but it is not
State, it is County.
Mr. DeJonckheere stated on page 6, 4th paragraph: Mr. DeJonckheere stated that they do a
comprehensive report each year and they are doing some gas sampling at some facilities that do not
have an explosive gas monitoring plant plan.

2

Rules Subcommittee Meeting
December 2, 2021
Page 3
Mr. DeJonckheere stated on Page 9, 3rd paragraph: Mr. DeJonckheere stated that he was not the expert
on their leachate management system; this is the Surface Water issue, and it is an NPDES permit and our
the arrangement between MSD and Rumpke;
Mr. DeJonckheere stated on Page 9, last paragraph: With stormwater, you are looking at septic
sediment controls to prevent muddy waters from being discharged.
Mr. DiPuccio asked for a motion to approve the minutes as modified. Ms. Magness moved; Mr. Gedert
seconded, and all were in favor, so the motion was approved.
B.
4.

Additions to the Agenda
There were no additions to the agenda.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Marie Kocoshis
Ms. Kocoshis introduced herself and stated that she was on the board of the League of Women Voters and we have
approved this statement that is being made today.
We believe that the Hamilton County Solid Waste Management Rules covering the maintenance, protection and use of
solid waste facilities are desperately needed. We know that there are some twenty-two other districts in the state that
have their own rules. These rules are authorized by the Hamilton County Solid Waste Management Plan now in place
and authorized under the Ohio Revised Code.
Ms. Kocoshis stated that a summary of the rules had been distributed without any changes. The attached rules require
any entity seeking to construct, enlarge, or modify any solid waste transfer, disposal, recycling, or resource recovery
facility within Hamilton County Solid Waste Management District to submit an improvement plan and compliance report
to the Board for its approval before any actions begin. The approval process includes public notice, opportunity for
public comment, public hearing, and recommendation of the Policy Committee. Rules for details of the public comment
and hearing process are included in the improvement plan and must set forth the proposed project specifications and
must comply with the current solid waste management plan of the Hamilton County Solid Waste Management District.
The compliance report must allow the Board to determine that the proposed project does not compete or argue with
the financing or operation of existing solid waste programs or facilities, avoids, or mitigates efforts socio-economic,
environmental, and health effects and is consistent with Ohio EPA siting strategy. The compliance report must also
analyze these impacts including twenty-four listed items of concerns such as proximation to any aquifer, traffic impacts,
odors, noise, plus projected consumption of energy with land use ordinances, zoning resolutions, and increased demand
impact on the community capacity.
In addition, the rules require access and supervision by county sanitary engineer, simultaneous submissions to the Board
of the Policy Committee, various submission to Ohio EPA, and permits obtained from Ohio EPA and an annual report
detailing the amount and types of solid waste disposed of, stored, or treated.
In conclusion, the League of Voters of the Cincinnati area believe these rules are needed and well drafted and therefore,
we recommend a vote of support from the Rules Subcommittee today.
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Tim Mara:
Mr. Mara introduced himself and stated that he was on the Board at Oxbow, Inc. We desire to have rules adopted as
quickly as possible. Mr. Mara stated that he had a letter from the President of Oxbow, Inc. supporting the rules as
drafted, at least as we have seen it on November 17. He passed out a letter from Dr. Seymour endorsing the rules.
Mr. Mara stared that he would like to make a few comments regarding the specifics and passed out the below and went
over each one:
At the bottom of page 1:
“Enlargement” or “Enlarge” means, in the case of a Transfer, Recycling, or Resource Recovery Facility, an increase in the
capacity of the facility beyond the permit, or other authorization, issued for the facility by the OEPA; and in the case of
all other Solid Waste Disposal Facilities, means a horizontal or vertical increase in the size of the facility beyond the limits
approved in the permit, or other authorization, issued for the facility by the OEPA.; and in the case of existing landfills
for which an applicant holds a permit approved by OEPA, the placement of waste beyond the limits for placement
allowed under the terms of the existing permit, whether or not the additional acreage is within the approved facility
boundary.
On page 7, item 2:
g. hunting, trapping, or fishing and recreational opportunities currently available within a half-mile of the site; change
the distance to 5 miles – in the case of the Bond Road site, Miami Whitewater Forest, Mitchell Memorial Forest, and the
Oxbow preserve are within 5 miles and impacts on such major facilities should be addressed by the applicant
i. Surface Waters on or near the site, and their connections to downstream surface waters within five miles of the site
On page 8, item 2:
p. the proposed project’s compatibility with land use ordinances, township zoning resolutions, county rural zoning
resolutions, and existing land uses at the proposed site and for one quarter mile in all directions, and along the primary
route for trucks to deliver waste to the facility.
Also, suggest increasing the distance from one-quarter mile to one mile.
Carrie Davis:
Ms. Davis stated that she finds this kind of abuse ridiculous and the key term for the day is concurrent jurisdiction.
Ms. Davis stated that it appeared from the agenda, which does not have any attachments to an agenda packet, so
nobody even has a copy of the rule in the public unless they specifically asked for it.
Ms. Davis stated that we are going to be focusing on the jurisdiction of other entities. Ms. Davis stated that she has
provided the Committee with two court cases some months ago and a quotation from that case state and this is the
judge’s opinion, not mine, not Carrie Davis’: A person must obtain permission from numerous levels of government in
order to engage in an activity insofar as receiving a permit from one level of government when one of the other levels of
government approves the activity, which is from Clark Co., the legal decision.
Ms. Davis stated that she also included in the papers distributed other citations from that. The point she is trying to
make is when you talk today, let’s not waste our time talking about MSD’s authority, the health department’s authority,
the zoning boards authority, etc. We have concurrent jurisdiction; the only jurisdiction that has any concern with the
Ohio EPA, and we do not want to transfer onto their property, but the proposed rule doesn’t have that criteria in it.
Ms. Davis stated that nobody’s else’s rules matter and we could stretch this out and ask every zoning board in Hamilton
County to come and tell us about their specific rules and the fact is they are irrelevant. We are focusing too much
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attention on what other people’s rules, authority, and process are instead of developing our own within the framework
of the law provided and that has been very clearly identified in those two court decisions; how broad it is and what our
limits are.
Ms. Davis stated that when we listen to everybody, it is interesting and she likes to know, but the zoning department
and health department can each have a rule on the same thing and gave an example. When the health department
looks at it, they are looking for specific criteria related to their department and the zoning board, when they look at it,
they are looking at that rule pertaining to their jurisdiction.
Ms. Davis stated that we are allowed to replicate laws and rules; we can have the same rules as the health department,
even as the EPA if our criteria in looking at it and our purpose if different. Our purpose is defined in the document she
gave the Committee and in the court decision and as long as our rules are consistent with our plan, which is for the safe
and sanitary management of solid waste facilities and to govern the maintenance, protection, and use of solid waste
facilities. Those are the only two criteria our rules have to meet.
Bill Rumpke:
Mr. Rumpke introduced himself and thanked the Subcommittee for giving him this opportunity to address the
Subcommittee.
Mr. Rumpke stated that he thought public comment just like industry input is vital in this process and is part of the due
diligence and will help make better rules.
Mr. Rumpke stated that as stated in previous meetings, Rumpke is not opposed to rules and regulations that are
reasonable, apply equally, and within the bounds of the law. These rules should be sufficiently clear and not subjective
in nature. These rules demand more than a simple and quick approval. The Subcommittee needs to perform the same
due diligence they are asking those impacted by the rules to prove. We need to consider the entirety of the proposed
changes in both the immediate and long-lasting cause and impacts each rule will have on Hamilton County’s budget and
resources.
Mr. Rumpke stated that we also need to consider the total impact on the nearly thirty current waste, recycling, and
composting operations within the County as well as the two million residents, twenty-thousand businesses, and nearly
one hundred municipalities that rely on these essential services to protect and provide for a certain level of public health
today and long into the future.
Mr. Rumpke stated that as he mentioned at the November 17, 2021 meeting, we do not have an exact timeline on when
we will submit the expansion application for our Bond Road landfill to the Ohio EPA. However, as he sent the letter out
shortly thereafter, he did confirm that we will not be filing before January 1, 2022. Furthermore, he also committed to
and will be happy to provide the Commissioners with at least two weeks’ notice of when we do intend to file.
Mr. Rumpke stated that he may again clarify the details surrounding the Bond Road Landfill. Rumpke already has a
significantly permitted space at that landfill. The primary reason for the expansion Rumpke will pursue is to allow for
improvements to the leachate and gas recovery systems. At the last meeting, we talked about the roughly twenty-threeacre expansion; of that twenty-three acres, only about eight is for waste placement. The remainder is for infrastructure
such as access roads and berms and like he mentioned before, to improve the leachate and gas recovery systems.
Mr. Rumpke stated that again, he urges this Subcommittee, the Policy Committee, as well as the Commissioners to
engage with the industry in this process and to consider the long term and wide-spread impacts as any new rules are
considered.
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Tom Tepe:
Mr. Tepe introduced himself and stated that he was with the law firm Keating, Muething, and Klekamp and he is here
representing Rumpke Sanitary Landfill and thanked the Subcommittee for its time.
Mr. Tepe stated that this was not the time or place to get into the nuances of legalities. Rumpke has been in this
community for a very long time and has had a longstanding relationship with the County and believes it has had a good
working relationship with for decades. That being said, they have asked to be involved in the process from day one; and
they have essentially been left out of the process which is contrary to law.
Mr. Tepe stated that he always tells his kids, when you try and do something quickly, seldom if ever do you do it
correctly and that’s what we are seeing here today. We have not yet heard from the attorney that has been hired and
we reserve any comment he may advise you, but the proposed rules are in many instances contrary to Ohio law. We
have statutes that lay out the play book. What you can do, what you can’t do, who can do what, who can’t do what.
Mr. Tepe stated that what they are seeing in these proposed rules is that many aspects of them are just contrary to law.
We also ask that you look at this, talk to your counsel.
Mr. Tepe stated that there is nothing in Ohio law that allows for a Policy Subcommittee, nothing. So, Ohio law does say
that they can have a Technical Advisory Council and asks where is that Technical Advisory Council’s involvement in this
process. He does not think that it’s even had any involvement.
Mr. Tepe stated that under statute, if you do utilize the Technical Advisory Council, it must comprise of a person
representing solid waste hauling and disposal industries; that’s why Rumpke is asking to be involved in the process;
nothing more than what the law says it is entitled to or some other representative from that industry. Also, a
representative of the recycling industry and asked where’s that person.
Mr. Tepe stated that if you don’t slow down and fix it, everything that comes out of this Subcommittee is what us
lawyers say is the fruit of the poisonous tree. Slow down, do it right, and involve the right people and the stakeholders
for a collaborative process and he thinks that what will come out of this is something everyone can live with.
INTRODUCTION TO OUTSIDE COUNSEL
Mr. DiPuccio stated that Mr. Tepe jarred his memory, and our outside counsel is on virtually.
Mr. DiPuccio apologized for not recognizing Mr. Bauer and asked him to briefly introduce himself. Mr. Bauer stated he
was a partner at Peters, Kalail, & Markakis. He has been principally dedicated to solid waste issues and representing
solid waste districts and local jurisdictions for over thirty years now.
Mr. Bauer stated that he has been a long-time participant and secretary of the Organization of Solid Waste Districts of
Ohio and his involvement in this area is longstanding and extensive. The rule making authority for solid waste districts
pre-dates solid waste districts and goes back to the time of the old county and refuse disposal under Ohio law.
Mr. Bauer stated that he has developed rules for a number of districts, and they come in a number of shapes and flavors
tuned to the needs of those districts involved. Sometimes the rules are developed as a good housekeeping measure and
sometimes they are developed because of past experience of the district and a conscience effort to provide some
protection from re-experiencing those kinds of problems but have not been the subject of a huge amount of litigation in
the past. The most notable exercise was the ten years of litigation that came out of the Clark County situation which
started in 1994 and ended in 2005 when there was an effort to site a new landfill in that county.
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Mr. Bauer stated that this was a process that he was involved in start to finish. It was a training under fire because up to
that time, there had not been a whole lot of litigation except in Montgomery County there had been some older
litigation but nothing that came up in connection with the authority over solid waste management plans which was a
new thing starting in 1989.
Mr. Bauer stated that he has been through that experience and then of course, has worked with many, many districts on
their plans, rules, funding and really everything to do with advising solid waste management districts. At one point in
time, twenty-five years ago, when he was still at Eastman & Smith, we used to do some work for Hamilton County, but it
has been a while.
Mr. Bauer stated that it was a pleasant surprise to get the call from the District and is truly happy and honored to be
able to help the District with this current exercise and stated that after public comments thought we would get back to
talking about the proposed rules later in the agenda.
Saundra Stehlin:
Ms. Stehlin stated that she represented herself and several other families that live on either side of her property.
Ms. Stehlin stated that she thinks it is quite amazing that Rumpke has been able to convince the EPA that they can
somehow suspend the principles of physics and that gravity will somehow lose its power over piled up garbage and dirt
on the side of a hill. Their past history has shown they have been fraught with landslides on flat soil. Her property on
Lawrenceburg, is 3 doors down from Bond Road, and it sits across the river from a gravel quarry, asphalt plant and
another quarry are a mile down the road. A spewing Duke coal fired power plant is 3 miles down the road. Fernald is 12
miles away. How much more dust, filth and contamination can you expect to shove into one small area?
There are hundreds of acres of flat land in the north of the county. West Chester, Butler County could easily have a
dump. This whole area in question is watershed for the Ohio River tributaries of the Great Miami (which is already being
polluted by the Colerain dump) and the Class A Whitewater River. Why would you want to deliberately pollute a Class A
stream in the last few miles before it empties into the Ohio with poisonous leachates that will gravitate down the hill
into the river?
Why is it that Hamilton County thinks that every filthy industry should be stuck on the west side? I was born the year
they started refining Uranium at Fernald and lived within 6 miles of the plant. I moved as a child because they decided
they needed to take my Grandfather's entire farm for the Dry Fork road exit on I-74. Ms. Stehlin worked at Greater C
Dental Lab on Struble Road for a year and was unwillingly subjected to the chemicals they unsuccessfully use to mitigate
the smells caused by their practices that make them the #1 emitter of methane in the country.
They say that they only take in residential garbage...but she has worked a season at the garden center at Home Depot to
know what deadly poisons are sold to residents.
Rumpke business practices are environmental nightmares that should no longer be allowed to continue without the
strictest controls.
It is 2022... you no longer get to use the air, the land and the waterways as dumps without strict controls.
The old adage of "the solution to pollution is dilution" no longer holds. The past practices of Rumpke can no longer be
tolerated in this area. You cannot put a dump on a hillside.
Lisa Wynn:
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Ms. Wynn introduced herself and stated that she was a member of the Ditch the Dump group and as the last person that
spoke, she pretty much represents a lot of the feelings from the people from the area. She wanted to ask the
Subcommittee to adopt the rules due to the community impact by the disposal of waste.
Ms. Wynn thanked the Subcommittee for giving us a voice and giving us a chance to be involved.
Kurt Grossman:
Mr. Grossman introduced himself and stated that he was a citizen, taxpayer, and voter in Hamilton County and
Cincinnati, Ohio.
Mr. Grossmann stated at the last Policy Committee meeting, he handed out a proposed rule and did that because he
was unaware that there had been other rules proposed which is part of the problem with how this process is working.
You’re asking for public comment before the public even knows what you are going to discuss.
Mr. Grossmann stated that his not be formally considered but rather it just be used as a checklist to make sure that
whatever rules you come up with address the various items listed there so we can take them off the table as a challenge.
Mr. Grossman stated that Mr. Rumpke made the statement that the additional acreage is primarily for leachate handling
and went on to point out that nearly twenty-five percent is for actual solid waste handling so its not just primarily
leachate. We have to be very careful and watchful of what people say versus what they mean.
Mr. Grossman stated that there was a statement made by the attorney for Rumpke and he believes he said that there
was no representative of the industry on this panel, and he believes this is incorrect. There is, in fact a representative of
the industry and pointed out Mr. DiPuccio and believes there may be another representative of the industry that is
sitting immediately to the left of the podium (Mr. DeJonckheere) and stated that he was not sure of all the players as he
is relatively new.
Mr. Grossmann stated that those were the points he wanted to make and thinks it is important that the process for
public input be changed, just to try and help people; no good deed goes unpunished to try and do it up front to
accommodate people and yet, you are getting comments at a time when people don’t necessarily even know what it is
that you are going to be talking about other than an agenda topic.
Mr. Grossman stated that Roberts Rules of Orders in the way the County and the City have run, public comment should
be taken on each item on the agenda; not an overall two- or three-minute limit addressing the entire agenda without
even knowing the specifics.
Mr. Grossman stated that he believes the rules that were submitted from this Committee last time were taken from
another jurisdiction in this state that have rules and therefore have been tested and time tested and should be the
framework to putting together formal rules. Clearly, we can take into account the needs of the industry but also need to
take into account the needs of our community because right now, there is nothing that would stop anybody from
building a landfill in Indian Hill or Fountain Square short of only acquiring the property and you know that can be done
by many people.
Gary Hammerle
Mr. Hammerle introduced himself and stated that he was representing himself, his family, and his concerned neighbors.
Mr. Hammerle stated that he was born and raised in Cincinnati, grew up on the west side, lived there for twenty-five
years, got married, moved to Colerain, lived there for three years. Typical hard core westsider, we went a little further
west and life brought us to Indiana. We moved to Indiana about seventeen years ago and are currently neighbors to the
proposed landfill and are bordering the Ohio/Indiana line and it doesn’t get much closer than that.
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Mr. Hammerle stated that he grew up in a neighborhood where we looked after one another, took care of our
neighbors, were always kind and courteous, and just looked after them.
Mr. Hammerle stated that when they moved to Indiana, things did not change at all; unfortunately, we did not have
really close neighbors. They live in an area that is pretty remote.
Mr. Hammerle stated that his concerns are with allowing this to go in; noise pollution, odor pollution, as well as air
pollution which leads him to his point. What is being dumped there or permitted to dump and where that is actually
going is the dust generated by the tracks disturbing and introduced particles into the air that are going to affect he and
his family by getting into his drinking water.
Mr. Hammerle stated that he lives in an area which has cistern water and has no opportunity for clean drinking water as
far as City water goes and at this point, we do not want to drill a well with this project going in.
Mr. Hammerle stated that if you drive by 275 and Colerain, known as Mt. Rumpke, you can smell that for miles, so you
know whatever is getting into the air is getting into the air. Where are you going to allow this to go and how close are
people going to be that live there.
Mr. Hammerle stated that he would highly ask you to consider this and prevent this from happening. It is detrimental to
the community, as well as his family. We have always been courteous to our neighbors and ask you guys do the same
even though there is a state line that divides us. Just because there is an imaginary line doesn’t mean you guys aren’t my
neighbors.
Mr. Hammerle stated that he asks the Board and Committee to really think hard and consider everybody’s input and
limit what can go in there and where it goes.
Mr. DiPuccio thanked all the people who gave public comments.
5.

OHIO EPA SOUTHWEST DISTRICT OFFICE – PERMITTING PROCESS PRESENTATION
Mr. Harris gave a presentation about the Ohio EPA permitting process (attached) and a brief question and
answer session ensued.

6.

HAMILTON COUNTY ZONING PRESENTATION – HAMILTON COUNTY ZONING AUTHORITY
Mr. Snyder gave a presentation about the Hamilton County Zoning Authority (presentation not available) and
a brief question and answer session ensued.

7.

DISCUSSION OF RULES
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he would like to hear any comments from the support staff. Mr. DeJonckheere stated
that they have briefly looked through the rules and at this time, had no comments. Ms. Lutz stated that she feels
the county needs to have some sort of involvement, not just the state.
A discussion ensued regarding the rules and Mr. Bauer suggested language, offered his opinion, and answered
questions.
Mr. Johnson discussed funding considering we do not have staff for this (permitting, compliance report,
monitoring) and hiring for this would be a substantial change in the budget. Mr. DiPuccio concurred and stated
that you just can’t pass rules, you have to have a structure in place for staffing and administration to handle
those rules and beyond just the initial application.
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Mr. Gedert discussed the recommendations in the final document and also discussed some changes. Mr.
DiPuccio discussed his reasoning as to why he did not agree with some of the rules and asked for clarification on
some.
Mr. Bauer discussed whether this was a public record and at the end of his discussion, stated that since this was
a working document and a recommendation to the Policy Committee and they may have changes and they
would be recommending to the Board of County Commissioners, that he did not think it would be a public
record until the Board adopted it.
Further discussion and a brief question and answer session ensued.
Mr. Gedert stated that he would move that with the corrections the Subcommittee made in this meeting, he
recommends this revised document for Policy Committee action. Ms. Magness stated that with the
understanding that there are going to be refinements moving forward and future input is still being sought. Ms.
Magness stated that she seconded the motion.
Mr. DiPuccio asked for further clarification. Mr. Gedert asked if the Subcommittee could rely on Mr. Bauer to
incorporate the changes into the final document and send it back to the Subcommittee. Mr. Bauer stated that
this was fine.
Mr. Gedert asked for the Subcommittee’s consideration that this becomes a public document as we move this to
the Policy Committee. Ms. Magness stated that hopefully, we will be able to get it out so people can read it
before the special December 6 Policy Committee meeting. Mr. Gedert clarified by saying for those that request
it. Mr. DiPuccio asked Mr. Bauer if the document is, at this point, still attorney client privilege.
Mr. Bauer stated that the document has been the subject of an approval recommendation by this
Subcommittee, that once he includes those adjustments on the document, assuming that this is approved by the
vote that you are about to have, he thinks the document is a public document.
Mr. DiPuccio asked for clarification by saying that it becomes a public document at the point where it is
submitted to the Policy Committee. Mr. Bauer stated that the final document that is the subject of the
Subcommittee’s final recommendation is a public document. Mr. DiPuccio stated that the Subcommittee does
not have that final document yet and stated that he would like the release of the document to be through the
Policy Committee and thought this was what Mr. Bauer was saying.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that there was a motion and second and it is up for a vote and the discussion was closed.
Mr. DiPuccio called the vote: Ms. Magness, yes; Mr. Gedert, yes; Mr. DiPuccio, no.
Mr. DiPuccio asked Mr. Bauer to send the revised copy and it would be included when the Policy Committee
agenda was sent out.
Mr. DiPuccio thanked the Subcommittee and everyone who gave public comments.
8.

ADJOURNMENT (Target Time – 10:30 p.m.)
Mr. DiPuccio adjourned the meeting at 10:44 am.
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Ohio EPA’s Mission
To protect the environment and public health by
ensuring compliance with environmental laws
and demonstrating leadership in environmental
stewardship.

Solid Waste Facilities That Require
Permit
• Sanitary landfills
– Municipal solid waste (OAC 3745-27)
– Industrial and manufacturing waste
(OAC 3745-30)

•
•
•
•

Transfer facility (OAC 3745-555)
Solid waste incinerator (OAC 3745-27)
Compost facility (OAC 3745-560)
Scrap tire facility (OAC 3745-27)

What Ohio EPA Can Consider
• Best Available Technology (BAT)
• Set of rules, written according to Ohio law
— Limit where a facility can be located
— Limit design and operation
— Closure and post-closure standards

Ohio EPA does not have the
authority to consider:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Local zoning
Out-of-state waste
Increase in road usage
Property values
Noise
Popularity of the site

Public Involvement
• Applicant’s meeting
• Public information session
• Public hearing

Public Involvement
• Establishment of a new facility
• Increase in the total capacity of the facility by
more than 10 percent
• Lateral expansion
• Increase in depth of excavation
• Change in the technique of waste receipt or
waste received that may endanger human
health

Public Involvement
Although not required by law, if there is
significant public interest, an information
session or public hearing may be conducted for:
• Scrap tire facilities
• Class II, III or IV composting facilities
• Transfer facilities

Permitting Process
Technical
Review
(90 Days)

1st Notice of
Deficiency

Applicant’s
Response to NOD
(No Time Limit)

PTI Application
Submittal
Applicant’s
Meeting
(45 Days)

Public Hearing
(Public Noticed 30 Days Prior)
Director Issues Final Action
Approval or Denial

Public Information
Session
(Public Noticed
30 Days Prior)

Director Issues Draft Action
Approval or Denial

Notice of
Deficiency

Continue Review
(75 Days)
Additional
Deficiencies?

No

Yes

Permitting Process
• Facility submits permitto-install (PTI)
application to Ohio EPA
• Applicant’s meeting
(45 Days)
• Technical review
(90 Days)
—Detailed plans
—Narrative report
—Additional criteria

PTI Application
Submittal

Technical Review
(90 Days)

Applicant’s Meeting
(45 Days)

Permitting Process
• Notice of Deficiency
(NOD)
• Public information
session
• Applicant addresses
deficiencies in NOD
• No timeline for reply

• Multiple NODs may be
sent (75 Days)

Technical Review
(90 Days)
1st Notice of
Deficiency
Applicant’s Response to
NOD (No Time Limit)

Public Information
Session
(Public Noticed
30 Days Prior)
Notice of
Deficiency

Continue Review
(75 Days)
Additional Deficiencies?
No

Yes

Permitting Process
• After all NODs are
addressed, Ohio EPA
issues draft action
• Public hearing
• Ohio EPA director issues
or denies final permit

Additional Deficiencies?
No
Director Issues Draft Action
Approval or Denial
Public Hearing
(Public Noticed 30 Days Prior)
Director Issues Final Action
Approval or Denial

Contact Information
Michael Harris, REHS
Division of Materials and Waste Management
Environmental Specialist 3, Ohio EPA
Southwest District Office
Michael.Harris@epa.ohio.gov
(937) 285-6089

DRAFT MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING OF
HAMILTON COUNTY Solid Waste
POLICY COMMITTEE
In person & Zoom
DATE:

December 6, 2021

TIME:

1:30 p.m.

PLACE:

Hamilton County Environmental Services
250 William Howard Taft Road
Cincinnati, Ohio 45219

PRESENT:

Policy Committee Members
Tony DiPuccio, Generator Representative, Chair
Denise Driehaus, County Commissioner, Chair
Bob Gedert, Public Member, Vice-Chair
Karen Hurley, General Interest Member
Greg Kesterman, Hamilton County Public Health Representative
Sue Magness, Largest Municipality Representative
Raj Rajagopal, Township Representative
Staff
Michelle Balz, Solid Waste Manager
Gage Bradford, Community Specialist
Elise Erhart, Outreach Specialist
Brad Johnson, Director
Ali Khodadad, Operations Manager
Mike Kramer, Assistant Director
Susan Schumacher, Assistant Solid Waste Specialist, Clerk
Others in Attendance
Albin Bauer, Peters Kalail & Markakis
Nee Fong Chin, Prosecutor’s Office
Sally Dannemiller
Craig Davidson, Hamilton County Public Health
Carrie Davis, Child Advocacy for Jobs & Equity
Chuck DeJonckheere, Hamilton County Public Health
Dean Ferrier, Rumpke
Matt Hittle, Ohio EPA
Tim Mara, Oxbow
Gina Marsh, Chief of Staff for Commissioner Driehaus
Bryan Peak, Hamilton County Sheriff’s Office
Billy Rumpke, Rumpke
Jim Thaxton, Rumpke
Kathy Trent, Waste Management
Matt Tietsort, Northwest Local School District
Erica Turner, Ditch the Dump
Max Webster
Molly Yeager, Rumpke

1.

INTRODUCTION/OPENING COMMENTS
Ms. Driehaus called the meeting to order at 1:03 pm.
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Ms. Driehaus stated that she would like to begin with having any members of the Rules Subcommittee of the
Policy Committee that would like to say anything before we get started and then we will also welcome
comments after the Public Comments and the Presentation from Rumpke.
Mr. Gedert stated that the Subcommittee has recommendations of rules to move forward to the Policy
Committee and will discuss more on item number three. The update from the Subcommittee is the movement
forward of the Rules. Mr. DiPuccio asked for clarification. Mr. Gedert stated that the Subcommittee did vote to
move forward the rules to the Policy Committee as a recommendation from the Subcommittee. Mr. DiPuccio
stated it was not unanimous. Mr. Gedert stated it was not unanimous, it was a two to one vote.
Ms. Driehaus asked that she assumed everyone had that recommendation in front of them for further
discussion later.
Ms. Driehaus stated that each person giving public comments will now have three minutes instead of two
minutes.
Ms. Driehaus also stated that she would call on people giving public comments in the order they were received.
2.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Sally Dannemiller:
Dear Commissioner Driehaus, Members of the Policy Committee,
The Sierra Club Miami Group endorses the Draft of the Solid Waste Management District Rules as passed by the
Solid Waste Rules Subcommittee at their meeting on December 2, 2021. We feel that these rules will better
protect both the environment and human health.
At that meeting, a lawyer stated that rules are usually set in place for “good housekeeping, past problems or
protection.” For the over thirty (30) facilities in our district, all three reasons could apply. Another very good
point was made that a substantial portion of western Hamilton County is not under any zoning code, thereby
leaving it “vulnerable to anyone who would choose to purchase land.”
In addition to adopting the Draft Rules, we would urge you to “fill in the blank” in that document regarding
proximity – with a distance of five (5) miles. In 1988, the EPA found that all landfills eventually leak, potentially
discharging waste and toxins into the groundwater system. In our district, one site in particular, that of the Bond
Road Landfill, lies in a sensitive area. This area includes: an important aquifer, which provides water to many;
the cleanest river in Ohio (the Whitewater River); and a significant nature preserve downstream of the facility,
that of Oxbow, Inc.
In thinking about these rules, there are several statistics to consider. According to the EPA:
o Ohio has the fifth largest buried trash per capita in the US – at 48.8 tons
o Ohio rates #4 in the nation for landfill waste acceptance (i.e., The most new waste per capita
o In Hamilton County, Rumpke Sanitary Landfill serves as the largest in the state and one of the largest in
the nation
o Finally, increased of imported trash from other districts and states will add further stresses to our
human and natural environment.
The lack of comprehensive set of rules could spell disaster for our country.

2

Policy Committee Meeting
December 6, 2021
Page 3
The Miami Group strongly urges the Solid Waste Policy Committee to adopt this set of Draft Rules (Draft Rules
12/2/21) for consideration by the Hamilton County Commissioners at their December meeting.
Debbie Kastens:
Ms. Kastens stated that she has worked all of her life in Hamilton County but lived in Dearborn County. She
worked for Cincinnati Public Schools for 33 years as an Intervention Specialist.
Ms. Kastens stated that she was going to go off of what Rumple sent to the people around the proposed landfill.
Rumpke said it would improve traffic and safety for them; not for us. Three thousand cars use that street
everyday from Indiana to Hamilton County to either go to work or shop. When you go from their entrance to
Lawrenceburg Road, in Ohio, there are four of those yellow signs that say, “sharp right turn”, “sharp left turn”,
and “S” turn. It is not a safe road for us.
Ms. Kastens stated that the other thing is with no plans for immediate use; she remembers last week, Mr.
Rumpke said they were going to start permitting January 1. The other thing they have said is landfill won’t start
for decades which is included in the Rumpke letter.
Ms. Kastens stated that the one thing that bothers her the most because when they’ve got the permit for the
entrance, they originally told people 20 trucks, but the permit goes to 40 trucks, but somebody forgot to
mention, the 400 trucks in the distant future. That is not a small landfill; 400 trucks.
Ms. Kastens stated that the other thing she would like to say since she is a teacher, the Indiana school is less
than a mile away if not less from the dump. It is an elementary school with over 500 kids. The Cleves school is
about 2 – 3 miles away, She’ll even give you 4 miles; that would be the max. There are schools around that; they
say this is a sparsely populated area; not true. If you go down Stateline Road in Indiana, there is suburb after
suburb, after suburb and she is in one of those 100 home suburbs, and it is three miles from it. So, it is not
sparsely populated.
Ms. Kastens stated that the last thing is for the elderly, like her. There is a 55+ community adjacent their land
downhill. These poor people are trying to move now and sell their property because of this landfill. This was
supposed to be their retirement home, not a garbage dump next door. They already have to put up with some
stuff, but now, they are stuck there.
Tim Mara:
Mr. Mara introduced himself and stated that he was here as a Board Member of Oxbow, Inc. Mr. Mara stated
that he sent the Committee a letter by email dated December 3 in which he suggested a few changes regarding
the list of considerations on page 9 subparts of Section V(C)(2):
e. proximity of the site to any Aquifer - this is important, but related to the Aquifer, should be added “proximity
to any Wellhead Protection Area” as any landfill has the potential to contaminate a source of public drinking
water.
f. hunting, trapping or fishing and recreational opportunities (probably should add boating to that but thinks the
radius should be increased to five miles because the odors from the landfills can impact the publics desirability
of coming to a park or preserve such as Oxbow and the stench from the landfills goes way beyond half mile)
currently within a ______ of the site – a half-mile radius was originally suggested, but this would be entirely
inadequate, particularly with regard to a proposed landfill. I suggest that the radius be increased to as much as
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five miles because impacts from landfills (such as odors) can seriously harm such uses for a considerable
distance.
h. surface waters on or near the site – because landfills can seriously degrade downstream waters for a
substantial distance, this provision should be amended to read “surface waters on or near the site and
downstream surface waters” and gave an example.
o. the proposed project’s compatibility with existing land uses at the proposed site and for one-quarter mile in
all directions from the Facility’s property line – as a Planner by education and experience, I know that major
solid waste facilities (most notably landfills) can be harmful to certain land uses for a distance far greater than
one-quarter mile. I suggest increasing the radius to five miles and stated that this is based upon his experience
as a land planner and training; clearly, waste from facilities can impact way beyond a quarter mile which is 1,000
and some feet. So, we need to have a greater distance to deal with things like odors, water contamination, etc.
Marie Kocoshis
Ms. Kocoshis introduced herself and stated that she was representing the League of Women Voters of the
Cincinnati area. She was here making her statements the other day but just wanted to repeat that the League of
Women Voters of the Cincinnati area supports these proposed regulations and she also questions the
advisability of having the regulated community i.e., Rumpke, make a presentation to this Committee. It seems as
though it is just not appropriate for them to be involved in writing the regulations that will regulate their own
facility.
Saundra Stehlin:
Ms. Stehlin stated that she had to laugh last week when she heard Rumpke's lawyer whining about new rules,
like they should be allowed to operate with minimal regulations like they did 50 years ago. National past
business practices have created climate changes and led to local and global catastrophes. The planet has
decided that it has had enough carbon and greenhouse gases. Current "best practices " are no longer good
enough.
The State of Ohio has agreed we need to address 1,000 identified orphan oil and gas wells and maybe another
1,000 unidentified wells that are leaking Methane. Then we have Rumpke that is THE LARGEST METHANE
EMITTER OF ANY LANDFILL in the COUNTRY and they are allowed to spew the worst of the greenhouse gases
unabated.
Ms. Stehlin stated that she knows the EPA does not consider road usage as criteria for their permits.
Ms. Stehlin stated she would like to know if the Ham Co road engineer has ever sat and watched traffic at the
intersection of Kilby and Suspension Bridge Road? ONCE again, they failed to create the intersection that was
needed for that site. Trucks cannot make the turn, and now Rumpke want to run how many more large trucks
through that intersection onto Suspension Bridge Road, a 2-lane road, with either no, or minimal shoulders and
Sand Run Road, another 2-lane road that is winding, curving and uphill its entire length.
Rumpke’s entire new land acquisition is a watershed...pure and simple...the elevation of that hillside drops
nearly 400' into a Class A river, one of the few within 100 miles. It is a cleaner and healthier river than the lauded
Little Miami Scenic River. Lawrenceburg Road is IN the floodplain, and like every river in the area, the
Whitewater River is flooding more often. We don't just have rainstorms now, we have 2-4" gully washers, as
hillsides and creeks have washed out Bender Road, South Road, Van Blaricum Road and Sand Run Road in recent
years. Across the country, communities are having 100-year floods every couple of years.
You cannot build a landfill on a hillside, in a watershed!
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Ms. Stehlin stated that she couldn't find the specs on the bridge, to see if the current usage of hundreds of
loaded dump trucks a week is already compromising the integrity of the bridge. But she can tell you that many
times of the day, traffic is backed up to a stand still trying to get on and off Suspension Bridge Road. The road is
already NOT designed for the usage it already receives.
When she attended school in Harrison in the late 60's, we were known as farmers and hicks. Many of the people
closest to the Bond Hill Rumpke fiasco are generally considered trailer trash...also known as the extremely hardworking poor. We really don't want your Hyde Park, Indian Hill, West Chester trash in OUR neighborhood. Dig a
hole and bury it in your own backyards. The West side has had enough of our air, soil and water being used and
abused for the benefit of the rest of the County and the State.
Carrie Davis:
First, she would like to thank Commissioner Driehaus and Commissioner Reece for requiring a very open
process that has afforded us a lot more personal contact than any EPA public hearing has allowed. She finds the
access an opportunity, extraordinaire for all parties including Rumpke.
Ms. Davis stated that she also wanted to thank these three people Ms. Magness, Mr. Gedert, and Ms. Hurley for
having the courage and the patience and Mr. Kesterman, for reading the emails that she bombarded them with
in order to get this issue here.
Ms. Davis stated that she was glad to hear from Rumpke. From day one, she wanted Rumpke’s input; she would
have liked to have had a more intimate conversation with them.
Ms. Davis stated that this was only act one of a three act play and Rumpke will have an opportunity when she
brings up act three to fully realize the benefit of these rules. These rules, in her plan, are not against Rumpke
and are for all of us.
Ms. Davis stated that she sent the Committee an email; in that email was the last public hearing that was
conducted by the EPA in Colerain Township in April, 2019. The EPA summarized the concerns of all the residents
and she askes the Committee to give it a good glance over. She knows the Health Department’s office was there
and then she referenced act three. Because you had staff that brought up at our last meeting concerns about
how restrictive these rules are and what these rules do is lay the foundation for this Committee and the
Commissioners to do further work to bring our solid waste industry and Hamilton County into a more safer,
secure future for all parties so she wanted to make sure they knew that this is going to be addressed. We just
have to do step one first.
Ms. Davis asked to please take a gander at that. The same thing you are hearing from the Whitewater residents
were heard by the Colerain Township residents and what is really noteworthy in that record is how many times
the EPA says, the very first thing they say in it, is most of these questions can’t be answered by us because it is
not our authority, it is the authority facing the townships. She stated that she begs to differ and say it is the
authority of the Commissioners; townships don’t have the authority, the Commissioners do.
Ms. Davis stated that that record documenting over 100 resident’s comments on this very issue summarized in a
formal format by the EPA is an extraordinary record for us to take a look at on why we need these rules.
Ms. Davis stated that she also wanted to say that Sharon Lutz actually summed it up best, the representative
from Oxbow and Whitewater, summed it up the best the other day when she said this is about us having a voice
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locally essentially, we can’t have Columbus telling us what is best for Hamilton County. These residents deserve
a voice and that is what this rule does. It gives us a voice.
Gary Hammerle:
Mr. Hammerle introduced himself and state that he was representing his family and named them.
Mr. Hammerle stated that he lives in Indiana and his property borders the proposed site. The only thing that
separates us and them is some honeysuckle, small trees, and imaginary line we call the state line. He is asking
the Committee today that you do not allow this dump to happen. He is concerned for his family’s health and as
well as the health of those in the surrounding areas.
Mr. Hammerle stated that we all know dumps release gases. Some of these gases are carbon dioxide and
methane. Methane gas as you know is that rotten egg smell and carbon dioxide doesn’t have a smell. Exposure
to this gas can produce a variety of health effects that includes headaches, dizziness, restlessness, difficulty
breathing, sweating, tiredness, increased heart rate, elevated blood pressure, coma, affixation, convulsions,
mood changes, slurred speech, vision problems, memory loss, nausea, vomiting, facial flushing and headaches.
Mr. Hammerle stated that in several severe cases there may be changes in breathing and heartrate, balance
problems, numbness, and unconsciousness. There are studies done that show living near a dump greatly
increases your chances of respiratory infections, asthma, and cancers.
Mr. Hammerle stated that he has provided a map of area dumps with a five-mile radius from them and as you
can see that areas that are overlapping that will dramatically increase the risk of health infections to the people
who live in these areas. When children live in these areas, they are more at risk with an 11 percent chance of
being admitted to hospitals for respiratory problems and for asthma which his daughter already suffers from.
Mr. Hammerle stated that dumping sites release many other toxins from landfill sites which contaminate water,
air, and soil. A study has also found that among men and women living in this exposure zone closest to the sites
have an elevated risk have been observed for cancers of the prostate, stomach, liver, and lungs.
Mr. Hammerle stated that he was asking the Committee to be a good neighbor to all those around this area
which includes the people in Bright, Lawrenceburg, Harrison, Bridgetown, Colerain, New Baltimore, Cleves, as
well as his family, your next-door neighbor. If you allow this dump to go in, you are saying the health of his
family and his children are not important to you and you should accept full responsibility for it.
Mr. Hammerle stated if it does go in, how much are we allowed to dump there? Where is it being dumped? How
high will it be? Will he now have a hillside of garbage blocking the beautiful sunrise that once was? When is the
dump considered full? Are they going to keep expanding it like they did at Colerain?
Mr. Hammerle asked what were the plans in place for the area for when it is considered full?
Ms. Driehaus stated that Mr. Hammerle’s time was up and asked him to please summarize.
Mr. Hammerle stated that in closing, he would like for you to look at his family, especially his children and ask
yourself when you sleep through the night knowing that you are willing to let Rumpke increase his family’s
chance of suffering illness or death. You do not want this for yourself, your children, or any of your family
members; you do not have to let this happen and we can’t afford to get it wrong. You have the power to say no.
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Kurt Grossman:
Mr. Grossman introduced himself and stated that he was an attorney living, voting, and pay taxes in Cincinnati
and Hamilton County. He sent an email Sunday to Ms. Balz and Ms. Schumacher for some suggested edits for
consideration from a policy and hopes he doesn’t have to read through those here as you should have them.
Mr. Grossman stated that he wanted to reserve his time for two points. One, he wants to make a formal
objection to one party getting special time in response to the draft rules while others getting that same special
time or even an opportunity to respond or reply or rebut anything that might be said. While he appreciates the
public comments put up front to take care of all Public Commentors, so we get a chance up front rather than
having to sit through the whole meeting. One good deed doesn’t always go unpunished and that means the rest
of us don’t get a chance to respond to what we are going to hear from Rumpke today, and why they are the only
party that gets a chance to make whatever presentation, at whatever length they choose. He thinks that’s
inappropriate.
Mr. Grossman stated that he also wanted to make sure he addresses something he heard in the Rules
Subcommittee the other day and that seems to be a notion that you can’t have rules if the EPA and zoning
already has them; that is simply untrue under Ohio law. You can have any rules you want but supplement, add
to, or override in more serious ways or more serious limitations than what the otherwise rules are provided
under state law, the EPA or zoning. We already know some parts of this County has no zoning. But this is the
final place; it’s up to the County Commissioners with whatever rules get adopted and stated that he so strongly
encourages you to adopt these rules with his few edits he sent and perhaps some of the other things you have
heard today.
Mr. Grossman stated that he wished he could be with you in person today but he and his wife have been
suffering some illness since traveling with family and he didn’t want to share this with you; he would rather
share his thoughts this way.
3.

POLICY COMMITTEE ITEMS
a. Solid Waste Rules Subcommittee Recommendation
1. Rumpke Presentation
Ms. Driehaus stated that Rumpke will make a 10-minute presentation and Bill Rumpke and Tom Tepe
are both here to make that presentation.
Mr. Rumpke thanked the Committee for having them and gave a presentation on what was going on at
the Bond Road Landfill (attached).
Mr. Tepe introduced himself and stated that he was with with Keating, Muething, and Klekamp and was
here representing Rumpke Sanitary Landfill.
Mr. Tepe stated that like all of you, we have only had a few days to review the proposed rules. We
appreciate that your legal counsel convinced the Subcommittee to remove a couple of the very blatant
illegalities that were contained in that but am afraid we have a long way to go. There’s still more work
that needs to be done.
Mr. Tepe stated that the Revised Code is extremely clear on what must and may be included in a Plan
and when you start to consider these rules it becomes important as you will see. Solid Waste Districts
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are creatures of statute; you can only do what the general assembly allows you to do; no more than
that.
Mr. Tepe stated that to be clear, the passage of these rules as presented will prevent this solid waste
management district from being able to plan for the safe and sanitary management of solid waste in the
future.
Mr. Tepe stated that something very important came out of the Subcommittee the other day. Your own
expert from the County testified that these subjective rules would prevent new landfills and transfer
stations from being built or existing ones from being expanded or modified and that other industries are
not subject to those foolish rules. He asks you; do you trust your people to give you good advice then
you need to listen to this gentleman who was sitting right here; I believe his name is Chuck. He has grave
concerns regarding the rules as they are written. It is not too long ago that Mr. Kesterman’s
predecessor, Commissioner Ingram testified in previous litigation that sanitary landfills like the one in
Colerain provide an essential public service and was very clear about that.
Mr. Tepe asked why you would enact any rules that in any way threaten an essential public service that
we all must have. We all must have.
Mr. Tepe stated that under these rules as proposed, a landfill or transfer station cannot even upgrade its
equipment or methods of operation without an arduous process and a subjective approval by the
Commissioners. In fact, it speaks volumes that these Subcommittee members decided to remove
composting facilities from these same rules. He is sure no one has ever complained about the smell of a
composting facility, members have ever received calls have you, however, for some mysterious reason,
they were removed from these rules. You have to ask yourself, why? Well, it’s clear; the rules are aimed
to stop the landfill and any expansion there.
Mr. Tepe stated that there are many reasons why you should take pause and we have asked time and
time again to slow down; let’s do it right; let’s be involved; let’s come up with some rules that are
workable and objective and not subject to the whims to whoever seems to hold particular seeds at the
time.
Mr. Tepe stated that he talked about it the last time; the statute does not allow rules to come out of a
Subcommittee. Period. It doesn’t. There is a Policy Committee, and the Policy Committee may utilize a
technical advisory council who must be comprised of a member representing the solid waste hauling
and disposal industries. Where is the technical advisory council involved in this process? To his
understanding, they haven’t been at all.
Mr. Tepe stated that we also believe these rules are outside the scope of the authority, the Revised
Code again is clear on what solid waste districts can do and what they can’t. It is clear that these rules
are not governing the maintenance and protection of solid waste facilities. So, we have to look to what
else does the statute allows you to do. It allows the County Commissioners to have rules to prohibit any
person, municipal corporation, township, or other political subdivision from constructing, enlarging, or
modifying any solid waste facility until general plans and specifications for the proposed permit have
been submitted and vetted. That’s it. Nothing more. We have no other authority.
Mr. Tepe stated to submit general plans and specifications to see if they comply with the Plan. There are
no additional alumnus compliance reports that is contained in here. The law doesn’t allow those things.
Have you ever read the rules, these proposed rules in consideration of the alumnus statutory authority?
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Have you ever laid these rules out side by side with the District Plan? He suspects you haven’t because
this process has been so unbelievably lightning fast. It is a little bit disturbing. But if you did, you would
realize they are outside the scope of the solid waste management district as authorized by statute.
Mr. Tepe stated that he made a comment earlier about Ohio law being very clear as to what may or may
not be included in a Plan. He does not see anything in the law that allows transportation plans to be
considered, utility usage, wildlife, and vegetative studies; why? Because they are not in the District’s
purview. With all due respect, neither is hunting, fishing, boating or the Indiana bat. Those are all
covered by places in the Revised Code.
Mr. Tepe stated that many of the rules proposed are simply just land use issues that should be
addressed by the locality. Whitewater Township has voted on at least two occasions to not enact zoning
all the while there has been an operating landfill in its jurisdiction. Those voters have spoken; these rules
are nothing more than a way to try to prevent the expansion of the Bond Road landfill because zoning is
not in place there. They’ve spoken. They don’t want zoning.
Ms. Driehaus asked Mr. Tepe to wrap it up.
Mr. Tepe stated that there are a couple of things in the rules that you have to ask yourself; how are we
going to judge these. How are we supposed to know what the metrics of social and environmental
justice is required in this plan? What is the standard? What is the criteria? He is not sure he knows what
it is either.
Mr. Tepe stated also socio-economic impacts. Which ones and who’s, why, what standard? Those are a
bit problematic. We ask that you slow down, do it right, work with your counsel, work with us, work
with all the other people that have a stake in this. He thinks we can come up with things that are
workable for everyone. We just ask that you slow down and do it for everybody.
2. Policy Committee Discussion
Ms. Driehaus stated that she has not met legal counsel and asked Mr. Bauer to introduce himself.
Mr. Bauer introduced himself and stated that he was attorney Albin Bauer with Peters, Kalail &
Markakis. We have offices in Cleveland but he primarily works out of Toledo. Mr. Bauer stated that he
has been a solid waste lawyer since the early 1990’s and it has been the principal focus of his practice.
Ms. Driehaus stated that she would like to hear from the Subcommittee members related to the
recommendations and then hear from legal counsel in response to what is in front of us. Ms. Driehaus
stated that Mr. DiPuccio chaired the Subcommittee so it’s only fair that he went first. Mr. DiPuccio
stated that the other members could go first.
Mr. Gedert stated that as mentioned earlier, with a two to one vote, we recommend the December 2nd
draft rules to the Policy Committee and stated that he brings forward some recommended changes to
these draft rules.
Mr. Gedert stated that they do not come from the Subcommittee but as citizens have talked to him
since the last Subcommittee meeting, so the Subcommittee recommends these rules to the Policy
Committee and then he comes to this meeting with a few amendments and asked if it was an
appropriate time to bring these amendments to the Committee’s attention. Ms. Driehaus stated she
would like to hear from the other Subcommittee members first.
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Ms. Magness stated that she also had a few people reach out to her stating that they have some
concerns about some of the language and we need to get an opinion from Mr. Bauer on a couple of
those changes and she has not had a chance to discuss at all, those changes with him.
Ms. Magness stated that as it was, thought the point with these amendments was to tighten it up and
give it a little clarity. As long as Mr. Bauer is OK with the suggestions from Mr. Gedert, she thinks we are
good to move forward.
Mr. DiPuccio stated obviously, he was the “no” vote on the Subcommittee. Mr. DiPuccio stated that the
Subcommittee started out that it was going to be a very deliberate approach; look to see if there was a
need, and if there was a need, could the District address it. If the District could not address it, then
determine how the Subcommittee would go about developing rules, related rules, or regulations.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that there may be a need but he is not convinced that there is a need that the
District has this authority. Mr. Bauer has given us an opinion on certain topics on that.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that the process is being extremely rushed and the source of the rules are taking it
from another county and saying we are going to start with these rules and he has not seen that those
rules have been tested in terms of their usage and their impacts.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he would say over fifty percent, maybe up to eighty percent of the items that
are listed in the rules and regulations are items already under Ohio EPA’s purview. He stated that he is
not a legal counsel but doubt we can overrule what Ohio EPA requires or he doubts we can make it any
more restrictive.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that we have talked about this need to bring it down to a local level and having been
involved in other zoning throughout the county, he thinks the Whitewater Township voters have clearly
spoken a number of times that they do not want local zoning and this is not to say they cannot change
their minds.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he sees the rules as stepping in and opposing basically zoning, at least for one
site, in the Township and in a broader view, finds this inappropriate the county to step in and do that in
a Township that has been clear on it.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that there are a lot of inappropriate provisions that he does not understand; why
we would need to know what the electric usage at a facility is, why we need to know their financial
break-even information; this is beyond him and he doesn’t understand.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he thought we could come up with something that is more comprehensive and
not so arbitrary and talk about traffic, noise, odors and gave an example where he lives and stated that
all these things are the nature of development.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that stakeholder input has been minimal and thinks much more of that is required.
He is at a loss on how the District, he assumes it will be the District, is going to go about enforcing these
rules and regulations, with the criteria that they need to do.
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Mr. DiPuccio stated that if he could have approached this differently, once a need was determined that
we need some rules and regulations, he would have turned it over to District staff, the Health
Department, etc. Maybe they needed some outside consultants for them to develop the rules and
regulations. Also, how is all of this going to be funded? There is supposedly some funding mechanism
where the applicant needs to pay for any reviews that need to be done and that’s fine, but he thinks
that beyond that, there will be enforcement needed and he is not sure where that money is coming
from.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he thinks there is going to be litigation because he does not see these as being
really defensible but that is another issue and we have outside legal counsel to handle that.
Ms. Driehaus thanked the Subcommittee members for their time and effort in getting us to this point.
Ms. Driehaus stated that as has been discussed; we have a recommendation in front of us. Ms. Driehaus
stated that she is going to turn it over to legal counsel to walk us through this to the degree he thinks is
necessary and to give us his perspective as someone that has operated in this field. We hired outside
counsel because we needed some expertise and will be interested in his comments.
Mr. Bauer stated that we’ve had a couple of interesting presentations. Mr. Bauer stated that he would
talk about district rules, generally. District rule making authority has been around for a long time and
before there were solid waste management districts there were county refuse and disposal districts. The
authority for rule making by those districts, in almost the identical language as they have in 341(g)(2)
now, existed back to, frankly, 1949 which pre-dates Ohio EPA.
Mr. Bauer stated that things have changed a lot since then. In 1989, we switched from county refuse
and disposal districts to solid waste management planning districts and that was done at a time when
there was a lot of concern about “are we running out of landfill space” so the direction of the legislature
said to do this at the County level of government because they already have a fair amount of experience
dealing with solid waste management issues.
Mr. Bauer stated that with this, the switch to solid waste management districts was made and this
authority was carried over lock, stock, and barrel from how it had existed for many years prior to that.
But because it was done now, in the context of a landscape where Ohio EPA had significant
responsibility for looking at technical design elements of landfills to make sure best available technology
was being met and there was sufficient protection of the environment from the facilities that were
being proposed.
Mr. Bauer stated that the solid waste district rule making authority was adjusted to clarify that solid
waste districts rules cannot establish facility design standards and must be consistent with Ohio EPA
statutes and regulations.
Mr. Bauer stated that part of the exercise when he was hired was to look at the draft rules and make
sure they were scrubbed to get rid of items that, in his judgement, would be problematic in terms of
stepping over the line for facilities design standards or for not being consistent with Ohio EPA’s laws and
regulations.
Mr. Bauer stated that what he thinks this exercise is about and not about. One thing it’s not about is he
has not approached this and does not think the Policy Committee should be approaching this either in
the context of trying to pre-judge what we think might be a proposal for a facility, development, facility
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enlargement, modification, etc. by any particular developer. He doesn’t care if it is Rumpke, Republic
Services, scrap tire facility, etc.
Mr. Bauer stated that we do not have a proposal in front of us to try and sit and evaluate it now and
figure out if it is a good idea, bad idea, or figure out if it should be pursued or not. In the abstract, in the
absence of this specific proposal this is a wasteful exercise and it does not accomplish anything useful.
Mr. Bauer stated that if anything, he thinks it would have potential negative ramifications for a future
application of the rules and standards when an application and a concrete proposal is actually put
forward.
Mr. Bauer stated that this is not what this exercise is about and thinks the Policy Committee in its
consideration of these draft rules should not be trying to pre-judge any kind of a particular project or
concept that may be floating out there or that anybody has talked about. We do not have that in front
of us.
Mr. Bauer stated that what he thought this exercise is about; at least in his experience going through the
Clark County litigation, which is really the only significant piece of litigation of any modern vintage that
has really closely considered the district rule making process and standards.
Mr. Bauer stated that in that case, where the court really focuses its energy is looking at the statute. The
statute focuses on not duplicating Ohio EPA’s effort; not setting design standards and not trying to
override what EPA does. So, they went through the Clark County rules and they struck out the items that
were duplicative of the effort Ohio EPA engages in which at that point was not even a completed
process. EPA had not completed its review. The court said there is no purpose served in having a district
go through and look at the same issues Ohio EPA looks at whether the district agrees or not.
Mr. Bauer stated it’s EPA’s call, and he thinks it makes a lot of sense; that was the ruling in that case. He
thinks that sets the parameters on that issue.
Mr. Bauer stated that in the Clark County example, they were considering all the things just mentioned
in the prior discussions. They looked at property values, traffic, odor, noise, trash, etc. that had a
particularly local flavor and impact, and those items were allowed to remain.
Mr. Bauer stated that ultimately in Clark County, after they made some adjustments to the rules, that
was the focus of that review. The important thing about it, and where we are right now in his view, is
making sure the district gets all the information it needs to fully understand the different aspects of a
proposed facility creation or modification.
Mr. Bauer stated that a big part of what went into his suggestions to making adjustments was to be
clear about what information we need submitted to the district so that we have all the information we
need to evaluate and to determine whether there are adverse impacts in the various areas that are
discussed in the rules and the criteria and the compliance report.
Mr. Bauer stated that there were some comments made about excluding compost facilities, legitimate
recycling facilities and at some point, at least at the Subcommittee level, it was discussed that this might
come back in but has to disagree with one of the comments that was made in terms of having
representatives from the regulated community come in and discuss their concerns about the rule.
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Mr. Bauer stated that none of the members of the public are required to submit anything to the district
if there is a new facility or modification of a facility that is proposed; it is the facility developer that has
to submit this information, make sure it is complete, that it can be acted upon, and they address the
questions that are relevant to the review process.
Mr. Bauer stated that in his way of thinking, the idea that the solid waste facility owners and operators
stand in the same positions of general members of the public for purposes of commenting on a rule that
regulates their industry specifically, he doesn’t buy it and it doesn’t make sense.
Mr. Bauer stated that he thinks the Committee made exactly the right decision by asking Rumpke to
come in and speak in greater length as to their views on the proposed rules. Having said that; the idea
that this rule as drafted will prevent landfills and transfer stations from being built; he disagrees with
this fundamentally.
Mr. Bauer stated that these rules do not pre-judge an outcome; they ask for information, they have
standards regarding substantial adverse impacts of the socio-economic nature with respect to land use.
At some point in time, there is a proposal, and the rule has to be invoked, the Committee is going to go
out and get the proper technical help that it needs in terms of consultants who know this area who can
look at these plans and specifications and advise the Committee as to whether there are substantial
impacts that they need to be concerned about. At that point in time some judgments can be made
whether a proposed project is acceptable or problematic and this decision can be made at that point in
time.
Mr. Bauer stated that he did not think there was anything under these rules that would cause anyone to
say that there is a pre-determined outcome to approve or disapprove a facility. When he was reviewing
it, he was reviewing it with an eye to looking at it asking is there anything here that would automatically
disqualify or automatically wave through a particular kind of project because the intent is not to have
that. The intent is to create a process with a legitimate review with integrity.
Mr. Bauer stated that the Commissioners and the Committee are government entities, and they have a
responsibility to go through this process and to treat everyone that is coming before it looking for some
authorization or approval with fairness and integrity.
Mr. Bauer stated that the process may be significant, may require a party to come forward to go
through and put a lot of effort into it in order to go through that process which is OK. The EPA process is
not an easy one either. Local zoning can be quite a handful. Having an arduous process is not a
disqualifier.
Mr. Bauer stated that part of this is to address some things to reduce any anxiety or concerns the
Committee may have about handling this correctly and procedurally.
Mr. Bauer stated that under the statute, the process of adopting rules is very streamlined and there is
no requirement for hearings, written comments, to conduct a hearing to receive public comments.
Some things have happened that he commends the Committee for but they are not required under the
statute in order to adopt this rule.
Mr. Bauer stated that there has been some criticism thrown at the idea that the technical advisory
committee was not involved in the process but if you look at the statute of 3734.54, the role of the
technical advisory committee is very narrow and confined. It is really involved in drafting the plan,
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providing some input on that, and doing the annual review but there is nothing in their portfolio that
speaks to the issue of rulemaking. If they are invited to participate that’s fine, but if they are not, that’s
OK as well.
Mr. Bauer stated that many public bodies, from time to time, decide that they want to set up a
subcommittee to divide the work to enable them to enable them to be more effective in getting the
very issues done that are before them and whether that is an HR subcommittee, a finance
subcommittee, an audit subcommittee, or any other kind of subcommittee to just divide the work so the
issues can be dealt with in a more efficient way that is perfectly OK. This is an issue for the internal
management of the committee; they can make that decision themselves and the law is perfectly OK
with that.
Mr. Bauer stated that those criticisms do not create any anxiety in his mind about whether this process
is done with integrity and fidelity to the Ohio Revised Code for considering and adopting rules.
Mr. Bauer stated that beyond that, as the Committee considers the proposed rules recommended by
the Subcommittee, he would emphasize that that consideration should be done with respect to
potential facilities in general and not with respect to any possible proposals we think may be coming
before the Committee in the future. There is nothing in front of the Committee on that level now and
the time for evaluating specific proposals will come later if the Board adopts a rule when that time
comes.
Mr. Bauer stated he would leave it at that and if there are any questions, he could help tackle them but
thinks that covers the landscape for now.
Ms. Driehaus thanked Mr. Bauer for his perspective.
Ms. Driehaus stated that the rules were emailed to the Committee members and asked the Policy
Committee members if they had questions.
Mr. Kesterman stated that it is his understanding that today, Rumpke plans to increase the maximum
daily waste received or the AMDWR at the facility at Bond Road from 100 tons to 1,500 tons per day. He
does not believe this would be considered in these rules but thinks it is worth this Committee that is
responsible for waste in Hamilton County, to be aware of that change.
Ms. Hurley stated that she wanted to know how we will deal now with the amendments that Mr. Gedert
and Ms. Magness have in an expedited way. Mr. Driehaus stated that we can talk about amendments
but wanted to get to the other Committee members to make sure everybody had an opportunity to
convey their thoughts.
Mr. Rajagopal stated that he doesn’t see anything from these rules against or going towards Rumpke
moving forward deciding the future for what is the best thing for our community. We have the local
Subcommittee, the County Commissioners local authority to watch what is best for our community and
for our residents live in this area and doesn’t want to see anything go against the current operation of
the Committee.
Ms. Driehaus asked Mr. Bauer, for the sake of the those who may have not reviewed the rules, if he
could briefly summarize what these rules do before we talk about amendments.
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Mr. Bauer stated that the Revised Code specifically allows the district to adopt a rule that requires
anyone who wants to construct, enlarge, or modify a solid waste facility to obtain approval from the
Board of Commissioners of the district of their general plans and specifications before construction can
commence on that project.
Mr. Bauer stated that the principal function of the rules package in front of you today is to invoke that
particular authority. The way that we have done that in these rules is because these are specific kinds of
projects and there are some technical aspects and so there are definitions to explain what facilities it
applies to and what kind of projects to make sure that is clear enough.
Mr. Bauer stated that we did exclude, at the Subcommittee level, compost facilities and legitimate
recycling facilities which is not a permanent exclusion; it is just that the Committee wants to have more
time to consider how these rules might apply in those kinds of situations or whether there should be
another set of rules with maybe a different kind of evaluation process for those kind of facilities since
those facilities are typically a little less intensive than transfer stations, full blown sanitary landfills, tire
facilities, etc.
Mr. Bauer stated that after we get past the definitions, then the rule starts to talk about what kind of
information needs to be submitted to the district as part of, what is referred to as, the improvement
plan. The rule goes through to discuss a number of different aspects of information that needs to be
submitted to the district in order to allow the Board to evaluate the proposal.
Mr. Bauer stated that as part of that submission, the rule also requires that the developer submit a
compliance report. The point of the compliance report is it will summarize from the developer’s point of
view why the proposed plans and specs do not result in substantial and adverse impacts in the areas
that are articulated in the criteria for deciding whether to approve or disapprove the plan.
Mr. Bauer stated that then the rule sets forth two principal criteria that the Board would utilize whether
to approve or disapprove. One would be adverse impacts on the District’s programs and implementation
of the plan and its ability to finance implementation of the plan. The other criteria have to do with
evaluating the degree and magnitude of substantial adverse impacts that the proposal would have on
the local environment, local infrastructure, local community, local socio-economic conditions, and that is
in the document.
Mr. Bauer stated that in a nutshell, that is how that rule is lined up. There are some items at the end of
it that deal with some obligations of existing solid waste facility owners and operators to provide certain
kinds of data to the district on an ongoing basis but that is not as significant. The vast bulk of this rule is
related to the process for reviewing proposed creation of new facilities and modification of existing
facilities.
Ms. Driehaus stated these conversations s are related to the balance between different interests so
when she reads through the draft of the rules, her focus is on page seven where it talks about what we
are trying to accomplish as related to any proposal to enlarge or modify the language here for solid
waste transfer or disposal facilities.
Ms. Driehaus stated that it talks about the proposed project avoiding or mitigating adverse socioeconomic impacts, adverse environmental impacts, and adverse impacts on the health and safety of the
local community, that are not being addressed by OEPA so it seems to her that is kind of the reason we
are here even talking about this. We all know that EPA has certain requirements and there is a certain
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process to go through. This is a more local process where public input is welcome and relied on to help
inform our decisions which is her take on the need for the rules, the reason we are doing them, and the
language in the rules that are in front of us.
Ms. Driehaus asked Mr. Bauer if this Committee would recommend the rules to the Board of County
Commissioners and presumably, they would take that up and render a decision; if there would be a
need or desire to make a change to rules once they are agreed to, asked what the process was.
Mr. Bauer stated that the Board could request to the Policy Committee changes be made in certain
areas and come up with a recommendation but the Board does not have to do that. The process could
be a simple as this. The Board passes a resolution proposing to amend the rules and publish that in the
local paper; adopt, publish, and enforce which is what the statute requires.
Mr. Bauer stated that there is nothing in the District’s solid waste plan that adds additional procedure to
what he just described and anything we do beyond that would be enhancements the Board would be
making on its own discretion.
Ms. Driehaus stated that if everybody is in agreement, we would move on to the amendments that have
been referenced.
Mr. Gedert stated that he recognized the focal point of many citizens has been a single facility; his focal
point has been that this affects all solid waste facilities throughout the county. He wanted that
clarification that this is not picking on one facility, these rules affect all solid waste facilities as defined
at the beginning of the rules.
Mr. Gedert stated that the Subcommittee presented to the Policy Committee the December 2, 2021
rules; what he presents today, are the following amendments to the December 2 rules. These came to
him from various, different citizens. He has consulted with our attorney on these amendments, and he
brings these amendments to the Committee.
Mr. Gedert stated that the first amendment is the landfill definition on page two. He would like to add
after “limits of Solid Waste placement”, the sentence, “and all areas within the property line within the
facility” just for clarification.
Mr. Rajagopal asked if he was talking about the property line any measurable distance of three hundred
feet. Mr. Gedert stated yes and it says, “in areas of within three hundred feet radius from the limits of
the Solid Waste placement and all areas within the property line of the facility.”
Mr. Gedert stated to back up a bit, as we work on amendments, the process he suggests is that we ask
our attorney to take these amendments, and if the Policy Committee accepts these amendments, and
the Policy Committee may accept or reject these amendments, but if the Policy Committee accepts
these amendments, that he asks our attorney to generate a new version of this set of rules and print
and distribute the new rules and that this Policy Committee, before the end of this meeting adopts the
new rules contingent upon the printing of these newly adopted, revised amendments and that new
version is what the Commissioners are recommended to a vote on.
Ms. Driehaus asked Mr. Gedert to give the Committee the intent of the amendment. Mr. Gedert stated
that the intent is to be inclusive of the definition of sanitary landfill facility by Ohio Revised Code. Mr.
Gedert stated to be consistent as possible.
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Ms. Driehaus asked for legal counsel’s perspective on this amendment. Mr. Bauer stated that the
question was raised because it is not unusual in Ohio for sanitary landfills to have other activities going
on at their site that are kind of ancillary to the disposal at the working face and activities happening in
connection with the limits of waste placement.
Mr. Bauer stated that the idea was that under the existing definition, there are activities that are going
on that are incidental and ancillary to the actual disposal function that we should be paying attention to.
Because of that, he considered adding this language “and areas within the property line of the facility”
and this was something he suggested.
Ms. Magness stated that it could be a solid waste landfill that has a compost facility on it and this would
cover both of those processes.
Mr. Bauer stated that sometimes there are facilities that are engaged, and they have situations set up to
pull off and clean up their landfill gases or potentially energy usage and some of the infrastructure that
goes with that can go outside the three-hundred-foot perimeter of the limits of waste placement and
gave a few other examples.
Mr. Bauer stated that the concern here is just because we have that three-hundred feet of limits of
waste placement, could you be potentially be excluding your ability to consider the impacts of those
other activities?
Mr. Bauer stated it was changed because the Board wants to be able to consider anything relevant that
is going on with the operations at that facility, whether it is within the three hundred feet of the limits of
waste placement or beyond.
Mr. DiPuccio asked if an example would be if Duke Energy wants to run an easement through part of the
landfill, the landfill cannot grant that easement without first coming to back to the District. Mr. Gedert
stated this was correct.
Mr. DiPuccio asked if the landfill wants to have a renewable natural gas fueling operation for
commercial purposes, they have to come back to the District for approval. Mr. DiPuccio asked Mr.
Gedert what his intent was. Mr. Gedert stated that he was not sure.
Ms. Driehaus stated that since Mr. Bauer suggested the amendment language, she would like to get his
take on the question.
Mr. Bauer stated that if the question is, based on the example, if the facility owner/operator is also
going to use part of the premises for housing and fleet maintenance of its solid waste collection
vehicles; is this something we might want to consider how that is going to be operated and maintained?
Mr. Bauer stated that it is conceivable to him that the answer is yes. There are many facilities where
they have the landfill facility still within the property line but outside the area of three hundred feet of
the limits of waste placement whether they are conducting yard waste operations, other specialized
operations, waste stabilization station, specialized waste streams that are coming in for disposal at the
facility, etc.
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Mr. Bauer stated that in the abstract, it is hard to answer and say that we need that authority
specifically to address this situation or that situation. He cannot predict every way a facility is going to
be presented to the District.
Mr. Bauer stated that the impression he got from the question was would we be potentially preventing
ourselves from being able to look at a situation that could be relevant because we have this limitation
that is limited to three-hundred feet from the limits of waste placement. So, he thought, it is possible
and this is the basis for the added language.
Ms. Driehaus asked how many amendments were being offered. Mr. Gedert stated there were nine.
Ms. Driehaus stated that each amendment would be voted on separately in case there are some that we
cannot agree to.
Ms. Driehaus asked Mr. Gedert if he was making a motion to the amended rules. Mr. Gedert stated yes.
Ms. Driehaus asked Mr. Gedert to read the language again so we know what we are voting on. Mr.
Gedert stated that under the “Landfill” language at the very end of the Landfill language the phrase “and
all areas within the property line of the facility” is being added. Ms. Driehaus asked if this was the
motion. Mr. Gedert stated yes. Ms. Driehaus asked if there was a second. Ms. Hurley seconded. Mr.
DiPuccio voted no; Mr. Kesterman abstained; everyone else was in favor and the motion was approved.
Mr. Gedert stated that on the “Rules” definition on page three which is a deletion request. He is asking
for this deletion simply because the line could be confusing or misinterpreted. Mr. Gedert stated that he
consulted with our attorney on this, and he recommended deleting ”this Appendix to the Plan as
authorized by it which sets forth.” Mr. Gedert stated that the line would read after the deletion “Rules”
means the Rules that have been adopted, published and are to be enforced pursuant to the authority
provided in Ohio Revised Code Sections 343.01 (G)(2) and 3734.53 (C)(2)” and stated that he is making
this motion. Ms. Hurley seconded; Mr. Kesterman abstained. Everyone else in favor and the motion was
approved.
Mr. Gedert stated that on page five, number nine, “Traffic and Transportation Plan”, the first line after
the word “routes”, he would like to add “and alternative routes.” A portion of the new sentence would
then read “A plan showing the proposed routes and alternative routes to and from the proposed Solid
Waste Facility …….”
Ms. Driehaus asked what the intent was. Mr. Gedert stated that any routing to and from a facility has
proposed routes but when there is snow emergency or road closure, something that closes that
proposed route, there is alternative routes, and it would be wise to include the alternative routes.
Ms. Driehaus asked if he was making a motion. Mr. Gedert stated yes. Ms. Hurley seconded. Ms.
Driehaus asked for discussion. Mr. DiPuccio stated that you can do this for transfer trailers and direct
haul vehicles like the City of Cincinnati but how you can do it for individual loads coming in for individual
loads coming in from elsewhere and from citizens. Mr. Gedert stated that he was speaking of the actual
transfer facility vehicles, the company vehicles. Mr. DiPuccio stated that this was not the way this reads.
Ms. Driehaus stated that the question is the plans showing the proposed routes; that language is not
there to begin with so how does this alter; Mr. Gedert stated that if you read the rest of the sentence
“and anticipated number and weight of transfer and direct haul vehicles utilizing Facility, including
identification of the routes to be used when the transfer vehicles, direct haul vehicles, rail cars or other
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modes of transportation either enter….” and further stated that the whole sentence is referring to the
company vehicles.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that it says, “or other modes of transportation” and that covers a pretty broad area.
Ms. Driehaus asked if there was any further discussion. Seeing none, asked all in favor say “aye.” Mr.
DiPuccio and Mr. Kesterman abstained; everyone else was in favor.
Ms. Driehaus asked for the next amendment. Mr. Gedert stated on page 5, number 12, under “Control
of On-site Debris” and stated he would read the sentence and mention the change. A description of
Applicant’s proposed management and control procedures to minimize the potential for debris from the
Solid Waste Facility being deposited on arterial streets and county and townships roads.
Mr. Gedert stated that the change is to include “to and” after the word “debris” making the sentence
read as follows: “A description of Applicant’s proposed management and control procedures to
minimize the potential for debris to and from the Solid Waste Facility…..” Mr. Gedert stated that the
meaning behind this is that the vehicles may enter the roadways to and from the facility and not
necessarily just from and leaving the facility.
Ms. Driehaus asked if this was a motion. Mr. Gedert stated yes. Ms. Hurley seconded.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that his objection to this was the same as the last one in that you cannot control
individuals’ vehicles. Ms. Driehaus stated that she understood the concern and stated that “A
description of Applicant’s proposed management and control procedures to minimize the potential for
debris from the Solid Waste Facility…..” which they can control from the facility and asked Mr. Bauer is
there was common language related to “to and from” with the waste coming to the facility and the level
of control that the solid waste manager has.
Mr. Bauer stated that it was common for communities to be concerned about litter escaping from
untarped vehicles and other situations with vehicles going to the landfill. We expect them to be full
when they are travelling to the landfill or at least have significant loads.
Mr. Bauer stated that we want the trucks to be covered, not leaking, etc. but they may not be trucks
that are owned or operated by the facility owner operator. The facility owner operator’s ability to
control that on the incoming loads can be fairly limited.
Mr. Bauer stated having said that, he is focusing on the two parts. On the front part, that makes sense
and that is why we require wheel washes, etc. to the vehicles as they are leaving to go back out.
Mr. Bauer stated that in his mind, he sees it as being a fair thing to ask the facility to describe in a plan if
they will send some crew out once or twice a week to check out the immediate surroundings within a
half mile or mile. It is really just part of their upkeep to their facility given the nature of their business.
Mr. Bauer stated that that does not necessarily seem to be way out of bounds to him. But what he
hesitates to do is read all of these terms in the document in the most restrictive, harshest possible way
against the facility owner operator. He does not take these provisions in that spirit. He believes the
Committee and the Board of Commissioners, when the time comes, are going to apply these in a
reasonable way in view of all of the normal circumstances affecting a facility.
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Mr. Bauer stated that he doesn’t look at this as saying that we want you to provide a plan as to how you
are going to control litter from spreading from individual vehicles coming from the facility including the
ones not owned and operated by the facility. He does not read this provision that way because he does
not think that is a reasonable request. Mr. Bauer stated that he thinks the idea of saying that we want to
plan for how you are going to go out and look at the surroundings to your facility within a reasonable
perimeter once a week or a couple of times a month to make sure the place isn’t starting to look trashy
and stated that he was not offended by that.
Mr. Rajagopal stated that is seems like a normal local enforcement issue and wanted to make sure that
we make it clear that local enforcement is involved in this issue.
Mr. Bauer stated that this is true and a lot of times this particular issue of leakage and debris that flies
out of vehicles, at least on the incoming vehicles in particular, is something that is dealt with at the
health department level. Mr. Kesterman stated that if the truck was leaking, we would go after the
truck.
Ms. Driehaus stated that her only question here is how much control the operator has over incoming
vehicles that are not necessarily part of their fleet; not to say they don’t have some obligation to go out
into the community and do a clean-up.
Ms. Driehaus asked if this amendment was just asking that this be part of the conversation with the
District. Mr. Gedert stated yes. Ms. Magness stated that some operators proactively educate their
customers. Mr. Gedert stated that this is what he sees it as.
Ms. Driehaus stated that she has all the clarity she needs and if there was no more discussion stated
that there was a motion and a second. Mr. DiPuccio and Mr. Kesterman abstained. Everyone else was in
favor and the motion was approved.
Ms. Driehaus asked to move on to the next amendment. Mr. Gedert stated that on page seven, under
“Compliance Report”, number two, the sentence starts out “To the maximum extent practicable;” and
he wanted to add “as determined by the Board of County Commissioners” after the word “practicable”
so the sentence doesn’t determine who makes that decision (to the maximum extent practicable). Mr.
Gedert stated that new sentence would read “To the maximum extent practicable as determined by the
Board of County Commissioners;” and is making this motion. Ms. Hurley seconded.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he thinks this is a repeat already and if you look at the first paragraph under
“Compliance Plan” is says “which will allow the Board to determine..” Ms. Driehaus stated that she does
not disagree that it is repetitive and doesn’t see a problem and asked Mr. DiPuccio if he saw a problem
with it.
Ms. Driehaus asked if there was any other discussion. Seeing none, asked all those in favor say “aye.” All
in favor; Mr. Kesterman abstained and the motion was approved.
Ms. Driehaus asked for the next amendment. Mr. Gedert stated the next one was on page 9, letter e, he
wanted to add at the end of the sentence “and proximity to any wellhead protection area” in which he
heard from three citizens on this one.
Ms. Driehaus asked Mr. Gedert to read the whole sentence. Mr. Gedert stated that the new sentence
would now read as “proximity of the site to any Aquifer and proximity to any wellhead protection area”
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and he makes that motion. Ms. Hurley seconded. Ms. Driehaus asked all those in favor say “aye.” All in
favor; Mr. DiPuccio abstained stating he thought it was a repeat and Mr. Kesterman abstained; the
motion was approved.
Ms. Driehaus asked if we were going to talk about letter f. Mr. Gedert stated that on the same page,
letter f which has two items. Mr. Gedert stated that the first is he would like to add right after “hunting,
trapping or fishing” and before “recreational opportunities” “water activities” and he believes that
phrase includes boating and he knows citizens have asked for boating to be included. Mr. Gedert stated
the new sentence would read “hunting, trapping, or fishing and any water activities and recreational
opportunities….”.
Mr. Gedert stated that that sounded repetitive. Mr. Gedert stated he would recommend adding “water”
before “recreational opportunities” so the sentence would read: hunting, trapping, or fishing and water
recreational opportunities. Ms. Driehaus stated that he might want to say, “any recreational
opportunities.” Mr. Gedert stated that he accepted that.
Ms. Driehaus asked if he was making a motion. Mr. Gedert stated yes. Ms. Hurley seconded. Ms.
Driehaus asked all those in favor say “aye.” All in favor; Mr. DiPuccio and Mr. Kesterman abstained and
the motion was approved.
Ms. Driehaus stated that she is a little concerned about doing anything on letter f because we have a
blank. Mr. Gedert stated that that was the next suggestion on letter f. Ms. Driehaus stated to do these
two together.
Mr. Gedert stated that he has counted five citizens that have recommended to include “currently
available” within five miles of the site. Ms. Driehaus stated to get the motion on the floor and asked if
there was a second. Ms. Hurley seconded.
Ms. Driehaus stated that she would like to get some legal counsel on this one related to the mileage of
the site. Mr. Bauer stated that there is nothing that says that there needs to be any milage standard in
here one way or the other whether it is a half-mile, a quarter-mile, etc. It seems to him that in the first
instance, you are asking for the applicant to submit a compliance report that describes the effects of
that description which is a significant burden.
Mr. Bauer stated that if we are going through this exercise, you are going to have a consultant and they
are going to evaluate whether they agree with that or they see it differently and they may actually look
at some other issues that are in the five-mile buffer. He thinks it could involve a fair amount of work for
the applicant and for your consultant who is going to be looking at this and trying to provide you a
summary of some kind of recommendation as to whether they think there are effects that need to be
dealt with or not.
Mr. Bauer stated that in the abstract, whether it is a half-mile or quarter-mile, he cannot tell the
Committee at what point is becomes clearly unreasonable and to him, that is the standard. At what
point does it become unreasonable.
Mr. Bauer stated that five-miles does not strike him as automatically unreasonable but it is a fair
distance away. If everybody that was trying to site a business had to address all the effects within fivemiles, that would be an awful lot of work.
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Mr. Rajagopal stated that it seemed like a reasonable distance, so it is best for the milage of a
reasonable distance from the site. Ms. Driehaus stated that someone is going to have to determine what
reasonable is and be more explicit.
Ms. Hurley stated that she was sitting in on the Subcommittee meeting when this came up and what
prompted the discussion was that the original document said a half-mile and there seemed to be a
general sense that is pretty close so that is why the blank is in there and she does not think the
Subcommittee itself had any recommendation, they were just looking for what would be reasonable.
Ms. Magness stated that when she was doing research, it varied from a half-mile to a full mile from
other states and stated that she would be comfortable with a mile.
Ms. Magness suggested one to five miles based on the particular project that it may be in a sensitive
zone or not. With the Bond Road issue, they are thinking about how close the Whitewater River is and
that is what they want assessed.
Ms. Driehaus stated that noting that this is not about a specific project and that in “C” (2) Compliance
Report shall describe the effects and impacts of the proposed project in light of the following:” she
thinks the Committee needs to land on a reasonable number. She thinks five is excessive, so the motion
is already on the table. Mr. Gedert state that he would be willing to amend the motion. He feels onemile may be too short and would offer two-miles. Mr. Kesterman asked if he could offer one comment
although he will pre-state that he will be abstaining from the vote.
Mr. Kesterman stated that these will apply to a transfer station and many of Hamilton County
communities are not two-miles wide so if a transfer station was in the middle of that community, that
community would have to look to other communities nearby.
Mr. Gedert stated that he was looking at waterways and how this impacts waterways and he has done
chemical studies on waterways and he sees absorption rates and such and he thinks two miles would be
a reasonable pattern of study.
Ms. Hurley asked Mr. Gedert if he could include in his amendment two-miles or what seems most
reasonable given the type of project involved because she hears what Mr. Kesterman is saying. So, not
all projects are the same.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he was going to abstain from this also, but it is going to be an arbitrary number
at this point and is speaking for himself. He doesn’t have any basis with coming up with a number.
Ms. Driehaus stated that if we were to say “reasonable”, asked Mr. Bauer who determines reasonable
and asked if there comes a point that the County Commissioners have to define reasonable.
Mr. Bauer stated that he does not know if it works very well; you are asking an applicant to submit a
document to you that provides an analysis and thinks you have to tell them up front how much distance.
When he thinks about the proposal for one-mile for example, he is going to think about a dot on a map;
a particular place in Hamilton County and based on the rule here, if you make the standard a mile, they
have to look at a mile in all directions. If you have a mile, you are already requiring them to do an
analysis that is based upon a circle that is a two-mile diameter minimum.
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Mr. Bauer stated that if it was a bigger site, say a 600-acre site; this is already starting out as a square
mile or less, now you are looking at a mile on the other side, a mile on the opposite side, so now you are
looking at an area that is three miles in diameter all the way around. That is a lot of area.
Mr. Bauer stated that going beyond a mile, it concerns him that it may be too much of an imposition.
Ms. Driehaus stated that she understood the need to have some clarity. Mr. Gedert stated he could
amend his motion to the will of the Committee. Ms. Driehaus asked if everyone could agree that
reasonable is one mile knowing in geography it is more than one mile. Mr. Gedert stated it is really two
miles and stated that he would agree to one mile.
Ms. Driehaus stated that Mr. Gedert was withdrawing his amendment and creating another amendment
that says one mile and we are going to fill in the blank on item f. Ms. Hurley seconded.
Ms. Driehaus stated that item f is going to say hunting, trapping, or fishing and any recreational
opportunities currently available within one-mile of the site.
Ms. Driehaus stated that was the amendment and there has been a second and asked all those in favor
to say “aye.” All but Mr. Rajagopal voted aye. Mr. DiPuccio and Mr. Kesterman abstained and the
motion was approved.
Ms. Driehaus asked for the next amendment. Mr. Gedert stated it was letter h on page 9. Mr. Gedert
stated that he would like to add at the end of the sentence. Currently, it says, “Surface Waters on or
near the site” and would like to add “and downstream surface waters.” Ms. Driehaus asked if there was
a second. Ms. Magness seconded.
Ms. Magness stated that the downstream surface waters could potentially be outside of that one-mile
and asked if that would still include it. Mr. Gedert stated that this was a good question. Ms. Magness
stated that especially if it was on a hillside. Mr. Gedert stated that in the current language, it is
undefined how far down. Surface waters on or near the site. Near is not defined by distance and asked if
it should be.
Ms. Magness stated that she thought the intent is that those tributaries could be polluted so if they can
be polluted then it should be; Mr. Gedert asked if it should be captured by the one-mile standard and
stated that he did not think so.
Mr. Bauer stated that if you are talking about surface water pollution of nearby surface water bodies,
EPA is going to address that as part of their review. Ms. Driehaus asked if it was Mr. Bauer’s advice to
leave it as is and not address the downstream surface water. Mr. Bauer stated that at a minimum, leave
it as is and it may be something to ultimately strike permanently at some point in the future. We do not
have to cross that bridge today. Mr. Bauer stated that he did not see any value in making this change.
Mr. Gedert stated that he would withdraw the amendment.
Ms. Driehaus asked for the next one. Mr. Gedert stated the next one was letter o on page 9 regarding a
mileage question. Mr. Gedert stated that “….and existing land uses at the proposes site and for onequarter mile in all directions form the Facility’s property line” and stated that there were several citizens
asking that this one quarter mile be expanded to five miles and we had that same discussion that we
had before.
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Mr. Gedert asked what that one-quarter mile should be from the Committee’s perspective and asked if
it should be consistent with the decision prior and he stated that he would recommend one-mile. Ms.
Driehaus asked if he was making a motion. Mr. Gedert stated yes. Ms. Hurley seconded. Ms. Driehaus
stated that we are striking one quarter mile and putting in one-mile.
Ms. Driehaus asked if there was any discussion. Hearing none, asked all those in favor to say “aye.” All
were in favor except Mr. DiPuccio and Mr. Kesterman abstained and the motion was approved.
Mr. Gedert stated that on page 10, letter u says, “impacts on aesthetics, particularly the visual sightlines
from adjacent public roadways and nearby domiciles” and would like to add “and previous uses of site”
before “domiciles” and right after “public roadways.”
Ms. Magness asked Mr. Gedert to read the whole sentence. Mr. Gedert stated impacts on aesthetics,
particularly the visual sightlines from adjacent public roadways and previous use of site and nearby
domiciles. Ms. Magness asked for an example of a previous use of site. Mr. Gedert stated that if it is an
acquired site, it could have been an industrial use site, commercial site, apartment complex, etc. and
this might come into consideration in the review what was on that site prior.
Ms. Hurley stated that it seems to make sense that this “previous use of site” should come after
“domicile” so it reads “nearby domiciles and previous uses of site” so it is at the end of the sentence.
Mr. Gedert stated that the proposed language is “from adjacent public roadways and nearby domiciles
and previous uses of site. Ms. Hurley seconded.
Ms. Magness asked how “nearby” is defined. Ms. Driehaus stated that she is still not clear on a need for
this because we are still under “Compliance Report shall describe the effects and impacts of the
proposed project in light of the following:” “impacts on aesthetics, particularly the visual sightlines from
adjacent public roadways and nearby domiciles” and stated she was not sure why we are contemplating
“previous uses of site” in this context.
Mr. Gedert stated that “previous” is common when you are acquiring land for a new transfer station or
landfill that would have had a prior use; it could have been an industrial site of some sort and the
concern from citizens might be, was it was previously a chemical waste site, brownfield that went
through the brownfield clean-up system or was it an abandoned site.
Ms. Driehaus stated that she was not convinced but in this context she does not understand. Mr. Gedert
stated that maybe it should not be under letter u, maybe it should under letter r or even attached
elsewhere. Ms. Driehaus stated if we are talking about the impacts of the proposed projects and
previous use of site related to a proposed project, she does not see the relevance.
Ms. Driehaus asked if we had a motion and a second. Ms. Hurley asked what the motion was. Mr.
Gedert stated the motion was to add “previous uses of site” to the end of the sentence under letter u.
Ms. Hurley voted no. Mr. DiPuccio and Mr. Kesterman abstained. Everyone else was in favor and the
motion was approved.
Ms. Driehaus stated that we have an amended document and asked if there was any further discussion
before a vote was taken. Mr. Kesterman stated he wanted to explain why he was abstaining. Mr.
Kesterman stated that he supports the County Commissioner having rule making authority, however, his
organization serves very much in an oversight capacity for solid waste facilities throughout the County.
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Furthermore, we are approved by the Ohio EPA to do this so for those reasons he feels like it was
inappropriate for him to vote on the rule making authority, so he abstained.
Mr. DiPuccio stated that he already ran down his list, so he is not going to repeat it.
Ms. Driehaus stated that she was going to ask for a motion to approve the Hamilton County Solid Waste
Management District rules as amended. Ms. Hurley moved; Mr. Rajagopal seconded. Ms. Driehaus
asked for discussion. Ms. Hurley stated as a Policy Committee member and not as a Subcommittee
member, she sat in on the Subcommittee meetings in order to hear the discussion and she personally
found the efforts of the Subcommittee to listen to citizens and to discuss themselves to be a really good
faith effort to deal with the task at hand; to come up with rules; not perfect rules and maybe only
somewhat temporary rules but none the less, rules that spoke to real citizen concerns that had been
brought to the Policy Committee and so she is really happy to vote in favor of moving these on today.
Ms. Driehaus thanked the Subcommittee members for their work on this.
Ms. Driehaus asked if there was any other discussion. Hearing none, asked all those in favor to say
“aye.” Mr. DiPuccio voted no; Mr. Kesterman abstained. Everyone else was in favor and the motion was
approved.
Ms. Driehaus stated that from here, this recommendation will go to the Board of County Commissioners
for discussion and contemplation. We have a staff meeting tomorrow and this is on the agenda
tomorrow in anticipation voted out today. At the staff meeting, we will have a conversation about this,
outline what the recommendation is about, provide the rules and we will eventually take a vote related
to that. There will not be a vote tomorrow at the staff meeting; it will come at a meeting after that. This
is the expectation so everyone knows and asked Ms. Balz if she had anything to add.
Ms. Balz stated that she has written down all of the changes and will amend them. Ms. Driehaus stated
that the amended document will come before the Board.
4.

UPCOMING DISTRICT MEETINGS
The next Hamilton County R3Source Policy Committee meeting will be held on Wednesday, January 19, 2022.
The meeting will be a hybrid of in person for Committee members/staff and Zoom for others wishing to attend
virtually. The meeting will begin at 1:30 p.m. at 250 William Howard Taft Road, 1st Floor, Cincinnati, Ohio 45219.
Meeting information will be sent at a later date.
Ms. Magness stated that she would be absent as she will be out of town.
Ms. Driehaus stated that for the benefit of the public that comes to our meeting, whether virtually or not, we do
not accept public comment on Tuesdays. The opportunity to comment is on a Thursday and expects the voting
session where we bring this up will be on a Thursday.
Mr. Gedert stated that he wanted to thank the District staff for shepherding us through this process and wanted
to thank our attorney for his advice through this process as well.

5.

ADJOURNMENT (Target Time – 2:00 p.m.)
Ms. Driehaus asked for a motion to adjourn. Mr. Gedert moved; Ms. Magness seconded. All were in favor and
the meeting was adjourned at 3:17 p.m.
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Rumpke’s MSW Landfills
• Rumpke Sanitary Landfill
•
•
•
•

Colerain Township
Established in 1945 by Rumpke
570 permitted acres for waste disposal
Permitted to receive up to 12,500 tons daily

• Bond Road Landfill
•
•
•
•
•

Whitewater Township
Established in 1965
Rumpke purchased in 1998
58.9 permitted acres for waste disposal
Permitted to receive 100 tons per day under its solid waste permit and 4,000 tons per
day under its air permit.
v

Regional Facilities
• 43.3% of trash is generated in Hamilton
County
• 4.57% of trash generated in Northern
Kentucky/Eastern Indiana
• Remainder comes from Southwest Ohio
*Based on 2021 through September

v

Historical Trash Rates
•
•
•
•

Tonnage continues to go up for Hamilton County and the region
Even cities with aggressive plans like the City of Cincinnati continue to see
increase in tonnage
Hamilton County’s own Solid Waste plan assumes tonnage will continue to
increase
To fail to plan for these increases would be irresponsible

v

Historical Disposal at Bond Road Landfill
• The Bond Road Landfill opened in 1965.
• The site was used only for municipal solid waste and industrial waste.
• Historical records and permits confirm that no hazardous waste was
permitted at the facility.
• Over the years, both the EPA and the Hamilton County General Health District
have performed various independent site assessments to potentially identify
any off-site impacts and no impacts were discovered.

v

Bond Road Landfill Facts
• Bond Road Landfill is an active landfill.
• We currently take a small amount of waste to the site annually.
• The site already has more than 7.25 million cubic yards of permitted disposal
space.
• The main reason we aren’t fully utilizing the site today is because the current
entrance on Bond Road isn’t ideal for truck traffic.

v

Land Acquisition
• In February 2021, Rumpke purchased 466 acres
adjacent to the landfill, bringing our total acreage at
the site to 579 acres
• With the land acquisition, we submitted a permit
alteration for a facility boundary change
• Alterations are different than modifications
• The newly acquired land has created an opportunity
to move the entrance to Sand Run Road, which will
provide safe access to the site
v

Future Plans
• Rumpke will continue to use the Colerain
Township Landfill as the main disposal site for the
tristate region.
• In 2022, we plan to file a permit to add a small
amount of acreage as permitted landfill south of
the existing operational landfill. Permitting this
space as landfill will allow us to complete work to
improve surface and wastewater management as
well as gas collection on the existing permitted
landfill space.
• When we file the permit, it will kick off a public
information and input period that will offer the
community multiple opportunities to provide
public testimony and written comments and
questions to Rumpke and/or the Ohio EPA.

v

v
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2021 Tipping Fee Receipts
*Rumpke '21

In District

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.15
0.00
0.00
0.00

Total

0.15

Out of District

Out of State

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

Total Tonnage
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.15
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.15

Total Dollars
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.15
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
0.15

Quarterly Tons

Quarterly $$

0.00

$0.00

0.00

$0.00

0.15

$0.15

0.00

$0.00

0.15

0.15

*Bond Road Landfill
Rumpke '21

In District

Out of District

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

74,490.31
68,291.28
90,175.42
88,042.34
86,457.08
88,079.79
87,939.97
85,890.97
83,392.78
80,010.24
86,270.07

86,428.03
75,685.93
105,941.59
106,485.42
103,994.57
110,611.01
107,508.35
103,265.18
106,164.49
100,759.28
100,301.66

Total

919,040.25

1,107,145.51

Grand Ttl

919,040.40

1,107,145.51

% of Total

Tier I

Tier 2

Out of State
7,800.43
7,434.45
9,611.73
8,755.30
9,158.14
9,493.67
9,257.17
8,749.76
9,264.25
8,914.05
8,931.12

Total Tonnage

Total Dollars

168,718.77
151,411.66
205,728.74
203,283.06
199,609.79
208,184.47
204,705.49
197,905.91
198,821.52
189,683.57
195,502.85
0.00

$255,146.80
$227,097.59
$311,670.33
$309,768.48
$303,604.36
$318,795.48
$312,213.84
$301,171.09
$304,986.01
$290,442.85
$295,804.51
$0.00

97,370.07

2,123,555.83

97,370.07

2,123,555.98

Tier 3

tonnage

43.28%

52.14%

4.59%

dollars

28.45%

68.54%

3.01%

Quarterly Tons

Quarterly $$

525,859.17

$793,914.72

611,077.32

$932,168.32

601,432.92

$918,370.94

385,186.42

$586,247.36

$3,230,701.34

2,123,555.83

$3,230,701.34

$3,230,701.49

2,123,555.98

$3,230,701.49

2020 Tipping Fee Receipts
*Rumpke '20

In District

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.17
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Total

0.17

Out of District

Out of State

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

Total Tonnage
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.17
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.17

Total Dollars
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.17
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
0.17

Quarterly Tons

Quarterly $$

0.00

$0.00

0.00

$0.00

0.17

$0.17

0.00

$0.00

0.17

0.17

*Bond Road Landfill
Rumpke '20

In District

Out of District

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

87,851.10
76,947.31
94,652.04
80,931.81
80,394.84
86,344.46
84,487.02
80,847.44
83,188.15
80,725.33
82,058.94

90,251.32
82,751.19
99,171.96
90,901.91
92,559.07
97,777.86
99,476.46
99,829.31
93,183.13
94,690.84
87,598.90

Total

918,428.44

1,028,191.95

Grand Ttl

918,428.61

1,028,191.95

% of Total

Tier I

Tier 2

Out of State
8,973.46
7,512.10
9,192.50
10,557.81
9,203.12
9,198.75
9,532.46
9,048.22
9,747.58
9,219.57
8,634.96

Total Tonnage

Total Dollars

187,075.88
167,210.60
203,016.50
182,391.53
182,157.03
193,321.07
193,495.94
189,724.97
186,118.86
184,635.74
178,292.80
0.00

$277,327.20
$249,961.79
$302,188.46
$273,293.44
$274,716.10
$291,098.93
$292,972.40
$289,554.28
$279,301.99
$279,326.58
$265,891.70
$0.00

100,820.53

2,047,440.92

100,820.53

2,047,441.09

Tier 3

tonnage

44.86%

50.22%

4.92%

dollars

29.86%

66.86%

3.28%

Quarterly Tons

Quarterly $$

557,302.98

$829,477.45

557,869.63

$839,108.47

569,339.77

$861,828.67

362,928.54

$545,218.28

$3,075,632.87

2,047,440.92

$3,075,632.87

$3,075,633.04

2,047,441.09

$3,075,633.04
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Economic Incentive Analysis
Purpose
This analysis evaluates existing economic incentive programs to encourage recycling and explores how to
incorporate more economic incentive into source reduction and recycling programs. R3Source administers one
program that acts as an economic incentive: the Residential Recycling Incentive (RRI) grant, which is the primary
focus of this analysis followed by an overview of the residential volume-based programs in Hamilton County.

Definitions
Volume-Based or Pay-as-You-Throw (PAYT): A residential waste program structured so that residents are
charged for the collection of household trash based on how much they throw away.

Residential Recycling Incentive (RRI) Program

R3Source divides $900,000 annually in RRI funds among Hamilton County communities as an incentive to
increase recycling. As a community increases its diversion rate and tons of materials collected, it receives more
RRI funds. This program allows communities the flexibility to design a recycling program to best meet their
needs. Communities fill out applications for the RRI once per year.
Table 1 lists the seven tiers of funding available to a
community per ton recycled based on their diversion
rate. R3Source alters the monetary amounts attached to
these levels from year to year depending upon the total
quantity of materials collected by communities.
The methodology for determining the funding changed
in 2018 when R3Source began allowing communities to
claim organics collected in addition to recycling. Twentysix communities claimed yard trimmings collected in
2020.

Table 1: Tiers of Funding in 2020 RRI Program
Diversion Rate
Approximate Dollars per Ton
Greater than 30%
$32
25% - 29.99%
$28
20% - 24.99%
$24
15% - 19.99%
$20
10% - 14.99%
$16
5% - 9.99%
$12
0% - 4.99%
$8

R3Source Budget and the RRI
Starting in 2018, R3Source began budgeting the total amount of the RRI program based on revenue.
•
•
•

$2.5 million in revenue- $800,000 for the RRI
$2.6 million or higher revenue- $900,000 per year
$2.4 million or lower revenue -$700,000 per year

Since the start of the new plan in 2018, R3Source has budgeted $900,000 per year for the RRI program.
Use of RRI Funds
Communities can use RRI funds toward recycling, composting, reuse, or other waste reduction programs as well
as litter collection programs. Funding for the RRI program appears more than adequate to help communities
maintain and improve their recycling and other waste reduction activities. The RRI was never intended to fully
fund residential recycling programs. Forty-six of the 48 communities in Hamilton County regularly participate in
the RRI program.
Figure 1 shows a breakdown of what expenses communities used the RRI funds towards in 2020. The largest
percentage by far, 60 percent, went toward funding curbside recycling collection and another nine percent went
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toward funding recycling drop-offs. Communities are not required to spend funds every year leading some
communities to save funds for larger future purchases (such as recycled-content products).

Figure 1: RRI Funds Spent in 2020
Recycled Content Other
Purchase
3%
4%
Yard Trimmings
Collection
4%

Unspent Funds
5%

Equipment and
Materials
2%
Labor
10%

Curbside Recycling
58%

Education, Awareness,
and Promotion
5%
Recycling Drop-Off
9%

Communities Receiving Minimal RRI Grants
Eight communities participating in the RRI program in 2020 received a less than $1,000 grant: the lowest
payment being $34.73. Communities receiving very low amounts of RRI funds are not able to make substantial
purchases to improve their recycling or organics collection infrastructure.
Table 2 gives an overview of some of the strengths and weaknesses of the RRI program.
Table 2: Strengths and Weaknesses of RRI Program
Strengths
•
•
•
•
•

Weaknesses

Provides flexibility for communities to develop
a program that best fits their needs.
Helps prevent loss of curbside, drop-off, and
event recycling programs in communities.
Builds a stronger relationship between
R3Source and communities.
Allows R3Source to promote benefits of
recycling on community level with
individualized press releases.
Tier system encourages communities to
increase diversion.

•
•
•

•
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Program consumes bulk of R3Source budget.
Lower performing communities receive less
funding but may need more assistance.
When larger communities increase to the next
tier, they take a larger percentage of the
funding leaving all other communities with less
funding.
R3Source is spending a large percentage of the
budget on a residential program when
residential waste makes up a smaller
percentage of the waste stream compared with
the commercial sector.

•
•
•

Provides R3Source with detailed data on
residential recycling.
Acts as a goal setting tool for communities to
use to increase diversion.
Includes organics in diversion rate.

•
•

Some residential recycling programs now
depend on the RRI for funding.
Only incentivizes growth up to a 30% diversion
rate.

RRI Gap Analysis and Solutions
1. Provide more assistance to under-performing communities. One weakness of the RRI program is that the
most under-performing communities receive the lowest amount of funding. This results in these
communities having inadequate funding to improve their programs through infrastructure improvements or
promotion. The communities receiving the lowest RRI amounts in 2020 closely followed the communities
with the lowest diversion rate (out of 46 participating):
Table 3: Communities Receiving Small RRI Grant
Community
2020 RRI Grant
Addyston
$34.73
Arlington Heights
$102.38
Whitewater Township
$226.14
Cleves
$355.89
North Bend
$405.66
Lincoln Heights
$703.79
Cheviot
$742.88

Diversion Rate Rank
45/46 (tie)
41
45/46 (tie)
43
37
42
44

 Create a minimum RRI threshold which every community would receive, for example $1,000 or
$2,000.
2. Increase impact of RRI funds. Stakeholder meetings with communities revealed that many communities
were unsure of the best use for their RRI funds. Many help off-set the cost of curbside or drop off recycling,
but many other communities have a separate funding structure already in place to fund these programs.
This results in communities either not spending the grant funds or in spending it on recycled content
purchases.
 Create a best practices suggestion list for communities on ways to spend RRI funds that will result in
an increase in landfill diversion for their community.
 Facilitate collaborative regional meetings of community leaders to encourage cooperation and
potential collaboration. Several smaller communities working together could pool their RRI funds
and other resources such as staffing to implement new innovative programs for their residents.
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Overview of Current Volume-Based Programs
There is one community with traditional volume-based trash service and one community with an optional tier in
their contract allowing residents to choose a more limited service for waste. Table 4 gives an overview of the
communities and their programs.

Community
Madeira
Forest Park

Table 4: Volume-Based or Similar Programs in Hamilton County
2020 Recycling Rate 2020 Rank*
Volume-Based Waste System
First 35 gallons of waste requires no sticker, $1
25.66%
9th
stickers for additional bags or specific cart
volumes.
First 35 or 65 gallons included in cost, $1 stickers
th
13.89%
27
for additional bags. Voluntary (approximately 8
percent of population use it).

*Highest to lowest ranking among 46 Hamilton County communities based on 2020 recycling rates.

Madeira
Madeira has a volume-based trash system through which residents can dispose of 35 gallons of trash per week
at no extra cost. For any trash over that amount, residents must purchase $1.00 stickers. Residents may rent a
65-gallon ($50/year) or 90-gallon ($82) container from the contractor on an annual basis. This eliminates the
need to continually purchase stickers for those families which consistently have more than 35 gallons per week.
Large items under 75 pounds require one sticker ($1) and large items over 75 pounds require 10 stickers ($10)
before collection.
Residents receive curbside recycling in a 65-gallon cart or curbside bin at no cost for weekly curbside pickup
Madeira provides separate yard trimmings collection on a seasonal basis. The contractor collects yard trimmings
set out at other times of the year and landfills the material.
Forest Park
The City of Forest Park contracts for waste and recycling collection on behalf of 5,400 single and duplex houses.
They offer two levels of service, full service and the eco-tier service.
•
•

Full-service level household = $19.50 per month (plus cart rental of $2.50 per month)
Eco-tier household = $14.50 per month, cart included (about 585 households)

Eco-tier households choose between a 35- or 65-gallon waste cart for trash at no extra cost. If the household has
more waste than can fit in the container, a $1 sticker must be affixed to each trash bag placed beside container.
Households on both levels receive unlimited recycling service. Because more than 89 percent of Forest Park’s
population has access to full-service waste collection (max. 2 96-gallon carts), R3Source does not consider this
program a true volume-based system. However, this innovative option is a good model for communities unable
to adopt a true volume-based system but interested in offering residents an option to decrease waste and save
money.
Performance
Madeira’s program is successful at encouraging residents to recycle more and reduce waste. The recycling
containers provide adequate volume and the cost structure involved seem to work.
Communities without Volume-Based Service
Forty-seven of the communities in Hamilton County do not have a volume-based or PAYT waste collection
system. Several communities have considered this option in the past but were unable to garner the necessary
political and community support. Many communities use general fund dollars to fund their waste and recycling
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program, so they do not pay a separate fee for waste services. Without a separate fee for waste services, a
volume-based program is more difficult to implement.
Outreach Programs for Volume-Based Service
R3Source held a PAYT workshop in 2011 attended by about 50 people representing nearly 30 organizations and
communities. In 2013, R3Source held a special workshop on contracting for waste and recycling attended by 25
people representing about 20 different organizations and communities. The contracting workshop devoted the
afternoon to writing bid specifications for volume-based programs. Both of these workshops were well attended
and successful in increasing the knowledge of communities about volume-based programs. They have not yet
resulted in any new volume-based programs.
R3Source also meets with communities on a regular basis (usually 10 per year) and communicates with via email
and with an electronic newsletter with all communities. R3Source offers technical assistance reviewing waste
and recycling bids for communities.

Volume-Based Program Gap Analysis and Solutions
1. Offer more direct assistance incorporating volume-based systems into the bid specifications. Communities
may choose to continue with the curbside waste and recycling program and bid specifications familiar to
them and to which their residents are accustomed. Because changing bid specification language may seem
daunting to a community, R3Source could assist in incorporating these options into specification packages.
 Maintain a database of communities contracting schedules and reach out appropriately with offers
of assistance with bid language in general and incorporating volume-based options if desired.
 Follow up with community to help implement the program.
 Educate community officials with webinars and workshops on volume-based programs as need
arises.
 Offer information on R3Source website on the benefits of volume-based programs.

Conclusions
The RRI program provides a positive economic incentive program to Hamilton County communities to maintain
and improve residential recycling programs. R3Source could improve the impact of the program by adapting the
grant to give a minimum threshold of funding to lower performing communities, creating a best practices
suggestion list for impactful ways to spend RRI funds, and fostering collaboration among communities.
One community, Madeira, has a volume-based residential waste program functioning in Hamilton County.
R3Source should consider ways to promote these successes, such as with workshops and seminars, and should
promote alternatives such as the “eco-tier” program in Forest Park.
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Table 5: Summary of Potential Actions to Address Identified Gaps

Residential Recycling
Incentive

Infrastructure Improvement
Suggestions
1

Volume-Based Programs

2

1

Gap Addressed

Create a minimum RRI
threshold which every
community would receive

Under performing
communities receive
inadequate funding to make
infrastructure changes

Increase impact of RRI funds

Difficult for some communities
to come up with most
impactful RRI spending on
their own

Offer direct assistance
incorporating volume-based
waste collection

Community officials typically
maintain the same bid specs
and the same waste and
recycling programs year after
year

Questions for Policy Committee

R3Source Program
Adapt RRI to include a
minimum threshold of funding
Create best practices for RRI
spending document
Facilitate regional
collaborative meetings among
communities
Assist with bid specs
Offer follow up assistance to
implement the program
Hold workshops or webinars to
educate community officials
on volume-based programs
Have information on website
and/or in print

 Do you think R3Source should add a minimum threshold amount for communities participating the RRI
program?
 Should R3Source continue spending almost half of its budget on residential programs?
 Would establishing regional meetings help foster collaboration among communities?
 Should District staff do more to promote volume-based waste programs?
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Attachment D

Hamilton County Recycling and Solid Waste District
Waste Reduction Innovation Grant Selection Summary
7-22-21 thru 1-19-22 Update

Background
The Waste Reduction Innovation Grant assists communities, schools, non-profits and for-profit organizations with
innovative waste reduction and recycling programs that significantly reduce waste in Hamilton County, Ohio. $150,000
was budgeted for 2021.

Criteria for Funding
The Grant Review Committee, made up of Department of Environmental Services’ staff, evaluated each grant proposal
based on the following criteria:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Focus on waste reduction, reuse, and/or recycling
Cost-effectively diverts a significant amount of waste and/or reaches a significant number of people
Shows plans for sustainable funding in the future
Proposal demonstrates ability to complete project objectives
Proposal is complete and easy to understand
Proposal includes detailed information on all items/services listed in budget
If organization received funds in the past, grant administration was positive

Grant Proposal Not Selected for Grant Funding
Applicant:
Project Title:
Grant Amount:
Matching Funds Promised:
Estimated Waste Diverted:
Estimated People Reached:
Project Summary:

Last Mile Food Rescue

A Greater Cincinnati Where All Good Food Goes to People Not Landfills
$10,000
$15,000
600 Ton/Year
1,466,667 Meals/Year
Funds requested to develop database management technology to support current mobile
technology. Grant review committee felt there was not enough details on the technology
and the cost estimate was too vague. Suggested that they do some more research and
reapply.
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Attachment E

Program

Yard Trimmings Drop-Off
Sites
Household Hazardous
Waste Program

2022 Hamilton County Recycling and Solid Waste District Work Plan

Staff
Responsible

Staff Supporting

Susan

Michelle, Laura

Cher

Gage, Susan,
Michelle, PR

Performance Measure

2022 Goal

2021 Benchmark

Direct Service Programs

Tire Clean-ups

Susan

Public Recycling Program

Gage

Cher, Susan

Illegal Dumping
Enforcement Program

Brad J.

Susan, Laura,
Michelle

Compost Bin Sale

Gage

Tony, Elise, Susan

Drop-off visits
Tons diverted from landfill

13,000
2,000

11,841
1,823

Households participating

1,600

1,477

Tires collected
Participating communities
Events using District containers
Residents reached

5,500
15
20
25,000

5,668
14
13
22,300

Citations
Cases investigated

80
100

77
89

Bins sold

500

317

Grant Programs
Residential Recycling
Incentive Program
Waste Diversion Innovation
Grant

Provide funding to communities
based on tons recycled

NA

NA

Gage

Susan, Michelle

Cher

Michelle

Applications received

10

10

Infrastructure Grant

Cher

Michelle

Applications received

5

NA

Smart Kitchen Initiative

Mary, Tony

Commercial kitchens
implementing technology

5

0

Market Development Grant

Mary

Michelle

Applicants assisted

1

0

Community Development
Grant

Cher

Michelle

Applicants assisted

1

0

Pollution Prevention
Internships
General Technical
Assistance

Technical Assistance Programs
Mary

Michelle

Susan

Cher, Laura, Mary,
Gage

Let’s Stop Waste

Cher, Tony, Mary,
Gage

Joy

513Green Business
Certification

Mary

Cher, Tony, Abbey

Waste Audit

Mary

Tony, Cher, Abbey

Interns placed in facilities

2

2

Hotline calls received
Website inquiries

4,000
340

4,049
306

Facilities Assisted
People Reached

100
20,000

64
8,517

New businesses certified

10

5

Organizations receiving audits

3

3

Description

District operates three yard trimmings drop-off sites.
Option year available in current contract. Will need to plan for 2023.
Tire collection activities with the KCB grant.

Manage program, help with outreach, schedule quarterly environmental
task force meetings.
Conduct a discount compost bin sale. Will need to gather quotes. Sale
should work cooperatively with our compost seminars.
Distribute funds to participating communities. The higher a community’s
diversion rate, the more dollars received.
Distribute funds for a two-year grant program focused on waste
reduction.
Distribute funds for a two-year grant program focused on infrastructure.
Assist commercial kitchens and restaurants with food waste prevention,
provide infrastructure support for food donation, and technology to
measure food waste. Modify program as needed.
OEPA provides grants to businesses (through District) to expand end
markets for recyclables. Applications available in Oct. and due Jan.
OEPA provides grants to communities and non-profit organizations.
Applications available in Oct. and due Jan.
Placement of interns at industrial facilities to identify waste reduction
opportunities.
Answer/check messages for Recycling Hotline; track/enter calls in
database; respond to web inquiries.
Commercial assistance helping businesses, schools, restaurants and
more reduce waste. Provide technical assistance and interior containers.
Launch promotion campaign.
A sustainability challenge for workplaces. Incorporate into LSW outreach
campaign as appropriate.
Offer waste audits through a consultant to large producers of waste with
complicated waste streams.

Program

2022 Hamilton County Recycling and Solid Waste District Work Plan

Staff
Responsible

Staff Supporting

Hamilton County Buildings
Recycling Program

Gage

Small-Scale Community
Composting

Tony

Performance Measure

2022 Goal

2021 Benchmark

Mary, Brad

NA

NA

Michelle

NA

NA

Description

Provide technical assistance to Hamilton County Facilities and
departments within Hamilton County to improve recycling program and
reduce waste generated through county operations.
Promote local composting options for USDA grants.

Outreach and Awareness
General Public Outreach
and Marketing

Joy

Michelle, Abbey,
Tony

Unique visitors to website

190,000

170,494

Social Media

Communications

All staff

Social media followers:
Compost blog page views:

6,500
50,000

5,539
50,300

TAKE Back Your Home

Joy

Susan

Unique webpage views

850

771

Community Outreach

Gage

Elise, Michelle

Target communities assisted
General community meetings

2
10

3
11

Public Events

Elise

People reached
Events attended
Students and adults reached
Assemblies/ classroom programs
Field trips
School events

520
8
11,200
250
10
3

472
6
10,202
225
7
1

Residents reached
Workshops/ presentations

1,300
30

1,157
26

Implement awards program

NA

NA

School Based Programs

Elise, Cher

Adult Seminars/Education

Elise (seminars)
All staff
(presentations)

Annual Awards Program

Abbey, Gage

All

Residential Recycling
Awareness Campaign

Joy

Michelle, Abbey

Wasted Food Reduction
Campaign

Tony, Joy

Abbey, Michelle

District Newsletter

Communications

Cher, Mary, Gage

Wasted Food Event

Tony

Abbey, All staff

OEPA Annual District
Report
Health Department
Contracts

Michelle, Susan,
Mary

Increase in target materials
Views “What Can I Recycle” page
Interactions
Website views
Partners pledged

20%
1,100
15,000
50,000
8

Stakeholders Reached

6,000

2,348

500

NA

Residents reached

NA
NA

Implement strategies designed to increase awareness of waste
reduction, recycling, composting, and District programs. Specific
campaign not yet planned.
Implement strategies designed to increase awareness of waste
reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting.
Continue campaign to educate residents on HHW reduction and
permanent outlets for materials. Continue partnerships. Promote at
HHW drop-off event.
Work with two communities to improve recycling. Meet with other
communities to inform them of our programs.
Table at select public events.
Elise offering in house programs and field trips. Contractors offering
virtual activities designed to teach children about waste reduction.
Conduct virtual and in person backyard composting, wasted food
reduction, and other seminars for adults. Backyard composting should
incorporate compost bin sale piece. Includes general adult presentations.
Implement program to create an engaging and inspirational event.
1st quarter tubs campaign. Campaign to increase participation and
reduce contamination in residential curbside recycling programs.
Campaign to decrease residentially wasted food both increasing
awareness of issue and changing behavior.
Continue new newsletter that combined three newsletters into one.
Evaluate article popularity and adjust content.
Large event to increase awareness of wasted food among residents
contingent on large event being feasible in the second half of 2022.

Data Management/Reporting
Mike

Commercial survey response rate

35%

29%

NA

NA

District reporting requirement to OEPA. Implement ideas from WTH
consultant.
Manage contracts with the Hamilton County and Cincinnati Health
departments for waste-related inspections and enforcement.

Program
Solid Waste Management
Plan

2022 Hamilton County Recycling and Solid Waste District Work Plan

Staff
Responsible

Staff Supporting

Michelle

All

Performance Measure

Implement action items in
timeline.

2022 Goal

2021 Benchmark

NA

NA

Description

Solid Waste Plan draft due to OEPA in August 2022.

Regional and State Leadership
Regional Solid Waste
Meetings

Michelle

Meetings organized and attended

2

4

OSWDO/ Ohio EPA

Michelle

Meetings attended

6

10

Beyond 34 Local Champions

Michelle, Tony,
Mary

All staff

3

NA

Tony

Mary

6
4

NA

Great Lakes Food Matters
Cohort

Working groups lead to implement
recommendations.
Meetings attended
Strategies implemented

Organize regular meetings with southwest Ohio solid waste management
districts.
Attend quarterly workgroup meetings organized by Ohio EPA. Michelle
will serve as President of OSWDO.
Continue with Beyond 34 recommended initiatives working with
partners.
Collaborate with Cincinnati, local parties, regional cities, and NRDC to
catalyze innovation and implement strategies to reduce food waste.

Attachment F

2021 Hamilton County Environmental
Enforcement Activity
13

14
12

10

10

8 7
6
4
2

10

9

8

7
4

5

9
6
TOTAL CASES INVESTIGATED
1

0

2021 Complaints Received of Illegal Dumping (click for interactive version)

